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A SUMMARY OF THE EVALUATION .
PROJECT ESPERANZA

~ . -
N -

Project Esperanza supplemented the basic special education program
“for handicapped students with limited English proficiency (L.E.P.) by
providing (1) staff training and corsultation, (2) -materials develop-
- ment, identification, and evaluation, (3) assistance in the .diagnosis
. of educational needs and the prescr1ptqon of instructional strategies,
(4) direct individualization of instruction, and.(5) outreach servites.
. During 1980-81, the ‘prbgram's 1naugura1 yéar, 293 students were
served 10?0 e]ementary, Jntermediate, and secondary schoo15. Project
‘ st -f includeda’ project drrector, coordinatar, fdour resource speclal-
15ts, "two educatlona1 assistdnts, two fam11y ass1stant§ and an admin-
1@trat1ve office :aide. =~ % ¢ e . -
The-analysis of data-ffom pup11 ach1eVement measures, prodram rec-

- ords; and 1nterv1ews ané oUservat1ons by an Offite of Educattonal Eval- /.

“ uat1on‘consu1tant Jead, to. the overall contlusion that Project E$peranza

provided an effective, comprehensive program of" supp]ementary services$

N that promoted the academic development of handtcapped L.E.P% students. -
.+ " A1l of the program obaect1ves for pupil achievement were attained;.

the proposed criterta were met.in English and Spanish reading, oral-

English proficiency, mathemat1cs, and, cultural heritage. The high school-

-level population demonstrated larger gains than the elementary or pid-
dle “school students -in Spanish reading, mathematics, 'and cu1tqra1 her-
itage; however, the high school students also showed a high rate of tru-

©ancy. The elementary school students skbwed significantly larger ga1ns
in oral- Eng]1§h proficiency than the middle or high school students.

“The project objettive for teacher training was also attained, In
response to part1c1pat1on in teacher workshops, the classroom ‘teachers
demonstrated prof1c1ency in developing individual 1nstruct1ona1 objec-
tives as the focus-of’a, -diagnostic-prescriptive teaching approach ,

Desp1ta repeated and ‘varied efforts by prOJect staff, the objective
for parent involvement.was not attained.- It is noteworthy, however,

Phat relative td many other projects for similar populations, a moder-
ate-degree of parent participation was achieved. Moreover, project
staff demonstrated a sinceré desire to increase parent partigipation by
eliciting the aid of the National 0¢1g1n Desegregat1on Assistance Center.
. The following recommendations are aimed at improving. the overall ef-
fect1veness of this meritoripus program: - increase the number of,resource

- OF THE 1980-81 TITLE VII' L

“o

spec1a11sts and reduce their workload; develop'materials and tests yhich °

are appropr1até for the population; estab11sh classes and place stu-
dents at the ‘beginning of the school year; and train c1assroom teachers
on the effects of code switching, ,

- . w’ -
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R * 1. INTRODUCTION

This’repdrt‘presents thelfindings of the eta]uation of.the first .funding’
year of the E'é E.A. Title VII program, Preject Esperanza. This prbdran pro-
v1ded supp]ementa] 1nstruct1on, staff tra1n1ng, resource ass1stance and put-
reach services to support the spec1a1 educat1on program for- hand1capped Span1sh-
Speak1hg pup11s with }1m1ted English prof1c1ency ( LEPL).

Project Esperanza was designed to assist the Division of Special Educat1on

(D.S.E.) of the New York City Pub11c Schools 1n effectively meeting the educa- i

- ®

t1ona1 needs of underserved L.E.P. studentsaWho w%re previously served in non-
b111ngugL special educat1on or reqular educat1on c]asses. Population projec-
t1pns based on a census by D.S.E. est1mated that, by- 1983 the number of hand1-.
capped L.E.P. students in the New York City Public Schools would increase to
approiimate]y 10 thousand. To prov1de appr0pr1ate educat1ona1 services for
dth1s popu]at1on, D.S.E. marsha]]ed efforts to identify these students and dra-
matically increase the nuffber of se]f—conta1ned bilingual, spec1a1 educat1on
classes. Project Esperanza's mission was tpvprovide comprehensive supplemen-
‘tary services to assure the quality of ‘the egpanding bilingual special educa-

-

tion program. ' ‘ .

>

Project Esperanza was evaluated by the Of?ice‘pf Educational Evaluation

.

-(0.E.E.) through the collection ‘and analysis of data from (1) pupil achieve-

ment tests,«(2) program records of pa}ent part1c1pat1on and staff tra1n1ng,

and (3) 1nterv1ews and observat1ons concern1ng the, level and quality of pro-

°

* gram 1mp1ementation. The fo11ow1ng chapters present the findings of the eval- .

<
uation. Chapter Il prov1des a descr1pt1on of the program and the evaluation

A

‘of program 1mp1ementat1on, Chapternill addresse5°the Tevel of attainment of

%

program obJect1ves, and Chapter v presents conc]us1ons and recommendat1ons.
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# 11, EVALUATION OF PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

LI [ ]
~

.DESCRIPTION . R | \

Project Esperariza suppiemented the basic special education program for
handicapped L.E.P. students by providing (1) staff training and.consuitation,
(é) materiais development, identification, and emaiuation, (3f assistance o
in the diagnosis of educational needs and the prescrvption of instructionai
_ strategies, (4) direct indiv1duaiization of instruction, and (5) outreach
services.

1 . -

The basic educational program was provided in seif—contained ciasses \-
/o

staffed by tax 1evy teachers in thé ratio of one teacher to 12 students.

Ihe target popuiation had never been served by D.S.E.' s other Title VII

.'or Chapter 720 programs. They were either recently identified as handi-

capped L.E.P. students or drawn from a waiting Tist. Program referrals

" were made by School-Based Support.Teams, Committees on the Handicapped,-
special-class and crisis-intervention teachers,.and school clinical staff. N

The pupil-centered obJectives of the.program were focused upon gains in
“reading in English and Spanish, mathematics, oral Engiish language competence,
and cuiturai heritage. Other program obJectives were to promote the_involve-
ment of parents in the educational program and improve tne instructionai skills
of classrogm teachers, ] - : \

The program was comprised of four principal components "direct pupil in-
struction, resource services; staff:development; parent 1nvoivement and out-
reach services. The foi]owing sections present the findings of observatipns
and interviews conducted by .the O.E.E. consultant concerning the 1eve1 of over-

all program impiementation and the quality of each‘component.' N

-




" LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION \ ' .

