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January 2011
Dear Colleague:
The Guidelines for Educating Limited English Proficient Students with Interrupted Formal
Education (LEP/ELL SIFES) was developed as a resource for educators. It serves to shape the
design and implementation of ESL and Bilingual Education programs for Limited English Proficient
Students with Interrupted Formal Education (LEP/ELL/SIFEs). As SIFEs are a component
population of LEP/ELLs, the foundational framework for this document is the New York State
Education Department (NYSED) CR Part 154 Guidelines for the Education of Limited English
Proficient/English Language Learners (LEP/ELLs).
This document addresses key variables such as timely and accurate identification, reflective and
evidencebased placement, design of programmatic options, and research on best instructional
practices. It also includes references which have been used to conceptualize these guidelines. It
endeavors to describe policies and practices which address the socioacademic, emotional, and
cultural needs of SIFEs. These practices should underpin their successful negotiation of the
curriculum, enhance their skills to close the achievement gap and optimize their success in both the
academic and work environment. The guidelines recommend the implementation of programs that
capitalize upon the background knowledge and interests of SIFEs, are age and developmentally
appropriate, and allow them sufficient time to achieve educational goals.
The Nassau BETAC at Nassau BOCES staff composed this document with input from researchers,
writers and practitioners in the field of first and second language acquisition.
As programs evolve and more districts enroll SIFEs, insights and perspectives should be documented
and shared. We invite your comments on this resource and appreciate your input relevant to
educating these students.
Please direct your comments to:
Office of Bilingual Education and Foreign Language Studies
New York State Education Department
Room 367 EBA
Albany, New York 12234
Sincerely,

Dr. Pedro Ruíz
v

Guidelines for the Education of Limited English Proficient/English
Language LearnersStudents with Interrupted Formal Education
(LEP/ELL/SIFE)

Table of Contents
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS..........................................................................iii
NYSED LETTER.........................................................................................v
INTRODUCTION........................................................................................1
SECTION I: SIFE Identification and Programming
SIFE Identification.........................................................................................2
Definition........................................................................................... 2
SIFE vs. LongTerm LEP/ELLs........................................................ 4
SIFEs and Special Education............................................................. 5
SIFE Identification.............................................................................6
NYSEDLEP Identification Process Chart.........................................7
Placement for Instruction...................................................................8
SIFE DiagnosticsLiteracy and Numeracy........................................ 8
Parent Interview................................................................................. 10
Personalized Learning Plans.............................................................. 12
Effective Programming.................................................................................. 13
StandardsBased Programming for SIFEs Chart............................... 14
Designing High Quality Instruction Chart.........................................15
Staff Selection....................................................................................16
Native Language................................................................................ 16
Social and Emotional Learning..........................................................17
Survival Skills....................................................................................18
Cultural Awareness............................................................................19
Parental Involvement......................................................................... 20
SIFE Program Exit Criteria............................................................... 21

SECTION II: What the Research Says
Principles of Emergent Literacy Instruction................................................. 22
Direct Instruction............................................................................... 22
Oral Language................................................................................... 23
Content Areas.................................................................................... 23
Literacy Acquisition.......................................................................... 23
Reading Comprehension................................................................... 24
Vocabulary........................................................................................ 24
Fluency.............................................................................................. 24
Contextualized Phonics......................................................................24
vi

SECTION III: Instructional Methodologies and Resources for SIFEs
Instruction for Native Language and English Literacy................................. 26
Building Background Knowledge..................................................... 26
Explicit Instruction............................................................................ 27
Scaffolding........................................................................................ 27
Instructional Scaffolds Chart………………………………………. 28
PreEmergent and Emergent Literacy Instruction............................ 29
Teaching Mathematics..................................................................... 30
Instructional Materials...................................................................... 31
CONCLUSION............................................................................................ 32
REFERENCES.............................................................................................33
RESOURCES TO SUPPORT INSTRUCTION FOR SIFE.................... 36

vii

Introduction
(LEP/ELL/SIFEs)
An increasing and diverse number of limited English proficient students with interrupted
formal education (LEP/ELL/SIFEs) have been enrolling in New York State schools. As their
instruction has been interrupted, inconsistent and in many cases unavailable, they do not
possess the school readiness skills, sociolinguistic proficiencies and academic knowledge
demonstrated by students who have consistently attended school. Thus, it is essential that they
be given enriched, holistic instruction which capitalizes upon their prior knowledge and
interests, providing them opportunities to achieve promotion and graduation benchmarks. Their
education should integrate the socialemotional and cultural dimensions of learning in order to
close the gap in their educational experiences and proficiencies. When provided a challenging,
culturally and linguistically sensitive variety of educational experiences and given time to
benefit from continuous schooling, LEP/ELL/SIFEs can make significant progress.
Research and evidence on effective practices for educating LEP/ELL/SIFEs is limited.
However, they are a subgroup of LEP/ELLs and progress through the same language
acquisition and developmental stages. Their lack of schooling and its socioacademic benefits
often pose more complex and different challenges than those encountered in the general
LEP/ELL population. Significant gaps in their academic knowledge require versatile
instructional strategies and differentiated interventions. It is incumbent upon educators to
develop a language and educational profile of these students as a reference point for making
thoughtful, evidencebased decisions about the most effective strategies to use.
Since diverse sociocultural and academic skills should be integrated and embedded in the
curricular experiences of LEP/ELL/SIFEs, it is essential that schools use crossdisciplinary
teams to design their educational programs, aligned with NYSED CR Part 154 Guidelines.
Targeted programs should be created for them which address their verified and documented
needs, provide challenging, standardsbased content, have explicit exit criteria, and prepare
them for eventual transition into the regular instructional program. Regardless of their age,
they should be provided an appropriate standardsbased program using enriched instruction
which consistently promotes literacy and incorporates socialemotional learning and cultural
awareness. Older LEP/ELL/SIFEs benefit from career exploration and prevocational training
which prepares them for entry into the workplace.
Whenever possible, instruction should be accomplished using both the native language and
English. The native language provides access to the assumptions, needs, scope of schooling,
and life experiences of these students. Research suggests that native language skills facilitate
the learning of English. When both languages are consistently developed, they become
mutually supportive and serve to promote the acquisition of first and second language literacy.
LEP/ELL/SIFEs are one of the most vulnerable, atrisk LEP/ELL populations. Thus, our
efforts require an equitable apportionment of resources; methodical and sustained evaluation of
our efforts; consistent expansion of our knowledge; and, commitment to innovative
approaches. We should document and share our accomplishments and continue our advocacy
efforts, guided by our belief in the potential of these students.
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CR PART 154 GUIDELINES FOR THE EDUCATION OF Limited English
Proficient/English Language Learners with Interrupted Formal Education
(LEP/ELL/SIFE)

SECTION I: SIFE IDENTIFICATION AND PROGRAMMING
The New York State Education Department (NYSED) CR Part 154 Guidelines provide a
vision and framework for the education of Limited English Proficient/English Language
Learners (LEP/ELLs). Excerpts from these regulations, cited in various sections of this
document, are found at http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/biling/bilinged/pub/
Regulations of the Commissioner of Education Part 154.1 states the following:
(a) Pupils with limited English proficiency shall mean pupils who by reason of foreign birth or
ancestry, speak a language other than English, and
(1) either understand and speak little or no English; or (2) score below a state
designated level of proficiency, on the Language Assessment BatteryRevised (LABR)
or the New York State English as a Second Language Achievement Test (NYSESLAT)
Limited English Proficient/English Language Learners with Interrupted Formal Education,
(LEP/ELL/SIFE) are a student subgroup of the LEP/ELL population and, therefore, subject to
all New York State Education Department (NYSED) regulations and guidelines.
This document herein will solely refer to SIFEs as those LEP/ELLs who have interrupted
formal education.
NYSED defines the SIFE population as those LEP/ELLs who:
·
·
·
·

Come from a home in which a language other than English is spoken and enter a
school in the United States after grade 2; and,
Have had at least two years less schooling than their peers; and,
Function at least two years below expected grade level in reading and mathematics;
and,
May be preliterate in their native language.

The number of SIFEs continues to increase in NYS schools, as their geographic distribution
widens. These students come from countries where they received no formal schooling or their
education was intermittent, suspended or temporarily unavailable. They have entered a new
and different culture, whose explicit and implicit social/behavioral rules, cultural priorities and
value systems are unfamiliar. They may experience levels of anxiety due to lack of access to
dependable support systems, such as extended family, friends and/or separation from familiar
and predictable routines.
They also lack the full range of socioacademic and cultural
competencies expected in US schools. At the secondary school level, the competing demands
of familial and work obligations and the compressed period of time to attain educational
benchmarks increase their risk of dropping out. These factors influence their life goals,
aspirations and expectations of schooling. Nevertheless, SIFEs have had varied life
experiences from which they have acquired a range of functional knowledge and coping
strategies, which if appropriately harnessed can anchor a productive school career.
2

It is necessary to identify what SIFEs know before an educational design is created. For
example, if a seventeenyearold student does not know how to hold a pencil and has no
alphabet awareness, then the initial focus and content of instruction will differ from that
proposed for a student who has some knowledge of environmental print and familiarity with
writing implements.
Moreover, the duration, scope and content of the formal educational experiences of SIFEs are
significantly different from most LEP/ELLs. As a constituent group of LEP/ELLs, CR Part
154 Guidelines and the NYSED learning standards shape instruction for them. SIFEs require
carefully crafted educational programming that reflects and incorporates their background
knowledge. Students should be provided opportunities to gain sufficient mastery of
coursework to attain promotional and graduation benchmarks. Scheduling, pacing of
coursework, and the organizational framework of programs developed for them should be
flexible in order to provide instruction that assists in closing their achievement gap.
Educators should have high expectations for these students and assist them in developing
meaningful and challenging educational and career aspirations. Preparing these students for
effective participation in the larger society requires a holistic, standardsbased education that
builds upon their experiential knowledge and consistently and sensitively promotes mastery of
academic skills, print literacy, socioemotional learning and cultural awareness.
As a significantly atrisk population, SIFEs benefit from educational approaches which
integrate social, cultural, instructional, and community resources. In strategically developing
an instructional plan for SIFEs, educators should:
·
·
·
·
·
·

·

Determine the nature and extent of the students’ prior knowledge and educational
experiences.
Adjust interventions to reflect changing needs at regular intervals.
Address social, emotional and cultural needs.
Focus on literacy and numeracy skills.
Tap into students’ interests and strengths in order to scaffold new information.
Use differentiated pedagogical practices and instructional materials which are
developmentally and age appropriate, linguistically enriching, and culturally and
experientially relevant.
Enlist additional support from supplementary academic intervention programs.

