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o © . ‘Praface .

'I'he ‘evaluation ‘team wishes to expx bs a.ts sincere apprecxatxon\

' to the ‘many ‘migrant and non-mxgrant edjcators, mu.grant students,' and

; . ‘mxgrant pareqts who participated in this study. - The team also wishes” _ ;
' to th‘l'\’4h:‘3m§§«dy s: Advisory Panel. f‘r their ded1cated and rxgorous A

(
guxdance dyring the study. fhe results reported in the summary and - ,
: 1; ‘the fl.nal report; would not have- had the authent1c1ty or scope they >
" have, thhout the' participation of these groups. K . S \\ !

i

'Bhe team found that mn’grant ed(u:atxon in Ca11forn1a is, generally\

' DR bexng conducted by extremely hardworlung people, ydedl.cated to 1mprov1ng,\

"‘the educatl.on g:lven to migrant studegts. .Th: ’, was’ ample evidence’ \

. 1nd1cat1ng °that these people -try to provide the 'educatxonal servxces \

Uy stxpulated under m1grant education . guxdehnes.' In addl.fl.on, the assesseﬁ \
achxevement' oflmxgrant students substantl\ates the need For those ser— .
vices. Therefore, the’ 'program, and 'ifs advocacy for the mg.grant ch11d

should be preserved )

[ . ' . e o . .
+ o : : ' . . .

The majority of.problems and issues' uncove ed .during the'ev'aluati.on »' .

. _t;,e“r?eﬂ to indicate effects of the organxzatl.on, pohcy, and adm1n1stra- ‘ H
o

ti fl the program upon 1mp1ementat10n in the f1e1d 'I'he s1gn1f1cant

Lo exception, whxch is the need for greater commxtment by non-mxgrant ‘staff
‘ 'at the dlstrxct level, may be more -than. an 1ssue that can sunp].y be ‘ - ' /& :
'corrected by program changes alone. Program changes, espec1a11y in the'

1' ‘areas of awargness,l tramxng, pohcy, and adm1n1strat1on, are recom~

mended. However',,ownershxp and teamxng cannot 1:e eas11y mandated, they, y v
# ~ " also 1avolve the need for vofuntary actl.on. ot '
A v .

v . . . - . ’ ‘'

) < . ‘1, w L .»;.‘
¢ ' Throughout the study the evaluatl.on team found that program part1c1-

am. - The team

as 1mportant and/‘\w

e1.ng reported o

pants were ‘open . to suggestxons for 1mp'rdvmg the pr

- was contmually encouraged to cons1der the 1nVest1gatl.o

‘needed.. I;]xs in that sp1r1t that these f1nd1ngs

| W
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\ g : ////Introduccion _ ‘ . (r,-
o . On April 4, 1960 tho RMC 'Research Corporation of Mountain View, .

, . California, vas . awarded a contrnct by the Clliforniu Depattment of

\\ Education to study its Migrant Education Program stntewide The study

was to be conducted in two one-~year phases, thh Phase I occurring

', 1980-81, and Phase II occurring 1981-82.  ‘What follows is the execytive.
X
* .

\{ummary of the final report to the State for Phélg I.

‘\ |

\

Need for the Study

. '\' N
As part of a Federal requxrement, the State must conduct an annual

evaluation that studies the current issues. pertaining to the operation of

the migrant educatjion program statewxde. In the past, the qperat1ng
agenxces submitted[their own evaluation reports, whxch ‘were summarxzed by
the State and submitted to the Federal program offxce. Concern over the
| "lack of Jp1form1ty in desxgn and intent of the reg1onal reports, plus the' =
'Federal concern thaF adequate statewxde information was missed, led to '
the State s request for- this study . An outsxde contractor was requested
1n order to increase -the overall deectxvxty of the evalqgtxon results

and to protect the confidentiality of partxcxpant input.

Purpose of the Study ‘ ' ' - ¢

" The purpose of Phase I was to provxde summative 1nformatxon on the
':status of program implementation for migrant education statewxde. It was
import ant to descrxbe and analyze implementation in terms of the legxsla-
lxve and aomxnxstratlve guidelines governing the.program. In addxt}on,
Phas I was to provide formative feedback of a confidéntial nature to
partxcxpants at all levels of the program (district, reglon, and SCate)
The pri;ary focus of the feedback was to be on those aspects that would
help the partxcxpangp 1mprove the adequacy of the program A secondsryr
purpose ﬁdfjthxb formative evaluation effoft was ‘to prov1de enrlchment toﬁ"ij

the interpretation of the sémmat1ve results.
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. 'reéerred to. as "'the study," coveréd.the' 13 major components of the

- e e . S & . P
T L

The purpou of Phase II iu to evaluate the e!!ecu o! tha formative

" feedback provided ynder Phase I. The cmphnh during this’ phau will

be :oodctermine the extent to which the !udbnck was received, used,
and resultéd in specific program mprovamenu. . '

B

4

Scope of \-xPhue 1

/ .
' 'rhe uummcive aspect of Phase I covered all grlde levels of the
migrant education program, including pnrent and community iqvolvement
activities. The- mplemnution of the ptogm was studied primarily at .
the district level; data were :hegh aggregated and analyzed Statewide&‘,:
I?olicy review, however, was conducted at'-the district, regioml State,

and Federal levels.

Formative studies du ing Phase 1 were 'conducted‘ in 13 different

school di'stricta, aelectq{ because c'ach represented some unique combin-

ation of relevant characteristics. Formatjve studies' were also conducted
each region, and in the State. The formatxve\o\udles, like the
mative, covered all grade levels, mcludmg parent\and commumty

. : . SN
involvement. : - 3 *

Content of Phase 1 o ' . R

» ) . . .
Both the summative and formative a»ects of Pbase I, héreaﬁter
»

ahform.a ngrant Education Program Each component als with unique, ~

yet mterrelated, responnbxhtxes of the ptOgram thgt arise from the

, Federal polxcxes’ 'I'he results summanzed here “cover a‘h: component.

L
' ' g -

« Both aSpecta of -the study covered three operational . dimensions

which cut across the components: (1) pol.'icy, (25, organization, and

(3) administration. Wxthout these dxmennons, 1mp1ementatxon ?f the
program compogehts c0u1d not have been evaluated. The results summarized

here also cover these dimensions. : -



*+ Mathodology

Formative Evaluatio® Approach

B *
v

o The !ormutiva studies were conducted through the process of inter-
viewing program plrficlplntl, reviewing appropriate policy documants,
site plans, and medting akandal, and observing the delivery of services.
Thil§proceaf waa’folloued in each sjite: - the 13 Hilcrict}, the nine’

) .,regxonu. and'wﬁz State. ‘

District' sices were selected on the basis of each being represent-

dtive of a unique combination of characteristics. The major character-

., 1istics considered were as follows: (1) size of program, (2) funds per
atudent, (3) gedgraphic/regional location, (4) otudent mobxixty, and (5)
district configuration ‘(elementary, aecondary, ot unifted) ' One of the.
"direct-funded” districts vas added as o site. 1In lddxtxon, all of the

\ . . Kl
)egions, and the State, were selected as uxtea. S ‘

~
.

Axded by a seml-structured 1nterv1ew guide, the evaluators conducted

f_ inf rmal interviews thh key participants at each site, 1nc1ud1ng-both

mxgrant and non-migrant personnel. Parents and students were interviewed"

as wefl The confxdentxalxty of the 1nput>rece1ved during these inter=-
views wég strictly adhered to throughout the study.

Each 'aite was visited about three times. . The first visit esta-

L, blished rapport and sxte-specxfxc evaluation - plans. the second was

devoted prxmarlly to data collectxon, and the- third was reaponsxble £or

ey completing data collectxon and provxdxng oral feedback. Feedback oc-

_curred in essentxally four ways: (1) the interview questions themselves

alerted partxcxpaﬂts to areas needing attentton, (2) the interviews'

allowed for 1nforma1 feedback by the evaluator, (3) there was planned

oral feedback at the end @f each v1s1t, eapecxally Yhe ihxrd vxsxt, and

(4) each site was sen; ‘a written report. This executivé summary revxeys

~.the final report, to 3§he‘ State, uhieh constituted' both summative and

formative feedback at that level.
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Summat tve Evaluation Approach . ¢y,

; The summative data colléc;}on vas divided into three basic ul!ortu{
(1) collecting from the State any,,binic enumaerative data and policy
documants; (2) collecting from district=level personnel their responses
to'aueationnairusi and (3) collecting Prom districts  and the State ‘the
basic .indicators of ltudtnt achievement. Qucotionnair-a vere prepared.
for -the !olloving ‘eight vesponse 3;oupl. parenta. lbudento, migrant
aides and health.perlonnql, migrant ralourée teachecs, regular classroom

teachers, school principals, migrant and regylar counselors, and district

‘administrators. The questionnaires included respondents working with all

grudco, K=12, Thrco indica:or|~ of student achievement were selected:
local grade-advancenenc information 1ncluding graduation, local profi-
ciency exanination rclulco, and results from the California Assessment
Program (CAP). The grade-advancement information covered grades 3, 6, 9,
"11 and 12, Thd’broticxency exam vesults covered essentially grades 6 9
anﬁ 11. And, the CAP data wal !or grnde 3 only.

*

]

13

After careful conaxderatxon of the study's timelxnel, it was

decided that the lumz:;)ﬁe queltﬁoanxre data would be collected and
1

anulyzed for two sch years, 1979-80 and 1980-81. Therefore, the _

Stnte was essentially dxvxded randomly into three sets of migrant

districts; stratified by region. The first set of districts were to

be asked about the 1979-80 school year; the second about the 1980-81

school year; and the third would be set aside as an uncontaminated.!roup-
for future evaluations. The second set of districts were also asked to

submit data ‘for two indicators of student achievement.

. . ) /

Advisory Panel Y,

. ’

In addition to input f:sm Lhe State and oéhe:_ formative sites,
the’ dverall design, instrumentation, and analysis activities of the
study were guided by the study's Advisory Panel. ' Two ‘meetings of
the- Panel, which included panel-members, key State personnel, con- -

sultants. and RMC staff, were held. The firat was in June,‘1980,

7 ' -
-
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and covered design, lnumnenutldn. nhd data collection Lssuas. The
sacond was in March, 1981 and dealt with analysis and interpretation

, " lesues. Througout the 'study the' Panel mambers wure asked to review
T drafts of the basic instruments ‘as they became available. Hembers
* ' of the Panel arae llsted in the Appendix to this luynry\. ' ( !
N 7 . =V
., *
£ - \ ' .
» ' .
" .') ’ X . ' o .
) A -
A
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. - in many districts.

Overvlev o! Raadlus : s

’ : ' ' o
Migrant cducation ln Catl!orntn ln a lndernlly-(uudcd pto;rdu
almed at assuring educational continulty for a.mobile populuuon ;rcup of
children who usually have severa zn;ltlh-langua;e llnlta(lons. A n(ncare
attempt to provlda ‘that assurance vas found At every liVﬁlvH‘Ghiﬂ the
State's. Migrant Educat ion Program. The ruuln. howvu, aho tended
to point to a question often lound in pudblic education: who {s respon=
sible for providlng the educnd\onhl ncrvicun to children; aad, vho holds
the ptovidcru nccoun:abie such that, :he ;crvicns ictuolly biacfit the
children? Dnopitc the uincurc attympts’ ot Pro;ran stafll, an olloc&&ve
partnership between the migrant and non-nigr-nt pﬂrncnn&:zvaa not tound

+

~

The ultimata goal Lhrougout the Cinal ;epor: and thll summary
is to.focus on wvays to iuprovc a prograa thut is badly needed. The
results summarized here attempt to pvaide a generel ovcrviqv of the
uaJor issues, :he wa jor success atoriea{ and tbe unjor needs. The con= -
clusions and reconucndntiona that follow will. itemi:c {n greater detail

vhat was found ‘and vhat may be ‘able, to be done.’

N

Major Issues

. . ~
. : :
. - :
. }; | ,

Ovnerahxp and :eaning scen tQ b¥ the two most lalxent issues under~.

lying the implementation of lupp!emgntnl xn-truction to migrant children.
The results summarized here pou\tﬁ to a rulintion that education f{or

migrant students takes place :dllpite the inconsistent vibrations of’

bureaucrltic m-chxnery There.is ample evideng of dedicated people” at -

the local diatrxct levgl trying to ﬁrovxde extra inatructlonul help and
other services fo migrfnt students. The bulk of those dedicated people

are paid thrqugh migrant education funds. .

& .
. .

