-~

-

AY

' ED 255 052

A AR A

. - . f _ , wra :
). . - . . . . - - ) - - . - . : -
. _ - . .
. " .

“
L] - . ., -
. 4 .

'DOCUMENT RESUME

! : ' SRS
o e ' ' / ¥
Al

FL 014 936 o7
AUTHOR »» Nava, Hector; And Others
TITLE - - Descriptive Analysis of Title VII-Funded State -
. Education Agency Activities. Volume 1I. ' y
INSTITUTION National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education,
, - Rosslyn, VA.: SRA Technologxes, ‘Inc., Arlington,
VA, ‘
SPONS AGENCY -  Department of Educatmon, Washxpgton, DC. .
PUB DATE "J . Aug 84 . ;
CONTRACT .+ 7706~83-4690 . ~ ' )
NOTE . - 89p.; For vélume 11 of th)! study, see FL 014 937,
_ L For the Executive Summary, seé FL D14 938,
PUB TYPE - ' Reports - Descriptive (141) -
EDRS PRICE MFOI/PC04 Plus Postage., ‘ ’ .
DESCREFPTORS *Agency Role; *Bilingual Educatxon"Budgetxng, A
Certification; Coordination; Curriculum Development;
Data Collection; Educatxonal Quality; Federal Aid; :
, *Federal Programs; Information Dissemination; _ ¢
QQ N * Material Development; National Surveys; *Program
- i Adminigtration; *Resource Allocation; *State Boards
' of Education; Teacher Education
IDENTIFIERS "*Elementary Secondary Education Act Title VII
ABSTRACT -

Results of -4 national study of the use of funds
provaded by the 1974 amendments to Title VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act by the state education agencies (SEAs) are-
‘presented, The study was undertaken to (1) describe and analyze SEA
policies and activities regarding bilingual education, (2) describe

- and analyze the SEA-level management structure for the coordination
" of technical assistance, and (3) provide information on technical

.Mmanagement and assistanc ivities the Department of Educdtidon may

use to help SEA grantees [ass]st local schools in building their

capacity to provide bilifigual education services to language minority

students. The study involved B literature review, analysis of Title

V11 grant applicattrons s ed by SEAs, and case studies of the
implementation of Title VII grants in nine states." The results .

presented in this volume include an examination of the allocafﬂon agd
distribution of grant funds, SEA .use of grant funds,: issues appeari

to merit legislative or regulatory attentionp including Title VII o

. agministrative procedures, service delivery, oversight

responsibilities, federal guidance for SEAs, grant’ varsus'contract
fund:ng of support centars, and differential fxsca} support . (MSE)

. . - - PO R J
. S

e Coe - P )
***********************************************************************

* \\ Reproductxons Supplied by EDRS are the best thiat can be made *

* from the original document., ¢ *
*****0*****ﬂ***********************************************************

[E 1
e ~.' . . .
* N & . L



s

TH R PR £
RIENPE T S 3 T :
H w L R
: s i3 " 3 :
7 T ) .
: ’ S : IR
. : [ S 1

"

Minor changes.hava boon made to improvp

reproduction guaity

IS

. CENTER (ERIC)
. Tha document has beon teptoduted as

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EQUCATIONAL RESOUACES INFORMATION
tecoved fromy the parson or drgsmzaton
mant do not hocoessarily repfosont official NiE
pOBNION Ot ;mlarv_

L ongihanng -
® Porrits of view of opiniong stated in ths docu

i e g o S =

b A . - C e e L e s e e

26086203 U eglmoe




DY
¢ ha

, * Wi .
.- ¢

DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSLS OF. TITLE VII-FUNDED

'STATE EDUCATION AGENCY ACTIVITIES
- VOLUME I

(Reference 7706-83-4690)

Hector Nava )
Elizabeth R. Reisner
Brenda J. Turnbull

* August, 1984

, Submitted to:

U.S. Department of Education
Washington, D.C.

-t




. ¥
#

P
»

" K

R .
\5/’“‘“//, Lo

The research reported herein was performed pursuant to a contract with

the U.S. Department of Education. Contracfors undertaking such projects

i under government sponsorship are encouraged to express freely their
ﬁq profesaional judgment in the conduct of the project. Points of view or
' opinions stated do not, therefore, necessarily represent official U.S,
Department of Education position or policy.

I TP ST T BOZI . Tk Y



- | '
g " -~ TABLE OF CONTENTS
S : - Page
 LISTOF TABLES . » . . . .. ... 0 ... 4y
' ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS « o o o o« s ¢ o o o o o o o s o s 8 s 0 00V
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . ¢ «. « ¢ o o o o o o oo o o .o o o o o o Vil
I. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY o « o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 1 .. <
- . : : " _ _
IT1. STUDY ACTIVITIES o« o ¢ o ¢ o ¢ o o ¢ o s o o s o o o o o 2
. Literature Review . . . . . . B R T 2 -
% Review of SEA Grant Applications VAL R 3
: . . Nine SEA Case Studies e e e e e P
+ ., Limitations of the Study « . « « « ¢ + ¢ & . 6
III. PROGRAM'BACKGROUND . « « o o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o s o o 7
- Cibil Rights and Title VII « o « o o o o o o o o0 o o s T-
Title VII Authority . . ¢ ¢ ¢ o % ¢ o o o o0 s s o o o 8
Iv. STATE LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT FOR TITLE VII-FUNDED SEAs . . 10
' INSEIUCELON .o « o o o o o o o o o o s o o o s o o o o+ 10
Instructional Approach . . « ¢ ¢ ¢ o o ¢ s+ o o 0™ o 0 o 11 ~
‘Student ASSESSmENE . . .+ « o o s o 0 o 0 s s s s oo oo 12 o
Classroom Composition .« v e o o o o s o o o s o o s o o 13 .
Bilingual Teaching Staff « . o« ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o ¢ o s o & 14~
Parent/Community Involvement‘. T & |
Funding and Oversight . . . . et o s s s e o e s s 16
Relationship Between' State Legislation and SEA o
R Title VIL Grant Size + « + «.o'v o o o o o o son o o+ 16 7

V. ALLOCATION AND USE OF SEA FUNDS UNDER TITLE VII . ... . 19
Allocation and Distribution of Title VII SEA Grant Funds 19
Other Funding Ujd to Augment SEA Budgets . . . . . ... 22
_ Description of SEA Use of Title VII Grant Funds . . . . 25
. : . SEA Application Featyres . . . . ¢ o s o o o o o o s o @ 36

VIR ANALYSIS OF STUDY FINDINGS e o o o o o o o o o o o o o » 437
State-Level Factors Affecting Implementation of . :
Title VIL GEants v o o o o o o o o o oo s o o o o 43
Factors Related to the Educational Needs of LEP :

SEUdENtS ¢ + & o o 0.0 s o 0 o s e s e 0 s 0o s 43
- Factors Related to State Actions . . . + « o« « i + + o« 48
- Factors Related to SEA Capacity . s+ v o ¢ o« o+ o 0 o & 51
- 13sues Arising Across SEAS . . . ¢« + o ¢ s s o o . 53 .
VII. IMPLICATIONS OF RESULTS &+ v o o o o o0 o o o o o o 59 ' ‘
. Goals of Title VII Support €o SEAS « . « « .o o o o o + o 39
Steps SEAs Can Take To Fulfill These Goals o o o o o 62
Steps the Federal Government Can Take To Improve _ ¢

SEA Operations Under Title VII .'c « + + &« o o ¢ ¢ o« o 63

APPENDIX A".‘e..\o e o & o o o o ‘e s e 8 0 s . 0 s s S O o 4 o . ] 69 .
APPENDIX B ‘ ¢ 6 6 &4 ©® ¢ 6 6 ® 6 e e © & & s & ° 4 0 o o o o o 7 l
¢ o o 8 6 o 6 e 5 8 e s 8 8 8. e o e o, & o & @ 78

REFERENCES . .
114

5!




Table

l

Table 2

Thbla 3

Table 4 SEA Funding Other Than Title VII .. & o ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o ¢ o o & °

‘State Laws and State Funding Programs That Aid _
LEP Students in States Receiving Title VII SEA Grants .

LIST OF TABLES

States Receiving Title VII SEA Grants.for -
Coordinating Technical Assistance ., . . . . . . ce e e

States Receiving SEA- Training Grants .'. e e e e

'Tables 5a-5d Disseminacion of Information ., . . . .. . ...,

Table 6

Tablg_7'

Table 8

Table 9

. Table
Table
Toble
Table
.Table
,Taola

. Tabie
Table
" Table

Table
Table

quie

10

11

12

13
14

15

16

17
18
19

20

21

‘Hudgec and Funding_Technical Assistance . . . . . . . .

mterials Developmnc : L] L] L] L ] L] L] L ] . - . L] L] ... L] L] L] L ] L]
Teacher Certification . . o« ¢« 4 ¢ o o o o o o o o s o o

Evaluation Technical Assistance . ce e e e e e .

Monitor‘ing . [ ] L ] ; [ 2 L] L] L] L] L] . L] L] L] L] L] L] L] ‘» L] L] L] ' L] L] L] [ ] .

Instructional Technical Assistance . . « . . . :‘, e o e

Management Technical Assistance . . . . + « ¢« o & + o &

Language Proficiency Technical Assistance . . . . « . &

R.esearCh s e o o @ e 'c"“-o ¢ o o o ¢ 8 8 8 o ® ® ' s @ o‘

DataGathe:ing. s o o' @ s o o o o o o @ o.o‘o'o s s o o

Parenc/Community involvemnnc o se s e e e e e e e
Priorities As Seen By Individual SEAs e s e s s s 8 s s
Most and ‘Least Effective Title VII-Funded SEA Activities

Number of Responses per SEA by Category and by Level |
Of F“nding. LI } * s o o o, . o A . . s & -0 'Q L] (] * o (]

Number of Responsea per SEA by Category .and by Level
Of LEP EntO].lmnt * o 6 o 8 & 8 o s s @ o o s s 8 9 e »

Number of Raesponses per SEA by Ca‘tegory and by
Legislacive Type Group B T T

\ 1]

Page

17,

20

23
24

28

28
29

29

30
30
31

31
32
32

3

- 34

35
40
41

42




ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS L

. | . : . . ~
While this report was assembled by the authors, the content of the '

report represents the work of a much larger group. Our monitor from.the

"\ U.S. Department of Education, Office of Bilingual Education and Minority-
Languages Affairs, Mr. Luis Catarineau, provided continuing guidance.
‘The cooperation and suppor;';.of Mr.|Gil Garcia is gratefully acknowl-

edged. We also want to extend our thanks to all of the personrel in the
nine SEA sites who made our visits profitable in terms of the study as
vell as personally enjoyable. N - 2




. EXECUTLVE SUMMARY

" Background . : ' ' L

The 1974 ‘Amendmencs to Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary
Education’ Act included a provision to fund Sl:af.e Educakion ‘Agencies
(SEAs) to: coordinate technical assistance -to - local Title VII programs.”
Within this overall mission,' however, the provisions were left
"relacively unreacriccive regarding what -SEAs could or should do.

The Rules and Regulacions,.published in November 1980°'providewa
t:scing of the activities SEAs are authorized. to. conducc and ave listed

low. Changes in allowable activities, as published in che Federal

gister April 9, 1984, are also 'not:ed below. .

) DisseminaCe informacion pertaining to bilingual educacion.

° CoordinaCe assistance to LEAs in developing budgec and funding -

sCraCegies.

e Coordinate- assistance to’ -improve the assessment and wuse of

curriculum mat ertals .

o,Disseminate Informa:ion that will agsist personnel funded under
 the act to meet gtate certification requiremenCS (regcinded in 34
» CFR Part 503, April 1984) :

e Coordinate the evaluation of the ‘effectiveness off bilingual
education programs. o . . _ ‘

° CoordinaCe assistance to improve the quality of inecruccion and .

managemen& of bilingual education programs. x

e Coordinate the selection and use of language proficiency meagure- {-

uenb instrumenCS._

-___',_____._.,;.f...Coordinate....'aseiat:ance.;.:o'._.improue.' the quality and reduce .the costs
* of bilingual education® data=-gathering activities (rescinded in 34
CFR Part 503, April, 1984), (This activity could be included as

an .extra activicy if approved in advance, as noted in last item
below,.) o > -
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. Coordinate the developnent of assessment procedures* to determine .

LEA personnel training needs.

° R_sv-i'ew grant . applications and grantee. performance of (_bilingual )
education) elementary and sec8ndary school programs within the -
state to determine need for coordination of technical ‘assistance

B new activity, 34 CFR Part 503.1D(f), in 1984).
e Provide nondegree training to increase. the skills of SEA
. % - personnel in carrying out their responsibilities (new activity,
34. CFR Part 503. 10(1)) :

~

@ Perform o®Wpr activities approved, in ‘advance by’ the ‘Secretary *
' that are designed to furthen the coordination of technital

assistance provided .

In 1983, the U. S.. Department of Education contracted with SRA

' -Technologies to cbnduct a study of. SEA practices. The. objsctives of the

study were to (a) describe and .analyze SEA policies and activitces

x:egarding biling\lal education, (ﬁ) describe and analyze the SEA-level_,
management atmcture for the coordination of technital aggsistance, anq'\

(c¢) provide information on technical management and assistance activi-.

ties which the Department may use in order to help SEA grantees asaist
local schools in b'u‘ilding't_-hqir'capgcity-to provide bilingual:education

service_s ‘to language_-ninority gtudents. The contract-cslled.for (a) .

cqnducting a review of partinent literature, (b) analyzing Title VII
grant applications submittsd by SEAs, and (c) developing case studies of

" the implementation of Title VII ‘$EA grants in nine states. . Based on

data from the applications and extengive on-site interviews in nine'

states, the following discussion highlights ‘the findinss of the study.

-
- °

] l ° . N ° . . 1"0 *\"’ '
Allocation and Distjib_ution of Ti—tle VII SEA Grant Funds

o

o * The agiount of an SEA's™Title VII grant for coordinating 'technical
asaistance is determined by criterid listed in the 'ri.l:le VII regula~

tions. _ Eath SEA is° eligibla for an - amount up to 3% of - the_‘){itﬂ.e VIL

grants received - by - the local education agencies (LEAs) within the
state, 'rhs size of - individaal grants to. SEAs is roughly proportional to
the states enrollnait of" LEP stsdents, although statss with large{ ‘

¢

. . . B ,_". . . . .. . ..(.\l " . . o
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-

percentages of LEP students tend.to receive 'smaller-_-tnan-_-proportional
grants(& o _ o L ' ' |

Total funding’ for SEA projects‘ for coordinating.' technical
apsistance was $4,445,825 for fiscal year 1981, with 43 ,SEAs receiving
funding. In fiscal year 1982, the amount wgs. $4 663, 942, with 42 SEAs
participating., In 1983, 42 SEAs received a total of $3,820,915. '

%

"Some of the states receiving SEA grants for coordinating .techni'cal

.

(

assistance aldo receive Title VII graints to train SEA personnel.' - SEAs

may also apply for federal assistance from sources other than Title

VII. Finds from the Refugee Assistance Act, Title IV ‘of the Civil

-

Y T T v

Rights Act, the__-.Vocationai Rehabilitation Act, and Chapter 1 of the

Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act may };her'efore supplement

the SEAs' bilingual education budgets. State funding is also frequently

avai]:ableu We found that, to a large extent" funding-from-these‘ sourges

1s comonly ‘used for the same SEA activities that are funded by the
Title VII grants for coordinating technical agsistance. -

SEA Use of Title VII Grant Funds

-

The regulatoQ language associated ‘with Title VII SEA grants

| "encourages SEAs to c¢oordinate the technical assistance pro-vided by other
i agencies such as BilinguaL Education Multifunctional _Support ° Centers -

(BEMSCs) However.__ without exception, personnel in the nine SEAs
vigited for this study also_ dct as providers of technical assistance.
They reported that their highest professional priority is to answer the

questions and fill the needs of the LEAs. - All nine SEAs respond - to

requests by providing technical assistance whenever they have _the
capacity (e. g., time resources) ‘rhe ‘dse. of BEMSCs is most often,
- reserved for long~term comitments such as staff training or for areas

of tachnical assistance where the SEA laclts the expertise or resources.

. e !

\
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.

Legislative authority. State laws requiring services for language- .

‘minority studehts determine the type and extent of services LEP students
will receive.. States without legislation\mny accomplish “the same ob~
jective through state board policy or through individual LEA initiative.
State fiscal appropriations for’bilingusl education services and state

. bilingual; educatiop teacher certification requirements are two addi-

‘,tional factors that defineuthe scope and quality of services that a

state will provide, Presently, of the 57 SEAs (i.e.,. 50 states,
Washington, D. C., and six extga-state jurisdictions), 16 have state:
legislation which mandate special services for LEP students, 10 have ‘f

- laws permitting such services, and 30 do not have -any laws relevant'to
. providing sérvices to LEP 'students. One state has legislation which

prohibits the use of any language other than English_for instruction in

_ al} schools, private, public, or parochial. . | |

SEA capacity. The availability of iinancial support is a crugjal

aspect of SEA capacity. Often, a Title VII’ grant will enable a'stste to
'establish a bilingual education program office that might not have

existed otherwise. This point is particulerly true with SEAs that do’

not have state “legislation requiring special services for LEP - students.

Similarly, -the number/end quality of staff can be éritically affected by'

D
the presence ot absence of a Title VII grant.. Finally, as reported by

SEA people interviewed, a Title VII grant can lend an SEA's bilingual
education program office the credibility it needs to promulgage policy.

-and provide leadership on a statevide basis.

Issues That Appear To Merit Legislative or Regulatory Attention

¢

L4

Allocation of ‘funds. . The nature of the funding formula for,SﬁA‘

grants provides .a strong incentive for SEAs to help school disnlicts—
apply for Title VII grants because, to the extént that these Title VII

applications are successful, the SEA receives increased funding}
Although this may not be a. legttinste activity,fit'is not surprising
that workshops on proposal prepsration are being conducted using Title
VIl SEAsgrant wonies. '

14 ~ . W
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Title *VII administrative procedures. - Many SEA staff members

questioned the value of. *submitting Pproposals for SEA grants. They

perceive that funding amounts are awarded - by a formla rather: than'

. according to the substantive merits of the proposals. Althoygh this

perception is not entirely accurate (some LEAs receive less than the

full 5Z) SEA ‘staff expressed the .opinion |, that the - processes . -of

‘ N
developing “and evaluating proposals appear to be wasteful of scarce. -

resourdes - . A
y .. - ' N

er reviée of SEA'applic!tions'indicated'that they areTlargelv pro
forma documents. Because the system for awarding the grants is pet-
'ceived as highly formalized SEAs believe there is little incentiv\ for
,‘them to express creative ideas or propose innovative activities.

