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Introduction

The Quality Teaching of English Learners (QTEL) program, is a model of professional 
development for teachers of secondary English Language Learners (ELL), developed by 
WestEd’s Teacher Professional Development Program with the funding from Regional 
Educational Laboratory (West) (REL West). The QTEL program of teacher professional 
development is based on the premise that improving the education of secondary ELLs requires
teachers to: 

1) Develop deep knowledge of what it means for ELLs to participate in academic activity; 
2) Understand, take part in, and reflect on research-based practices that support students’ 

development of academic literacy in English as well as deep content knowledge in 
academic subjects; and 

3) Receive the necessary support to change their classroom practice. 

WestEd’s QTEL staff work with middle school teachers in sustained collaborative relationships 
to introduce them into communities of educators with a shared vision of quality education and 
how to enact it.

The primary purpose of the study is to measure the impact of the QTEL professional 
development for teachers on student achievement. A secondary study goal is to examine the 
extent to which schools and teachers receive the QTEL training and coaching as intended and 
the extent to which the QTEL model is implemented as intended. This study will also serve to 
inform future program improvement and replication of the QTEL program. Moreover, it will 
provide documentation of the details of QTEL implementation for use by other institutions and 
entities. WestEd and its partner, Berkeley Policy Associates (BPA), are conducting this study 
for the Institute of Education Sciences (IES) of the US Department of Education.  

At the request of educators in San Diego County, approximately 50 middle schools, 600 
teachers, and about 16,000 sixth, seventh, and eighth grade students will be involved in a 
three-year longitudinal study of the impact of QTEL on student achievement patterns. The 
study will also assess program impacts on teacher and classroom outcomes. Eligible middle 
schools in participating districts, those schools with at least 10 percent of the classified as 
Limited English Proficient (LEP) or Redesignated as Fluent English Proficient (RFEP), will be 
grouped together by their location, and by their student, teacher, and school characteristics. 
The 50 middle schools selected and their participating teachers will then be randomly assigned
within the resulting strata to treatment and control conditions.  
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Part B: COLLECTION OF INFORMATION

1. Universe of Respondents/Sampling Methods
This study will use a cluster random assignment design with schools as the unit of random 
assignment. The potential universe of schools includes a large number of middle schools in the 
Western Region. Responding to the demand for these services by educators, the setting we 
selected for the study is San Diego County, which includes San Diego, the second-largest city in 
California, and a large number of other cities and districts. San Diego County has close to three 
million inhabitants (2005 Census estimate1) and is the sixth largest county in the U.S. One third of 
all county residents are Latino and close to 40 percent do not speak English at home. Therefore, 
the instruction of ELLs is a major concern for San Diego County schools. 

The universe of teachers consists of those ESL/ELA teachers in the sixth, seventh, and eighth 
grades in the above schools. Similarly, the universe of students includes all students enrolled in the
sixth, seventh, and eighth grades of the middle schools in the San Diego County. (Some districts 
only have seventh and eighth grades in their middle schools, in which case the study will include 
only students in those grades). Among these students, the study will focus especially on those who
are classified as ELLs.

At least 50 schools in San Diego County will be involved in data collection that have high 
proportions of ELLs. For the study, we are defining the sampling frame as middle schools that have
a minimum of 10 percent of students who are classified as LEP for purposes of No Child Left 
Behind. In practice, the proportion of students who are ELLs (which include those reclassified as 
“English proficient” in elementary schools) is significantly higher than the proportion that is officially 
classified as LEP.2

