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l. INTRODUCTION

new leglisiation Is @ good law, not perfect, but probably the best that could be
passed at this particular time. Although most proponents of educational equity
would prefer that every chlld have the option of participating In high-qual tty

budaet priorities do not make that possible at present. While the National
Council of La Raza strongly supported the legislation as 1t was orlglinally
introduced, & few smendments proved necessary. These amendments were added only

served to strengthen the program, expand its services to more children, and bull
broader base of understanding and support for blllngual education.

Perhaps the most significant feature of the BllIngual Education Act of 1984
Is the high level of Invol vement of the Hispanlc and other language=minor |ty
communitles 1n 11s development. In @ very real sense, the leglisiation is &n
11 lustration of grass-roots pollcy development, Al though the actual drafting of
legislation was done In Washington D.C, == coordinated primarily by the National
Council of La Raza and the Natfonal Assoclation for Bil Ingual Educetion at
Congressiona! request == hundreds of people fram all over the country contribute

formul atlon. The flnal proposal was the result of consensus among very diverse
groups of people. The purpose of this analysls Is to provide an account of this
process of pol jcy development, and the strongth which 11 brought to the
jegisiation.
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The BIlingual Education Act of 1984 has been signed Into law, resuthorizing
and smending Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The

biiingual education program, the tight fiscal situation and the natlon's current

after fong hours of negotlation and thoughtful conslderation. On the whole, they

fdeas, revliewed and revised drafts, and otherwise actively participated In pollcy
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11, BACKGROUND

The development of leglslative proposals was based on & strong foundation
of policy analysls conducted In 198!, 1982, and 19835 by the Natlonal Councll
of La Raza, the National Assocletion for Bllingual Education, and the Center for
Hispanic Educational Leadershlp. NOLR's Education Pollcy Analysls Component,
together with the Center for Research and Advanced Studlies at George Mason
University, inltlated a pollcy analysls proJect early In 1981 to explore pol lcy
options for the reauthorization of the federal Bllingual Education Act. At that
+ime, Title VI was due to be reauthorlzed In 1983. It was anticipated that the
reauthorlzation process would resemble the prevlous reauthorlzatlons in 1974 and
1978, with hearings held sometime In 1982, and opportuntty for publlc comment,
testimony and other Input Into proposed smendments.

The pol fcy analysis project, steffed by Dr. Josue Gonzalez, NQLR Scholar In
Resldence and a former directa of the federal Offlce of B!l ingual Education and
Minortty Languages Affairs, and Lorl S. Orum, NCOLR Senlor Education Pol fcy
Analyst, was developed on the assumption that Title VIl could be strengthened In a
veriety of ways In response to changing needs. and as a result of research and
experlence galned since the last program reauthorization. The project assumed
that both service providers (i.e., teachers, administratoers, tralners, etc.) and
service reciplents (Includlng students, parents and community members) should
participate In discussions of pollcy optlons. Further, the project drew on the
resources of a coalltion of arganizations representing varlious [anguage-minorlty
popul ations and concerned about education.

Shortly after thlis project was begun, I+ became apparent that education
programs were belng fundamental ly eltered through the budget process and not only
through the traditional reauthorization process. In fact, several ettempts were
made to use the budget process to alter and repeal Title Vil. The Omnlbus Budget
Reconci | latlon Act of 1981 repealed the authorizations for several programs, and
made dramatic cuts In others == all outside the routine process of hearings In
Approprlations Committees whose members were famillar with the substance of the
programs under dlscussion,

The Omnlbus Budget Reconci!lation Act of 1981 was written and passed very
rapldly, enacting budget cuts without an examinztion of the effects of those
reductions. In the case of blllIngual education, few members were famlller with the
legisiation or fully understood the concept of blllingual education. Many
confused the Title VIl legislation with clvil rights regulations proposed tn 1980
by the Carter Administration which were the subject of bitter debate in both houses
of Congress. These regulations, popularly known as the Lau Reguletions, were Issued
at the order of the Supreme Court to more ful ly deflne the rights of language-minority
children to bliingual education and other special language services pursuant to
t+he Clvi) Rights Act of 1964 and the Equal Educational Opportunity Act of 1975,
based on the 1974 Supreme Court declston In Lau vs. Nlchols.

The Lau Regul ations were actively opposed by many members, and Congress
actual ly voted to deny funds for thelr Implementation for six months to al low
further comment. Secretary of Education Terrel Bel| withdrew the proposed
regulations as one of hls first acts of offlce, denouncing them as overly
Intrusive. Since the regulations dealt with bllingual education, many members of



Congress confused them with the federa! BllIngual Education Act, mistakenly

be! leving that Title VI| mandated billIngual education In the schools. Actually,
Title V1I simply provided IImited and competitive funding for schoo! systems
choosling to design blllingual education programs. Additionally, few members of
Congress were famillar wlth the actual workings of bllingus! programs, many
relylng exclusively on the media for thelr Information and belleving that Engl ish
vas not an Important part of billIngual education. Thus, the Bilingual Education
Act wes surrounded by both confuslion and animosity In 1981 when the major budget
cuts were propossd.

In 1981 and 1982, some members of Congress attempted to el ImInate the
authorlzation for Title Vil, and others proposed el Imlnating the authorization of
speciflc Title YI] activities (such as tralning). The Reagan Adminlstration
Inttial ly proposed repealing Titie VII as & separate program and Including
billIngual education as an allowable activity under & block grant to local
educational agencies. .This proposal was scuttied efter objections fram the
Congresstonal Hispanlc Caucus, and the Secretary of Educatlon's contention +hat
the geographically uneven distribution of |imited=Engl Ish prof tclent children made
2 block grant an inef fective mechanism to dlstribute these funds.

After these proposals were defeated, and a number of statements by members of
Congress denouncing the ef fectiveness and aims of bllIngual education were read
Into the Congressional Record, the final effect was that Title VI! funding was
reduoad from an authorizatlion of $446 milifon and an appropriation of $157.5
milllon to an authorization of $139.9 millton and an approprlation of $134
milllon. The length of authorlzation for Title VI was also reduced o continue
the program only one additional year; 1982 Technical Amendments to the Education
Consol idation and Improvement Act of 198! amended the authorlzation perlod and
extended Title VII through flscal year 1984.

In 1982, leglslation to amend Title VII was Introduced by Senator Walter
Huddleston (DXKY); a separate bili amending the BilIngua! Education Act was
proposed by the Reagan Adminlstration. The 97th Congress ended without action on
elther bill. The Adninlstration's blll was re-!ntroduced In 1985. Nelther of
these bills was "reauthorfzation" leglislation per se. Both bllls were Introduced
outside of the normal time frame for reauthorization and elther proposed no
extension In the years of authorization, or Included an authorlzation extension of
only one additional year. Both attempted to reduce the number of chlidren
el lglible to be served by Title VII programs, and the Admninistration's bill would
have repealed requl rements that programs funded by the Bllingual Education Act be
bllIngual and use blilngual teachers.