Another educational obstacle that SIFEs may confront is when they are erroneously compared
to Long Term LEP/ELLs and consequently are not provided targeted instructional
interventions to meet their needs.
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SIFEs VS. LONG TERM LEP/ELLs
Sometimes SIFEs and Long Term LEP/ELLs are mistakenly viewed as having similar socio
academic needs and are provided the same interventions. Although both groups are
LEP/ELLs, empirical evidence indicates that they present distinctly different educational
profiles. Long Term LEP/ELLs have been exposed to an English language school system for
six years or more. They perform academically below their expected grade level and require
different instructional interventions. These interventions usually involve recontextualizing
information previously presented, but not effectively learned. By comparison, SIFEs have had
limited or no exposure to both their native and English language school systems. Thus, they
have not had an opportunity to develop the sociocultural and academic/linguistic proficiencies
necessary for successful learning and have significant gaps in their academic background
knowledge.
Since SIFEs have different educational backgrounds and socioacademic needs from Long
Term LEP/ELLs, the two groups should not be merged for instructional purposes.
The following chart indicates some of the differences between Long Term LEP/ELLs and
SIFEs.
LEP/ELL/SIFEs
·
·
·
·

·
·
·

·

·

Long Term LEP/ELLs

Recently enrolled in a US school system
(12 years)
Never or minimally exposed to formal
schooling
Have little or no oral proficiency in
English
Not accustomed to school norms,
educational tools and behaviors in a school
setting
May not have school records
Unfamiliar with the local culture and
environment
Have very limited or no decoding,
encoding, or reading comprehension skills
in their native language and English
Below grade level due to lack of schooling
in their native country

·

Instructional interventions introduce
material for the first time

·

·
·
·

·
·
·

·

Enrolled 6 or more years in a US
school system
Exposed to the local curriculum in
varying degrees
Have oral proficiency in English
Accustomed to school norms,
educational tools and behaviors in a
school setting
Have school records
Familiar with the local culture and
environment
Have a range of decoding, encoding,
and comprehension skills in their
native language and English
Below grade level due to inconsistent
instruction, ineffective study or
learning skills, long term absence,
etc. in a US school
Instructional interventions
reintroduce material in new ways

Additionally, SIFEs manifest substantive needs and characteristics which differentiate them
from special education students.
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SIFEs AND SPECIAL EDUCATION
Regulations of the Commissioner of Education Part 200.4 (c) (2) (i) (ii) (iii), p. 47
(c) Eligibility Determinations
(2) A student shall not be determined eligible for special education if the determinant factor is:
(i) lack of appropriate instruction in reading, including explicit and systematic
instruction in phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development, reading fluency
(including oral reading skills) and reading comprehension strategies;
(ii) lack of appropriate instruction in math; or
(iii) limited English proficiency.
Recent research indicates that there exists no higher incidence of special education needs
among SIFEs than is true for any other student population (Zehr, 2009). Consequently, SIFEs
must not be assigned automatically to special education classes nor viewed as inevitably
needing such services. Unlike students with empirically diagnosed disabilities, their academic
status, relative to expected grade level proficiencies, derives from their lack of access to formal
schooling. When students have not had access to the benefits of formal education or sustained
schooling opportunities, their lack of socioacademic progress should not be equated with
impairment or disability. Nevertheless, this finding should not prevent a SIFE from being
referred for a special education evaluation if there is clear, objective, documented evidence of a
disability. For example, if SIFEs exhibit emotional or behavioral problems, both the parent
and student should be interviewed in the native language by a social worker to determine if
there is an environmental, personal or familial situation which needs to be addressed. If an
auditory, visual or other physical handicapping condition exists, which impedes the progress of
SIFEs, support services should be provided.
Before considering a SIFE for special education services the following strategies should be
implemented. SIFEs should be afforded a meaningful period of time to learn from intensive
literacy  and numeracybased instruction across the curriculum. They should have a fair and
reasonable opportunity to internalize the benefits of schooling and adapt to their new culture.
Moreover, any evaluation of a SIFE’s academic progress should be based upon an assessment
in the native language and English. The native language is the means by which SIFEs interpret,
understand and retrieve their experiences. Thus, assessments in the native language can yield
useful, actionable information about the student’s background knowledge. If, after a
meaningful period of time, despite, deliberative and consistent interventions, a SIFE does not
make reasonable progress, then Response to Intervention (RTI) protocols should be
implemented.
SIFEs may experience culture shock, agitation, anxiety, feelings of dislocation and confusion
which are a consequence of being unfamiliar with the values, norms and conventions of their
new setting. This emotional turmoil may impact their academic performance. Therefore, every
effort should be made to provide support mechanisms in the school, such as instruction in the
native language; regular access to bilingual guidance counselors and social workers;
supplementary academic intervention programs; and, structured experiences, which promote
social and emotional learning.
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SIFE IDENTIFICATION
Regulations of the Commissioner of Education Part 154.1
The purpose of this Part is to establish standards for school districts having pupils with limited
English proficiency to assure that such pupils are provided opportunities to achieve the same
educational goals and standards as the general student population. In accordance with the
provisions of this Part, each school district shall provide pupils with limited English proficiency
equal access to all school programs and services offered by the district commensurate with their
ages and grade level, including access to programs required for graduation.

CR Part 154 Guidelines apply to the identification of all LEP/ELLs. These guidelines provide
for access and equity relevant to their enrollment in school and provision for appropriate and
meaningful educational opportunities. Guiding principles relevant to identifying SIFEs follow.
·
·

·
·

Regardless of their age at entry, SIFEs should be identified in a timely manner.
Routine collection and disaggregation of data should include such variables as age
upon arrival, mobility, years of schooling at time of entry into an English language
school system, and the type and scope of content learned in both their native
country and in the United States, among other variables.
Careful documentation of the identification process is essential.
The earliest possible interventions facilitate successful outcomes.

It is strongly recommended that districts identify/place SIFEs by:
·

·

·

·

Forming a crossdisciplinary team of educators who coordinate their skills to plan a
comprehensive approach. This team should consist of ESL/bilingual education
coordinators and teachers, guidance counselors, social workers and other educators
who will be serving this population. They should be sensitive to the sociocultural
and linguistic needs of SIFEs or have familiarity with assisting linguistically and
culturally diverse students, and experience in deploying strategies to ‘close the gap’
in their education.
Ensuring that the crossdisciplinary team responsible for identifying SIFEs follow
all NYSED prescribed sequential steps pursuant to CR Part 154, which include use
of the Home Language Identification Questionnaire (HLQ), Oral Interview
Questions in the native language and English, and the administration of the
Language Assessment Battery – Revised (LABR).
Administering locally and/or commercially developed diagnostics to identify their
content area instructional needs if it appears that schooling has been delayed or not
experienced.
Placing SIFEs, in a timely manner, in an appropriate instructional program after
they are accurately identified.

6
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PLACEMENT FOR INSTRUCTION
In order for SIFEs to be accurately identified and receive appropriate instructional services, it
is necessary for educators to acquire baseline information about the nature and scope of their
background knowledge, numeracy and literacy skills.
The placement of SIFEs should be based upon documented information collected during the
identification process. Upon identification, the cross disciplinary team should facilitate, in a
timely manner, the placement of SIFEs in mandatory standardsbased ESL and content area
classrooms. In addition, bilingual education instructional models, pursuant to CR Part 154,
should be implemented.
In order to determine the literacy and numeracy skills of SIFEs, it is necessary to use
diagnostic tests, in the native language and English, for mathematics, reading and writing.
These tests can be developed through the collaborative efforts of bilingual, ESL and
mainstream teachers. The mathematics diagnostic should reflect a graduated range of
competencies, beginning with basic skills such as addition, subtraction, multiplication, and
division. The literacy diagnostic should also have tiered levels of difficulty in reading and offer
options for oral and written responses in both the native language and English.
The assessment results, when coordinated with other information, derived during the intake
process, can assist in clarifying the needs of students. Findings from the diagnostics can serve
as a guide for appropriate placement and the instructional design process. Some SIFE programs
develop their own diagnostic assessments through the collaborative efforts of bilingual, ESL
and mainstream teachers. Other programs use commercially developed diagnostics. The
following is a list of those tests, which is not exhaustive. Not all tests were reviewed by
preparers of this document, but were recommended by educators. Decisions on diagnostic test
selection should be made by taking into account such factors as curriculum expectations, the
linguistic and developmental profile of students currently enrolled, the content and nature of
instructional sequences, and students’ prior educational experiences, among other variables.
Tests of Literacy and Numeracy
· The Academic Language and Literacy Diagnostic (ALLD) is a cumulative
assessment of literacy and math skills, comprising items from grade levels one
through eleven. The ALLD is currently available in Spanish and English. Each
language version consists of two booklets: a PreLiteracy booklet and a Literacy
and Math booklet. The PreLiteracy booklet consists of three sections: Sounds and
Letters, Word Reading and Sentence Reading. The Literacy and Math booklet
consists of five sections: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading
Comprehension, Language, and Math. The ALLD has an online evaluation
component which provides individual scores. The ALLD is now being used in 200
New York City middle and high schools to identify the skills of SIFE.
http://schools.nyc.gov/Academics/ELL/KeyDocuments/
Academic+Language+and+Literacy+Diagnostic.htm
· Bader Reading and Language Inventory (Pearson) is a diagnostic battery of tests
that provides procedures for individual, indepth assessment in seven areas: English
as a Second Language, Emergent Reading, Word Identification and Phonics,
Comprehension, Spelling, Writing, Oral Processing.
http://www.allynbaconmerrill.com
8

· Brigance Comprehensive Inventory of Basic Skills II (Curriculum Associates) is
available in Spanish and English, and is used to identify student strengths and
weaknesses. Subtests include: Writing and Alphabetizing, Oral Reading, Functional
Reading Comprehension, Listening, Speech, Word Analysis, Numbers and
Computation.
http://www.curriculumassociates.com/products/BriganceOverview.asp
· The Logramos (Riverside) is a Spanish academic achievement test given in the
areas of math, language, and reading. Spanishdominant students may be given the
test to determine their native language proficiency and to guide their instruction.
http://www.riverpub.com/products/logramos/index.html
Tests of Literacy
· EnglishEspañol Reading Inventory for the Classroom (Pearson) is an informal
reading inventory in Spanish and English that combines both traditional and holistic
methods to determine student's reading level. http://www.allynbaconmerrill.com
· Informal Assessment Literacy Scales, published as a component of the Learning
Record Assessment System (Barr and Syverson, 1998), are samples of informal
assessments for reading and writing in English and in the native language for grades
K12. These reading and writing scales describe the stages students typically go
through as they become literate across three grade spans: K3, 48, 912.
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/biling/resource/CH09APP.PDF
· Language Assessment ScalesOral (LASO) (CTB/MacMillan/McGrawHill)
measures speaking and listening skills in either English or Spanish for placement in,
and exit from, bilingual/ESL programs. LASO assesses four primary language
subsystems: phonemic, lexical, syntactical, and pragmatic. http://www.ctb.com
· Rigby ELL Assessment Kit for K6 Classrooms (Rigby) is designed to be used
four times during the school year. It assesses the progress of ELLs in listening,
speaking, reading and writing. It comes with a teacher’s manual and student
assessment books. http://rigby.hmhco.com/en/ELL_home.htm
· WoodcockMuñoz Language SurveyRevised (WMLSR) (Riverside) measures
reading, writing, listening and comprehension and establishes language proficiency
levels in English or Spanish. It provides information on a student’s cognitive and
academic language proficiency and consists of seven testing categories.
http://www.riverpub.com/products/wmls/index.html
· The Word Meaning Test (WMT) is an oral test of expressive vocabulary on a
website for use. http://www.nifl.gov/readingprofiles/WMT_All_Docs.pdf
Tests of Numeracy
· FAST Math Entry Assessment Mathematics Evaluation (EAME) was developed
by Fairfax County Public Schools in 2001. The FAST Math program includes the
EAME. Volumes I, II and III provide a curriculum for newly arrived limited
English proficient (LEP) students in grades 412 who are two or more years below
grade level in mathematics. The entire program can be downloaded for free at
http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/faqs/view/13

9

PARENT INTERVIEW
Before placing SIFEs in an appropriate instructional program, staff should obtain
comprehensive information on their former schooling, interests and family background. A
parent interview includes gathering information on students’ educational background,
family and social history. To derive accurate information, the interview instrument should
be provided in the native language and administered as soon as possible to facilitate
educational planning for SIFEs.
Findings from this interview provide insight into the sociocultural backgrounds of SIFEs,
enhance understanding of their educational needs and ensure a more individualized
identification and placement. When designing or selecting questions, preserving the
privacy and respecting the culture of caregivers is essential.
The parent interview should be conducted under the direction of a coordinator of
Bilingual/ESL programs, and by an appropriately qualified professional such as a
Bilingual/ESL teacher, bilingual social worker or guidance counselor. The following
sample interview questions for parents and students can be useful in identifying the needs
of these students and their families. The crossdisciplinary team may want to create
additional interview questions.