However, we did not have an opportunity to oyserve the negotiations that

» .
precede grant - awards and it is possible ‘that proposed activities weigh- -

‘more heavtly in this process than the SEAs-recognize.

Service delivery. The ser:ices that SEAs actually deliver under

Title VII difféer in _two important aspects from those that appear to be -

encourged by the program regulations. First, SEA personnel reportedf

. that they consider ‘their clients ta be all school districts that enroll
LEP students even though many of the specific activities. mentioned in
the regulations suggest that they serve programs of bilingual educatdn
funded under the Act” (f e., Title VIi) A seéond importgnt departure

from one interpretati n of the regulations is that the SEAs use their_"

grants to grovide technical assistance, not just to coordinate it. The
extent to. which they provide assistance viries (apparently according to
thé size of the gramt), but, in our: sample. SEAs did more provision than

~

coordination of assistance.

0vers_ght responsibilities. SEA staff members indicated that they .

would like to see statutory and regulatory changes vhat would give them

gr;ater authority over funding decisions for local applications and
greater responsibility for monitoring local program implementation. 'we

lt‘




judged ghie concem to’ be’ well intentioned end deserving of consider-
f ation-—perticularly in view of the ’ry ){mited mouitoring ‘that OBEMLA
‘18 currently able to provide at the local level. ' .

i'l'he -ru'lee‘ and reg'ulotiono. publish'ed in the'Federal Jis;er on
Qpril 9, 1984, euthorize SEAs to reviiv LEA projects, but. only "for the
- purpese of’ detern:l.ning the nee ord;Lnate t'.echn:l.cnqi e*pistence to

these . progreme. SEA reeponde 8 voiced a dastre for a pore ‘wbetantive o '
B '

to

role in project mnitoring L .ivhies.

) L . »

b ? .t _ .

Federal guidance for SEAa Severel interviewees expressed a wish
for more fraquent contact wi&h OBEMLA. They uould like to be uore
promptly- informed of the Title VII grants to local districts 1n their.

.” states than they: have been in recent years.®’ While they. know Ghich 'LEAs
aubmitted “application’ Yor funding (since review of applicetionsfis a
required SEA activdy), t‘\ey claim they learned abdut whi&h LEAs were \
.sgccessful through “the 5rapev1ne,"'aometimes never receiving official

notification. Final negotidted contract amounts and other detakls had

to be obtained from.the LEAs. SEAs salso wished that they would be .
be"tter informed o.f' )} monitoring visits toldietricts in their ‘.
states. and would welcomp y( e extensive feedbeck from OBEMLA on their

- l

own perfomnce. . Lo . , -
S ~ - T T,
' . e
Grant versus contract funding .of support centers. The recent shift
from BESCs, funded by grants, to BEMSCs, fudded by comtracts, hae
occagioned many problems. At present, the BEHSCa can only provide \ l -

---aerviaes explicitly defined in their contracts. They cannot conduct

workshops, for example, on topics that have emerged as new areas of
needr-unlese ‘they go to the troubleg’bbtaining fétmal modificetions in
their contracts. This lack of flexibility hv reduced the usefulness of =~
" ‘BEMSCs A8 assistance providers. eccording to our SEA mtoruﬂto. How- « ~
ever, sinqe BEMSCs are in their first year of operetion. the yelidity of
this judgment re'*ins to be tested. '




¢ "' . . - . . z ) ’ N
: » - . y ’ * . .
Differentiel fiecal eupport. Fiscal gupport for SEAe 1s currently

beeed on a simple percentage of the’ LEA grants in the etate. This type

| of 'title VII support clearly fevore states that have large numbers of

4

. reach the f'critica]\.\ mass” where .an appropri

LEA gl‘lﬂt’ﬂe “The April, wsa, reg'nletione state. "The. actuel munt to

-an SEA is based on the need to coordinate technical aesietence provided

by other agenciee. However, this etetement is preceded by within this
limit (5% of the total amount. peid to’ LEAs))" States with f&w LEA

'.grants receive: too little money to mount comp hen.sive efforte. _.Par-'

ticularly in sta:ee wvhere there is little statef~level commitment to the

edncation of LEP students,’some minimum fun x;g level 1is~required to

ledg]l of services can be
ptbvided. .o - N - 7 . ‘ . ‘ | ) '. . . ‘

L4

. f:;- ‘l‘his ergunent was vpiced most etrongly by SEA peraonnel in etltee

’that receive leee than 1§25, 000 for. coordinating technical asaistance.

'Bowever, their perception of need extends beyond coordinating - technical

aeaidtanee to elementary and secondary echoole thag are.- carrying out or
propoeing ‘to carry out programs -of bilinguel education assisted under
the “Act. The coninon _perception of the functipn of SEA Bilingudl

A f;dncation Offices ie to coordinete and to provide technical assistance

to’ ‘all echools that may requeet their services. This perception is

'shared by aost SEA perstﬁgel interviewed during the course of this

study. - ! : , - )
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. I. OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

‘ £

&, . L
»~ . Technologies to conduct 'a study of state "educational agency (SEA)
. practices under Title VII grants to. SEAs for coordinating technical
.assistance. With these grants, SEAs aro,-authorizod to coordinatc
assistance to local projects in the field'of bilingual education th;t

appeared in the Statamnnt of Work, were as foll :

(a) To describo and analyze SEA policiqe and activities tegarding
bilingual education, including a aynthesis of fhe most salient
provisions of current state logislation, and its relation to

federal: log§slation that - addresses language ‘minority }imited-

esc.)o b - . ' ) :“_4 »
| |
.
. which has been implemented as a result of Title VII gehnts to
respective SEAs, including the SEAs' personnel technical

asaistance, budgetary expenditures (e.g., use of federal and
other funds), and infornation disscnination structures. o

(¢) To provide information.on technical management' and assistance
activities which the Department nny uge in order. to help SEA
grantees torassist-local schools to build their capacity to
provide bilingual education services to LM/LEP students.

E

The remainder of this report C?lprises six sections. These

aspects of the Title Vil program background, the state legislative
cofitext for Title VIiI-fynded SEAs, the allocation and use of SEA funds
under Title VII, oyr analysis of study findings, and inpltcations of our'

results.
i

. Y

In 1983 the U.S. Dcpa monq pot Education contracted with SRA.

rcccivo fnnda undcr Title VII. The objectives ‘of . the etudy, as they

English—proficient'(LM-LEP) students (ESEA Title VII, Title I,
(b) To . describe and analyze the SEA-level management gtructure '

assistance knowledge base, methods of dolivering technical -

sections describe activities. 'undertaken to conduct the ‘study, rolevant B




xi o II. . STUDY ACTIVITIES

o ER

To meet ﬁhese dbjeccives. the Department of Education alkea SRA and’

its subcontractor, Policy Studies Associstes, to (a) conduct a review of
ﬁ%tcinenc literature, (b) analyze Title VII grant applications submitted

by SEAs, and (¢) dgvelop case studies of the implementation of Title VII

SEA" grants in nine states. This study was not intended to identify
“ptbmisidg practices” unor. to avaluate the effectiveness of SEA activ-

ities under Title VII.-
Y @

This section of ths report describes the activities we carried out

in égia study. It discusses the methods used and notes the limita?ions
associataed with them. :- } - : | .

. L | | .
Literatute'Reviewf . | : | 1 f

This study began wich a search for literature pertaining to SEA
activities in bilingual eduéacion. The efforts 1included rnvipwing
existing bibliographies on bilingual educationm, conducting searches of
computerized librariqa and abstracting ;ntvicec. and examining the
contents of bilingﬁgl education texts and jourmals.

The review of literature ‘produced little that could bo used in this
study. HOSC of the sources generated by computorized oearchos dealc
with the general topic of state vs. federal authority or with court
cases that have had an.impact on the field of bilingual education. Most
materials dealing with SEAs were either dated or not directly relevant
to the study's focus. For example, State Education Agéncies and
Language-Minority Studaﬂés, published by the National Center for Educa-

tion Statistics in 1978, while informative; coutains dats from 197k~75

,and does not deal with Title VII-funded SEA activities. Similarly. Sup-

porcing Volume II1 of A Study of Staca Progrunn in Bilinggpl Education

"entitled Inventory' of Bilinggal Edgcation Provisions in State Legis-
lature, prepared by Development Associates, ILnc. in 1977, is now dated.

g
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Two sources were useful, however. The Center for Applied Linghis-
:1cs' Bilingual Educgtion Seriqa No. 9: The Current Status of Bilingual,
Education Legisla:ion (Gray, Convery & Fox, 1981) contains 4 review of , -

‘ atate legislative specifications. A more current publicution—-uqad
exterisively in this study—~was Guide to State Education 4Ag_nqgles
19'81-82,‘ published . by the National (learinghouse for Bilingpal :
- Education. - - ' ' a t‘g .

3

Review of SEA Grant Applications

We reviewed all SEA applicatioms for Titl%} VII grants for coordi-
nating technical assistance in 1983-84, For SEAs in their second or -
third year -of funding junder one grant, the. 1981-82 and 1982-83 applica-

tions were reviewed.

_z'.l Also reviewed were files from a 1982 Monitoring
Instrument for Revi _"of State Education Agency Projects, conducted by
. OBEMLA. Most of the informstion provided by SEAs in this ‘survey was

also found .in their Title VII granmt applications. Findings of our

analysis were reported in detail in an earlier report submitted to
~ OBEMLA, An Analysis of SEA Title VII Grant @plications and Related
Documencs, February 15, 1984. Highlights of that report appear in this _

. volume. X

Two 1instruments were developed for, the purpoce of "collecting
information from the applications\ The first, "SEA Title VII Gtant.A
Apblical_:ion Information Retrieval Form,” was designed ta documen: SEA
activities, A second instrument was designed to document s:é:e BN
legislative requiremn:s and t‘.‘eacher-certification criteria, however, :
since very few state applicatiom included information on thesé topics,
this instrument could no be uged in our review. '

. .

Alchough the grant applicationc urved their intended purpose" of
'demons:tating that the applicants should receive funding, they were not
ideally suited to this study's purposes. Applicants were not required

to provide éouprehenbive descriptions of the activities they would carry




out under Title Vil funding. Therefore, SEAa.nny be doing many things
that they did not mention in their applications, aund t:hey may not be
doing some of the things that r.hey did wmention. Nevertheless,_ the
applications provided at least a rough idea of SEA activitles and
priorities. | |

The information collected from SEA grant anplicntions was analyr:zeci
by (a) level of -funding under this program, (b) ‘number of LEP students
in the state, and (c) type of state legislation. - Analysis by the firat
variable, level of funding, also pr’:"ovidés a close: approximation of the
results that- would be obtained 1in an analysis by total lavel of Ticle

\ . VII funding (basic and demonstration grants) for school districts in the
"st:ate, since the SEA typically receives a grant amounting to 52 of the
total of local grants. Similarly, the analycis by total LEP enrollment

"on Title VII Basic Gtfnts proj '-’; enrollmcnts.
3 .

Analysis by yepr of SEA S'Znam operation was also coﬁidered, '

in the state approxi%;ea the rpsults that would be obtained by focusing

since SEAs receg,ve &ants for pcriods of one, two, or three years. In
. 1983, when 62 @EAS received grants, 20 SEAs received one-year awnrda,_ |
two SEAs were in the first year of two-year awards; one was in the
(;r,second year of a two~year award; eii_c are in the first_year _of three-year
avargs; six in the second of three; and seven in the final year of
 three-year awards. These states are identified ir Appendix A; However,
'year. of SEA program operation is‘g'nt ‘a critical factor affecting SEA
activities, as gre type of legislation, level of funding, and number .of
LEP stnciants . |

" Nine SEA Case Studies - o o ; '
. " :
The last and most intensive phaae of data gathering for this study
'was a series of sjite vigits to-SEAs to coallect first-hand infomation-
on their activities, priorities, and needs. The Office of Bilingual
Education and Minority Languages Affairs selgccéd the v‘nine SEAsf that

.
\ : . , -
LA : @
. - .




were to c-be studied. The nine SEAs. as a .who;e; sncompassed the

following characteristics. ‘
. \ '

o high, medium, and low level of Title VII funding; .

e high, medium, and low mumbers of LEP gtudents; ‘ .' .

e states with nsndstory. permissive, or no bilingual education
legislation; | | . .

e local” educstion agency (LEA) bilingual programs for a variety of
ethnic groups (e.g., Puerto Ricans, Cibans, Mexicsn-Americans,
French, Grseks,' Yietnamese,' Native "Americans, Lsotians.
Cambodians), and |

e inclusion of various geographical areas of the United’States.

The SEAs uoluntarily- participated in the study.{ and other SEAs
expressed a desire to be included. Due to funding and scheduling

restrictions{ no, additional SEAs. could be accommodated.

;3

-

_ Before ‘the site visits began, a stsnderd outline was dLveloped for '
the case studies, indicsting what.information gshould be collected across
_the states. All the researchers participated in a two-day workshop
dealing with the study's objectives and the use of the case study
outline. Each of the nine SEAs was visited by a two-member team of
resesrchers. Intsrviews were conducted with the State Superintendent or
Associste Supetintendeqt, the director of the state bilinguel education -
office, his or her entite professional staff; his or her imnediste i
supervisor; and the heads of cooperating departments such as evaluation, |
migrant education; or refugee programs. . |

I S : : .
N " . <2 .

Two LEAs in esch state were visited where possible. to ask local
'bilingual education program directors sbout their interactions with the
SEA. In the two states that have only one Title VII LEA program each . =
’ (Virginii‘and Kansas), that LEA wes -visited. In some cssee.‘interviews ‘

,

with LEA staff were conducted by telephone.




~~""Bach SEA had an fopportupity to comment on a draft report d‘ealiné
with its activities. | The SEAs' comments have- been uoed in developing

". the final case study ‘ eports that constitute Volume II of this document. P

Limitations of the Study S o Vo,

k]

" The study h\u certain  limitations as an 1nvesti§ation of the

| activiries of SEAs undor ‘l’itlmVII-funded ‘programs of technical assis-
, tance coordination. " First, as mntioned above, the SEA applications
reviewed do not include all that an SEA may .do. “ Second, vhiile the
‘..\1n£‘ormtion collected and reported in the case studies is much more -

gomprehensive, readers are cautioned ag“ainst generalizing in a quan~

titative way to all SEAs. By design, the SEAs selected for this study:
~ represent: a variety of characterist:lcs. Thus, a pattern observable .in,
say, 8ix of the nine SEAs would not necessarily be found 1n two-thirds
of all funded SEAs. However, the diversity of tho SEAs visited does J
mean that ge.neralizations drawn - from all of them are likely to hold true '
across much of the program. L ‘ .

Fi:nally. this study has not béen an evaluatiom of the quality of
. ~ services the SEAs provide. The SEAs' evaluation _rop_o_tts .generally
' | ddécument _tf\at the proposed 'a'ét'ivitiea vere carried o'ut; but few, if any,
deal with the quality of these aéo'—i,vi't;;ma. SEA's: ciaim_.not to have the |

resources to conduct evaluations that would measure the effects of their

‘activities.

I T R T T T T U O ]
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_ . unanimous decision sald:
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. tl . . .
11I. -PROGRAM BACKGROUND

Civil Ri@ts and Title VII

DN .
The " educational  inequities facing national origin/minority group

students were exposed to public scrutiny by a series of reports done by
the Office for Civil Rights in the late 1960s. Evidence of discrimina-
‘*ﬂon against languago-minox'iny students in the nation's public school
systems was docunented. Extreme dtopout: rates, high grade retentions,
‘and a severe academic ‘lag chataccerized hundreds ‘f thouaands of
language-minotity stuﬂents. '

* The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI, stgted that:
: . . L} - : !
No person 4n the United States shall, oon the grounds
of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from
patticipa:ion in, be denied the benefits of, or be
subjected  to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial agsistance.

The Office for Civil Rights (OCR) bngan conducting compliance reviews "
and issued, on May 25 1970 a memorandum (HEW, 35 FR 11595) to clatify
‘how 'Title VI applied to nar.ional origin/minority students, "I'his

memorandum star.ed that: .

When a‘bility to speak and understand the English
language - excludes national origin-minority group
‘children from effective participatiop in the
educational program offered -by a school district,
the district must take affirmative steps to rectify °
the language . deficiency i1in order to open, its
instructional progtam to these students. .

-
B

A conclusive lmgal civil tights proclanation addtessitq, tha righr.s to

RSP S, ——y——
- e o m g

eqhal education of hnguage-nino:ity students wu ude by the .S.

Supreme Court's decision of 1974 known as Lau ve, _Nichols.. This

’l




There is Q0 equality of treatment merely by pro=-

_ viding students with the same facilities, textbooks,
teachers, and curriculum; for students who.do not !
understand English are effectively fotecloeed from
any meaningful education.

-~
»

The federal, government, throu@h the,Department of Educetlon,'becamg :

- directly involved in the education of netlonal—origin minority studentsl”

whep 1n - 1968 the Bilingual Education .Act was passed ‘as Title VII of the_
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. Title VII provides funds for '
teacher -training, basic and demonstration grants to LEAs, development _
and diseeminetion .of bilingual inetructionel naterials, .and the .

maiotenence of a technical assistance network. Punding has renged Erom-.:
$7.9 million in 1969 to §158.6 million in 1981, with $139.3 million

beirg proposed for fiscal year: 1985. '

_Title VI Authoritz_

.~ The 1974 Title VII amendments 1ncluded ‘a provision to fund SEAs.
The regdlatione apecifying what SEAs may do. with Title VII funding have .

been vrelatively' unreetrictive, within the ‘overall mission of. coordi- -

nating aseistence to .local programs of bilinguel education funded by
Title VII. SEAs have been allowed to engage in one or wdre of the
following ectivitiee or to conduct other activities epproved in advance
ﬁy the Secretary as deeigned to further 'coordination of technical
aesistance to programs of bilingual education funded under the act” (34
cm rm 503, 104), November, 1980; April, 1984):

~ . . - .
. __%-. "\' ._r .
et T s -

AL
L

‘{ﬁ o Dieeeﬂinete informetion pertaining to bilingual education.

