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> PREFACE
Since 1965, Title I of th"Elelentary and_Secondary Education Act
5

(ESEA, Public Law 89-10) has continued to provide a vatﬁety’of ngtional progrlms‘ !

of Federal education support for dissdvantaged children. e of the most

significant amendments to ESEA vas the passage of Section_163 of Title I

(Public Law #5-561) in 1978. Section 143 eutﬁbrEzed, in part, grapts and

——

contracts to state education agencies to improve the intrastate and interstate

g

coordination among educational programs available to migratory students.

Activities within y purvievw of Section 143 include: Parent Lnéolvement,
C . “ )
Resource Centers, ldentification and Recruitnent,~Teacher Training, Student
' . I
Credit Exchange, and Supportive Services.’

tha _fall of 1980, an eight state consortium (Florida, Georgia,

Maryland, New Jersey, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Virginia and the District

of Columbia) submitted to the U. S. Office of Education, Office of Migranmt

Educat1on, a proposal for Staff Development on Moda11ty Educat1on The g;gnt
appl1cat1on was approved dur1ng the spring of 1981 _ H\\;
1

14

This ddcument puévides a three part comprehensive overview of the Modality

Education Project (MEP). Part I, Introduction, discusses general background

. ¢

information 1nc1ud1ng\ goala and obJect1ves, methodology and nanagement

v

Part 11, Programmat1c Aspects of HBP exp1a1ns the "components of the pro;ect

S b

with emphasis on program developnent and\training. Part III, TQ:\i::lementat1on

Process, presents a model of the Modality Education Project's impl entation

process. Major topics discussed include; planning, program developmént,

- implementation, monitoring and evaluation. ‘A,summiry and appendicei:qonclude.

-

fhe document : "{

It is hoped that readers will f1nd the information ‘presented en11ghten1nh

I

informative, and tesourceful., - ;

-
L2

\

George H. Irby - :

_'Supervisor, Title I, ESEA and ngrant
Education .

July, 1981
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) .PARTI .
J . A .
. INTRODUCTION ST , ) .
- \ .
Backgg h\ . ) : ‘ . ’ ‘
] M * L]
. * ~N
On September 26 1980 a conlort1u-1 of nght statés met 1n R1chmond Virginia _ -
1 v ¢
to discuss some df the major educational proble-n -gnnncing migrant children and -
3 . . '

to offer suggestions for alleviating them. Members of the consortium reported

N

that ‘schools use different textbook; and that there are vast differences in the
Skilil‘List'adqpted for instructional p ograii?i O:h;r problems vhiéﬁ éxacerg;fe
the higﬁldrop-out rate of hmigrant c‘ildren includg: differences iy educational
phiioaOphi+s, teachiug'wethqes/tecﬁn;;;e; ind confet;nciea ;equired for'promotion
or grlduat1on from htgh school. The lack of intra-state and interatate" .

cod?dinat1on, coupled vith a lack o! un1forn1ty u:ehanning. curriculum, development

and xnotructlon dictate the need for a continuous and aequent1a1 program f

o

instruction for children m.gr\txng between-states. Thus, the consort:.um reco-ended R

. \ .
8 Staff Development Program for Modality Education? to provide a nodel instructional

program for partigipating states. . - N ’ )

.
, . i .
‘o - / . . e
,

R ~

IMembers of the consortium include reprecentatlvea From the states of Virginia,
Georgia, North Caroling, Maryland, New Jeraey, Pennsg}van1a. llor1da, and;the
District of Columbia, - !

v
-

ZHodalxty is def1ned as semgory chaqggla through wh1ch.1nd1v1duals receive
and retain 1nfdrnnt1on Emphasis is placed on teaching to an individual's atrength.
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Geographical Location of States Particip'ating.
in the Modality Educatiop Project
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- progran which v111 u txnately’prov:de continuous and ccquential edhpat1onal . j
- D
) -,
exper1encea for all R
There are f1 e (5) IIJO obeect1vec of the pro;ect. ? }
r 3
1. T ?
of i
2. To rs %;
mod ;
: |
. 3.7 To provide tr!1nnng to assist. teachers in identification ‘and teach1ng 1
" to.a student's dominant 1earn1ng nodalxty - ' : ,}
' 4. ‘To cbllect and distribute mnter1als and act1v1t1eo for use by pr03ect
participants - - . . . %
L4 W -
5. To efaluate the effectiveness of the Hodal1ty Staff Dcveloﬁment Work3h0pa
for jnstructional peraonnel . A
The deoi and implementation of. ﬁﬁ; progect is predxéated "€or the most part, )
) on improving e knowledge é;d skills of 1nstructibna1 personnel through 1n-aer1VCe 1
training. - -
= - ~
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‘ng is designed to ltrengthén the instructional caplkiiity_qf migrant

| \ .
educatioh\;pachera. The framework for the implementation of t
- - - wr , BN e,

e

.

he project is . .

1

&~

utilization of a "systems approach"” ﬁg/triining"' The systems approach

? ) - . . 4 /// » = LY
; ’ldes (or builds upon) ext}nﬁ/ and internal variables for identifying,

|

] " . -

and learnin. Emphasis is piiéed on three majoiringrediénts which

NS

|

[_InpUT
* Articulated Needs

of Teachers and
Students -

~ * Teaching

* Learning

\ * % National Skills List
‘\ , for Migrant Education
- - * New Teaching Techniques

+ Ndtional Migrant Student : Y'
.Record Transfer System
(MSRTS)

* In-Service Training )
’ 4

* Modality Instructional Modules.

.,

x

]

diagnosing, and or@g;inﬁ/zge differential tomponents, relationships and processes

4

> [ovTPUT_ p——1

. . i ’ ) ‘ .
- ﬁ . .
) - . - J, . FEEDBACK *[é
/ V i . . .. y -

I , . e

/ o :

/ 3 . \\ v
. N y

Inherent in the systems approach is a fraﬁéwogk for gplutions‘%o\majorf

S~ \ !
problems to which MEP is directed: what to train for( where to begin the '

> ‘ 1

' training, how to train, what to accomplish and how to etaluate resQitsﬂ3 i

Specific methods plaqnéd to accomplish MEP objecti:es are delineated in the

[ 1Y
”,chart which followg:

4

¢

s '} -
3George S. Ordione, "A Systems Approach to Training," rafhing dnd .
velagment, Journal, June, 1979. ' ’
. 4
r . . ‘.11 ) )
K] Vg '
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MEP METHODOLOGY C i v
1 . : ¢ . 4 ; y 1 -
| """ OBJECTIVES P " T Ty I\
) : 1. .Development of ew.renen T *  General hop (in-service training) |
. . a on’the part of ill migrént v for ins ional persomnel ahd staff
i instructional personnel on of various-migrant education programs |
the importance of modality . N : -~ |
- _ identification and instruction ° * Use of recognized authorities and |
L. . . conspltants to teach teacher trainees .
. / . kY |
~ . . * Needs assessments for all partici- -
. - pating states —
’ .X 3 > ¢ ) j
2. Training in identifying * * Use of assessment ’instruments o
A instructor's dominant learning - .
modali.ty ' - S L N Matching teaching etyle eng» learnmg |
{ - T styles
\3. Training in how to i'd,ent.u‘.y and * Use of Modality TAdex (for dugnoemg .
teach to a child's dominant- ! strengths) i
4 ‘modalily j - ;
. . - * Instructional strategies for curriculum |
'y C | . : . aevelobment i
] LN
) T, g * Preparatmn ‘of matenal for Hodahty-g |
' ‘ . Based Instruction .
' * Development of Individualized Education
- <  Plans (IEPs) -
. \
4. Collection and distribution of | * Information retrieval and dissenlination
] materials and activities v - T
_/ 5.:Evaluating the effectiveness of . * Development of evaluation strategi
MEP for instructional personnel , to assess training and the overall
MEP o .
. ’ . ] " -
. . N