10

Sample Interview Questions
Date____________________
Student’s Name ____________________________________
Parent or Guardian’s Name__________________________
Interviewer’s Name_________________________________
Interviewer’s Title__________________________________
School Background
· What is your son/daughter’s name?
· How old is he/she?
· In what country(ies) did your child live?
· Did your son/daughter attend school in another country?
· Did your child attend any other school(s) here in the US before this school? If so,
where? When?
· Did your son/daughter attend school regularly?
· If he/she did not attend school, what was the reason?
· Do you have any school records which will help us to understand your child’s
educational needs, interests and subjects that were studied?
· What subjects did he/she take and how did he/she do in those classes?
· What were his/her favorite classes?
· What grade did your son/daughter complete?
· What languages does your child speak? What language(s) does your child read and/or
write?
· Did your child ever work outside the home in your country? What kinds of jobs did
he/she have?
· Does your child have any medical problems that you want to bring to the school’s
attention? If so, what are they?
Family Background
· When did you come to the United States? To what state?
· What languages are spoken in your household?
· Does your child have brothers or sisters? How many? Are they of school age?
· Do you have any friends who are English speaking?
· What work do you do?
· What are your child’s favorite games, songs?
· Do you have opportunities to read with your child?
· What are your child’s special interests or skills?
· Do you have an opportunity to help your son/daughter with homework?
· Other than yourself, who else cares for your child?
· Do you have any concerns for your child that you want the school to know about?
· What do you hope the school can provide for your child?
· What aspirations do you have for your child?
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As information relevant to the socioacademic background of SIFE is retrieved, reviewed and
analyzed, it should be integrated to form the foundation for planned, targeted educational
interventions.

Personalized Learning Plan
Throughout the educational career of SIFEs, the crossdisciplinary team should develop a
Personalized Learning Plan (PLP) (Clarke, 2002) which documents their age, strengths, prior
schooling, and native language proficiency, as well as short and long term educational goals.
These goals should include graduation timelines, GED options, and career pathways, while
also noting social and emotional needs. The PLP is an essential component of the placement
process, providing an overview of the students’ educational history and charting their progress
along a continuum of socioacademic learning goals. It should integrate input from students
and parents, and an analysis of diagnostic assessments and recommendations from the cross
disciplinary team. It provides teachers, students and parents with comprehensive educational
targets. The PLP should be reviewed and modified periodically by the team to reflect student
progress. It also includes instructional recommendations for SIFEs when they exit the program
and details procedures for ongoing monitoring. The list below includes suggestions for
components of a PLP.
SocialEmotional
· Student background information
· Socioemotional and cultural goals
· Ongoing parent outreach and followup
· Utilization of communitybased organizations
Academic Data Analysis
· Academic and linguistic background information
· Analysis of student diagnostic results
· Longitudinal view of student academic performance and attendance patterns
Short and Long Term Goals
· Academic study skills
· Literacy and numeracy targets in the first and second language
· Benchmarks of success and instruments to measure progress
· Instructional strategies, activities and resources
· Course sequences, including scheduling and time distribution, grouping practices,
supplementary academic intervention programs, cocurricular activities
· Extended day/year learning options
· Exit criteria, including projected amount of time in program
Strategies and Instructional Supports
· Teaching in the native language and English
· Team teaching and other classroom support, such as bilingual teaching assistant
· Small class size, tutoring
· Use growth models and test accommodations
· Explicit instruction and balanced literacy models
· Grouping and cooperative learning strategies
· Block scheduling, looping
· Technology to promote multimodal/multisensorial learning
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Vocational Opportunities
· Student career interests and aptitudes
· Recommended careerrelated exploration and prevocational training, including GED
options
· Student workrelated products
SchoolFamily Connection
· Parent training to facilitate integration into the community and promote the
home/school connection
· Family literacy and numeracy training
· Activities to connect students to peer and adult mentors
· Interventions and outreach to families by guidance staff/social workers, career
counselors
Transitional Planning
· Transitional services upon exiting the program
· Followup plan to monitor student progress

EFFECTIVE PROGRAMMING
Required Units of Study
Public school districts are required to provide the amount of English language instruction
specified in CR Part 154.2 (d) and (e). As specified in Action Step 1, the English language arts
standards are the basis for the Native Language Arts, English as a Second Language and
English Language Arts curricula. The chart that follows identifies the required units of study
for each of these disciplines.
NOTE: A unit of study is equivalent to 180 minutes per week.

English
Proficiency
Level
Beginning

English Language Requirements
GRADES K8
GRADES 912
Number of Units
Number of Units
ESL
NLA*
ELA
ESL
NLA*
ELA

2
Intermediate
2
Advanced
1
* If in a bilingual program.

1
1
1



1

3
2
1

1
1
1



1

A detailed chart describing the New York State Language Allocation Policy (LAP)  CR Part
154 for Bilingual and English as a Second Language (ESL) for Elementary, Middle and High
School can be found at: http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/biling/
Instructional programs should include intensive, consistent, age appropriate, literacy based
instruction. It is important to note that in the middle and high schools, the challenges are
greater, as the coursework becomes more cognitively demanding and SIFEs have less time to
catch up to their peers. Nevertheless, SIFEs should be given every opportunity to earn credits
toward graduation. The following charts provide a framework for programmatic options which
should be made available to SIFEs.
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Mode of
Implementation
(Grades 25)

Mode of
Implementation
(Grades 612)

Duration

Staff

New York State Education Department
StandardsBased Programs for SIFEs
Aligned with Personalized Learning Plans (PLPs)
· Transitional SIFE/bilingual education program
· Freestanding SIFE/ESL program (selfcontained SIFE/ESL classroom or
pullout block)
· Collaborative and/or coteaching models
· ESL teacher pushin model alone is not sufficient for SIFEs
· Departmentalized transitional SIFE/bilingual education classes or
program (language and content courses designed to enable students to
acquire literacy skills and earn credits toward graduation)
· Selfcontained SIFE/ESL class with departmentalized content support
· Collaborative and/or coteaching models
· ESL teacher pushin model alone is not sufficient for SIFEs
· Contingent upon student progress, based upon periodic review of the
PLP by the crossdisciplinary team, including the ESL/bilingual
education coordinator and ESL or bilingual teachers
· NYSED certified TESOL teacher
· NYSED certified content area teacher with bilingual education extension
· Bilingual teaching assistant

Support Services

·

Student Cohort

·
·
·

Language(s) of
Instruction

·

Instructional Time

·
·

Methodology

·
·
·
·

Professional
Development

Ongoing support from bilingual social workers, guidance counselors,
psychologists, and communitybased service providers for students and
families
Ageappropriate grouping by similar linguistic/academic needs
Small class sizes
Native language used as a means to:
§ Access prior knowledge
§ Provide instruction in the content areas
§ Validate student’s language and culture
§ Transfer skills to the learning of English
ESL strategies used as a means to:
§ Model, scaffold, differentiate instruction for acquiring English
§ Support content area instruction
§ Develop awareness of the community and American culture
CR Part 154 instructional time at a minimum
Extended day, Saturday, before and afterschool homework centers,
tutorials, summer programs, or other supplementary academic
interventions
Interdisciplinary, thematic, sheltered approaches to instruction
Strategies which promote transfer of native language skills to English
Explicit/guided models of instruction
Sustained and focused training on:
§ Identifying educational needs of SIFEs
§ Using data to inform instruction
§ Explicit instruction
§ Balanced literacy
§ Teacher collaboration and coteaching models
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Grades 212: HighQuality Instruction for SIFEs
Aligned with Personalized Learning Plans (PLPs)

Basic Skills
SelfManaging
· Make progress in social and emotional learning (rules and behaviors in a
classroom setting, adjusting to school, working with others)
· Develop intercultural awareness and familiarity with the community
· Learn good health, hygiene and nutrition practices
Emergent Literacy
· Build background knowledge
· Hold a pencil
· Use multiple modalities for selfexpression, including Art and Music
· Learn the alphabet and environmental print
· Understand conventions of print
· Use a notebook
· Build tiered vocabulary
· Engage in prewriting (scribbling), pretend and prephonetic writing
· Learn to listen, speak, read, write for social and academic purposes
· Make observations, draw conclusions
· Learn study and testtaking skills
Mathematics Skills
· Learn the language and purpose of mathematics
· Learn mathematical functions and operations
· Understand mathematical concepts
· Use mathematical tools
Social Studies and Science Skills
· Understand the role of science in their lives
· Learn about the community in which they live and attend school
· Listen and read for specific information
· Make accurate observations
· Answer questions orally and participate in discussions
· Find information in charts, graphs, maps
· Understand relationships and draw conclusions
· Understand key concepts
· Use specialized vocabulary
· Write answers to questions
Native Language Arts Skills
· Build upon oral literacy
· Access and use background knowledge
· Expand and appreciate cultural knowledge
· Learn to listen, speak, read, write for social and academic purposes
· Use native language literacy skills as a foundation to acquire English
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STAFF SELECTION
Throughout the process of identification, placement, instruction and assessment, it is necessary
to have appropriately trained and qualified staff. Schools providing programs for SIFEs should
follow staffing requirements, aligned with CR Part 154 Guidelines. Staff that provides
instruction to SIFEs should have appropriate NYSED Certification in one or more of the
following areas:
·
·

NYSED certified TESOL teacher
NYSED certified content area teacher with bilingual education extension

In creating a targeted instructional program for SIFEs, it is essential to identify teachers who
possess the skills, motivation and commitment to teaching these students. As SIFEs require a
holistic educational approach, their teachers should be flexible, have versatile strategies and
broad general background knowledge. Schools should create advisory committees to interview
prospective SIFE teachers to determine their preparedness and need for ongoing professional
development. This committee should be composed of the ESL/bilingual education coordinator,
bilingual guidance staff, and ESL, native language and content area teachers. It is strongly
recommended that staff chosen to educate SIFEs be:
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Sensitive to their needs.
Knowledgeable about their backgrounds.
Trained in the requisite skills.
Proficient in the student’s native language and English.
Able to implement an additive, enriched model of instruction.
Experienced in teaching early literacy and numeracy skills in the native language and
English.
Willing to collaborate with other service providers.
Committed to participate in sustained staff development.