During the 1980-81 school year, Prdject,ESperanza served 293 students,
far bel ow the-estimated targeélpopu1atiod of 860. The pfohosa] estimate was
based'on a 1979 D.S.E. census depori and represented the pro-rated number of
handicapped L.E.P. students \meeting the criteria for enrollment in bilingual
special education c]asses in Septenber 1980 The.attaingené of the projected ..
target population was hampered by (1).the process(of referral, eva]uafion;
and identification of eligible students, (2) the location of teachers qua]ii .
fied in both bilingual and specjal education, and (3) the 1oca§ion of suitabfe
) sites and the establishment of classes. The staggered opening of'c{asses is
indicated by the graddal.increase in project enro11@en£ during the school
year: the total target)popu]atioh numbered 52 in 0ctober: 181 in November,
206 in January, 258 %n~FeBruary, 2?4 in March,-and 293 in Aﬁri]é Consistent
with the reduction of_;he target poputation, the grant award was approximately
. half of the amount orignally budgeted. - \ .
.The p;oject served 25 Bi1dnguq1, special education classes in 20 schools

&

1ocaied in Manhattan, the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens; the averageic1a§s re-

. . [N
gister was 12. Sixteen of these classes were established prior to January - b
]

1981; nine were ‘introduced after this*date. Although the program was designed
to serve elementary, intermediate, and junior high schoo]s,'the actual tafget

sites 1nc1uded four ‘high schools and an Occupational Training Center..

The proaect staff, who were ail funded under the Title VII grant, in-

»

cluded: a project director, who. supervised and coovdinated the overall Qrgani-

zation and implementation of the program and was responsible for fiscal man-
1Y .

.

- - agement; a project coordinator, responsible for assisting the project director

in all aspects of program administration; four reseurce specialists, to assist

’
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the classroom teacher in instructional pianning, materials identification and
- ~/
utiiization, and classroom jnstruction; two educationaisa551stants, who assqs-

ted teachers in materiais preparation and individual and small-group 1nstrucx
'tion of pUpiis, two famiiy‘ass1stants, to provide outreach services for the
$tudents and their families; and an adm?histrative officeraide for ciericai
support. The position of curricuium speciaiist “and one education. a551stant

1ine remained vacant. Aii other staff were hired by October 1981, with the

.EXCeDt1°n 0f one resource specialist, hired in December 1981, and the office

- * ’

aide, who began in June 1981, - - - . - -
' DIRECT PUPIL INSTRUCTION . . ~ . .

The project's two educational assistants provided the students with- di-
rect instructional services. Their godl was to enhance academic development’

in both Spanish and English by assisting:in jndtvidual and smaiiégroup’in-
. N ———

struction; The educationai assistants were intinerant, travelling to sites

in Manhattan and the Bronx according\to a reguiar schedu]e. They served

e 4

those c]asSes that were not served By tax- 1evy educationai .assistants. In
addition to assisting in the 7 div1duaiization of instruction, the educa-
‘tional assistants participated in the deveiopment of instructioral materials.-. -

[}

The importance of individualization of instruction to the educational
success of these students was apparent in the obseruations conducted by'the
:> iO.E.E. euaiuator. ﬁithin each c1ass.the students exhibited varying levels

of bilingualism, i.e., proficiency in English and Spanish,\and variance in
academic skills. Accordingiy, individual and small-group instruction Was

.
essential to meet the 1ndiv1dua1 needs\\f students. The trained educational

assistants proved to be a vital asset to individualization. In this regard,

~

3
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the resource speciaiist piayed a cnyciai role 1n training and monitorlng the

r

) ,activ1ties of the educationai ass15tants, as 'well as the.classroom ‘teachers.

;(Th]S role®is described and evaiuated in the next section of this report. )_

4 Observations.reveaied that, in “most cases, the ciassroom env1ronnents were;-
carefuiiy pianggd for individualized learning through the establishment of

' 1earnin9 centers or a model identified as the "Workshop Way! approach :to

ciassroom individuaiization. An aesthetic, weiT-organized bulletinboard &

-
.

containing materiai reievant to the, program contributed to a pos1t1ve edu-
LT N
cationai atmosphere. Such buiietinboards dispiayed sampies of-each stu- ¢

, dent's work in both En8lish and, Spanish, including creative artwork, posters, .
. ’ 9 N . . . - 3

chart@, and caiendarsl Classroom rules were posted in both languages. ‘The.
° N ' ’ ] .
‘stable; organized, and task-oriented atmosphere in most classrooms provided ’

a secure and comfortable learning enviromment with a minimum of distractions

which enabied~many'of the hyperactive students to remain on task. .
Daiiy classroom instruction was provided in the maJor content areas out-
Tined in the\ program proposai, i.e., Spanish and Engiish reading, orai Engiish
'profiCiency, nathematicsi and cultural heritage. The indiriduaiized ciassroom ~
approach seemed-ef fective "in maintaining the students' attention. Teachers
.» and paraprofessionals demonstrated effective ciassroon:management skills, as N
they guided the students through successive intervals of | independent work, .
small-group instruction, full-class instruction, and piaytime. During inter- ‘
views the staff indicated that‘such pacing and aiternation of instructional

-

methods heiped to sustain the students’ 1earning. The instructional staff

P

.demonstrated sgiii in systematic multi-modality instruction, i.€e, stiﬁuia- ’

ting lTearning through several sensory modgiities, includihg-tactile, kines-

IS

> 5.\ . .

N . ‘ o
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thetic, auditeryy and visual proceésing'mo&eél ,bgcing_leérning episohes anq’ .

)

varying the methodszand‘materTaWS of iastruction appeared to sustainssfﬁabnt !