¢

-~ \
. I‘Add;.tmnal actRn.t:.es will be developed and mcluded in HEP as needa/requestea'

SConsultants include Dr-‘ Walter Barbe. Dr,, R:.ta Dunn, and other nat:.onal. oteie
- ~ and locauaxperts - . ~ - } oo
: L )

]

li
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There ate many adyantage- of the oyotm appro/ h i‘.o training. First, it

starts at the begmnmg (mput gegqrdmg need and buﬁdm upon exipting .
knowlcdge/resources, e.g., Skxllu Lxst!\fnd Hﬂggsl, moves_ to_the nxddle
(provxuon'of ttnnmg), proceed& ‘to the “end (feedback based on change in

behruorllearnmg acquued) and then/ evaIutu how well it’ dxd\ .

» - - -~
.
w

. B - . . >
/ Project Participan X . -
roject Par 1c1pan§_g“ '
r ¢ .
The project will provide in-servile training to approximately 1550 migrant

staff persmel' of the ccnso'rgfum as indicated béléi;. . ' J
% e ; ‘ . ﬂ@f
' STATES - "' PARTICIPANTS ESTIMATER, « e
’ .
o Dist\rigt of ‘.Ct)/lmbia' . l -, 25 N ‘
Florida _ ' . P 300 - ,
' Geoygia . 200 T
*  “Maryland * o f ' 150 oo
™ New Jerse}; _ v 1 L R " 150‘ A , \
Nc;rth ’Carolina . ' ' . 250 ' ' :
. Pennsylvania « N - ;55) o ‘ ..
. Virginia ¥ ‘ ,' . ) 295 . , ’
‘ ", " Total : ;550 . :
X [

Participants will include admipiistrators, supervisors, curriculim apgcialists,‘

.

teachers and supportive personnel (e.g., counselors). The u/mjority of the
. . B v . :

participants, however, 'will @\ teachers.
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.. Management - .
. L . ) )
The MEP will be managed by the State of Virginia, under the auspices of ., ¢ »
» ‘ N ‘ ; .
- °  the Supervisor; Title I, ESEA and Migrant Educatioh. There are three levels of ‘.
- n gement. - @ -8 ) -
r B -y ,
N - LEVEL I: .STATE BY VIRCINIA

. The State of Virginia will act as fiscal agent for this project, and
TS \1i11 recéive assistance in the inplementation’ of the project from an Advisory %
Board, whith will I';elp $o give direction to the project gctivities. This '

Projec.t Advisory Board will .be composed of one representative from each ‘Vof the

t
)

states part1c1patmg 7(1:5.- consort'ium and one parent repreaentative. The 8tate

Advisory Board will be compooed bf part1c1pat1ng State

. Directors, or their designees, with each state having one vote. The Parent:

Represedtat ives on th

- / - - . ‘
Member of this Board will be elected for a one year term by State Advisory Committees’
. - with the represemtafion being rotated among the participating states. Although
- ' ¥
employed project personnel will participate in these Advisory Committee Meetings,

these persons will not be voting members. This nine hember Advisory Committee will

R meet a winimum of two tmes during the courae of each’ year, md its function will

be to advue the project staff of the feelings of their personnel toward project

¢ activities and to 5syggest ways, means, and activities that can be perfo:}ned by

P A\
. . 7 H

‘ 4oject staff t! make this project more effective. '

ki . .
LEVEL I1: STATE OF VIRGINIA . . . !
"MEITLE 1 OFFICE : “

~

-l . . » . v
'l'he second level of management vill be the State .of Virginia Title ¥ Office;

.

wh1ch by acting as fiscal representatxve, is responnble to auditors for the

,‘, P

mplementatxon of this project as vntten.x ‘i‘he State: of Airginia '!rt:le I ofijg

L 4
b will also be responuble for the selection of the pro;ect staff and’ the mamtammg .
e, — '

of all financial recqrds and data for project eyaluation.

e - -

-

o - Mﬂun
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1 * » )
- ! ,
' e
-, . LEVEL I11: MEP STAFF
- . s A\“ ”

. . ' The third level of management will be the Project Staff, who will implement
B _the project as written, and attempt to carry out the suggestions of the Adviiory

Committee representatives.

. v ) ' :
Overall, the Managemeny System of the project includes the Consortium of

4  eight states, the Advis-ory Committee, Fiscal Agent and MEP staff.

A
_ ‘0 B f s . . -
. Y -
7’ ’ { -
r s
/ . . ’ ) \
CONSORTIUM Y
g \ - =" A
' ) .e,/ —4  ADVISORY COMMITTEE |
i AGENT - , v
- . ~ , * .
- PR FF (MEP
»
PR CURRICULUNM EXTERNAL RESOURCE -
- | SPECIALIST EXPERTS
v 14 / _
- B . / "
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- nocnmncmc'rs or MeP '

- P R

‘rhe Modlhty Bducauon ProJect is predicatéd og three inportant preniaes

relltmx to p;ggr@ developnent and trum.ng, :.n the broadelt sense, and the -

.
T

needs to which the effort is directed. The premises are: (1) that understanding

e Ta

* the nature, ocope 4nd tent 6f modality is a pre-requiute to any activity
ﬁroposed or planned by the }@P; (2) that there is a need for an on-going and

open oysteu of »m{erac‘r}&n\s@umcauon and coordination of states involved in .
migrant educatmn progrup (e.g., "goal cmonaltty") and (3) that a cooPeranve
par&neu?y{p annn;,g admnxpu\ion, t.‘eacheu\, and gther mportant change agents in ‘1
the conaortiim! is central"'to p;ovidit'lg azmti;uws and sequential program of ;
_:l.nstructa-on. Becaude these preuu.ses both undergird and guide the HEI: it is }
1

- .

unportant to bn.efly d‘)scuss _the progrmatj.c aspects of the pro;ect. Program

- - . /.

- ' Develo;ment,"l'!‘nnmg, and Informstion Qetneval and Dissemination. /3
P .
A l o Program Develo&nt6 /

. P;"ogram dévelopment: is functionally a part of the MEP planning process.