Appropriately trained and dedicated staff can capitalize upon one of the key assets that SIFEs
possess  a range of life experiences mediated by the native language.

NATIVE LANGUAGE
SIFEs are fluent in their native language, although they may not possess a versatile and
expansive vocabulary due to their limited access to schooling. The native language is the
medium through which SIFEs selfidentify, interpret their environment and forge interpersonal
connections. It is the vehicle by which they acquire and retrieve their knowledge and the most
accurate means to assess what they have learned. It is important to access this knowledge and
broaden it. It is also the most effective way to introduce the content areas early in their
education. First language oral fluency impacts positively upon second language acquisition.
The development of academic skills in English depends not just upon exposure to
English, but equally on the knowledge and concepts children have in their heads that
help them make sense of English. Thus, instruction that builds up students’ reading and
writing in the native language is creating a conceptual foundation upon which academic
skills in English can be built (Cummins, 1979).
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Consequently, the development of native language skills facilitates the acquisition of English
and provides an efficient medium through which to deliver content. Academic content area
instruction should begin expeditiously, using English and/or the native language. Focusing
upon both content area knowledge and language learning offers a meaningful context and rich
dynamic for literacy development. Delaying introduction of content area instruction or
presenting it in an abbreviated form can adversely affect students’ acquisition of foundational
skills and knowledge. Thus, SIFE transitional bilingual/ESL programs should be created to
capitalize upon the importance of the native language in developing general literacy skills.
Having interrupted or no formal schooling, SIFEs have limited understanding of classroom
protocols and behaviors. Consequently, they benefit from enriched academic and language
experiences, and from opportunities to acquire social and emotional skills.

SOCIAL AND EMOTIONAL LEARNING
Academic learning occurs best in environments which are socially and emotionally supportive.
SIFEs may have come from wartorn countries and/or experienced economic disadvantage
with attendant, educational and social barriers. Upon arriving in the United States, they face a
different culture whose expectations, options and guideposts are unfamiliar. They benefit from
experiences which assist them in developing heightened selfawareness, sociocultural
competencies, interpersonal skills and goal setting/decision making strategies. These socio
emotional learning experiences, which are indispensable for the effective education of all
students, should be embedded in core subject areas and in structured guidance sessions
provided by bilingual guidance counselors or social workers. Providing these opportunities
assists students to become invested in their own progress towards personal and academic goals.
Social and emotional competence is the ability to understand, manage, and
express the social and emotional aspects of one’s life in ways that enable the
successful management of tasks such as learning, forming relationships, solving
everyday problems, and adapting to the complex demands of growth and
development (Elias et al., 1997).
The Benefits of Social and Emotional Learning
Children and youth with welldeveloped social and emotional learning skills have:
·
·

Enhanced academic motivation, commitment to learning and a sense of school as a
caring place.
Improved academic performance, skills and grades in math, language arts, and
social studies, better problemsolving and planning skills, and subject mastery.
(Durlak & Weissberg, 2005; Elias et al., 1997; NYSED, 2010)

The following are key skills in social and emotional learning, which should be addressed in
planning instruction for SIFEs (Payton et al., 2008).
SelfAwareness
· Identifying one’s feelings and their causation
SelfRegulation
· Verbalizing and coping with anxiety, stress, anger, culture shock
17

SelfMonitoring and Performance
· On task behaviors
· Setting shortterm and longterm goals
· Modifying behavior based on feedback
· Working toward optimal performance in school
Empathy and Perspective Taking
· Becoming a good listener
· Understanding other perspectives, feelings
Social Skills
· Harmonizing diverse viewpoints
· Exercising assertiveness, persuasion and leadership in socially acceptable ways
· Working collaboratively
· Exercising decision making and problem solving skills

SURVIVAL SKILLS
SIFEs may not have assimilated the behavioral and sociolinguistic skills to interact
successfully with peers and adults in an academic setting. It is thus important that they learn
survival skills. SIFEs knowledge of school behavioral and social norms, and the appropriate
language used with peers and teachers in a school setting is influenced by the amount of time
they have been in an instructional setting. It is important for staff to assess the range of
survival skills that students possess. Each of the skills, listed below, are readily acquired by
SIFEs if they are consistently modeled (Falchetta et. al., 2001).
TARGET SURVIVAL SKILLS FOR SCHOOL SUCCESS
Interpersonal/Social
Classroom
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Accepting criticism
Agreeing/disagreeing
Apologizing
Asking for assistance
Collaborating
Expressing feelings
Getting someone’s attention
Greeting others
Interpreting nonverbal cues
Maintaining health/hygiene
Making friends
Making requests
Passing in hallways
Reporting a problem
Requesting clarification
Resolving conflict
Showing empathy
Taking turns

·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

Adjusting to a school setting
Completing homework
Following directions
Keeping a notebook
Reading school/street signs and other
environmental print
Recognizing numbers
Recognizing/writing date of birth,
address, telephone number
Spelling/writing one’s name
Telling time
Understanding classroom routines
Using a calculator
Using a calendar
Using a map
Using a pencil/pen
Using a ruler
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In order for SIFEs to develop the adaptive skills necessary for integration into the larger
community they should have an awareness of the cultural norms, values, attitudes, beliefs and
customs which shape their everyday life. Acquiring these skills is an important aspect of social
and emotional learning and should be included in the PLP.

CULTURAL AWARENESS
Culture is a broad concept that embraces all aspects of human life. It may be defined as what a
society does and thinks (Damen, 1987). Like language learning, culture is both acquired and
can be taught. Language is the verbal expression of culture. To become an effective language
learner or communicator within a culture one should understand the broader social context: the
symbols, belief systems, values, customs and behaviors which shape the language and are
influenced by it.
As SIFEs have had limited or no schooling, they should develop cultural proficiencies
necessary to function effectively as participants in a school community and to navigate a new
culture. It is essential that cultural learning be integrated into language and content area
instruction. Furthermore, schools should acknowledge and access the prior cultural knowledge
of SIFEs in order to create a supportive learning environment in which students feel that their
experiences are validated and that they can meaningfully contribute. A welcoming, secure,
comfortable learning atmosphere should be evident and sustained by the school.
According to the research literature, newly arrived students experience different stages of
cultural adaptation. In some cases, they may have culture shock, which refers to the anxiety
and feelings of surprise, disorientation, uncertainty and confusion experienced when they are
within a different and unknown cultural or social environment (Barker, 1980). Students
observe that there are significant differences between the old and new culture. They may long
for food the way it was prepared in their native country, find the pace of life here too fast, and
the customs unfamiliar and challenging. This phase is often marked by changeable moods,
precipitated by a variety of factors which may not be apparent to school staff.
These feelings can negatively impact school performance and adjustment. Incorporating stress
management/coping strategies to address students’ feelings of uncertainty will support them
during this difficult transition. Thematic instruction that addresses daily activities such as
shopping, going to a doctor, and using local transportation, among other experiences, can be of
value in easing transition into the new society. SIFEs can also benefit from guidance activities,
cultural resources, and a strong home/school partnership. As situations and encounters become
more predictable, students develop greater confidence in negotiating the unfamiliar. They
eventually become accustomed to the new culture.
In addition to the abovementioned interventions, schools can optimize their efforts on behalf
of SIFEs by enlisting support from the home and engaging the student as part of a family unit.
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
New York State CR Part 154.1(4) Guidelines specify parental involvement for ELLs as
follows:
Parents or other persons in parental relation to a pupil designated as limited
English proficient who is a new entrant, as defined in section 117.2 (d) of this
Title, shall be provided an orientation session on the state standards, assessments,
school expectations and general program requirements for the bilingual education
program and the freestanding English as a second language program. Such
orientation shall take place within the first semester of their child's enrollment in
the school and, when needed, shall be provided in the first language of the pupil’s
parents or other persons in parental relationship to the pupil (NYSED, 2007).
It is essential that schools convey information to the parents of SIFEs in a timely, accurate
manner in their native language. This involves crafting messages which are culturally sensitive
and creating opportunities for meaningful dialogue. Information derived from the SIFE Parent
Interview can provide initial baseline information about the family unit.
In addition to orientation sessions, educators, when designing parent participation workshops,
should consider the impact of the following factors which affect the home/school partnership.
They include:
· Differences in perception of teachers and parents relevant to the goals of schooling
· Parents’ challenges of adapting to a new environment and their prior experience
with schools
· The assumptions that influence educators’ perceptions of parents
· The learning environment in the home influenced by the demands of daily living
· The resources that exist in the community to assist the school in maximizing parent
input and active participation
By involving parents, schools promote alignment between the goals/expectations of the
educational program and the home. Home/school synergy is promoted by providing parents
opportunities to participate in their child’s education. This includes conducting orientation
sessions in the parent’s native language, providing conversational English classes and
encouraging familiarity with American customs. In addition, parents need to be informed
about civic responsibilities and procedural skills in order to navigate the new culture. Such
classes as family math, adult ESL and computer literacy programs are useful. Sessions should
be available in the native language and English. Workshop topics, designed to garner the
support of parents and forge home/school connections, are enumerated below. Epstein (2002)
and Arias (2008) identified topics, such as:
·
·
·

·
·

Addressing intergenerational/intercultural issues
Becoming acquainted with the community and its resources
Orientation to schooling in the US (school rules, regulations, expectations,
learning standards, graduation requirements, nature and content of coursework
and the function of homework)
Parent leadership training
Parental rights and responsibilities
20

·
·

Peer outreach, parent volunteer programs
Promoting school readiness, creating beneficial home learning environments

Building this knowledge base is particularly important for the parents of SIFEs, who may have
limited schooling and lack familiarity with the process and experiences associated with formal
education. Parents can become valuable allies and help to promote a shared vision of success
with the school if they are effectively and respectfully engaged.
Educators and parents should be proactive and plan for the eventual exit of students from the
SIFE program as they acquire targeted academic proficiencies.

SIFE PROGRAM EXIT CRITERIA
A crossdisciplinary team including the ESL/bilingual education coordinator, guidance
counselor, bilingual and ESL teachers, social worker, and other professionals should,
throughout the school year:
·
·
·
·

Use assessment data and observations to monitor student progress.
Evaluate the impact of instruction and modify PLP accordingly.
Create flexible timelines that allow the student to exit the SIFE program when
academically ready.
Prepare a plan for monitoring student progress after exiting the SIFE program.