‘."a"‘.‘.",'

;?mﬁf ‘e Coordinete eeeietxnce to LEAs in developing budget and funding

etretegies.

Cqudinete assistance to improve the aeeeeement and use of _

curriculun materials,

e ’
: A
. - Wl i )
SR

¢ Disseminate informetion thet will eeeiet personnel funded under
certification rt’uirenente (reecinded in 34
1984). '

- the act toemeet sta
CFR Part 503, April,

\';’ \
.8



o_Coo'z'dinate ,_"e evaluation of the effectivenesa of. bilingual

education prostams. T : SCAN e

° Coordinate assiatance to improve the quality of instruction andi‘
nanagepent of bilingual 8ducation programs. ' .

o_. Coordrinate the aelection and use of language proficiency measure-

b 'nent inatrunanta. | - .

' Coordinate aoaiatance to improve the quality and, reduce the costa'
of bilingual education data—gatheting activities (rescinded in 34

' CFR Part 503, April, 1984). (This activity could be’ included as.
.an axtra‘ctivity, if apptoved in advance,*aa noted in last item
below.) |

° Coordinate the development of assessment procedutes % detemine
LEA personnel training needs.

e Review grant applicationa and grantee perfomnce of (bilingual
education) elementary and secondary echool prograums within the
state to determine need for coordination of tachnical assistance
(new dctivity, 34 CFR Part 503.10(f), in'1984).

e Provide nondegree training to increagse the skills of SEA
'pei‘sonnel é carrying out their reaponaibilitiee (naw activity, '
34 CFR Part 503.10(1)). _

e Perform other activitiaes app.roved in advance by the ' Secretary.
‘that are designed ' to further the cdordination of technical |
aa_a_iatance provided. | " ‘ |

l—
>

State educ'ation agenciea have tne liberty to choose the coordi="
ndting aétivitiee that meet their states’ needs best. . Among the
important daterminants of these ueeds 1s the existence’ or .absence of
state legialation requiring or permitting particular - types. of
" educational projects for language-ninotity 'ﬁudenta.t - Accordingly', a
review of state legislation was part of this study, ‘and ‘the findings of
.  that review are prusented ta 1:ht etction that follows. -'," '

.
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|1V, STATE LEGISLATIVE CONTEXT FOR'TITLE vn-vuim‘zn ‘si:;e.'gﬂj KA

""‘-"."_ . Although a bilingual ]pl;ogram may be federally gunded and foilpw.f_ﬁ"' PR
federal policiea, it must sti'll abide by state laws. 'Since stheblﬁ EER N

| districts must follod both federal and state regulations ’whan'".
implementing bilingunl programs, the areas of congruence or diffetence

) between federal and state lawn are important. - :.'-_.‘

.\--' st
[0S A
[P oo

w e
L e

State laws governing bilingual education prograus share cwo g‘qals'

(a) to, develop ‘English language skills, .and (b) to providm an - equal"_._ |

- | . educational. opportunity to LM/LEP students, 'rhey diff,t, ,}w“v“’ in
. ot types of program options local districts mny ptOVide, 1&ngu‘a;‘¢..-\' s

essment requiremntsl, teacher qualification requirementa, levels of

funding, and other areas. = . S T

. . /' - . : 9

;ﬁo indiEate the divetsity of legislation among sbgtu" this ‘gect

presents a discussion of legislative requirements pertaining t '
.bilingual eduoation conponents. ’I’hese cotnponents are: (a) instructiorr, ' \
b ‘ ' (b) staffing, (c) parent/comunity involvement, and (d) fundingv and o
.oversight. An overview of all states' legislativg requiremnts, as. they- :
pertain to minority hnguage student evaluation, is found th Appendix B ._ ,
The information aumariz,d in this appendix was obtained from Guide- tn.': - e
" State Education A&enciu 1981-82 (1982), published by the  National: J
Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education, aund Bilingual Education Series = '_j |

#9: _ The Current Status of Biling}_xal Education Legialation (Gray, S
Convery, & Fox, 1981). _ | ' . A

Instruction

; )
State biiinguél. education. leéi'blation {s characterized as
N mciatory, permissive, or prohibitary. States cxplicitly‘ mandate,"
- . .permit;, or prohibit biltngual educntion, ox have no statutes defining__'
their role_ in bilingual education; Currgntly, 12 states and one U. S..

‘territory have legislation that mandates bilingunl .education; another 12 X
. . o . ) . . R . [ ' - ‘7' _ ‘.

.x
1
K
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._prohibita teaching in. a language ‘other "than’ English.

. states and one u.s._ tarritory have 108131“““ ﬁh“ permits it. Twency=

five Stat’n,_ the. District of Columbia, and four territories have, ng
statutes regarding bilingual education. One state (Weat Virginia)

¢

\ R 1]
Inatructional 'Apptbach : )

.

A wida variaty of instructional programs is mandated or ,permitted'

by _state ._atatutes. These include tramsitional- bilingual education,

... programs .

r

" English .as a second language (ESL), immersion, and language maintenance

‘ ~

\

transitional bilingual education programs. These include the 12 states
and ‘one U.S. territory that mandate bilingual education. In a transi-
tional programz LM/LEP students receive instruction in their .native
language and are also taught English language skills. Once thay achieve
p.roficiency in English, they are placed in Englia_h-only’claaaea. |

Thirteen ‘of the states with tranaitio_nal bilingual programs. also

‘have legislatym for ESL programs. - In an ESL program,. the student is
unught English  grammar and .sometimes comnication skills - as well.

Sout’h Dakota, which has permissive bilingual education legislation, .has

'a prc\iision £or English language mastery (oral and written communica-

’

' ‘'emphasized over first langugge development. . . o

tions)

R
AR
L]

‘Another state with permissive bilingual education (Rhode Island)

has a provisiou for immersion programs in addition to transitiomal and |

ESL ,programa. In an immersion program, F;ngliah 18 the main language of
i_-nstruction. Students' acquisition of English language akifls is

’ . - . .
Yo . ' B C. 3 8

Twcnty-twO' states and two U.S. territories have legislation for -




'vAlaska (with mandatory -.b#ling_ual -education legislatiom) has a |,

proviaion for..language maintensance programs in _a’gd_ition.- to transitional’

and ESL program. K ]\angn'age‘ me_intenence 'pto_gr_:an includes first
.'language developnent, second language ecquiei-ti'on,' 'and -subjeat matter

development in both the f.itst and second lenguages. Utnh and an Maxico
(yith pemiseive bilingual education legfslation) have provieions t'or'--
language uintenance prograns in addition to. transitional and ESL e
programs, . American Samoa, which pemits bilinguel education,_ﬁae a .

" provision for language maintenance programs in additiop to- transitiomal

e

programs. _ . .

Nine ‘eﬂtatee “and ,¢wo U.S. tettitntiee have a ptovision for the
-inclusion of a culturaI component. Seven of these states and one U. S.

tem‘itory have qendatory bilingual education legislation. Two other

states (Iowa an* Michig), both with mndatoty legislation) ‘have a -
ptovision for multicultural education. Bi_lingual education programs.
‘with a multicultural component encompass instruction om the customs and '

o

history of the target' languaée minority gtonps.
¢ i , °
e ! . ’

Cali_fornia,. Alaska, and Wisconsin, ’atetes'tk_\q,t mardate bilingu&i
education, as well as Oregon and Utah, have provisions requiring the

development of an outline of nethodology for program implementation. a

The five states re aix'e » their school districts to outline various
‘combinations of (a) the goals and objectives of the bilingual programs,

(b) the criteria\"fot enteting and exiting a bilingual _program, (c)

student/teachet ratios, (d) a description of the services planned fot
LM/LEP students, (e) teachet/staff requirementa and qualificetione, (f.)

staff ttaining, (g) material requirements, (h) comunity pttticipation,._

(1) student ueeesment, and (j) eveluation of the bilingual prbgtam. '-_,

e
.

Sg.\dent Anseeement o . - L

-

Once echools have identified students with a primary hnguege nther._-'
_than E_nglieh, the »next etep is to determine. their English’ ptofi;iimcy.'

*




Fifﬁeen s{t’hw:ﬁd one U 8. xatrmow require the deteminetion of LEP
“k;”ul_ ststus. g0£ theee. nine e&steg end one v.8. territory mendete bilingual
R iy \cducation. .”ﬁén-znslioh‘omaking etudents are more essily identified

then LER, ‘etudente. In m case of LtB ‘students, lingu tic.,cultural
g snd ecaden;ic considerstions are uaed. These include criteris "guch as .

betns \ oulturslly diﬂerent,. perfoming ,poorly in the malnstrean |
o curriculpm. or tall_}ng below .a certain percehile on an E‘hgiish lsnguage
s standardized aehievhe((t test, v o o T Th T s

- . e J

'l'welve states require tests fgr deterniining students' eligibility _

_:te\ enter a bilingual program ‘and "to sssess whether progresg 1s suffi--""ﬂ
© clent to, warrant transfer into an English-only clasltoom. Of these.'
seven. states nendete bilingual education.- Utah -which: permits bilingual
. education, requires that - students be tested only . when entering a
# bilingual program. Michigan (wibh ,mndatory biliugusl legislation) has
| a pﬁvision for atudents to exit the prbgram at - the end of three years. '
School districts -generally °use state-designated inetruments or. other
district-spproved __instruments ‘to . assess LM/LEP stuien_ts English pro—
. ‘ficiency. Assegssment of English language proficiency includes under-
standing, spea&ing. reading. and writing. Most states require‘only the
"assessment of students ' listening snd speeking ability in English,
although many experts would argue thet determining’ whether a. etldent iQ
ready to exit from a program is best eccomplished when .all ability areas
are measured.

]

Classroom Composition : T e

’ren"sta.tes. seven with mandatory‘r" bilingual education leg‘is'lsti'qn.
jprohibit student segregation. - One such state, Ce1i£’6r'nie,' letipulates --
the 'followi«hg ‘about bilingual classtoom conpoeition' "Not more than
"two-thirds nor less ‘than one-thifd of the pupils shall pupils of
limitecLEnglish-preficiency (crsy. Convery. & l?ox. 198).. p. 29). Other
students ate* to be fluent-in. English-—-in fact. they say include students
whose prima’ry. language is English.. Ten states, 4 dine gith‘undetory

- .

..‘ ,
-
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.bilingual aeducation hgislation, acipulatc voluntary pnrticipatioq- .of
monolingual Engliah speakers, These states, howgver, spécify that
prioricy be given ta LEP students. ‘The educational - treatment of
English~speaking studenta in bilingual prosrm is -stated in general
terns in bilingual education statutes. Cross-cultural understanding
""'_,anong LA-LEP and fluent Engluh opuking (FEP) students’ and proficiency

in a second language by FEP students are two common gonlo of programs’

which permit the participation of English proficient students. .

!

Biiinﬂmi 'Teaching Staff ™ - . | e

)

' Most states pructiw ninimm standatds for bilingual teachers and,

\m some cases, for other staff (e.g., inuructional aides, adminis-

tratora, counulotn) patticipating in bilingyal programb, Eleven otates :

have . established @pecific cett:ification requirements fot bilingual

classtoom teachers: A.l.uka, California,  Connecticut, K
Massachusetts, uichigan, “‘New Jersey, New ‘] Mexico, New tla' Texas, and

wisconsin.' Of these, -'uoxico ‘and Ncw York havc pet __;lp"'ive bilipgual

education legi'a_la_tion e

Teachers in biling\ul p‘ogram genorally hold regulat tuching'
credentials. In agdition, most states. tequite teachors to ‘have a -

ilingual-croescultural certificate or & crcdontial ‘in 'bilingual

eduaation. Teachers must” alao denonottate proficiency in the uudent s
. "ptimaty hnguage faniliarit.y wit:h the cultdral herftage. of the LH/LEP

student.s, and knowledge of bilingunl education teach un:hoda. thro

‘_.,t:hero 18" a -shortage of qualified teachers,' r.hn legislmtion ganerally -

‘allows tor’ exempt,ions and encoutagcs innovative approach« such ‘as_teanm
/,
teaching. ' '

- [
~

- .
) .

" Because 'a lack of quali!ied bilingual cnchars 1s. & propl
establishing . bili‘ngual “education p“togram, ‘wmost: st.at:hn have ~fade

legislative provisione for staff craining» Six states have legialacion
that provide ginﬂncial auist:ancc to davelop bilinguul staff! _ Alaska;-’_

o " ,.’

i
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Aritoﬁe. California, Illinois, Texas, and Utah. Of these, Arizona and
Utah have permissive bilingual education legielation. '

Staff training varies i%_methode, content, and expected outcomes.

. Such training may_be an in-gervice training workshop, a classroom’

demonstration in an exeuplery- p‘rogran, an 1institute, or a degree

'program. Bilingual teacher. aides, for example, are to be provided the

opportunity to’ enroll in a career ladder program leading to a teaching '
credential or certificate of competence 1in bilingual education,
Massachusetts, ,which nendetee- bilingual education, has a provision for -’

| pc:::?'\of outside tuition costs ‘,?d/or out-of-district transportation
. cosg8. . T o |

~ Maesachuqetts and Wisconsin have specific -requitements for
adminidtrators of. bilingual programs. Generally, administrators: need to -
be certificated °bi1iugua1 teec_hets and posséss the eipetience and skills

needed to oversee the operation of a district's bilingual ‘program.

-4
Ty .-
. .

Parent /Community Involvement

Fourteen s;atee and'one U.S. territory have prowisions for parent/
comunity involvement in bilingual progreme. Of these, nine states and

* the one territory mandate bilingual education. State statutas stipulate

that committees be established at the district or schodl level to
provide a vehicle for parent and cotnu:Z!y participation in bilingual.
programs. Committee members are eithef’ elected .or appointad. ~Some

states have specific provisions for ‘committee memberehip;‘for example,

that, combittees are to consist primarily of parents of children in

bilingual programs. Generally, 'p'erent/cou_mnity comnittea members -
perticipete dc  all 1evele -of the bilinguel program: plennihg,
implenentation, and eveluation. Dietriicts, in turn, aay be required to -
provide adult educetion programs for the perente end ‘community members. .

a
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7 Arizona, lowa, Massachusetts, and Utah have provisions for the use
of community co_ordinato?s. Generally, community coordinators sarve as a
liaison between the community and the school. '

Thirteen states” and one U.S. tetﬂ.:oty require parental consent for
the enrollment of students in bilingual programs. . Of these, nine states
‘and the ome territory mandate bilingual education.

Funding and Ovérsighc .

Sixteen states have legislation that makes state funds available
for bilingual instructional programs. Of these, nine mandate bilingual
aeducation. = State fuunds may be used for the following purposes: t;he
employment of .bilingual teachers and inetructional - aides; purchasing: and
developing bilingual teaching materials; {n-~gervice ' training for
':eachera, aidea. and parencs, health urvicu provided to studoutl,
census of LEP s:udencs; and biling\.xal program evaluation,: .

Eleven states, uine of ‘'which sandate bilingual education, require
that bilingual education legisluion be enforced. School districts are

to comply \wich state statutes and with the requirements of state or
federal catagorical aid funds allocated on the basis of LEP educational'

needs.

v;\ .
* Nineteen states require yearly evaluation of students in bilingual

programs. Of these, 12 states mandate bilingual cducatidn. Generally,

- an annual evaluat:ion assessas the educational needs ' of LEP students and
decermines the extent’ to whic.h their neods are being net:.

-Relationshig Between State Legi‘uluion and SEA 1'1:13 vn Grant Size
‘rable 1 prasents the states mong t:he Title VII SEA gtantees in

which the state legislacures ‘have (a) enacced lawo uquiring that LEP
students receive special sarvices - geared to their’ langungc-related

16
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neads or (b) approved the expenditure of state funds for such services.
In. this and aeveral subsequent tables, states are ohown in ordcr of the
“eize pf their SEA. grant for cootdinating technical assistance. To
pernic compatison among states with varying grant sizes, we have
clustered states in four groups. States in Group 1 received grancs
ranging from $861,446 to $495,613, 'Grants to Group 2 states ranged from
$141,446 to $72,205. Grants to Group 3 states were $68,028 to $21,977.
Group 4 states had grants ranging from 317 739 to §3, 000.
Non:sutprihingly; giveﬁ their sizeable LEP pppulacion , the three
states in Group 1 have all enacted laws and approved special funding.'_
In Groups 2 and 3 a little over half the states have enacted la?s,
approved funding, or both. In Group 6 however, only 2 of . the 12 scates

2

have taken either action.

"Table 1

State Laws and State Funding Pragrams That Aid LEP Studencs
in Scaces Receiving Title VII SEA Grancs

Requirement for Provision " Availabilicy of Special
) of Special Services to State Funds for Services
State a _ LEP Students® N to LEP Students®

Group 1:
New York
California
Texas

R
»4¢ ¢ >4

Group 2: _ S

- Michigan ' _ X _ X

Arizona '

Florida !;

Oklahoma

New Mexico -

Massachusetts X :
. New Jersey - X _ ;
. Colorado !
;. Montana !

