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Introduction

Imagine yourself the teacher of an average classroom in the State of Nevada. Of your students, approximately 57% are minorities, 36% are Hispanic, and approximately 18% are Limited English Proficient (LEP) (http://www.nevadareportcard.com).  You ask yourself, how am I to teach, when about a fifth of my class (sometimes much more) cannot understand my instructions, ask questions, read, or write in English, or if they can it is very limited? LEP students generally have the greatest needs for assistance, often a year or more behind academically, have limited or no academic support in the home, and frequently come from a home where two families live in the same house or apartment. 
Most LEP students do not understand the value of continued education, which is a symptom of the poverty culture that many live in (Ruby Payne, 1996). Most live in a neighborhood that predominantly speaks Spanish and they watch Spanish television. Although, approximately 70% (Nevada Department of Education [NDE]), English as a Second Language [ESL] Office) of Nevada’s LEP students were born in the United States, they do not speak English. How will you teach all of them? Is your training sufficient to teach so many LEP students? The dynamics of education in Nevada have changed from teaching primarily English speaking students of a similar culture to many non-English speaking students of very diverse cultures.

For more statistics see Attachment.

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to inform the reader of the current status of LEP students and the ESL program in Nevada. This will be accomplished by reviewing the following:
· About Nevada’s LEP Students

· English Language Proficiency Levels 

· LEP Student Achievement

· LEP Instructional Programs in Nevada 

· LEP Federal Requirements and Funding

· Challenges in the Education of LEP Students
About Nevada’s LEP Students

Number of LEP Students

The number of LEP students in Nevada has consistently grown; however, as shown below, in the last few years, the rate of growth of LEP students has declined. The following table shows the number of LEP students by district since 1989.
Table 1. LEP Students in Nevada by District

	District/Year
	88-89
	90-91
	91-92
	92-93
	93-94
	98-99
	99-00
	00-01
	01-02
	02-03
	03-04
	04-05
	05-06
	06-07
	07-08

	Carson City
	194
	278
	716
	599
	539
	1,068
	1,238
	909
	1,542
	1,199
	1,415
	1,602
	1,404
	1,362
	1,390

	Churchill
	64
	69
	52
	54
	50
	78
	91
	126
	122
	119
	122
	164
	238
	253
	297

	Clark
	3,244
	5,780
	6,404
	8,158
	10,240
	26,896
	31,813
	30,629
	38,954
	45,932
	50,916
	59,220
	59,479
	60,129
	62,477

	Douglas
	79
	153
	185
	177
	186
	269
	325
	333
	345
	411
	420
	470
	312
	287
	292

	Elko
	140
	333
	567
	670
	704
	555
	674
	643
	538
	499
	614
	653
	785
	911
	966

	Esmeralda
	7
	14
	0
	16
	0
	0
	1
	4
	14
	18
	18
	4
	13
	13
	16

	Eureka
	1
	0
	3
	4
	3
	2
	10
	8
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	13
	5

	Humboldt
	251
	346
	335
	256
	291
	145
	343
	321
	321
	221
	349
	321
	345
	342
	374

	Lander
	37
	50
	76
	60
	59
	55
	46
	48
	41
	11
	11
	15
	73
	134
	113

	Lincoln
	5
	5
	2
	6
	8
	82
	29
	30
	29
	13
	13
	18
	0
	0
	0

	Lyon
	90
	115
	144
	172
	207
	309
	348
	369
	307
	397
	307
	580
	435
	597
	661

	Mineral
	0
	7
	16
	10
	8
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Nye
	39
	54
	103
	60
	0
	150
	191
	145
	144
	256
	256
	386
	438
	520
	524

	Pershing
	31
	99
	99
	92
	120
	41
	27
	41
	41
	115
	115
	110
	79
	32
	45

	Storey
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	4
	0
	7
	0
	0
	0
	4
	0
	0
	0

	Washoe
	990
	1,680
	1,960
	1,634
	1,877
	4,816
	5,260
	5,902
	6,518
	7,208
	8,779
	8,906
	10,388
	10,640
	11,236

	White Pine
	
	0
	0
	2
	4
	0
	72
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	20
	49
	37

	State
	5,173
	8,983
	10,664
	11,970
	14,296
	34,470
	40,469
	39,515
	48,916
	56,399
	63,335
	72,458
	74,009
	75,282
	78,433

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	% Growth
	
	74%
	19%
	12%
	19%
	141%
	17%
	-2%
	24%
	15%
	12%
	14%
	2%
	2%
	4%


Some points to consider in the number of LEP students in Nevada are:

· There has been a 37% increase in the total Nevada student population in the last 9 years, as compared to a 94% increase in the LEP student population in the same time period.