These leglsiative and budget Initlatives were accompanled by a varlety of
editorials crlticlzing bilIngual education In the national press and by the
unof ficlal release of a U.S. Department of Education |iterature review questioning
the ef fectiveness of bllingual educatlon. This climate caused NGLR to expand
the original scope of Its policy analysls project to Include analyses of
legislative and budget proposals, medla presentations and popular perceptions of
bliingual education. Project particlpation was also broadened to Inctude the
perspectives of representatives of State and local educational agencles, teacher
and other educational organlzations, clvil rights advocates, corporate officials,
Depariment of Education and Congressiomal staff, and opponents of bl Ingual
education.



The project sponsored a serles of meetings around the country end prepared a
serles of Issue/option papers to further explore Issves most commonly ralsed.
NCLR President Raul Yzagulrre and Josue Gonzalez also participated In a conference
of leaders In bllingual and forelgn language [nstruction, convened by the Hazen
Foundation to discuss the future of billingual education and submit recommendations

to Secretary Bell.

- ‘The end result of the reauthorization po!icy analysis project was a

col lection of Issue papers analyzing major Issves and suggested pollcy options.
The Issue papers Included both those optlons which were then belng considered In
Congress and those advocated by proJect particlpants. Inclusion of optlons did
not connote endorsement, merely that the option had elther been actively promoted,
legislatively or by varlous groups, or had been proposed by project particlpants
:nd, after careful analysis, was Judged fo be educational [y and pol Itically
easlble.

Issues ralsed tncluded: the level of speclfliclily needed In the legislation
+0 Increase program accountabllity; the possiblilty of expanding Titie VII to
Include other related education areas such as forelgn lenguages and Engilsh as a
Second Language (ESL); the feasiblllty and possible content of a national l|anguage
pol Icy; the necessity for and type of targeting provislons in the leglsiation;
standards of minimum competency for biiIngual teachers; the possiblllty of
encouraging two~way blllIngual education programs (programs Involving children whose
native language Is Engllish as well as |imited-EnglIsh prof iclent children, In which
al| participating chlidren learn two languages); the best way of helplng
| Imlted=Engl Ish prof Iclent parents help their children In school; the most
benef Icial mix of Title VIl activities, t.e., capaclty~bullding activities,
tralining projects, research, and grants for bllingual programs In the schools;
and the role of the cultural heritege aspects of the leglslation.

The Issves and optlons were presented at the 1982 meeting of the National
Assoclation for Blllngual Education. The session was well attended and the debate
was spirlted. The consensus, hardly surprising glven the fact that the -
participants were al|l members of NABE, was that bllingual education has something
valuable to offer to all children and should be strengthened. Possibly less
predictable was the assertion that the federal bilingual education effort should
also be Improved, expanded to cooperate with other related fields, and given higher
competency standards for personnel. There were also many recommendations that the
federal legfislation speclfy program, data col lection, and evaluation requlrements
In greater detall In order to promote greater program accountab!llty. Desplite the
feel Ing that the legislation should be Improved, most particlpants were also
hesttant to amend the Title V1| leglslation, feel Ing that the climate created by
Congressional and Administration proposals made any change dangerous. There was
concern that adnitting the need for change and advocating amendments would only
strengthen the efforts to ki1l the program.

During 1981, NABE's Soclo-Fo! Itical Concerns Committee conducted 1ts own
survey, polling NABE members around the sountry concerning possible changes In
Title Vil. The Committee's conclusion, reported at another session of the
organfzation's 1982 Annual Conference, was that the existing structure of Title
Vil was adequate to deal wlth any changlng needs or political chal lengss and that
the leglisiation should be left Intact. If recommended that ef forts be directed



at better explaining Title Y11 to the Congress and the public, countering
attempts to leglisletively weaken bilingual education, and ensuring that Titie
Vil be reauthorized In Its existing form. These recommendatlons also
reflected the concern that proposing amendments at that time might easily
play Into the hands of those who wished to end or weaken the program.

In 1982 and much of 1983, while reacting to proposed amendments and edltorials
advocating the abol ition of bllingual educatlon, advocates of blllingual educatlon
devoted substantial efforts to bringing the debate on bllingual education back to the
facts. NCLR prepared a briefing paper for Congressional staff and the public
entltied, "Beyond the Myths: TIitle VIl and Bllingual Education In the Unlted
States, ™ and publ Ished and disseminated a document of fering short answers to common
questions about blllngual education. Upon request, NCLR and other Interested
organizations =~ most commonly NABE, the Mexican American Legal Defense and
Education Fund (MALDEF), and the League of United Latin American Citlzens (LULAC)
— also analyzed proposed amendments to Titie VI, submitted testimony, and
provided ongolng reports to the National Advisory Committes on Bllingual Education.
NABE, which had previously been only sporadically represented In Washington, D.C.,
re-al located its resources and hired a leglslative counsel, James J. Lyons, to
moni tor legisiative proposals and provide the Assoclatlon's perspective In federal
pollcy discussions of billingual education,

Al though events dictated & somewhat reactive posture durlng thls perlod, pol lcy
enalysls efforts continued. The Denver-based Center for Hispan!c Educational
Leadership, an NQLR afflllate with long experience In blllIngual education, began a
proJect to gather Information on pollcy optlons and draft proposed legisiation for a
bliingual education bitl with a variety of experimental options. NOLR col laborated
tn this effort and also publ Ished pol icy analyses suggesting a blueprint for
evaluating the ef fectiveness of Titie V1! programs and offering a set of key features
for any reauthorization bilf. In the spring of 19835, NOLR Presldent Raul Yzagulrre
addressed a major session at NABE's Annual Conference, outlIning these essent!al
‘features of any leglslation reauvthorlzing Title Vil:

« An emphasis on parent and community Involvement;

o Provisions to Increase the number of highly qualified bl!Ingual
Instructlonal and athar school personnel;

- Provisions to ensure that understandable Instruction In subject
matter areas comtinues to be made avalilable to children; and

« A focus on the concept that full language learning Includes i lteracy
and not Just aral proflclency.

Echolng the conference's theme, ™81l Ingual Education: In the National
interest,” Yzagulrre urged conference particlpants to Improve blllingual education by
paying close attention to those opposed to bllingual education, finding out exactly
vhat they are opposed to, redoubl Ing efforts to educate them, and demonstrating how
bilingual education |s In the country's best Interest. He also urged that bilingual
education advocates carry thelr Informational efforts to other education organizations,
and encourage them to joln or become active In those arganizations, working with thelr
membership fram within. Most of those concerned with blilngual education pursued
this approsch In 1983, examlinling srguments agalnst bl}ingual education for aress of
agreement and misinformation, and Increasing thelr educational end coalition-bullding
of for ts.



