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I. REPORT OVERVIEW 

An e v a l u a t i o n of the second year of programs operated in 

C o l o r a d o school d i s t r i c t s under the E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e Proficiency 

Act showed student gains on a c h i e v e m e n t tests c o m p a r a b l e to the 

first year and c o m p a r a b l e to those of students in s i m i l a r programs 

in other states. D i s t r i c t s rate the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the second 

year of their programs as very g o o d , a s l i g h t l y higher rating than 

in year one. The program strengths most often cited by districts 

are the p r o v i s i o n of i n d i v i d u a l i z e d a s s i s t a n c e , the c o m p e t e n c e and 

cooperation of their staff, and the a v a i l a b i l i t y of good m a t e r i a l s . 

O t h e r t h a n f u n d i n g n o n e of t h e p r o b l e m s c i t e d w e r e c o m m o n to m a n y 

d i s t r i c t s . One r e c o m m e n d a t i o n for change was cited by the m a j o r i t y 

of d i s t r i c t s , namely that a g i v e n student's e l i g i b i l i t y for funding 

under the Act be extended to three or more years. 
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II. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In r e s p o n s e to the m a n d a t e in the E n g l i s h Language Profi-

ciency A c t , an e v a l u a t i o n was conducted "on the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of 

the E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e proficiency program and the functioning of 

this article." 

Source of the Data 

The data e m p l o y e d in preparing this report were obtained 

from the final e v a l u a t i o n report each p a r t i c i p a t i n g school district 

was required to submit to the C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t of Education by 

A u g u s t 1, 1983. The information received in these reports was of 

three general types: (1) d e s c r i p t i v e information indicating the 

nature of the instructional p r o g r a m , (2) numerical data on student 

academic a c h i e v e m e n t , and (3) e v a l u a t i v e information pertaining to 

program strengths and p r o b l e m s as w e l l as r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s for 

changes in the program. 

Information About Programs 

D i s t r i c t s employ a variety of E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e proficiency 

programs including: (1) b i l i n g u a l , E n g l i s h as a Second Language 

(ESL) or general tutorial p r o g r a m s , (2) b i l i n g u a l , ESL or general 

i n d i v i d u a l i z e d instruction a p p r o a c h e s , (3) b i l i n g u a l or ESL clas-

ses, and (4) c o m b i n a t i o n s of the a b o v e a p p r o a c h e s . 

S t u d e n t Gains on A c h i e v e m e n t T e s t s 

Students were g i v e n pre- and post-tests for e v a l u a t i o n 

p u r p o s e s , about half of the tests being standardized a c h i e v e m e n t 

tests and h a l f E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e proficiency tests. The a v e r a g e 

NCE gain score* for those students g i v e n standardized a c h i e v e m e n t 
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tests was 4.1. W h i l e the gains of A/B students were somewhat larger 

than C students,** the d i f f e r e n c e s are not d r a m a t i c . The greatest 

student g a i n s , as compared to other students at the same grade 

l e v e l , are made in the lower grades. These r e s u l t s are similar to 

programs under the first year of the E n g l i s h Language Proficiency 

Act. The gains a c h i e v e d by C o l o r a d o students are similar to those 

of students in two other states where s i m i l a r e v a l u a t i o n s have been 

c o n d u c t e d . 

Program S t r e n g t h s and Problems 

On the a v e r a g e , d i s t r i c t s rated the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of this 

second year of their program as very good. The major strengths of 

the programs are said to be the a v a i l a b i l i t y of i n d i v i d u a l i z e d or 

small group i n s t r u c t i o n , c o m p e t e n t and c o o p e r a t i v e staff members 

and q u a l i t y m a t e r i a l s . 

In c o n t r a s t to the first year of the p r o g r a m , no p r o b l e m s , 

other than f u n d i n g , stood out as common to many d i s t r i c t s . 

R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s for Program Change 

The m a j o r i t y of d i s t r i c t s recommended that student eligi-

bility be extended to three or more years. 

*NCE scores are defined on page 14 of this r e p o r t . 

* * D e f i n i t i o n s of A , B , and C s t u d e n t c l a s s i f i c a t i o n are 
given on page 15 of this r e p o r t . 
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III. PURPOSE OF THE EVALUATION 

A. The Evaluation Mandate 

This report was prepared under a contract with the C o l o r a d o 

D e p a r t m e n t of Education in response to a m a n d a t e from the C o l o r a d o 

General A s s e m b l y that an e v a l u a t i o n be conducted of programs oper-

ated in C o l o r a d o s c h o o l s under the E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e Proficiency 

Act. The programs c o v e r e d by this e v a l u a t i o n were conducted during 

the 1 9 8 2 - 9 3 s c h o o l y e a r w i t h s u p p o r t u n d e r the s e c o n d y e a r of the 

E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e Proficiency Act. An e v a l u a t i o n of these programs 

was required by section 22-24-106(2) of the Act as f o l l o w s . 

The D e p a r t m e n t shall report to the General A s s e m b l y in 
January of 1982 and each January thereafter through 1986 on the 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the E n g l i s h language proficiency program and 
the functioning of this a r t i c l e . Such reports shall indicate 
the numbers of students identified and served under each of the 
c a t e g o r i e s described in section 22-24-103(4). Beginning in 
January of 1983, the report s h a l l include: the E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e 
p r o f i c i e n c y test r e s u l t s and a c h i e v e m e n t test r e s u l t s of stu-
dents certified by the d i s t r i c t s ; identification techniques and 
p r o b l e m s , with special attention to students certified to be 
within the category described in section 22-24-103(4) (c); any 
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n for f u l f i l l i n g the intent of this a r t i c l e ; and 
such other data and o b s e r v a t i o n s as the D e p a r t m e n t deems to be 
s i g n i f i c a n t in judging the effect of this a r t i c l e . 

The C o l o r a d o Board of Education adopted on August 17, 

1981, and s u b s e q u e n t l y amended on May 12, 1983, R u l e s for the 

A d m i n i s t r a t i o n of the E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e Proficiency Act which 

contain the f o l l o w i n g r e g u l a t i o n s with respect to e v a l u a t i o n . 

