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I. INTRODUCTION

The Evaluation of Bilingual Education Programs for Language-Minority,
Limited-English Proficient Students, currently being conducted by RMGC
Research Corp. under contract to the U.S. Office of Education, is intended
to improve local evaluation practices with the dual goal of enhancing
local utility of evaluation information and providing a data base that
will be useful for broader purposes. As a first step in the study, an
extensive review of the literature was conducted to determine the state of
the art in bilingual education evaluation in the United States and to
develop recommendations for a bilingual evaluation system. The second
step was the development of a methodologically sound, standardized evalua-

. tion system and its documentation in a two-volume Users' Guide. The Bil-
ingual Education Evaluation System (BEES) was designed for use in evaluat-
ing local level bilingual education projects.

Developnent of the BEES was guided by four primary design objectives:

e The system should reflect the knowledge gathered out of previous
work in bilingual education evaluation.

® It should provide g..uance on how to avert salient threats to the
validity of evaluatien findings.

® It should be useful at the local level for purposes of project

inprovement.

o It should be totally responsive to the current federal legislation
and regulations governing the evaluation of Title VII projects.

In developing the BEES we assumed that most projects will not be able
to implement a traditional true or quasi-experimental design for reasons
that are well documented throughout the literature. For this Teason, we

formulated a "gap-reduction” design that is easy to implement, satisfies




the regulations’ requirements, and does not require a comparison group

made up of students similar to those served by the project.

The gap-reduction design yields an index relating the growth made by
project participants to ‘that made by a non-project comparison group rather
than a quantitative estimate of the project’s impact. The evaluator must
rely on a wide array of information and findings about both process and
outcome to form judgements about project effectiveness. The system empha-
sizes quality control and recognition of unavoidable problems as a method

of avoiding erroneous conclusions.

The third step of the study was to field test the system in nine
school districts across the country. The purposes of the field test are
to answer the following (r.estions about the BEES:

® To what extent has the system aided the sites in defining and

cbjectively measuring the impact of the bilingual program on its
students? ’

® To what extent can the system serve to improve local evaluation

practices?

@ To what extent can the system generate data suitable for use in

local decision making?

e How adequately can the evaluation designs be integrated with a
district’s regular instructional and testing programs?

e How suitable are data generated by the system for synthesis across
Title VII projects?

© What are the costs incurred in implementing the system’s evalua-
tion designs (costs associated specifically with the project site,
start-up costs, and ongoing costs)?



e To what extent would a district requizre technical assistance in

implementing the system?

While participation in the field test has represented some burden to
the sites, this has been offset by training and technical assistance pPro-
vided by RMC staff. These activities will be described in the next chap-
ter of the report.

Our goal in selecting field test sites was to represent the broadest
possible range of bilingual education projects in terms of geography,
minority languages, and program design. Site selection criteria are
described in Appendix A. We decided that because California, Texas, and
New York have the largest bilingual populations, they should each have two
sites. Arizona, Florida, and Oregon were selected to participate with one

site each.

SEA's were asked to nominate sites for inclusion in the study, and
sites were then asked to pafticipate. Appendix B is the invitation letter
sent to sites. Two initially selected sites dropped out and were
replaced. We were not able to locate any late-exit or immersion projects
willing to serve as field test sites. Each field test site is described
briefly below and summarized in Table 1.

Tucson Unified S;D,, Arizona

The Tucson Unified School District serves 54,000 students, of whom
26% are language minority and 22% are Spanish speaking. Language-minority
students are over-represented in special education (13.5% compared to 8%
district-wide) and under-represented in gifted classrooms (.3% compared to
4% district-wide). Even lower percentages of LEP students are in gifted

classrooms,

Bilingual special education classes are funded by the district. The
Title VII project supplements and expands these programs in grades K-12
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and has encbled the establishient of a bilingual gifted class for gifted X
LEP students. The project ogffers transitional bilingual education to
identified students. When the students become English proficient, they
have the option of transferring to comparable all-English classrooms or of
remaining in biiingual education. Approximately 228 studcuis are served,
of whom 85% are low income.

San Jose Unified School District. CA

San Jose Unified School District, located south of San Francisco,
serves approximately 217,704 studerts (of whom £5% are from low-income
families and 12% are LEP) representing at least 36 different languages.
One of the factest growing language groups in the district is Indochinese.
The Indochinese LEF population grew from 455 students in 1981 to 766 in
1986.

The Title VII project is located in five schools, elementary through
high school, which were identified as having a significant influx of Indo-
chinese students and having demonstrated a long-term commitment to meeting
the needs of Indochinese LEP students. The project includes ESL instruec-
tion for all Indochinese students, Ll instruction for Vietnamese-speaking
students and for other language groups where possible, staff and parent
training, and curriculum development.

.
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Valley Center Union School District, CA

The Valley Center Union School District, in a rural part of San Diego
County, serves over 1,300 students at grades K-8. The population includes
commuters, ranchers, citrus farmers, and ranch- and farmworkers. Approxi-
magely 12% of the district’s students are Spanish-dominant LEP students.
The district has ‘provided ESL and Spanish reading instruction to these
students, who by grade 8 lag approximately five years below the grade
level of their English-speaking peers while being chronologically two
years older.




The project is a transitional bilingual education project emphasizing
concept and skill development in Spanish with later transfer to English.
The project will serve 162 LEP students at grades K-8, 74% of whom are
from low-income families. The project uses as basal readers language
texts centered around each child’s unique experiences. The project aiso

includes Spanish language development for English-only students,

Community School District #5, New York City

Community School District #5, in economically-deprived Harlem, has
appreximately 11,911 students enrolled in its public schools and 3,162 in
non-public schools. In the public schools, there are 836 LEP Hispanic
students. The families of many of these children have recently immigrated
from rural areas offering few or no school services. Over half the par-

ents have less than an eighth-grade education.

The Title VII project is located in P.S. 161, an elementary school
with a large coﬁcentration (over 80%) of Hispanic students which continu-
ally receives new arrivals from Hispanic countries. This school also
houses a district bilingual progrem and a Chapter 1 program. The Title
VII project will serve new arrivals in grades K to 3, new inicoming kinder-
garten and first graders, and second and third graders who score at or
below-the 20th percentile on the LAB, a total of about 258 students. The
project is a transitional bilingual education project with an emphasis on
developing students’ skills in both Spanish and English.

School Board of Polk County, FL

Polk County is a 58,000 student school district located in central
Florida. Citrus cultivation, one of the county’s main industries,
attracts a large population of Spanish-speaking migrant farmwérkers to the
county. In 1981-82, Polk County schools served 6,683 children of migrant
workers. Four percent of the district'’s minority-language students are
referred each year for serious intellectual, academic, social, and/or emo-

tional problems.
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A district-funded bilingual education program has been in place since
1979-80. The Title VII transitional bilingual education project has been
implemented to bring additional services to district schools having the
highest concentrations of LEP Hispanic students. Qoals of the pProject are
to meet the academic needs of these LEP students to enable them to achieve
at the rate and level of their non-LEP peers and to provide students and
their families with needed services through employment of a Hispaniec
social worker. The project serves approximately 380 students in grades
K-8.

Iyler Independent School District, TX

Tyler Independent School District in Northeast Texas is a district of
16,500 students, of whom 3% are Spanish-dominant and LEP. The number of
LEP students has been increasing dramatically. These students on the
average are achieving from one to three years below grade level, and most
are from families of very low socio-economic status. The district suffers

from a Qhortage of teachers with bilingual education érsdentials.

The Title VII transitional bilingual education program, which serves
approximately 300 students, operates out of two elementary school build-
‘ings in attendance areas having the largest numbers of LEP students. Stu-

dents in other attendance areas are bused to one of these buildings.
Staff development,. in coqjunction with a nearby university, is an impor-
tant part of thé project, so that local Spanish- speaking teachers and pro-

. spective teachers can obtain .appropriate credentials.

Valley View Independent Schoo ct

Valley View Independent School District, located in a rural part of
Texas along the Rio Grande, serves 746 students. Of these 98% come. from
low-income families and 88% are LEP. Ninety-five percent of the dis-
trict’'s population is of Mexican descent, ard 65% are migrant field work-
ers, many of whom are recent immigrants. LEP third and fifth graders in




the district achieve less than 50% mastery of objectives on the Texas
Assessment of Basic Skills. '

The Title VII project is located in the district's elementary school
site. It serves approximately 550 students in grades K-5 with a program
emphasizing concurrent development of English and Spanish reading skills.
The project h;s a materials development component involving the develop-
ment of computer software for the reading instruction. Forty parents of
children with severely limited English proficiency will be recruited for a
special parent involvement program emphasizing literacy and transfer of
skills to English. :

Salem- 0)

In the fall of 1985, Salem-Keizer Public Schools began serving dis-
trict five-year olds for the first time. Half of district students and
over 80X of district LEP students had in the past been found unable to
enter first grade at age six. Because the district offers bilingual pro-
grams at first and successive grades, there was a need to offer a bilin-
gual program for five-year old LEP students who would then continue with a
bilingual program in the first grade.

Four elementary schools with the highest concentrations of LEP stu-
dents in the district were selected for the program, which includes stu-
dents whose primary languages are English, Vietnamese, Khmer, and Spanish.
- 'The goal of the program.is to enable studerts to be promoted to first
grade and through successive grades. The program includes a home-teaching

component for parents, and serves zpproximately 100 students.

Community School District #10, New York

Community School District #10 is located in the northweQEern portion
of the Bromx. It has a highly diverse, multi-ethnic student population of
about 35,000 students in grades K-9. Approximately 20% are LEP students




of llispanic or Asian backgrounds. Four intermediate and Junior high
schools in the district have been identified_as most in need of assis-
tance, based on mobility and truancy rates and percentages of LEP stu-
dents. Over half of these LEP students are Hispanic.