I1l. DEVELOPING LEGISLATION

In the fall of 1985 Representative Dale Klldee (D-MI) and Resldent
Commiss! oner Baltasar Corrada (New Progresslve-FR), members of the House
Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education and long-time
supporters of billngual education, advised the National Councl| of La Raza and
NABE of thelr Intentlon to Introduce leglsliation reauthorizing Titie ViI, and
asked the two organizations to develop draft leglslation. The leglslation was to
be pedagoglcally sound, based on communlty and national needs, and reflective of

tegl timate concerns for program Improvement.

Al though NQLR and NABE coordinated the develomment of the proposed
legislation, more than 25 national education, clvll rights and { anguage-minor ity
organizations played an active role In gathering ideas and comments fram thelr
membership. Based on prevlous pollcy analysis efforts, NCLR and NABE prepared
the first draft of the proposed leglslation and began the process of distributing
drafts for review and revision, Both broad concepts and specific legislative
wording were shared with a network which rapldly grew to Include several thousand
indlviduals throughout the country. In addition to the heavy Invol vement of
NCLR, NCLR afflillates and other Hispanic organizations, successful efforts were
made to secure the Invol vement of American indlans, Asian Americans, and Paclflc
Islanders, Arab Amerlcans and other language-minority groups. Many NCLR board
members, affillates and members of NCLR's Education Network critiqued a series of
drafts -- adding, deleting, developing and advising.

There was fremendous utillty == 1f not speed ~~ in the participation of so
many dliverse groups. Some concepts, which had seemed a good Idea from 2
Washington perspective, were el ImInated when practitioners and 1ocal communl ty
members questioned thelr efficacy. Some approaches which were sensible In
certaln communities did not adapt well to others. Communlty members and
organizations provided an Important perspective on the needs of parents and
out-of-school family members and the key role which community-based organizations
can play in education. Teachers highlighted the need for re-tralning and
Inservice education; adminlstrators offered valuable advice about program
organization, management and procedures. Researchers highl ighted areas In which
addltlonal study was sorely needed, and business people spoke of the need for a
workforce both |lterate and blllIngual. Congressional staff provided analyses of
the political feasibllity of various options. The common call fram all
participants was for a program with Increased accountabllity, better tralned
tTeachers, more attention to ful! Engl Ish language prof Iciency, |lteracy and
subject mastery, and Increased community Invol vament.

After several months, multiple drefts and revislons, and the concerted
efforts of many people, the leglslation was completed. It was not a “perfect
bll1," but did represent the consensus of a broad cross-section of Invol ved
Individuals and organizations, and an effort to respond to legl timate criticlsms
of the previous program. The bIi| met with the spproval of Congressmembers
Kildee and Corrada, who announced thelr Intention to Introduce the proposal es
legisiation. They set out the general themes of the proposed blll In a tetter to
thelr col leagues inviting co~sponsors. Within a few days, 57 members of Congress



responded afflrmatively, Including the entlre Congressional Hispanic Caucus, and
the bil] was Introduced on March 22, 1984, as H.R. 5231 =- The Academlc Equity and
Excel lence through Bil Ingual Education Act.

H.R. 5231 proposed a vartety of educational programs to be funded under the
Bllingual Education Act. The largest program would continue to be Transitional
BllIngual Education, but the program definttlon was amended to mandate that
programs contain a structured Engl Ish language component and that they be
designed so that children could meet grade promotion and graduation requlrements.
The leglslation also authorized funding for programs of Developmental Bi!Ingual
Education =- Integrated programs In which all students developed language skilis
In Engl Ish and a second |anguage. Funding was provided for exemplary bll Inguai
education prograns and a new program of Famlly EnglIsh Literacy. All programs
had more detalled appl lcation and evaluation requlirements than those In the
current leglslation. Teacher fralning programs were increased, with speclal
emphasis given to fralning programs In areas such as bllIngual speclal education
and bllIngual counselors, where schools were faced with crltlcal shortages. A
teacher re-tralning program was also added fo help teachers who were not
currently ful ly prepared to Improve thelr abllity to work with language-minority
chlildren. The bl{! also proposed to return the program's authorlization level to
‘S:Jllose to the tevel prlor to the 1981 budget cuts == recommending a level of

00 mlilion.

IV. THE LEGISLATIVE PROCESS

Hearings on H.R. 5251 were held on March 27, 1984, In the House Subcommlttee
on Elementary, Secondary and Yocational Educatlon. Witnesses fraom the National
Assoclation for BllIngual Education, the National Assoclation for Vietnamese
Amerlcan Education, the Callfornta State Depariment of Education, the National
School Boards Assoclatlon, and the Michigan State Board of Education testifled on
beha| f of the legislation. One witness, former Senator S.l. Hayakawa, honorary
chalrman of U.S. English == 8 group advocating the repeal of the bilIngua!l
provislons of the Yoting Rights Act, and a constitutional amendment to establ ish

Engl Ish as the offlcial language of the country «= testifled In opposition to
the blll.

The Congresslional Hlspanlc Caucus scheduled speeches by Caucus and
non-Caucus members on the House floor on April 3, 1984, to educate thelr
col leagues on the needs of |imited-Engl Ish proficlent children, the worklngs
of bllingual programs, and the features of the Klldee-Corrada bill. Sixteen
members of the House spoke o Inserted materlial Into the Aprll 3

Longressional Record.

DurIng the Subcommittee hearings on H.R. 5731, Congressman Steve Bartlett (R-TX)
had advIsed co~sponsors Kildee and Corrada of his support for bllingual education but
concerns about the need for greater program filexiblllty In the legisiation. He
of fered his asslstance and that of Congressman John McCain (R-AZ) t+o work with
members Klldee and Corrada to fashlon amendments to expand the flexIbllity In the
bill. Both Representatives Bartlett and McCain represent Congressional districts
with signlificant numbers of |Imited=-Engl Ish profictent populations. Arnoldo Torres
and Jul lo Barreto of LULAC had provided both members with detalled Information on
bl lingual education and had facilitated conversations between the Congressmen and
thelr jenguage-minority constituents. After the hearings, several meetings took
place between Congressmembers Klldee, Corrada, Bartlett and McCaln to work on a
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blpartisan compromise which would both allow for other program options and retaln
an adequate level of support for blliingual programs, Desplite long hours of
negotlation, and what all agreed had been & good-falth ef fort, they were unable to
reach agreement on amendments before the Subcommittee mark-up on H.R. 11,

On April! 24, the Subcommlttee met to ™mark-up™ H.R. 11, legislation
Introduced by Chalrman Carl Perkins (D-KY) to provlide simple extensions for a
varlety of federal education programs, Including bilingual education. Durlng the
process of dlscussing and amending verious provisions of the blll, the
Subcommittee agreed to substitute H.R. 5231 for the provistons In H.R. 11 which
would have reauthorlzed the current BllIngual Education Act. Discussion and votes
at thils mark-up were dlvided along party lines. The only members absent and not
\(rgﬂ n? by proxy were Gary Ackerman (D-NY), lke Andrews (D-NC), and Mario Blagg!