In contrast, also at the local district level, there is an aurs of.

incidental awareness at best by'nany regular'.chobllind dil;ribc staff

12,

>



“\',;t Desglte a cupnslstent and

staff espec1a11y‘ the coprd1nat1ngf' resource teacher,

"N

vV —

e the 1solatlon of m1grant staff ﬁguch that they cannot 1ntegrate the1r,

"E S ' =

/better team1ng w1th the mlgrant staff »'; : N ,

programs are completely VOld of any references to .a d1str1ct s comm1t-,'

.ment to prov1de an’ adequate base of 1nstru'ctlon to m1grant students
.or to 1ntegrate the 1nstructlona1 planning and serv1ces of ml.grant
. EEERAY :
teacher 1s o“ften left«-alone to coordlnate ‘the . bureaucratlc documen
‘tatlon of m1grant recru1tment, enrollments, parental 1nvolvement, health

screen1ng,_ and educatlonal serv1ces w1thout the bas1c support of the

“the - program, espec1ally among ‘key d1str1ct and school admlnytrators.‘

’."’Flndlngs of th1s report, such as’ ev1dences of tra1n1ng needs, the need

7 _'. , ‘mater1a1s,_ are un.te understandable, “the . key 1nd1v1d|.fal responslble“"

e ~for migrant . 1nstructlona1 services, the coord1nat1ng resource. teacher, ‘is

doing someth1ng=else besideés d1rec_t1y affecting 1nstructlon. ’ S

’ ,next year s program, o

EIMQC"

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

', hence many school and dlstr{;_ct st:aff demonStrate 11ttle ownersh1p_';

IT T dlstrlcts in” d1rect-serv1ce reglons.,z There 1s conslderéble e\i1dence of‘_'._

educatlon with: those of the1r own..'» The coord1nat1ng m1grant résource"“

Sl _dlstrlct, or knowledge by them, for what he or she 1s d01ng Thls means-_,-._

that the rema1n1ng ‘time left to the resource teacher is. spent promotmg

- for- more d1rectlon to - 1nstruct10na1 a1des, or the need for better o

_ The regions- cannot help matters, because they are at: the.p}r_esent._‘ o
- time carr1e1;s of State and’ Federal pOllCles, rreSponslble fo_r'v making
,su,re the MSRTS documentatlon contalns necessary ev1dence to support '

or . dec1d1ng on the allocatlon of funds ' "and. re-'.’

. 1n m1grant 1nstruct10nal serv;.ces ot:her than s1gn1ng a,serv1ce agreement,;. o

and f1nd1ng locatlons for- a1des to work Th1s 1s especxally true for"..'

“are conmutted heav11y to b111ngua1 programs,~ however, seem to promote .

- ‘ g
e The documents controlllng the plann1ng and fuﬁd;ng of m1grant L

sources,i and " for malung-up for the la.mlted 1eadersh1p prov1ded by




author1ty and a lot of fﬂex1b111ty, 1 e., regxons have'noJreal authorf;

f"_fffp housed. They.cannot negot1ate for greater d1str1ct comm1tment whe they

y\;asxcally te11 the d1str1cts what they w111 get ‘Though there are some

1fferences,.between d1rect-serv1ce and re1mbursement agreeme ts,' the

:_::_§3 dxstrxct fxnds 11tt1e or no* room to barter for con51deratlon

' needs.» The same ;s essent1a11y true for dlrect'funded dis
'they are more remote in terms of. contact w1th the1r fund1ﬁz agency,_the

State., However, the - plcture 1n m1xed reglons, where s me d1str1c

g10na1 negot1atxon 1s ev1dent, 1s cons1derab1y betterf

}~,"","_ = .;, : S _ }
' s Why does th1s §1tuatlon ex1st° It ‘starts t
permeates down through the program. Leadersh}é? is the problem . The

'.fSect1on, does not dr1ve a hard enough barga1n.. (1) there are. no 1ncen-

,txves 1n the reg1ona1 app11catxons and . s rv1ce agreements, (2) there

. ise no. accountab111ty in the MAR v1s1tat1ons, and (3) the ﬁAR has been too

lacked uniformity There are'a ot
gponal and d1str1ct 1eve1 mbst of yhom are funded by m1grant educatlon,

"who feel the1r success story 1s- submerged under the 1nadequate d1s-

“a

-sem1natxon of pollcy, funds, and"gu1dance by the State.; They are tired,
some are scared of hear1ng abo (3 how the m1grant program is in jeopardy..
. ;"".p

"Why doesn t ' someone come out 1nto the f1e1d spend ‘some t1me here, and

:, Major Successes . A IR SN /
L& L . '”. // : . ' -
Desp;te the 1ack of. owner§p1p and comm1tment on" the part of- many |
d1str1cts, ‘there 1s4p1enty of ‘evidence of a success story ‘fTheb 20 30

. - ) . = i; e ‘} : "5>1J4 t~~ . o ',.‘*I

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' State and a strong parent cont1ngent, 1t f1nds 1tse1f hav1ng 11tt1 A

1cts except

t/re-'

A compixance-orxented and overa11 eva1uat1on or assessment pract1ces have

f hard workxng peop1e at the re-"

over the’ d1str1cts,'nor do the loca1 educatlon agenc1es 1n wh1ch they_are‘g_'

. -

the state'leVel;and:_

‘State,; and thﬂs shou1d ‘not.- be 11m1ted .onlyy to the M1grant Educatxon .
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m1grant students assxgned to” each a1de are bemg glven four and fr?

'.:_ hours of-supplementary 1nstructxon in the tafgeted 7Sk1115 ‘each day

Sometlmes because of the students 'severe Engllsh-language 11m1tat1.ons,‘

at

. _:‘ B ,_d1s,_t:r1cts where teammg between m1grant and non-mlgrant staff occurs, ‘the -

:si.t‘uation 1nc1udes creative p1ann1ng to merge the development of m1grant

s't_’ud_ents' sk111s W1th the progress of other students. If the - classroom_-'

situation 1.s ESL orx b111ngua1 the situation. is 1mproved for another

reasan, the classroom teacher is- b11‘1ngual and _seems to have ‘an added

L g aff1n1ty for the d1ff1cu1t1es of the students. o )» t

i nu.grant serv1ces, espec1a11y 1nstructlon ‘health, and parental contacts,

‘help student ach1everﬂent. Whl.le ‘the study does not quantl.fy ‘the 1ncre-

unlque challenge for future evaluatlons, the results from the format1

study, through observatl.ons and 1nterv1ew§,» suggest that the progra

enhances. ach1evement m‘ the targeted skl.lls. : In addl.tl.on, there was

' 'a strong comm1tment and follow-through by m1grant staff . to identi"fy'-

and recruit other needy m1grant ch11dren for the. program. In other

those. needs. - o o R o .i'

. 'Major Needs o S o ‘

‘What.' thls study does c1ar1fy about ml.grant student achievement,w

"is that the current status of m1gra§1t ch11dren clearly demonstrates the

- need for a program that accomp11shes the thlngs the m1grant program

attempts to do. '. There is a need to 1dent1fy these students,_and to

assess the1.r needs. There is ' a need to remed1ate or develop their »
bas1c skxlls," and _to promote the1r cont1nuance 1n school .- There is
. a need to assess the1r progress, wh1.ch means that there cont1nues'

) to be a need to prov1de a _program: that assures cont1nu1t:y of servxces';""‘ '

when the ch1.1d moves d1str1ct to-dxstrxct. .

[ .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

it is the only 1nstructxon they can 11ke1y benef1t from.- Ih those.

“ The vast'“majo’ri/ty of- migrant and regular. staff.w alike--- feel t-hat :

‘. mental effect’s (degree) due to m1grant educatl.on, whlch will. represent a .

' words, the. program attempts to - seek Qut needy ch11dren, and attend to




_ "~ As the evaluators developed the neceSsary rapport 1n each of the1r
s1tes .to acquxre 1n-depth descr1ptxons of program 1mp1ementat10n, 1t

became ev1dent that - there was somethxng spec1a1 about the m1grant educa—,f

tlon program : It was a program of. adVOcacy,‘a program that d1d everyf°,'7'

””thlng poss1b1e to 1dent1fy needy ch11dren and to ensure that they wou1d

be given: he1p under the program. Even 1f ‘the local program staff encoun—

tered heavy oppos1tlon, they would work in 1solatxon 1f necessary tou{f

o,

deliver those services. . : S »jh:i .

oo : : ’ ’ - ' el T s

- -Why was there a need for -such strong‘advocacy°v The issue that
began to present 1tse1f in some d1str1cts was one that extends beyond the
“boundaries of pub11c educatxon.. There seemed “to be a concern mmgng‘
,.d1str1ct and- xegxonal staff that-xf money alone vere sent to many of the

districts, mxgrant ch11dren would not benefxt from one cent of it. The_

- a'dmstr1ct would merge its money thh the rest and proceed as . usual, paying L

11m1ted attention to- h1gh1y mobile- m1nor1ty students having- Engl1sh—

1anguage difficulties. Some of ‘their ‘concern stemmed from a sense ofhf\”’F.

.gthnlc b1as that ex1sted in the loca1 community or schools. . Some: of it
F
; originated from an h1stor1ca1 perspect1ve s of how things  were before

. migrant educat1on came to the d1str1ct. .Some stemmed from concerns

expressed to them by others. - ‘They were also concerned about their .~

'1mpress1on that dlstr1ct super1ntendents are pressured by ‘local schooJf.'

boards Lo -get. as. much ‘money  as poss1b1e and equ1tab1y d1str1bute it

across all- -students.,

- . . ’ '
. . . . .
.

J : Why"then, w1th th1s “all too ev1dent express1on of student ‘needs .

o

,1s the m1grant educat1on program under such upheaval? . The evaluators

who ‘conducted this study were cont1nua11y ‘made aware of the local and

0 8.

i regxonal effects of several 1mportant State -level aot1v1t1es wh1ch

" occurred’ throughout the study. At the begxnnxng of the study, a State—_'

1eve1 -ad " hoc task force report, wh1ch was extremely negatxve toward
the operat1on of the mxgrant program, caused loca1 and reg1ona1 staff_

" considerdable concern..
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new Dxrector.- ' SRR T TR

program. ..

Soon after the -ad hoc task force r@portqga new D1rector of ngrant

3

Then,'xt was - announced thab

‘actually a ser1es of task forces, to make. recommendations'for progrém

1~from the U. S Government Accountxng Office. . The evaluators felt almost

'1mmed1ate reactxons from d1str1cts -and regxons to ‘"awa1t the worst."

- but many of them also belxeved that the success. storxes in. the schools

themselves were going - unheard Some felt that 1f they were heard

‘ B

1t would make lxttle dxfference.-

The. next thing to 1mpact the fxeld was another change of D1rectorsf

Educatxon was appoxnted The dlstrxcts and: reglons, tryxng to recover"""
from the report had to adJust under the admxnxstratxve changes of the
N . o . s CERE e

"aﬁspecial task force had'beeniEOrmed, _

1mprovement g1ven the ‘ad hoc task force report, “and an earlxer report

' 'Many of ‘those interviewed agreed. with the need. for program 1mprovement,5

of ngrant Educatxon. Thxs t1me, an act1ng d1rector was named reportxng-

directly to ‘the Superxntentent of Publlc échools instead of to the

Dxrector of Compenéatory Educatxon Agaln, 1n1t1a1 reactxons in the'ﬂ_'d
field tended to be neutral at best. The mount1ng feelxng throughout the'”
study was that the fxeld had ‘little respect for State leadershxp, and'“

that until the State> got 1ts act together,' the d1str1cts -and- regxons

’ would proceed as usual : C .

’

. As was mentxoned a few paragraphs before,. the'-migrant]-studénts.i' S

have def1n1te needs ' 1n terms of the1r basic skxlls. There are two

aspects of the mxgrant educatxon program that seem to make 1t 1mperat1ve»

that “the édvocacy element be. maintained: (l) the program 1dent1f1es'

the needy chlldren, and (2) the program attempts to’ prov1de educaflonal

continuity when the chxldren move. "If the programawere to be success-

fully teamed w1th local d1str1cts w1thout los1ng these two aspects, it

seems that program serv1ces dould be\lmproved Somehow, the State must

renew 1tself in a leadersh1p role and cont1nue advocac%,of the m1grant

program, ga1n1ng a greater . d1str1tt commxtment fo~ success of the

K
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s e T " Conélusions and Recommendations -
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Th1s sect1.on of the executlve summary is categorxzed fyrst by

Lo Tcomponent, and then by the operatxonal d1mensxons cutting across the_q,if

'ﬂcomponents. The conciusxons ‘and recommendatxons reported here are

-‘evaluators encourage readers to probe m%re deeply into the’ fxnal report,

“as. -it provxdes the comprehens1Ve systmat1c argumentatxon necessary to

draw these conclusxons and recommendatxons. e <L

la. Supplementary Instructional Policy
Conclusxon. - Two very 1mportant issues - emerged dur1ng the polxcy

w

-revxew ‘for -1nstructxon. .. The first was’ very Specxfxc, “supplementary

was never def1ned.‘ As results from the study wxll 1nd1cate,‘there

is a problem vwhen staff at the local level do - not know -if. what ‘they'
-do or propose to do is supplementary The “second 1ssue is one of spec—
, ificity. The only 1nstruct1onal plans that existed in most d1str1cts,

‘ - 'regions, or.. the State were these documents. As ‘can be seen from the

‘

;excerpts presented here, those documents lacked the level of specxfx—"

cation necessary to alert local staff, especxally non-mxg ant’ staff,

as to what is e*pectwd of cooperatxvely developed—mxgrant 1nstructlona1

servxces

-~

" Recommendation. Pollcy documents should clarxfy supplementary,"

especially wheh.the students: lack the - skxlls to behefxt from regular
einstructien. ; v . R R : _ v

Recommendatxon.' Policy documents should call ‘for more "detailed

plans, espec1ally in regards to mxgrant/non—mxgrant cooperatxon or

' teaming. : L . N P o -

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

1dent1cal to those lxsted in the overall f1nal report. However, the
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,educated as we11 ‘as’ ~expected

‘ be a problem

- cation ‘in those cases where 1ts warranted

: m1grant staff .

