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Preface

We are pleased to share this report with you, as it represents another
example of California's continuing concern for the educational welfare of our
children. Through the years our state has had the distinct responsibility to
ensure excellence in education for all students irrespective of their station
in life. Although the mobile life-style of migrant students presents unique
problems in achieving this goal, Califormia has been guccessful in meeting
their educational needs and is committed to further realizing this aim. The
California Policy Workshop conducted in San Jose represents one of the state's
efforts in achieving this goal.

The 140 people who convened in San Jose were challenged in many ways to
meet more effectively the needs of migrant handicapped students., Barriers
attributable to geographic, disciplinary, and informational distinctions were
resolved at the workshop by working together to achieve a common goal. The
participants left San José with a blueprint for meeting the needs of migrant
handicapped students. It is our desire that this report serve as a working
document for policymakers and practitioners from throughout the state.

JAMES R. SMITH XAVIER DEL BUONO

Deputy Superintendent Deputy Superintendent
Curriculum and Instructional Snecialized Programs Branch
Leadership Branch

RAMIRO REYES
Director, Categorical Support
Programsg Division
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Introduction

The California Policy Workshop represents a milestone in the collaborative
efforts undertaken in August 1984, At that time, a delegation from California
participated in the National Policy Workshop on Special Education Needs of
Migrant Handicapped Children conducted in San Antonio, Texas. The California
delegates, along with delegates from 21 other states and Puerto Rico, spent
two and a half days identifying problems and issues. Proposed alternatives and
recommendations for federal-level and state-~level implementation were formu-
lated. The San Antonio participants also sought strategies for resolving the
issues and problems identified during the workshop. Follow-up activities en
the part of states that participated in San Antonio were strongly encouraged.

California's first response to the need to formulate definitive strategies
to enhance services for migrant handicapped students was the formation of the
Task Group composed of representatives from migrant, special, and bilingual
education (see Appendix A). The Task Group, under the leadership of Ramiro
Reyes, Robert Fuchigami, Leo Lopez, and Jack Schaeffer, developed three mz jor
initiatives on behalf of migrant handicapped students. The initiatives were as
follows:

1. Develop a plan to determine the current status of migrant handicapped
students identified, placed, and served by special education in
California;

Sponsor a California Policy Workshop designed to analyze present.
policies and to develop strategies for enhancing services for these
students; and

Create a general awareness of these students' needs among key policy
and education decision makers throughout all levels of the Caiifornia
education structure.

Each of these initiatives was carried out by the Task Group during the
period November 1984 through August 1985, when 140 people from throughout the
state convened in San Jose for the California Workshop. The remainder of this
document reports the procedures leading to the workshop and the findings that
resulted,




Background—The Problem

Today education is perhaps the most important function of
the state and local governments. » . . (W)here the state
has undertaken to provide it, (it) is a right which must
be available to all on equa] terms. (U.S. Supreme Court,
Brown v. Board of Education).

The genesis fecr the concern for education programs for migrant handicspped
students stems from an awareness for equal access under the provisioens of Brown
v. Board of Education. Also, educators must share a mutual responsibility to
migrant children, as specified in Public Law 94-142, as well as in Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act. As detailed by Citron“:

Shared themes of special education law include the right
to a free appropriate public education, the vight to
related services, including health services and private
gchool placements, the right to be educated in the least
restrictive environment, the right to physical access to
education programs and the right to an unbiased evalua~
tion process. A handicapped child has the right to re-
ceive an extended school year if his or her individual
needs require it. Likewise, the child is entitled to aa
individual evaluation of whether he or she is capable of
participating in school sports programs. Tests used to
evaluate handicapped children must be validated, and
adequate notice about the testing must be given. A key
facet to any of these rights is that certain procedural
safeguards must be provided. 1In sum, notice and an
opportunity for a hearing must be given, and scrupuvlcus
fairness ensured in any agministrative proceedings that
follow. (Citron p. xvii)

The rights for handicapped students, as stipulated in the statutes and
state plans develoned to meet these students' special educational needs, appear
to work best for a stationary student population. The mobility of migrant stu-
dents who may traverse many district and state lines poses perplexing problems
for educators in the design and delivery of education programs for the regular
as well as handicapped migrant student populationm.

The recognition of the prs” lems and the absence of substantive data re-
garding migrant handicapped students led the Interstate Migrant Educatiom Task
Force, assigned by the Educatioca Commission of the States (ECS), to conciude
that:

+ ¢ o this population of studeats is nct only underserved.
but underidentified; and for the most part remains un-
accounted for ir districts throughout the country.

One of the most striking facts about migrant children with handicapping
couditions in early research by the ECS Interstate Migrant Education Task
Force, which is still evident today, was the lack of data concerning these
children. Early reports indicated that there were no figures readily available

1See "List of Footnotes" presented on page 54.




at the state or national level of educatior for the number of children iden~

tified, evaluated, or served. Only limited or incomplete data were availahle
from numercus states, including state departments of education. This paucity
of informatign was also evident in the Federgl Bureau of Education_for the 6
Handicapp?d. Subsequent reports by Pyecha, Hunter and Gonzales,~ Barresi,
and Perry’ had similar conclusions regarding this population of students. The
lack of data and inordinate number of issues, problems, barriers, and related

considerations precluded accurate identification and delivery of services for

migrant handicapped students.

More recently, Duran8 reported that, although the child count and subse-
quent .nalysis were limited by a variety of factors, a Washington state survey
appeared valid enough for a few general conclusions to be drawn. When compared
with the proportion of handicapped students served in districts with migrant
education programs and with the proportion of handicapped students served
statewide, migrant handicapped students were underrepresented, although not
significantly (statewide average 8.24 percent, migrant range 7.21 to 8.29 per-
cent). Duran also concluded that the assumption that migrant students do not
have access to special education programs does not ieem to be supported by the
Washington results. Generally, it appeared that migrant handicapped students
do receive special education at a rate quite similar to that of other students.

The more significant issue, according to Duran, appeared to be the dis-
tribution of migrant students in specific handicap categories. Her analysis
revealed a significant overrepresentation of migrant students in the mild
mentally retarded and hard-of-hearing categories. Conversely, she found an
underrepresentation in categories of behaviorally and communication disabled
students when these groups were compared with the general population.

A preliminar; study of migrant students in ;pecial education in California
conducted by Bird® in 1985 revealed an underrepresentation gimilar to that re-
ported by Duran. The California survey, conducted as part of the Task Group's
initiatives, suggests that migrant students are underidentified and under—
served. Recognizing that there are limitations inherent in data collection
procedures, Bird reported the following:

o 1.37 percent of the migrant students have been identified as having
some special education needs, as compared to the 8.33 percent of the
total school enrollment, a difference of 6.96 percent.

o 0.52 percent of the special education pupils may be migrant, as com
pared to 3.33 percent of the total school enrollment being migrant, a
difference of 2,81 percent less.

As can be noted, there is a wide range of statistics reported concernirg
migrant handicappsd students identified and served. While it is evident that
there is a pressing need to standardize and improve identification and report-
ing methods, there seems to be some consensus regarding problems which must
be resolved to serve this student population more effectively. While not
exhaustive, the list would include resolution of the following:

o The mildly hardicapped migrant student (one who has some learning dis-
abilities, mild retardation, or emotional disorders) appears not to be
identified o the extent that exists in the larger school populatinn.




Identificatisn occurs later in the student's school career because of
frequent moving or because migrants are a low priority for diagnostic
resources.

Special education records are requested and received after transters
of migrant records, and they are forwarded incompletely; delays occur
because of incomplete requests ..r renords having been forwarded to a
different location.

Duplication of assessments occurs as a result of interstate differences
in admissioa criteria or because tests are unavailable.

Gaps in services occur because of differences in special educatlon
programs, materials, or methods, because no program is available when
the migrant arrives, or because the child is not eligible for special
education in all states.

In some areas migrants may be inappropriately placed in special educa-
tion because of language barriers.

Mildly handicapped migrants may be served in remedial classes rather
than in special education classes because of the time involved i-
processing special education referrals.,

Lack of awarein«ss and consistent and purposeful coordination between
migrant education and special education impede the efficient identifi-
cation and delivery of services to handicapped migrant students.

As reported by Gonzales,10 these issues were discussed in depth at the
San Antonio Workshop, with a resultant list of 27 key problem statemenff de-
veloped by the participants. A subsequent survey conducted by Maestas™ ™ re-
sulted in a list of 32 key concerns among California educators (see Appendix B).
The problem statements were grouped under general areas of concern as follows:

o Lack of identification

o Continuity of appropriate education

o Migrant Student Records Transfer System
o Mobility

The California problem statements, along with those articulated at the
San Antonio Workshop, composed part of the agenda tnat was addressed in
San Jose.

Alchough the literature is replete with real concerns for the educational
welfare of migrant handicapped students, a paucity of hard data remains to
guide decision makers in devel.pment of strategies to more effectively serve
these children.

The San Jose Workshop represents another step intended to raise educators',
researchers', and the public's awareness of the pressing needs of this student
population. Furthermore, while raising awareness, the participancs were also
able to cicate a founc ion on which to build a more effective delivery system
for these children. - methods whereby these general aims were accomplished
are discussed in subseyuent sections of this report.




The Planning Process

The Task Group was composed primarily of individusls from migrant and
special education from various parts of the state and was the focal point for
planning and implementing the activities leading up to the workshop. The group
served to guide the decisions related to the three major initiatives discussed
previously, namely, data base, general awareness, and policy workshop.

During the course of the meetings, the Task Group received briefings
from various state departments about bilingual education, migrant health, the
Migrant Student Reco.ds Transfer System, and other pertinent issue areas. The
group was made possible by an interdepartmeatal memorandum of understanding
(see Appendix C) between migrant and special education., As a part of the
understanding, a coordinator's position was created within the Department.
That person is responsible for stimulating cooperation between nigrant and
special education.

The Task Group met seven times during November 1984 through August 1985,
The first major priority of the group members was to serve as catalysts to
eucourage sharing of general information about the needs of migrant handicapped
gtudents throughout the state. This task was done by including presentations
regarding these students at regional meetings; specialized training sessions,
e. 8., for health practitioners; and meetings of migrant and SELPA (Special
Education Local Plan Area) directors.

The second priority was to work with research specialists in the design
of a data base study to help establish concrete information regarding this
population of students. The preliminary outcomes of a sample study acquired
prior to the weikshop were reported in the previous gection. Much remains to
be done with respect to this task, and it is anticipated that this will remain
one of the major priorities of the Task Group.

The third priority was to plan and sponsor a workshop designed to clarify
further the needs and develop strategies for migrant students in the state.
Activities related to the first and second priorities menticned above (general
awareness and data base) were viewed as part of the workshop planning process.
Hence, while these activitjes were important to addressing some of the needs of
migrant handicapped students, the Task Group integrated the data base study and
general awareness into the overall planning for the workshop.

Workshop Goals

One of the early decisions reached by the Task Group was that the event to
stimulate coordination among migrant, regular, bilingual, and special educators
should be viewed as a workshop as opposed to a conference. The rationale for
proceeding in this manner was that a conference conveys primarily a passive
flow of irnformation from presenter(s) to participants. A workshop connotes
participation by all involved parties in completion of common objectives.
Furthermore, the principal aim of the workshop was to share information and
develop strategies that could be used to minimize barriers confronting this
student population,




Having made this decision, the Task Group decided that the primary purpose
of the proposed workshop would be to ensure timely identification, assessment,
diagnosis, placement, and follow-up services for migrant students with excep~
tional needs. The three main goals of the workshop were to dc the following:

1. Create an awareness among key state decision makers regarding the
education needs of migrant students, with specific emphasis on migrant
students with exceptional needs;

Involve key decision makers in the examination of various state pol-
icy, program, and coordination opticns that can be implemented to
enhance delivery of services for migrant students with exceptional
needs; and

Develop strategies for adoption of the policy changes and for imple-
mentation of the program and coordination activities that would ensure
that the services for migrant students with exceptional needs are
improved.

Target Audicnce/Logistics

The Task Group decided that the target audience for the workshop should,
as much as possible, parallel the participants in the San Antonio workshop.
The Task Group prepared a list of participants that would be invited to the
workshop. The list included the following:

o Governor and Lieutenant Goverror

o Chief State School Officer or appropriate deputy

o State legislators; e.g., from Assembly and Senate Education
Commi ttees
Key State Education Department administrators
County or district superintendents
School administrators, principals, and Girectors of migrant and
special edu:ation
Members of iocal boards of education and SELPA directors

o Practitioners from migrant and special education

o State or local Parent Advisory Committee members

As a first priority, it was determined that representatives from educa-
tional regions containing the majority population of migrant students would be
invited to participate. It was anticipated that each of the 18 regions could
potentially send up to six participants to the workshop.

The target dates selected for the workshop were August 15-~17 in San Jose,
California. Santa Clara County (Region I Migrant Education), with offices in
San Jose, offered to host the workshop and assist with omsite logistics.

Funding for the workshop was made possible through the combined resources
of migrant, special, and bilingual education, as well as a grant from the
Western Regional Resource Conter in Eugene, Oregon.




Planning Tasks

A substantial amount c¢f work had t> be accomplished prior to the workshop.
Several people were instrumental in performing the preworkshop tasks, with the
leadership ard key decisions provided by State Department of Fducation offi-
cials in Sacramento. The Task Group, workshop staff, and representatives of
the Region I Migrant Education (Santa Clara) Office also performed a variety of
tasks that made the workshop possible.

The major preworkshop tasks included three central activities: communica~
tions, materials preparation, and workshop planning. Activities related to
each core activity are summarized below.

Communications

The focus of communications was to inform key individuals of the workshop
and share pertinent information. This activity entailed contacts with state
political and education officials, appropriate deputy superintendents, county
superintendeats, and regional directors of migrant, special, and bilingual
education. Information was also conveyed to various state professional groups
through organizational representatives at their state meetings of the regional
directors of migrant education, through the SELPA directors, and through the
California Association of Bilingual Educators (CABE).

Another form of commuuication was directed from the Task Group to people
who were invited to attend the workshop. The steps involved in this proccss
were as follows:

1, Establish an ideal number of potential participants for the workshop.
The Task Group decided that it should include from 150 to 180 people.

Establish proportionate participant representation on the basis of
the migrant student population among the state's 18 couuties.

Plan to encourage equal participant representation among migrant,
special, and bilingual educators.

Contact offices of county superintendents of schools for identifica-
tion of workslkop participants at the county level. The Task Group
worked through th2 superintendents during all phases of preplanning
related to the workshop.

Materials Preparation

Prior to the workshop, materials consisting of a series of letters with
supportive information were sent to the superintendents and invited partici~
pants. One key package contained preworkshop materials and assignments that
required some homework prior to the workshop. The accompanying letter asked
the participant to meet with other members of his or her county delegation
to discuss California priorities prior to the workshop, if possible. The
mailings sent out prior to the workshop, along with copiee of accompanying
materials, are presented in Appendix D.




Workshop Planning

The agenda (see Appendix E) developed for the workshop reflected the Task
Group's intent to have a maximum of sharing and cooperation take place among
the participants. Three principal elements were incorporated into the agenda.
The first element was information dissemination, for which speakers were
selected from migrant, bilingual, and special oducation to give national and
state perspectives on each discipline. The second element was integrated work
sessions, which were intended to provide the participants with time in which to
discuss key issues and develop recommendations and strategies for consideration
by state administrators and policymakers. The group work sessions included
individuals from the three main disciplines (migrant, special, and bilingual),
plus regular educators. Each of the nine work groups was assigned a facili-
tator and recorder. The main tasks of the work groups were tc review the rec-
ommendations from the Naticnal Policy Workshop, prioritize the recommendations
in terms of California's needs, select three top priority recommendations (or
problem areas), and develop suggested strategies for future follow—-up activity.
The work group facilitators who performed this important function were as
follows:

Group Group Leader

Al Leo Sandoval, Administrative Consultant,
Special Education, State Department of
Education, Sacramento

A2 Allan Simmons, Administrative Consultant:,
Special Education, State Department of
Education, Sacramento

A3 Christine Amato, Director, and Paula Tucker,
Psychologist, Special Education, Watsonville

Bl Celia Ayala, Director, Migrant/Bilingual
Education, Downey

B2 Bill Melendez, Migrant/Bilingual Education,
Salinas

B3 Paul Nava, Program Manager, Migrant/Bilingual
Education, Watsonville

Cl Kathryn Ross Summers, Administrator, Special
Education, State Department of Educatiomn,
Sacramento

c2 Velma Gonzales, Director, Migrant Education,
San Diego )

C3 Marian Miller, Consultant, Special Education,
State Department of Education, Sacramento

The facilitators, who represented the various disciplines under considera-
tion, came from throughout the state.

The third important element of the workshop agenda consisted of feedback
to the participants by a panel of observers who attended the proceedings. The
purpose of the observers was to view the workshop from an independent perspec-
tive and react to the overall proceedings as well as to the recommendations
developed.
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The mechanics of putting together a workshop of this nature, which is
both process and product oriented, are extensive. The State Department of Edu-
cation, the Task Group, the workshop staff, and the Office of the Santa Clara

County Superintendent of Schools were all instrumental in setting the stage for
the workshop.

This section has attempted to highlight some of the main features of the
workshop planrcing process, without getting bogged down in details. There were,
nevertheless, numerous details, such as the facilitator training session,
facilitator handbook developament, printing deadline=, registration deadlines,
and many other activities that made the workshop possib’e. The workshop is
discussed in the next section.




The Workshop

On August 15, 1985, John D. Perry, Senior Project Consultant, Interstate
Migrant Education Council, and Workshop Moderator, brought to order 140 full-
time registrants who gathered for the California workshop. In his opening
remarks, Senator Perry promised the participants two and a half days of inten—
sive but gratifying work on behalf of migrant handicapped students. The over—
all thrust for the workshop was to build partnerships or, as described at the
National Policy Workshop, to consummate a marriage between migrant and special
education.

A distinct difference between the California workshop and San Antonio
workshop was the inclusion of bilingual as well as regular educators. Addi-
tionally, featured guests at the workshop were the 18 county superintendents
of education, many of whom were able to attend portions of the proceedings.
Parents of migrant students were also welcomed at the workshop, as their state
Parent Advisory Council meeting was rescheduled to coincide with the workshop.
Many of the parents took time from their own meeting to attend some of the
workshop sessions.

The following sections describe the workshop proceedings in terms of the
participants, featured speakers, and work group reports.

The Participants

Representatives from 17 of California's 18 migrant educaticn regions

attended the workshop (see Appendix F). Table 1 illustrates the broad range
of people in attendance, as evidenced by the distribution of participants by
discipline. The proportions of migrant (31 percent) and special educators

(34 percent) were apprcximately equal, A comparable proportion of bilingual
educators (9 percent) was not evident; however, many of the people from migrant
education as well as the “"other” category (26 percent) have responsibility for
bilingual education.

Included in the group listed as "other" are people who have a broad range
of responsibility for all aspects of education, such as superintendents, state
administrators, consultants, and health personnel. The “"cther” category also
includes parents who were in attendance.

Several observations can be made about the people who actually partici-
pated in the workshop:

1. The participants were evenly distributed among the groups targeted
by the planning committee.

2. The participants were representatives of districts, counties, and
regions from throughout the state.

The participants were evenly distributed throughout the work groupse.
Also, the eventual work group size, with an average of 13 per group,
was “anageable in terms of both the facilities and participants for

discussion purposes.




Table 1

Distribution of San Jose Participants,
by Discipline
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Work group educators | educators | educators
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Featured Speakers

The people who convened in San Jose were joined by a host of distinguished
cpeakers of both state and national prominence. The overall moderator for the
workshop was John D. Perry, who welcomed five county superintendents during
the course of the workshop, including a representative of Thomas Goodman
(Santa Clara), Troy Bramlett (Monterey), James Baker (Pajaro), Gerald Rcsander
(San Diego), and Eugene Even (Butte). Each of these individuals of fered strong
words of encouragement to the participants while acknowledging that the task
that had been undertaken would be difficult but not impossible to resolv=.

Mary of the superintendents participated in the work sessions and will be
ingtrumental in helping to carry out some of the recommendations developed by
the participants.

A second category of speakers included individuals well known in the
state of California, as well as on a national basis, for their work in migranc,
special, and bilingual education. Leonard Olguin, Professor of Bilingual Edu-
cation and Teacher Training at California State University, Long Beach, in
his address gave an overall perspective on migrant students, whom he aptly
described as a minority within a minority within a minority to emphasize that
many of these students are Hispanic, bilingual, and handicapped.

Maynard Reynolds, Professor of Educational Psychology at the University
of Minnesota, provided the participants with an overall picture of the handi-
capped student population. In doing so, Dr. Reynolds described the handicapped
student population, their needs, and methods of meeting their education needs
on an individual basis. He described the lack of cooperation and continuity in
educational programs for handicapped students as "disjointed incremeatalism.”
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He strongly urged the participants to cut through all the bureaucratic and
administrative fragmentation and simply find the children for whom the school
program is not working and begin to meet the needs of these children.