©

. ) . .t I ! . "
. concentration on the/)earning tasks. The need for accomodating fndivid&%] )

differences was underscored by an isolated case in which a teacher and- educa- )

e

known ag'fhe,"workshoﬁ Way". " This, mode 1™ wa's demonstrated in over half of the
Ve " ‘ . A -~ ;
c]assrooms!iQserved. Sneciﬂi 11y, the “workshop”yqy" approach proyideﬂ_the

'Studed?E(with seve5a1 daily tagk.;atggoriés, sycﬁ.as problem so]ving,'which'

- [ . , - s
thqy@woqu-fo]}oﬁ‘independgnt]y. Thg teacher§ programmed the specific actis-

vities for eagh task <in- which the ! rticipa The “Workshop " .
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/

suitable for se]f—conta1ned c1asses.

.

A]though the classes received an abundant supp]y of instructional materials,

many, of these were not consistant h the cogn1t1ve and academ1c levels of
. REN

the students. The heterogeneity in Skills of the target population necess{-

tated the development- of teacher-made or -adjusted materials. The resource

N ’
~

specialist trained both classroom teachers and educational assistants in the
development of instructional materials that met the students’ individual

educational needs.

-

The overall instructional approach observed in most classrooms was dia-
gnpst1c prescr1pt1ve, that is the 1nd1v1dua1 strengths and weaknesses of stu-

dents were diagnosed through criterion-referenced testing with instruction

»
’

prescribed accordingly.

RESOURCE_SERVICES T

°

The resource specialist assisted, trained, and monitored the classroom
teacners and.- educational assistants. They played an important role in pro-.
viding on-site instructional support. Along with the project director and

coordinator, they made regular visits to the sites within their region of

respons1b111ty to monitor classroom management and the educational process.

‘During these reguiar visits, the need for; materials wa; assessed. As a .

/

result, most sites were well equ1pped with aud1oy1sua1 and other teach1ng
$

equipment such as the Bell and ‘Howell Language Master, Spe1]b1nder, calcu-
lators, andsvarious games and.kits needed.to maximize and extend cognitive/

academic Jearning exper1ences. Lot o .

In add1t1on, the fhsource spec1a11st provided ass1stance in the adm1n+-

stration and 1nterpretat1on of diagnostic tests, demonstrated methods of;jn-

I

Ty
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dividua?izing instruction, and helped implement sma]]-group instFuction and

' specia]lnrojects such as the successtu] art festival, Many hours were spent
training the teachers in the adm1n1strat1on of test§ ‘such as the Basic Inven-
tory of Natura] Language (B I. N L. ) The’ resource’ spEE1a11sts encountered,

in a few.cases, 1nexper1enced classroom teachers who required more extensive

training and monitoring due to their lack of expert1se in either b111ngua1

education or special educat1on methodo]ogy. The resource teachers demonstra-

2

ted experience and expertise in both areas. "All had taken. many courses'in

bilingual and special educaéion, and had extensive direct experience teach-

.ing the target population.

While the resource feachgrs exhibited energy and initiative in helping

the children receive the services proposed, their work load, which included

several sites in the case of one-individual, appeared to be burdensome.

More resource teachers with experience and skill such as these are needed

to further strengthen this component of the program.

&

STAFF DEVELOPMENT

As a]reaQy ment/ioned, the resourte teachers were primari1y'responsib1e
for day-to-day ingervice training of teachers and educational assistant.
The proaect d1re tor ahd coord1nator also made frequent s1te visits and
mon1tored 1nserv ce tra1n1ng and classroom instructional rethods and tech-
n1ques. Ways(to ;mprove teaching methods or curr1cu1um were-d1scussed among
the project director, coordinator, and resource teachers with” a]ternat1ve
strateg1es mutually planned. )

Acutely aware that this program served students with a variety of handix-

caps and cognitive/academic levels, the program administrators wisely empha-

G
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sized methods of individual.instruction in workshops which were heid for the
educationai ass1sta\\f teachers, and resource specialists. }hese workshops

© were heid bimonthly on Saturdays at Bank Street College in Manhattan.
Other‘inserVice‘workshops héld during‘the year deaTt_w1th areas critical
to a successful educationaT program‘for thewtarget population: development

of criterion-referenced tests in Spanish and Engiish deveiopment of curri-

cuium and materials in Spanish and English; and ﬁiiinguai and speciai educa-

—~—
A}

tion methodol ogy. ‘ - ‘ ‘ .
Since this program focussed on developing both%Engiish and Spanish oral
and written/éommuniCation skiiis, it was imperative that the students' biiin-;
gualism was assessed. Teachers p?_bi?inguai handicapped youngsters needed ‘
ito;know preciseiy which 1iteracy&skiiJs the students -posséssed in each lan-
gudge so that appropriate'instructional groups and I.E.P.'s cquld be struc-
tured. ‘In most cases, the target population required further development of
the four 1anguage skiiis in both 1anguages listening, speaking, reading,
and writing. The instructionai program used for developing literacy skiils
in Spanish was deSigned around the resuits of assessment with the Leamos

. Diagnostic Test of Reading, while Engiish-ianguage instruction was basedaon

assessment with an adaptation of the Q.I.NaL. Accordinoiy, the teachers

received extensive training in these-instruments.

There is a paucity of commercial 2gstructionai materials in Spanish-ian;
guage arts, English as a second language, and math,‘for bilingual special ed-
ucation students. Accordingiy,.the classroom teachers and educational assis-

tants received training in materials adaptation and development.

.




workshops which focus-on developing functional-language assessment techniques
. / , ' -
could further improve language instruction.

'PARENT INVOLVEMENT ~

Parent invoivement was promoted through a series of workshops, a et
Parent Advisory CounciY, and the activities of family workers. Staff -

interv1ews and progr records indicated that the efforts to secure pa- N

r Fay 1vement were extenSive. A11 parents were individually invited R

v

to attend the workshops through.]etters, phone calls, and, where neces- -

”sarx, home visits by family workers. Howeve#*‘these:efforts notwith- yi X
[ — ¢ RS y . . ":
,standing parent attendance was 1ow, thereby precluding the effective- A

>

5 ness of the parent training component (statistics are presented in Chap-
ter I11.) Moreover, although the parents expressed a receptive attitude t

toward the concept of aJparent training program, participation in work-

shops and -on the Parent Advisory Council rendined Tow. Staff indicated o

that smany parents were -reluctant to get inio]ved in program planning

a5 s -

and that home problems took precedence over all other concerns.