Based upon analysis of student portfolios, inventory checklists and local assessments, teachers
should make recommendations relevant to exiting the student at an appropriate time. Using
information in the PLP, the crossdisciplinary team should determine which skills students
need to acquire in order to transition out of the SIFE program.
SIFEs are a diverse group of students, with differing levels of language proficiency, literacy,
numeracy, and content area acquisition. Thus, decisions should be made on an individual basis
which objectively, accurately and fairly take into account the student’s readiness and progress.
Social/emotional, academic and linguistic factors should be considered, among other variables.
If a student has made satisfactory progress and is ready to transition to another program,
his/her exit from the SIFE program should be recommended and occur in a timely manner.
The team should develop a transitional plan for each student when he/she is ready to exit a
SIFE program. The plan includes transition to a CR Part 154, standardsbased bilingual or
ESL program. Student progress should be followed for several years upon exit from a SIFE
program. For older students, a career and technical education (CTE), general education
diploma (GED) or alternative educational program are additional options.
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SECTION II: WHAT THE RESEARCH SAYS
Research and evidence on effective practices for educating SIFEs is limited. They are a
subgroup of LEP/ELLs and progress through the same language acquisition and developmental
stages. A goal of this document is to find where the needs of LEP/ELLs and SIFEs converge
and identify best practices advocated in the literature.
As this population is heterogeneous, it requires differentiated instructional approaches.
Therefore, it is incumbent upon educators to develop a language and educational profile of
these students in their schools as a reference point for making thoughtful, evidencebased
decisions about the most effective strategies to use.
Research identifies component literacy skills as the core elements in planning instruction for
all LEP/ELLs. The literacy skills described in this section can be used to support academic
growth and create effective learning environments for SIFEs.
Principles of Emergent Literacy Instruction
The following initial literacy principles are derived from research and should serve as the
foundation for instruction for SIFEs across the curriculum (Cloud, 2009).
1) Literacy activities should be meaningful, interactive, useful and interesting, allowing
SIFEs to stay motivated and build the skills they need.
2) Literacy instruction should build and expand on SIFEs oral language skills and link to
their background knowledge.
3) Reading and writing skills should be taught directly and modeled for students.
4) The component skills of literacy (e.g., soundsymbol correspondence; letter
formation/handwriting) should be taught systematically, but in an integrated fashion.
5) Reading and writing instruction should be reciprocally related, with each facilitating the
other.
6) SIFEs should have opportunities for extended practice to ensure that they close the gaps
in their education.
7) Literacy acquired at school should connect to and build on experiences encountered in
the home and community.
Research studies indicate that native language literacy ability is one of the greatest predictors
of academic performance in school for English language learners (Ford, 2005; Thomas &
Collier, 1997). Teaching students to read in their native language promotes higher levels of
reading achievement in English (Goldenberg, 2008). The research literature further mentions
that first and second language ability appears to contribute to the development of a common
bilingual reservoir. This common underlying proficiency supports LEP/ELLs in drawing upon
their knowledge of the first language in the service of developing literacy in the second (Riches
and Genesee, 2006).
Direct Instruction: Research literature has a variety of views relevant to best practices for
LEP/ELLS in their literacy development. The National Reading Panel (2000) identified the
following skills as critical components in learning to read English as a first language:
phonemic awareness, decoding/encoding abilities, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension.
The Report of the National Literacy Panel on Language Minority Children and Youth
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(2006) found similar results for LEP/ELLs. However, Cloud, Genesee, and Hamayan have
stated that comprehension be given priority (2009). One research study found that the most
effective strategies for teaching reading to LEP/ELLs include a combination of direct
instruction of specific reading strategies within interactive lessons (Riches and Genesee, 2006).

ResearchBased Recommendations for Serving Adolescent Newcomers from the Center on
Instruction (2006), describes six specific elements of effective instruction for adolescent
newcomers. These elements are:
1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Explicit instruction in wordreading skills
Contentbased literacy approach
Instruction in academic language
Reading comprehension instruction
Intensive instruction in writing for academic purposes
Effective assessment system to inform instruction

Oral Language: The National Literacy Panel on Language Minority Children and Youth
(August and Shanahan, 2006) states that instruction in the key components of reading:
phonemic awareness, decoding/encoding abilities, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension is
necessary, but not sufficient, for teaching SIFEs to read and write proficiently in English.
Oral proficiency in English is critical as well, but student performance suggests that it is
often overlooked in instruction. Welldeveloped oral proficiency in English is associated
with English reading comprehension and writing skills for these students. It is not enough
to teach these students reading skills alone. Extensive oral English development should
be incorporated into successful literacy instruction.
Content Areas: Deshler (2006) advocates that subject matter teachers of LEP/ELLs should
select and present critical content information that is potentially difficult to learn in a way that
is understandable and memorable to all students in an academically diverse class regardless of
literacy levels or experiential background. Teachers of SIFEs can ensure learning by:
·
·
·
·
·
·

Actively engaging students in the learning process
Distinguishing important from incidental information
Explicitly discussing relationships among pieces of information
Structuring or organizing information to provide clarity
Transforming abstract content into concrete forms
Tying new information to prior knowledge

The following is excerpted and adapted from Effective programs for English Language
Learners (ELL) with Interrupted Formal Education (2010) promulgated by the Indiana
Department of Education Office of English Language Learning & Migrant Education.
Literacy Acquisition: Wordlevel skills, such as decoding, word recognition and spelling, are
often taught well enough to allow languageminority students to attain levels of performance
close to those of native English speakers. However, this is not the case for textlevel skills,
reading comprehension and writing. Languageminority students struggle to approach the same
levels of proficiency in textlevel skills achieved by native English speakers. Specifically,
English vocabulary knowledge, the ability to provide definitions of words, sentence/phrase
structure skills, listening comprehension and metalinguistic aspects of language are linked to
English reading and writing proficiency. These findings help explain why many language
minority students can keep pace with their native Englishspeaking peers when the
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instructional focus is on wordlevel skills, but lag behind when the instructional focus turns to
reading comprehension and writing.
Reading Comprehension: Additionally, students with interrupted formal schooling are more
likely than native English speakers to lack the background knowledge necessary for
understanding texts. Teachers need to adapt strategies that will consistently build background
knowledge for ELLs. Since an ESL student’s knowledge of vocabulary is only a fraction of
what it is for native speakers of English, the failure to understand even a few words of a text
can have negative effects on comprehension. The integration of intensive oral language
development with reading instruction is highly recommended for SIFEs at all levels of
language proficiency to help bridge this gap.
Comprehension strategies, such as readergenerated questions, summarizing, and monitoring
comprehension need to be explicitly taught to students with interrupted formal education.
However, teaching these strategies is not enough. Students should practice them with texts that
are accessible at their level of language proficiency. If students don't experience successful
application of comprehension strategies, they won't try to use them with other texts. Interactive
activities, properly scaffolded, should be planned around reading and interpreting texts.
Sharing ideas, comparing perspectives, and coming to agreement (or agreeing to disagree) are
strategies that students use to make the language of the text meaningful and progress to higher
levels of language proficiency and reading comprehension.
Vocabulary: Since ELLs do not possess the depth and breadth of word skills and vocabulary
knowledge as their native English speaking peers, they need multiple exposures to new
vocabulary in order to retain it. A major instructional focus for SIFEs should be vocabulary
acquisition  explaining, demonstrating, drawing, repeating, rephrasing, reading, writing, and
using words in varied contexts with different nuanced meanings. The meanings of words are
acquired through multiple opportunities to hear, say, read, and write the words in slightly
different meaningful contexts. Teachers will have to create these contexts in the classroom,
since incidental learning of vocabulary cannot be relied on for SIFEs. Collaboration between
the mainstream and ESL instructional programs serves to deepen vocabulary development
because the word learning experiences of students become related and consistent.
In Literacy: Helping Children Construct Meaning (1997), Cooper writes that vocabulary
development is facilitated when the curriculum is taught thematically. Thematic units should
build upon LEP/ELLs prior knowledge and interests, supporting them to engage content in
interactive and collaborative ways. Thematic units are interconnected webs of common
concepts, themes and vocabulary across the content areas. Use of thematic units provides
LEP/ELLs with consistent, sustained reinforcement. Repetition of vocabulary in diverse
contexts and situations maximizes retention and learning.
Fluency: Phonics and phonemic skills, though important for newcomers, do not facilitate
reading comprehension if students' oral language proficiency is not developed to the level of
the texts they are expected to read. Reading instruction should be combined with intensive
development of the oral language needed to understand the text. The most effective reading
programs for SIFEs combines systematic phonics instruction with a printrich environment that
provides exposure to appealing reading materials in varied genres.
Contextualized Phonics: Contextualized phonics instruction can be very effective in helping
newcomer LEP/ELLs, even those at fairly low levels of language proficiency, to learn to
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decode words. Most SIFEs will need additional time and practice to hear, learn and produce
the sounds of English; the meanings of the words used in phonics instruction; the multiple
combinations of letters that make the same sound; and, the sight words they need. Additional
time for using phonics contextually should be built into reading programs for SIFEs.
The reading of meaningful, natural texts combined with contextualized phonics instruction can
improve reading performance. There should be an appropriate balance between contextualized
phonics activities, developing an appreciation of print, and reading/writing activities geared
toward comprehension. Phonics is useful to practice letters and word patterns. It is only one
step in a continuum of balanced activities which should include direct practice in using
language in both oral and written form with different audiences and in varied contexts.

25

SECTION III: INSTRUCTIONAL METHODOLOGIES AND
RESOURCES FOR SIFEs
Instruction for Native Language and English Literacy
The literature addresses levels of language acquisition relevant to LEP/ELLs but no validated,
researchbased studies were found addressing SIFEs alone. Consequently, models and
practices that have been found by educators to facilitate the instruction of LEP/ELLs, were
considered for SIFEs, with the assumption that both groups have some intersecting and shared
needs.
Each suggested model has components relevant to explicit instruction, modeling and
scaffolding, the use of literacy and numeracy strategies to promote comprehensible input, and
accessing students’ prior knowledge. The importance of learnercentered, experiential,
multisensorial activities to concretize key concepts is also emphasized. Moreover, the choice
of instructional models used with SIFEs should be based on an accurate assessment of their
background, skills and needs in each instructional context.
A wide range of literacy skills are manifest by SIFEs, so it is necessary to select varied
strategies from several of the models which promote differentiation of instruction. At any stage
along the literacy continuum, one model may be more useful than another, but all should be
concurrently vetted in determining an appropriate intervention. Ultimately, discretionary
professional judgment should be made by the teacher based on an informed understanding of
the student’s linguistic/cognitive profile, prior learning experiences, and stages of
developmental growth, aligned with the student’s PLP.