Five considerations will drive our data collection activities in schools. First, as part of the REL West 
contract, the focus of the study is the Western region, which includes the states of California, 
Arizona, Nevada, and Utah. The sample will be located in California. Second, to estimate the net 
impact of QTEL it is important that schools participating in the study are not already part of an 
ongoing QTEL program or similar targeted professional development for teachers of ELL students. 
Third, we want to select schools that are broadly representative of the region and serve students 
who are similarly representative of the growing ELL student population in the region. Fourth, the 
schools and their teachers must have the potential to benefit from QTEL. This means that the 
schools must be sufficiently stable to allow teachers to fully participate in QTEL, including the 
coaching and collaborative lesson planning activities during the school year. Teacher assignments 
also need to be stable so that teachers who participate in a summer institute are likely to be at the 
school for the entire school year and likely to remain at the school for several consecutive years. 
The QTEL program is intensive and requires strong buy-in from school principals and district 
administrators. All of this means that districts and schools that have unstable leadership, may be 
subject to state takeover, or are in other ways unstable will not be included in the study. Lastly, by 
concentrating in a large but distinct geographic area with large numbers of ELL students, the study 
is able to collect data in sufficient numbers of schools while keeping the cost of implementation and
research activities manageable.

We expect a 100 percent response rate for schools/districts to deliver the research team student 
achievement data. This estimate is reasonable since it is part of requirements for districts/schools 
to participate in the study. We expect an 85 percent response rate for teachers. This estimate is 
based on several factors that will be discussed in Section 3 below. 

1 http://www.census.gov/popest/counties/CO-EST2005-08.html, accessed on December 9, 2006. 
2 The San Diego County Office of Education estimates that at least 25 percent of middle school 
students in the county are ELLs. 
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Twenty-five of these schools will be randomly assigned to a treatment group, which will be eligible 
to participate in QTEL and twenty-five will be assigned to a control group, which will be excluded 
from QTEL for three years. The schools will be randomized within their school district, so that each 
district has at least one treatment school and one control school.3 Such stratification by district also 
helps to minimize random variation in background characteristics between students and teachers in
the treatment and control groups. All ESL and ELA teachers in treatment schools will participate in 
the program and all students in grades 6, 7, and 8 will be part of the study. It is expected that the 
overall study sample will have approximately 600 teachers and approximately 50,000 students, of 
whom an estimated 12,500 will be ELLs. These teachers and students will roughly be equally 
distributed among grades 6, 7, and 8.

The purpose of this sample design is to produce impact estimates that have sufficient statistical 
precision so that impacts that are practically meaningful will also be statistically significant. Middle 
school educational interventions are usually found to have impacts in the order of 0.30 to 0.60 
standard deviations (Bloom & Lipsey, 2005), so it is reasonable to design our study to at least be 
able to detect impacts of that magnitude on student outcomes in key student subgroups. Most 
importantly, we will want to be able to distinguish the program’s impacts on ELL students, 
assuming that those students make up 25 percent of a school’s student body, on average.

Exhibit 5 shows the expected minimum detectable effect sizes (MDES) for our study design, which 
assumes a sample of 50 schools. We do not think that increasing the sample beyond 50 schools 
would be useful because, even in San Diego County, the number of middle schools with significant 
ELL populations is limited. Therefore, we would either have to add an additional county, which is 
very expensive, or we would have to sample down to schools with lower ELL populations, for which
the intervention would be less relevant. Neither one of these options is acceptable. 

To calculate student-level MDES, we are using empirical data reported by Bloom et al. (2005) to 
determine appropriate values for the intra-class correlation (ICC) and explanatory power of our 
impact regressions. The ICCs and R2 statistics reported by Bloom et al. appear to be correlated. In 
two middle school districts they find values of 0.17 and 0.77 for ICC and R2 in one district and 0.23 
and 0.91 in the other. This makes intuitive sense. If student outcomes are more strongly clustered 
by school one might expect the year-over-year predictive power of student outcomes to be greater 
as well. Given these results, we believe an ICC 0.15-0.2 and an R2 of 0.65-0.70 to be reasonable. 
At the student level, we limit the analyses to a single grade of 320 students overall and 80 ELLs (25
percent). This is estimated average based on the available information. 