> P4 ¢ 4

’ _ fX(concipued)

» St . i

4

. " . L i 17 . . . ) ;
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'iablell (continued)

‘State

‘Requirement for Provision - Availability of Specijl
of -Special Services to = State Funds for Services
LEP Students? . to LEP Students®

Group 3:

., Louisiana
Illinois
Washington

_ 'Hawaiir '
¥ ' Utah
: Connecticut

_South Dakota'

Yo
S
<

1§~

~--—-f'-"~——-~-~--¥<*~—~Pmmyi:vania

Oregon
.  Tennessee
. Rhode 1sland
' Ohio
Minnesota .
Alaska

North Carolina

- Puerto Rico
Wisconsin
Iowa

Group 4:
Indiana -

Trust Tarritories-

: Wyouing

¢ _ Maryland
. ' - Nevada: .
Maine =
_ Vermont '
e _ Idaho

: Virginia

Kentucky
: Kansas
_/' Georgia

LAY

3Baged on data presented in “An Analysis of SEA Title VII Grant Applica=- m
tions and Related Documents” (Moyntain View, CA: SRA Technologies,
Inc., February,”1984). : ' . : :

y - 1 !; . |




V. ALLOCATION AND USE OF SEA PUNDS UNDER TITLE WAI

o

In thiq sectidn, we present our findiﬁgs';agardzhg the'ingiemnn;a-.
- tion of the program of SEAgrants for coordinating technical. assistance.
Pirst, we describe the allocation of these Title VII grants among SEAs,

highlighting the . relacionlhip betwécn grant size -and the size of the
state's LEP enrollnnnc. Second, we* report on the other ‘funds that SEAs
use for'purpqpes ;elstqd to this program.  Third, we praseh@ a descrip-
tion of the SEA activities. carried out under the program. . This
" description, based on the raview of grant applications and on the case
;‘studiea that appear 1n1Vqumg Ii‘of thiﬁ report, inéludes discussion of
_th,-differengas and similaritieq'aqong SEAs in their activitieqlpndef_
the program. The differences are an;lyzed further in the next section

of the report.

-~

Allocacion'and'Discrithion qf'Ticlé VII SEA Grant Funds

The amount of an SEA's. Title VII graat for ééordiniting.tgchnical
assistance is determined by the amount qf‘Title VIL funds teceived by .
‘the local education agencies (LEAs) within the state.! The SEA grant
may equal up to 52 of the Title VII £unds lwarded to LEAs located within
the state's boundaries.

Table .2 presents the amounts—of the Title VII grants avarded -to
SEAs for coordinacing:tééhnicnl aiaiscance;dhting the 1983-84 school -
year. Racall that we have cluacerod states: in four groups according to'
the size of their grants, ‘as ghown in this table. .

-

lIn this discussion, “gtates” will include U.S. ‘territories,
possessions, and the District of Columbia, since all are eligible to
receive Title VII SEA grants.

]




States Receiving Title VII SEA Grants B
" for Coordinating Technical Assistance R

Tablo 2

'Amount of * Proportion of :
» State’ Title VII SEA Grant® ~ .  Title VII SEA Funds® .
b . B . ‘ - ) . .
. i
. Group 1: o o . . )
" 7 New York $861,314 : 22.5% -t
‘California 753,600 - 19.7 '
Texas ' 495,613 : > 13.0
‘Group 2: L= _ - ' .
- Michigan . 141,446 : . Sy 3.7
Arizona . 126,241 , ! 3.3
Florida 102,110% 2.7
. Oklahoma 91,434 2.4
" New Mexico 88,793 2.3
_ Massachusetts 87,141 2.3
' , New Jersey 79,889 , 2.1
' Colorado 78,827% . . 2.1 ]
Montana 72,205 - 1.9
' 865,086 , ‘. - 22.8%
. . i .
Group 3: ! o
Louisiana - 68,028* : ; 1.8
Illinois 65,350 ’ i @ 1.7
Washington 59,850 - BN 1.6
Hawaii 55,189 l.4
Utah . 54,586 1.4
" Connecticut 53,262* 1.4
- South Dakota 48,433 1.3 !
Pennsylvania 36,661 1.0
. Oregon 35,859, 0.9 X
- Tennessee 34,522 0.9 “
Rhode Island . 31,281 . - 0.8
Ohio 30,913 0.8
Minnesoga 30,804 0.8
Alaska 27,824 0.7 -
‘North Carolina 24,006 . .o 0.6 P
Puerto Rico 23,079 N * 0.6 . L
‘Wisconsin 22,639 \\_ ' S 0.6° i
Towa . -21,977 - ' ‘0.6 o
R 773f§3T ! 13757 ' f
» . 4 v ¥ ",
- (continued) ’




Table 2 (continued)

1

* Proportion of

R

: " Amount of -
State -, Tirle VII SEA Grantd ‘ Title, VIT SEA Funds®
| -
-Groyp 4: - ' : . :
. Indiana- , $17,739 110.5% .
Trust Territories 17,370 { 0.5
Wyoming : 14,294 T 0.4 N
Maryland - 14,072 0.4
v Nevada o 12,383 0.3
' Maine 11,025 e ~ 0.3
Vermont " - S g QO ey T e .- ) X . e tm e
Idaho 7,852 0.2 '
_ vVirginia 4,726 - 0.1 "W
" "Kentucky RN SIgTTTTTTTTTTTTTT 0%t asece
Kansas 4,176 - . 0.1
" Georgia - 3,000 - 0.1 :
. 120,341 3.2%
Total: $3,820,915

8amount awarded for use in 1983-84 school year.

bIndicates each -cat:'g"s pzrce_ncage of total Title VII funds for SEA-

coordination of technica

assistance.

No state exceeds the limit ) .

specified in the regulations- (5% of the cocal ‘amount paid to LEAs

wit:hin ‘the staca)

4 In columm 2,

l‘

the figures from column 1 have been converted. int;o

percentages, indicating each scaca's' share of Title VII SEA funds for - \
coordinating technical assistance. The most oignifiémt feature of
chese data 1s the concentration of LEP scudents and Title VII SEA grant
funds in a handful of states. .The chree states wich the largest SEA
grants (Group 1) receive 55% of all SEA grant ‘funds, end the 12 states
with the largest SEA grancs’ (Groubs 1 and 2) receive 7’82 of all SEA.
granc funds. Aé the other nud of the liut, t:he 12 scacu wich the

smallest gram:s (Group 4) receive only 32 of the cotal SEA gram: funds. - v T

4
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Other Purding Used to Augment SEA Budgets 2

B'ef'ore 'deecribing: how SEAs use their Title VII grante for

conducting :echnical ueiet:ence, we should .note that the use of these

grants. ie typicelly coordinated with other SEA ec.tivitiee in bilingual
educetion, > whicb drav on several funding eervicee‘f 'ro the extent
feasible in thie etudy. we have looked into the other funding aveilable
to SEAe for purpoeee releted to tbie progren. T '

A enbeet. of the states receiving SEA grante for coordinating'

b e e - ek e et

.....

technical eeeietence eleo recnive Title VII grente to trein SEA

pereonnel._ ‘rable 3 ehowe the eight states receiving theee grants. An. '.

o

examination of - theee grant enounte does not 1indicate ‘any, perticuler ‘
. funding pettarn enong the stdtes in our four" groups. Indeed, the

largest SEA draining grant ($111,744) goes to New York, which is the

state receiving the lergeet SEA grant for . coordinating :,,chnicel

assistance; end ~the eecond largeet grant ($95,616) goes to Indiane, a

state included in Group 4 because of its small ($17,739) SEA grant” for

coordinating ,_;eQnicel ueiatence. Because the -implementation of- the
SEA training grants has not been a particular focus of this. etudy, we
_ cannot report om’ the implicatione of these ellocetione for the overall
Ipat:em of Title VII funding tlo SEAs. 7

V The amount of money SEA bilinguel edncetion offices receive from
.all other sources was not documented in their grant applications, but we
gathered data on this topic in the nine SEAs vieited. Table 4 shows the
_sources and amounts of . funding used in concert with Title VII grants.
We must caution, however,, that in some cases SEA personnel “had - d1f~
ficulty eorting out tlie funding sources and amounts earmarked for
bilingual education ectivitiee,' since soue SEA ofiicee o( bilingual
educetion have reeponeibility for refugee orﬁdeeegregation concerns, ESL
and foreign language education, nigrent education, or educetional
equity. It vas ecill more difficult tor SEA personnel to dietinguieh

<which funding eourcee and amounts they use for Title VII-releted'
bilinguel -aducation ectmitiee ¢




" .r .
" Table 3 ,
. L - states Racniw'p&hSEA Training Grants

7 . 7 N ’ . )
] : ' .

- State : R © Amount’ -7

-Group 1: T '
New York _ - : 31_11,7_44
Group 2: . o - e )
~ New Jarsey - . 43,217 - o _ ‘-

_Group. 3: . : A
Illinois . - CTTTTTTTTTeLLes8 T T
. Hawaii = - . e 49,500 . , S
e OROBOB 38,0000 L
' Alaska \ - - 19,600 - _ s
Wisconsin o ' 35,000 - . Ty
| g - _ | iﬁTfﬁgi ‘ " e

Group 4: ' '

Indiana o 95,616

Total: _ L 34’52,635

H

*includes cér.{ryovor funds.




_ Table. &

SEA Fundipg Other Than Ticle VII

Arizona .

Connecticut
»

__Florida

Kansas

~Lou131auaf"

]

New York

| J

Virginia

" Washington

' Wisconsin

Source of Funds V'

State o

Title IV

State .o
Refugee Anaiucanca Acc

'-Total.

‘State

_ State

Refugee Ansiscance Acc |
Total. o °,fgf

Ticle Iv : :
g:cntional Rehabilitation

‘Ytate

apter 1

~ Total:

State
Scnte
Refugee Assistance Act

State General Fund

g

Anount -

_3110 000
< 60,000

1,000

25,000

-0,
———

‘director's salary

_ 2’340, .
32,000

236,497
115,142 .
100,000 . ’

. (%) .

116:127 TT;“.;; ; \.{. .

112,300

t1/3 dircccot'l salary
1/3 secty. salary. :

@ '
R

L

_ \1 FT consultant salary \\\‘;_;;f

l professional position '




"~bescription of "8EA Uee ofﬁ Title V‘ii' Gren-t‘- 'Funde' \
T . . . W

- . : : ;}'

3

An expectation that SEAs recei(ring 'ritle VII funde reetrict /their

role -to that of coordineting activitiee (ae,oppoeed to provtding

technical ueiotence) and - focus their services exclueivei/ on- ptograme '
receiving Title VII .funds (or. proposing-to cer;y out progreu ‘assisted
under the Act) would greetly limit the SEAe' ateture as perceived by"
their conetituente. Of the 10 ectivitiee lieted in the . reguletione‘
(April, 1984)_, seven start off with the word coordinating_. The three

exceptione are: (e) reviewing Brant epplicatione (b) providing non-~
_ degree training to SEA personnel, and (c) perfaorming other activities
: approved in advance. All 10 allowable ectivitiee mke reference to

prﬁgrams of hilinguel education eseiated under the Act as being the
.recipients of SEA services. . o A

' The section on Service Delivery, page 60, makes reference to the

1ssue' of technical assistance provision versus coordinetion from a

. structural point of view., Here the ieeue is nore of a pragmetic
" concern, SEA bilingual office staff - see limited—English-epeaking
students ‘as the beneficiariee of - their ectivities. " They do not -

. distinguish among students fron programe funded by federel et%e, or
'. ‘local sources, Similarly, if an SEA ‘has _the cepecity (e.g.; time,
_ reeourcee) to provide tzechnical eeeietence in response to a requeet, it
. will respond. BEMSCs. aad other support agencies are utilized but in,
Wy caeee ‘an SEA can deal’ with a requeet more efficiently by not
delegating further. SEAs' clein that there are nugercus requests for

'technicai eeeistance that simply cannot weit.' ‘An abundance of enecdotee _
were provided where a -school~ district not receiving Title VI funds '

'would call an SEA for help, .claiming that they had one or more non~
English~speaking stuldents in their office end were et a loee a8 to whet

to do. " _ _ ‘g g _ . , "
SEAs are reluctant to coordine‘te_-technicel assistance requests when
they themselves are able é%‘ respond. One reason, as mentioned ebove,. is

14

25




¥

that tesponding directly il officient. Another is the SEAs' ddsire :o_

. keop abreast of needs and sdrvices within cheir state. Secondlx,_SEAq S _
\exptesaed a dosif‘ to follow through petiodically ‘after a-sistanco had_f'“”'“"ﬁ'

bpen provided. This is easier to do,¥they cla.im, 1f they are  gheé
providers of, cechnical aseistance and not just tie cootdinatora. Use of
BESCs Qr BEMSCs 1is tesotvod for long-term ‘comnitments auch a8 -staff
training or specializad technical" asaistance whotl SEA! lack the

rJ

expetttse or tenoutces. r - « . |
The range of activities performed by SEAs is quite varied. Tables
™
5 through 16 expand ‘each of the categovies of activities listed on

pages -8 and 9 of this report into subactivities. Not all SEAS perform-_'

~ each “and avery activity listed since, as nontionod above, an SEA's
context influences the oporationa of  their xespoctive bilingoal
education. offioe. Th; activities or 1teod‘most common and popular in
Title VII-fundcd SEAn are notad with- an actetisk 1n tho following .

L

tables.

".

Table So
Disoenination of Informntion

-

s

SEAs coordinate services to LEP studonts with the following departments .
and ptogtams.ﬂ ) , . _ ] '

Chapcet I ' : e
*Chapter I, Migrant '

Chapter II '

*Rafugee Act of 1980 Program

Vocational Education

Library Services and Conatruction Program

| gy “Adult Education

. Gifted and Talented Educotion
Follow Through
Guidance and Counseling
. Health Education -
Basic Skills Improygment
Youth Employment:
Special Education ‘
wreau of Indian Affairs - . : .
1 Equity Programs
Research and Evaluation Section o

L




YT rable sb n& R
O ,Dincuination of Infd ion ’j"n* 'I, o o .
o M ) """ g ’ ’ ’ o - . ) . » N4
SEAs c.oordinato ac.t:l.vif.ica wit:h t:ho following suppot't agenciu: ¢ ;
:' *Bilingunl ‘Education s¢rvice Conters - R o : _ ) , "
. 'Materials Dévelopment -Centers' ... LA . ‘ ‘)
‘*Evaluation and Diauninu:ion Assistance Centets o o : \ .
" LAU-Centers : ‘
, ° " Bilingual Eddcation Hultifunction Support Gontots X _
"7 - County Offices of Edugation, Bilingual Education Division ~ . ~ A
"Regional Su gport/ Service Centers :
Inscitutes of ‘Higher Education
+ #Nacional Ovigin Desagregation: Aasistance Centera
. National Clearinghonu for Bilingual Educatiop .
- Int:arcultural Develomnt Rqaearch Asuciation (IDRA)«»
| R 'rablg Sc e "
e \ — Dinemination of Infomtion o~
+ + SEAs cooriinate. servicas/activities with the following interest groups' )
State Btlingual Education Assoclation (e.g., CABE, MABE) 1 X

\ Naupﬁa;. Association for Bilingual Education (NABE)
W l;t:hﬁi'c tommunity group. usociation(s)
' ‘-_ ~ S:gmprpng organization :

I ‘l‘able 5d o o
'Dissauinatton of Infomtion '

4 v

-

SEAs pely gn";hq_f?_].;].owing approaches to dissemihate information:
. *Telephond " " - o Lo '.-_ _ .
Newsletter . . B B Ce :

_ County . Bilingual Education Diroqtors uucing L o
" BESC/EDAC Directors Meeting ) s
Morkshopu ‘for LEAs - | S -

"SEA presgntations at LEA board tlutinyl AP e R

5 Natlonal Bilingual Edm;ntion chteremce E) T

- 0 — ﬁ... F
" v Y ’




/f?" l{ _ Table 6 : ) .

: . ¥ N - T h . vl

' ; B . VBudgocnand Funding Tgchnical‘Assistancc. . . . 4 ~

) — T c.:;% S : ' ‘ " -
SEM provide budghc nnd funding technical auiacance “by doing the B %
tollowing. | . R . S

*1daut1£y funding sources.
" *identify funding soufces and 1ntarprcc progran roquiremuca
encourage’ LEAs and dther agencies (e.g., pouncial BESCa ‘and- IEE;)
to apply for funds ™)
*review LEA applicationa/propoula -
*provide workshops for application/proposal writing

, present alternatives to federal funding by {dentifying ptivate ’
g charitable oFganizations- R .
: present innovative uses of staffing pnttoms o
©, *  present ways of using community, parent resources -
' i coordinate interdepartmental funding for LEP student services e .
._reviewlapptovo LEA applications sesking minburacmnc for extra -

expenses of bilingual education
encourage Title VII projects, state bilingual projects, IHEs to Wt
sharo common activities and COI‘& (e.g.. ocaff training) * = ...

» . . L

<

. Table 7
Materials Development . ol

4

SEA activities iu materials development include the following: . -

activities limited to coordination efforts among materials
development centers and other support agencies -
- . involved 1n assessing materials produced by others: i
- involved in coordinating materials assessument act:l,vities
have produced the following utetials.

-proposal writing guide ' . A - , -
-interpretations of legal toquitemncn ’ ;G
~project management guides

_=theoretical framework for bilingual oducnt:ion g e |
wstmctional guide : . - !
<parent and community involvement guido ' : -

-
oA,

~avaluation guide . ' LY
" engaged in producing testing instruments : (AR _
, . engaged in producing resource materials , A g ﬁ
» % . engaged in translating resource matérials - o o :
: ~ engaged in translacing tasting materials - :

engaged in translating instructional materials

} . " | " 6 Y 7 \ N

oy

-«

rd
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oot Table 8 o
- S o o Tgachor Cortification | o

\

SEAs providc technical alli;tanco in. chc area of bilingual education 4
tuiétm- cortificacion by doing the following: , : )
4 o
*rnopond to crodcntialing requiyements 1nqu1tie. from" thn field ,,2
present research and findings from data gathering activities te
. law-making bodies
incerp et state teachar c.r:itication legal rnquirnunnus Into
. aducational’ policy oo o
coordinite certification. e!forts with che s:aca teachar liceﬁging
. and credentialing department ~
coordlnntq testing activities with IHEs, county offices of
educnti;n, and/of other testing units

coordinat training etfotts wi:h EDACs, BESCs, and IHEs
¥ .
— " — T ~ LY N N S,
R | o o . . g ) .
} . . - toL J :
K. ' ) : S Table 9 o . oo

- ) : _ Y
' Evaluation Technical Assistance

M . \ . ) yu

SEAs'provtdenevnluation techﬁical alaisiandi‘by doing'thdofollowing:

*provide intetprctation of Title VII cvaluagion n.quir.unnto

L . provide evaluation’ handbook/Suide
/' provide workshops on bilingual education: program evaluation
*coordinate EDAC/BESC evaluation technical assistance »

provide actual program evaluation technical assistance
#review LEAs' evaluation plans e
provide in-gervice for tesachers, pro‘ect direc:ori oh otndenc
achievement recotd kpeping
. ‘provide LEAs with list of recommended program ovalua:otn
' provide LEAd with list of approved testing instruments
v provide LEAs with standard evaluation mqdel :
‘ develop testing instrusents where comercial products are < -
| unavailable '
v translate testing instruments as’ needed -




- Table 10 { |
Mongcoring " _ S Cok

I3

R ’ y ’ ”~

'. Tha following activitiqq apply to SEA monitoring-

- *considers monitoring to be the tnaponoihility of OBEMLA
) monitors for compliance purposes L
. wmonitors to identify oxomplary projects Sy o
Y “monitors to identify ndéds - _ S ’ R
°  monitors naw starts only o R
Y nonit%rs to assess personnel needs

)
N N .
' N - N )
. Table 11 .
" Instructional Technical Aznintance - -

]
.