Building Background Knowledge
Background knowledge that a learner possesses consists of skills, strategies, facts and concepts
needed for acquiring new information (Biemans, 1996). What students already know about the
content is one of the strongest indicators of how well they will learn new information;
therefore, it is critical that educators begin to spend more time with focused instruction to build
background knowledge (Marzano, 2004). Teaching students important background ideas for a
narrative or expository text led to significantly greater performance on comprehension
questions than no prereading background knowledge instruction (Dole, 1991).
For SIFEs, recognizing, accessing and building background knowledge becomes an
indispensable requisite for effective learning as the curriculum in US schools is organized in a
spiraling fashion. SIFEs, who have had limited or no schooling, lack sufficient academic
knowledge and therefore should receive instruction which builds this background information.
Marzano (2004) emphasizes several propositions relevant to background knowledge.
Background knowledge is stored in memory as “I” events. That is, one in which the student is
directly involved: what “I” did; how “I” felt; what “I” did to something; where “I” did
something; what “I” did for or gave to someone; what happened to me during the event; what
someone else did for me; and, how “I” felt at the end of the event. The specific details of the
experience are “translated” into generalizations that the student then has available in his/her
fluid intelligence. Although the target for instruction should be contentspecific information, a
student personalizes the new information. Background knowledge can also be built through
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vocabulary acquisition. A feedback loop of old and new ideas sustained through
student/teacher interaction and practice using scaffolding is a core element in this process.
Flippo (2002) suggests techniques to promote exploration of prior knowledge during pre  and
emergent literacy stages. Some of these, which have been excerpted and adapted below,
include:
Free recall: The teacher asks students to tell everything they know about a chosen topic. This
approach provides information within a short time interval but may be problematic for younger
learners who may have problems organizing their thoughts. Asking students to draw a picture
can be most helpful.
Word association: The teacher selects several key words and asks students what comes to
mind when they hear each one.
Structured questions: The teacher prepares specific questions and asks them. Responses can
begin as yes or no and include more extended discourse.
Recognition: The teacher prepares several statements and key terms and encourages students
to select those which they recall.
Unstructured discussion: Students freely generate their own ideas about a word or topic.

Explicit Instruction
Explicit instruction is referenced in the research literature as an approach which can be useful
with students who are acquiring literacy. Explicit instruction should be thematicallybased and
involves directing student attention toward specific learning in a contextualized, meaningful,
highly structured environment. It is focused upon producing specific learning outcomes in a
purposeful manner. Content is broken down into smaller, more manageable segments with
extended practice to reinforce clearly predetermined objectives. It incorporates consistent,
methodical explanation, modeling, scaffolding and feedback. Explicit instruction moves
systematically, within a meaningful thematic context, from extensive teacher input to increased
student responsibility at the conclusion of the learning cycle (Boyles, 2002).

Scaffolding
Scaffolding uses consistent, targeted guidance by modeling tasks and language, and by
building background knowledge and offering ongoing feedback. Scaffolding reduces the
complexity of a task and assists learners in progressing to the next stage or level. The nature,
duration and intensity of scaffolds are modified as the language proficiency of the learner
evolves (DeCapua, 2009). Tiered, differentiated lessons, aligned to the students’ interests, age,
readiness, and preferred learning styles should be provided. The following table lists ways that
instruction can be scaffolded for SIFEs as teachers develop and implement their lessons.
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Targeted Instruction
· Activate background
knowledge with
brainstorming and
graphic organizers
· Teach students how to
use writing tools
· Concretize difficult
concepts by providing
pictures and diagrams
· Develop/adapt/secure
high interest,
predictable English
and native language
materials of varying
age and reading levels
· Move incrementally
from the concrete to
the abstract
· Emphasize high
frequency words
· Explicitly teach
vocabulary
· Incorporate adjustable
levels of challenge
· Incorporate student’s
interests, cultural
perspectives,
knowledge
· Model an activity
before students are
asked to complete one
that is similar
· Present familiar
information in new
contexts
· Provide clear
directions and explain
the purpose of the task
· Relate information to
the student’s reallife
experiences
· Teach word learning
strategies

Instructional Scaffolds
Lesson Delivery
· Adapt lesson delivery
by:
§ Simplifying
language
§ Checking often for
comprehension
§ Pausing between
sentences and
thought groups
§ Providing periodic
summaries and
reviews
§ Using key words
frequently
· Break a task into
easier steps and
connect learning
experiences
· Highlight critical
features, core facts
and skills
· Incorporate Total
Physical Response
· Introduce pen/pencil,
crayons, magnetic
board, letter and
design stencils
· Respond to student
progress with
encouragement
· Pace the lesson
according to student
needs
· Provide multiple
examples and
continuous practice
· Reduce the number of
concepts introduced at
any one time
· Teach directionality
· Use environmental
print extensively
· Use labeling, drawing,
gesturing
· Use ThinkAlouds and
ReadAlouds

Student Response
· Allow for play
writing
(scribbling)
· Employ multiple
modes of
communication and
elicit frequent
student response
· Focus initially on the
message or idea
rather than on
grammatical
accuracy
· Include extensive
opportunities for
practice and
reinforcements
· Offer flexible
opportunities for
demonstrating skills
and knowledge
· Place less emphasis
on paper/pencil tests
until students are
ready to write
· Promote guided
conversation
· Provide practice for
sorting words and
pictures to build
letter and sound
correspondence
· Use leveled books
and questioning
techniques
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PreEmergent and Emergent Literacy Instruction
The following instructional approaches are useful in constructing lessons for SIFEs across the
content areas.
Total Physical Response (TPR) synchronizes both language and body movement through
action responses and use of the imperative (direct commands). TPR is linked to the trace theory
of memory, which holds that the more often or intensively a memory connection is traced, the
stronger the memory will be. TPR can be used in conjunction with some other kinetic
techniques wherein the teacher gives a variety of commands with the students then responding
by “acting out” the command: “Stand up”, “Go to the door”, "Sit down", etc. Kinetic
movement of the hands and arms is incorporated in lieu of rote memorization (Asher, 1979).
The Language Experience Approach can be used with students in the preemergent and
emergent phases of literacy as it emphasizes the importance of listening and speaking as a
predicate for language development. With its emphasis on building upon the personal
experiences of the student, it serves to scaffold instruction. Students are involved in planning,
experiencing, responding to, and recording an experience and later, in participating in
conversations to discuss it (Allen, 1976).
The Natural/Communicative Approach conceptualizes communicative competence
progressing through three stages: aural comprehension, early speech production, and speech
activities. All stages foster “natural” language acquisition, much as a child would learn his/her
native tongue. Real language acquisition develops slowly. Speaking skills emerge later than
listening skills, a phase called the silent period. The best methods acknowledge the importance
of providing comprehensible input to students in low anxiety situations and not from forcing
and correcting production (Krashen & Terrell, 1983).
Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) offers teachers a model for lesson
planning and implementation that provides LEP/ELLs access to grade level content and
language standards by making concepts comprehensible. It serves as a lesson plan framework
or planning guide which delineates the necessary features of a lesson which should be
addressed in designing and implementing instruction (Echevarria, 2000).
Balanced Literacy is a blend of instructional strategies. A critical component is a balanced
reading approach and explicit instruction in:
·
·
·
·

Alphabetic knowledge and lettersound correspondence, blending, structural analysis
Comprehension strategies in order to evaluate, synthesize, analyze, connect, infer, and
inquire
Contextual clues, high frequency words, spelling and vocabulary development
Phonemic and phonological awareness

A balanced literacy approach has students read both orally and silently. Students are also read
to from a variety of highquality increasingly complex fiction and nonfiction texts, including
those in the students’ first language. Beginning readers practice fluency in predictable and
decodable texts with phonetically regular patterns. Students read both teacherassigned and
selfselected literature and textbooks. Formal and ongoing informal assessments allow teachers
to intervene early. Balanced literacy is often implemented through the reading and writing
workshop and extensive use of learning centers (ZygourisCoe, 2001).
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Teaching Mathematics to LEP/ ELLs with Interrupted Formal Education
Mathematics teachers working with all LEP/ELLs, including SIFEs, have a dual instructional
task: assisting them in developing mathematical concepts and operations, and in acquiring
content specific academic language. ESL and English language teachers can enhance
mathematics learning by strategically integrating into their lessons some of the basic language
required to communicate mathematically. Mathematics teachers can facilitate student mastery
in their subject area by addressing the language challenges that SIFEs confront. Additionally,
SIFEs should learn how to utilize a notebook, take notes, and manipulate conventional
mathematical tools such as a calculator, ruler and compass. This effort requires the
collaboration of both content and language teachers.
The following is excerpted and adapted from Mathematics Strategies for Teaching Limited
English Proficient (LEP) Students: A Supplemental Resource to the K12 Mathematics
Standards of Learning Enhanced Scope and Sequence (2004) promulgated by the Virginia
Department of Education Division of Instruction.

Conceptual Knowledge
SIFEs often do not have mathematical knowledge gained in a formal school setting. Some may
have acquired functional mathematics skills in informal settings. It is important to determine
the range of their prior knowledge and experience with mathematical formulations, processes
and tools in order to fashion timely and relevant interventions. Moreover, students should
develop a conceptual understanding of the pertinent mathematical process. Instruction can
make concepts more concrete and consequently accessible by using visual and tactile media
such as manipulatives. Teachers should use sitedeveloped, curriculum sensitive assessments
or those developed in other venues for this population, such as Fast Math, which is briefly
described in the section on diagnostics.
Procedural Knowledge
Lacking schooling, SIFEs should be explicitly taught and have expansive practice to develop
and use procedural skills. Many of the concepts learned in mathematics are linked to
memorizing and following steps. Learning mathematics procedures involves three stages:
constructing models (a model of the process is displayed and explained), shaping (the process
originally followed is modified, students develop their own ideas and an understanding of the
process); internalizing (skills become automatic). Teachers should also be sensitive to the fact
that cultures have different ways of representing and processing algorithms and may use
different symbols and processes in representing calculations. SIFEs may be unfamiliar with
math concepts such as the US monetary and measurement systems, computational methods or
the use of commas instead of decimal points.
Linguistic Knowledge
Mathematics has its own specialized language, grammatical patterns, operations and rules.
Research indicates that there is a high correlation between reading skills and mathematics
achievement, particularly when tasks involve reading texts or solving word problems.
Mathematics texts are conceptually packed, require upanddown as well as lefttoright eye
movements, are read more slowly, and have symbolic devices such as charts and graphs. (Dale,
1987) Moreover, mathematics uses daytoday vocabulary in a specialized way (e.g. table),
specific vocabulary (e.g. divisor), and specific rhetoric (e.g. if…then) which should be
explicitly taught.
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Instructional Strategies that Increase Comprehension
Mathematics is a subject area whose mastery requires knowledge of operations, processes,
concepts and the ability to use its specific vocabulary and language. The following provides
some perspectives and tips, which have been excerpted and adapted from a document
promulgated by the Virginia Department of Education (2004), on implementing instruction to
make mathematics accessible to these students.
·
·
·
·

·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·
·

·

Accept nonverbal responses  pictures, models, demonstrations.
Allow ample wait time for student response.
Apply word problems to daily life situations (cooking, shopping).
Concretize math concepts with TPR activities and use models, manipulatives,
multimedia, graphic organizers, handson activities to make connections
between the concrete and abstract.
Create opportunities for students to practice the language of mathematics.
Demonstrate how to read a mathematics textbook.
Encourage students to explain the sequence of steps used to arrive at an answer.
Explicitly teach the language functions used in mathematics as they are
intricately connected to the processes and concepts in the discipline.
Integrate language and content.
Make interdisciplinary connections to what students are learning in math.
Model steps when teaching computation and problem solving.
Provide multiple ways to demonstrate mastery.
Repeat, rephrase, and paraphrase.
Review and summarize frequently.
Simplify the language used rather than the mathematical concepts taught (use
known vocabulary and simple sentence constructions).
Tap into students’ culturespecific knowledge of mathematics (symbols,
algorithms, tools).
Teach math concepts in the context of a story or game.
Teach mathematical vocabulary (i.e., estimate, measure) and language
structures daily. Develop strategies for teaching new vocabulary (e.g.,
vocabulary section in mathematics notebooks, class word walls, studentmade
bilingual dictionaries, flashcards).
Teach notetaking, testtaking, study skills.