For calculating teacher-level MDES we unfortunately have no reliable data on the explanatory 
power of teacher-level covariates in impact regressions and no reliable data on teacher-level ICCs. 
Thus, we used ICCs of 0.05 and 0.20 to bracket a likely empirical value and we use an R-squared 
of 0, which is as conservative as it can be. 

As Exhibit 5 shows, these parameters produce student-level MDES between 0.19 and 0.22 for the 
full sample, between 0.20 and 0.23 for ELLs, and between 0.29 and 0.33 for ELLs in half the 
schools. Even if the cost of the intervention is amortized over many years, we believe that these 
MDES are sufficiently small for an ambitious and intensive intervention like QTEL. 

Teacher-level MDES are substantial, ranging from 0.29 to 0.42 for the full sample of teachers, 
using our assumptions. Outcomes measured via classroom observations exhibit MDES estimates 
ranging from 0.49-0.55. However, we do not expect a teacher-professional development 
intervention like QTEL to produce impacts of 0.20 on students without at least a 0.40 or higher 
impact on teachers. Also, we believe that the student-level MDES should be the primary driver for 
the statistical power calculations since student-level outcomes are ultimately the primary focus of 
the intervention and the study.

3 The exception is very small districts with only one middle school, of which there will likely be a few
in the sample. 
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Exhibit 5: Statistical Power Calculations

 

2. Information Collection Procedure
Of the schools requesting the program, about half will be randomly selected to participate in the 
QTEL training, and the remaining half will be assigned to a control group. The random assignment 
will be conducted at BPA and a research staff member will notify each school of their group 
assignment.  

Each school that volunteers to participate in this study will be asked to distribute information/assent
forms to the students in their ESL and ELA classes. The teachers who agree to participate in the 
study will be asked to complete an annual teacher survey about their professional preparation, 
teaching experience and attitudes toward working with ELLs as well as an annual test of their 
pedagogical knowledge. These surveys/tests will be completed in a web-based format. Log-in 
information will be sent to teachers via their school email account. If teachers prefer to complete a 
paper version of the survey/test, the research team can send them a hardcopy (of the survey/test) 
and an addressed, stamped envelope in which to return the survey/test to the research team. This 
information will be given to the teachers prior to the survey/test administration (see an example of 
“Dear Teacher” letter as shown in Appendix C). 

Each selected teacher will participate in a classroom observation in the spring of the program year 
(6th grade in 2008, 7th grade in 2009, 8th grade in 2010). Some classrooms may also be selected to 
participate in videotaped observations (in 10 treatment classrooms and 5 control classrooms). In 
addition, there will be data collection through observations and focus groups (with coaches or 
teachers) that are related to teachers’ professional development in QTEL program.

Student archived data will be annually collected through the participating districts/schools. These 
data include the California Standards Test (we plan to focus on all content areas, but especially on 
ELA), the California English Language Development Test (CELDT), measures of attendance, 
student grades (GPA), and grade promotion. 

We will follow up with teachers who do not complete surveys/tests or confirm observation 
appointments in a timely manner. These follow-ups will be conducted bi-weekly first by email, then 
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Teachers/ Students/
school grade Case 1 Case 2

MDES for student outcomes
Assumptions 

ICC 0.15 0.20
R2 0.65 0.65

Full Sample 50 320 0.19 0.22
ELL students 50 80 0.20 0.23
ELL students in half the schools 25 80 0.29 0.33
MDES for teacher outcomes
Assumptions (no baseline data)

ICC 0.05 0.20
R2 0.00 0.00

Full Sample 50 12 0.29 0.42
Classroom Observation Data 50 3 0.49 0.55
Teachers in half the schools 25 12 0.42 0.60
Subgroup of 50 percent of teachers 50 6 0.37 0.47

MDES

Schools

MDES



by telephone, and last by letter. If needed, we will solicit the help of school principals in 
encouraging teachers to respond. We will also follow up (weekly) with the districts/schools until they
deliver the required student data to the research team. 