- : .
Program development is operationally defined as the translation of goals,

" N

, priorities and resources into ac(i::—oriented activities necessary to accomplish
o - 1 -

|

|

1

. |

. However, for the purpose of this project’ ove\l}iew, it is addressed separately. 1
i

|

established ‘abii!ctives. " The development of MEP is influenced by a variety of

factors as shown below. V- L
- F-Ad “ . -

5

-

o Factors which Influence Program Development . ;

o ) '\_" / I ; ] \\ 1

’ A B 1:'1z1>t1u\1.C AVAILABLE | __  [NEEDS DY COWSORTTON—] | ABVISORY COMMITTEE
\ . :

* | GUIDELINES | -| RESOURCES (Input)
(' Y ‘ . / »
.~ ‘r ° * ’ N -
. . SThe planning and ddugn of the HEP . ™ .
“ ~ ’ L3 .i - -

¥




- . y' v - - .
- h 4 .
. N~
s t
Federal Guidelines - =establish priorities and parlnetero for ‘the project
) L 4 . deugn . -
" Available Resources -provide planners and/or the MEP otaff with ex1lt1ng

information (e.g., human, phyc1cal and other resources)

_for developing and 1-ple-nnt1ng the progrim .
Lt ~
Needs of the Consortiuw -repreoentat1ve fro- each state discuss current migrant
) education’ programs, problems and unmet needs

»

] -

. * o . - , [
;Advioo;y Committee - -provides Gverall recommendations for planning, design
PRI : ’ of specific activities and feedback from participants

Thqgg&_941ef1y out11ned, it can readily be/pe!n that develop1ng and 1nplement1ng
the MEP is hot a un11ateral ¢ fort. It is the result of a "plnnn1ng with" approach

and is based on a ;onnonqllty of problems, needs ‘and overall goal,

¢
«

) PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS’ -
Program development is!? L. O\ &
, Based on: . . as discevered by£ to dete
\I. Policy mandates, . . A. Inquiries--policy 1. ed to be
’ guidelipes, - i makers, agency -, addressed
_agency philosophy, ’ staff and capability, ¥ 2. "Program structure
mission, goals, , service recipients, 3. Program elements . |
environmental Co. program proponents, 4. Resource allocation
factors, implementing program opponents 5.” Staffing )
P
sgency P B.. Data collection and //’gz :;:;:;?f ::::;iza-
L) » : P ' 4
y  coomelysis o iee tional changes
:erv1ce capabl 1dy, 3 necessary to imple-
and . . arget group needs, . ment program }
' i . . - resourcks 8. Areas of concenmtrati
4 /
. (priorities)
B II. Rcuourcea, teachers, _ C. Studying-—yécords 9. Necessary 11nka

and reports, public :
reaction to policy, 10. Program cont

* organization, /;?/f

structure, and

priorities

D. Planningépreliminary -~
(R Xﬁ program design
: / ‘

- .and \tudents

.

\’ . ,‘/"' B

. Ipr. Catherine Willjsms McClelland. “Pf
Inplementation,’ Doctorgl Research, Univers#ity of Georgia, Spring 1979,
' . A .

17 -




. \
'\J/ The MEP staff and otherf involwved in tha project are making purposive efforts- _

: ' . —/ . ) ' o ° ¢ o 4
to build intra-state and/fhterstate linkages and coordination linkages and .
f ' . . 5 ’ ' :
coordinative mechaniagé-(via developing and presenting the same materials to the’

7 ., &

same states to helg/allev1ate some of the same problehs). nTﬂus, uni formity and |

continuity of e;ytruct;on are with the MEP design.

S A A s ~
Training //‘ N -" . ) . ] . )

ice training for staff development is not mew; the taék of MEP in —

P

this regard is neither simple nor -well defiheﬂ. ,Even'taking into consideration

L N . . .
the/}bng established concepts of t;aingpg to change or improve teaching related

In-s

-

ré)*ing new‘groupd\gith the systems of

s}gllp, attitudes and behavior, the MEP is
approach to training: The need for & comprehensive, coordinated and coI}oBorative
. . e

y .partpership among constituents of the consortium influenced training design,
’ »

3

tontent and delivery.

=

onsequently, training activities are tailored to meet S~

4 -
tives,  Specific training ﬁ;ﬁfi%tiés, therefore, fall into the

- . established obj
0 ) AY
categories outlined, -~
. . \ ] %. y * -; . . s
oy /“ I. AWARENESS - . ' N
/)/’ ? )Qaekground information . ; .
*Etiology and importance of Modality Education . . ,
- 1I. IN-SERVICE TRAINING -("how to" focus) ) ‘ ,
' ~ . ' e - , x * . 1 3 ‘.
*Mechanism to determine the teacher's dominant modality .

. *Use of assessment instruments to deterdine student's modality
) . *Inetruct1on strateggee for Curriculum Development
*Haterlals preparation for Modality Based Instruction

?' *Ind1v;dual1zed Education-Plans : . N P
- « > h : o * . .,
¥ Programmatically, the training is comprehensive, : - ‘ s

¢ - ) /“

.18 | SN
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Information -Retrieval and Dissemination - A

The remaining major project activity is the- collection and distribution
of relevant modality infgtlation. The MEP staff will develop and/or collect _— °

- materials and activities which can be used by project‘pﬂtticipfats to teach

; to visual}'iuditq;y and kineatheti;\hodalitiea. Efforts will be made to
N\, solicit project related -qferials and activitiesy from national, state and

local publicationé,'clearipgﬁouges as. well as inforﬁation developed by teachers
— . " * s
from various participating states. These sources will be adapted and edited

“

= N

.for use* the use of thé\HBP and project participants.
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: ‘ . PART III ’
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] L ) _ THE MEP IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

P
]

‘ The conversion of prépoul to a program or project and the subsequent

- > o ° - . ) .

execution require careful attention to the process as mell ascontent. Part.II ,
_ g \ > ‘
-vasjevoted to a discussion of the contént of the MEP.' ‘In this section, the !

implementatign process is explained. The five phases of this .proceu are: _

- - - ‘ ’ .
, (1) Planning; (2;\rogram Development; (3) ‘Implemamtation, (4) Monitoring;

. - ‘ and (5) Evaluation. The overal_f’ioq;al is shown on the following page. ’
Planning

The first phase of the implementation process is planning. In, general
o . > . ‘
- terms, planning is the advance laying out of courses of action and strategies

to achieve goals and objectives. The two major activities involved are needs

Ay it

.
assessments (of the consortium) ,and developing objectives. These activities
> . - ¢ . N, .

are influenced by: federal mandates, grant stipulations, advisory committee

input and the training specialist.
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SEAY - ‘
~ / u\"‘- [ 4
: / [ : . N ’ .
"PHASE' It g "1, B )
. PLANNING  ° - . '
© [, STATE EDUCATIONAL
. 'AGENGCIES v ' ACENCIES : -
. v ‘I . . A BN / v S .' e . ~ ,
ADVISORY COMMITTEE DEVELOPMENT OF OBJECTIVES e INING SPECIALIST |
v ] N FE— . .. L ] N
. . FEDERAL MANDATES | , - |[TGRANT sTI ONS
PHASE 11: 3 [ DEvELOPMERT OF ACTIVITIES ARD