=-NY).

Repub!l ican members of the Subcommlttee volced thelr opposition to the
leglslation's continued emphasis on bllingual education programs and lack of
fundlng opportunities for monol ingual approaches such as Engl Ish as a Second
Lenguage and structured Immerslion programs. Scme members polnted out that there
are schools which are composed of such a diversity of language groups or have such
a shortage of blllingual teachers that blllIngual programs are not possible. Some
charged that the legislation mandated curriculun and was overly Intrusive. Other
Republ lcan members sharply attacked the efflcacy of blllngual education programs,
advocating Instead the use of EnglIsh Immerslon programs. Congressmen Kildee and
Corrada and other Democratic members acknow ledged concerns about the administrative
Impracticabll 1ty of bllingual programs In some districts, but polnted out that
the Act was currently underfunded and could not meet the existing need for
btlIngual education. They urged that funds for the establ Ishment of other types
of programs be newly approprlated monles, not funds taken away from bilingual
education. They also pointed out that there are very few structured Immersion
programs, and | Ittle research exists to demonstrate thelr ef fectiveness, and
cautlioned agatnst federal support for programs which may disgulsed versions of
*sink or swim™ school Ing.

Ultimately the Subcommittee rejected an amendment Introduced by Representative
Bll | Goodl Ing (R-PA) which Incorporated most of the features of the Reagan
Administration's previous bllIngua! educatlon amendments, and an amendwent
proposed by Representative Steve Bartlett (R-TX) which would have earmarked 15% of
the funds In H.R. 5231 for %speclal alternative Instructional programs.™ These
programs would not have been required to use the chlid's native language for any
Instructional purposes. At the request of Chalrman Perkins, Representatives
Kildee, Corrada, Bartlett and McCalin agreed to continue discussions on blpartisan

amendments to the leglslation.

After much detalled discussion betwean the members of Congress and thelr
staf f.members, and technlcal assistance provided by NOLR, NABE, MALDEF and
LULAC, the members arrived at a mutually scceptable compramise. On May 2,
vhen the House Education and Labor Commlttee met to examine the Subcommlttee's
verslon of H.R. 11, they Introduced a series of blpartisan amendments to
the bllingual education provisions of the bill. The amendments were adopted
by an unrecorded volce vote.

- The amendments expanded the bllingual education provisions of H.R. "¥1 to
Include some funding for the Special Alternative Instructional Programs prevlously
proposed by Congressman Bartlett. Under the agreement, 4% of the funds then
avallable for Title Vil (approximately $140 miillon) would be set aside for



alternative programs. The_alternative programs would be requlired to use "speclal ly
deslgned curricula and [be] appropriate for the particular | Inguistic and
Instructional needs of the children emrolled....[and provide] structured Engl 1sh
language Instruction and special iInstructlonal services which will alfow a chtld
to achleve competence In the EnglIsh language and to meet grade=-pramotion and
graduation standards."

The emendments also specifled that 50f of newly approprlated monles
(over $140 million) would be used for the Special Alternative Instruction
Programs, subject to a |Imitation of 10 of the bliI's total fundlng. :
Addl tlomal Iy, the amendnents would aliow the Secretary of Education to glve
preference to those alternative programs In sreas where the implementation of
bl lingual education Is administratively Impractical, due to smali numbers of
students fram any given fanguage or the unavallablilty of quallfled bt 1 Ingual
teachers.

After Committee mpprovel, the leglslation proceeded to the House floor.
On July 25, the House took up the bilingual education provisions of H.R. 11,
After the adoption of perfecting amendments proposed by Congressman Good! ing,
deslgned to Increase parental cholece In program placement and aliow the
funding of exemplary Special Alternative Instructional Programs, the title of the
bill dealing with bllingual educatlon was passed by volce vote. On July 26, the
House aporoved the entire blil, placed authorization caps on the Included
programs, and added an amendment authorizing slient prayer In the publ lc school s.
The House then attached H.R. 11 to the Senate's Adul+ Education Bi} I, S. 2495, and
sent the measure to the Senate for approval. Desplte the Interest of several
Senators, time constraints In the Senate had prohibited the Introduction of
companlon bl ingual education leglisiation In the Senate.

The Senate, divided on the Issue of schoo! prayer and several programs
Included In the amnibus bill, balked at approving this new version of S. 249%.
DIscusslons |agaed over the summer, and came to a temporary standstll| after
the unexpected death of House Committee Chalrman Perklns In August. Conferees
wvere appointed In the fall so that the House and Senate could negotiate a
final version of the blll In Conference Committee. After approving an
amendnent | ImIting the authority of the Secretary of Education to further
def ine the programs defined In the Act by regulation, and reduci ng the
authorization period fram flve to four years, the Conference Commlttee approved
the blilngual education provisions of the blll. Dlscussions and compramises on
other sections of the legislation were more extensive. The school prayer
amendmert was dropped at the Inslstence of the Senate and some programs were
modl fled, but accord was eventually reached, and all members of the Conference
CommIttee slgned the report, recommending passage of the leglslation,

- On October 3, the Senate aporoved the Conference Report on S. 249%; the
House followed sult on October 4. The bll| was sent to Presldent Reagan for
signature and was signed Into law as P.L. 98-511 on October 19, 1984. Presldent
Reagan Issued & statement announcling the signing of the leglslation and noted
hls support for the bipartisan BilIngual Education Act. Specifically, he
stated:

| am especially pleased that the amendments to the BI! Ingual e
Education Act aliow some flexibility for local school districts

to use Federal funds for the many proven alternatives +o the
traditional methods In blllingual education that they belleve

are better sulted to helping thelr Iimited Engl Ish speaklng
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students learn English. In the future | hope to work with
the Congress to further expand thls much needed flexibll Ity.

He also noted his opposition to provisions In the bill regarding Indian
Education and Impact Ald "b™ payments, and stated that had he been able to
veto specific Items In the legisiation, he would have el iminated thess

portions of the blll.
V. OCONCLUSIONS

At this writing, Congress, the Department of Education, and Interested groups

are exploring the regul ations which will need to be written to administer the

new statute, and discussing the possibillty of a supplemental appropriation

to fully fund the new blll. Although the Depariment of Education can legal ly
take up to 240 days to write and Issue new regulations, Congressional sponsors

of the legislation are maklng a concerted effort to secure the cooperation of

al | necessary partles, to avold disrupting the normal funding cycle for grants
under the BilIngual Education Act. Fallure to adhere to this funding cycle

coul d mean the absence of federally funded bilIngual education programs In the
schools for one year. Once the Issues of funding and regulations are resol ved,

the new bill wili be In place.

