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Members of the Legidative Audit Committee:

This report contains the results of a performance audit of the Department of Education. The audit
was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S,, which authorizesthe State Auditor to conduct audits
of dl departments, ingtitutions, and agencies of state government. The report presents our findings,
conclusions, and recommendations, and responses of the Department of Education.
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STATE OF COLORADO
OFFICE OF STATE AUDITOR REPORT SUMMARY

J. DAVID BARBA, C.P.A.
State Auditor

Department of Education
Performance Audit
June 2001

This performance audit of the Department of Education was conducted under the authority of Section 2-3-103,
C.R.S,, which authorizes the State Auditor to conduct audits of al departments, ingtitutions, and agencies of
date government. The audit was conducted in accordance with generaly accepted auditing standards. The
audit work, which included gathering information through interviews, reviewing documents, and andyzing data,
was performed between October 2000 and April 2001.

Thisreport contains findings and recommendations relating to the Department’ s collection of datafrom school
digtricts, administration of the Read to Achievegrant program, issuance of educator licenses, and regionaization
of services. We acknowledge the efforts and ass stance extended by staff of the Department. The following
summary provides highlights of the comments, recommendations, and responses contained in the report.

Overview

The Colorado Department of Education oversees educationd activitiesin 176 school districts and more than
1,600 public dementary and secondary schools around the State. As of fal 2000 these schools enrolled over
724,000 students and employed over 41,000 teachers. In Colorado, the State Board of Education and the
Department have responsibility for supervisng the public education system as awhole, while loca boards of
education have control of ingruction in their digtricts.

For Fscd Year 2001, total funding for public eementary and secondary education is over
$3.7 billion. Thesefunds provide per pupil operating revenue averaging $5,167 for Colorado school digtricts.
The mgority of education moneysarefrom the state generd fund appropriation, followed by local, federa, and
cash funding.

Following isasummary of our comments and recommendations.
The Department Could Streamline Reporting by School Districts

Schoal digtrictsin Colorado are required to report a variety of information to the Department throughout the
year, such asdidrict revenues and expenditures and student countsfor usein caculaing school ditrict funding.
We interviewed superintendents and adminigtrators at 18 school districts about data reporting and found they
have concerns about the volume of reporting, duplication, and unclear communication about the need for and
use of the data. We identified severa areas where the Department could reduce the data reporting burden.

For further information on thisreport, contact the Office of the State Auditor at (303) 866-2051.

-1-
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Firgt, the Department collects detailed information in the human resources areathat is not necessary. The
Department asks school digtrictsto report the teaching subject area of each teacher, using 20 main subject
area categories (such as math, science, and English) and over 200 subcategories (such as dgebra and
specia education). However, theinformation provided by school didtrictsisinconsstent, with afew using
the detailed categories to some extent, but most reporting only in the main subject areas. Second, various
unitswithin the Department require districtsto report information that may beduplicative. Thisoccurswhen
different units in the Department need the same information from school digricts but in dightly different
formats. Findly, school didricts we interviewed noted that they often do not know how the datathey are
reporting will be used and do not receive useful information back from the Department based on what they
have reported.

Currently the Department does not have a process that involves school digrictsin reviewing requirements
to avoid duplication and coordinate reporting. We recommend that the Department improveitsdata
reporting processes and related communication by (1) establishing an ongoing review group to
assess reporting requirements and evaluate information reported back to districts and (2)
expanding useof thelnternet to explain reporting requirementsand obtain feedback from school
digtricts.

Colorado Lacks Information on Teacher Supply and Demand

Although the Department has some information on teacher availability (in terms of individuals licensed to
teachin Colorado) and teacher employment needs (in terms of school district employment data) it has not
andyzed teacher supply and demand trends for the State. We compared data maintained by the
Department on the number of licensed teachers, the number of teaching endorsements, and the number of
teachers employed in public e ementary and secondary schoolsin Colorado. We found there are over 60
percent more teacher licensees than there are teachers employed in the public schools. We aso found
thereisoveral consstency in the breskdown of teachers and teaching endorsements among subject aress.
For example, the most common single endorsement area and teaching area is “General Preschool and
Elementary Education,” making up roughly 40 percent of both endorsements and teachers. The
Department could do further analysiswith theinformation it currently hasavailable. We recommend that
the Department examine and report on teacher supply and demand in Colorado.

Report Card Data Should Be Verified

[N 2000 the Generd Assembly passed | egidation requiring the Department of Education to produce school
report cards for every public dementary and secondary school in the State. The purpose of the report
cards is to better inform parents and community members about the quality of Colorado schools. By
satute, school report cards will include an overal academic performance grade based on Colorado
Student Assessment Program (CSAP) scores, school staff information such as student to teacher retios,
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and school safety information including the number of incidents involving drugs and dcohal. In addition,
the report cards are required by statute to contain the statement “ School Report Cards prepared by the
Colorado Department of Education are independently audited and verified by [name of firm].” However,
this satement is mideading, implying a level of review tha does not exist. The only verification thet is
planned isan independent review of the process of preparing the report cards, not averification of the data
in the report cards. Without verification of reported data, readers have no assurance that the information
contained inthereport cardsisrdiable. Although auditing dl the dataincluded in thereport cardsisamaor
undertaking, the Department should consider having school districts expand the procedures
conducted by their independent audit firmsto cover report card data. In the absence of audit
procedur es,thereport cardsshould disclosethat all theinfor mation isreported by school districts
and isnot checked for accuracy.

Not All Eligible Students Are Served by the Read to Achieve Program

Among the most recent maor initiatives in the Department of Education is the Read to Achieve grant
program, which was created in 2000 using Tobacco Litigation Settlement Cash Fund moneys. The
programissiructured to competitively award grantstoindividual schoolsto fund intendvereading programs
for pupilsinthe 2™ and 3" grades whose reading skills are below the level's established by the State Board
of Education. For the first funding period of January 2001 through June 2002, over $36 million was
avalablefor grants. The Department received 605 applicationsand awarded grantsto 414 school stotaling
over $26 million.

A primary goal of the Read to Achieve program isfor “al Colorado students to be proficient readers by
the end of the 3 grade.” However, because the grant processiscompetitive, funding isnot distributed to
schools based on the presence of digible students. Using datafrom the Department, we estimatethereare
nearly 38,000 studentsin the State who are digibleto participate in Read to Achieve programsin thefirst
grant period. According to the Department, the school sreceiving grantsfor the January 2001 through June
2002 period will provide reading programs to nearly 21,000 pupils, or about 55 percent of digible
students. We estimate another 7,000 students may have the opportunity to participate in Read to Achieve
programs to be funded in asecond grant round for next fiscal year. However, thistill leaves about 10,000
eligible students attending schools without Reed to Achieve grants.

Changes to the current grant structure would help ensure participation of more digible students at a
potentidly lower cost. There are severd options that should be considered, which may require legidative
changes, including (1) designating acertain portion of the avail ablefundsto various categoriessuch assmdl

or rurd schoals, then adlowing schools within each designated portion to compete for the available funds,

(2) offering a minima amount of funding to each school but alowing competitive applications to be
submitted to obtain additiona resources, or (3) digtributing grants on a formula basis, with a caculated
amount per digiblestudent being allocated to each school. The Department should pur suealter natives
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for administering the Read to Achieve Program to ensure distribution to a greater number of
eligible students.

The Department Should Allow Joint Applicationsfor Read to Achieve
Consortium Programs

For the Read to Achieve program, groups of schools were encouraged to apply as consortia, but each
individua school within a consortium was required to submit an gpplication. For the first grant round, the
Department received 199 grant proposal sfrom school s applying as consortiamembers and 406 proposals
from schools with individud programs. We found that 77 percent of the consortium agpplicants were
approved for funding compared with 64 percent of the individua school applicants. However, schools
within a consortium were not universaly successful in obtaining grants. There were variations in how
consortium gpplications were evauated, which resulted in some schools within a consortium receiving
fundingwhile othersdid not. In part thismay be dueto the fact that the consortium concept was not clearly
defined. Department managersstated that therequirement for school sto submit individua applicationswas
based on interpretation of the statutes. However, Section 22-7-506, C.R.S,, refersto schools*“ apply[ing]

jointly,” which appears to alow combined gpplications for schools within a consortium. We believe the
Department should clearly define a consortium for pur poses of the Read to Achievegrant, then
develop proceduresto permit combined applications.

Educator Licensing

In Fiscal Year 2000 the Department issued over 25,000 licenses and authorizations to teachers, specia
services providers (such as school psychologistsand nurses), administrators, and principals. Licensetypes
incdude aprovisond license for new teachers and a professiond license, which isthe standard license for
Colorado teachers. When gpplying for a provisona license, individuas provide the Department with a
formattesting to any crimind convictionsother than traffic violationsand afingerprint card. Thefingerprints
are sent to both the Colorado and Federal Bureaus of Investigation, where they are checked for arrests.
Onthe bass of the fingerprint results, Department staff conduct an investigation of anyone with acrimind
history. Oneinformation source used by the Department for background checksis CoCourts.com, the
public access Website of the State Judicid Department.

We asked the Judicia Department to check over 8,500 teaching licenses granted between July 2000 and
January 2001 againgt itsrecords. The check identified numerous misdemeanor and traffic violationsaswell
as 16 feonies, including theft, possession of illegal substances, menacing, and forgery. The Department of
Education was previoudy aware of 14 of the felony cases and has since investigated the other 2, which
were not known to the Department prior to our check. For one of these cases the Department has
determined that the license should remain in effect. The other case will be presented to the State Bard of
Education for disciplinary action such as license suspension or revocation.
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Although Department gtaff indicated that checking al applicants againg Judicia recordsis vauable, they
bdlieve current resources are not sufficient for the task. Being ableto access Judicia recordsin large batch
format would provide an efficient way for Department of Education gt&ff to investigate adl license holders
more completely than is currently possible. Therefore, we recommend the Department work with the
Judicial Department to establish a system to have applicant infor mation compar ed with Judicial
recordsin periodic batches.

Statutes Gover ning Background Checks Could Be Strengthened

Wefound the Department’ sstatutory authority and responsibility for conducting background investigations
and issuing educator licenses are less than comprehensive. Specificdly, the statutes:

*  Permit, but do not mandate, the denid, suspension, or revocation of an educator license because
an individua has committed or has a pattern of committing any particular crime.

» Prohibit thedenial, suspension, or revocetion of an educator license based solely onanindividud’s
conviction of afeony or other offense of mora turpitude.

* Do not define school-aged children in the public schools as “vulnerable persons’ who need
protection because of their age.

» Contain provisons tha dlow some individuas, such as those with licenses from another Sate or
with certifications from a nationd education foundetion, to obtain licenses without undergoing a
fingerprint check or background investigation.

The lack of clarity and specificity in the statutes poses increased risks that someone with a potentialy
dangerous history could obtain alicense. I1n addition, because the State Board does not have standard,
documented criteriain law or rule to support its decisions, there may be a greater possibility that an
individual could successfully chalenge a denia or revocation. The Department should propose
legidation to strengthen current licensing laws.

The Department Needs Clear Objectives and Evaluation Mechanismsfor Its
Regional Approach

In 1999 the Department established eight regional service teams in the State.  Each team includes a
manager and aregiond coordinator, as well as speciaists in various aress such as specid education and
professional development. The overarching god of the regiond service teams is to improve academic
achievement acrossthe State. Teamsaregenerdly expected to promote efficiency and help school digtricts
get their Accreditation Contracts agpproved. However, the Department has not devel oped any specific
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objectives to support the broad god of the regiona teams, nor has it clearly defined the teams' role in
accomplishing the godl. As a result, services vary, with some teams actively helping didricts dign ther
curriculum to state standards and other teams serving more as information conduits by responding to
questions and keeping didtricts informed of new developments. In addition, the Department has not
developed a comprehensive mechanism to assess the regiona service team effort as awhole and cannot
determine if the $1.2 million and 16 FTE dlocated to the teams are being used efficiently or if the intent of
the regiona approachisbeing accomplished. The Department should improveitsregional approach
by establishing specific, measur able objectivesfor the teams; defining theroles of theteamsin
improving student achievement; and establishing formal mechanisms to evaluate the regional
service teams and the regionalization effort.

A summary of responses to the audit recommendations contained in the report can be found in the
Recommendation Locator.



RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Addressed Respons Date
e
1 22 Reduce reporting of unnecessary data by school didtricts. Department of Partidly Summer 2002-
Education Agree January 2003
2 25 Improve communication with school districtsregarding the Department of Agree Fiscal Year 2002
need for and use of data that are required to be reported. Education
3 31 Examine and report on the supply of and demand for Department of Partidly Fiscal Year 2003
public elementary and secondary education teachersinthe Education Agree
State.
4 35 Implement proceduresto ensure that the data contained in Department of Partidly Fdl of 2001
school accountability reports are accurate and Education Agree
comprehensive.
5 vV} Pursue aternatives for administering the Read to Achieve Department of Partidly Spring 2001
program to ensure distribution of funds to a greater Education Agree
number of digible students.
6 48 Improve the application process for consortium applicants Department of Agree Fal 2001
in the Read to Achieve program. Education




RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Addressed Respons Date
e

7 50 Improve communication with Read to Achieve applicants Department of Agree June 2001
through individualized letters regarding grant awards and Education
expanded written feedback.

8 52 Improve administration of the Read to Achieve program Department of Agree June 2001
by establishing and communicating a standard process. Education

9 56 Increase the use of Judicial Department records in Department of Agree Summer 2001
conducting background checks of educator license Education
applicants.

10 61 Propose legidation to strengthen current licensing lawsto Department of Partidly 2002 Legidative
clarify what offenseswill prohibit a person from obtaining Education Agree Session
an educator license and what populations are being
protected.

11 63 Propose statutory changes to add language giving the Department of Agree 2002 Legidative
Department specific authority to conduct complete Education Session
background investigations on educator license applicants
or holders as deemed necessary.

12 66 Improve data management and retrieval in the Licensing Department of Agree Fdl 2001
unit, using a new scanning system. Education




RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Addressed Respons Date
e
13 68 Expand the system used by districts to check the license Department of Agree Fal 2001 and
status of potential employees. Education 2003-2004
14 70 Develop and distribute a standard form for school districts Department of Agree Fal 2001
to make required reports of incidents of personnel Education
involved inillegd or unethical behavior.
15 74 Clearly define and communicate the roles, services, and Department of Agree Fiscal Year 2002
resources of the regional education approach. Education
16 76 Establish formal mechanisms to evaluate the regional Department of Agree Fiscal Year 2002
service teams and the regionalization effort overal. Education
17 80 Consder alternatives for distributing professiona Department of Agree Fiscal Year 2002
development funds and services to school districts, and Education

evaluate the Regional Assistance Centers at the end of
2001
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Colorado’s K-12 Public Education
System

The Colorado Department of Education oversees educationa activities in 176 school
digtricts and more than 1,600 public e ementary and secondary schools around the State.
As of fall 2000 these schools enrolled over 724,000 students and employed over 41,000
teachers. In accordance with the Colorado Condtitution and statutes, elementary and
secondary public education in Colorado is managed at the state level by the State Board
of Education and the Department of Education and at the local level by school digtrict
boards of education. Specificaly, the State Board and the Department have respongbility
for supervising the public education system as a whole, while loca boards of education
have control of indruction in their digricts.

State Board and Department of Education

The State Board of Education is composed of seven eected officids—sx representing
Colorado’ s congressiond digtricts, plus one member at large. According to statutes, the
State Board provides educationd leadership for the State in the following ways:

* Apprasing and accrediting the public school digricts in the State and submitting
recommendations to the Governor and Genera Assembly for improvements in
educetion.

» Edablishing policies, rules, and regulations concerning genera supervison of the
public schoals, the Department, and educational programs for pre-kindergarten
through the 12" grade, as well as adult education.

* Prescribing standards for the evauation of teacher preparation programs and
licenang.

The Department of Education is described in statutes as including the State Board, the
Commissioner of Education, assstant commissioners, other officers and employees, and
the State Library. Operationdly, the Department serves as the adminigrative arm of the
State Board, functioning as a link between the State Board and the school digtricts.
Specificdly, the Department is responsible for:
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* Providing regulatory and oversight functions for the education system such as
through the issuance of educator licenses.