The Title VII project provides supplementary servires and opportuni-
ties to those Spanish-dominant students judged most in need of assistance.
Sexvices include ESL; self-awareness; decision making; career, economic,
and educational awareness, and employability skills. Students also
receive assistance from a bilingual education assistant and a family
worker. Approximately 300 students are served.

Contents o e Re t

This report describes the field test of the bilingual evaluation sys-
tem in these nine diutricts. Chapter 2 discusses training 2nd techniecal
assistance offered by RMC to the field test sites to assist their imple-
mentation of the evaluation system. Chapter 3 summarizes comments and
suggestions for changes for each of the 10 chapters in Volume 1 of the
Usexrs' Gujde gathered during the field test, and Chapter 4 summarizes the
lessons learned from the Field Test.




by v v

Table 1

No.
Current . Students

Site Project Year Served
Tucson Unified 3 228
S.D., Arizona
School Board of 1 380
Polk County, FL
Community S.D. 1 300
#10, New York
San Joge Unified 3 360
Schoul District
Community School 1 258
District #5, New
York
Valley Center 3 162
Union S.D., CA ’
Salem-Keizer 2 99
Public Schools,
OR
Tyler Independent 1 300
S.D., Tyler, TX
Valley View 3 550
Independent S.D.,
TX

Grade
Levels
Served

K-12

K-8

6-9

K-12

. K-3

K-8

age 5

o
QD

Predom.
Language

Groups

Spanish

Spanish

Spanish

Vietnan-
ese, other
Asian

Spanish

Spani :h

Multiple

Spanish

Spanish

Program

Type

TBE-special
ed. and gifted
classes,

TBE and
support
services for
migrants.

ESL, career
education

ESL and TBE

TBE, erphasis
on thinking
skills

TBE, home
teaching
component

TBE

TBE, emphasis
on staff
development

TBE, materials
development,
parent educa-
tion




II. SRA TRAINING AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ACTIVITIES

- Two workshops were scheduled during the field teséing, one in Octo-
ber, 1986 and one in June, 1987. The purpose of +he first workshop as to
train the field test participants on the bilingual Education.Evaluation
System (BEES). The June workshop or exit conference was designed to pro-
vide an opportunity for these parti~ipants te share their experience in
trying out the BEES and to provide input for further revision of the

Users’ Gujde. Agendas and correspondence relating to thege workshops can
be found in Appendix C.

The October workshop was held from October 7-9 in San Francisco.
During the first morning, Lam presented an overview of the BEES and dis-
cussed evaluation planning and focusing in the BEES. 1In the afternoon,
Lam discussed process evaluation. Workshop participants took a pretest at
the beginning of the morning session, and a posttest at the end of the day
so that they could measure how much they had learned.

On the second day, Tallmadge discussed outcome evaluation, including
measurement error and the regression effect, selecting achievement tests,
other indicators of achievement, test administration and scoring, calcu-
lating growth indices, and quasi-experimental designs. Workshop partici-
pants took & pretest designe?’ to sensitize them to the issues that would
be presented that day. There was no posttest, however,

On the third aay, Tallmadge and Lam discussed data processing and
analysis, integration and interpretation of results, and evaluation
reporting. At the end of these presentations, the workshop turned to an
open discussion-'of the Users’ Guide and the field test.

After this meeting, follow-up letters were sent to participants to

clarify their roles in field testing the Users’ Guide. This letter high-
lighted key activities desired of field test site staff, asking them spe-

cifically to implement Users' Guide recommendations or document why the




recommendations were not practical in their districts. A similar letter

was sent to the sites in April in preparation for_the June, 1987 workshop.

The June workshop was held on June 17-1? in Washington, D.C. This
workshop was attended by four representatives from Tyler, Texas; two rep-
resentatives each from Community School District #5, New York; Community
School District {110, New York; Valley Center, California; San Jose, Cali-
fornia; and Valley View, Texas; and three representatives each from Tuc-
son, Arizona; Salem-Keizer, Oregon; and Polk County, Florida. Additional
participants during all or part of the workshop were James English and
Keith Baker from the Education Department, Office of Planning, Budget, and
"Evaluation; Pat Johanson, from the Education Department, Office of Bilin-
gual Education and Minority Language Affairs; and various staff from the
Education Assistance Center - East, Tallmadge and Lam represented the
project staff. The first day of the workshop was devoted to presentations
by each of the field-test sites. A staff member from each site presented
an overview of the site’s Title VII project,. the activities undertaken to
implement each Usexs’ Guiqe recommendation, and a description of the

results of the implementation, including any problems.

The second day and ﬁart of the third morning was devoted to a chap-
ter-by-chapter review of the Users’ Guide by field site staff. Site

project staff divided into four subgroups (New York districts; Salem and
Tucson; Valley Center, San Jose, and'Valley Vigw; and Tyler and Polk
County). Tallmadge met separately with attending project evaluators to
review Chapters 6 (Implementing the Gap-Reduction:Design) and 8 (Process-
ing and Analyzing Data). Review of the chapters by project staff took
longer than expected and, as a result, only the first seven chapters were

covered during the workshop (Chapter 8 was reviewed by evaluaéorS'only).

Two questionnaires were also administered during the workshop (see
Appendix D). One questionnaire was designed. to ascertain the partici-
pants’ perception of the importance of the evaluation data recomnended for

collection on students, instruction, and staff for estimating program
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effectiveness and for improving project performance. This questionnaire
was a follow-up of another questionnaire sent to the participants prior to
the June workshop. 1In this earlier questionnaire, each pilot site was
asked to rate the availability and accessibility of the data included in
the later questionnaire. The second questionnaire that was administered
during the workshop was designed to obtain input from the nine sites re-
garding the importance and usefulness of the community characteristics,
district demographics, and schnol characteristics data recommended by the

BEES. The results of these three questionnaires are discussed in Chaptér
3.

Part of the third morning was used to summarize findings from the
first two days. The findings from this meeting and from the field testing

with regard to the implementation of the Users’ Guide are presented in
Chapter 4.

In accordance with the Phase III modified contract, two site visits
were made to each site by either Lam or Tallmadge. On the average, each
visit lasted two days. Table 2 lists the dates for all these site visits.
As Table 2 shows, site visits were scheduled at varying intervals, depend-
ing upon the availability of RMC staff and the wishes of site personnel.
Lam visited Tucson, San Jose, Valley Center, New York Districts #5 and 10,

and Salem. Tallmadge visited Polk County, Florida, and Tyler and Valley
View, Texas.

The conduct of each site visit, was quite similar. Each visit
included a meeting with the site’s bilingual project staff, individually
or in a group, to discuss the site’s program and evaluation designs as
they related to the recommendations embedded in the Guide. For example,
project staff might have been concerned that the test used by the project
to measure academic achievement was too difficult for the target popula-

tion. Since the Guide recommends the use of functional-level testing,

this alternative testing procedure would have been proposed by RMC staff
and discussed with the group.
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In addition, for some sites, we conducted classroom observation with
the project site staff sither to determine the project's critical instruc-
tional features or to try out a newly developed classroom observation
checklist. The sites for which classroom visitation was conducted include
San Joce, Valley Center, Salem, and Tucson.

In addition to site visits and these workshops, we offered sites

technical assistance through frequent telephone conversations and periodic

|
i
|
correspondence. }
|

Since ocutcome data were not available, the technical assistance pro-
vided thus far has focused primarily on evaluability assurance, evaluation
planning, process documentation, data collection and management, and 1
assessment instrument review. It is anticipated that after the June meet- |

ing, limited technical assistance will be provided on data analysis and

reporting. In Table 3, different categories of technical assistance acti-
vities and the sites receiving each type are summarized.




Site

Tucson Unified
School District, AZ

San Jose Unified
School Distriet, CA

Valley Center Union
School Distriet, CA

Polk County School
District, FL

Community School
District §#5, NY

Community School
District #10, Bronx

Salem-Keizer Public
Schools, OR

Tyler Independent School

District, TX

Valley View Independent

School District, TX

able -_Site Visitation Dates

lst Visit

1/7-8/87
10/24/86
1/22/87
2/16-17/87
3/17-18/87
3/18/87
3/20/87
3/17/87
3/20/87
2/23-24/87

3/10-11/87

4/7-8/87

14
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2nd Visit

5/11-13/87

5/7/87

6/9/87

4/27-28/87

5/12-13/87

5/27-28/87

5/26-27/87,

5/4-5/87

5/14-15/87

6/5/87
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Areas of Technical
Assistance

.-------------------------------------------------------------------.-----------------------------------------------u. ....

o Revise project
objectives

o Elaborate on
project design

o Develop classroom
observation checklist

o Review data to be
collected

0 Manage data

o Review tests and
testing practices

o Review affective
outcome instruments
and methods of effec-
tive assessment

o Data analysis
(including gap-
reduction analysis)

o Reporting

Table 3. Areas of Technical Assistance by Site
Site

Polk Valley Valley

Tucson Salem County Tyler View Center
X X X
X X X
X X X X X
X X X X X X
X X X X X
X X X X X X
X X

X X X

San NY NY
Jose #10 #5
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X
X X
X -
20




In the remainder of the chapter, we describe, site-by-site, our con-
sultation with the nine field-test sites. We focus on the unique evalua-
tion problems encountered by each site, the recommendations provided by us
in dealing with these problems based on the Guide, the problems in imple-
mentirig these recommended practices, and the sites' needs for additional

technical assistance.

The objectives stated in the Tucson Unified School District Title VII
project’s proposal are all process objectives that deal with identifying
and assessing LEP gifted students, establishing a bilingual gifted class,
expanding bilingual special education, training staff and involving par-

ents. Expected student outcomes are only briefly mentioned.

As stated in the proposal, students’ literary skills in Spanish and
English, and their math skills are expected to be enhanced as a conse-
quence of their participation in the project. Spanish reading skills
and math skills are measured by the Bateria Woodcock (K-12), La Prueba
(K-8), and the Brigance Diagnostic Assessment of Basic Skills (K-8) tests.
Skills in English reading are measured by the Woodcock and the Brigance
tests after the students are exited from the bilingual to the regular spe-

cial-education classes.