Since there were no recorded votes on the leglislation beyond the House
Committee on Education and Labor, excerpts from the Longresslional Record of the
comments of Members of Congress durlng action on thls btil are attached, to
provide a record of Congressional viewpolnts and perspectives. A summary of the
Bllingual Education Act of 1984 Is also attached.

While Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA), In his remarks upon Senate passage of
the leglsiation, speciflcally commended NCLR and NABE for efforts to "sollclt
views fran across the Natlion as to the needs of this program and communlcate
those views to the Congress,™ the BllIngual Education Act of 1984 real ly owes
t+s development and enactment to the ef forts and participation of the Hilspanlc
community. The leglislation of fers the pramise of Improved educational
opportunities for Hispanlc and other 1 Imited=-Engl Ish proficlent chlldren. If
everyone puts the same effort into implementation as was devoted to pol lcy
devel opment, the bl!i 1s bound to be & success.
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QUOTES FROM CONGRESS

Since there were no recorded votes on the Bll Ingual Education Act beyond
the Committee {evel In the House of Representatives and none at all in the
Senate, the fol lowlng excerpts from the LCongressional Record are offered to
present the positions and perspectlives on the legislation expressed by Members of
Congress, Comments from the House of Representatives are from the Congressional
Record of July 25 and 26 == when the House passed the billngual education
provisions of H.R, 11 and attached the entire bill to 5. 2496, and October 4 -~
when the House passed the Conference Report on S. 2495. Senate statements are
from the October 3 Congressiopal Record, when Senate Conferees submitted thelr
report on S. 249. The National Counclil of La Raza and the Natlonal Association
for Bllingual Education recelved special and much appreclated recognltion In
Senator Kennedy's remarks for thelr efforts to Incorporate a wide verlety of
communi ty-based views Into the legisiation, and for providing technical asslstance
to the Senate In the reauthorlization process.

House of Representatives

July 25, 1984 ~- Comments Accompanying the House Vote on the Bllingual
Education Provisions of H.R, 11

Dale Kildee (D=M[): "Limited=-Engllsh=-proficient students are a tederal
constituency In the same way as handicapped chlldren, disadvantaged children,
and other special needs groups of chlldren....The bllingual provisions of
H.R. 11 provide Instructional fiexibllity while Iimproving the program to
ensure these chlldren receive the necessary services which will &allow them to
fully beneflt fraom the education they recelve.”

=PR): "Although local school districts and States are
maklng an effort, schools In general are not meeting the need of LEP children.
The Nation continues to pay the price for its past educational neglect of
language~minority students. Wlthout a specific billngual education program to
address thelr needs, countless |anguage=-minority students would drop out of
schoo!. Bllingual Education is an effective method for developing the English
language skil!ls language-minor{ty students need for academic success.”

Steve Bartiett (R-TX): ™I support the blii's present format for bllingual
education and the Intent of billIngual education....The compromise is better

than the status quo: It Is a substantlal improvement over the current Federal
biilingual education |aw.seos”

¥iitiam Goodling (R-PA): "I am a strong supporter of bilingual education,
for instance. But In billngua! education we do somethling that we do not do In
any other plece of legisiation. We mandate 2 method of instruction. | am not
questioning how good or how bad that method of instruction may be. | em merely
sayIng that i+ Is certalnly a questionable practice that we on the Federal level
mandate a method."

Bobert Garcia (D=NY): "This compromise represents a sensible and cautious

approach to exploring the effectiveness of alternative methodologles, and provides
flexIbll 1ty to school districts serving large numbers of language minorlty
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students....bllIngual education Is an Instructional tool that has developed over
the past decades to help students whose first language is not English overcome
their llngulstic and academic difficulties and perform as wel!l as their

Engl I sh-speaking peers In school."

Bonald Coleman (D=-TX): "The new version of the BilIngual Education Act represents
a fair compromise fram those on both sldes of the Issues., Most Importantly It
Insures the continuance of a vital and necessary component on our educational
agenda. The Blllingual Education Program embodied In H.R. 11 Is an attempt to

provide our best tn Instruction and maximize the best in education for our
children,”

Solamon Ortlz (D=TX): "This blll does not call for speclal treatment for peopte
with {imited English skills. [+ simply provides them with the opportunity to
compete on an equal basis wlth other members of our society. Mr. Chalrman, H.R, 11
Is essential if we are to contlnue providing an opportunlty for children of
limlted Engl Ish proficlency and equa! chance for succeeding In, and contributing
to, this great nation."

=IL): "With the ever Increasing number of |Imited English
proficient chlldren entering our school systems, a strong bl}ingual education
program s essentlal to bringing them fully into the American mainstream.”

John Erlenborn (R=IL): "in title Il of H.R. 11, the commlttee rewrote the entire
BliIngual Education Act and mlssed a golden opportunity to truly reform this
program. The changes in H.R. 11 reflect the continulng emphaslis on transitional
bilingual education as the method of Instruction endorsed by the Federal
Govermment. It Is unfortunate that the Education and Labor Commlttee does mot put
enough trust In the process of local declistommaking to allow local needs,
pricrlties, and concerns to dlctate how students of limited Engl ish language
proficiency can best learn to read and write Engllsh."

Harge Roukema (R-NJ): "Listen to the following story which represents something
that Is happening all over America: Xavler Mancias has just flinished first grade
In McAlien, TX. Two short years ago, when beginning kindergarten, Xavier could
only speak Spanish. Since that time, he has been one of several students Involved
In a pllot project that teaches students English by Immedlately Immersing then in
the language from the start -- teaching all subjects +o them In English, By the
end of kindergarten, Xavler and his classmates were speaking entire sentences in
English and were ready to start reading In English....At a time when we are
struggl Ing with [a] serlous Immigration question, this Is Indeed good news to hear
that this program seems to be working. Here's the bad news: The McAllen School
District is prohiblted from using Federal bllingual education funds for this
projecteecee™

Barbara Vycanovich (R=tV): "There are two maln reasons why title VII of this

bill deserves our full support. First, i1t provlides State and local boards of
education a conslderable degree of flexibliity In determining what type of
bilIngual program best serves their [ocal needs. And second, [t allows continued
support for the traditional +ransition method. | know thls method Is preferred by
many of my constituents from the Hispanlc community. In elther case, the final
declsion Is ieft up to local boards of education."

