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ABSTRACT

THE OPEN COURT READING PROGRAM:
IS IT EFFECTIVE FOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS
WITH DISABILITIES

By

Suhjung Yoon Ko

Master of Arts in Special Education, Mild/Moderate Disabilities

This project was conducted to examine if the instructional strategies in the Open
Court Reading program were consistent with research-based recommendations for
teaching English Language Learners with disabilities. The project was carried out by
examining peer-reviewed literature, the Open Court Reading program Teacher Editions,
and an inservice given by literacy experts from the Los Angeles Unified School District.
The information gathered in this project showed that the majority of the strategies that
were suggested in the Open Court Reading program were aligned with what was
recommended in the research-based materials reviewed.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Overview of the Problem
The majority of schools in the Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) in
California use the Open Court Reading program as a core literacy curriculum (Traiman,
Ferrandino, Evanson, 2002). All teachers at the elementary school level, whether general
education or special education teachers are required to use this curriculum for two to two
and a half hours a day for language arts instruction. The Open Court Reading program
has been used by the Los Angeles Unified School District for about ten years, since its
adoption in 2000 (H. Kim, personal communication, July 10, 201 0). Within the Los
Angeles Unified School District, there are a large percentage of students who are English
Language Learners (ELLs). Thirty three percent of the students attending Los Angeles
Unified School District schools are ELLs (LAUSD, 2009). These students speak a
language other than English in their homes with their parents, and may have immigrated
to the United States from a different country.
Many ELLs have challenges with language arts, more specifically, literacy skills.
These students require English language skills along with language arts skills in order to
achieve success in the academic requirements of school. Additionally, about ten percent
(9.65%) of all students in the Los Angeles Unified School District are students with
disabilities who require special education services (LAUSD, 2009). Among the Los
Angeles Unified School District students with disabilities who require special education
services, about fifty-two percent are also ELLs (LAUSD, 2009). For the purpose of this
study, ELLs who require special education services due to a disability will be referred to
as ELLs with disabilities. With the growing number of ELLs being educated in the Los
Angeles Unified School District, general education teachers and special education
teachers must not only teach these students language arts and literacy skills, but they
must also teach these students English language development.
The Rationale for Research
There is a limited amount of research completed that evaluates the Open Court
Reading program in regard to its recommendations of instructional strategies for students
other than general education students or ELLs in general education. If teachers in schools
are being asked to utilize this core curriculum to educate ELLs with disabilities, there
needs to be relevant data documenting its effectiveness with this population. Not only do
teachers need to know that the core curriculum is effective for ELLs with disabilities, but
they also need to know how to use that curriculum in their instruction of this population
who are exceptional in their needs and their challenges. These students have disabilities
as well as English language development needs, which makes instructing this population
doubly challenging. Research in this area is necessary in order to bring about change that
may be needed for ELLs with disabilities so that they can benefit the most from a literacy
program that will better meet their specific needs.
The Research Questions
Through this research, the questions that were asked are the following: Do the
instructional strategies suggested in the Open Court Reading program align with the
research-based instructional strategies that research has identified as successful for ELLs
with disabilities? (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunder & Christian, 2007; Hamayan,
Marler, Sanchez-Lopez & Damico, 2007; Hoover, Klingner, Baca, & Patton, 2008;
McCormick, 2003; Torgesen, Alexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller & Conway, 2001)