* Providing consultation services to school didricts, particularly through its
regiondization efforts, on various aspects of school adminidtration such as
assessment and accreditation.

* Adminigtering and digtributing funds for avariety of federd and Sate educationd
programs such as the Read to Achieve grant program for student literacy.

»  Cadllecting, evauating, and compiling informeation from school digtrictsfor oversight
of digtrict activities and for use in developing new educetion policies.

The Department has adopted a commitment statement to increase achievement levelsfor
al sudents through comprehensive programs of education reform involving the following
three dements:

» High Standards for what students must know and be able to do;

*  Tough Assessmentsthat honestly measure whether or not students meet standards
and tdl citizens the truth about how we |l our schools serve children; and

* Rigorous Accountability Measures that tie the accreditation of school ditrictsto
high student achievement.

Policy Changes | mpacting the Department of
Education

Recent changes in statutes and the State Condtitution have had asignificant impact on the
Depatment, indluding the following:

Senate Bill 2000-186 established astate data reporting system to enable the Department
to produce school report cards. Thebill aso expanded the Colorado Student A ssessment
Program (CSAP) and established procedures to convert schools with failing academic
performance grades to independent charter schools.



Report of The Colorado State Auditor 13

Senate Bills 2000-71 and 2000-124 established the Read to Achieve program, which
provides grantsto schoolsto fund intensive reading programsfor e ementary school pupils
whose skills are below the level established for their grade level. This program is funded
with moneys from the Tobacco Settlement Agreement.

House Bill 2000-1151 addressed out-of-state educator licensing requirements, giving the
State Board power to grant licensesif (1) the gpplicant has held a comparable license in
another dtate, (2) the standards for the license in the other state meet or exceed the
standardsfor such alicensein Colorado, and (3) the gpplicant can provide documentation
of three years of continuous, successful, evaluated experience as a teacher.

House Bill 2001-1262 and Senate Bill 2001-204 contain provisons to implement
Amendment 23, which was approved by Colorado voters in November 2000. This
conditutiona amendment will generate an estimated $4.6 hillion in new funding over the
next ten years. This amendment directs the Legidature to increase educationa spending
by at least the rate of inflation plus 1 percent over the next decade and by at |east therate
of inflation theresfter.

School District and Department Funding

For Fisca Y ear 2001, total funding for public e ementary and secondary educationisover
$3.7 hillion. These funds provide per pupil operating revenue averaging $5,167 for
Colorado schoal didtricts. The mgority of education moneys are from the State Generd
Fund appropriation, closely followed by thelocal shareof funding. Thechart below shows
the breakdown of funding sources.
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Colorado Department of Education
Fiscal Year 2001 Funding Sources
Total Funding = $3.745 billion

Federal Funds Cas.h Funds
$71million (2%)  $74million (2%)

General Funds
$2.1 billion (56%)

Local Share
1.5 billion (40%)

Source: Data provided by the Department of Education.

The funding sources can be further broken down as follows:

* The Locd Share of funding has two main sources—property taxes generating
about 90 percent and specific ownership (vehicleregistration) taxesmaking up the
remainder.

» Cash funds come primarily from interest on the Public School Fund (about 52
percent), federal minera leases (about 32 percent), and rents from State Trust
Lands (about 14 percent).

» Themgority of federd funds are made up of Specid Education moneys.

Audit Scope

Thisaudit focused on activities that have widespread impact on the State’ s school didtricts
as wdll as on severd recently initiated education programs. The report discusses our
findingsin the following areas
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» School District Reporting.  Didtricts report a wide variety of information
throughout the year to fulfill numerous requirements. Our review evauated the
underlying requirements for school digtrict reporting and identified aress to
greamline this activity.

» The Read to Achieve Grant Program. This legidatively mandated program
began in Fiscal Year 2001. We assessed the Department’ sadminigtration of the
programfor efficiency and equity and determined that changesin both the statutes
and Department procedures should be considered.

* Educator Licensing. The Department isthe sole agency responsiblefor licensing
public dementary and secondary educatorsin the State. Wefocused on thelaws
and processes surrounding background checks of license gpplicants and found a
need to strengthen the statutes relating to educator background investigations.

* Regionalization. In 1999 the Department reorganized to provide better service
and communication to school digtrictsthrough regiona teams of Department steff.
Our evaduation conddered the planning for and structure of these regiond teams
and led to recommendations to better define the teams and the services they
provide.
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School District Reporting
Chapter 1

Background

School digtricts in Colorado are required to report a variety of information to the
Department of Education throughout the year. For example:

» School digrict revenues and expenditures are reported annualy for use in
education funding, oversght, and satistica reporting.

*  Human resource data such as the names, teaching areas, school location, and
sdaries of teachers are reported both for state-level comparisons and for
compliance with federd grant requirements.

*  Student graduation and dropout rates are reported after the end of each school
year and are used to compare didricts, andyze trends, and compile school
accountability reports.

e Student counts are reported each fal for usein caculating school digrict funding.

Three years ago the Department implemented anew, on-line system called the Automated
Data Exchange, which dlows school didtricts to submit financial, human resources, and

student count data electronicaly. According to Department staff, other data reporting,

including graduation and dropout rates, will be incorporated into the Automated Data
Exchange system by next year. Appendix A containsamatrix of the primary school digtrict
reporting requirements, submission methods, and uses of the data.

School Districts Cite Concerns With Reporting
Requirements

As part of our review we interviewed superintendents and administrators at 18 school
digrictsof varying szesand in different geographiclocationsaround the sate. Didtrictswe
spoke with indicated that the Department has made efforts to reduce reporting
requirements and that the Automated Data Exchange has streamlined the digtricts' efforts.
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However, dl but two digtricts dso voiced concerns about data reporting. Their main
concerns rel ated to the volume of reporting, duplication, and unclear communication about
the need for and use of the data. Specific comments included the following:

* The State keeps asking for more and more information without seeming to
understand that adding afew required reporting fiedsis very resource demanding.

* The Depatment asks for the same information on multiple occasons but in
different formats. Duplication in reporting is frudrating because time spent filling
out reports could be used teaching kids. The requirements should be better
coordinated and combined.

*  There seemsto be confusion within the Department, or alack of communication,
because one unit asks the digtrict for information thet is essentidly the same asis
required by another unit, just in a different format.

* Thereareno dear-cut definitionsregarding theinformation the Department warnts,
and there is no explanation as to why such information is needed.

We reviewed reporting requirements for school districts and found that there are severa
areas where the Department could reduce the datareporting burden and make greater use
of some of the data it collects.

Unnecessary Detail Increasesthe Reporting
Burden

The Department collects a significant amount of datarelating to school digtrict saff. Each
December, school digtricts are required to report to the Department information such as
name, socia security number, email address, date of birth, school, employment ares,
degree area, and sdary, for every teacher, adminigtrator, professona, and support staff
employed in Colorado’'s K-12 public schools. The data are submitted to the
Department’ s Research and Evad uation Unit, using the Automated Data Exchange system.
School digtrictswe contacted reported that Staff dataare some of the most 1abor-intensive
to compile and report, primarily because of the Sgnificant leve of detail required.

One example of such detailed reporting is a section within the human resources report
cdled “Teaching Area,” which identifies the indructiona area for each teacher. In the
“Teaching Ared’ section, there are classifications for generd pre-school, dementary,
middlejunior high, and high school teachers. Teachers not reported within one of these
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genera categories are classfied within 20 main subject areas (such as math, science,
English, and music) and over 200 subcategories (such as adgebra, socid sciences, and
gpecia education).

We reviewed information reported to the Department in 1999 and found that the human
resourcesreporting for senior, vocationd, and dternative school s contains some detail that
is unnecessary and incongstently provided by didtricts. We noted the following problems
with this detailed reporting:

» The mgority of teacherswere reported as providing ingtruction in generd subject
areas, such as science or math. Only 12 percent were reported as teaching in a
specific subcategory such as geometry (six teachers), anthropol ogy/sociology
(threeteachers), or English composition (two teachers) for dl 176 school ditricts
in Colorado.

» The categories are redundant and undefined. For example, adidtrict can dassfy
ateacher under amain category, such as“Math,” or under a“Generd Math” or
“Other Math” subcategory. Although Department staff told us there are
differencesamong these subcategories, we could find no explanation of theminthe
report format or definitions supplied to schoal digtricts.

» Thedetaled categories do not reflect actua practice. According to Department
deff, it is not uncommon for teachers to provide ingruction in severa subjects,
such as geometry and agebra, within a generd subject area. Therefore, the
generd categories more accurately indicate teaching assgnments.

Since school digtricts do not use the detailed categories to report information, the
categories have little or no vaue and we could find no federd or Sate laws that required
this detailed information. In addition, Department staff acknowledged that the detail isnot
used except to prepare a federd report on the number of math, science, and computer
technology teachersin the State.

Some Required Reporting Is Duplicative

In reviewing school didirict reporting requirements, we found that various units within the
Department require digtricts to report information that may contain redundancies. One
example is that both the Research and Evauation unit and the Special Education unit
collect some human resource data. Specificdly, in addition to the general personne
reporting described above, districts mail adisketteto the Specia Education Unit each year
with information on the State's specid education teachers. These teachers represent
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amost 9 percent of al the teachersemployed in the public schools. Specia Education data
reported by school digtricts include name, date of birth, socid security number, teaching
subject area, and school for each Specia Education ingtructor.

Department gaff indicated that the main barrier to diminating the duplication of human
resources reporting is that speciad education data are reported by "adminigtrative unit,”
while genera dtaff data are reported by each school didtrict. An adminigtrative unit isthe
entity respongble for managing specid education services for a designated population.
Although many schooal didtricts are adminidrative units themselves, others form consortia
or are members of Boards of Cooperative Educationa Services (BOCEY) that serve as
adminigrative units. For the Research and Evauation unit to use specid education data,
the unit would haveto disaggregeate theinformation to the school digtrict level. Conversdly,
for Speciad Education to use the information submitted to Research and Evaduation, it
would have to summarizethe dataat the administrative unit level. The Department has not
developed systems or processes to manage the datain this way.

Coordination of Reporting Formats Could Help
Reduce Duplication

An issue that contributes to the duplication of reporting, cited by a number of school
digtricts, isthat any given dement of datamay be coded differently for different purposes.
For example, the financid reporting system and the human resources report use different
codes to designate a pargprofessona staff. One digtrict we spoke with noted thet this
difference has caused problems for two years and requires that the codes be manually
entered into the human resource report for accuracy. Without this manud correction, the
human resources report is rejected by the Department.

Severa school digtrictscited another example reated to smilaritiesin datareported for the
October student count and for Col orado Student Assessment Program (CSAP) test [abels.
The following table compares some of the eementsincluded in these reporting efforts.
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Data Reported by School Districtsfor Each Student for October Counts and
CSAP Labels
Data October Student Count Format CSAP Labe Format
Element
Birth Date 8-digit code (MMDDYYYY) 6-digit code (MMDDYY)
Gender 2-digit code (01=Femae; 02=Male) 1-character code (M or F)
Grade 3-digit code (16 options) 2-digit code (8 options)
School Code | 4-digit code 4-digit code
1-digit code (5 options). Not a
Ethnicity 2-digit code (5 options) required element.
English Language Learner - Y or N. | Language Background - an
Language Reported for students whose aphanumeric code indicating the
Information primary or home language is not student’ s language background.
English.
Source: Office of the State Auditor andysis of reporting formats,

Each of the above reports adso contains various additiona reporting elements.  For
example, the October student count includes attendance information and the student’s
digibilityfor free or reduced-priceluncheswhilethe CSAPIabd filesincludemigrant satus
and the length of time the student has been in the school and didtrict.

As the table shows, dthough the two data collection efforts contain some similar or
identica information, the coding of the data varies. Because of the formatting differences,
the school districts we contacted noted that they were not able to use the student count
report as the basis for the CSAP labels, but instead were required to create anew report.
Department management indicated that, because sudents can move among digtricts and
schools, aswel asinto and out of the State, data collected in October may no longer be
accurate when the CSAP exams are given in the Spring. In addition, CSAP exams are
batched by classroom while October count data is provided by school. Despite these
differences, the Department could work with school districtsto makethereportsassimilar
as possible and diminate coding and formatting variationsto smplify data compilation and
reporting.
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The Department L acks Processesto Detect
and Prevent Duplication and Unnecessary
Reporting

Currently the Department does not have an internal process to review the reporting
requirements of al unitsto avoid duplication and coordinate reporting to address coding
and formatting differences. Furthermore, the Department does not have a systematic
method to gather feedback from school districts on dl reporting requirements.

The Department used to have a Data A cquisition and Reporting Utilization Committeethat
included both Department and school didtrict representatives who reviewed al reporting
requirements and had authority to approve Department requests for school district
reporting. Department staff indicated that this Committee was disbanded for two reasons.
Firgt, the Department had reduced its reporting requirements sgnificantly, so there was
litle need for the committee. Second, the approva process had become too time-
consuming for both digtrict and Department staff, and participation in the Committee had
declined.

We bdievethe Data Acquisition and Utilization Review Committee providesamodd that
could be updated to serve the Department’ s current needs for managing data reporting.
The Department should establish an ongoing review group that includes Department and
school digtrict representation to assess reporting requirements on a routine bass. The
Department should also consider obtaining school digtrict input on reporting requirements
by establishing an Internet Ste that describes any planned data collection by the
Department and alows digtricts to comment on the plans.

Recommendation No. 1:

The Department of Education should take additional steps to reduce reporting of
unnecessary data by:

a. Himinding the detail categories in the Teaching Area of the human resources
report and reviewing the remainder of the report to identify any additiona unused
information that should be removed.
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b. Implementing methods, including theuse of areview committee, toregularly assess
al requirements for school district reporting and to coordinate and combine data
collection across Department units.

c. Expanding use of the Internet and exploring other approaches to obtain school
district feedback on reporting requirements.

Department of Education Response:
Patidly agree.

a. Didricts need to provide a four-digit code for subject area taught for all
teachers. Eliminating the detail in the Teaching Subject Area reduces the
options that districts have available to them; it doesnot reduce the size of the
data file submitted to CDE. However a restructuring of the options may
require some programming in those digtricts that currently are using the detail
levd. The time and expense of reprogramming may be more of a problem
than the current level of detall.

CDE will meet with school digtrict personnel to discussthisissue and will look
a diminating unnecessary fields through this planned revison process.

b. There are savera examples of the Department involving school digtricts in
decisons about data collection, including the following:

» For each of the Automated Data Exchange Projects completed to date
(finance, human resources and the October student count) committees of
school digtrict people with experience in the field were convened to plan
and pilot the new systems.

» CDE Specid Education datacollectors meet regularly with district Specid
Education staff to discuss data collection.

*  The Assessment Unit meets monthly with two advisory committees with
representation from school districts. One committee provides technical
advice and the other advises on policy issues.

» For the Report Card, a specia group was convened to assst CDE in
developing guidance for the safety collection.



24

Department of Education Performance Audit - June 2001

In addition, for the last 6 to 8 years, an interna group has been meeting to
look at duplication within the Department’ s data. However, we agree that it
would be useful to have an expanded group of people, which includes digtrict
personnd and other data users to review data requirements in order to
coordinate and combine data requirements.

c. We continue to expand the use of the Internet as atool to communicate with
digtrict personnd.

The Department Could Improve
Communication With School Districts

Changesinlawsand regul ationsfrequently lead to new or modified requirementsfor school
digtricts to report data to the Department of Education. School digtricts we interviewed
noted two specific areas of concern surrounding communication from the Department
about these changing requirements. Firdt, haf the districts we spoke with indicated they
often do not know how the data they are reporting will be used. As aresult, they worry
about inaccurate interpretation and use of the data for unintended purposes. One digtrict
pointed out that the Department requests e-mail addressesfor dl saff as part of itshuman
resources data collection, but digtricts do not know why this information is needed. In
addition, asdiscussed earlier in this chapter, we found some unnecessary human resources
information is being collected by the Department.

Second, five districts mentioned that they do not receive ussful information back from the
Department based on what they have reported. For example, districts report school
personnd information including teecher sdlaries. However, digtricts noted that summary
and comparativeinformationisnot availablefrom the Department until thefollowing school
year. In addition, the Department prepares a school digtrict revenues and expenditures
report based on information reported by districts. However, one school digtrict
superintendent stated that the report would be more useful if, rather than being asmple
compilaion, the Department conducted some analyss of the data. This report is dso
produced ayear after the information is reported to the Department.