. ,/‘ ; S
. Qual1f1cat1ons of Instrsctxonal Staff ‘ , S
] = — — % - .“’, - 3 . ) » o~ - A . » . o

Conclus1on B Cert1f1ed staff b'ot'h mlgranb and noh«mgrant‘are.'

;-There is some concern aboqt. the” schoolmg

of m;y of the a1des. BEER .

Vi L. - : - .S

5 - Recommendatxon. ‘In conJunctxon thh the plans for staff develop-""

ment, - the uu.grant programfyou'ld probably benef1t from settmg qnahhca- ,
~ . B
.tion requirements for' a1de/s that are at least the same as those eXpected Sy

for graduatwn from h1gh ﬁchool wh1ch 1nc1udes passmg local- prof1c1ency ' ,

exams. .

- . ro
é o
v i

'Cdnc’lus ionm.

=y

Recommendatxon

Conclusn.on.-»' The need for bil'ingual -"Tnigrant staff is vai:’parent;."

hOWever, : ve_y few d1str1cts requ1re that mlgrant staff be cert1f1ed'

b111n5ua1 B . - | o

Recommendatmn. The district should determl.ne the m1n1mum 1eve1

of . b111ngua11sm needed for. each staff poslt1on, and requlre cert1f1-

0y

-
- >
s

. Co . o . ' . .
' ' o . R ¢
lc. Instructional Planning Lo T 2 S _ §
| ‘ ' S AP I CE

-Conc]..u.sion. The awareness of goals and obJectxves of m1grant

educatlon is. not um.form acroas d1str1ct-1eve1 staff .eSpec1a11y non-

' . . -

19,
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2 Recommen ation.- A unxform method of mak1ng m1grant goals and

‘. ;;-obJectdvesfad/ually known to part1c1pat1ng mxgrant staff is’ needed h \“‘
. Conclusion., Migrant fnstruction, as\‘a supplementary approach,
. C , has "'too- many bosses"_. ¢ : »I S o s o,
Ao Recommendat:.on. As® part of ‘a later recommendation for & better
‘ def1n1t10n<éf, supplementary," it should be made clear that. the dlstr1ct ‘
‘ 1§ respons b'le’, in the final analysis, for migrant instruction. s
. ‘_ i h_.. ‘, ) . :
T ) .
Conclusion. -Ar_ticuiatilon of migrant 'i'nstruction, K-12, is no
' ‘better or worse '.than the'district's‘ regular articulation, _except that
the MSRTS 1is suppose to transfer mxgrant student records.. ) =
) _ Recommendat1on." Better teaml.ng with local d1str1ct staff and |
improvements to the MSRTS should_ help w1_th articulation K-12." s
. Conclusion. 'I’eamxng betweén mlgtant staff d bilingual staff
ti ' . 1s) better than between m1grant staff and regular:ﬁdl.strxct staff; how—
v | ever,- 1t\ can be 1mproved R " "
| , Recommendat1on. The State's M1grant Educatl.on Sect1on should
» :.' .‘ . take a 1eadersh1p role and develop cooperatwe plans with the State 8"

/ .

B111ngua1 Program by passl.ng gu1de11nes for d1str1ct 1eVe1 team1ng on

to the d1str1cts. _ ’

' 3 .
. . L o - . . . -

Conclusion.: Needs assessment practl.ces of " mxgrant education are

not adequately 1ntegrated w1th the dlstl‘ICtB instructional progfams.

Recomendatmn. Un1form guxdelmes for integrating migrant ‘and

dlstr1ct 1nstruct10nal planning sh0u1d include sped1f1cat10ns of how
m1grant ‘needs assessment processes and {nstruments are to. be used

supplementmg the d1str1cts own needs a_ssessment_.
"f . - . ‘ . ." W

| R 20
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¢ instructional -aide exxsts 1n too many d18tr1ct§ (30%) iJ Voo

1" "__ Conclusion. - There “is ev1dence that~some dxstrxcts are less com—

/ m1tted to ‘the’ 1nstructxon of ngrant students than is desxrable.

P

. - H

e Recommendatxon.' ngrant educatxon polxcy changes are needed

5. 1f dlstr;ct-level commitment is to be 1ncreased

) . . . ’ . [
1 L. . - .
. ; . e .

. _ .

_Conclusion. The paperwork. of instructional aides appears to
Lonclusion rs to

. ‘be a factor 1nterfer1ng with teacher-a1de plann1ng

Recommendatxon. Reductxons in paperwork espec1ally MSRTS, or.

increases in the lngth of an aide's day, should be considered.
R . b L .

R

- .Overall Conclusion. . .The planning that takes place‘between migrant’

_-Conclusioh. * L1tt1e planning between the classroom teacher and

- staff'andlother staff seems-to'depend.on_the teaming that exists between

them.

" overall Recommendatxon. ~ The sources for . improving'teaming-should"

. be pursued, beg}nnxﬁg with policies’ req;;rxng district- leOel commxtment,

and ending with MAR procedures that uphold it.

1d. Description of Instruction ‘ ‘ o | .

Q

Conclusion. Migrant instructional aides provide most of .the

supplementary instruction. - o N
Conclusxon.‘ Englxsh language arts, ESL, ‘and math, as targeted

by migrant education, are the content areas ‘emphasized: in most dxstrxcts.

Conclusion. Classroom teachers and resource teachers d1rect the,

-activities of instructional aides; however, the” -amount of " d1rectxon

. . : : <
by the resource teacher is of some concern because of their add1txonal
. b ! . nhhdebl

workload. ’ . - : ' T -

+ . . B ’

» : .
Conclusxon. Supplementary 1nstructxon, mxgrant educatxon 8 primary

purpose for exxstence,.actually takes place, ‘most often 1n the. manner C

- expected - supplementary to_the-classroomﬂteachers 1nstructLon.

‘




. .",
. - '
ConcJusion. When the supplementary 1nstruccxon was not as expected

it was: genera11y s;ﬁn as part of the teamxng issue, exther caused by
~ a 1ack of overall commitment by the district to mxgrant educatxon,

* the heavy workload of resource teachers, or- commxtment by the classroom
feacher. ,«-# . R : ' .

kg

g& 'Recpdhendation. Guxdelxnes out11n1ng the cooperatuve efforts
’ V

‘of c1assroom teachers, gesource teachers,, and 1nstructxona1 axdes are

:.._

‘needed; they need to. be written and enforced, hOWever, in such a waycto

permit local f1exibility. . - ook
. " " Conclusion. Migrant students are pu11ed out of classrooms for

mxgrant 1nstructxona1 serv1ces more often than worked thh-xn the

-’

‘

classroom

Recommendation. ?"The' adequacy of' the pu11-out method shouLd :be

determined in each instructional setting;‘increased commitment by the

local district is needed to study pulfrouts appropriately.

. ; ._' AN

ConcIusxon. ngrant aides are often assxgned to bxlxngual c1ass-'

rooms; teaming between mxgrant and bxlxngual staff is.much better than_

‘:4 . . : . - C .o

e

""le. Adequacy of Instruction -

_ Conclusion. The. majority of migrant and regular staff are satis(:ed
with the 'adequacy of mxgrant supplementary 1nstructxona1 ‘services.

Conc1usxon. ‘A sxgnxficant minority of staff however, felt that

mxgrant supplementary 1nstructxon interfered with regular xnstructxon,;..i

poss1b1y linked to the vast ‘usage’ of pu11-outs.

Recommendation. Justxfxcatxon for using pu11-outs shou1d be devel“

oped in each dxstrxct such that the pu11-outs do not 1nterfere le,ﬁ

regular instruction. There is a "Catch 22" aspect to thxs recommendatxon

‘since there are times when a mxgrant student, espec1a11y a LES’or NES'

' severe language 11m1tatxons, even 1f 1eft in ‘the c1assroom.

stances.

\v) (\‘,, .." . _.‘. _. . ' . ' P

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

between migrant and regular district staff. (No recommendation needed.).'

not mean, however,’ that. pu11-outs are always the answer 1n these 1n-f



--_is too busy'to provide'adequate training to

Conglusxon. The migrant staff in\general is qualified to provide

“instrdctional ' services; however, the ualexcatxons of instructional

guidance, "

" Conclusion. The coordinating resource\ teacher in some districts

instructional, or to brlng
;@out teaming between the aides and teachersr
.Conclusion. One of the major reasons resource teachers are too
busy 1is because the regular d1str1ct staff ar' fairly uncommitted to
the mxgrant program. Hence, they spend considerible time promoting the
program. | ’

Recommendatxon. The_policies_of migrant education need to be

changed in order that the:districts are uniforh'y committed to the"

'.,'program, thus allow1ng the resource teachers to ftee themselves from

their advocacy‘role and speng more time improving 1nst uction,

Recommendatlon. . Resource teachers -should be ‘trained to promote

teaming between aides and teachers, especlally in term \of staff train-

ing, plannxngr and needs assessment.

- .

Conclusion._ The'qualifications of instructional\aides may be

somewhat related to their pay scales," such that low pay does not attract

the better aides.

Recommendation. Pay scales should be determined at: the d1str1ct

level' they shouﬂl! be in line with the tasks being asked of\ the a1des,~
and the aides should have correspond1ng skills in order to conduct

these tasks.

Conclusion. The question of whether or not mjgrant education
helps w1th student achxevement cannot: be answered conc1usxvely\by this
study. Many migrant and regular staff percexve that it does. Achlevement
data collected during this study. provxdes a baseline of the stLtus of

migrant student achxevement,»and xllustrates that the needs of ﬁigrant
'
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. student, e

-

L : - ’ .
students in the basic skill areas are-well below the average non-migrant

J

Recommgndation. Student achievement assessment should be one

of the major aspects of the migrant education prbgram The~next evalua-
tion study should continue to collect the information collected durxng
this study, plus othervrelated indicators such as attendance data. Each
district and region should be encouraged-bywmigrant policies to systema-
tically revxew each year 'si proflclency exam, gradev advancement, and
attendance data as indicators of migrant student progress. . To help with
these assessments, the State ‘should adopt an evaluation design which

considers the length of time a student }5 in a program and in a district,'

as well as how well the .student does in comparison with non-migrant

students.

-

Conclusion. . There is evidence that in some districts the materials

of instruction used for migrant supplemedfary imstruction are not satis-

factory. , e .

[}

Recommendatlon. Since the migrant program is suppose to parallel

‘the districts'’ regular program, it is essential. that'the district must

be committed to the mxgrant program, especially if the’ teAmxng necessary

- to choose appropriaté materials is to take place.:

¢ gacommendatxon. 'In coordination with other information and dissem-

ination efforts, a "list of accessable supplementary materials, and

their correspondence with basal or ESL programs, should be given to each»

district. This list should be updated annually. <
_ v B ‘ !
Conclusion. Instructional planning, including related . aspects

of  the needs assessment process, is unsatisfactory in many districts.

*Lack of ‘teaming between migrant and regular staff, due often to a lack

of district commitment to migrant education, is the major cause. glh/
Conclusion. The coordxnatlng resource teacher is often too busy
with various admxnxstrative responsxbllxtxes and program adéocncy acti-

vitxes to be able to promote better planning.

18 24 ' o



Conclusion.. "The pteaent polxcy documenta, whxéh are mandated

by the Staté, remove too much of the tesponsxbxlxty for plannxng from

the dxstrxcts e

Rec&mmendatxon.‘ iigtant~education policies should téoui;e of
each d;gtrxct a detazled plan for how migrant instructional _services
will aoo ement tegular'dxstrxct aerV1cea, énd*provide .a detailed de-
scription offthe events necessary to promote effectual plannxng

v
Recommendat ion. Efforts to improve the needs assessment process

~ should recognize the need for :effectxve teaming between migrant and
district staff; therefore, needs assessment instrumentation should
remain flexible to include district-level needs assessment information.

(Special note: if the National Skills List is used with the MSRTS,

the needs assessment process should be altered to make the MSRIS process

a more viable part of the overall planning'orocess.)

>

Conclusion.  There is evidence that many of the instructional
aides have an overload of papervork, especxally MSRTS paperwork. ILf the
National Skills List is added to the, MSRTS chore, aides wf?l need even
more time for paperwork.

Recommendation. Districts should conai@e; having aides work an

"additional paid hour each day.,at'leaat when the paperwork ia_heavy.

Recommendation. The aides' and resource teachers' part in' the

MSRTS procesa,‘eapecially if the National Skills List is added, should
be merged within the overall planning process, especially with the

" needs assessment process. ’ ,

- Conclusion. Other factors, such as absenteeism of ﬂidesiﬁinnguage
problems of aides’, and cultural or ethnic bias were seen as problems
in a few districts. .