Daniel Ulibarri, Director of the National Clearinghouse for Bilingueal
Education, provided an overview of the status of bilingual education. In de-
scribing the needs of bilingual students, he cited a need for further research,
particularly as it relates to migrant students. He further noted that the
National Clearinghouse is very interested in tracking efforts such as the
San Jose workshop for purposes of sharing informatior with other states and
on a national basis as well. Dr. Ulibarri also served as an independeat ob—-
server and panelist for the workshop. His comments in this capacity are
featured in the feedback section of this report.

Xavier Del Buono, Deputy Superintendent, Specialized Programs Branch,
State Department of Education, headed a 1list of Department representatives at
the workshop. Among the State Department of Education officials present were
Ramiro Reyes, who served as comoderator; Robert Fuchigami and Leo Sandrval, who
described the state special education program; Jack Schaeffer, who described
migrant education programs in the state; and Leo Lopez, who reviewed bilingual
education. Each of these individuals brought a unique perspective to the
gathering while providing the mixed group of participants with pertinent in-
formation regarding the various programs. The spirit of cooperation evident
in each of the presentations was captured by Dr. Del Buono, who noted that "we
are beginning to experience a new wave of reform (on bahalf of special popula-
tions) that will cause us to be more responsive to the needs of progressively
larger numbers of students.”

The 1list of speakers who had a role in the workshop indicates the growing
interest and enthusiasm for the effort. The speakers came from various parts
of the state as well as the national level and, therefore, were able to provide
a comprehensive perspective of the issues being discussed. The cooperative
spirit evidenced by officials from the State Department of Education stimulated
similar cooperation among the assembled participants.

Work Group Sessions

A portion of the workshop was arranged to allow the participants to inter-
act in small-group sessions. For this purpose the participants were divided
into nine groups. Each group included a comparable number of representatives
from migrant, bilingual, special, and regular education. A facilitator and
recorder were assigned to each group. The average group size was 13 people.

The groups were asked to complete a series of tasks designed to result in
the development of identified priorities for migrant handicapped students. The
tasks assigned to the groups were as follows:

l. Welcome and introduce group member " -

2. Present general overview concerning migrant handicapped students.

3. Review problem statements from the National Policy Workshop and
California survey.

20




Prioritize key problem areas of concern.

Develop suzgested recommendations, goals, objectives, and action
steps for top three priority areas.

Submit group reports for typing, copying, and sharing during the
summary session of the workshop.

The facilitators and recorders were responsible for keeping the groups
on schedule because the groups were expected to perform the tasks in a little
under three hours.

The products of the work~group process were nine distinctive group re—
ports, all of which focused on the needs, problems, and methods of serving
migrant handicapped students. The overall precess used to proceed from large-
group sessions te work group meetings is onclined in Figure 1. The process
served to stimulate sharing of common relevant information while allowing for
the exchanging of ideas during the work group meetings. The summary session,
at which each of the facilitators shared his or her group findings on the final
day of the meeting, enabled all of the participants to share in the findings
and suggestions of all work groups. Additionally, each workshop participant
was given a draft copy of all of the group reports, thereby enabling all
participants to leave with a preliminary set of findings,

Qutcomes of the Group Process

Table 2 provides a collective ranking of areas of concern, as determined
by the San Jose participants. The problem statements from the National Policy
Workshop have been rank ordered in terms of proportion of concern (number of
times addressed in the work sessions). This analysis reveals that for the most
part, the area of greatest concern was to raise people's awareness of the needs
of migrant handicapped students., The second major priority area was the need
to enhance cosmunication and sharing of information concerning this population.
The third general area of priority concern was the need to improve diagnosis,
assessment, and cognizance of cultural and language needs of migrant students.
The balance of the recommendations are spread across a wide range of areas.
Table 3 summarizes the top priority areae, as identified by each of the nine
work groups. A detailed description of all of the groups' findings is reported
In the work group recommendation gection of this report.
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Table 2
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Table 3

Profile of ¥ork Greup Priorities and Recommendatione

First priority
identified

focus of
recoumandation

Second priority
identified

Focus of
recommendation

Third priority
identified

Focus of
recommendat ion

Lack of awarenesa.

Lack of collaborative
instruction at the
leason level.

Inadequate delivary
system for MCEN.

Inclusion of MCEN i~
state and federal
annual plans.

Collsboration between
teachers and apecial~
ists in planning and
instruction.

Develop model inte-
grated delivery eys-
em at site level.

Lack of cemmunication
between ME, SE, and
BE personnel.

Communication aid
information sharing.

Crosa-training pro-
grams for SE, ME, and
BE.

Improve communication
system between ME,
BE, and SE.

Lack of communication
betwsen ME, BE, and
SE peraonnel.

Lack of awareness of
urgsncy of needs of
MCEN.

Inclusion of ME/SE
in specisl interest
conferences.

Create awarensus
among educationsal
ataf feo

Lack of awarenese.

MCEN move bafore
assessment and place-
ment process is come
pleted.

Need to strengthen
communication betwoen
ME, SE, and BE.

Increase awareress at
all levels of educa-
tion system.

Awareness sessions
for parente of MCEN.

Increase effective
communication between
ME, BE, and SE.

Conflicte in agency
goals and policies.

Inadequacy ov diag-
nosis due to language
and culture.

SE awareness of lan-
guage needs of minor-
ity migrant students.

Development of state
intraagency memoran-
da of understanding.

More complete staff
development and
training with special
emphasis on language
problems.

Increase awareness of
SE personnel of lan-
guage needs.

Difficulties due to
culture and language
in identificstion.

Leck of communication
betwsen ME, BE, and
SEO

Need to increase

awareness of ME, SE,
BE, and general pub-
lic of needs of MCEN.

Provide awareness
workshops on culture
and language of MCEN.

Cross-training pro-
grems for personnel
and parents.

Inadequate number cf
traired bilingual
personnel to meet
needs of MCEN.

Need to establish
comtwunication sharing
at all levels and
among agenciss/
programs.

Lack of awereness in
education community
and goneral public
regarding MCEN.

Provision of adequate
number of personnel
to meet MCEN needs.

Strengthen state
legisiation.
Create a mechanism
to foster coordi-
nstion.
State~levsl commu~
ricstion system.
Cross-training
programs.

Development of actinn
plans to incroase
awareness by state
directors of ME, BE,
and SE.

Lack of communication
between ME and St
personnel.

Difficulties in iden-
tifization, assces-
ment, and diagnosis
due to culture and

language.

Inadequate communica-
tion and information
sharing among ME, BE,
and SE.

Improve communication
between ME and SE
persornel.

o Reemphasis of
Child Find activi-
ties for MCEN.

o Develop a more
pragmatic prccess
of aessssment for
MCEN.

Development of a
state-level plan to
facilitate inter- and
intrastate coordina-
tion.

Inadequate means for
identifying MCEN.

State fiscal system
does not adapt to
fluctuating enroll-
ment, especially re-
lated to MCEN.

De» elopment of appro-
priate means to iden~
tify MCEN.

Adaptation of the

state fiscal system to
allow for fluctuating
enrollment and funding
of service on a year-
round basis for MCEN.

Key abbreviations
MCE

Migrant Children with Excepticnal Needs
Higrant Student Recorde Trensfer System

¥igrant Education
Special Education
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Workshop Results

Three different types of information were gathered to determine whether
the workshop had achieved the stated goals. The first form of feedback con~
sisted of participants' input regarding various aspects of the workshop. The
second form of feedback entailed reactions to the proceedings by a group of
panelists who participated in the workshop. The third and most impurtant form
of feedback consisted of folluw-up strategies recommended by the participants.
The outcomes of each of these forms of feedback are reported below.

Participants’ Feedback

An evaluation form was distributed on the last day of the workshop. The
form asked the participants to rate various aspects of the workshop on a scale
of one to £ive. Each form also provided space for participants' comments.

A total of 40 participants returned the workshop evaluation form. ‘Tables
and 5 summarize their responses to the workshop. 1In Table 4 the participants'
overall responses to the questions posed have been averageds. Table 5 presents
a listing of direct comments by the respondents.

Table 4

Participants' Responses to Evaluation Questions

Average

Evaluation question reply

Were the workshop goals and objectives clearly 1.3

established?
Were the workshop goals and objectives met? 1.4
Were the activities appropriate for the workshop?

Was the workshop well organized with respec: to:

b. Participant handbook?

c. Format?

d. Group leader discussions?

e. Equipment/material utilized?

Was the group leader knowledgeable with respect
to materials and concepts presented?

Was this workshop of particular interest and
worthwhile to you?

|
I
|
|
|
|
l
|
|
|
|
|
a. Management of tiue? }
|
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
|
|
I

7. Were hotel accommodations and facilities adequate? 1.0

Scale used--Please circle the number on the rating scale to »ndicate which
rating most nearly describes your opinion about each item below. The

rat;ng scale is indicated: 1 = completely; 2 = almost completely; 3 =
partially; 4 = glightlv; 5 = not at all; N/A = not applicable. (n=40)
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A review of Table 4 reveals a generally favorable response to the overall
workshop, as substantiated by respendents' rankings, which ranged from 1.0 to
1.9. In effect, the data suggest that the respondents felt that all objectives
and/or elements of the workshop were satisfied completely .c almost completely.
The lowest rated aspect of the workshop from the respondents' standpoint was
the management of time. Table 5, which lists respondents' comments, validates
this concern for use of time. The consensus among the respondents was that
more time should have been allocated for the work group sessions, with less
time for speakers and general presentations. Outside of this concern, the
respondents were very favorable to the entire workshop.

Although only 40 registrants completed the workshop evaluation, the coor=~
dinators felt that this number was a satisfactory sample (34 percent of those
participating). The limited number of respondents was due to untimely distri-
bution of the evaluation questionnaire on the final day of the workshop. It
suggests to future workshop planners that evaluations be conducted on a daily
basis and prior to the final workshop general session.

Table 5

Participants' Comments
(Obtained from Workshop Evaluation Forms)

Respondent Comments

1 The concept watc well thought out. The planners are to be
conplimented. .

The biggest probiem wAs talking through issues and problems

as they relate to special, migrant, and bilingual education.
Not enough time was given to discussions and reviewing of the
priorities. Recommend fewer speeches and more activities.
Nevertheless, thoroughly enjoyed the products. A lot of work.

More time was needed for group interaction and information
sharing and less for speakers.

Need more group meetings with counterparts and less national and
more state and local input.

Thank you for the opportunity to participate and lead a group in
strategies that will meet the needs of our kids.

The one outstanding problem area was the lack of time for the
amount of work.

Very impressed with all facets of the workshop, which was well
organized and conducted by excellent personnel. Suggest second
policy workshop be held next year at the San Jose Red Lion
Inn--excellent location.

Just ocutstandiag!
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It was an honor to have participated in this fantastic workshop.
After all the information is synthesized, I hope to make packets
to share with our district superintendent.

The event was well organized and the content was on target. I

am looking forward to the activities that result from this
process. I consider it a privilege to have been included in

this poiticipatory process.

Follow-up workshop on the status.

The speakers on Friday got carried away with personnel resolu-
tions, causing a delay in workshop sessions and less time for

the groups. This was unfortunate.

In the future, speakers should be told to be concise and to stick
to the time schedule. The speakers on Friday morning were fun to
listen to, but their endless rambling and personal anecdotes took
up usable time, thus depriving the break-out groups.

No written comments.

Guest speakers should be selected more carefully and monitored
more closely during their presentations.

Suggest this type of workshop be held on regionmal basis through-
out California to include migrant, special, bilingual, and
regular (basic) education.

Excellent process and well-planned workshop.

More time is needed to adequately discuss issues.

Ojalé y la préxima vez participen nds padres, que es una buena
experiencia.

No written comments.

No written comments.

Hope this continues. Very worthwhile timel
No written comments.

More time for work session.

Needed more time to work or prioritize—-perhaps less speaker
time!

Let’s follow up!

An excellent effort.
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The health aspect was not mentioned,

Break—-out groups did not all have enough time. Speakers were
very good, organized, and worthwaile. Senator Perry was a great
facilitator and master of ceremonies.

Excellent interaction in group sessions and an awareness of the
other disciplines represented.

Great workshop. Well done in terms of organization. This mar—
riage of the three areas of bilingual, special, and migrant
education has been long needed and overdue.

I am glad that parents were taken into account and that their
recommendations were really understood.

I was very impressed and hope that suggestions are followed
through. Felt too much valuable time was spent listening to
speakers that didn't necessarily add to the value of the
workshop.

It's about time that bilingual, special, and migrant education
worked together in meeting this goal. The need to involve in-
stitutions of higher education is crucial. Mini-Corps can be

utilized to prepare future teachers with more knowledge about

special education needs for migrant children.

Too many speakers for the amount of time allotted for working
sessions. The structure work sheets in the break—out groups
very helpful--excellent process to get the work sheets typed and
distributed, Overall, a well-planned session!

Participants were willing to work/cooperate. Well-organized,
high-spirited, and well-budgeted time for activities. Work
sessions could be little longer to accommodate task at hand.

Thank you! This is the best education workshop I have ever
attended.

(a) Why not have it on a Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday?
Scheduling this time of the year is unnecessary. (b) Chairs
uncomfortable for the general sessions. {(c) Not enough time to
complete group task on Friday.

(a) Rather not have it on Saturday. (b) Chairs for general
sessions were miserable. (c) Should have allowed more time for
break-off groups. (d) Too many speeches on the same sub ject
mattert.

First of all, let's not forget what was discussed and be sure to
follow up on recommendations. I arrived with some reservations

about the workshop, but I am leaving with high expectations.

30
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Respondent Comments

40 The communication that started was exciting. Our region will
be meeting on Tuesday with county special education personnel
to continue the dialog and to apply it to our area. The most
outstanding person at the workshop was Celia Ayala. I had the
pleasure of meeting her aud working in her group. What an
inspirational lady. My heart went out to the parents who spoke.
They were uninformed as to the purpose of the meeting. The
State Department of Education consultant who works with the
parents should be chastised for not communicating to the par-

ents what this gathering was about. Thanks for a great meeting.

Reactions of Panelists

William Melendez and Daniel Ulibarri were among those selected prior to
the workshop to participate in the proceedings and to provide feedback to the
participants. The observations of these two panelists were shared with the
participants on the final day of the workshop and are presented below:

William Melendez

"Ladies and Gentlemen, my comments will be in English and
Spanish.

"We're here on a honeymoon. We have had two and one-half daye
exchanging ideas and trying to work with each other so that we may
better serve the migrant child. Despite this, I still see problem
areas. And, as you well know, in any marriage there are always
problem areas. Let me share with you several problem areas.

"Funding is such a problem area. Dr. Lou Barber alluded to the
fact that where we have the resources, we are going to have to work
more closely with one another. Special education, however, has some
unique funding problems. In our county the superintendent has asked
districts for a $900 payback despite the fact that the county has
also had to ex{end another $1.5 million. Let's not lose sight of
the fact that we all have to assist in making our legislators aware
of the funding needs of special education.

"I have also heard the term 'comingling' attached to funding.
This indicates an audit exception to most migrant educators. In our
group discussions earlier, the area of assessments was reviewed. If
a migrant child starts through the assessment process just as the
regular school year finishes, there will be some dead time in July
and August for th. special educator. Migrant education might pick
up where they left off to continue the assessment process, providiag
we aren't supplanting, providing it is supplemental. As we work
tog2ther on some of these problems, we will dismiss the comingling
aspect in funding since it will lead to an audit exception.

"A second problem area deals with.ethical consideration. When

a migrant pupil arrives at school, there is a tendency to avoid pro-
viding this pupil services because of the short time span that the
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student will spend in the district. The short stay in the district
promotes an avoidance of services. ‘We'll let somebody else take
care of that problem.'

“This is an ethical consideration that we have not addressed
openly. We have talked about it among ourselves. We have said to
each other that something shculd be done to correct thise But then
we look at 50 days. That's a long time. I learved yesterday that
special education has 50 days in which to complete an assessment.
Migrant education must complete a needs assessment within 30 days.
Despite this we 3till see the migrant pupil underserved by special
education services.

"I think we can work out this probleme. As we work together, as
we include each other, and coordinate with each other, we will in-
crease the possibility for success. As we integrate our plans, we
will be able to replicate the models that are working.

"A third problem area deals with language. When I say lan-
guage, I mean the 'jargon' that we use within our own areas of ex—
pertise. The nomenclature unique to migrant educators may not be
understood by others. We want to make sure that the nomenclature
that we use 1s understood by everyone. It borders on a protection~
ist attitude when we use words that are only understood by one
group. We must make sure that we familiarize our colleagues with
our nomenclature and acronyms so that they truly understand what
we're talking about.

"A fourth problem area is the lack of bilingual special educa-
tion teachers. Our parents have indicated a concern over the number
of waivered teachers that teach their children.

"Those of us who are bilingual will have to assist in the
cross-training of teachers who are on waiver. This means that we
will have to sit down and talk to one another. We're going to have
to do together whatever is necessary to meet the needs of the mi-
grant child since we cannot wait for a long, drawn-out educational
process to train the teachers necessary to provide the required
service. The pupils have a need today. We'must be inclusive by
sharing our expertise with each other.

"Before I made my remarks to you bilingually, I sat down with
some of our parents to review with them my comments in Spanish. 1
did this to make sure that my comments in Spanish would be under-
stoode Although we are bilingual, we don't possess all the lin-
guistic skills. We rely on parents quite a bit to improve our
communications. I think we are all going to have to-say, 'L don't
know,' whenever we don't know, and secure the assistance of our
parents. If you are a special education teacher and say 'I don't
know,' we'll help youe I know you'll help me if I tell you 'L don't
know.® This networking among us is of great importance.

"Another area of concern was touched on by Xavier Del Buono

yesterday when he spoke of the changing demographics. It's said
that an educational lag of 15 to 25 years exists. We can't wait
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that long. We've got to address the needs of pupils that are mak~
ing the demographic changes occur. But that means that we will
have to pull together, because we have the skills and the knowledge.
We also have the capacity. What we sometimes need is more energy.
Those of you whom I have seen here these last few days possess

tlat high energy. We can do it despite the rapidly changing
demographics.

"Here's the nitty-gritty. One of my special education col~
leagues will say, 'I need your help in providing services to a hand~
icapped migrand student in the district.' These are the types of
problems that we face daily.

"In a school district with 1,500 migrant pupils and 30 migrant
instructional aides, this translates to a pupil/aide ratio of 50:1.
Can I justify sending an aide to assist in special education at the
expense of other migrart pupils? This is a possible area of con-
flict between the migrant/special education forces. We have Lo
address these types of programmatic cor~-:rns in an environment free
from coercion, in an environment of 1 and love.

"Thank you very much."”

Daniel Ulibarri

"There are five points I've gleaned from the workshops that I
would like to discuss. They concern: (1) awareness; (2) inter-

disciplinary communication; (3) national, state, local, and pro-
grammatic coordination; (4) funding; and (5) responsibility.

"On the issue of awareness, I heard consistently throughout
the meetings that there is a need for policymakers at the national,
state, and local levels to be aware of migrant and special educa-
tion programs and of the overlap in students in the disciplines of
bilingual education, special education, and migrant education.
Legislators should consider the possibility of including in legisla-
tion a requirement for the coordination of activities across disci-
plines to minimize the 'disjointed incrementalism' which prevails. ~
There needs to be an interstate and intrastate communication not
oaly within these disciplines, but also as outreach efforts to the
general public.

"Regarding interdisciplinary communication there exists a need
to rule out the issue of language proficiency before testing pro-
cedures and criteria can be developed or implemented for special
education needs. Steps must be taken to ensure that assessment
procedures are not confounded by a language problem. Communication
across the discipline of bilingual education is vital, especially
in those instances in which the law stipulates testing for limited~
English proficiency. I would assume that this would be the first
step before any diagnostic special education assessment procedures
were implemented.




"There should be interdisciplinary communication to take advan~
tage of what people in bilingual education know about the influence
of language and culture on assessment procedures. Because assess—
ment procedures are primarily mainstream procedures and language and
culture affect these procedures, we should baild upon what other
experts already know rather than begin from ground zero.

“"Finally, we need to consider communication technology and the
state-of-the~art I assessment. Even though criteria and identifi-
cation procedures have been legislated, we are not told exactly how
to implement them; the procedures that exist are not always appro—
priate even if we are aware of language and cultural implications.

"With regard to the national, state, and local coordination
issues, there is certainiy a need for more states to impler=nt work-
shops such as this one to ildentify issues of concern in their par-
ticular states. The need to synthesize the various state and
national issues will then develop. As was mentioned earlier, we
need to be aware of the requirements and restrictions of various
legislation across the disciplines so that we can become aware of
the limitations in this area without comingling and duplication of
funds.