3.00 (6) E v a l u a t i o n : Each d i s t r i c t funded under the Act shall 
submit an e v a l u a t i o n report to the D e p a r t m e n t not 

later than A u g u s t 1, 1 9 8 2 , and a n n u a l l y thereafter. 
The information p r o v i d e d s h a l l be on report forms 
p r o v i d e d by the d e p a r t m e n t . The district e v a l u a t i o n 
report shall refer to the preceding school year ending 
June 30, 1 9 8 2 , and t h e r e a f t e r , and shall include but 
not be limited to the f o l l o w i n g : 

3.00 (6) (a) A s s e s s m e n t instruments and procedures u s e d . 
3.00 (6) (b) In the report due on or before August 1, for the 

p r e v i o u s y e a r , d i s t r i c t s shall p r o v i d e c o m p i l e d 
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pre- and p o s t - t e s t r e s u l t s on E n g l i s h language 
d e v e l o p m e n t ana c o m p r e h e n s i o n section of n a t i o n a l -
ly standardized tests, and pre- and p o s t - c o m p o s i t e 
a c h i e v e m e n t test r e s u l t s for students c e r t i f i e d , 
and served under the Act. For a student in kinder-
garten or first grade or for a student whose 
E n g l i s h proficiency is so limited as to make pre-
testing i m p r a c t i c a l , d i s t r i c t s may u t i l i z e obser-
vation c h e c k l i s t s or s i m i l a r non-test e v a l u a t i o n s 
as indication of proficiency l e v e l s of the student 
before being s e r v e d . D i s t r i c t s may also p r o v i d e 
other e v i d e n c e d e m o n s t r a t i n g l e v e l s of progress 
m a d e by s t u d e n t s in the p r o g r a m . 3.00 (6) (c) 
Specific d e s c r i p t i o n s of the programs provided by 
the d i s t r i c t to certified students and the dis-
trict's best j u d g m e n t as to the e f f e c t i v e n e s s , 
special successes and p r o b l e m s encountered in the 
i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of these programs. 

3.00 (6) (d) R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s , if any, the district may g a v e for 
the improved i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of the Act or amend-
ments to the Act that might be considered by the 
D e p a r t m e n t and General A s s e m b l y . 

3.00 (6) (e) Signature of the s u p e r i n t e n d e n t or d e s i g n e e of the 
reporting d i s t r i c t . 

B. Source and Scope of Charge to Evaluator 

As in the first year e v a l u a t i o n , the C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t of 

Education contracted with the author of this report to a n a l y z e , 

i n t e r p r e t , s u m m a r i z e , and report information obtained from school 

district e v a l u a t i o n reporting forms. This y e a r , h o w e v e r , the work 

was preceded by a survey of C o l o r a d o school e x e c u t i v e s * to identify 

ways in which the first year e v a l u a t i o n p r o c e d u r e s could be modi-

fied to better meet the e v a l u a t i o n needs of local school d i s t r i c t s . 

This survey led to preparation of m a t e r i a l s for local school dis-

tricts to aid them in meeting local e v a l u a t i o n needs** and resulted 

in m o d i f i c a t i o n s to the d i s t r i c t e v a l u a t i o n report form which re-

duced reporting r e q u i r e m e n t s . 

Some of the work of obtaining e v a l u a t i o n data was done 

c o o p e r a t i v e l y with the D e p a r t m e n t as indicated in the f o l l o w i n g 

list of a c t i v i t i e s . 
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1. The reporting forms were d e v e l o p e d c o o p e r a t i v e l y by the 

contractor and the D e p a r t m e n t , f o l l o w e d by r e v i e w and r e v i s i o n 

through a process i n v o l v i n g local school d i s t r i c t s . 

2. The forms were d i s t r i b u t e d by the D e p a r t m e n t and, except 

for some e v a l u a t i o n o r i e n t a t i o n sessions in which the contractor 

p a r t i c i p a t e d , all c o m m u n i c a t i o n with school d i s t r i c t s concerning 

c o m p l i a n c e with the e v a l u a t i o n r e q u i r e m e n t was handled by the 

D e p a r t m e n t of E d u c a t i o n . 

3. Upon r e c e i v i n g the reports and checking them for com-

p l e t e n e s s , the D e p a r t m e n t forwarded them to the contractor for 

a n a l y s i s and r e p o r t i n g . 

4. A l t h o u g h the information contained in these d i s t r i c t 

reports is s u m m a r i z e d here by the c o n t r a c t o r , other information as 

to the certified count of students in the school districts and the 

r e s u l t s of audits of d i s t r i c t s was c o m p i l e d by the D e p a r t m e n t 

* A n d e r s o n , R o n a l d D., B e v e r l y L. A n d e r s o n , Richard J. Kroc II, 
and W i l l i a m M a d u r a , S u r v e y of Local School District E v a l u a t i o n 
Needs R e l a t e d to Instruction P r o v i d e d Under the E n g l i s h Language 
P r o f i c i e n c y Act. Prepared For the C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t of Educa-
tion, 69 pages, F e b r u a r y , 1983 

* * A n d e r s o n , Ronald D. and B e v e r l y L. A n d e r s o n , S u g g e s t i o n s for 
E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e Proficiency Act E v a l u a t i o n at the Local L e v e l , 
Prepared for the C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t of E d u c a t i o n , 23 pages, 
M a r c h , 1983 
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and is a v a i l a b l e as an addendum to this report. T h u s , this report 

pertains only to s u b s e c t i o n s b-e of the r u l e s quoted a b o v e . 

C. A u d i e n c e for This Report 

T h e a u d i e n c e for t h i s r e p o r t is a s s u m e d to be the C o l o r a d o 

General A s s e m b l y a l t h o u g h the contents are expected to be of inter-

est to the C o l o r a d o State Board of E d u c a t i o n , C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t 

of E d u c a t i o n , and local school d i s t r i c t s as w e l l . 

IV. SOURCE OF THE DATA 

The data e m p l o y e d in preparing this report were obtained 

from the final e v a l u a t i o n report each p a r t i c i p a t i n g school district 

was required to submit to the C o l o r a d o D e p a r t m e n t of Education by 

A u g u s t 1, 1983. A copy of the report form is contained in the 

appendix. The three major sections of this report form were as 

f o l l o w s . 

A. Program D e s c r i p t i o n and Judged E f f e c t i v e n e s s 

This section p r o v i d e d space for the d i s t r i c t to designate 

the type of E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e proficiency programs conducted and 

rate their e f f e c t i v e n e s s . 

B. General A s s e s s m e n t of Programs 

It p r o v i d e d d i s t r i c t s with an o p p o r t u n i t y to d e s c r i b e (a) 

areas of s t r e n g t h , (b) special p r o b l e m s encountered and (c) any 

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s they wished to make for improved i m p l e m e n t a t i o n of 

the Act or amendments to the Act which m i g h t be considered by the 

D e p a r t m e n t of Education or the General A s s e m b l y . 
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C. Student Profile 

This section of the report required information on each 

i n d i v i d u a l student as to pre-test and p o s t - t e s t scores on a natio-

n a l l y standardized a c h i e v e m e n t test or an E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e pro-

ficiency test. This i n f o r m a t i o n , together with such r e l a t e d student 

information as grade l e v e l , was used in preparing this report. 