The La Prueba test is a norm-referenced test and is ddministered to
all district LEP students. The Woodcock test is a norm-referenced test
and the Brigance test is a criterion-refer~nced test. Both tests are used
for identifying students in need of special educational service and for
diagnosing the students’ strengths and weaknesses. This diagnosis forms
the basis for developing an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) for each
student. This individualized instructional approach has made it difficult
to establish & general criterion of success (as measured by test scores)

for all students, since the expected growth rate varies among students.
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One recomrendacion for assessing thie project’s effect on student out-
comes is to examine each student’s performance individuslly. One way to
accomplish this is to calculate the percentage of incorrect responses on
the Brigance pretest (each student is administerad a different set of
items depending on his functional lavel) that are correctly answered dur-
ing posttest. Since each student has his own set of objectives, another
way to assess project impact is to compute the percencage of objectives
completed, partially completed, and not completed for each student.
Criteria for success for all outzome objectives based on these statistics,
and project performance can be evaluated based on the extent to which
these criteria are met. Undoubtedly, stakeholder bies could be severe
with this approach.

The La Prueba test results will also be useful for comparing project
and district LEP students. Since the test is designed for regular stu-
dents, and not for students with physical, language and/or learning dis-
abilities, functional-leve]l testinug should be used and some modification
of the test instructions should be made. The project has done both. The
test modifications include allowing students to mark their answers on the
test booklet, extending the time limits, and giving more elaborate
instructions. Since the test can only be used at grades K-8, the Woodcock
test will have to be administered to students in grades 9 through 12.

Due to its individualized instructional approach, it is also diffi-
cult for the project to prescribe the specific teaching approach that all

‘Project teaching staff should folluw. During the two site visits, efforts

were made by Lam to assist the project staff in gererating a 1list of crit-
ical instructional features. After wuch discussion and some classroom
observation, it was decided that the observational scheme should incorpo-
rate the variety of the IEPs. Instead of specifying desired teaching
behaviors, three general questions were developed to determine levels of
program implementation f-hrough classroom observation. These questions

are.

2V
aV]
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® Are the .IEP objectives appropriate for the student?
‘ Is this instructional approach appropriate to the IEP objectives?
e Is the language appropriate for the student as determined by the
language of instruction prescribed in the IEP?

Specific indicators to guide responses to these three questions will
be developed after some initial classroom observations. In addition, a
teacher survey was developed to assess primarily how teachers use the two
languages to conduct instruction (see Appendix E).

Technical assistance was also provided in data management. In part
because of the reluctance of the project teachers to test studente and
record test results systematically, test scores for the first two years of
the project are so incomplete that they cannot be used for program evalua-
tion. There was no system for filing evaluation data once they were col-
lected. Since the district has decided to participate in the field test,
.efforts have been made to centralize the data and to ensure complete test-
ing. Teachers have received in-service training on better data recording.
We will continue working withk project staff to develop a data management
system.

Salem-Kejzer Public Schools

, As stated in the district’s proposal, the project has four goals,
"related to establishing and implementing an instructional program for
.S-year old LEP students, involving parents, and training project staff.
The two student outcome objectives specify expected achievement in English

corpetence as measured by the LAS, and the extent to which the project
students will meet the requirements of the district'’s five-year-old pro-
gram as measured by the Salem Skills Checglist developed by the district.

One of the major difficulties in conducting evaluation for the Salem
project is testing 5-year olds. Standardized testing instruments are not
readily available, which makes implementation of the gap-reduction design




difficult because of the lack of normative data. It is not clear if the
LAS is appropriate for measuring achievement in English language profi-
ciency for this age group. The problem of curriculum-test match may still
exist for this grade level. Although it is subjective, the Salem Skills
Checklist, which is designed to measure skill levels in physical coordina-
tion, perceptual memery, language, and mathematics appears to be a viable
instrument for measuring student achievement. Since pretest results from
the checklist are used to prescribe instructional activities and the stu-
dents are posttested on those areas in whichk they receive instruction,
there is a perfect curriculum-test match. Again, using the checklist
makes it difficult to implement the gap:reduction design.

There is a third implicit student outcome objective which relates to
increasing student understanding of language and cultural heritage. The
objective is very difficult, if not impossible to measure directly. Other
indirect measures of the attainment of the objective, such as frequency of
eultural activities and student behavior and participation in these acti-

vities, were proposed.

Frocedures to document the level of instructional sexvice delivery
consumed a great deal of effort. During the initial meeting with the pro-
-Ject staff, we brainstormed on the critical instructional features to
determine ways to document the extent to which they are carried out in the
classes. The first classroom observation instrument developed was a
behavioral checklist that requires tallying occurrences of specified
behaviors. When Lam and the project staff tried it out in the classroom,
they found that it was not feasible to record the many instructional and
student activities that are going on in the class. It was decided that
the delayed-report approach is more appropriate.

After a few revisions, an observation form was developed that the
project staff feel is useful and appropriate for documenting the project’s
instructional service delivery (see Appendix F). The form can be used to

record activities for several small groups or for a single group across




different time segments. The observation system requires the observer to
write down for each giroup or each time'gegment, the instructional metho-
dology employed and the language used for instruction and their appro-
priateness for the students involved. Although the form is easy to use,
the observers must be very knowledgeable about bilingual and ESL pedagogi-
cal methods. This is the tradeoff between structured versus non-
structured observation that needs to be addressed in the Gujde,

Another area in which the project needs technical assistance is in
data management. Evaluatior data are being collected from different
scurcas: forms, student records, and district evaluation offices’ computer
files. The project plans to utilize its IBM cemputer to manage a.l the
data. Continued assistance to integrate all these data into a computer-

ized data base will be needed in the coming academic year.
olk County, da

Technical assistance/field test visits were made to the Polk County
school district on March 17 and 18 and May 12 &nd 13, 1987.

Ihe March visit. During the March meeting, activity was focused on a
page-by-page review of the Users' Gujde with the project director and the
district evaluator. Those persons had studied the Guide and had aszessed
the feasibility of implementing its recommendations. Many of the recom-
mended practices and procedures were already in place. No recommendations
that were not already in place had actﬁally been implemented in the dis-

trict, but many were scheduled for implementation next year,

In some cases, Polk County felt that their current practices had at
least gome features that wers superior to the Users'’ Gujde recommend-
ations. 1In other instances, they preferred our recommendations to their
current practice. In a few instances, the site persons identified con-
flicts between official state or district policies and our recommend-

ations. All of these specific comments are described below.
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The only general comment that site personnel made was that the Users’
Guide was calling for the collection and summarization of substantially
more information than they felt was required by the regulations and more
than they or anyone else could use productiely. They peinted out that,
even though the information called for was available, the personnel and
dollar costs assoclated with assembling it were substantial. They there-
fore preferred to avoid assembling non-required irformation for which they
could see no local utility.

Specific Comments.

e Table 1 (p. II-5) is confusing.

® Probébly teachers and certainly aides should be excluded from
reviewing draft reports (last bullet, Table 6, p. III-7)., 1It is
difficult enough to get reports out in a timely mannur without
this type of input, . '

© ‘Parents and community members should certainly not be involved in
conducting native language testing. They are not trained, not
unbiased, and often not literate (3rd bullet, Table 6, p. III-7).

® School district -cdministrators should not review draft reports
(last bullet, Tsble 6, p. III-8).

e Emphasize developing an action plan for implementing recommended °
project improvements. Without an action plan, recommendations are
likely to die (last bullet, p. III-10).

e Compiling all of the data called for in Table 7 (p. IV-3) is

excessive, "Tell us what we have to collect.”™ Note also that

some of the items can be derived from others and need not be sepa-

rately compiled.
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Text (from bottom of p IV-2 to top of p. IV-8) is very difficult
to follow because of the insertion of three lengthy tables. Note
too that the only reference to Table 9 occurs in the middle of
Table 8.

Table 8 should include parent/community involvement activities and
curriculum development activities. Note last sentence under Pro-
ject Characteristics on p. IV-2.

The information called for in Table 8 (P. IV-6) that derives from
requirements for grant applications is excessive. It would have

to be collected each year as it becomes obsolete rapidly.

Recomméndations to maintain close contact with project staff (last
sentence of paragraph in middle of p. IV-8) should be strongiy
emphasized.

Figure 2 on p. IV-10 (really a Table) is uséless.

Regarding the first Self-Report example in Table 10 (p. IV-12)
-~this is a cumbersome task -- should get this information from an
interview.

Tabie 11 (p: .IV-13) refers to "specifiéd behaviors." Clarify

where these behaviors come from.

Should note that behavioral checklist deals with indjvidual behav-
ior elements while coded behavior record deals with sequénces of

behaviors.

Regarding recommendation that teachers not be informed as to when
classroom observations will occur -- union agreement in Florida

requires substantial advance notice.




¢ Pages V-1 and V-2 talk about language proficiency without defining
it. Are we talking about oral language comprehension, oral lan-
guage production, reading, writing, grammar, spelling, or what?
Please provide some guidelines!

e Throughout Chapter VI, you should refer to means and medians, not
just means. You told us earlier that medians would be preferable

under certain conditions.
e Define scale score.
® Explain how tc plot gap-reduction data a la Figure 3 (p. VI-3).

© Florida adjusts for the regression-effect bias by multiplying the
gain by the test-retest reliability of the pretest. Will this
work in the gap-reduction design?

e The first sentence of the middle paragraph on p. VE-10 is confus-
ing.

¢ First bullet under Planning the Testing Schedule -- what kind of
exceptions are possible? Suppose a district wants to implement a
spring-to-spring testing schedule. When should they pretest
entering kindergartners? Is fall pretesting OK? Or does fall
pretesting force the district into a fall-to-fall schedule from
all grade levels? "Can the kindergarten pretesting be skipped
altogether? This is a problem with the regulations, -not the
Users’ Guide, but please provide some guidarce.