PROGRAM

INSTRUCTIONAL

DEVELOPMENT -
‘ P4
. [ TRAINING SPECIALIST ] -

MODULES

i CONSULTANTS |

o )
PHASE III:
IMPLEMENTATION

4 " SELECTION OF TRAIRING

OPERATIORAL METHODS

5 s _
[ DESIGN OF -EVALUATION PLAN ] ‘

P2 Make Changes

PHASE 1IV:

Y

)DNITO)«ING

— N ' i J ‘
| EXTERNAL MONITOR_] L [_MEP_SUPERVISOR ]‘,

k

- PHASE V:
EVALUATION
[ MEP SUPERVISOR

Féedback to

\

MEP for Replanning \and Developmeng

8 EVALUATION

&

] PARTICIPANTS ] -- l CONSULTANTI

ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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Program Development ' . ) :
-, — )
Program development was expluned in the previous section (Part II) To —

: [ 4 .
reiterate, it consjsts prunr:.ly of developmg specific activities and instructional

T nodulea. Aleo i Eiuded in this phaee are the eelect:.Jof training and operat:.onal)(

. y

methods/techniques and procedures and the” deugn }f an evaluatmn plan. Each

-

‘ actiwity is geared to t})e overall goal and objectives of ﬂEP : ’
\ n T R .

Implementation . ’ . voo- .
3 . N H

Implementeta.on is the actual execut:.on of planned activities by “the pro_)e}ct :

. - - .-
-
T R

»

. staff and external agenciee
' ! N ) ‘ ‘ 3
P SN . . ¥
Monitgring — . v .- L 4
" Monitoring is the cqllecfion, analysis and use of programmatic data and other

.

information relating to the implementation of the MEP. Monitoring will be used .

"to determin if MEP,is adhering to federal guidelines, grant stipulations and to

get a feel for the pulse of the projeqf. Types of monitqring palrt‘icularly7L

relevant to MEP are: (1) Complianc Hom.tormg, (2) Plan versus Performance;

and (3) Hanagement Mom.to?zng. HEPjv:.ll focus on typea two and three to be done
quarterly. Emphaus will bé geared to programat:.c activities, on-site visitations,

records or reports, samplmg/analyus and mterv:.ews.
oSy

——

§

Sep is currently developing a Monitoring Guide and appropriate instr%ents.’t'

LI .

.
-~ N ~




%0

EValuatign

-

Theyfinal phaaé of ‘the implenentation'proceaa is evaluation. There are

.
M .
. . - .

[ 3 '
\ . . B

-

. -
\

. ¢ \ .
three ob;ect1vea of the MEP*gvaluat1on. . \ -
1. To\decgrmlne the qualxty of training ' - N i
ot ; i
. 2. Qi prOV1d¢Igenerate data for plannxng, neplannxng and decision-making "~ ]
o3t prov1de direct feedback to the fuqd1ng Jagency, program admzniatratora ;
and staff regarding project.snd tra1nxng content, relevance, deaxgn and .
implementat : .-
> Lo » L
-, . . 1
: , . Y .&
In keeping with theae objectives, an evaluation has been developed. 1
. r
The eva1uat1on of MEP will ayate-a:rbj;ly determint the effect1veness of — s~
. ’ ‘
train;ng (and the.overall project) as it relates to three major factors: ' 3

~

. appraisgls and 1nterv1ews.

(J),_par?%cipanta';REACTION (effect)é (2) LEARNING or mastery of principles, .

changes in BEHAVIOR, i.e., teaching techniques,

knowIedg: and skills; and (3)

btyle, etc., resulting from the MEP.

a step-by-sdep approach relat1ng Co the three factors 11ated

+

The’ evaluat1on ayatem to be' uti11zed involves

The evaluagién .
4 . . 4 .

methodology to be ut113zed will include questionnaire ranking charts,'paper and

=

penc11 tests (pre and post test tra1n1ng), stat1st1éal analys1s, post tra1n1ng

All 1nformat10n obta1ned w111 be reported to the

fund1ng agency, advisory comm1ttee, supervisors and MEP staff with a view toward

strengthenxng the overall effggiiveneas, scope, ccntent and oper&i;on of thesproject
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"A journey of'a thousand miles
] begins with one step..." . -

The above quote deséribes the status of the Modality Education Project

& )

it relates to the education of migrant child;en.. Much has been done and is

L

*

v
i
1

. -

frogres‘ to alleviate the multiplicity and -ultijrriout problemQ inherent in o
existiné inaftuc;ional of Federal, state and local K

\

Admjnistrators

-

. .

X:grm .
. ) e o
' ‘migrant educatioh programs, instructional and support personnel work diliggktly

i

\

ahd are reathing migrant childr;ni The HEP\io'counitteﬁ to developing a \

v i

continuous and sequential instructidhal_programrfoi fifteen to sixteen hundred |

teachers in eight states which will impact m&grant education; ‘thousands of othe

v .

teachers are in need of similar servicesgjmillions of migrant childre

N
N\

- \;_\

n are ye

s

avaiting opportunities and benefits,

> N M ’

N\

-

~
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SELECTED READINGS

- g

-

- N Ao ' N . i
Association for’Supervision and Curriculum Development, "Learning Styles," Educational
_ R Leadership, 1979, 36. : " L

Barbe, W, B. and Swassing, R. H., Teaching ‘ﬁrou‘h Modality Strengtho:' Concepts and
Practices, ®olumbus, OH, Zaner-Blpser, 1979. ‘

&>

Blanton, B., "Modalities and Reading", The Reading Teacher, 1971, 25, Zio-i‘l’f.: -

Dunn, R. S. and Dunn, K. J., Learning Style \Inventory, Lawrence, KA, Price Sys‘tems,

1975, ‘ . . )
Fernald, G. M., Remedial Techniques In Basic School Subjects, New York, McGraw flill,
1943. : . . .
’ Itard;, J. G., The Wild Boy of Aveyron (G. Huwaphrey. and M. Hmnpbr\y trass.)., New York,
The Century Company, 1932., . ' .
» .Kj.rk, S. A., McCarthy, J. J. and Kirk W. D., Illinois Test of Psycholingpisti& Abilities,
Urbana, University of Illinois, 1968. T R -
Kramer, R., Maria Montessori, New York, Putnam, 1976.
— > . .
- * Lane, H., The Wild Boy of Aveyron, Cambridge, MA, Harviard Universit?l‘976. Tos

Meehan, T., "An Informal Modality Inventory," Elementary English, 1974, 515901-904.

4

Mills, R. E., The Teaching of Word Recognition., Ft.- Lauderdale, FL," The Mills School,
19;& - ) ’

1 . .

Newcomer, P. L. and Goodman, L., "Effect of Modality Instruction on the Learning of ,

® :.~  Meaningful and Nonmeaningful Material by Auditory and Visual Learners,” =
’ Journal of Speci¥l Education, 1975, 9, 261-68, .