Instructional Materials
The selection of appropriate instructional materials is an important element in the
implementation of a successful SIFE program. Instructional materials in the native language
and English should be linguistically sensitive, culturally relevant, developmentally and age
appropriate and enriching for SIFEs. These materials should incorporate:
·
·
·
·
·

Topics or themes that tap into students’ prior experiences and curiosity
Modeling and scaffolding
Active learning
Contextualized information and ideas
Differentiated instruction
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·
·
·
·

Extended practice in using language and acquiring content
Integration of listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills
Multisensorial representations that incorporate technology, visuals and other multi
media
Multiple ways to demonstrate mastery

Some publishers carry ESL, bilingual and basic adult educational materials for teaching SIFEs.
Schools may also want to supplement these materials with online resources. Crossdisciplinary
teams of educators should collaborate to select these materials and to determine how they can
be employed in the classroom. Teachers can also utilize books for SIFEs which have graduated
levels of difficulty. Instructional materials should be available in sufficient quantity and
quality. They should be aligned with the program’s goals and those delineated in the student’s
PLP.
As the instructional needs of SIFEs are diverse, differentiated materials should be utilized.
SIFEs often have gaps in their knowledge relevant to grade level expectations. Educators may
find it necessary to adapt grade level instructional resources. If there is an insufficient
diversity of texts, schools should consider adaptation and/or materials development projects to
meet the unique needs of these students. The development of a curriculum map often assists
staff to identify, select or adapt materials within and across grades. Instructional materials used
should be consistent with the model of instruction implemented.

CONCLUSION
Over the last five years, LEP/ELL/SIFEs, a subgroup of LEP/ELLs, have been enrolling in
New York State schools over wider geographical areas. Due to their interrupted formal
education, SIFEs present different educational profiles from longterm LEP/ELLs and special
education students. As a diverse, recentlyarrived, atrisk group of students with limited or no
schooling in their homeland, their progress has been impeded by lack of exposure and access,
on a sustained level, to academic instruction.
SIFEs pose challenges to our educational system because school staff may be unfamiliar with
their socioacademic backgrounds and have not had experiences in identifying and addressing
their needs. Schools should be proactive and plan challenging, enriching, culturally relevant,
linguistically sensitive, and age appropriate, native and English language literacy instruction.
This will foster equitable learning opportunities for SIFEs. When provided with strategically
designed educational programs, SIFEs can overcome their academic gaps and attain
promotional and graduation goals.
The integration of LEP/ELL/SIFEs into the school community and larger society is shaped by
the expectations and actions of all stakeholders. The educational community should advocate
for and promote equal educational opportunities by identifying the latest research findings,
applying them to classroom instruction and adjusting educational programs to meet the multi
dimensional needs of these students.

32

REFERENCES
Allen, R.V. (1976). Language experiences in communication. Boston: HoughtonMifflin.
Arias, B., & MorilloCampbell, M. (2008). Promoting ELL parent involvement: Challenges in
contested times. East Lansing, MI: Great Lakes Center for Education Research and Practice.
Asher, J. J. (1979). Learning another language thru actions. San Jose, CA: AccuPrint.
August, D., & Shanahan, T. (Eds.) (2006). Developing literacy in second language learners:
Report of the National Literacy Panel on LanguageMinority Children and Youth. Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum
Biemans, H.J., Deel, O.R., & JanSimons, R. (1996). Differences between successful and less
successful students while working with the CONTACT2 strategy. Learning and Instruction,
11, 265282.
Boyles, N. (2002). Teaching written response to text. Gainesville, FL: Maupin House.
Center on Instruction. (2006). Researchbased recommendations for serving adolescent
newcomers. Retrieved from http://www.centeroninstruction.org/files/ELL2Newcomers.pdf
Clarke, J. (2002). Changing systems to personalize learning. Educational Alliance, Rhode
Island: Brown University.
Cloud, N., Genesee, F., & Hamayan, E. (2009). Literacy instruction for English language
learners: A teacher’s guide to researchbased practices. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Cooper, D. (1997). Literacy: Helping children construct meaning. Boston, MA: Houghton
Mifflin..
Cummins, J. (1979). Linguistic interdependence and the educational development of bilingual
children. Review of Educational Research, 49, 222–251.
Dale, T., & Cuevas, G. (1987). ESL through contentarea instruction: mathematics, science,
social studies. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall.
Damen, L. (1987). Culture learning: The fifth dimension in the language classroom. MA:
AddisonWesley.
DeCapua A., Smathers, W., & Tang, F. (2009). Meeting the needs of students with limited or
interrupted schooling: A guide for educators. Ann Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan
Press.
Deshler, D. D., & Hock, M. F. (2006). Shaping literacy achievement. NY: Guilford Press.
Retrieved from http://www.adlit.org/article/19750

33

Dole, J. A., Valencia, S.W., & Greer, E.A. (1991). Effects of two types of prereading
instruction on the comprehension of narrative and expository text. Reading Research
Quarterly, 26(20), 142159.
Durlak, J. A., & Weissberg, R. P. (2005, August). A major metaanalysis of positive youth
development programs. Presentation at the annual meeting of the American Psychological
Association. Washington, DC.
Retrieved from www.ascd.org/.../The_Socially_Intelligent_Leader.aspx
Echevarria, J., Vogt, M., & Short, D. (2000). Making content comprehensible for English
language learners: The SIOP model. Boston, MA: Pearson, Allyn & Bacon.
Elias, M., & Zins, J. (1997). Promoting social and emotional learning: Guidelines for
educators. Alexandria, VA: ASCD.
Epstein, J., Sanders, M., & Simon, B.S. (2002). School, family, community partnerships: Your
handbook for action. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Fairfax County Public Schools Department of Instructional Services.(2003). FAST Math:
Focus on Achieving Standards in Mathematics. Fairfax, VA: Fairfax County Public Schools.
Retrieved from http://www.ncela.gwu.edu/faqs/view/13
Falchetta, K., Jimenez, C., Mills, J. S., & Weil, B. (n.d.). Social skills lesson plans for middle
school. CA: Contra Costa Office of Education.
Retrieved from http://www.cccoe.net/social/skillslist.htm
Flippo, R.F. (2002). Assessing readers: Qualitative diagnosis and instruction.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Ford, K. (2005). Fostering literacy development in English language learners. Retrieved from
http://www.colorincolorado.org/article/12924
Francis, D.J., Rivera M., Lessau, N., Kieffer, M., & Rivera, H. (2006). Practical guidelines for
the education of English language learners: Researchbased recommendations for serving
adolescent newcomers. Houston, TX: Center on Instruction. Retrieved from
www.centeroninstruction.org
Goldenberg, C. (2008). Teaching English language learners: What the research does  and does
not  say. American Educator, Summer, 844. Retrieved from http://www.aft.org/pubs
reports/american_educator/issues/summer08/goldenberg.pdf
Indiana Department of Education Office of English Language Learning and Migrant
Education. (n.d.). Effective programs for English language learners (ELL) with interrupted
formal education. Retrieved from www.doe.in.gov/englishlanguagelearning
Krashen, S.D., & Terrell, T.D. (1983). The natural approach: language acquisition in the
classroom. Hayward, CA: Alemany Press.
Marzano, R. (2004). Building background knowledge for academic achievement. Alexandria,
VA: ASCD.
34

National Institute of Child Health and Human Development. (2000). National Reading Panel.
Teaching children to read: An evidencebased assessment of the scientific research literature
on reading and its implications for reading instruction.
New York State Education Department Office of Instructional Support and Development and
Office of Bilingual Education and Foreign Language Studies. (2007). Regulations of the
commissioner of education part 154 services for pupils with limited English proficiency.
Retrieved from http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/biling/bilinged/NEWCRPT.154.html
New York State Education Department Office of School Improvement  Student Support
Services. (2010). Educating the whole child, engaging the whole school: guidelines and
resources for social and emotional development and learning (SEDL). Retrieved from
www.emsc.nysed.gov/sss/sedl/DRAFTguidelinesforNYSlatestversion.pdf  20100108
New York State Education Department Office of Special Education. (2009, August).
regulations of the commissioner of education pursuant to sections 207, 3214, 4403, 4404 and
4410 of the education law part 200 students with disabilities. Retrieved from
http://www.p12.nysed.gov/specialed/lawsregs/part200.htm
Payton, J., Weisberg, R., & Durlak, J.A. (2008, December). The positive impact of social and
emotional learning for kindergarten to eighthgrade students: Findings from three scientific
reviews. Chicago, IL: Collaborative for Academic, Social and Emotional Learning (CASEL).
Retrieved from Educational Resources Information Center www.eric.ed.gov (ED505370)
Riches, C., & Genesee, F. (2006). Crosslinguistic and crossmodal aspects of literacy
development. In F. Genesee, K. LindholmLeary, W. Saunders, & D. Christian, D. Educating
English language learners: A synthesis of research evidence (pp. 64108). NY: Cambridge
University Press.
Thomas, W.P., & Collier, V.P. (1997). School effectiveness for language minority students.
National Clearinghouse for English Language Acquisition (NCELA) Resource Collection
Series, No. 9, December 1997.
Virginia Department of Education (2006, January). English: Strategies for teaching limited
English proficient students: A supplemental resource guide to the K12 English standards of
learning enhanced scope and sequence. Retrieved from
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/esl/standards_resources/resources/
strategies_teachenglish.pdf
Virginia Department of Education (2004, April). Mathematics: Strategies for teaching limited
English proficient students: A supplemental resource to K12 standards of learning enhanced
scope and sequence. Retrieved from
http/www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/standards_ resources/resources/
strategies_teach math.pdf
Zehr, M. (2009, February 24). NYC test sizes up ELLs with little schooling. Edweek. Retrieved
from http://www.edweek.org/ew/articles/2009/02/24/23ell.h28html?tmp=1743524331
ZygourisCoe, V. (2001). Emergent Literacy. Orlando, FL: Florida Literacy and Reading
Excellence Center.
35