The Department has taken steps to improve communication with the school districts. For
example, the Department recently posted a document on its Web ste listing some of the
uses of the October student count data. We believe the Department should expand these
efforts to provide more information to school districts about the use of and need for data
that are required to be reported. In addition, the reporting review committee that was
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suggested in our previous recommendation should dso have responsbility for evauating
and improving theinformation that isdistributed to school digtrictsbased ontheir reporting.

Recommendation No. 2:

The Department of Education should improve communication with school didricts
regarding the need for and use of the data that are required to be reported. Specificdly,
the Department should:

a. Add explanatory languageto itsreport formats addressing theintended use of and
need (statutory or regulatory requirement) for al data requested.

b. Work to compile and disssminate useful, timey, summary, and comparaive
informationback to school districts based on what the districts have been required

to report.

c. Expand the use of the Internet to provide explanatory information on data
reporting requirements and to provide data results back to school didtricts.

Department of Education Response:
Agree.

a. Staff isworking on implementing this change. The Research and Evauation
Unit has dready prepared this materid and it will be added to the
documentation for each collection thisfdl. The Department will ask dl data
collectors to do the same.

b. One of thefunctions of the ADEP Data Collection Advisory Committeesisto
provide feedback on the type of summary reportsthat they would like to see
published on CDE swebdgte. As an example severd different reports were
presented to the Human Resources Committee and they chosethosethat they
fet were most communicative and beneficid to their personne colleaguesin
other digtricts.

The timeliness of the data reports is dependent not only upon CDE dtaff time,
but are a so heavily dependent upon when CDE receives approved datafiles
from school digtricts. Asof May 18, 2001, CDE had not received approved
HumanResourcesfiles, which were due December 31, 2000 from two school
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digtricts. March Report Card data was due April 6, 2001 and two digtricts
are dill outstanding. Student October files were due by November 15" for
the mgority of digtricts (some districts had Specia education or CPPwaivers
until early December) and two digtricts approved fina files after December
15%,

c. We have been expanding our use of the Internet. All new data collection is
through use of the Internet for data transmisson. We are putting more data
on the Web ste dl thetime. Research and Evauation is aware of placesin
need of more explanatory information. Thisis being addressed.

Colorado Lacks Information on Teacher
Supply and Demand

Despite the volume of information collected from school digtricts, the Department of
Education has only generd information about teacher supply and demand issues in the
State. For example, the Department informed us that:

* There are about 50 percent more licensed educators than there are teachers
currently employed in the public schools.

» Thereisalongstanding shortage of specid education teachers.

* There aretypicaly more licensed teachers with physica education endorsements
than are needed to fill teaching positions.

The Department does not know the specific reasons for the discrepancies in the number
of licensees and the number of publicly employed teachers or the cause of shortages or
oversupply in particular areas. A 2000 report by the National Conference of State
Legidatures entitled "Teaching in Colorado: An Inventory of Policies and Practices’
pointed out thet:

Colorado has no data system available to analyze teacher supply and
demand systemdticaly, so the state can provide didricts with little
guidance to assist with recruitment efforts. Without statewide data, both
traditional and dternative preparation programs have no meansto assess
... [the] fidds [in which] to train and recruit potentid teachers to ensure

supply....
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We agree that no systems to andyze teacher supply and demand exigt. In fact, we could
find no state agency in Colorado, including the Department of Higher Education, that
routindy collects and anayzes information on the supply of and demand for teachers.
Department of Education staff reported that school districts sometimes conduct analyses
for their own recruitment and planning purposes, but they are limited in scope and
restricted to their own digtricts. However, the Department of Education does have some
information on teacher availability (in terms of individuas licensed to teach in Colorado)
and teacher employment needs (in terms of school district employment data) that could be
andyzed to provide some rudimentary information on teacher supply and demand trends
for the State.

Data on Educator Licensees and Teaching
Positions Could Be Put to Better Use

In addition to the staff data reported by school digtricts, the Department has information
on dl licensed teachers, specia services providers, adminigrators, and principas in the
State. The Licensng unit collects this information from gpplications, transcripts, and
background checks. Information maintained by the Licensing unitindudesthe name, socid
security number, license number, college attended, area of study, and license endorsement
area of every licensed educator.

We compared the number of individuas licensed to teach with the number of teachers
working in public eementary and secondary schools in Colorado. We found there are
about 60 percent more teacher licensees (about 66,000) than there are teachersemployed
in the public schools (about 42,000).

We a so compared the number of current teaching license endorsements with the number
of teachersin K-12 public schools by subject area. We calculated abreakdown of both
licenses and teachers by genera subject areato make a rough determination of whether
individuas obtain educator licenses in the subject areas where employment opportunities
exis. Thefollowing table shows our comparison of main subject aress.
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Comparison of Endorsement Area of Educator Licensees and Teaching Subject Area

Licensee Teachersin
Endor sements! Subject Area l? Ratio of
_ Endor sements

Subject/Endor sement Area Number | % of Total | Number | % of Total to Teachers

Art 1,963 24% 939 2.3% 20to1

English/Language Arts 7,349 9.1% 3,496 8.1% 21tol

Foreign Languages 2,280 2.8% 1,204 2.8% 19tol

Physical Ed./Health/Athletics 5,031 6.3% 2,763 6.4% 18tol

Math 3199 4.0% 2463 5.7% 13to1l

Music 2404 3.0% 1,304 3.0% 18to1l

Science 4,094 51% 2,242 5.2% 18to1l

Social Sciences 5773 7.2% 2,349 5.4% 25t01

General Pre-School & Elementary 34,447 42.8% 16,285 37.6% 21tol

Generad Jr., Mid., & High Schoolt® 483 0.6% 4,269 9.8% 01tol

Special Education 10,325 12.8% 3,360 7.8% 31ltol

Business & Marketing 1,250 1.6% 606 14% 21tol

Other 4 1,895 2.3% 2,023 45% 09to1

Total 80,493 100.0% 43,353 100.0% 19to1

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of datafrom the Department of Education.

(1] The total number of endorsements exceeds the total number of people authorized to teach
because licensees may hold more than one endorsement.

2 Thetotal of 43,353 teachers by subject area, shown above, exceeds the total of about 41,000
teachers discussed el sewhere in the report because individuals may teach in more that one subject
area

(3] Although teachers are reported by districts asteaching in the general middle, junior, and high
school areas, endorsementsin these general areas are uncommon.

(4 Other includes various areas such as agriculture, industrial arts, and consumer education.

Data on licensee endorsements and teaching subject area are not entirely comparable for
anumber of reasons. Firg, ateacher may hold multiple endorsementsin different areasand
teachinonly one. Second, ateacher may provideingtruction, at least on atemporary bas's,
in an area where he or she does not hold an endorsement. Findly, the data on teachers
employed in the public schools are from 1999, while the licensng data were current as of
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oring 2001. However, Department staff indicated that they would not expect the
breakdown of teaching subject areas to change sgnificantly from one year to the next.
Despite these differences, we believe our comparison provides a basis to draw generd
conclusions on teacher supply and demand by subject areas, such as:

* Withafew exceptions, thereisgenerd condstency inthebreskdown of individuals
and endorsements among subject areas, indicating that there is not an extreme
overabundance of any given endorsement area. For example, the most common
endorsement area and teaching area is general pre-school and elementary
education, making up roughly 40 percent of both endorsements and teachers.

* The overdl ratio of endorsements to teachersis just under two to one, showing
that thereis a supply of individuas qudified to teech in dl aress.

* Theonly specific area with an endorsement to teacher ratio that approaches one-
to-oneis math. This may indicate that math specidists are in some demand and
that endorsements in this area should be encouraged.

* The single subject area with the greatet ratio differentia is special education,
where there are more than three endorsements for every teacher. Given the
reported shortage of special education teachers, this may reved that despite
intentions of teaching in this area, many licensees do not enter or remain in this
teaching field.

The Department could do further analysiswith theinformation it currently hasavailable, such
as comparing licensees by endorsement area and address to teaching positions by digtrict
to evauate supply and demand in different geographic aress of the State.

Retirement Information Is I mportant for
Evaluating Teacher Supply and Demand

Compiling informetion on the age of teechers in the public schools is critica for andyzing
teacher supply and demand. We found that the percentage of Colorado’s teacher
workforcethat isapproaching retirement isgrowing. Inthe 1993-94 school year, about 26
percent of Colorado’s public school teachers were over age 50; in 1999 this figure had
risen to just over 28 percent. The following table shows teacher age ranges and the
predicted number of teachersin each range who will retire next year.
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Age Groups of Teachersin Colorado K-12 Public Schools as of 1999
and Estimated Teacher Retirement Next Year

PERA Predicted # of
Number and Predicted Retirees Next
Per cent of Retirement Year (Using
Age Range Teachersin the Per centage for PERA

Age Range Next Y ear Per centages)
Under 50 29,820 (71.9%) n/a 0
50 to 54 7,645 (18.4%) 16% 1,223
55to 59 3080 (7.4%) 18% 554
60to 64 798  (1.9%) 18% 144
65 to 69 116  (0.3%) 25% 29
70 and above 27 (01%) 100% 27
Total 41,486 (100.0%) 1,977

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of datafrom the Department of Education and the
Public Employees’ Retirement Association of Colorado (PERA).

In Colorado, teachers may retire as early as age 50. Therefore, dthough the table predicts
that only about 2,000 teachers will retire next year, over 11,000 are currently over age 50
and could theoreticdly retire a any time.

Teacher Demand Is Growing Nationwide

Nationa gatistics indicate that demand for teachers is on the rise and is not expected to
abate in the near future. According to the U.S. Department of Education, in the 1998-99
school year there were about 2.8 million teachers employed in public eementary and
secondary schoolsin the United States, and an estimated 2.2 million new teacherswill need
to be hired over the next ten years to replace those who retire or leave the profession for
other reasons.

A 2000 report by the Nationa Governors' Association Center for Best Practi ces discusses
the demand for teachers, stating:

School districtsacrassthe country are experiencing shortagesof qualified
teachers... Class-9zereductioninitiatives, high attrition ratesamong new
teachers, and the upcoming retirements of baby boom teachersincrease
the number of job vacancies ... Surprisingly, ... more individuds are
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entering teaching than there are jobs. However, ... only about 60 percent
of those trained take teaching jobs [and] 30 to 50 percent of new
teachers leave the profession within the firgt five years.

Many school digtricts lack qualified teachers in specific subject aress.
[While an] oversupply ... occursin some areas [it] has not been able to
saisy the high demand in others for a variety of reasons, including
education schools that do not encourage students to match specialty
areas with demand [and] inadequate job placement systems ...

As the National Governors Association report suggests, there are various factors that
impact teacher supply and demand. Although Colorado schools and school districts make
hiring decisons, stae laws and regulaions provide the guiddines under which those
decisonsare made. Therefore, it is reasonable for the Department, as the State’s K-12
education agency, to examine issues of teacher supply and demand so that management
srategies can be developed. The results of such an examination can be used by school
digtricts to develop and direct recruiting efforts; by the Department of Higher Education to
planteacher preparation programs to address the State€’' s needs and hel p teaching students
plantheir fields of specidization; and by the Department, the State Board of Education, and
the Legidature to make policy decisons.

We found that over 30 other states have sometype of teacher supply and demand andysis.
Some states education departments have conducted studies of teacher supply and demand
in house, while other states have contracted with outside entities to have studies done.
Department gtaff indicated that they believe an andyss of teacher supply and demand
would require additional reporting by school districts and the dedication of additional
resources within the Department. However, we believe the Department could start with
information currently avallable to it and, on the basis of the results of prdiminary efforts,
consder the need for more in depth andysis.

Recommendation No. 3:

The Department of Education should examine and report on the supply and demand for
teachersin Colorado. This should include:

a. Egablishing aprocessto periodicaly combine and compare staffing and licensng
datato identify areas of need for teaching personnel and areas of teaching supply.
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b. Preparing reportsfor school didtricts, higher education, the public, and the Generd

Assembly on K-12 educator supply and demand.

Condgdering the need for commissioning amore forma assessment of supply and
demand of K-12 educators in Colorado.

Department of Education Response:

Partidly agree. Measuring supply and demand is very difficult (seefor example,
Teacher Supply, Demand, and Quality, Nationa Research Council; 1992). CDE
has only some, but not al, the data needed to even begin such an endeavor. We
would need a clear mandate in law to collect the data needed. We would need
funding.

The importance of doing agood study is critical. Whether the study is good or
bad, students in planning their futures, recruitment efforts by digtricts, etc will use
it to judge or to approve teacher preparation programs.

| nformation in School Report Cards Could
Be lmproved

In 2000 the General Assembly passed | egidation requiring the Department of Education to
produce an accountability report, generally referred to as a school report card, for every
public ementary and secondary school in the State. The purpose of the report cardsisto
better inform parents and community members about the qudity of Colorado schools. By
gatute, schoal report cards will include the following informetion:

An overal academic performance designation or grade (eg., A to F). The
designations are based on Colorado Student Assessment Program (CSAP)
results, which are aso included in the report card.

School g&ff information such as the number of teachers, adminigtrators, and
support saff, saaries, student to teacher ratios, and the level of professona
experience of the teachers.
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»  School safety informationincluding thenumber of student suspensions, expulsions,
and incidents involving drugs and alcohol, as well as whether the school requires
uniforms, has a closed campus, or conducts home visits.

*  Fnancid information such as sources of revenue, use of funds, amount of bonded
debt, and amount spent on new buildings.

Appendix B shows a sample School Accountability Report.

Because the first accountability reports are not scheduled to be distributed until August
2001, we were not able to examine actua reports. However, in evauating school district
reporting, we did review the report card format and discuss with both Department and
school digtrict representatives their concerns about the reports. We identified anumber of
ways in which the information on the report cards could be improved to provide more
complete, accurate, and comparable information to readers.

Report Card Data Are Not I ndependently Verified

Section 22-7-605(4)(d), C.R.S., requires that school report cards include the following
Satement:

School Report Cards prepared by the Colorado Department of
Education are independently audited and verified by [name of the
conaulting firm whose services are procured pursuant to section 22-7-
606(4)].

We bdieve this satement is mideading, implying aleve of review and verification of the
report card datathat does not exist. Thisis because the Department is planning to contract
withan independent auditing firm to annualy audit the process of preparing thereport cards
but not the datain the report cards. The request for proposal for the required audit, which
was issued in April 2001, stated “No on-Site verification of data at the school or didtrict
level will be included.” The request dso indicated that the auditors are to vaidate data
processing and storage to ensure dataand reporting integrity and quality control, and assess
whether the cdculations and other procedures used to produce the reports are cons stent
with the intent of the law.

Section 22-7-606(4), C.R.S,, states the following:

Onor before January 1, 2001, and each January 1 theresfter, the state board [ of
education] shall contract with a nationaly recognized, independent auditing firm
to annualy audit the process of preparing the report cards developed pursuant
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to section 22-7-605 to ensure data and reporting integrity and qudity
contral.... The name of the independent auditing firm shall gppear on dl report
cards printed pursuant to this section. (Emphasis added).

Although the review process described in the Department’ s Request for Proposa will help
to ensure that the data in the accountability reports reflect what school districts reported,
it will not provide any assurance regarding the accuracy or integrity of the data as reported
to the Department. The statutory language above indicates that the integrity of the data, as
well as the process, should be ensured.

The purpose of thereport cardsistoinform interested parties about the quality of education
in the public schools, in part to alow parents to make informed choices for their children.
However, without verification of reported data, readers have no assurance that the
information contained in the report cardsis reliable. We recognize that implementing audit
procedures for al the data included in the report cardsisamagor undertaking. However,
one option for managing the task would be for school districts to expand the procedures
conducted by their independent audit firms to cover report card data.  Without such
procedures, we believe the report cards should contain a more accurate disclosure
indicating that al the information they contain is reported by school digtricts and is not
checked for accuracy by the Department or any other entity.