The sincerity of the staff's desire to promote parent_involvement

.
. .. . - s ‘ N
. . = -
. -
L ° N
[N

. | was manifested by their initiative in.conmsulting the National Origin,

- Desegregation Assistance Center (N.0.D.A.C.) for assistance in increasing

Fhd

f‘!parent particibation. These contacts resulted in the 1aunching of a two-

-

year cooperative program by project staff and N.0.D.A.C. consultants de- @

Lkl

~Signed to bolster parent invoivement in all aspects of bi]inguai educa-
tion for the handicapped , T ,
In addition to promoting parent participation in the program the.

family workerS'provided outreach serv1ces’by 1inking famiiies of pro=

£y

-10- . o
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gram ‘studerts with various social agencies. The family:workers, who were
- '- B a: ’ N \ . c . N - * )
supervised by a tax-levy guidance caunselor, received referral for fam-

ily intervention from classroom teachers, resource specialists, and prin-

cipals. Most of\these'referrals involved health problems, truancy, wel-
¢ . 1 N

. .N N . .
.~ fare assistance, or disciplinary problems.
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and the f1nd1ngs Preceeded by an empirical
‘désqription of* the Student popuiatron
DESCRIPTION OF . THe POPULATION ) .
) Déécripti?e, atfbndance and achlevement data Were reporteq for
analysis by’thé ctassroom teachers op O.E.E.-desjgned dafa retrieval
forms\ ‘

. Data Qere“ﬁeporfed fig 298 Students, Of these, achievement data

were incowp]ete for 67 Students fop the f

dT?owiﬁg'reasons:
cent of the populatiqn.pf 298)

Accordingly,

ercent), These \

+ -The remain-§ -

* 25 percent méntallylre-

. . * - {c‘é"’
. - ol A

R 13
\‘l" . o .

A el
=




tarded; 13 percent spec1f1c 1earn1ng d1sab1ed 11 percent emotionally

) hand)capped nine percent educable menta]]y retarded; and four percent

neuro]ogicai]y impaired and emotiona]Jy handicapped.
¢i As'indicated in Chapter'II the students entered the program through-
out the project year. Thevgumber gf)sess1ons attended ranged from a min=
inum of 40 to a maximum of 172. Tw@‘mean number of sess1ons attended

at the rate of five sessions per week, was 103.9 (S.D. = 33,3); the me-

_dian was 105.3 and, the mode was 117. The mean percentage attendance was

-

81 percent (S.D. = 20).

OBJECTIVE 1., ENGLISH-READING MASTERY

E]

s An objective of Project Esperanza was to promote the mastery of

ski11s$in Enq14§h reading by those students who deﬁonstrated the ability

N
to profit from 1nstruct1on in English as a second 1anquaqe. Specifi-
t

cally, the obJect1ve proposed that by June 15, 1981, 70 perceht Qf the
.\

Y
participating students receiving 1nstruct1on in Enq11sh will’ have mas-

tered four new reading obJect1ves, as measured by the Random House‘Cr1-'

v, ’;‘

terion Reading (C R.) assessment, The C.R. cons1sts of short .tests each

. measuring a speC1f1c sk111 in the areas of phono]ogy, structura] anal-

3

yS1s, and comprehens1on., Jest adm1n1strat1on was ongo1ng, i.e., each
student was tested immed1ate1y after 1nstnuct1on in a spec1f1c skill,

To ascertain whethen\the obJect1ve was atta1ned, a frequency distri-
but1on was constructed of the number of skills mastered by the students
receiving Eng11sh =reading 1nstruct1on. (See Tab]e 1.) Of the 21 stu-

dents-who received instruction in English reading, 14 or 66.7 percent

4

3

i o

Py



- . ,TABLE 1
: -

SR . FREQUENCY DISTRéBUTION OF o
THE MASTERY OF OBJECTIVES IN ‘ .
ENGLISH READING

Number of Number’of -Relative - . Cumulative
. Objectives Mastered Students Percent ; ercent -
EEEE—— ‘ —_— . —_—
=8 3 14.3 - 14.3
. P b
4 . @ 11' . 52.4 66.7
\ﬁ.v"' . ) “n ) ' -
3 6 ‘ 28.6 ) 95.3 *
. c
3 1 « 48 100.1 ’
.. \ —2'1"— " ) - ’ _—

AMeasured by ‘the Random House Criterion Reading Test.
bAt 1east.four'objectives were mastered by 66.7 percent of
the students; the criterion for the objective was 70 percent.

CExqeeds 100 percent due' to rounding error. . .

.The observed percentage of students mastering at
least four new skills, 66.7 percent, was not/signi-
ficantly different from the proposed value,/70 per-

—€ent (chi square = 0.10,°df = 1, p < +01). [ Thus, .
the -objective was attained. . )

)
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- N

i attained the four- skiil criterion, the mode was four skills, mastered
by more.than 52 percent of the students. To determipe whether the ob-
served percentage of students that attained the four skill’ criterion was

51gnificantiy below the proposed value ( 7Q¢bercent), a single-sample -

chi-square test was appiiéd to the data. This anaiysis 1ndicated that-

LT the observed frequency of students attaining the four skill criterion

: d1d not differ s1gn1f1cantiy from the expected frequency under the pro-
posed DOpU]dtIQn parameter (70 percent). Accordingly, the objective for

English-reading mastery was attained.

N

OBJECTIVE 2. SPANISH READING MASTERY ' p

-

The program objective in Spanish reading stated that by June” 15, 1981,
70 percent of the participating students receiving instruction in Spanish
will have mastered four objectives in Spanish reading. The objective.

was measured through ongoing administration of the Spanish Deveiopmentai

Reading Program (Leamos) ! o - .