" SEAs provide 1nlt.ru!t:1onal tqchnical ulistanb. as follo\u. ‘

develop bilingual curricular program to uutch state requirements
, . . davelop a .minimal skiils requirément program
' develop a cultural instructional component ‘
provide in-services !or bilingual oducation ccachcrs on teaching
strategies
coordinate B!SQ/EDAC workshops re: 1nstructiona1 m.thodology
coordinate IHE training/in-service .
provide in-gervice on ESL methodology * .
coordinate in-setrvices on ESL methodology :
provide in-service om transition of LEP students . : J
_provide workshops on instructional tachuiques for nonolingual S o
teachers working with LEP students’ . S

{

’—— .
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_ Table 12 3
Management Technical Assistance

+

SEAs provide management technical assistance by conducting the following
activicies' T . ) e :
#*conduct vorkshops rtgarding Title VII lagal program requirements
. *conduct workshops regarding teacdher certification rlquircnnnts
* _ conduct workshops for program diroctotn to broaden nnnagorial
' skills -
*disseminate information gathered at OBEMLA nanageﬁont confarence
disseminate information regarding successful management techniques
‘develop a theoretical framework for bilingual education o
coordinate management technical- assistance with BESCs, EDACs ‘ . .
-(mltifunction’ support centers) ‘
. coordinate informition flow regarding management activities

¢ -
Table 13
Language Proficiency Technical Aaoistance '

=

. * . - , . . ‘ . .
SEAs provide language prbticicncy technical alliatance’as followe:

develop toating -instruments used to assess IHE. bilingusl education.
trainers' language proficiency
coordinate the selection of testing instruments used to assess IHE
‘bilingusl education trainers' language proficiency
*coordinate the splection of testing instruments used to assess the
ai language proficiency of LEP students cligiblo for bilingual
i aeducation services -
coordinste the selection of testing instruments used to assess the
languge proficiency of pergonnel’ enployed in bilingual education
programs _ :
develop testing instruménts used to sssess the language proficdency ’
of personnel employéd in bilingual .education programs
develop testing instruments used to- assess ths language proficiency
" of LEP studonta eligiblo for bilingual education ccrvi&oo :

”




_ Table 14
- Research

-

SEA resoarch activities 1n!1udc the following:

conduct research :o“produco thaorctical frannwork for bilingual
education =~ o d

"

" conduct ressarch rtgardins 4Tt | language acquioicion

conduct’ research regarding second lansuuga acquisicion
couduct research regarding teaching style

-~ conduct research regarding learning styles

conduct research ragarding sociocultural factors B
coordinate research conducted by other support agencies
commission research to outside consultants.

A

w

Table 15 ﬂ | 0
Data Gathering '

SEAs

are, invoiiod in the following data'gnchcring lctivities:.

coordinate data gathoring activities unong BESC, EDAC, LAU centers
and other support 'agenciaes

~ conduct language)cansus

collect enrollmerdt data ' .

_ compile fiscal information

gather data regard il staffing patterns .

collact test scores e

collect information regarding compliance isoucs

‘collect evaluation reports from LEAs

conduct demographic, projections o

gather infornation.doncotning special projecta. dcuonocracion
projects and ox.npury instructional features. ,

*coordinate surveys tq deteruine technical assistance needs .

".compile refuges student population information ;

* compile stptigtico ntudents who exit bilingual .ducation
prograu- : . '

v !
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. +* Table 16 - . % |

l?aron:/Counun4cy Involvement = . , - ‘ SO {

The following acciviciea comprise SEA.' involvom.nt 1n patent/cbmmnnicy
involveusnc.

- conduct workshpa on parent/community {nvolvement
-coordinate workshops presented by BESC or other support agency
coordinate interdepartment services for parents of LEP students
producelgarent/coununity involvement guide/hlndbook
*respond to legal questions concerning parent's rights in
bilingual education

translate materials for use by parent organizationn . 3
inform parents of educacional changes, innovatious, and :
requirements

solicit parent/community counsel and inpuc in bilingual educacion
policy matters _ : K

. - . - ' . : . R

. : _ . . . ’

i S . - . - : o

SEAs were asked to 1list their priorities for the near future,
Stacep, reflacting on'teconc ﬂhgpgtaphic changes or their own program
strengths and weaknesses, volunteered the information found in Table 17.
A formal needs'aséessmnu was not conducted. The information provided :.
by Szhg through - the course of 1nco§yiewo was apon:anious,A ofcqn'..
expressed with frustration over their inabilicy to move forward due to
acitcgnsgapces bnyond their control. |
. \ _ ) t . ,
Table 18 1lists SEAs' Opiniono ragarding their most and least
' effective acﬁ}vicies. Like the list of priorities m.ncionpd above. the
information rhporccd was provided by SEA interviqwees in a spoucaneous
" manner and is limited to the nine SEAs visited. L .

N : 2]

\

L]




iy

T§b13"17'

Priorities for 1984-85 As Seen By Individual SEAs

1

, Connecticut: Implement /standard state evaluation systep

/
.Florida: - Euphaoizn data gathering activicias

"

Arizoua! ‘ Providc more c.chnical assistance
' Emphasize LEA program improvement S
Emphasize zEA capacity building )
Emphasize LEA program evaluation ‘
Enphaoiio more teacher training o R

Emphasize more technical assistance
. Emphasize more monitoring

Emphasizé teacher certification

Enphasiqh parent participacion

Emphasize parent’participation
Emphasize technical assistance
Add Oﬁh more staff pcrson

Kansas: - Adopt/ctata plan for bilingual educncion
‘ Develop guidelines for state plan ,
Incr’asc level of Title VII funding

Louisiana: . Emphasize research - _ I
.+ Emphasize data gachering activities o o e

New Ygfk: Emphasize special oducation , - ®
.. Ewmp aaize LEA program avaluation [ o

Emphasize Native Americin education ' | .o

Prohote bilingualisa philosophy - ' Lo

— .

Virginia: Increaoo coordination among LEAs and Titlc VII lupport
. . notvork '
Washington: rEnphanize data collection activitica
: Enphasizc dilsonination of intormntion !

w1§conain? Eaphasize ccachnr training :
‘Emphasize Native American’ education

Increuo lcvel of Title VII funding

\l
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Table 18

Moot cnd Laast Effective Title VII-Funded SEA lbtiviti.u ' ; ~ .,'
2 As Seen By Individual SEAs - B

<=

- Arizona | S - .'. | ¥
. Hoet.zftcctive:, - technical assistance provided Vigh use of Program
] L Quality Review Instrument (PQRI): - o
: ' - evaluation workshops ‘

o

Least Effcctive -'data gathoring activities

Connecticut . - - _ _ -

“

technical assistance for proposal writing

- intermediary between LEAs and ED, Washington ,
- dissemination: of information , ' .
- advocate for LEP student rights ' ' '

X Most Effective

Least Effective: authontic parent/community patticipation

-

+Florida -

coordination of technical assistance-
technical assistance for proposal writing : B .
dissemination of 1nfornation . -

Most Effective:

_ll"’l.

-
Least Effective: None - o o | - S - s
Kansas f‘
p . - - . : -
Most Effective: = diabur36ﬁhﬁt"df“itifi"lﬁﬁas ““*“““““~"rfwv4~~~~
: Least Effective: - efforts to have state bilingual education .
-\ .. . legislation passed , //. I
; , " .

" Louisiana
Most Effective: - coordination of technical assistance

Least Effective: -~ public rslations within state
oo - stimulating IHE interest in bilingual education

' " ‘
' New York ) =
Most Effectiva: = 1ustitutiounlizcd changcs on bohalf of LEP
' : - students
- state funding formula -~ - . ‘ - ~
teacher certification requirements ' _ . "

.\

£

_ Least Effective: - monitoring of Title VII-funded LEA_ptojccta'due to
- & . lack of authority b

.w‘is).




3 _ L Table 18 (conciﬁhed) !

. i . l. F_ ) . . .- ."_ ] ..-r,’T":i’ . 'llji.'\
Virginia . _ : ,*:-_ ¥ | y L
Most Effective: =~ annual bilingual educacion confercnce aponsbred by » | \

Least !ff.ctivc:'- use of resourcs library on bilingual oducation and
ESL (Note: no cost is incurred in main¥aining

_library singce all items housed are donated 'by . .

publishing companies.) S

Washington S . i

.MoaflEffoctivok - institutionalized ‘changau on behalf of LEP .
' students , :

. ' coordination .of technical assistance . -
:cchnictl asaistlnco provided to refugee programs '

l

Least Effective: - :hn provislon of specialized technical asaistance
which is compounded by ﬂnographical constraints .

Wisconsin ‘ ' - e ! .
. ’ i

I

ﬁoat Effectivo: - éachnical assistance ac:ivities-

Least Effective-H- adequate technical . anaistance to LEAs with low LEP = . |-
‘ student numbers \

é . ". ’ ' ‘v |

_SEA Applichg}on-?entures

The analysis presented here is described more fully in an early - .
}ebort of this project, "An Analyiis of SEA Title VII Grant ApPlicitions '
and Related Documents” (February, 1984). | To perform that analysis, SEA .
grant applications were rcviewad for the 1983~86 school year and certain
types of information wera extracted fron each application. These
categories of information on SEA resources and grant act::l.vit:ies were
compaxed in several wayl, including conpariﬁpnl based on (a) size of SEA-
grant, (b) state enrollment of LEP students, and (c) the presence of
state’ legislation on special services to LEP students, The work on ,this »
» - ‘ activity vas hindered by the fact that there was no way of l‘loouing the

D]
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accuracy and’ couprohonnivomoo of the applicationo. - Por this :oaoon;
the omission -of an “activity description (e.g., dissemination  of
bilingual education infomtion) by a state could not be taken $o mean
that the activity was - not implemented but. only that it was not
explicitly describod in the application. i ' .
'l‘heso ’linitationo congtrained the abiiity to draw conclusions from

) tho SEA application data.- In general, however, the. review 'of SEA
_ applicationo ggostod that the SEAs with the largest ‘ritlo Vi1 grants o
tended to undfu tako the most activities utilizing the most SEA resources
(such as oth_er SEA personnel and funds). SEAs with smaller grants, S -'1‘
especially SEAs in our group 4, tended ° to target their __Title.' VIiI | :
~ activities in 4 very few ‘aroa;. Several noteworthy exceptions or

variations to this pattern were observed, however, as described below.

The following tables list 12 major categories of SEA {nvolvement.
Each category comprises many ‘indiv#lual activities as shown in Tables
Sa~16. Tables 19, 20, and 21 show the number of activities undet‘eaoh.
'major “category that an SEA, "in each group (by level of funding, level of
" LEP enrollmnt. ‘and type of legislation) reported in its grant
appli:cation. - ' o

Table '19 shows that SEAs ‘with a high level of furnding indicate a =~
higher degree of involvemnt in materials’ dé\velopmont ‘and parent
involvement activities. This group also indicath more. activitiee per
SEA than - the other three grg;hps who raceived lass funding, in the
following categories: (a) evatluation,\ (b) mﬁugemnt, (¢) language
proficiency testing, and (ci) 'data gotheting. * SEAs who were next to last
in level of funding (grodip 3) indicated more 'activities per‘éi:A in
instructional tachnical assistance. |
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When conparing skAn according to level of LEP. enrollment, group 1, .

: with the highest nuihbcr of enrollment, again receives a highor rating on
rosponses per SEA in the following cacogories. ' _ L

e materials dOVQIOPNInt' . r

e evaluation technical assistance;
e language proficicncy testing tachnical anaistanc., Qnd
e parent involvemeut.

- - i - : ) . . .7 . . ‘ p . .

Under instructional technical'égsibtanco, group i recelives the lowest
’ rating, with grbup 4 the bighest, .ag can be seen in Table 20,

Cae

receives the highest ratings in thq'£ollowingfcgtag0tieq: _

" o dissemination of“informgtion;-' o - -
e materials devolopu.nt, : '{ RS _' |
e evaluation technical aldistance,
o uanageu.nt tcchnical aasistanco, and
e parent involvonant. - .{ f~ ' -

Groqp 2 :ecnives a rtcing slightly higher tban group 1 on instructional

\,

\ _ | , _
\\& Coordination with other SEA progzgmi. SEAs in Group 1 were less
1

kely  to repprt1cdordiqation-wich other SEA programs (e.g., Chdptef 1

&u.rant, vocational education, Tifle IV civil " rights program, and
,migranc education) than were SEAs in Groups 2 and 3. ‘This diffegence
_may reflect the fact that SEAs with smaller grants naod to draw on the
" resourdes of other SEA offices in order to achieve ‘their goals, while

the larget ‘grants in Group 1 ‘make thn bilingual cducltimn oitices in
those SEAQ\uore aelf-'ufficient. ' )

\

i )

Lpokiﬁg :at"teéponses' per SEA acco;ging to 'typ#’"Q£ biiingual .
education legislation (i.e., mandatory, permissive, hone), group 1. -

technical assistance and data gathering activitol, as shotm in Table 21.

{»




Coordinetion ﬂith bilinguel educetion support egenciee. SEAs in

* Groups 2 end 3 wvere more likely to report coordinetion with bilingual

support egenciee (a.g., Evaluation and Diseeninetion Aeiietence Centere,
Multifunctionel Service Centere, Title IV Lau Centere)ﬁthen ware SEAs in
Group l. As in the exenple cited above, thie tendency may reflect the
greeter cepecity of the Group 1 SEA8 to provide a wide range of services
with little outside aid., S o '

“Workshops as the prevalent.neene of-disseninetingﬁinfor;etion., In
all funding groups, SEAs were most likely .to ‘report' the use of LEA

' workshoph- as their primary method of disseminating informetion,'-es_'

contrasted with the use of newslettere and other dissemination channels.

v

. Most techuical assistance in management and fiscal areas, In all
funding groupe-SEAe_were_mnet likelv to report that they coordinated or
prdvided tachnical assistance 1in nenegenent or fiscal areas (e.g.,
possible funding sources for local bilinguel education programs) They

.were less likely to report. that they. coordinated or provided techhical

assistance in instructional areas (e.g.. curriculum) The excuption to
this pattern was the.high incidence of SEA coordination -or provision of

technical assistance related to languege assessment . .

SEAs with state legislation provide more Tisle VII services., Our
analysis of SEAs with and withouf’etate laws mandating epecial services
to LEP students indicated that SEAslthet had such laws were likely “to

- provide a wider range of services than were other SEAs. Two fectore

could account for this finding-(e) SEAs with state laws tend to have
larger Title VII grants and- s0 could be cted to implement more

E activities ‘(see Table 1), and (b) SEAs with state laws probably receive

greater encouregihent f rom the public, interest groups, and the
legislature to conduct bilingual edncation activities (probably the same
kind of - encouregement that prompted enactment of the legieletion). Our

analysis did not determine yhether thesa SEA ectivifietrwete carried out

in greater depth in the states that hed'pteto_lawe.

These points are diecueeed in light of our case study dete in the
eection thpt tollowe. '

1;4‘
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‘ ~ Table 19 .
’ " Number of Responses per SEA by Category and by Level of Punding

“Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group. &

. Dissemindtion of Information 1,33 175 0 1.67 1,33
" "Gootdination with support sgencies 2,00 2.50 " 1.72 1.33
| . Coordination with interest groups .66 .13 J7 .08
. Forus of dnformation dissemination  1.66 2,25 1.39 . 1.25
Budget and Funding Technical Assistance 73,00 2,13 . 1.28 .78 |
Davelopment of Materials 6,00 . 1.00 1.5 1.00 |
Teacher Certification = | 2.33 1.63 1.33. 50
Evaluation Technical Assistance . 3.69 ° 63 . .61 .83
Monitoring _ ‘ . 2,67 2,00 1.61  1.33 -
Instructicnal Technical Assistance .67 1,00 - 2.11. 1.00
Management Technical Assistance 3.00  1.38  2.06 .92
Language Proficiency Technical Assistance . 3.33 1.50 1.33 .'.92 .
Research =~ - . .3 0 0 .. 0 .
* Data Gathgring | 2,00 100 .78 17

" parent/Community Involvement _ C 2733 .63 22 .7

Note. é;ou;\é SEA funding ranged from $493,000 to $891,314 (n = 3).

R - Group 2 SEA funding ranged from $72,205 to $141,446 (n = 8).

Group 3 SEA funding ranged from $21,977 to $68,028 (n = 18),

Group 4 SEA funding ranged from $3,000 to $17,739 (n = 12).’