¢ On p. VIII-3 you talk as if each school will have its own computer

and do its own analyses. Do you not mean something else?
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® On page VIII-6, first paragraph under Other Summative Outcome Ana-
lyses -- perhaps dropouts need to be .sorted by type, such as moved

to another school in the district, migrated seasonally and are
expected to return, etc. for elementary grades there are very few
dropouts in the sense that we usually think of dropouts.

o The first sentence in the next paragraph needs to be explained.

e On page VIII-7, second paragraph from the bottom, you are asking
for too much -- especially since you acknowledge that none of this
information is required by the regulations.

® Page VIII-8, exposure-to-treatment scores needs to be clarified.

e The stratified analyses on p. VIII-10 are not required by the
regs. You should acknowledge that fact. (The top of p. VIII-1l
presents that acknowledgement, but it shopld precede, not follow,
the descriptions of the analyses).

¢ Include teacher certification under implementation data (second
bullet on p. IX-1l). Are "waivered" teachers working toward certi-
fication, etc.? Inclusion of a cultural component may also be
important. ' )

There were no comments on Chapter X, and the site visitor discouraged
extensive commeats on Chapter IX because a major restructuring of that

chapter was already underway.

The May Visit. The May visit was substantially different from that
conducted in March. The major focus was on technical issues associated
with implementing the gap-reduction design. Considerable time was spent
reviewing the conditions under which it is necessary to adjust for the
regression-effect bias and the statistical procedures involved in making

that adjustment. The Polk County evaluation staff is also responsible for




Chapter 1 evaluation and is familiar with the regression-effect adjustment
currently required by the fiorida SEA. Unfortunately, "the Florida proce-
dure is different from both the TIERS-recommended procedure and that
recommended for the BEES. It is also basically flawed in that it applies
a multiplication adjustment to the gain rather than an additive adjustment

to the selection/pretest mean score.*

We reviewed the reason that the mean selection/pretest score is nega-
tively biased, the conditions under which an sdjustment is necessary, the
factors that affect the magnitude of the bias, and the procedures that are
recormended for removing it. We also discussed ways in which the gap-
reduction model could be applied to non-test data (e.g. attendance rate).
" Because of the technical sophistication of the Polk County evaluator, some
of our discussions were more in-depth than would hzve been appropriate

elsewhere.
ler, Texas

Tyler was visited twice -- the first time on March 10 and 11 and the
second on May 14 and 15, 1987. Tyler is a unique site in that it was just
beginning the first year of its grant at the time the field test began.
For that reason, it attempted to implement nearly all of our recommend-
ations as an integral part of its start- -up activities. By the time of our
first visit, the site had actually tried out most of the process-related

ideas in the Users’- Guide.

*The impact of using the same set of scores for both selection and pretest
purposes is that the pretest mean is spuriously low and the selected stu-
dents will score higher on the next testing, even if there is no inter-
vention. The problem with attempting to correct for this bias by apply-
ing a multiplicative adjustment can be easily recognized if one considers
the situation in which there is no pre-adjustment gain.. With zero gain
it follows that the adjustment must also be zero. On the other hand, the
pretest score will be too low and should be adjusted upwards (thus creat-
ing a negative gain).
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March Visit. During the first visit we reviewed the Users' Guide

page-by-page. Site personnel found that most of our recommendations could

be implemented and said that they had found them helpful. "Some of the
reconmended practices they had planned to implement before they became
involved in the field test, but theré'were others they could not have
thought of on their own but did find helpful. )

A few of our recommendations conflicted with Texas law (e.g. modify-
ing and/or translating tests and testing out of level). We talked exten-
sively during both visits (as well as at the Exit Conference) about this
conflict without finding a satisfactory resolution for it.

In-level testing is only a problem when students encounter the test's
floor at pretest time. When that happens, however, "real® student gains
will be underestimated by the gap-reduction design (and other evaluation
designs as well) with the final result that the project will be made to
appear less ?ffective than it really is.

The most unfortunate consequence of the requirement to test in level
is that the greatest impact will be on projects serving the neediest stu-
dents. The achievement growth of students participating in such projects
will be the most seriously underestimated, and truly effective projects

may even appear to have negative impacts.
Specific comments follow.
Specific Comments

® 2nd paragraph on page I-3 talks about what the gap-reduction
design does not yield. Should say what it does yield.

®» 3rd paragraph on page II-1 -- Tyler has also involved parents in
these preparatory activities.
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Table 1 on page II-5 is confusing and the examples are not help-
ful.

Table 2 (p. I1I-2) contains too many activities in a difficult-to-
follow sequence. Some grouping arrangement would be helpful.

There is no need to describe the project director as possibly
"unwilling or unable to direct the evaluation in detail." The
early formation of a strong evaluation team is equally important
even if the director is both willing and able.

The recommendations to involve aides in evaluation activities is a

good one -- especially if the aides are teacher trainees. But
neither they, nor parents and community members, nor district
administrators should be involved in reviewing the draft evalua-
tion report (Table 6, pp. III-7 and III-8).

?he early pages of Chapter IV “are poorly and inconsistently for-
matted, titled, and punctuated,

The recommendation to keep student data by student is good.
Perhaps it should be emphasized more strongly.

The bottom paragraph of p. IV-2 should be moved to the top of p.
Iv-8.

Too much documentation of pedagogical methods, materials, and
techniques are called for. Could this be limited to critical fea-
tures?

Educational and professional quslifications should be documented

for all teachers and aides not just summarized across the project.
This is very important! (Table 8, p. IV-6).
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The information called for on parent advisory counsels and staff
training activities is appropriate. We collect it and find it
useful. (Table 9, p. IV-6) ’

Table 9 (p. IV-7) is not referenced in the text.

Figure 2 on p. IV-10 is not a data extraction form, it is a sample
of extracted (and useless) data.

Tyler uses all three types of self-report measures and finds them
useful (p. IV-10).

The recommendations on classroom observations (p. IV-11) are too
non-directive. Tyler wants more specific guidance on what they
should (or are required to) do.

With regard to delayed report observations, hwow long a delay is
recommended, permissible? (p. IV-11)

Table 11 (p. IV-13) should specify behaviors - who "specifies"”
them and how? etc.

Step 4 (P. IV-15) is helpful specific guidance for classroom
observation, but information should be expanded and presented ear-
lier (see 2 bullets above).

Page V-7. Tyler cannot make any modification to standardized
achievement tests (although they can modify instructions).
Extending time limits, simplifying language, and translating tests
are prohibited by Texas regulations,

Tyler collected all cof the student characteristics data called for
in Table 13 because of our recommendations. Several suggestions

were made regarding how redundancy could be reduced. (page VII-7)




® Use of raw scores is discouraged (Top paragraph on p. VIII-2).
The reasons are not made clear. What is gained by making "diffi-

cult" score conversions?

e Tyler needs help with data base management. Users’ Guide recom-
mendations are inadequate. Could we recommend specific software
'or source of technical assistance? (p. VIII-2, bottom two para-

graphs),

e Page VIII-3 implies that analyses are dome at the school level.
All of Tyler’s analyses are dome in the district office by dis-
trict staff. Is this contrary to the Users' Gujde recommend-
ations?

o The Users'’ Guide says that "other summative analyses" need be doue
only for project participants (p. VIII-&, near top of page). The
recommendation is unclear. What about former participants? What

about comparison groups?

© VWhat do you mean by a "trend analyses?” (last line on P. VIII-6).
Please clarify.

® Please emphasize more strongly that transitional bilingual pro-
grams cannot be adequately evaluated on a one-year basis. A lon-
gitudinal approach is needed (p. VIII-13, third paragraph) .

® The next paragraph (p. VIII-1l4, fourth paragraph) should include

an example.

Tyler had no comments on Chapter X. Comments on Chapter IX were dis-

couraged since a major revision of that chapter is currently underway.

May Visit. At the time of the May visit, Tyler was beginning to
think about the outcome component of their evaluation and requested tech-
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nical assistance on various aspects of the gap-reduction design. Of pri-
mary interest was the fact that the design could be applied to non-test
data. We worked through examples using classroom grades (useful particu-
larly for assessing the performance of reclassified LEPS) and attendance
data. )

Site personnel were shown that a simpler form of the design (one that
does not require calculating RGI’'s or even standardizing growth estimates)
can be useful for iocal-level project improvement. Since these toﬁics are
covered only superficially in the Users’ Gujde it was agreed that they
should be explained in greater detail when that document is next revised.

We also discussed the origin and cause of the regression-effect bias
and how to correct for it. Persons with evaluation responsibilities for
programs other than Title VII attended parts of these technical assistance
sessions,

The topics of functional-level testing and modifying tests to
"enhance their psychometric iutegrity® were also discussed, but little
progress was made toward resolving the conflict between Users’ Guide
recommendations and Texas regulations.

Va View . The Valley View school district in Pharr, Texas,
was visited on April 7 and 8, and sgain on June 5th. Unfortunately,
between the initial meeting of the field-test sites in San Francisco dur-
ing the first week of October, 1986, and the first site visit, major
administrative changes had occurred within the district. Both the Dis-
trict Superintendent and the Coordinator of Federal Programs were new.
The external evaluator, with whom we had expected to work closely, had
also been replaced. Not surprisingly, the turmoil caused by these major
changes resulted in field-test activities being given a Jow priority.
Still, the site was anxious to collaborate and to do what it could to

assist us in meeting our objectives.




Valley View was unique among our sites for other reasons as well.
Some 95X of its students are Hispanic LEPs and approximately the same per-
centage are poor (participating in the free-lunch program). All students
in the district receive bilingual education services except for about 5%
-- those students whose parents want them to receive no instructior in
their native language. There is no mainstream in the sense that that term
usually connotes.