Report Cards Lack Important Compar ative
| nfor mation

A second concern we noted with the current format and contents of the school
accountability reports is that important comparative information is absent. One specific
example isthat while the report cards indicate the amount of outstanding bonded debt of
the digtrict in which the school islocated, they do not report the payments against this debt.
This omisson may give an incomplete picture of the debt Stuation of the school didtrict.

A broader exampleistheincons stent provision of statewidefiguresfor comparison with the
individua school. While both state and didtrict-level comparative information is provided
for CSAP scores and teacher and administrator salaries, smilar data are not included for
al sections of the report. Specificdly:

» Informationon nearby schoolsis provided for comparison of the overal academic
performance designations, but district and statewide averages are not reported.
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» Didrict-leve figures are reported to allow comparisons of the number of school
gaff and the professond experience of teachers, but satewide information isnot
reported.

* Nether digtrict nor statewide data are provided in the student/teacher ratio or
safety and school environment aress.

Induding more completeinformation for compari sonswould enhancethe vaue of thereport
cards to parents and the public.

Department managers indicated that expanding the data on the report cards would be
beneficid but that the current format, prescribed in statutes, does not permit any additiona
information or disclosures to be included. However, both the Department’ s Web siteand
the Governor’ sschool accountability report web page offer opportunitiesfor publishing data
related to thereport cards. On the basisof theresults of thefirst distribution of report cards
in August 2001, we believe the Department should review the report card to identify any
information it believes is not useful, as wel as information that should be added. The
Department should then devel op recommendations to the General Assembly to implement
identified changes. In addition, the Department should provide information on its Web Site
to supplement the report cards.

Recommendation No. 4:

The Department of Education should implement procedures to ensure that the data
contai nedinschool accountability reportsareaccurateand comprehensive. The Department
should:

a. Evduate optionsfor having dataincluded in the report cards audited. Until audits
are conducted, the Department should ensure that readers are notified that dl the
data are not independently verified for accuracy.

b. Review the report cards after the first distribution to identify and implement
changes in the information included.

c. Ensure its Web page includes statewide comparative data for al information
included in the report cards.

Where necessary, the Department should recommend statutory changes to implement the
steps above.
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Department of Education Response:

Patidly agree. All of the data collections included in the accountability report
have multiple editsand are reviewed by district and Department staff for accuracy.
School digricts financia deta, which serve asabassfor thefinancid information
in the accountability reports, are audited. In addition, the company that
administers and scores the CSAP exams has a control processin placeto ensure
data quality and accuracy.

a. Thedatuteisvery specific that the scope of the audit wasto annualy audit the
process of preparing the accountability reports devel oped and to ensure data
and reporting integrity and qudity control. This is the language that was
included in the RFP and the scope of work that has been included in the
contract.

b. The Department has always planned to review the accountability reports after
digtribution and to implement improvements.

c. Theweb page hasbeen designed to assst the user to make not only statewide
comparisons, but aso school-by-school comparisons.

Auditor’s Addendum

We agree that the statute is specific in requiring an audit of the process of

preparing the report cards. However, we believe the intent of thisrequirement is
also made clear in the statutory language stating that the purpose of the audit is
toensuredata and reporting integrity and quality control. A review of the process
alone, excluding the underlying data, is inconsistent with the concept of an

independent audit as it is commonly understood. Furthermore, the current
controlsover thereport card data, which includeaudits of school district financial

statements, reviews of CSAP results by the Department’s contract firm, and
reasonableness checks of other data reported by school districts, do not constitute
an independent audit of report cards. Therefore, we believe that the statement on
the report cards misleads the public.
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The Read to Achieve Grant
Chapter 2

Among the most recent mgjor initiatives in the Department of Education is the Read to
Achieve grant program, which was created in 2000 with the passage of Senate Bills 71
and 124. The program is structured to competitively award grants to individud schools
to fund intensive reading programs. Pupils in the 2 and 3¢ grades, as well as those
betweenthe 3" and 4" grades, whose literacy and reading comprehension skillsarebe ow
the levels established by the State Board of Education, are eligible to participate in funded
programs. Funded activities can include reading academies for intensve reading
ingruction, after-schoal literacy programs, summer school clinics, tutoring, and extended-
day reading programs.

The program is administered under the direction of the Read to Achieve Board, which
consigs of 11 members representing education at both the state and local levels, both
houses of the Generd Assembly, and parents of children who may participate in the
program. The Read to Achieve Board is responsible for:

» Callecting and reviewing gpplications for grants.

* Recommending to the State Board of Education the schools that should receive
grants as well as the duration and amount of each grant.

* Reporting to the Governor and the Generd Assembly on the effectiveness of the
program by February 1, 2004.

The State Board of Education isrespongblefor promulgating rulesfor the grant, including
application procedures, criteria for sdlecting schools and determining grant amounts, and
processes to evaluate the success of the programs operated by grant recipients. The
Department of Education administers the grant.

By statute, 19 percent of the Tobacco Litigation Settlement Cash Fund is appropriated
annudly to the Read to Achieve Cash Fund, with amaximum annua appropriation of $19
million. The following table shows the actud and anticipated funding for the program for
the next severd years.
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Read to Achieve Grant Program
Actual and Projected Appropriationsfor Fiscal Years 2001 Through 2003

Fiscal Year Actual or Projected Appropriation

2000-2001 (Actual) $18,999,209*
2001-2002 (Actual) $17,579,872
2002-2003 (Projected) $19,952,952°
Total $56,532,123

Source: Department of Education.

! Includes $15,045,677 of tobacco revenue and $3,953,622 of cash funds.
2 Includes $16,439,397 of tobacco revenue and $1,140,475 of cash funds.
3 Includes $19,000,000 of tobacco revenue and $952,952 of cash funds.

Thefirg round of grant applicationsfor Read to Achieve wasreceived by the Department
of Education in November 2000. Schoolswere dlowed to request funding for up to three
periods. The firgt funding period covered 18 months, from January 2001 through June
2002, and the remaining two periods covered subsequent fisca years (2003 and 2004).
The Department received 605 applications and awarded grantsto 414 schoolsto provide
servicesto dmost 21,000 students. Intotal, over $26 million was granted out of morethan
$36 million available for the period January 2001 through June 2002, with a statewide
average grant per student of about $1,280.

The fallowing table showsthat the regiond distribution of grant funds wasfairly consstent
with the need for funds, as indicated by the number of digible sudents. The Satute
requires the Read to Achieve Board to ensure, to the extent possible, that grants are
awarded to schoolsin avariety of geographic areas of the State.
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Distribution of Read to Achieve Funds Among Education Regions
First Funding Period (January 2001 - June 2002)

Grant Awards Eligible Students

Amount Per cent Number Per cent
$15,904,000 59% 20,467
North Central $2,910,000 11% 4,897
Northeast $394,000 1% 529
$1,738,000 6% 1,667
$2,728,000 10% 4501
$1,923,000 ™% 2,650
$426,000 %% 1,202
$941,000 4% 1573
$26,964,000 100% 37,576

Sour ce: Office of the State Auditor analysis of data from the Department of Education.
Note: A map of the education regions may be seen on P. 71.

Administration of the Grant Was Designed to
Ensure Accountability

One of the main principles of the Read to Achieve program isto ensure accountability for
the planned and actud use of the funds. By establishing a competitive grant process,
policymakers emphasized the vaue of digtributing funds to schools with well-designed
programs that were focused on accomplishing specified objectives. Accountability for
Read to Achieve grants has been addressed through arigorous application and eva uation
process and the reporting of program outcomes. The grant applications are scored based
on information provided by the schools regarding:

e Student needs.

*  Program gods and evaduation mechanisms.

* Panned use of funds to support students and teachers.

* Indicators of success.

* Budget cost-effectiveness and the ability to leverage other funds.

To ensure that the programs achieve intended results, future funding is conditiona on
schools showing progress in their reading programs. By statute, schools awarded grants
in the firg period are digible for funding in subsequent yearsif they achieve the goals set



Department of Education Performance Audit - June 2001

forth in their applications and demongtrate that a minimum of 25 percent of the pupils
enrolled in the program in the prior year improved their reading skills.

Not All Eligible Students Are Served by
the Read to Achieve Program

According to information published by the Governor’s Office and the Department, a
primary god of the Read to Achieve programisfor “dal Colorado sudentsto be proficient

readers by the end of the 3¢ grade.” However, the Read to Achieve program is not

structured to provide grantsto al schoolswith studentsneeding assstance in reaching this
god. Becausethegrant processiscompetitive, funding isnot distributed to schools based

on the presence of digible students.

Usinginformation from the Department of Education on the numbersof 2™ and 3™ graders
whose reading comprehensionis below the levels established for their grade levels, dong
with the number of studentsidentified to be served in each proposed grant program, we
edimate there are nearly 38,000 students in the State who are digible to participate in
Read to Achieve programsin thefirst grant period. According to the Department, the 414
schools recaiving grants will provide intensive reading programs to nearly 21,000 pupils,
or about 55 percent of the digible students. Thismeansthat about 17,000 digible students
will not be served through the first round of grant awards.

Some of these students will have the opportunity to participate in Read to Achieve
programs next fiscal year. The Department is currently providing another opportunity for
unfunded schoolsto apply for Read to Achieve grantsfor the period July 1, 2001, through
June 30, 2002. Thereisamaximum of $9 million availableto be awarded. If this second
grant round provides the same average amount per pupil asthefirst round (about $1,280),
another 7,000 students ($9,000,000/$1,280) could be served. Thiswill ill leave about
10,000 digible students attending schools without Read to Achieve grants next year.

Grant AwardsVaried by School Size and Region

Inreviewing the distribution of grant fundsto schools, we found thet larger schoolstended
to be more successful in obtaining grant funds than amdler schools. The following table
shows that schools with more than 600 students were most successful in obtaining grants,
receiving 86 percent of the funding amount they had requested overdl. In contragt, the
smalest schools, with 200 or fewer students, received less than half the fundsthey applied
for.
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Read to Achieve Grant Requests and Awar ds by School Size
First Funding Period (January 2001 - June 2002)
School Size Total Grant Total Grant Per cent
(Number of Requests Awards Awarded
Students)
200 and below $1,378,000 $659,000 48%
201 - 300 $3,990,000 $2,561,000 64%
301 - 400 $8,219,000 $5,845,000 71%
401 - 500 $8,074,000 $6,620,000 82%
501 - 600 $6,985,000 $5,157,000 74%
Over 600 $7,119,000 $6,122,000 86%
Unknown $62,000 $0 0%
Totd $35,827,000 $26,964,000 75%
Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of data from the Department of
Educetion.
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Thisfinding is cong stent with the comments of some of the readerswho participated in the
Read to Achievereview process. A number of individualswho reviewed and scored grant
goplications indicated they bdieved that small schools lacking professiona grant writing
capacity were disadvantaged. Some of the specific comments of readers included:

*  Could/should smdl schools have weighted scores? They obvioudy do not have
the grant writing resources, which seems unfair to them.

* These are not competitive grants. We were scoring grant writing abilities rather
than funding needs/plans for students.

» Schools with alot of money who have grant writers will be getting more of the
money than the small schools who aso redly need it but don't have the grant

writers.

Inaddition, of the 18 superintendents we interviewed, many questioned the benefits of the
competitive approach, which they characterized as both time-consuming and overly

complex.
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Furthermore, athough grants were distributed among the education regions as shown
earlier, therewasdso somevariation inthe ability of schoolsin different regionsto acquire
Read to Achieve funding. The table below showsthat while overall three-quarters of the
funds applied for were granted, schools in some regions received a considerably larger
percentage of what they had requested than others. Specifically, while schools in the
Northwest region received, in totd, more than they had applied for, schools in the
Southwest region were successful in being granted less than haf of their budget request
amounts.

Read to Achieve Grant Requests and Awar ds by Education Region
First Funding Period (January 2001 - June 2002)

Total Grant Per cent
Requests Total Grant Awards Awarded

$19,121,000 $15,904,000 83%

$4,268,000 $2,910,000 68%

$524,000 $394,000 5%

$1,659,000 $1,738,000

$3,846,000 $2,728,000

$3,669,000 $1,923,000

$932,000 $426,000

$1,808,000 $941,000

$35,827,000 $26,964,000

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of datafrom the Department of Education.
Note: A map of the education regions may be seen on P. 71.

Significant Resour ces Are Devoted to Administering the
Read to Achieve Grant Program

Up to 1 percent of the Read to Achieve Fund, or $150,000 for Fiscal Year 2001, is
available to cover the cogts of administering the Read to Achieve program.  According to
Department records, about $65,000 of the administrative budget was spent on the firgt
grant round. We roughly estimate the total costs of administering the first round of Reed
to Achieve grants was actually about $200,000. This figure includes the expenses of
school personnd who parti cipated in reading and scoring applications, but doesnot include
school-incurred costs to prepare their grant requests. The mgjority of the Department’s
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costs were paid out of the adminigtration portion of the Read to Achieve grant or were
absorbed within the Department’s overal budget. Specificdly, the Department and
schools incurred costs for extensive training and review for the program. For example:

*  Depatment staff offered 10 daysof training workshops around the Stateto inform
schools about the grant.

*  The Department recruited 138 school volunteers to review and score the grant
proposals. Each volunteer received ahdf-day training, reviewed an average of 17
goplications, and met for afull day of discusson and scoring.

* The Depatment hired two temporary consultants to help schools develop
proposals and asss with the overal adminigtration of the grant.

There are two main factors that contribute to the costs of administering the Read to
Achieve program. One is the extendve training, gpplication, and review process
edtablished by the Department to ensure accountability for the ditribution and use of the
grant funds. However, the statute itself contains a concrete, measurable accountability
standard that must be met for schools to obtain continued funding. This sandard is the
requirement that at least 25 percent of the students enrolled in any school’s Read to
Achieve program must improve their reading skills to a least grade level or achieve a
proficient score on the CSAP in the year following participation.  This requirement helps
to ensure that only schools with effective programswill receive ongoing funding, offsetting
the need for an exhaustive application process to ensure accountability.

The second factor contributing to the administrative costs of the Read to Achieve program
is the structure of the grant program, which is set in datute. Because Read to Achieveis
a competitive grant directed to individua schools, the program generates costs at the
school and didtrict leve for alarge number of eigible gpplicants. Providing the training and
oversight common to a competitive grant, particularly for numerous participants, is dso
codtly to the Department.

We bdieve changing the grant dructure to be less competitive and smplifying the
applicationprocesswould reduce costswhile promoting accomplishment of the stated goa
of helping al students become proficient readers by the end of the 3 grade.

The Department Should Consider Changesto the
Grant Structure

Although the Generd Assembly, the State Board and Department of Educeation, and the
Read to Achieve Board have taken steps to accomplish the various purposes of the Read
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to Achieve program, we believe changes to the current structure would help ensure
participationof moreeligible tudentsat apotentialy lower cost. In evauating the success
of the first grant round, the Department recognizes that not dl digible sudents are being
served by the program and has expressed interest in exploring aternative alocation
methods for the grant in the future. Severd options that should be considered, which may
require some statutory changes, include the following:

* Deggnaing a certain portion of the available funds to various categories of
schools, such as smdl or rurd schools. Within eech designated portion, eigible
schools could compete for the avallable funds. This would ensure that schools
sharing amilar characterigtics, such assze, location, or economic strength, would
compete againgt each other, rather than againgt schools in very different
circumstances.

» Offering a minima amount of funding to each school but alowing competitive
gpplications to be submitted to obtain additiona resources. This would ensure
some funding is avallable for al students but gtill encourage schools to develop
acceptable programs to do more.

» Didributing fundson aformulabass, with a caculated amount per digible sudent
being alocated to each school. This would eiminate the time-consuming and
expendve goplication and review process while providing funds to each digible
student.

Accountability for any of these dternatives could be achieved through required reporting
of results by school didricts with continued funding contingent on student reading
improvemen.

Department managers are reluctant to change the process after only one or two grant
rounds becausethey believeit would be unfair to school sthat successfully competed inthe
firg proposa process. We understand this concern, but believe the issue of providing
fundsto promoteliteracy in al schoolsiscritica and the need for changeto help dl digible
students should not be delayed.

Recommendation No. 5:

The Department of Education should pursue dternatives for administering the Read to
Achieve program to ensure distribution to a greater number of digible students. The
Department should consder the following options, which may require some satutory
change:
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a. Dedgnaing a certain portion of the available funds to various categories of

C.

schools, such as smal or rurd schools, and alowing schoolswithin the categories
to compete for the available funds.