The data collection procedure and detailed timeline is also discussed under A2, “Purposes and 
Uses of the Data”, as well as A16, “Data Collection Schedule.” 

3. Methods for Maximizing Response Rates
In this study, the new data collection will mainly come from teachers (in particular, teacher survey 
and test of pedagogical knowledge). Several methods will be used to ensure an 85 percent 
response rate for collecting teacher surveys/tests:

 Prior to each survey/test administration, the research team will contact each school 
principal that encourages teacher participation in the surveys/tests.

 Prior to each survey/test administration, a “Dear Teacher” letter will be sent (via email or 
regular mail) to each participating teachers to inform the upcoming data collection activity.

 The surveys/tests will be conducted using a web application, allowing for ease of 
completion. (As mentioned earlier, a hardcopy of the survey/test will be made available 
upon request.)

 The research team will compensate teachers for their time to complete these data 
collection activities.  This compensation plan is discussed under A9, “Payments to 
Respondents”.

 Teachers who fail to complete the survey/test in a timely manner will be followed-up with 
every other week first by email, then by telephone, and last by letter.

No new data collection will take place from students. Only extant state-referenced achievement 
data and other administrative data will be collected from the districts/schools. To ensure the 
delivery of student data, a district level memorandum of understanding (MOU) will be sent to each 
district outlining the support they will receive for participating in the study, the roles and 
responsibilities of both research staff and district/school site staff, and estimates of the time 
required to collect data. A copy of MOU is listed in Appendix D. 

We will be in frequent contact with teachers by email and telephone throughout the study to assess
the stability of their participation. The support provided by the program implementation team is 
designed to meaningfully help teachers with their instructional program; we believe this has 
inherent benefits that will help to retain study participants. Specifically, there will be several focus 
group sessions (with coaches or teachers) planned throughout the study that will enable and 
facilitate ongoing communication with the teachers. 

Although this study includes a plan to monitor and ensure implementation fidelity, it is possible that 
some participants assigned to the treatment group will not participate in all intervention activities. 
Nonparticipation by significant numbers of those targeted to receive the intervention would likely 
dilute potential program impacts. Extensive efforts will be made to collect data from such non-
participants, and levels of participation in the intervention will be monitored through surveys and 
records. So as not to bias impact estimates, all such participants will be kept in the impact analysis 
in their original, assigned groups to avoid sample selection bias. That is, an intention-to-treat 
analysis (ITT) will be performed. ITT refers to the fact that random assignment only establishes an 
“intention to treat,” but does not actually guarantee that those assigned to the program experience 
it.
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4. Expert Review and Piloting of Instruments

All data collection instruments went through a series of reviews either by the research team or the 
TWG members to ensure that the instruments are reliable and valid. In addition, all new data 
collection instruments were tested with 9 or fewer teachers participating in WestEd’s 
implementation of the QTEL program in San Jose, California, during the 2006-2007 school year. 
Because of the small sample size, item level statistical analysis was not conducted. However, 
changes were made to improve the clarity of survey/test items and increase the relevance of 
observation protocol items. Testing did not lead to significant changes in the length or content of 
instruments. The time burden estimate associated with each instrument was obtained through this 
piloting.

The SIOP© observation protocol (Pearson Education, Inc., 2004) will be used for classroom 
observations. This instrument has been well validated by the developers in a variety of settings with
ELLs (Echevarria, Vogt and Short, 2004).

5. Statistical Consultants
Exhibit 6 below lists the name and telephone number of individuals consulted on statistical/data 
analytical aspects of the study.

Exhibit 6: Statistical Consultants 

Name Affiliation Contact Information
Hans Bos, Ph.D. Berkeley Policy Associates (510) 465-7884
Neal Finkelstein, Ph.D WestEd (877) 938-3400
Lorena Ortiz Adams Berkeley Policy Associates (510) 465-7884
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