In addition to those demographic characteristics already mentioned,
Valley View is a very poor school district ‘the local tax base is minimal)
that serves a rural and highly mobile population. Most of its students do
not pursue their education beyond the ninth grade, and there is no high
school in the Jistrict.

The district does not use a test-scoring service -- teachers score
the tests. It has a non-functional microcomputer. All records are kept in
paper files stored in boxes, and all "number crunching" is done by the

external evaluator using his own hardware and software,

The April visit. The Federal Preograms Coordinator was the only
district person who participated in our site visit. The external evalu-
ator was present only briefly the first day. A breakfast meeting was held
with him the second day -- largely on his ~own (unpaid) time.

It was clear that evaluation resources in the district were extremely
limited.- The external evaluator’s $2,500 contract required him to do all
of the statistical data analysis plus six days worth of observing class-
roomms and providing feedback to project teachers. The district did not

wish to alte:' this plan to allow tiwe for reviewing the Users’ Guide and
participating in our meetings.

The Federal Programs Coordinator had read the Users’ Guide prior to
the March meeting. He claimed to agree with all of its recommendations

although there were many he could not implement because of 1limited
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resources and others that conflicted with Texas laws/regulations. He
offered no suggestions for improving the guide.

He was particularly interested in the Users’ Gujide recommendations
that curricular validity be a major factor in selecting tests to measure
achievement growth. He claimed that the instruments used in Valley View
were chosen because they were used in neighboring districts even though
there were major differences between the districts’ curricula. In think-
ing about the currently used tests, he felt that they might have low cur-
ricular validity. He indicated he would give high priority to reviewing
alternative instruments for possible use next year.

We also discussed the problems associated with functional-level test-
ing in Texas. Given the in-level testing requirement, it was mentioned
that looking for tests with low floors as well as a good curriculum match
might be a useful strategy.

No other significant issues were discussed during the March meeting.

The June Meeting. The June meeting was conducted after school Lad
already closed. Only the Director of Federal Programs was available for
discussion. Again, he had no specific comments on the Users’ Guide,

We discussed the fact that Valley View's external evaluator would be
impiementing a TIERS Model A evaluation rather than a gap-reduction
design. The RMC site visitor then explained that the two designs were -
closely related and that the former could be converted to the later with
minimal compukations on a hand calculator. The procedures were worked out
and a step-by-step computational routine was developed. RMC also offered

to provide technical assistance in making the conversion.
The discussion then turned to the "fairness" of using national norms

as a comparison group for Valley View students. Pointing out that the

comparison was neither fair nor unfair as long as no assumption was made
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as to how well the project students would do without the project did
little to convince the Federal Project Coordinator. ;

He would only feel comfortable using a local, mainstream comparison

group -- and there is no such group in Valley View.

We discussed other possible comparison groups, but without reaching a

satisfactory resolution.

Additional time was spent going over the curricular validity issue.
This discussion appeared to be useful for reinforcing the conclusions that
had been tentatively drawn during the previous visit, but no new ideas

were introduced.

At the end of the first day, there appeared t= b~ nothing left to
discuss. The site visit was thus concluded one day ahead of schedule.

Valley Centei, California

During the first wvisit to Valley Center, activities focused on ana-
lyzing the project and evaluation designs. The analy.is revealed that
project objectives needed clarification, and two concerns about the objec-
tives were identified,

First, student outcome objectives used grade-equivalent scores as
growth measures. Use of these scores, while appealing to practitioners
and laymen, is psychometrically unsound. Project staff asked vhether
expected gains expressed in grade-equivalent scores can be converted to
another metric such as NCEs. The Users’ Guide should :Jdress this issue,
as well as providing guidance on how to write student outcoie objectives
that reflect the gap-reduction design.

Second, curriculum-specific objectives are difficult to write. They
tend to be confused with specific expectations, benchmarks, or skills,
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such as "find the sum of two numbers." A curriculum-specific outcome
objective should include a reference to certain instructional activities
and/or materials which are (usually) designed to teach several skills. In
addition, such an objective should specify the method of assessment (such
as a unit test or checklist of skills) and the criterion for success. The
Users'’ Guide needs to make this clear.

In analyzing the project design, it became apparent that different
types of students having different degrees of English proficiency receive
different types of instruction (see Appendix H). After an initial meeting
with the project director, a meeting was held in which all project staff
could discuss instructional design, what teachers ghould be doing in their
classrooms, and other critical features of the project. While some ini-
tial thoughts were formulated, some confusion about the design of the pro-
ject remain~d.

During his second visit to this site, Lam visited project classrooms
and met again with project staff. - Son after this meeting, the site devel-
oped a list of global and specific critical features. This list, included
in Appendix G, closely follows Users’ Guide recommendations. In generat-
ing the list, project staff expressed confusion about whether critical
features were only instructional features or whether activities such as
district support, parent involvement, or project managenment should be
included. The Users’ Guide should explain .critical features more fully.

Based on the list of critical features, project staff have begur: to
develop a classroom observation instrument. This instrument, included in
Appendix G, is not yet complete. As recommended by the BEES, project
staff also generated evaluation questions and identified problems in pro-

gram implementation.

In reviewing tests to determine their curricular validity, the pro-
Ject staff decided to review test objectives rather than individual items
as recommended by the BEES. Project staff feel reviewing test objectives
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is xore efficient. Their experience suggests that the BEES might include
a section on matching test and curricular objectives.

Project teachers reviewed the CIBS, identifying for each test objec-
tive whether or not they teach that objective at their grades. They also
rate each objective in terms of the importance of developing the skills,
the number of skills covered, and the amount of time needed to teach the
skills (see Appendiz H). We wiil examine these data to compare the ade-
quacy of this objectives approach to the currently recommended item-by-
item approach.

Data management is also a prob.am for Valley Center. Most data are
maintained in sepurate paper files and have not been combined onto a cen-
tral student form. Future efforts will be needed to create a computerized
data management system. The Users' Guide should provide more gildance on
computer software for data managesent.

San Jose Unified Schoo]l District

Because of the proximity of the district to the RMG office, four,

instead of two site visits were made to San Jose.

While there are two Title VII projects in the San Jose School Dig-
trict, only one of them, the Vietnamese and Other Indochinese Curriculum
and Educational Services (VOICES), participated fully in the pilot test-
ing.

During the rirst two visits to the district, the district evaluation
and testing coordinator was preésent at the group xdeetings. The first con-
cern the | oject staff had was the kind of data the project should report
for evaluation (The Gu.de only describes what data to collect).

A list of data to report was subsequently generated and irmcluded in

the later version of The Guide.
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In the first two meetings, the project and evaluation designs were
discussed. During that time, the project’s needs assessment data, objec-
tives, and instructional design were examined, clarified, and elaborated
where necessary. Since the project was in its third year, there was some
reluctance to make too many'changes to the original designs. However, it
was agreed that the project’s actual instructional features should be
identified and classroom observations should be conducted to monitor and
determine the extent to which these desired instructional features are
actually being implemented in the classroonms.

Through brainstorming among Lam and the project staff, some examples
of specific critical instructional features were identified. Two of these
features are: (a) aide summarizes, using L1, the content taught by teach-
ers, and (b) students are grouped by reading ability. Using all of the
examples, project staff were supposed to develop a checklist of specific
critical instructional features for classroom observations. However, due
to time and resource constraints, thus far the project has developed only
a general observation form (see Appendix H). If the project receives an
extension for two more years, a more specific observation form tailored
for the project, which the project staff feel is important to have, will
be needed to document program implementation.

A major component of the VOICES project is materials development,
-The project has béen developing Vietnamese language arts and reading mate-
rials (programs) and social studies materials in both English and Vietna-
mese for kindergarten through fifth grade. For the VOICES piojecﬁ, the
adsguacy of the materials developed by the project is determined by
examining student performance on the CTBS. What is missing is the
intermediate step of reviewing the material for quality of construction
and appropriateness. What the project staff found lacking in the Guide
are procedures for evaluating materials development efforts. There is no
guide on how to evaluate the quallty of instructional materials eitheL
commercially or locally developed.
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The VOICES project staff find curriculum-specific objectives easier
"to develop and more appropriate than do staffs of other projects since all
VOICES teachers use the same curriculum, and there are criterion-
referenced tests developed to accompany the curriculum. However, it is
still not clear whether or not curriculum-specific cbjectives are needed
if student skill areas and curricula are specified in advance and verified
via classroom observation, and data on student classroom performance are
collected. Writing curriculum-specific objectives may be an extra burden
that can be avoided in this project.

Since the project receives adequate assistance from the district
evaluation and testing office in data collection and management, not much

technical assistance was given in this area.

During the last site visit, Lam visited a kindergarten class to
gather first-hand information regarding classroom processes. Based on
this observation, he was able to provide suggestions for improving the

_draft’ classroom observation form. :

A problem encountered by the VOICES project that has not been dealt
with in the Users’ Guide is a concern about estimating student growth
across time when the test is changed. For the VOICES project, there will
be a change from a commercial test to a test tailor-made for the San Jose
School District. How one should compute RGI's with different tests given
at different points in time should be discussed in the Guide.

New York Community School District {15

‘ There are two Title VII projects in New York Community School Dis-
trict ##5. However, most of the pilot testing effort has been concentrated
on the Critical Thinking Skills (CTS) Project, which began in October of
1986. The CTS project is designed to enhance critical thinking skills of
LEP students in grades K through 3 by instilling critical thirking teach-
ing strategies into the bilingual classrooms. Teacher training and the
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provision of teaching aides are the activities used to produce these
results,

Lam worked with the project director, resource teacher, bilingual
program coordinator, and external evaluator on ensuring the project’s
evaluability. The project objectives were completely revised in accor-
dance with Users' Guide recommendations. The philosophy and theoretical
framework underlying the teaching of critical thinking skills is very well
defined. The challenge the project faces is to translate’ the theoxry into
classroom practices, implement these practices, and then measure student
growth in critical thinking skills.