=NIM): "BIllIngual education ensures that a chlld recelves
uninterrupted Instruction while learning English as a second |anguage. It
Increases the feeling of acceptance and sel f esteam which, In turh, leads to an
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improved sel f~concept and more successful performance. Most Importantly,
bilIngual education programs Increase the capacity for learning as the tfransition
to a new lengugae Is made. Les ruego a mis colegas que se Junten commigo para
asegurar todas las oportunldades educacionales & cada nlno americano."

Robert Matsul (D-CA): "A student's right to Intelligible Instruction fs 2
fundamental right that Is protected by Federal law. As the number of students of
{imited EnglIsh proficiency Increases dailly, it becomes evident that we are losing
the ful | depth of our Nation's potential by falllng to utillze thelr talents and
capabiiitles. it Is through such programs as...the Billagual Education Act that
we can prevent academlc retardation and negative self-concepts and can effectively
enhance the student's whole future capabllity for learning. Our Investment

In these programs today can only reap benef its for our Nation tamorrow."

Jdoseph Gavdos (D-PA): "There are those who argue agalnst bilingual education
programs, suggesting that earller Immigrants didn't recelve this speciel training
and adjusted qulte well, To these critics, | say that those were different times:
Life was simpler, work was simpier; |t was easier to find a niche In society even
if you didn't have @ complete command of the EnglIsh fanguage or American customs.
Today, as we ali know, life Is much more complex. We are a mobile society. The
new technology requires minds that can adapt."

=CA): "Title Il of H.R., 11, which provides for revisions of the
Bilingual Education Act, represents a wel l-crafted bipartisan compramnise. Thls

compromise, while retainlng the effective aspects of the current law, provides for
greater program flexiblllty In assisting students with |imited EnglIsh proflciency
t+o acquire Engl ish language skllis and academic achievement.”

Lawrence Smith (D=F1): "Bilingual education == an education by which the student
becomes proficient In the Engl Ish language -- is necessary to our Nation's future.
Children with timited English proficiency have been found to be one of +he mo
undereducated groups of all American children, It Is to our advantage .'p?: assﬂsf
these children as early as possible In thelr education. It Is an Invesiment In
our Nation's future."

Paul Simon (D=-{L): "The bllingual education provistons should be supported by

2! | Members because they are Important to education, to International understanding
and world peace, and to our national securlty. Af a time when the national need
dictates that we should be Increasing the exposure of our citizens to other
languages and cul tures, that exposure Is declining. Cultural Isolation Is a
luxury America can no longer affard. We are the fourth largest Spanish-speaking
country In the world. Yet, nothing is belng done to preserve the language skilis we
have or to use this rich lingulstic resource to traln people in the use of a

| anguage other than English,™

-CA): ",,.with so |1+t]le evidence avallable to support bllingual
edcucation's effectiveness In promoting Engl ish language {earning among |imited
Eng! ish-prof iclent students, |t makes | ittle sense, In my view, to continue
expending mil lions of Federal dollars each year on this one approach. With the
need for restralnt and frugality In all areas within the Federal budget, It hardly
strikes me as prudent pollcy to devote scarce Federal doliars....to an
instructional approach which has not been proven to be the most effective method
In encouraging Engl Ish proficlency among ! Imlted=-English proficlent students.”
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July 26, 1984 ~- Comments Accompanying Flnal Consideration of H.R. 11

s "...! would also like to express particular support
for the blllingual education program...M. Chairman, | belleve my col leagues
in the Congressional Hispanlc Caucus sald 1t best in the letter to the Members:

Biltngual educetion Is Integral to the natlional priority to
provide equal access to education for ati..."

Mario Blaggl (D-NY): ™Whlle | am pleased that we have provided for Increased
flexibility In this program, | belleve, qulte frankly, this fiexibillty does not
go far enough. | remain deeply concerned over continued riglidity In Instructional
methods when there have been clear alternatives to tradltional Instructional
methods that have proven to be equally as effective. | belleve that we are
denying a number of worthwhlle programs adequate funding by 1imiting the amount of
al ternatives under this bil{ and | Intend to monitor the Implementation of these
programs in anticipation of expanding flexibllity further during the next
reauthorization of this progream.”

James Scheuer (D=MY): ™While there Is clearly a need for continued Federal
asslstance to help these children succeed In mastering the English language, it Is
also clear that Improvements in blllngual education are essential If these
programs are to reflect the latest and most Innovative techniques avaliable. |
fimly belleve that this leglslation represents a sensible and realistic effort to
expand and Improve the effectiveness of billingual education programs.®

=CA): "Since passage of the 1968 Billngual Education Act, we
have seen that when students are offered an academic curricutum In thelr natlve
language, they can succeed. |In fact, academic achievement in thelr native
language has proven to enhance their abil ity to speak, read and understand
English. Students in a bilingual setting quickly excel In concept development and
reading comprehension. Before long, children who once possessed a low sel f-Image
become proud achievers.”

October 4, 1984 ~= Statements Accompanying the House Vote on
the Conference Report on 2.2496

James Jetfords (R-VT): ™With the large number of people enterling this country for
whom English 1s not the first language, new demands are also being placed on
bilTngual education. Several of the Republ ican members of the Education and Labor
Committee worked very hard to allow fiexibillty In Instructional methods. Again,
the philosophy of malntaining those methods which are effectlve, while exploring
new approaches to an educational problem, Is embodied In this title of the bili."

Steve Bartlett (R=TX): "I would remind this House that for the first time In
this bilingual section we will have funded and authorized forms of alternative
Instruction and curriculum by the Federal government which are currently belng
used by many State and f[ocal govermments Including EnglIsh as a secondery lenguage
and structured immersion, as long as thet structured immersion has es Its purpose
the acquislition of English and the acquisition of academics.®
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=NY): ™| am especially pleased that this bill extends, for 4
years, the billingual educatlon programs which are critical to assuring educational
opportunlty to students of limlted Engl Ish prof iclency..«« | 8m pleased that this
bill provides for greater flexlbility for bil ingual education programs so that we
may be able +o adapt programs according to local needs....| Intend to monitor
these new programs very closely with an eye toward evaluating the types of
programs used so that we can assure that we are supporting those types of programs
which provide proficlency In Engllish to students In the most timely, and ef fective

manner posslble.

John MeCaln (R=AZ): %“Make no mistake about 14, the purpose of this +itle is to
teach students English. In many cases transitionzl blllngual education works and
works well. However, with this compromise It will aliow for flexibility on the
local level. Unfortunately, some groups have ralsed the unfounded concern that
btlingual education witl Institute and perpetuate a two-language system. Nothing
could be further fram the fruth. We must teach all students English without
destroy Ing thelr ethnic heritage and we must make sure that | imited Engl Ish

prof Icient students are not left behind thelr Engl ish speaking peers."

