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PROGRAM SUMMARY

The following Austin Independent School District staff members are res-
ponsible for the implementation of the Local/State Bilingual Project.

Carmen Gamboa - Director Bilingual Education

Timy Baranoff Hermelinda Rodriguez Jerry Richards.
Director of Curriculum Director ~ Director

' Elementary School Mgmt Secondary School Mgmt
Maria Elena Martinez Maria Ramirez : Imelda Rodriguez
Bilingual Coordinator Bilingual Coordinator Coordinator

o . Secondary Bilingual Education
Amelia Mendez :
Bilingual Coordinator

Graciela Moraléz
Bilingual Coordinator

Norma Rodriguez
Bilingual Coordinator

Teresita Rodriguez
Bilingual Coordinator

Ana Salinas
Bilingual Coordinator

Graciela Zapata
Bilingual Coordinator

Paola Zinnecker
Bilingual Coordinator
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INTRODUCT ION

This volume contains information on the 1981-1982 Local/State Bilingual
Program. ' '

The remainder of this report is directed to the evaluation questions of
the Local/State Bilingual Program Evaluation Design and is organized to

convey the procedures and findings associated with the various data in-
formation/measurement sources. '

-~
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" GLOSSARY

“Local/State Bilingual Program - The Transitional Bilingual Education Program
(TBE) is a program of basic instruction for LEP (Limited English Proficient)
students. The ultimate goal of TBE is to develop the LEP student's English -
proficiency and literacy skills necessary for full participation in an all

-English curriculum.

Balanced Bilingual - Category of students who speak both English and Spanish
equally well as determined by PAL scores in English and Spanish which
are 12 or fewer points apart. This category does not apply to students
given the PAL in English only.

English Dominant - Category of students who speak English better than Spanish
as detefmined by an English PAL score at least 13 points higher than a
Spanish score. '

ESL - English as a second language. e

LEP - Category of students who a) have a non-English language in their home,
and b) are below acceptable proficiency levels in English skills.

Level of Significance - A statistical term used to express the degree of con-
fidence that differentes found among scores are true differences and not
chance differences. ’ .

OCR - Office for Civil Rights.

ORE - Office of Research and Evalﬁation.

P - The probability that the event .under consideration would have occured
by chance alone.  (Usually associated with the report of statistical
analyses.) )

Project Student - A student who is enrolled in a Local/State Bilingual Program
school and who meets the definition of a LEP student.

Spanish Dominant - Category of stud¢nts who'speak Spanish better than English
as determined by a Spanish PAIf score at least 13 points higher than an
Englicsa score. 7

SSL - Spanish as a second language.

TEA - Texas ‘Education Agency.

~NF
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Instrument Description: PAL Oral Language Dominance Measure

Brief Jescrioction of the instrument:

The PAL has been used as an instrument for measuring language proficiency and language
dominance in boch English and Spanish. The PAL is available in two levels for grades
X-3 and 4-6. The K-3 version has 28 items in both English and Spanish, while the 4-6
version has 22 icszms in both English and Spanish. Sctudents crespond verbally to all
items, and che items are the same for each language. The PAL has been useful as a place
ment test in bilingual programs.

To whom was the inscrument administered?

Every student new to the Disctrict with a language other than English in the home back-
ground and all elementary LEP pupils in che spring.

‘How_manv times was the instrument administered?

Once to all students new to the District wich a language other chan English in che home
background in the fall. All elemenctary LEP- students were tested in April 1982, ¥

when was the instrument administared?

New studencs were tested in cthe fall 1983 and all students considered LEP were tested
in April 1982.

“here was the instrument adminisgcered?

In the school classrooms, library, or counselor's office.

“ho administered ths inscrumenc?

Trained school personnei and project sctaff.

Wnat training d4id the administrators have?

A 3 1/2 hour workshop was held in che‘spring of 1982 for school personnel and project
startf.

Was the instrument administerad under sctandardized .:ondicions?

The tests are supposed to be administered under standardized condicions, however, no
actempt has been made to monitor the test adminiscracions.

Were thara problems with the instrument or the adminiscracion thact mighe afface

cthe validicy of the data? 3

Scoring of cthe instrument is somewhat subjective. For the fall pretest different scor-
ing methods were probably used by different school personnel administering the test. In
cthe spring scoring was carerullv monitored and performed by trained staff.

‘Who developed the instrument?

The El Paso Public School Discrict (K-=3). The Austin Independent School District adapted
a version from the El Paso :rublic.Schools for che level used in grades 4-6.

what reliabilicv and validicv daca are available on the inscrument?

Intar-item correlations which were calculated using coefficienc alpha are .91 for Englisti
and .91 for Spanish. Inter-rater correlations range from .71 to .94 for five raters in
previous years. (It is likely thac cthe inter-rater correlations would be lower for

1981-1982.) .
Are zhera norm data available for interpreting the results?

The Tocal/Stacte Bilingual Technical Reports of past years provides some informaction that
can be used for comparative purposes.

J
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PAL Oral Language Dominance Measure

Purpose

The PAL Oral Language Dominance Measure was administered to collect
data regarding the English language developmant of elementary LEP
students that address the following decision question, evaluation
question, and information needs: ‘ .

Decision Question D2:. What modifications to the present
Bilingual Program and services should be considered?

Evaluation Question D2-5: Wnat kind of progres. is
being made toward English proficiency of LEP pupils?

Procedure

In the fall of 1981, all elementary students new to AISD who had marked
Spanish to at least one response on tneir Survey of Home Languages were
tested with the English and Spanish vetsion of the PAL. Student:- w'.0
had a language other than English or Spanish on at least one item of
the survey were administered the English version of the PAL only,

The fall administration of the PAL was conducted by the classroom teach-
ers, aides, bilingual instructional specialists, or other resource per- |
sonnel.

rhe spring posttest was administered during the period of April 23 -
May 7, 1982. Spanish-dominant- pupils were tested in English and Spanishl
All other LEP students were tested in English only. '

Attachment A-1 is a copy of the memo sent to principals via one of the
Elementary Instructional Coordinators to describe the PAL posttest effort.

Results

Prior to this year, only kindergarten PAL scores were examined. This
year, there are a sufficient number of Hispanic LEP children with pre

and post scores to obtain meaningful statistics for grades K-6. For

the Vietnamese, there is not a sufficient number of students new to the
District to calculate meaningful performance estimates at any grade level.
However, all but one of the elementary school Vietnamese for whom we have
pre-post PAL data had positive gains (average gain = 18.61).

&




There is a ceiling effect for the English-dominant and bilingual pupils
of grades 1-6 (see Figures A-2 through A-7. As a result, the PAL is a
poor indicator of language learning for these students. Fortunately,
additional information regarding the language learnlng is available in
" Appendix B (ITBS).

Kindergartners

The Spanish-dominant kivdergartner's average gain was higher this year
than last (40.5 vs 35.4, Figures A-1 and A-10), and a greater propor-
tion showed positive gain (96% vs 79%, Figure A-8). On the other hand,
English-dominant and Bilingual LEP kindergartners had lower gains this
year than was true of similiar children last. year (16.5 vs 71 7 and’
21.8 vs 32.5 respectively, Figure A-1).

This year s kindergarten results are somewhat mixed with respect to
last year's performance. However, compared to the PAL score progress
in the 1980 school year, (see Report 80.78) this year's scores are all

up.
Grades 1-6 : ‘

Language learning across the other grades (1-6) is apparent for the
Spanish-dominant LEP pupile although the average scores fluctuate mod-
erately according to the grade level (Figure A-10). Appendix B: Towa

Tests of Basic Skills will allow the examination of the language growth
of the English-dominant and Bilingual LEP pupils. Ceiling effects per—

clude a meaningful examination of these students using FAL scores.
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Figure A-1: HISPANIC LEP KINDERGARTEN PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1981 AND 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values .of 1982 performance and page A-5 of
Report 80.78 for the 1981 performance.)
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Figure A-2: HISPANIC LEP FIRST GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values of 1982 performance.)

15




~10Q -

90

80

70

60

50

RAW SCORE

40
30
20

10

SP: SPANISH-DOMINANTVLEP PUPILS
BIL: BALANCED-BILINGUAL LEP PUPILS
ENG: ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS

W

PRE

POST

Figure A=3:

HISPANIC LEP SECOND GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values of 1982 performance.).
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Figure A-4: HISPANIC LEP THIRD GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values of 1982 performance.)




SP: SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS

BIL: BALANCED-BILINGUAL LEP PUPILS.
ENG: ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS
10Q
' ENG
90 — 0 mmemmemeseeeemeeee BIL
80
. SP
70
183 o..
T 60 .
Q .
o .
@ 50 o’
; .
f<
= 40
30
20
_10
0
PRE POST

Figure A-5: HISPANIC LEP FOURTH GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values of 1982 performance.)
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‘Figure A-6: HISPANIC LEP FIFTH GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled values of 1982 pérfdrmance.)
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Figure A-7: HISPANIC LEP SIXTH GRADE PERFORMANCE GAINS ON THE PAL, 1982.

(See Figure A-9 for tabled velues of 1982 performance.)
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- PRETEST POSTTEST

IANGUAGE DOMINANCE N  MEAN ISD) MEAN (SD) DIFFERENCE T
ENGLISH DOMINANT 37  71.5  11.3  88.0 7.1 . 16.5 8.9%
GRADE K BILINGUAL | 50 59,1  20.2  80.8 17.1  21.8 9.9
SDANTSH DOMINANT 108 - 25.1  28.4  65.5 25.1  40.5 16.3%
***************k***********************************************k***********************
ENGLISH DOMINANT 43  86.0  11.1  89.5 7.7 3.5
GRADE 1 BILINGUAL 69 83.2  14.3 86.8  10.1 3.6 .
SPANISH DOMINANT = 103  47.0  30.2  76.4 17.T  29.4 11.2
**********************************************************************?****************
ENGLISH DOMINANT 31  90.5 7.2 93.8 5.7 3.3
GRADE 2 BILINGUAL 66 89.8 - 5.8 92.2 . 8.1 2.4 .
SPANISH DOMINANT 62  46.8  29.0  79.2 19.3  32.4 11.1
***************************************************************************************
. ENGLISH DOMINANT 33  92.8 6.2  94.0 5.5 1.2
GRADE 3 BILINGUAL 70 91.5 5.7  94.0 3.9 . 2.5 .
SPANISH DOMINANT 27  50.0  31.2  84.3 12.1  34.3 7.0
-*************************************************************************************** ‘
. ENGLISH DOMINANT 20  94.0 4.5  93.3 4.5 -0.7
GRADE 4 BILINGUAL 30 90.9 7.1 90.3 5.8  =0.7 »
SPANISH DOMINANT 39  46.4  30.0  76.5 22.1  30.2 5.5
*****H******************i**************************************************************
ENGLISH DOMINANT 9  95.3 7.5  93.0 3.5  -2.3
GRADE 5 BILINGUAL 32 93.5 3.7 91.0 5.8  -2.6 .
SPANISH DOMINANT 15  45.3  31.6  67.4 24.2 22.1 5.3
***************************************************************************************
ENGLISH DOMINANT 13 93,2 5.3 94.5 5.0 1.3
GRADE 6 BILINGUAL © 30 93.1 6.1  93.9 4.9 0.8 .
SPANISH DOMINANT 16 - 44.9  29.2  73.7 26.8  28.8 6.1

Figure A-10: ELEMENTARY HISPANIC LEP STUDENT ENGLISH LANGUAGE'PERFORMANCE(PAL).

#Significant at the .001 level.

A~13




ATTACHMENT A-1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Qffice of Research and Evaluation .

TO: Paolz Zinnecker

FROM: : Jonathan Curtis %£2”

SUBJECT: LEP Pupil Testing

March 30, 1982

The State requires for the first tiue that all LEP pupils be tested (both oral
proficiency and achievement) at the end of each school year. (The regular
District achievement testing is used to fulfill the achievement requirsrent.)
The following indicates who needs to be tested how to record the pupil scores,
and who to send the 1nformat10n to.

Who must be tested with
the English PAL?

Who must be teéted with
the Spanish PAL?

How should you record
the pupil scores?

What do I do if a student .
has no dominance category
(?) indicated? (The inci-
dence of this condition Iis
very low.) '

Where do I send the computer
‘listings and associated scores?

All the LEP children at your school who. are
on the computer printout listing provided.

All the A and B dominance category pupils on
your computer listing whose language category

s Spanish.

Record the PAL scores to the left of the stu-
dent's identification number using an E to
indicate English and an 5 to indicate -Spanish.
i.e. £:94.5 =g 1234567 GARCIA JUAN

" If the student's language indicates Spanish,

this pupil must be tested with both the Lag-
1ish and Spanish PAL. If the student's lan-
guage indicates other than Spanish, a parent
interview must be conducted to identify the
pupils language dominance {(be sure to forward
dominance information to ORE).

Return the computer listings and associated
scores to Jonathan Curtis, ORE, prior to
May 7, 1982.

) :
Approved: ’T=;ZL€4524;~ ;tZ/ 52;4;Zi71415;

Tirector, Research dnd Evaluati

ald
v 1




LEP Pupil Testing o
March 30, 1982 Pg. 2

P.

S.

There are a few LEP students for whom we have no central record of their
survey of home languages (SHL). If a student on your listing has an in-
dication that she/he needs a SHL, please obtain a survey if you d¢ not
have one on file. If you do have one on file, just indicate to the right
of the students computer printout record what the responses were.

eg. 1234567 CRUZ MARY 02 ESL, S4L= Span, é'_'U?/ SR

JC:1m

cci

Ruth MacAllister

A-15

OO
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Instrument Description: Iowa Tests of Basiz Skills, 1978 Edition, Form 7

Brief description of the instrument:

The ITBS is a standardized multiple=choice achievement battery.

Lavel 5 was given to kindergarten students to measure skills in the areas of lis-
tening (spring only), language (fall and spring), and mach (spring only) Lavels
7 and 8 were given to grades L dnd 2, respectively, to measure skills in the area
of word analysis, wocabulary, reading comprehersion, spelling, math concepts, mat
problems, and math computation. IT3S levels 9-14' were administered to grades 3-8
with the test level for students in grades i-6 chosen on the basis of their pre-
vious achievement scores (with teacher review). Levels 9-14 -include subtests in
all the areas mentioned tfor lavels 7 and 8, except for word analysis. In addi-
tior, levels 9=l4 include subtests measuring capitalization, punctuation, usage,
visual materials, and reference mterials. . :

To whom was the instrument adaizisterad?

{11l elementary and junior higzh students, grades XK~8. ' Special educar{on students
wers exempted as per Board Policy 5127 and its supporting administrative regula-
tion. Students of limi-ed Eaglish proficiency (LEP) were not exempt, but could be
excused after one tast oa wnica they could oot function validly. Scores for stu-
dents who were wonolingual or dominant in a language other than English were not
included in the school or District summaries. ,

How many times was the instrumenrt acdministersd?

Once to each student in grades 1-8, twice to s:udents in kindergarcten.

“hen was the {nscTimens adnindigzared?

Kindergarten students were tested the week of eptember 8-11. The elementary
schools administered the tast April 20, 21, anc¢ 22 to students in grades K-6. The
dates for the junior high adoin:istraticon wers February 1o, 17, and 18. Tests were
administered in the morning. Make-ups were adninistered the week aiter the regu-
lar testing. ’

Where was the instrumeatr administered? L

In each AISD elamentary and junior high school, usually in the student's regular
classzoom. ‘ ’

Who administered the imstrument?

Classroom teachers in the elamentzry schools. In the junior high schools, the

counselor or principal administered the cest over the public address system using

. taped directiocuns provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test monitors in their
classrooms at these schools. :

What training did the administrators have?

Building Test Coordinators participated im plarning sessions prior to che testing.
Teacher training was the responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. However
teacher inservice training was available from CRE upon request. Teachers &nd coun
selors received written instructions from ORE, includ:ng a checklisw of puocedures
and a script to follow in tast administration.

Jere there problems with ths ingtrumenc or the administration that might affect
the validity of the daca?

Yo known problems with the instrumenc. Problems in the J4dministration are docu-
mented in the monitors' reports which are available ‘at ORE.

Who developed the instmument?

The University of Iowa. The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishing
Company (Houghton Mifflin Company).

What raliabilicy and validitw data are availabls on the instTument?

The reliability of the subtests, as summarized by Kuder-Richardson Formula 20
coefficient, ranges from .50 to .98, across subtests and levels, The issues of
content and construct validity are addressed ia the publisher's preliminary
technical summary, pp. 13-15.

Ar® “here norm data available f6r interpreting the vasults?

Norm data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides
empirical norms (grade equivalimc, percentile, stanine) for the fall and sprinmg.
Interpolated norms are available for midyear. WNational, large city, and school
building norms are available. )
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Iowa Tests Of Basic Skills

Purpose

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) was administered to gather informa-
tion related to the following decision and evaluation questions and/or
information needs:

Decision Question D2: What modifications to the present
Bilingual Program and services should be considered?

Evaluation Question D2-1: What were the levels of
achievement for pupils in the Bilingual Program
compared tc the previous year?

Evaluation Question D2-2: What is the progress of
Title I vs non-Title I LEP?

Evaluation Question D2-3: How does the pfogress of
LEP pupils in Becker and Allison (low pupil/teacher
ratic schools) compare with other LEP pupils?

The ITBS was administered in April to the elementary LEP students as part
of the regular districtwide testing program. Junior high school LEP stu-
dencs were tested with the ITBS in February. Every student was tested
unless: 1) that student was a special education pupil exempted by the ARD
Committee (see Attachment B-1), 2) the student was LEP and dominant in his
native language and his/her teacher detearmined that after attempting the
first subtest the child would not be able to validly complete the test, or
3) the student was absent during the regular and make-up sessions of the
districtwide testing. ' ‘

All tests were administered by classroom teachers. All scoring was han-
dled by the Office of Research and Evaluation.

In preparation for this report, a file was created ffom the LEP Master-
file (spring 1982) of students eligible for the Local/State Bilingual Pro-
gram containing the following information:

o Identification Number e Grade
e Name e PAL (K-6) or LAB (7-12)
e School Code English score

To this file 1980-81 and 1981-82 ITBS scores from the District's achieve-
ment files were added to each student's record.-

The district maintains three bilingual programs, two to serve the elementary
level (one for Hispanics and one for Vietnamese) and one for Spanish-dominant
LEP pupils at the junior high level. The Vietnamese program and junior high
program were implemented for the first time in the 1980-1981 school year.




Results

Academic achievement is the primziy focus of educational programs. They
are effective or not based primarily on the academic performance of par-
ticipating students. For Bilingual Education, the limelight must be.
shared with English language proficiency since this is the key i1 our
society to other learning. Thus, both academic achievement and English
proficiency are important goals of the Bilingual Program.

How Does This Year's Read1ng, Language Arts, and Math Ach1eV9ment Compare
to Last Year's?

The overall pattern .. Hispanic LEP achievement is mixed. From 1981 to 1982,
the general trend in reading is down but the trend in language and math s
up (see Figure B-1). Exceptions to this general rule can be found for the
fifth and sixth grade Bilingual pupils who gained in reading and for the
third and fifth grade Spanish-dominant and second. grade English-dominant

- students whose language scores decreased. Differences of less than one-
half a month occurred for the first grade LEP pupils in math and for third
and fourth grade English-dominant pupils in reading.  Similar patterms can
be noted in the percentile data (Figure B-2). It is likely that the differ-
ences noted are due to fluctuations in population characteristics rather
than programmatic effects. '

How Does the Performance of LEP Pupils Compare to the National Norm?

It must be understood that children would not be identified as limited
English proficient (LEP) if they were doing well academically. Thus, per-
formance below the national norm is a fact associated with the definition
of LEP. The fact that they are bhelow the national norm then is not of
particular interest. Nevertheless, information about the changing rela-
tionship of LEP pupils across the grades to the national norm may provide
information of value. Figures B-3 through B-8 show a general pattern of
divergence from the national norm in all areas, reading, language, and
math. That is, the higher the grade level the greater the divergence

from the national norm. Such a finding is neither unique to this year's
evaluation nor is it unique to the Austin schools. The national research
literature references many studies that have noted the widening gap between
students from the lower economic strata and those from higher strata.

Since math is the subject matter area requiring the least language skill,

it is anticipated that LEP pupils would perform better in this area with
respect to the national norm than in reading or language. Figure B-8 con-
firms this hypothesis. It is of further interest to note, however, that

the math performance of LEP pupils i3 relatively close to the national norm
at the first, second, and third grades but takes a dramatic plunge at the
fourth grade level. A moderate recovery occurs for fifth and sixth graders.
Do the ITBS math tests require more language facility from fourth grade on

or is some other condition influencing performance? A need for further anal-
ysis may be indicated.

Do LEP Pupils in Lower Pupil-to-Teacher Ratio $chools Perform Better than LEP
Pupils in Regular Sized Classes?

While it is anticipated that LEP pupils would perform better in classes with
lower pupil-to-teacher ratios, there is no evidence this year to suggest that
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s
18 true for Hispanic LEP pupils (see Figure B-9). - The overall pattern, if
anything, suggests that the Hispanic LEP pupils in first grade do better in
math and second graders do better in reading,-language, and math if they
are in the regular sized classrooms. For third graders it made no differ-
ence to their reading, language, or math scores whether they were in the
low pupil-to-teacher classrooms or not. The number of individuals avail-
able for comparison purposes at the fourth through sixth grades was too
small to form any basis for judgement.

Do LEP Pupils Participating in the T1t1e I Program Perform Better Than
Those Who Do Not?

From the summary statistics provided in Figure B-10, <t appears that pafti—
eipation in a Title I Program is beneficial to the reading and language
skill of LEP students in second and third grades. At ‘the fourth through
sixth grades, the case for Title I is more equivocal. At these grade
levels, the statistical .tests suggest that students enrolled in Title I

do not attain higher levels of performance in reading, language, and math
than non-Title I pupils. Since information upon which to adjust for dif-
ferent entry level skills was not available for first graders, the benefit
of their participation in the Title I Program was not examined.

Are The Special Bilingual Programs Effective?

In addition to its regular TBE Program for elementary Hispanic LEP children,
the District has a program for elementary Vietnamese LEP pupils and for
Spanish-dominant Hispanic junior high school pupils.

'E1ementary Vietnamese Bi]ingua].Program

Conclusions about the Vietnamese TBE Program must be made very tenuously
because the number of children with the necessary performance scores is
very small. Due to the small number of scores available only the second
grade . was analyzed. Even there, appropriate scores on’only four TBE
children were obtained. Ordinarily, a report on such few children would-
not be constructed. However, since the information corroberates in part
findings from last year, there may be some validity in the findings.

Last year's findings indicated that in the areas of reading and math Viet-

" namese first grade LEP pupils at Becker (a low pupil-to-teacher ratio school)
performed better than their counterparts in the TBE Program at Wooten. This
formed similar second graders at Wooten in reading:. Performance in lan-
guage and math when adjusted for the previous year's achievement indicated
no meaningful difference (see Figures B-12 and B-13), ’

Junior High Bilingual Program

The number of students in the junior high school TBE Program for whom we have
achievement scores for both this year and last is very small and thus any con-
clusions drawn from the data are tenuous. Performance of the students for
whom scores are available is substantially below grade level in reading and
language (see Figure B-14). Performance in math, however, 1s very nearly at
grade level for the seventh graders. School TBE Program averages in math




range from 6.34 to 7.87. The national norm is 7.67. Unfortunately, there
is no way to demonstrate these classes are more effective than an alterna-
tive educational process since all but four Spanish-dominant LEP pupils at
the junior high level are participating in the TBE Program. Within the pro-
gram itself, there is little indication that the program at one school is -
more effective than the program at another (see Figure B-14).