Offering a minima amount of funding to each school but alowing competitive
applications to be submitted to obtain additional resources.

Allocating funds on aformula-drivenbasisto dl schools or consortiawith digible
students.

The Department should continue to require annua reporting on program outcomes and
effectiveness, regardless of any changes in the distribution structure.

Department of Education Response:

Patidly agree. The Department agrees that some changes to the adminigtration
of the grant should beimplemented and CDE and the Read to Achieve Board are
directly addressing severd of theaudit report comments. Currently, CDE istaking
proactive steps regarding distribution to a greater number of digible sudents in
severd ways.

1. Medings have been held with rurad superintendents to identify additiond
means of addressing their needs during future grant distribution (especidly
targeted at districts with fewer than 200 students). These meetings have been
highly productive. Audit Recommendation5A, which specifies desgnating a
certain amount of funding for the category of smdl rurd didricts, isaprimary
option being considered.

2. Assgance (primarily targeted a small rurd didricts) during the current grant
process has included a step-by-step guide to writing these grants and
examplesof successful grant componentsfromthelast grant review (from both
amdl rurd and urban gpplications) available at dl of the 8 regiond trainings
and on the CDE web site, continued accessto timely consultation in planning
and writing the gpplication, and regiona assstancethrough afocuson regiona
center consortium grant option as well as CDE regiond team assistance.

3. The Board and CDE are assuring that the Read to Achieve funding effortsare
leveraged effectively with other funding sourcesfor making sure sudentsreed
by the end of third grade, e.g., federd Comprehensive School Reform
Demongtration(CSRD), Colorado Reading Excellence Act (CREA), and Title
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| School Improvement grants plus expected dramatic increases in federa
fundsfor reading grants. State level - Teacher Development grants.

4. CDE will track schools that have not benefitted from Read to Achieve funds
by the beginning of the 2001-2002 school year to (a) make sure they have
access to upcoming federal and state grant options and (b) provide additiona
support through regiona teams and Title | assistance.

5. The Read to Achieve Board and CDE will continue to focus on far
digtribution of funds across regionsin future funding cycles.

However, the Department would disagree with a formula gpproach on the basis
of extensive research regarding formula-driven dollars through the federd Title |
program. A mgority of these funds have been used to fund literacy over a 20-
year period. Thecritique regarding this programisthat dollars have not produced
results for students. Data from the program have shown the need to provide
accountability on both the front end of funding as well as through anays's of
sudent results. Providing dollarsto schoolsthat do not have effectiveintervention,
professiona development and parent involvement componentsin place through a
formula-driven mechanism has not worked.

Hndly, research on the time necessary to produce change in student performance
would support continuation of current funding during the next three years to
schoals that have met the qudity expectations of the grant review. These schools
across the state have been naotified by the Read to Achieve Board that they were
approved for three-year programs contingent on adequate progress.

The Department Should Encourage
Development of Consortiafor Read to
Achieve Grants

The requests for proposalsfor the Read to Achieve program statesthat groups of schools
are encouraged to apply as a consortium to leverage resources but that each individua
school within a consortium must submit an application. Neither the request for proposa
materids nor the training provided for the grant daborated on the definition of a
consortium.
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In November 2000 the Department received 199 grant proposals from schools applying
as consortium members and 406 proposals from schools with individua programs. We
compared the number of consortium schools that received funding with the number of
schools gpplying individudly that received funding and found that the consortium gpplicants
were somewhat more successful in obtaining Read to Achieve grants. Specificdly, 77
percent of the consortium applicants (154 schools) were gpproved for funding, whereas
64 percent of the individua school applicants (260 schools) were funded. Of the 41
consortia formed, 23 were successful in obtaining funding for al the schools in the
consortium, 14 obtained funding for some of the schools, and 4 were not successful in
obtaining funding for any of the schools in the consortium.

Although the Department has not analyzed the reasons for the success of the consortium

school's, one reason may bethat by working together, smaller and morerura schoolswere
able to access more resources or more expertise to prepare their programs and grant

proposals. As discussed previousy, smdler and more rura schools may be a a
disadvantage in successfully competing for grant funds.

Scoring of Consortium ApplicationsVaried

We reviewed over 80 consortium gpplications and found that schools within 25 of the
consortia submitted virtualy identica gpplications. In other words, the applicationswithin
each of these consortia gppeared to have been copied from one schoal to the other with
only minor changes, such as school name, student numbers, and budget figures, the
programs described were the same. We dso found that gpplicationsthat were very smilar
in content were often scored and funded differently. Although consortium applications
wereinitidly reviewed and scored by readers in the same way asindividud applications,
the Read to Achieve Board then conducted a subsequent review, reassigning scores to
address variations and making fina funding decisons. However, even &fter the Board's
review, differencesin scoresremained. For example:

*  One consortium with five schools had initid scores of 45 to 60 on a 74-point
scale; find scores ranged from 50 to 60 points. All schools in this consortium
received some funding.

»  Another consortium with five schools hed initid and find scores ranging from 24
to 43 points. None of the schools in this consortium were funded.

*  One consortium with three schools had initid scores of 48 to 57 and find scores
ranging from 45 to 53. Two of the three schools received funding.
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One consortium with eeven schools had initid and find scoresranging from40to
59. All but one schoal in this consortium were funded.

These varidions indicate that the evauation process was not consstent in the scoring of
very amilar gpplications. Allowing schools within a consortium to submit a combined
gpplication would diminate the posshility of these types of variancesin the future.

Depatment managers dtated that the requirement for schools to submit individua
goplications was based on interpretation of the statutes. However, Section 22-7-506,
C.R.S,, refersto schools* gpply[ing] jointly” toleverageresources, which appearsto alow
combined or joint gpplications for multiple schools within a consortium. We believe the
Department should first clearly define a consortium for purposes of the Read to Achieve
grant, then devel op proceduresto permit combined applications. These stepswould have
severd benefits, induding:

Simplifying the gpplication process for schools participating in consortia

Reducing the number of gpplications to be reviewed by readers and the Read to
Achieve Board.

Encouraging the development of true collaborative programs among schools.

Recommendation No. 6:

The Department of Education should improve the application process for consortium
gpplicantsin the Read to Achieve program by:

a. Deveoping a definition of a consortium for purposes of the Read to Achieve

b.

program.
Allowing schools within a consortium to submit one joint application rather than

individua proposds.
Department of Education Response:

Agree. CDE and the Read to Achieve Board will clarify the definition of
consortium, follow the current 20 consortia gpplications closely, implement a
combined consortium gpplication, and explore the best mechanism for assuring
that essentid building andysisand planning occurswithin the combined framework
asthis appliesto future awards. Individua schoolswill till need to report results



Report of The Colorado State Auditor 49

on meeting the 25% student performance expectation to qudify for continued
funding.

Communication Regarding the Read to
Achieve Program Could Be Improved

Another area we believe the Department could improve is in its communication with
schoals regarding the outcomes of the grant process. In particular, written communication
with school districts could be tailored to provide more specific feedback to individua
gpplicants.

Firgt, each school awarded aRead to Achieve grant received aletter from the Department
regarding the gpproved funding amount. From reviewing gpplication files and summary
data from the Department, we determined that about 40 percent of schools were granted
the amount they had budgeted intheir proposals. The remaining 60 percent were awarded
adifferent amount than requested, with about haf receiving less than budgeted, and half
more. Schools that were awarded either more or less than they had requested were not
informed, in the award letter, of the reasons for the approved amount. About six weeks
after the initia award letters, these schools were sent a form letter with a genera
explanation that some proposed budgets had been adjusted for one of the following
reasons.

»  Some schoolshad incorrectly identified thefirst budget period by requesting funds
for 12 rather than 18 months. These budgetswerereca culated by the Department
and funds were awarded based on this correction.

* Budgets were reduced to exclude indirect and administrative expenses and to
ensure that grants did not exceed $1,650 per student.

These |etters did not specify which, if ether, of these Stuations applied to the individua
school receiving the letter, nor did they show the Department’s caculations of the
gpproved funding amount. In addition, there were other reasons, which were not
communicated in any of the correspondencewereviewed, that schoolsreceived adifferent
amount of funding than they had requested. For example, according to notes in the
gpplicationfiles, someschool swere recommended for reduced funding dueto theinclusion
inthe request of costs that could not be covered by the grant, or the planned provision of
sarvices to students outside of the 2 and 3 grades.
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Inaddition to the grant award letters, the Department distributed standard feedback forms
to each gpplicant that did not recaeiveagrant. Theformslisted each areaaddressed by the
scoring rubric and contained check boxesto indicate which itemswithin each areaneeded
improvement. A minima amount of explanatory information wasincluded with each form.
Ovedl, the feedback forms did not appear to comprehensively explain the errors or
omissons in the application or offer congructive suggestions for preparing future
proposals. The Department acknowledged that the feedback provided to Read to
Achieve applicants could be improved and has taken steps to address this issue. For
example, prior to the second grant round, the Department prepared a guide for writing
Read to Achieve grant gpplications and posted exemplary application components on its
web page.

Recommendation No. 7:

The Department of Education should improve its communication with Reed to Achieve
applicants by:

a. Devdoping and disseminating individualized |ettersto inform each gpplicant of the
reasons for awarding the approved grant amount.

b. Expandingthewritten feedback provided to schoolsto el aborate on specific areas
needing improvement and offer congtructive suggestions to improve future
applications.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. Although individudized feedback was provided to each of the 605
goplicants, CDE and the Board will continue to work toward a more effective
feedback process. During the current round of funding, the format and thorough
andydis provided for the forty Reading Excdllence Act grants will be used as a
modd. Thiswill assure:

Adequate clarity regarding program issues
Clear presentation of any budget issues
Congstency of feedback across dl applications
Comments that assist next steps

A wbdpE
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The Department Should Establish and
Communicate a Standard Process

The Department’ s adminigtration of the Read to Achieve grant was clearly designed to be
comprehensive, objective, and fair to gpplicants. The Department offered training, hired
two temporary consultants to help schools develop proposals, and recruited volunteers
from schools around the State to review and score the grant applications. However, the
Department can further improve its communication about the grant program and incresse
consigtency in the review process.

The Department initidly established and communicated the following standardized grant
application, review, and award process.

1. Applications weresent to the Department wherethey weredistributed to voluntary
reeders for initid review.

2. The Department held a “reading day” for reviewers to meet in teams to discuss
and score the applications based on the rubric in the request for proposal. In
addition to assgning ateam score, the readers recommended funding or denia of
each individua application to the Read to Achieve Board.

3. On the basis of the reader scores, the Read to Achieve Board recommended
grants to the State Board of Education, which then gave fina approval.

However, there appear to have been changes that occurred after the grant applications
were submitted and scored that were not anticipated and not communi cated to the schools.
Firgt, one school didtrict reported to us that it was possible for denied schoolsto make an
informa appedl to the Department after thegrantswereinitialy awvarded. The Department
did not establish and communicate a formal appeds process and Department Staff
indicated that no agpplicants formally appeded their satus. However, some schools may
have essentidly had a “second chance’ to be awarded funding because, after the initia
approva of grants, the Read to Achieve Board conducted subsequent reviews of some
denied applications and approved severd for funding.

Second, the Board reviewed dl the consortium applications to eva uate them collectively
and totry to reduceincons stenciesin scoring. According to Department staff, onthebasis
of this review, the Board decided that some gpplications should not have been funded.
Although the Department ultimately decided not to withdraw any grant that had aready
been approved, it did inform severa schools that their grants were contingent on revising
their budgets to address problem aress.
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We recognize that Read to Achieve is the first program of this sze and nature the
Depatment has administered. The first grant round provided an opportunity for the
Department to test gpproaches and identify methods for improved adminigtration in the
future. Department staff indicated that they dready plan improvementsfor the second and
subsequent grant rounds. We believe these plans should include standardizing the entire
grant process and clearly communicating the process to applicants.

Recommendation No. 8:

The Department of Education should establish and communicate a standardized process
for administering the Read to Achieve program. This should include the development of
angpped sprocess, if appropriate, whichiscommunicated toal potentia gpplicantsbefore
the beginning of any grant period.

Department of Education Response:
Agree. Further standardization of procedures is being addressed.

CDE and the Board have added an additional process for digning team results.

Each of the teams scoring grants during this round of grant distribution is scoring

three identica gpplications. The externd evaduator will adjust scores for each of

the team'sgrants using astatistica procedure for aignment based on theseresults.
CDE and the Board will includeinformation concerning the gppeal sprocedure
for grantswithin each letter to unsuccessful applicantsduring the current round
of didribution.
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Educator Licensing
Chapter 3

The Colorado Educator Licensing Act of 1991 (Section 22-60.5-201, et seq., C.R.S)
authorizes the Department of Education to issue licenses and authorizations to teachers,
specid services providers (such as school psychologists, counsdors, socid workers and
nurses), adminigrators, and principals. The specific types of licenses and authorizations
issued by the Department are as follows:

Provisonal License: This is the standard entry-level license for teachers in
Colorado. Itisvdid for three years and can be renewed indefinitely.

Professional License: This license is obtained after the provisond licensure
period, isvdidfor fiveyears, and isrenewable aslong asthe holder meetsongoing
professona development requirements.

Master Certification: Thisis an optiond certification available to professond
licenseholderswho meet State Board requirements, including ongoing professond
development and excellence in content and performance standards. The master
certification is renewable and extends the active period of a professond license
to seven years.

Alternative License: This license requires a bachelor's degree from an
accredited college or university as well as subject matter knowledge appropriate
for teaching in public schools. An dternative licenseisvaid for one year whilethe
holder completes an dternative teacher program at an approved schoal, district,
or higher education indtitution.

Authorization: An authorization can be issued for a subgtitute, adjunct, intern,
temporary or emergency teaching Stuation. An authorization gives the holder
temporary authority to provide specified services to school didtricts. All are
renewable, except for temporary authorizations.

License Endorsements: Attached to professonal and provisona teaching
licenses, an endorsement denotes the content area, such as specia education,
meath, or science, in which the holder is specifically trained.
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In Fisca Y ear 2000 the Department issued over 25,000 licenses and authorizations.

Teaching Licensure Requirements and Process

When gpplying for a provisond license, individuals must submit to the Department a
completed gpplication form, proof of training in an accepted teacher preparation program,

college transcripts, an oath and consent form attesting to any crimina convictions other
thantraffic violaions, and afingerprint card. Staff in the Department'sLicensing unit review
the materias provided to determine if the individual meets the academic and experience
requirements for a license. The fingerprints are sent to the Colorado Bureau of
Investigation (CBI) where they are entered into a database to check for arrests in
Colorado. The cards are then sent to the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) wherethe
prints are checked in a nationa database for arrests for federd crimes or for offensesin
other states. CBI resultsarereported back to the Department as quickly asoneweek after
submission; the FBI response can take Six weeks or longer.

For applicants who have not disclosed any convictions, and who meet the academic and
experience requirements, the Department issues licenses within afew weekswhilewaiting
for the results of the fingerprint check. However, the Department can later revoke the
licenseif necessary. According to Department staff, only onelicense since 1997 hasbeen
revoked under these circumstances. If an arrest or conviction of concernisrevealed during
the fingerprint check, the Department initiates further investigation of the person and, if
warranted, pursues disciplinary action, such as denid or annulment of the license.

In reviewing the Department’s educator licensing activities, we identified several areas
relating to background investigations that could be improved to ensure that gpplicants are
effectively screened prior to teaching in a Colorado schoal.

The Department Should Use Additional
Resour cesto Conduct Background Checks

When gt&ff at the Department of Education conduct a crimind history investigation, they
usesevera approachesand resourcesto ensurethey have collected dl relevant information
on the applicant. In addition to obtaining arrest information from CBI and the FBI, the
process typicdly involves checking anationa clearinghouse of disciplinary actions taken
againg licensed educators, requesting case information from the applicant, and contacting
the courts for detailed case digpositions and documentation. In addition, the Department
has begun using an Internet site called CoCourts.com for information on case dispositions.
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CoCourts.com, which became availablein November 2000, isthe public accessWeb site
of the State Judicial Department. Asastate agency, the Department of Education hasfree
access to the site, which provides information on the status and outcomes of cases in
Colorado courts. The Web stesmplifiesthebackground investigation processby dlowing
Department staff to accessinformation for any number of gpplicantsin onelocation rather
than having to contect individua courts.