L4 ~
b

. Table 2 presenﬁs the frequency distribution of .the number of Spanish-

reading-skiiis mastered by program students. Mastery ranged from a min-

[

imum of one objective'(one student) to a maximum of six oojectiyés‘(nine
. students, or 4, 3 pércent of the population). The mean, 'median, and mode
. a .were -four obJect1Ves.. More than 88. percent of the 211 students for whom
these data were submitted attained the four- ski]i criterion; this surpas-

sed the proposed value of 70 percent. According]y, the obJective was, at- -

tained . *

. e V! . %
To measure the reiationship between program instruction and Spanishp '

eadzng-skiiis mastery, a Pearson product- mOMEit csnreiation coefficient

v <. -
v < . » e

- * [
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QF SPANISH-READING" smfeé»MQSTERED e A '
BY PROGRAM ST‘UBENT& . __-,_ , o :
N ) Q’l&“; \§ --'- . ) . .
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_ Number of Number of x‘cw f» Relative Cumulative

Objectives Mdstered Students 3?‘: .. UV Percent . . Percent

6 g S a3 oA
Q.': o . . . .
mh— i

.5 . 39 ) 18.5 . 22,8

3 . ’q c . -“ 2

Y ? ;é ’ = & : .
138~ .- T 65.4 88.2°

~ SR T 3 O

2 .. o1 o+~ B2
> 1 . 0.5 ’ 100.1
' >

¢

n h ‘
Measured by the Leamos Testqg?'SpaniEh Reading.

Exceeds-lOO percent due to round1ng error.
dents mastered at

CMore than 88 percent of the, stu
proposed value was 70

least four new. skills; ‘th
‘percent. Thus, the objec 1ve was,surpassed. '
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was computed between the number of'objectives mastered and the number of
program sessions attended. The obserued correlation was‘statist%cally
significant (r = .50, p < .01). Twenty-fiue-percentfof the variance *in
the number of Spanish-reading objectives mastéred was accounted for by.
program attendance. | \

To detenn1ne whether the program had a d1fferent1a1 effect upon stu-

13

dent masterg of Spanish-reading skills by schoo] 1eve1 the percentage

of students atta1n1ng the four-skill cr1ter1on was determined for the

' e1ementary, m1dd1e, and high school target\populat1ons. (See Table 3.)

The highest percentage of cr1ter1on atta1nment was obsgrved fqr the high

. ,school students: .all 39 students reached cr1ter1on. This finding is

somewhat m1t1gated by the ]arge percentage (18 percent) of high schoo]°
students omitted from th1s ana]ys1s due to excess1ve absence and early .
pFogram discharge. E1ghty seven percent of the students at the middle
school .Tevel and 81 percent oft those at‘the elementary school 1eve1 at-"
ta1ned the cr1ter1on. Moreover, 100 percent of the object1ves mastered

by the high school students were at the advanced 1eve1 of the fundamentaJ

stage ‘of the Leamos. Approxjmatell 23 percent of the obJect1ves mastered

by the middle scheol students and only six percent ‘of .the objectives. for

the e1§Meht€ty students were at the advanced stage. Seventy-seven per-
A \ )

cent and 74 percent respectively, were at the primary level of the fun-

damental stage. ' S -

- .; « Oy N R * ~5

OBJECTIVE 3. MASTERY OF MATHEMATICS SKILLS

The. mathanat1cs obJect1ve.of Project Esperanza stated that by June 15,

j1981 70 percent of the part1c1pat1ng students w111 have demonstrat§d

- ‘ o

’ -
. - R -17-
c . L N ro
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’
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I TABLE 3

. g RELATIVE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS WITHIN
- ", - SCHOOL LEVEL ‘THAT ATTAINED THE
. FOUR-SKILL CRITERION IN .
RS ‘ SPANISH READING

ELEMENTARY MIDOLE® - HIGH SCHOOLS

Mastered at least four . .81% . e 87% 100%

= Ski11§

Mastered fewer than
four ski]]s

19% 13% 0%~
]

Y * %The numbers of students within level for .this aha]ysis
- were as follows: 115 elementary, 73 middle, and 39

high school. é
bComprised‘of'junior high and intermediate schools.,

. * CIncludes Occupational Training Centers.
a | o~

e ;1
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'-/\mgﬁg skills andlprogram attendance. ~The Pearson product-moment corre1a-

mastery of -four of the selected math objectives in which they were de-

ficient in September L980 The objective was measured through ongoing
adm1n1strat1on of the Diagnostic Mathemat1cs Inventory (DZM.I.Q.
Table 4 presents a frequency d1str1but1on of the number "of mathematics

skills mastered by the project students. Data were reported for 231 stu- ~ 5

dents. Mastery,ranged from a minimum of né skills mastered (one student)

L%

to a maximum of nine new skills kone student). The mean was 4.2 and the '
median and mode were{fohr skills. Over 74 percent of the students at-
|

tained the four-ski}l criterion. nccoﬁding]y, the objective was accom- » °
p11shed. _ iy 4 D

Most of the skills that were mastered were operat1ona1 1nc1ud1ng

ad- -~ -

addition of single-d1g1t whole numbers; add1t1on.w1th regroupin

d1%1on of multiple-digit who]e numbers ; subtract1on of whole nimbefs with _—
& .

.and without regrouping; and the mu1t1p11cat1on of whole ‘numbers. Some

of the skills mastered were in the functional areas of mqney, time; and o m

o

temperature. - Two percent of the students mastered operations with frac- .

. : L / )
tions. : ' . ,
- ’ - s - 7 —

There was a moderately strong relationship between the masterj of

tion coefficient ‘between number of skills mastered and number of sessions -
attended was statistically s1gn1f1cant (r = .56, p < .01). The percent- _ t N

age of shared var1ance was 31 percent Accord1ng1y. ga1ns)1n mathemat1cs
‘o os B —

r O

'sk111s appeared to be attr1butab1e to program attendance.
Ana]yses 0fs the percentage of students within school level that at-¢ ..