X ' ‘ :
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‘ e ~ Tahle 20 ‘s
; AN 5 .
Number of Résponses per SEA by Cuiegory \
and by Level of LEP Enrollment -
L. ,  . _ L_ ' ' Gronp 1 Group 2 Gtou§A3 Groqﬁ"f,'
JDisséuination-of Information . ! . ' 1.33 1’00 - 2.59 1.45
Cootdinacion with supporf agencies - 2,00 2.75 1.76 2.00
. 4Coordination with 1ntetest groups ' .66 .13 1.50 T .18
Forms of informdtion dissemination . _ 1.66 2.13 1.06 1.55 -
Budget and Funding . Technical Agsiatance - 3.00 2,63 1.59 1,64
f_«Development of Materials N c 6.00 1.38 l.41 .82
7" TeacheseCertification Tt - U233 1.63 . 1.00 45,
,"leEvaIQation Technical Assistahce S 3.69 . 1.00 .71 .54
“.Mouitorimg . . - . 2,67 . 2,13 1,53 1.5
_"Iﬂntructional Tachnical Assistance 5 W67 1.25. 1.33 1.73
ﬂManagemant Technical ‘Assistance . ~ . - 3.00 °  1.75  '1.12 1.91
-Langu&de ProficI&ncy Technical Asgistance : 3.33 1,38 1.29; 1.09.
Resaarch o - ﬂ,. - o <33 0 ;: ‘0 0
Data Gathertag  ~ _ . " .. . -, 2,00 - 1138, . .88 .27
"Parenc/Community Involvement - : 2,33 - 1.23 .35 .27
5 . . ——
Nota.! droup 1 .SEA- level of - LEP enrollmnnt ranged from 116, 746 to 257,061
(n = 3). ‘
Group 2 SEA lavel qf LEP enrolln-nt from 11, 368 to 44, 332 (n = 8),
.Group 3 SEA.level bf LEP enrollment from 2, 027 to 8§, 803 (n=17).
k Group 4 SEA,Jevel of Lﬁ@ enrollment from 60 to 1, 651 (n = 11),
;o LEP enrollment da:a wag not available for two extra-state SEAs.
;e { .
> . ’ . ¢ L4 .
: . :
: [}
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('- ' fablo 21

Number .of Responses per SEA by CAtagory

> and by Lagislativc wypo Grodp

o

Parent/Community Involvement

) ' _f' Group | Group 2__Group 3
Dissemination of Information | 363 1.4 176
Coordination with support agencies 1,92 1.88 1.89
Coordination with interest groups 43 .11 33
. Forms of information dissemination. 1.64 1.78 l.11
: BQ@gét and Funding Technical Ansiptanég- | 2.5 1.67 1.32
Development of Materials ' 2.5 .89 ‘1,00
Teacher Certification ' 1.43 1.11 .95
Evaluation Technicnl Anais:anco 1.64 .56 .53
Monitoring | . 2.0 1.67  1.26
' Instructional Technical Asniatance 1.21 1.44 1.89
Management Technical Assistance B 2.64 '1;22. l.11
Language Proficiency Tochnical Asliatance 1.50 - 1.3 '1.21
'Research T 07 -0 0
Data Gatfiering 1.21 164 . .32
1.5 ¢ 0

oo

Note. Group 1 has nnndatory bilingual education legislation (n = 14),
group 2 peruissive bilingual education legislation- (n = 9),

and group 3 has no:legislation addressing specific educational --
seryices for limited-English students (n = 19).

A A
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T+ TUS. VIL ANALYSIS OF STUDY PINDINGS

‘l‘t;k p@rovious section of the riport- .pregented our observations
concerning the distribution and 1nplemoncacion of the SEA grants. In
this section, we analyze those findings in two ways. . Firat we discuas
the state~lavel factors that affect the way.in which each state uses its
' grant. These factors, many of which involve the characteristic needs gf

school. districf:s in & particular state, are important reasons for 'ﬁe
diversity that we observed, in SEA activities. Second,’having discussed
this diversity and som reanons for u:. we turn to 1issues in program
'inplemncatqion that are common to ai)l or most of tho SEAs visited.

. R Il

State-—Level Pactors AffectinLImpleuntation of Tgle VII Grqnt:a

In a;tal'yzing data collacted during. this study, we" examined the
state-level factors influencing the 1mple;nntation of Title VII‘ grants
for coordinating tnchniéal usiatance-. These tlccors tend; to cluster in
thr.ao gtoupa—-factors related to "the particular peeds of the LEP stu-
dénts in each utata, factors mlated to administrative and 'legislative

- action taken by each gtate government, and’ factors related to the
capacity of the SBA.' ' . o . .

)
0]

Factofb Related to the Educational Needs of LEP Students

In each state we visited, the needs expressed by LEAs are a major
deteminant of SEA acl:tivitfeo.xf SEA staff, in interviews, ei:pruud a
sd\rong desire ‘to meet the needs that characterize ctheir states. .
Althowgh none of the needs diacuued here is parcicularly wocaptible to
influence #from the fedaral lovol (batring major changes id ‘national
policy). this discusuion indicates how the implementation of Title VII
SEA grants 1is atfacted by LEA' needs for technical uoiounce. Our

J 1nformation dtavm from siteé visits and other data auuuu that four
factors are particularly imporunt in shaping local meds—-(a) the

_ number of LEP studencs 1in :ha stata, (b) the concentracion of LEP
‘ . * ' .

¥
y
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-ltudtntl'. (c) the variety of l-anguagu-- spoken by the state'a I.EP
students, and (d) the extent "of the LEP students’ proficiency in
English. ' EBach of these factors is discussed here. '

K ' . - .. )
-
.

Nuubcr of LEP students. Ve observed that high LEP onrollmncs

‘create particular types of -needs’ for technical assistance! to LEAs.

These_medn include the followiq_._g

e Need for in-service training approaches for use with "bilingual

educncion teachers, ESL . teachers, {and teachers who have no =

' background - in. ESL or. bilingual education’ but who have LEP
'students in their classes; ' :

¢ Nead for assistance in recruiting and screening teachers of
bilingual education and ESL; . " - '

o Need for assistance 1n ulocung and implemncing appropriate
curriculum mcotials, and’ - ._'?!} o

e Need for cffeccive approaches to 1n£omin¢ and anolving parnncs

of LEP scudenta in their. chi,lduu s oducationnl ptogrn. _
).

In 1its rolé ‘as coordinator of technicsl assistance, the SEA in a state

with high LEP enrollménts bacomes a focal point for questions and
inquiries from LEAs that have needs such as these. States with large

" numbers of LEP students _u:i 1ikely to Shave more and larger Title VII

. . “ .-
grants to LEAs than states with lower LEP snrollments. The amount of
Title VII LEA grants in turn directly increases the state's Title VII

£V

SEA grant due to the formula ‘allocation for SEAs. Thus, higher LEP

enrollment in a state translatas (mors or less) into greater Title VII
SEA resources. -~7 - o - -

At the same time, however, we found that in states with high LEP

" enfollments the tend to draw on other 'm{e VII resources besides

SEAs., For example, LEM with Title VII grants have the tollowing:

\ » '
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l’l ' c ' ’ . ¢§ *

) chornl dollarn that can d.fray some of the extra costs incurred . ™

. in cotablishing a biliugunl education program. ﬁl &
e Acoass to ail ‘parts. of the’ 'rit:llo VII assistance network, in-

cluding the Multifunctional Shpport Canters, the Evaluation and

¥

. they can contact withut going through th. SEA. -

High LEP enrollments also often translate into another type of’

reaourcc-polit1cal support -for bilingual education in the gtate
capital, Indeed, this relationship can be inferred from Table 1, which

. shows that tha‘toqr.otatcl with the largest LEP Qnrollmnnts each have.

-atate laws requiring special services to-LEP students and state funding
for the support of such services at the LEA level. Conversely, étates
with low LEP enrollnnnta are much less likely to have enacted either

- - " type of provision aosisC1ng LEP studcnts. ' ’ |
g I . -

From the SEA's perspective ;hn overall 1¢§el of LEP eurollngnt is
thus clearly a factor that shapes hts_tasponsibtlities and activities.

*_LEAQ with highly concentrated student assignment patterns, where
most LEP students attend a few schools,  tend to require technical
assistance that reflects more advanced, established bilingual prograums.

Forﬁexauple, LEAs tend to be concerned witih the following: '~

e Refining their assessment and placement services for LEP
students; ‘ _
4 Imptoving the :ransicion of stﬁdents from tha bilingual program
‘ to the regular curriculum; and '
3 ° Identification,'alansnont and services for LEP scudents with
. - . ; handicaps. - "“~ﬂx” . : .
/- e § : C Tl : : T
P : By coﬁtﬁint, the LEAa in which LEP studeits are dispersed among
‘ _ many schools are more likely to provide ESL_sérvices to LEP students,

N L]
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possibly ul:l.ng 1t:1n.rant: teachers - who nch provide 1nstruction to a faw

students in several schools. ‘rheu "LEAs are :1ass likely to need
asaistance in the fine points of bilingual oducnt:ion programming and
more likely to need help in areas such as the following: T

i e In-service training of regular teachers in ESL instruction;

e Approaches to the use oz;-"* voluntcori’md paraprofauionala {n the

v

delixgry of ESL and bilingual eduéat:iqn sérvicqs;.-and

e Selection of self-teaching materials for\use by LEP stﬁdents.

States in which there, are varying concentrations of LEP ‘students

. experienca varying ‘technical assistance needs to which SEAs must

respond. New Ycrk is an example, having both urban LEAs with' highly
concontrated cnrollunts of LEP students and tural LEAs with dispersed
LEP enrbllmnts. _ _ ' ' '

Variety of languages spoken. -A third factor affecting t:hé needs to ‘
which SEAs respond under their Title VII gr_anc_sé" 13 the’ diversity of

_ languagu apoken in the state. In dtat'ea ‘where one language, most oﬂ:eh |
Spanish, is the primary, language of most LEP students, SEAs need only to.

maintain capabilities for coordinating technical assistance relavant to
that language. In states with largn LEP enrollments in many language-,
we were told that the $EA sust m:u:ain some degres of expertise 1n the
needs of each langiage group. '. o ! ' '

In the states that we visited, we lieﬁrd' reports of ujor.cec'hnicll
assistance needs 1in two iauguago groups other than Spanish—Indochinese

languages "and Native American languages. These two languages aFe“

characterized by rather different t:ochnical assistance needs, however.
. Students whou priuty language is an Indochinese. language tend to be
" recent’ imigrant:s with” very little English proficioncy. Because of the
sho% of (a) bilingual edcht:ion t:eachers proficient . “in ° thése

r- 46
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languages #ud (b), appropriate currifulum materials, SEAs in states
- serving large numbers of Indochinese students report that they have been

: tequired to take a variaty of special steps. For example, in Virginia,

where Vietnamese 1is th-'pradouinhnt'language among LEP students, the SEA f

comnisoionod the d.vclopnant and publication of a Guido for Educators
'of Vietnamese LEP Students.” The SEA reported that the guide ig widely
used by LEAs thtoughout the state.ﬁ
;2"': ' ’ : o a '
In s%ftea where there are many students from Native American
language backgrdunds, LEAa experience very' diffetent kinda of needa.
Because most Of the students from Native Anetican backgrounds are
dominant in’ English. in most cases bilingual instruction focuses
primarily on teachrng the Nativo Amntican language. As reported by
respondents in Arizona and New York, these local ptograma often‘Btompt

technical agsistance requests such as : the following:

]

“ : . __
e Approaches to in-gervice training of paraprofessionals who are

proficient in the Native Anarican language but inexpetienced in
the clasaroon, ' R

e Suggestions for curriculum materials for use 1@'§ative American
programs; and : '

»
e .

® Suggestions for language ptoficiency tests in the Native American
language. : # ; ;.».: '
LEP atudents' proficiency 1n Eng}ish ' :

of- entry for 1mn13tants, such as Texas, Florida, New York, and
California, tend to euroll’ a high proportion of LEP students who have
virtually "no Eamiliatity with English. We wers informed that LEAs in
_ such states tend to require technical assistance in training’ approachea
" and cutriculun aplechIe towintnnttvq ESL instruction. Th‘y also tqnd
to need aasisthntq in'ihplqpnnting cﬂuptehchsiva gchievonnnt testing_of
atudentirjn their primary language for placement purposes.

States’ that are major ports




.' .
B o}

-We ware told'thii in states whose LEP itudenta have been iﬁ the
_U.S. longer, L;An' technical assistance needs tend to focus on (a)

1ntogracion of ‘the bilingual program with the :ngular cnr%iculum, (v)

transition of ntudonts from - the bilingual program td the regular

curriculun, and (c) design of follow-up services for students who “have
. usde the tranoition to the ragular curriculum. -

Factors. Related to Stata Actions .

SEA implementation of Title VII grants for: coordinating technical

assistance 1is also affected by actions’ taken in the state’ capital, .
--Becsuse these actionl affect thc nedds for technical asaistance-

experienced by LEAs and the resources available for providing local

instructional sotvicen, stata actionl affect 1mplenantation of the SEA
Title VII grant in several ways. For discussion purposes theqe state-?’
actions may be grouped into three categoriol-(a) enactment of sgtate
laws requiring the provision of special educational services to LEP-
.gtudents, (b)-'enactmant. of state laws authorizing and appropriating
funds to Qupport the provision of spccial_intvic.n to LEP students, and'

(c) 1issuance of state cgrtifiéation (or endorsement) requirements for

. bilingual education and ESL teachers. Each ‘of these actions is

described more fully here. ~Fo_r:_ the-SEA,llocai responses to a state law
'requiring services to LEP students can affect its work in several ways:
g ‘ : e " ’ -
_ f; t&As are - less l;k‘ly"to'requngs_tehhnical assistance for ini-
4 tiating a program and more likely ¢o need help in the development
of established programs; |

~

e LEAs- often need technical assistance in understanding and

Title VII and Title IV of"the Civil Rights Act; and

1
v

o LEAs are ‘likely to nued cechnical assistance in oxtending the
benefits of bilingual education to all LEP studencs in their dis-

criccs, aven those enrolled in schools with low LEP enrollments.
S : Lk .

- 4
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f" complying with?state law and in understanding any overlaps with




Although the degree of state enforcemsnt of any state law is obviously
important ih determining the effectivemess qf a law of this type, the

eid.st;enée of a atate law is itself a factor in shaping SEA actions.

State lavs lroviding funds for special services to LEP"st:udents'.‘
. The availability of state/ funding has ‘two primary effects on the,
opctations of a state Tit:].e VII unit. First, the state categorical
funds make it ouior for I.EA: to mount lpecial services for LEP students |
because they do not have to rely solely on local revenues and on Title
VII support. Indeed, the dvai-labiility of state funds may actually make
it easier for an LEA to obtain Title VII funds because the state.funds
can be used to 1n1t1_ét9 and de_veiop the Lm's‘lbili‘ngual program, thus

mking it more likely to score high_ly in a Title VII grants competitiom.

The presence of states’ funding for services to LEP students  also
affecta the SEA by raising the expectations ‘of LEAs that "their projects
will " be monitored by state officials. If an LEA expects its ‘state-
funded project -for LEP students to be monitored, them it will also
expect the SEA to monitor its ‘fit:ie VII project. Ly

SEAs in states with special funds for LEP sdervices appear to
recéeive more requests for’ techpical assistance than do other states.
The reasons are that (a) there are likely to be more LEAs carrying' out
bilingual education and ESL projects in the state and (b) the Title VII
districts which also have special state funds, are ukely to run larger
projects than t:hey wou].d otherwise opcute. This la\rger ovarall volume
of _projects generates a larger volume of .requests for technidal
‘ assis tance; . ‘

-Bilingual and ESL certification 'éro'cuxirements. "In states .where
services to LEP students  must be provided by certified (or endorsed)
bilingual education and ES . teachars,  ve ‘were informed that LEAs are
,'likely to turn more frequent:ly co the SEA for recruiting and staffing

assistance. This effect is not becn -clearly, however, in states like

e

ST

-
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Louisiana that hnve bilingual cnr:ificntion standarda on their books but -
do not require thnt "bilingual certified teachers be uncd to provide
| inatructi&n to LEP,ctunents. : ) '

.‘.-..‘

-~

The effect 'ot"bilinguul' certification requiregepts ..eﬁ- to be

similar to the effect of state laws nnndntipg spacial sutvicen to LEP
students. ‘Like those laws, bilingual and ESL cortificntion requirements

sppear to enlarge the SEA's role in the provision of ansistance to LEAs.

For the SEA Title VII wunit, the exii;enco of certification require-

" ments tends to translate into three‘typ'es of technical assistance

requests: " ' - '/

o Requests for intetpratauian of legal cartificatidn requircmnnts'

(including information on waivers,- contifying agencies. time-
tables, and penalties for non-compliance); ‘
Y

e Requests for help in recruiting qualified tennhera; and

e Requests for help in training current tenchcrs who night be able
to obtain bilingual or ESL eertifica:ion.

s

ﬁecause of the key role played ‘by\ IHEs in the training and’
certification process, the existence of certification requirements

increases the pnrticipation of those institutions in the coununicntion ’

and collaboration qccurring among the SEA, LEAs, and the various
aaeistance providers. L '

Although activities related to teacher cortificntion are important

at the state . level the April, 1984 Title,VII ragulations declared such

activities to. be ineligible’ for faderal ﬂitle Vil ouppor:, © The

introduction to the new regulaffjons states

delete the activity . . . because disseminntion of information or state .

certificacion requirencnts for teachers of bilingual education is more

ese final regulations’




| test developngnt.

properly a state function and doec not conntituto the typo of coordina-

tion activity for- which tedcral funde are made cveileble under thc Act.”

| Fggtotl.kelated to SEAHcdpacicy

‘In our site visits aund Tocher‘“date—cqllecting _activitice} we
observed a third class of factors that affect the activities’ conducted
under Title'VIl’BEA grants for coordinating technical assistance; these
factons reflect the capacity of the .StA .bilinguel office. We
investigated two relevant aepdbtalof cipacit?f-fundo andisteffing. |

_ Funds. In our etudy. we obgserved that the wide variaeion across
SEA§ in their level of funding affected the extent and nature of their; ‘
activities. This' was true of the funding available for bilingual
education from the state itself as well as the Title VII funds available
to the SEA, Foqrexenple, gsoms SEAs have recently curtailed enployee

~ travel, thus reducing opportunitiee for delivering on-site tpchnical
? ~‘assistapcey, Travel outside the state has been even more vulngrable to

}blanket cuts by state budget authorities, thereby limiting SEAg' gbility_
to coordinate aesistance.reeourcee on a regional beaia. 8 reported
that they are relying nore beavily on telephone interactions than in the
past and ° less heavily. on face-to-face interections et } onferences,
seminars, and workshops. 1n several states visited, SEAs vﬁve virtually
~eliminated the publication of newsletters on special topics, such as
/

| : /

~ Staffing. The number of staff members- ansoj:?(ed with the SEA
office of bilingual edncation is probably the most important determinant

bilingual education.