· Does the curriculum need to be supplemented with other materials and activities that
would benefit this population of students? A comparison between strategies in the
curriculum and current research will allow for an evaluation of how effective the Open
Court Reading program is for ELLs with disabilities. This becomes very important as the
population of ELLs with disabilities grows in the Los Angeles Unified School District.
The Hypothesis
In order to examine if the Open Court Reading program is aligned with researchbased instructional strategies, the researcher will review existing literature on
instructional strategies for ELLs with disabilities in language arts. Then, the researcher
will review the Teacher Editions from Kindergarten to fifth grade, ESL Supplement
Guides from Kindergarten to fifth grade, and an In-service manual based on the Open
Court Reading program. Lastly, a comparison chart will be created for all the information
gathered from the aforementioned literature. Based on current knowledge and experience
with the Open Court Reading program, the researcher hypothesizes that the core
curriculum that is being used in the majority of schools within the Los Angeles Unified
School District will not be compatible to the existing research based on instructing ELLs
with disabilities. The researcher further believes that the instructional strategies suggested
by the Open Court Reading program will not be consistent with the recommendations of
existing research done on instructional strategies that benefit ELLs with disabilities.
Instead, it is hypothesized that the Open Court Reading program was created for typical
learners, not those with disabilities nor for those students who are ELLs with disabilities.
The Population
The Open Court Reading program was only compared to instructional strategies
suggested for ELLs with disabilities because that is the population with whom the
• researcher is currently working. The review of research suggested that there is a
similarity between strategies and activities used to benefit ELLs with disabilities and
those used to educate ELLs without disabilities in the general education setting.
Therefore, a focus was placed on ELLs with disabilities for this research project. ELLs
with disabilities have multiple challenges they need to face to be successful in the
American education system. They must not only learn the English language (both social
and academic languages), but they must also learn literacy skills in English as well as
English specific to the content areas. In order to benefit these students, the curriculum
that is being used to instruct them must be consistent with the instructional strategies that
research has deemed to be successful in educating this population of students.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Overview of Literature Review
In order to evaluate if the suggested instructional strategies from the Open Court
Reading program align with the research regarding reading instruction for ELLs with
disabilities, a review of the research will be conducted to determine which methods have
been found to be effective for ELL students with and without disabilities. In addition, a
brief overview of the Open Court Reading program will be presented based on researchbased articles found. Recommended instructional strategies for ELLs with disabilities
will be grouped together by prerequisites to proficient reading or big ideas, as it is seen in
the Open Court Reading program's Teacher editions. There are seven big ideas or
instructional topics that have been identified by the researcher in order for an ELL with
disability to be a proficient reader, and successful in school (Hoover, Klingner, Baca, &
Patton, 2008). These will be presented along with general instructional and teaching
practices not specifically related to one of the big ideas in reading instruction will be
· presented. These are considered best practices for good teaching, based on the literature
reviewed. Finally, the topics reviewed in the literature will be used to examine how well
Open Court Reading program's recommendations align with the research-based
recommendations. I will begin with a brief overview of some of the issues regarding
ELLs is provided.
The Challenge of English Language Learners in Schools
America is an extremely diverse country in which people from all cultural and
linguistic backgrounds come together and share the land's resources. The same is seen in
the educational scene in America. Many students within the American public school
arena are students learning English as a second language. Students speak 400 languages
other than English in their homes (USDOE & NICHD, 2003). In 2002, it was estimated
that 20% of people older than five years old spoke a language other than English at home
(USDOE, & NICHD, 2003). Students who learn English as a second language are
categorized as being English Language Learners (ELLs). There is a growing population
of ELLs in the American school system, and many of them are having academic
difficulties. In 2003, it was estimated that about 9% of all students in America were
considered to have English language development needs and had a disability (Zehler,
Fleischman, Hopstock, Pendzick & Stephenson, 2003).
In general, ELLs have difficulty with the four components of English Language
Arts (speaking, listening, reading, and writing) as well as the academic content areas. Not
only do ELLs underachieve in the academic subjects, but they are also more likely to
drop out of school (Y sseldyke, Algozzine & Thurlow, 2000). According to Spinelli
(2008), researchers found a significant gap between ELL and non-ELL performance in
writing and reading after completing a nationwide study. Schmitt and Carter (2000) state
that ELLs must master reading skills in order to be successful in American classrooms.
Because teaching and learning in the American classroom occurs in the English language,
if students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds cannot master the four
components of English language arts, they will also have much challenge achieving
academic success. These students need additional or specialized support so that they can
learn academic material more effectively.
In Los Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD), the second largest school
district in the United States, 33% of the K-12 student population is considered ELLs
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(LAUSD, 2009). Only 33% of the K-12 population is considered EO, or English only
speakers. At the elementary school level, 42% of students are ELLs in the Los Angeles
Unified School District. Among all students in LAUSD, 83 different languages are
spoken. Spanish is spoken by 94% of ELLs; Korean and Armenian are spoken by 1.1%
of ELLs (LAUSD, 2009). The 80 remaining languages are spoken by the remaining 3.4%
of the ELL population among LAUSD students.
English Language Learners with Disabilities
Addressing the needs of ELLs continues to be a challenge for all educators in
America (Hoover & Patton, 2005). Another challenge that impacts many schools and
teachers in today's educational environment is the large proportion ofELLs who are also
identified as having disabilities. In 2004, Baca and Cervantes found that about one
million ELLs also presented with serious learning difficulties that would qualify them for
special education services. There are a large number of students who are English
Language Learners who are also receiving special education services in the American
educational system today. Most of these students have been found eligible for special
education services using literacy-based standardized, norm-referenced assessment tools
(Baca, 2002; Brice, 2002; Spinelli, 2008). Many researchers have argued that these
assessment tools are not valid or reliable to evaluate ELLs' academic knowledge because
of the language barrier that is present (Spinelli, 2008). Because the assessment tools are
not testing students' abilities accurately, many of them are deemed eligible for special
education services.
If assessment tools are not valid or reliable, the data gathered from the tool is also
not reliable nor valid. It has been argued that there is an over-representation of ELLs who
have been identified as having disabilities (Spinelli, 2008). According to Artiles, Rueda,
Salazar, and Higareda (2005), there is a higher likelihood (1.42-2.43 times more likely)
that ELLs will be found to be eligible for special education under the categories of
Learning Disabilities and Speech and Language impairments than English only learners.
Much research has been done to evaluate the accuracy of the student's eligibility. This
issue of over-representation has become a national concern. In 1990, Congress amended
the Individuals with Disability Education Act (IDEA) by adding this statement: "Studies
have documented apparent discrepancies in the levels of referrals and placement of
limited English proficient children in special education" (610[i],l). In 2006, there was
still evidence of over-representation of ELLs who were found to be eligible for special
education services (Dowling, 2008). In U.S. public schools, 10 percent of the students
were ELLs, and 12 percent of the students had disabilities (Dowling, 2008). However,
twenty-two percent of the students in U.S. public schools were ELLs with disabilities
clearly indicating that the ELL population may be overidentified when compared to other
learners (Dowling, 2008). Whether ELLs are inaccurately over-represented as needing
special education services, to be successful academically, educators must teach them as
effectively as possible. Teachers must use research-based instructional strategies that
have proven to be successful for ELLs with disabilities. Even ifthe students are
inaccurately deemed as needing special education services, they will benefit from the
instructional strategies used by their teachers.
About fifty-two percent of Los Angeles Unified School District students with
disabilities are ELLs (LAUSD, 2009). This means that special education teachers must
teach these students effectively in both English language arts as well as the content areas,
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and must also be able to support general education teachers in ensuring their success. Not
only do educators have to teach English to these ELLs who are eligible for special
education services English, but teachers are also required to give those students equal
access to standards-based instruction, under the No Child Left Behind law (Hoover and
Patton, 2005; Spinelli, 2008). An important question that must be asked is: Does the
current curriculum address the diverse needs of the ELLs with disabilities? The
curriculum must meet the English language needs of the students as well as their special
learning needs.
Research on Reading Instruction for ELL Students with Disabilities
Within a literacy program, there are seven big ideas or instructional topics that are
important especially when working with ELLs with disabilities. The seven big ideas or
instructional topics are oral language, phonological awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, reading comprehension, and motivation (Hoover, Klingner, Baca, & Patton,
2008). These can be seen as pre-requisite skills for reading success. Researchers have
examined each of these in studies of English Language Learners, both with and without
disabilities.
Oral language. Oral language is what is used when communicating with others,
both receptive listening skills and expressive speaking skills. Oral language is related to
reading ability because the vocabulary and sentence structure used in spoken language is
seen in written language (Roth, Speece, & Cooper, 2002). Increased oral language
comfort helps ELLs with disabilities derive meaning from the written text, and predict
grammatical order and forms of words (Roth, et al., 2002). According to Hoover,
Klingner, Baca, and Patton (2008), as oral language improves, so does reading fluency
and comprehension in ELLs with disabilities. When ELLs with disabilities have a large
oral vocabulary both receptively and expressively, they will apply that knowledge to
written text. It is believed that students who hear and speak using more vocabulary are
better able to comprehend what they are reading (Rangel, 2009). With this being said, it
has been found that students who attend a preschool program that is language based were
better equipped with early literacy skills (Rangel, 2009). Students with good expressive
vocabulary have been found to do better with real word identification, which is a skill
that is needed when reading text (Wise, Sevcik, Morris, Lovett, & Wolf, 2007). When
August and Shanahan (2006) studied ELLs without disabilities, they found that literacy
acquisition is affected by oral language proficiency. Exposing ELLs with disabilities to
both receptive and expressive oral language in English will benefit them. ELLs with
disabilities need to be talking to others, while listening to appropriate models in peers and
adults who are English speakers (August & Shanahan, 2006; Hoover, et al., 2008; Roth,
et al., 2002; Wise, et al., 2007). Teachers who effectively use the instructional strategies
that give students multiple opportunities to practice their English, both conversationally
and for academic purposes through cooperative learning activities, are more successful in
effectively instructing their students (Schoen & Schoen, 2003).
Phonological awareness. The ability to manipulate and identify sounds in words
that are heard has been found to be very important for proficient reading in English
(Chiappe, Siegel, & Gottardo, 2002). This skill is known as phonological awareness.
Research has found that poor readers frequently have challenges with phonological
awareness (AI Otaiba & Fuchs, 2002). Poor readers have difficulty separating words that
are heard into its individual sounds, and they also have difficulty connecting sounds that
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are heard to make words (McCormick, 2003 ). They also have challenges realizing that
words are made up of a sequence of individual sounds blended together (McCormick,
2003). How do educators help the students who are struggling readers with the
foundational skill so important for literacy skills? Researchers have suggested that
phonological awareness can be taught to ELLs with disabilities as well as ELLs without
disabilities through direct instruction to improve their foundational skills and in turn help
with literacy skills (Genesee, Lindholm-Leary, Saunder & Christian, 2007).
Instruction in phonological awareness is beneficial and needed for all three groups
of students. Early, explicit, systematic, and intensive instruction in phonological
awareness and phonics skills has been found to benefit ELLs as well as native English
speakers who are struggling readers (Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer & Rivera, 2006).
Phonological awareness is a fundamental literacy skill that all readers must acquire to be
successful. According to the National Reading Panel (2002), instruction in phonological
awareness seems to be the most successful way of teaching students how to read. At the
early literacy stages, isolation of sounds, blending, and segmentation are usually taught
(McCormick, 2003). In isolation of sounds, different sounds in a word are found after
hearing the word's pronunciation. The beginning, middle or ending sounds can be
isolated and identified during this part of instruction (McCormick, 2003). Blending is
when students are taught to combine different sounds that have been pronounced to make
a word (McCormick, 2003). The third skill taught in phonological awareness is often
segmentation, which is the identification of all the different sounds in the word being
pronounced in its order (McCormick, 2003). During phonological awareness instruction,
letters and words are not visually presented to the students; instruction is done orally
(Francis, et al., 2006).
Phonics. Phonics requires building a relationship between the written letters and
sounds that they make, which is abstract and less meaningful for many ELLs with
disabilities (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). It is the ability to see a written letter and identify its
respective sound (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). Many ELLs with disabilities have difficulty
with phonics. However, research demonstrates that interventions that explicitly taught the
alphabetic principle and code-emphasis approach benefited students with disabilities in
becoming better readers (Torgesen, Alexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller & Conway,
2001 ). The alphabetic principle emphasizes the relationship between the letters and the
sounds that they represent in the English language. Multiple studies have demonstrated
that basic skills in phonics or the letter-sound relationship must be explicitly and directly
taught to ELLs in order to help them successfully read in a fluent manner (August &
Shanahan, 2006; Gersten & Baker, 2000; Gersten & Geva, 2003; Vaughn, LinanThompson, Mathes, Cirino, Carlson & Pollard-Durdola, 2006). According to the National
Reading Panel (2002), instruction in phonics skills seems to be the most successful way
of teaching students how to read.
Explicit phonics instruction is when the teacher articulates the letter sounds in
isolation while showing the visual letters. Then, the students practice identifying the same
letter-sound relationship by repeating what the teacher did (McCormick, 2003). The
letter-sound relationship is first taught in isolation, then within the context of words that
have a regular and consistent relationship (McCormick, 2003). McCormick (2003)
recommends the use of decodable text, which has words with primarily regular phonetic
spelling patterns for teaching phonics skills. Phonics skills should not be practiced in
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isolation of the entire context of reading (Hoover, et al., 2008; McCormick, 2003). As
time progresses, students are asked to identify the sound for each letter in the alphabet.
Then, students are asked to make the sound for each letter in the written word
(Armbruster, 2002). They blend the individual sounds in the words to read it
(Armbruster, 2002). Simple words with regular spelling are presented first (Armbruster,
2002).
Fluency. Not only are phonics skills necessary in reading, but practice is also
required for readers to be accurate and fluid. Reading fluency is the ability to read
quickly and accurately. Repeated readings with familiar passages along with a peer or
adult model helps a student with disabilities increase their reading fluency (McCardle &
Chhabra, 2004; National Reading Panel, 2000). Repeated readings of the same text will
allow students to increase their reading fluency rates (McCormick, 2003). Long-term
benefits of repeated readings are due to the practice a student has with identifying and
seeing the same words over and over again. A similar instructional strategy also helps
other groups of struggling readers. Fluency is developed through practice as well as
reading with a more proficient model through echo reading or partner reading; this
strategy benefits ELLs with disabilities (Hoover, et al., 2008). Phonological awareness
and phonics are the technical skills that students must learn in order to participate in the
act of physically reading text, which leads to fluency. Thus, phonological awareness
instruction as well as phonics instruction should lead to increased reading fluency rates
(Hoover, et al., 2008).
Vocabulary. Being able to physically read the written text is not the only
important skill that ELLs with disabilities must learn. ELLs with disabilities must
understand the words that they are reading. Each word has its own definition in context,
which must be understood. Vocabulary is an area of great challenge for many students,
and ELLs in particular may lack the specialized vocabulary they need to be successful in
academic content. Multiple exposures and opportunities for practicing new vocabulary
words and the vocabulary strategies, such as context clues benefit ELLs with disabilities
(Francis, Rivera, Lesaux, Kieffer & Rivera, 2006; Hoover, et al., 2008). Teaching
vocabulary in an explicit and directed manner is an area that needs to be emphasized
when working with ELLs with disabilities. Teaching students root words, prefixes, and
suffixes as well as common Greek and Latin roots will help them decipher meanings of
unknown words (McCormick, 2003). Introducing words that are related in meanings at
the same time, and including words that students have been exposed to will increase
vocabulary skills in ELLs with disabilities (McCormick, 2003).
According to Beck, McKeown, and Kucan (2002), vocabulary instruction will
also benefits ELLs without disabilities in both reading fluency as well as reading
comprehension. All English language learners require preteaching of essential vocabulary
for increased reading comprehension (Hamayan, Marler, Sanchez-Lopez & Damico,
2007). In the same way, students with disabilities benefit from preteaching of vocabulary
words as well (Coyne, Kame'enui & Carnine, 2007). More specifically, preteaching
vocabulary and reinforcing that vocabulary through visuals, realia, and graphic organizers
throughout a given lesson will effectively improve the reading skills of an ELL with
disabilities (Hoover, et al., 2008).
Vocabulary knowledge is not only important for ELLs or ELLs with disabilities,
but it is also important for native English speakers. All students require about 12-14
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exposures to a vocabulary word and its definition across different contexts (Francis, et al.,
2006). Vocabulary instruction must allow students to practice defining and using the
vocabulary words in different contexts. This will ensure that all students are gaining a
breadth and depth of vocabulary knowledge. Reteaching of vocabulary words and their
definition may be necessary for students with disabilities, and should be practiced to
confirm accuracy of vocabulary knowledge, especially for ELLs with disabilities (DiazRico & Weed, 2002). Teachers must not only explicitly teach the students the strategies,
but they must also model what they are teaching the students with disabilities consistently
(Gersten, Fuchs, Williams & Baker, 2001).
Reading comprehension. Ultimately, reading comprehension is the goal for
proficient readers. Not only do ELLs with disabilities need to build fluency and
vocabulary skills, but in the end they also need to understand the content that they read.
ELLs with disabilities have many challenges when it comes to literacy, specifically
reading comprehension. These challenges include the following. According to Hardin
(200 1), ELLs with disabilities have a tendency to use fewer comprehension strategies,