* "Another point that I think is extremely important concerns the
collaboration of educators and researchers at the classroom level.
The first publication that the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual
Education produced after I became director described research con-
ducted by Dr. Linda Ventrigulia in the Boston area. Ventrigulia's
findings indicated that more meaningful research could be conducted
if researchers coordinated with the practitioners to identify the
classroom issues to be investigated.

"The most significant finding that emerged was that there was
incongruence among the instructional objectives of the different
programs--from the bilingual education program to the mnglish as a
second language transitional program to the mainstream programe.
Even though federal law specifically states that students should be
provided with a program that is consistent in grade progression and
graduation requirements, this, in fact, was not occurring.

"The most basic way to state this is that the first grade
teacher needs to know what the students were taught in kindergarten
and what the students need to know for second grade, and so on. I
know this seems to be common sense, but in many schools, it does not
appear to happen.

"Regarding funding, it is my opinion that we should consider
hew co best use existing funding. In order to implement improve-
ments, related disciplines should coordinate to program administra-
tion so that overlapping student populations can be served without a
problem with ownership of furids. In this way we could consider ways
in which improvements can be implemented now without waiting for
legislation. This coordination will also enable local schools to
implement programs witkout placing the entire burden on the local
education agency (LEA).
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"My last point is responsibilitv. We have heard throughout
this workshop that the schools act as if the students in migrant,
special education, and bilingual educat.on programs are not the
schools' problem, but the responsibility of the programs. However,
responsibility does not just lie with th:2 programs, but the schools
also. These students are a part of the school system just as they
will grow and become part of society as a whole. After all, who
would be responsible for the education of these students if the pro-
grams did not exist--the schools, by law. The 'mainstream' would
have the respomsibility. In practice the mainstream often does not
take the responsibility.

“In bilingual education, for example, when a student who re-
quires special services is enrolled, the school immediately turns
the student over to the bilingual teacher, releasing not only the
student, but the responsibility as well. In reality the school
has the responsibility. And so people, like ourselves, that are
involved in bilingual education, migrant education, and special edu-
cation are providing a service because we are taking the burden,
temporarily so to speak, off of mainstream schools. Our programs
are part of the school system; therefore, appropriate responsibility
should be acknowledged.

“We might ask, what is the responsibility of the mainstream?
The responsibility as it pertains to bilingual education is the
preparation of these children to function in the riinstream system.
We know that there is discrimination in this system, and many stu-
dents do not 'fit' or succeed in school even when they do speak
English. Socioeconomic factors hinder these children as well as
linguistic, and include the curriculum, the types of reading
materials, and standardized tests.

“It was mentioned this morning that there is a need for schools
to become aware of changes in demographics and changing populations,
and to adjust to these changes. I don't see changes or adjustment.
This is not a criticism, but an acknowledgment. There is a need
for coordination on the part of mainstream teachers for accepting
responsibility once children leave migrant programs or special
education programs and become incorporated into the mainstream.

“Coordination and communication across disciplines and with the
public should include mainstream teachers. A good example of needed
ad justment comes from bilingual education. The mainstream teachers
often are the ones that identify the child to be tested, but no one
has ever told them what to look for. As a consequence, a lot of
students who don't necd to be tested are and ones that should be
tested aren't. When the child leaves the program to go into the
mains*ream, the mainstream teacher does not have any information on
the criteria that were used to reclassify the child. So, one hears
things like, here comes another LEP student. If the teacher is in-
volved in establishing the criteria, then he or she has ownership )
of those criteria. I think they would have a different attitude in
terms of the student coming into the mainstream. I want to give
you a few examples of experiences that I've encountered regarding
assessment,
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"These are all from California. In one case we found a school
district in northern Californis where students ware being recom-
mended and placed in bilingual education programs who should have
been in apecial education classes. I1'm not talking about bilingual
children; I'm talking about Anglo children who were placed with
Title I children into a bilingual program as though it were 2 com—
pensatory program, and it's not. A lot of pecple havz the miscon-
ception that all special programs must be compensatery, and that
simply is wrong.

"In another school district, there was a case concerning the
identification of an entire family as educably mentally retarded
(EMR). What happened is the school psychologist tested the oldest
boy first. He was fifteen and tested out as EMR. The family either
didn't speak English and/or spoke limited English. The psychologist
did not speak Spanish. She was conceraned and sensitive to this
situation. So, she had the oldest boy translate the WISC-R to the
children. This was a student that didu't speak Englisk himself.
Psychologists know that it takes a lot of work, money, and technical
knowledge to tramslate cests professionally, yet this school psy-
chologist asked this boy to translate the test. It seems ludicrous
that if the fourteen-year-old was EMR, how ccuvld he possibly trans-
late the test? Apparently, he could as far as the psychologist was
concerned.

"Since my area of expertise is merhodology, testing, and evalu-

ating, I've attended a lot of workshops and conferences that address
the issue of bilingual and cultural awareness in testing. One time
I went to New York to give a presentation. After I had firdshed, I
was asked, how can you test people who don't speak English without
using their native language? The answer, of course, is that you
can't, Yes, this is the kind of questinsn that we get, and we get

it from people that are identifying kids and adults for vocatirnal
programs, for special education programs.

“For example, there are many examples in school districts that
don't follow common sense. You can find fiftzen-year-old students
who have been placed in fourth grade classes because they tested out
at a fourth grade reading level when, in fact, the student couldn't
speak English. These students walk around with little children's
books and with elementary mimeographed material. Of course, the stu-
deat is going to leave school to drop out rather than be embarrassed.

"I'11 just make two final statements. First, bilingual educa-
tion is evaluated--migrant education is evaluated--but who's evalu-
ating the maianstream? We're part of the mainstream. It's time that
Wwe started recognizing that we are providing a service for them,
one that they are ultimately responsible for. Second, we need to
examine what we're preparing these students for. This examination
must take place not only in the programs that provide special
services, but also in the mainstream.




"In conclusion, I would like to teli you that I appreciate
being here and that the rcle of the Clearinghouse in this activity,
besides dissemination (we will try to devote an issue of our memo
series or one of our FOCUS papers to the proceedings of this work-
shop and other issues of special education and the minority language
child) is that we will get needed information out and encourage
other states to follow the format of the proceedings that were given
here."

The Celifornia workshop held in Sam Jose achieved the goals originally
established by the Task Group, as evidenced by the exceilent response by the
invited participants. The original goals addressed the need to create aware-
ness, stimulate cooperative planning, and generate a definitive action plan
for migrant handicapped students., These goals have been achieved but have
multiplied the number of tasks that need to be accomplished on behalf of
the students. The final section of this document outlines the findings and
recommendations developed in San Jose.

In effect, what was accomplished in San Jose was the building of a foun-
dation through the cooperative handiwork of educators from migrant, special,
bilingual, and regular education. The work group recommendations and suggested
action plans provide the details for the building blocks to further enhance
delivery of services for migrant children. Many alternatives have been pre-
sented for consideration. Future action will depend on people's ability to
select goals that are appropriate to their area and to achieve those goals,




Work Group Findings and Recommendations

The format for the presentation of the findings is as follows:

«0 Workshop Findings
1l Recommendations
1 Suggested action steps

1
1
1

1.

Suggestions concerning who or which state agency should assume responsi-
bility for implementation of the recommendations are also provided.

The findings and recommendations are divided into the following general
categories:

Awarencuss

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

1.0 The educational community and the general public are not totally aware
of the problems involved in providing public education to handicapped
migrant students.

The members therefore recommend that:

1.1 The state directors of special education, bilingual education, and
migrant education develop action plans to increase awareness of the
education community and general public to the problems of providing
public education to handicapped migrant students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

l.l.1 Address specific issues in migrant education regions' and Special
Education Local Planning Areas' local plans that include:

o Lack of identification
o Continuity of appropriate education
o Migrant Student Records Transfer System/cumulative records

By whom--Migrant and special education regions.

Follow-up required--Review of plans.

Incorporate .anguage in the state-level plan which requires coordina-
tion among migrant, bilingual, and special education regions to jointly
develop and implement awareness procedures which will ensure the
delivery of services to handicapped amigrant children.

By whom~-State Superintendent, State Board.

Follow~up required--Documentation and dissemination of model programs.
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The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

2.0 A need exists to increase awareness among migrant education, special
education, and bilingual staff aad the general public regarding the
srgency of addressing the needs of haandicapped migrant students.

The members therefore recommend that:

2.1 An increase in the awareness among migrant, special, and bilingual
education staff and the general public regarding the urgency of
addressing the needs of handicapped migrant students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

2.1.1 Encourage communication and cooperation for 1htegrated delivery of
services without violation of state and federal regulations or the
rights of children and parents,

By whom—-—-State Department of Fducation and Office of Special Education,

Follow-up required—-The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of iuwplementation mey include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on,

Identify existing models of cooperation among the three programs; and
enccurage replication and innovation.

By whom——-State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
procesc of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on,

Provide replication of policy workshop.
By whom—-State Department of Education.

Follow~up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regionzl, covnty, and local levels. The
process of implementatioa may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, statc -spomsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Encourage information sharing between the three programs,

By whom--State Department of Educatiom, region, county, and local
administrators.




Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the prucess(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state—sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Provide workshops for high-level decision makers.

By whom~~State Department of Education, Association of California
Schoo? Administrators (ACSBA) County Superintendents Association.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponeored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

3.0

A lack of awvareness exists on the part of the state, county, and
district staff and the general public in regard to the urgency of
addressing the problems of migrant, special, bilingual, and other
at-risk populations.

The members therefore recommend that:

3.1

There will be an increased awareness of the educaticnal handicapping
conditions and available programs/resources to all "at-risk"” popula-
tions at all levels of educational systems, i.e., state, county, and
district.

The members suggest the following action steps:

3.1.1

The State Department of Educaticn program managers will be directed to
me:t to share their program informrtion; i.e., eligibility, identifica-
tion and fiscal management, in order to facilitate coordination among
various programs,

By whom--State Superintendent of Public Instruction or designee.

Follow-up required--Dissemination of information acquired.

The State Department of Education will sponsor workshops for directors
of all credential programs to create an awareuess of the various
specialties and their needs.

By whom~-~Institutions of higher learning and State Commission for
Teacher Credentialing.

Follow-up required--Meetings will be held to modify credentialing
requirements to reflect current needs of student population.
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3.1.3

A replica of the State Department of Education policy workshop will be
held at the county and regional level.

By whom=-County superintendent.
Follow-up required--Dissemination of agreed on strategies to local

school sites, Special Education Local Plauning Area directors, and
other program directors.

County, regional, and district workshops will be held for various
community groups to provide information regarding the various programs.

By whom--Special Education Local Planning Area directors, migrant
directors, bilingual directors, and cther prograim directors.

Follow-up required-—Assess parent advisory councils and other community
groups to verify understanding of various programs available.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

4.0

.

The staff and the general public are not fully aware of the urgency of
addressing the problems of handicapped migrant students.

The members therefore recommend that:

4.1

Educational staff and the community should be made aware of the
problems of handicapped migrant students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

4.1.1

Determine through pupil data those migrant pupils who are also
handicapped eligible.

By whom~-Districts.
Follow-up required-—o Use MIS documents.

o Use migrant needs assessments.
o Review and compare.

Develop awareness programs through local media.
By whom--Districts.
Follow-up required--~o Use staff development programs of district.

o Develop brochure.
o Publicize events.

Develop av-ireness programs through local media.

By whom--Districts, parent groups, and local organizations.

Follow-up required=-—-o Speaker lists.
o Television coverage of events.
o Local newspaper ferature stories.
o SERN resources.
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Write a district—level interaction plan to bring about awareness and
agreement on the provision of services.

By whom--District program administrators.

Follow-up required--Bring together authors of local plans for special
education, migrant, and bilingual to share specific goals.

Develop & plan to include appropriate interactions in all plans.
The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

5.0 The SEA, LEA, and the general public are nct fully aware of the urgency
of addressing the problems of handicapped migrant student«.

The members therefore recommend that:

5.1 Special, bilingual, and migrant education shall incorporate into their
annual state and federal plans ensurance for the identification and
placement of migrant handicapped students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

35.1.1 Select a task group composed of state and local special, migrant,
bilingual educators and parents for the purposes of reviewing the
three state plans.

By whom--Special Education Department.

Follow-up required--Utilize the existing California task group
committee members plus additional parent representatives.

Incorporate changes in the state plans by approval processes.

By whom--Task group.

Follow-up required--Conduct public hearinge and receive field input.
Prepare document. Follow approval process.

Communication

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

6.0 A need exists to establish communication and information sharing among
state, local and interstate agencies, parents, and identification sys-
tems (MSETS, MIS), migrant, special education, bilingual education, and
other appropriate prograns.

The members therefore recommend that:

6.1 State statutes should be strengthened to ensure and emphasize coor-
dination and communication between migrant, bilingual, and special
education programs; furthermore, a mechanism should be created at
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the state and local levels to coordinate special, migrant, and bilin-
gual education program divisions for purposes of sharing pertinent
information about the special needs of handicapped migrant students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

6.1.1

Seek out and disseminate information on exemplary programs for
interagency coordination by using existing orogram resources.

By whom-~National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, State
Department of Education, county offices, PIC.

Follow~up required--Publish a list of exemplary programs with
descriptions (state and out of state) and names of contacts.

Establish a study committee to investigate how each program's
regulations/laws are interrelated and suggest modifications and
change.

By whom--State Department of Education, Committee on Policy Workshop.

Follow=up required=-Publish synthesis and recommendations of findings.

Encourage parent groups, state advisory councils, and state/local
boards to contact key legislators to implement this recommendation.

By whom~~State Department of Education, local administrators, and
educators.

Follow-up required--Provide groups with action steps and statistical
information, i.e., sample letters, board resolutions, etc.

The members therefore recommend that:

6.2

A cormunication system be established at the state level, which in-
cludes special, bilingual, and migrant education programs for the pur-
pose of developing improved state/local coordination to facilitate the
transfer of information on handicapped migrant students.,

The members suggest the following action steps:

6.2.1

Establish a state committee of migrant, bilingual, special education,
and general education personnel to create awareness of different
programs.

By whom-~State Department of Education, county offices, and staff in
different professional organizations.

Follow~up required--State directors will meet to form a committee and
obtain input.




Establish contact with appropriate organizations and institutions of
higher education to create an interest in the migrant special educa-
tion child, i.e., Association for Children with Learning Disabilities
(ACLD).

By whour--Same as above.

Follow-up required--Position papers at conferences, workshops, and
coordinated efforts/services on the

State plans for all programs include descriptions requiring evidence
of coordination between programs.

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Chief state school officials meet to initiate and
continue dialogue on the coordination of programs.

The members therefore recommend:

6.3

Development and implemantation of cross-training prugrams for personnel
and parents in special, bilingual, and migrant education programs,

This traiuing should encompass the gpectrum of services from the state
and local levels.

The members suggest the following action steps:

6.3.1

List information available and explain ways to share information on
state responsibilities,

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow=up required—-Generate a list.

Decide who should be involved in sharing information, i.e., parents,
parent coalitions, and so on.

By whom--State Department of Education, State Advisory Committee.

Follow-up required--Prepare a list of persons to be involved from each
of the committees,

Decide what system should be used.

By whom=-State Department £ Education,

Follow-up reqiired--Inform field staff of system to be used and in-
gervice field staff.

Special, migrant, and bilingual education programs should develop a
calendar of events beginning at the state level to implement training.

By whom=-State Department of Education regional directors, SERN, SELPA
directors,




Follow-up required-=-Publish and disseminate a calendar.

Develop brochures, manuals, and resource directories for use by both
programs.

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Print and disseminate materials.

Provide opportunities for special, migrant, and bilingual education
personnel and parents to attend each other's workshops and conferences.

By whom--District, county, and state.

Follow-up required--Develop a mailing list of involved personnel.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

7.0

A lack of communication exists between migrant education and special
education programs.,

The members therefore recommend the:

7.1

Improvement of communication between migrant education and special
education at all levels.

The members suggest the following action steps:

7.1.1

Develop a task force to consider the incorporation of special educa-
tion information into the MSRTS in California. The task force would
consider the extent and nature of the information to be included as
well as the possible revision of the MSRTS form. The issue of
confidentiality should be addressed.

By whom--State Task Force with representation from migrant, bilingual,
and special 2ducation.

Follow-up required--Statewide dissemination and implementation, in—
cluding an ‘ “propriate and timely review procedure.

Ensure articuiation of information from individual plans (bilingual
individual learning plans, individual learning plans, and individual-
ized education programs) among appropriate school personnel.

By whom-~Legal education agency.

Follow-up required~-Review annually through student study team Coordi-
nated Compliance Review (CCR) process and computerized flagging system.

Degignate state~level representatives to attend cther state~level peet=
ings, e.g., special educstion to migrant education, bilingual education
to special education. Replicate the process at regional, county, and
district levels, as appropriate.
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By whom--State directors of each program and appropriate personnel at
their levels.

Follow~up required--Review meeting agendas and training calendars.

Provide technical in-service (workshops) for migrant, special and
bilingual education, and regular education staff members on program
requirements and the needs of children.

By whom—-Directors of programs and local education agency adminis-
trators.

Follow-up required-—Review in-service calendars and Coordinated
Compliance Review findings.,

Appoint a migrant education representative to the State Commission on
Special Education.

By whom—-Governor, Legislature, or State Superintendent.

Follow-up required--Create a lobby group and monitor appropriate bodies
to ensure appointment.

Include parent representatives from all programs on each state advisory
committee,

By whom--State Parent Advisory Committee.

Follow-up required--Create a group to lobby and monitor appropriate
bodies to ensure appointment.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

8.0

A need exists to strengthen the communication among migrant education,
bilingual education, and sprcial education.

The members therefore recommend that:

8.1

An increase in effective communication between migrant, bilingual, and
special education at the state, regional, county, and local levels,

The members suggest the following action steps:

8.1.1

Encourage communication and cooperation for the integrated delivery
of services without violation of state and federal regulations or the
rig .ts of children and parents.

By whom--State Department of Education and Office of Special Education.

Follow~up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and 80 one.
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Identify existing models of cooperation between the three programs and
encourage replication and innovation,

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow—up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regionmal, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Provide replication of policy workchop.

By whom—--State Department of Education.

Follow—up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the processzess and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and locel levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-~
intendent, state—sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,

formulation of task groups, and sc on.
Encourage information sharing among the three programs.
By whom--State Department of Education, region, county, and local.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Provide workshops for high-level decision makers (superintendents,
Board members).

By whom—-State Department of Education, Association of California
School Administrators, California School Boards Association, and county
superintendents.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

9.0 A lack of cormunication exists between state and local, migrant,
bilingual, and special education personnel and parents.
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The members therefore recommend that:

9.1 Cross—~training programs for state and local personnel and parents in
special, bilingual, and migrant education shall be developed and im-
plemented. This training shall encompass the services available,
rules and regulations, and funding. PFurthermore, it is suggested that
special interest conferences should include representation from the
related agencies dealing with migrant handicapped students, i.e.,
Fiesta Educativa, California Association Bilingual Education, State
Parent Conference, aud Council for Exceptional Children.

The members suggest the following action steps:

9.1.1 Develop a training packet on special education needs of migrant hand-
icapped children by a team composed of migrant, special, and bilingual
educatois and parents and provide a method for implementation.

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Select state staff team. Develop materials and
training manuals. Develop a calendar of events schedule. Provide
leadership by State Department of Education in organizing local area
training progress. Provide opportunities for special, migrant, and
bilingual personnel and parents to attend each other's workshops.
9.1.2 Have the task group disseminate information on migrant handicapped
students to respective orgaanizations for inclusion in their programs.

By whour--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Compile a list of conferences/organizations.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find:

10.0 A lack of communication between migrant education/bilingual education
and special education programs.

The members therefore recommend that:

10.1 Cross—~training programs for personnel and parents in special education
and migrant education programs be developed and implemented. This
training should encompass the spectrum of services from the national
to local levels an? should include the following objectives:

o Develop a calendar of events, beginning at the state level, to
implement training for both programs.

Develop brochures, manuals, and resource directories for use by
both programs.

Provide opportunities for special education/migrant education per—
sonnel and parents to attend each other's workshops and conferences.

Clarify abbreviations and definitions. Develop a glossary of terms.
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The members suggest the following acticn steps:

10.1.1

Obtain access and provide entry input to Stace Department of Education
Staff Development Conference at Asilomar.

By whom--State Department of Education directors of special education,
migrant education, and bilingual education.

Follow-up required--Deputy Superintendent reports back to three
directors.

Request a special education strand at California Association of
Bilingual Educators conference.

By whom~~Chuck Acosta, Los Angeles County.

Follow-up required-—Leo Lopez to make contact.

Special education/bilingual education attend National Migrant Education
Conference in San Diego, April 1986.

By whom~=Jack Schaeffer to invite them.

Follow-up required-—Attendance approved by State Department of Educa-
tion, special education, and bilingual education.