" ‘of the SEA's level of services in bilingual education. The availability
- of enough ataﬂf nenhances tochnical asgistance and permits state

involvement in vnrious optional SEA activities such ae curriculum and

-”




‘ SEAs and - the bilingual offices within them vary widcly in staff
size, wa York with an -overall SEA staff in. “the thouaands. has 23

professionals in- its office of bilingual education. Other states have
only a hundred or 80 profeaaionnla in the entire ‘SEA; even if such a

' etate has a sizeable proportion of LEP students, all its.state functions

'unnbcrs. With auch limited ntaff an SEA can have lictle’ detailed

in bilingqal education . ‘must- be carried out by twoy or threc staff-

knowledge of progran bperations at the local level, and it has a limited

i capacity for the more spccializcd activities that copld support local

qorvicc delivery. Such an SEA does fewer things in bilingual education -

. than gts larger counterparts, and.it does them less thoroughly.

. pteparation. research, and thcflike.

Many SEAs in our sample have been affected by . state-level hiring
freezes (which apply to all positions, 1nc1uding federally funded
ones). Thase SEAs report that they are unable to use their Title VI

-grants to 1ncroasc their ataffing. although thdy would likc to do 80,

. Besides deponding on adequate numbcrs of Staff. SEA activitics in

bilingual education also depend on “the skills that .gtaff members

possess, ¥ Two claanes ‘of ’ ckills aro@ particuljrly 1nportant-—process
skills and contant skills. Technical assistancei

demands process skills
in providing effactive hclp with educational program 1mprovement. All
activities in btlingpal education depend on con ent skillp, 1nc1uding
skills 4in such qpcciclizcd} doﬁain? _acﬁﬁteatin

L

In site visits, we found . that the existenc or absence of a/tap-
arate office of bilingual’education !n the SEA

with thc level of content ‘gkills available fo

a_factor'ausociatcd_
activities under the

Title VII grant,’ Such an office is wost likely to exist in states with -

sizeable £edera1 gtants (cither because of the size of the grant or

- because of state programe for LEP students). In the states lacking such

an office; the Title VII grant may be housed in an officc that deals '
primarily with foreign-language instgyction; for example, Thus the

curriculum, teacher




sta££ carrzing out. grant activitiea may not; include specialists 1in :

sorvicea to' LEP. ents. . _ : :

Issues Arising Across sm | - ' '

graats for coordinating t:qchnical assistance bring into focus a number

readers, t:he issuep identified are grouped according t:o the relgvant
aspects of federal program design or-administration, namely: allocation
of funds, administrative procedures - for \§EAs, service delivery, SEAg'

gystem of assistance provision in bilingual edycation.

- ' \ L )
Allocation of funds. The nature of the fund'ing formula for SEA

grants provides a strong incentive’ for SEAs « to help school districts
apply for. Title VII grants., The incentive is this: to the extent that

t:%\éir' federal grant funds ¢o help districts obtain other federal
grants,  SEA staff frequently raported in interviews that  they offer

provide help to individual districts that are praparing euch applica-

tions., They also raported t:hat: -cheir needs assessments ohow a high

“districts' remest:s for help contribute to the level of. SEA activity
related to 'rit.le YI1 grant applicnt:ione, it 1is important to recognize
that the funding formula for SEA grants represents .a_powerful incentive
aff!ct:ing the SEAs' enthusiasm for t:his activity, |

An advantage of the formla for funding 1s that it allows SEAs to

to receive. From the SEA etandpoint, this advance notice is useful’ for
planning. .

, . _ oy .
- Despite their diversity, the activities of SEAs under Title VII

of issuu pertaining to the program as a whole., For the convenience of .

. oversight responuibilities, federal guidanca provided, and. the overall ™

these Title VII applicat:ions are successful t:he SEA 1s oligible “to -
'receive increased funding. ~ Thus t:he formla encouragcs SEAS to use °

. workshops on abplying for Title VII grants and that they coordinate or’

degree. of local -interest in learning about federal funding. While the.

find out 4§ year in advance how much .Title VIl funding they are eligible




~

si)no SEA staff oxproaa the view that the fomula ahould be adjuatod
to. award more fuada to SEAs in states whore the amount of local Title
VII funding is ouall-—that, is, %o place a floor under. the ninim_um SEA
funding level., The argument for .thia"‘;- -policy change 1is that an SEA
receiving only, say, $5,000 can do little with .such & small amount .of
funding. On the other hanc‘l; the SEAs in our sample that receive tlib,
omllaat anoupta' of funding do not seem to be wasting what they receive. |

|‘.‘.' .

Administrativo proceduroa. Some roopondentp in SEAs question: the

- usefulness of anonitting applications to ED for their funding under this

program. They argue that funds are awarded. by a formula rather _‘than ‘

, -according to the substantive merits of _tha proposals. In the SEAs'

view, the procoaa‘oa' of doveloping' proposals in tho SEAs,. reviewing
proposals in ED, and negotiating granta do not affect the quality of .
program activities and therefore represent a 'poor uao of regources,
They further point out that the required annual updatoa consume
considerable staff time, with the result that this program in effect
demands a yearly application. Their preferrod alternative would be to
raceivo a formula allocation in oxchange for a minimal application,
porhapa conaiating only of a set of auurancoo.

Service delivery. fho ‘garvices that —SEAa deliver undorﬁ this
program differ in two important respects from the array ‘of ao_rvicea:

encouragéd in. the program regnlationa. First, SEA personnel-generally
define their clients as all school districts that enroll LEP atudonta_._
not just the districts currently receiving Title VII graats. " Although™

_the regulations suggest that most types of SEA sarvices be provided to

“programs of bilingual education funded under the Act,” SEAs do not
Y -

~ gshare the apparent aasumption that they should use their gra:%ta
" primarily to ‘gerve current Title VII grantees. . Services to unfunded
" districts take three major forms in this prograuv it v

° ho_lping distr_[ic'ta to obtain '.ritle Vil "g‘rants "is s major SEA
_activity under this program; ﬁ ‘

54
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: nsm teportedly help ~unfunded districts with ‘' the problems
' aeeociated with small LEP populetione and recent Ainfluxes of-
imigrente' and L .

'

| y " o $EAs alao say that they can help districts - that heve lost Title
Vil fnnding but that experience _continuing needs for technical
'aseietance. - B '
\b ’ ’
" regulations "{s that the SEAe use their’ grante to pro!ride technical
. assistance, not juet to coordinate i, - mpn a district calls to request
' infomtion or help, the inclination of ‘SEA staff members is to provide

helpfully to them {s one of the highest priorities for all the SEA
offices -vie":("ited. In mnny instances, they have the staff capacity to
" provide the infonution or assistance themselves; in others, they\hfer
the callerp :to other sources of - help such as the -BEMSCs, Lau Centere,
IHEa or othdr Schoo]. dietricte in the state. '

SEAs' oversight responsibilities. Perhaps because SEAs tradi-
tionally act as regulatore and nohitors in educatiog in their states,

fruetration to many SEA respondents in this: etudy. They would like to
Tageg etatutory and regulatory changes thdt would give ‘'them 3reeter
'authority over funding decisions for loccl applicationa and A greater

1imited authority ' and reoponeibility in these »areas are especially
'frustrating to SEA etaff beceuee they alreedy carry out. certain
| activities in application reviev (for Title VII grante and . etete funds)
~and program monitoring (for state progreme) - Y-

ﬁome reepomdente observed thlt "they think ED ehould uke greater
use of the SEA comments on’ ‘local .applic f,ione for Title VII fupds, How-
ever, séveral SEAs do not forward to

_tions revieved, Agide fron legal requireﬁente 'wiich are themselves not

,4-‘
."

¢
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G A eecond important departure from the 'SEA' role i?plied by the

_it. ~ Ne observed that fielding ‘thege phone calls and reeponding.

'~

their limited authority over local - 'I.'it:,lg~ VII grantess is a source of . -

tesponsibility for monitoring local pr}rw implenentetion. Thelir..

f'; .

their comente on applica—'
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that clear, SEAs reported that. it 1s to their disadvantage to repbri: to

OBEMLA any twlu l:hoy may have’ uncoverad during LEA grant applicacion ' ‘\

' reviews.. Oue reason, they said, is that LEAs usually hnvc an oppor* . -
A -

tunity to corract faults cited. ‘rhcrofore, if OBEMLA were to roccive a _
critique of the LEA applicacion, the LEA could conceivably be ill-served .
1f in fact the LEA cortected t:he £au1|:a the SEA documented. _

SEA personnel also menticned! that they do not want to assume the

role of proposal reader for OB!M..A They said, "Why shouldy we catch

mistakes that l:h.y [propoul readers “for OBMA] smight niu?" SEAs .
rccogm‘e t:he bonefit:a ‘derived from LEA programs that:are funded by the .
federal govermunt.' A faderally {unded LEA bilingual educa:ion project '
concributos to t:h. aggregate level of state urvicu for LEP students

and raises the funding ceilind for the SEA itself. =~ . _ .
. - . \ : . N
" The issue -of progrim itoring 1s another .problem area. In the

course of reviewing docunent:b, a lecter and a memo written by OBEMLA
staff members coptrad.tct:ed cach other regarding the poucy governing
progr;m monitoring. The mamo explicitly said that SEAs are not to
monitor, that o&zm has tha sole ruponsibtlj.ty for tonil:bring. The
letter 1nfomd another SEA that the ‘SEAs are aut:horized to conduct

~
monit:oring act:ivi.ties .

e s o b,
SEA - perionnel view their visits to dist:ric:s as a good opportunity '
for wmonitoring, and they think ED should take advantage’ of SEAs' . ‘;
-oversight activic'iu.' Undcr the SEA Title VII -grants, SEA staff visit
discricca to provide usiscnnco and wmake rccomndacions for, 1mprove- _ a
menc. \u: soma of t:hcn bolieve that their rocomendaciom are not heeded
pecause”. they have no rcgulatory authority over :hcu projects. In
addit:ion, where there ire acate programs for LEP studenu SEA u:aff may

make monit:oring visits - to 4‘.tstr1ct:s that have 'rit:lo VII grmcs. but’

:heir authority is limitad CO\ wmatters related to t:hn state progtam.
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Federal By idance for sm A number of respondents expressed ‘3.
wish for more frequent communication from ED. They would 1like 'td

receiva mfomtzion “and f«dback in several areas. ‘For one, they would
like to' rccdvc lp.au of tho Title VII ﬁranta to lqcal districts in
their states and in mighboriag states. (They now have to canvass a
state iu ordcr to find out who has received grants.)  If they had such
liats, and upeciauy 1f a brief description of each district's project
could be providcd they would be .able to pyt dister’ict: us‘f\f in touch

with their counterparts whos are operating similg_r projecty or facing

) sinilat needs, ’ __ B ' AR i

to the dis"trtct:l .visited by ED, B : 0

*n

PFinally,, grantees under this pfogrm say that '_ they would ._wol'cou_ne |

more feedback from ED on :h:ir[mm performance. Such feedback' ic

aeems’, would not only help them' capitalize on their strengths and
correct their weaknesses, but could also improve morale by giving them
more contact with ED. .

It should be noted that SEA ﬁrant&n do not want ED to. ptovide"so'
_much guidance that it further limits their " activities under this
. pi;ogram._ The latitude allowed for SEAs' own professional judgment and

priorities appears to ‘:be considered a strength of this program. ’

" The overall system of tg:hnical auistance. As coordinators a;;d
providers of cechnicd usisunco, SEA staff are in a position to
observe st:rengths and weaknessu of tho faderally funded network of
assistance providora. Aa m:Lght be expacted, thetr oburvuions vary by
;segion, by the local n«ds they perceive, and by their own#individual

vieWpoints. However, & few comments emerge across several SEAs.
bl >

¢ i L . ' e

SEA staff ‘yould also like to Be informed when ED makes monitoring o
v'isj.ta to districts, in' their gtates. This would permit them to
" coordinate their own monitoring®efforts amd-to follow up awith assigtance
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The recent lhift from BESCs, which are funded by grants, to BEMSCs,
which are fundcd by conttncta. has occasiomd um\y problema, At
puunt. t:hn BEMSCs cannot ptovide services not:"oxp‘licitly mentioned in
their’ contractl-—ouch as worluhopo on t:Opics t:hnt. have newly cmr#ed as
areas of need--unless they go to the trouble of obtaining. formal
modifications in their contracts. SEA staff #ay that this has greatly
reduced the uufulnon of BEMSCs as assistance providers. 'rhoy say that
{laxibilicy is an inporhnt muctcriuic of a ‘good assistance system,
and that the shift to contracts has markedly lessened flexibility in

this system. o L

=" More broadly,  soms respondents commented that the overall df"jst_em of

"nult:iple assistance resources sometimes leads to duplication of effort.

~ Parallel efforts in utetials development may go on iR two organizatiom
simul ancously. Local {ehool districts wmay réceive in-service ttaining'
from diffdrent providers that overlaps. in content but lacks coordination
and thadore is less effective than it should be. 'l‘hun the capacit:y of
the overall system to coordiuace uuistance is appatently oomot:imes, )
swamped - by the shee: amount of uoistance available to and uud by‘

~ school district:s .




T -vu-./,-mt.rcuxous_.or RESULTS . . ™.

v ‘ : :
- Our study of SEA acti;itiea undcr Titlo VII has 1ed us - to several_

- conclunionq about diroctiona !ov program impfovemant ‘under this,grant'g
authority. In this scction ve, prosent these concluuiona in rnsponse ‘to
three qucstions. What goals forn thn basis for " federal support to SEKB
under Title VII?' What steps could SEAs .take’ in fulfillmont of these
goals? How could the federal government encourage and aseist SEAs in'
taking these stepa? - fj ‘ P : 'i - ‘." -

Goals of Title VII Support tofgign
_ OQur analysis cuggescs Ehat‘thc current 1egisiat;ve'gcaia of_Title
VII grants to SEAs are still perccivegiaq valid and inpcrtant”in'scaces
and districts. As stated in Title VII tagulations, that goal 1i'tc
‘enable SEAs "to coordinate technical _asgiscance to programa of bilingual7‘
+education funded under the Act within their states.,(\}ocal r.cipienta ‘
of Title VII grants need a place they-can go to obtain help in 1mproving .
‘ their educational services to- LEP students,  Because the Title vIiI
aaaistance uetwork includes many providers of help, Title VII grantees
{/\\,ed a knowledgeable resource that can help them determine exactly what '
" their needs are and which assiscance provider (or providers) is most
likely to be able to provide help. -
: : ; s

-

The need for an intermediary between LEA and provider grows out of
sevaral apecial' charccccristics .of .bilingucl educction. Most impor-
tantly, bilingual education is an especially difficult educatioﬁal_
technique to 1mplenont.: It requires an instructional approcch tailored
to the particular language capabilities ‘of each different group of LEP
students. Pre-pac}ased curricula, for example, can work only if they
are adapted to the needs of each group of LEP students and if they are
implemented by . highly :raiqed teachars who are themselves fluunt in at .
least two languages. Moreover, the students useding bilingual education’

Y generally exhibit serious educational needs, which .are occasioned by
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‘for this proliferation of service prov

" might need chem{usncmca.

their inability to communicate effectively ip Englisl'r and (nomacimeo)

their 1ack of f.niliaricy with the U. S. culture.
& .

m
Y
.‘I

Given these clullingu inherent in the -ﬁrovisiqn’ of cduci_cianal.
sarvic“ to LEP students, ‘it 1is not surprisiug that wmany types of
institutions have developed caplcitiu to uaist LEAs m arsas related

to bilingual educetion. ' (Theré are poj
ica prov l”. too, hut tha effact of' the
prolitetacion is wmore 1mport:ant: here 'y an are the reasons for\ic )
Morepvor, r.heu asgistance providers are scatterad ucross the councry.

and so cgnnoc be preccad to make their services known to ovory LEA that

) e
-Under these . citcmtances, it 1is réu’on&ble "‘c'hac technical ,
assistance. .coordinators ahould be designar.ed under Title VII. ~ Tt i.s
also reasonable that SEAs. ahould ‘he the agencies ddaignacad to pldy such
a role. This function is con.iscent with the nsponsibilicios imposed
on SEAs by other program authb;ized under the Elementary and Secondary
Educatign Act and also ‘with SEAs' conuinuing roles . in edacational
improvement and school reform. S o _ /
- ® . .
Beyond this, our study suggests that sowe or all 'SEAs have the a
capacity to’ address addicidnil goals that could be adopted in ‘this

program of technical aasiscance coordination. First, the program ..

tegulationi)'i could explicitly encourage SEAs to serve all school
districts that enroll LEP students, rather' than stating ch@c the goal 1is
‘ gervice to “programs of bilingual eduuciog funded under the Act.” As

detailed elsewhere in this repott, LEAs that do dot havé Title VII

grants=—or that formerly had Title VII gun_r.g.--often have grater lmeds
for technical assistance than do"ritlg VII grantees. '

» -,

Second, the SEA role could be extended axplicit.ly to that. of
providing c('chni.cal auisunca as well as coordinating uoiacmce. Our

data shoy that :the profuaionnl scaff in SEA bilingual of!icu can

)
1
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anawar many of the qu ationa that ariao in *ocal programl. Whon the

capacity to provido anowara and assistance exists in an SEA, the SEA
staff baliavﬁ it .would i be ineftici’nt to refer the requoat to another.
assistance. providod (who may be located in a difforant state).. In ﬂact.
the SEAa do ‘not haoitata to provide help themselves. A "third and
broader poaaibla goal for the program would be to provide incentives for
states to assume greater responsibility tov the proviaion and improve-
ment of educational services ko LEP students. In states whoro bilingual

Waducation is a federal program only, our SEA roapom'lam:sl bolieva that

LEP students are unlikoly to rot‘aive the scope and quality of services
they need. S$EA offices! of bilingual education could take a role like
that of OBEMLA, which ia the, "central point of contact both to coor-
dinate the administration of diocrote program of bilingual education,
as wvell as -to provid_a guidanoa for other program_o in the department that
impact or have a relationship to the 'con"capt of bilingual education or

.to the target popu}ation™ (Bi.scoechea, 1980). : ] .