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Flgure =1 ITBS

MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENTS FOR SPANISH-DOMINANT, BILINGUAL, AND ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS.

ITBS : GRADE 1. GRADE 2 . GRADE 3 GRADE 4 GRADE 5 GRADE 6
SCALE STATISTICS 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982
READING

X 1.20" .54 1.60 .85 2.27 1.02 2.41 1.86 3.32 2.62 3.92 3.38
SPANISH DOMINANT * *g7* *122*  *64% *67* *q7* *36% *q1%  *41* *36% *39% *30% *29%
(SE) (.067) (.106) (.174) (.217) (.271) ‘ (.309)
X 1.43 .98 1.92 1.56 2.74 2.50 2.96 2.83 3.56 3.81 4.28 4.47
BILINGUAL N* *H9* *76* *Bo* *119*%  *71% *104*%  A50%  *[9% ,*45% *43* *38%  *53%
(SE) (.107) (.079) - (.097) (.119) {.153) (.160)
X 1.46 1.26 2.08 1.79 2.57 2.53 2.91 2.88 3.89 3.59 4.21 4.04
ENGLISH DOMINANT *N* *165*%  *149*  *]112*  *107%  *56* *67* *34*%  A5]* *35% *48* *19* *41*
(SE) (.058) (.080) (.087) (.141) (.172) (.265)

**********************ﬁ*********************************************************n*****************************************************

LANGUAGE

SPANISH DOMINANT

BILINGUAL

ENGLISH DOMINANT

X
*N*
(SE)
X
*N*
(5E)
X
*N*
(SE)

.49
xG0*

.97

*113*

1.31
*125%

.58
*122%
(.081)

1.15
A76%
(.133)

1.44

*149* .

(.080)

.62
x1g%

1.70
*102*

2.14
A5k

1.00
*G7*
(.146)

1.78
*119+
(.106)

1.91
*107*
(.098)

1.14°

*24*

©2.59

*76*

2.90
*Q7*

.92

Ck3gh

(.192)

2.99
*104*
(.132)

3.13
*G7*
(.129)

1.91
x4

3.24
A5Gk

3.41
) *48*

2.16
x41%
(.288)

3.45
*GQk
(.157)

3.64
A5
{.179)

12.74
*18* :

3.72
A5G *

3.66
X4 *

2.67 -
*3gk
(.317)
4.17
*q 3%
(.114)

4.15

. k48*

(.181)

2.23
x32%

4.62
x46%

4.69
x93

3.31
*29*
{.363)

4.92
X534
(.180)

4.76
x41*
{.238)

**********************************t***************************************************************g***********************************

- Mam

SPANISH DOMINANT
BILINGUAL

ENGLISH DOMINANT

*NE
(SE)

AN &
(SE)

AN &
(SE)

1.44
*129%

1.56

A4

1.53
*164*

1.48
*122%
(.065)

1.57
Ax76%
(.092)

1.52
*149*
(.06p)

2.16
YEL

2.27
*xg]*

2.29
*x114%

2.56
*G7*
{.102)

2.52
*119*
(.064)

2.52
*107*
(.064)

3.05
X534

3.24

*72*

3.05

T kegx

3.36
x3G%k
(.183)

3.58
*104*
(.071)

3.42
*G7*
(.073)°

3.41
*47*

3.62
x5]%

3.53
%354

3.93
X4 %
(.215)

4.10
*GQ*
(.105)

3.65
x5l
(.126)

"4.64
*37*

4.31
*47*

4.67
x35%

4.96
*39*
(.210)

5.14
*43*
(.167)

4.63
*48*
(.180)

5.15
x33n

5.34
x3gk

4,96
*0*

6.02
*29*
(.199)

6.02
*53%
(.135)

5.60
*q1*

(.210)

0e°18




Figure B-2: ITBS MEAN %ILE FOR SPANISH-DOMINANT, BILINGUAL, AND ENGL[SH-DOf4lNANT LEP PUPILS.

o -
o
ITBS ‘ GRADE 1 GRADE 2 GRADE 3 GRADE 4 - GRADE 5 GRADE 6 W
SCALE STATISTICS 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 1981 1982 o
READING ' . . .
‘ X 29.96 12.49 15,02 7.47 15.04 3.25 7.44 6.67 10.61 5.27. 8.03 7.90
SPANISH DOMINANT' AN* *g7* *118%  *G4%x *Gg1* *47% *]2% *41%° A31% a3gh x4 A% *22%
’ (SE) (1.81) - (1.40) (1.10) (1.39) (.91) (1.84)
: X 36.38 24.48 22.52 18,55 24.28 23.44 13.50 13.23 11,20 13.20 12,03 14.50
BILINGUAL AN* *Gg* *ggx *g6* *118*  *71% *102% x50k *7]%* *45* *45% x3g* A53%
: (SE) (2.59) (1.78) (1.84) (1.62) . \eed7) (2.08)
X 38.08 35.82 28.21. 24.44 19.64 24.40 ~ 10.74 13.39 14.80 12.90 9.95 12.97
ENGLISH DOMINANT ANE . *165%  *156%  *]12%  *]101*  456% *71% x34*  *5]% *35% *41% *19% *45%
(SE) . (1.85) {2.10) (2.11) (1.93) . - (2.05) (1.78)
*************************ﬁ**************************************************************************************************************
LANGUAGE - ) , . ,
] X 8.71 12.83 12.5 13.54 5.200 3.35 10.68 11.41 9.00 8.41 3.84 6.86 .
SPANISH DOMINANT AN* *3g%°  A]1]18%  *]13%* *g1* *15% *34* *22% %3]k *]10%. *34* *]1g* LYY AN
(SE) : (1.93) (2.69) (1.06) (3.19) (1.87) (2.76)
w - X 19.05 *© 25.64 . 21.78 26.50 22.41 34.88 21.13 26.45 17.87. 25.13 21.32 23.66
éo BILINGUAL AN *107%  *gg* *gq % *118%*  *70* *102%  *45%  x71%x . *49 *q5*% *38* *53%
. » (SE) o (2.81). (2.21) -(2.69) (2.55) ~ (2.85) . (2.54)
L X 27.35 37.34 33.18 31.41° 27.47 39.04 20.14 27.49 19.30 . 22.46 21.39 21.91
ENGLISH DOMINANT AN* *109*%  *156*%  *75*% *101*  *46* *71% *42*% x5 *43% *41% *18% *45%
"(SE) (2.29) (2.35) (2.82) (2.57) (2.61) (2.17)
******t*k***********.**************************fg***************************************************************************************** .
MATH ' :
, X 30.92 36.68 25.92 42,16 24,59 38.08 13.79 31.83 23.73  31.44 17.27 34.09
SPANISH DOMINANT AN* *129*%  *118%  *x73x *61* *53% *34% *q7k X3 *37% *34* *33% 0 A%
(SE) (2.76) (3.45) (5.27) (4.76) (4.17) (4.58)
X 35.93 44,77 28.04 41.00 30.71 45.44 18.98 28.57 14.51 32.95 23.21 34.39
BILINGUAL WN* *74% *98* L AQ1k - A]118*%  *72% *102% A5l x71% *47% - *45*% *3g* *53*
(SE) (2.99) (2.37) . (2.85) (2.57) . (3.96) (3.28)
X 34.82 45.12 28,90 41.09 24.1° 38,73 15.51 19.47 22.80 24.41 13.30 27.20
ENGLISH DOMINANT AN* *164*%  *]156%  *x]114%  *x]Q1k A58« *71% *35% A5 *35% *q1* *20* *45% S
. (SE) T (2.43) . (2.72) (2.93) (2.56) . (3.43) -(2.85) ‘
‘ £) oy
Q W) i_ 3 d
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| SP:  SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS | |
7 BIL: BALANCED-BILINGUAL LEP PUPILS NATIONAL
ENG: ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS . ~ NORM
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Figure B-3: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL READING ACHIEVEMENT (1982).
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SP:  SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS
7o BIL: BALANCED-BILINGUAL LEP PUPILS NATIONAL
ENG: ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS . " T NORM

GRADE EQUIVALENT

Rl 2 3 4 5 6
~ GRADES |

Figure B-4: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT (1982).
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GRADE EQUIVALENT.

SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS
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ENG: ENGLISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS ." ~ NORM
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_ Figure B-5: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL MATH ACHIEVEMENT (1982).‘
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Figure B-6: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL READING ACHIEVEMENT (1982).

"
ub

B-12




81.44

99 — : SP: SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS
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Figure B-7: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL LANGUAGE ACHIEVEMENT (1982).
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" Figure B-8: HISPANIC LEP PUPIL MATH ACHIEVEMENT (1982);
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GRADE A 1 2 3

READING SIGNIFICANCE 4 NS s NS
LP/TR Schcols ,
X .77 .86 2.43
X (adjusted) * 80* *1,04% *2,62%
N ‘ (41) (21) (9)
Regular Schools
X .98 - 1.64 2.38
X *,97* " *1.63% *2.37%
N . (294) (222) (154)
********************************************************************
TANGUAGE SIGNIFICANCE NS. S NS:-
LP/TR Schools )
X .95 .74 . 2.83
X (adjusted) *,98% * Q5% *2,94%
N (41) (21) (9)
Regular Schools
X 1.10 . 1.84 2 88
X (adjusted) *1.09%* : (1.81*% *2.88%
: N (294) (222) (154)
*******x************************************************************
MATH SIGNIFICANCE 5 S NS
LP/TR Schools
X 1.26 2,19 - 3.59
X (adjusted *1,27% *2,22% *3,59%
N (41) . . (21) (9)
Regular Schools ' ‘
X - 1.57 2.62 3.48
X (adjusted) *1.57% *2,62% *3,46%

N (294) (222) (154)

Figure B-9:

SIZED CLASSES.

LP/TR Schools: Low pupil/teacher ratio schools (Allison and Becker).

S: Significant at the = = .05 level.
NS: ©Not significant.

Note: The covariate for first graders was the PAL and the covariate
for second and third grades was the previous year's achieve-

ment in the same subject area.
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LEP ACHIEVEMENT IN LOW PUPIL/TEACHER RATIO CLASSES VS REGULAR




GRADE 2 3 4 4 5 6

READING SIGNIFICANCE =~ S s .._Ns NS NS
TITLE I ' )
X , 1.69 2.64  2.82 3.59 4.11
X (adjusted *1.81%  *2.64%  *2,91%  *3,54% %4 14%
N B (790 (57) (32) {30) (34)
NON-TITLE I
X ) 1.52 2.26 2.86 3.46. ° 4.27
X (adjusted) *1.47%  *2,26%  *2,83%  *3,48% %4 25%
N (164) (111) (90) (75) (63)

dek ok K o kK ke dek dek gk ok g K K ek Kk K ek ek gk gk gk g e ke ko ke gk ke gk gk gk e ok ek ek ke ke ke gk ke

LANGUAGE SIGNIFICANCE

TITLE T

X 1.98 3.27 3.57 4.17 4.85

X (adjusted) *2,03%  *3,26%  *3_63%* *4,08% *4,86%

N (79) (57) (32) (30) (34) _
NON-TITLE I '

X 1.63 . 2.68 3.43 3.87 4.70

X (adjusted) *],60%  *2,69%  *3_41*  *3,90%  *4,69%

N - (164) (111) (90) (75) (63)

KRKKK KKK TKKKTTKT KT TIRTE KKK KK I T 7 I I 7k khhkhhkhhhhhhhkhhhkhhhhhkhikhikk

MATH SIGNIFICANCE

X . 2.70 3.57 3.83 4.77 5.95
X (adjusted) *2.69%  *3,54%  *3,87%  *4,83%  *5,95%
N (79) (57) (32) (30) (34)
X 2.53 3.42 4.02 4.98 5.87
X (adjusted) *2.53%  *3.43%  *4,00% *4,96%  *5,37*
N (164) (111) (90). (75) (63)

Figure B-10:  TITLE I VS NON-TITLE I LEP STUDENTS
: COVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE
GRADE EQUIVALENT- SCORES

S: Significant at the « = .05 level.
NS: Not significant

|
|
NOW-TITLE I '
|
\
|
l
*  The covariate was the previous year's achievement in the same subject area. ‘




COVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

SUM OF MEAN SIGNIFICANCE
SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES SQUARE OF F
COVARIATE: READING '81/ .129 1 129 .186
PROGRAM EFFECT .726 1 .726 .012*
. RESIDUAL .347 6 .058

TOTAL 1.202 8 .150
UNADJUSTED MEANS:
TBE (WOTTEN) 1.60
NON-TBE (BECKER) 2.22
Figure B-11: VIETNAMESE 2ND GRADE TBE PROGRAM VS NON-PROGRAM
. - ITBS READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS.
*Significant

. SUM OF MEAN STIGNIFICANCE
SOURCE OF VARTATION SQUARES SQUARE OF F'
COVARIATE: LANGUAGE '81 2.727 1 2.727 .203
PROGRAM EFFECT - 1.356 1 1.356 .352
' RESIDUAL 7.999 6 1.333
TOTAL 12.082. 8 1.510
UNADJUSTED MEANS:
TBE (WOOTEN) 2.07
NON-TBE (BECKER) 3.10

Figure B-12:  VIETNAMESE 2ND GRADE TBE PROGRAM VS NON-PROGRAM

ITBS LANGUAGE TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS.

4
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COVARIATE ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE

[3)

. SM OF MEAN " SIGNIFICANCE
SOURCE OF VARTATTION SQUARES DF SQUARE . F OF F
COVARTATE: MATH '81 .559 1 .559 3.136 .127
PROGRAM EFFECT ~ °  ..002 1 .002 0117 921 ¢
RESIDUAL 1068 6 .178
TOTAL 1.629 8 .204
UNADJUSTED MEANS: S
TBE (WOOTEN) 3.52 N=4
NON-TBE (BECKER) 3.64 =5

Figure B-13:  VIETNAMESE 2ND GRADE TBE PROGRAM VS NON-PROGRAM
o ITBS MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS. , '




wi

5.10 4.80

% (adjusted) *5,20% *4,80%

N (4) (3)
Pearcsg

X ~5.38 5.56
'R (adjusted) . *5.30% *5.54*

N - (5) )]
Martin -

X 4.20 5.06.
. X (adjusted) *4,12% *5,08%

N (6) (5)
******************************************************
LANGUAGE
Fulmore

X 4.95 5.07

X (adjusted) - - *5,17* *5,15%

N (4) L
Pearce

X ) 5.18 : 4.94

% (adjusted) *5,26% *5 33%

N 5y (N
Martin v

X 4.62 5.20

¥ (adjusted) *4,40% *4,60%

N (6) (5)
*****************************************************

MATH
Fulmore

X 7.70 7.37

X (adjusted) *7,38% *7,31*

N (4) (3)
Pearce

X 6.34 7.67

X (adjusted) *6.94% *7.95%

N . 5) (N
Martin

g 7.87 6.88

X (adjusted) : *7.57 *6.54%

N (6) . (5)

Figure B-1l4:

S:

NS:

*
Q
ERIC
o e

ANBLYSIS OF VARIANCE
GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES

Sigdificant at the = = .05 level.
Not significant

The covariate was the prev1ous year's achievement in the same subject area.

B~19
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Attachment B-1
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Students Who May Be Exempted from
Achievement Testing

Exemptions are available only to certain special education students whose
ARD Committees have determineéd that they cannot be validly tested.

If the ARD Committee has not yet met to decide for a student, then that
student's teachers and principal may determine inclusion or exclusion
from testing in the spring of 1981 The following factors should be
considered ‘ - '

1) A special education student who receives the majority of
instruction from a regular classroom teacher in an'area
measured by a standardized test should take the test in
that area. :

2) Most students receiving more than three (3) hours pef day
of special education services should be exemot from stan-
dardized testing.

3) A student receiving three (3) hours or less per day of
special education services who cannot be tested validly
on a standardized test should be exempt.

"4) A special education student who cannot make a wvalid score
on a standardized test may be tested if inclusion in the
testing experience would be of benefit to that student in

. other ways.




Local/State Bilingual
Appéendix C '
SPANISH READING TEST (PRUEBA DE LECTURA)
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T rument Degceriotion: DPrueha de lacryrs

Brief description of the instrument:.

Level 2, Form B, consists of 110 multiple choice items. Forty items test level of com~
prehension, thirty test speed of comprehension, and forty items test vocabulary,

.

To whom was the instrument administered?

Second cHrough-sixch grade students who are Spanish-dominant, according to fall 1981
PAL scores. )

“ . ® . \
. ! ’ . . ’ . . % i
How manv times .as the instrument administered? :

‘Once every spring. . . o o k . . ’ !

\

When was the instrument administered?

March 1982.

Where was the instrument administered?

+

In the school c¢cafeteria or other vacant rooms.

Who admiristered the instrument?

81lingual evaluation staff and extra testers hired for this purpose.

What training did the administrator§ have?

Procedures for administration of the test were reviewed by all testers in the Office of
Research and Evaluation prior to actual testing. :

Was the instrument administerad under standardized conditions?

Yes.

Were thera problems with the instrument or the administration that might affect
the validitv of the data?

Actual testing conditions may have varied from school to school.

Who developed the instrument? The original test (1950) was developed by the committee
on Modern Languages of the American Council on Education and published by Educational
Testing Services. The current version is a revision of the original test done by
Herschel T. Manual and published by Guidance Testing Associates, San Antonio, Texas.
Wnat reliability and validity data ara available on the instrument?

Coefficient élpﬁa<is .95 for the vocabulary subtest of Level I Form CES and .96 for
comprehension. Coefficient alpha for the total score is .98.

Are there norm data available for interpreting the resuits?

Scores from the spring 1981 and 1982 reating of Local/State project students are avail-
able for comparision. : .

ERIC . 4
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Spanish Reading Test - Prueba de Lectura

Purpose

The Prueba de Lectura (PDL) is designed to measure level and .speed of
comprehension and vocabulary in Spanish. This test is administered

to determine if Spanish-dominant student$ are making significant gains
in Spanish readlng as per the following dec1s1on and evaluation ques-
tioms.

) Decision Question D2: What modifications to the present
Bilingual Program and‘services should be considered?

Evaluation Question D2-2: What were the iévels of
achievement for pupils in the Bilingual Program com-
pared to the previous year?

Procedures

Spanish-dominant LEP students in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL
during the last two weeks of March. All Spanish-dominant LEP students
in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL (Level 2, Form B) except those
absent on the days of test administration. A total of 240 out of 308
(78%) Spanish-dominant students were tested this year.

A copy of the memorandum to principals informing them of the need to
schedule a time and place for administering the PDL is provided in
Attachment C-l1. Information on the amount of Spanish reading instruc-
‘tion was obtained via each school's LEP Coordinator who, in turn, ob-
tained the information from each student's teacher. A copy of the
memorandum requesting Spanish readlng information is provided in Attach-
ment C-2, '

The spring 1982 PDL data is entered on the UT IBM system under the AZAD
767 account with a file name of PRUEBA2 and a file mode of DATA. The
data is in a format specified by Attachment C-3.

To establish more reliable local norms, last year's data are combined with
this year's. Last year's PDL administration and data format are essen-
tially the same as this year's. ’

Results

The results are organized around three questions:

e How much Spanish reading instruction do Spanish-dominant LEP
pupils receive?

e How do this year's students, compare to last year's?

- e How does the performance of children who received Spanish read-
ing instruction compare to those who did not?

¥
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In general performance is up from last year. However, the number of
Spanish-dominant pupils who receive Spanish reading instruction in-
creased significantly this year.-

How much Spanish reading instruction do Spanish-dominant LEP pupils receive?

The amount of Spanish reading instruction received by Spanish-dominant LEP
pupils is a function of grade level and school. Most schools that have
these pupils enrolled do provide Spanish reading instruction.  However,
there are a few schools who do not and a few that prov1de the instruction
only at certain grade levels.

Overall, 747% (178/240) of the Spanish-dominant LEP students received some
Spanish reading instruction (see Figure C-1). The number of sample stu-
~ denic who received Spanish reading instruction is up considerably from

~ last year's figure of 54% (136/252). The likelihood of receiving this

" instruction diminishes constantly across the grades eycept for fifth

© . graders, where fewer than one-half rece1ved instruction. :

Figure C-2 shows the average amount of Spanish reading instruction pro-
vided by grade for those students who received some Spanish reading in-
struction. The average. amount of instruction was 4.3 hours per week.

. GRADE 2 3 4 5 6 TOTAL
N ' 83 52 47 32 26 240

SPAN RD INSTR 93% 71% 685 - 47% 65% 74%

NO SPEN RD INSTR 7% 29% 32% 53% 35% 26%

Figure C-1: JJPERCENTAGE OF SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS NHO RECEIVED SPANISH
‘ READING INSTRUCTION (1982).

GRADE "N MEAN (X) SD SE 95% CL.
2 77 » 4.67 2.68 .31 4.67t .62
3 - 37 3.91 2.00 .33 3.91+ .62
4 32 4.43 3.57 .63 4.43+ 1.26
‘5 15 4.05 2.29 .59 4.05+ 1.18
6 17 3.44 2.44 .59 3.44+ 1.18

Figure C-2: HOURS PER WEEK OF SPANISH READING INSTRUCTION FOR SPANISH-
DOMINANT LEP PUPILS WHO RECEIVED SPANISH READING INSTRUC-
TION (1982).
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"PDL TOTAL
RAW SCORES

How do This Year's Students Compare to Last Year's

Comparison of this year's Spanish-dominant students with last year's
students shows that performance was higher for most groups. The
exceptions are fourth and fifth grade students with Spanish reading
instruction and second grade students with no Spanish reading instruc-
tion. Figure C-3 illustrates the comparison while Figure C-4 contains
the numerical results.