Regions Special Education Locel Planning Areas have joint in—services.
By whom~-=Two directors,

Follow~up required-—Agendzs and attendance records for CCR.

Migrant Special Services Committee invite special education and migrant
education to attend their staff training presentationms.

By whom~-Migrant Special Services Committee staff.

Follow-up required--Eduardo Hernandez~-Chavez to have area heads of
Migrant Special Services Committee contact local regions and SELPAs.

Establish a joint content coordination committee to guide future cross-
training in-services.

By whom-~Xavier Del Buono.

Follow-up required-~State Department of Education printed training
guidelines,




Information Transfer

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

11.0 Communication and information sharinz is not adequate (a) among migrant
education/special education (state and local); (b) concerning update
and complete Migrant Student Records Transfer System; and (c) concern-
ing systems being used with parents of migrant har-icapped children.

The members therefore recommend that:

11.1 A state~level plan be developed to facilitate iater- and intrastate
coordination and communication of programs in special education,
migrant education, and bilingual education.

The members suggest the following action steps:

11.1.1 Prepare staff development programs for dissemination that include
information about each program to assist in coordination aad communi-

cation.

By whom=-Sr ecial education, bilingual educatifon. and migrant education
units at state levels.

Follow-up required--Dissemination of these programs.

Determine the type of student information to be collected and exchanged
in each division (spscial, bilingual, and migrant education) for the
purposes of providing better services to handicapped migrant students.
By whom~-State-level d#visions.

Follow-up required--Data collected ana exchanged.

Division newsletters, computerized bulletin boards, and parent notices
to routinely contain information/communication related to providing
services to handicapped migrant children.

By whom--State—lecvel divisions.

Follow-up requited-=Monitor information flow.

The members of the Califorria Poliecy Vorkshop find that:

12.0 Communication and information sharing is inadequate among migrant,
tpecial, and hilingual educators.

The members therefore recommend th:t:

12.1 Information will flow ar:ny migrant, speciaZ, and bilingual educators
as a result ~f improved comrunication systems.
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The members suggest the following action steps:

12.1.1

12.1.2

12.1.3

12.1.5

Improve the adequacy of the MSRTS by inclusion of individualized edu-
cation plan (IEP), psychological, and health data elements.

By whom--National and state MSRTS personnel.
Follow-up required--Determine which are useful data elements to in—

clude. Design means to gather and report data. Increase accuracy of
data reporting.

Develop computer access of MSRTS at the local level.
By whom--National and county/district.

Follow-up required--Develop central computer accessibly in the MSRTS
systeme.

Effective coordination among educational programs at the federal,
state, and local levels must occur so that a total educational effort
is directed at addressing the special education needs of migrant/
bilingual/handicapped stadents.

By whom--State Department Commission on Special Education, migrant
regions, SELPAs, and concerned persons.

Follow-up required--State accreditation/monitoring require evideace of
coordination between programs.

State plans for special education include descriptions requiring
evidence of coordination between programs.,

Chief state school officials initiate/continue dialogue on the coordi-
nation of programs.

Time lines be set to carry out each of the above listed action steps.
Federal and state legislsvive language should be strengthened to engure
and emphasize coordination and communication between migrant education/
special education programs.

By whom--State Board of Education Commission on Special Education.

Incentives should be provided at the state and local level for intra-
program coordination trainirg to take place at all levels.

By whom~-Department of Finance, State Legislature.

Stimulate interaction among state advisory councils for special
education, migrant education, and bilingual education.

By whcm~--State Department of Education, council boards, or officers.
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Follow-up required--Develop a procedure and notify councils of effort.
Obtain council resolutions for actions. Assist councils in interaction
activities.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

13.0 Communication and information sharing is not adequate.

The members therefore recommend that:

13.1 The MSRTS needs to be updated to include special education.
The members suggest the following action steps:

13.1.1 Communicate to national MSRTS that there is a need to include special
educition information on records.

By whour--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Have state MSRTS representative report this need
to the national committee.

Inform special education personnel of the existence of the MSRTS system
and its uses.

By whom--State Department of Education.
Follow-up required--State Department of Education follow-up. Sead

memorandum to all county district superintendents and special education
administrators. Train SERN personnel.

Identification and Diagnosis

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

14.0 The culture and language of many migrant students may cause difficul-
ties in accurate identification, assessment, and diagnosis.

The members therefore recormend that:

14.1 Child Find activities be reemphasized in regard to the handicapped
migrant child. And furthermore, a more pragmatic process for assess-
ment, utilizing information and expertise from all disciplines, must
be developed.

The members suggest the following action steps:

l4.1.1 Develop a state system to identify the migrant handicapped student.

By whom--State Department of Educationm.

Foliow=-up required--Print pamphlets and brochures.
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Develop and implement a media campaign.
By whom--State Department of Education, LEAs, regions, SELPAs.

Follow-up required—Establish local hotlines.

Estab’ish task force to collext existing instruments.
By whom—-State Depar: ient of Education.

Follow-up required--Contact television, radio, and newspaper for
coverages

Review and analyze instruments,

By whom-~Task force.

Field test revised instruments.

By whom--LEAs.

Disseminate instruments.

By whom—--State Department of Education.
In~-service appropriate staff.

By whom--State Department of Education, LEAs.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

15.0 The culture and language of many migrant, bilingual, and other at-
risk populations may cause difficulties in accurate identification of
students who may be eligible for special support programs/services.

The members therefore recommend that:

15.1 Provision of awareness workshops on culture and language as reflected
in student populations for purposes of better identifying and serving
students in special education, migrant education, bilingual education,
and other relevant programs.

The members suggest the following action steps:

15.1.1 Develop and distribute state public service announcements, pamphlets,
and so on to assist with the identification and referrsl process.

Announcements an’ brochures will be in languages of student popula-
tions.
By whom~~State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Check for item to be included in Coordinated
Compliance Review.
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Workshops will be held for training and in-servicing regarding assess-
ment instruments, assessment techniques, and assessment results inter—
pretation to more accurately identify and assess migrant students,
special education students, bilingual, and other at-risk student
populations.

By whom=—-Special Education Local Planning Area directors, migrant
directors, and bilingual directors.

Follow~up required=--Program plans will reflect joint planning/training.

Consider funding by migrant education for assessment costs in July/
August to speed up the assessment procedure during special education's
downtime,

By whom=~Migrant Summer Program Contracts with selected special educa-
tion staff.

Follow-up required--Individualized education plan team use of summer
test results at beginning of regular scl.ool year, thereby facilitating
placement of students.

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

16.0 Migrant students may move before the referral, assessment, and place—~
ment process is initiated or completeds The next school (n which the
student is enrolled usually is unaware that such assessmente have been
required. Red flag the educational MSRTS records to alert the LEA that
a referral or partial assessment has taken place; latest assessment
date should be included.

The members therefore recommend:

16.1 Provision of awareness session for parents whose students are partic-
ipating in special education program.

The members suggest the following action steps:

16.1.1 Develop a procedure for adding a check box to the Certificate of
Eligibility if the migrant parent responds affirmatively to inquiry
regarding previous special education enrollment or need for special
education services.

By whom--State Department Migrant Education.

Follow~up required--Committee draft changes. Review and approval by
state migrant education. Disseminate to MSRTS ard Identificationm,
Disseminatior and Referral staff with apprvriate instructions for
completion/submission.

Develop non-State Department of Education advocate for migrant hand-
icapped child to ensure compliance with time lines.

By whom=-California Rural Legal Assistance (CRLA) or Protection and
Advocacy group.
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Follow-up required--Disseminate phone zumber (1-800~952=5746) of
Protection and Advocacy group to all,

Interagency Coordination

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

17.0

Conflicts in agency goals and policies covering such things as eligi~
bility definitions and confidentiality impede interagency cooperation
in locating and identifying students who require special services.
These conflicts have created a lack of communication between migrant
education, special education, and bilingual education and other
relevant program staff.

The members therefore recommend:

17.1

Development and implementation of state interagency memoranda of under-
standing to include cross~training programs for personnel and parents
in special education, migrant education, bilingual education, and other
relevant programs. This training will include the spectrum of sgervices
at state and local levels,

The members suggest the following action steps:

17.1.1

A state~level agreement of coordination of services will be developed
to include migrant, special, bilingual education, and other relevant
programs.

By whom--State directors/managers.

Follow-up required--Budget consideration and communication to the iocal
education agencies.

The state plan will address issues concerning the identification of
migrant, special, bilingual, and other at-risk student populations,

By whom--State directors/maiagers.

Follow-up required--Meetings with state and local staff.

Coordination activity will be established for the use of preschool
incentive grant funds from special, migrant, bilingual, and other
relevant programs.

By whom--State, county, and district directors/managers.

Follow-up required--P1l.1 articulation meetings.

Special migrant, bilingual, and other relevant program staff will
develop a calendar of training events.

By whom--State, courty, district directors/managers.
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Follow-up required--Will do joint planning of staff development.

Develop manuals, brochures, and resource directories for use of spe-
cial, migrant, bilingual education, and other relevant staft, pareants,
and policymakers to attend each other's workshops and conferences.

By whom--State, county, district directors/managers.

Follow-up required-—Review at time of Coordinated Compliance Review.

Provide opportunity for special education, migrant education, bilin-
gual education, and other relevant staff, parents, and policymakers to
attend each other's workshops and conferences.

By whom--State, county, district directors/managers.

Follow-up required--Incorporate in program description and review at
time of Coordinated Compliance Review.

Funding

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

18.0 State fiscal systems do not adapt for fluctuating enrollment by gen-
erating funds for eligible students regardless of when they enroll .
during the year or how long the enrollment lasts.

The members therefore recommend that:

18.1 Adaptation of the state fiscal system to allow for fluctuating em—
rollment and funding of service on a year-round basis for migrant
handicapped students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

18.1.1 Appoint a task force to study this problem and recommend legisla-
tion that addresses the generation of adequate funding for migrant
handicapped students.

By whom--State Superintendent.

Follow-up required--Task force report.

Staff Training

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

19.0 Inadequate diagnosis prevents appropriate identification; e,g., in the
case of language learning disabilities. Dimension of the problem in-
cludes difficulties in diagnosis related to language and culture and
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inadequate staff development and training. Candidates fer preparation
of professional staff who are bilingual/bicultural in the field of
diagnosis need to be recruited by institutions of higher education. A
need exists for a systematic program of research on the first/second
language developmental characteristics of mifrant special education
children.

The members therefore recommend that:

19.1

Teacher training inatitutions encourage more complete staff development
and training. Recommend coordination within the institutions of higher
education to incorporate research for development of teacher prepara-
tion curricula. Special attention should be given to areas related to
language problems, etc., i.e., development of assessment/instructiocnal
strategies based on implications of research.

The members suggest the following action steps:

19.1.1 Develop systematic procedures that include bilingual, migrant, and spe~

cial education teachers to deal with the migrant handicapped students
in the local education plan.

By whom--Special Education Local Planning Areas and regional directors.

Follow~up required~-Coordinated Compliance Review--Integrated Program
Section.

Special Education Program Improvement Council wili include in the State
Special Education Plan or staff training component procedures for the
diagnosis and referral for the bilingual migrant handicapped pupil.

By whom--State director of special education.

Follow~up required--Approval of the State Special Education Plan.

A joint meeting of migrant/special education staff training committees
to assist the State Department cf Education in the development of joint
training plans for diagnosis and referral strategies.

By whom-~The two committees.

Follow-up re juired--County bilingual coordinators' group reviews the
plan.

Language Needs

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

20.0

Special education may not be aware of the language needs of minority
migrant students, their life-styles, and so on.




The members therefore recommend the:

20,1 Development of a program to increase the awareness of special educa-
tion personnel on a statewide basis of the language needs of minority
students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

20.1.1 Encourage communication and cooperation for the integrated delivery of
services without violation of state and federal regulations oz the
rights of children and parents.

By whom~=State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will detemine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super—
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Provide replication of policy workshops.
By whom~=State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super—
intendent, state-sponsorec workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Encourage information sharing among programs.
By whom~—State Department of Education, region, county, and local.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regional, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super—-
intendent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and so on.

Provide workshops for high-level decision makers.

By whom~-State Department of Education, Association of California
School Administrators, California School Boards Association, and County
Superintendents Association.

Follow-up required--The State Department of Education will determine
the process(es) and provide leadership in the implementation of the
objectives (actions) at the regionmal, county, and local levels. The
process of implementation may include letters from the State Super—
intenrent, state-sponsored workshops, implementation of surveys,
formulation of task groups, and 8o on.




Assessment

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

21.0 The means for identifying special needs of all children are inadequate,
e.g., bilingusi, migrant, and special education.

The members therefore recommend the:

21.1 Development of appicprizie means which identify the special needs of
all children, e.g., migrant, special, and bilingual.

The members suggest the following action steps:

21.1.1 Develop guidelines which establish one referral process to meet the
needs of all children.

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Develcp a task force composed of representatives
of migrant, special, and bilingual education which includes both mem-
bers of the school district and of the community to advise the State
Department of Education.

Establish local assessment teams which are representative of migrant,
bilingual, and special education.

By whom~-Local education agency.

Follow-up required-~Document through Coordinated Compliance Reviews
and Quality Review findings.

Identify and obtain state approval on assessment tools wh’ch are
appropriate for use with migrant and/or bilingual pupils who may have
special education nee’ ',

By whom~-State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Develop a task force composed of representatives
of migrant, special, and bilingual education which includes both mem—
bers of the school district and of the community to advise the State
Department of Education.

Develop and implement use of a uniform needs assessment form to be
used with all children.

By whom--State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Develop a task force composed of representatives
of migrant, special , and bilingual education which includes both mem-
bers of the school district and of the community to advise the State
Department of Education.

o9

49




Bilingual Personnel

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

22.0 The numbers of trained bilingual personnel are inadequate to provide
needed services to migrant handicapped children, e.g., teachers,
psychologists, counselors, support staff, and so on.

The members therefore rec.mmend the:

22.1 Training of adequate numbers of bilingual personnel who can then pro-
vide needed services to migrant children. This program would include
training for teachers, psychologists, counselors, support staff, and so

o0n

v

The members suggest the following action steps:

22.1.1 Provide financial incentives for bilingual staff, e.g., salaries,
fellowship, college scholarships.

-

By whom~-Legislature and State Department of Education.

Follow-up required-—Create a committee to lobby Legislature and State
Department of Education. Include representation from:

Migrant education

Special education

Bilingual education

Professionals and parents from each group
Superintendent's Council for Hispanic Affairs

22.1.2 Develop a public relations campaign to attract bilingual individuals
into the field of education.

By whonr~-State Department of Education and local education agency.
Follow-up required~~Establish an interagency unit with members from

migrant, special, and bilingual education to encourage and recruit
bilingual education staff.

22.1.3 Require that college credentialing programs provide integrated pre-
service training in bilingual, special, and migrant education.

By whom--Legislature and CTC/State Department of Education.

Follow-up required--Create a committee to lobby Legislature and State
Department of Education. Include representation from:

Migrant education

Special education

Bilingual education

Professionals and parents from each group
Superintendent's Council for Hispanic Affairs
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22.1.4 Provide ongoing integrated in-gervice training.

By whom--Local education agency.

Follow-up required--Develop and implement an in~service plan for
integrated training.

22.1.5 Provide financial assistance for employees on waivers to return to

school and receive training to become fully credentialed, (Purpose:
elimination of waivers.)

By whom--Legislature/State Department of Education.

Follow-up requircd——Create a committee to lobby Legisglature and State
Department of Education. Include representation from:

Migrant education

Special education

Bilingual education

Professionals and parents from each group
Superintendent's Council for Hispanic Affairs

Delivery System

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

23.0

The delivery system is inadequate for handicapped migrant students.

The members therefore recommend that:

23.1

Development of a comprehen.ive system to include public awareness,
cormunication among disciplines, development of model integrated pro-
grams, and professional development. This system should also include
development of a model integrated delivery system at the site level.

The members suggest the following action steps:

23.1.1

Lobby fer integrated legislation to provide for funding for a site-
level delivery system for handicapped migrant students.

By whom--Professional organizations, community, staff, and districts.

Follow-up required--Contact legislators,

Develop public awareness of:

0 Problems of migrants
o Handicapped conditions
o Outcomes of successful programs

By whom--State Department of Education, regions/3pecial Education

Local Planning Area; local education agency, media, special education,
migrant education, and bilingual gtaff boards.
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Follow-up required--In-service to parents and community; contact media;
create positive public attitudes toward migrant, biiingual, and special
education students.

Improve communication and increase awareness.

By whom—--Migrant, bilingual, and special educators will develop, pre-
gent, and attend cooperative interdisciplinary information sharing
in-services. Above listed educators will provide in~service to parents
and community.

Follow-up required--Create information sharing networks. Hold work-
shops.

Develop model programs at site level.

By whom--Site level, local education agency, and/or county office
committees composed of representatives of base, categorical, and parent
groups.

Follow-up required--

o Design model program: (a) design identification procedures,
(b) improve MSRTS.
Implement model programe.
Monitor programe.
Evaluate program.
Demonstrate to others.

Initiate ongoing staff development program.

By whom~-Colleges and universities to provide teacher training and
retraining.

Migrant, special, and bilingual education staff to cooperatively
provide in—service to staff at site level.

Follow-up required--Obtain local education agency/Board financial and
philosophical support for training.

Pool categorical staff development funds for team training.

Obtain local education agency/university cooperative agreements to
provide career ladder opportunities for existing staff.

Instructional Program

The members of the California Policy Workshop find that:

4.0

A lack of collaborative instruction exists at the lesson level among
all programs, including regular education, bilingual education, migrant

education, and special education.
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The members therefore recommend the:

24.1

Collaboration between teacher. and specialists in the planning and
delivering of daily instruction.

The members suggest the following action steps:

24.1.1

24.1.3

Review and recommend changes to those rules and policies that hinder
collaboration among categorical programs.

By whom--State Department of Education, local boards, districts, and
program administrators.

Follow~up required--Form committees.

Study use of instructional personnel with, and recommend means to,
improve delivery of services.

Develop curriculum services collaboratively among categorical program
specialists,

Establish local staff teams that work together tc plan delivery of
services in impacted schools.

By whom--District and local school faculty.

Follow=up required-—

o Identify schools with migrant handicapped pupils.
o Select teacher/staff,
o Develop working teams.

Add people to individualized education plan teams who can represent
migrant and bilingual programs on behalf of the pupil.

By whom~-~Special Education Local Planning Area.

Follow~up required—-

o Identify persons who play multiple roles.
0 Select other staff persons needed.
0 Include additional resource persons when scheduling IEPs.

Increase collaboration in the general education program by extending
tiiis goal to the student study team process.

By whom~-School faculty.

Follow-up required--Include migrant personnel on student study teams
that plan for migrant pupils with mild handicapping conditions.

Use the student study team to increase regular education involvement
vith migrant and special education staff and services.
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1.

Special Problems in Identifying and Serving Handicapped Migrant Students

Lack of 1dentification

- Y8

b.

ke

Special education needs of migrant children are not usually identi-
fied.

Child Find, identification, assessment, placement, and policies at
every level are frequently inadequate for migrant students.

Migrant students have a high prevalence of uausual handicapping con-
ditions.

Disrupted learning., lack of educational continuity, and poor health
and nutrition lead to social and emotional stress in migrant students.

Handicapped migrant children are seriously underserved.

Many migrant handicapped students are usually not enrolled in school
by their parents (family stigma).

Migrant children are often not in school long enough for teachers to
observe perfornarce and decide whether educational problems require a
referral for spzci  education assessment.

Sporadic attendance and frequent change enrollments may tend to
Indicate academic weakness and inability to perform.

Most of the standardized cognitive achievement instruments used do
not represent Spanish language or culture.

Once mobile handicapped children a~z referred for assegsment, they
may move on pefore the IEP process is begun or completed. Usually
the pext school in which the student enrolls is unaware of how far
the assegsment/IEP protess was carried out.

The culture and leosgusge of many migrant students may cause diffi-
culties in accuraze disgnosis.

Continuity of appropriatz education

8.

Once the bhandicapped migrant student has been determined to need
special education services, continuity of services is impaired be-
cause of incomplete, delayed, or inadequate transfer of appropriate
records.

Repetition of processing formalities, delays in the resumption of
services, and other inefficient and ineffzctive treatment are serious
obstacles.

Students who arrive in midyear are difficult to serve since special
education classes are often already full.
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Financial burdens for districts are caused when students either move
away or are not present when a.d.a. or a.d.m. is considered for
funding.

Waiting periods and limited program options for low—-incidence handi-
capped children become a frequent problem.

Graduation requirements and differential proficiency standaxds used
in determining in which district the student should be tested or
graduated from can also become problematic.

Migrant Student Records Transfer System (MSRTS)

e

b.

A major gap in the system is the absence of linkages with the migrant
health centers.

The variations and inconsistencies of descriptions, abbreviationms,
and repetitions reflected in the MSRTS as "special programs” make it
difficult to identify particular disabilities.