By collecting information from avariety of sources, the Department gains confidence that
it has a complete and reliable file on each case. Individudly, each of the systems used by
the Department can only provide part of aperson’s crimind history. For example:

» CBl'sdatabase contains primarily arrest records. In some casesaperson receives
asummonsto answer crimind chargesrather than being arrested; CBI’ sfingerprint
check will not identify acase where no arrest wasmade. In addition, CBI hasno
information about the digposition of most cases.

» CoCourts.com, is the publicly available portion of the Integrated Colorado
On-Line Network (ICON), the officia eectronic courts repository of the
Colorado Judicid Branch. CoCourts.com contains much of the sameinformation
as |CON but excludes some persond details, such as addresses, aswell asdates
for upcoming events such as trids and hearings. In addition, the usefulness of
CoCourts.com is limited by the fact that searches can only be done by name,
unlessacourt case number isknown. Name searches often return numerous and
inaccurate results.

Although the Department uses court records to compilefilesfor in-depth investigations, it
does not check al applicants against Judicial records. As a result, there is arisk that
someone with a criminad record but no arrest record would not be identified by the
Department as having a crimind history and could obtain an educator license.

Judicial Records Provide Essential | nformation for the
Department of Education

To assess the completeness of the Department's background investigation process, we
requested the Judiciad Department to check over 8,500 individuals with licenses granted
between July 2000 and January 2001 against the ICON system. ICON contains county
and digtrict court recordsin four mgjor case categories—crimind, civil, traffic, and domestic
relations-including cases where a summons was issued but no arrest was made. ICON
does not include federd or Denver County court records. The check identified over 700
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misdemeanor, fdony, and traffic violations, usng the socid security number, name, and
birth date of the gpplicants. Specificdly:

» Sixteen felony cases were identified for violations including theft, possesson of
illegd substances, menacing, and forgery. Licensing Saff reviewed these casesand
found that 14 were previoudy known to the Department. The Department had
determined that the nature and age of the crimes did not warrant denia or
revocation of licensure. The other two felony cases were not known to the
Department prior to our ICON check. The Department has now investigated
these cases. For one case, the Department determined that the license should
remain in effect; for the other, the Department is pursuing disciplinary action such
as suspension or revocation of the license.

*  Theremaining caseswere misdemeanor and traffic offensesincluding driving under
the influence, driving while ability impaired, assault, providing acohol to aperson
under 21, child abuse with injury and neglect, fa sereporting to law enforcement,
and possession of controlled substances. Having knowledge of these casesadlows
the Department to identify patterns that could put children at risk and that might
lead to an action againg the license.

Although Department staff indicated that checking al applicants againgt Judicia records
is valuable, they believe current resources are not sufficient to do so. Checking each
gpplication would require typing each applicant's name and/or court case number into
CoCourts.com. However, an dternative would be for the Department to work with
Judicid to have batches of license gpplicant information matched with ICON on aregular
bads. This gpproach would alow licenseesto be checked by socid security number and
birthdate aswell asname. Furthermore, abatch comparison would ensurethat al licenses
issued or renewed during the year would be checked againgt Judicid records, providing
an efficient way for the Department of Education to investigate dl license holders more
completely than is currently being done.

Recommendation No. 9:

The Department of Education should increase its use of Judicial Department records in
conducting background checks of license gpplicants. The Department should work with
the Judicid Department to establish asystem to have gpplicant information compared with
ICON recordsin periodic batches.
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Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department concurs that access to ICON would be beneficid in
augmenting itsinvestigation processes. The Department will seek the cooperation
of the Judicia Department to establish a system to compare its licensng records
to the ICON database on a regular basis. The Department will attempt to
negotiate withthe Judicial Department to access records every month and to have
immediate modem access to ICON files to monitor active cases that are moving
through the court system.

Statutes Gover ning Background Checks
Could Be Strengthened

Section 22-60.5-105, C.R.S,, indicates that the Department of Education is responsible
for determining the mora qudifications of gpplicants for educator licenses. This
determinationismade based on self-disclosureof crimina convictionsby applicants, results
of fingerprint checks, and further investigation by the Department, asnecessary. Asnoted
above, it appears that the Department’s background investigation procedures are
thorough. However, we found the Department’ s statutory authority and respongbility for
conducting background investigations and issuing educator licenses are less than
comprehensve. We identified severd weaknesses in the statutes that could reduce the
Department’s ability to identify and deny license applicants who may pose a thresat to
children. Spedificaly:

* The statutes permit, but do not mandate, the denia, suspension, or revocation of
an educator license because an individual has committed or has a pattern of
committing any particular crime.

» The gatutes do not specificaly include genera crimes of violence or domestic
violence as offenses for which the State Board of Education is permitted to deny,
suspend, or revoke alicense.

» The gatutes prohibit the Department of Education from denying, suspending, or
revoking an educator license based soldly on anindividua’ s conviction of afelony
or other offense of mora turpitude, athough the Department may consider such
conviction in determining an gpplicant’'s mord qualifications for licensure.
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* The statutes do not define school-aged children in the public schools as
“vulnerable persons’ who need protection because of ther age.

» The gatutes do not give the Department the specific authority to conduct crimina
background investigations of educator license gpplicants as deemed necessary.

Department of Education Statutes Do Not Align With
Those of Other Agencies

The shortcomings in the Department of Education’ s statutes are noticeable, in part, when
compared with other agencies that directly dea with, or license others to ded with,
children. The following table compares the statutes pertaining to the Department of
Education with those relating to various functions within the State Department of Human
Savices, induding Child Care Licensing. The table shows that statutes pertaining to the
Department of Education generdly contain less specificity than statutes for other agencies
that employ or license individuds dedling with children.
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Comparison of Background Investigation and Licensing Statutes

Education

Human Services (including Child Care Licensing)

Reasonsfor denial of licensure or employment:

Section 22-60.5-107, C.R.S,, allowsthe

Department to deny, suspend, or revoke

an educator license if the holder has been

determined mentally incompetent or has

been convicted of any of the following:

«  Feony child abuse.

e Sexud assault, including enticement of
achild and incest.

«  Contributing to the delinquency of a
minor.

«  Child progtitution or pornography.

»  Sdeof controlled substances.

« A fdony offensein another Sate
which is smilar to the crimes above.

Section 26-6-104, C.R.S., prohibitsthe issuance of a

license to operate any type of child care facility to an

gpplicant convicted of any of the following crimes:

» Feony child abuse.

o Sexud assault.

« A crimeof violence.

« Domedtic violence.

« A fdony offensein another gate which issmilar to the
crimes above.

Section 27-1-110, C.R.S., prohibitsthe Department from

employing an individud in apodtion involving direct contact

with vulnerable personsiif he or she has ever been convicted

of the crimes above, except domestic violence, and

disqudifies a person from employment with the Department

if fewer than 10 years have passed since the discharge of a

sentence for:

+ 3"degree assaullt.

« A misdemeanor involving domegtic violence, child
abuse, or certain types of sexual assaullt.

« Violation of arestraining order.

Definition of populations served asvulnerable:

No statute containing language that defines
children as"vulnerable.”

Section 27-1-110, C.R.S,, defines a vulnerable person as
any individud served by the Department of Human Services
who is susceptible to abuse or mistreatment because of his
or her crcumstances, including age.

Ability to deny alicense or employment based solely on criminal history:

Section 22-60.5-105, C.R.S,, requiresthe
Department to be guided by Section 24-5-
101, C.R.S., which dtates that, except for
those employed in positionsinvolving
direct contact with vulnerable persons,
conviction of afelony or other offense of
mord turpitude shdl not, in and of itsdlf,
prevent a person from recelving alicense
to engage in any occupation or professon.

Section 27-1-110, C.R.S,, dlows personnd in positions of
direct contact with vulnerable persons to be denied
licensure or employment based solely on their crimina
backgrounds.

Source: Office of the State Auditor analys's of Satutes.
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Changesin Statutes Could Help Ensure Consistency in
Licensing Decisions

The State Board of Education denies, suspends, and revokes licenses for awide variety
of reasons. According to the State Board's monthly newdetter, since 1997, action has
been taken on licensesfor reasons ranging from physical violence, such asassault, murder,
and child abuse, to nonviolent illegd activities such as the sde and manufacture of illega
substances, theft, bribery, and professona gambling, tolawful but unethica behavior. The
Depatment and the State Board have taken several steps to promote consistency in
licenangdecisons. First, decisonsregarding revoceation, denid, sugpension, or annulment
of alicense based on the background of an individua are made after going through four
levels of review. Any potential negetivelicenang actionisconsdered by theLicensang Unit
Manager, the Assstant Commissioner for Professiona Services, the Commissioner of
Education, and the State Board of Education. Second, the State Board has established
rules that define specific standards for professiona incompetence and unethical behavior,
which may be grounds for denid of alicense. These include:

Failure to make a reasonable effort to protect a sudent from conditions harmful
to hedlth and safety.

*  Providing professond servicesin adiscriminatory manner.

* Falureto keep in confidence information obtained in the course of professiond
services.

» Ddiberady distorting or suppressing curricular materids or educationa
informetion.

» Fdsfying or misrepresenting records or facts.

» Making fdse or malicious statements about students or school personnd.

Furthermore, in practice, the Department hasidentified offensesthat virtualy awaysresult
in action on a license. For example, saff report that they will not recommend licensing
someone convicted of child abuse.

In trying to balance the protection of children with the educator needs of the school
digricts in the State, the State Board and the Department carefully investigate and
deliberate each case rdating to educator licensure. Wereviewed 80 filesof licensesissued
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in the past severa years and found no evidence in these files of alicense being issued to
an individua who appeared to have an ingppropriate crimina background.

However, the latitude afforded the State Board of Education regarding licensing decisons
poses increased risks that someone with a potentidly dangerous history could obtain a
license. Opinions of what behavior isand is ot acceptable for an educator licensee may
vary among different Department staff and different State Board membersand may change
over time. If unacceptable crimind offenses are not clearly delinested in statutes and
regulaions, individuds with smilar crimind backgrounds may be treated differently. In
addition, because the State Board does not have standard, documented criteriain law or
rule to support its decisons, there may be a greater possibility that an individua could
successfully chalenge adenid or revocation. Establishing in law the specific offenses that
will definitively cause alicenseto be denied, suspended, or revoked would provide added
assurance to the Department and the public that inappropriate persons are not licensed.

Recommendation No. 10:

The Department of Education should propose legidation to strengthen current licensing
laws to clarify what offenses will prohibit a personfrom obtaining an educator licenseand
what populations are being protected. This should include:

a.  Spedifying in gatute what offenses will result in mandatory denid, revocetion, or
suspension of alicense. Thislist would be smilar in content to that contained in
Section 26-6-104, C.R.S.

b. Maintaininglatitudefor the State Board of Education to decide on offensesthat do
not fal into the aforementioned lig.

c. Adding to the statutes adefinition of the population the Department is protecting,
and identifying this population as vulnerable.

Department of Education Response:

Partidly agree. The Department concursthat areview of the legidation regarding
grounds for disciplinary action of licensed educators and license applicants could
be beneficid particularly in removing some of the ambiguities that have evolved
over time. The Department would discourage any legidation that would limit the
discretion of the elected State Board of Education in its consderation of
disciplinary actions.
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L anguage Should Be Added to Close
L oopholesin Department Laws

Although the Department has various methods of learning about the crimina activities of
educator licenseapplicantsor holders, asprevioudy described, the Department’ sstatutory
authority to conduct background investigationsislimited. Section 22-60.5-103, C.R.S,,
requires the Department to conduct fingerprint checks on individuas making an initia
application for a provisond license or authorization. However, this is the only specific
authorization given the Department to investigate the background of alicense gpplicant or
holder. We noted two areas of concern with the Department’ s current statutory authority
inthisarea

Fird, there are circumstances under which the statutes allow a person to obtain alicense
without undergoing afingerprint check. These circumstances occur when aperson applies
for aprofessond license without having first held a provisiona license, because satutes
gpedifically exclude professond license gpplicants from the fingerprint requirement. For
example, applicants from out of state who meet academic and experience requirements
and show three continuous years of evaluated experience may obtain a professonal
license. In addition, the Department can issue a professond license to a person who is
certified by a nationa education foundation. Neither of these Stuations requires the
goplicant to have previoudy held a Colorado provisond license, which would have
involved afingerprint check. Department staff indicated they do not know the number of
licenses granted under any of the circumstances listed above.

Second, thereisarisk that alicense holder can commit acrime that is not brought to the
attention of the Department. CBI offers one mechanism for the Department to learn of
crimes committed by licensed educators. Once an educator has had a fingerprint check,
the individud is flagged in CBI’s database and the Bureau notifies the Department
whenever such an individud is arrested in Colorado. However, thismechanismisnot dl-
indusve. One reason is that educators licensed before 1991, when the fingerprint
requirement was enacted, have never undergone fingerprint checks and therefore are not
flagged in CBI'sfiles. If these educators commit a crime, CBI is not aware that they
should be reported to the Department. In addition, CBI only has information on arrests
in Colorado, so it cannot inform the Department of crimes committed by Colorado
licensees in other states. Because the Department has no statutory authority to check
fingerprints after an individua has initialy been licensed, the Department is hindered in
investigating any possible crimind activities of educators after they are licensed.
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Recommendation No. 11:

The Department of Education should propose statutory changesto strengthen its authority
to conduct background investigations of educator license gpplicants and holders. The
proposed modifications should add language giving the Department specific authority to:

a. Conduct completebackground investigationson licenseapplicants, rather thanjust
having fingerprint checks performed.

b. Conduct background checks on license holders as deemed necessary rather than
only when gpplicants are seeking an initiad provisond license or authorization.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department concurs with recommendation 11(a). While current
practiceis to conduct a background check after receiving a fingerprint card, the
statutes may not specificaly authorize the Department to proceed with the
necessary background check and take appropriate action. The Department has
relied on 22-60.5-103 (4), C.R.S. asits satutory authority to submit and review
returned results of CBI and FBI checks, and pursue appropriate disciplinary
action.

The Department concurs with recommendation 11(b). Educators who have
previoudy been fingerprinted and are on file at CBI as dients of the Department
of Education are”flagged” to enablethe CBI toimmediatdy notify the Department
if anew offense has occurred. This natification would occur if CBI were notified
by loca law enforcement of an arrest. However, offenses committed in other
states would not be reported to the CBI and would remain undetected by the
Department. Thiswould hold truefor educators who had placed their licenseson
hold as well as any educator with a current or expired license or authorization.
Obtaining knowledge of offenses committed in other states could only occur with
subsequent or periodic fingerprint checks processed through the FBI. The
Department should be authorized to require an educator to submit a new
fingerprint card for good causeif the Department reasonably believesthe educator
may have been involved in recent crimind activity.
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Storage of Educator Licensng Data Could
Be I mproved

The Department of Education is designated as the sole agency authorized to issue licenses
to teachers, specid services providers, adminigrators, and principas. In fulfilling this
responsibility, the Department collects, maintains, and di sseminates data.on gpplicants. For
example, the Licensing unit:

*  Recavesgpplicationsand rdlated supporting information, which are maintained on
microfilm.

»  Recdvesreports from school didricts onillegdl or unethica behavior of saff.
* Informsdigtricts of Board actions on licensess.

* Entersand maintains license information in a computer database.

Updates digtricts on the status of applicant licenses.

We identified severa areas where the Department could improve the efficiency and
effectiveness of some of its data management efforts.

The Licengng unit maintains licensing records ontwo separate filing systems. One system
is an eectronic database that storesinformation on al the license gpplications since 1988.
For each applicant this includes the name, socid security number, and last reported
address, aswell as the license number and type, if alicense is granted. If the gpplication
isdenied, thisis aso noted in the database. Staff update the computer database regularly
to reflect actions taken, such as license denid, revocetion, expiration, or renewal.