Recommendation. : These factors should be noted and investigated

by each district; they all bear some telationship to the”teamiog‘problcms
_mentioned earlier. The S}ne question, however, may require special

invaatxgation by the State.

19
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~education is questioned by many di:trict-%evei'migGEng and regular

L

.ataff. o .

Recommendation. This questxon is related to .the ov:rall question

of parental 1nvolvement' mxgtlnt staff should remain committed to the.

promotxon of that involvement, both in termn of Pnrent Advxaory Councxlu

" dnd, parent=- teacher ‘conferences. &

L]

. . ’ . 5 R
' | R , . . ’
. N . ' -

r

l1€. Elementary Instructional Sources’

-

. ® ; Lol " S
Conclusiof Very few differences were found between elementary

(K-8) and ov
points wer
closely g
teacher onlym
each question suggested that alI‘bs; one of the differences was important

nd in only 13 of the- 101 questions analyzed. quking’more
f thé 13 differences, most of them were for ‘the resource

' go- agreement from other”staff. Closer scrutiny of

_enough to consider it more than a slight dxffqrence; and that was the ohe

vhich indicated that fewer Jéekly'planning meatings- hetween teachers: and

aides were conducted at the elementary level. Thereforel,the conclusions

Conclusion. The commitment of migrant-parents to their children's

all (K-12) results. Differences of five or wore percentage

and recommendatxona reported earlier for overall ‘migrant 1natructxonal

services (K-IZ) alsa apply to elementary (K~8)

Y

[}
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R e , _
) 2. Supplementary Secondary Instructional Services e
S \ ". B e Co

Concluaion.-_ Much of what waa reported 1n the aectl.on on overall .

R (K—lZ) and elementary (K—8) 1natructl.onal services is. true for .gecond-

',.f‘of ‘the prior recommendatl.ons for -
. e Lt .m'
1nstructl.onal aerv1cea_ are appll.cable for secondary R A _“‘- ..

. & X : P

Recommendatl.on.-, . The majori

B R R - e ' BTN
. [ i

S o . . - R *

> _‘ Conclusxon.- The repeated reference made 1n the results regardxng.l“
7 S mlgrant sup_plementary 1nstructl.onal focus bel.ng on Engxlsh and not on

Span1sh attempts to ,;,efute the popular 'nptl.on ‘that m1grant educat1on v
}:' 4) )

Conclus1on.," There 1s less b111ngual educatxon, henée, ,more ESL ' }:

perpetuates students dependence on" the1r nat1ve language.

mstructxon ""nd general Engll.sh emphasxs at’ the sécondary leve, i'f ¥

Recommendatxon. . Heavy Englxsh emphasxs' is Justxfxable *‘sxnce h1gh

school students do not ‘have the. luxury of time for a. strucﬁt.lred slow-_ . E

‘-

e paced long1tud1nal branaxtxonal program, However, 1t recommended"

: '\_-4_.4'-; that bl,.ll.ngual 1nstructl.on be aval.lable for. students who dbuld be unable @

to’ profxt from EnglLsh 1nstruct10n in content areas (e g. math soc1a1@ ]
sc1enc1es) 4 ST 44 } ] &

. . . .
. . “5-

Conclusxon.l DLI-ESL programs are be1ng f1eld tested 1n varl.ous. .
school d1str1cts.-‘ The amount of class t1me requ1;ed in these programs
seems excessxve when realxﬁxng that other subJec,? matter 1s be1.ng ig-- :

nored The ratl.onale usually g1ven to Justxfy ”ﬂhese proggams 1.s that
students would ga1.n very 11ttle from regular content _area 1nstructxon,

because of language d1fferences‘

Recommendatl.on. It is, recommended ‘that DLI-ESL programs not be ._ ,

expanded antil further stud1ea demonstrate the1r effectl.veness.-' B.i-, -

lxngual educatxon s,eems to be 2 bett:er approach a1nce it can addresa BRI

’ . content areas: and ESL . e ‘ o

T . . e ® - i . - ) EE . . E ',

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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"5ff;’ 1cs account for 49% as opposed to 20% for wh1tes. '7_ ~,-’

: Conclusxon.. ﬁ large percentage of secondary mxgrant and non-mxgrant
staff reported that little: plann1ng takes place between a1des and the

‘ regular classroom teacher. -

Conclusxon., A great proportxon of secondary mxgrant and non-mxgrant

f'staff cons1der the regular c1assroom teacher as - the prxmary person who"

determxnes the mxgrant education 1nstruct10nal approach "

Regagmendatxon. Moﬂggemphasxs should bé placed on drawxng«the reg- f

ular secondary classroom teacher into be1ng part of bhe mlgrant instruc-
rxonal team sxnce they’are vxewed as the locus of control.,-~ ol e
: l».. .

R

=,} Concluslon." NCES (1980) reports that’ 51% of Hxspanxc h1gh school

- effectxve college preparatory programs. Hxstorxcally, there has been a,;'

senLors natxonwxde are. 18 . years or younger, compared to 802 for the

-

wh1te senxor populatxon._ of the 19 and over. senxors natxonwxde, Hxspan-J ST

j Conclusxon. Formatxve data .indicated that mlgrant students feel o

- a respons1b111ty to augment thexr fam1ly 1ncome. Th;s~f;nd1ng is also

1 supported by the NCES report. C o ';',_, s

Recommendatxon.~ ngrant programs should be deslgned to address the
#

age’ characterxst1cs mentioned. ‘An effort should be made to 1ncrease the‘v

number of work study programs and the mxgrant student part1c1patxon 1n -

' vocatxonal and technxcal tra1n1ng HoWever, extrsme cautxon sh0uld be

taken to ensure that mxgrant students are ngen proper counsel1ng and

tendency to channel mxgrant students 1nto non-college programs, thus

.geVerely 11m1t1ng the1r opt1ons.nj B

Overall conclusions. The followxng paragraphs attempt to’ capture

the sentiment and op1n1on of- numerous :people 1nterv1ewed regardxng mi= a

. gdpnt educatxon. Not to report thxs 1nformat1on would be a dxsservxce to
0

_those who:. confided 1n the evaluators and who longed for. changes, both

' at the elementary and secondary 1eVe18..'



: Credstt is ngen to those school d1str1cts who ‘are making an earnest
attempt at: bettermg the : curr1culum offerxngs for mxgrant students.

'Credxt al.so goes to a mult1tude of 1nd1v1.duals who, . 1nsp1te of frustra-'

. t1ons and’ lxmxtat:.ons, continue the1.r struggle, advocatmg for nu.grant
'students educatxonal rights. ‘However, 1n addxtxon to the nugrant _ | |
- educat1on programmatxc recommendatxons that are’ made 1n this document

"there remain serious fax.lures that seem to be beyond nugrant educatl.on 8.

reach to« af‘fect. It was frequently reported durxngvaormatxve 1.nterv1.ews

that Ey the very nature of being mxgrants, these students are not seen - '

A

‘as’’ an authentxc part of a achool d1str1ct s constxtuency.' In the of Lt

Bl e i P

‘mxgrant 8- h1stor1c pattern, arrxv1n§- predxctable numbers to a_pre- o L
o ,

dictable area and-at a Led1ctab1e , many school d1str1cts are :

‘habitually caught "off-guard."

'

According to 'some educators interviewed, the suleementary nature of

.the program gives it perl.phery status, undermxnx‘g 1ts authentxcxt)b

»therefore its ugpact. The lack of program famxl1ar1ty by non-nugrant .
'personnel responsxble for workmg w1.th m1grant students has been docu- v

mented in var1ous components d1scussed here. . The improvement of

© . migrant students educatl.on does not re;t on lack of Federalwor State . . .-
Lo L , ' . A
.. legal statutes. Nor does_ it depeni increased research provxng that

TR

1mprovement is warranted - For the form T there is the va1l Rxghts Act
of 1964 Title VI; the Law vs, Nxchol ', U S Supreme Court dec1sxon of

‘,,_‘.1974 and numerous other court cases hth gwe mxgrant étudents legal

i rxghts to educatxonal equalxty
" there are reports by N(,QS (May 1977, Feb 1980) , Exotech Sys‘tems, Inc.,

‘(1975) and countless others by the 0ff1ce of Civil Rxght:s and othe‘r

or the latter, demonstratxng need,,_

' lndependent scholars. The need remams.

Recoﬁmendations', . short’ of" restructurlng . the educ'ational’ system, ' ’
v whereby accountab111ty would go hand-i n-hand with responsxbl.lxty, may
only res\xlt in cosmetic changes. It was asked by an educator during an -
1nterv1ew, "Would Anglo parents tolerate the1r ch1ldren bemg educated
- mostly by paraprofessxonals and within ‘a supplementary framework?"
Wh11e acknowledgmg the dedl.catxon of most 1nstruct10nal a1des, this
educator was qu1ck to respond to his own. questxon, ‘with a cr1sp, unequ1-

N ; vocal "No'"_ . . -




3. .Secondary Education Pupil Personnel Servicesw "v B .
Concluslon. The need for. innovative programs aimed at addres-'“

.sing the educat1onal needs of m1grant students has been well documen- L
 ted by various agencxes during m1grant educatxon s h1story and 1s hxgh-/”\u)

lxghted here with use of data from a recent NCES study

Recommendat1on.' It 1s recommended that 1nformatlon regardlng

exemplary programs or 1nstruct1onal pract1ces be better d1ssem1nated
It is further recommended that research aimed at show1ng need for coun-'
:aselxng servxces ‘be curtailed. Research should focus 1nstead on” f1nd1ng

solutions‘and‘eValuating the‘benefxts derived of applxed solut1onsr

o : . I V-
> . K - .

Conclusion.’ The 1mportance of a m1grant counselor-xn 1nfluenc1ng a,

n pf m1grant student 8 scholast1c l1fe 1s unquestxonably great. A bxlxngual

| ’Acounselor, with direct or 1nd1rect kmowledge and experxence of m1grant )
work and mxgrant life style was Judged to be more effective . than. those

not: hav1ng these character1st1cs. Because” a counselor 1s second only to

migrants’ parentsin 1nfluenc1ng their academic dec1slons (NCES - data)

counselor could be uwre effective if they were to inform  and involve
'parents 1m-all aspects of mlgrant counselxng\{ifademxc, career, college

- ' and soc1al/personal) Grade nine appears o be.a critical Juncture

where a greater number of students are either reta1ned or drop-out.'

xﬁak may be due to: the fact that students reach the l1m1t ‘of compulsory o

‘educatxon age. at this level Forty-seven .percent of ‘the students re-

ported rece1v1ng ounselxng services primarily ‘from teachers, and 30%

from a1des.f Twenty=-one percent of’the secondary schools w1th mlgrant

students have no b1l1ngual counselors. Yet, 42% of mxgrant students

prefer counselxng in Span1sh and another 23% bxlrngually

Recommendatlon.' It 1s recommended thaE‘emphas1s be pldced on

’ prov1d1ng appropr1ate counselxn‘ﬁserv1ces by qual1f1ed counselors at the
'secondary level and in earlier grades, if poss1ble. ance m1grant
‘students seem to be commonly represente?/rnagroups ‘of 50 or less through- Ak:_

out Callforn1a 8 h1gh schools, perhaps Joxnt mxgrant-regular counselor "~

pos1t1ons could be created Without . th1s approach or a s1m11ar one (e g.




teachers d1sl1ked the students. Twenty~e1g;t percent -of the parents

~ taken ser1ously s1nce they seem to be conf1rm1ng the suggest1ons for'

counselor-teacher)‘ it is doubtful that a achool cou1d afford to hire a
fu11 m1grant counselor or that qua11f1ed counselors would accept part

time posLt1ons.

T

v

"Conclusion. Wh11e 67% of parents report that drop outs were not:
<

1
caused by low gradesLAan average of 2521responded "don t know" to £h1s

quest1on. Forty percent of the parents report that their" ch11dren

dropped out because - they disliked school, wh11e 30% c1a1med that the

reported that the fam11y needed the student to work thus, chus1ngr

'h1m/her to drop out. Lo .

- Recommdndation. It is" recommended ‘that parents 'snggestiona .be

1mprovements that were voxced during format1ve 1nterv1ews by numerous»-

educators. Parents are suggest1ng the need for better qua11f1ed teach-

._'ers,.spec1a1 education. c1asses, work-study opportun1t1es, and more

‘bcounse11ng services. They also see. the need for more involvement by

‘parents themselves.




i st g 2 it g e came = ek ieeoaan

4, Staff Development
' ’

W1th1n the context of m1grant educatxon, staff development is
designed to accompliah two ends, One is to maxxmxze the qualifxcations
of those hired to carry out instructiOnal and other goals of the program;
The second is to, faciliate the Operatlon of the: program through pro=

moting cooperationand understandxng between regular dietrxctgstaff and

m1grant educatxon staff. In "’ add1t1on to - the data . on thls component.;

gathered through  summative’ questxonnaxre, 1nformat1ve data were

collected throughout ‘the,- course of the format1ve f1eld work. Thesejtwo,,sf.ue

Y

s0urces of data do tend to converge. ) o . ?”"“
9222122&22.‘ “The need = for staff training and development {s" an

ongoing one, and regandless of the level of 'staff qualexcatxons this
need never entxrely d1sappears. However, the data suggest that ‘the

mxgrant staff are cons1dered to be well qualified at all levels within

the school system. The lowest rat1ngs of m1grant staff qualexcatxons

ténded to come from classroom teachers. : .;“

Recommendatxon. Staff tra1n1ng should be des1gned to increase

the potential of mxgrant educaenon staff. , The: emphas1s ‘of staff develop-
ment should be on max1m1z1ng staff capabxlxtxes rather than insuring a
‘minimum level of ab111ty wh1ch the data suggest, 1s already present:
A1des 1nterv1ewed on-site who had several years exper1ence or were
ass1st1ng w1th add1t10nal courses earnestly suggested that new and more.

advanced mater1al be presented in the tra1n1ng programs they attend

Al

. .
.