The identification codes do not appear consecutively. One may look
at a code in the MSRTS that shows a student identified as needing
special education while alsv not providing particulars that assist in
the IEP process. The relationships between codes are not clear to
most MSRTS usgers.

Codes may indicate a gepsrai condition in a given area, but not in
sufficient detail, i.e., no code appears for the blind or “"other
health impaired” children; yet a certain code reports enrollment in
a sight improvement programe.

To protect the confidentiality cf student records of a sensitive
nature, valuable information is not entered into the system. This
unfortunately includes special education informationm.

Presently it is impossible to determine whether the migrant student
has been referred for special education, whether assessments have
been inltiated or completed, or if he or she had an IEP developed
prior to placement.

Difficulty is encountered in dectermining if psychological or other
handicap assessments were begun, completed, or at what steps of
development they are when the student moves.

Mobility

ae

b.

How mobility affects the service delivery system of handicapped
migrant children has been a neglected area of investigation.

The actual number of moves that the migratory handicapped students
made by year is also, for the most part, unknown.

72




-

¢. Mobility creates significant consequences for educators.

(1
(2)

(3

(4)

(5

Revenue sources for schools are tied to enrollment figures.

Attendance statistics do not reveal the actual enrollment 1if
students continually enroll and disenroll,

Extremely high dropout rates are forcibly reported although
migrant student nature is to move in and out of schools as their
parents move from one place to another to work.

Large numbers of new students come without the prior notice,
requiring the districts tc provide more space, materials,
personnel, etc., in order to accommodate them.

A rieed exists to conduct year-round clzsses that would not exist
if only residents were served. Studies indicate that attendance
by migrant students is much higher in the summer months than
during some regular attendance school year months.

Many school districts have no programs or veiy limited programs
during the summer months.,
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Interdivision Agreement




California State Department of Education

Interdivision Agreement

Rationale

The Department of Education has accumulated more evidence that %he educa-
tional disadvantages of migrant children are interrelated with factors such

as migration, unsanitary Jiving conditions, hazardous labor, and poor nutri~
tion and health. These factors present perplexing problems for decision makers
and administrators who are working to enhance educational opportunities and
services for migrant children with exceptional needs.

Purpose

The primary aim of this agreement is to develop strategies and methods for use
in enhancing education and related services for migrant families. A second
and equally important aim is to develop sound and feasible programmatic rec-
ommendations for consideration and implementation by schools throughout the
state. Finally, the products of this agreement will serve as catalysts in re-
solving issues that deter policy formation and procedures that tend to improve
educational and related services for migrant families.

Conditions of the Agreement

The Special Needs Division and the Categorical Support Programs Division,
through the Migrant Education Office and the Office of Special Education, will
uphold the provisions of PL 93-380, as amended, by PL 94-142, and the following
terms and conditions of this agreement. The contractual agreements that apply
to both entities are expressed in general terms. The more specific terms will
be listed under the appropriate heading, i.=., migrant education responeibili-
ties and special education responsibilities. Other terms and conditions will
be added as experience and need may indicatc.

General Terms and Conditions

l. The division directors involved and their office directors snd staff mem-
bers will work together in meeting the established terms umd conditions
of this agreement and in carrying on the work necessary io make them
effectual.

Both entities will participate in defining the coordinating reeponsibili-
ties within the Department to carry out the tasks and jobs delineated in
the agreement,

Both entities will fund a staff position on an equal basis and provide
adequate clerical and other support necessary to carry out the agreement
activitdies.

Both entities will participate in providing leadership, supurvision, and
support to the staff and activities included in this agreement.
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Specific Terms and Conditions

PL 94-142

Special Education Respongibilities

PL 93-380 As Amended

Migrant Education Responsibilities

1.

Assume its share of administra-
tive responsibilities for facil-
itating the field testing and
implementation of a plan designed
to improve the delivery of spe-~
cial education to migrant chil-
dren with exceptional needs.

Agrees to pay 50 percent of the
salary of a staff person, provide
the office space, materials, com-
put~r gervices, duplication ser-
vices, phone and clerical support
(that is not provided by migrant
education) required to develop
and implement the plan mentioned
above.

Assign the staff person mentioned
above in item two as coordinator
of this project and liaison to
the offices of Migrant Education,
Special Education, an? as re-
quired to school district person—
nel after appropriately clearing
with State Department of Educa-
tion administration. This will
be necessary for field testing,
implementing, and replicacting
plan.

Assure that the staff person
assigned is provided ample time
to attend or conduzt meetings to
become informed or impart infor-
mation about migrant education
and special education,

Provide access to the computer
and word processor in establish-
ing data base and other statisti-
cal requirements.

[
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1.

2.

3.

4o

5.

Assume its share of administra—-
tive responsibility for facil-
itating the development of a plan
designed to improve the delivery
of special education to migrant
children with exceptional needs.

Agrees to pay 50 percent of the
salary of a staff person, provide
clerical and other support re-
quired to develop and implement
the plan mentioned above.

Assign the staff person mentioned
above in item two as coordinator
of this project and liaison to
the offices of Migrant Education,
Special Education, and as re-
quired to school district person-
nel after appropriately clearing
with State Department of Educa~
tion administration. This will
be necessary for field testing,
implementing, and replicating
plan.

Assure that the staff person
assigned i3 provided time to
make presentations to the Office
of Special Education staff to
sharpen awareness of migrant
children's needs, programs, and
legislation.

Provide information, as appropri-
ate, related to this effort to
other units in and outside the
State Department of Education.




Specific Terms and Conditions (continued)

PL 94-142 PL 93-380 As Amended
Special Education Responsibilities Migrant Education Responsibilities

6. Initiate involvement of other
units by allowing the committee
formed to write this plan, to:

6. Convene a group of people with
familiarity, interest, and re—
lated expertise to clarify the
problems and develop tentative
solutions for serving migrant
handicapped children to be shared
with special education providers.

a. Present the progress and
status of this effort.

b. Solicit input on adoption/
adaption concerns for appli-
cation and replication.

Provide mechodology for alerting
special education personnel to
the thrust of this plan and the
need to support it.

Provide the statistics necessary
to determine the incidence of
various types of handicapping
conditions among migrant chil-
dren.

Make an administrative and/or
legal determination of what in-

Research legisiacvion to determine
which is helping and inhibiting

and differences affect the ser-
vices for handicapped migrant
children.

placement, and services (IEP) can
be exchanged and reflected in the
Migrant Student Record Transfer
System.,

Regearch types and extent of
cooperation that is legally and
administratively possible and
which agencies or organizations
should be involved.

Research policy barriers that
prohibit the influence necessary
to provide special education ser-
vices to migrant children.

Identify and/or establish demon-
stration programs designed to
provide special education to
handicapped migrant children.

10. Identify, separately, the pro—
cesses involved in providing
special education services to
handicapped migrant children.

Initiate research of programs as
alternatives to special education
for migrant students who are inm-
appropriately placed in special
education.
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Will gather, reproduce, and dis-
seminate promising practices re~-
lated to special education for
migrant students with exceptional
needs.




This agreement is entered into on the lst day of July 1983. The signatures of
the autherized personnel validate this agreement.

Louis S. Barber, Cirector Ramiro Reyes, Director
Special Needs Division Categorical Support Programs
Division

Elizabeth Richland John Schaeffer, Manager

Assgistant Director Migrant Education Office
Special Needs Division
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Bill Honlg

Superintendent

of Public Instruction

. Eighteen Operating Agency Superintendents

James R. Smith, Deputy Superintendent
Curriculum and Instructional Ieadership Branch

Xavier Del Buono, Deputy Superintendent
Specialized Programs Branch

CALTFORNIA PQLICY WORKSHOP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS OF MIGRANY
HANDICAPPED STUDENTS, AUGUST 15 - 17, 1985

One of the major priorities of the State Department of Education is to identify
avenues whereby the Department can better assist districts in meeting the
educational needs of students in the high risk category. As part of this
thrust, an initiative on behalf of migrant students with exceptional needs

has been endorsed.

Selected personnel from regular, migrant, bilingual and special education
programs are being asked to set aside the dates of August 15, 16, 17, 1985,

to participate in a Policy Workshop on Special Education Needs of Migrant
Handicapped Students. This workshop has been developed by the California
Task Group on Special Education Needs of Migrant Children, chaired by Drs.
Ramiro Reyes, Director of the Categorical Support Programs Division and
Robert Fuchigami, Director of the Special Needs Division. Their primary
mission is to coordinate and facilitate cdelivery of special education services
for these students.

The Task Group, coumprised of representatives from special education, migrant
education, and bilingual education at the state, county, and local levels, was
formed in response to the need articulated at the National Policy Workshop on
this topic, sponsored by the Interstate Migrant Education Council, held in San
Antonio, Texas, in August 1984. The Migrant Education Operating Agency head-
quartered in your county or district has been selected to participate. Each
superintendent or his/her designee is requested to help us by coordinating
the endeavor within your Operating Agency. Additicnal details will be forth-
caming.

Enclosed is a list with names of people essential to the success of this
workshop. Please select persons from this list to serve on your conmittee to
spearhead planning and coordination activities with the California Task Group
in the implementation of this very important workshop. Adding to this list
please choose one mid-level administrator from special education, migrant
education, and/or bilingual educztion; one special education and/or migrant
teacher, and one school board member. Once you have made your selection,
camplete the attachad foom and submit it to Dr. Reyes in the self-addressed
enrvelope by July 1, 1985,
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California Policy Workshop
June 7, 1985
Page 2

The committee will be charged with the following:

l. Encourage and facilitate participation in the workshop. The task
group will forward formal invitations and workshop details to all
invited participants;

2. oonduct pre-workshop planning sessions upon receipt of materia’s;
and

3. conduct follow-up work as identified at the workshop.

A sumary sheet outlining the details of the workshop is enclosed for your
information and review. Should you have any questions, please contact
Dr. Ramiro Reyes at (916) 445-7492.




CALIFORNI!A STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION Bliil Honig
721 Capitol Ma'l Superintendent .
Sacrar-snto, CA 95814-4785 of Public Instruction

California Policy Workshop on Special
Education Needs of Migrant Handicapped¢ Stud: nts

Date of the Workshop: August 15, 16, 17, 1985
Location: San Jose, California

Hotel:

WORKSHOP GOALS:
A. Create an awareness among key ctate decision makers
regarding the education needs of migrant students with
specific emphasis on students with exceptional needs.

Involive key deeisiom makers in the examination of various
state policy, program and coorination options that can be
implemented to enhance delivery of services for migrant
students with exceptional needs.

Develop strategies for adoption of the policy changes

and tor implementation of the program and coordination
activitier to ensure *hat services for migrant students
with exceptional needs are improved.

POTENTIAL PARTICIPANTS: Decision makers at the policy making
level.




General Program Outline:

August 15 3:00 p.m. o Registration
4:00 p.m. - 6:30 p.m. General Session
6:30 p.m. Reception - cash bar

8:30 a.m. Continental Breskfast

9:00 a.m. -12:00 p.m. General Session and
breakout sessions

<2:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. Luncheon with speaker
1:30 p.m. - 5:00 p.m. Group Work

August 17 8:30 a.m. Continental Breakrast

9:00 a.m. -12:00 p.m. General Session and
Panel Reports

12:00 p.m. - 1:30 p.m. Luncheon with speaker

1:30 p.m. - 3:00 p.m. Review and Adoption of
Reports

3:15 p.m. - 4:15 p.m. Panel Reaction and
Adjournment

This Workshop is designed to involve participants in work groups and product
preparation. It is essential that participants plan to attend the Workshop
throughout its duration.

Proposed speakers of national recognition include

-

>

Registrai:ion: Registration materials will be sent directly to selected par-
ticipants upon receipt of the participant 1ist submitted to

by . This Workshop is an authorized reimbursable event at
the LEA level.




CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKSHOP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS
OF MIGRANMT HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

PARTICIPANT LIST

List here the names of piroposed reprosentatives to attend the California Policy
Workshop cn Special Education Needs of Migrant Handicapped Students. Please return
this list to: by July 1,1985,

County:

Name of County/LEA Coordinator:

Participant List

Name: Summer Mailing Address:

Phone: Position: ___Check One
: /_/ Special td.

[ Migrant Ed.
/7 Bilingual Ed.
/7 Regular &d.
/7 Other, Specify

Summer Mailing Address:

Check One
/7 Special Ed.
/] Migrant Ed.
.~/ Bilingual Ed.
/7 Regular Ed.
[~/ Other, Specify

Position:

Summer Mailing Address:

Check One
/T Special Ed.
/7 Migrant Ed.
/7 Bilingual Ed.
/7 Regular Ed.
// Other, Specify

Position:

D-6

Please attach additional sheets if necessary.

’ , : R L4




Blll Honlg

7Superin!enden!

of Public Instruction

June 17, 1985

T0 Key Personnel Selected to Attend the California Policy Workshop
on Special Ed i

{ é
Catngorica '§yp§ort Programs Division

Robert Fuchigami, B%Fectorqaf.
Special Needs Division

SUBJECT: CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKSHOP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS OF MIGRANT
HANDICAPPED STUDENTS '

One of the major priorities of the State Department of Education is to
identify avenues whereby the Department can better assist districts in
meeting the educational needs of students in the high risk category. As
part of this thrust, an initiative on behalf of migrant students with
exceptional needs has been endorsed.

Selected personnel from regular, migrant, bilingual and special education
programs are being asked to set aside the dates of August 15, 16, 17, 1985,
to participate in a Policy Workshop on Special Education Naeds of Migrant
Handicapped Students. This workshop has been developed by the California
Task Group on Special Education Needs of Migrant Children, chaired by

Drs. Ramiro Reyes, and Robert Fuchigami. Their primary mission is to
coordinate and facilitate delivery of special education services for

these students.

Your name and address has been forwarded to the county or local superinten-
dent responsible for the migrant education operating agency headquartered

in your area. This superintendent has been requestad by the State Department
of Education to serve as coordinator for planning and conducting pre-

. workshoz sessions.

Attached for your information are:

1. Workshop Information Sheet - Ptease refer to this descriptor of
workshop highlights for further details.

Workshop Registration Form - Please complete and send by July 1, 1985
to Jesse rajardo, 100 Skyport Dr., San Juse, CA  95115.

Hotel Reservation Card - Accommodations at the workshop site are at
a special workshop rate and are available through July 25, 1985,
Send your hotel card directly to the Red Lion Inn, San Jose. A
hotel brochure is also enclosed for your review

This workshop is an authorized reimbursable event at the LEA level.

We look forward to seeing you in San Jose. If you have any questions, please
call Jesse Fajardo, (408) 947-6770,
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Bl Honlg
Supermntendsant

CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
J 721 Capuor Mall

Sacramento, CA 958121

ol Public Instruction

Ju]y 12, 1985

TO : Eighteen Operating Agency Superintendents

FROM irector
Categoridal $Upport Programs Division

SUBJECT: CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKSHOP ~ PREWORKSHOP MATERIALS AND TASKS

Thank you for your interest and assistance to date in helping us plan
the workshop designed to enhance delivery of special education services
to migrant children with exceptional needs.

As we preparc for the workshop, a considerable amount of advance work
must also be completed by the participa=nts prior to August 15, 1985.
We are therefore calling upon each superintendent or designee, whe: .
appropriate, to convene the workshop participants from your Opevdating
Agency for the purpose cf .conducting the work outlined-in the enclosed
memorandum.

You will note that we are sending a preworkshcp homework packet of
information to each registered individual from your region. We would
strongly encourage a preworkshop planning meeting if it is feasible.
Should that not be possible prior te August 15, we are then hopeful
that each individual participant will complete the work on his/her own.

Thank you for your continued interest and support. .Lhould y&u have any
questions related to the workshop please contact me at (916) 445-7492.
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CALIFORNIA STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION BIll Honig

] 721 Capitel Mall Superintendent

Sacramento, CA 95814 of Public Instruction

We are pleased that you have been selected to participate in the California
Policy Workshop on Special Education ileeds of Migrant Handicapped Students
scheduled in San Jose on August 15-17, 1985." Ve anticipate that we will have
considerable work to do during the actual workshop, hence, we are asking
participants to do some preworkshop preparation.

This preparation requires that participating couities organize and conduct a
preworkshop meeting with key individuals invited from each county. The pri-
mary contact for coordinating this effort is the County Superintendent or his/
her designee. A copy of the list of potential participants from your area is
enclosed for your information. (Attachment A)

The purpose of the preworkshop meeting is to carry out the following tasks:

Review the workshop goals and reading matevials. {Attachment B)

Review the 1ist of findings generated at the National Policy Workshop.
(Attachment C) .

Prioritize the 27 statements of findings in terms of significar: areas
of concern for the State of California. Number ! would be tre most
significant, Number 27 would be the least significant.

Once you have prioritized the findings, select the top five (5) from your
list. These lists will be turned in at the time you pick up your regis-
tration materials at the workshop. Proceed to Attachment D (National Policy
Workshop Findings and Recommendations) and find the top five priority :
rankings.

Review the findings' alternative recommendations, and suggested acticn
steps and circle those that seem to be most appropriate for California.

¢ Retain these worksheets; they will be used for discussion purposes
at the workshop.

6. Bri g your individual or committee work--especially thc ranking of
fine.ngs (Attachment C) to be discussed at the workshop.

Thank you for your continued interest and'assistarce on behalf of migrant students.
We Took forward to seeing you in San Jose. If you heve any questions please
call Joan Ainslie at (916) 324-46C3 or Jose Maestas at (916) 323-4776.

D-9




Attachment A

CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKSHOP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION NEEDS
OF MIGRANT HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

PARTICIPANT LIST

List here the names of proposed representatives to attend the. California Policy
Workshop on Special Education Needs of Migrant Handicapped Students. Please return
this list to: by July 1,1985.

County:

Name of County/LEA Coordiqator:

Participant List

Name: Summer Mailing Address:

Check One
[/ Special Ed.
/[ Migrant Ed.
/7 Bivingual Ed.
[7 Regular &d.
/7 Other, Specify

Phone: Position:

Summer Mailing Address:

Check One
{7/ Special Ed.
/7 Migrant Ed.
/7 Bilingual Ed.
[/ Regular Ed.
/[ Other, Specify

Position:

Summer Mailing Address:

Check One
/7 special "d.
[/ Migrant rd.
/7 Bilingual Ed.
/7 Regular Ed.

/"] Other, Specify

Position:

D-10
Please attach additional sheets if‘ggcgssary.




Attachment B

CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKSHOP ON SPECIAL
EDUCATION NEEDS OF MIGRANT HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

Red Lion Inn
San Jose, California
August 15-17, 1985

Overview

The California Policy Workshop on Special Education Needs of Migrant Handi-
capped Students represents a major undertaking. Present research indic=*-~r
that this student population is largely unde:served due largely to - ife-
style and other factors. The overall purpose of the workshop is stimutate
dialogue among key decision makers at the local, regional, and st .te levels on
behalf of migrant handicapped students. Additicnally, the Policy Workshop is
designed to encourage cooperative efforts between migrant, bilingual, special,
ani regular educators toward enhancement of education programs for these
students.,

Workshop Goals:

A. Cr-ate an awareness among key state decision makers regarding the educa-
t 1 needs of migrant students with specific emphasis on migrant students
with exceptional needs.

Involve key decision makers in the examination of various state policy,
program, and coordination options that can be implemented to enhance
delivery of services for migrant students with exceptional neeu.s.

Develop strategies for adopticn of the policy changes and for inplementa-
tion of the program and coordination activities to ensure that services
for migrant students with exceptional needs are improved.

Participants:

A brozd spectrum of individuals representative of the disciplines of migrant,
bilingual, special, and regular education ranging from practitioners to admin-
istrators have been selected to participate. Tl.e planning committee has also
invited numerous people in policy-making positions, including representatives
of the executive office, the Legislature, the State Board of Education, and the
State Department of Education. Key decision makers and administrators froum
regional, county, and district offices have aisc been invited tuv participate.

The participants will engage in organized work sessions which dare designed to
facilitate the drarting of state and local implementation plans.

The Policy Workshop is sponsored by the California State Department of Educa-
tion, Categorical Support Programs Division, containing the offices of migrant
and bilingual education, in conjunction with the Special Education Division.
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Cosponsors, organizations which have contributed staff time, funds or other
support to the workshop, include the Western Regional Resource Center and the
Education Commission of the States' Interstate Migrant Education Council.

READING MATERIALS SENT OUT WITH PARTICIPANT
MAILING INCLUDE: Sacramento Bee article on
Farn Labor (3-85) and Pyecha's April 1982
article, A Study of the Implementation of
P.L. 94-142 for Handicapped Migrant Children,
CEC, April 1982.