The other system, amicrofilm library, stores copies of al gpplication documents such as
the application form and transcripts. The Department currently maintains an estimated
500,000 individua license records, or over 5 million pages, on microfilm. To access any
record, staff must search the computer database for the license number, locate the
corresponding roll of microfilm, and scroll through it to find the application and materids,
which can then be printed out. Currently application files are kept in hard copy for severd
weeks, then sent in batches to be microfilmed. These two data maintenance systems are
not integrated.
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New Technology Is Available to the Department

The Department has begun to look into a new database that would convert paper
documents to digital media. Thiswould be done by scanning papers, such aslicenses and
applications, into an electronic database for storage and retrieval. The system under
congderation would provide the Department with increased efficiency in severd different
areas. Theseinclude:

* Timeand Labor Savings. According to Department staff, it can take up to Sx
weeks to have a batch of gpplications trandferred to microfilm. During the time
records are being microfilmed they are available to the Department only by
requesting copies from the microfilm center. By scanning documents rather than
microfilming them, the Department would have almost continual access to the
documents. Also, the time required for staff to access information in the future
would be reduced because the new system would alow direct access via the
computer system rather than by means of microfilm records.

* Increased Confidentiality. Department gaff believe that files contained in the
electronic databasewould be safer from tampering and misusethan those currently
stored on microfilm. The new system being considered by the Department would
provide severd levelsof clearanceto protect sengtivefiles, such asinvestigations,
from unauthorized access. This would replace the current Department security
procedure for protecting these files, which involves keeping the microfilmlocked
in afile cabinet in the Unit Manager's office.

* Improved Data Management and Retrieval. According to Department staff,
the new systemwould alow for faster and better data searches, not only by license
number but by a variety of other key words or phrases such as address or school
name. For example, the Department could search for “Colorado State University”
to retrieve dl records of licenseeswho attended that University. Department staff
indicated that this type of search would result in more efficient data retrieval than
is currently possible.

A Scanning System Could Reduce Licensing Unit Costs

The Department has obtained an estimate from one firm that offers a scanning system that
may meet the Department’ sneeds. The estimateincludes|eased hardware, new software,
and system support for a firs-year cost of about $10,000 and subsequent years
expenditures of under $2,500 for ongoing support and maintenance. Department
management indicated that the cost for the system can be absorbed in the Licensing unit’s
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budget. This sysem would diminate microfilm charges, which tota about $15,000
annualy, according to Department records, resulting in savings of over $10,000 annualy
after the first year. The scanning system would not replace the current computer system
but would be linked to dlow concurrent updating any time an entry or change is madeto
ether sysem. This feature would eliminate any duplicate deta entry.

Recommendation No. 12:

The Department of Education should pursue efforts to improve data management and
retrieva in the Licensing unit, usng anew scanning system. The Department should ensure
that any new system addresses al its data collection, storage, and retrieval needs and
diminates redundancy. The Department should aso consder festures that would alow
comparison of information in the licenang system to human resource data collected and
maintained by the Research and Evauation unit.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department concurswith the recommendation. Implementation of the
system described will be contingent upon finding a quaified contractor with
available equipment and expertise and the ability of the Department’ s Information
Management Systems Unit to devote the time and resources necessary to resolve
compatibility issues between the new scanning system and the Department’s
current data system.

District Accessto Applicant Information
Should Be Streamlined

Portions of the Department's electronic licensng database are currently accessible to
school digtricts via modem. Didtricts can check the database when they are consdering
hiring personne to determine whether an individua’s license is current or whether any
reports of unlawful behavior by licensed or nonlicensed staff have been filed with the
Department. School digtricts are required by law to report any illega behavior involving
licensed or nonlicensed aff to the Department.  For nonlicensed employees, information
isprovided primarily by school digtricts. For licensed personnd, however, information aso
comes from the licensng process, including the Department's background checks.
Unlawful incidents that must be reported for both licensed and nonlicensed individuas
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indude convictions or dlegations of unlawful behavior involving a child, unlawful sexud
behavior, abuse or neglect in an officid capacity, and unethica behavior.

When school district personnd check the Department’ s database for information on a
licensed individud, they typein a socid security number. If there is a problem with the
license which the Department is authorized to disclose to school didtricts, a message
reading“ CALL CDE” appearsin the background check field. For example, if an educator
has a denied, suspended, or revoked license, the “CALL CDE’ message gppears. The
digtrict must then cal the Department’s security hotline and leave a message on an
answering machine inquiring about the license. Department daff check the message
mechine daily, look up the status for dl inquiries, and get back in touch with the school
digtrict to provide information on the license satus. Thistypicaly occurs within 24 hours
of theinitid cal from the school didtrict.

Expanded Access Would Increase the Efficiency of District
Hiring Efforts

Currently school didtricts cannot get redl-time information about gpplicantswho may have
problems with their licenses. Instead, they must wait up to 24 hoursfor the Department to
return their cal. School districts do not want to risk hiring an gpplicant without obtaining
relevant information concerning theindividud’ sfitnessto hold alicense. Havingimmediate
access to information on license denids, suspensons, and revocations would help
greamline the hiring efforts of school didtricts.

In addition, both school districts and the Licensang unit would save time if digtricts could
avoid cdling the Department and determine directly from the databaseif anindividud has
adenied, revoked, or sugpended license. The Licensing unit’ ssecurity hotlinelogindicates
that staff responded to more than 1,300 requestsfor information between February 2000
and February 2001. On the basisof information from the Department, we estimate that this
amountsto approximately 150 hours of staff time per year spent on answering requests of
this nature.

One reason the Department receives so many phone calls regarding educator licensesis
that some school digtricts do not use the Licensing unit' s database. In the hotlinelog, we
noted severd didtricts that either faxed or cdled in dl their requests for licensing Satus
information. Department staff stated that some districts do not have the software to easily
access the database by modem. To addressthisissue, the Department isdeve oping plans
to make license status information available over the Internet. However, these effortsare
currently in the early stages and no firm timelines for the project have been developed.
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Depatment staff report that the main benefit of the current cal-back system is that
Licendng gaff can protect confidentidity by ensuring they release information only to the
appropriate people. However, the Department dready provides information on license
denids, revocations, and suspensons to dl school digtricts by sending school
superintendents a list every year of al the actions ever taken on any educator license.
Providing the same information through its database would streamline the process without
compromising confidentidity.

Recommendation No. 13:

The Department of Education should expand the system available to districts to check the
license dtatus of potentid employees. The Department should modify the licensng
database to indicate whether final action, such as denid, suspension, or revocation of a
license, has occurred. In addition, the Department should pursue effortsto make licensing
data available to school digtricts through the Internet.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. TheDepartment believesthat its current system of returning callsto school
digtricts making inquiries is an efficient process that meets both the needs of the
requesting school digtrict aswell asthe Department. The benefitsof conversations
that occur between Department staff and school digtrict hiring personnel cannot be
totaly replaced by a cryptic notation on a computer screen. The Department
agrees the modem technology in use is antiquated and could be enhanced
consderably by use of controlled website access. The Department further
concurs that the information concerning final digpostion of cases by the State
Board should be posted and available to school digtricts dectronicaly by
accessing the licensing database.

The Department Should I mprove School
District Reporting of Unlawful Incidents

Statutes require that al school didtricts report to the Department of Education the
occurrence of any unlawful incidents that involve digtrict gaff, both licensed and non-
licensed. Specificaly:
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» Section 19-3-308, C.R.S,, requires didtricts to report to the Department any
information they receive from socid services or law enforcement agencies
regarding an employegs involvement in unlawful behavior toward a child.

*  Section 22-32-109.7, C.R.S,, requires districts to notify the Department of any
digrict employee who is dismissed or resigns due to an dlegation of unlawful
behavior involving a child, induding unlawful sexud behavior, which is supported
by a preponderance of the evidence. In addition, districts must report to the
Department whenever they learn that a current or past employee of the school
district has been convicted of, pled nolo contendereto, or hasreceived adeferred
sentence or deferred prosecution for afelony or a misdemeanor crime involving
unlawful sexud behavior or unlawful behavior involving children.

In support of these statutes, State Board of Education rules require school digtricts to
report to the Department any dismissals or resignations resulting from convictions for
crimes that may cause license suspension, denid, or revocation. In addition, school
digtrictsmust report employeeswho thedistrict board of education reasonably believesare
guilty of unethica behavior as defined in the State Board rules.  The Department
investigates any reported illegal or unethical behavior to determine if action such as
suspension or revocation of alicenseis needed.

I ncident Reporting Varies Among School Districts

School digtrict reporting of gaff incidents is variable in format and content. Currently
digricts fulfill the requirement to report unlawful and unethica incidents by writing letters
to or cdling the Department. We reviewed |etters and documentation of the 11 incidents
reported to the Department during Fiscal Year 2000. We found that dl of the reports
contained the name of the teacher, the name of the didtrict, and generd information on the
charge and outcome of the incident. Otherwise, the detall in the reports varied
considerably. For example:

*  Only oneletter included the name of the school where the teacher was employed.

* Fveletersincluded detailed information about the incidents being reported, such
asthetiming and chain of events surrounding the incident.

» Two letters specificaly cited the statute that required the report.

»  Threeof thenatificationswere provided viaphone cdlsfrom thedidrictsand eight
were by means of |letters addressed to four different people in the Department.
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Ovedl, mog of the Ietters left out a least some information that is crucid to the
Department for pursuing action on the license, such as the employee’s socia security
number and most current address and the location of the offense. None of the letters
contained the license number of the teacher in question.

Department gaff indicated that each year they learn of anumber of incidentsinvolving the
unlawful or unethical behavior of school digtrict personnd through newspapers or cdls
from concerned citizens, rather than from reporting by school districts. Although the
Department does not know the full number of incidentsthat go unreported, they recognize
that reporting could be improved. In addition, this lack of standard reporting makes it
more difficult for the Department to compile and use the data as needed to follow up on
cases. The Department could improve the rdiability and completeness of reporting by
creting a uniform method for digtricts to report required information, such as a standard
form identifying dl the data elements needed on each reported incident. The use of
standardized forms would smplify the process for didtricts.

Recommendation No. 14:

The Department of Education should develop and digtribute a standard form for school
digtricts to report incidents of staff involved in unlawful or unethical behavior. The
Department should design theformto ensuredl necessary informationisincluded, such as
licensee name, date of birth, socia security number, license number, school name, district
name and contact person, and sufficient information about the incident so that the
Department is able to determine appropriate action.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department concurs with the recommendation.
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Regionalization
Chapter 4

The Department’ sRegiona Education ServicesUnit was established to provide assistance
and support to school digtricts in achieving educationa goals. In 1999 the Department
expanded its regiond service efforts by establishing eight regiond service teams to
represent the education regions shown in the map below.

:‘,'
r

| West Central

I< e
L 7

Southeast

The Department’s eight regiond service teams consst of staff located primarily at the
Department of Education. Each region has a*core team” composed of a team manager
and aregiond coordinator, aswell aspecidigtsin variousareas such asspecid education,
literacy, English Language Acquisition, and professiona development. Some specididts
within the Department are assigned to one education region while others are assgned to
multiple regions. Appendix C containsamatrix of the regiond service team members. In
Fisca Year 2001 the total budget for the regiond service unit was nearly $1.2 million.
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Deveoping an organi zation thet isresponsiveto the varying and unique needs of the school
digricts in different regions is beneficid to improving education across the State. We
interviewed superintendents and adminidtratorsin 18 didtricts within six of the educationa
regions. All of the school digtrict representativesindicated that the regiond serviceteam
managers provide needed assstance with Accreditation Contracts and serve as
communication links to help didricts stay informed of developments in the Department.
However, over hdf the districts we contacted reported that while the regiona team
managersarehd pful, theregiondization goproach overd| hasnot resulted inany noticegble
increase in assistance or services from the Department. There was aso a great ded of
concernover thefact that the mgority of digtricts had contact with only the team manager.

We identified severd steps the Department could take to improve its gpproach to
regiondization and help ensure that desired outcomes are achieved.

The Department Has Not Established
Specific Objectivesfor the Regional Teams

The Department has established an overarching god for the regiona service teams of
improving academic achievement across the State. 1n addition, team managersindicated
that they are generdly expected to promote efficiency and help school didricts get their
Accreditation Contracts approved. However, the Department has not devel oped specific
objectives to support the broad goal of the regiona teams, nor has it clearly defined the
teams role in accomplishing this purpose. Asaresult, each teamisleft to determine how
to improve academic achievement in its region, and services are provided on an ad hoc,
rather than a planned, basis. The services offered and the manner in which these services
are ddlivered appear to vary based on the perspective and dedication of the individua
team manager, with some teams being more active in their regions than others. For
example, according to team managers and members we spoke with, some teams
concentrate on actively helping didtricts dign their curriculum to state standards and focus
their professona development efforts. Other teams serve more as information conduits
by responding to questions and keeping digtricts informed of new developments and
practices. Although variationsin the services provided to each region may be appropriate,
the variations should be driven by regiona needs, not team capabiilities or interests.
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The Staffing of the Regional Service TeamsMay Not
Reflect Regional Needs

The assgnment of daff to regiona teams could be improved to reflect the needs of the
regions. The current staffing of the teams is variable, but not dways based on regiond
needs. For example, a number of English Language Acquisition specidists and a
Prevention Initiatives specidist were assgned to the Northeast region, where the
population of students requiring this type of assstance was sgnificantly less than in other
areas, such as the Metro region. In addition, according to some team managers, some
Department dtaff are assigned to aregiond team smply to beinvolvedin theregiondization
effort, not because their expertise is particularly needed by digtricts in the region.

The school digtricts we contacted noted several concernswith theregiond serviceteams,
induding the fallowing:

» Didricts originaly expected that having a regiona team assgned to them meant
that they would have increased contact with Department staff whose primary
respongibilitieswould beto addressregiona issues. However, except for the core
team, team members have a primary obligation to the unit they represent rather
than to the regiond team, S0 they have not developed particular familiarity with
issuesin ther regions.

* There has been aloss within the Department of subject area specidists because
individuals who had served as statewide experts in the past are now assigned to
teams. For example, some subject area specidists adso serve as regiond
coordinators and must carry out dutiesin both aress.

» Didrictsreport increased difficulty in reaching Department staff directly. Because
of their participation on the regiond teams, some staff spend more time traveling
to the regions than in the past, reducing their availability to dl other didtricts.

We bdlieve the Department could address the concerns of the districts by establishing
specific, measurable objectives for the teams; defining the roles of the teamsin improving
student achievement; and clearly communicating the structure and staffing of the teams.
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Recommendation No. 15:

The Department of Education should clearly define and communicate the roles, services,
and resources of its regiond gpproach. This should include:

a.  Conducting aneedsassessment for each region, including input from didrictsinthe
region. This should identify the specific expertise requirements for each service
team and how the service teams will address the needs of their region.

b. Developing specific objectives for the regional service teams. There should be
some consistency in the goals and objectives across al of the teams but aso
individual goa's and objectives to reflect needs in each region.

c. Accuratdy communicating theroles, objectives, and staff resourcesfor each team
to schools digtricts they serve and to the public.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. Referencesto the overdl purposes of regionaization are correct. It may
be, however, that conclusons of the auditors contain a margin of error in that the
18 digtricts used in the interviews represent 10% of Colorado's 178 didtricts, and
two of the eight regions are not represented. Nevertheless, many of the
recommendations in the report point to ways to strengthen Department services
and center on recognized needs, most of which are being addressed. It can be
anticipated that by the end of the 2001-2002 school year an audit report will
demondrate increased vaue and accomplishment of regiondization.

a. A brief questionnaire was sent to al superintendentsin January 2001 seeking
input regarding strengths and wesknesses of CDE's regiondization.
Responses were sparse but paraleled to a degree some of the commentsin
the audit. Asthe 2001-2002 school year begins, the Regiona Services Unit
will conduct an in-depth survey of needs of each didrict in each of the eight
regions. Resultswill be used to more precisdy tailor regiona servicesto each
digrict. Also, roles of dl participants in regiondization will be reviewed and
clarified. All of these saff members are reedily available via telephone, cell
phone, and e-mall.

b. The basic purposes of regiona service teams are clear in support of CDE's
primary objectives. Thesearewd | articulated in severd publicationsincluding
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CDE's "Consolidated State Performance Report for State Formula Grant
Programs” However, individua goals and objectives for eachregion will be
clarified and supported by clear, focused action plans.

c. This recommendation will be accommodated as a basic component of the
action plan referred toin 15 b.