Through a great deal of discussion, the project developed a classroom
observation checklist that covers thinking skills teaching strategies and
methodology for teachers and aides, and classroom management, environment,
and interaction (see Appendix J). In the coming year, the checklist will
be pilot. tested and then used to monitor and document the level of program’
instructional service delivery. The initial data collected can also be
used to determine areas in which teachers or aides should receive train-

ing. This point is not mentioned in the current Users’ Guide. As do

instruments developed in other pilot sites, the observation instrument -
requires trained observers who are familiar with bilingual and ESL metho-
dologies.

Another problem in teaching critical thinking skills is tc assess
student growth in these skills. The project staff has been seardﬂing for
a satisfactory test, but Fas not found one. Consequently, the project is
now developing its own test, which is against the recommendation of the
BEES. Even if the quality of the test is acceptable, the project will
have to administer the test to a comparison group in order to implement
the gap-reduction analysis. Administering any test to any students ir. New
York City for the sake of obtaining comparison data for a Title VII pro-
Ject may present some legal problems. This point should be acknowledged

in the Users'’ Guide.
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The project has been diligently collecting student data as recom-
.mended by the BEES, using the sample forms in the Volume Two of the Users®
Guide. Currently, data have been collected from all Title VII atudents.
The next step is to entar these data into the computer. Creating a com-
puterized data base is an area in which the project needs technical assis-

tance.

As in the other New York site, student mobility is a major problem
for obtaining a representative sample of data at this site.

ew_York Co choo is t #10°

Project CARE (Career Awareness Resource In Education) is a project in
its first year. It is designed to infuse ESL methodology and career edu-
cation into regular bilingual classes through teacher training and parent
involvement and education. 1In an initial meeting with the project direc-
tor and her supervisor, a great deal of time was spent discussing Qhat the

program consists of and how best to document its implementation.

The program,focuses on carecer education for students ard on the
enhancement of teachers' ESL skills. Therefore, the evaluation staff
needed to develop a checklist of critical features for these two areas.
#n ESL checklist was adapted from a district checklist, but it needs revi-
sion ‘to ﬁake it easier to implemint (see Appendix I). A checklist for

career edur :tion has not yet been develbped.

- During the two visits to this project, project objectives were clari-
fied and revised. There was also a discussion of how the project should
measure changes ir <tudents’ self concepts. Project staff were not happy
with available paper and pencil measures. Lam suggasted that project
staff follow Users' Guide recommendations to use indirect indicators such
as absenteeism or participation in extra-curricular activities. There is
some question about whether one should expect the activities of this pro-
Ject to produce improved self concepts. The Users' Guide should have a




clearer discussion of the need for a logical linkage between treatment and
anticipated outcomes.

The project also has a problem with high attrition. The posttest
might include & completely different group of students from the pretest,
The User=! Guide should address analysis issues related to high student
mobility. The suggestion has been made that attrition at lower grade lev-
els is more random than in the upper grades, so that systematic bias in
analyses should be less at those grades.

New York state prohibits parents from observing ciassrooms, so the
Users’ Guide recommendation is inappropriate for this project. It is also
not possible in New York for teachers to review tests item by item, since
they are prohibited from seeing the tests except on the dates they are
veing administered.
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III. SUMMARY OF CHAPTER-BY-CHAPTER REVIEW OF USERS’ GUIDE

Comments [¢] arti ants

Chapter I. Introductio

© The chapter should include a better description of the BEES, including
its limitations.

e The chapter should make clear who the BEES is designed for and who is

the audience for the Users’ Guide.

e The chapter should include some discussion of previous research,

Chapter 1T, Ensuring the Project’s Evajuabiljty

e Needs assessment. The discussion is too technical. Give an example of
a good needs assessment. Don’t use a question format. If mobility is
high, these data may mot be appropriate baseline data. Need more dis-
cussion of baseline data.

) Qbégctives. Drop curriculum specific obiectives. Define what objec-
tives are needed to conform to what rycgulations. Realistic criteria
are very difficult to determine.

o General. The chapter needs to be more definite. The format is too
busy. The chapter needs a glossary, or definitions in the text. More

examples and a clearer format are needed.
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Chapter III, Planning the Evaluation

e It is difficult to form an evaluatipn team -- it is not always possible
to involve other staff.

e It may not be possible to involve parents in an evaluation.

e This chapter should tell what implementation difficulties really are
--use realistic examples.

¢ There are too many tables in this chapter -- they break up the text.

Chapter TV, Documenting Program Processes

¢ Tell exactly what is required by the regulations and what is an inter-

pretation or recommendation by the authors of the Users’ Guide.

e The Users’ Guide should make clear that self reporcs should not be used
without corroborating information,

e The examples in this chapter are poor. Use positive, not neéative

examples.
® Teachers’ language fluency is very hard to assess.

o Other information would be more useful to collect than the information
listed,

e Discuss who should conduct classroom observations.

Many teachers will not agree to classroom observations.

!




o Differentiate between conducting classroom observations for teacher

evaluation and for program evaluation.

® The Guide should make clear that a "delayed®” report observation is only
delayed until the observer has left the classroom.

o The data recommended for collection on students, instructional services
and teachers should be prioritized.

As discussed previously, two questionnaires were administered, one
prior to the June workshop, which addressed the availability and accessi-
bility of these data. The second questionnaire was administered during
the June workshop and it addressed the usefulness of these data for esti-
mating program effectiveressl. Table & And Table 5 siwamarize results from
these two questionnaires. As can be seen in Table 4, the information that
has more "not available" responses than "available" responses include
years of education missed, dates entered and exited other settings,
enrollment in péstsecondary education institution, and minutes per week

devoted to specific learning activities.

In Table 5, it can be seen that information regarding whether or not
the student is enrolled in public or private school and sex appear to have
little importance for estimating program effectiveness. Other information
that has questionable importance incluae date began U.S. residence and
date of birth. .All other daéa listed in the survey are perceived to be

important or very important for estimating prégram effectiveness.

Ipue to the similarity in response to the question regarding the use-
fulness of the data for estimating program effectiveness and the question
regarding the usefulness of the data for improving program rerformance,
only the responses to the first question were summarized




TABLE 4

Evaluation Assistance Center-West
\
Data Collection and Reggtting Survez

This survey 13 designed to determine the extent to which the followiug 1list of
information can be collected for Title VII local project evaluations.

Please rate éach of the following 1ist of varizbles in tarms of &8vailability snd
accessibility 1iu your district.

Information Lf Not Availgble,
Availabla? _ujgf? Accesgible?
L N DK OTHERl MEAN MIN MAX N
I. STUDENT INFORMATION o)
A Background Information
Date of birth . 89 0 11 0 0 0 0 o
Place of birth 10 0 0o o0 0 0 o0 o
Ethnicity/language group _ 100 0 0 o 0 0 0 o
Date began U.S. zesidence (da:ej 44 22 22 1 25 2 3 2
Language used in home 100 o 0 0 0 0 0 o
Fluency in English es of (date) - 100 0 0 0 00 o0 o
Fluency in native language (L1)
if other than English as of (date) 89 0 0 1 0 0 0 o

Years of education completed as of (date) 67 33 0 0 1.7 1 2 3
Years of education missed as of (date) 33 44 22 0 1.7 1 2 3

Family income statue (e.g., AFDC,
participation in National School

Lunch Progranm) 67 33 0 0 3 1 5 3
Public or private school . 78 . 11 0. '0 4 4 4 1
School grade level 100 o 0 0 0 0 o0 o

B. Service Data
e e e sty

Dates entered and exited project 89 11 0 0 5 5 5 1

Other instructional settings (e.g.,
mainstream class, Chapter 1 program,
speclal education, migrant prograr,
ESL program) 89 . 11 0 0 3 3 3 1

Dates entered and exited other gettings 22 67 11 0 25 1 4 6
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II.

C. Non-Tast Data
m

Years retained in grade as of (date)

Whether or nct student dropped out

Days absent from pProject classroom as

e At m e P e em e s e S o

Informaticn
Available?

L M DK OTHER

of (date) and total achool days possible

a3 of that date

Date of special education referral
or placement

Date of placement in gifted and
talented program

Enrollment in postsecondary
education institution

Setting fros which entered project

Grade point average prior to entry
in project

Setting to which exfted from project °

Grade point average after exit
D. Former Project étudentn
Standardized achievement test data

Classroom performances (e.g., grade)

INSTRUCTION

Academic and non~academic subjests
taught in the project .

Method of service provision (e.g.,
tutoring, classroox instruction)

English and L1 materials and how they
are used

The following variables apply to each class or

Percents of instruction conducted in Ll .

and in English

45

%)
89 11 0
67 32 0
100 0 o0
89 11 0
67 22 0
11 56 11
€7. 22 11
33 33 11
44 44 11
22 22 0
1
78 22 0
89 11 0
100 0 O
8 0 0
78 22 0
67 33 0
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11

22

22

11
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11£ Not Available,

How Aécessib{a?

MEAN MIN MAX N
1 1 11
2.3 2 3 3
0 0 0 0

2 2 21

2 2 21
1.6 1 3 5
1 1 1 2
37 2 5 3
2 1 4 4
3.5 2 5 4
3 3 32

5 5 51

0 0 00

6 0 00

3 3 32
23 1 3 3




111,

Pattern of classroon language use (e.g.,
concurrent, preview/review, or alternating!