'rarve:;, S. é and Dawson, M. M., "Modality Preference and the Teaching of Reading:
A Review," Journal -of Learning Disabilities, 1978, 11, 17-29,
.Wau/gh,‘R\.f P., "The ITPA: Ballast or Bonanza for the School Psychologist‘i Journal of
’ " Schoal Psychology, 1975, 13, 201-208, :
. .- Wepman, J. M.,'"Modalities and Learning,” In H.W. Robimonéﬂd.). Ciaordinatig& Reading
. oo ‘Insttuction, Glenview, IL, Scott, Foresman, 1971. :

~

- Wolpert, E. l;!., "Modality ang Reading:» A Perspective,” The Readipg Teacher, 1971, 24,
, 640-43. . ‘ . - ' ’

-

L -
.
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: “

Hggility Education Project Consortium Directory

-

. -

.
.
STATE CONTACT PERSON . ADDRESS/TELEPHONE NO, ,,\
. ) . f”'.
. }J1l. Florida Mr. Jack Waters, - Florida State Dept. of Education .
Administrator, Knott Building
Migrant Education Tallahassee, FL ‘23204
Section (904) 488-0022
2. Georgia Mrs..Sarah Moore, débrgia State Dept, of Education
‘ Coordinator, - Education Annex ‘».1."
; Nigrant Education 156 Trinity Avenue )
Program * Atlanta, GA 30334
~ : (404) 656-4995 .
3. Maryland Mr. Guffrie Smith, Jr.,| Maryland State Dept. of Education

4, New Jersef

5. North
Carolina

6. Pennsylvania

7. Virginia

8. District of
Colpmbia

=_E

Chief, Migrant Branch )

Dr.~{9seph Moore,
Director,

ESEA, Title I and
,Migrant Education

Mr. Robert Youngblood,
Director, Migrant
Education Section

Mr. ‘Joseph §. Dunn, °
Coordinator,
Migrant Education

-

Mr. George H. Irb},'
Supervisor, Title I
and Migrant Educgtion

>»

Mrs. Eulah Ward,
Director,
Migrant Education

200 W. Baltimore Street

" Baltimore, MD 21201

(301) 659-2413

i Jersey State Dept. of Education

23 Vest State Street
Trenton, JN 08625
(609) 292-8360

North'Carolina State Dept. of
Public Instruction

Raleigh, NC 27611

(919) 733-3972 S

Pennsylvania State Dept. of
Education ‘
333 Market Street, 16th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17126

(717) 783-9161

Virgfnia State Board of Education
P. 0. Box 6Q
Richmond, VA 23216

- (804) 225-2911

A%

Title I, ESEA, State Office
Room 1004

415-12th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C, 20004
(202) 724-4235

22
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. - ' MIGRANT EDUCATION . .
TITLE I,- ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT .. :
. LN 4 *OVERVIEW REPORT B
oL \ o ) January, 1981
~ Legidlative History ‘ Vo ‘ : . {' ) A
. ", Title I of Pub. L. 89-10, the Fiementary and Secondary Education Act

. . .
(ESEA) of 1965, authorized a national program of Federal educatian support for

Vg
disadvanraged children. In !owelber of 1966, Title I, ESEA, wvas amended by

Pub. L. 89-750 to incorpogatq.;pecial provisions for nigraiory children of

migratory agricultural workers. .

*T Section‘ 103 of Pub. L. 89-750 (EBducation Amen of 1966) authorized

" "payments to State educational agencies for assistance ih educating migratory

g children of migratory agricultural vorkers." The new program provided for grants

-

i to State educational sgencies (SEAs) or_ combinations of these agencies to establish

-
- e

“or improve, either directly or through local educational agencies (LEAs),

P
-y N

' programs and projeétl designed to meet the special educational needs of ligragory
childrenof ;igratory.agriéulé;ra}-!gfker&. ‘éubt L. 89-750 also pro{ided that
_grant monies were to be used for iﬁkerdtate coordination of migrant education
programs and projects, including th; trans;ittki of pertinent infornati;n'frdi
childrens' school records.,:-

Other liénif}ca;;~1egillatioﬁ amending thiff;tle I migrant education statute

.includes tPe Pdugat{on Amendments of 1967 (Pub, L. 90-247); the Education Amend- .
ments of 1969 (Pub. L. 91-230); the !duo‘%&on Amendwents of 1972 (Pub.-L. 92-318);

" and the Education Amendments of 1974 (Pub. L. 93-350)..,Tbele laws provided

- .
statements concerning pgoitin components suchwas the eligibility of formerly
(] . o ‘
. migratory children, the rtallocation of excess funds, the use of, carryover funds,

-

‘the di.leaiq,éion'of‘infornlrtqy; parental involvement, a prohibitian against
P . o7 N ' . .

> supplanting State and\ ocal,fyndl, preschool services, the use of statistics from
: * the Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) for funding purpose®, the
. - . ’ L

eligibility of migratory children of migratory fishers, and the identification
. e | .

: v ’ ! 26 .
Q ‘ . .
» : 33 ‘
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"y . g
and dissemination of information comcerning innovative and successful p’rojec_t’n.

- . In discussions associated with the preparation of the Education Amendments
. . j ‘ R *
. _ of 19‘36 (Pub, L. 93-380), Congr c\chmcized "that local educational agencies

. should give priority attention in‘operating Title I programs to the basic
. . . .
cognitive skills in reading and mathematics and to related support activities

to e{ininhte physical, emotional, or social problems that impede the ability
to acquire such skills." Both Senate and House discussions recognized,
hovever, that such an assebtion was not intendet}‘ te preempt the prerogatives

— -
of local authorities to give pridrity to other areas (e.g. teacher traiming),

i! this emphasis were required to better meet the needs of disadvantaged children.’

PR s
I3
<

Program Administration and Management

The Title I program for migratory children is a State-administered program.

» - h hd

- which may®involve financial assistance to local educational agencies as

cuigrantees. Operational responsibilities are shared by the U. S. Secretary

of_Educanon, State educatmnal agenc:.es, local educational agenc:.es, and
other public and’ non-prof:.t private orgam.zatmnc wvhich operate migrant
education projects. ' The SEA is dz:rtctly reoponuble for the administration Q“fl .
oPerat'iyn of the State's»Title I migrant education program. Annually, each

. _SE.‘A submits a ;;nprehensive plan.md cost estimate for its Statewide program

'to“gﬂe Department . of Education for approval. Section 116d.31 of ‘the regulations +*
v

provides that this plan is to contain information on the number and location .

of migrant students vithin the State, their speclal educational fieeds including

" educational perfomnce and cultural afd linguistic background which is )

relevant to aubumg the educational needs of the ch11dren, program objectives,
. ~

cerv:.cec to_be provr.ded to me}t tho,se obJecuves, evaluat:.on procedures for

&

detemmmg program effectlveneu, the typn of information which the SEA \ull

pass on.to other SEis to assure contmuxty of services, a description of the

= i R 27 ‘
o . 34 -
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~ SEA's plan‘for\;eeti require-entaipertoining ;o dissemination of pﬁbfic'
informatipn, and the establishment and utilization of parental advroorj courcils .
(PACs) for progran p‘ann1ng, implementation, and evaluatxon purpoaeo In ;
addition, each Sta;# application is to contain an appropriate bud‘bt. Section
" 116d.39 of the regu#at1onl further provides that the Co-|1aa1oner aha}l approve_ .
a State applicationfonly if it oenonatrates that paynenttlvill be used for
projeécts designed Jo meet the special educational needs of migratoryt;hildrén,