The Department Needs M echanismsto
Evaluate the Regional Approach

As mentioned previoudy, the main goa of the Regiona Service Teams is to improve
academic achievement. Regiond managers have indicated that Colorado Student
Assessment Program (CSAP) datawill be used to measure thelevel of achievement inthe
regions. However, CSAP scores are a very indirect way of measuring regiona team
effectiveness. Multiple factors, including individua school and didtrict efforts, activities of
the Regiond Assistance Centers, and programs such as Read to Achieve, may contribute
to an increase in CSAP scores in a particular region.  Due to the number of variables
impacting scores, their vaue as a tool to evauate the regional teams is uncertain. For
example, digtricts within a particular region could have high CSAP scores that are in no
way the result of regiond teamefforts. Conversdly, aregion could havelow scores, even
though the regiond team provided vauable services.

Asde from the CSAP scores, the only method used by the Department to evauate the
regiond teameffort isthe performance planning and assessment processfor regiond team
managers and coordinators. This process sets and measures very broad gods, which are
agreed to between the managersand coordinatorsand their supervisors. Examplesof goals
et for some of the regiond managers include the following:

* Assding dl schoolsin the region to increase and sustain academic achievement
through ensuring tight dignment among standards of achievement, effective
classroom indruction, and utilization of well-defined assessment practices.

*  Quadlity staff development related to measurable goa number one (increased
academic achievement) will occur in the region.

»  School achievement will have improved in more than 80 percent of the schoolsin
the region.
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Although these god's are consgtent with the overdl intent of the regiona service teams,
they do not include specific, measurable components.

Because the Department has not devel oped a mechanism to assess the regiond service
team effort as awhole, the Department cannot determine if the $1.2 million and 16 FTE
alocated to the teams are being used efficiently. There is no formalized way for the
Department to assess how beneficid the regiona teamsare or whether districts acrossthe
State are receiving an increased level of service. In addition, the Department does not
have ameansfor ascertaining whether there are areasthat need improvement or identifying
best practices among the regiond service teams.

The Department generdly believes that the regiona approach is working quite well;
however, dl the digricts we interviewed indicated that the quaity of services provided by
the Department has not improved with regiondization. Without a formalized evauation
process, it isdifficult for the Department to determineif theintent of the regiond approach
is being accomplished.

Recommendation No. 16:

The Department of Educationshould establish forma mechanismsto evauatetheregiona
service teams and the regiondization effort. The evauation mechanisms should:

a. Be based on established goas and objectives.

b. Include specific detailsof the activitiesand servicesthat theregiona teamsprovide
in the region that they are serving.

. Includeinput and feedback from the school didtrictsin the region.

Department of Education Response:
Agree.

a. Forma evduation mechaniams currently include Regiond Services Unit
mesetings for sharing data, experiences, problems, and responses. These
discussons relate to the Unit's gods and objectives. Additiondly, the action
plans (see 15 b) for 2001-2002 will respond pointedly to this
recommendation.



Report of The Colorado State Auditor 7

b. Not only will the action plans (see 15 b.) respond to this recommendation for
detalls regarding activities and services, they will o include specification of
results.

c. Theactionplans(see 15 b.) will be based in part on input and feedback from
digtricts and on steps to be taken to fulfill CDE's basic objectives.

Regional Assstance Centers

A second eement in the Department’s effort to implement a regiona approach to
educationistheestablishment of the Colorado Coordinated Professional Devel opment and
Technicd Assistance Grant program. Prior to Fisca Year 2000 the Department’s
approach to providing professona development was to offer direct services such as
workshops and to make grantsto school districts and Boards of Cooperative Educationa
Services (BOCES). According to the Department, there wasagenera concern acrossthe
State from smdl and rurd didtricts that the mgority of the development activities being
offered by the Department were concentrated in the Front Range area. In an effort to
address this concern, the new grant program, initiated in 1999, encouraged the
development of Regiond Assstance Centers to provide professona development and
technical assistance to school digtrictsthroughout the State. Each center includesBOCES,
schooals (induding charter schools), school digtricts, and ingtitutions of higher education.
Private schools may aso be included.

The Colorado Coordinated Professond Development and Technica Assstance grant is
composed of six federd sources and state Gifted and Tdented money. In Fisca Year
2000 the Department digtributed a total of $3.9 miillion to eight Regiond Assstance
Centersfor thefirst year of funding. A totd of amost $4.8 million wasdigtributed in Fisca
Y ear 2001.

Adminidrative structures for the Regiond Assistance Centers vary from region to region.
Themgority of centershaveagoverning board that solicitsinput from advisory committees
made up of representatives of the participating members. In some centers, BOCES
provide financid and adminigtrative oversght. The services offered a'so vary and include
establishing networks of literacy coaches, offering training seminars and workshops for
educators, distributing subgrantsto ditricts, and providing materid resourcesto schoals.
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The Department Should Consider Options
for Providing Professional Development
Assistanceto School Districts

The Department established a number of parameters to limit how funds were distributed
and to encourage cooperative efforts among various educational organizations in the
Regiond Assistance Centers. For example, the request for proposal for the Professiona
Development and Technicd Assstance grant Sated that:

* Applications would only be accepted from consortia serving the educational
regions established by the Department.

» The consortiamust be open to dl public schools and other igible clients within
each region.

* The Depatment expected to fund eight consortia—one within each of the
Department’ s pre-defined regions.

The purpose of establishing the Regiona Ass stance Centersto receive and administer the
grant wasto promoteloca control intheareaof professiona development. Thisapproach
benefits school didtricts that do not have resources to offer professona development
themselves, and that may have had to rely primarily on Department efforts in the past.
Through the Regional Assistance Centers, these didtricts can work cooperatively with
others to develop and access professond development activities needed in ther region.
Most of the 18 school didrict superintendents we interviewed believe the Regiond
Assigtance Centers have had a positive impact on their digtricts.

However, adrawback of thisapproach isthat it creasted an additiona adminidrative layer
between the Department and the didtricts. Where in the past the Department had either
offered professond devel opment services or fundsdirectly to digtricts, it now offersfunds
to the Regiond Assistance Centers, which in turn offer services or funds to didricts. In
addition, the centers generate new adminigtrative costs, averaging about 5 percent of the
grant totd, or about $188,000 for al eight regionsin Fisca Y ear 2001. Every dollar spent
on adminigtration of the programsisadollar not spent on direct services. Almost hdf the
superintendents we spoke with voiced concerns about the cost of the Regiond Assstance
Centers, and mentioned this additional adminigtrative layer as a disadvantage.
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Other concernsraised by some of the school district representativeswe contacted include:

» The godsfor professona development established by the Regionad Assstance
Centers do not dways dign with the gods of the digtricts being served.

*  Only asmal percentage of schools served by the Regional Assstance Centersare
recelving services or taking advantage of activities.

* The decison-making process and didtribution of services by the Regiona
Assstance Centers are not dways equitable, and some are not responsiveto their
advisory boards.

BOCES exigted in the regions prior to the establishment of the Regionad Assstance
Centersand 17 of the BOCES dready offered staff devel opment servicesto their member
digricts. As established organizations with their own staff and adminigrative structures,
some of the BOCES may be able to use the Colorado Coordinated Professional
Deveopment and Technicd Assstance grant funds to offer professond development
sarvices more cod-effectively, with lower added adminigration, than the Regiond
Assistance Centers.

Future Funding for the Regional Assistance Centersls
Uncertain

One source of grant funds for the Regional Assistance Centersisthe federd Goals 2000
grant, which provides nearly hdf of the grant funding, or about $2 million in Fiscad Year
2000. This grant endsafter Fisca Year 2001. According to Department staff, thereisno
other funding source to replace the Goas 2000 money in Fiscal Year 2002, but by the
following year, money from other federal sourcesmay beavailable. Department staff have
expressed concernsthat if other funds are not found, the Regionad Assistance Centersmay
not be sustainable. Due to the potentid loss of a subgtantia portion of their funding, this
may be an appropriate time for the Department to assess whether the regiond assistance
center sructure is an efficient and effective means of providing professona deve opment
to school digtricts. Making the grant available to other gpplicants, such as BOCES, other
consortia, or even individua school digricts, could alow the provision of professond
development et the locd leved to continue even with changes in the funding levels.

In 2002 the Department plans to conduct athree-year externad evauation of the Regiona
Assigtance Centers. The study will assess the impact of the grant program on student
achievement, examine the effectiveness of the implementation of the grant program, and
identify recommended practices. However, we reviewed the planned assessment tool and



Department of Education Performance Audit - June 2001

found that the eval uation may not consder al theissuesdiscussed above. The Department
has developed criteriafor the evaluation, but the criteriamay not address concerns about
the lack of participation of dl digtrictsin the centers decison making or the efficiency of
the centersin ddivering professond development services. We believe the Department
should reschedul e the planned eva uation to occur a the end of the current year and ensure
that it addresses the issues of efficiency, effectiveness, and sustainability of the Regiond
Assistance Centers.

Recommendation No. 17:

The Department of Education should condder dternative methods for distributing
professiond development funds and/or services to school digtricts throughout the State.
In particular, the Department should consider expanding the poal of digible gpplicantsto
include BOCES, school didtrict consortia, and individua school districts. In addition, the
Depatment  should eval uate the Regiond Assstance Centers a the end of 2001 rather
than 2002, paying particular atention to the efficiency, equity, and sustainability of
operations to help determine if the Regiond Assstance Centers are the best means for
providing professona development.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The audit accurately defines the purposes, intended values, and funding
problems of the Regiond Assistance Centers (RACs). The planned review of the
RACs should be re-evauated and modified as needed to assure that the costs,
effectiveness, and outcomes of the centers are fully reveded.




Appendix A
Examples of School District Reporting Requirements

Reporting |Reporting Method/Format of Data |Major Usesand Users of
Deadline |Requirement |Legal Authority [Submission Submitted Data Examples of Required Data
March Miscellaneous Section 22-7-605, Web-enabled data collection. Used to prepare school report cards for  |Information about whether the school
report card data |C.R.S. the Department of Education, requires uniforms, has a closed campus, and
not included in Governor's Office, State Legidature, holds parent conferences. Also includes the
other reports schoals, districts, parents, and the number of professional development days
general public. and school year length.
June Suspensionsand  [Section 22-33-105, |Web-enabled data collection. Colorado Department of Education: For |Number of students who were suspended or
Expulsions CRS. trend analysis, accreditation, and to expelled in the prior school year.
prepare school report cards used by
schools, districts, policy makers,
parents, and the general public.
July Graduationand  [Section 22-11-104, |District staff submit via Department of Education: For trend Number of students who graduated and
Dropout Rates for |C.R.S., for graduation [computer diskette. analysis, school report cards, dropped out in the prior school year.
Middle, Junior, rates; Section 22-2- accreditation. Used by schools, districts,
and High Schools [114.1, C.R.S,, for the public, and policy makers.
dropout rates.
August Specia Ed: Federal Law Special Education Federal Government: Application Administrative unit budgets, employee
Application for Administrative Unit staff submit |required by the Individuals with names and salaries, time records, funding
Federal Funds via computer diskette. Disabilities' Education Act. SOUrCes.
August Specia Ed: Section 22-20-104,  [Specia Education Federal Government: Compliance with |[Number of incidents involving weapons and
Student Discipline [C.R.S. Administrative Unit staff submit |Federal Individual with Disabilities drugs. Number of student removals,
Information in hard copy. Education Act. suspensions, and expulsions. All dataare
reported by category of disability and
race/ethnicity.
August Specia Ed: Section 22-20-104,  [Specia Education Federal Government, State L egislature, [Data on staff paid for with federal funds;
Revenues and CRS Administrative Unit staff submit |and the general public. performance reports for federal grants;
Expenditures via computer diskette. federal equipment inventory; revenues/
expenditures by fund source.
November Student Count Section 22-54-112, Electronic upload from Internet  |Colorado Department of Education: To |For each student: district, school, gender,
Data (includes CRS. viathe Automated Data calculate per pupil funding aswell as  |date of birth, and grade; public school
Free and Reduced Exchange. funding for some federal and state funding status.
Lunch data) as of grants such as Title . To report
Octaber 1 demographics, perform trend analyses,

prepare school report cards.
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Appendix A

Examples of School District Reporting Requirements

Reporting |Reporting Method/Format of Data |Major Usesand Users of
Deadline |Requirement |Legal Authority [Submission Submitted Data Examples of Required Data
November/ CSAP Label Data |Section 22-7-409, District sends afile viathe Labels are affixed to CSAP bookletsto  [Student name, district, school, gender, date
December CRS. Automated Data Exchange to the |replace hand-written information. of birth, and grade.
Department, which then sends
the datato McGraw-Hill, where
the CSAP labels are produced.
December Financial Data Section 29-1-603, Electronic upload from Internet  |Colorado Department of Education: For |Revenues and expenditures for the district
CRS. viathe Automated Data audit (internal and external), budgeting, |for the past fiscal year.
Exchange. annual report preparation, publishing of
education statistics and school report
cards, used by schools, districts, the
public, and policy makers.
December School District Section 22-2-112, Electronic upload from Internet  |Colorado Department of Education: For |Names, socia security numbers, birth dates,
Personnel CRS. viathe Automated Data trend analyses, cost of living degrees, teaching areas, employment dates,
Information Exchange. calculations, and preparation of district |gender, race, experience, and email
statistics and school report cards used  |addresses for all employed staff.
by schools, districts, the public, and
policy makers. Also used to investigate
complaints about license holders.
December Specia Ed: Staff  [Section 22-20-104, Special Education Verification of staff qualifications, For al staff: name, social security number,
and Student CRS Administrative Unit staff submit |distribution of funds, and reporting of  [and assignment. For all students: name, date
Information via computer diskette. specia education student and staff data |of birth, disability, race/ethnicity, and
for the State L egislature, the general gender.
public, and the Federal Government.
Year Round |Grants: Federa Various Districts submit data to the Colorado Department of Education and |Varies based on the grant. Typically
and State Department in hard copy and the Federal Government use to ensure  |includes program costs and outcomes.
electronically. compliance with grant requirements.
Upon Specia Ed: Section 22-20-104,  [Specia Education Application to allow temporary Teacher name, social security number,
Employment |Temporary CRS Administrative Unit staff submit |employment of teachers with valid license number, verification from the

Teacher Eligibility

in hard copy.

Colorado licenseswho arein a
university program leading to a specia
education endorsement.

Administrative Unit that a qualified person
was not available and verification of
enrollment from the university.

Source: Office of the State Auditor compilation of information from the Department of Education.
Note: This appendix contains examples of the main reporting requirements for school districts; it is not inclusive of al data reporting requirements.
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Appendix C

Staff Assigned to Regional Service Teams by Specialty Area as of June 2001

Specialty Area Education Region

Northeast [North Central |Northwest |West Central |Southwest |Southeast |PikesPeak [Metro
Regional Manager X X X X X X X X
Regional Coordinator X X X
Special Education XX XXX XXXX XXXX XXX XX XXXX XXXX
Regional Special Education*
Title| X X X XX X X X X
Early Childhood* X X X X X
English Language Acquisition* X X XXX
Prevention Initiatives* X X X X X X
Math X
Education Technology*
Education Telecommunications* X X X X X X
Family Literacy X X X
Library Services X X X X X X
Environmental Education X
Science X
Even Start X
Fine Arts/Physical Education X
English Language Acquisition Council X X X X X X
Charter Schools X

* Indicates areas where specialists serve more than one region.

X = Team staff assigned.

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of information from the Department of Education.
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Distribution
Copies of thisreport have been distributed to:
Legidative Audit Committee (12)
Department of Education (12)

Joint Budget Committee (2)
Department of Treasury (1)
Department of Personnel
d.b.a. General Support Services

Executive Director (2)
State Controller (2)

Honorable Bill Owens, Governor
Office of State Planning and Budgeting (2)
Depository Center, Colorado State Library (4)
Joint Legidative Library (6)
State Archivig (permanent copy)
Nationad Conference of State L egidatures
House Education Committee
Senate Education Committee
Legidaive Legd Services
AurariaLibrary
Colorado State Univergty Library
Copiesof thereport summary have been distributed to:
Members of the Nationd Legidative Program Evauation Society
Members of the Colorado Genera Assembly

Nationd Association of State Auditors, Comptrollers, and Treasurers
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