Conclusion. o Resource teachers and classroom teachers vary s1gn1-

f1cantly in the1r perceptxons of the qualifications of migrant 1nstruc-

“*tional a1des. It is the- classroom teachers who work with- the 1nstruc-

- tional a1des and the resource teachers who are respons1ble for their
supervﬂﬁson and- tra1n1ng Based on data colbected through both ‘the

format1ve and summatxve data collectxon efforts 1t is belleved that the

: lower rat1ng made of migrant staff qua11f1catlons by the teachers is as

]
v’
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_secretar1es, simply should ,be better 1nformed ebout the goa1s o

much a function of the lack of awareness on the part'of teacheru about
the goals, and objectxves of the migrant program, and the job description
of the aides. It is the teachers belief that a1des fall short in cerry-

"ing the duties 1mp11cit in their'job descriptions.

,Reconmendation. . | Communication batween -migrant education ‘‘staff

and local dihtrict staff should be improved. This is plainly evident

from both the formative and summative data collected{ Problems’ with'the

implementation of almost every component can be traced to such problems

of communication. The local district staff, from administfetors'through

program and the specxfxc respons1b111t1es of those who work Jind ;

'program Thas is espec1a11y true with regard to classroom teachers. Thek

teachers are 1n many cases d1sappolnted by the m1grant program. It is
believed that .far too few teachers are aware of the supplementary nature
of the instructional ess1stance prov1ded by tn1grant education. Th1s

situation should be remed1ed if the program is to ach1eve its potent1a1.

A simple ‘and poss1b1y adequete solution would be to distribute a ‘brief
..programmaC1c description (drawn up at the State or regional level with R
~ specific requirements'and activities of the program) to ever& teacher

',workigg with migrant personnel. The description would be distributed at

the beginning of every school year and updated fréquently to”réflect’any

relevant changes. Due to the 1ack of "teaming" believed to ex1st between-

many. a1des and teachers, such a solution would probably not be adequate.

.Teachers need to have a more dynamic relatﬂgnshlp with the1r aides; to ‘

part1c1pate in the1r growth. Teachers should be surveyed as to what they
believe -thé™ tra1n1ng needs of migrant . .staff to be. Teachers should be
encouraged and certa1n}y allowed to become as 1nvolved in thet'process as
possible. - ) ' . - o,

Conclusion. ﬁhen asked to recommend spec1f1c content and/or log1s-

t1ca1 changes to the training prov1ded by m1grant educat1on, a maJorlty

of. respondents expressed a need for more 1nd1v1dua11:ed training. Based p

- on information gathered during formative site-visits, it is cons1dered

&

7

27,

33



N . . . L. N . . - - e
; S S e e R R
) RS ‘ |

likely that what is being suggeeted is training more specifically tai-
', lored to individual needs. ’

Recommendation. An effort ie being made. in some dietricts and

regions to determine the specific training needs of reapondents. ‘This
‘effort should be continued and initiated in all participating districts.

~ Those ‘aides with more experience or training could be exposed to a-

different level of training than others. The training could perhdps ‘be .
~ more specifically tailored to _the instructional responsibilifiee of

-

migrant staff so that new material "could be learned and a high degree of

interest maintained throughout the training. Earlier recommendetione t04=~-~~ﬂw

decrease the administrative burden of resource teachers “eo they' can

1 ' provide more, one-on-one" time with aides should also help with meeting,
= 7 these indiv1dua1ized needs, A request regarding staff training heard
N quite often in the field was -that training not begin anew with the basics

. every year. The extent to which this “actually occurs is not accurately

A _known, however it does seem to figure prominently in the respondents~'

. evaluation of the value of the training.

’

)

Conclusion. Resource teachers and aides atténding training provided
by local school districts, did find the training to be moderately help-
- ful. The response, however, was not as, favorable :as might be hoped ‘One
"reason for this may be the lack of articulation between the two sources
N . of training. In contrast to the amount of input they had on the content
| of migrant education s staff training, migrant staff reported having
relatively little input to the content of regular district training. '

- _Recommendation. - As part of the management of the local or regional

Q migrant education program, an effort should ,be made to coordinate the
training prOVided by the 1local ‘district, other categorical programs
and -the migrant education ~program. REgular districtistaff working
~with migrant students should be encouraged by their own district adminis-

*trators to attend training provided by migrant education The migrant
education staff should be encouraged to survey regular instructional .
. staff abopt training needs, both for themselves and ‘for migrant staff, c

. especially aides. - _ 34




. Conclusion. ‘A relntively small percentage of relpondentl raported
thnt migrant oducation had provided an opportunity to receive academic
' 'credin for training. A smaller percentage indicatod that the training
provided any opportunity for job advancement. . C ' -

Recommendation. Future resenrch should probe the extent to which:

auch opportunitiou for academic credit and career advancement do act
as attendance incentives for active particxpation in ltaff development
training. '

A"\
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S. . Needs Assessment

Conclusion. The needs assessment process seems to take place
at the local level varying in method and atn!t involﬁiement'. -As was
found with other components, there appurn to be a lack of teaming
" between the migran: program and the other programs at the local level.
What appears to be lacking in many dintricta, not all,. was a model or
well-defined procenu of merging the districts' regular needc aeoaaament
practices with migrant's needs. Where there was such a model or proceec

~and a few regxona promoted them, the other aapecta of teaming seemed

better, such as teacher and aide planning, assessment of inservice needl.‘“""mm

and materials coordination or developmenty. 1t should be noted that as
this etudy vas being conducted, the State was busy designing needs
assessment 1netrumenta to be used during planning for the 1981-82 gchool
.year. ‘ . .
Recommendation. The State ahould clarify in its policy documents

and funding gu1de11nea how needs assessment inférmation, and what ‘kind,

is to be uaed. . The State ahould also clarify how the district and

migrant educatxon staff should team in terms of coordinating the migrant

needs assessments with regular district planning actxvxtxee. Instruments
being recommended or mandated by the State should be accompanied by a
strong inservice program from the State'ég regions.. In the Final ana1y~
‘sis, however, the State should define exactly how the needs assessment
information should be" ueed, .especially in relationship to funding,

continuity of services, program plann1ng,f and instructional planning.

Since needs assessment actxvxtxea are 8o important, the State should also:

1ncreaae the strength of MAR as an effective method for makxng districts

and regions accountable for completing and using the assessments.



6. Utilization of thcvnigrant.srudnnt»Rucurd“Trhullur System (MSRTS)

‘ Conclusion., The data tend to show that slightly over half of
the respondents who are familiar with the MSRTS actually use the infor-
mation i:'prbvidcl. and even then :it is used simply to record services

and to determinuﬂgﬁguprogrnnn' funding

provided to';he migrant studen
levels for the next school year. The 'system is therafore not being used

to provide a continuity of services for migrant students. The respon-

dents gcnerally.rely‘ou other information sources either to supplement or
substituté the MSRTS data (such as the student's cumulative resource or
" profile). Reasons for utilizing other scurces and not the MSRTS were
- that the data are incomplete, not received in a timely fashion, the
codxng has limited use, and the data;are only somewhat uaeful or not
uaeful in prescribing curriculum ‘to a migrant student who is entering a

new school, However, the health/medxcal forms are of greater. uae to the

migrant staff particularly for identifying the student s health condi-

tions, but not for remediating.the problems by profeasional phyaiciana

-

or health careers. : ,

L}
2

The issue of utilizing the MSRTS. data is difficult to deal with

in a constructive way. It is a '"catch-22" of sorts. That'in, the
systém is used inconsistently. Time is being spent to gather, compile,

and record data. But the data are used only to determine the funding

for the next school year, and not:to prdvide information about the
migranr studente. Given contxnued budget conetraxnte, the allocation of

time and resourcee to neceeaary eervxcee for migrant students will be

crucial.
Recommendation. Since the HSRTS is a natiOnal syetem. it is diffi-

dult for California to take -any - unilateral steps towards devising a

1better. more effxcxent and effect1ve system. However, the MSRTS usage

shou \be redefxned and reevaluated in order to have a ystem that can

proV coﬁtxnuxty to the mxgrant students' education and health services

wgpﬁfn migg@um federal requxrements. Without this reanalysis of +the
/

"MSRTS, the system and its related costs (e. g clerxcal time, delays,

]



incomplateness) are not e%rrnnted} In order to accomplish this task
the State should pursue with the federal government the development of a
~ system that ia more ‘relevant to the State educationsl .needs and current
coeponltion and mobflity of ‘the target population. 8ince the MSRTS data
have limited use, ahd singe other information soutces are used (see
conclusion below), the most appropriate system should be s tracking
system that can allow the students' nev district tq notify the district
they moved from to acquire the studehts’ cumulative pro!ile and other

nhvnnt information. These iuggutiom may be modified according to the"

ideu provided in the recomendltion below. There h.lome concern
however that the cumulative rccordn for nigren: n:udcntn arc ‘equally
incomplctc and ite data are not timely in content and for immediate’
utilization. The migrant education program could set up a process for
monitoring the paperwork involved in up-dnting the cumulative records of
4 . migrant students rather than apending the clerical time updating the
MSRTS forms. The migrant cducetion program would then assumé a coopcr-

ative role of quality control. .

Conclusion.- There are other in.fox:mtien sources >being used By
regular and migrant education staff to provide a continuity of services
for migrant l'tudent;, namely, the student's -cu;ulltive record, teacher
diagnostic techniques, and talking directly to the students are among
the most used. “1In addition, since ‘aome reupondent‘l use the MSRIS to'

: diagnese student needs tt:ere'muu; be some informatjion that, if identi-
fied, may be useful. - .
Recomnendatxon If the State is not successful in bargaining

 with the Federal government for altering the purpose and use of the
MSRTS, the State may, then want to identify (1) the specific MSRTS data
that has been useful in. the recent past to the local practitioners as
well as (2) the types of information that are ‘needed by teachers and
wedical/health personnel to provide supplementary services to migrant
atudenta Intensive - inservice training of regular and migrant staff

ahould be mstxtuted. that is geared towards these specific areas and7
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thelr udnj;. Priority can be placed on enterlng thale lpocltic data in
the computer, which may consequently reduce MSRTS turnaround time. That
is,, focusing on the wmost needell and beneficial information may ensure-
that it can be utilized by the teaching and haelth practltloncrn, and
that this valuable data are efficiently up-dated with complete informa=-
tion. Further, the tdencification of' the most pertinent student health
data may be a pq:t!culnrly dxftlculc task as there are clearly more
variations in a student's health status than in hlslhcr oducacional
status. The State may want to hired protellionnl health. parsonnel such’
as certified nurses rather than pnraprofeulionat connunlty and "health
~aldes to utilize the data. ' )

[

Conc'lulion. The procu'l of implementing the National Skills List
is still in its early stages. Therefore, it may be prcdicted thac-ﬁ;
simflar situations that result trom the overall MBRTS implemantation may
hamper an effective Skills List operation. In addition, even {f some or
most of the conflicts with the MSRTS are remedied, preconcetvedrxdela
about the MSRTS usefulness mn; still remain, and consequently, the ékilln
List may be taken with some skepticism. |

Recommendation. - When implementing or piloting the Skxlla List

look closely at the above findings to guide its further development.

A
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P tdearitiélfiﬁﬂ -and-Recruitment—

i L3

-

_——————-—-——-ﬂm
Coneluuion.' The overwhelulng majority of aides and tesource teach-
ars rocpondlng'to the summative questionnaires felt that the process vas

carried out very consistently with the manner intended by the State-level

iguldclineu. ‘The majority of these ruopondentl feel they hld been suf-

‘_!lciuntly vell trained to carry out thy procela. Only minimal dif-

!cruncca "existed {n the opinions of respondents from the two time frames.-
However it wvas the" case that overall aides felt slightly less well
prcpurcd to inplcnnnt thtn component than dld resource teschers. Aides

vere also somewhat lels confldant of th¢ accuracy vlth vhich the ‘lpl‘-‘
rueututtou vas takin; place. T .