and have a limited vocabulary knowledge base to support the need to understand what
they are physically reading. Hardin (200 1) also stated that ELLs with disabilities do not
tap into their background knowledge information as much as their typically developing
non-ELL counterparts. Another challenge for ELLs with disabilities is that they have a
harder time transferring reading skills from their native languages to English (Hoover, et
al., 2008). Reading comprehension is a difficult skill for many students, but even more
for ELLs with disabilities.
There are many research-based instructional strategies that have benefited ELLs
with disabilities in reading comprehension. These involve the previous four big ideas
mentioned previously (phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and fluency), as
well as activating prior background knowledge and experiences (Snow, 2002). As the
population of ELLs with disabilities continues to grow, so does the research on this
population. For more than ten years, researchers have done studies on reading issues for
students who are ELLs and have disabilities. Hoover et al. (2008) listed the most
effective instructional strategies that they found in their research. Among other strategies,
they found that helping students make connections between their prior knowledge and the
new knowledge that is being taught was important (Hoover, et al, 2008). Students who
have prior knowledge about a topic can use that information to comprehend the new
reading text more efficiently and effectively. In the same way, if students are encouraged
to apply concepts to real-life tasks, they are more effectively going to learn the content
material. According to Hansen (2006), one way to build background knowledge about a
topic is by beginning the discussion about a topic with real-world experiences that may
be personal to the students themselves. This makes the content more meaningful and
relevant to the students. Researchers have found that building background knowledge is
important for reading comprehension for all students.
Another research recommended instructional technique is strategy instruction, as
mentioned above with vocabulary instruction. Strategies, such as the use of context clues
should be taught to ELLs with disabilities. This will allow the students to derive meaning
from the entire text, even if they do not know all the vocabulary words being used
(Gersten, et al., 2001). Effective reading comprehension instruction must involve strategy
instruction as well as content instruction (Coyne, Kan1e'enui & Carnine, 2007). Coyne et
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al. (2007) list the key comprehension strategies as: identifying important information,
inferring and predicting, monitoring and clarifying, generation and answering questions,
visualizing, summarizing, synthesizing, evaluation before/during/after reading. Good
readers use similar strategies to those mentioned above, therefore it has been determined
that teaching struggling readers how to use the same tools will benefit them (Duke &
Pearson, 2002).
Reciprocal teaching is an instructional technique that requires teacher-student
dialogue to build comprehension strategies. Teachers model and guide students to use
questioning, summarizing, clarifying, and predicting as four common comprehension
strategies (Hoover, et al. , 2008). The teacher begins instruction by using the "think
aloud" method when discussing the text that was just read, and how he or she would use
the different comprehension strategies mentioned before (Hart, 2009). Once the students
show proficiency and understanding of the strategies, they complete the dialogue
themselves. Ultimately, the students show improvement in comprehension strategy use
and monitoring their reading comprehension (Hart, 2009; Hoover, et al., 2008).
Reciprocal teaching is usually used in conjunction with other strategies that have been
found to be effective for ELLs with disabilities (Hart, 2009). Another form of group work
is called Peer Assisted Learning (PALS) where peers tutor and practice with each other,
which has shown effective with English proficient students with disabilities as well as
ELLs with and without disabilities (Calhoon, Al Otaiba, Cihala, King, & Avalos, 2007;
Rivera, Moughamian, Lesaux, & Francis, 2009; Saenz, Fuchs & Fuchs, 2005). Models
are necessary for ELLs with disabilities to emulate and from which to learn.
Overall, ELLs with disabilities require much reading practice in many different
genres and many different content areas. They need to be accustomed to reading different
types of information (Chamot & O'Malley, 1994). August and Shanahan (2006) suggest
that text structure needs to be taught to ELLs so that they can better understand what the
text is presenting. To establish purpose and activate prior knowledge, previewing the
reading material benefits ELLs with disabilities (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2002). The
mechanics of reading must be applied to deeper and greater extent in order for an ELL to
interact with the topic about which they are reading. Once an ELL with disabilities is able
to do this, then he or she has accomplished the goal of learning how to read effectively,
and is more able to bring together all components of reading instruction.
Another instructional strategy that requires group work is called Literature
Response Groups, in which a group of students read the same book, and discuss what
they read (Hoover, et al., 2008). ELLs with disabilities are asked the read the same books
as a small group of other students in their class. The small discussion groups give ELLs
with disabilities the opportunity to engage in meaningful dialogues with their peers in a
supportive group. The ELLs with disabilities are not only practicing reading skills, but
they are also practicing their speaking and listening skills. These are important to the
student's English language development. These groups encourage students to think
deeply and critically about what they read (Hoover, et al. , 2008).
Researchers have also found that interventions for ELLs with disabilities are
necessary for their success in reading, as well as other content areas. Schoen and Schoen
(2003) researched effective intervention strategies for struggling readers who were ELLs
with disabilities. They found that individual sessions that were 20 minutes in length each
within the classroom environment greatly supported students who needed to most help
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(Schoen & Schoen, 2003). While the teacher worked with the individual student who
needed the intensive intervention, other students worked in learning centers around the
classroom. Visuals have been found to benefit ELLs with disabilities in building their
reading skills. It was found that highlighting to help pinpoint key concepts or difficult
concepts seemed to help ELLs with disabilities who require intensive intervention in
reading (Hoover, et al., 2008). Another beneficial visual strategy for ELLs who have
disabilities is the use of charts, such as the KWL chart. This chart lists what the students
know (K) about the topic before they read the text; what they want to learn (W) from the
text; and what they learned (L) after they read the text (Schoen & Schoen, 2003). Using
concrete materials and visuals, including student-centered activities help ELLs with
disabilities comprehend the content material or topic in the text better (Hansen, 2006).
All students but especially ELLs with disabilities must practice reading-related
skills to make improvements. This can be done by using paired readings, which is a
strategy used wherein a more proficient reader reads with a weaker one (Schoen &
Schoen, 2003). By doing this, not only can ELLs with disabilities practice their reading
skills, but the strategy also requires that they engage two other components of English
Language Arts (listening and speaking), which indirectly support their reading skills.
Repeated exposure to the same content material allows ELLs with and without
disabilities the opportunity to interact with specific information more than once, which
allows for better understanding and retention. It also allows students to practice their
reading fluency.
Motivation. Motivation is seen to be extremely important for an ELL with
disabilities to excel in reading. Motivation is another of the seven key elements identified
as critical to ELL students (Hoover, Klingner, Baca, & Patton, 2008). A key component
to motivating students is teacher practices. According to CaBins (2006), who researched
culturally responsive teaching as it relates to ELLs with and without disabilities, a
teacher's ability to motivate affects students' success in literacy much more than the
reading program that is being utilized. Culturally responsive literacy instruction needs to
incorporate literature from different cultures that are relevant to the student's lives
(Godina & McCoy, 2000). The most effective teachers for ELLs with disabilities are
those who see each child as having a fund of knowledge that can and will be tapped into
during their educational experience at school (Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 2005).
Whatever the students' backgrounds, they are seen to have valuable experiences in life
that can be used in the classroom to better teach the ELLs with disabilities. Reading
programs that are best suited for ELLs with disabilities are those that are culturally
responsive and include research-based instructional strategies (Ortiz, 2001 ). Other
researchers have found similar results.
According to Rivera, Moughamian, Lesaux, and Francis (2009), connecting
reading opportunities to daily activities will help motivate ELLs with disabilities. Bianco
and Watson (2009) state that if ELLs with disabilities can make personal connections
with familiar themes that affirm their identities in the reading content, reading
comprehension will be enhanced. Another important factor that will help ELLs with
disabilities improve in reading is the ability to make a connection between what they are
learning in the text with their own daily lives and interests (Tomlinson, 2000). Not only is
it important for reading teachers to make connections between a student's background
knowledge and the topic that they will be reading about, but it is also important to make
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connections between what was read and students' lives. It is important for a teacher to
draw on an ELLs prior knowledge, but they also need to allow ELLs to review previously
learned content material in order for them to learn how to apply those concepts (Ortiz,
2001). According to Foil and Alber (2002), activities that allow ELLs with disabilities to
interrelate concepts and their prior experiences or background knowledge are beneficial
for improved reading comprehension. One such activity is the use of graphic organizers
to help build visually displayed connections between topics that were read as well as
vocabulary words that were learned. Making the content material relevant and
meaningful to the students is another area that allows these teachers to be effective
(Hoover, et al., 2008). A strategy that was found to be successful for students with
disabilities was to ask students what they know and what they want to know about a
particular topic that would be read (Coyne, et al., 2007). This allowed students with
disabilities to focus on the reading more, as they were motivated to learn something new.
An increased focus on reading is certainly a benefit for all students, including those who
are English language learners with disabilities.
The following strategy focuses on helping students build their motivation for
reading, which may be challenging for them. The Language Experience Approach is a
strategy to help students build literacy skills by using their own words as a basis for
reading instruction (Peregoy & Boyle, 2001). An ELL with disabilities dictates a story
based on a personal experience to an adult scribe. The student then copies the dictation,
illustrates it, and practices reading it over and over again. The ELL with disabilities
practices reading the sentences with an adult as a model, then with less support, and
finally independently. Students tend to be more motivated to read their own stories as
they are interested in the topic, they have prior knowledge about the topic, and they know
all the words that are to be read. The more an ELL with disabilities is engaged in setting
their own learning goals and choosing what to learn as well as how to learn the material,
the more they are likely to be interested in practicing the reading process more
effectively. The students are more likely to be more successful in improving in their
reading skills (Tomlinson, 2000). Motivation is very important for an ELL with
disabilities to improve upon their reading skills, something that may already be
challenging for them. Motivation and engagement is necessary for all students to benefit
from teacher instruction and student-centered practice of specific skills.
The school environment is another factor that contributes to student motivation. If
students are not being instructed in a positive and supportive learning environment, they
are not likely to be successful in their academic endeavors (Hoover, et al., 2008). In
general, it has been found that positive school environments help reduce school failure
for all types of students (Ortiz, 2001). Among other things, Ortiz (2001) describes a
positive school environment as being one in which challenging and appropriate curricula
and instruction takes place; ongoing, systematic evaluation of student progress takes
place; shared decisions are made among all stakeholders (ESL teacher, administrator,
general education teacher, parents, and all other personnel involved in teaching the
student the English language); and students are empowered. There must be a
collaborative effort in educating ELLs with all school personnel who have any
knowledge about English language development.
Practice. Interconnecting themes and topics from multiple subject areas so that
students get multiple exposures to the same content material, in many different ways is
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another strategy that benefits ELLs with disabilities (Ortiz, 2001 ). As with any other new
skill to improve their reading skills, ELLs with disabilities must practice frequently, both
with their technical skills as well as their application skills. Teacher-directed transmission
must be substituted with student-regulated and active learning for ELLs to become
successful in literacy skills (Callins, 2006). Likewise, students with disabilities require
multiple opportunities to present their own skills and knowledge through the practice of
new skills learned in isolation as well as within a specified context (Coyne, et al., 2007).
Students with disabilities as well as ELLs need multiple opportunities to practice the new
skills that they are learning in order to be successful in literacy.
Another key component for practice and demonstration of knowledge has to do
with the need to allow ELLs with disabilities to work at an individual ability level that is
being monitored at all times to ensure its appropriateness and effectiveness (Coyne, et al.,
2007). If students practice literacy skills that are not at their individualized level, they
will not benefit from the review, as it will not be meaningful or relevant to them. Rivera
et al. (2009) suggested that teachers carefully match students' abilities to their practice.
Although practice and the opportunity to demonstrate student learning is important, the
activities being used also need to be appropriately designed for the individual student,
whether they are typical students, ELLs with disabilities or ELLs without disabilities.
Students, especially those who are English language learners, benefit from connections
made between what a student already knows from previous experiences and background
knowledge to what they are currently learning. This is called the schemata theory, which
recommends teachers to begin instruction from the point at which the student is currently
knowledgeable (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2002; Klingner, Hoover & Baca, 2008). To be
effective literacy instructors, teachers must build on what students bring to the classroom.
The Open Court Reading Program
In the Los Angeles Unified School District, the vast majority of elementary
schools (360 out of 450) use the Open Court Reading curriculum as the core language
arts program (Traiman, et al., 2002). Many schools and districts nationwide have
implemented the Open Court Reading curriculum, and many have found improvement in
student performance in literacy-related skills (Traiman, et al., 2002). However, the
students for whom improvement was noted were not necessarily English Language
Learners, nor students with disabilities. As mentioned above, ELLs with disabilities are
in need of improvement in their reading and writing skills more than anything. The Open
Court Reading curriculum is being used as the core curriculum to teach ELLs with
disabilities reading and writing skills. However, does this tool use the research-based
strategies found successful in supporting students with disabilities, ELLs with disabilities
or ELLs without disabilities? There are many research-based best practices that have
been found effective for students with disabilities, ELLs with disabilities, as well as ELLs
without disabilities. Many of the strategies described and studied by research suggest that
there is a large overlap of instructional strategies that benefit all three groups of students.
However, these best practices have not been compared to the Open Court Reading
program that is being used with these students today.
The Open Court Reading program is one that focuses on sounds, and how sounds
make words. Explicit instruction is used to help students master the skills of making and
manipulating sounds in reading and writing skills. The program also emphasizes reading
comprehension strategies and reading comprehension skills as well as vocabulary
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development. Teachers are asked to model these reading comprehension strategies to
teach students how to use the strategies themselves. Open Court Reading instruction
addresses phonological awareness, phonics, and comprehension skills through the use of
predictable text or decodables, and excerpts from authentic literature. Not only that, but
the Open Court Reading program also requires teachers to spend 1.5 to 2 hours a day also
working on writing, spelling, dictation, grammar, and vocabulary.
Instructional Activities in the Open Court Reading Program
Phonological awareness is explicitly taught by the teacher through a collection of
fast-paced activities that focus on oral blending of sounds, and sound segmentation.
Phonics is explicitly taught by going through the entire alphabet using sound-spelling
cards that have letters and pictures to help students remember what sound each letter
makes. Blending is a strategy that teachers explicitly teach their students by having each
student sound out each letter in the word, and then bringing the sounds together to make a
word (Traiman, et al., 2000). Students are encouraged to practice their reading skills by
repeatedly reading decodable and predictable text that allow for blending practice.
Teachers lead discussions about the books that the students read. Teachers also model
reading comprehension strategies to the students. These strategies include making
predictions, activating prior knowledge, making inferences, comparing and contrasting,
asking questions, sequencing, visualizing, and summarizing. Students are prompted to
use these strategies frequently, and the teacher reviews the strategies with the students
often. Over time, students are expected to use the reading comprehension strategies, and
blending skills independently (Wehby, Falk, Barton-Arwood, Land, & Cooley, 2003).
Teacher Practices
To ensure best practices in educating ELLs with disabilities in reading, it is
important to recognize the characteristics of the most effective reading teachers as
identified by multiple researchers. Highly effective teachers have high expectations for
each student, and know how to support the students to achieve those goals (Hoover, et al.,
2008). Gersten (1999) states that effective reading teachers for ELLs with disabilities are
adept at assessing students effectively and using that information to directly impact their
instruction. Effective reading teachers are those who are diagnostic and prescriptive in
their instructional practices with ELLs with disabilities (Hoover, et al., 2008). These
teachers ensure that students are working at their own competency level (varying from
instructional to independent levels). Flexibility is another characteristic of an effective
teacher, which allows them to increase expectations as students' competencies improve
also (Hoover, et al., 2008). Schoen and Schoen (2003) stated that effective reading
teachers state clear lesson objectives, have routine schedules in the classroom, end the
lesson with a summary, and use explicit directions when instructing students. Baca and
Cervantes (2004) found that if teachers preview the topic that will be read, summarize
important points, practice vocabulary multiple times, and review background knowledge,
ELLs with disabilities have a tendency of comprehending the text better.
Conclusion
The literature reviewed identified critical information presented about
instructional strategies for helping ELLs with disabilities learn how to become successful
readers. Research-based instructional strategies specifically for ELLs with disabilities as
formatted, according to the seven big ideas or instructional topics (oral language,
phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, reading comprehension, and
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motivation) were gathered. These instructional strategies help ELLs with disabilities
become successful and proficient readers. Additional instructional and teaching practices
were provided to use when working with ELLs with disabilities. These strategies and
practices are recommended in the literature as being effective with ELLs with disabilities.
To examine if the Open Court Reading program recommends similar instructional
strategies, the researcher evaluated the entire program. The following questions were
answered through this research study: Does the Open Court Reading program include
these criteria to ensure that the teachers instructing students with this curriculum are
using research-based instructional strategies with their ELL students with disabilities?
Does the curriculum need to be supplemented with other materials and activities that
would benefit this population of students?