, ta1ned the four-skill criterion (see Table 5) revea]ed a d1screpancy be-
. <

-

=19 . A
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_ . . TABLE 4 -
il S FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF THE.
- o -NUMBER OF MATHEMATICS SKILL§
MASTERED BY PROJECT STUDENTS.
h ] -
‘. Number of . Number of Relative Cumulative
L Skills Mastered iudents . Percent > . Percent '
' 9 SRS > 0.4 - 0.4
" .8 .4 S B 2.1
~ ¥ ) . . ‘Yn
. S T "9 ° 3.9 : 6.0
. . ’ - ; ‘ . : - .
) ' ; ’ -. E ) . | ’ _ -
i 6, . . - 26 a3 17.3
5 o’ 16 m8
°. > ) 41? X ] o e 93 e . . " . '.40.8 . ) d-74'. 1C
3 271 . . ¢ 11,7 ) -85.8
/e L \! ) .
: 2 Yo LT 97.5
. \f N * ; .
- | 5 2.2 9.7
. > J T
. gy P 4 [ T
Q , SR S 0.4 100, 1
i .t ) ’ * "
‘ / qMeasured by the Diagﬁesti_c Maiﬁe’mat;ics - Inyentary. ' )
: o l?Exc'eeds 100 percent due to rounding error, . . .
L o “
~ C0ver 74 percent of the stydeits who received” '
- 2 b instruction in Spanish reading attained the
. ‘four-skill criterion; the proposed value of' .
- - 70 percent was surpassedw N o
«.; ’) ‘«-\\ . - ' ) - )
- M ve, S ' ‘ W ! !
P ’ . \ J-.ZO-
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TABLE 5 . )

- . - - Y .
e - . RELATIVE PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS
T N WITHIN SCHOOL LEVEL THAT ATTAINED
T THE FOUR-SKILL CRITERION.IN
, MATHEMATICS -

»

ELEMENTARY MIDOLED HIGH SCHOOL®

Mastered at least’ ‘ 66% C T 80% 17% ‘ )
« ' four skills '

Masterd-fewer than 34% . )

20% 23%
- four skills

Al M °
¢ .
~
¢

-

P

%The numbers of Students within-level for the analysis

, Were as follows: 123 elementary, 84 middle, ,and 52 .
¢ high school. ’ _ )

.

bCompr1sed of junior high and intermediate schools.,

“Includes Occupational Training Centers.

- . . ]
r . - N
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tween the elementary school students on the one hand, and the middle and

. -
- ;" high school students on the other. The criterion was attained by 80 per-
cent of the middle school students and 77:percent of the high school stu-

dents, but only 66 percent of the elementary students. . , ;

?
.

OBJECTIVE 4. ORAL-ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

e .
—————

= An objective of Project Esperanza pfoposed that participating stu-

o
dents will demonstrate statistically significant growth (p < .05) in

=
oral English. The objective was measured by comparisqns of English-lan-

guage sahp1e§'taken during the fall and spring-semesters. The samples

consisted of the students’ oral-English productions in response to the
; . i
presentation of pictorial stimuli that related to the program's curric-

ulum, Stimuli were_ presented individually until ten sentences were pro-

duced. -Jhe average sentence length of these produétions was scqred in -

//T'units by a 1anguage-profi€?§ncy expert. The scoring technique was

- T AN o . .

/ aﬂopted from the B:I.N.L. The mean pre-'and posttest scores were com-.
. N

/ - pared through a t test for correlated samples.

Taple 6 presents aiéummary of the comparison of pre- and posttest

- ]
’ £

‘ English-language samples. The mean gain of 5.5 T units was statisti: -
| cally significant.(t = 3.673 df = 330, p <'.Oi). Accordingly, the obj
jective was_met. ’
‘. uf\To determine whether the gains in English-language scdres differed
’ siénificant]y among students grouped by school Tlevel, a one -way ana]ysi§

- of covariance was app]i%g?to the posftest méans'by school level control-

~ling for differences in prgtéét means and sessions™ attended. (See Tatﬂé'7.)

- e vt
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. , _ . TABLE 6 - ‘ S~
: COMPARISONS OF PRE- AND " ’ .
POSTTEST ORAL-ENGLISH . , : .
. LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY -
SCORES ~
Yo Test a
. Session : N . Mean” - S0, D t ,

m

PRE 231 55,7 T 28.2
POST . 231 . 61.2 . 25.1

9 -

**B < .01 4

?

¥scored in T units

.The mean pre- to posttest gain of 5.5 T units was
VO 'significant beyond the .01 level.
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Main

Covariates

.o

£

- . T TABLE 7

- v, .

!‘N

ANALYSIS OF COVARIANCE FOR POSTTEST. .
ENGLISH LANGUAGE SCORES BY *SCHOOL LEVELZ,

Source of V;rfanée CLF. T oMsDT : ;‘
o .
Pretest Language, Score N 1 53536.5 ) . 1563, 7%
Sessions, Attended 1 4095.8 11,7%%
in Effect I o . |
School Level ;  , 2 . 377L.4 10.8%*
Residual ) | S 23 348.2 °
Total -, 217 L6361 -
;fg c.or ) '

aTthcovaniates'were‘pneteét scores and sessions attended.
) . .

b ‘
Mean square : P

After contbo]]iég for the effects of pretest scores and
sessions attended, the differences in mean posttest
English-language proficiency scores among the three \JJP\,
school levels_were significant.

[
‘.‘-.{‘,
P I




s 3
.

rd

A-signdficant main effect was obsegved for school level (F = 10.8, df =

- 2 2135_3 < +01); that is, significant overall d1fferences were observed
in thé adJusted mean posttest oral Engl1sh scores among Students grouped

: by school level. To determine wh1ch specific school levels d1ffered sgg-

nificantly, post-hoc individual comparisons were applied to each-pair of

4

" adjusted posttest ‘means dsiné the NewmanNKeufs procedure. (See Table 8.) -
J The adjisted posttest mean for: the eJementary students (M = 67:9)~was
significantly higher, at’the .0l level, thar those for the high school
and middle school students (ﬁ:= 5{.7‘and]1 = 65.1, respectively). The
adjusted means‘for the -latter two groups did not differ significantly.
~Thus, the gains in oral-English prof1c1ency demonstrated by the elementary

."-"!