-
..
o

'Aldca report ﬁuving the greuteat involvement with processes of
identifying and, cnrolling migrant students. Resource teachers also
report a somevhat ‘lover level of involvement, !ollowud by prlnclplll.
‘For all three respondent groups only a moderate level of ‘recruitment of
nev students was said.to result from coununlty or lnterdiatrict contacts.
Slxshtly more recruitment lccruud as & result of contact vith migrant
families. Applrently the uolt common - avenue ‘vhereby a new student is
recruited for the prograu ‘is his identillcutton ‘as a mlgrunt atudcnt but
some alert school site staff mgnber.‘ .Within districts a broad range of
persons were indicated. as contributing to the identifigation of eli-
gibte migrant ltudentl._ These very detinitiiy'included non-migrant as
vell as migrant atuff. T ' T - ‘ ‘

~

Recommendation. It is problbly the case that a ‘considerable amount

of dxsaatxufactxon with the txnxng and paperuork associated with identi-
fication and recruitment could .be eliminated through 1nproved communi-
cation. It appears that the combination of need. assessment, in-seryice
training and identification and recruitment 111 taking place at the
begtnnxng of the school year combine to crelte severe conltruxnts on the .
dssistance that can be offered by resource teachers and aides at that
time. Perhaps better, coordination could be worked out to improve the
situation in dxstrtcts where it 1: percetved to be-a problem. In addi-
tion, improved dissemination of 1nformatxon regarding the need for the
process would probably benefxt all those who work together to meet the

¥

educational needs of the nxgrant chxld. _
pevtonst e o fhe st 2R 40
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, the summatlve data ‘#Also, thls evaluator does not feel ‘it is

‘analysis. .',.gj";f"; RS

a

“"Parent Involvement "~ ————- e

S

Due to the 11m1tatlons of the summat1ve data d1scussed at thef“

o

propr1ate

. to mgke, recommendatlons ‘on’ these data.-» Therefore,f these conclusions’

beglnnlng of thls c%ﬁgonent, only tentat1ve concluslons arqugglved from,;"

"should be seen as hypothesls for further 1nqu1ry What recommendatlons1'

K :are made are der1ved from the fdrmatlve study,and from documentary

R E . 1
-Conclusion

’parents and - PA '1s n

California Mlgrant Educatlon Program. No such data currently exlsts,"'

_w1th the posslble exceptlon of .data presented in téls evaluation.

The parent component is a complex component Also, mlgrant parents Ain

'q general'may not. be: 1mmed1ately acce551ble through rout1ne research'

’s ' methodologles

Recommendatioﬁ Further, .more- 1n-depth researcﬁ néeds to be
: cbnducted on Callfornla s m1grant parents The State should cont1nue;'

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. 1nvolvement by other non-mlgrant parent 1nd1v1duals in PAC affarrs

to explore alternat1ve methodologles toward thls end

. \..,‘ . ST S e
Do i . - . »
r-\ }" L ’ to- ) .
Concluslon _Con91derable var1ab111ty was found in ‘most’ areas

relat1ng to m1grant parent 1nvolvement

\,.

Concluslon., 0ne-th1rd of the dlstr1cts seem to. have too. much

z

Conclu51on One th1rd of the district PACs have less than airﬁ

slmple maJor1ty of m1grant parents A S S j e

Conclu51on - Smaller dlstr1cts, probably because of small size, 1

11m1ted 1nternal resources and the apparent lack of clar1ty and spec1f1-f“’"
c1ty in parent guldellnes and regulatlons from the out51de, are in -a

dlfflcult.p081t}on 1n.effectlvely_developlng PACs(and 1nvolv1ngbmigranta.

Lal

v

“The procurement of re11able aggregatlve data on m1grantf'

essary in order to assess this - aspect of the_’




[

N ¢

A Recommendation.

wr1tten to 1nclude that d1str1cts wmth 300 &r fewer ADA or 30 or less

. part1c1pat1ng mxgrant students,_and school sites with 20 or less m1grant

students be allowed a wa1ver for an alternate m1grant parent adv1sory

lvvstructure.. *

New*—speCIfic—-and-deta1led gu1del1nes shQuld««be—-~

Conclusion. A not1ceable number of PAC act1v1t1es (e. g meet1ngs,ﬁ

v m1nutes, and agendas) are conducted (wrxtten) in Span1sh only. - = . ”’~-'

Recoﬁmendatxon. ~'In those ‘instances when all persons present at

PAC meet1ngs understand a non-Engl1sh language,_meet1ngs can be conducted

f; s o exclus1vely ‘in thls language. Howgver, since agendas -and m1nutes may

".ughally reach ‘wider aud1ences, these should be bxlxngually wr1tten

in Englxsh and at, least tth other non-Engllsh language.

r N N
) . - . .
FEEPY

- - AR NP o . ) . ‘e s D,{_

..'-Q

.

Conclu51on., PAC parents seem to be - more 1nformed about the m1grantg

"‘program than non-PAC parents.‘ These act1ve parents are e1ther rece1v1ng~ﬂ.'

lftra1n1ng and/or are knowledgeable about most'areas and aspects concern1ng"’5v

the m1grant educatlsn program. S .

.educatxon. The data shows, however,,that these dxfferences are not large

enough to propose tentat1ve cbnclus1ons.

e knowledge, and how they V1ew the1r ch1ldren s educat1on.

a

J

- . . . ' . R . . NN

W oo o . o ’ . T T o e

: : AR © @'f: .
e L . x’. . ‘. . ' DR :

.

z§t1on in desxgn, 1mplementat10n‘ and evaluatxon of local programs. -Csj‘

Cuncluslon.. A notxceable number of noanAC parents also appear

_‘. PR

'bas1c goals of the program and how 1t generally works. _*7

s : -. * IR P T ".\ . 1- "‘. N
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Conclu51on." M1nor d1fferences were observed between PAC and,non-PAC.

?f;' ’ Recbmmendatxon, The State should study in: more depth the poss1ble

'ieffects of- PAC part1c1pat1on on parents in’ terms of general educat1onal"

"oh attendance at meet1ngs,.and less emphasls on the1r sdbstant1ve ut1l1-;ﬁf

“to be either rece1v1ng tra1n1ng‘and/or may beaknowledgeable about the;“

;parents w1th respect to att1tudes fb educat1on and the1r chxldren s_,'

b ) Conclusxon. Parent part1c1pat1on seems to have more emphas;stﬂ'*a”




. . . . F . h . oL : ‘ ‘, ..'-
;. Conclusion. Parents"that do not partxcxpate seem. to do .80 because
: they feel uncomfortable in mgetxngs, and because they are not adequately

1nformed as to why it is important that they partxcxpate.

Conclusxon. ‘Frequéncy of family. household moves " does not appear:

to be a sxgnxfxcant factor in mxgrant parent non-partlcxpatxon in PACs. -
Language dxfflcultxes do not seem to be .2 sxgnxfxcant ,

. - Conclusxon.
9" factor in mlgrant parent non—part1c1pat10n in QﬁCs. -
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7'component."

' sources for the 1nformatlon needed

4

9. Health and Supportive Services -

Conclusxon. The State ngrant Educatxon Sectxon does not have

a person w1th adequate health or med1cal tra1n1ng head1ng th1s component,

'although there are some 1nd1v1duals with’ the adm1n1strat1ve experxence.

Recommendatxon.? It is recommended that a person with proper creden-

tials Be h1red to provide the leadersh1p and d1rectxon needed for th1s‘

«

2

e Recommendatxon., gvlt' 1is recommended that the revised versxon of

Guidelines.For Health Servxces, prepared by the State Health Steerxng's

, Committee,'be reyiewed and adopted. . . Lo

v
H]

C

Conclusxon.f thle th1s study d1d not undertake .a cost effectxve

-

analysxs assoc1ated w1th the diverse adm1n1strat1ve structures, 1t14»»-~

‘became" clear after numerous 1ntervxews w1th d1str1ct,‘regxon and State

people, that{mxgrant health clinics are not be1@g fully utxlxzed

' Reco endatxon.. It is recommended that - the utxlxzatxon of mxgrant.

health dianxcs .be 1nvestxgated A decxsxon as to what to do can only

. be Settled after it is determxned 1f reasons for wxder-utxlxzatxon',

'are leg1t1mate or are merely a lack of procedural know—how.

p
. '
R

Conclusion. . Summative findings: indicate-,that'ltheéyﬁedical.‘MSRfk

' ) e}

'1s used by health aides and migrant nurses.. However,'formative”findings’”
'zyxndxcate ‘that doctors have lxttle use for the Medical. MSRTS .. '

Recommendatxon. It is recommended that further 1nvest1gatxon be

conducted to determxne if th1s system is warranted s1nce doctors make’;*

lxttle use of it and s1nce health aides and mxgrant nurses have other‘

'
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10. Monitoring and Review (MAR)]
Conclusxon. M1grant and d1str1ct staff favor regxonal MARs over

' State - MARs, due perhaps to the 1ncreased amount of contact and informal

B

'feedback

Recommendation. None. -

9

1

_ - Conclusion. Parents'appear to be‘involved in some.way in the
MAR in -about half the d1str1cts but only as add1tlona1 people’ to be’
interviewed: by the MAR teams. Procedures for how' they are to part1c1pate;

» in direct program evaluatxon are not c1ear1y deta11ed '

Recommendatlon. Mechan1sms need to be developed ‘at all program

o levels for substantLve 1nclus1on of PAC parents in program evaluat1on.- Coa
© These procedures should be - wr1tten up .precisely and 1nc1uded as part ‘

of regulatxons and guidelineés: for the_Ca11forn1a M1grant Program.

1

K
.

Conclusion. Most of the resource teachers. favor chang1ng MAR:

generally so that 1t prov1des more. qualmty ' feedback to the1r local :

.program within a less formal structure. Also, comb1n1ng complxanqe and _4{i1l

'fqua11ty w1th1n the .same MAR process d11utes e1ther .one or ‘both of these‘i\\
A . . P

.’/ ) :——

areas. S o _0
" Recommendation.- The State should continue to clar1fy and strengthen:

.the compllance-orlented aspect of its MAR of regxons and samples mpf :
dlstrxcts. Regions should be encouraged to conduct the1r MAR v1s1ts"
to d1str1cts more on’ ‘the’ bas1s of gualltz review, appra1sa1 and feedback T» : Vo

. The State shouldhformally restructure the regional MARs_exclustvely on .

_this gualitz basis, while leaving the compliance aspect toithe‘State
MAR. The State should also explore the" potent1al benef1ts of mak1ng f o
greater use of the Techn1ca1 Asslstance Centers (TAC) together W1th these | o

. v}s1ts;by regions for formatlye (quallty) feedback_to local drstrlcts,’ ’

& T B R
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Conclusxon.' Most MAR team, members appear to be qu l1f1ed and

to .conduct, themselves professxonally and d1plomat1cally dur1ng MAR '
v1s1ts. This, however, does not sem to -always be the case’ across all MARI»

members. Some may not-be adequately prepared to: perform MAR dut1es. : R

Recommendatxon.z The State should dev1se a formal procedure for

. the tra1n1ng of consultants and/dr o;hers to part1c1pate in MAR. This
plan should 1nclude at least the procedures for the MAR, the areas and
.items of the MAR complxance 1nstruments, and protocolland conduct to be

‘.adhered to in the f1eld visits. =~ Assigned personnel should be at least
adequately matched to the dutges "and respon31b111t1es to be carrxed out

in the MAR.~

Gonclusion. The MAR lacks legitimacy throughout-the Staté at all
levels.- A prevalent v1ew in the field is that "MAR has no teeth," and
_that regions and dlstrlcts wxll "only get their- hands slapped" if found
out of compliance. : As long ‘as polxtxcal"‘subver31on of or lack of
cons1stent adherence to a legally mandated ‘and officially establ1shedl
’complxance process .continues, -both the obJectlve effectiveness as well asl_
the pos1t1ve, cred1ble perceptxons based .on. thxs effect1veness, will
B - contxnue to deterlorate. o | "

Recommendatlon. . The State should strengthen ‘the 'MAR complxance

process..MAR needs to ab1de by a formally establlshed process for. conr
pl1ance assurance. In those casts where it 1s apparent in 11ght of this
formally establlshed "show cause' process, that an LEA 1is not demonstrat—

'-and 1f,;h'

ing good will" toward complxance, formal . fund "cutoff letters,
neces ary, eventual fund w1thdrawal or,1mpoundment should be eEﬁectuatedl.b‘

. f‘ ‘Conclusion. The t1m1ng of State and regxonal MARs is seen in

" the f1eld as be1ng 1n need of rev1s1on. These visits usually take place

sometlme after March. By that late date, reglons and d1str1cts are not
in pract1cal posltxons to 1mplement program changes for that school

vear.. _ N | - '
U 1

s




' oL -Recommendation. - ‘Both State and regional MARs should take place

) throughout late October through November, and MAR- v1s1t calendars should

be sent to regxons ‘and dxstr;cts by no -later than.September 1.~
' i
Conclusion. There ;s cdrrently no requ1rement that d1str1cts

. ‘ MAR the1r own migrant educatxon programs. D1str1cts tend to largely

depend on ‘State and regional MARs to tell them if they are in comp%;ance. .

Beyond th1s, in most cases d1str1cts have no (and are not required to

have a) way of knowxng whether or not they are accomplxshmng their goals &

and obJectxves. o e P p

Recommendatxon. . The State needs to revise the content of district

service agreements w1th'respect to evaluatxon responsibilities districts
should have._  This revxsxon needs to be done along the' 11nes of con-:
tractual agreements which encour gge, structure, ‘and requ1re districts to
play a significant role in mon1tor1ng objective and -goal attathent for

‘s their local programs on an on-go1ng ‘basis.