INSTRUMENT: PRUEBA DE LECTURA
LEVEL 2, FORM B

SCALE: TOTAL RAW SCORE

GROUPS: SPANISH READING SPRING 1982 .(SR82) -
110 — o SPANISH READING SPRING 1981 (SR81)

. - NO SPANISH READING SPRING 1981 (NSR82) -
NO SPANISH READING SPRING 1981 (NSR81)

A\
11

80

70

60 —
50 —.
40 —

30

A\
A Y

2 '3 a4 -5 6
S GRADE

Figure C-3: COMPARISON OF SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP PUPILS WHO RECEIVED. SPANISH
'READING INSTRUCTION AND SIMILAR PUPILS WHO DID NQT, FOR SCHOOL
YEARS 1980-1981 AND 1981-1982.
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MEDIAN N SD T p -

GROUP®  GRADE  MEAN(X)
SR82 2 48.0 50.0 77 14.4  -1.56  .122
SR81 2 43.6 46.0 50  17.2
NSR82 2 25.8 2.5 6 9.9  1.22  .229
NSR81 2 34.5 31.0 35  16.8
SR82 3 60.5 5.0 37 17.0 -1.00  .323
SR81 3 56.1 57.0 35  20.0
NSR82 3 5.27 49.0 15 22.6 -1.61  .122
NSR81 3 42.1 37.0 26  15.3 | |
SR82 4 61.7 64.0 32 18.1 .30 .769
SR8l 4 63.0 67.0 27  17.7
NSR82 4 68.5 69.0 15 17.1  -1.53 .136
NSR81 4 60.6 67.0 . 21  13.8 i
SR82. 5 69.6 73.0 15 19.9 15 .879
SR8l 5 70.9 74.0 9 200 .
 NSR82 - 5 72.9 76.2 17 18.9  -1.47 .. .150
NSR81 5 63.7 69.0 22  19.6
SR82 6 77.3 77.2 . 17 16.8 - .37 712
SR81 6 75.4 77.0 14 10.9 |
NSR82 6 70.8 80.0 9 26.8 - .02  .988
NSR81 6 70.6 79.0 13 23.4

Figure C-4: COMPARISON OF GROUP PDL RAW SCORE MEANS BETWEEN 1981 AND 1982.

* GROUPS:

&

SR82
SR81
NSR82

NSR81

Students
and were

. Students

and were

Students
and were

Students
and were

who received Spanish Reading Instruction
tested in spring 1982.

who received Spanish Reading Instruction
tested in spring 1981.

who did not receive Spanish Reading Instruction
tested in spring 1982.

who did not receive Spanish Reading Instruction
tested spring 1981.
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How does the performance of children who recei .:d Spanish reading
instruction compare to those who did not? :

This year, students who did not receive Spanish reading instruction per-
formed at a higher level in fourth and fifth grade, thanm those students
who received instruction. However, the,greatest and only significant
difference, 22.2 points, favored students at the second grade level who
were provided Spanish reading instruction. Figure C-3 illustrates the
comparison while Figure C-5 presents the numerical comparisons.

Attachment C-4 provides information of performance on each of the sub-
tests of the Prueba de Lectura for those who received Spanish reading

instruction.
. GROUP®  GRADE MEAN (X) MEDIAN N sD T p
SR82 2 48.0 50.0 . - 77 14.4 5.09 .001®
NSR82 2 . 25.8 24.5 6 9.9 e
SR82 3 60.5 65.0 - - 37. 17.0° - 1.36 .180
NSR82 3 52.7 - 49.0 15. 22.6 , .
SR82 4 61.7 - 64.0 32 18.1 ~1.25 .222
NSR82 4 68.5 69.0 15 17.1 ‘
_.SR82  _. 5 69.6 73.0 15 19.9 - .48 .637
NSR82 5 72.9 76.2 17 18.9 ,
SR82 6 77.3 77.2 17 16.8. .77 .451
NSR82 6 70.8 80.0 9 26.8 S

Figuré c-5: COMPARISON OF MEANS BETWEEN STUDENTS THAT RECEIVED SPANISH
READING INSTRUCTION AND SIMILAR STUDENTS THAT DID NOT (1982).

*GROUP: SR82 = Students that received Spanish reading instruction
and were tested in spring 1982.
NSR82 = Students that did not receive Spanish reading in-

struction and were tested in spring 1982.
¢ = Significant at the « = .05 level.

The construction of local norms.

This year, norms were. constructed for AISD Spanish-dominant students that
were administered the Prueba de Lectura during the last two weeks of March.
The norms table is for those students that receive Spanish reading instruc-
tion. The data upon which the second grade norms arée based were obtadlned
from 77 students tested this year. To obtain mére reliable norms for grades
three through six, data obtained from last year's PDL administration was
combined with this year's data. The chi square analyses of score distri-

~butions indicated no significant difference (= = .20) between this year
~and last for grades ‘three through six. Thus, it is appropriate to com-—
bine these data. Third grade norms are derived from 72 students, fourth
grade from 59 students, fifth grade from 24 students and sixth grade from
31 students. The morms table is reported in Attachment C-5.
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Attachment C-1

81.44 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
February 26, 1982
TO: Principals Addressed
FROM: Jonathan Curtis &Ll

SUBJECT: Spanish Reading Test

Within a few days, René Tamez, the Evaluatlon Assistant with the Bilingual
Program evaluation staff, will be contacting your school for the purpose of
schedullng the Prueba de Lectura (Spanish Reading Test).

_}The‘ﬁollow1ng p01nts summarize this testing effort,

1) The test to be administered is the Prueba de Lectura,
Level II, Form B. The data collected will allow the
comparison of last year's and this year's Spanish
reading achievement.

2) Students to be tested are the Spanish-dominant pupils
in grades 2-6. '

3) Enclosed‘is a list of the students at your school who
"~ are scheduled for testing.

4) We will schedule testing time(s) that are most conve-
nient to you. Testing will be carried out over the
span of March 22nd - April 2nd.

Please feel free to call me or René Tamez at 458-1229 if you have any ques-

tions about this procedure.

)

Approved:. "7(/1{ék_ G/? 77£r7/i{§‘1

“Director,Research and Evg}ﬁation

woronsts ATH DA ﬁm

Ruth MacAllister, Assistant Superlntendent for Elementary

~

JC:1m

cec! Carmen Gamboa Hermelinda Rodriguez
Maria Ramirez Timy Baranoff

c-8
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Attachment C-2

} T 81.44 _
: AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Regearch and Evaluation
’ - ' ‘March 23, 1982
TO: LEP Coordinators
. RO
FROM: René Tamez

THROUGH: Jonathan Curtis &0
SUBJECT : Spanish Reading Instruction

‘We need information on the students who took the Prueba de Lectura “n
March. Enclosed is the list of those students. Please ask each stu-
dent's teacher whether the student was involved in Spanish Reading
Instructicn during this school year. If the student was involved in
Spanish Reading Instruction, ask the teacher to estimate how many

" hours per week of instruction the student received. Please record
this information on the list and return it when completed.

I would like to have this information by Friday, April 16. If there
are any questions, call me at 458-1229. Please return the list to:

René Tameé, ORE
Box 79
. Carruth Building

Approved: ﬁl&/ﬂ
i

rector, Research and Evaluation

sooroveds Sty DT ue (DLl iZon,

Ruth MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

RT:1m
Enclosure

cc: Elementary Principals




81-44\ | FILE LAYOUT | Attachment C-3

JLABELED  [JUNLASELED PAGE _1 OF
FILE NAME PRUEBA? FILE MODE . Data ' BY: R. Tamez
BLOCKSIZE _ 80 CHARACTERS DATE CREATED: _06/03/81
RECORD SIZE 8Q CHARACTERS SUG.- SCRATCH DATE:

| ' | DENSITY BPI
SEQUENCE ] '

DESCRIPTION This is a computer file of PRUEBA de LECTURA (Level 2, Form B) data.

”4REMARKS Scores are for Spanish-Dominant LEP students in grades 2 thru 6, for the

test administered in Spring, 1982.

R0l leacattNS | pata FoRMAT FIELD NAME | REMARKS
3 1 1 3‘! numeric - school - schoél code
24 E 4 27. alphanumeric { name ' student's name
7.1, 28 34 numeric identification # student's ID
2' 35- 36 numeric gfade‘ _ - "grade
3 37 39 ] numeric PDL total score total score.
2 40 41 numeric level raw scoreb - subtest level, score
2 l ¥ 2 43 ; numeric velocity raw score ‘subtest velocity score
2 ’ f@A ! 45 numeric ( vocabulary score subtest vocabulary score
4 ! 46 49 numeric [ hours per week Spanish Reading Instruction
| .
| |
- :
|




Attachment Cc-4

GRADE MEAN (X) - MEDIAN N SD SE "~ 95% C.L.

2 16.64 17.10 77 5.65 | .64 16.64 = 1.28
3 21.65 22.75 37 6.82 1.12 21.65 = 2.24
4 22.19 22.50 32 7.86 1.39 22.19 = 2.78
5 25.13 27.00 15 7.41 1.91 25.13 % 3.82
6 28.71 29.83 17 6.22 1.51 28.71 = 3.02

Figure A-C3-1: PERFORMANCE, ON THE PDL LEVEL SUBTEST, OF SPANISH-DOMINANT LEP
PUPILS RECEIVING SPANISH READING INSTRUCTION.

GRADE MEAN (X) MEDIAN N

SD SE 95% C.L.
2 6.91 6.17 77 4.05 .46 6.91 = .92
3 9.84 9.30 37 3.91 .64 9.84 £ 1,28
4 9.94 8.75 32 5.01 .89 - 9.94 £ 1.78
5 13.20 - 12.83 15 6.11 1.58 13.20 £ 3.16
6 14.18 13.00 17 6.82 1.65 14.18 = 3.30

Figure A-C3-2: PERFORMANCE, ON THE PDL VELOCITY SUBTEST, OF SPANISH- DOMINANT
LEP PUPILS RECEIVING SPANISH READING INSTRUCTION

GRADE MEAN (X) MEDITAN N SE 95% C.L.

SD
2 24,55 38.92 77 7.57 .86. 24.55 + 1.72
3 28.97 32.00 37 . 7.50 1.23 28.97 + 2.46
4 29.53 31.00 32 6.47 1.14 29.53 + 2.28
5 - 31.27 33.83 15 8.06 2.08 * .31.27 * 4.16
6 34.41 35.90 17 4,49 1.09 34.41 + 2.18

Figure A-C3-3: PERFORMANCE, ON THE PDL VOCABULARY SUBTEST, OF SPANISH-DOMINANT
LEP PUPILS RECEIVING SPANISH READING INSTRUCTION.

Q —
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8l.44

PRUEBA DE LECTURA
Local AISD Norms Table

Students With Spanish Reading Instruction
Percentile Rank To Number - Correct Score

ATTACHMENT C-5

GRADE
3ile Rank 2 3 4 5 6 $ile Rank
99 81 93 98 » 99
98 72 93 105 100 98
97 71 92 90 97
96 9
95 70 88 36 99 95
94 69 86 101 ‘ 94
93 ' 93
92 80 84 37 92
91 68 91
90 79 95 90
89 " 66 96 89
88 64 78 82 88
87 87
86 63 86
‘85 77 94 85
84 62 76 81 87 84
83 75 : . 83
82 61 92 82
81 74 80 83 81
80 60 80
79 89 70
78 73 : 78
77 : 78 82 77
76 59 72 : 76
75 77 75
74 71 74 88 74
73 58 81 73
72 57 69 72 72
71 71
70 71 79 70
69 56 68 85 69
68 70 68
67 , 67
66 55 67 81 66
65 69 65
64 64
63 54 66 77 79 63
62 68 62
61 61
60 53 60
59 65 59
58 67 78 58
57 64 ' 57
56 75 56
55 55
54 52 63 54
53 51 66 53
52 74 52
51 51
50 50 62 77 50

AP
c-12 3
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

81.44

ATTACHMENT C-5

Page 2 of 2
Percentile Rank To Number - Correct
GRADE
3ile Rank 2 3 4 5 6 $ile Rank
49 49
48 73 48
47 49 61 65 47
46 i 46
45 48 60 63 45
44 72 44
43 62 ' 43
42 47 57 76 42
41 . a1 _
40 56 - 61 71 40
39 46 39
38 53 38
37 73 37
36 44 60 36
35 50 69 70 35
34 43 34
33 49 59 33.
32 42 32
31 39 47 67 31
30 , 30
29 45 55 60 29
28 38 54 28
27 44 69 27
26 26
25 36 53 25
24 63 24
23 35 43 50 54 23
22 - 22
21 34 48 21
20 20
19 33 46 53 62 19
18 ' 42 18
17 32 41 17
16 0 16
15 31 49 61 15
14 30 39 38 14
13 36 13
12 29 38 12~
11 28 35 11
10 27 37 42 60 10
9 9
8 30 34 8
7 26 7
6 27 30 35 6
5 24 ) : 57 5
4 29 ’ 4
3 19 29 24 3 ’
2 19 28 44 2
1 17 9 23, ’ 1
poe

c-13
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Local/State Bilingual
Appendix D
LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY




81.44

Inscrument Descripction: LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY (LAB)

3rief descristion of the inscrumenc:

The LAB has been used as an instrument for measuring language proficiency and
language dominance (English and Spanish). While it was developed to address
language assessment needs at all grade levels, dustin uses the measure, Level III,
at the secondary level only. The measures assess listening, reading, and writing
skills in boch English and Spanish. Each respective subtest has 18, 28, and 20
items. The tesc is group administered and requires about 4l minutes. The answer
. sheets are in a "mark-sense” format. The LAB is used as a placement test for

’?g' l&g gua&asa nsl eE Si?:g.‘s g—ugergltns adminiscared?

Secondary pupils new to the school discricc who have a language other than English
in their home background in the fall and all secondary LEP pupils in cthe spring
as required by State regulacions.

How zany cimes was =he instrument adminiscerad?

Twice to secondary pupils with a language other than English in their home back-
ground who entered AISD for the first time and once to the entire secondary LEP
population. :

Testing was conducted in cthe fall of 1981 and che spring of 1982.

where was che insc=iment adminiscered?

In the school classrooms, counselor's office, etc.

Who administerad the instriment?

|

When was the insctrument administerad? . )
Trained school personnel including counselors, teachers, and supervisors.
|
|
|

What training 4id the administrarors have?

In the early fall one workshop was conducted for ESOL ceachers and another for
school LEP coordinators.

Was che Inscrumen:z administared under srandardized conditions?

The tests are supposed to ba administerad under standardized conditions; however,
no atcempt has been made to monitor the test administrarions.

Wer2 chere oroblsams with the insczument or che administracion =hat mizht
affect che validisy of zhe daca?

None have been noted.

“no developad the inscwiment?

The LAB was developed by the Office of Educactional Evaluation of the Board of
Education of. cthe City of New York.

wnat raliabilit—r and validiew daza ara availabla on =ha ims=ruzenc?

o Extensive tables are available in the test's Technigal Mgnual. The sctatiscics
provided in these tables suggest the test is reliable.

Ars =hera nora dasa availadls 3y inzarsrs “2 the rasults?

Yes, percentile ranks and stanines are available.

FRIC _ ' o D-2
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Language Assessment Ba;tefy
Purpose

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is administered to provide a

means of determining the English proficiency of secondary pupils

with a language other than English in the home background. The LAB

score is used to identify limited English proficient (LEP) students.

These data can also be used to examine the English language progress

of LEP pupils and address the follow1ng decision and evaluatlon ques- .
tions delineated below: - :

Decision Question D2: What modifications to the present
Bilingual Program and services should be considered?

Evaluation Question D2-5: _What kind.of progress is
being made regarding movement toward English profi-
ciercy of LEP pupils?

. Procedure

In the fall the LAB was administered to assess the English profici-
cency of all secondary students new to the District with a home lan-
guage other than English. Hispanic LEP students new to the District
were administered the LAB in Spanish (in addition to English) to deter-
mine their language dominance. (The instructional program received is
based in part on the student's language dominance.)

In the spring, the LAB was ‘administered to all secondary LEP pupils

to help determine if a change in type of instruction was appropriate.

. The Spanish version of the LAB was administered to the Spanish~dom=-
inant LEP pupils. : :

Attachment D-1 is a copy of the memo sent to the secondary princi-
pals to indicate the procedures to use in recording and submitting.
the new scores. :

Results

'Prior.to this year sufficient pre- and post-dataon.the LAB were avail- e
able only for the junior high Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) e
classes. This year sufficient data are available to calculate pre-

and posttest means for grades 7-12, Figure D-1 illustrates the £find-

ings. A pre-post comparison of gain scores by grade (see Figure D-2)

indicate that positive gains in Engllsh language skills were obtained

at all grade levels.




_ Figure D-1: LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY HISPANIC
LEP STUDENTS (1981 82).

| , T o
PRE ~ POST
|

|

|

6 . ' |
D-4 . |




X PRE XPOST. XDIF ~ SE. T : P
7 18 30.22  ,50.33 20.11 5.08 3.96 .001
8 46 41.98  57.41 15.43  2.10  7.35 <.001
9 38 49.34 = 62.16 12.82 2.61 4.90 <.001
10 17 49.59 62.29 15.71 3.04 5.17 <.001
11 10 48.70 64.00 15.30 6.11 2.50 .034
12 4 71.50 81.50 10.00  2.52  3.97 .028

Figure D-2: LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS.

The District maintains a Transitional Bilingual Education Program for its
Spanish-dominant LEP pupils at the junior high school level. The program
is conducted in self-contained classrooms with bilingual teachers provi-
ding the instruction in all core areas (math, science, reading, language,
and social studies). The students take P.E. and elective courses such as
art through the regular junior high school program and are thus integrated
with the regular students for that .period of time.

The remainder of this section examiners the performance of the TBE students
and compares that to the performance of the other Hispanic LEP students at
the same grade.levels., Figure D-3 illustrates two basic points, the junior
high school TBE students (Spanish-dominant):

e are performing at a lower level than the non-TBE (English-dominant
and Balanced-Bilingual) Hispanic LEP students.

e may be closing the gap between themselves and their non-TBE peers.

The first point is merely an artifact of the selection process. That is,
only Spanish-dominant pupils are provided full-day Transitional Bilingual
Education (TBE).. Thus, their English language skills would be expected to
be below their LEP peers who are either English-dominant or balanced bilin-
zgual. °

The second point suggests that the TBE Program may be effective since the

TBE students outgained their non-TBE counterparts by about ten points and

eight points respectively for seventh and eighth grades. Unfortunately the
gains cannot be associated unequivocally with the TBE Program since all ex-
cept four of the Spanish-dominant LEP junior high school pupils participated
in the program. Thus, it may be that Spanish-dominant pupils would perform
as well without the special classes. Furthermore, their superior gains over
non-TBE LEP pupils may be attributed at least in part to regression toward

the mean. (The average pretest performance on the LAB in English was much v |
lower for the TBE students than for the non-TBE LEP pupils.)

In summary, secondary LEP students have gained in their English language
skills at all grade levels. .Furthermore, there is some evidence to suggest
that the District's TBE Program facilitates the learning of English language
skills. : ’ :
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TBE: TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION

NON-TBE: NON-TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION °

92
80 o
70 — 8 NON-TBE
9 60 o 7 NON-TBE
@ ,
[o o
o
QO 50 .
%) 8 TBE
=z 7 TBE
z 40—
[o of .
2 30
-
20 -
10 =
0 1 : : I
PRE -~ POST
GRADE N X PRE X pOST X DIF SE T P
. - - - |
TBE :
-7 10 16.40 41.70 25.30 8.81 2.87  .018
8 24 27.67 46.92. 19.25 3.15 6.12 <.001
NON-TBE ' '
7 9 45.44 60.56 15.11 2.54 5.96 <.001
8 23 57.13 60.48 11.35 2.41 4.71 <.001

Figure D~3:

LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL HISPANIC LEP
STUDENTS (1981-82).

D-6 6 3




ATTACHMENT D-1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation .

April 8, 1982

TO: Secondary Principals

FROM: Imelda Rodriguez, Jonathan Curtis

SUBJECT‘ LEP Student Testlng

The State .requires for the first time that all LEP puplls be tested (both
oral proficiency and achievement) at the end of each school year. (The
regular District achievement testing is used to fulfill the achievement
requirement.) The following indicates who needs to be tested, how to rec-
ord the pupil scores, and who to send the information to. '

Who must be tested with All the LEP students at your school who
the English LAB? "are on the computer printout listing
provided.

Who must be tested with | All the A and B dominance category pupils
the Spanish LAB? on computer listing whose language cate-

gory is Spanish.

How should you record : Record the scores on the LAB in the col-
the pupil's scores? - umns provided to the right of each stu-
dent's language specification.

Eng - Span
i.e. 1234567 Garcia Jose etc. Spanish 28 LAB &g

Where do I send the ‘ Return one computer listing and associated
computer listings and scores to Jonathan Curtis, Box 79, Carruth
associated scores? and the other copy to Imelda Rodriguez,

Carruth Annex, prior to May 7, 1982.

You may exempt graduating seniors from LAB testing.

If you have any questions you may contact Jonathan Curtis at 453—1229 or Imelda
Rodriguez at 454-5857. :

Approved: //‘7Z?<4ff?“f' /izgjég%fo/éEZ£4<x//“

“Dire tor, Evaluation

Approved: ////

Assi#fant Super{ntendent for Secondary Education

JC:1lm

cc: Jerry Richards
Carmen Gamboa
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Instrument Descriptcion: LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY (LAB)

3rief description of the inztrument:

The LAB has been used as an instrument for measuring language proficiency and

language dominance (English and Spanish). While it was deveioped to address

language assessment needs af: all grade levels, Austin uses the measure, Level III,

" at the secefndary level only. The measures assess listening, reading, and wricing

skills in boch English and Spanish. Each respective subtest has 18, 28, and 20

items. The test is group administered and requires about 41 minutes. The answer

sheets are in a "mark-sense" format. The LAB is used as a placement test for
ilingual and ESOL programs.

‘ ?B whén was the insggugen: administered?

Secondary pupils new to the school district who have a language other than English

in ctheir home background in the fall and all secondary LEP pupils in the spring

as required by Stace regulations.

How zanv times was the {nstrument adminiscerad?

Twice to secondary pupils with a language other than English in their home back--
ground who antered AISD for the first time and once to the encire secondary LEP
populacion,

When was the instrumane adminiscered?
Testing was conducted in the fall of 1981 and che spring of 1982.

dhere was the I{nstrument adminiscered?

" In che school classrooms, counselor's office, ecc.

Who adminiscarad the inscrument?

Trained school personnel including counselors, teachers, and supervisors.

dhat training did the administrators have?

In cthe early fall one workshép was conducted for ESOL teachers and another for
school LEP coordidators.

Yas the Instrumen: administerad vnder standariized condizions?

The tests are supposed to be administered under sctandardized conditions; however,
no attempt has been made to monitor the test adminiscrations.

hers oroblems with the instriment or the admiaistracion =hat mizhe
the validier o9 zhe data?

L
~
-

None have been noted.

who developad :the imstTument?

The LAB was developed‘By the Office of Educational Evaluation of the Board of
Education of the City of Neu York. ‘

What waliabilit~ and validit~ daza ara availabls on =he ifagsr:ment?

Extensive tables are availabla in the test's Technical Manual. The scaciscics
provided in these tables suggest the test is reliable.

Ara thers norm data availadble Ior issarsracing =he =agulss?

Yes, nercentile ranks and ‘stanines are available.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Language Assessment Battery
Purpose

The Language Assassment Battery (LAB) is administered to provide a
means of determining the English proficiency of secondary pupils

with a language other than English in the home background. The LAB
score is used to identify limited English proficient (LEP) students.
These data can also be used to examine the English language progress
of LEP pupils and address the following decision and evaluation ques-—
tions delineated below:

Decision Question D2: What modifications to the present
" Bilingual Program and services should be considerea?

Evaluation Question D2-5: What kind of progress is
being made regarding movement toward English profi-
ciency of LEP pupils? ’

Procedure

In the fall the LAB was administered to assess the English profici-
cency of all secondary students new to the District, with a home lan-
guage other than English. Hispanic LEP students new to the District
were administered the LAB in Spanish (in addition to English) to deter-
mine their language dominance. (The instructional program received is
based in part on the student's language dominance.)