. . oo |t . .. . . "
including prov1u1op for thé continuity of educational and supportive services,

and eransmittal oﬂ pertinent information with respect to theg school records

*|

of these ch11dren. The SEA then approves or d1sapprove;>1oca1 proJect proposals.
~
Further, the SEA is also responsxyle for the dea1gn ond~preparat1on of State
N\ evdluation reports. : -

1f the State's application is approved, it is avarded a grant, enkirely

separate from the regular-T{tle I allocation, to finance-the migrant ‘education

program. SEAs are required to submit 8o the Commissioner of Education
A
individual project summaries indicating in sufficient detail] the manner and

extent to which State objectives and priorities are being met. .
L)

Proposals to’operate a migrant education project are gubmitted to SEA8 by

those LEAs serving areas with migrant students, and by other public and non-
N . - "
profit private organizations (mote that proposals are submitjed on s voluntary

basis).: Section 116d.6 of the program regulations providea that proposhls
shall describe the objectives to be achieved by the operating agency for each

grade group, the estimated number of children to be served by the agéncy, the

-

services to be provided to achieve the stated objectivea, the types and number

of staff to be emproyed and an appropr1ate budget.

The Title I m1grant education program was first appropr1ated $9.7 million

! * T

in fiscal year 1967 of a $40.3 million authorization. .That appropriation has

AR

N
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[A]

;. grants availsble for cny of these Q}ates. : ’

[+ -

grown to $265 0 n;lf?on fSr fiecal yq;y'l981 progreul In 1967 State agency

n

progrena were not fullx funded under the Title I enab11ng legxolat1on,=the§e-

fore, the appropriatxon vas' lell than the euthoriza;ion. In oucceedlng years, °

<
-

State egoncy prograns have been funded to the full nuthorizet1on. ’
The statute aleo includes a provision for special arrangements whereby the °
-, Commissioner may conduct migrant edp;ation programs., If the Commissioner
/

deteryines that a State is unable or unwilliné to.conduct edngg:iqnal proé;ams

' .‘:- L 3 .' ; e o »
for migrant Sh1ldreg, or that it wouldyresult in more efficient and economic: «
administration, or that it would add substantially :to the welfare or educational

. - ., - ‘
fl atta1nnent of such children,,apeciel arrangements may be made with other public
or non-prof1t private egencxea in one or more Statel, u-1ng all or part of q%e
£4.5

» L

[y

¢ & - ) o i .
it was determined by the Commissioner of Education that full implementdtion

of the Migrant Studenf Recprd f&anofer System would aéd substantially to the .

welfare and educet1onal attainment of ngrent children. Because all States

“

are required to part1c1pate in'the inter- and 1ntrastate transfer of records,
and as - ouch benef;t from 1:3 operet1qn, an equel percentage of each State's

"anifal grant amount is set aside to fund the System.
o . . . - f . f e

itle I Local Projects/Title I Migrant Education

*

[ > *
'Title 1 local and Iitlb I nigrent education projects often overlap in target

N i

- ¢i1ente1e and do qhare a counon 1eg1slat1ve author1zat1on. /Therefore, there 134?‘

: a ne:eos1ty for coordination between the two programs. The basic common element ’

-
-

|
. .-‘of these two progrema, as indiceted by the law, is the eupplementing eonaequentJﬂ

. . .

improvemen t of regular edugat1onal programs “through’ grants for special projects

or pxograms dea1gned to megt the apec1aI educat1onal ﬁeeds of educationally

. @ . . . .. . >‘]
deprivéd children. : . |




. and operat:.on off thE pr&hg Under the ,}nle I local rprogrn, the SEA has :

and um.veruuea or |n.th any combination of these agenc:.ea vh:.ch may operatet

datd may be usemb}ed through die&nostic testing and teacher e:IIuation&, the .

\ . . ) 10

w

' - . R .-
— N ‘
' v '
c . - ¢
' . .8
. .. .

_There are a nunber of aigmfxcent differencea , hovever. One _gthe primry

3 .,d:.fferqacea 11el :.n\glecenent of the administrative authon.ty for the development

&

P

general admm.etntwe :elpomibxlity. Propoulo houever, &re developed only
.by the LEAs, and are then submigted .to the SEA for appro\:&‘t/\\
Under the Title I migramt education progru, the SEA hu £611 administrative

control of - the progrm and may develop and ogerate pto_)ects directly with its -

' _ own reaourceo, or md:.rectly through agreenents %ith an LEA. with regions

consisting of oeveral LEAs, w:.th non-prof:.t pn\‘nte orgnuzat:.ona with colleges.

[N I3

* . 4

in cvdperatmn with the SEA, pro_jects aervmg migrant c!n.ldren. g :

»-There are also some bauc progrm drfferences concerm.pg the location and e ’

. hd »

selection of qh’n and the determination of needs., Unfer the Title I migrant -

N . Tr
education.program, areas with concentrations of migrant children are first

|
|
i
;
determined, after which eachzchild is then identified as an interstate, intrastate, E

- ’ . .' #&‘
or fornerly migratory chigfof either Qricultural, or f\i.ahing activity. Attendance

. . o , )
areas are not identj.fied on the basis bf economic criteria, but by the presence .

ch11dren are contmgent on_ their resillence in an ettendance area already bemg

-served by a m.grant education program, or to be served within the calendar year,
- . . -. %

|
|
|
’of m.gunt ch;ldfen dunng some. part of the year. . Services to fomerly migratory }
|
|
1
1

"the /data’ available in the Migrant'Student Record Transfer System. Additioml%ﬁ;\:

-

;‘ﬁe needs ofnigrent children are usually established through mmalysis of 1

-

at
B

resylts of which ‘are then transmitted to the MSRTS when the wigrant childewithdraws

from'ﬁthe project. Alti\ough the migrant education program strives to:sérve thoae

I~

migrant children most in need, when program funding is limited the goal u to .

serve all m.grant ch:.ldren demonsiratmg need at any level. There is not, however,

~ ' a
?

l

i

|

|

!

1

1

i
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the requuement that there be s aelecuon of only those children demnatutmg '

" achievement below a certnn competency Tevel. All m&unt children may be served,,

The eligibility factor ia the -agrltory otatu. of thc chill according to the
\

-

statute and the regulatxonl, not & demonstration of some priority need based on
) S
selection criteria of acadenxg,perfornance. As a result of thia, some migratory

¢

children who live in eligible T1t1e I local attendance areas may demonstrate
'dual\g:E31b111ty, panti pat1ng in both tég program for d;ladvantaged chxldren
operated by the local educational agency, and in the migrant educat1on program
operatgd through the auopicls of the State edugqtion;l_agency:~ N

In the administration of Tit12\11>the State assumes the&tesponsibiliti }or
app11catzon preparat1on: app11cat1on review and approval, monitoring for compliance,
prov1a1on of technical ass1stance, general fiscal control tnd the preparation of
financial and performance reports.

As the administering agent and sole grantee of Federal Title I migrant education

»

R . . ~
funds, the SEA plgps a much more comprehensive.role in the migrant education program.