Conclusion.-  The way the MAR is carried out across all regions

appears to be varied and - somewhat more complex than was expected at

d . :
the start of this evaluation. . 3 o : ,

Recommendation. Further research needs ' to be conducted{ on ‘the;

character of the relationships between districts and regxons ‘with:
,respect to MAR process intricacies and impact on haw d1str1cts 1ncor-

porate or fail to 1ncorporate regxonal and State MAR. feedback: dnd other

- o
' . ' . . -

fxndxngs. o o o T : Vi IR

.q
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11. Interstate and Interagency Coordination
"Concluslon. ‘There is a ¥enewed impetus‘hy the State Migrant Edpca-

tion Section to structure this component and “begin to systematically

v

pursue formal agreements and" coordxnatxon.,-'l )
Recommendatxon. Ihis process of coordxnatxon aﬁﬁ 1mplementatxon
should be wholeheartedly continued. In: addEtxon, it is strongly sug-

gested the regxonal (and their partxcxpatxng dxstrxcts) and d1rect-funded

operating agencies under the dxrectxon. of the State should pursue a

similar cours% of action with local educational ‘and service-oriented .

pfoérams.

]

Conclusion. Bxlxnguab educatxon, vocatxonal education, and specxal

educat;on are among the areas that coordxnatxon, para§cularly at the '

P

_— ’ State level, is 1ncons1stent. . .

. Y

Recommendation. The ngrant ‘Education Sectxon should begxn formal

‘'meetings and plannxng sessions with the. departments that implement
these progtams. The development and completion of coordinative. places

~ should be .extended to regional and d1rect—funded operating " agencxes in

B order to,fnhance programmatxc efforts for mxgrant students at the local
, level. o : Co : . f‘ : o ' f
Conclusxon. Coordination with local health progrms is working

well. Local school d1str1ct and regxon 1dent1f1catxon of approprxate

4

'health and - social welfare agencxes 1s effectxve.

Recommendatxon. Cont1nue this. effort~ and to promote effectxve

_h' supplementary health services for mxgrgnt students.
. ' A T v ! .
Conclusion. : Limited ‘coordination . efforts exist between direct-
'funded dxstrxcts and regxonally-adhxnxstered districts that have feederﬁ
relatxonshxps.f Identxfxcatxon and recruitments, articulation qf currx-
culum, and specxal educational projects are among the most not1ceable.

Recommendation. Formal coordxnatxon should be extended to d1rect-

.

funded‘districta_by regxonal operatxng'agencxes and vice-versa.
o 42

" ': o o
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Overall Conclusion and Recommendation.  Since migra;t' éducation
is a suppfementary compensatory education program, it ié necessary
‘that the program coordxnate and ultxmately 1qtegrate its services with

all exxstxng programs while keepxng the 1ndependence needed to ensure
that mxgrant students receive approprxatg services. ' The migrant educa-
tion priﬁram can play a vital role in promotxng~effect1ve coord1nat1on of
‘services for m1grant students espec1ally at the dxstrxct 1eve1 where

economﬂc resources may be 1ncreasxngly 11m1ted over txme.
. + ' .

|

.
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12. Fund Ailocations

Conclusion. - The funding process is fairly straxghtforward with -
the State and the regions in almost total control of the funding local
districts receive. )

Conclusion. tAlthough some regions seem to weigh local needs
» more than others,'~there seems to be ;uneﬁual funding across districts

- . in ‘every region.

Recommendation. State polxcy needs to be rewritten to include

a unxform process for fundxng to be equalized accordxng to needs;
for example, a dxstrxct with a strong ESL or -bilingual’ component ‘may

not need as much mx%rant funding as ape thhout such a program

Conclusion. Issues identified by this study suggest several

" needs that would impact funding decisions; the followxng seem. to'have’*N.

the greatest implications:

o Need for more instructional sides;bpaperwork load and low

’ . . . - gsalaries ‘are problems. ) | - o
s |

e Need for ass1stance (such as MESTs)Ate coordinating resource

fteachers, coordxnatxon, and pron?txon activities leave little

.f~t1me for instructional merovemEnt act1v1t1es,

.

.- e Need for more, or Better; migrant“instructional-materials.

o, , S
. , |
e Need for more, or better, training in the instructional areas.

e Need for more, or better, systematic assessment of student

‘ X progress.
e Need in secondary schools, for more use of migrant'certificated

staff (such as MESTS) .

4 : - N

450 . ’ o




”
N, -

e Need to. increase the utility,'and reduce the burden, of the

~

' MSRTS documentation system.

Recommendation. The State should derive a process for prioritizing

these and other findings of this 'study, and develop a step-wise action
plan for any changes requiring funding decisions.
, . - | . | -

it

.45

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



'13. Information and Dissemination

. . ”
In the process of identifying, preparing, and packaging innovative

programs or practices for exemplary status, this component and the CEMIC
seem to be accomplishing. their gbals. As described.esrlier, in this
-discussion, the CEMIC seems to utilize almost every ﬁeans of information
diffusion available. However, perhaps one of the mdst_important CEMIC
and migrant education system-internal brocesses f?r dissemination does

1]

not seem to not be working effectively.

Conclusion. In varying degrees, there appears to be information
‘breakdowns at every key juncture in this migrant education delivery
system: between the State consultant unit and operating agencies,
betweenm CEMIC and operating agencies, and particularly between operating

agencxes and local districts. : ' i

Recommendatxon. At least two things could be done to counteract the

last two of these disjunctures (CEMIC to operating agency “and operatxng
agency to dxstrxct) First, sxnce this 1nformatxon relay is the ‘fespon~
sibility of the qperatxng agency, the agency should have approprxate and
c0ns1stent representatxon at 'CEMIC functxons. Second; th1s means CEMIC
representatives “should be. adequately prepared capable, and responsible
for relay of 1nformatxon to local areas, and that the State and operatxng
agencies individually or collectxvely delxneate guxdelxnes for the
uniform and consistent cpmmunxcatlon of appropriate information to
these local areas. ' ‘ ‘

Recommendation. The State should publish a single monthly news-

letter with sections on/by/for significant migrant education components,
areas, audiences, or publics (e.g., operating agencies, parents, -aides,
classroom teachers, exemplary programs, Mini-Corps, etc.). This news-

letter should also be printed bilingually in English and Spanish.

Conclusion. Formative intervxews tended ‘to show a lack of unxform
and consistent 1nformatxon by State mxgrant education consultants

.across and within sites.



RecommEndacion. The State should set up a process withih the

Migrant Educat1on Section for the ongoing exchange of information
among the consultancs. ‘The- State should ensute that all ‘consultants
participate 'in per%odic staff inservices, especially as 'new rules,

procedures, or other tools are adopted by the California Migrant Educa-

\
tion Program,



14, ;Hini-Corps
Conclusion. Mini-corps operates much like a special project

within the migrant. education program ‘The staff conduct a comprehensxve
annual evaluation. which has always provtded much useful information.
The evaluatxon was, by necessxty and as mandated far 1ess comprehensxve‘
although unique in its thtrd-party perspectxve. thle the sample sizes
represented are too small to justify a series of specxfxc recommenda-
tions, the cOmbxnatLon of the formatxwe and summative data collectxon

efforts do seem to poxn%’toward some general conclusions and recommend- -

ations.

Recommendation. Generally the program seems 'extremely worthy of

continuation and expansion. It appears to be meeting the needs of those
involved with the program at all levels:, mxgrant school children, Mini-
corps trainees (themselves migrant students) as well as teachers, parents

and school admxnxstrators. .

v

[

. - .
. : (.

Conclusion. There has been some discussion recently that the
position of instructional aide is insufficient in some situations‘to meet
the supplementary educational needs of migrant children. It is lxkely.
that if the Mxnx-corps program were to grow that the tra1nees placed in

the classrooms would possess the addxtxonal tra1n1ng and expertise

required in many situations. .

- Recommendation. , Given the sa1ar1es, supervisory time, and ‘inservice

training which combine to supporg the posxtxons of instructional aides it
is possxble that the tra1n1ng and’ placement of Mini-corps aides ig
equally .cost- -effective. It is recommended that this possxh?Nlty be
considered for furthér study.

-1

"In many cases the expansion of the Mini-corps program.has been

' lxmited by either problems  1in eqtablishtng re1atxonsh1ps ‘with local

communxty colleges or dtffxculty in recruxttng or payxng team leaders

-} 2 instructors to” work thh the tratnces. 1f these problems could

be overcome it .is likely that the meact of the program could be con-
siderably greater and it woubd appear muny subgroups within the migrant

community would benefit,



v

‘7.l5. - Recommendations Regarding Organiéation;iPolicy;'and,Adm{nistration'

e Recommendatlons were includéd‘ in  the sections' covering' each’ of’
"the'components. Tt was - decxded however, that recommendat;ons relatlng;

_to orgazlzatlon, .polxcy, and admlnlstratxon, wh1ch often cut acrossh

compone ts, should be presented separately, and d1fferent1y This
D .1- sectlon attempts to proV1de those ‘kinds of recommendatxons. o
”ig\'»"' B 0rg;n12at1ons. A three-level OrganlzatLon seems warranted ﬂHdwé_‘

'ever, the pol1cy governlng ‘how the organlzatlon operates needs tq be

E j: dramat1cally 1mproved . In, addltlon,_the_admxnxstrat;on_ofvthe program

v

'

. .needs to be changed at a11 1evels.

T

1. Slnce the m1dd1e-1eve1 agenC1es (reglons) have no dxrect author-:

"1ty over dxstr1cts other than migrant staff the1r part in the organ1za-

tlon should be much more serv1ce-or1ented rather than comp11ance-re1ated.p

1f organlzed approprxately, the m1dd1e 1eve1 can act as a qua11ty control7

Y

W

comp11anth1th State and Federal polxcy.
S R . .
? _ZﬂJ' 1, recommended that the serv1ce load of the m1dd1e-1eve1'

’ agencxes be equ1tab1y dxstr1buted so that dxstrlcts can_ count on reasonf

B _Kg;_ able 1evels of support, . The State should dec1de what const1tutes a_

e T reasonably 51zed area for each agency to’ serve, tak1ng 1nto con51deratxon

K

m1grant student popu1at1ons and geograph1c 11m1tat10ns.

£

%a d1str1ct
J..,

“racted serv1ces. .
LY . - . . -

IR b . .

;'54; The State‘ngrant Educatlon Sect1on should be reta1ned ?It ;

};should be nm1nta1ned however, under the. superV1sxon outsxde or. above:h’

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' :m1ddle-level agencxes.

~the stﬁdent populat1on reta1ns 1ts language and mo

: tl‘&t 1Ve O

the mxlxeu of the consol1dated appl1cat1on programs.

should protect program adVocacy iA,:*ﬂ
B B ""“'»u

| g,
y,1zed Staff should be” ass1gned on@y to components t

"‘regulatxons recognlze

The State Mlgrant Educat;on

lt 888

As long as the

categorlcal ‘progra, : -and as long as

bxlxty‘ﬁeeds, the State

Sect1on 1tself should bezreorgan~

V"fnew polxcy 'statements to‘ assure they are carr1ed

. organ1zat1

: ex1st1ng State pol1c1es.

- if. a. dxstrxct does ‘not. provxde ‘a service ‘th

. &
also be assxgned to certa1n areas of the State cor

'telephone 1nqu1r;es.

terms of any ‘new pol1cy or adm1nlstrat1ve dec1s10n3f“

‘the program sh

ment,

: Pollcy

d1ssem1nat10n,

C .

to reflect ‘the essence .of this new pol1cy

met.

dxately

s

1.

Federal req

2.

'posxtxon on the def1n1t1on o

3.‘
'H.adequate level of dlstr1ct commltment to t

AT

LR T .

The State should develop rules and regulat1

LY

. 4 .
.

A

All of these asslgnments fbould

'vstatements. The . organ1zat1on of the program, therefore,

out

reSpond1n ﬂ

hat requ1re adm1n1s-.
r techn1cal attent1on beyond that quulred by the d1str1cts or

Staff should be ass1gned to maJor aSpects of any

onal structure of the m1ddle-level agenc1es 1n qrde; to ansWer

ae orchestrated 1n

must be’ alfered
The adm1h19trat1on of

ould be changed»accord1ngly so that the pollcy can be

.
-

~

ons’ that meet all
u1rements and at the same t1me merge approprlately W1th

'These rules and regulat1ons are needed rmme-

SN

A

‘The - State rules and regulat1ons should clar1fy the State s

-

The. regulatxons shoul

‘>~:1t is approRr1ate to prov1de a substxtute servxce.