The information r e c e i v e d in the reports was of three gener-

al types: (1) d e s c r i p t i v e information on the nature of the instruc-

tional p r o g r a m , (2) numerical data indicating the extent of student 

academic a c h i e v e m e n t , and (3) e v a l u a t i v e information pertaining to 

program strengths and p r o b l e m s as w e l l as r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s for 

changes in the program. The information p r o v i d e d in this d o c u m e n t 

w i l l be o r g a n i z e d within these same three categories and presented 

in the indicated order. 

V. DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION ABOUT THE PROGRAMS 

As indicated a b o v e , the e v a l u a t i o n reports submitted by the 

school d i s t r i c t s p r o v i d e d a v a r i e t y of d e s c r i p t i v e information 

about the a s s e s s m e n t procedures used for student certification and 

the v a r i o u s instructional programs p r o v i d e d to students. 

A. The Type of P r o g r a m s Provided 

The specific E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e p r o f i c i e n c y programs p r o v i d e d 

across the state vary s u b s t a n t i a l l y . The approaches are many and 

varied and identified by a v a r i e t y of l a b e l s . Based upon program 

d e s c r i p t i o n s p r o v i d e d by d i s t r i c t s in their first year reports for 

1 9 8 1 - 8 2 , a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n system was d e v e l o p e d as described below 

for c a t e g o r i z i n g these programs and p r o v i d i n g an o v e r a l l descrip-
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tion of the general c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of these programs across Colo-

rado. This c l a s s i f i c a t i o n system was presented in this year's 

report (1982-1983) and district personnel could indicate which 

t y p e ( s ) of p r o g r a m was o p e r a t i n g at e a c h g r a d e l e v e l and r a t e its 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s . T h e s e general program c a t e g o r i e s are as f o l l o w s . 

1. T u t o r i a l Pull-out 

Under this a r r a n g e m e n t , students are p u l l e d out of their r e g u l a r 
c l a s s e s (language and/or content area c l a s s e s ) and given assis-
tance by a tutor. Operating at either the e l e m e n t a r y of secon-
dary l e v e l , this type of program has s e v e r a l v a r i a t i o n s as 
f o l l o w s . 

a.

 B i l i n g u a l T u t o r i a l - - a s s i s t a n c e in E n g l i s h and/or content 
a r e a s is p r o v i d e d , by a b i l i n g u a l t u t o r or a i d e . 

b.

 ESL T u t o r i a l - - t u t o r i a l a s s i s t a n c e in E n g l i s h , and sometimes 
in c o n t e n t a r e a s , is p r o v i d e d u s i n g an E n g l i s h as a S e c o n d 
Language (ESL) approach. 

c. General Tutorial -- other types of t u t o r i a l s such as general 
a s s i s t a n c e in both content areas and E n g l i s h provided in the 
E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e only or oral l a n g u a g e d e v e l o p m e n t a s s i s t a n c e 
p r o v i d e d by a tutor in E n g l i s h . 

2. Individual Instruction Within the Regular Classroom 

The type of a s s i s t a n c e p r o v i d e d to students is similar in char-
acter to that described within the c a t e g o r i e s of #1 above except 
it is p r o v i d e d by the r e g u l a r teacher or a p a r a p r o f e s s i o n a l 
within the r e g u l a r c l a s s r o o m situation: 

a

• B i l i n g u a l I n d i v i d u a l i z e d Instruction - a s s i s t a n c e in E n g l i s h 
and/or content areas is p r o v i d e d by a b i l i n g u a l teacher or 
a i d e . 

b. ESL I n d i v i d u a l i z e d Instruction — a s s i s t a n c e is p r o v i d e d in 
English and sometimes in content a r e a s , using an ESL ap-

p r o a c h . 

c.

 General I n d i v i d u a l I n s t r u c t i o n — o t h e r forms of i n d i v i d u a l i z e d 
instruction such as general a s s i s t a n c e in both content areas 
and E n g l i s h p r o v i d e d in the E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e only and not 
e m p l o y i n g an ESL approach or oral l a n g u a g e d e v e l o p m e n t assis-
tance p r o v i d e d by a teacher in E n g l i s h . 

3. C l a s s e s 
a.

 B i l i n g u a l C l a s s e s — t h e entire or major part of the curric-
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curriculum (content areas and E n g l i s h ) is taught b i l i n g u a l l y for 
the full day by a b i l i n g u a l teacher or the c u r r i c u l u m is 
i n i t i a l l y presented in E n g l i s h by a n o n - b i l i n g u a l teacher and 
reinforced by a bilingual, aide under the s u p e r v i s i o n of a 
b i l i n g u a l resource teacher. 

b. ESL C l a s s e s - i n s t r u c t i o n is p r o v i d e d in ESL c l a s s e s , u s u a l l y 
at the secondary l e v e l , e m p h a s i z i n g l a n g u a g e d e v e l o p m e n t . In 
some c a s e s , they include content area instruction using ESL 
t e c h n i q u e s . 

4. C o m b i n a t i o n s 
C o m b i n a t i o n s of the a b o v e a p p r o a c h e s are sometimes used for 
g i v e n students with the most common being the f o l l o w i n g . 

a.

 B i l i n g u a l T u t o r i a l - E S L Classes - b i l i n g u a l tutorial assist-
a n c e is p r o v i d e d for a p o r t i o n of t h e day and ESL c l a s s e s are 
p r o v i d e d for another part of the day. 

b. ESL T u t o r i a l - E S L C l a s s e s -ESL tutorial assistance is p r o v i d e d 
for a p o r t i o n of the d a y and ESL c l a s s e s are p r o v i d e d for 

another part of the day. 

5. Other 
S e v e r a l other forms of instruction are sometimes e m p l o y e d such 
as c o m p u t e r - a s s i s t e d i n s t r u c t i o n , s u p p l e m e n t a r y oral language 
d e v e l o p m e n t , peer tutoring or a combination other than specified 
a b o v e . 

[Note: S o - c a l l e d "Magnet S c h o o l s " are not included as a category in 
the a b o v e list because the instruction may take any one of several 
forms described above.] 