14

Chapter 3: Methods
Restatement of Research Question
Based on the review of literature, there are many instructional strategies that have
been researched and found to be effective when used with ELLs with disabilities. Many
of the strategies mentioned were related to reading instruction and in building reading
skills. In the Los Angeles Unified School District, the Open Court Reading program is
utilized to teach the reading process to most students, including ELLs with disabilities.
There is limited research that has been done on Open Court Reading best practices and
research-based best practices for ELLs with disabilities. The following research will
attempt to compared and contrasted the best practices recommended by the Open Court
Reading program, and best practices for instructing ELLs with disabilities in reading. It
attempted to answer the questions: Do the instructional strategies suggested in the Open
Court Reading program align with the research-based instructional strategies that
research has identified as successful for ELLs with disabilities? (Genesee, LindholmLeary, Saunder & Christian, 2007; Hamayan, Marler, Sanchez-Lopez & Damico, 2007;
Hoover, Klingner, Baca, & Patton, 2008; McCormick, 2003; Torgesen, Alexander,
Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller & Conway, 2001) Does the curriculum need to be
supplemented with other materials and activities that would benefit this population of
students?
Procedures
The method used to determine how well the Open Court Reading program
adheres to the research-based instructional strategies for ELLs with disabilities involved
examining the Teacher Eqitions of the Open Court Reading 2000 program as well as the
ESL Supplement Guides for recommended instructional strategies. Also, an examination
of recommendations from an inservice for Special Education Teachers who use the Open
Court Reading program occurred. This inservice was presented by the LAUSD special
education department in conjunction with the LAUSD literacy department in the fall of
2008, and it provided many strategic suggestions for more effective reading instruction
for students with disabilities. The recommendations from the Open Court Reading
materials as well as the inservice were compared to research-based instructional
strategies gathered from the Literature Review. The information was compiled in an
Excel spreadsheet.
Review of articles. A comprehensive review of articles was necessary to begin the
research process. The online library catalog at California State University of Northridge
(CSUN) was searched using the search topic phrases of Open Court Reading and English
language learners. The results showed that there were zero articles available. Next, using
the same search engine, the topic phrases searched were Open Court, English Language
Learners, and Special Education that resulted in zero articles. The third search attempt
was made using the topic phrases Open Court Reading and Special Education, which
resulted in zero articles. Because these broad searches did not result in any articles on the
larger CSUN library catalog, ERIC and WILSON were used as places to search for
articles that addressed the Open Court Reading program and how it instructs ELLs with
disabilities, in particular.
When a search was made with the large topic of Open Court Reading program
and ELLs with disabilities, no articles were found. Therefore, a broader search was made
using the topics of Open Court Reading program and English language learners. Only one
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article was found using these two search topics. After reading through the article (Bantis,
2008), it was determined that the information was not directly discussing how the Open
Court Reading program helps ELLs directly. The only point that the author made about
how the Open Court Reading program helps ELLs directly is through the Individual
Work Time where the teacher can differentiate instruction to a small group of children,
when needed (Bantis, 2008). The article described Individual Work Time as a daily 20-40
minute time slot in which the teacher takes a small group of students to work on some
intervention-type tasks, while the rest of the class is working on their independent work.
Bantis (2008) stated that Individual Work Time would be an appropriate time for teachers
to work with ELLs in their specific areas of need to give them additional intervention.
Using the reference list at the end of the Bantis article, several more articles were
found about Open Court Reading as it relates to ELLs. Although there were four articles
written about Open Court Reading and ELLs, none directly compared research on
teaching ELLs with the Open Court Reading program. For example, one article addressed
how teachers perceived the success of Open Court Reading in teaching ELLs (Peck &
Serrano, 2002). They found that teachers did not perceive that the Open Court Reading
program's suggested accommodations for ELLs were appropriate. This article was based
on subjective information and not objective or research-based information. Therefore, the
article was not an adequate resource for the current research. Achinstein, Ogawa, and
Speiglman (2004) studied perceptions of two new teachers. They found that the teacher
who used the Open Court Reading program on a daily basis as modeled for her by a
literacy coach did not struggle teaching literacy as much as any other subject (Achinstein,
et. al, 2004). The second teacher who did not use the Open Court Reading program
struggled through his first year of teaching. These teachers were asked for their
perceptions of the first year of teaching, which was subjective in nature, and not research
based. This article was also not an adequate resource for the current research.
Several more articles were found that mentioned the Open Court Reading
program. However, they were not used in this research for different reasons. Moustafa
and Land (200 1) addressed the effectiveness of the Open Court Reading program on
economically disadvantaged students. They demonstrated that the Open Court Reading
program helped economically disadvantaged students score better in literature-based
assessments. However, not all economically disadvantaged students are ELLs or ELLs
with disabilities. Also, not all ELLs or ELLs with disabilities are economically
disadvantaged, so this article was not a viable resource for this research. Izumi, Coburn,
and Cox (2002) wrote an article suggesting that the Open Court Reading program helped
eight schools succeed, according to their principals. The eight schools mentioned in the
article were high achieving schools with 2001 Academic Performance Indexes (API)
greater than 7 based on a one-ten scale, and they had large proportion of minority
students of low socioeconomic status. In these eight schools, the percentage of English
language learners ranged between thirty percent of the student population to sixty-seven
percent of the student population (Izumi, et. al, 2002). This particular article suggested
that the Open Court Reading program helped ELLs, but did not specify if the English
language learners had disabilities or not. The article also did not differentiate between
ELLs and English only students. These things made the data from this article not viable
for this research. Because these articles were not appropriate for this research, other
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references were needed to examine how and if the Open Court Reading program
implements best practices suggested by the research regarding ELLs with disabilities.
Additional resources. As there were a limited number of peer-reviewed articles
regarding ELLs and the Open Court Reading program, a training participant notebook
based on Open Court Reading for students with disabilities was used for information
regarding recommended instructional best practices. The training information was
compiled by the English Language Arts Department in collaboration with the Special
Education department of the Los Angeles Unified School District. These materials were
used as a reference for the current study. "The Open Court Reading for K-6 Special
Education Programs" training was attended by the researcher in the fall of2008. This
training was a 5-day, 30-hour course in which the researcher received specific training on
how to use the Open Court Reading program in a Special Day Class (SDC) setting. A
Special Day Class is a multi-grade level combination classroom where one teacher is
responsible for students with different types of disabilities. The presentation was
facilitated by Helen Kim, a literacy intervention coordinator with the LAUSD literacy
department, and Carol Rodas with the LAUSD special education department.
Teacher edition. Another resource that was used to gather information about
recommended instructional methods from the publishers themselves was the Open Court
Reading program's Teacher Editions. Not only were the Teacher Editions from the main
anthology of the K-5 grades reviewed, but the ESL Supplements were used as well. The
ESL Supplement is designed to give teachers additional strategies and instructional
material to give ELLs access to the Open Court Reading program. Although there are
three different editions of the Open Court Reading program, Los Angeles Unified School
District predominantly uses the Open Court Reading program 2000 edition. According to
Helen Kim (2009), LAUSD continued to use the 2000 edition due to a shortage of funds
that were needed to replace the entire program for all the elementary schools. There are
some schools that have purchased the 2002 edition on their own accord. However, the
2000 edition was the choice ofLAUSD. This research was focused on the 2000 edition.
Also, these were the resources available to the researcher. As this research was focused
on practices in LAUSD, and the majority of schools used the 2000 edition, it was used
throughout the research.
Instruments
The Open Court Reading program is a basal program, each grade level builds
from the foundation that was created the year prior. Therefore, each grade level
implements different strategies and focuses on specific skills, depending on the students'
developmental level and their abilities. Recommendations of instructional strategies from
the Teacher Edition, and ESL Supplemental guides for Kindergarten through fifth grades
were gathered and compiled on an Excel spreadsheet (appendix A). The Excel
spreadsheet was separated into multiple sections. The Excel spreadsheet allowed for easy
interpretation of information about instructional strategies recommended by the
publishers of the Open Court Reading program as well as those recommended by
previous researchers of ELLs with disabilities. It allowed the current researcher to
efficiently compare and contrast recommended instructional strategies.
In the first section, instructional strategies that the publishers recommended were
listed in the first column, while research-based instructional strategies from the literature
review were listed in the second column. The first two columns on the Excel spreadsheet
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allowed the researcher to determine if the recommended Open Court Reading
instructional strategy was also one mentioned in the literature review based on previous
research done on instructional strategies for ELLs with disabilities. Another section of the
Excel spreadsheet contained a comparison between the instructional strategies suggested
in the ESL Supplement Guide and the research-based instructional strategies. A third
section contained The Open Court Training suggestions compared to the research-based
instructional strategies. The last section of the Excel spreadsheet stated the research.:.
based instructional strategies reviewed during the literature review that were not found in
the Open Court Reading program Teacher Edition or training manual. At the end of the
current research, there were six Excel spreadsheets, one for each grade level Kindergarten
through fifth grade. These Excel spreadsheets helped in organizing information in an
easily accessible way for the current researcher.
The six Excel spreadsheets allowed the researcher to examine if the Open Court
Reading program's instructional recommendations for students were consistent with
those suggested by previous researchers for ELLs with disabilities. This allowed the
researcher to easily compare and contrast instructional strategies between the Open Court
Reading program and research-based recommendations. The researcher also found some
strategies that were found during the review of literature, but were not found when
reviewing the Open Court Reading program. These instructional strategies were listed in
a fifth section of the Excel spreadsheet.
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Chapter 4: Results
Review of Reading Skills and Recommended Instructional Strategies
As previously stated, the seven big ideas or instructional topics in literacy are oral
language, phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, reading comprehension,
and motivation (Hoover, et al., 2008). Oral language is the foundation used to
communicate with others, via speaking and listening. Vocabulary and grammar used in
reading and writing derive from listening and speaking (Roth, et al., 2002). Phonological
awareness is the knowledge of sounds, to include being able to identify them in words
and manipulate them. Phonological awareness is the prerequisite to phonic skills that
must be developed for an ELL with disabilities to read successfully (Chiappe, et al.,
2002). Phonics is the knowledge ofthe sounds that relate to each letter of the alphabet.
ELLs with disabilities must learn and memorize the relationship between the alphabet
and sounds in order to become proficient readers (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). Fluency is the
ability to read written text accurately with appropriate pacing and intonation. This skill
relies heavily on phonics skills. Vocabulary is the knowledge that an ELL with
disabilities has about the definition of the written words that is being read. Not only do
ELLs with disabilities need to read the words physically, but they must also understand
the meaning of the words (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). Reading comprehension is the
ultimate goal for all readers. It is the complete understanding of what has been read in
written text (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000). Motivation is the desire and willingness to put
forth the effort required to become a good reader. ELLs must have the desire to practice
and learn about reading in order to become successful at it. The seven big ideas or
instructional topics are the prerequisite skills that ELLs with disabilities need to have in
order to be successful in reading-related activities.
For this study, the researcher needed to organize the information and data
collected from the literature review, as well as the review of the Open Court Reading
program materials. To do so effectively, the researcher grouped the instructional
strategies recommended as they related to the individual seven big ideas or instructional
topics. The following chart displays instructional strategies recommended by the Open
Court Reading program for ELLs with disabilities, as they relate to a particular big idea
. t rue f wnaItopt.c.
or ms
Big Idea related to
the recommended
strategy
Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strategies from the Teacher's Edition
phonological
1. Oral blending (combining sounds)
awareness
phonological
awareness
2. Segmentation (identifying_ sounds)
Phonics
3. Big books (teacher models good reading)
oral language and
phonics
4. Shared reading/writing/listening/speaking
experiences exploring themes of interest
and familiarity
motivation
5. Experience authentic literature
phonics and fluency
6. Teacher models, then students lead in
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reading the same piece
phonological
awareness and
_Qhonics
phonics