· The count of LEP students in the table above is for those who took the State’s annual English Language Proficiency Assessment (ELPA). In the 2007-2008 school year, of the 134,377 who were enrolled as LEP students, 78,433 took the assessment at some point during the same school year. This shows a transiency of at least 42% for LEP students. 
Distribution of LEP Students by Grade

It is of interest to note the location of LEP students in the various grades. As shown below, the majority of LEP students are in lower grades. Some of the factors that influence the decreased number of LEP students in the upper grades are:

· LEP students exit the ESL program and are reclassified as English proficient. This is the major objective of the ESL program. The declining number of LEP students in the higher grades is a positive indicator of success.

· Fewer new LEP students enter at the higher grades. Most LEP students are from the U.S., and as a consequence enter school in the lower grades. Few LEP students immigrate to the U.S. while they are in their teens.

· Many LEP students dropout of school either because of their inability to pass the High School Proficiency Examination (HSPE), or lack of adequate credits to graduate at age 18.
Figure 1. LEP Students in Nevada by Grade
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Nevada’s ESL program is designed such that LEP students are not able to exit the program until third grade. This assures academic language proficiency as well as social language proficiency. The rate of LEP students exiting the program is well demonstrated in the above chart. ESL resources (teachers, aides, etc.) are more concentrated in the lower grades because the majority of the LEP students are concentrated in the lower grades.

Languages Spoken and Countries of Origin

Approximately 70% of Nevada’s LEP students were born in the U.S.

Nevada has approximately 109 languages spoken by the various students within its school system. Within the LEP population the major languages and countries of origin are as follows:

· 91%, Spanish, from the Americas (including the U.S.)
· 5%, Tagalog, from the Philippines

· 1%, Chinese (Mandarin, Wu, Cantonese), from China

The above data are for those students within the LEP population. The following graphs show the ethnicities of all K-12 students in Nevada by ethnicity:

· The Hispanic student population in Nevada is approximately eight percentage points short of equaling the white student population.

· In the Clark County School District, the Hispanic student population is now considered the majority.

· Of the total student population in Nevada, 36% is Hispanic.

· Of the Hispanic population, approximately 48% is LEP, plus many of the remaining 52% are former LEP students who achieved English language proficiency in previous years.

Figure 2. State of Nevada K-12 Student Enrollment by Ethnicity
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Figure 3. Clark County School District K-12 Student Enrollment by Ethnicity
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With the rapid change in the ethnicities of Nevada’s student population, it is necessary to modify the instruction to meet the needs of these students. Students from different ethnic backgrounds and languages have different experiences upon which learning has to be built. As an example, before teaching a lesson where a porch is referred to, the word “porch” must first be taught or the lesson will have no meaning.
English Language Proficiency Levels

How English Proficiency is Measured

To measure progress in, and attainment of the English language, Nevada has established five English language proficiency levels. Depending on their English language proficiency, new students enter at one of the first four proficiency levels. If a student were to enter at level 5, that student would already be proficient and not be an ESL student. Level 5 is used only to track students who have exited the program.  LEP students are identified through a home language survey and initial testing. Below is a brief description of the five levels.

Table 2.  English Proficiency Levels and Descriptors 

	Level Number
	Level Title
	Description

	5
	Proficient
	Near native and age appropriate English language abilities.

English language errors are noticeable, but do not impede communication.

	4
	Advanced

Intermediate
	Good age level English language understanding, speaking, reading, and writing ability, but with significant gaps. Difficulty with higher-level academic language.

	3
	Intermediate
	Good age level social English language understanding. 

Limited academic understanding.

	2
	Emergent
	Limited, but some social English language production and understanding.

	1
	Entry
	Little to no understanding. Little to no English language production skills.


The following chart shows the distribution of proficiency level of LEP students by district.
Figure 4. English Language Proficiency Levels by District 2007-2008
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The near equal distribution of LEP students at each level is a positive indicator of the validity of the state’s ESL standards. A cohort of 61 Nevada ESL teachers and administrators set the standards. The smaller districts with few LEP students cannot and should not have as equal a distribution and are thus, not shown on the Table. 
LEP Student Achievement

LEP students made significant growth in academic skills and English language proficiency during the 2007-2008 school year. Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) are used to measure LEP student achievement and progression in obtaining English language proficiency.