T a b l e 1 s u m m a r i z e s the number of d i s t r i c t s i n v o l v e d in each type 

of program and the d i s t r i c t ratings of the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of their 

p r o g r a m s . 
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T a b l e 1. Number of D i s t r i c t s U t i l i z i n g V a r i o u s Types of E n g l i s h 
L a n g u a g e Proficiency Programs and District Ratings of their Effectiveness 

Rating of E f f e c t i v e n e s s 

Type of Program Number of 
D i s t r i c t s 

Excellent 
* lent 

Very 
Good 

Good Fair Poor A v e r a g e 
R a t i n g * * 

I . Tutorial Pullout 
1.Bilingual Tutorial 
2.ESL Tutorial 
3.General Tutorial 

24 
32 
18 

5 
11 
3 

9 
15 
8 

10 
5 
7 

1 3.8 
4.1 
3.8 

B. I n d i v i d u a l i z e d Inst. 
in Regular C l a s s r o o m 
1.Bilingual Ind. 
2.ESL Ind. 
3. General Ind. 

11 
10 
28 

2 
2 
4 

6 
5 
9 

3 
3 

11 4 

3.9 
3.9 
3.5 

C. C l a s s e s 
1.Bilingual Classes 
2.ESL Classes 

10 
13 

5 
3 

3 
7 

2 
3 

4.3 
4.0 

D. C o m b i n a t i o n s 
1.Bilingual T u t o r i a l -

ESL Classes 
2. ESL Tutorial 

ESL Classes 

4 

6 1 

3 

5 

1 3.5 

4.2 

E . Other 12 3 6 3 4.0 

TOTAL 168 39 76 47 6 3.9 

* This column t o t a l s to more than the number of d i s t r i c t s having 
ELPA funded a c t i v i t i e s because many d i s t r i c t s operate more than one 
type of program. 

** A v e r a g e rating is based on: E x c e l l e n t = 5, Very Good = 4, Good = 3, 
F a i r = 2 , and Poor=l. 
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V I . S T U D E N T G A I N S ON A C H I E V E M E N T T E S T S 

W h i l e many s t u d e n t gain s c o r e s w e r e l i m i t e d to t h o s e on 

E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e p r o f i c i e n c y t e s t s , a s u b s t a n t i a l a m o u n t of s t u d e n t 

data was r e p o r t e d in t e r m s of g a i n s on s t a n d a r d i z e d a c h i e v e m e n t 

tests. T h e s e l a t t e r tests are the o n l y ones for w h i c h it is t e c h n i -

c a l l y f e a s i b l e to a g g r e g a t e the r e s u l t s and p r o v i d e m e a n i n g f u l 

i n f o r m a t i o n a b o u t a v e r a g e g a i n s a c h i e v e d by s t u d e n t s in the pro-

g r a m s . It is m a i n l y this s t a n d a r d i z e d a c h i e v e m e n t test i n f o r m a t i o n 

that is r e p o r t e d in this s e c t i o n , a l t h o u g h some g e n e r a l i n f o r m a t i o n 

a b o u t the l a n g u a g e a c h i e v e m e n t t e s t s a l s o is p r e s e n t e d . 

Of the 10,683 s t u d e n t s listed in the e v a l u a t i o n r e p o r t s , 

c o m p l e t e p r e - t e s t and p o s t - t e s t i n f o r m a t i o n on s t a n d a r d i z e d 

a c h i e v e m e n t tests was p r o v i d e d for 3,191 s t u d e n t s . C o m p l e t e pre-

test and p o s t - t e s t data on an E n g l i s h l a n g u a g e p r o f i c i e n c y test 

w e r e p r o v i d e d for 4,012 s t u d e n t s . D a t a from the other 3,480 stu-

d e n t s w e r e not u s a b l e for p r e - t e s t and p o s t - t e s t c o m p a r i s o n b e c a u s e 

a d i f f e r e n t test had been used for the p r e - t e s t and p o s t - t e s t or 

one of the s c o r e s was m i s s i n g or u n i n t e r p r e t a b l e . In the m a j o r i t y 

of these c a s e s , the d a t a w e r e u n u s a b l e b e c a u s e one of the two 

s c o r e s was m i s s i n g , m o s t o f t e n due to s t u d e n t m o b i l i t y . I n i t i a l 

d i s t r i c t r e p o r t i n g and D e p a r t m e n t f o l l o w u p g e n e r a l l y w e r e q u i t e 

c o m p l e t e ; m o s t g a p s in the d a t a are due to u n c o n t r o l l a b l e f a c t o r s 

such as s t u d e n t s l e a v i n g a d i s t r i c t b e f o r e the time p o s t - t e s t s w e r e 

g i v e n . 

A

• Overall g a i n s 

Of the 10,683 s t u d e n t s l i s t e d in the d i s t r i c t e v a l u a t i o n 
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r e p o r t s , both pre-test and p o s t - t e s t data on the same standardized 

test were p r o v i d e d for 3,191 students. For these s t u d e n t s , the 

a v e r a g e NCE gain score was 4.1. This q u a n t i t a t i v e information 

requires some e x p l a n a t i o n . F i r s t , an NCE score may be most easily 

thought of as a modified form of a p e r c e n t i l e score.* A p e r c e n t i l e 

score for a g i v e n student simply r e p r e s e n t s the p e r c e n t a g e of 

students in the comparison group who h a v e a score below the g i v e n 

student. For e x a m p l e , a student with a p e r c e n t i l e score of 34 had a 

score higher than 34 percent of the total comparison group. T h u s , 

the score does not indicate a b s o l u t e p e r f o r m a n c e but p e r f o r m a n c e 

compared to some g r o u p , in this case a national group on which the 

test was s t a n d a r d i z e d . The main d i f f e r e n c e between a p e r c e n t i l e 

score and an NCE score is that the NCE score has been adjusted to 

make the i n t e r v a l s between the scores of equal size, thus a l l o w i n g 

ready c a l c u l a t i o n of a v e r a g e scores. 

S e c o n d , the scores being discussed are gain scores. For 

each s t u d e n t , the NCE score on the pre-test is subtracted from the 

p o s t - t e s t score; the d i f f e r e n c e is the gain score. For e x a m p l e , a 

student with a pre-test score of 30 and a p o s t - t e s t score of 34 

would have a gain score of 4. T h u s , a gain score describes how the 

*The reader interested in a more technical definition of 
NCE may want to know that NCE scores are a form of standardized 
score with a mean of 50 and a standard d e v i a t i o n of 21.07. The mean 
and standard d e v i a t i o n were e s t a b l i s h e d to g i v e a score which 
r e s e m b l e s a p e r c e n t i l e score in terms of the range of likely scores 
(about 1-99). Because it is a standardized s c o r e , certain mathema-
tical m a n i p u l a t i o n s can be done on NDE's (e.g., c a l c u l a t i n g an 
a v e r a g e score) which cannot be done with p e r c e n t i l e scores. 
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g i v e n student's p e r f o r m a n c e has changed with respect to the com-

parison group. Between the pre-test and p o s t - t e s t (for e x a m p l e , 

between October and April of a school year), the comparison group 

w i l l h a v e progressed a c a d e m i c a l l y . If a g i v e n student has lost 

ground with respect to the comparison group (for e x a m p l e , dropped 

from an NCE score of 30 to 28, y i e l d i n g a gain score of -2), this 

student w i l l have a n e g a t i v e gain score even though this same 

student has made academic progress. Gain scores can be p o s i t i v e or 

n e g a t i v e . The a v e r a g e gain score of 4.1 reported e a r l i e r indicates 

that the students e n r o l l e d in programs supported under the Act 

gained more than the national a v e r a g e for students beginning at the 

same l e v e l . 