, school students were significantly higher than those: shown by the mid-

® .

R

OBJECTIVE 5. MASTERY OF CULTURAL HERITAGE CURRICULUM'

dle and high school students.

- The f1fth pup}l obJect1ve stated that by June 1981, 70 percent of
the participating students W1l1 have demonstrated mastery of four objec-

tives of the cultural heritage curriculum. Th1s objective was measured’

by a locally-devetoped cultural heritage assessment instrument. This’

cr1terfon referenced instrument was designed to measure mastery of spe-c
c1f1c skills in four cultural. heritage curriculum areas map skills,
vocabulany,‘hjstory, and holﬁdays. In each of these areas four specific
skills were examined. (See Appendix.) Accordingly,lthe instrument was

\ tcompr‘ised of,lé'items.e,Three levels of the test were,eonstructed;, pri- -

mary, elementdry, and intermediate. Thg content va}idtt} of the instru-
., ’ j - . . }' )

. .~
» . . . ‘ . -
i . . . . . -
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: *  TaBLE 8

INDIVIDUAL COMPARISONS® OF ADJUSTED
ENGLISH-LANGUAGE POSTTEST NEANS
BETWEEN SCHOOL LEVELS |

. Midd1eS . Highd Elementary
y School ~School School
Means® . 55.1 "\ - 57.7 67.9
Middle School.| 55.1 -- . 2.6 12.8%*
Kt . ' : '
5 > g - *
""High School 57.7 : .- 10,2%*¢
Elementary ,
School 67.9 -
; S \'A
. - " *%p < .01 -

ANewmdn-Keuls procedure.
. M 4

brne numbers of students within school level were as

follows: 106 elementary, 65 middle school, 47 high

school.

“Included junior high schools-and intermediate schools.

9 ncluded Occupational Training Centers.

®Adjusted for differences in pretest scorés and sessions

o
.

".The adjus;%d gains in oral-English proficiency exhibited

by the elementary school students were 'significantly

“higher than those for the middle and hgh school students. .

l.The latter two qﬁoups q1d.not differ significantly.
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ment'was-demonstrated by the judgment of program personnel and O.S.E.
i 'b1l1ngua] staff that the items re]ated to and throughly samp]ed the con-

- tent of the program S cultura] her1tage curr;;u]um. Test admvnistrat1on
9 ’ .
. " was ongoing. ' ) T

-
-

Table 9 presents the frequency, distribution of the_number of cultural
heritage,opjectives mastered.by the target population. Mastery randed
from a minimum of two skills (one student) to a maximum of ten ski]]s
(28 students or 12 1 percent of the popu]at1on) The mean was 5 9 and
the mode four. The criterion of four sk111s was attained by 95 2 per-

b}
cent of the students. Thus the proposed value of_70 perCenttwas sur-

¢
>
) f . o
‘ N et . .
N .
N h . _

Bl ' passed. -t
A plurality (37 percent) of the ski]]s that_were mastered°were in

the area of map skills; 27 percent 19 percent, and 17 percgnt of the

2

skills that were mastered were in the areas of vé?abulary, h1story, and

holidays, respectively.

- ‘Attendance was observed to affect mastery. The four-skill criterion

€

‘ uas met by less than 73 percent of the students in the lowest quartile

of the distribution of sessions attended; all of the students in the highz

’ '

est duarti]etattained.the criterion. . » . -

.‘/ A difference in cu%ﬁural-heritage mastery was also observed by school
N
level. The four-skill criterfon was atta1ned by a]] of the high schoo]

students but on]y 88 percent of the elementary students. Desp1te th1s .

" d1fference, thé program objective was met on all schoo] levels., =« ° .

.
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‘ _ TABLE 9 i . o, 4 <
siq" * ( ) .
T - FREQUENCY OISTRIBUTION OF -THE .
¥ NUMBER OF CULTURAL HERITAGE ‘ :
R OBJECTIVES MASTEREDaBY . . . L
PROGRAM STUDENTS ) ‘ L
4 . ¢ . °'
\ 3 \ . . K ', ’ . |
~ -~ Number of ' Number of Relative "Cumulative ’,
Skills Mastered’ * Students ~Percent” Percent -
10 28 121 121 ‘
9 12 5,2 17.3 “
) . v -
8 15 6. 23.8
‘ 7 6. 6.9 30.7
6 _ 2 13.9 44,6 Coy
oty 5 58 25.1 ;697 -
.4 " 59 25.5 '95,2° ,
3 10 4,3 99.5, ©
2 1 " 0.4 - 99,8 .
- ';!EI .y -
. ) 2 B th < ¥
. . ,aMeasured by locally-developed cultural heritage assessment:.- '
: " instrument. . i
e - bOoes not sum to 100 percent due to rounding error: . ° ' .
S ' o ‘ _ ; ‘ R ‘ L
' “More thah 95 percent of the students tested-mastered ‘
: at least four skills; the proposed yalue of 70 per- ,
-7 . cént was surpassed. ' ' N ’
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, - B . - P '2‘;
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- OBJECTIVE 5. PARENI INVOLVEMENT IR L

The program obaeet1ve.for.parent 1nvo1vement was that by June-15 1981, -

. 50 percent of the parents of part1c1pat1ng stugﬂnts will. have ‘taken part in

- T

°

- two actﬂv1t1es for parents. ]
- Program regords were ma1nta1ned of all’ parent act1v1t1es conducted
by or promoted by the program and the TeVe1 of parent participations TWfie
. parent act1v1t1es conducted by the progect 1nc1udeq workshops Parent Ad-
. .v1sory Council meet1ngs,.1uncheons, exhibitions of, student work, and in-
dividua)l conferences to discuss pupil programs. _Yn adddtion. the project_
e . staff attempted to increase-parent invo]vemed? in mainstream school ac;

tivities, such as open house, and special education activities, such as

{3 (
individual educational program (I.E. P. ) conferences. g

v

. ' Insggct1on of the program records 1nd1cated that the program conducted’ /

-

a tota1 f 13 separate act1V1t1es for parents dur1ng the 1980-81 schoo1

“

year. The average parent attendance was f1ve. Across all parent act1v-
ities, both program conducted and program‘promoted a tota] of 82 parents-
at least one attended,arepresent1ng 35 percent of the target students.