Table 3.  Annual Measurable Achievement Objectives (AMAOs) Achievement by LEP Students
	
	AMAO #1  (Progress in learning to Understand, Speak, Read, and Write English)
	AMAO #2  (Attainment of English Language Proficiency)

	Year
	Number of Students
	Percentage of LEP Students
	Percentage Increase Over Prior Year
	Number of Students 
	Percentage of LEP Students
	Percentage Increase Over Prior Year

	2006-2007
	30,933
	41%
	
	8,578
	11%
	

	2007-2008
	36,091
	46%
	17%
	14,791
	19%
	72%


AMAO #1 is a measurement of LEP student progress in learning English. AMAO #2 is a measurement of LEP English language attainment. As demonstrated in Table 3,  in 2008, 46% of LEP students showed progress in learning to understand, speak, read, and write English compared to 41% in 2007. In the 2007-2008 school year, 14,791 LEP students were reclassified from Limited English Proficient to fully English Proficient (19%). This indicates that it takes slightly over five years for the average Nevada LEP student to gain English language proficiency sufficient to achieve academic success in an all-English classroom.

Table 4 shows the AMAO Achievement for the 2003-2004 through 2007-2008 school years.

	District
	03-04
	04-05
	05-06
	06-07
	07-08

	Carson City
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	Yes

	Churchill
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Clark
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Douglas
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Elko
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Esmeralda
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	Eureka
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	Humboldt
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Lander
	NR
	NR
	NR
	Yes
	Yes

	Lincoln
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	Lyon
	Yes
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Mineral
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	Nye
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	Pershing
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	NR

	Storey
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR
	NR

	Washoe
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes

	White Pine
	NR
	NR
	NR
	Yes
	Yes

	State of Nevada
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes


NR = Not Reported (fewer than 25 LEP students); Yes = Achieved AMAOs; No = Did not achieve the AMAOs.

Table 5.  Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Achievement by LEP Students
	Assessment
	Number of LEP Students Who Achieved AYP
	Percent of LEP

Students Who Achieved AYP
	Percent Increase 

	
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	2006-2007
	2007-2008
	

	CRT Reading
	6,842
	8,313
	22%
	24%
	21%

	CRT Math
	9,577
	12,752
	30%
	37%
	33%

	HSPE Reading
	684
	909
	48%
	57%
	33%

	HSPE Math
	311
	497
	22%
	31%
	60%


CRT = Criterion Reference Test

HSPE = High School Proficiency Examination

 As indicated in Tables 3 and 5, there is a strong relationship between an LEP student’s mastery of the English language and the student’s academic abilities. The two Tables together show not only that LEP students have performed well, but that they also achieved significant growth in the 2007-2008 school year. 

District AMAO achievement has been one of continual improvement as shown in the Table above. Details of the State’s AMAOs are delineated later in this paper. While LEP student growth has been great, and their academic achievement improved, there is still a great need for more improvement, as shown in the graduation and dropout rate Table below.

Table 6. High School Graduation and Dropout Rate
	Rate
	State
	American

Indian
	Asian
	Hispanic
	Black
	White

	Graduation Rate
	68%
	59%
	77%
	55%
	53%
	75%

	Dropout Rate
	6%
	4%
	4%
	7%
	6%
	4%


As indicated above, Hispanic students have a higher dropout rate compared to other ethnic groups. Also, Hispanic students graduate in fewer numbers compared to other ethnic groups except for African American students.   The Hispanic students’ graduation rate is slightly higher than African American students.  Data are not available on the graduation or dropout rates for LEP students. It is however, reasonable to assume that students, who have limited ability in the English language and thus have great difficulty in passing the High School Proficiency Examination, have a higher propensity to dropout and not finish High School, than their English speaking Hispanic counterparts. Thus it is, reasonable to assume that the LEP graduation rate is even lower than that of Hispanics, and their dropout rate is even higher.  

LEP Instructional Programs in Nevada 

Instruction Models

Each school district in Nevada has the flexibility to offer the program of instruction or combination of programs that they feel best meets their needs and the requirements of Title III. The districts are accountable for making the State’s AMAOs through the program or service delivery system they choose. 

The most utilized programs at the elementary level are structured English immersion and sheltered English instruction. These are often associated with:

· Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD), an instructional method for all elementary subjects. It is effective when fully implemented. This is the most expensive program and requires the most training. 

· Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP), an instructional method program for Pre-K through 12th grades. Designed for LEP students; however, very effective with all students. Although this program is not very expensive, it requires extensive training and collaborative coaching. While it is one of the most utilized programs in the state, it has not been fully implemented.

· High Quality Sheltered Instruction (HQSI), another name for SIOP.

· Success For All (SFA), a reading program primarily in elementary schools with some utility at the middle school level. It has a strong ESL component, but success seems to be inconsistence. Somewhat costly.