I# the spring, the LAB was administered to all secondary LEP pupils
to help determine if a change in type of instruction was appropriate.
The Spanish version of the LAB was administered to the Spanish-dom-
inant LEP pupils.

" Attachment D-1 is a copy of the memo sent to the secondary princi-
pals to indicate the procedures to use in recording and submitting
the new scores.

Results

Prior to this year sufficdient pre- and post- dataon the LAB were avail-
able only for the junior high Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE)
classes. This year sufficient data are available to calculate pre-
and posttest means for grades 7-12. Figure D-1 illustrates the find-
- ings. A pre-post comparison of gain scores by grade (see Figure D-2)
indicate that positive gains in English language skills were obtained
at all grade levels. '
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Figure D-1: LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY HISPANIC
LEP STUDENTS (1981-82).




GRADE N XPRE XPOST' XDIF ~ SE T P
7 18 30.22 50.32 20.11 5.08 3.96 .001
8 46 41.98 57.41 15.43 2.10 - 7.35 <.001
9 38 49.34 62.16 12.82 2.61 4.90 <.001
10 17 49.59 62.29 15.71 3.04 5.17° <.001
11 - 10 48.70 64.00 15.30 6.11 2.50 .034
12 4 "71.50 81.50 10.00 2.52 3.97 .028

Figure D-2: LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF SECONDARY HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS.

The District maintains a Transitional Bilingual Education Program for its
Spanish-dominant LEP pupils at the junior high school level. The program
is conducted in self-contained classrooms with bilingual teachers provi-
ding the instruction in all core areas (math, science, reading, language,
and social studies). The students take P.E. and elective courses such as
art through the regular junior high school program and are thus integrated
with. the regular students for that period of time. v

- The remainder of this section examines the performance of the TBE students
and compares that to the performance of the other Hispanic LEP students at
the same grade levels. Figure D-3 illustrates two basic points, the junior
high school TBE students (Spanish-dominant):

e are performing at a lower level than the non-TBE (English- domlnant
and Balanced-Bilingual) Hispanic LEP students.

@ may be closlng the gap between themselves ond their non-TBE peers.

The first point is merely an artifact of the selection process. That is,
only Spanish-dominant pupils are provided full-day Transitional Bilingual
Education (TBE). Thus, their English language skills would be expected to
be below their LEP peers who are either English- domlnant or balanced bilin-
gual. . .

The second point suggests that the TBE Program may be effective since the
TBE students outgained their non-TBE counterparts by about ten points and
eight points respectively for seventh and eighth grades. Unfortunately the
gains cannot be associated unequivocally with the TBE Program since all ex-

cept four of the Spanish-dominant LEP junior high school pupils participated .

in the program. Thus, it may be that Spanish-dominant pupils would perform
as well without the special classes. Furthermore, their superior gains over
non-TBE LEP pupils may be attributed at least in part to regression toward!
the mean. (The average pretest performance on the LAB in English was much
lower for the TBE students than for the non-TBE LEP pupils.)

In summary, secondary LEP students have gained in their English language
skills at all grade levels. Furthermore, there is some evidence to guggest
that the District's TBE Program facilitates the learning.of English language
skills.
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TBE: TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION

NON-TBE: NON-TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION

92
80
70 o .~ 8 NON-TBE
w 60 7 NON-TBE
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Q 50—, !
@ 8 TBE
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=
2 30
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PRE POST
, GRADE = N X PRE X POST X DIF SE T P
IBE } . '
7 10 16.40 41.70  25.30 8.81 2.87 1.018
8 24 27.67 46.92 19.25 3.15 6.12 <.001
NON-TBE ‘
7 9 45.44  .60.56 15.11 . 2.54 5.96 <.001
8 23 57.13 . 60.48 11.35 2.41 4.71 <.001

Figure D-3: LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL HISPANIC LEP
‘ STUDENTS (1981-82).

O




ATTACHMENT D-1

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 8, 1982

TO: Seconaary Principals

=

FROM: Imelda Rodriguez, Jonathan Curtis
SUBJECT: LEP Student Testing

The State réquires for the first time that gll LEP pupils be tested (both
oral proficiency and achievement) at the end of each school year. (The
regular District achievement testing is used to fulfill the achievement
requirement.) The following indicates who needs to be tested, how to rec-
ord the pupil scores, and who to send the information to.

Who must be tested with All the LEP studehts at your school who

the English LAB? are on the computer printout llstlng
provided.

Who must be tested with : All the A and B dominance category pupils.

the Spanish LAB? ~ on computer listing whose language cate-

gory 1is Sganlsh

How should vou record Record the scores on the LAB in the col-
the pupil's scores? umns provided to the right of each stu-
1 l . . .
» dent's language specification. Eng Span

i.e. 1234567 Garcia Jose etc. = Spanish 8 LAB §§
Where do I send the A Return one computer listing and associated
computer listings and . scores to Jonathan Curtis, Box 79, Carruth
associated scores? ) and the other copy to Imelda Rodriguez,

Carruth Annex, prior to May 7, 1982.

You may exempt graduating seniors from LAB testing.

If you have any questions you may‘contact Jonathan Curtis at 458-1229 or Imelda
Rodriguez at 454-5857.

Approved: /f*~z5124521—/ /,/;74)4?5r7{/é225<-(/’

“Diregtor, Research an Evaluatlon

Approved: ////

Assi#fant Superintendent for Secondary Education

JC:1lm

cc: Jerry Richards
Carmen Gamboa

D-7
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Potential Bilingual Program/Procedures/Policy Changes

Purpose

The purpose of this appendix is to identify potential changes in state
or federal law/regulations that would affect the local bilingual pro- .
gram, procedures or policy requirements.

The New (1981) Texas Bilingual Law (SB477§2) and/or regulatioms (Title 19,
Part II, Chapter 77, Subchapter R of the Texas Administrative Code and
Statutory Citations) may be modified on the basis of feedback from the
schools, previous oversights regarding the compatibility of the law and
the associated regulations, or other considerations. It should be noted
that, at the present time (May 1982), The Texas Education Agency (Educa-
tion Specialist II) does not anticipate any changes for the '82-'83
school year. Nevertheless, there are a number of issues that ‘legislators
and/or TEA will have to address in the next few years for various compel-
ling reasons. It is the purpose here to identify as many of these issues
as possible so that the District can assess the implications for local
procedures/policies. By assessing the impagt of potential changes, the
District will be in a better position to assist the legislature and TEA
to make changes that will enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of

the bilingual state law/regulations.

The following decision and evaluation questions are addressed in this
appendix:

Decision Question D1: Should changes be made in the LEP
procedures/program with regard to changing national, sLate,
and local conditions and constra1nts7

Evaluation Questions D1-2: What changes is the state
instituting in its Bilingual Plan? What implications

do these changes have for the District's present pro-

gram or procedures?

Procedures

Information for thiz section was derived from the TEA memorandum of Nov-
ember 23, 1981 (Rules Adopted by the State Board of Education, November
1981-Bilingual Education) from Raymon Bynum, Commissioner of Education,
and from local staff concerns regarding the present regulations and pro-
cedures. Implications are drawn from anticipated outcomes under the
present law/regulations in contrast with the potential changes.

Attachment E-1 is a copy of the November 23 m=morancum from Commissioner
Bynum. '




O

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

8l.44

Results

This section is a discussion of a number of problems and related implica-
tions derived from an analysis of the most recent {(November 23) issue of

Subchapter R (Bilingual Education) of the Texas Administrative Code and
Statutory Citations. The problems considered are: )

l. LEP Exiting Criteria

2. Unnecessary Testing

3. Forms to be Written in the Home Language

~ Figure E-1 outlines each problem; its basis (what makes it a problem), and

implications for school districts such as Austln.

LEP Exiting Criteria

Children in kindergarten and first grade are much more likely to exit LEP
(limited English proficient) status than students in the other grades be-
cause the exit criteria are much easier to attain. Since children who exit
must be reassessed for two subsequent years to assure that exiting was ap-
propriate, many of these children will reenter LEP status at the end of
second grade, the time when more demanding criteria are applied. '

Parents may be somewhat disenchanted to learn that their child who learned
enough English to exit LEP status now is once again LEP. "Why is my child
losing ground? He seems to know more English now than when the District
exited him." :

The child may be frustrated to discover that he is once again considered

LEP even though his English language skills have steadily improved.

For these reasons, I believe the legislature and TEA will have to consider
modifying the LEP exit criteria so that they are at least 1 ughly compar-—
able across the grades.

Unnecessary Testing

According to the state bilingual regulations, an oral languag proficiency
test and the reading and language arts subsections of a state approved
standardized achievement test must be administered to all LEP pupils at
the end of the school year. The testing is used to determire which stu-
dents are eligible to exit LEP status and its associated Programs.

v . : .
The achievement test requirement is met through the regular districtwide
testing. Results from these tests indicate that more than 60% of the LEP-
children will remain LEP no matter what score they obtain on the oral lan-
guage proficiency test. Thus, 60% of the LEP pupils will be tested with
the oral language proficiency test umnecessarily. Not only is student in-
structional time lost but substantial personnel and other resources must be
committed to unnecessary and expensive one-on-one oral language testing.
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Forms to be Written in the Home Language

The state law (Subchapter R) requires that the Home Language Survey and

The Parent Notification/Approval Form be written in English and the home
language. Some of the languages represent a very small number of indivi-
duals in the District for whom no interpreter may be found. Since the
District has had over 70 different languages represented by its enrollees
past and present ‘and since the number of languages grows yearly, it seems
uilikely that the District will ever be able to completely comply with this
rigulation. The logistics problem of keeping 70 + forms available for un-
likely registrants at each school must also be kept in mind.

Py
Ly
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FIGURE E-1: PROBLEMS THAT MAY LEAD TO MODIFICATION OF THE STATE BILINGUAL

[an]
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PROBLEM

K-1 Exit Criteria:

LEP status exit criteria
are much easier to meet
for grades K-1 than for
the other grades. (In-
formation source: SUB-

CHAPTER R. November 23,
PG. 16, .e,1)

Inappropriate/unneces-

sary testing:

Present law and rules
réquire the testing
of some LEP children
which serves no pur-~
pose. (SUBCHAPTER R.
November 23, PG. 16,e)

PROBLEM BASIS

The classification criteria for

grades K-1 allow children to exit

LEP status on the basis of a simple
oral language test. Grades 2-6 must
meet reading and language arts cri-
teria which are much more difficult
to attain. ' Since there is a require-
ment to reassess children for two
years following exit from LEP status,
many K and 1 students will exit LEP
status, only to reenter when the more
stringent criteria are applied a year
or two later.

The state law/regulations require oral
language proficiency and achievement
testing for all LEP children at the
end of each school year for reclassi-
fication purposes. (Achievement test-
ing for LEP pupils occurs as part of
the regular districtwide achievement
testing.) '

EDUCATION LAW/REGULATIONS

IMPLICATIONS

3

¥9°18

Inappropriate instruc-
tional placement into
an all English program
when the K-1 child
exits LEP status via
the easier criteria.

E@entry into the bi-

-lingual program after
" a year or two in an

all English program.

Parental concern and
frustration at the Dis-
trict's inconsistency in
program placement.

Fewer state bilingual
funds will be available
as a result of.ambigu-
ous exits from LEP
status. :

LEP students who score below
the 23rd %ile in reading and.
language arts cannot exit LEP
status no matter what their
oral language score is.

Since over 60% of the LEP
students fall into this cate-
qory, we must umnecessarily
test these students to sat-
isfy the state regulation.
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PROBLEM

Figure E-1 Cont'd

Forms Provided in
the Name Language:

The Home Language Survey
and Parent Notification/
Approval Forms must be
in English and the home

_language. (SUBCHAPTER R,
November 23; PG. 7, b AND

PG. 18,d)

PROBLEM BASIS

There are 55 different languages asso-
ciated with children presently enrolled
in the District. When past enrollment
is considered the number is over 70.
Each year the total number increases and
there is no predicting what languages
will show up. The 70 or so different
forms would have to be provided to each
of our 80 schools, many to be used once
and then never again. Getting transla-
tions for forms in some of these lan-
guages presents a problem since inter-

"preters may not be available. (eg. Akan,

Gujarati, Ibo, etc.)

IMPLICATIONS

About 20-30 minutes of =~ »
each elementary student's
instructional time ane
lost to this extra test-
ing.

District personnel and
other resources must be
used to conduct one-on-
one testing which serves
no purpose other than
meeting state regulations.

it is unlikely that the
District will ever be
completely in compli-
ance with this regula-
tion. '

=1




Texas Education Agency

[:R\!: Commissioner of Education E-7

o STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
« STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION
o STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

November 23, 1981

TO THE ADMINISTRATOR ADDRESSED.

Subject: Rules Addpted by the State Board of Education, November 1981 -
‘ Bilingual Education

Attached are -amendments to Texas Education Agency rules concerning
bilingual education which were adopted by the State Board of Education

"in November 1981. These rules have only minor changes from the bilin-

gual education rules adopted by the board in July 1981.
Changes from the rules adopted in July-included the following:

1. §77.356(e)(4) was amended to provide that alternative bilingual
programs or placements designed to strengthen and improve the
student's language proficiency shall be considered for students  who
have not shown significant progress after two years.

2. §77.355 was amended to require that the language proficiency as-
sessment committee must be established by local board policy and
must be given suitable orientation by the local district.

3. In §77.356, the Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP III,
Circus) were added to the list of achievement tests. The scores
on the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) test indicating limited
English proficiency have been changed to 18 for kindergarten and 19
for grade one. The scores in the rules adopted in July were based
on norms for a reading test, as well as tests for listening and
speaking. The new norms are based only on the listening and
speaking portions of the test..

4. §77.362 was amended to clarify that funds allotted for operational
expenses. may be used for supplemental staff expense, including
salaries; as approved by the agency.

Districts are encouraged to read the attached rules carefully. Dis-
tricts required to offer bilingual education or other special language
programs should be in compliance with these rules unless approval to
offer an alternative has. been granted by the commissioner of education,
as provided in §77.352(b).

‘Questions about these rules should be aac .sed to the Division of

Bilingual Education, (512) 475-3651.
Very truly yours,

/ W -

Raymon L. Bynum

U
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 ATTACHMENT E-1

Title 19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION Chapter 77,

Texas Administrative . ; Subchapter R
Code and Statutory Page 1
Citations
SUBCHAPTER R. BILINGUAL EDUCATION AND T~

OTHER SPECIAL LANGUAGE PROGRAMS

§77.351  Policy.

(a)

(b)

Statutory Citation

"State Policy. English is the basic language of the State of
Texas. Public schools are responsible for prov1d1ng full opportu-
nity for all students to become competent in speaking, reading,
writing, and comprehending the English language. The legislature
finds that there are large numbers of students in the state who
come from environments where the primary language is other than
English. Experience has shown that public school classes in which
instruction is given only in English are often inadequate for the
education of these students. The legislature recognizes that the
mastery of basic English language skills is a prerequisite for ef-
fective participation in the state's educational program. The
legislature believes that bilingual education and special language
programs can meet the needs of these students and facilitate their
integiration into the regular school curriculum. Therefore, pur-
suant to the policy of the state to insure equal educational oppor-

. tunity to every student, and in recognition of the educational

needs of students of limited English proficiency, it is the purpose
of this subchapter to provide for the establishment of bilingual
education and special language programs in the riblic schools and
to provide supplemental financial assistancz o help local school
districts meet the extra costs of the p:ogram." (Texas Education
Code §21.451)

"Bilingual education or special language programs as defined by
this act shall be taught in the public schools only for the purpose
of assisting the learming ability of limited English proficiency
students and to emhance the English language." (S. B. 477 §2, Acts
of the 67th Legislature, Regular Session, 1581)

Rule

It is the policy of the State Board of Education that every student
in the state who has a home language other than English and who is
identified as limited Engllsh proficient shall be provided a full
opportunity to participate in a special language program. Each
school district shall be responsible for identifying limited
English proficient students based on criteria established by. the
State Board of Education, for providing special language programs,
and for actively seeking qualified teaching persoznel.

The goal of bilingual education and other special language programs.
shall be to enable students of limited English proficiency to
become competent in speaking, reading, wrltlng, and comprehending

-8
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ATTACHMENT E-1

Title 19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION Chapter 77,
Texas Administrative ' Subchapter R
Code and Statutory ' Page 2
Citations . - '

the English language. Such programs shall émphasize the mastery of
basic English language skills in order for students to be able to
participate effectively in the regular program as scon as prac-
ticable.

(c¢) Bilingual education apd other special language programs shall be
integral parts of the total school program. Such programs shall
use-instructional methodologies designed to meet the special needs
of limited English proficient students. The basic curriculum

content of the programs shall be the same as for the regular school
program. '

§77.352  Required Bilingual Education and Special Language Programs.

Statutory Citation

"Establishment of bilingual education and special language pro-
grams.

(a) The State Board of Education shall adopt rules establishing a pro-
cedure for identifying school districts that are required to offer
bilingual education and special language programs in accordance
with this subchapter. .

(¢) Each school district which has an enrollment of 20 or more students
of limited English proficiency in any language classification in
the same grade level shall offer a bilingudl education or special
language program. Y ' )

(d) Each district that is required to offer bilingual education and
special language programs under this section shall offer the fol
lowing for students of limited English proficiency: '

(1) bilingual education in kindergarten through the elementary
grades;

(2) bilingual education, instruction in English as a second lan-
guage, or other transitional language instruction approved by
the agency in post-elementary grades through grade eight; and

(3) instruction in English as a second language in grades nine-
12.

(e) If a program other than bilingual education must be used in kinder-
garten through the elementary grades, documentation for the excep-
tion must be filed with and approved by the commissioner of edu-
cation, pursuant to the rules of the State Board of Education.

(£) An application for an exception may be filed with the commissioner
of education when an individual district is unable to hire a suf-
ficient number of endorsed bilingual teachers to staff the required

E-9
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(g)

(h)

(a)

ATTACHMENT E-1

Title 19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION Chapter 77,
Texas Administrative ‘ ' ' Subchapter-R

. Code and Statutory : Page 3
Citations

program. The exception must be accempanied by:

(1) documentation showing that the district has taken all rea-
sonable affirmative steps to secure endorsed bilingual
teachers and has failed;

(2) documentation showing that the district has affirmative hiring

policies and procedures consistent with the need, to serve
limited English prof1c1ency students;

(3) documentation shOW1ng that, on the basis of district records,
no teacher with a bilingual endorsement or emergency creden-
tials has been unjustifiably denied employment by the district
within the past 12 months; and

(4) a plan detailing specific measures to be used by the district
to eliminate the conditions that created the need for an ex-
ception. .

An exception shall be granted under subsection (f) of this section
on an individual district basis and is valid for only one year.
Application for an exception a second or succeeding year must be
accompanied by the documentation set forth in subdivisions (1),
(2), (3), and (4) of subsection (f) of this section.

During the period of time for which the school district is granted
an exception' under subsection (f) of this section, it must use
alternative methods approved by the commissioner of education, pur-
suant to the rules of the State Board of Educaticn, to meet the

-needs of its students of limited English proficiency such as, but

not limited to, the hiring of teaching personnel on a bilingunal
emergency permit." (Texas Education Code §21.4533)

Rule -

Each school district which has an enrollment of 20 or more students
of limited English prof1c1ency in any language classification in
the same grade level shall offer a bilingual or special language
program in accordance with Texas Education Code §21.433:

(1) Bilingual education, as defined in §77.353 of this title (re-
lating to Program Content; Method of Instruction) shall be
offered in kindergarten through those grades ‘designated as
"elemeatary grades" as certified to the Texas Education Agency
for the Texas Public School Directory. Such designation shall
include at least-kindergarten through grade five.

(2) Bilingual education or instruction in English as a2 second lan~
guage or other tramsitional language instruction, as defined

in §77.353 of this title (relating to Program Content; Mzthed
of Instruction), shall be offered ia those grades des< gnated

) B - E-10 o3




ATTACHMENT E-1

Title 19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION Chapter 77,
Texas Administrative ' Subchapter R
Code and Statutory Page 4
Citations

as '"post-elementary" in each school district through grade
"~ eight. '

(3) Instruction in English as a second language shall be offered
in ‘grades nine through 12. ,
(b) Districts which are unable to offer bilingual education as required .
by subsection (a)(l) of this section shall request approval from
the commissioner of education to offer an alternative program.
Such approval shall be effective for ome school year only. The
request for approval for an alternative program shall be submitted
by August 15 of each year-and shall include the following:

(1) a statemeat of the reasons why the district is unable to offer
bilingual education, with supporting documentation;

(2) a description of the proposed alternative program to meet the
needs of the district's students of limited English profi-
ciency; and : ~ ~

(3) a description of the actions the district will take to ensure
that the program required under subsection (a) of this section
will be provided the subsequent year.

(¢) The commissioner of education may authorize the establishment of a
bilingual education program in districts not required to provide
'such a program under subsection (a) of this section. Districts
wishing to establish such a program shall request authorization
from the commissioner of aducation.

(d) School districts not required to provide a bilingual education or .
other special language program under Texas Education Code §21.453,
shall provide an English as a second language program to all stu-

© dents of limited English prcficiency in grader kindergarten through
12. Such English 3s a second language programs shall be provided
in accordance with the requirements in this subchapter.

§77.353 Program Content; Method of Instruction.

Statutory Citation

"(a) The bilingual education program established by a school district
shall be a full-time program of dual-language instruction that pro-
vides for learning basic skills in the primary language of the
students of limited English proficiency who are enrolled in the
progrdm and that provides for carefully structured and sequenced
mastery of English language skills. The program shall be designed
Lo consider the students' learning experiences and shall incor-
porate the cultural aspects of the students' backgrounds.

(b) The program of instruction in English as a second language estab-
lished by 2 school .district shall be a program™ of intensive in-
strpction in English from teachers trained in recognizing and

E-11 } 8(4‘




ATTACHMENT E-1

Titlev19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRﬁCTION Chapter 77,
" Texas Administrative Subchapter R
Code and Statutory ‘ Page 5

Citations

dealing with language differences. The program shall be designed
to comsider the students' learning experiences and shall incor-
porate the cultural aspects of the studerts' backgrounds.

(¢) In subjects such as art, music, and physical education, students of
limited English proficiency shall participate fully with English-
speaking students in regular classes provided in the subjects.

(d) Elective courses included in the curriculum may be taught in a
language other than English.

(e) Each school district shall insure to students enrolled in the pro-
gram a meaningful opportunity to participate fully with other
student; in all extracurricular activities.” (Texas Education Code
§21.454 )

L]

Rule .

(a) Bilingual education is a mgthodology of dual language instruction.
Bilingual education programs provided under this subchapter shall
include the following six components:

(1) Basic concepts starting the student in ithe school environment
shall be taught in the student's primary language.

(2) Basic skills of comprehending, speaking, reading, and writing
shall be developed in the student's primary language.

(3) Basic skills of comprehending, speaking, reading, and writing
shali be developed in the English language.

(4) Subject matter and concepts shall be taught in the student's
primary language.

(3) Subject matter and concepts shall be taught in the English
language.