Whether or not federal funds are made available to support state
.leadership in bilingual education, a related option for this program
‘would be to permit states with high levels df commitment to bilingual

education to exercise somewhat greater flexibility in their use of Title

'VI1 funds than’ might otherwide be allowed. In this atuoy,' we observe

that such a commitment is associated with SEA capacities that could

‘potentially fulfill a wider role.. States that have demonstrated their
- concern for the education. of LEP students through state funding and the

enforcement of state laws, might :be permittad to yse their Title VIl
fundd for aptivi.tiaa such as the following~ ¥

"o Administration of state laws and fundiag provisions intended to
bepefit LEP students; '
:',':. ' ;, . s
, Pﬂoviaion of asaistance to IHE \program ?f bilingual teacher
ttaining, and . L LA

Y
b

.




" @aducation.

° Heuicdring and enforcemant of cowpliance with Title VII require~

ments for locei_grenteee. o | _ '

Finelly, our’ teeeareh findings highlight enochet goal thet is
iupot't'.em: t:o tt‘ SEA 3renl:eee in this program. In their view, the
techniqal eeeistance network whose eervicee SEAa coordinate should
provide reasonable coverage -of all major technical assistance needs of
LEAs en& shoild raflect a coherent organiution. “The ability of SEAs to

coordinate technical assistance 1s obviously increaeed by a more""_ .
effective and well-organized system of technical assistance in bilingual

Steps SEAs Can Take To Fulfill These Goals

i

. ‘
SEAs can choose from among eevera_l approaches’ in ihﬁroving their
programs of technical assistance coordit_xetion.  Por .example, they can

improve their channels of communication, such as newsletters ~and

memorenda, ‘and they can hold more and better workehops on issues of high E
priority to LEAs, Any of tlﬂeee approaches will be more effective in

states that take active responsibility for the prpvis of high—quality

educational services to LEP 'students. ; In‘eepecti e jof \federal funding

opportunities under Title VII, improwenent tn ¢ elivery of educa-/
tional servicee to LEP etudent:e {s essentially~a state and local
esponsibility. Given constraints on the grqwth in federal spending,

that aituation s not likely to change. L

&

Growth. and improvemem: in etace responeibilit:i,ee can be achieved Ain |

increnaed

several weys. ]his report has discussed - the iuport:ance ok,
state comiqmenci to the provieion of stace financial suppord\and the
enforcement of state laws assfsting LEP smd’enta. In additionm, ,
can igprove the education of LEP students by integrat:ing the concerns of
LEP students throughout the state education progren. qnxnplu of SEAs
doing "this were witndssed in efforts to imptove the coprdinatién of

services to LEP studghts who are handicapped. Anot.her axample obgerved

L]

4

8

teg % .




was -:hec of states 1ntegret1ng foteign language instruction and
" bilingual eduqacion through increased state-level emphaeis on “second
~ language. acquisition,” These SEA efforts tend to increase general
rewereneae of . the educational ' needs of 1EP students while also mnking
bilingual eduqe;ion a more central component of ‘local educational
brograms{

Another area 1nrwhich'SEAs can exert leadership to good effect 1s
in their relations with IHEs in ‘the area of bilingual education. The
study indicated wide variation among SEAs {n their levela of
_ coordination. with IHEs within their states. 1In general, states that
required bilingual ce;ti tion for .teachers of LEP students tended to
exhibit more active coordi tion with IHEa. SEAs without active
coordination with 1HEs: perceived that their programs would be stronger
1f they had better coordination with thoee 1nst1tutione..

Steps the Federal Government Can _Take To Improve SEA OQ_;ations Under
Title VIl

¥

Examined at the broedﬁet lével, Title VII support to SEAs is likely
to be most effactive in states that have made the greatest state-level

commitment to the education of LEP students. In these states, the SEAFe'
efforts 1in  coordinating technical asgistance are likely (a) to build

ubon the SEA's stature as an advocate for the educetion of LEP students
and (B) to draw upon the technical assistance capacities of the SEA.

At present'the Title VII:gtant program to SEAs makes no distinction

. between states that have exhibited such commitment and those that have
uo:;s Because any such distincc;on would require legislative change, we
realize it would require coueiderable review and debate. Nevertheless,
1f the option is judged to have merit:l possible criteria for che assass~
~ ment of atace comnitment in this .area could 1nclude ‘the Eollowing-

\
.o

\
\
\




 education” office often lies outside

.education, or -equity education. In the view of this researcher,

. E:_d.futance and } enforcement of state law gpquiring. .opecial- ’

educational services for LEP: students; / 4

!

e Special state gunding fot gervices to LEP students; and

S anuireu{;:it thgt_tuchom of LEP students be specially certified
(or endorsed). =~ . L :
l . v

~

As an 1ncent1ve to states exhibiting comnitment in one or more of

these areas, the SEA grant authority under Title VII could be mnded to
perm:l.t qualifying SEAs to carry out additional activities, such as the_
three listed earlier in this section (1.3., adminiatration of state
provisions for LEP students, provi sion - of usistanca to IHE bilingual
prograus, and Title Vil noni_toring and enfqrcencpt).

"One mmbor of tha study team bolieves that SEAs need & thrashold

level of funding to enable them to carry out basic activities that would --
benefit LEP students in their states. Oue Qeuon is that SEAs reca:l.ving
very small grants have gome of the same administrativc tasks as do SEAs -
with large grants;- thoso include . proponl writins, grant mgotiating,

perhaps some outfof-state travel conferrinﬁ, delegating, and coor-_
dinating activities, A second reason is that in SEAs receiving very
small grants, the wmajor. area of __rgipon-ibility \tor the “bilingual -

Title VII-rclated affairs, and

gerhap's outside LEP student concerns. When the 'ritlo VII grant is not
sufficient \o fund one FTE, and yhen few or no state hmdl are provided
for SEA activities in bilingual education, the peoplc ‘responsible for
the Title VII grant to the SEA may be pmm-ny concerned . with foreign '
language studies, multicultural education, migrant education, vqcaztonal 7

~ the

federal govemmnt ‘wishes ‘to guat'antoc that its interests. are
represented in seefng that LEP wtudents. are -afforded cqﬁal education
opportunities it mst ptovide aufficient money to fund an overseer.

5
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64

o
. .“.. ..




& ' ‘. "' ’ . . w :
‘ Another type ot step that cpuld b. taken at thc fedctal level- would

be to make certain wmarginal 1mprovements in. the 'ritla Vi1 network of

problais roported by SEAs and LEAs in the new contractual stmct\}h for

the. BEHSCO. Respondents from virtually all SEAs and LEAs expressed

concery over the rigidity of the new structure. OBEMLA should take a
careful look. at. that system and detcrmine whether. greater flexibility
could be re-inttoduced to permit the BEMSCs to respond to unanticipateq
state and local’ ﬂl!d.r\ '

s
VN '

1f OBEMLA wishes to. ﬂ:l.n:l.mizc adninisttative burden imposed by the

‘Title VII _SEA grant prqgrau,- it could consider a simplification of

current grant applicition procedures for SEAs. = At present, SEA
ap?licationé an rated against qualitativo criteria, thereby n‘equiting
SEAs to ptepate ldngthy descriptions and justifications for their

. proposed activities. Grants are awatdcd howcvet on a formuld basis’ to

all SEA applicants submitting applications ‘and achieving a minimim score
of 50. OBEMLA could consider dropping the qualitative rating of SEA
applications and requiting only a, btief program narrative from

applicants. Altarnatively, it could rely more heavily on the ratings to |

determine grant anounts .

% ,lf
.~ -

- technical assistance providers. In this rapott ve have described the

o
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APPENDIX A

gbilting of SEAs Fundcd and Years of Gtanc

' Award Approval Received,

L}
Alaska S One year
Arizona , . - 3rd year
California / ¥ 2nd year
Colorado - - 3rd year
. Confecticut . 3rd year
_ Plorida 3rd year
Georgia One year
Hawaii 2nd year
~ 1daho Opn ydar
-I11iois One year
Indiana One year
Iowa One year
Kansas -One year
. Kentucky One year
‘Louisiana 3rd year
Mainge 2nd year
Maryland’ 3rd year
_Massachusaetts 2nd year
" Michigan lst year
Minnesota One year
Montana 3rd year
Nevad One yesar
New Jarsay 2nd year
New Maxico ~ lst year
New York .. lst year
North Carolina One year
Ohio One yesr
Oklahoma lst yeat
Oregon : One year
Pe’nnsylvanw ‘18t yesr
Rhode 1sla lst year
South Dakota . One year
Tennessee .2nd year
Texas Ona year
.Utah 1st year
Vermont + One year
Virginia One year
Washington .One year
Wisconsin ~lst year
Wyouing, One year
. Puarto Rico 3rd year
Trust Territories 2nd year
69

1983

:
grant
of 3~yetr

of J-year
of 3~year

of 3-year
of 3-year:

grant

of 3-year
grant
grant 1
grant
‘grant
grant
grant
of 3-year
of 3-year
of 3-year
of 3~year
of 3~year
grant

‘of 3~year

grant

of 2-year
of 3-year
of 3-year
grant
grant

of 2-year
grant
of 3~year
of 3~year
grant

of J-year
grant

of 2~year
grant
grant
‘grant

of 3-year
grant

of 3-year

of 3-year

grant

grant
grant
grant
grant

grant

grant
grant
grant
grant
gradt
gfant
grant
grant
grént
grant

grant
grant

grant

grant

grant

grant
grant




APPENDIX B

Key Fcnturnt of State Bilingual Education Lagialation

2permissive legislation

Y . A

w o ﬁ:,
- ] N
| s E 8 T % 83
i 2§ &8 & & a3 ii
8 N “wt 0 o 035
. b .g ~ - g | 2
3 'd 4 .4 <4 & 8 - |=f3
Type, of Legisla%ion - | M P2 =M |Pp | M| =] -
Languagh_Maincen;;Qa Progran ) S ! . i
Transitional Program o X | X X]f;'X* X |
'ESL Program 4% X | x@;
Provision of LEP Status’ X X X X {X
Entry Tests Jx |x x x| X
—
Exit Tests. X | X al X | X
Yearly Evaluacion -of Students X X X X :
Parcicipacion of Honolingual Ty
English Spoakers X X
Prohibition of Segrégation _
of Students X X X X
Cultural Component X X
Outline of Mathodology ° X X |
T - -
Teacher Tartification for .
Bilingual Education X X X X
" Teacher Certification for-ESL X X
Staff Development-
Financial Assistance X *X X \
Bilingual Teacher Aides-
Career Ladder Program i
--Parant/Comnunity Involvonnnt 1X X X
Use' of Connuniqy Coordinacors, X
Parental,Conaedc for ".‘ S ‘ , ’
Scudqnt Bnrolluent X X X X | X
Availability of State Funds X X X g
IMandatory legislation. ° R
71
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e
Z

‘ T:hn-itional Program

s

‘Flotida ~

Qawaii N -

Georgia

Idaho_f

s

_Kentucky

Type of- Legialation

L
ri

= | I11inois

i ™ | Kansas -

Language Mnih:gnauco ffosfiﬁ'

ESL Program

Proviston of LEP Status

EntryATests.

e

00

Exit Tests '3’. a

" Yearly Evaluation of 8tudants

Participation of Monolingual
_Engligh Speakers '
<

Prohibition of Segregation
of Studencs I?

Cultural Compbnent

Outline of Machodology

" Tescher Certificatiop’ for

Bilingual Education L
—

Teacher Certification for,gSL |

X3

~

Staff DQGQLOpunnt-
Financial Assistance

Bilingual Teacher Aides~

‘. Carder Laddet Program

"PardnEICoununity Involvement

Use 6£\09ﬁnun1ty Cobrdinp;orn

Parental Consent for
»'Student Bnrollutnt

Awlilabitity of‘Btana ?undo

iegial,cion undir ékV‘lOlent




]
* o]
o . vl )
. [ : B
E s & ¢ 3% ¢ .-
- ] 0 ® @ 3 § g
o g ) M. e (') L] .
. . - YR B~ g ® @ w
" e B ) g . K] @ § ,
. 8§ § & § .38 § ¢
. Type of Legislation: e | —=n M |P {—=]=1=-=7
Language Maintenance ?rogram
. 3
Transitional Program X, X X X @; .
ESL 'Program v X ) & "
" Provision of LEP Staiui x |x [x
Entry Tests - ¢ o - X _x"
Exit Tests s ' X
Yearly Evaluation of'scu4cuta" X | X |X
Participation of Monolingual / | "
_ English Speskers X
Prohibition of Segregation |
of Students X X
\
Cdltuﬁal Component X X
Outline of Methodology . i
Teacher. Certification. for K |
- Bilingual Education . WX X
Teacher Certification for ESL .| X 4
Scaff Dovelovneht~ r'
Financial Assisctance "

Bilinguql Toachct Aides-
Career Ladder Program .

. : S AAT ‘
Parent/Community Involvement . X X X
Use of Community Coord;ﬁatdro‘ X
Parental Consent for
Student Enrollmont X ' X
Availnbility of State ?undn X X




-
-

"~

York
A
{ North Cm:ol_i.na},~
North Dakota

'0h104,'

] | Nebraska
© | New Mexico
= New 7

o | New Hampshire
b,

: ~

g

1

(X { New Jersey -

Type of Legislation

Language Maintenance Program

transicioﬁal Program-

‘ESL Program

R 2 L

Provision of LEP Status r

Entry Tests

"Exit Tests ) | ﬂ“

Yearlyjﬂvaluation of Students

Participation of_Monolihgual
English Speakers

4
Prohibition of Segregation
of Students \

Cultural Component

Outl8ne of Methodology

Teacher Certification for
Bilingual Educatiqe .

Teacher Corfificitf&n for ESL X

Staffﬁbeve10pment- .
‘Financial Assistance

Bilingual Teacher Aldes~ K
Career Ladder Program

re

Parent/Community Involvement
) » .

v

. Use of Coumunity Coobdinhtdri;'

Parental Consent for
‘ Student Enrollment

Availability of ‘Stace Funds

?chiolu;ion uqﬁhr developaent




" . g | '?'ﬁ
y ] -l o
‘ i F g
Y] Q-
PR 8 2
R g Y i:» - - o
coLH N N : g
Lo ~ i & 5 E18 & ¢ & &
Type of Legislation -~ | P - | M -1 P -— M Pm
— —~— — . '
_Language Maintenahccﬂ?rogran X
Transitional Program X b ¢ o x| X
| - I' : 4: T g + -

" ESL Program _ RN r‘ X R X | X
Provision of LEP Status | x x| X
Entry Tests \x X X .

 Exit Tests ) . \1{ R x|
Yearly Evaluation of Students ! ~x\ O\ (" X | X
Participation of Morfolingual ) ‘ \ | I '
English Speakers ' ERINEN
‘P'rohibiti'on of Segregation ;i
of Students . ' X
Cultural Component : X X
Outlineof Methodology X AT X
Teachear Certification for
Bflingual Education . ' X X
Teacher Certification for ESL | * X x3_+,?x X
_staff Development- }
Financial Assistance ' ’ ‘ ) X X
avaide - o,
Bilingual Teacher Aides~- ,
Career \kadder Program §
Parent/Community Involvement ;| v X R S
Use of Community Coordinators o ‘ X
! o y * -
Parental.Consent for ¥
Student Enrollment . x| X
;4 .Availability of State Funds X x | x.
fujﬁlatt_m under development |
o 75\ >




>

Wyoming
Mariana Islands

ez [
i \

West Virginia

Vermont
V:lrg_inia .'
. Guam

1

=l Washington

X { Wisconsin
- 'O American Samoa

|
&

.__'I"ype"Y_f"' Legis #;t ion' B [

Language Maintensnce Program
. - L

]
<

Trangitional Pr&gran | ‘ .

-« " ’.‘_

- ESL Brogram

»a | =]
>4

Provision .of LEP Status = F

‘o

Entry Tests ‘ . - R ¢ . n

. Exit Tests ' - _ _ X

"

Yearly Evaluation of Students X X

Participation ‘of &molingual\ ' ‘ - .
Q English Speakers . . . ' vﬁx

Prohibition {\ggregation '
of Students g

Cultural Component R . 5

L A
—Qutline of Methodology 3 X .
. ‘hﬁjﬂ:‘ . . e . : . . ’ a’

Teacher Certification for =~ - — | | | | - _ :
Bilinmgual Education X | X . X X

Teacher Certification for BSL | | X - | x 1x |, |*.

Staff Development-
Financial Assiacance .

' Bilingual Teacher Aides- 2 - - ‘J
’ Career Ladder Program o 1 1. ' 1.

\

‘ \t - j'
Patent/Comunicy lnvolvomnc : : C . . F
5 -

i *Use of Comnity C'bordfnu’tors

A T

>

~ Parental Consent for . _ : N o ;
" Student Entollnlnt. . . + {1 . X |. - e

Availability of Suu r\mdn

. pegislation under dwcldpunt : S . .
| "Prohtbim teaching in a non-zngnoh l.anguagn S - v




Puerto Rico

N

Territpriea

Type of Ldﬁiql&tion

g.
-}
o
]
[}
(]
-]
., el
00
7]
i
>
M

' Language Maintenance Program

Transitional "Program

ESL ,Program -

Provision of LEP Status

Entry Tests

Exit Tests

Yearly Evaluation of Students

Participation of Honol*pgual

‘English Speakers

Prohibition of chrcgacion
of Scudcnts.

' Cultural Comﬁbnint

Outline of M-chodology '

'Tcnchcr Certificntion for -

Bilingual Education

-

Teacher Cartification for ESL

. Staff Development-

Financial Assistance . 4

2

Bilingual Teacher Aldes-.
Career Ladder Program

PR

Parent/Community Involvemant |

Use of -Community Coofdinators | -

__Parental Consent for
3 Studanc Enrollment -

Agailnbilicy of State Funds.

ILegislation undcrwdovqlopnonn

1

Soorce: _Predaris, T. G.
(1982).  Guide to State .
Education Agencies 1981-82,
Rosslyn, VA: NCBE,
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