The m a g n i t u d e of this gain m u s t be modified somewhat due to 

a technical matter known as the regression effect. Before addres-

sing this m a t t e r , h o w e v e r , the p e r f o r m a n c e of A/B students and C 

students must be addressed separately.* Of the 3,191 students with 

pre- and p o s t - a c h i e v e m e n t data reported a b o v e , 1.042 were A/B stu-

dents and had an a v e r a g e NCE gain score of 6.7, w h i l e 2149 were C 

students with an a v e r a g e gain score of 2.8. 

*A, B, C , and A/B refer to the f o l l o w i n g categories of student 
language d o m i n a n c e based upon d e f i n i t i o n s provided in the Act. 

A = "A s t u d e n t w h o s p e a k s a l a n g u a g e o t h e r t h a n e n g l i s h and d o e s 
not comprehend or speak english." 

B= "A student who c o m p r e h e n d s or speaks some E n g l i s h , but whose 
p r e d o m i n a n t c o m p r e h e n s i o n or speech is in a language other than 
E n g l i s h . " 

C= "A student who c o m p r e h e n d s and speaks E n g l i s h and one or more 
other l a n g u a g e s and whose d o m i n a n t l a n g u a g e is d i f f i c u l t to deter-
mine." 

A/B= Either A or B as described a b o v e . 
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The a v e r a g e gain of A/B students was n o t i c e a b l y greater than that 

of C students. 

The p r e v i o u s l y m e n t i o n e d regression effect must now be 

a d d r e s s e d . A rather e l u s i v e c o n c e p t , an e x p l a n a t i o n of it is out of 

p l a c e in this report. In c a p s u l e form, it can be said that it is 

the tendency of extreme scores (either higher or lower than the 

m e a n , but in the case of this e v a l u a t i o n , below the mean) to be 

less extreme on the p o s t - t e s t than on the pre-test when students 

were selected for p a r t i c i p a t i o n on the basis of their pre-test 

scores. Since C students were selected for p a r t i c i p a t i o n on the 

basis of their p r e - t e s t s c o r e s , a correction must be made for it. 

This c o r r e c t i o n * is estimated to be 1.7 w h i c h , when subtracted from 

the p r e v i o u s l y indicated gain of 2.8 g i v e s an NCE gain score of 1.1 

for C students when adjusted for the regression effect. 

B. Gains Within Various Types of P r o g r a m s 

It is i m p o s s i b l e to make valid j u d g m e n t s about the compara-

tive v a l u e of v a r i o u s kinds of E n g l i s h language proficiency pro-

g r a m s b a s e d u p o n t h e r e s u l t s of an e v a l u a t i o n of t h i s t y p e . As a 

r e s u l t , districts were not required to report student gains by 

program type. It is i m p o s s i b l e to use this data to judge the 

c o m p a r a t i v e v a l u e of the v a r i o u s program types because there are so 

many v a r i a b l e s that i n f l u e n c e these r e s u l t s . For e x a m p l e , 

p a r t i c u l a r types of programs tend to be used in p a r t i c u l a r school 

Based on a table p r o v i d e d in a draft report by Roy M. Gabriel 
e n t i t l e d " C o r r e c t i n g for t h e R e g r e s s i o n to the M e a d B i a s in 
T i t l e I E v a l u a t i o n R e s u l t s : T h e o r e t i c a l C o r r e c t i o n T a b l e s " 
( P o r t l a n d , Oregon: N o r t h w e s t R e g i o n a l E d u c a t i o n a l L a b o r a t o r y , 
undated). The t a b l e v a l u e was obtained using an estimated test 
r e l i a b i l i t y of .90 and p r e - t e s t s e l e c t i o n of students below the 
m e a n . 
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d i s t r i c t s , so the r e s u l t s may be i n f l u e n c e d by d i f f e r e n c e s between 

d i s t r i c t s . In f a c t , in last year's e v a l u a t i o n the v a r i a b i l i t y among 

d i s t r i c t s was about three times as large as the v a r i a b i l i t y among 

program types (standard d e v i a t i o n of 3.2 compared to 1.1). Because 

of the i n f l u e n c e on the v a r i a b l e program type of other v a r i a b l e s 

s u c h as d i s t r i c t , t h i s t y p e of d a t a w o u l d p r o v i d e no b a s i s for 

judging the r e l a t i v e worth of v a r i o u s program types. 

C. Gains by Grade Level 

When a n a l y z e d by grade l e v e l , the data show the g r e a t e s t 

gains being made in the e a r l i e r g r a d e s , p a r t i c u l a r l y k i n d e r g a r t e n 

and first grade. These data are d i s p l a y e d in T a b l e 2. 

W h i l e the grade l e v e l data are influenced somewhat by other 

v a r i a b l e s , s i m i l a r l y to the situation with programs as noted a b o v e , 

these factors are more r a n d o m l y d i s t r i b u t e d across grade l e v e l than 

across other v a r i a b l e s such as program type. T h u s , there is more 

b a s i s for t a k i n g the d a t a in T a b l e 2 as an i n d i c a t o r of r e l a t i v e 

progress in the v a r i o u s grades. One caution about the k i n d e r g a r t e n 

and first grade d a t a , h o w e v e r , is that a s m a l l e r p e r c e n t a g e of such 

students were g i v e n a c h i e v e m e n t tests and a question must be raised 

as to what s e l e c t i o n factors may g a v e been introduced in s e l e c t i n g 

such students for testing. Inspection of district data shows that 

the higher scores at these grade l e v e l s are not due to p a r t i c u l a r 

d i s t r i c t s choosing to use a c h i e v e m e n t test. 

D. Gains by L a n g u a g e 

The number of l a n g u a g e s , other than E n g l i s h , spoken by 

s t u d e n t s t o t a l e d to 7 3 , w i t h the n u m b e r of s t u d e n t s in m o s t l a n -

guage c a t e g o r i e s being so s m a l l that examining the a c h i e v e m e n t data 
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by language category is rather p o i n t l e s s . T h u s , data was neither 

c o l l e c t e d nor a n a l y z e d on this basis. 