Critical teaching scrategies including
Angtruction and macagemant procedures
(2.8¢, use of ‘wctive teaching behaviors,
use of content from students' home culture)

Locationg of 1d§truction (e.ge, maingtrean
classroom, special bilingual classroon,
fewcomer center, resource room)

Student groupings (e.g., LEP gtudents are
grouped by Engligh proficiency, all LEP
8tudents are together all day)

Student/teacher ratio, student/aide
ratio per clasg

Variability of students within a
clagsroon (e.g., age, grade, educational
attainment, home language, language
abilities)

Function of aides in classrooa
instruction, X management )

Forn of instructional group (e.g.,
whole class, tutorial)

For each subject ares taught, sinutes per
week devoted to specific activities (e.g.,
math workbouks, English spelling, language
lab)

STAFF

Academic preparation of each gtaff
manber, including:
o level of education,

¢ scademic preparation in field of
education,

® credentials and certificates, and

® acadenic yreparation in f£ield of
bilingusl/bicultural education
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Information

Available?
XN DX
67 33 0
56 44 0
00 O 0
78 22 0
100 0O 0
89 11 0
37 33 0
89 11 0
44 56 0
78 22 0
67 22 11
89 11 0
67 22 11

.JIf Not Available,
How Accessible?

OTHER | MEAN MIN MAX N

0 3
0 3
0 0
0 2.5
0 0
0 3
0 3.7
0 4
0 1.7
0 3.5
0 3.5
0 2
0 3.5

2 4 3
2 4 4
0 0O
2 3 2
0 00
3 31
2 5 3
4 4 1
1 3 4
2 5 2
2 5 2
2 21
2 5 2




Teaching experience of
including:
® years of ex

- clagsrooms, and

each gtaff member,

perience in monoligual

e in bilingusl classrooms

Language abilitieg of
includi

spoken and degree of £
¢ Engliah

e L1

each ciaff
ng languages understood and

luency in;

menber,
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Information
Available?

X XN oD

67
67

33
33

o o©

55
56

44
44

OTHER

———ve

JIf Not Available,
How Accessible?

MEAN MIN MAX N
3.3

3.3 2 5 3 |
2.7

2




TABLE 5

STUDENT, INSTRUCTION, AND STAFF INFORMATION
(Response to question: "How important is information
for estimating program effectiveness?")

I. STUDENT INFORMATION

A. Background Information Meanl $D2 N Min Max 1 2 3 4 5

(Percent)

Date of birth 3.4 1.1 9 2 5 22 22 22 22 22
Place of birth 3.6 1.4 9 1 5 11 11 22 22 33
Ethnicity/language group 4.2 1.1 9 2 5 0 11 11 22 56
Date began U.S. residence 3.1 1.8 9 1 5 "1l 22 33 11 22
Language used in home 4.8 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 o0 85
Fluency in English as of 4.8 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 o0 89
Fluency in native language (L1) 4.8 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 o0 89
if other than English as of
Years of education completed . 4.4 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 33 56
as of
Years of education missed as of 4.6 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 22 67
Family income status (e.g., 3.7 0.9 9 3 5 0 0 L6 22 22
AFDC, participation in National
School Lunch Program)
Public or private school 2.6 0.9 8 1 4 13 25 50 13 0O
School grade 21 4.4 0r¢9 9 3 5 0 0 22 11 67
Sex 2.6 1.4 9 1 5 33 11 33 11 11
B. Sexrvice Deta
Dates entered and exited project 4.9 0.3 9 4 5 0 0 O 11 89
Other instructional settings 4.7 0.7 9 3 5 0 0 11 11 78
(e.g., mainstream class, Chapter
1 program, special education,
migrant program, ESL program)
Dates entered and exited other 4.1 0.9 9 3 5 0 0 33 22 44
settings
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C. Non-Test Data

Years retained in grades as of
Whether or not dropped out

Days absent from project class-
room as of -- and total school

days possible as of that date

Date of sgpecial education
referral or placement

Date of placement in gifted
and talented program

Enrollment “in postsecondary
education institution

Setting from which entered
project

Srade point average prior to
atry in project

Setting to which exited from
project

Grade point average after exit

D. Former Project Students

Standardized achievement test
data

Classroom performance (e.g.,
grade)

II. INSTRUCTION

Academic and non-academic
subjects taught in the project

Method of service provision
(e.g., tutoring, classroom
instruction)

49

Min Max 1 2 3 4 5§
_(Percent)
.9 3 5 0 0 22 22 56
.7 3 5 0 0 11 11 78
.7 3 5 0 0 11 33 56
0 2 5 0 11 0 33 56
3 2 5 0 25 0 38 38
7 1 5 22 0 11 22 44
5 1 5 11 11 0 22 56
2 1 5 11 0 33 33 22
.5 1 5 1t 11 11 22 44
.8 3 5 0 22 33 44
.3 4 5 0 0 0 11 89
.5 4 5 0 0 0 33 67
.3 4 5 0 0 0 11 89
.3 4 5 0 0 0 11 89
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The following variables apply to each class
or subject matter offered by project:

Meant SDZ N Min Max 1 2 3 4 5
(Percent)

English and L1 materials and 4.7 1.0 9 2 5 0 11 0. 0 89
how they are used

Percents of instruction 5.0 0 9 5 5 0 0 0 0100
conducted in L1 and in English

Pattern of classroom language 4.6 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 22 67
use (e.g., concurrent, preview/
review, or alternating)

Critical teaching strategies 4.8 .4 9 4 5 0 0 0 22 78
including instruction and manage-

ment proccdures (e.g., use of

active teaching behaviors, use

of coutent from students’ home

culture)

Locations of instruction (e.g., 4.2 9 9 2 5 0 11 0 44 44
mainstream classroom, special

. bilingual classroom, newcomer °
center, resource room)

Student groupings (e.g., LEP 4.7 .5 9 4 5 0 0 0 33 67
+  students are grouped by English

proficiency, all LEP students

are together all day)

Student/teacher ratio, student/ 4.6 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 22 67
aide ratio per class

Variability of students within 4.7 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 11 78
a classroom (e.g., age, grade,
educational attainment, home

language, language abilities)

Function of aides in classroom 4,7 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 11 78
(% instruction, % management)

Form of instructional group 4.9 .3 9 4 5 0 0 0 11 89
(e.g., whole class, tutorial)

For each subject area taught, 3.6 1.2 8 1 5 22 11 11 0 44
minutes per week devoted to

specific activities (e.g.,

math workbooks, English spelling,

language lab)

en
Lt
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IXI. STAFF

Academic preparation of each eanl SD2 N Min Max 1 2 3 4 5
staff member, including: - - (Percent)
o level of education, 44 9 9 3 5 0 0 22 11 67
o academic preparacion in 4.8 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 o0 89
field of education,
e credentials and certificates, 4.7 .7 9 3 5 0 0 11 11 78
and
® academic preparation in field 5.0 0 9 5 5 0 0 0 0100
of bilingual/bicultural
education
Teaching experience of each staff
member, including:
o years of experience in 4.3 1.0 9 3 5 0 0 33 0 67
monolingual classrooms, and )
@ in bilingual classrooms 4.8 4 9 4 5 0O 0 0 22 78
Language abilities of each staff
member, including languages under-
stood and spoken and degree of
fluency in:
e English 5.0 0 9 5 5 0 0 0 0100
L1 5.0 0 9 5 5 0 0 0 0100

1 3-least important; Semost iﬁportant

2 sp-Standard deviation




Table 6 summarizes results from the questionnaire designed to obtain
input from the field site.staff in terms of accessibility and usefulness
of the project background information recommended by the BEES. As can be
seen in the table, the only two community characteristics that are per-
ceived as accessible and useful are percentage of residents below federal
poverty level and ethnic makeup of community. All the data regarding dis-
trict demographics and school characteristics are considered accessible

and useful.

apter V., Select Adapting/Developi nstruments for Assessin

Summative Outcome Objectives

e It is very difficult to find curriculum-relevant standardized tests. It
is also hard to get a group to review tests item-by-item.

¢ Why not write a test in Ll or translate a test to L1? If there are good
rezsons, they should be spelled out.

Why use reliability as a test selection criterion when all standardized
tests have similar reliability?

Why use cultural bias as a test selection criterion when it is not
important for estimating growth?

® Give examples of cultural bias. (An example was sﬁggested.)

Telling new teachers to teach test-t king skills cau cause problems.

Chapter VI, TImplementing the Gap-Reduction Design

o This chapter is too easy for evaluators and too hard for practitioners.




TABLE 6

Project Background Information

B ke me v e ey iTe e

Accessibility Usefulness
Mean! SD N Min Max | Mean? SD N Hin
A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
Percentage of residents below federal poverty level 3.4 1.6 9 1 5 4.2 1.3 9 1
Unemployment rate 2,7 1.6 9 1 5 2.8 1.6 9 1
Workforce composition 2.2 1.0 9 1 3 2.9 1.4 9 1
Ethnic makeup of community 4.1 1.2 9 2 5 4.0 1.3 9 1
Average length of residence in community 2.0 1.1 9 1 4 2.1 1.5 9 1
Percentage of single-parent families 1.9 9 9 1 3 3.1 1.3 8 1
Educational level of adult community residents 1.3 7 9 1 3 2.8 1.7 9 1
Community attitude toward bilingual education 2.1 1.1 9 i 4 3.9 .8 9 3
15,3
“ B. DISTRICT DEMOGRAPHICS
Approximate peak student enrollment 4.8 4009 4 5 4.2 1.0 9 2
Number of schools in district 4.9 3 9 4 5 4,2 1.0 9 3
Characterization of school district 4.9 3 9 4 5 4.6 7 9 3
" (vural, inner city) .
Number of classrooms in bilingual program 4.9 3 9 4 5 4.9 3 9 4
Percentage of students eligible for free lunch 4.7 S5 9 4 5 4.4 1.0 9 2
Ethnic makeup of student body 4.6 .7 9 3 5 4.7 7 9 3
C. SCHOOL CHARAGTERISTIGS
Student enrollment ) 4.9 3 9 4 5 4.7 S5 9 4
Percentage of students eligible for free lunch 4.8 40009 4 5 4.6 1.0 9 2
Ethnic makeup of student body 4.6 7 9 3 5 4.7 .7 9 3
Number of bilingual teachers 4.9 3 9 4 5 5.0 0 9 5
Number of bilingual aides 4.8 7 9 3 5 5.0 © 9 5
Number of bilingual classes 4.9 3 9 4 5 5.0 O 9 5
1.1« not accessible; 5 = very accessible
2 .2 = not useful; 5 = very useful
o9
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o There should be more discussion of locating appropriate comparison

groups, especially for classes such as kindergarten or special ed.