(67 Attention shall be given to instilling in the student con-~
fideace, self-assurance, and a positive identity with his or
her ‘cultural heritage. :

(b) The degree of emphasis in each component shall depend on the lan-
guage protficiency, social, emotional, and achievement levels of the
student. Such determinations regarding the instructional program
shall be made by school district personnel based on all availab :
information about the students in the program.

(1) The amount of time aand treatment accorded to the two languages-
shall be based on the student's proficiency in each. The pro-
gram shall provide for a carefully structured and sequenced
mastery of English language sxills.

E=12 -
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(2) The amount of subject matter and the concépts to be taught in
each language shall be planned based on the student's relative
proficiency in the two languages. The cﬁntent and objectives
in mathematics, science, and social studies shall be the same
regardless of the language of instructign.

(3) The cultural component shall be an integral part of the total
curriculum and not a separate subject area. It shall address
the history and culture associated with the primary language
of the student and the history and culture of the United
States. ‘

(c) In subjects such as art, music, and physical education, the stu-

~ dents shall participate fully with their English-speaking peers in

- regular classes provided in the subjects. - The district shall

-ensure that students enrolled in the program have a meaningful op-

portunity to participate fully with other students in all extracur-
ricular activities. ‘ ’

(d) The board of trustees of a district may designate courses, in ad-
dition to those required to be taught bilingually under law, to be

taught in a language other than English. ~E

(e) English as a second language shall be an ihtemsive program of in-
struction with the purpose of developing \competence in English.
The district shall offer a developmental sequence of English in-
struction in the four language skills--listening, speaking,
reading, and writing. The cultural aspects of the student's back-
ground and his or her previous learning experiences shall be an
integral part of the program. Pertinent cultural patterns of the
United States shall be included. The district shall ensure that
plaoning and communication occur between the English as a second
language teacher and those who may have :the student for other

“subject areas. :

(f) The time allotted to each student for English as a second language
instruction shall be based on the English ‘language competency of
the student. Such instruction may vary from a minimum of ome class
period per day to total immersion for the entire day. At the ele-
mentary level, the district shall implement an English language
development program structure that best addresses the needs of the
students. It may be taught in a regular classroom, a resource
room, or a tutorial arrangement. It may be a part of the 260 clock
hours in Eaglish which are required in grades seven and eight. A
maximum of  two of the three units in English required for high
school graduwation may be in English as a second language (or
English for gypeakers of other languages). : ,

() Any district ghat desires to implement a transitional language in-
structional program other than bilingual education or English as a
Q second language for grades post-elementary through eignt shall
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submit a description to the agency. The commissioner shall approve
or disapprove such a proposal based on its educatlonal appropri-
ateness.

§77.354 Home Language Survey.

Statutory Citation

"(a) (1) Results of a home language survey conducted within four weeks -

. (a)

(b)

(c)

”(d)

of each student's enrollment in order to determine the lan-
guage normally used in the home and the language normally used
by the student, conducted in English and the home language,
signed by the student's parents if in kindergarten through
grade eight or by the student if in grades nine through 12,
and kept in the student's permanent folder by the language
proficiency assessment committee." (Texas Education Code

§21.453)
Rule

Districts shall conduct a home language survey for each student who
enrolls in a Texas public school for the first time. Districts
shall require that the survey be signed by the student's parent or

. guardian for grades kindergarten through eight or the student for

grades nine through 12. The survey shall be kept with each stu-
dent's permanent record.

The survey shall be r:inted in Engllsh and the home 1anguage of the
student and shall coutain the following questions:

(1) "what language is spoken in your home most of the time?"

'(2) "What language does your child (do you) speak most of the

time?"

The -commissioner of education shall distribute to each district a
survey form setting out the minimum informaticn required. Addi-
tional information may he collected by the district and recorded on '
the document. If the survey is not completed and returned within
10 days of the student's registration, the district must contact
the parent or guardian in order to complete the document. The
survey sball be completed within four weeks of the student's en-
rollment.

The survey will be used to identify and classify students who
normally vse a language other than English. .. answer of a lan-
guage other than English to eicher or both of. the requlred ques-
tlons identifies  the student for language proficiency assessment.-

E-14
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§77.355  Language Proficiency Assessment Committee.

Statutory Citation

"(a) The State Board of Education by rule shall require districts that
] are required to offer bilingual education and special language
programs to establish a language proficiency assessment committee.

(b) Each committee shall be composed of members including but not
" limited to a professional bilingual educator, professional transi-
tional language educator, a parent of a limited English proficiency -
student, and a campus administrator.

. (c) The language proficiency assessment committee shall:

(1) review all pertinent information on limited English profi-
ciency students, including the home language survey, the lan-
guage proficiency tests in English and the primary language,
each student's achievement in content areas, and each stu-
dent's emotional and social attainment;

(2) make recommendations concerning the most appropriate placement
. ' " for the educational advancement of the limited English pro-
: ficiency student after the elementary grades;

) (3) review each limited English proficiency student's progress at
the end of the school year in order to determine future appro-
Pviate placement; _

(4) monitor the progress of students formerly classified as

: limited English proficiency who have exited from the bilingual
education or special language program and, based on the infor-
mation, designate the most appropriate placement for the
student; and ‘

(5) determine the appropriateness of an extended program (beyond
the regnlar school) depending on the needs of each limited
English proficiency student.

(d) The State Board of Education by rule may preshribe -additional
duties for language proficiency assessment committees." (Texas
Education Code §21.462)

Rulei

(a). The purpose of the language proficiency assessment committee shall
be to allow professional' education p:rsonnel.and parents to be re-
sponsible for recommendations regarding the identifi~acion, in-
structional ‘placement, and reclassification of limited English
proficient students. :

E-15
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(b) Districts required to establish -a~bilingual education or special .
language- program under this subchapter shall by local board policy
establish and operate a language proficiency assessment committee.
Districts not required to establish a bilingual education program
under this subchapter shall designate one.or more professional
personnel to carry out the duties assigned to the committees under 1
this subchapter. ' :

‘Title 19, Part-II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION - Chapter 77, ‘

(c) The language proficiency assessment committee shall consist of the -
following: :

(1) a campus administrator;

(2) one appropriately certified teacher assigned to the bilingual
education program; g

(3) one appropriately certified teacher assigned to an English as
a second language program; and

(4) the parent of a limited English proficient student.

(d) All members of the language proficiency assessment committee, in-
cluding parents, shall be acting for the school district and shall
observe all laws and rules governing confidentiality of information
concerning individual students.

A : o §

(e) If the district does not have an individual in one or more of the
school job classifications listed in subsection (c¢) of this sec-
tion, the district may select another staff member to serve on the-
language proficiency assessment commitzee if desired. The district
shall have discretion-to add members to the committee.

(f) A language proficiency assessment ccmmittee may be established for
each campus of the district or ome committee may serve multiple
campuses. The district shall be responsible for orientation of zll
members of the committee. ' '

_(g) For each student who normally uses a language other than English
and who has been administered appropriate language proficieacy
tests, the committee shall make determination whether the student
is to be classified as limited English proficient based upon the
criteria in §77.356 of this title (relating to Testing and Classi-
fication of Students). It shall recommend appropriate placement of
each limited English proficient student in bilingual education,
English as a second language or other special program. The com-
mittee may also recommend participatioa in a summer, extended.day
nr extznded week program which may be provided by the school dis-.
trict. , '

»(h)- For‘éach participant in a bilingual education or spacial language

program, the committee shall annugllv determine whether the student
_ : : - )¢ .
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is English proficient using the criteria in §77.356 of this title
(celating to Testing and Classification of Students). It shall
recommend reclassification and placement into an all-English cur-

riculum of those students who are determined to be English pro-
ficient.

(i) For each student exited from the bilingual program, the committee’
shall conduct follow-up studies for two years. It shall review
achievement and criterion refe.cnced test scores, grades in all
subjects or Courses, written and oral teachers' evaluations,
parental opinion, and other.information as appropriate. For those
students who are not performing as desired in the all-English cur-
riculum, the committee may prescribe participation in compensatory,
bilingual education, English as a second language, or other program
that addresses the needs of the student.

(j) The actual placement of a student into a program as defined in
§77.353 of this title (relating to Program Content; Method of
Instruction) shall be done in accordance with §77.360 of this title
(relating to Parental Authority and Responsibility) and Texas Edu-
cation Code §§21.074 and 21.075.

§77.356  Testing and Classification of Students.

Statutory Citation

"(a) The State Board of Education by rule shall adopt standardized
criteria for the identification, assessment, and classification of
students of limited English proficiency eligible for entry into the
program or exit from the program. The parent must be notified of a
student's entry into the program, exit from the program, or place-
ment within the program. A student's entry into the program or
placement within the program must be approved by the student's
parents. The local school district may appeal the decision under
§21.463 of this code. The criteria may includ=, but are not
limited te, the following: '

(1) results of a home language survey conducted within four weeks
of each student's enrollment in order :to determine the lan-
guage normally used in the home and the language normally used
by the student, conducted in English and the home language,
signed by the student's parents if in kindergarten through
grade eight or bv the student if in grades nine through 12,
and kept in the student's permanent folder by the language
proficiency assessment committee;

(2) the results of an agency-approved English language proficiency
test administered to ail students identified through the home
survey as normally speaking a language other than English to
determine the level of English language proficiencv, with
students in kindergarten or grade cne being administered an

E-17
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oral English proficiency test and students in grades two
through 12 being administered an oral and written English pro-
ficiency test; and : )

(3) the results of an agency-approved proficiency test in the
primary language administered to all students identified under
subdivision (2) of this subsection as being of limited English
proficiency to determine the level of primary language pro-
ficiency, with students in kindergarten or grade one being ad-
ministered an oral primary language proficiency test and
students ' in grades two through 12 being administered an oral
and written primary language proficiency test.

(b) Tests under subsection (a) of this section should be administered
by professionals or paraprofessionals with the appropriate English
and primary language skills and the training required by the test
publisher. o

(c}) The language proficiency assessment committee may classify a stu-
dent as limited English proficiency if one or more of the following
criteria are met: '

(1) the student's ability in English is so limited or the student
is so handicapped that assessment procedures cannot be ad-
ministered;

(2) the student's score or relative degree of achievement on the

' agency -approved English proficiency test is below the levels
established by the agency as indicative of reasonable pro-
ficiency;

(3) the student's primary language proficiency score as measured
by an agency-approved test is greater than his proficiency in
English; or ‘

- (4) the language proficiency assessment committee determines,
based on other information such as (but not limited to)
teacher evaluation, parental viewpoint, or student interview,

 that the student's primary language proficiency  is greater
than his proficiency in English or that the student is not
reasonably proficient in English. ' .

{e) All records obtained under this section may be retained by the
language proficiency assessment committee for documentation pur-
poses. . '

(h) A school district may transfer a student of limited English pro-
ficiency out of a bilingual education or special language nrogram
if the student is able to participate equally in a regular all-
English instructional program as determined by: E)i

(1) - tests -administered ar the end %% each school year.to determine
DL a 111 e
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the exteat to which the student has developed oral and written
language proficiency and specific language skills in both the
student's primary language and English;

(2) an achievement score at or above the 40th percentile in the
reading and language arts sections of an English standardized
test approved by -the agency; and

(3) other indications of a student's overall progress as deter-

mined by, but not limited to, criterion-referenced test

- scores, subjective teacher evaluation, and parental evalu-
ation. : )

(1) If later evidencé-suggests that a student who has been transferred
out of a bilingual education or special language program has inade-
quate English proficiency and achievement, the language proficiency
assessment committee may reenroll the student in the program.
Classification of students for reenrollment must be based on the
criteria required by this section." (Texas Education Code §21.455)

"(3) 'Students of limited Figlish proficiency' means students whose
primary language is other than English and whose English language’
skills are such that the students have difficulty performing ordi-
nary classwork in English." (Texas Education Code §21.452)

"(b) Within the first four weeks following the first day of school, the
language proficiency assessment cuommittee established under section
21.462 shall determine and report to the governing board of the
school district the number of students of limited English profi-
cieucy on each campus and shall classify them according to the
language in which they possess primary proficiency.. The governing

"board shall report that informatioa tc the agency before the first
day of  November each year." (Texas Education Code §21.453)

Rule

(a) Districts shall administer an English oral language proficieacy
ast to each student in grades kindergarten through 12 who has a
language other than English as identified on the home’ language
survey. Districts shall select cne or more of the tests adopted by
the State Board of Education. For students whose home language is
Spauish, the Spanish section of the oral language proficiency tests -
selected by a district shall also be administered. An English-
speaking professional or paraprofessional trained in language pro-
ficiency testing shall administer the English portion cf the test.
~& Spanish-spcaking professional or paraprofessional trained ia
language profiilency testing shall administer the Spanish portion
of the test. For languages other than Spanish, informal’ oral
assessment measur=s in the home language shall be used.. The tests,
grade levels, and the scores on each which shall identify a student
as limited English proficient are as follows:

‘ . E-19 X | 94
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v Score on English Por-
’ : tion of Test Indicating
Test Grade Levels ‘ LEP

Primary Acquisition of Language - K Below 4.5
(PAL): Oral Language Dominance 1-2 Below 5

Measure (OLDM)

Primary Acquisition of Language . 4-6 i Below 5
(PAL): Oral Language Profi- :
ciency Measure (OLPM)

Bilingual Syntax Measure (BSM)

Level I . k-2 Below &
Level II. ; . 3-12 Below 5
Basic Invehtory of Natural K-2 . Below 50
Language (BINL) ‘ : 3-8 Below 75

9-12 Below 100

Language Assessment Scales (LAS)

Level I - K-5 . Below 75
Level II - 6-12 Below 82
Shutt Primary Language Indi- Listening Verbal
cator Test (SPLIT)--Listening Comprehension Fluency
and Verbal Fluency S Either Below 10 or &
1 14 or 7
2-3 15 or 9
4 ' 16 or 9
5-6 17 or 9
Language Assessment Battery  (LAB)
Level I K 18
1 19
2 36
Level II 3 56
4 67
5 77
6 79
Level III 7 67
V 8 72 ’
9-10 77
11 79
12 n 86
" E-20 JJ
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(b) . Districts shall administer the English reading and English language
arts sections of a standardized achievement test to each student in
grades two through 12 who has a home language other than English as
identified on the home language survey. Districts shall use one or
?ore of the tests adopted by the State Board of Educatiom as fol-

owS

(1) California Achievement Test (CAT), 1977 - CTB/McGraw Hill;

(2). Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, (CTBS), 1973 - CTB/McGraw .
» Hill; .

~ (3) Comprehen51ve Test of Basic Skills, (CTBS), 1981 - CTB/McGraw
) Hill,;

(4) Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and Test of Achievement and
Proficiency (TAP), 1978 - Riverside Publishing Company;

(5) Iowa Test of Basic SKills (ITBS), 1971 - Riverside Publishing
Company; ‘f/ '

v (6) %etropolltan Achievement Tests, Survey Battery (MAT), 1978 -
The Psychologlcal corporatlon,
oA Tt L"v_l,;' B [
_ (M Metropolltan Achievement Test (MAT) 1970 - The Psychological
7 Corvoratlon

(8) The Metropolitan Instructional Series, reading tests, 1978 -
The Psychological Corporation;

(9) The Metropolitau Instructional Series, language tests, 1978 -
The Psychological Corporation;

(10) Science Research As;oclates (SRA), 1978 =~ Science Research
- Assoclates,

(11 Sclence Research Associates (SRA)/Iowa Test of Educationmal
"= 7 Development (ITED), 1971 - Science Research Associates;

(12) Scott Foresman Achievement Series, 1980 - Scott Foresman;
Wl e

R v, :
£ Lﬁ(lB) The Stanford Achievemeat Test (SAT) and Test of Academic
: Skills (TASK), 1972-73 - The Psychological Corporation;

(14) Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT), 1976 - The Psycholog-
ical Corporation;

(15) Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP III, Circus),
1979 - Addison - Wesley Publishing Company.

i,
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(c) All oral and written proficiency testing of students who enroll
withia five class days of the first day of school shall be coni-
pleted no later than four weeks after the first day of school.

(d) Districts shall use the criteria below for classification of stu-
dents for program entry purposes. _ :

(1) A student shall be identified as limited English proficient
if one or more of the following criteria are met:

(A) Ability in English is so limited that the English pro-
ficiency tests canpot be administered.

(B) The score on the English oral language proficiency test
for a student in grades kindergarten through 12 is below
the level designated for indicating limited English pro-
ficiency in subsection (3) of this section.

(C) The score on the reading and English language arts sec-
tions of the standardized achievement test for a student
in grades two through 12 is below che 23rd percentile.

(2) If the oral English language proficiency test score of a stu-
dent in grades two through 12 is above the levels designated
for indicating limitei English proficiency in subsection (a)
of this section and he or she scores between the 23rd and the
40th percentile on the written standardized test, the language
proficiency assessment committee shall determine whether or
aot the student is limited English proficient based on other
factors which may include: '

(A) written recommendation and observation by current and
previcus teachers;

(B) grades from the current or previous years;

(C) written or oral recommendation of the parent concerning
program placement;

(D) data regarding emotional and maturational levelsj;

(E) criterion referenced test results and progress on con-
tinuum of skills or informal assessment measures,;

(F) student interview; and

{(G) other student information."

(3) A student irn grades two through.lz shall not be classified as~
limited English proficient if he or she scores at or above the
IERJ!:« 40th percentile on the reading and English language arts sac-

-ions of the' standardized achievement test. G
SN . . E=22 v J
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(e) Annually, districts shall administer an English oral language pro-
' ’ ficiency test selected from the list in subsection (a) of this
section te each limited English proficient student in grades kin-
dergarten through- 12. Districts shall also administer the reading
r and English language arts sections of a standardized achievement .
test selected from the list in subsection (b) of this section to
each limited English proficient student in grades two through 12.
. The criteria in paragraphs (1)=(4) of this subsection shall be used
l for reclassification of students for program exit purposes.

(1) The student in grades kindergarten through one shall be clas-
W sified as English proficient if his or her .score on the oral
English proficiency test is above 'the levels designated for
indicating limited English proficigncy in subsection (a) of

this sectiom.

: (2) The student in grades two through 12 shall be «<lassified as
English proficient if his or her score. on the oral English
- proficiency test is above the levels.designated for indicating
. limited English proficiency‘in subsection (a) of this section;
and the score on the reading-and English language arts sec-
tions of the standardized achievement tests is between the
23rd and the 40th percentile; avd~the language proficiency
) assessment committee determines the student has sufficient
English proficiency based on other factors. listed in para-

graph- (2) of subsection (d) of this section.
(3) The student in grades two through 12 shall be classified as
English proficient if he or she scores at or above the 40th
percentile on the reading and English language arts sections

of the standardized achievement test.

(4) For the student in grades two through 12 who has been enrolled
‘ ) in a bilingual education program for at least two years and
has not achieved the 23rd percentile and has shown no signifi-
_ : cant improvement in relative English proficiency (relative to
the primary language), the language proficiency assessment
committee skall gconsider alternmative bilingual programs or
: placements designed to strengthen and improve the student's
g language proficieacy." Such an alternative program or place-

o ment may be in addition to the student's placement or a new
— placement. - | .

(f) Students who have been transferred. out of the program who are laler
determined to have inadequate English proficiency may ce reenrolled
in the program in accordance with Texas Education Code §21.455(i)
and this subchapter. ‘ ' )

(g) All records pertaining to identification and assessment of students
for program participation purposes shall be maintained for documen-
tation. The language proficiency assessment committee shall be
respoasible for such recoris. ‘

-23
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§77.357 Eligible Handicapped Students.

.

Statutory Citation

"(f) The school district may not refuse instruction in a language other
~* than English to a student solely because the student has a handi-
capping condition." (Texas Education Code §21.455)

Rule

(a) Districts shall identify and serve students eligible for programs
provided under this subchapter in accordance with Texas Educatlon
Code §21.455(f).

(b) Districts shall ensure adequate coordination between bilingual or
other speciszl language personnel and special education personnel.

§77.358 Participation of Noanlmlted English Proficiency Students.

Statutory Citation

"(g) With the approval of the school.district and a studeat's parents, a

: student who does not have limited English proficienmcy may also
participate in a bilingual education program. The number of par-
ticipating students who do not have limited English proficiency may.
not exceed 40 percept of the students enrolled in the program."
(Texas Education Code §21.455)

Rule

Districts may enroll students who do not have limited English pro-
ficiency in programs ofifered under this subchapter ‘in accordance
with Texas Education Ccde §21. 435(g) :

§77.359 FaCllltleS; Crasses.

Statutory Citation

"(a) Blllngual education and special language programs shall be located
in the regular public schools of the district rather than in sep-
arate facilities.

(b) Students enrolled in bilingual education or a special language .
program shall be placed in classes with other students of approxi-
mately the same age and level of educational attainment. The
school district shall insure that the instruction given each stu-
dent 1is appropriate to his or her level of educational attainment,
and the district shall keep adequate records of the educatlonal_
level and progress of each student enrolled in the program.

E-24 .
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,(C) The maximum student-teacher ratio shall be set by the agency and
: 'shall reflect the special educational needs of students enrolled in
: the programs." (Texas Education Code §21.456) :

Rule

r (a) Bilingual education and special language programs shall be located
~in the regular publlc schools of thée district rather than in sep-
' arate facilities in accordance with Texas Education Code §21.456.
(b) Students shall be placed in classes in accordance .with Texas Edu-
o cation Code §21.456 and given imstruction appronrlate to their
| : grade level.

(c) Districts shall ensure that the student-teacher ratio in bilingual
education and special language programs reflects the special needs
of the students enrolled in the program. The student-teacher ratio
shall not exceed -those limits set in Texas Education Code §16.102
(k) with those limits applicable to grades two through three being -
expanded to apply to all elementary grades two and above.

§77.360 Parental Authority and Responsibility.

Statutory Citation

"(4) 'Parent' means the parent(s) -or legal guardian(s) of the student."
(Texas Education Code §21.452) :

~"(ay The State Board of Education by rule shall adopt standardized
criteria for the identification, assessment, -and classification of
students of limited English proficiency eligible for entry into the
program or exit from the program. The parent must be notified of a
student's entry into the program, exit from the program, or place-
ment within the program. A student's entry into the program or
placement within the program must be approved by the student's
parents. The local school district may appeal the decision under
-§21.463 of this code. The criteria may include, but are not
limited to, the following: ‘

(1) Results of a home language survey conducted within four weeks
of each student's enrollment in order to determine the lan-
guage normally used in the home and the language noreally used
by the student, conducted in English and the home ianguage,
signed by the student's parents if in kindergarten through
grade eight or by the student if in grades nine through 12,
and kept in the student's permanent folder by the language
proficiency assessmeat committee.

(d) Within 10 days after the student's classification as limitad

English proficiency, the language proficiency assessment committee
shall give wrltten notice: of the classification to the student s

E-25 :
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parent. The notice must be in English and the primary language.
The parents of students eligible to participate in the required
bilingual education program shall be informed of the benefits of
the bilingual education or special language program and that it is

an integral part of the school program." (Texas Education Code
§21.455(a), (d)) .