RESOURCES TO SUPPORT INSTRUCTION FOR SIFE
Acompore, J. (2005, May). Worldwide literacy and ELL students with interrupted formal
education (SIFE) in NYC public schools. Brooklyn, NY: Spanish Language Bilingual/ESL
Technical Assistance Center at Long Island University. Retrieved from
http://www.brooklyn.liu.edu/education/betac/resources/Report
WorldwideLiteracySIFEMay2005.pdf
Ada, A. F. (2002). A magical encounter: Latino children’s literature in the classroom.
Second edition. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.
Adams, M.J. (1989). Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print. Urbana, IL:
University of Illinois, UrbanaChampaign Center for the Study of Reading.
Alberta Teachers’ Association. (2001). Safe and caring schools for Newcomer students: A
guide for teachers. Retrieved from
http://www.sacsc.ca/PDF%20files/Resources/Newcomer_Students.pdf
Alcala, A. (2000). The preliterate student: A framework for developing an effective
instructional program for limited English proficient students with interrupted formal
schooling. Retrieved from Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
http://www.eric.ed.gov (ED447148)
Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development. (1982, April). Affective education
pays off. Educational Leadership, 39(7). Retrieved from
http://www.ascd.org/publications/educational_leadership/apr82/vol39/num07/toc.aspx
Australian Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations: Lesson plans for
social and emotional learning. ALL REDI Project 20062008. Retrieved from
www.redi.gov.au/professional_development/all
Bear, D. R., Invernizzi M., Templeton, S., & Johnston, F. R. (2007). Words their way with
English language learners: Word study for phonics, vocabulary and spelling instruction.
Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Pearson/Merrill Prentice Hall.
BoydBastone, P. (2006). Differentiated early literacy for English language learners:
Practical strategies. Boston, MA: Pearson, Allyn and Bacon.
Boyson, B., & Coltrane, B. (2004). Teaching students with interrupted formal education.
Proceedings of First Annual Conference for Education of Newcomer Students. Center for
Applied Linguistics. Retrieved from http://.cal.org/projects/newcTESOLo4list.html
Brisk, M.E., & Harrington, M. (2000). Literacy and bilingualism: A handbook for all teachers.
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
Buehl, D. (2001). Classroom strategies for interactive learning. DE: International Reading
Association.

36

Calderon, M. E. (2007). Teaching reading to English language learners, grades 612: A
framework for improving achievement in the content areas. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin
Press.
Capellini, M. (2005). Balancing reading and language learning: A resource for teaching
English language learners, K5. Portland, ME: Stenhouse Publishers.
Chamot, A.U. (2002, April). Literacy characteristics of Hispanic adolescent immigrants with
limited prior education. Proceedings of the Research Symposium on High Standards in
Reading for Students from Diverse Language Groups: Research Practice & Policy.
Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Education, Office of Bilingual Education and Minority
Language Affairs.
Clarke, J. (2002). Changing systems to personalize learning. Educational Alliance. Rhode
Island: Brown University.
Colorin Colorado (2008). How to support refugee students in the ELL classroom.
Retrieved from
http://www.colorincolorado.org/web_resources/by_topic/refugee_migrant_students
Cowen, J. (2003). Toward a balanced approach to reading instruction. Newark, DE:
International Reading Association.
Cummins, J. (1981). The role of primary language development in promoting educational
success for language minority students. Schooling and language minority students: A
theoretical framework .California State Department of Education, Office of Bilingual
Bicultural Education, 349.
DeCapua, A., Smathers, W., & Tang, L. F. (2007, March). Schooling, interrupted. Educational
Leadership, 64, (6), 4046. Retrieved from Educational Resources Information Center (ERIC)
http://www.eric.ed.gov
DeCapua, A., Smathers, W., & Tang, L.F. (2009). Meeting the needs of students with limited
or interrupted schooling. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press.
Deshler, D. (2005). A closer look: Closing the performance gap. Stratenotes, 13,(4). University
of Kansas Center for Research on Learning. Retrieved from http://www.adlit.org/article/19373
Dorr, R. (2006). Something old is new again: Revisiting language experience. The Reading
Teacher, 60, 138146. Retrieved from Educational Resources Information Center (EJ749439)
http://www.eric.ed.gov
Elmer, D. (2002). Crosscultural connections. Downers Grove, IL: Intervarsity Press.
ESCORT. (2003). Help! They don't speak English starter kits for grades PreK6, Secondary
Teachers, Teachers of Young Adults. Oneonta, NY: State University College of Oneonta
Retrieved from http://www.escort.org/
Flaitz, J. (2006). Understanding your refugee and immigrant students: An educational, cultural
and linguistic guide. Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.
37

Fountas, I., & Pinnell, G. (1996). Guided reading: Good first teaching for all children.
Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Freeman, Y.S., & Freeman, D.E. (2009). Academic language for English language learners
and struggling readers. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Freeman, Y., Freeman, D., & Mercuri, S. (2003, Winter). Helping middle and high school age
English language learners achieve academic success. NABE Journal of Research and Practice,
1(1), 110122.
Freeman, Y., Freeman, D., & Mercuri, S. (2002). Closing the Achivement Gap: How to reach
limitedformalschooling and longterm English learners. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.
Furner, J. Yaha, N., & Duffy, M.L. (2005, September). Teach Mathematics: Strategies to reach
all children. Intervention in School and Clinic, 41(1), 1623.
Gersten, R., & Shanahan, T. (2007). Effective literacy and English language instruction for
English learners in the elementary grades: IES Practice Guide.
Retrieved from http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/20074011.pdf
Graves, M.F. (2006). The vocabulary book: Learning and instruction. New York, NY:
Teachers College Press; International Reading Association; and National Council of Teachers
of English.
Hadaway, N.L., Vardell, S.M., & Young, T.A. (2001). Literaturebased instruction with
English language learners, K12. Boston, MA: Allyn and Bacon.
Hall, T. (updated 2009, November 2). Explicit instruction. CAST National Center on
Accessing the General Curriculum (NCAC). Retrieved from
http://www.cast.org/publications/ncac/ncac_explicit.html
Hickman, P., & PollardDurodola, S. (2009). Dynamic readaloud strategies for English
learners. Newark, DE: International Reading Association.
Indiana Department of Education Office of English Language Learning and Migrant
Education. (n.d.). Effective programs for English language learners (ELL) with interrupted
formal education. Retrieved from www.doe.in.gov/englishlanguagelearning
International Rescue Committee (2006, November). Refugee children & youth backgrounders.
Retrieved from www.boiseschools.org/ell/irc.pdf
Irujo, S. (2005, January/February). Help! They don’t speak English and they can’t read. The
ELL Outlook. Retrieved from
http://www.coursecrafters.com/ELLOutlook/2005/jan_feb/ELLOutlookITIArticle2.htm
Lucas, T. (1997). Into, through, and beyond secondary school: Critical transitions for
immigrant youths. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

38

MaceMatluck, B., AlexanderKasparik, R., & Queen, R. (1998). Through the golden door:
Educational approaches for immigrant adolescents with limited schooling. Washington, DC:
Center for Applied Linguistics/Delta Systems. Retrieved from
http://www.cal.org/resources/digest/goldendoor.html
Medina, J. (2009, January 24). In school for the first time, teenage immigrants struggle. New
York Times: Education Section.
Retrieved from www.nytimes.com/2009/01/25/education/25ellis.html
Moran, C., Tinajero, J., Stibbe, I., & Tinajero, I. (1993). Strategies for working with overage
students. In A. F. Ada (Ed). The power of two languages. New York: MacMillan/McGraw Hill.
New York State Education Department. (1996, Winter). Annotated teacher resource
bibliography in the education of overage limited English proficient students with no or
interrupted formal education. Second edition. Retrieved from
http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/biling/bilinged/pub/overage.html
New York State Education Department. (2002). Early literacy guidance: Prekindergarten
grade 3. Retrieved from http://www.emsc.nysed.gov/ciai/pub/puebla.html
New York State Education Department. (1997, December). Proceedings of the New York
symposium on the education of limited English proficient students with interrupted formal
education. Retrieved from http://nassauboces.org/cit/NCLB/BETAC/SIFESymp1997.pdf
Peregoy, S. F., & Boyle, O.F. (2008). Reading, writing and learning in ESL: A resource book
for K12 teachers. Fifth edition. Boston, MA: Pearson/Allyn & Bacon.
Robertson, K., & Lafond, S. (2008). How to support ELL students with interrupted formal
education. Retrieved from: http://www.colorincolorado.org/article/27483
RuizdeVelasco, J., & Fix, M. (2000). Overlooked and underserved: Immigrant students in
U.S. secondary schools. Washington, DC: The Urban Institute.
Saskatchewan Education. (2000, February). Early literacy: A resource for teachers. Retrieved
from http://www.sasked.gov.sk.ca/docs/ela/e_literacy/
Schifini, A. (1997). Reading instruction for preliterate and struggling older students.
Scholastic Literacy Research Paper, 3 (13).
Short, D.J. (1998). Secondary Newcomer programs: Helping recent immigrants prepare for
school. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Short, D. J., & Boyson, B.A. (2009). Exemplary programs for newcomer English language
learners at the secondary level 20082009. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Retrieved from http://www.cal.org/projects/newcomer.html
Short, D. J., & Boyson, B.A. (2004). Creating Access: Language and academic programs for
secondary school newcomers. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.

39

Slavin, R., & Cheung, A. (2004). How do English language learners learn how to read?
Educational Leadership, 61(6), 5257.
Torgesen, J. K., Houston, D. D., Rissman, L. M., Decker, S. M., Roberts, G., Vaughn, S.,
Wexler, J., Francis, D. J, Rivera, M. O., & Lesaux, N. (2007). Academic literacy instruction for
adolescents: A guidance document. Portsmouth, NH: Center on Instruction.
Retrieved from http://www.centeroninstruction.org/files/Academic%20Literacy.pdf
Virginia Department of Education Division of Instruction (2006, January). English Strategies
for teaching limited English proficient students: A supplemental resource to the K12 English
standards of learning enhanced scope and sequence. Retrieved from
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/esl/standards_resources/resources/strategies_teach_en
glish.pdf
Virginia Department of Education Division of Instruction (2004, April). Mathematics
Strategies for teaching limited English proficient students: A supplemental resource to the K
12 mathematics standards of learning enhanced scope and sequence. Retrieved from
http://www.doe.virginia.gov/instruction/esl/standards_resources/resources/strategies_teach_ma
th.pdf
Walqui, A. (2000). Access and engagement: Program design and instructional approaches for
immigrant students in secondary schools. Washington, DC: Center for Applied Linguistics.
Walqui, A. (2003). Conceptual framework: Scaffolding instruction for English learners. San
Francisco: WestEd.
Walsh, C. (2001). Enabling academic success for secondary students with limited formal
schooling: A study of the Haitian literacy program at Hyde Park School. Rhode Island: Brown
University Educational Alliance.
Retrieved from http//: www.alliance.brown.edu/pubs/HaitianLit.pdf
West, L. (1991). Effective strategies for dropout prevention of atrisk youth. Maryland: Aspen
Publication.
Whiteford, T. (2009, March). The culturally responsive mathematics classroom. The Essential
Teacher, 6(1), 1921.
Williams, M.W. (2009). Strategies to support ESL students in math: Scaffolding tips for ELL
mathematics instruction. Retrieved from http://eslprograms
lessons.suite101.com/article.cfm/strategies_to_support_esl_students_in_math

40