SENATE

October 3, 1984 -- Statements Accompanying the Senate Vote
on the Conference Report on S. 2496

-VT): "The bllingual education program has been greatly
improved by the House amendments, and the Senate conferees were Impressed by the
presentation of the House Members on this subject. In particuler, this Senator Is
pleased to see for the flrst time funding included 1n the reauthorization for
alternative approaches to blllIngual education. Im my home State of Vermont, these
al ternative programs have been used with great beneflit for children coming from
widely varfed ethnlc backgrounds."

: "One such change to the Bllingual Education Program, of which
| am especlially supportlve, is a requirement tfo fund a certain number of
innovative approaches to teaching billingual education. Whiie traditicnal
bilingua! education may work for some schools and students, there Is ample
evidence that many students iearn EnglIsh more quickly through alternative methods
then through the transitional or developmental approaches. 1 would encourage
schools to continue seeking and using new methods to help non-Engl Ish-speaking
children become fluent in Engllish as quickly as possible."

Steve Symms (R=1D): ®....during the process of approving funding for this program
[impact afd] In the House, our colleagues In the other body, ettached the
Bl1llngual Education Program == a program that provides funding to Instruct adults
in the English language. Nevertheless, much of this Instruction in the past has
proved to be a lobby tralning program. These adults have been Instructed to lobby
for more billingual education funding which in practice has aliowed the funds to be
used for political rather than academlic tralning....| am not here to oppose

S. 2496, It has many Important provislons, like Impact Ald, which need to be
approved. | do not, however, support the BilIngual Education Act which uses
+axpayers' money to Indirectiy support lobbying tactics. During the 99th
Congress, | will work with th2 anrropriate committees to bring accountabll Ity to

the Adult Bllingual Education Program,"
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; =14A): "The reauthorlzation of the Federal BIlingual Education
Progran represents a signlflcant Improvement of current law. This reauthorization
Is the result of a major effort among the educatars and the bllingual education
community to Improve and enhance this program to serve the needs of |imited
EngiIsh proficient children....This legislation was a serlous effort to
‘accommodate the view of the critics who &lleged that the bil Ingual program was
"InflexIble.® To accommodate these views, this legislation provides up to 10
percent of the total authorlzation for special alternative Instructlional progranms,
which may Include English as a second language o structured Immersion programs.
The result of thls accommodation was bipartisan support for thils program. | hope
thls blpartisan support will continue In the future,™

Christopher Dodd (D-CT): ®0f additional signlficance In the reauthorizatlon of
title V11 of ESEA |s the unamblguous Intent of the Federal Government to ensure
equal access to an adequate education for all students of limited English
proficlency....In recent years, opponents of bilingual education have argued that
Instructional methods Involving the child's native language Is counterproductive.
This debate, unfortunately, stems more from politics than from a real concern for
the best tnterest of limited English proficient (LEP) chlidren. Without programs
like the Federal Bilinguat Education Program such children are being denled a
basic right to an adequate education. | have studled the evldence closely, Mr.
President, and | see no reason to challenge what the Supreme Court concluded 10
years ago fn Lau versus Nichols,

Basic English skiils are at the very core of what these public schools
teach. Imposition of a requlrement that, before @ child can
effectively particlpate in the education program, he must already

have acqulred those basic skills is to make a mockery of public
educatlon. We know that those who do not understand English are
certain to find thelr classroam experiences wholly Incomprehensible
and 1n no way mean]ngful,"
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SUMIUARY OF MAJOR FEATURES
BIL INGUAL EDUCATION REAUTHOR IZATION BILL

(P.L. 98-511)
Authorization Level:

For the purposes of carrylng out the provisions of the act, there sre
suthorlzed to be appropriated $176 mi{llon for flscal year 1985 end such
suns 8s may be necessary in each of the three succeeding fiscal years .

Length of Authorization:

This leglstation reauthorizes the Bl Ingual Education Act, from fiscal
year 1985 through fiscal year 1988.

Part A: Elpanclal Asslstance For Educatlon Programs

Sixty percent of the funds avallable under this ect esre reserved for
programs funded under Part A. Parents of chiidren participating In these
programs must be notl fled of thelr child's pi scement and given the oppor=
tunity to request an alternative placement. The leglslation autherizes
t+he fol lowing range of educational programs:

. Jransitional Bilingual Education Progrem

The legistation tightens the definition for these programs, by
requiring programs applyling for grants under this category +o contaln
s structured Engl Ish=IBanguage component and some local ly=determined
amount of instructlfon Ina the chlld's native language. Programs mus?t
also be designed so that chlidren can meet promotion end gradustion
requl rements and may, for Integration purposes, tnelude up to 403
chiidren who ere fully English prof icient, Grants are for three
years, and ere renevable for an addltional 4wo years. The first yeeor
of the grant must be used for tralning, planning and other pre-service
activities (a walver may be grovlded for districts where such
activities are not necessaryle. Seventy-five percent of funds avall-
able under Part A sre reserved for these progr 8ns.

. MMM

These programs must have specleal ly designed curriculs, be appropriste
for the particular linguistic and Instructional needs of the chlldren
enrol led, provide structured Engl Ish language Instruction, and speclal
Instructional services to allow & child to achleve competence In
Engl Ish and meet grade-pramotion and gradustion standards. The grants
may be fo new programs or those recognized as being academical ly

- excellent. The Secretary may establish & funding preference for those
school districts where the establ ishment of bilingual progrems Is
adninistretively Impractical and mey gl so consider an applicant!'s
current or past efforts to establish 8 bl1ingual program. These
programs need not utlllze » child's natlve language., Four percent of
funds currently svallable under the Act, and 507 of any new funds up
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to 103 of the total appropristion for the Act ere reserved for these
programs, and related activities authorized under the other parts of
the act.

Develomental Billingual Fdueation Programe

These programs are designed to allow all participating chilidren to
achleve competence In Engl!Ish and a second {anguage, snd meet
premotion and graduation requlrements, The programs are to be
composed of approximately equal numbers of LEP and non-LEP children
(although & walver may be granted where this Is not teasible).
Grants are for three years, and are renewable for en additional two
years.

Acadenic Excellence Programs

Programs funded under this category are programs of billingual
educztion which have established & record of providing effective,
academical ly excellent Instruction. These grants are for three
years, and are for the purpose of identifying, strengthening and
utltizIng existing excellent prograns of blllingual Instruction.

Eanily English Literacy Programs

These programs are designed for the parents and out~of-school fanlly
members of LEP chlldren In recognition of the fact that fanguage
learning Is a famliy process. The programs sre deslgned to help the
fanlly acqulre competence In +he Engl ish language, and provide
Instruction on how parents may facllitate the educational achievement
of LEP children, Instruction In these programs may be conducted
bilingually, or since the main objective Is English |lteracy for
adults, may be conducted entirely In English. Grants are for three
years. :

Bllingual Preschopl and Special Education Programs

BilIngual Preschool Programs, and Speclal Bilingual Programs for
learning disabled, handicapped and/or glfted and talented LEP students
are also suthorized.