£ supplementary serv1ces, recognlzlng that

at benef1ts m1grant students,

d lxst the exact requ1rements related to an

50

Lo

LA

[T

K

he operatxon of a m1grant'
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program should work together. Such th1ngs ‘as 1ntegrat1ng the plannxng,

;if\ .needs assessment, and staff development act1v1t1es should be def1ned

E . ny
- - A . o PRI

4. The regulat1ons should 1nd1cate how plannxng and needs assesa-
: . Y
ment functxons relate to fund1ng allocatlons.:i sttrlcts w1th strong

b111ngua1 or ESL programs already may,not need as much help from m1grant,

educatxon as those without them, even 1f both have-the ‘same number of

’ m1grant students. Identxflcatlon, recru1tment .and cont1nu1ty of. serv1ce

requlrements should be ma1nta1ned 1n all dlstrlcts on- a per student_
a A S , v
basxs. L - ’ o -

“:Sgﬁ The regulatxons shou1d out11ne in deta11 how and- when theh-'

dxstrxcts w111 rece1ve funds, carefu11y consxderlng the t1me d13tr1cts
need to merge m1grant plannxng w1th other. dxstr1ct p1ann1ng o S1nce

d15tr1ct& begin serious p1ann1ng for - the next school year 1n March and

. the t1me11nes for State allocatxon of funds should be. adjusted accord-y'
1ng1y This may - be d1ff1cu1t, as t1melxnes are somewhat dependent upon'

Federal allocatlons.': ' - f, " : ; Ié@‘

o

hspects of ‘the MAR functxon, 1nd1cat1ng c1ear1y the steps that w111 be

taken if a dlstr1ct 1s found out of compllance, 1nc1ud1ng a w1thdrawa1 of .-

funds. They shou1d hst when and how -the MAR will occur. And, they‘v

shodld prxor1t1ze the most cr1t1ca1 requ1rements, and among them should

“be some 1mportant program qua11ty requ1rements such as ev1dence of

.at 1east three acceptable methods of followxng the progress of student‘

ach1evement, ev1dence of criteria ‘being used for h1r1ng qua11f1ed migrant
staff ev1dence of joint plannxng and needs aseessment between the
mxgrant program and regul ar programs of the dxstrxct,eevxdence of
substantlve parent 1nvolvement ‘in the design, 1mplementaton, and ‘evalua-

tlon of the program.

. “Sﬁ\

rogram,«-1nc1ud1ng spec1f1cs of how the mxgrant program and regular

p6. The regulat1ons should c1ar1fy the comp11ance and operat1ve '_

.-attempt to have most of the1r staff1ng a551gnments made - by May or June,— -



' in_ 7. The regulatxons should clarify: the. degree of parental xnvolv‘

R

. . ment at all: 1evels that is. realistic ngen the Feder al requxrementa Chﬂf\1 RS
 parents he1p desxgn, 1mp1ement, and evaluate the progr In add1t1on, a :
,reasOnable degree of migrant parent 1nvolvement in the: regular d18tr1ct;¥

W program should. be specified.: More study of parent 1nvolvement is needed.u“"f

' 8. - The regulatxons should 1ntegrate the act1V1t1es of 1nteragency
"coordxnatxon with health and speCLal counselxng serv1ces such that the .

services available from the local communxtxes are adequately tapped.s

‘9., The roles of m1dd1e-1eve1 agencies should be specxf1ed includ-wrl
xng how the ‘districts contract wlth the agencxes for those services.
'The 1eve1 of responsxb111ty g1ven to those agenc1es ghould take into '
'ﬂ} conslderatxon that they. do not “have any legxslated author1ty over schoollv
dxstrxcts If they play -a role 1n the. allocatxon of funds, it should"
"’be c1ar1f1ed unxfdrmly ‘across: agenc1es how 1t 1s to. be done, and how;f
dxstrxct level needs assessment "and- p1ann1ng act1V1t1es -are. torgffect'
" funding levels. N ' Sl
‘ x: : : ‘f . : : 1 . fdf..,:
' .~ 10. - The role of the State should be spec1f1ed in great deta11
: _ I shou1d be clear ghat the State: Mlgrant Educatxon Sect1on admxnxsters
the mlgrant program., 1n Caleornxa ‘under ‘the newly stated pol1cy.‘ The.."'
re1atlonsh1p between , State 'and the middle-level agencxes shou1d'
be specxfxed 1nc1ud1ng how the agencxes will be Held accountable under
-~ the MAR, - The relationship between the State and the d1str1cts should
be speeified,_agaxn 1nc1uding the MAR requ1rements '
. . u o EE L e
11, The MSRTS usage. should be redeflned at least in keepxng’
with m1n1mum Federal requ1rements ‘It is essentxal that the- State'
‘bargaln thh the Federal government in doing 80. :The 'system should be
“used prxmarxly ‘as - a trackxng system for migrant: students The systeni e
' should ‘be stream11ned such that as soon as ‘a student enters a d1str1ct‘l
~ the: prevxous dxstrxct 1s notlfled to send the students cumulatxve e

record, Cod1ng of academxc and 1nterest 1nformat10n on the MSRTS 1s no

’ n . .‘ . B . . ) J'v .




'longer warranted'"‘lf the students' cumulative record is organized

Approprxately, the cod1ng of health 1nformat10n may not be needed either.

;,The MSRTS should be maintaxned prxmarily through efforts of the middle-.
‘level agencies with very minxmal record transfer dxrectly between dis="

'tr1cts.v"I£, however, the present level of effort with MSRTS is main-

tained, the State should -execute ‘a strong training program on 1nformation _

usage to Justxfy the contxnued cost of the vast recordkeepxng act1v1t1es._

12, The methods of 1dent1fy1ng, evaluatxng, and disseminating

_;exemplary programs should be specxfxed ‘ The mxddle-leVel agencxes”“
" should be used extensxvely to conduct‘these act1vxt1es for the1r d1s-

1 tricts. The State should coordinate the activities of the middle-

level agencies. - Two dxfferent exemplary lxsts are recommended: (a)

y;the first list should be provxded rout1nely as an exemplary prOJect'
.or product is made available’ for appraisal; (b) the second list should

1nclude only those proJects or products that meet certain minimum

criteria for usage. - Those cr1ter1a =fhould -be-’ rout1nely distributed

o XY
to districts so they can evaluate 1nterest1ng prOJects or products
& i .
before they reach the . second list. ® . «

¥

13. The rules and regulatxons should clearly defxne the elements
to be 1ncluded in any written agreements between the State, m 1ddle-levelﬁ'

agenc1es,"and districts. Those defxnxtxons should 1nclude adequate

:”reference to’ State guidelines on any program component, but they should

'*"not take ownershxp away from the dxstrxcts as to how they are to operate

the1r m1grant program. L
14. The ‘regulations should clarxfy how the m1grant program is to be
evaluated The’ Statew1de program should be evaluated annually, w1th each

evaluatxon covering an entire school year Districts participating in

_the evaluatxon should be rotated-so that about ‘one-third of them are

1nvolved each. year, and so ;that they need to part1c1pate only every three
yeags.' It is expected that all- of the m1ddle—level agenc1es will be

evaluated each: year.. The-evaluatxon_should 1nclude an annual’ descrxptxon:
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.l‘ .

wlllatakevplace. o .

program improVenent,, ‘

of " student outcomes, such as ~attendance, mobility, achievement in the

basic skxlla, and drop-out rates. It should also include a description

of any program processes that the State deems important £Jr that specxfxc

" “school year. It is recommended that formative and summatrve approaches be.

maxntaxned as the basxc evaluatxon methodology wf

M

b

Administration. It is hxghly recommended that the State exercxse'

atrong leadership by demonstrating a "tough line" regardxng rogram‘
. N B p .

g participation, but recogniéing the districts' need to conduct thefr

own;educatxonal programs “The need for program advocacy remdins, and

the State must admxnxster their program keepxng that in mind. However,' o
, ‘the_most effectxve_advocacy may be obtained by following through and '

holding dlstricts.and agencies accountable for how they operate ‘their .

programs.

l.A. The admxnxstratxve link between the State and the m1ddle-level7
Aagencxes should be clar1f1ed 1nclud1ng how and when State MAR vxsxta-

‘tions will take place. B I S : -,

’ : . N

2, The admxnxstratxve link between the State and.the districts

should be.clarxfxed, again including how and when State MARAv' 1tatxons

-

agencxes should be clar1f1ed -especially. ln teer of recordkeeping ayd

-qualxty ‘control functxons. Complxance-orxented MAR vxsxts to the dxs-

. tricts by ‘the mxddle agencxes is not recommended. A qualxty control

function- should be developed 1nstead to provide systematic report1ng of

helpful~1nformatxon back to the districts for the . purpose of cont1nued‘

“

4.'»' A fundxng allocatxon schedule should be developed and fol-

lowed, based on the. avaxlabxlxty of funding 1nformatxon from the Federal -

- government. All final funding dec1sxons Statewxde,.lf possxble, should be

5464_)

3. The adminiatrative link, if any, between the middle-level .



ﬂcpmpleted by the first LfaAugust egéh year, init1a1 fundtng informatiOn B
,fiissemxnatxon should begin, if possible, during March or.Apr11 of each’
‘year ' _ R

)f "

-7

. 5. The organxzatxon of the State Migrant Education Section should
facxlitate all aspects - of the ‘State 8 desired admxnisttative linkage
to the field. Admxnxstratxve ass13nments~to compouents, middle agencxes,
and dxstrxcts ‘seems lesxrable As thh the ‘agencies and dxstrxcts,

the ngrant Education Section should be monitored and reviewed in terms

.of the goals and_objectives related to thosetassxgnments,,¢It,ts,tecom-

mended that members of the Administrative Branch of the State Department’
of Education cendnct an annual MAR of the Migrant Education Section.'
. A | , | o
6. It is recommended that the Migrant Education Section, hence,
the Director of MigtanttEducation, temain'linked to thé Executive Branch
/x _ ratherbithan being included with the programs. within the.'c0nsolidated1§ ‘
»applieationtvane district gfeds of the mxgrant students, the1r mobxlxty_
and their difficu1t§ with ggzguage and basic skxlls, make it 1mperat1ve
that the mxgrant education program maintain a starce of advocacy.
However, among the goals and obJectxves get forth for the section should
.be those related to coordxnatxon with other programs, especxally Title I

and Bxlxngual p;Pgrams

7. It is recommended that the Migrant EducatiOn Seetion use more;
mxddle agency and dxstrxct personnel durxng the State MAR vxsxtatxons

This will offset the burden of State personnel add: an adequate repre-'

both middle level and district personnel, and create a more'tooperative
spirit surroundxng the MAR process. The State, however, should  not

= retreat if a district or mxddle agency is found out of complxance The

backbone of State leadership will be -its. skxllful administration of the

[

- MAR ptocess.
8. TH&VState,SHould p:ovide concise sPecificatidnsvfbr each'
job position in the“ﬁigtant edncation ptog;gm. ' These specifications

(55¥ o .- .

61

Lsentatlon and obJect1v1ty to the MAR, 1ncrease program knowledge among rf_?**'~



ahould have two components: (1) the specified needs or reasons for the
position; and (2) the basic nctivxtiel or tneaa for the poaitxon. A

district or agency should clarify the need for fillxng the position .

‘around the needa and reasons, and monitor the peraon 8 fulfxllment of the

‘ poaxtion in relatibnehip to the accxvxtiee or tasks. Special attention

should be ngen "to the administrative, eupervxaory, and’ coordina:xng
: actxvxtxee or tasks, eepecxally at the district level. The State should
.clearly epeexﬁyﬂthe degree to which resource: teachers ehould be givan
such . actxvxtxes, so that they can parcxcipate in 1netructxonal planning,”
' conduct ecaff trainxng, perform needs assessment, develop materiale, and

provxde technxcal aeexetance.
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'Advisory Panel Members:




‘Advisory Panel

.

R
e

Componition of the Panel. The ltudy s Advisory Panel was formed to
"provide the RMC evaluation ltl!f with different perlpectivel on migrant
educetion..to review the work of the study, to give constructive input as
to the direction of the study, and to.assist with the interpretation of

the evaluation results. The Panel was composed of various levels of
migrant educatibn practitioners, dingsict and county superintendents,
legxalative advocate for mxgrant education, an evaluation Specxalist and
a mxgrant parent. The Eollowxqg is the list of the panel mambera.

7

Carlos Bouker--Presxdent. California State ngrant Parent Adviaory
Committee . .

Suaana Halfon--Leg1slat1ve Advocate, Caleornxa Rural Legal Aaaxs-
tance . . . .‘ " .

" Ken Martxnez--Presxdent, A.S.K.’ Assocxates .

N

Richard P. Mesa--Dxatrxct Superxntendent, M11p1ta§’Unif1ed School
D1str1ct (Reg1on 1) . , R

: S ‘
Carlos Meza--ngrant Resource Teacher, W1ntera Unifxed School
. N ( )

Gerald Rosander-*County“Superintendent of Schools, San Diego
County (Regxon IR)S g

Helene Thome--Manager, Migrant Education’ Offxce,. Pajaro- Valley f.v;
Unified School District (Direct-funded) Coe '

o - The meetings were also attended by representatives of OPER (Tom_
Sachse and David Gordon), the State Migrant Education Section (Manuel
Alfaro and Leo Lopez), and consultants to the State Department of Educa-'
tion (Irxs Berke and Robert ,Bush). The diverse composition of those
attending the meetings allowed for quality discussion from: the various

¥ . S

. perspectives.
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