E. Gains on E n g l i s h L a n g u a g e P r o f i c i e n c y Tests 

W h i l e scores on v a r i o u s E n g l i s h Language proficiency tests 

have not yet been s u f f i c i e n t l y refined in a technical sense to 

a l l o w m e a n i n g f u l aggregate reporting of student progress as done 

with standardized tests, these tests were a l l o w a b l e under the Act 

T a b l e 2. M e a n NCE S t u d e n t G a i n on A c h i e v e m e n t T e s t s by G r a d e 
Level and S t u d e n t C l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

Grade A/B C A/B and C 
Level Combined 

number of mean number of mean number of mean 
students NCE students NCE students NCE 

gain gain gain 

K 104 19.3 61 15.4 165 14.3 

1 76 13.1 134 8.5 210 10.2 

2 116 5.2 224 3.7 340 4.2 

3 66 6.1 218 3.7 284 4.2 

4 84 7.2 253 314 337 4.3 

5 108 3.2 267 1.6 375 2.1 

6 90 6.8 231 1.3 321 2.9 

7 76 3.9 162 2.1 238 2.5 

8 75 4.0 145 4.2 220 4.1 

9 62 5.6 136 0.3 198 2.0 

10 50 1.7 140 2.1 190 2.0 

11 65 1.6 110 -1.6 175 -0.4 

12 70 4.7 68 1.5 138 3.2 

TOTAL 1042 6.8 2149 2.8 3191 4.1 
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for e v a l u a t i o n purposes. The progress of a p p r o x i m a t e l y o n e - h a l f of 

the students was assessed with such instruments rather than stan-

dardized tests. The typical test of this type y i e l d s a s o - c a l l e d 

l e v e l score which d e s c r i b e s the student's p r o f i c i e n c y . T a b l e 3 

reports the a v e r a g e gain made by students on the most c o m m o n l y used 

t e s t s of t h i s t y p e . N o t e t h a t the l e v e l s of the s e v e r a l t e s t s 

cannot be compared d i r e c t l y and the gain in l e v e l of proficiency is 

a comparison of the student's own l e v e l between pre- and p o s t - t e s t , 

not a c o m p a r i s o n to a n a t i o n a l n o r m i n g g r o u p as in the c a s e of 

standardized a c h i e v e m e n t tests. 

T a b l e 3. A v e r a g e S t u d e n t G a i n in L e v e l s B e t w e e n P r e - t e s t and 
P o s t - t e s t on English L a n g u a g e p r o f i c i e n c y T e s t s . 

Test Number of Average 

Students Gain 

IDEA P r o f i c i e n c y Test 1832 1.5 

Language A s s e s s m e n t Scale 1102 1.7 

Structure Tests - English 475 5.7 
L a n g u a g e 

L a n g u a g e A s s e s s m e n t S c a l e / B a s i c 287 1.7 
Inventory of Natural L a n g u a g e 

Bilingual Syntax M e a s u r e 182 1.3 

F. C o m p a r i s o n of C o l o r a d o R e s u l t s to Other States 

E v a l u a t i o n s somewhat s i m i l a r to the one conducted in C o l o r a d o have 

been done in a few other states. By and large they h a v e faced the 

same technical d i f f i c u l t i e s cited a b o v e in this r e p o r t , but it is 

r e a s o n a b l e to compare the r e s u l t s of this e v a l u a t i o n with the gains 

reported in other states and thus gain some indications as to 
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whether or not programs supported under the C o l o r a d o E n g l i s h Lan-

guage P r o f i c i e n c y Act h a v e a s i g n i f i c a n t impact. 

As part of last year's e v a l u a t i o n , data were obtained from 

two other s t a t e s , s e l e c t e d simply because they were known to have 

data a v a i l a b l e . In an e v a l u a t i o n of their b i l i n g u a l education 

p r o g r a m s , the State of M i c h i g a n found a v e r a g e f a l l to spring NCE 

gain scores of 3.10 in grades 3 through 6 and 2.95 in grades 7 

through 12.* The students i n v o l v e d in this e v a l u a t i o n were not 

s e l e c t e d on the b a s i s of p r e - t e s t s c o r e s so no c o r r e c t i o n for the 

regression effect was used. C a l i f o r n i a reported fall to spring NCE. 

gain scores of 3.9 in 1979-80 and 4.1 in 1930-81 for students in 

grades 2 through 12 of their b i l i n g u a l e d u c a t i o n programs (poten-

tial regression effects unknown).** In g e n e r a l , it can be said 

again this year that the gains a c h i e v e d by C o l o r a d o students are 

c o m p a r a b l e to t h o s e in the o t h e r two s t a t e s for w h i c h d a t a w e r e 

a c q u i r e d . 

V I I I . D I S T R I C T J U D G M E N T S OF PROGRAM STRENGTHS AND PROBLEMS 

The d i s t r i c t e v a l u a t i o n reports contained an optional page 

for indicating program s t r e n g t h s , special p r o b l e m s and recommenda-

tions to the D e p a r t m e n t of Education or General A s s e m b l y . The first 

two of these three items are summarized here. 

*Data from R e s e a r c h , E v a l u a t i o n and A s s o c i a t e d S e r v i c e s , 
Michigan D e p a r t m e n t of E d u c a t i o n (unpublished) 

* * C a l i f o r n i a S t a t e D e p a r t m e n t of E d u c a t i o n , E v a l u a t i o n 
R e p o r t of C o n s o l i d a t e d P r o g r a m s , 1980-1981. 
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A. A r e a s of Strength 

When asked to identify areas of strength for their program 

four items were m e n t i o n e d m o s t f r e q u e n t l y . M e n t i o n e d most often was 

the i n d i v i d u a l a s s i s t a n c e p r o v i d e d to students; d a i l y tutorial h e l p 

and other forms of i n d i v i d u a l i z e d h e l p were considered a key fea-

ture of the a s s i s t a n c e p r o v i d e d to students. The c o m p e t e n c e of the 

staff a l s o was cited f r e q u e n t l y . The importance attributed to staff 

also was e v i d e n c e d by numerous references to cooperation among 

staff - t e a c h e r s , a d m i n i s t r a t o r s and others -as an important program 

strength. A fourth area of strength cited e s s e n t i a l l y as f r e q u e n t l y 

as those a b o v e was the a v a i l a b i l i t y of g o o d , numerous and varied 

instructional m a t e r i a l s . 

Many other strengths were cited as w e l l , the more common 

ones i n c l u d i n g , for e x a m p l e , a good p r o g r a m , CDE w o r k s h o p s and 

s u p p o r t , community s u p p o r t , state f u n d i n g , d i s t r i c t c o m m i t m e n t , 

good i n s e r v i c e e d u c a t i o n , and simply the fact that c h i l d r e n got 

help. There were many program strengths and many of them a p p a r e n t l y 

were common to n u m e r o u s d i s t r i c t s . 