Haterials Development Projects

These grants provide assistance for the development of teachling
materials In languages where commerclal ly=produced materials are
not avaliable.

Jdodlan Children 1n Schools

Provisions are the same as In the 1978 Act, except that tribally-
€ontrol led schools ere now also eligible grantees.

Studepts In Puerto Rico .

Provisions are the same as in the 1978 Act.
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Part B: Data Coliection, Evaluation, and Research

Funds under thls part are for (8) col lecting data on the nurber of LEP
persons and the sducational services evailable to such persons, (b)
evaluating the operation and effectivensss of education programs such
as those assisted by the Act, and (c) conducting research to improve
the effectiveness of bllingual education programs. Speciflc programs
and activities Include: o

Atate Education Agency Programs

These grants provide funds to State Education Agencles (SEAs) to

col lect, sggregate, enalyze and publish data and Informetion on the
state's LEP population, and the educational services avalleble to such
persons. States will provide annual reports of this Informetion to
the Secretary of Educatlon. State progrems may elso Include:
plenning and development of bllingual programs; review and evaluztion
of bllingual programs; provision or coordination of technlcal
essistance; development end administration of Instruments to assess
+he educational needs and competenclies of LEP persons; and the
tralning of SEA and LEA staff. Grants shall not be less than $50,000
nor greater than flve percent of the Title VII monles recelved by the
state In the preceding yeer.

Pronuligation of Evatuation Regulations

The Secretary shal|l Issve regulations setting forth & comprehensive
evaluation design for programs assisted under Part A. These
reguiations shall provide for the collection of Information and data
including Informetion on: educational background, needs end
competencles of LEP progrem students; speclfic educational activities
which are part of the program; quallfications and competencies of
progran staff; and the extent of educational progress achieved by the
program as determined by various suggested criterla.

Evaluation Assistance Centers

These centers, at least two of which shall be established, will
provide technical sssistance on svaluation and assessment to SEAs and

LEAs, 6rants sre for three yesrs.

Besearch Activitles

Funding Is provided for research and development propossls submltted
by Institutions of higher education, private and non-profit organi-
zations, SEAs, LEAs, end Individuals In a variety of speclfled sress
Including: the process by which Individuais scquire & second
fanguage and master subject matter skills required for
grade-promotion end graduation, and which ldentlfy effective methods
for teaching English and subject matter skilis within the context of
a bliingua! education program or speclal siternative instructional
progran. Grants sre to be competitive, and requests for proposais
announced by the Secretary. The leglisiation also Includes the
current provisions regarding the operation of 8 clearinghouse of
informetion on bl!Ingue! education. %
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. Part C: Tralning and Technical Asslstance

Twenty-five percent of the funds avallable under the Act are reserved for
activities euthorfzed under thls part ~= an Increase fram the percentage
Currently earmarked for training. Funds under this part are to be used
for training and re-training of Instructional personnel, advanced study
In bliIngual education, assistance to schools of sducation, and the
provision of technical assistance to school districts Implementing
bilingual education prograns, Authorlzed activities Includes

-

Pre-Service Tralning Programs

This program authorlizes the establ Ishment and support of training
programs for educational personnel preparing to participate In
programs of blllIngual education. The leglsiation gives preference
to prograns contalning speclfied minimal components of & biiIngual
teacher tralning program.

Iralning Institites

Short-term tralning Institutes are designed to Improve the skills of
participants In bilingual programs. These Institutes may provlde
training to parents, and also may Include summer (snguage programs
designed to Improve the Instructional competency of educaticnal
personnel working In bllIngual programs. The Institutes are designed
to help districts address thelr need for re-trainlng teachers and
improving teacher competencies In bl lIngual education,

The fellowship program provides sssistance to students pursulng
advanced studues In billngual education In such tields es: billIngual
teacher training, curriculum development, program adminlstration, and

research and evaluation. The number of fellowships named In the
legisiation Is & siight increase over those currently awarded.

Erants to Schools of Education

The "Dean's Grant" program encourages reform, Innovation and
Improvement In app!icable education curricula in graduate education,
In the structure of the academic profession, and In the recrultment
and retention of higher education snd graeduate school facultlies as
related to bllIngual education.

Hultifunctional Resourge Centers

At least 16 "Hultifunctional Resource Centers™ sre estab! Ished to
provide, upon request, fraining and technlcal assistance to educ-
ational personnel end parents participating In bllingual education
programs. The Centers provide comprehensive fechnical essistance to
programs located within thelr geographic service area. In sddition,
esach Center Is responsible for gathering and providing Information to
other Centers on e particular erea of bilingual education, tncluding:
bilingual speclal education, bilIngual sdult education, bliingual
program adninistration, education technology, literacy, math and
sclence education In bllingual programs, counselling | Imited English
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prof lclent students, end career education progrems for limited
Engl Ish proflclient students.

Part D: Administration

As In the current act, the legisietion mandates an Office of Bliingus!
Education end Minorjty Languages Affalirs (OBEILA), to be headed by &
Director to whom the Secretary will delegate all of his delepsble
functions regarding bllingual education. The legisiation modlfles the
exlsting National Advisory Councli on Bl ingual Education and creates &
Netlicnal Advisory and Coordinating Councii on Bil Ingual Education, The
legisiation makes the fol lowIng changes In the adninistrative provisions:

e The creation of & division within OBEMLA excluslvely responsibie for
the collection, aggregation, analysls end publication of data and
Information on the operation and ef fectiveness of programs esslsted
by Title Vi1 Is mandated.

« The National Advisory end Coordlinating Council has sn expanded role in
this legisiation, serving as the mechanism through which the Director
consul ts with affected groups and constlituencles and participating In
the formul ation of reports, regulations and research agendas and
policles. The composition of the Councll Is also altered to
strengthen Its function of coordinating federal pollicy with state and
focal billngual pollicies. All members must be knowledgable about
bi1ingual education end the needs of LEP Indlviduals. Flive members
shal | be state bil Ingual education directors; three experienced In
research end evaluation (two In bliiIngual education, one In alternative
approaches); two classroom teachers (one In bllIngual education, one
In special alternztive appproaches); two teacher trainers (one In
bl!lIngual education, one In spectal alternstive approaches); two
parents; and one representative of a professional sssoclstion
representing bilIngual education personnel.

« The Secretary Is prohlbited from expanding via regufations the
definttions of programs authorlzed under Part A,

For further Information, contact Lorl S. Orum, Senlor Education Pollcy Anzlyst,
Natlonal Counctl of La Raza, (202)628-9500.

-
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