The SEA, in addition to those administrative responsibilities identified for Title I,

asgumes at least 15 other responsibilities with réspect to the migtant»edﬁcatioﬂ,program'

1. Sfatewide identification and recruitment of migrant children;
2. Statewide needs assessment;

3. Statewide program development;

4, Statewide inservice education; .

. State .and local interagency coordiﬂat1on,

»

) /// " 6. Inter- and intrastate program coo:d1nat1on,

7. Statewide program evaluation;
" 8, Development of State guidelines for the purchase of equipment;
9. Maintenance of a State inventory for all egquipment;
10. Participation in thq_ngrant Student Record Transfer System;
11. Development of an annual State app11cat1on for submittal to th

' ‘15’/’0. S. Office of Education;
-~12. 1Inter- and intrastate dissemination of information;

13, Maintenance of.a separage pupil accounting ‘system; i
14, Haxntqpance of a separate program expenditures accounting ayadem, and
15. Develq] - of apec1f1cat1ona for the development and awarding of grants
and contracts for service to migrant children. K ?
\



. ! »

Program Goals and Objectives ' § .
’ ) . E .
In May 1971, the State migrant education coordinstors adopted eleven national

- | goals formuleted by the Couhittee for National Evalustion of Migrant ﬁducation
Programs. Although thege goals do not comstitute a clear-cut, easily implemented .
# list of objectives toward vhich migrant education programs can be directed, they
do provide some ipdication of.the types of instructionaltahd supportive services
which gigrant education programs are:expected to provide, and in the }u}dre wmay

serve as a basis for a more measurable set of objectives.

1. Provide the opportunlty for each m1grant child to 1mprove comnePications
skills neceasary for varying situations;

2. ‘Provide the migrant child with preschool and k1ndergarten exper1ence§
geamed to his psychological and physiological development . that will
prepare him to function succeaafully.

3. . Provide specially designed programs in the academic disciplines
(language arts, mathematics, social studies, and other academic endeavors)
that will increase the m¥grant child's capab111t1es to function at a level

’ concomittant with his potential. -

- 4. Provide specially designed activities whxch will increase the migrant

' { ‘child's social growth, positive self-concept, and.greup interaction skills,

5. Provide programs that will imprdve the academic skill, prevocat1onal

orientation, and vocat1onal skill tra1nihg for older migrant children.
6. Implement- programs, ut111z1ng €very available Federal, State, and local

resource through coordinated funding, in order to improve mutual

understanding and appreciation of cultural differences among children.

‘Instructional Services

/ -

Supportive Services

7. DeveJOp in each program ‘a component of intrastate and interstate commun-

ications for exchange of student records, methods, concepts, and ma x}erxals
) - to assure that sequence .and continuity will be an inherent part of ‘the

migrant child's total educational program.

8. Develop communications involving the school, the community and its
available resources for the befefit of migrant children.

9. Provide for the migrant child's physical and mental well-be1lg by including
dental,. medical, nutritional, and psychological services. R

10. Provide a program of home-school coordination which establishes relationships 1

»S. B between the project staff and the clientele served in order to improve the
effectiveness of migrant education programs and the procesa of parental
reinforcement of student effort.

ERIC T L.
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prejudices, and.upgrade their skills for tegching n;grant children
by conduct1ng 1nnetvice and pre.erv1ce vqu

. -

PRI
- - -

An 1np11c1t goal of the migrant education program ie to 1dent1fy and recruit

~Increase staff self-awareness of their per:§:11 bialeo and possible

Ops.

: elzgxble migrant ltudenta in order that they ney benefit froe "regular“ and

-
» .»-\.

eupplemqptary edhcatzoail oupport1ve eerv1cee. In the dase of n1grent students,

¢ -

recruitment requ1res epec1al efforta. ngretory workehope and their ch11dren have

long been ignored by the reet of society, and attitudes. preclud1ng the1r pert1c1-

pet1on in the educat1onal process need to be overcone

. d ‘t~ '”““ -~
N M;grant Student Record Transfer Szetfm
< Anothet 1mportant component of the n1t1ona1 progrem is the M1grant Student J//

1

Record Treqsfer,S?b;em. ¥h1e”computerized dete‘eyetem receives, stores, and

‘transmits acadegic 'and bealth information on children participating in'Title I
migrant' education projécts in each of the 49 participating States and Puerto Rico.
Schools "are responsible for eubmit;i;g acadenic, health,-end‘atetue information

~

about the gigr:g; children they serve to local terminal opera?%ie‘in order to
maintain the accuracy, completeness, and cuyrency of information in the -record

' _ transfer system. When children move to new locations, this information can be

retrieved by new teachers and by school health officials. To meet the need for

continuity bi‘edubetional eerviceei§Stetee'are now implementing the §ii11s,

«

" Information System (SIS) in the areas of Reading, Mathematics, Early Childhood
and Oral Language. Theee'coded'ekille augment the MSRTS records so that as
.students move from oné school to another, their records indicete vhich skills they hav

i * worked on and/or mastered upon withdrawal. In this vay, teachete will be.able

L I
" to continue the ‘efforts of their predeceeeq\e and plan &n appropriate educet1onel
program for each child. . J
: . The Migrant Student Record Transfer System has also been used to.meet the
. \ . .-

needs of secondary echoglcethdento who are often unable to 3taduete“fro? high school

i [}
. . "
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neceuary to receive high ochool couue credit. The Washington State Migrant

b‘géame their mobility prevcilts them from ne'eting minimum attendance requirements .

Education Progru in coOperation vith dhf 'rexu l!iinI Education Program, déveloped

a.program know’ as the Washington-Texas Secondary
| R o .
night school and coordination v%th the atudento' home basé schools to assure

) . L 4

proper crediting of course work. The pro;ect has been validated by the Joint
Dissemination Review Panel of the Wu&t1m Division as* exemplary ind wortw
of replication by other States. ' é

4
M - A ]
MSRTS information relevant ;o\ the placement and care of children includes

. ocboof attendance patterns; health screenings, administrations, and subsequent

. 0

treatmenl procedures; innoculations needed and administere.d; standardized tests

ahﬂtered and the dates and scores; and aﬁeciil.edfscational_ programs of
;tudent mvol#ement Qar mtereat. , )

SN
The MSRTS ufeguards the privacy and con’ﬁdenmahty of sqdent mfomuon

»

4
thrqug_l\__;he se of a ufiform record vhich does _not permit the recordmg of

-

_ derogatory jinformation. Additionally; the r‘ are made available only to

nge Project, a combination of

guthorized educgtiox‘ agencies within the States with summary statistical reports/‘3

to, the U. S, Départmen_t of Education. Specifi¢ safeguards includesno communication

e - X -
“ with unauthorized termnals' a precis "’i;d message format available only

to ;'honzed peuonnel; ptculur student file access security oode: a peculiar set

of. student data requiredrto access student f11es, field validity checks; .and i B

L] L4 -

access data that must mtmﬁ'ely that of the student. electromc f11e,

-
\ . : - « ¢

Y - . .o (L
Grant Amounts : '

[

. -
. - -8 : - .
The formula for computing the maximi grant that a State may reeegg"is based

on the full-time equivalent number of school-aged (5-17) nigra.zt children-residing

in the State. Unfortunately, the true number'%of migrant children is not known.