"Appeals. A parent of a student enrolled in a district offering
bilingual education or special language programs may appeal to the
commissioner of education under §11.13 of this code if the district
fails to comply with the requirements of law or the rules of the
State Board of Education. If the parent disagrees with the place-
ment of the student in the program, he or she may appeal that
decision to the local board of trustees. Appeals shall be in ac-
cordance with procedures adopted by the State Board of Education
consistent with the appeal of contested cases under the Adminis-~
trative Procedure and Texas Register Act, as amended (Article
6252;%3;, Vernon's Texas Civil "Statutes)." (Texas Education Code
§21. '

Rule

(a) The home language survey conducted in accordance with §77.354 of
this title (relatlng to Home Language Survey) must be signed by the
parent of students in kindergarten through grade eight. :

(b) The language pfof1c1ency assessment committee shall consider the
' opinion of a student's parent in determining the student's primary
language proficiency and English language proficiency.-

(c) Within 10 days after.a student's classification as limited English ,
proficiency, the language proficiency assessment committee shall . e
give written notice to the student's parent advising that the ;//
student has been so classified and requesting approval to place the -
student in a bilingual education or special language program. In
accordance with Texas Education Code §21.4535(d), the notice shall
include information about the benefits of the bilingual education
or special language program and that it is an integral part of the
school program. . A student's entry into or placement within a bi-
lingual education or special language program must be approved by
the student S parent. :

(d) In accordance with Texas Education Code §21. 435(h), a school dis-
trict shall obtain the parent's evaluation of a student's progress
acd shall consider that evaluation in determining whether a student
should be transferred out of a bilingual educatlon or spec1al lan—
guage program. - ,

(e) Parental approval shall be obtained before a student is reenrolled
o in a bilingual education or spec1al language program.
[RIC E
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(f) The parent of a limited English proficient student shall be ap-
pointed to the language proficiency assessment committee.

(g) Parental approval shall be obtained before a student who does not
: have limited Fnglish proficiency is emnrolled in a bilingval edu-
catlon program.

(h) The parent of a student anrolled in a district which is required to

- offer bili ngual education or spec1al language programs may appeal

to the commissioner of education if the district fails to comply

with the law or the rules of the State Board of Education. Appeals

- shall be filed in accordance with Chapter 157 of this tltle (re-
latlng to Hearings and Appeals).

(i) A parent who disagrees with the placement of a student in a-bi-
lingual education or special language program may appeal the
decision to the local board of trustees as provided in Texas Edu-
cation Code §21.463.

§77.361 Staffing and Staff Development.

Statutory Citation

(a) The State Board: of Education shall promulgate rules and regulations

governing the issuance of teaching certificates with bilingual: edu-
cation endorsements to teachers who possess a speaklng, reading,
and writing ability in a language other than English in which bi-
lingual education programs are offered and who meet the general
requirements set out in Chapter 13 of this .code. The State Board
of Education shall also promulgate rules and regu.ations governing
the issuance of teaching certificates with an endorsemeat for
teaching English as a second language. The agency may issue emer-
gency endorsements in bilingual education and in teaching English
as a second language. ‘

(b) A teacher assigned to a blllngual education program must be appro-
priately certifiad by the agency for blllngual education.

(¢) A teacher assigned to an Engllsh ‘as a second language or other
special language program must be appropriately certified by’ the
agency for Engllsh as a second language..

(d) The minimum monthly base pay and increments for teaching experience

for a bilingual education teacher or a special language program
teacher are the same as for a classroom teacher with an equivalent
degree under the Texas State Public Education Compensation Plan.

The minimum annual salary for a blllngual education teacher or a
special language program teacher is the monthly base salary,” plus
increments, multiplied by 10, 11, or 12, as applicable.

E-22 .
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(e) The district may compensate out of funds appropriated in subsection
(a) of §21.460 of this subchapter a bilingual education or special
language teacher -for participating in a continuing education
program which is inm addition to the teacher's regular contract.
The continning educztion program must be designed to gain advanced
biii?gual education or special language program endorsement or
s S. ‘ :

(f) The agency shall be authorized to conduct or contract for teacher
training for persons in the acquisition of endorsements in English
as a second language. The agency shall determine the amount re-

"quired for the implementationm of this subsection.

(g) The State Board of Educationm, through the Commission on Standards
for che Teaching Profession, and the Coordinating Board, Texas
College and University System, shall develop a comprehensive plan
for meeting the teacher supply needs created by the programs out-:
lined in this subchapter. The board shall submit a plan, which-
includes legislative recommendations, to the 68th Legislature in

" January 1983." (Texas Education Code §21.459) :

Rule’

(a) School districts shall take all reasonable affirmative steps to
secure fully certified bilingual education teachers. The phrase
"endorsed bilingual teachers," as used in Texas Education Code
§21.453(f) shall be interpreted to mean certified teachers with
bilingual specialization or endorsement. .

(b) Districts which are unable to secure fully certified bilingual edu-

- cation teachers shall request emergency teaching permits or special
assignment .permits, as appropriate, in accordance with Subchapter N

. of Chapter ]41 of this title (relating to Emergency Teaching Per-
mits, Special Assignment Permits, and Temporary Classroom Assign=-
‘ment Permits).

(c) Teachers assigned to an Engiish as a second language program or
other special language program must meet the requirements for
assignment as set out in §97.117 (226.37.15.370) of this title (re-
lating to Requirements for Assignment of Teachers).

(d) Districts may compensate bilingual education and special language
‘program teachers for participation in continuing education programs
designed to increase their skills or to lead to bilingual or
special language certification in accordance with Texas Education
Code §21.459(f).

(e) The commissioner of education shall coordinate the develooment of a .
comprehensive plan for meeting teacher supply needs in accordance.
with Texas Education Code §21.459(g). The plan shall include pro-
vision for the development and phase-in of certification prr 'rams
and requirements for teachers of English is a second -lar .age.

' e " e 10
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§77.362  Allotments for Operational Expenses.

Statutory Citation

(a) Under the rules of the State Board of Education, each school dis~-
~ trict operating an approved bilingual education or special language
program shall be allotted a special al.owance equal to:

(1) the number of limited English proficiency students enrolled
in the bilingual educationh program multiplied by $50, or a
greater amount as provided by the General Approprlatlons Act,
and .

(2) the number of limited English proficiency students enrolled in
the ESL or special language program multiplied by 25 percent
of the bilingual education per pupil allocation. A district's:
bilingual education or special language allocation may be used
for program and pupil evaluation and equipment, instructional
materials and equipment, staff development, supplemental staff

~ expenses, and other supplies required for quality 1nstruc-
tion." (Texas Education Code §21.460)

Rule

(a) School districts approved by the Texas Education Agency shall re-
ceive funds in the amount prov1ded by law for each limited Engllsh
proficient student enrolled in 2 bilingual education program and in
an English as a second language or other special language program.
To be eligible to receive funds, school districts shall submit an
application for operational expenses allocation and be approved
annually by the Texas Education Agency.

(b). After distribution of funds to districts required to operate bi-
lingual education, English as a' second language, or other special
language programs pursuant to Texas Education Code §21.453, the |
commissioner of education may distribute available funds to dis-
tricts not required to offer bilingual education. Districts op-
erating such programs shall submit an application for operational
expenses allocation. The priécity order .for distributing funds
under this subsechlon shall be as follows:

(1) bilingual educatlon programs in klndergarten through elemen-
tary, or English as a second langucge programs in grades
kindergarten through 12; and .

(2) bilingual educatlon programs at grades post elementary through
C 12,

’

(c) 'Operatlonal eXpenses allocatad for an -approved bilingual education, "
- English as a second language, or other spec1al language program

E—29
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may be used for the following:

(1) Program and pupil evaluation, and equipment necessary  to
administer requlred tests to- students

(A) Allowable expendltures for pupll assessment include the
cost of purchasing and scoring tests for 1dent1fy~ng

~ limited English proficient students, determining primary
language prof1c1ency or for prescribing instruction.

(B) Allowable expenditures for program evaluation include the
cost. of planning and designing program evaluations; pur-
chasing standardized achievement tests for basic skills;
collection, analysis and interpretation of data; and
preparatlon of reports. ' ‘

(2) ' Iastructional materials and equlpment as well as other sup-
plles equlred for quality lnstructlon

(A) Allowable expenditures include the cost of any apparatus,
including three=dimensional manipulative materials and
equipment, which conveys information to the student or
otherwise contributes to the learning process, such as
cassette players, language masters, listening stations,
and pupil workbooks, or other coasumable materials that
are special materials for the .instructional program.

(B) The Zollowing items, will not be considered as allowable
expenditures from the per pupil allotments: rcom fur-
nishings .including desks, tables, chairs, filing cabi-
nets, or any other item which is usually attributed to
capital outlay.

(3) Supplementai staff expenses, including salaries, as approved
- by the Texas Education Agency.

(4) A minimum of 25 percent of the toral amount for which each
district is eligible.shall be used for staff development and
supplemental ataFf expense as follows:

(A) Teacher certification. First priority activities shall
© include formal preparation programs designed to meet bi-
lingual or English as a sacond language certification
requirements for professional and paraprofessional in-
structional staff. :

(i) tuition and fees;

'

(ii) textbooks for college and umiversity course work;

(iii) travel and per diem for trainees receiving tuition
~ and'fees; E-30 ].U.j ‘
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(B)

- (C)

_ o

(iv) stipends for receiving training after working hours

sech as evenings and weekends; and

(v) extended 10, 11, or 12 month contracts for persdns
participating in continuing education.

Other staff development. Other staff development may
include planned activity designed to improve performance
of staff assigned to serve  limited English proficient

'students. Such activity must address specific training

objectives and include procedures for evaluating outcomes
in terms of skill or competency gains. Staff development
plans including qualifications of trainers shall be
subject to approval by the agency.

Eipenditures not allowable. Training expenditures which
are not allowable are the following: .

(i) tr.ining costs for personnel not assigned to the
program;

(ii) costs for formal preparation programs at colleges or -

universities for professional instructional staff
who have certificates and endorsements for bilingual
education and English as a second language. '

Statewide personnel training plan. The commissioner of
education shall develop and implement a plan for training

‘of persomnnel statewide. Such plan shall provide school

district personnel with reasonable opportunities to be
properly certifidd for their assignment. School district
staff development requests must be comsistant with this
plan to be approved. The commissioner of education may
authorize a district to use less than 23 percent for
staff development and supplemental staff expense if the
training and certification needs of the persrnnel as-
signed to the program do not require such a level of
expenditure. . '

must supplement, not replace, local funds normally budgeted
- for the total instructional program. :

(6) Since unused funds will ‘be applied against the operational
expenses allocation' for the ensuing school year,. the school
district shall maintain records that specifically identify or
otherwise account for itemized expenditures from the opera-
tional expenses allocation and shall retain documents as nec-
essary for audit purposes.

E-31
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§77.363 Preschool, Summer School, and Extended Time Programs.

(a)

(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

Statutory Citation

"A school district may astablish on a full- or part- tlme basis pre-
school, summer school, extended day, or extended week bilingual
educatlon or special language programs for students of limited
English proficiency and may join with other districts in ostab-
lishing the programs. The preschool or summer programs shall not
be a substitute for programs required to be provided during the
regular school year." (Texas Education Code §21.458)

Rule

A dlstrlct may operate a preschool summer school, and extended
time program for limited English proficient students for the
purpose of improving the students' proficiency in English. Dis-
tricts have the option to provide bilingual education, English.as

. a second language, and other types of program at any grade level.

Such programs shall not substitute for bilingual education or
English as a second language programs required to be prov1ded
during the regular school year.

Preschool programs may be operated ouring the regular school year
or during the summer on a part-time or full-time basis. Such pro- -
grams shall be for children who will be ellglble for kindergarten

‘the following school year.

Summer programs may be provided for' students at any grade levels
selected by the district. The number of ._ys and hours per day the
program operates shall be determined by the district.-

Extended day or week programs may be provided before or after the
regular school day .or on Saturday

Districts may use funds allocated under §77.362 of this title
(relating to Allotments for Operational Expenses) for operation of
the program. Additional bilingual education funds will not be
available to provide for such programs and students participating
in such programs shall not be counted in determining the district's
allocation. ‘Funds may be used to provide salaries of instructional
personnel, materials, transportation, or ‘other instructiomal re-
lated costs. Such funds may not be used to provide recreational or
other non-instructional activities. Districts that intend to use
state funds to operate preschool, summer school, extended day or
week programs shall complete the appropriate description and budget
sections of the application for bilingual education funds submitted
to the Texas Education Agency. ’

‘Districts'may join with other districts to provide programs or may

E-32
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contract with regional education service centers to serve as man-
agement agents to assist in prov1d1ng cooperative programs among
several districts.

§77.364 Pilot Programs.

Statutory Citation

"(f) The State Board of Education shall establish a limited number of
pilot programs for the purpose of examining alternative methods of
iritruction in bilingual education and special language programs.

(g) Districts approved to establish pilot programs as required by sub-
section (f) of this sectiomn shall be allocated am amount per
student which is equal to the amount per student allocated to dis-
tricts with approved bilingual education programs as outlined in
this subchapter." (Texas Education Code §21.454)

Rule

(a) The commissioner of education shall establish from a minimum of 10
to a maximum of 20 structured pilot programs which operate and
evaluate alternative types of special language programs. The
purpose of these pilot programs shall be to identify approaches
that are the most effective for developing English prof1c1ency for
limited Engitish proficient students. The programs may be autho-
rized for one, two, or more years based on the program to be
piloted.

(b) The commissioner shall develop and disseminate information‘ which
sets out the specific approaches to be tested. The approaches may
incliude, but need not be limited to, the following:

(1) concentrated English as a second ' language in varying time
allqtments and organizational structures; ‘

(2) wvariations and refinements of language use in dual language
programs at varying grade levels;

(3) English as a second language or bilingual education programs
within regular classrooms;

(4) varying English as a second language structures for the ele-
mentary and secondary levels;

(5) tutoring in English; and

(6) parental participation in learning English.

Q - . . E-33
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(c) Programs approved shall include districts with varying charac-
teristics such as the following: '

(1)' small, medium, and large concentrations of limited English
proficient students;

(2) location in the various regions of the state; and

(3) districts that have difficulty employing sufficient numbers of.
bilingual education teachers.

(d) Each pilot prograﬁ'shall have a ‘comprehensive evaluation design.
Information to be gathered shall include the following:

(1) the degree of student progress in attaining English profi-
ciency;

(2) achievement in English reading and English laﬁguage arts and
other academic subjects; '

(3) 1indicators of social integration in the total school com-
munity; and -

(4) others.

(e) A district applying for a pilot program shall s:dmst a7 application
on forms developed by the agency containing a descrip:ion of the
program, a budget, and an evaluation design. The b, et may re-
quest funds based on the number of students in the gYogram times’
the amount provided by law. Such funds may be expairnded on salaries
for instructional personnel, materials or equipment, and related
costs.

(f) Based on the results of the evaluation of pilot programs, the com-
missioner shall submit a report to the State Board of Education
identifying the most successful approaches that are appropriate to
be implemented in other school districts.

§77.365 Monitoring of Programs and Enforcing,Law.and State Board of
Education Rules. '

Statutory Citation

"(a) The legislature recognizes that compliance with this subchapter is
an imperative public necessity. Therefore, pursuant to the policy
of the state, the agency shall momitor school district compliance
with state rules by inspecting each district on site at least every
three years. : ' .

(b) The areas to be monitored include:

(1) - program content and design; p_34 1()}
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(2) proéram coverage; 2

(3) identification prdcedﬁres;
(4) classificatioﬁ‘procedures;
() staffing;

(6) learning materials;

(7) testing materials;

(8) reclassification of students for ejther entry into regular
classes conducted exclusively in English or for reentry intc a
bilingual education or special language program; and

(9) activities of the language proficiency assessment committee.

" (c¢) Not later than the 30th day after the date of an on-site monitoring
inspection, the agency shall report its findings to the school dis-
trict and to the Division of Accreditation. . .

(d) The agency shall notify a school district found to be in noncom-
pliance in writing not later than the 30th day after the date of"
the on-site monitoring. The district shall take immediate cor-
rective action. . : :

L

(e) If a school district fails to or refuses to comply after proper
notification, ‘the agency shall apply sanctions, which may include
removal of accreditation, loss of foundation school funds, or
both." (Texas Education Code §21.461)

Rule

(a) Texas Education Agency staff who are trained in assessing bilingual
aducation, English as a second language, and other special language
programs shall monitor om-site each school district in the state
every three years. The commissioner of education shall develop a
schedule annually which identifies the districts to be momi ored.
The commissioner may modify the schedule as necessary. -

(b) A standard monitoring instrument shall be used as basis for each
on-site visit. The instrument shall identify each requirement of
law and State Board of Education rules. Indicators, such as re-
quired documentation or conditions to be observed, shall be speci-
fied as a basis for determiuing whether the district is fulfilling
each requirement. '

(c) The Texas Education Agency shall determine through on-site moni-
toring whether the bilingual education, English as a second lan-
T guage or other special language program.operates according to law
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and State Board of Education policy.

(1) The staff shall conduct campus and classroom visits to deter=-
mine if the programs are being 1mplemented in the grade levels
required.

(2) The staff shall review the identification procedures used to
establish if the district has: ‘

(A) determined the home language of all students enrolled;

(B) determined the level of oral English proficiency of
. students in kindergarten through grade 12 and level of
achievement in English on standardized tests for students .
in grades two through 12 who have a primary language
other than English;

(C) determined the level of oral primary language proficiency
for students kindergarten through grade 12; and

(D) maintained adequate records for subparagraphs (4) - (C)
of this paragraph.

(3) The staff shall determine by examination o&f records if the
district has appropriately classified students of limited.
English proficiency according to comparative language abili- -
ties in English and the primary language. Districts shall
maintain records of the classification of each student of
limited English proficiency. ‘

(4) The staff shall determine the adeéuacy of staffing assigoments
and ensure that the teacher-pupil ratios in the programs are
comparable to that of the regular school program.

(A) The staff shall determine through on-site monitoring if
personnel assigned to the program are properly certified
for the assignment.

(B) The staff shall determine the adeguacy of the district's
efforts to emplov and assign appropriately certified per-
sonnel to implement the program.

(5) The staff shall determine whether learning materials provided
each limited English proficient student are appropriate to the
student's level of educational attainment. The materials used
in the bilingual education programs shall allow the student to
learn basic skills in his primary language and also provide
for carefully structured and sequenced mastery of English -
language skills. The materials used in the English as a
second language programs shall demonstrate a sequenced
agproach to listening, speaking, reading, and writing the
Z.glish ‘anguage . E-36 _1():1
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(6) The staff shall determine the appropriateness and accuracy of
the districts's use of tests and other “dssessment procedures.-

(7) The staff shall determins if the procedurés used for reclassi-
fication of students as English proficient and procedures used
for reassessment of students exited from the program to iden-
tify students who may need to re-enter bilingual and special
language programs are consistent with State Board of Education

es. :

(8) The staff shall determine, through examination of records and
interviews with members of the language proficiency assessment
committee, the qualifications and training provided members of
the committee. The district shall have on file policy and
procedures for the selection, appointment, and training of
members of the campus language proficiency assessment com-
mittee. :

(d) The preliminary monitoring report shall 'identify each discrepancy
noted between the requirements of law and State Board of Education
rules and the program operation. For each discrepancy, a recom-
mended corrective action and date for completion shall be de-
scribed.. Reports shall be mailed from the agency within 30 calen-
dar days following the last day of the monitoring visit. Districts
shall be instructed to prepare specific corrective action responses
and negotiate any .problem areas directly with personnel of the
Division of Bilingual Education. A copy of the report shall be
filed with the Division of School Accreditation. '

(e) Districts shall be instructed to respond describing the corrective
actions that will be taken-within 30 calendar days of the date the
report is mailed by the agency. If the district has evidence that
is contrary ta any of the preliminary findings reported by the
monitoring team, such information shall be submitted within the 30
days provided. Should the preponderance of the evidence indicate

- that the identified discrepancy is invalid, the report shall Ye
revised accordingly. At the end of the 30-calendar-day period,
the report shall become final.

(f) If 'a school district has been cited as being in noncompliance, and
~ has failed to proceed to remove variations or discrepancies within
the time period specified, the commissioner of education may
initiate steps to modify that district's accreditation status on a
temporary basis until procedures for modifying the district's
status can be applied. Such actions taken by the commissioner
- shall be reported to the State Board of Education -at the earliest
subsequent meeting. The process outlined in. §97.74 of this .title
(relating to Establishment and Modification of a District's Accred-
itation Status) shall be effected in not more than 120 calendar
days. If no acceptable solution has been reached by this time,
the commissioner shall make a recommendation to the State Board of
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Education regarding the accreditation status of the district. All
actions shall be in compliance. with Subchapter D of Chapter 97 of

this title (relating to Principles, Standards, and Procedures for
Accreditation of School Districts).

Adopted by the Stéte Board of Education, November 198l.
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Instrument. Description: LEP Masterfile

Iriaf dascrioseicn of zhe data:.f£4ila: This file contains records of students coming
from a home in which a language other than English is spoken as identified by the

Yome Language Survey. The information on this file is gathered for the purpose of
identifying and classifying students of Limited English Proficiency (LEP). This file
contains detailed LEP related information (e.g., language, LEP status, oral proficiency
and achievement test scores, dates, dominance, and an indication of any special lan-
guage lnstruction program, if any, required by the State or OCR.

which studeacs or othar individuals are included om the file? Students included onm
this file are those identified by the Home Language Survey as having a language other
than English in the home background. ‘

e What is the language most often spoken by your family at home?
e What is the language most often spoken by this child?
e What was the first language this child learned to speak?

Sow often is informacion om =ha fila added, delated, or uvdatad? Information on this
file is updated continuously. ‘Most additions occcur at the beginning of the year. For
all LEP pupils on the file there is also -an update process that occurs each summer.

Who is responsibla for changingz or addicg informarion to the file? The Evaluation
Assistant is responsible for changing or adding information to the file, Although
many times the Evaluator, Secretary, Or programmer assist with this function.

Sow was the information contaizad on the Zile zacheraed?

Infdrma:ion is gathered by school personnel at each individual school.

e Ara thers osroblems with the infor—acion cu the fils that =av
validize of che daca!?

what daca are avalilabla csncerning =he accuracr amd reliabiliszv of the
informacicn on the fila? ’

Files are corrected periodically using input from the schools, Information used
before the end of November may be inaccurate or incomplete. If you plan to use
this file, see the Evaluator first. .

Ara there normative 9r hiscorical daca avallabla for isterzterinz =zhe
rasules?

NONE

Irdef descriotion of =2e Sila lavcut: All student records are arranged by student
identification number. Each record contains individual student information. including
name, Birthda:e,vschool, and grade. Next follows information for identification and
classification of LEP students. Beginning with the results of the Home Language Survey
and LEP status. Next are scores to oral proficiency tests and achievement tests, along
with the dates when taken. Also included are language dominance and which,

special language instruction program is required. '
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Purpose

The LEP Masterfile was used to provide basic information on LEP child-
ren of the District and to provide data addre551ng the following deci-
sion and evaluation questions: : '

Decision Question Dl: Should changes be made in the LEP
procedures/program with regard to changing national, state,
and local conditions and constraints? '

"Evaluation Question D1-1: How many LEP pupils is the
District mandated to serve? .