B. Special P r o b l e m s 

Of the d i s t r i c t s responding to the optional section of the 

e v a l u a t i o n report d e a l i n g with s t r e n g t h s , p r o b l e m s and recommenda-

t i o n s , the vast m a j o r i t y m e n t i o n e d at least one p r o b l e m . There was 

very l i t t l e c o m m o n a l i t y , h o w e v e r , among the p r o b l e m s . The most 

f r e q u e n t l y m e n t i o n e d was cited by only six d i s t r i c t s and was essen-

t i a l l y an anticipated p r o b l e m - the two year limit on the eligibi-

lity of students for ELPA support. The next most f r e q u e n t l y men-

tioned p r o b l e m s r e l a t e d to testing; four d i s t r i c t s m e n t i o n e d the 
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d i f f i c u l t y of o b t a i n i n g parent c h e c k l i s t s , three referred to the 

i n a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s of standardized tests for many s t u d e n t s , and a 

few other d i s t r i c t s cited some other p r o b l e m r e l a t e d to testing and 

a s s e s s m e n t . The remaining p r o b l e m s a p p a r e n t l y were largely idiosyn-

cratic to p a r t i c u l a r d i s t r i c t s since none of these remaining 

p r o b l e m s was mentioned by more than two or three d i s t r i c t s . 

IX. D I S T R I C T R E C O M M E N D A T I O N S FOR PROGRAM CHANGE 

Of the many r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s o f f e r e d , only one was mentioned 

f r e q u e n t l y ; in fact it was cited by the m a j o r i t y of d i s t r i c t s 

responding to the optional section of the e v a l u a t i o n report d e a l i n g 

with s t r e n g t h s , p r o b l e m s and r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s . This r e c o m m e n d a t i o n 

was that student e l i g i b i l i t y be extended to t h r e e , four or more 

years. There is a strong persuasion that the job can not be done 

for all s t u d e n t s in the two y e a r s . M e n t i o n a l s o w a s m a d e by two or 

three d i s t r i c t s of the need for more funds, the d e s i r a b i l i t y of 

making more use of an a d v i s o r y c o m m i t t e e to p r o v i d e a d v i c e on the 

operation of the ELPA program and the v a l u e of periodic state-wide 

or regional m e e t i n g s for c o m m u n i c a t i o n . 
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APPENDIX A 

D I S T R I C T REPORTING FORM 
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COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ACT 

School District 
Superintendent's Signature 

Date 

I. Program Description and Judged Effectiveness: (For the one or more types of 
programs in your district indicate the grade level(s) at which they are used 
and your rating of their effectiveness). 

Grade Rating of 
A. Tutorial Pull-out Level(s) Effectiveness* 

1) Bilingual Tutorial 

2) ESL Tutorial 

3) General Tutorial 

B. Individual Instruction Within the Regular Classroom 

1) Bilingual Individualized Instruction 

2) ESL Individualized Instruction 

3) General Individualized Instruction 

C. Classes 

1) Bilingual Classes 

2) ESL Classes 

D. Combinations 

1) Bilingual Tutorial-ESL Classes _____ 

2) ESL Tutorial-ESL Classes 

E. Other: (Please describe) 

*Program Effectiveness (Select one for each program operational 
in your district) Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, or Poor. 

cde-DARU FORM CLEARANCE REQUIRED 
FORM NO. CDE-389 TO OBTAIN BENEFIT 

UNIT ELPA 866—2407 
APPROVAL THROUGH AUGUST 1984 
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I I . STUDENT PROFILE 

District 

TEST DATA 

District Pre-Test Post-Test 

School 
Percentile Percentile 

Student Student 
Identification Grade Category Test* Date 

Score 
Test* Date 

Score 

Name or Code Level (A/B or C) No. Given No. Given 
1 | 
2 
3 4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 

*Test number used for Evaluation 

TEST INFORMATION 

Test* 
No. Test Name Portion Used Test Edition 

1 
2 
3 4 

5 6 

7 -

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 

15 

Page 2 



COLORADO DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ACT 

OPTIONAL 

General Assessment of Programs Operated Under the English Language 
Proficiency Act 

A. Areas of strength: 

B. Special problems encountered in implementing the Act: 

C. Recommendations for improved implementation of the Act or amendments to 
the Act that might be considered by the Department or the General Assembly: 

R E C O M M E N D E D 

UNIT ELPA APPROVAL THROUGH AUGUST 1984 
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APPENDIX B 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE P R O F I C I E N C Y ACT 

PROGRAM OVERVIEW 

January 12, 1984 
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REPORT TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

English Language Proficiency Act 

Program Overview 

The purpose of the English Language Proficiency Act is to provide 

state support for English language proficiency programs in the public 

schools for children whose dominant language is not English. 

In accordance with the Act, the local school districts are charged 

with the identification of eligible students. Children are eligible for 

assistance under the "A/B" category if their dominant language is not 

English. These students either speak or comprehend little or no English. 

Children are eligible for assistance under the "C" category if their 

dominant language is difficult to determine. These students speak both 

English and another language. To be eligible, these "C" category students 

must have achievement scores below the district or national mean on a 

nationally standardized test or below the acceptable proficiency level on an 

English language proficiency test. (Full definitions of the A, B, C, D, 

and E categories are found in Attachment 1.) 

Children Being Served Through the English Language Proficiency Act 

Approximately 8,500 students in Colorado have been certified by the 

local school districts as being eligible for ELPA assistance for the 1983-84 

school year. This figure represents a decrease of 30.8% compared to FY 1983 

total of 12,315 children. While the total number of students has decreased 

during the past year, the number of local school districts with eligible 

children has remained the same at 91 districts. 
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Students in the A/B category decreased by 25% from 6,793 in 1982-83 

to 5,105 in the 1983-84 school year. This decrease was somewhat less than 

the one noted in the "C" category of 38% below the 1982-83 certified 

count. 

The number of new students being certified as eligible for the 1983-84 

school year is 5,131, which represents a decrease of 11.7% as compared to 

the total number of new certified students (5,809) from 1982-83. New 

"A/B" students decreased by 3% while new "C" category students decreased 

by 24% from the previous year. 

The total allocation of funds of approximately $2.8 million is the 

same as the previous year. However, funds allocated for each eligible 

child have increased due to the decrease in the certified count of eligible 

children as noted previously. Specifically, the allocation for "A/B" 

students has increased from $305 per student in 1982-83 to $398 per student 

in 1983-84. The allocation for "C" students has also been increased from 

$123 per student to $198 per student. 

Detailed statistical information is provided in Attachment 2, and a 

listing of languages spoken by eligible children is provided in Attachment 3. 

Audit Results - FY 1982-83 

In accordance with the English Language Proficiency Act 

(C.R.S. 22-24-106 (c)) and the rules of its administration (2224-R-3.00(7)), 

"Each year the Department shall audit a minimum of one-third of the 

districts funded under the Act." The audits focused upon the district 

records for each student certified as follows: 

. Parent and teacher checklists or equivalent school district 

procedures; 

. Student assessment information, if applicable, including test scores 

and related district eligibility cut-off scores; 
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. Observation methods/results used, if applicable, to determine 

student eligibility, 

Audit exceptions were noted in 26 of the 39 local districts' records. 