—

. -*///, Prev1oua to FY 1975 estimates of the nunber of migrant.children for each

State were obtained by multiplying the nunber of migratory uorke§f res1d1ng in

v

. ‘ -*the State (information provxded by dhe enpioynent off1cea of the U. S. .
Employment Service) by oeventy-fxve percent. ‘ )

Section 101 of Pub. L. 93-380 (Education.ﬁlcndneng‘ of 1974) ;rovides that
the number of migrant children is to be éatimated fron,"lt;tiatics made'awailable
by the ngrant Student Record Transfer System or such other ;;stm as (the
Coum1aaxoner) may ‘!Fgrnxne nost ‘accurately and fully'teflects the'actnal number

of migrant students." ng1nn1ng in FY 1975, State allocations were baued on

~—information contained in the MSRTS. ~

. The State's allocations are computed through a formula which multipligs the

State's full-time equivalent number of migramt children by 40X of the’'State's
}/ pet\yup1l expenditure rate. The State per pupil expenditure rate is adjusted,
- < 8 hd ’
when necessary, to not less than 802 or not more than 1202 of the national average.
' _}‘

per pupil expenditure rate.

t s O'Séate agency shall

Section 125~of Pub. L. 93-380 states, however, |

. receive in any fiscal year...an amount which is less than 100’per centum of the
. - . . .

amount which that State agency received in the pripr fiscal yéar..." Therefore,

when the formula that employs ‘current statistics made availablg by the MSRTS’
_ computes to a grant amount less than the grant amourt made available in FY 1%;&/

‘(9ti1izing Dig:rtment of Labor eotiﬁntga)\ or in‘any succeeding fiscal year
N . . - .
' (utilizing Department of Labor estimateg or MSRIS data), then the new grant awvard

is maintained at'a level e&ual. o that of the pribr fiscal year. In essence then,,
. v } .
- a funding floor was created in 1974, and State agencies are held harmless at 1002

of that f1scal year's grant amount or any aueceedxng fiscal year's grant amount

r i

‘4 that demonstrated an increase nnd establxphed a new fund1ng floor. .

-
h AN . - *'
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Parental Involveément .

Paren;ai Involvement also plays an important role in migrant education program’

o devei::l.nt, operation, and evaluation. The underlying philosophy of migrant
. education program parental involvement is bgs¥d on demonatrated evidence that ~
. — .

parents can be effective partners in the educational process. Parents are
particularly important in their position of reinforcing and stimulating the
migrant child's educational environment. '

\ Parents can play a variety of roles in migrant education programs such as
o

classroom aides, library assistants, tutors, home visitors, and monitors. The

involvement of parents in the school's activities helps to motévate students and

- to stimulate positive attitudes towards school. v

- 1l

Parent Involvement Councils (PICs) can also plan an important role in
, 1
providing for parent-school cooperation. The parents can play a beneficial role

in reviewing applicatioﬂ;, making rgﬁommenditions conéérging the needs of the’

children, and offering suggestions,

.

Section 1!6d.37~of the regulations states that the SEA mua@, to the extent
feasible considering the parents' time of residence in the State consult with the
: }arenta of children being served or children to be aervéd, and consider the
views of these pgrents with ré;pect to the planning of the -State program. The
regulations further require that on or more advisory councils be established.in

t;:\!fhte composed of parents and others knowledgeable ‘of the needs of migratory

\\\ children. This council is to be consulted concerning the~operation and evaluation’

of the present program and.the planning of future programs,

‘Parent Council members are provided with copies of the Title } migrant educatioii
. ) :

legislation, Federal regulations, State regulations, guidelines, the SEA plan,
. . -~
local project proposals, and prior-applications. and evaluations.
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So-i’ overview atatia;ica_ concerning the migrant education program are as follows:

- N ~

- gt : , a

(1) Parti‘cipatién- ' - 49 States, Puerto Rico, and fuhinktmﬂ, DC
(2) Appropriation "L - 3265,900,000 (FY 1981) "
(3) LEA Progrua: ’ - 3,000 \
%4 (4) School Projetts - ‘16,000 ' ,
ot '
© (5) Children o - 522,000
;, 36.99% Interstate Agricultural .
* 91,572 k-12 | 22.392{1ntt"utate Agricultural
. 8.43% Preschool . ‘ - 38.54X Five Year AgrilCultural
- .34 Interstate Fisher ,

- R ~
*  100.00% .50% Intrastate Fisher

1,242 Five Year-Fisher

o - I L.
e 100.00% - - :
N - v . *
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' APPENDIX E ., -
Survey Form for the Modality degiﬁéon ProjeéthVQrviev

* As a reader of this document, your comments will be appreciated, Please take

a few minutes to complete the following form and mail it to:

-

v
~

s

R

. George H, Irby, Supervigor, Title I, ESEA
and Migrant Education . o ’
Department of Education: .. K
Division of Compensatory Education
Title I, ESEA Migrant Program
P, 0. Box 6Q -
: Richmond, Virginia 23216

Thank you in advance for

suggestions,

1

fo the information you are providing and for your

7/

]
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J(bdali:ty Eduation Project Overview st;rvoy

-

>

" Please pto;ido"rupomu to the following: -

.-

1.. What is your affilidtion with Migrant RBducation Programs?
LI . o — -
' - (a) Administrator " €c) Teacher

_et

(b) Supervisor . * (d) Other "‘g”'c;f,

B ",,s' o “""(. . s . N .
. 2. Whick part(s) of the document- have You read? ey
“(a) ﬁlof& docucn':, : . e
T .(bz Specific 'uction_zg?_cu_e, list) ¢
- - . N - - ’ . ,“ B . . - i
3. How -did yo&'u;e.‘thh document? (You may check more then one angwer) .. ]
- ‘ . . > - -
. . "(8) ke a'reference/information text ) . ® .
Jes o (b) As a part of a vorkshop/meet ing ; -

e . Name of workshop/meeting - , . N
vl 3 Purpose of workshop/meeting )

* «.- 'Date and place — A

- - > - s €

(c) It was recommended : by whom

:’ 7 L3 >’ o -t N ‘ .
.0 —_— < ’ -~
4.’ Does the document present a comprehensive overview of MEP?

- “ F

S (a) Yes o Comments )
(b) No , S .

5. In terms of detail, fo:"intcng!ed purposes, is fhe document :

.

(a¥ Adequate Commgnts
(b) Too detailed o

(c)_Not detailed enough

— _ - .- Y N

. [ ’ ©
6, Is the document easy to read and um'lentaud?

(a) Yes
(b) No ™ Comments
» ‘ . ¥
]
~ & 3
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)
8.
.

’ * N
= B ) . ’
Vas the information iuietfulf o
(a) Yes L Comments - .
(b) Mo . . -
3
Please use the space below or on back of the page for ny sdditional comments
suggestions you may h-?o ) o
) .
L3 .
-
— -
N - o
’ ' /‘ w\ -
[ /[ g \
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