. Procedures

The LEP Masterfile is a district computer file maintained to provide
up~-to-date information on all students who have a language other than
English in their home background. Of interest in particular are those
students of limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state and local
guldellnes require that these students be provided special language in-
struction until such time as their language related achievement and Eng-
lish proficiency improves to criterion levels. Identification, update,
and enit information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for moni-
toring and facilitating the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils.
A number of District departments request a wide variety of information
from these files on an as-needed-basis. . Thus, quick and accurate res-
ponses are essential.

Identification

At the beglnnlng of school each year, the schools are instructed a) to
identify all students new to the District, b) to obtain home language
surveys from their parents, and c) to follow-up on students whose survey
indicates a languageé other than English is/was used in the home. The same
procedure is also followed for students who enter school during the year
rather than at the beginning. The follow-up entails the administration

of an English language test to determine the student's proficiency in

"English. Students who fail to establish proficiency are classified as

limited English proficient (LEP) and must be provided special instruction.
The type.of special instruction required is based on the student's Eng- '
lish language proficiency and proficiency in the native language. Domi-
ance is established for Hispanic pupils by comparing Spanish and English
scores obtained from tests designed to assess dominance (PAL, elementary,
LAB, secondary). Non-Hispanic LEP pupils are assessed for dominance via
a parent interview. Attachment F-1 lists the LEP classification criteria.

Update

After districtwide achievement testing and oral language testing for LEP
pupils in the spring, each LEP student's file is reviewed and updated.

F-3
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Review of a student's record will result in being categorized in one of
the following ways:

e No longer LEP, academic and English language proficiency
~criteria have been met. . : :
Still LEP, special education status.
Still LEP, no spring achievement score is available.
Still LEP, achievement criteria not met.
Still LEP, language proficiency criteria not met.
Still LEP, achievement and language proficiency met but
principal, teacher, and parents feel the child still needs
special language instruction.

Attachment F-2 includes the memos used in the Masterfile update process.

Exit

A student exits LEP status via the update process. To-exit, a student
must meet the criteria for achievement and/or language proficiency as
indicated by. Attachment F-3. '

Results

The results section is organized around the following topics:

e What are the Implications of the New LEP Exit Criteria?

e What is the Incidence of LEP Pupils by Grade and Language?

e Can the District Provide Bilingually Certified Teachers to
all children for whom it is required?

What are the Implications of the New LEP Exit Criteria?

Perhaps the most dramatic change in the Local/State Bilingual Program
during the past year was the change in criteria that made exiting LEP
status substantially easier for all elementary children especially those
at the kindergarten and first grade levels. As a result of "he new cri-
teria, nearly five times the number of children were identified as either
eligible or potentially eligible to exit LEP status than was true the
year before. Figure F-1 illustrates the situation.

Under these conditions, the number of children identified as LEP will
decrease sharply to a core of about 1,800. This number of children will

be augmented at the end of the next couple of years by about 200 previously
LEP kindergarten and first grade children reentering the program.

The continuing process of entering, exiting, and then reentering LEP status.
for a substantial number of children will undoubtedly be a source of frus-
tration for the children, their parents, and the District. Action at the
state level to make exit criteria more comparable across the grades will
have to occur. :

F-4
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GRADES __ K 1-6  7-8 9-12
YEAR 1981-82 |
READY TO EXIT 131 354 8 18
NEED LPAC DECISION  NA 346 23 23
TOTAL ' 131 700 31 41
******************************;k****************** *
YEAR 1980-81
READY TO EXIT 0. 83
- NEEDING ORAL 0 88 0 _3
LANGUAGE TEST
TOTAL 0 171 3 10

Figure F-1: COUNT OF PUPILS READY OR POTENTIALLY READY TO EXIT
- LEP STATUS. ' '

The basis of the reentry problem lies in the criteria that are applied
(see Attachment F-3) where kindergarten and first grade students may

exit LEP .tatus by passing a simple English oral language test while
their counterparts in the higher grades must also meet achievement cri-
teria. Since it is much easier to meet the oral language test criterion
than the achievement criterion, a disproportionate number of kindergarten
and first grade students are identified a meeting the LEP exit criteria.
By state law all children who exit LEP status must be reassessed for the
subsequent two years so that inappropriate exits may be reentered. Many
of the "easy exit'" children will reenter LEP status when the more demand-
ing criteria of the higher grades are applied. o

What is the Incidence of LEP Pupils by Grade and Language?

Figure F-2 indicates the incidence of LEP students by grade and language
as of June 1, 1982. It is estimated that about 400 to 500 additional
exits will occur between now and September 30 mostly at the elementary
level. Comparison of Figures F-2 and F-3 indicates the incidence of LEP
is already down from last year and will continue to decrease as more of
the LEP exits are processed. 4 base of about 1,800 LEP students is ex-
‘pected for next year. - ’ :

Examination of Figures 4,5, and 6 indicates an almost equal distribution .
of Spanish-Dominant, Bilingual, and English-Dominant Hispanic LEP pupils.
Students from other language backgrounds tend to be dominant if the home
language. Among Hispanic LEP pupils, 8.4% (164) are classified as special
education students. In the other language groups, no LEP special educa-
tion children have been identified. : :




8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

SPANISH 232 360 305 209 181 145 140 112 72 93 47 38 10 1944
| VIETNAMESE 10 24 16 10 12 11 10 11 5 19 17 8 9 162
CHINESE 0 o o 3 2 0 1 4 5 25
LAOTIAN , 2 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 22
CAMBCDIAN 1 3 o0 -2 0 2 15 0 5 1 0 0. 20
ALL OTHER 20 18 10 6 1 9 2 7 2° 8 4 4 9 110
LANGUAGES :
TOTAL 269 410 335 229 210 168 154 139 82 127 71 56 33 2283

Figure F-2: SPRING 1982 LEP STUDENT COUNT BY GRADE AND LANGUAGE.

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

SPANISH - 381 467 324 216 162 131 103 81 67 82 30 11 5 2060
VIETNAMESE 18 25 14 12 13 11 12 8 6 22 11 15 3 170
CHINESE 3 0o 3 0o O0 0 1 2 1 110 1 26
ALL OTHER =~ 23 33 14 14 6 8 12 6 13 5 3 3 3 143
LANGEAGES .

TOTAL 425 525 355 242 181 150 128 97 87 110 54 33 12 2399

Figure F-3: SPRING 1981 LEP STUDENT COUNT BY GRADE AND LANGUAGE.
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K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL.

SPANISH DOMINANT 97 123 71 36 33 37 23 35 28 34 18 16 3 554
BILINGUAL 53 84 114 102 72 46 55 38 11 13 6 3 3 600
ENGLISH DOMINANT 81 147 109 63 51 44 42 22 20 25 8 1 614
UNKNOWN - 1 - = 3 1 4 - =1 1 1 = 12
SPECIAL EDUCATION 1 5 11 8 22 17 15 17 13 20 14 17 3 164
TOTAL . 232 360 305 209 181 145 140 112 72 93 47 38 10 1944

Figure F-4: DISTRICTWIDE COUNT OF LEP STUDENTS:: LANGUAGE DOMINANCE CATEGORIES SPANISH

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL
VIEMNAMESE DOMINANT 8 16 13 7 11 8 8 10 5 18 17 8 8 137
BILINGUAL 1 2 2 - 1 1 1 - 1 - =- 1 13
ENGLISH DOMINANT 1 5 1 1 2 1 - - - - - - 12
UNKNOWN - - - - - - - - . e == - -
SPECIAL EDUCATION - - = = = = = = = = = - - =
TOTAL | 10 24 16 10 12 11 10 11° 5 19 17 8 9 162

Figure F-5: DISTRICTWIDE COUNT OF LEP STUDENTS: LANGUAGE DOMINANCE CATEGORIES VIETNAMESE -

K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL
OTHER DOMINANT 18 20 8 7 16 10 2 15 3 13 4 8 12 136
'BILINGUAL ‘ 1 - - 2 - 1.- 1 1 - 1 1
ENGLISH DOMINANT 7 4 4. 2 1 - 1 - 1 - 1 - - 10
UNKNOWN -~ - 1 1 - - 1 - 1 1 1 2 1 9
SPECIAL EDUCATION - - = = = = = = = = = = = =
TOTAL 27 26 14 10 17 12 4 16 5 15 7 10 14 177
115§ | |
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Languages with fewer than 20 LEP representatives have not been identified
in the various figures of this section. For those interested, a listing

of the languages presently associated with District enrollees is provided
in Attachment F-4. A listing of languages with one or more LEP pupil re-
presentatives is provided in Attachment F-5. : '

Can the District Frovide Bilingually Certified Teachers to A11 Children for
Whom Bilingual Instruction is Required?

No, the District cannot provide bilingually certified teachers to all child-
ren for whom bilingual instruction is required.

The District maintains two bilingual programs at the elementary level, one
for Hispanic LEP students and one for the LEP Vietnamese.  The District has
been unable to find any Vietnamese bilingually certified teachers and main-
tains that program with teachers of Vietnamese origin who are not bilingually
certified. ' '

There are a sufficient number of bilingually certified teachers to provide
bilingual instruction to all elementary Hispanic LEP children only if both
teachers and students are optimally placed. Presently the District has 193
. bilingually certified teachers at the elementary level (see Attachments F-6
and F-7). These teachers must serve approximately 1,700 Hispanic LEP stu-
dents. :That is about nine LEP pupils per teacher. While the situation
seems well in hand, there are a few problems with "making it all heppen.”
Schools must have the right number of certified teachers at the right grade
level. With 193 certified teachers and 61 elementary schools, there are .
about three certified teachers available on the average per school. To
cover all grade levels at all schools with at least one teacher would re-
quire 280 certified teachers. The number of Hispanic LEP children varies
considerably per campus (nine schools have more than 75 and 16 schools have
five or fewer). Among the schools with a low incidence of LEP pupils it ‘
is very difficult to predict when the next LEP child- will enroll and at

what grade level. To meet its requirements for serving Hispanic LEP child-"
ren with the teachers it presently has available, the District must be pre-
pared to:

e transfer students to schools where they can be provided bilingually
" certified teachers. : o
e move certified teachers to schools as the need arises.
e move certified teachers within schools so that the appropriate -
grade levels are covered.

It may be possible to do all of these so that the District can meet the
educational requirements of its LEP students. However, the resulting
"musical chairs" will not be without repercussions:

e Morale among bilingual teachers may plummet since they may be
transferred at a moment's notice.

e Principals will balk at the Central Office interference in their
assignment of teaching personmel to instructional grade levels
and to breaking up their assignment plans through transfers of .
teachers. _ . ' :

e LEP students and their parents may not wish to transfer their

"~ children to another school.
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Summary

The District will be faced with a number of challenges in the coming year
as it attempts to meet its obligation for serving LEP pupils.

e Exit criteria are likely to create an entry-exit-reentry
problem. ,
e The incidence of LEP children will decrease rather sharply.
- ® The logistics of stretching certified bilingual teacher re-
sources to meet the need will undoubtedly cause a few strains
.in the system.




ATTACHMENT F-1: I ' : - ATTACHMENT F-1

Title 19, Part II COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION  Chapter 77, .

Texas Administrative ‘ Subchapter R
Code and Statutory . -Page 15
Citations -

(c) All oral and written proficiency testing of students who enroll
within five class days of the first day of school shall be com-
pleted no later than four weeks after the first day of school.

(d) Districts shall use the criteria below for classification of stu-
dents for program entry purposes.

(1) A student shall be identified as limited English proficient
if one or more of the following criteria are met:

(a) Ability in English is so limited that the English pro-
ficiency tests cannot be administered.

(B) The score on the English oral " nguage proficiency test
for a student in grades kindergarten through 12 'is below
the level designated for indicating limited English pro-
ficiency in subsection (a) of this section.

- (C) The score on the reading and English- language arts sec-.
tions of the standardized achievement test for a studeat
in grades two through 12 is below the 23rd percentile.

(2) If the oral English language proficiency test score of a stu-

- dent in grades two through 12 is above the levels designated

for indicating limited English proficiency in subsection (a)

of this section and he or she scores between the 23rd and the

40th percentile on the written standardized test, the language

proficiency assessment committee shall determine whether or

not the student is limited English proficient -based on other
factors which may include:

(A) written recommendation and observatlon by current and
previcus teachers;

(B) grades from the current or previous years;

(C) written or oral recommendation of the parent concerning
program placement;

(D) data regarding emotional and maturational levels;

(E) criterion referenced test results and progress om con-
ticuum of skills or informal assessment measures;

(F) student interview: and
(G) sther student information.

(3) A student in grades two through 12 shall not be classified as
limited English proficient if he or she scores at or above the

40th percentile on the reading and English languiFEBarts sec-
tions of the standardlzed achlevement test
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ELEMﬁNTARY LEP IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURE

1981-1982
1)

DETERMINE WHO NEZEDS
A LANGUAGE SURVEY

ENG - Snglish

. HLS - dome Language Survey

LAB - Language Assassment
Saccery
LANG- Language

"LEP - Limired English

Proficiency
LPAC- Language Proficiency
Assesspent Coonitree
- Greatar chan or 2qual to

= Greater than

AV |V

R (2)

SECURE A HCME LANGUAGE
SURVEY -
(100% RETURN REQUIRED)

. SURVEY
RETURNED WITHIN. 1
DAYS OF REGIS-
. TRATION

(4a)

CONTACT PARENTS TO
ISECURE" HLS WITHIN 4
WEEKS OF STUDENT'S

ENROLIMENT

(40)

LANG
OTHER THAN
ZINGLISH ON HLS

Y
E
z
3

(50)

ADMINISTER THE
ENGLISH PAL
(GRADES K-6)

(8)
SCORE <85
GRADES 1-6

SCORE <79
GFADE :

N
K OR 1ST GRADE

ADMINISTER CAT
(READING AND ENGLISH LANGUAGH
ARTS; GRADES 2-3)

= Less than
(5a)

NO SPECIAL -
INSTRUCTICN 2.

REQUIRED

(82)
NO SPECIAL veg
INSTRUCTION s
RECUIRED
(i10a)

MO SPECIAL
LNSTRUCTION
REQUIRED

r11a)

NO SPECIAL
INSTRUCTICH
REQUIRED

)  soTH
3ET.OW

Z3msrz

vI3 /STHOINT IS 1ED)

(STUDENT IS
. LETY

~ s

® 1z,
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Dominance Tasting/ |
Program Placement

—— cmmc  ow— e—

£

N (13

. Hispanic
?

a)

Hispanic: Administer
Spanish PAL K-6
(Compare To
Enalish 248L)

—_—d

N0

\ {13b)

Other Languages:
Administer LEP
Parent Interview (L04)

(14)

Is

YES Student

. (15

a) .

Appropriate Program

Yietnamese
?

V) (15p)

- Appropriate Program

K-6 - TBE K-6 - ESL
| (16)
Obtain Parent Approval/Disapproval
Of Placement [n B8ilingual Education
Or Special Language Program
(18a)
. Parantal
Mo Special Language
Instruction Required Ap%roval
{1%h)
Program Placement
Cf Pupil
r‘ -
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- ¢

r;_-_i___w

Annual LEP Review/
| Exit Procedures

| ;..._.4._'jL

(20)

Administer The English
PAL To A1l LEP Pupils

(21)

Score < 85

NO Grades 1-6

Is
Pupil In Grades
“KOorl

?

YES

8oth >

40thiTe

Reading And

Language Arts-

Scores ,
?

Any Qther

" LPAC Decides
If Pupil Is LEP

Combination

(24a)

Score < 79
Grade

22)

(23) Both <

23rd %ile

-
|
————

YE

Is Pupil
Hispanic
?

ATTACHMENT F-2 .

- Page 4 of 14

(28b)

Not LEP Administer Spanish
ott PAL And Compare to
A (24b) English Pal

 Request Parent
Assessment'0f Pupil's
Language Oominance

Student Is No
Longer LEP

Parent
Aporoves Exit

?

N
Jf

(25)

Is Pupil

L G

Yietnamese
?

(30b)

Continue With
8ilingual grogram

. (262) . (TBE

Continue With'
ESL Instruction

Retain [n Special
Language Program

J (25b)

Mo Special Language
Instruction Required
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ATTACHMENT F-2

SOt ) AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research and Evaluation

PROCEDURES FOR IDENTIFICATION OF LEP STUDENTS AND UPDATING LEP FILES
(1981-82) .

Sungzﬁof Home Languages

EVERY CEILD ENRCLLED IN THE AUSTIN SCHOOL DISTRch MUST HAVE A HCME LANGUAGE
SURVEY (100% RETURN REQUIRED).

STEPS

1. = Determine Who Needs a Survey of Home Languages. (4LL STUDENTS NEW TO THE
DISTRICT INCLUDING KINDERGARTNERS MUST BE PROCESSED FOR LEP IDENTIFICATION.)
In addition those who "slipped the net' previously must also be processed.

e CHECK THE ORF PROVIDED PRINTOUT labeled ROSTER OF PUPILS PROJECTED TO
ATTEND YOUR SCHOOL to determine what action if any is required. (e.g.
COMPLETE ALL LEP IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES, PROVIDE TBE INSTRUCTION,
NOT LEP NO ACTION REQUIRED, etc.) If the printoug says '"COMPLETE ALL
'LEP IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES", go to Step 2. ..

. If a pupil is not on the Roster, CHECX THE DISTRICTWIDE LEP STATUS
REPORT Microfiche provided by ORE. (Pupils not on the Roster repre-
sent pupils who have transferred either into or within the District.)
If the pupil ' is not on the microfiche or -if the microfiche says '"'COM- -
PLETE ALL LEP IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES", go to Stev 2. '

2. Secure a Home Language Survey (100% Return Reguired). Go to Siep 3.

3. Was Survey returned within 10 days of the first day of school (Septenberl
2)? If NO, go to Step 4a. 1If YES, 7o to Step 2b.

4a, Contact parents to secure a Home Language Survey (HLS). (The Survey and
any required testing must be completed within four weeks of the first day
of school, September 21.) Continue with Step 4b.

4b. Does the Home Language Survey have a language other than English indicated
on one or more of the three items?  If NO, go to Step Sa. If YES, go To
Step 5b. ' : :

5a. . This student is not limited En,llsh proficient (LLP) Vo spec1al language
instructional program is requlred. Return the yellow copy of the HLS (LO1)
to ORE. V.

English Proficiency Testing

5b. A NEW ENTRY FORM (L03) MUST BE COMPLETFD. Administer the ENGLISH PAL. ;?c
to Step 6.

6. Is ;he English PAL raw ‘score less than 85 for grades 1-6 or less than 79
for kindergartners? If NO, go %o Step 7. If YES, this student is LEP,

go zo Step 1Ib.
126
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8a.

8b.

lOa.
10b.

1la.

ATTACHMENT F-2
: _ Page 5 of. 14
Is the student in kindergarten or lst grade? If YES, go to Step 8a.

‘8l.44

'If N0, go ta Step 8b.

This student is not LEP. No-speclal language instruction is required. " Send the
yellow copy of the HLS (Home Language Survey) and completed New Entry Form (L03 1)
to ORE. V ‘

Administer the appropriate level of the Reading and Language Arts subtests of the
California Achievement Tests (grades 2-6). Go to Step 9.

If both scores are equal to or above the 40th %Zile, go to Step 10a. If both
scores are below the 23rd %ile, this student is LEP. Go to Step 11b. For any
other combination of scores, go to Step 10b.

This student is not LEP. No special language instruction is reouired Send the
yellow copy of the HLS and completed yellow copy of the New Entry Form (L03.1) to
ORE v

The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee must decide whether or.-not the stu-
dent is LEP. Was the student classified as LEP? If NO, go to Step 1la. If YES,
go to Step 11b. '

This student is not LEP. No special language instruction is required. Send the
yellow copy of the HLS (Home Language Survey) and completed yellow copy of the
New Entry Form (NEF) to ORE g .

Dominance Testing/Program Placement

11b.

12.

13a.

13b.

ISa,
~ 15b.
16.
17.

18a.

This student is LEP. Dominance information is required . Go to Step 12.
Is the student Hispanic? If YES, oo to Step 13a. 1If NO, go to Step 13b.

Administer the Spanish PAL and compare the Spanish score to the English score to
determine language dominance. Go to Step lba.

Administer the LEP Parent Interview Form (LO4) or if the child's parents do mot

" speak English arrange for a native language interpreter through the Elementary

School Management Office (Hermelinda Rodriguez) to conduct an interview. Go to
Step 14, : ' '

Is the'student Vietnamese? If NO, go to Step 15b. 1If YES, go to Step iba.

The student's appropriate special language instruction is a full Tran51tlonal
Billngual Education Program. Go o Step I

The student's appropriate special language instruction is an English—As—A—Second
Languagev(ESL) Program. Go to Step 16. :

Notify the: parent of their child's placement in an appropriate educatlonal pro- .

gram. Con.inue with Step 17.

Does the parent approve of this placement? If NO, go to Step l8a. If-YES, go
o Step 18b. : : ~

No special language -instructional  program is required.. Send the'yellow copy of
the HLS (Home Language Survey) and ‘the yellow copy of the completed New Ent*y
Form (L03.1) to ORE. v . .

. Place the student in the approprlate blllngual education or spec1al language pro--
gram. uo to Step 19. - ‘ . : 143 ¢ A

- F~16 -
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LEP Review/Exit Procedures

ATTACHMENT F-2
Page 7 of 14

19, Conduct the annual LEP review/exit procedures as required by State Rules

and regulations governing.Bilingual Education., This will identify pupils
Computer printouts from ORE will indicate
for each LEP pupil what actions need to be taken. Continue with

who have met exit criteria.

“Step 20.

- 20. Administer the PAL to all LEP pupils. Go to Step 21.

2l. ' Was the PAL raw score below 85, grades 1-6 or belo& 79 for kindergartn

ers? If NO, go to Step a2..

If YES, go to Step 27.

22, Is the student in kindergaften or lst grade? If ﬁg,‘continue with
-~ Step 23. 1If YES, go to Step 24b. ‘ '

23. Are the student's ITBS Reading and Language Arts scores both equal to or:
above the 40th %ile? 1If so, go to Step 24b. Are both scores below the

23rd %ile? 1If so, go to Step 27.

go- to Step 24a.

For any other combination of scores,

24a., The LPAC determines whether the pupil exits LEP status, remains LEP, or
changes LEP program type. Did the student remain LEP? If NO, continue
with Step 24b. 1If YES, go to Step 27.

24b. This student is no longer LE

P.

Obtain parental perm1551on to exit ‘pupil

from LEP status. C(ontinue with Step 2s.

25. Did the parent approve the exit?

Step 26a.

If YES, go to Step 26b. 1f NO, go to

26a. Retain the pupil in a LEP related instructional program.

26b. Thislpupil is not LEP. WNo LEP related instructional program is required. V

27. Was Spanish indiéated'as a home language on the Home Language Survey? ~"If
- YES, go to Step 28a. .If NO, go to Step 28b.

28a. Administer the Spanish PAL and compare the English and Spanish scores.

Go to Step 30a.

to Step 28.