The audit exceptions were the result of one or more of the following: 

. No Parent and Teacher checklists to substantiate the certification 

of the child's eligibility; 

. Misinterpretation of the Parent and Teacher checklist information 

in the certification of the child's eligibility, 

Incorrect count of the number of eligible children; 

. No student assessment results utilized to substantiate the certifi-

cation of a child's eligibility when required in accordance with 

the Act; 

. Inappropriate use of cut-off scores in the certification of a 

child's eligibility when required in accordance with the Act; 

. No substantiation of other observation data that was used by the 

districts to certify eligibility in accordance with the Act. 

In consideration of the above identified problems, the Department 

has implemented several activities to aid the districts in their adminis-

trative procedures. The following activities have been undertaken: 

. A series of regional workshops for the clarification of the 

administrative duties and responsibilities of local districts; 

. The preparation and distribution of a revised consolidated packet 

regarding the English Language Proficiency Act: Legislation, 

Reporting Forms, and Operational Guidance: 

. The reduction of required ELPA paperwork (by 50%); 

. Followup audits of all districts which had audit exceptions, to 

ensure compliance with the Act and Rules. 

29 



While audit exceptions were noted, the districts are doing well in 

complying with the intent of the Act. The exceptions identified were 

primarily administrative oversights rather than a specific intent of non-

compliance. 

General Observations 

After two years of operation under the English Language Proficiency 

Act, positive results of the program have been noted as follows: 

. Many school districts have shown increased commitment to the 

ELPA program as indicated by: 

. The hiring of more ELPA staff at district's expense; 

. An increased number of requests for ELPA technical assistance 

from the Colorado Department of Education; 

. A significant increased participation among both teachers and 

administrators at state-sponsored workshops or conferences. 

. During the past year the data reporting requirements of the 

local districts has been reduced by approximately 75%. This 

reduction, initiated by the Department, was the result of a detailed 

analysis of the use of data gathered, as well as, the identification 

of data that was already available through alternative sources. 

. Department staff are currently in the process of further reducing 

the data collection and reporting requirements of the districts 

through the design of a micro-computer-based data collection system. 

The system, which will be compatible to most local school districts 

micro-computer technology, is currently being pilot tested with 

the Denver Public Schools. 
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Concern 

The major concern among ELPA school districts' administrators and 

teachers focuses on the two-year limitation. Many contend that ELPA 

students need more time than two years to become proficient in the English 

language and to compete successfully in a school system. 

Summary 

In general, the implementation of the Act appears to be progressing 

well and the intent of the legislation is being fulfilled. 

RN/ds 
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ATTACHMENT I 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY ACT (ELPA) 

State Summary 

I. Eligible School Districts Percent of 
change from 

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 last year 

107 92 91 1% 

1981-82 

5840 

5026 

II. Eligible ELPA Children: 

A. "A/B Category 

B. "C" Category 

10866 

(See attached definition) 

III. New Students Certified: 

A. "A/B" Category 

B. "C" Category 

1982-83 

6793 

5522 

12315 

1982-83 

3320 

2489 

5809 

IV. Language Spoken by Eligible Children: 

A. Language Spoken (See Attached List) 

1981-82 

66 

1983-84 

5105 

3427 

8532 

1983-84 

3236 

1895 

5131 

1982-83 

74 

Percent of 
change from 
last year 

- 25% 38% 
-

Percent of 
change from 
last year 

- 3% 

- 24% 

1983-84 

73 

Allocation of Funds: 

A. Total Available 

B. Allocation: "A/B"Student 

C. Allocation: "C" Student 

1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 

$2.8 Million $2.8 Million $2.7 Million 

361 305 398 

136 123 198 



ATTACHMENT II 

DEFINITIONS OF A, B, AND C STUDENTS 

A STUDENT 

A student who speaks a language other than English and does 
not comprehend or speak English. 

* * * * 

B STUDENT 

A student who comprehends or speaks some English, but whose 
predominant comprehension or speech is in a language other than 
English. 

* * * * 

C STUDENT 

A student who comprehends and speaks English and one or more other 
languages and whose dominant language is difficult to determine, 
if the student's English language development and comprehension is 

(i) At or below the district mean or below the national mean 
or equivalent on a nationally standardized test; or 

(ii) Below the acceptable proficiency level on an English 
language proficiency test developed by the Department. 



ATTACHMENT III 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY PROGRAM 

Languages Spoken - 1983-84 

Language Total Language Total 

1. Spanish 5474 32. Turkish 10 

2. Vietnamese 830 33. Urdu (Pakistan) 10 

3. Korean 375 34. Danish 9 

4. Hmong 296 35. Dutch 9 

5. Khmer 202 36. Punjabi (Pakistan) 9 

6. Arabic 199 37. Taiwanese 9 

"7. Lao 197 38. Kickapoo 8 

8. Chinese 182 39. Afrikaans 6 

9. German 87 40. Flemish 6 

10. Japanese 70 41. Tigrinya (Ethiopia) 6 

11. Persian 59 42. Gujarati (India) 5 

12. Tagalog 50 43. Icelandic 5 

13. Thai 46 44. Champa (Africa) 4 

14. Polish 39 45. Ibo (Nigeria) 4 

15. French 34 46. Marshallese 4 

16. Greek 34 47. Nepali 4 

17. Navajo 25 48. Tamil (India) 4 

18. Italian 19 49. Bulgarian 3 

19. Russian 17 50. Serbo-Croatian 3 

20. Pashto (Afghanistan) 16 51. Sioux 3 

21. Hindi 15 52. Efik (Nigeria) 2 

22. Hebrew 14 53. Somali (Africa) 2 

23. Amharic (Ethiopia) 13 54. Swahili (E. Africa) 2 

24. Czech 13 55. Armenian 1 

25. Samoan 13 56. Assyrian (Syria) 1 

26. Finnish 12 57. Bengali 1 

27. Hungarian 12 58. Berber (Africa) 1 

28. Swedish 12 59. Catalan (Spain) 1 

29. Norwegian 11 60. Chamorro (Guam) 1 

30. Indonesian 10 61. Dari (Iran) 1 

31. Portugese 10 



ENGLISH LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY PROGRAM 
Languages Spoken - 1983-84 Page 2 

Language Total Language Total 

52. Ga (Ghana) 

53. Hawaiian 

54. Lakota 

55. Malay 

55. Oriya (E. India) 

57. Pueblo-Jemez 

58. Romanian 

59. Telugu (India) 

70. Ukrainian (Russia) 

71. Ute 

72. Yoruba (Nigeria) 

73. Zuni 

TOTAL 8532 