7. Games integrating letter identification
and sound identification
8. Students identify the specific sounds
while teacher is reading text
9. Pre-teaching vocabulary for ELLs using pantomimes,
pictures, realia
vocabulary
10. Reviewing the alphabet with ELLs
_Qhonics
11. 3 Reading goals stated before reading text
motivation
reading
comprehension
12. Concept/Question board created-- student led
prior knowledge, explored topics, as well as _guestions _Qosted
13. Activate prior knowledge about topic before reading text reading comprehension
14. Demonstrate topics using actions and home language
reading comprehension
translations
reading comprehension
15. Pre-read selection to ELLs and discuss
and
oral language
readin_g_ comprehension
16. Give background information using real-life experiences
17. Explain goals for reading and genre before reading the
text
reading_ comprehension
18. Vocabulary instruction where students are involved in
_giving examples
vocabulary
19. Comprehension strategies taught before, during, and after reading comprehension
reading the text Teacher models this for the students first
20. After reading, review their questions asked before
reading and answer
reading comprehension
them, if possible
21. Explain specific text characteristics, such as quotation
marks
reading comprehension
22. How does the reading text relate to the larger theme of
the unit?
reading comprehension
reading comprehension
23. Further and deeper exploration of the topic at hand
24. Vocabulary reviewed and grammar skills taught
vocabulary
reading
comprehension
25. Integration of the topic in the reading to other subjects
reading
comprehension
26. Chart completion to organize information that was read
reading comprehension
and
27. Activating prior knowledge with teacher
writing and students sharing
oral language
28. Talk about genre
reading comprehension
reading comprehension
29. Preview some of the selections that will be read
oral language
30. Teacher modeling discussions, then students lead
oral language and
31. Creating words -- student tells teacher what to write
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32. Teacher reads selection while re-enacting
33. Students re-read the selection with the teacher
34. Identifying particular parts of the story
35. Browse selection before reading for Clues and Problems
36 . Vocabulary strategies taught with teacher modelin_g_
37. Pairing heterogeneously, clue words used, and modeling
for ELLs

Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strate~ies from the ESL Sl!J!I!Iement
1. Activities relating to identification of sounds and rhyming
words
2. Identifying beginning sounds in names and known words
3. Identifying first/middle/end sounds
4. Identifying letters by picking out of the bag
5. sound-spelling cards reviewed and introduced before
lessons
6. Specific sound identification
7. Can you hear the sounds in the words? Game
8. Identifying syllables using known songs and names and
words
9. Demonstrate meaning of words through actions
10. Act out words, repeat, and say in sentences (limit to a
few at a time)
11. Read selection to the ELLs with special needs with
special needs first
12. Explain why stopping for comprehension strategies,
name strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was successful afterwards
13. Use manipulatives, role playing, and pictures to review
vocabulary
14. Make connections to other words, starting from what the
students
already know

phonics
readin_g_ com_Q!ehension
fluen9'_
reading com_prehension
reading com~ehension
vocabu~

vocabul<!!Y and fluen9'_

Big Idea related to
the recommended
strategy
phonological
awareness
phonological
awareness
phonological
awareness
Phonics
Phonics
phonological
awareness
phonological
awareness
phonological
awareness
vocabu~

vocabulru:y
readin_g_ com_Qrehension
reading comprehension

vocabulanr_
reading comprehension

As evident in the preceding chart, both the Teacher's Edition as well as the ESL
Supplement Guide of the Open Court Reading program recommend instructional
strategies that impact each of the seven big ideas or instructional topics. Some
instructional topics or big ideas are addressed more than others, such as reading
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comprehension. Others are addressed at a minimal level, such as motivation and oral
language.
Comparison of the Suggestions from Literature with the Open Court Reading Teacher
Edition
In general, the instructional strategies and activities in the Open Court Reading
program (specifically in the Teacher edition, ESL Supplement Guide, and the LAUSD Inservice) were consistent with the recommended research-based instructional strategies for
ELLs with disabilities found in the literature reviewed at each grade level between
kindergarten and fifth grade. The majority of the activities and instructional strategies
suggested by the Open Court Reading program involved direct instruction of
phonological awareness skills, phonics skills, fluency, vocabulary strategies, and
comprehension strategies. Many researchers who studied beneficial strategies for ELLs
with disabilities recommended these strategies (August & Shanahan, 2006; Callins, 2006;
Coyne et al., 2007; Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2002; Francis, et al., 2006; Genesee, et al., 2007;
Gersten & Barker, 2000; Hamayan, et al., 2007; Hansen, 2006; Hardin, 2001; Hoover, et
al., 2008; Ortiz, 2001; Rivera, et al., 2009; Torgeson et al., 2001; Vaughn et al., 2006).
Another consistency between the Open Court Reading program and the research
on ELLs with disabilities was that both recommended that teachers make connections
between what was being taught to what the students already know (Foil & Adler, 2002;
Godina & McCoy, 2000; Ortiz, 2001; Rivera, et al., 2009; Tomlinson, 2000). This
strategy enables students to make personal connections to what is being taught in order to
make the content more meaningful and relevant to them. A third consistency was that
modeling was a strategy that was suggested by the Open Court Reading program as well
as the literature review (Hart, 2009; Hoover, et al., 2008; Gersten et al., 2001; McCardle
& Chhabra, 2004; National Reading Panel, 2000; Saenz, et al., 2005; Schoen & Schoen,
2003). Whether it is teacher modeling or peer modeling, both sources recommended
teachers show ELLs with and without disabilities how to become good readers in regards
to fluency as well as comprehension. The Open Court Reading program as well as the
research on ELLs with disabilities also suggests that students set goals for their reading as
well as be provided with questions that they will be able to answer after reading the text.
This strategy gives purpose to the reading task at hand (Hoover, et al., 2008; Schoen &
Schoen, 2003; Tomlinson, 2000).
As students progress through elementary school, they are expected to read text
from different genres that have different text structures. Even with these differing
expectations across grade levels, the recommendations made in the Open Court Reading
program as well as research on ELLs with disabilities still remains consistent. The Open
Court Reading program recommends teachers address genres and text structures directly
with the students, and the research on ELLs with disabilities also recommends explicit
instruction on genres and text structures to help students with reading comprehension.
Also, with the Open Court Reading program, students are asked to browse through the
reading texts in order to preview the material, and to find clues as well as problems in the
text. Not only does this strategy allow students to be active in their own learning, which
is a research-based instructional strategy, but it also follows the research-based
recommendations that ELLs with disabilities preview reading text to make the content
more meaningful for them. The Open Court Reading program also encourages teachers to
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use student-centered discussions when activating prior knowledge about a specific theme
or reading text, which is also a strategy that was suggested by the research.
As students progress through elementary school, the Open Court Reading
program does not put as much emphasis on phonological awareness as in the lower
grades. By second grade, teachers are no longer directly instructing phonological
awareness skills, but are focused on phonics skills. This is because the assumption is that
students at the second grade level have mastered the manipulation of sounds in words and
oral language. As students move from third to fourth grade and then to fifth grade,
explicit and direct phonics instruction decreases even more. The focus is then placed on
vocabulary instruction and reading comprehension instruction. In vocabulary, reading
comprehension, and phonics instruction, the Open Court Reading program suggests
teaching students strategies and spelling patterns that will help for generalization in any
situation for the students. Strategy instruction is something that the research in the
literature review also recommends for ELLs with disabilities. This, however, is an area in
which the Open Court Reading program is not consistent with the reviewed literature.
The literature reviewed stated that ELLs with disabilities should work at their own
independent level, which means that they are not taught new skills without mastering
previous ones (Coyne, et al., 2007; Diaz, et al., 2002; Klingner, et al., 2008; Rivera, et al.,
2009). If ELLs with disabilities have not mastered all the required phonological
awareness skills, then teachers cannot expect them to learn phonics skills and to continue
to move on with the pace of the rest of the class.
Teachers who utilize the Open Court Reading program for the most part use
similar strategies and activities throughout Kindergarten and fifth grade that address oral
language, phonics skills, vocabulary development, reading comprehension, and reading
fluency for the most part. In general, these instructional activities are designed for
students who are native English speakers without disabilities. Although there were few
specific instructional strategies designed for ELLs within the Teacher Edition in
Kindergarten through fifth grade, they were not adequate to meet all the needs of ELLs.
For example, the Teacher Edition recommends preteaching vocabulary to ELLs through
pantomimes, pictures and realia. This is a research-based instructional strategy found in
the literature review. Even though the Teacher Edition gives some strategies to meet the
needs of ELLs, there are only 3-4 activities per unit. An accommodation component of
the Open Court Reading program for ELLs is the ESL Supplement Guide, and it was also
reviewed for this research.
Each ESL Supplement Guide (K - 5) lists between 15 to 20 instructional
strategies and activities that the Open Court Reading program suggests teachers utilize
when working with ELLs. The skills that the ESL Supplement Guide recommends are
mostly phonics, vocabulary, and reading comprehension related. Much of the strategies
are similar to those stated in the Teacher Edition, such as modeling and direct instruction
of phonics skills. However, these skills are being addressed and reviewed throughout
elementary school, since that is often a need of English language learners. Phonics skills
are suggested for review with ELLs at the Kindergarten level as well as the fifth grade
level. The ESL Supplement Guide recommends that teachers present vocabulary words in
more visual ways, such as pictures, riddles, physical demonstrations, and realia. This
visual display of vocabulary words is a research-based instructional strategy found to
benefit ELLs with and without disabilities (Hansen, 2006; Schoen & Schoen, 2003). The
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publishers of the Open Court Reading program address the fact that many ELLs need
remedial instruction in literacy skills that are below their grade level, which is something
that researchers have also found (Coyne, et al., 2007; Rivera, et al., 2009). They also
recommend that ELLs need more visual representations of new information, such as
vocabulary words.
Much like the Teacher's Edition, the ESL Supplement Guide recommends
explicit and direct instruction of strategies in reading comprehension and vocabulary in
order to help ELLs in these areas. The ESL Supplement Guide also suggests that teachers
give students multiple exposures to the vocabulary words as well as reading text in order
for the ELLs to practice skills and make more connections to help them with
comprehension. These are all strategies that have been suggested by research done on
best practices for ELLs with disabilities (Francis, et al., 2006; Hoover, et al., 2008; Ortiz,
2001; Saenz, et al., 2005). A difference between the Teacher's Edition and the ESL
Supplement Guide is in the Supplement Guide teachers are asked to share a short version
of the reading text to activate an ELLs prior knowledge and build their background
knowledge about the content materials, as well as to pre-read the passage to the ELLs.
According to the research, helping ELLs with disabilities make personal connections to
the reading content will benefit their understanding of the text. The strategies suggested
in the ESL Supplement Guide are utilized to help ELLs make more connections between
themselves and the information in the text or to make connections between their prior
knowledge to the new knowledge they are gaining (Foil & Adler, 2002; Godina &
McCoy, 2000; Ortiz, 2001; Rivera, et al., 2009; Tomlinson, 2000). Like the Teacher
Edition, the ESL Supplement Guide makes instructional recommendations that are
consistent with research-based strategies for ELLs with disabilities.
Comparison of the Suggestions from Literature with the in-service Suggestions
After reviewing the Teacher Edition and ESL Supplement Guides for
kindergarten through fifth grade, the material from the LAUSD in-service for special
education teachers utilizing the Open Court Reading program with their students was
reviewed. The following chart displays the instructional strategies recommended by the
in-service as the relate to the su estions made b the literature reviewed.
Big Idea related to the recommended
strate
0 en Court In-Service Trainin
ideas
ideas