· Comprehensive Early Literacy Learning/Extended Literacy Learning (CELL/ExLL), another reading program primarily in elementary schools. Success is also spotty. Somewhat costly.

· Students who have very little, or no English language proficiency are often provided with newcomer programs for a maximum of one year, generally six months. 

· There are also some Bilingual and Dual Language schools in the Clark and Washoe County School Districts.

· At the secondary level, many districts make their content instruction more comprehensible for LEP students by utilizing the SIOP model. This is often accompanied with specialized language support classes in core subjects.  It was addressed in the bullet above.
Comments: 

· It appears that the success of an ESL program is not as dependent on the program chosen as it is on the fidelity, or full implementation of the program. The school principal is the chief determining factor in the success of the ESL program. The GLAD, SIOP, and in-school newcomer programs have proven to be effective in Nevada, where properly implemented. 

· With the increasing percentage of K-12 students being LEPs, the primary responsibility for language instruction is on the classroom content teachers, both elementary and secondary. ESL teachers are generally only able to support the most limited English speakers within newcomer type programs. It has been found that with good basic language support, LEP students excel within their content classroom, once basic academic communication skills have been obtained, and where the content teacher utilizes a strong instruction method such as SIOP.
Parent Participation and Involvement

Parental involvement in their child’s education (i.e., homework, parent conferences, secondary class selections, encouragement in education, etc.) is a significant factor in determining LEP student academic success. Yet, it is one of the most difficult elements to achieve. Districts receiving Title III (ESL) grant money are required to implement family education programs, or parent outreach and training activities that are designed to assist parents of LEP children. This requires training for parents who do not speak English, to help their children with their English schoolwork and provide motivation for academic achievement.

LEP Federal Requirements and Funding

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Title III Requirements
The major Title III requirements in NCLB for states and districts are as follows:

· Identification of all LEP students

· Initial placement/identification assessment of all LEP students

· Annual ELPA for all LEP students in:

· Listening

· Speaking

· Reading

· Writing

· Comprehension

· Specific standards for LEP students, aligned and linked to:

· The above assessment

· The AYP assessments

· The Math and the English Language Arts (ELA) standards

· LEP students must meet the AMAOs. These are longitudinal measures of student’s progress over time, as opposed to the AYP assessments that are a measurement of abilities at a specific time. The AMAOs require:

· (AMAO 1) 50% of LEP students must make a 25-point gain on the ELPA each year.

· (AMAO 2) 14 % of LEP students must achieve English language proficiency each year.

· (AMAO 3) LEP students must make AYP each year. 

· Parents of LEP students must be provided with an out-reach program that helps them assist their children succeed in school.

· The educational system for LEP students must be specifically designed to assure LEP student academic and English language proficiency.

· Extensive data must be compiled, maintained, and reported to the U.S. Department of Education (USDOE).

Due to recent regulatory interpretations from the USDE some modifications may be required in such areas as LEP student exit requirements. 

NCLB Title III Compliance

The NDE is in compliance with all Title III Federal requirements. Nevada has not received any Attachment T’s (Federal corrective actions). In 2007, twenty-seven states received Attachment T’s, in 2008, twenty-eight states received Attachment T’s. Attachment T’s are corrective actions required by the USDE that must be complied with in order for the state to continue to receive Title III funds from the USDE. Within each Attachment T there are generally multiple actions that must be taken. 

Funding

The funding for ESL programs comes from the state’s/districts’ general education account. The State of Nevada does not set aside, nor specifically identify funds for the education of LEP students. The following table shows the funding the State has received from the USDE in Title III allocations. The USDE explained that the significant reduction in funds, for the 2007-2008 school year, was because they do not accept the States’ report of LEP students, but use the American Community Survey instead. It is believed that the American Community Survey does not accurately identify the rapid growth of LEP students in Nevada. The NDE has done all within its means and used congressional resources to gain a better understanding and develop corrective action for what is felt to be a shortage of funds. The efforts of Nevada and other states have resulted in a new federal study to determine equitable Title III funding. The study is to be completed in December of 2009. 

Recent guidance from the U.S. Department of Education prohibits the use of Title III funds for staffing to instruct and testing of LEP students, though the requirement for staffing and testing remain. The enforcement date for this guidance is July of 2009. Title III funds will not be reduced because of the guidance, but using Title III funds for this purpose will no longer be allowed. This places funding responsibility for ESL staffing and testing, on districts, which will have to use non-Title III funds.