29. Is the student Vietnamese?
- 30b.

.28b. Requect that the parents reassess. the pupil's_language dominance. _Go.

If YES, go to Step 30a.  If NO, go to Step

30a. Continue to prov1de Tran51t10nal Bilingual Education (TBE) for this

student

30b. Continue to provide ESL instruction for this student.

F-17
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 24, 198 1‘

o

TO: LEP Coordinators, Principals

¢

FROM: Jonathan Gurtis
SUBJECT: Updating LEP Pupll Rosters ("ROSTER OF LEP STUDFNTS EXPECTED TO ATTEND')

Yeé, it's LEP time again. Your investment of a little time now w1ll be repaid many
times over. The accompanying printout lists the LEP pupils expected to attend your
school. :

‘To update these rosters: Please cross out the names of students who did
: not register at your school this fall and if
you know, note in the left margln the destina-
tion school for that child.

Cross out the names of students who have with-
drawn from your school. Indicate in the left
margin the date of withdrawal and the destina-
tion school if known.

In the extra space provided add in the names
and ID numbers of LEP pupils at your school
-that are not on the list.

If there is an error in a student record (grade
level, score, name, etc.) or you wish to pro-
vide updated information, simply cross out the
information that needs to be changed and place
the correction directly over the original infor-
mation. '

' STUDENT 1D . NAME GRADE

Exaﬁple: ' Chaves 2

1234567 Ctyréz Cynthla /3/

12

You w1ll note there are two copies with a carbon paper in between. Please make your
deletions, corrections and additions as soon as possible. Send a copy to me by Decem-
‘ber 15th and keep a copy for your own school records. ' ' '

Approved:

Director, Research a Evaluation

 pooroved: 7% ﬁ/x,,,m

Ruth MacAllister, A551stant Superlntendent for Elementary

F-18
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" AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 25, 1981

TO: LEP Coordiﬁators, Principals
FROM: - Jonathan Curtis &‘:/

SUBJECT: Pupils For Whom LEP Procedures Are Incomplete\Accordlng To
: ORE Records .

The accompanying printout lists.the pupils expected to be enrolled at your
school for whom LEP procedures are incomplete.

Action Required Due 1/7/82:

Please initiate the approprlate procedures and provide documentation to ORE
by January 7th, 1982 so that we'can update the files of these children.

Any of the following actions may be called for:
1, COMPLETE ALL LEP IDENTIFICATION‘PROCEDURES
2, CQMPLETE A SURVEY OF HOME LANGUAGES |

3. ADMINISTER THE ENGLISH PAL

4. ADMINISTER THE SPANISH PAL

5. ADMINISTER THE ENGLISH AND SPANISH PAL

6. CONDUCT A PARENT INTERVIEW (FORM LO4)

7. COMPLETE A NEW ENTRY FORM STEPS 5-9

i Bl AT e

Director, Research and Eva%agﬁlon

Approved: :
Rith MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

JC:1m
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
December 7, 1981
TO: The Elementary Pfindipals, LEP Coordinators |
FROM: Jonathan Curtis ¢C- o © |

SUBJECT: Pupilé For Whom Some LEP Related Action Is Required

In reference to the printout, "LISTING OF PUPILS FOR WHOM SOME LEP RELATED
ACTION IS REQUIRED," provided to the principals on November 25th, questions
have arisen about how best to respond to the actions required. To aid in

the process of reporting, I have recommended ways to respond to each of the
"ACTIONS REQUIRED" and indicated the various circumstances that lead to a
given action requirement. So that you have sufficient time to complete
these actions, the submission date has been changed from January 7 to January
28, 1981,

Action Reqpired

S

"COMPLETE ALL LEP IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES"

Students for whom this action is requlred are those for whom we have no LEP
related documentation. Specifically, we de not have a Survey of Home Languages
and, if the student comes from a home where a language other than Engllsh is
spoken, we also do not have the required New Entry Form.

- Recommended Procedure

Check the student's cumulative record folder to see if a Home Survey is in
place. -

e If the survey is not in place, then you need to con-
duct all the normal LEP related procedures you would
apply to a student just entering the district.

e If a survey is in the student's folder with English

~ indicated as the response to all three itens, simply
write "all E%glish” on the ORE provided printout next
to the student's identification number. After the
other "actions required" have been processed, a copy
of this printout should be returned to ORE.

e If a survey is in the student's folder and contains a
response of some language other than English, complete
a New Entry Form, send the white copy to ORE and retain

the yellow copy for your records.
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Action Required

"COMPLETE A NEW ENTRY FORM STEPS 5-9"
This required action occurs when we have a record of the Home Language Survey
with at least one response that is "other than English" but no further informa-

tion to indicate whether or not the student is LEP. '

Recommended Procedure

To alleviate this condition, the school needs to provide the information indi-
cated on the New Entry Form which starts at Step 6 and continues as requirad
by -the process to the point (Step 9) where the New Entry Form is sent to ORE.

‘Action Required

"CONDUCT A PARENT INTERVIEW.(FORM Lo4)"

This action is required for non-Hispanic LEP students for whom we have no "lan-
guage dominance" information.

Recommended Procedure

e Conduct a parent interview, Form LO4.

e Return the white copy of the form to the Department
of Elementary Education

o File the yellow copy of the form in the student's
cumulative folder to document its completion and

e TIndicate the student's language dominance' (A,B,C,D, or E)
to the left of the pupil's identification rzwnber on’ the
ORE provided printout.

Action Required

"ADMINISTER THE ENGLISH AND SPANISH PAL"

This requirement arises whenever a LEP student's English and Spanish PAL scores
are at least two years old and need to be updated.

Recommended Procedure

‘e Test these children and record their scores to the
left of the child's identification number on the
ORE printouts. To distinguish the English from the
Spanish scores, place an "E" before the English
score-and an "S" before the Spanish score (i.e. E87,
S76.5). If the action required specifies administer-
ing only the English or Spanish PAL, record these
scores on the ORE provided printout in a similar
manner.

R 13,
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When all the required actions that are to be recorded on the OREvprintout‘are

completed:
o send the original to ORE, e¢/o Jonathan Curtis, and
e retain the carbon copy for ybur own records..
Your assiétance in this matter will help Bring AISD info compliancé with

state and federal requirements and will allow us to update our records as
we continually strive to make them as correct and accurate as possible.

Approved: %A/ﬁz M/

Director, Research dnd Evaluation O

Appfoved:

Ruth MacAllister, Assistant Superintendent for Elementary

JC:1lm -

Timy Baranoff
Lawrence Buford
Carmen Gamboa
Hermelinda Rodriguez
Maria Ramirez

Lee Laws

LaVonne Rogers

- Ana Salinas

Maria FElena Martinez -

Eleanor Dugger
Connie Cripps
Amelia Mendez
Nancy Duncan

Roberta Green
Ela.ne Davis
Ann Neeley
Rita Gibbs

Graciela A. Zapata ,

Paola Zinnecker
Teresita Rodriguez
Kuth Bailey

Hy Trauig

Gem Stokes

Ann Bullard

Alicia Martinez

r-22 133

Billie Martin
Yolanda Leo
Garciela Morales
Anita Uphaus )
Lucy Sahraie
Norma Rodriguez
Elma Berrones
Carolyn Williams
Margie Gately
Kathryn Stone
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

March 30, 1982

TO: Pacla Zinnecker
FROM: | Jonathan Curtis &(2”
SUBJECT: LEP Pupil Testing

The State requires. for the first time that all LEP pupils be tested (both oral
proficiency and achievement) at the end of each school year. (The regular
District achievement testing is used to fulfill the achievement requirement.)
The following indicates who needs to be tested, how to record the pupil scores,
and who to send the information to.

Who must be tested with “ All the LEP children at your school who are
the English PAL? on the computer printout listing provided.
Who must be tested with - All the A and B dominance category pupils on
. the Spanish PAL? your computer listing whose language category
' is Spanish. . -
How should you record Record the PAL scores to the left of the stu-.
the pupil scores? dent 's identification number using an E to
indicate English and an S to indicate Spanish.
; C d.e. 2945 S-yv 1234567 GA.RCIAJ'UAN
What do I do if a student If the student's language indicates Spanish,
has no dominance category this pupil must be tested with both the Eng-
(?) indicated? (The inci- lish and Spanish PAL. If the student's lan-
dence of this condition is guage indicates other than Spanish, a parent
very low.) interview must be conducted to identify the

pupils language dominance (be sure to forward
dominance information to ORE).

Where do I send the computer Return the computer listings and associated
listings and associated scores? scores to Jonathan Curtis, ORE, prior to
' May 7, 1982.

. ¢ (7-\ ‘ .
Approved: '75332é74424 .;%7} 5254L722(;4e5g

«Director, Research 4nd Evaluati

o ' F-23 134
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LEP Pupil Testing

March

JC:1m

30, 1982 2 Pg. 2

There are a few LEP students for whom we have no central record of their
survey of home languages (SHL). If a student on your listing has an in-
dication that she/he needs a SHL, please obtain a survey if you do not
have one on file. If you do have one on file, just indicate to the right
of the students computer printout record what the responses were.

eg. 1234567 CRUZ MARY 02 ESL S4:= Span, Eug, SaA

cc! Ruth MacAllister




ATTACHMENT F'3:. LEP EXIT CRITERIA

ATTACHMENT F-3

Title 19, Part II . COMPREHENSIVE INSTRUCTION Chapter 77,
Texas Administrative C : Subchapter R
Code and Statutory ' Page 16
Citations ’ ' S

(e) Annually, districts shall administer an English oral language pro-
ficiency test selected from the list in subsection (a) of this
section to each limited English proficient student in grades kin~-
dergarten through 12. Districts shall also administer.the reading
and English language arts sections of a standardized achievement
test selected from the list in subsection (b) of this sectiom to
cach limited English proficient student in grades two through 12.
The criteria in paragraphs (1)-(4) of this subsection shall be used
for reclassification of students for program exit purposes.

(1) The student in grades kindergarten through one shall be clas-
sified as English proficient if his or her score on the oral
‘English proficiency test.is above:the levels designated for
indicating limited English proficiency in subsection {a) of
this sectiom. : ' :

(2) The student in grades two through 12 shall be classified as
English proficient if his or her 'score on the oral English
proficiency test is above the levels.designated for indicatinag
limited English proficiency'in subsection (a) of this section;
and the score on the reading and English language arts sec-
tions 'of the standardized achievement tests is between the
23rd and the 40th percentile; and the language proficiency
assessment committee determines the student has sufficient
English proficiency based on other factors listed in para-
graph (2) of subsection (d) of this section.

(3) The student in grades two through 12 shall be classified as
English proficient if he or she scores at or above the 40th
percentile on the reading and English language arts sections
of the standardized achievement test.

(4) TFor the student in grades two through 12 who has been enrolled
in a bilingual educa.ion program for at least two years and
has not achieved the 23rd percentile and has shown no signifi-
cant improvement in relative English proficiency (relative to
the primary language), the language proficiency assessment
committee shall consider alternative bilingual programs or
placements designed to strengthen and improve the student's
language proficiemcy. Such: an alternative program or place-
ment may be in addition to the student's placement or a new
placement.

(f) Students who have been transferred out of the program who are later
determined to have inadequate.English proficie..cy may %e reenrolled
in the program in accordance with Texas Education Code §21.455(i)
and this subchapter.

(g) All records_pertaining to identification and assessment of students
for program participation purposes shall be maintained for documen-
tation. :The' langiage proficiency assessment committee shall be
responsible for such records. F=25
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LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH IN THE DIéTRICT

W O ~N O O & W N

[ACTIE TN G T G T T S T R o T R T S o S S S v S T S
NOY O BW NN PO W oOoOSN OO W N = O
. . . . . . . . e, e . . . . . . .

AFRIKAANS
AKAN
AMHARIC
ARABIC
BENGALI
BURMESE
CAMBODIAN
CHAU CHOW
CHINESE
CREOLE
DANISH
DUTCH .
FANTE
FARSI
FINNISH
FLEMISH

~ FRENCH

GERMAN
GREEK
GUJARATI
HINDI
HEBREW

. HUNGARIAN

IBO
ICELLANDIC
INDIAN
ITALIAN

42,

- 46.
47,

JAPANESE

28.
29.  KASHMIN
30.  KONKANI
31. KOREAN
32. LEBANESE
33. LOATIAN
34. " MARATHI
35.  MENDE
36. NORWEGIAN
37. PERSIAN
38. PHILIPINO
39. POLISH
40. PORTUGUESE
41.' PUNJABL .
RUSSIAN -
43. SINDHI
44. SINHALA
45. SPANISH -
SWEDISH
TAGALOG
48. TAMIL
49. TAIWANESE
50. THAI
51, TURKISH
52. URDU
53. VIETNAMESE
54. YUGOSLAVIAN
F-26
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81l.44
LANGUAGES ASSOCIATED WITH LEP CHILDREN
LANGUAGE NAME LANGUAGE CODE
- AFRIKAANS 66
AMHARIC ~ 58
ARABIC 12
BENGALI 24
CAMBODIAN 9
CASHMIN 77
CHAU CHOW " 68
CHINESE - 5
DUTCH .38
FARSI 33
FRENCH 6
GERMAN 3
GREEK v 36
GUJARATI 30
; ' » HEBREW 21
* HINDI ' 31
: : . HUNGARIAN . 61
IBO - 13
INDIAN . 28
ITALIAN , ‘ 7
JAPANESE . 20 -
KOREAN " 4
LAOTIAN 10
MENDE 76
NORWEGIAN 32
PERSIAN ‘ 18
PHILIPINO 41
POLISH ' 40
PORTUGESE 29
PUNJABL 73
RUSSIAN , 23 ‘
SPANISH 2
SINDHI 71
SINHALA 63
SWEDISH 54
TAIWANESE 17
‘TAMIL 72
THAI 16
TURKISH ‘ 25
URDU ' : 60
VIETNAMESE 8
Q . F-27




(10)

)

(19)

(6)

8l.44

TEACHER

Abdavies, R.
Acosta, I.
Acosta, R.

" Aguilar, M.

Alarcon, V.
Alonzo, M.
Alvarado, E.
Alvarado, R.
Armendariz, E.

- Antu, J.

" Bagnall, T.

Balderas, C.
Barfaza, M.
Bazan, E.
Boyd, C.

Cano-Thomas, C.
Cantu, M.

- Caro, L.

Carrington, J.
Casas, L. )
Castillo, B.
Castillo, M.
Castro, A.

~'Castro, B.

Castro, S.

Cavozos—McDonn, E.

Cerna, L.
Champion, A.
Chapa, J.
Coe, L.
Colmenero, M.
Colunga, C.
Cormack, A.
Cushing, S.

Davila, L.
Davis, B.
DelaGarza, L.
Delgado, B.
Dominguez, D.
Dukes, E.

DIVISION OF INSTRUCTION

1981-1982

BILINGUALLY ENDORSED TEACHFRS

IN ALPHABETICAL ORDER
SCHOOL |

- Cook
Ridgetop’
Metz
Pleasant Hill
Govalle
Allan
‘Andrews
Allan
Hill
Webb

Brown
Langford
St. Elmo
Odom |
Brooke

Allan
Graham
Brown
Sunset Valley
Sanchez
Langford
Ortega
Graham
Sanchez
Becker
Dawson
Houston -
Pecan Springs
Dawson '
Cook
Allison
~ Highland Park
. Casis
Allison

Webb
Maplewood
Brooke
Langford
Houston
Houston

F-28
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1
- 6
‘Mental Retardation
K
6 .

3

6
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1

5
TI/ECE
SCE

NO-RESESRURWLW




9

81.44

TEACHER

Espinoza, J
Espinoza, 1,
Evans, P.

Flores, E.
Flores, E.
Flores, L.
Flores, M.
Ford, S. -
Frie, Martin

Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garcia,
Garza, A.
Garza, L.
Garza, V.
Gil, R.
Gomez, E.
Gonzales,
Gonzales,
Gonzales,’
Gonzales,
Gonzalez,
Gonzalez,
Gonzalez,
Gonzalez,
Guerra, J.
Guerra, M.

oRXmOOU Oy

pREQEROR

Gutierrez, L.
Gutierrez, P.

Gusman, M.
Guzman, S.

Hendrickson,. C.

Henry, M.

Hernandez, M.

Herrera, C.
Herrera, C.
Herrera, M.
‘Hinojosa, C.

Holcomb, S.

Hudspeth, B.

.

SCHOOL

Graham
Linder
Allison

Govalle
Allan
Brown
Reilly
Ridgetop
Langford

Highland Park
Allison '
Linder
Sanchez
Pillow
Reilly

Highland Park

Andrews

‘Govalle

Govalle
Allison

Dawson

Oak Hill

Winn

Webb

Barton Hills
Sanchez

Travis Heights
Webb

Linder

Allison .
Linder

Brooke

Zavala
Menchaca
Travis Heights
Govalle

Blanton

~ Langford

Allison

- Ortega

Rosedale
Langford .
Brown
Metz
Houston

F-29
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TEACHER

(8)

M
(22)

None

Jackson, M-
Jurajda, B.

Kelbaugh, L.
Knoedl, A.
Kole, N.

Ledesma, M.
Lien, N.
Lomas, S.
Lopez, D.
Lopez, R.
Loredo, T.
Lucio, R.
Luna, M.

Martinez, A
Martinez, D.
Martinez, TI.
Martinez, M
Martinez, T.
Martinez, W.
Mata, S.
McAlister, T.
McCasland, D.
McKinley, M.
Medrano, M.*
Melendrez, E.
Mena, M.
tenchaca, A.
{endez, M.
Meza, M.
Mojica, J.

- Moncibaiz, S.

Monreal, B.
Morales, V.
Moreno, B.
Moreno, I.

*#Qut of State Endorsemeﬁt

SCHOOL

Langford
Casis

Casis
Becker
Allison

Becker

' Pease

Webb
Becker
Brown
Allan
St. Elmo

. Govalle -

‘Maplewood

Metz
Rosedale
Maplewood
Ridgetop
Linder
Sanchez
Govalle

‘Metz

Odonm )
Oak Springs
Cunningham
Norman
Rosewood
Brown
Linder
Gullett
Becker
Wooldridge
Menchaca
St. Elmo
Govalle

F=-30
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. TEACHER

Nester, C.
Northcutt, O.
Nunez, L.

Ojeda, N.
Clivo, S.
Ornelas, E.

" Ortega, J.

P
(6)

Q
(1)

@2

Page, A.
Pearlman, B.
Pedroza, B.
Perez, D.
Polanco, A.
Pool, M.

3

Quiroz, J.

Ramirez, A.
Ramirez, E.
Ramirez, M.
Ramirez, M.

Ramirez-Mitchell, T.

Ramon, S.
Ramos, M.
Rendon, C.

. Reyes, J.

Reyes, S.
Reynolds, C.
Rincones, A.
Rios, E.

Robinson, F.
" Rocha, A. '

Rodriguez,
Rodriguez,
Rodriguez,
Rodriguez,
Rogers, L.
Rudoff, S.
Ruedas, C.

<H X W

SCHOOL

Menchaca
Linder

" Allison

Zavala
Campbell
Brentwood
Oak Soprings

Zavala
Allison
Houston
Ortega

. Govalle
" Becker

Govalle

Campbell
Becker
Brooke

Metz

Gullett

Metz

Sunset Valley
Barton Hills
Zavala

Casis

- Travis Heights

Metz .
Allison
Allison
Casis
Allison
Cunningham

Wooten

Govalle
Govalle
Dawson
Barrington

31
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81.44
TEACHER SCHOOL GRADE

S Saaverdra, M Joslin 3

(24) Saenz, D. Cook Migrant
Saenz, E. Zavala TI/Migrant
Saenz, R. St. Elmo 4 :
Saenz, S. ‘Sanchez 1
Salgado, A. Allan K
Salone, S. Barton Hills 1
Sanchez, L.  Cunningham 6
Sanchez, M. Metz 3
Sandovall-Villa, B. . Allan 1
Schorr, L. Metz 1
Scruggs, L. Cook K
Segura, D. Joslin 5
Segura, G. Menchaca 1
Segura, R. Becker 2
Sepulveda, D. Zilker 1
Solis, B. Doss 2
Solis, R. Govalle 3
Soto, B. . Langford K-
Soto, Y.. ~ Winn 1
Steele, S. ' Becker . 4
Strickland, M. Dawson 6
Strot, R. Langford K
Suniga, L. “Allan 1

T Talamantez, A. Andrews K

(9) Tamez, M. Menchaca 3
Terranova, E. Rosedale 4
Tice, N. Menchaca 3.
Tobias, M. Read ©5
Tovar, N. Allan Migrant/TI
Trejo, S. Dawson Migrant/TI
Trevino, M. St. Elmo K
Trevino, M. Allan 2

U Urias, M. Dawson 1

(1)

F-32
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TEACHER

Vallejo, G.

Vasquez, E.
Velasquez, M.
Venegas, C.
Vera, A.

Vera, B.

Ververis, O.
Vicars, V.

Villalobis, B.
Villarreal, G.
Villarreal, M.

Villegas, D.
Voelkel, J.

Wilson, H.
Wilson, S.
Wood, W.

Wysong, L.

None

Ybarra, B.

Zuniga,
Zuniga,
Zuniga,

w WO

Total: 211

SCHOOL

Allison
Langford
Langford
Oak Springs
Doss
Casis
Cook.
Dawson
Rosedale
Graham
Joslin
Metz
Odom

Brooke
Casis.
Brooke

-Sunset Valley

Highléhd Park

Brooke
Sanchez
Highland Park

P33 144 .‘
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BILINGUAL ENDORSEMENT UNKNOWN

Rl

E.

'B.

Ml

Rodriguez - Houston Elementary  (First Grade)

Otero - Odom Elementary (Fifth Grgde)

Ward - Dawson Elementary ( Fifth Grade)

Medrano - Oak Springs (Second Grade) Out of State

F=34
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ATTACHMENT F-~7

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOQL DISTRICT
DIVISION OF INSTRUCTION
DEPARTMENT OF FEDERAL AND STATE APPLICATIONS AND COMPLIANCE

October 15, 1981

Teachers who are bilingually endorsed but are not teaching LEP students.

Armendariz, E Hill Elgmentafy lét grade
- ' ' Cerna, L. . Houston Elementary 5th grade
k : Dukes, E. .Hoﬁston Elementary 3rd grade
Flores, M. Reilly Elementary 3rd grade
Garcia, H. v Reilly Elementary 3rd grade
. Garcia, 0. Andrews Elementary. 5th grade
Gutierrez, P. ‘ Menchaca Elementary ~ 5th grade
Lien, N.‘ Pease Elementary 2nd grade -
Mojica, J. : Gullett Elementary 6th grade
’ Nester, C. Menchaca Elementary 6th grade
Ramirez-Mitchell, T. Gullett Elementary 4th grade
Reyes, S. - Casis Elementary 3rd grade
Segura, G. Menchaca Elementary lsg grade
Sepulveda, D.: Zilker Elpmentary 1st grade
Solis, B.: " Doss Elementary ; 2nd grade
Tice, N. ‘ : Menchaca Elementafy ~ 3rd gradé
Tobias, M. : Read Elementary . 5th grade
| Vera, A. Doss Elementary 4th grade
| s

Totals: 18