3. Focus on skill instruction -- need basis
4. Use different grade level materials, if
needed
5. Individualized IEP Instructional time
6. Use Schemata Charts
7. Ask uestions that a eal to the senses

ideas
ideas

Based on this review, it is evident that the in-service materials made
recommendations similar to the Teacher Edition and the ESL Supplement Guides, and
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related to research-based best practice. For example, the use of schemata charts as a way
to relate topics and concepts as well as vocabulary words was a suggested strategy. This
instructional strategy was also suggested by the research as a visual display of
information for ELLs with disabilities (Hansen, 2006; Schoen & Schoen, 2003). Sharing
realia, pictures, and any other visuals to build background knowledge was another
strategy that the presenters of the in-service suggested, which was consistent with what
the research on ELLs with disabilities also recommended (Diaz-Rico & Weed, 2002).
Another strategy that the presenters recommended was focusing on instruction on
specific skills that will help ELLs with disabilities build their literacy. The research
concurred that focusing instruction on specific literacy skills benefits ELLs with
disabilities. In the literature that was reviewed, researchers found that 20-minute
interventions for those who are in need of help was beneficial for ELLs with disabilities,
and the presenters of the in-service also suggested that additional instructional time and
support be given to ELLs with disabilities (Schoen & Schoen, 2003). Also, the in-service
suggested Individualized IEP instructional time allotted for the specific skills with which
individual students are having challenges. Because the in-service was designed for
special education teachers who used the Open Court Reading program in their
classrooms, there were many similarities between the research that was reviewed and the
suggestions from the presenters. However, there was consistency in addressing ELLs
with disabilities as well.
Additional Research-Based Recommendations Not Utilized in the Open Court Reading
Program
The last section of the spreadsheet showed the instructional strategies that were
reviewed in the literature, but were not mentioned in any of the three components of the
Open Court Reading program that were reviewed (The Teacher's Edition, ESL
Supplement, and In-Service). The Open Court Reading program does not incorporate the
followin strate ies that have been found in the research to benefit ELLs with disabilities.
Literature Review Research NOT Found in Open Court
Read in

·The strategies that were recommended in the research done regarding ELLs with
disabilities are as follows: the need for a collaborative effort of all stakeholders in
educating these students (Hoover, et al., 2008; Ortiz, 2001), the consistent reviewing of
previously learned content knowledge and skills (Baca & Cervantes, 2004; Hoover, et al.,
2008), Peer Assisted Learning (Rivera, et al., 2009; Saenz, et al., 2005), using culturally
responsive literature in literacy instruction for ELLs with disabilities (Godina & McCoy,
2000), the use of a Language Experience Approach (Peregoy & Boyle, 2000), the
formation of Literature Response Groups (Hoover, et al., 2008), and instruction with
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collaborative strategic reading (Hoover, et al. , 2008; Rivera, et al., 2009; Saenz, et al.,
2005). Many of the strategies that the Open Court Reading program does not suggest in
the Teacher Edition of the ESL Supplement Guides are instructional methods that
incorporate cooperative learning in small groups.
The Open Court Reading program does not address how teachers should interact
with ELLs with disabilities, despite clear information in the literature regarding what
might benefit these learners in their literacy development. As the review of this literature
based showed, highly effective reading teachers are prescriptive and diagnostic (Gersten,
1999; Hoover, et al., 2008), and flexible in their approach to help students achieve high
standards (Hoover, et al., 2008). However, the Open Court Reading program does not
make any recommendations regarding these behaviors. It does not suggest having
students working at their independent reading levels when practicing, as the reviewed
literature recommended (Coyne, et al., 2007; Rivera, et al. , 2009). If a student has not
mastered a particular skill, the teachers using the Open Court Reading program are not
explicitly recommended to review previous content.
Overall, the findings of this study and review of literature as well as components
of the Open Court Reading program show that there is much similarity between the
instructional strategies recommended by the Open Court Reading program and the
research-based instructional strategies for ELLs with disabilities. However, there are also
several cooperative learning strategies that researchers found to benefit ELLs with
disabilities that were not mentioned in the Open Court Reading program. Teacher
characteristics and behaviors were also not mentioned in the Open Court Reading
program. Based on the numerous similarities between the strategies suggested in the
Open Court Reading program and those recommended by researchers for ELLs with
disabilities, it appears that the Open Court Reading program would benefit ELLs with
disabilities.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Review of Purpose and Research Questions
The purpose of this research was to compare the instructional strategies in the
Open Court Reading program with the instructional strategies that have been researched
and found to benefit English Language Learners with disabilities. By comparing
recommended instructional strategies and research-based instructional strategies, the
researcher evaluated how consistent the Open Court Reading program was with researchbased instructional recommendations. This study will add to the field of Special
Education because there is a limited amount of research available that examines how
effective the Open Court Reading program is in teaching ELLs with disabilities literacy
skills. The core curriculum is being used by many school districts in the nation with ELLs
with disabilities. In particular, the Los Angeles Unified School District has a large
population of ELLs with disabilities who are given literacy instruction using the Open
Court Reading program. If this program is not beneficial for this population, this practice
needs to be altered.
Discussion and Implication of Question 1
In order to examine how effective the Open Court Reading program is for ELLs
with disabilities, the following question was asked. Do the instructional strategies
suggested in the Open Court Reading program align with the research-based instructional
strategies that research has identified as successful for ELLs with disabilities? Based on
the current study, it can be said that the instructional strategies recommended by the
Open Court Reading program are consistent with research-based recommendations for
instructing ELLs with disabilities how to read successfully. The research suggests that if
special education teachers in the Los Angeles Unified School District utilize these
instructional strategies according to the recommendations in the research and the Open
Court Reading program, their literacy program may be effective. The ELLs with
disabilities will succeed in learning literacy skills if their teachers were following the
recommended instructional strategies on a consistent basis without any variation.
However, this cannot be stated until further study on student achievement data
takes place. Currently, data is available for standardized test scores of ELLs and students
with disabilities, but not of both categories combined. Based on the data from the 20062007 school year, only 11 percent of ELLs enrolled in LAUSD scored in the proficient
and advanced proficient range in English Language Arts based on the California
Standards Test (CST) (LAUSD, 2007). In the same year, eight percent of students with
disabilities enrolled in LAUSD scored in the proficient and advanced proficient range in
English Language Arts using the same test (LAUSD, 2007). The CST compares students'
abilities to the California state content standards (LAUSD, 2007). Based on the California
Achievement Test, the sixth edition (CAT-6) taken in the 2006-2007 school year, 8
percent ofELLs enrolled in LAUSD scored at or above 50 percent in reading ability, and
8 percent of students with disabilities scored at or above 50 percent in reading (LAUSD,
2007). The CAT-6 compares students' abilities to all students at the national level
(LAUSD, 2007).
These pieces of data are based on all elementary, middle, and high schools in the
Los Angeles Unified School District. Further research must be done to examine reading
proficiency levels of elementary school ELLs with disabilities who are being taught using
the Open Court Reading program in order to evaluate how effective the program is in
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teaching students to become successful learners. Also, a data comparison between the
most current information and the data prior to 2000, and the adoption of the Open Court
Reading program needs to be completed to see if the reading program has affected
change in ELLs with disabilities and their reading capabilities. Not only should
standardized or norm-referenced information be gathered, but also curriculum-based
assessments should be utilized when evaluating how well ELLs with disabilities are
learning how to read proficiently.
Another study that must occur is to see if special education teachers are
implementing the Open Court Reading program as intended. Are special education
teachers following the recommended instructional strategies completely and consistently?
If they are, then ELLs with disabilities should be making adequate progress in literacy
skills. This is because research-based instructional recommendations were consistent with
the suggestions made in the Open Court Reading program. However, the data from the
Los Angeles Unified School District's Accountability Report Card from 2006-2007
showed that not many ELLs and not many students with disabilities are proficient in
literacy skills (LAUSD, 2007). If the special education teachers are not utilizing the
recommended instructional strategies, what are they doing? Why are special education
teachers not following the recommendations? Are they not being trained to following the
recommendations? An extensive study must be done to answer these questions.
Discussion and Implication of Question 2
The second question that was asked in this research study was: Does the
curriculum need to be supplemented with other materials and activities that would benefit
ELLs with disabilities? Although many instructional strategies were similar in both the
Open Court Reading program as well as the literature reviewed, special education
teachers can use some additional instructional strategies that may better assist their ELLs
and help them increase their literacy skills. These instructional strategies were discussed
in the reviewed literature, but were not mentioned in the Open Court Reading program.
For example, the Open Court Reading program does not make any suggestions about
using Literary Response Groups, nor does it suggest teachers' collaboration in making
instructional decisions for their students. These strategies have been found to benefit
ELLs with disabilities, as seen in the literature review. If special education teachers in the
Los Angeles Unified School District utilized these recommendations, the ELLs with
disabilities in their classes should benefit more from the literacy instruction. Additional
research studies must be completed to evaluate how these recommendations can work in
conjunction with the Open Court Reading program to benefit ELLs with disabilities in
the Los Angeles Unified School District. Are special education teachers utilizing these
additional instructional strategies in LAUSD? If special education teachers implemented
these recommendations, how much progress will the students make in literacy skills? Is it
feasible for special education teachers to utilize the Open Court Reading program's
instructional strategies, as well as the supplementary research-based recommendations?
Conclusion
Clearly, students with disabilities who are English Language Learners require
specialized reading instruction. They found that the Open Court Reading program is
consistent in its recommendations regarding instructional strategies with the literature
reviewed describing strategies suggested for instructing ELLs with disabilities. However,
there are also some additional strategies that were mentioned in the literature, and were

28

not found the Open Court Reading program that, if added, may enhance the literacy
instruction that special education teachers deliver to the ELLs in their classrooms. This
research study was a preliminary overview of the Open Court Reading program.
Additional research studies must be done to examine how effective the special education
teachers are .in utilizing these instructional strategies, and to see if these instructional
strategies are helping ELLs with disabilities in the Los Angeles Unified School District.
Limitations of the Study and Future Directions
This is a limited study of the Open Court Reading program as it was compared to
instructional strategies found in the literature reviewed. The Open Court Reading
program used in this research was the 2000 edition because the Los Angeles Unified
School District adopted this particular edition for most of its elementary schools. Similar
research must be done to include the newer editions, including the 2002 and 2005
editions in order to verify the consistency of instructional strategies for teaching ELLs
with disabilities. This study found that many recommendations made by the Open Court
Reading program are consistent with research-based instructional strategies for ELLs
with disabilities. However, additional studies are necessary to see how beneficial the
2000 edition of Open Court Reading program is for ELLs with disabilities based on
assessment data and quantifiable student information and their literacy skills. If teachers
are using the Open Court Reading program as the publishing company intended, then it
should be assumed that ELLs with disabilities would make adequate progress in their
literacy skills. That must be evaluated and examined. Another study that should be
conducted in the future is to examine how the newer editions of the Open Court Reading
program specifically address ELLs with disabilities, and to evaluate how beneficial the
new recommendations are in the success of this population of students.
In spite of these limitations, the results from this study demonstrate the Open
Court Reading program for the most part follows research-based best practices. However,
it points to further research to ask the following questions. Why aren't more ELLs with
disabilities proficient in reading? Are special education teachers following the
recommendations made by the Open Court Reading program consistently and
completely? Should special education teachers utilize the research-based instructional
strategies that were identified in the literature reviewed, but not in the Open Court
.
Reading program? If so, how will that be done?
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Appendix A

Kmdergarten Compansons
Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strategies from the Teacher's
Edition
1. Oral blending (combining sounds)
2. Segmentation (identifying sounds)
3. Big books (teacher models good reading)
4. Shared reading/writing/listening/speaking
experiences exploring themes of interest
and familiarity

Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with special needs with
~ecial needs
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Modeling appropriate behaviors
Modeling appropriate behaviors

Exposure to different types of genre
is important
Echo reading is benefitial

5. Experience authentic literature
6. Teacher models, then students lead in
reading the same piece
7. Garnes integrating letter identification
and sound identification
8. Students identify the specific sounds
while teacher is reading text
9. Pre-teaching vocabulary for ELLs through
pantomimes, pictures, realia
10. Reviewing the alphabet with ELLs
11. 3 Reading goals stated before reading text
12. Concept/Question board created-- student
led
prior knowledge, explored topics, as well as
questions posted
13. Activate. prior knowledge about topic before
reading text
14. Demonstrate topics using actions and sharing
translations
15. Pre-read selection to ELLs and discuss
16. Give background information using real-life
experiences
17. Explain goals for reading and genre before
reading the text
18. Vocabulary instruction where students are
involved in giving examples
19. Comprehension strategies taught before,
during, and after
reading the text Teacher models this for the
students first
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Activities that promote student
engagement is necessary
Direct Instruction of__Q_honics

Pre-teachin_g_ vocabulary needed
Direct instruction of phonics
establish purpose for reading
Treating students as having funds of
knowle<!g_e -- valued

Treating students as having funds of
knowled_g_e -- valued
Culturally reSQ_onsive teachin_g_
Modeling appropriate behaviors
Making content material meaningful
and relevant
Goals need to be student-derived
Multiple exposures to the same
vocabu~ words needed
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught directly

20. After reading, review their questions asked
before reading and answer
them, if possible
21. Explain specific text characteristics, such as
quotation marks
22. How does the reading text relate to the larger
theme of the unit?
23 . Further and deeper exploration of the topic at
hand
24. Vocabulary reviewed and grammar skills
taught
25. Integration of the topic in the reading to other
subjects
26. Chart completion to organize information
that was read