Attachment C

Please rank in order by importance 1-27 and circle top S areas. Name
Position
Region

CALIFORNIA POLICY WORKXSHOP ON SPECIAL EDUCATION
NEEDS OF MIGRANT HANDICAPPED STUDENTS

San Jose, California
August 15-17, 1985

Please rank FINDINGS

‘1 chrough 27 .
There is a lack of avareness on the part of staff and the general public to

the urgency of addressing the problems of handicapped migrant students,

There is a need to establish comemunications st tha SEA and LEA levels between
and among sending snd receiving stares.

Special education and migrant personnel are frequently not represented on
state parent sdvisory councils,

Noncompliance at utate and local levels vith existing state and federal laws
and regulations.

Conflicts in sgency goals and policies governing such things ss eligibility
definitions and confidentiality impede intersgency cooperation in locating
and identifying migrant handicapped atudent: who require spacial education
and related services.

Communication and information sharing is not adequate: a) among migrant
education/special education (state and local); b) concerning update and
completed MSRTS; and c) concerning systems being used with parents of migrant
handicapped children.

Insufficient data is avsilable at either the nationai or state ieveis relative
to the incidence of migrant handicaoped students.

State fiscal systeme do not adapt for fluctuating enrollment by generating
funds for eligible students regardless of when they enroll during the year
or how long the enrollment lasts,

State fiscal systems that require a minimum number of children to fund a
special education unit make it difficult to serve migrant handicapped studunts.

Migrant education and migrant health clinic staff, as well as migrant families,
msy not recognize handicapping conditions under state and federal education
laws or know how or wvhere to make referrals.

Special education staff msy not be svare of migrant influx, snd the effects
of Déing migrsnt, i.e,, lifestyle, needs, etc.

A lack of communication between migrant education and special education programs.

Migrant students may move before the refarral, assessment and placement process

is initiated or completed.

The culture and language of many migrants msy cause difficulties in accurste
identificstion; we have identified only s small percentage of a lsrger population,

Current identification systems are not being fully utilized.
Progrsm gaps prevent complete and timely identification.

Interltnse différences in assessment procedures or eligibility requirements
for special education means children may have to be retested in each state and
may have gaps in the special education services they receive.

Inadequacy of diagnosis prevents appropfiate identification, e.g., in Fhe
cedse of langusge learning disabilities,

Interruptions, voids, discrepancies/differences exist vhen migrant students
enter different schools during the migrancy cycle.

There is s lack of ausreness on the part of staff and the general public to
the ucgency of addressing the problems of handicapped migrant students.

Higrsnt handicapped students encounter vide differences in instructional
materials, curricula, and methods as they attend se 'eral schools pexr year.

A psychological snd 1EP may not be specificslly requestyd, wvhen it isn’t kncwn
thec- 4 _student _is zeceiving-sscacisl.education and .related services.
Records cannot be requested. The chiid’s previous school is frequently not known.

The transfer of complete, accurate snd timely information to address tha needs
of identified migrant handicapped students is problematic.

HSRTS does not trunsfer psychological reports or lEPS,

Specisl education staff may rever be given needed information from the migrant
data bank.

#digrant program HUSRTS racords are not updated z=d lLeve insufficient informstion
related ¢2 hsndicspped students,

D~-13
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INTERSTATE MIGRANT EDUCATION COUNCIL, August 1984

Attachment D. 36

Obtained from: Proceedings Report, National Policy Workshop
on Special Education Needs of Migiant Handicapped Students

. The categories that emerged as a result of the analysis and synthesis process are as
follows:

Section Area of Emphasis

1.0 Awareness/State lan

2.0 State Coordinating Committee/Awareness/Public Awareness
3.0. Advisory Council Involvement

4.0 Compliance

5.0 Interagency Cooperation

6.0 Information Sharing/Coordination

7.0 Data Collection -

8.0 Funding Alternatives

9.0 Funding

10.0 Information Sharing - Health and Families
11.0 Information Awareness/Trainina

12.0 Communications/Cross Training

13.0 Identification and Placement

14.0 Identification/Culture and Language

15.0 Identification/Child Find

16.0 Idertification/Funding and Organization
17.0 Assessment/Diagnosis

18.0 Diagnosis/Screening and Referral

19.0 Cooperation/instructional Program and Reciprocity
20.0 individualized Education Plan (IEP)

21.0 Instructional Matarials

22.0 MSRTS/IEP

23.0 Records Transfer

24.0 Records Transfar/MSRTS

25.0 Informeation Transfer/MSRTS

26.0 Information Exchange

27.0 MSRTS

A numerical cod that provides consistency has been utilized for purnoses of repor-
ting the findings, recommendations and suggested action steps. The code is as
follows:

1.0 = Finding by Particicants
1.1 = Recommendation
111 = Suggested Action Steps

Please note also that the location of each of these categories procesds from the left

iy to ﬁhe rlqht man ?lns of the page.

e,
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Area of Concern: Awarenass/State Plan

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

1.0 There is a lack of awareness on the par: of staff and the general public
to the urgency of addressing the problems of handicapped migrant
students. .

The members therefore recommend that:

1.1 Each State Director of Special and Migrant Educaticn incorporate
required sections in their annual State and Federal plans and LEA
projects, which provide assurances for the identification and place-
ment of migrant handicapped students.

The members suggest the foilowing action steps:

State special and migrant education develop draft language

by staff members to incorporate in their respective plans
and projects.

State special and migrant education staff review and com-
ment on each others draft language.

State and special and migrant educational staff finalize
the language.

Incorporation of tng language in the appropriate documents.

Examples of language are: section on annual application on
migrant students to include:

a. Were identified migrant students enrolied in the previous
school year?

If yes, how many were?

(1) initially enrolled as handicapped?
(2) identified as handicapped?

(3) served as handicapped?

State special and migrant education staff inform and in
serviie LEAS.




Area of Concern: State Coordinating Committee/Awareness

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

2.0 There is a need to establish communications at the SEA and LEA levels
between and among sending and receivirg states.

The members therefore recommended that:

2.1 A mechanism be created at the state level to coordinate both
special education and migrant education divisions.

2.2 A determination be made as to the type of information to be
collected and disseminated in each division for the purpose of
providing better services to handicapped migrant students.

A communication system be established at the state level which
includes the special education and migrant education divisions for
the purpose of developing an improved inter-intrastate coordination.
This system would facilitate the transfer of informaticn on handi-
capped migrant students for both sending and receiving states.

Cross-training sessions be scheduled to familiarize staff members
(at the state, intermediate and local levels) assigned to implenent
the newly-estabiiched goals set up to serve handicapped migrant
students.

A mechanism be developed at the state level to share pertinent
information about special needs of handicapped migrant studenr's.
This information may include the IEP, if available.

A special education component should be included at every
regional, state and national meeting or conference addressing
migraint, bilingual and special education.

The members suggert the following action steps:

2.6.1 Establish a national committee of Migrant, Bilingual, Special
Education and general education personnel to create aware-
ness of different programs.

Establish contact withh ACLD {Association of Children with
Learning Disabilities) and other appropriate organizations to
create an interest in the migrant special educatian ciiiid.
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Area of Concern: State Coordinating Committee/Awareness (ontinusq)

2.7

involve personnel of institutions of higher education in future
conferences regarding the migrant special education child.

2.7.1 Participation of institutions of higher education should be
encouraged.

Information regarding migrant handicapped students should be
disseminated.

28.1 Publish news articles and reprints in established publications
for professionals, parents and lay persons in both English
and other languages.

Examples of journals include: Teaching — Council for
Exceptional Children, Exceptional Children Journal, 143
Project Reports Newsletters, School Board Journal, Bilingual
Education Newsletter — e.g., Forum, PTA Magazine, church
journals, agriculture publications, advisory group journals.
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Area of Concern: Advisory Council Invol-ament

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

3.0 Special education and migrant personnel are frequently not represented
on state parent advisory councils.

The members therefore recommend that:

3.1 State advisory councils for specia’ education should include a
representative of the migrant edvcation community in states with a
significant migrant population.

The members suggast the following action stens:

3.1.1 State departments of education should develop policies to
insure such representation on state advisory councils.

3.2 The state advisery counc’ for migrant education should include a
representative of the special education communit,.

3.2.1 State departments of education should develop policies to
insure such representation on state advisory councils.




Area of Concern: . Compliance

The members of the National Poiicy Workshop find that:

4.0 Noncomgpliance at state and local levels with existing state and federal
laws and regulations.

The members therefore recommend that:

4.1 States and districts be held accountable for enforcing all provisions
of PL-94-142 as they relate to migrant handicapped students.

The members suggest the following action steps:
4.1.1 Conduct federal monitoring.

Districts be held accountable for entorcing all state regulations
pertaining to the migrant handicapped student.

4.2.1 Conduct state monitoring.

4.3 Student progress and related support services be monitored at ail
levels in migrant education/specia! education programs.

4.4 That current federal and state regulations be examined to identify
potential areas for consolidation conducive to streamlining the
service delivery system.

4.4.1 That an inquiry be issued to the appropriate staff of the U.S.
Education Department as well as respective states for the
purpose of clarifying and interpreting statutes, regulations,
rules and policy memorandums affesting the exchange of
information of migrant handicapped students and/or their
instructional programs.

4.4.2 That the responses to the inquiries from this review be
disseminated to appropriate recipients.

4.4.3 That if the inquiry responses merit it, regulation changes
be considered.




Area of Concern: Inter Agency Coopseration

The members of the Nationa!l Policy Workshop find that:

5.0 Conflicts in agency goals and policies governing such things as eligibility
definitions and confidentiality impede inter agency cooperation in
locating and identifying migrant handicapped students who require
special education and related services.

The members therefore recommend that:

5.1 National and state iiitra agency memoranda of understanding should
be developed and implemented.

The members suggest the following action steps:

5.1.1 State Directors of Migrant and special Education need to take
the responsibility to develop a state level agreement.

5.1.1.1 The agreement needs to serve as a model for the
development of local district agreements.

5.1.2 The State Plan for migrant and special education needs to
contain similar components that address issues concerning
the identification of migrant handicapped students.

Coordination activities nead to be established for the use of
Preschool Incentive Grant funds from PL 94-142 and pre-
school migrant programs.




Area of Concern: Information Sharing/Coordination

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

6.0 Communication and information sharing is not adequate
— among migrant education/special education (state and local);
— concerning update and completed MSRTS;
— concerning systems being used with parents of migrant handicapped
children.
The members therefore recommend that:
6.1 Existing information such as:

— SPECIAL NET (electronic mail) on state, local, national levels;
MSRTS,; etc., be shared.

The members suggest the following action steps:

6.1.1 List information available and explain ways to share infor-
mation on national responsibilities. Generate a list.

6.1.2 Decide who should be involved in sharing information, e.g.,
parents, parent coalitions, etc.

6.1.3 Decide what systems should be used.

Effective coordination between educational programs, at the federal,
state and local levels must occur so that a total educational effort
is directed at addressing the speciai education needs of migrant/
bilingual/handicapped students.

6.2.1 State accreditation/monitoring require evidence of coordina-
tion between programs. .

6.2.2 State plans for special education include descriptions
requiring evidence of coordination between program.

6.2.3 Chief state school officials initiate/continue dialogue on the
coordination of programs.

Timelines be set to ‘carry out each of the above iisted action

steps.

D=-21 99




Area of Concern: Information Sharing/Coordination «contiaued)

6.3 Federal and state legislation language should be strengthened to
insure and emphasize coordination an¢ communication between
migrant education/special education programs.

Incentives should be provided at the nationai level for intra program
coordination training to take piace at all levels.

Liaisons be established with the 143 projects for the purpose of
increasing public awareness regarding the urgency of the problems
of migrant/handicapped students.

6.5.1 Expand the mailing list for the 143 National Migrant Special
Education Center Newsletter to include migrant and special
education personnel and legislators for the purpose of
increasing public awareness relevant to the problems of
migrant handicapped students.

Contact the 143 MEND!C staff to request space in its news-
letter for the purpose of providing additional visibility to
professional groups regarding migrant/handicapped students.




Area of Concern: Data Collection

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

7.0

Insuiticien: data is available at either the national or state ieveis
relative to the incidence of migrant handicapped students.

The rmembers therefore recommend that:

7.1 A request be made that the MSRTS data bank provide a list of all
identified special education migrant students by LEA.

7.2 Collect data to reflect the number of migrant children who are
handicapped and the number of served migrant handicapped
children.

The members suggest the following action steps:

7.2.1 Utilize child find services to insure that all migrant handi-
capped children are identified, evaluated and placed.

7.22 Determine status of identified students and type of service
and handicapping condition.

7.23 Review current research efforts of SEA’s, universities, and
private foundations, etc.

7.24 Encourage maximum utilization of funds available for
research to be directed towards needs of migrant handi-
capped students.

Conduct awareness sessions for muiti-interest groups
(example, Council for Exceptional Children) at regional,
state, and local educational meetings, conferences, and
workshops.




Area of Concern: Funding Alternatives

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

8.C State fiscal systems do not adapt for fluctuating enroliment by genera-
ting funds for eligible students regardiess of when they enroll during the
year or how long the enroliment [asts.

The members therefore recommend that:

8.1 Chief State Schoel Officers should contact appropriate state
decisionmakers regarding modification of the system that addresses
this generating of funds for migrant special education students.

The members suggest the following action steps:
8.1.1 Different timelines exist among states for determining

funding for special education students, therefore, a common
timeline should be established.




Area of Concern: Funding Alternatives

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:
9.0 State fiscal systems that require a minimum number of children to fund
a special education unit make it difficult to serve migrant handicapped
students.
The.members therefore racommend that:

9.1 Money should be appropriated to continue efforts to improve
research regarding the migrant handicapped child.

The members suggest the following action steps:
9.1.1  Promote research.

A provision for allowing 2 FET for identified and evaluated special
education migrant students be created.

9.2.1 Lobby with speciel education interests and migrant educa-
tion interests for change in legislation.

The starting age for migrant education be lowered to 3 years for
funding purposes to parallel special education.

9.3.1 Change migrant educatior: regulations on age range to be
funded.

Tivere is a need to develop more incentives for funding formulas
in migrant education.

9.4.1 Work at state and federal levels to assure increased funding '
for identification of migrant handicapped chiidren.




Area of Concemn: Information Sharing-Health and Families

The members of the National Policy Werkshop find that:

10.0 Migrant education and migrant health clinic staff, as well as migrant
families, may not reccgnize handicapping conditions under state and
federal education laws or know how or where to make referrals.

The members therefore recommend that:

10.1 Migrant education personne! should be trained in identifying those
students who may need to be referred for special education
services.

The members suggest the following action steps:

10.1.1 Develop procedures that specify that the State Director of
Special Education is responsible to arrange for appropriate
state and local migrant education personnel to receive in-
service training regarding the identification of special
education students.

A state level joint conference involving both special educa-
tion and migrant personnel should be scheduled to identify
state and local issugs and recomrended solutions.

10.2 Migrant families should be made aware of:

— identifying possible handicapping conditions;
— how {o initiate a referral for special education services when
entering a school system;
— their rights and responsibilities;
— programs available for their child;
O (ranspori personaiiy identifiabie inTormation on their

-handicapped child.

10.2.1 The State Migrant Education Director is responsible for
arranging parent training activities for migrant families.
Training could be done through:

— meetings
— one to one contacts
— printed materials

Develop a pllot project that would allow parents to carry
speciel education assessment and IEP information with
them to the next school upon enroliment.

p2s 104




Araa of Concomn: Information AwarenessiTraining

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

11.0 Special education staff may not be aware of migrant influx, and the
effects of being migrant, i.e., lifestyle, needs, etc. Student folders do not
indicate the student wasl/is enrolled in a migrant program. Migrant
records are only shared between migrant programs.

The members therefore recommend that:

11.1 Special education personnel be trained on the effects of being
migrant.

The members suggest the following action steps:

11.1.1  The State Director of-Migrant Education is responsible to
arrange for appropriate in-service training for special educa-
tion personnel regarding the effects of being migrant. .

Staff development and training be emphasized and increased at the
local, state, and national levels relevant to migrant handicapped
students.

11.2.1 Schedule SEA/LEA sponsored mini workshops specifically
ceared toward migrant handicapped students’ needs.

11.2.2 Insure that MSRTS training is provided for all personnel
working with migrant students so that there is understanding
and use of information concerning handicapped children.

Provide mini libraries, reference materials, etc., to LEA/SEA
curriculum staff for self growth.

Encourage LEA level discussion groups between regular,
special education and migrant personnel.

Formulate a cross-reference of special education informa-
tion on health record (MSRTS) giving more than name of
contact person, but less than complete IEP, for example,
coded 9 iiams of information added to MSRTS.

The strengthening of teacher training preservice programs
to emphasize bilingual programming, identification and
assessment techniques, etc.
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Area of Concern: Information Awareness/Training (continued)

11.2.7 Provision of formative training through inservice programs to
enhance the skills of teachers, administrators, assessment
personnel, etc., to competently identify migrant handi-
capped students.




Area of Concern: Communication/Cross Training

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

12.0 A la.x of communication between migrant education and special
education programs.

The members therefore recommend that:

12.1 Cross training programs for personnel and parents in special
education and migrant education programs bu developed and
implemented. This training should encompass the spectrum of
services from the national to local levels.

The members suggest the following action steps:

12.1.1 Special Education/Migraiat Education Programs should
develop a calendar of events beginning at the state level to
implement training.

Develop brochures, manuals and resource directories for use
by both programs.

Provide opportunities for special education/migrant educa-
tion personnel and parents to attend each other's workshops
and conferences.




Area of Concern: Identification and Placement

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

13.0 Migrant students may move before the referral, assessment and place-
ment process is initiated or completed. The next school in which the
student is enrolled usually is unaware that such assessments have been
required.

The members therefore recommend that:

13.1 Red flag the educational MSRTS records to alert the LEA that a
partial assessment has taken piace; latest assessment date should
be included.

The members suggest the following action steps:

13.1.1 LEAs should become aware of the urgency of reviewing
student’s education (MSRTS) recards which have been
flagged as special education.

13.2 Awareness sessions should be provided to parents whose students
are participating in a special education program.

13.2.1 Sessions should explain *he urgeﬁcy arid importance of ha" 1
carrying records to receiving LEASs.

13.2.2 Sessions should also instill upon parents the communica-
tion to the receiving LEAs of the child’s participation in the
special education program.

13.3 Barriers that exist at the federal level that impede LEA-SEA from
identifying the migrant handicapped be analyzed.

The members suggest the foilowing action steps:
13.3.1 The establishment of a National Task Force formed by the

Migrant Council, NASDME, NASDSE and others as appro-
priate.




Area of Concern: Identification/Cuiture and Language

The mambers of the National Policy Workshop find that:

14.0 The culture and Iznguage of niany migrants may cause difficulties in
accurate identification; we have identified only a small percentage of a
larger population.

The members therefore recommend that:

14.1 Chiid Find activities be re-emphasized in relationship to the handi-
capped migrant child.

The members suggest the following action steps:

14.1.1 The development of state PSA’s, pamphlets, etc., for broad
distribution.




Area of Concern: !dentification Child Find

The members of the Nationa! Policy Workshop find that:
15.0 Current identification systems are not being fully utilized.
The members therefore recommend that:

15.1 Personnel make full use of Child Find and emphasize front end
(sending states informs receiving states) identification.

The members suggest the following action steps:
15.1.1 Request that Child Find include migrant students.

15.2 Foster an active advocacy system at both the sending and receiving
sources, with special emphasis on the sending source.

156.2.1 Have migrant'personnel take the initiative to inform special
education personnel that a student is a migrant.

15.2.2 As aresult of 15.2.1 Migrant and Special Education person-
nel should develop working relationships.

15.2.3 Develop screening as early as possible at receiving site.

15.2.4 Utilize existing information groups, e.g., protective advocacy
commissior, etc., to expand identification efforts.




Area of Concern: Identification/Funding and Organization

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

16.0 Program gaps prevent complete and timely identification.
Gaps exist: — where there are no programs for migrant handicapped

students
— because of st.ort time in extended programs.

The members therefore recommend that:

16.1

Incentives be developed for all levels of operation to identify
migrant handicapped students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

16.1.1 Consider and provide extra funding incentives. Example:
2 FTE for identified migrant handicapped students — ages
3-21.

16.1.2 Promote and spotlight MSRTS.

16.1.3 Prepare list of identified migrant handicapped students for
LEA. .

16.1.4 Encourage state migrant coordinators to collaborate with
special education directors.

16.1.5 Encourage special educetion personnel to use MSRTS if no
migrant education program is available in LEA.

Each State Director of Special and Migrant Education incorporate
in their ongoing program monitoring system, provisions which
examine the extent to which the identification and placement of
migrant handicapped students are addressed in the implementation
of special and migrant education programs in each LEA.

16.2.1. All plans and projects are reviewed and approved/dis-
approved based on compliance with the requifements.

16.2.2 Program ‘audits are conducted.
D-33
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Area of Concern: Identification/Funding and Organization (continues)

16.2.3 Commendations are given to LEAs which have implemented
the requirements.

16.2.4 Corrective action plans are developed to comply with the
reguirements.

16.3 Identification activities should follow the student from secondary
programs into further education, supported or con..etitive
employment.