Table 7. U.S. Department of Education Title III Allocations for Nevada

	U.S. Department of Education Title III Allocations for Nevada



	Year
	Title III $'s
	Percent Increase or Decrease

	2004-2005
	$5,706,721
	 

	2005-2006
	$6,865,410
	20%

	2006-2007
	$9,110,190
	33%

	2007-2008
	$6,008,738
	-34%

	2008-2009
	$7,275,754
	21%


Challenges in the Education of LEP Students
There are many challenges for LEP students. One of the greatest challenges for the student is to learn to understand, speak, read and write English while learning also the content area knowledge required by different classes such as science or history. This includes mastery of the grade level English that is being taught to the English only students. Parallel challenges also face the teachers in the instruction of LEP students. LEP students are generally behind academically, and have personal life challenges such as poverty and its associate culture. Some of the challenges the State faces in the education of LEP students are:

· Many teachers meet the federal requirements to be “highly qualified,” to teach their subject matter, but lack the specific skills required in teaching LEP students. 

· Few of Nevada’s teachers have the Endorsement to Teach English as a Second Language (TESL), yet most teach LEP students. If more teachers had the endorsement, they would be better equipped to teach LEP students. 

· Inconsistent implementation of effective programs for support of LEP instruction, especially in content classrooms.

· Limited priority on academic and English language achievement of LEP students by administrators and governmental entities. 

Possible consequences in failing to meet the challenges of LEP students are:

· Failure in development of student’s full potential. Students are unable to reach their full potential, because of their lack of English literacy and education.

· Possible deterrent to the growth of the State’s economy, because of a shortage of qualified English literate employees.

· Increased requirement for social services with a lower tax base. Lesser-educated, low-income individuals are often required to use more social services. Individuals with limited education often have lower qualifications for higher paid employment, thus they earn less (pay less taxes).
Conclusion

Nevada’s LEP students showed exceptional growth in the 2007-2008 school year.  Growth of this magnitude is seldom seen in a sub-population. Their growth was not just in one area, but in all academic areas, and in learning to understand, speak, read, and write English.  Nevada educators have improved in their ability to teach second language students. Nevada’s ESL education system is improving and succeeding as shown by assessment results. The State’s program is in full compliance with federal requirements. There is, however, still a great need for significant improvement.

The LEP population is one of the sub-groups that often falls short of achieving AYP. There is a continual challenge with the ever-increasing number of LEP students that must achieve “meets standard” on the AYP assessments by the 2013-2014 school year. While it is an admirable goal to have all LEP students achieve “meets standard,” it is impossible for new LEP students, who have no English language abilities, to enroll in school and within the same year, or even a couple of years, achieve “meets standard” on an AYP assessment. 

For an improvement in the LEP student high school graduation rate, increased attention will have to be made in improving instruction for LEP students. Administrators/Principals will have to significantly improve their supervision and training of teachers, to enhance their instruction of the English language, through teaching content subjects. Content teachers must also be language instructors, and teach in such a way as to assure LEP students understand the vocabulary and language specific to their subject. 
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Attachment
From the “Marshall Memo 242”

July 7, 2008

Key Research Findings on Teaching English Language Learners

(A portion of the complete article.)

In this comprehensive article in American Educator, Stanford education professor Claude Goldenberg sums up the findings of two major reports on ELL education completed in 2006: the National Literacy Panel (NLP) and the Center for Research on Education, Diversity, and Excellence (CREDE). Goldenberg shares a few quick facts for starters:

· American ELL students come from more than 400 different language backgrounds.

· 76 percent of elementary ELLs and 56 percent of secondary-school ELLS were born in the U.S., but 80 percent of their parents were born abroad. 

· Since 1990, the number of ELLs who are not able to participate fully in mainstream classes has gone up from one in twenty to one in nine; by 2018, it will be one in four.

· By far the biggest language group – 80 percent – is Spanish speakers. The next largest group is those who speak various Asian languages – 8 percent. There is great diversity in both populations. 

· About 12 percent of ELLs are in all-English instruction with no special supports.

· About 50 percent receive all-English instruction with some help from ESL teachers, special content-area instruction, aides, or other resources related to their language status.

· About 40 percent of ELLs are in programs that make some use of the home language, either bilingual education (some academic content in the native language), two-way bilingual programs, or scaffolding of English instruction with native language explanations. 

· All three of these models vary widely in the number of years these extra supports remain in place and in the quality of instruction.

· While there are exceptions, it generally takes 3-5 years for ELLs to achieve conversational fluency in English, and 6-7 years for them to become proficient in academic English.

· The student achievement bottom line: At the fourth-grade level, ELLs are scoring 36 points below non-ELLs in reading and 25 points below in math. By eighth grade, the gap has widened to 42 points in reading and 37 in math. These gaps are significantly larger than the gaps between students who are eligible and not eligible for free and reduced-price meals.
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