Reviewing what was read as
meaningful
pieces of information is important
Teaching text structure directly
necessary
Making connections to what students
already know
Connecting new with old knowledge
base
Multiple exposures to the same
vocabulary words needed
Interconnecting topics from different
subject area needed
Charts make information more
COI1'1J:2rehensi b1e

Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strategies

Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with special needs with
special needs
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
High student involvement in low
pressure situations

ESL Supplement
1. Activities relating to identification of sounds
and rhyming words
2. Identifying beginning sounds in names and
known words
3. Identifying first/middle/end sounds
4. Identifying letters by picking out of the bag
5. sound-spelling cards reviewed and introduced
before lessons
6. Specific sound identification
7. Can you hear the sounds in the words? Game
8. Identifying syllables using known songs and
names and words
9. Demonstrate meaning of words through
actions
10. Act out words, repeat, and say in sentences
.(limit to a few at a time)
11. Read selection to the ELLs with special
needs with special needs first
12. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was successful
afterwards
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Direct Instruction of phonics
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Making connections to what students
know and building
Multiple exposures to the same
vocabulary words needed
Multiple exposures to the same
vocabulary words needed
Modeling appropriate behaviors
needed
Recirprocal Teaching
Teaching comprehension strategies
is benefiicial

13. Use manipulatives, role playing, and pictures
to review vocabulary words
14. Make connections to other words, starting
from what the students
already know

Multiple exposures to the same
vocabulary words needed
Multiple exposures to the same
vocabulary words needed

Open Court Training_
1. Additional instructional time and SUQQ_Ort
2. Only doing 3 selections in the unit
3. Focus on skill instruction -- need basis
4. Use different grade level materials, if needed
5. Individualized IEP Instructional time
6. Use Schemata Charts
7. Ask questions that appeal to the senses
8. Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
to build background knowledge

Literature Review Research NOT Found in
0 en Court Readin
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20 minute interventions for those
who are in need of help
Focus on underlying skills will help
ELLs with special needs should
work at their ability level
20 minute interventions for those
who are in need of hell'_
Visual displays of information
benefit
Begin from what the students
already know
Visual displays of information
benefit

FIrSt Grade Compansons
Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strategies
Teacher's Edition
1. Activating prior knowledge with teacher

Similar Research-Based
Instructional Strategies
For ELLs with special needs with
Special Needs
High level of student engagement
needed

writing and students sharing
2. Talk about genre
3. Preview some of the selections that will be
read
4. Teacher modeling discussions, then students
lead
5. Blending, syllabication-- wait time with quiet

Reading practice in different genres
needed
preview the reading selection needed
Modeling is important
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills

signal presented
6. Vocabulary explicitly taught to ELLs
7. Sound spelling cards used for letter
recognition

Building vocabulary

8. Sound recognition in orally presented words

Direct Instruction of phonics
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills

thumbs up and thumbs down
9. Creating words -:-- student tells teacher what to
write

Direct instruction of phonics

10. Pre-read and discuss selection with ELLs

Teacher models this for the students first
17. After reading, review their questions asked
before reading and answer

preview the reading selection needed
Connecting topics learned and
personal ex_IJeriences needed
Making information relevant and
meaningful necessary
preteach vocabulary words
important
Physical demonstrations make text
more comprehensible
Repeated readings help with reading
fluency
Recirprocal Teaching and
Conspicous teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught
reviewing what was read as
meaningful pieces of information

them, if possible

is important

11. Activate prior knowledge
12. Vocabulary -- relate to real-life experiences
13. Vocabulary --_pretaught to ELLs
14. Teacher reads selection while re-enacting
15. Students re-read the selection with the
teacher
16. Comprehension strategies taught before,
during, and after reading the text
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18. Identifying particular parts of the story
19. Comprehension skills taught after reading
the text

Text structure instruction needed
Direct instructions of foundational
skills

Teacher models this for the students first
20. Integration of the reading topic to other
subjects

Modeling is important
Interconnecting topics from different
subject area needed
setting goals will allow the reading
to be meaningful

21. Setting Reading goals before reading

Recommended Open Court Reading program
instructional strategies
ESL Supplement
I. Activities relating to identification of sounds
and rhyming words
2. Identifying beginning sounds in names and
known words
3. Identifying first/middle/end sounds
4. Identifying letters by picking out of the bag
5. Writing letters-- teacher modeling using think
alouds
6 .sound-spelling cards reviewed and introduced
before lessons

I
I
I
I

I
I

I

I
I

I

Similar Research-Based
Instructional Strategies
For ELLs with special needs
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
High level of student engagement
needed
Modeling is important

Direct Instruction of phonics
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
7. Specific sound identification
8. Can you hear the sounds in the words? Game - Direct instructions of phonemic
- thumbs up/thumbs down
awareness skills
Direct instructions of phonemic
9. Identifying syllables using known songs and
names and words
awareness skills
10. Pre-teach a few high frequency words at a
time
preteach specific words necessary
11. Give multiple exposures to the new words
Multiple exposures to the same
learned
vocabulary words needed
Actions makes information more
12. Demonstrate meaning of words through
actions
comQrehensible
Limiting new vocabulary to a few
13. Act out words, repeat, and say in sentences
.(limit to a few at a time)
words benefits
14. Read selection to the ELLs
15. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was successful
afterwards
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Modeling is necessary
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught

16. Use manipulatives, role playing, and pictures
to review vocabulary words
17. Realia is explored during vocabulary
instruction

Multiple exposures to the same
needed
Realia makes information more
comprehensible

18. Much repetition between teacher and ELL
19. Short version of the text used to activate
prior knowledge and build

Modeling is neces~
Connecting what students already
know to what they will be

background for ELLs

learning

vocabul~_ words

Open Court Training
1. Additional instructional time and support

20 minute interventions for those
who are in need of helQ_

2. Only doiJ!g 3 selections in the unit
3. Focus on skill instruction-- need basis
4. Use different grade level materials, if needed
5. Individualized IEP Instructional time
6. Use Schemata Charts
7. Ask questions that aQPeal to the senses
8. Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
to build background knowledge

Literature Review Research NOT Found in
Open Court Reading
Collaborative effort in educating students
Review previously learned content and skills
Collaborative Strategic Reading
Language Experience Approach
Literature Response Groups
Culturally Responsive Literature use
Peer Assisted Learning
Echo Reading and Partner Readin_g_

I
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Focus on under!yin_g skills will help
ELLs with special needs should
work at their abili!Y level
20 minute interventions for those
who are in need of he~
Visual displays of information
benefit
Begin from what the students
alreaqy know
Visual displays of information
benefit

L

SecondGrad e C ompansons
Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
Teacher's Edition
1. Activating prior knowledge with teacher
writing and students sharing
2. Talk about genre
3. Preview some of the selections that will be
read
4. Teacher modeling discussions, then students
lead
5. Setting Readil:}g goals before reading
6. Setting learning goals
7. Sound spelling cards reviewed
8. Blending-- sound by sound or syllable by
syllable
9. Blending Sentences with teacher guidance-word by word
10. Teacher explains and describes the
different characteristics of the words
in each line
11. Activate prior knowledge through studentcentered discussions
relate student experiences to the topic to be
read
12. Background information presented
regarding the topic to be read about
13. Preteach vocabulary and model sentences
by using pictures to ELLs
14. Browse selection before reading for Clues
and Problems
15. Vocabulary strategies taught with teacher
modeling
16. Pairing heterogeneously, clue words used,
and modeling for ELLs
17. Reading Comprehension strategies
modeled through think alouds
18. Comprehension skills taught directly and
explicitly to students
19. Vocabu~ explicitly taught to ELLs
20.Connections made between the reading
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Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with special needs
High level of student engagement
needed
Reading practice in different genres
needed
preview the reading selection
im__Q_ortant
Modelif!g is im__Q_ortant
setting goals will allow the reading to
be meaningful
setting goals will allow the reading to
be meaningful
Direct instruction of_Qhonics
Direct instruction of phonics
Direct instruction of phonics
Direct instruction of phonics
Connecting topics learned and personal
experiences needed

Connecting topics learned and personal
experiences needed
preteach vocabu~ words needed
preview the reading selection
im_Q_ortant
Strate_gy_ instruction benefits
Modelinz is necessary
Recirprocal Teaching and Conspicous
teaching
Foundational skills need to be taught
directly
Building_ vocabul<!!:Y necess<!!:Y
Making connections between what the

r
selection and
unit theme after reading
21. Review vocabulary by making concept
maps -- connecting new to old
words
22. After reading selection, what was learned?
23. Vocabulary knowledge increased-concrete examples used first,
making connections

Interconnecting topics from different
subject area needed

24. Integration to other subjects
Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
ESL Supplement
1. Blending of decodable words starting with
each letter sound
2. Vocabulary is taught, if necessray
3. High frequency words taught explicitly-characteristics described
4. Simplified and visual selection related to the
reading text is presented

I

·I

student has learned and
what they will learn in the future
Connecting what student already know
to what they will be
learning; Visual displays of
information benefit
reviewing what was read as
meaningful pieces of information
Multiple exposures to vocabulary
words to build knowledge

and discussed
5. ELLs asked to relate to the characters in the
reading text
6. Drama and riddles are used to improve
vocabulary knowledge
7. Pictures and sentences used to help with
vocabulary instruction
8. Vocabulary is used in phrases and sentences
by the teacher, then students
repeat and create their own
9. Read selection to the ELLs first
10. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was
successful afterwards
11. Make clear personal connections to the
reading text
12. Use of vocabulary strategies in pairs
13. High frequency words used in spelling and
dictation activities
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Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs
Direct instructions of phonemic
awareness skills
Building vocabulary necessary
preteach specific words imiJortant
Visual displays of information benefit;
Connecting what ELLs
with special needs already know to
what they will be learning
Making text more meaningful and
relevant needed
Student-Centered activities needed
Visual displays of information benefit
Modeling is necess'!_ry
Modeling is necessary
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught directly
Making text more meaningful and
relevants
Strategy instruction necessary
Multiple exposures to the words
needed

14. Vocabulary knowledge is enhanced by
asking students to use those
words in sentences
15. Cloze procedures or fill ins are also used
with ELLs
16. Short version of the text used to activate
prior knowledge and build
background for ELLs

Making task more meaningful and
relevant needed

Connecting what students already
know to what they will be
learning

Open Court Training
1. Additional instructional time and support
2. Only doing 3 selections in the unit
3. Focus on skill instruction-- need basis
4. Use different grade level materials, if
needed
5. Individualized IEP Instructional time
6. Use Schemata Charts
7. Ask questions that appeal to the senses
8. Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
to build background knowledge
Literature Review Research NOT Found in
Open Court Reading
Collaborative effort in educating students
Review previously learned content and skills
Collaborative Strategic Reading
Language Experience Approach
Literature Response Groups
Culturally Responsive Literature use
Peer Assisted Learning
Echo Reading and Partner Reading
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20 minute interventions for those who
are in need of help
Focus on underlying skills will help
ELLs with special needs should work
at their ability level
20 minute interventions for those who
are in need of help
Visual displays of information benefit
Begin from what the students already
know
Visual displa_ys of information benefit

L

Th.Ifd Grad e Compansons
Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
Teacher's Edition
1. Ensure ELLs understand definition of
blending words
2. Start each new lesson with what the students
know
3. Preview some ofthe selections that will be
read
4. Teacher modeling discussions, then students
lead
5. Setting Reading goals before readin__g
6. Setting learning goals
7. Sound ~elling cards reviewed
8. Blending-- sound by sound or syllable by
syllable
9. Blending Sentences with teacher guidance-word by word
10. Teacher explains and describes the
different characteristics of the words
in each line
11. Activate prior knowledge through studentcentered discussions
relate student experiences to the topic to be
read
12. Background information presented
regarding the tC>Qic to be read about
13. Preteach vocabulary and model sentences
by using pictures to ELLs
14. Browse selection before reading for Clues
and Problems
15. Vocabulary strategies taught with teacher
modeling
16. Checking Vocabulary -- plug definition
back into original sentence and
assess compatibility
17. Reading Comprehension strategies
modeled through think alouds
18. Comprehension skills taught directly and
explicitly to students
19.Connections made between the reading
selection and
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Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with special needs
Building vocabu~ neces~
Making meaningful and relevant
connections ii1'!Q_ortant
preview the reading selection
neces~