However, only ten of ‘these parents (four percent) attended more than one

s

u‘-y

activity;well short ‘of the criterion . of 50 percent. Accordingly, the
) ’ ’ 4 ‘N . 9 ‘

-objective was.not'attained. .

i

OBJECTIVE 7. STKFF DEVELOPMENT L \ .

éie.

As part of 1ts staff deVe1opment‘pomponent proJect personne] conduic-

¥

ted workshops for the tax 1evy cléssroom teathers to develop the1r sk1lls

) . L
. ; ¢




in special and b111ngua1,educat1on. The spec1f1c objective of th1s com-

ponent was that by June 15 1981 80 percent of the part1c1pat1ng teacher§

w111 have- demonstrated mastery of one teaching sk111 per training sess1on. -

'To measure th1s object1ye, the goal of each tra1h1ng session was stated

as a performance-objectfiei that is the ski!l'te be mastered was stated }
in observable, measurable terms with the conditions and criterion unam-

t N . ! '

biguosuly specified. \Teacher‘mastery of these objectivesawas determined

+

]

by the_workshop leaders @us&a]ly the project 'coordinator or director)
.in an all-or-none fashiog. , )

Project staff tonducted four teacher-training workshops “between
vaemper 1980 and June 1981, The mean attendance was 13.5 teachers. ;
The topics covered were as fo]]ohs:l instructional objectives; instruc-
tioda1,sequences; task a&a]ysis; and object{&éstbased instructipna1
planning. As the topicsﬁihdicate,vthe worishops'focussed upon instruc-

"tional management and the diagnpstic-pnescrtptive téaching-approachz

A review of program records ihdicated that the training abjective was

mastered by 100 percent of the teachers fb[ three of the four workshopsg'

13 of the 15 teachers or 846 percent mastered the obJect1ve for the

fourth workshop. 0vera11, 96 percent of theateachers‘attend1ng the four

: 3 s é’ v l ‘ .
workshops. mastered the individual training objectives. Accordingly, the .
D 3 ’ - . o -
objective criterion of 80 percent.was surpassed: ° . |

2

L "
.
.




proficiency, mathematics, and cultural heritage.

for pargnt 1nvo1v2ment was not atta1ned

XY

IV. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

* The analyses of data from pupil athievement measyres and program in-
terviaws and observations lead to the overall conclusion that Project
Esperanza, in its first year of oparation, has provided. an effective,
comprehensdve program of supplementary services that has promoted the
academig devel opment of handicapped L.E.P. stuaentsh

A11 of the program objectives for pupil achievement were attained;
the proposed criteria were met in English and Span1sh read1ng; oral-English

The high school-level

population demonstrated larger éajns than the e]ementary‘or middle school
\

students in Spanish reading,;mathematics, and cultural heritade; however

the high schoot students also showed a ﬁigh rate of truancy. The elemen-

tary school students showed significantly larger gains in oral-English

- L
. proficiency than the midd]e or high school students.

The proaect obJect1ve for teacher tra1n1nq\~as also’ atta;n;:* In re- ,
sponse to participation in teacher workshops, the classroom teacher§~demon-
strated prof;c1ency in developing individual instructional objectives as
the focus of a diagnosti -préscriptiva teaching approach.

Despite repeatéé:ji:cvar1ed efforts by prOJect staff, the objective -
It is noteworthy, however, that
re]at1ye»to many other projects for similar populations, a modérate de-
gree of parent participation was achieve&. Mbreover, project statf demon-

strated a..sincere desire to increase parent partiéipation by_é]iciting “-

thea1dofNODAC s 7
8 0bservat1ons and 1nterv1ews revea]en that program staff have success-
su?i .
f%T]y met the cha]]enge of individualizing. 1nstruct1on for a heterogenous
. * . =31- . ’ .
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population faced with the double burden of overcoming their physfca],
mental, and/gr emotioﬁa] ﬁandicap;}and limited pnoiiciency in Eng1ish.
Many of the teachers and daraprofessiona]s who prov%ded direct sérvicé
to students dgmonstrated initiative ahd competence in‘predgg%ng or

. adapting special materials for instruction and in varying instructional

. /
techniques to suit the indivtBual leafner's needs. ~
# A factor which hampered the efforts of program staff was the excessive

‘ 7 . . ’ [
workload of the resource specialists. Although the actual ratio between’

the size of the the target bopu]atfon and the number of‘resource special-
ists was lower than that which was proposed, the actual number and‘variqty
P

.of sites served was greater. Accordingly, the program needs more re-

Fd

source specialists in order to better train classroom teachers, especially

' - " {
in the area of test diagnosis and interpretation, and educational pre-
scr1pt1on., a0k

.

To enhance the sizable ga1ns here1n observed for the target popula-
“tion, the fd110w1ng'recommgndat1ons are offered.

.Continue to recruit and, place qualified b111ngua1 -
special education teachers. .

. Increase the, number of resource specia]ists. These ~ !
staff play a cr1t1ca11y important role in training
and assisting the classroom educators who need in-
service training in specific teach1ng competenc1es:

.Due toHe paucity of approprlagp standard1zed
. test® and rials for bilingual special éduca-
tion studéfts, future project proposals should
consider allocating funds for the specific purpose
of identifying, adapting, or é&reating appropriate.
curricu1um materials and evaluation instrumengs.

~10 fac111tate program planning and enhance student
gains, D.S.E. should attempt to estab11sh‘c1asses

" and place students at the beginning of the school year.

y > =32~ ) )




. : ' ) ?
: . -+Because of recurring questions as to the eff1c1ency
- . of the language.profigiency tests used by the pro-
a ' gram, néw tests®and procedures for measuring language ) ¢

. development should be identified and standardized for . ' .
- special education students - with limited English pro- :

ficiency. - )
Finally, 1t is recommended that this meritorious '
program be refunded. - -
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