16.3.1 Identify and refer those existing migrant/handicapped
students who, because of age, maturity or leaving school.
need to transition to other programs such as:

— Vocational rehabilitation
— Aduit education
— Health and rehabilitation services

16.4 A uniform nationwide card be provided for every identified special
education migrant student having received special education
services.

16.£1 The MSRTS should provide the cards upon identifying the
child as needing special education services.




Area of Concern: AssessmentiDiagnosis

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

17.0 Interstate differences in assessment procedures or eligibility require-
ments tor special education means children may have to be retested in
each state and and may have gaps in the special education services they
receive. This includes conflicts in agency goals and policies governing
such things as eligibility definitions and confidentiality which may
impede interagency cooperation in locating and indentifying migrant
handicapped students who require special education and related services

The members therefore recommend that:

17.1  Minimal tests/criteria be established to determine eligibility for
special education placement naticnwide.

The members suggest the following action steps:

17.1.1 That a standing committee be comprised of migrant and
special education personnel ‘rom each state to agree upon
minimal eligibility criteria.

Special emphasis be placed on categories for:
— mentally retarded

-— specific learning disability

— emoticnally disturbed

17.1.2 The information regarding eligibility criteria should be placed
on the MSRTS form for better irterstate communication,
once eligibility criteria is developed.

17.3 The federal government require each state to participate in the
development of minimal criteria and reciprocity.

17.3.1. That the executive committee of NASDME and the office of

NASDSE address the issue as stated in the recommenda-
tions.

17.4 A standardized, nationwide eligibility criteria be established, and
that procedures for assessment of migrant handicapped students
be developed.

&
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Area of Concern:

17.4.1

17.4.2

17.4.3

Assessment/Diagnosis (continued)

Identify appropriate authority in special education (national
and state).

Explure specialized expertise, using known resources, e.g.,
North Carolina.

Involve states with mutual traffic. (For example, there is the
model secondary credit accrual project currently implemen-
ted between states such as Washington and Texas.)




Area of Concern: DiagnosislScregning and Referral

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

18.0 Inadequacy of diagnosis prevents appropriate identification, e.g., in the
case of language learning disabilities. Dimension of the problem includes:

— difficuities in diagnosis related to language and culture.
— inadequate staff development and training.

Candidates for preparation of professional staff who are bilingual/bi-
cultural in the field of diagnosis need to be recruited by institutions of
higher education.

The members therefore recommend that:
18.1 Encourage more complete staff development and training.
18.2 Special attention be given to areas related to language problems, etc.
The members suggest the following action steps:

18.2.1 Formalize state and local implementation of special educa-
tion, e.g., PDSP-PL 94.142 (Personnel Development State
Plan) and state directory. ‘

18.2.2 Needs assessments should lead to an agenda for staff training.

18.3 [Initial entry screenirfg on campus by the diagnostic team be pro-
vided to students upon their enroliment rather than restricting
screening to the beginning of semesters.

18.3.1 The team would maintain an ongoing list of students who
have been referred and what action was taken by diagnostic
_teams.

The diagnostic team would maintain a notebook of siudents
who are receiving services in each of the areas; represents
al! services to students outside of the general classroom
program.

18.3.3 The diagnostic team members would assist one another in
combining all diagnostic data about students.
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Area of Concern: Cooperation/instructional Program & Reciprocity

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

19.0 Interruptions, voids, discrepancies/differences exist when migrant stu-
dents enter different schoois during tie migrancy cycie.

The members therefore recommend that:

19.1 The special education classroom and migrant classroom teacher
work cooperatively to design an instructional plan for the delivery
of services to handicapped migrant students.

The members suggest the following action steps:

19.1.1 That pilot sites be commissioned to design, field test and
implement models of inter/intra state cooperative student
services delivery programs.

Consider seminar sessions for local, regional and state per-
sonnel to promote better understanding of each other’s role
in service delivery to migrant handicapped students.

That state divisions for migrant and special education issue
joint statements of support and encouragement for coordi-
nation of services delivety to students and administratively
seek ways to support the coordination concept as exempli-
fied by the California State Department of Education model.

19.2 That reciprocity of service component information be established to
expedite the delivery of services to migrant handicapped students.

19.2.1 That states and local school districts be identified and re-
quested to voluntarily examine and consider program service
areas amiable to reciprocity.

19.2.2 That funding alternatives be ex ‘ned for establishing the
concept of interlintra state reciprocity of service delivery
systems for handicapped migrant students.




Area of Concern: Individualized Education Plan (IEP)

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

20.0 There is a lack of awareness on the part of staff and the general public
to the urgency of addressing the probiems of handicapped migrant stu-
dents.

" The IEP concept as a pre-instruction managernent tool has deteriorated
to a direct lesson planning process.

The members therefore recommend that:

20.1 The baseline IEP and assessment procedures information that will
assist in the delivery of services to the handicapped migrant stu-
dent be defined and correlated so as to suggest a non-mandatory
planning structure.

The members suggest the following action steps:

20.1.1 That a Task Force be created consisting of federal, state
and local personnel as weli as parents of migrant students
to d2fine and develop an |EP baseline system which can be
exchanged between and within states.

20.1.2 That the MSRTS national committee explore the pcssibility
incorporating specific diagnostic test data and IEP on the
students education record similar to the proposed North
Carolina model currently being developed.

20.1.3 That the MSRTS national committee disseminate results of
their work and the adoption of their recommendations be
spoasored by the Education Commission of the States Inter-
state Migrant Education Council and the National Council
for Exceptional Children. .




Area of Concern: Instructional Materials

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

21.0 Migrant handicapped students encounter wide differences in instruc-
tional materials, curricula, and methods as they atiend several schools
per year. .

The members therefore recommend that:

21.1 Changes/modifications in the MSRTS be identified or proceed with
development of an entirely new system to minimize such differen-
ces on minimum graduation requirements in the curricula, methods,
and instructional materiais/equipment used when handicapped mi-
grant students attend several schcols during the scheol year.




Area of Concem: MSRTS/IEP

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

22,0 A psychological and IEP may not be specifically requested, when it isn’t
known that a student is recelving snacial education and related services.
These records are not forwarded with migrant record requests and re-
quire separate parental perriission to be released.

The members therefore recommend that:

22.1

22.3

The existing national computer system (MSRTS) software be modi-
fied regarding special education contact data to include: (1) “Refer-
ral made on date and assessment incomplete” and
(2) “Eligibility for special education services was astablished on

date in the area v handicap which is the
special education ciassification of the student.” MSRTS should in-
clude a contact person, telephone, and address.

Special education contact data be marce available through the criti-
cal data process.

The special education contact data remein on the MSRTS record
for three years after the last update. .

The members suggest the following action steps:

22.3.1 Obtain interstate agreements to share special education in-
formation via MSRTS and other means by requested that the
Council of Chief State School Officers pass a resolution of
support.

In the absence of confidential records, the MSRTS special
education contact data shall be used for temporary place-
ment.

Migrant and special education staffs shall plan and ex-
change information regarding migrant students with special
education needs.

Obtain parental permission for release of MSRTS special
education information to other educational agencies.
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Area of Concern: Rscords Transfer Alteinatives

The members of the National Policy Warkshop find that:

23.0 Records cannct be requested. The child’'s previous school is frequently
not known. )

The members therefore recommend that:

23.1 The.receiving LEA identify and then contact the child’s previous
school for access of special education records.

The memibers suggest the following action steps:

23.1.1 Call contact data person appearing on the MSRTS education
form.

23.2 -Parents sign off on permission prior to the release of special edu-
cation records to any receiving LEA who would be placing the stu-
dent in an educational setting.

23.2.1 The release statement could be included in the “other” cate-
gory of the Certificate of Eligibility (COE) form.

23.3 The COE should contain a statement releasing behavioral confiden-
tial information to special education and/or migrant personnel.

224 Records be hand carried by the child’s parent and/or child.




Area of Concern: Records Transfer/MSRTS

The members of the National Policy Warkshop find that:

240 The transfer of complete, accurate and timely information to address the
needs of identified migrant handicapped students is problematic.

The members therefore recommend that:

24.1 The special education section of the MSRTS should be expanded to
include the IEP and evaluation torms.

The members suggest the following action steps:

24.1.1 That a Task Force Committye be created at the national level
to address the components of tiie expansion and the inclu-
sion of the IEP and the evaluation section.

24.1.2 Use the IEP as the basic form to meet the minimum require-
ments contained in law.

24.2 Update of the MSRTS record by receiving states as soon as new
information is available and prior to diserroliment of migrant stu-
dents from the school site.

24.2.1 Develop management prccedures to minimize the time in-
volved in processing records.

24.3 State legislation, where appropriate, should be developed to insure
effective use of the MSRTS as expanded.

24.3.1 Special Education/Migrant Education personnel and parents
should mobilize an effort to gain support from local boards
and policy making groups at the local level that will bring
about legislation to insure effective use of this system.

24.4 The transfer of complete, accurate and timely information is critical
and efforts should be undertaken at the federal and state levels to
identify effective alternatives to address these needs.




Area of Concern: Information Transfer/MSRTS

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:
25.0 MSRTS does not transfer psychological reports or IEPs.
The members therefore recommend that:
25.1 A mini IEP be made part of the MSRTS educational record.
The members suggest the following action steps:

25.1.1 The mini IEP which should be dated could include a listing
of interventions and dated psychological reports.

25.2 The IEP should be updated by the receiving LEA.

25.2.1 Ongoing updates should be made part of the MSRTS educa-
tional records as a student migrates.

25.3 The home base contact data person should maintain a composite
IEP that includes all updates from othar LEAs.

25.3.1 When updating a student’s IEP, a statement should indicate
whether or not the screening process was completed.

25.4 MSRTS migrant LEA staff make availatle ths records (data) to
appropriate special education personngi.

25.4.1 Ongoing staff development needs to occur at LEA with
clerks to insure that records are routed appropriately to
special education personnel.




Area of Concern: Information Exchange

The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

26.0 Special education staff may never be given needed information from the
migrant data bank.

The members therefore recommend that:

26.1 Special education teachers working with migrant sudents have
access to information in order to provide more adequate special
education services.

The members suggest the following action steps:

26.1.1 Although records are protected by law, legislation should
be enacted in order for information to be made accessible
to appropriate special education teachers for the common
interest of the migrant child according to the provisions set
forth in P.L. 94-142,

26.1.2 Through MSRTS, all appropriate information could be main-
tained and transferred on handicapped migrant students.

26.2 All referrals be nrocessed for any type of special service through a
diagnostic team with members representing all services available
to students.

26.2.1 The diagnostic team would maintain a list of initial entry
screening information (building levels).

26.3 Information listed on MSRTS data base should be shared with spe-
cial education personne!.

26.3.1 Develop a standard release form that will allow information
to be shared upon request by other programs.

26.3.2 Make a copy of the migrant student record available for
special education file/persorninel.

26.3.3 Develop, at state level, a unified system that will facilitate
interstate coordination and communication of programs in
special education/migrant education.
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Area of Concern: MSRTS

‘The members of the National Policy Workshop find that:

27.0 Migrant program MSRTS records are not updated and have insufficient
information related to handicapped students. The child may have moved
several tirnas and the special education contact person is not changed.

The members therefore recommend that:

27.1 Information on MSRTS as it relates to special education children
be reviewed and additional components added.

The members suggest the following action staps:

27.1.1 The National MSRTS Committee needs to convene a Task
Force composed of migrant and special educators to review
the existing components and recommend additional or dele-
tions for special education chiidren.

The Task Force needs to include a lawyer specializing
in spacial education who can address the iegality of issues
dealing with confidentiality, parents’ rights, etc.

A National Registry of Migrant/Handicapped Students needs
to be established as part of the MSRTS.
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California Policy Workshop on Special Education Needs
of Migrant Handicapped Students

Red Lion Inn
San Jose, California
August 15—-17, 1985
PROGRAM

Thursday, August 15 Location

10 a.m. to 12 noon California Policy Workshop Sico Room #258
Committee Meeting Workshop Headquarters

1 to 8 p.m. Registration Monterey/Carmel Foyer

1 to 2:30 pem. Briefing for Workshop Sico Room #264
Facilitators and Recorders

3 to 4:30 pem. Opening Session Pine Foyer

Workshop Moderator
Senator John D. Perry
New York State

Welcome Santa Clara County
Office of Education

Louis S. Barber

Assistant Superintendent

LEA Perspective

Troy Bramlett, Superintendent
Monterey County Office of
Education

Weicome from the State Depart-
ment of Education
Introduction of Keynote Speaker

Ramiro Reyes
Associate Superintendent
Division of Categorical

Support Progranms
State Department of Education

Keynote Speaker

Leonard Olguin

Professor of Bilingual Educa-
tion and Teacher Training

California State University,
Long Beach
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Thursday, August 15 (cont.) Location
4:30 to 4:45 p.m. Break Pire Foyer

4:45 to 6 p.m. A National Overview of the Pine
Migrant Zducation Program

John D, Perry

Senior Project Consultant

Interstate Migrant Education
Council

Denver, Colorado

Overview of Special Education

Maynard Reynolds, Professor

Department of Educational
Psychology

University of Minnesota

Minneapolis, Minnesota

Overview of Bilingual Education
Dan Ulibarri, Director
National Clearinghouse for

Bilingual Education
Rosslyn, Virginia

Closing Remarks

Senator John D. Perry

6 to 8 p.m. Reception
No host bar

Dinner on your own

Friday, August 16

8 to 10:30 a.m. Registration Monterey/Carmel Foyer
8:30 to 9 a.m. Continental Breakfast Sierra Foyer

¢ to 10:15 a.m. LEA Perspective

James Baker

District Superintendent

Pajaro Valley Unified
School District

Gerald Rosander

County Superintendent
San Diego County Schools

»
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Friday. August 16 (cont.) Location

California Department of Sierra
Education Presentations

o Primary Elements in Special
Education Programs

Robert Fuchigami, Director
Special Education Division

Leo 3andoval, Administrator
Special Education Division

Primary Elements in Migrant
Education Programs

Jack Schaeffer, Manager
Migrant Education Office

Primary Elements in
Bilingual Education Programs

Leo Lopez, Manager
Bilingual/Bicultural
Education Office

10:15 to 10:30 a.m. Break Sierra Foyer

10:30 to 10:45 a.m. Preview of Workshop Approach
John D. Perry

-

10:45 to 11:45 a.m. Break—out groups

Establishing California
Priorities

Group leaders Location

Al Leo Sandoval San Sinmeon

A2 Allan Simmons San Martin
Christine Amato and Paula Tucker Santa Clara
Celia Ayala Carmel
William Melendez San Jose
Paul Nava Sico Room #250
Kathy Ross Summers Sico Room #25€
Velma Gonzalez Sico Room #264
Marion Miller Sico Room #266




Friday, August 16 (cont.)

11:45 a.m. to
12 noon

11:55 a.m. to
1:15 Pele

1:15 to 2:45 pem.

2:45 to 3 Pele

3 to 4:30 Pe e

4:30 to 5 Pellle

Saturday, August 17

8:30 to 9 a.m.

9 to 9:15 a.m.

9:15 to 10 a.m.

10 to 10:15 a.m.

Break

Lunch
LEA Perspective
Eugene Even
County Superintendent
Butte County Superintendent
of Schools
Keynote Speaker
Xavier Del Fuono
Deputy Superintendent
Specialized Programs Branc*
California State Departmen.
of Education

Development of Implementation
Strategies

Break

Finalization of Implementation
Reports

General Session
Concluding Remarks
John D. Perry

Ad journment

Dinner on your own

Continental Breakfast

General Session Opening Remarks
Ramiro Reyes

Panel Presentation
Groups Al, Bl, Cl

Break
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Location

Cascade

Break—~out Group:

Monterey/Carmel Foyer

Break—-out Groups

Sierra

Donner Pass Foyer

Donner Pass

Donner Pass




Saturday, August 17 (cont.) Location

10515 to 11 a.m. Panel Presentation Donner Pass
Groups A2, B2, C2

11 to 11:45 a.m. Panel Presentation Donner Pass
Groups A3, B3, C3

11:45 a.m. to Break
12 noon

12 noon to Lunch Siskiyou
1:30 p.m.
Panel Presentation--Reaction
to Group Implementation
Strategies

Louis S. Barber

Assistant Superintendent

Student Services Division

Santa Clara County Office
of Education

William Melendez, Director
Migrant Education, Region 16
Monterey County Office

of Education

Dan Ulibarri, Director
National Clearinghouse for

Bilingual Education
Rosslyn, Virginia

1:30 to 2 p.m. Summary of Workshop Proceedings Donner Pass
and Wrap Up

John D. Perry
Ramiro Reyes

2 to 3 p.m. Regional Caucuses You may choose from

these rooms:

Discussion of Action Plans
San Carlos

Use on 'a first come, first San Martin

served basis. San Juan

Sico #258
San Jose
Sico #250
Sico #256
Sico #264
Sico #266
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State Department of Education Participation List

_Joan Ainslie, Health Education Assistant, State Department of Education,
(916) 324-4603

Bruce Bird, Consultant, State Department of Education, (916) 324~3839
Bob Fuchigami, SPED, State Department of Education, (916) 323-4768

James 1,, Gonzales, Committee Member, 704 Palisades, Albuquerque, NM 87105,
(505) 831-9311

Robert Lee, Consultant, State Department of Education, (916) 323-7367

Leo Lopez, Manager, Bilingual Education Office, State Department of Education,
(916) 323-7872

Jose Maestas, Consultant, State Departuent of Education, (916) 323-4776

Norma Martinez, Committee Member, 100 Skyport Drive, San Jcse, CA 95115,
(408) 947-6509

Marion Miller, Coasultant, State Department of Education, (916) 323-4774

Maria Ortiz, Assistant Manager, Migrant Education Office, State Department of
Education, (916) 324-1557

John D. Perry, Committee Member, 2990 Calvee Road, Rochester, NY 14625,
(716) 544-5450

Ramiro Reyes, Director, Categorical Support Programs Division, State Devartment
of Education, (916) 445-7492

Betty Richard, SPED, State Department of Education, (916) 323-4753
Linda Roberts, Committee Member, 1110-A South 6th Avenue, Sunnyside, WA 9&£944

Kathy Ross, Administrator, Service Assurance/Coupliance, State Department of
Education, (916) 445-4037

Leo Sandoval, Administrator, Consultant Services North, State Department of
Education, (916) 323-4750

Jack Schaeffer, Manager, Migrant Education Office, State Department of Educa-
tion, (916) 324-1556

Alan Simmons, Administrator, Consultant Services South, State Department of
Education, (213) 640-2151




Appendix F

Participant List

REGION T

Special Rducation

Louis S. Barber, Assistant Superiniendent of Student Services, Santa Clara
County, 100 Skyport Drive, San Jose, CA 95115, (408) 947-6509

Linda Bourgaize, SELPA Director, Santa Cruz/San Benito Counties, 9032 Soquel
Drive, Aptos, CA 95003, (408) 688-7703

Donald Clopper, SELPA Administration, Santa Clara County, 100 Skyport Srive,
San Jose, CA 95115, (408) 947-6543

John Vann, Director of Special Education, Oakland Unified School District,
1025 Second Avenue, Oakland, CA 94606, (415) 836-8222

Bilingual Education

Edward Aguirre, Director, Region XII, National Hispanic University, 255 East
14th Street, Oakland, CA 94606, (415) 451-0511

To Thi Dien, Santa Clara County Superintendent of Schools, 100 Skyport Drive,
San Jose, CA 95115, (408) 947-6825

Blanca Mosca-Carreon, National Hispanic University, 2705 Marina Boulevard,
San Leandro, CA 94577, (415) 451-0511

Migrant Education

——

Isadore Carrasco, Counselor, East Side Union High School LCistrict, 830 North
Capitol Avenue, San Jose, CA 95132, (408) 926-7283

David Castro, MIST, East Side Union High School District, 830 North Capitol
Avenue, San Jose, CA 95132, (408) 926~7283

Jesse Fajardo, Jr., Director, Santa Clara County, 100 Skyport Drive, MC 233,
San Jose, CA 95115, (408) 947-6770

Maria Loya, MIST, Mountain View School District, c/o Slater School, 325 Gladys
Avenue, Mountain View, CA 94042

Mario Solis, Coordinator, Santa Clara County Office of Education, Migrant
Education, 100 Skyport Drive, San Jose, CA 95115, (408) 947-6764

Other

Guadalupe Berumen, Parent Representative, 330 Alden Street, Redwood City, CA
94063, (415) 361-1324
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Marjorie A. Bourret, Advisory Committee on Special Education, 1160 Whispering
Pines Drive, Scotts Valley, CA 95066, (408) 438-1116

Agnes Chan, Advisory Committee on Special Education, State Board of Education
Member, 10 Miller Place, #1001, San Francisco, CA 94108, (415) 985-4298