Modeling is important
setting goals will allow the reading to
be meaningful
setting goals will allow the reading to
be meanin__gful
Direct instruction on_Q_honics
Direct instruction on_.12._honics
Direct instruction onj>_honics
Direct instruction on__12_honics

Student-Centered activities benefit

Connecting topics learned and
~ersonal e~eriences needed
preteach vocabularr_ words to
preview the reading selection
important
Strategy instruction benefits
Multiple exposures to the, vocabulary
words benefitial
Recirprocal Teaching and Conspicous
teaching
Foundational skills need to be taught
directly
Making connections between what the
student has learned and

unit theme after reading
20. Review vocabulary by making concept
maps -- connecting new to old
words
21. Adding information to the concept-question
board based on what was
learned in the selection
22. Vocabulary knowledge increased -concrete examples used first,
making connections
23. Integration to other subjects
Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
ESL Supplement
1. Blending of decodable words starting with
each letter sound
2. Vocabulary is taught, if necessray
3. Syllable blending
4. Whole word presentation when blending is
unnecessary
5. Short summary of the selection is presented
to ELLs before reading text
6. Discussion about personal experiences or
previously read selections
7. Vocabulary strateiges taught
8. Students are asked to make sentences using
the vocabulary words
9. Multiple presentations of the same
vocabulary word given
10. Pictures, drama, riddles, paraphrasing, and
definitions of vocabulary
words given to the ELLS
11. Read selection to the ELLs first
12. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was
successful afterwards
13. Use manipulatives, role playing, and
pictures to review vocabulary words
19. Sharing and discussing in small _grol!.Q_s
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what the_y_ will learn in the future
Visual

di~'!Y_S

of information benefit

Connecting old and new information
learned
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Making connections with what
students already know
Interconnecting topics from different
subject area needed
Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs
Direct instruction of_ghonics skills
Building vocabulary for ELLs with
special needs necess'!!:Y_
Direct instruction of_ghonics skills
Direct instruction of phonics skills
Connecting what already know to
what they will be learned
Making text meaningful and relevant
Strategy instruction needed
Mutiples exposures to the same
vocabulary words
Mutiples exposures to the same
vocabulary words
Visual displays of information benefit
preview the reading selection
important
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught directly
Visual di~l'!Y_s of information benefit
Student-centered learning is beneficial

20. Short version of the text used to activate
prior knowledge and build
background for ELLs

Connecting what student already know
to what they will be
learning

Open Court Training
1. Additional instructional time and support
2. Only doing 3 selections in the unit
3. Focus on skill instruction-- need basis
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
to

20 minute interventions for those ·who
are in need of help

Focus on underlying skills will helQ
ELLs with special needs should work
Use different grade level materials, if needed at their ability level
20 minute interventions for those who
Individualized IEP Instructional time
are in need of hel_Q_
Use Schemata Charts
Visual displays of information benefit
Begin from what the students already
know
Ask questions that appeal to the senses
Visual displays of information benefit
Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
build background knowledge

Literature Review Research NOT Found in
Open Court Reading
Collaborative effort in educatiJ!g students
Review previously learned content and skills
Collaborative Strategic Reading
Language Experience Approach
Literature Response Groups
Culturally Responsive Literature use
Peer Assisted Learning
Echo Reading and Partner Reading
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FourthGdC
ra e ompansons
Recommended Open Court Reading
Research-Based Instructional
program instructional strategies
Strategies
Teacher's Edition
For ELLs
1. Complete visuals to help students see
connections
Visual displays of information benefit
2. Start each new lesson with what the students Making meaningful and relevant
know
connections
3. Preview some of the selections that will be
read
_preview the readi~ selection needed
4. Teacher modeling discussions, then students
lead
Modeling_ is im_Q_ortant
setting goals will allow the reading to
5. Setting Reading goals before reading
be meanin_g_ful
setting goals will allow the reading to
6. Setting learning goals
be meanin_g_ful
7. Word Knowledge-- use blending strategies,
if necessary
Direct instruction on_Q_honics
8. Use illustrations and charts for ELLs-vocabulary knowledge
Visual di~l'!Ys of information benefit
Reading practice in different genres
9. Genre discussed
needed
10. Teacher explains and describes the
different characteristics of the words
Direct instruction on phonics
in each line
11. Activate prior knowledge through studentcentered discussions
Student-Centered activities benefit
relate student experiences to the topic to be
read
12. Background information presented
Connecting topics learned and
regarding the topic to be read about
_Qersonal ex_Qeriences needed
13. Preteach vocabulary and model sentences
by using pictures to ELLs
Modeling is im_Qortant
14. Browse selection before reading for Clues
preview of the reading selection is
and Problems
important
15. Vocabulary strategies taught with teacher
modeling
Strategy instruction benefits
16. Checking Vocabulary -- plug definition
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
back into original sentence and
words benefitial
assess compatibility
17. Reading Comprehension strategies
Recirprocal Teaching and Conspicous
modeled through think alouds
teaching
18. Comprehension skills taught directly and
explicitly to students
Foundational skills need to be taug]lt
19. Connections made between the reading
Making connections between what the
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selection and
unit theme after reading
20. Relate everything to what the ELLs already
know
21. Adding information to the concept-question
board based on what was
learned in the selection
22. Vocabulary knowledge increased -concrete examples used first,
making connections

student has learned and
what they will learn in the future
Connecting old and new information
learned
Connecting old and new information
learned
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Interconnecting topics from different
subject area needed
Working in groups with a model
benefits

23. Integration to other subjects
24. Sharing stories and discussing with
partners or small groups
Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
ESL Supplement
1. ·Blending of decodable words starting with
each letter sound
2. Vocabulary is taught, if necessray
3. Syllable blending
4. Whole word presentation when blending is
unnecessary
5. Directly instruct spelling patterns

6. Use words to create new sentences in pairs
7. Student examples used
8. Read selection to the ELLs first
9. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was
successful afterwards
10. Use manipulatives, role playing, and
pictures to review vocabulary words
11. Vocabulary strateiges taught
12. Students are asked to make sentences using
the vocabulary words
13. Multiple presentations of the same
vocabulary word given
14. Pictures, drama, riddles, paraphrasing, and
definitions of vocabulary
words given to the ELLS
15. Working in pairs and small groups to
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Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with SJ!ecial needs

Direct instruction of phonics skills
Building vocabulary necessary
Direct instruction of phonics skills
Direct instruction of phonics skills
Direct instruction of phonics skills
Working in groups with a model
benefits
Student-Centered activities benefit
preview the reading selection needed
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
taught directly
Visual displays of information benefit
Strategy instruction is beneficial
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Visual displays of information benefit
Working in groups with a model

,
review information and skills
using games
16. Short version of the text used to activate
prior knowledge and build
background for ELLs

benefits
Connecting what students already
know to what they will be
learning

Open Court Training
1. Additional instructional time and support
2. Only doing 3 selections in the unit
3. Focus on skill instruction-- need basis
4. Use different grade level materials, if needed
5. Individualized IEP Instructional time
6. Use Schemata Charts
7. Ask questions that appeal to the senses
8. Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
to build background knowledge
Literature Review Research NOT Found in
Open Court Reading
Collaborative effort in educating students
Review previously learned content and skills
Collaborative Strategic Reading
Language Experience Approach
Literature Response Groups
Culturally Responsive Literature use
Peer Assisted Learning
Echo Reading and Partner Reading
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20 minute interventions for those who
are in need of help
Focus on underlying skills will help
ELLs with special needs
ELLs with special needs should work
at their ability level
20 minute interventions for those who
are in need of help
Visual displays of information benefit
Begin from what the students already
know
Visual displays of information benefit

FfthG
1
rade Compansons
Research-Based Instructional
Recommended Open Court Reading
Strategies
program instructional strategies
For ELLs
Teacher's Edition
1. Complete visuals to help students see
Visual displays of information benefit
connections
2. Start each new lesson with what the students Making meaningful and relevant
know
connections
3. Preview some of the selections that will be
_Qreview the reading selection needed
read
4. Teacher modeling discussions, then students
Modeling is important
lead
setting goals will allow the reading to
5. Setting Reading goals before reading
be meaning_ful
setting goals will allow the reading to
6. Setting learning goals
be meaningful
7. Word Knowledge -- use blending strategies,
if necessary
Direct instruction on phonics
8. Use illustrations and charts for ELLs-vocabulary knowledge
Visual displays of information benefit
Reading practice in different genres
9. Genre discussed
needed
I 0. Teacher explains and describes the
Direct instruction on phonics
different characteristics of the words
in each line
11. Activate prior knowledge through studentcentered discussions
Student-Centered activities benefit
relate student experiences to the topic to be
read
12. Background information presented
Connecting topics learned and
regarding the topic to be read about
personal experiences needed
13. Preteach vocabulary and model sentences
by using pictures to ELLs
Modeling is important
14. Browse selection before reading for Clues
preview of the reading selection is
and Problems
important
15. Vocabulary strategies taught with teacher
modeling
Strategy instruction benefits
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
16. Checking Vocabulary -- plug definition
back into original sentence and
words benefitial
assess compatibility
17. Reading Comprehension strategies
Recirprocal Teaching and Conspicous
modeled through think alouds
teaching
18. Comprehension skills taught directly and
explicitly to students
Foundational skills need to be taught
19.Connections made between the reading
Making connections between what the

49

selection and
student has learned and
unit theme after reading
what they will learn in the future
20. Relate everything to what the ELLs already Connecting old and new information
know
learned
21 . Adding information to the concept-question Connecting old and new information
board based on what was
learned
learned in the selection
22. Vocabulary knowledge increased -Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
concrete examples used first,
words benefitial
making connections
Interconnecting topics from different
23. Integration to other subjects
subject area needed
24. Sharing stories and discussing with
Working in groups with a model
partners or small groups
benefits

Recommended Open Court Reading
program instructional strategies
ESL Supplement
1. Blending of decodable words starting with
each letter sound
2. Vocabulary is taught, if necessray
3. Syllable blending
4. Whole word presentation when blending is
unnecessary
5. Directly instruct spelling patterns
6. Use words to create new sentences in pairs
7. Student examples used
8. Read selection to the ELLs first
9. Explain why stopping for comprehension
strategies, identify strategies,
model use, and summarize why it was
successful afterwards
10. Use manipulatives, role playing, and
pictures to review vocabulary words
11. Vocabulary strateiges taught
12. Students are asked to make sentences using
the vocabulary words
13. Multiple presentations of the same
vocabulary word given
14. Pictures, drama, riddles, paraphrasing, and
definitions of vocabulary
words given to the ELLS
15. Working in pairs and small groups to
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Research-Based Instructional
Strategies
For ELLs with ~ecial needs
Direct instruction of_Q_honics skills
Building vocabul'!!:Y_ necessary
Direct instruction of_Q_honics skills
Direct instruction of Qhonics skills
Direct instruction ofQhonics skills
Working in groups with a model
benefits
Student-Centered activities benefit
preview the reading selection needed
Recirprocal Teaching
Comprehension strategies need to be
tau_g_ht direct!Y_
Visual diSQl'!Y_s of information benefit
Strate_gy instruction is beneficial
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Multiple exposures to the vocabulary
words benefitial
Visual displ'!Y_s of information benefit
Workif!g in ~Ol!Q_S with a model

review information and skills
using games
16. Short version of the text used to activate
prior knowledge and build
background for ELLs

benefits
Connecting what students already
know to what they will be
learning

Open Court Training
1. Additional instructional time and support
2. Only doing 3 selections in the unit
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
to

20 minute interventions for those who
are in need of help

Focus on underlying skills will help
Focus on skill instruction-- need basis
ELLs with sQ_ecial needs
ELLs with special needs should work
Use different grade level materials, if needed at their ability_ level
20 minute interventions for those who
Individualized IEP Instructional time
are in need of help
Use Schemata Charts
Visual displays of information benefit
Begin from what the students already
Ask questions that appeal to the senses
know
Share realia, pictures, and any other visuals
Visual displays of information benefit
build background knowledge

Literature Review Research NOT Found in
Open Court Reading
Collaborative effort in educating students
Review previously learned content and skills
Collaborative Strategic Reading
Lan_guage Experience Approach
Literature Response Groups
Culturally Responsive Literature use
Peer Assisted Learning
Echo Reading and Partner Reading
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