Cheryl Dingman, Reporter, San Jose Mercury News, 750 Ridder Park Drive, San
Jose, CA 95131, (408) 920-5000

Jesus Hernandez, Parent Representative, 671 2nd Avenue, Redwood City, CA 94063,
(415) 366-0961

Frank Hill, Principal, Milpitas Unified School District, 1331 East Calaveras,
Milpitas, CA 95035

Carlos Molina, Administrator, Milpitss Figh School, 1285 Escuela, Milpitas,
CA 95035, (408) 262-3131

Josephine Ocampo, Parent Representative, Migrant Education, Region 1, 200
Lassen Court, Hollister, CA 95023

Barbara Wheatland, Board Member, Santa Clara Board of Education, 100 Skyport
Drive, San Jose, CA 95115

Committee Members

Jim Gonzales
Norma Martinez
Linda Roberts

REGION II

Superintendent

Eugene B. Ever, Butte County Schools, 1859 Bird Street, Oroville, CA 95965,
(916) 534-4237

Special Education

Vicki L. Barber, Special Education Director, El Dorado County Schools, 337
Placerville Drive, Placerville, CA 95667, (916) 622-7130

Gale L. Glenn, Assistant Superintendent, Special Services, Butte County
Schools, 1859 Bird Street, Oroville, CA 95965, (216) 534-4241

Nona Kirk, SELPA Director, ‘/olo County Superintendent of Schools, 175 Walnut
Street, Woodland, CA 95695, (916) 622-8935

Bonnie Plummer, SELPA Director, Solano County Schools, 655 Washington Street,
Fairfield, CA 94533, (707) 429-6418




Bilingual Education

Eduardo Hernandez Chave<=, CSU Sacramento, Cross Cultural Resource Center, 6000
J Street, Sacramento, CA 95819, (961)

Migrant Education

Maxine Bigler, Associate Director, 2120 Robinson, Oroville, CA 95965, (916)
533-2333

Jesse Camacho, Mini~Corps Director, California Mini-Corps, 510 Bercut Drive,
Suite Q, Sacrameato, CA 95814, (916, 446-4603

Rosendo Garcia, Mini~Corps Coordinator, California Mini~Corps, 510 Bercut -
Drive, Suite Q, Sacramento, CA 95814, (916) 454~6090 or 446~4603

Tom Lugo, Director, Migrant Education, Region 2, 2120 Robinson St., Oroville,
CA 95965, (916) 533-2333

Other

Sandi Boeger, Board Member, 409 Randolph Avenue, Gridley, CA 959:8, (916)
846-4766

Committee Member

Sco=t Larson, Special Education, Butte County Superintendent of Schools, 1859
Bird Aveaue, Oroville, CA 95965, (916) 534~4241

REGION IIL

Special Education

Linda von Merveldt, Administrator, Merced County Schools, 632 West 13th Street,
Merced, CA 95340, (209) 385-8333

Nancy Snodgrass, Teacher, c/o Campus Park School, 714 Prusso Street, Livingston,
CA 95334, (209) 385-8333

Ann Sprague, Assistant Superintendent of Education Services, San Joaquin SELPA,
6701 South Jack Tone Road, Stockton, CA 95205, (209) 466=5471

William Streissguth, Director of Special Education, Stanislaus County Schools,
801 County Center Three Court, Modesto, CA 95355, (209) 571~6600

Jerry Trow, SELPA Admiaistrator, Stanislaus County Schools, 801 County Center
Three Court, Modesto, CA 95355, (209) 571-6595

Migrant Education

June Bond, Resource Teacher, Migrant Education, Region 3, 801 County Center
Three Court., Modesto, CA 95355
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Ruben Garza, Coordinator, San Joaquin County HMigrant Education, 225 West
Mathews Road, Frencn Camp, CA 95231

Dixie Rookwood, Health Educator, c/o Madera County Migrant Education, 1902
Howard Road, Madera, CA 93637

Karen Smith, Resource Teacher, Merced County Schools, 632 West 13th Street,
Merced, CA 95340, (209) 385-8333

Linda White, Coordinator, c/o Stanislaus County Migrant Education, 801 County
Center Three Court, Modesto, CA 95355

Sam Acosta, Migrant Education, Region 3, 801 Couity Center Three Court,
Modesto, CA 95355

Mario Torres, Migrant Education, Region 3, 801 County Center Three Court,
odesto, CA 95355

Heribeto Diaz, Migrant Education, Region 3, 801 County Center Thrze Ccurt,
Modesto, CA $5355

REGION IV

Special Education

Michael Coy, Administration Special Education, Fresnc Unified School District,
6235 dorth Brawley, Fresno, CA 93711, (209) 441-3257

Isabel Rincon, Coordinator, Fresno Unified Sciool bistrict, 6235 North Brawley,
Fresno, CA 93711

Bilingual Education

Emilio Garza, Bilingual Coneultant, Fresno County Schools, 2314 Mariposa,
Fresno, CA 93721, (209) 488-3308

Robert Segura, Bilingual Director, CSU Fresno, Bilingual Mialtifunctional
Center, School of Education, Cedar and Shaw Avenue, Freeno, CA 23740, (209)
294~2765

M.grant Education

Maria Ramos, Coordinator, c/o Rosalina Garcia, Migrant Education O0ffice, 487
West Shaw Avenue, Suite A-1, Fresno, CA 93704, (209) 488~3308

Othey

Sandra Day, Health Consultant, Migraut Education, Region &, 487 West Shaw,
Fresno, CA 93704, (209) 225-€612




Dora Garcia, President, Regional PAC, and State Representative, Fresno County,
Kerman Unified School District, 14015 West Church, Kerman, CA 93630, (209)
846-9823

Linda Sandoval, Parent State Representative, Migrant Education, Region 4, 487
West Shaw, Fresno, CA 93704, (209) 698-7898

REGION V

Special Education

Liliana Labra, Interpreter/Translator, Kern County Superintendent of Schools,
5801 Sundale Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 93309

Harold Lockey, SEACO Presideat, Kern County Office of Education, 5801 Suudale
Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 93309, (805) 398-3600

John Watson, Director of Consortium, Special Education, Kern County Superinten-
dent of Schools, 5801 Sundale Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 93309, (805) 398-3801

Migrant Education

Art Parrot, Coordinator, Kern County Superintendent of Schools, 5801 Sundale
‘Avenue, Bakersfield, CA 93309, (805) 398-3801

Dorothy Tuttle, MSRTS Coordinator, Kern County Superintendent of Schools, 5801
Sundale Avenue, Dakersfield, CA 93309, (805) 398-3801

REGION VI

Special Education

William Puddy, SEACO Member, Imperial County Office of Education, 1338 Sperber
Road, El Centro, CA 92243, (619) 399-6404

Bilingual Education

Lila Martin, Director, Imperial County Superintendent of Schools, 1398 Sperber
Road, El Centro, CA 92243, (619) 339-6463

REGION VII

Special Education

June Czross, Coordinator, Special Education, Corona~Norco Unified School
District, 300 Buena Vista Avenue, Corona, CA 91720, (714) 736~3331

Dale Holmes, P.0O. Box 868, Riverside, CA 92502, (714) 788-6587
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Migrant Education

Charles Lawrence, Director, Migrant Education, Region 7, 47336 Oasis Street,
Indio, CA 92201, (619) 342-3363

REGION VIIT

Special Education

Mary Jo DeSio, Program Manager, Tulare County Uepartment of Education, County
Civic Center, Visalia, CA 93291, (209) 733-6651

Lawrence Presley, SELPA Administrator, Kings County Schools, Govermment Center,
1144 West Lacey Boulevard, Hanford, CA 93230, (209) 584-1441, ext. 2909

Bilingual Education

Rachel Newlin, Resource Specialist, 3141 Vintage, Visalia, CA 93277, (209)
733-4748

Migrant Education

Art Gaitan, Coordinator, Migrant Education, 1122 West Murray, Visalia, CA 93291,
(209) 733-6940

Kitsy Gillham, Lead Resource Teacher, Migrant Education, 1122 Wesc Murray,
Visalia, CA 93291, (209) 733-6940

Rudy Hernandez, Director, Migrant Education, Region 8, 1122 West Murray,
Visalia, CA 93291, (209) 733-6940

Richard Rodriguez, Coordinator, Migrant Education, 1122 West Murray, Visalia,
CA 93291, (209) 733-6940

Other

Bob Aguilar, Board Member, Earlimart School District, P.0. Box 27, Earlimart,
CA 93219, (805) 849~-3386

Ruben Ortiz, Psychologist, Tulare County Superintendent of Schools, County
Civic Center, Visalia, CA 93291, (209) 733-6300

Virginia Palomo, Parent Representative, 256 Orange Wood, Woodlake, CA 93286,
(209) 564=2615

Jesus Quevedo, Parent Representative, P.0. Box 121, 12610 R.R. Avenue, Cutler,
CA 93615, (209) 528=-37%9

Comnittee Members

Bob Nilmeier, Program Manager, Tulare County Superintendent of Schools, County
Civic Center, Visalia, CA 93291, (209) 733-6317




Superintendent

Gerald Rosander, San Diego County Schools, 6401 Linda Vista Road, San Diego,
CA 92111, (619) 292-3868

Special Education

Patrick Campbell, Regional Administrator, Magnolia School Districe, Greater
Anaheim Consortium, 2613 West Orange, Room 1, Anaheim, CA 92504, (714)
821-0800

Carol McGrew, Director of Special Education, Santa Ana Unified School District,
1405 FPrench Street, Santa Ana, CA 92701, (714) 558-5861

Daniel H. Lochtefeld, Director of Specisl Education, San Diego Unified School
District, 4100 Normal Street, Room 3116, San Diego, CA 92103, (619) 293-8444

Joni Samples, Program Manager, San Diego North Coastal Consortium, 801 Pine
Avenue, Carlsbad, CA 92008, (619) 434~5071

Migrant Education

Sara Clayton, Resource Teacher, 6401 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, CA 92111

Velma Gonzalez, Director, Migrant Education, Region 9, 6401 Linda Vista Road,
San Diego, CA 92111, (619) 292-3791

Frank Ludovina, Coordinator, Migrant Education, Region 9, 6401 Linda Vista
Road, San Diego, CA 92111, (619) 292-3791

Other

Sebastian Estaban, State Parent Representative, 6401 Linda Vista Road, San
Diego, CA 92111

Juan Hurtado, LAU Center, 6363 Alvarado Court, San Diego, CA 92120, (619)
265-6656

Any Villalobos, Board Member, 6401 Linda Vista Road, San Diego, CA 92111

REGION X

Special Education

Marilyn Armstrong, Los Angeles County Office of Education, 9300 East Imperial
Highway, Downey, CA 90242, {213)

Benita Chaum, Los Angeles Unified Schools, 859 North Grand Avenue, Room RA329,
Los Angeles, CA 90012, (213)
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Bilingual Education

Chuck Acosta, Consultant, Los Angeles County Schocls, 9300 East Imperial
Highway, Dowmey, CA 90242, (213) 922-6483

Migrant Education

Celia Ayaia, Director, Migrant Education, Region 10, 9300 East Imperial
Highway, Downey, CA 90242, (213) 922-6164

Mary Lou Hamaker, Coordinator of Instructional Services, Migrant Educationm,
Region 10, 9300 East Imperial Highway, Downey, CA 90242, (213) 922-6164

Other

Andree Early Wallis, CSNO President, Alhambra School District, 15 West Alhambra
Road, Alhambra, CA 91802, (818) 308-2294

Beth Hadady, Health Coordinator, Pomona Unified School District, 800 South
Garey Avenue, Pomona, CA 91769, (714) 623-5251, ext. 217

Mary Lewls, Board Member, Migrant Education, Region 10, 9300 East Iaperial
Highway, Downey, CA 90242, (213) 922-6164

REGION XI

Superintendent

James Baker, Pajaro Valley Unified School District, P.0. Box 630, Watsonville,
CA 95076, (408) 728-6230

Bilingual Education

Alfonso Anaya, Director of Bilingual Education, Pajaro Valley Unified School
District, P.0. Box 630, Watsonville, CA 95076, (408) 728-6230

Migrant Education

Luis Gonzales, Pajaro Valley Unified School District, 440-B Arthur Road,
Watsonville, CA 95076, (408) 728-6213

Paul Nava, Program Manager, Migrant Education, Region 11, 440-B Arthur Road,
Watsonville, CA 95076, (408) 728-6213

Other

Paula Tucker, Psychologist, rajaro Valley Unified School District, P.0. Box
630, Watsouville, CA 95076, (408) 728-6230

Committee Member

Christine Amato, Special Bducation Director, Pajaro Valley Unified School
District, P.0. Box 630, Watsonville, CA 95076, (408) 728-6337
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REGION XII

Special Education

Fernando Elizondo, Director of Special Projects, Oxnard Elementary, 831 South
B Street, Oxnard, CA 93030, (805) 487-3918

Migrant. Education

Pete R. Placencia, Program Manager, Migrant Education, Region 12, 831 South B
Street, Oxnard, CA 93030, (805) 487-3918, ext. 456

Other

Esther Lara, Parent Representative, 1317 Felicia, Oxnard, CA 93030, (805)
-~ 483-~1243

REGION XIII

Migrant Education

Amparo Barrera, Curriculum Specialist, 1671 Park Avenue, San Jose, CA 95126,
(408) 998-6057

Other

Francisco Ontiveros, Parent Representative, 121 ‘Sutter Street, San Jose, CA
95110, (408) 280~7314

REGION XIV

Migrant g£ducation

Ramon Cardenas, Program Manager, Migrant Education, Region 14, 1331 Cecil
Avenue, Delano, CA 93215, (805) 725-4000, ext. 242

Other

Ruben Lopez, Board Member, Delano Joint Union High School, 1747 Princeton
Street, Delano, CA 93215

Efrain Rodriguez, Director of Special Projects, Delano Joint Union High School,
1747 Princeton Street, Delano, CA 93215
REGION XVI

Superintendent

Troy E. Bramlett, Monterey County Schools, 901 Blanco Circle, Salinas, CA 93912,
(408) 424-0654

14}

F-1




Bilingual Education

David Delgado, Coordinator, Monterey County Schools, P.0. Box 80851, Salinas,
CA 93921, (408) 424-0654

Migrant Education

Bill Melendez, Director, Migrant Rducation, Region 16, P.0. Box 80831, Salinas,
CA 93912, (408) 757-2925

Esther Romero, Health Coordinator, Monterey County Office of Education, 901
Blanco Circle, Salinas, CA 93912, (408) 757-2927

Other

Jane Day, Board Member,' Monterey County Office of Education, c/o P.0. Box 80831,
Salinas, CA 93912, (408) 757-2925

Committee Members
Lidia Lopez, Psychologist, Migrant Education, Region 16, P.0. Box 80831,
Salinas, CA 93912, (408) 757-2925
REGION XVII

Special Education

Carolyn Banks, Administrative Assistant, Ventura County Special Education,
Service Area Congortium, 275 East Pleasant Valley Road, Camarillo, CA 93010

Milton B. ‘LeCouteur, Director, Special Education, Ventura County Special
Education, Service Area Consortium, 275 East Pleasant Valley Road, Camarillo,
CA 93010, (805) 388-4215

Bilingual Education

Lynda Kern, ESL Teacher, Ventura County Superintendent of Schools, 275 East
Pleasant Valley Road, Camarillo, CA 93010, (805) 388-4215

Mary R. Williams, Bili.gual Psychologist, Ventura County Superintendent of
Schools, 275 East Pleasant Valley Road, Camarillo, CA 93010, (805) 388-4215

Migrant Education

Ricardo Amador, Director of Special Projects, Migrant Education, Region 17,
535 East Main Street, Ventura, CA 93009

Other

Etelvina Menchaca, Parent Representative, Migrant Education, Region 17, 422
Garden, Santa Barbara, CA 93101, (805) 962~1983
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Publications Avallable from the
Depariment of Education

This publication is one of over 600 that are available from the California State Department of
Education. Some of ihe more recent publications or those most widely used are the following:

Academic Honesty (1986) ....u.uuinneiiiinnniniiiinnininertiieetenaneeneeeeennneeesm e,
Administration of Maintenance and Operations in California School Districts (1986)
Apprenticeship and the Blue Collar System: Putting Women on the Right Track (1982)
Bilingual-Crosscultural Teacher Aides: A Resource Guide (1984) . -
Boating the Right Way (1985) ..« oviiniintiineiirerennrnreneennneenneennsennnneesnnemmm
California Private School Directory
California Public School Directory ..
California Schools . . . Moving Up: Annual Status Report, 1985 (1955 ..
Career/ Vocational Assessment of Secondary Students with Exceptional Needs (1983
Coliege Core Curriculum: University and College Opportunities Program Guide (1 983)
Computer Applications Planning (1985)
Computers in Education: Goals and Content (1983)
Educational Software Preview Guide (1986)
Elementary School Program Quality Criteria (1985)
Food Service Program Monthly Inventory Record (1985)
Guide for Vision Screening in California Public Schools (1984)
Handbook for Conducting an Elementary Program Review (1985)
Handbook for Conducting s Secondary Program Review (1985)
Handbook for Planning an Effective Foreign Language Program (1985)
Handbook for Planning an Effective Mathematics Program (1982)
Handbook for Planning an Effective Reading Program (1983)
Handbook for Planning an Effective Writing Program (1986)
Handbook for Teaching Cantonese-Speaking Students (1984)
Handbook for Teaching Pilipino-Speaking Students (1986)
Handbook for Teaching Portuguese-Speaking Students (1983)
Handbook on California Education for Language Minority Parents—Chinese/English Edition (1985)
History—Social Science Framework for California Public Schools (1981)
Improving the Attractiveness of the K—12 Teaching Profession in California (1983)
Improving the Human Environment of Schools: Facilitation (1984)
Improving Writing in California Schools: Problems and Solutions (1983) .
Individual Learning Programs for Limited-English-Proficient Students (1984)
Instructional Patterns: Curriculum for Parenthood Education (1985)
Manual of First-Aid Practices for School Bus Drivers (1983)
Martin Luther King, Jr., 1929—1968 (1983)
Mathematics Framework for California Public Schools (1985)
Model Curriculum Standards: Grades Nine Through Twelve (1985)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: A Curriculum Guide for Junior High School (1984)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: A Curriculum Guide for High School (1984)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: A Curriculum Guide for Preschool
and Kindergarten (1982)

Involvement in Nutrition Education Programs (1984)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: A Resource Manual for Preschool, Kindergarten,
and Elementary Teachers (1982)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: A Resource Manual for Secondary Teachers (1982)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: Food Photo Cards (with nutrient composition charts) (1985)
Nutrition Education—Choose Well, Be Well: Teaching Materials for Preschool/ Kindergarten
Curriculum Guide (in color) (1985)
Nutrition Education—Compute Well, Be Well. Computer Activities for the Classroom,
Preschool/Kindergarten (1985)
Nutrition Education—Compute Well, Be Well: Computer Activities for the Classroom, Grades 1—3 (1985) ....
Nutrition Education—Compute Well, Be Well: Computer Activities for the Classroom, Grades 4—6 (1985) ....
Physical Performance Test for California, 1982 Edition (1984)
Practical Ideas for Teaching Writing as & Process (1986)
Program Guidelines for Severely Orthopedically Impaired Individuals (1985)
Raising Expectations: Model Graduation Requirements (1983)
Reading Framework for California Public Schools (1980)
School Attendance Improvement: A Blueprint for Action (1983)
Science Education forthe 19805 (1982) .......vvevnnneeennnnnnns
Science Framework for California Public Schools (1978)
Science Framework Addendum (1984)

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




Secondary School Program Quality Criteria (1985)

Selected Financial and Related Data for California Public Schools (1985) ... .
Standards for Scoliosis Screening in California Public Schools (1985)
Studies on Immersion Education: A Collection for U.S. Educators (1984) ...
Trash Monster Environmental Education Kit (for grade six)

University and College Opportunitics Handbook (1984)

Visual and Perforining Arts Framework for California Public Schools (1982)
Wet ‘n’ Safe: Water and Boating Safety, Grades 4—6 (1983)

Wizard of Waste Environmental Education Kit (for grade three)

Work Permit Handbook (1985)

Young and Oid Together: A Resource Directory of Intergenerational Resources (1935)

Orders should be directed to:
California State Department of Education
P.O.Box 271
Sacramento, CA 95802-0271
Remittance or purchase order must accompany order. Purchase orders without checks are accepted
only from government agencies in California. Sales tax should be added to all orders from California
' purchasers.
A complete list of publications available from the Department, including apprenticeship instriic-
tional materials, may be obtained by writing to the address listed above.
A list of approximately 140 diskettes and accompanying manuals, available to members of the
California Computing Consortium, may also be obtained by writing to the same address.

*The follnwing editions arc also available, at the same price: Armenian/English, Cambodian/English, Hmong/English,
Korean/English, Laotian/English, Spanish/English, and Vietnamese/English.

85-118 030295 7-36 1,500