® Regression should be explained better. Avoiding regression bias
requires too much testing. What is spuricusly inflated? How much?

o It is not possible to administer early posttests to students when you do
not know they are leaving.

© How long should a student participate in the project over the year to be
considered a participant?

¢ Discussion on missing data is misleading.

e Explain the differences and similarities between the Gap-Reduction
Design and the Norm-Referenced Design.

Chapter VIT, Collecting Outcome Data

¢ The expectations in this chapter are unrealistic for a large, urban pro-
ject.

valuator Comments o apt and VIT
The two chapters of the Users’ Guide that deal with implementing the
gap-reduction design (Chapter VI) and processing and analyzing data (Chap-
ter VIII) were discussed separately with conference attendees who consid-
ered themselves to be evaluators and those who considered themselves to be
project directors/administratorg. What follows are the comments and sug-

gestions of the evaluators. -
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apter V nle t ap-Reduction De

None of the evaluators had any problems with the content of the chap-
ter, although there was considerable discussion of the RGI metric. Ear-
iier in the conference it had been noted that RGIs become meaningless if
the comparison group makes zero growth or negative growth. While this
situation should never arise with achievement test scores (unless they are
expressed in NCEs -- a conversion that reduces norm-group growth to
exactly zero), it could arise with non-test data such as atterndance and
with other measures including classrcom grades where growth is not

expected.

A discussion of these issues is not currently in the Users’ Guide,
and the consensus was that it should be. It was also suggested that the
purpose of the RGI metric (to provide a comparable "gcore” useful for mak-
ing comparisons between different projects using different tests and dif-
ferent comparison greups) be expla.ned. It shouid also be explained that
where a ﬁetric does not have to perform equating functions, evaluators
need not compute RGIs or even standardize growth estimates. Under these
conditio..s, the amount of gap-reduction itself provides all of the needed
information.

Keith Baker suggested a refinement of the gap-reduction measure for -
possible inclusion in the BEES. This refinement would express the amount
of gap reduction as a percentage of the pretest gap. It would be particu-
larly informative if the mainstream classmates of the project participants
were used as the comparison group. A 100% gap reduction would then mean

that no gap remained and that the intervention's job was complete.

Following the technical discussions just described, we worked through
some hypothetical examples of how the gap-reduction design could be used
with non-test date.
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The evaluators reviewed chapter VIII near the end of the conference

under considerable time pressure. We did not get past p. VIII-6.

The first issue addressed was score conversions (p. VIII-2). The'
Users’ Guide presents this as a necessary step in the data processing
procedure., Elsewhere, however, it says that raw scores may be used. The
Users'’ Guide should make clear when conversions are required and when they
are not. Why are raw scores less desirable? In general, a discussion in
the Usexs! Guide is needed to explain the different types of scores and

how they should be used for analysis and reporting.

The construction and management of data bases was another concern.
It was felt that nét enough guidance is presented on this topic. It would
be nice if the Users’ Guide could present information about different com-
puter software--what will work on what computer, what each package can- and

cannot do, and how much each costs. It would also be nice to know” how
difficult/easy each package is to use. Most people will need more spe-
cific guidance than is presented. A flow diagram would also help.

It was suggested that we give more emphasis to recording student ID
numbers and grade levels on all data collection instruments and files.

One evaluator felt that classroom grades were too unreliable to use
for monitoring the progress of reclassified LEP’'s. He described classroom
grades as "just one option and a bad one at that." He felt we should rec-
ommend the use of professionally-developed tests wbenever possible. He
also felt that ratings or rankings made by classroom teachers woﬁld be as

unreliable as classroom grades.

We were just beginning to discuss Other Summative Outcome Analyses
vhen time was called. It was clear, howevaer, that the Users' Guide dis-

cussion of baseline data was confusing to some and needs work.
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IV. LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE FIELD TEST

The lessons learned from the field can be roughly categorized into
two groups, those that peitain to the system itself and those that pertain
to the Users' Guide. Each of these categories is addressed below.

ssons Rejated to t

In general, the sites’ reactions to the BEES were positive. Both
during the course of our site visits and during the first day of the Exit
Conference, there were many comments relating to the evaluability assur-
ance component of the system. Between the Users’ Guide and the technical
assistance provided during site visits, most of the field test partici-
pants felt that their planning and evaluation activities had been signifi-
cantly improved. BEES recommendations helped them to state their project
objectives more clearly, to design project activit{ . so that they related
more directly to the objectives, and to focus their evaluation questions

more sharply.

All sites found the vecommended documentation and supplementary ana-
lyses excessively burdensome. They would like more direct guidance as to
which of our recommendations are "driven" by the regulations and which are
not. Among those not tied directly to the regulations, they would like to

see some prioritization

Most of the sites had one or more problems with our recommendations
regarding test selection, Some have no choice in the matter and have to
live with the state- or district-mandated instrument. oOthers are simi-
larly precluded from functional-level testing, from modifying test
instructions or time limits, or frim making any changes whatsoever to the
test items. Even when our recommendations could be implemented, some
(e.g., reviewing candidate instruments item-by-item) were considered too
consuming of time and effort.
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The sites wers also very positive about the gap-reduction approach to
assessing project impact. Several - -?.acors expressed the obinion that
the design was the only one that made sense and was feasible to implement.
On the negative side, several districts found the required computations
frighteningly complex. They would like us to provide user-friendly soft-
ware that would free them of all the compuéational burdens (including

interpolation/extrapolation and correcting for regression).

Duta base management is an arca wnere all but one site felt that the
BEES' recommendations are inadequate, If nothing more, we should describe
existing software that they might be able to use.

Project directors and teachers helieve that classroom observation is
very important to use in program evaluation. It seems likely that these
staff members will conduct most, if not all of the observations.

Except for information regarding comaunity chafacteristics, most of
the data the BEES recommends collecting for evaluation and reporting
appear to be accessible and potentially useful to project staff.

The BEES does not have enough emphasis on evaluating parent involve-
ment; staff training, and materials development.

To supplement the preceding, somewhat subjective impressions,' seven
general questions regarding the BEES were posed to each of the nine field-
test sites on the final day of the Exit Conference. These questions and

the written responses of site personnel are presented below

estio o _what exte as_the system aided the loca rojects in
defini a; bjectively measur he act of the ingual program on
its students?

Four sites responded that the BEES had been helpful by providing a system
in which the relationship between needs, objectives, data collection, and




monitoring of effectiveness is clearly defined. Two sites said that it
was too early to tell at their sites, two sites were vaguely positive, and
one site said that the gap-reduction model should be useful.

estio o _what_extent can the svystem serve to improve ocal evalua-

tion practices?

Two districts responded that the BEES had helped them make use of district
evaluation data and other existing data in their evaluations. Three dis-
tricts gave general but positive responses, and two said the system would
helpful only to the extent that funds are available to implement it One
district said the BEES could improve all lecal evaluations involving
minority students, and one said the system had been helpful in encouraging
the project director to participate in the evaluation.

Qgéégggn 3. To what extent can the system generste data suitable for use
in local decisjon-making?

Two districts said that the information would be useful in gaining school
board understanding, while a third district said the information would be
useful at the project level but not at the district level. One district
said the data generated would depend on che availability of. resources to
implement the system, and three districts gave general but positive

responses,

Question 4, How adequately can the evaluation designs be integrated with

dist t! e a structional d tes ograms?

Four districts said the evaluation design might or would be very difficult
to integrate with district practices. Three districts caid it would fit
in quite well, and two said it was too early to say.




Question 5, How suitable are the data generated by the system for synthe-
sis acxoss Title VII programs?

Three districts said outcomes should not be combined or compared across
different types of projects and populations. Three said results would ba
suitable, and two said they would be suitable only if the RGI is actually
workable. One district said they had been hoping for much more emphasis
on data integration and s&nthesis, including software.

Question 6, What are the costs incurred in implementing the evaluation

es s scribed the Users' Guide?

® Costs associated specifically with the project site (e.g., specific to
setting up and maintaining the records that the system requires);

e Start-up costs (e.g., training data collectors); and

® Ongoing costs of evaluation (e.g., collecting and analyzing data that
are collected).

Two districts estimated costs in dollars. One estimated site costs of

$30,000, start-up costs of $5-7,000, and ongoing costs of $6-7,000. A

second district esgtimated $1,000 site costs, $1,000 start-uo costs, and

$8,000 ongoing costs. Five districts said that costs would be high, with

three adding that at least one full-time person weuld be required. Two

districts did not know.

Question 7. To what extent would a district require technical assistance
in implementing the system? . )

Two districts said a full-time evaluator would be more prectical than
technical assistance. Six districts indicated that they would need help
in data management and analysis, pessibly through the provision of appro-
priate software. One district said a little technical assistance would be
necessary but did not specify the area of the assistance.
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ssons ated to the Users’ Guide

The Users’ Guide has already undergone several major revisions.
Clearly, however, substantial room for improvement remains. Perhaps its
most significant shortcoming is its failure to communicate effectively
with the disparate audiences. Its more technical parts are viewed as
"incomprehensible and full of jargon by program people. Evaluators, on the
other hand, find the non-technical parts irrelevant to their task and the
technical parts excessively discursive. Both technical and non-technical
readers perceive the writing as a compromise that fails to serve either
group as well as it might,

Throughout the Guide, there is 2 consensus that the writing style and
the format could be improved. There are inconsistencies of style, head-
ings, structure, and punctuation that need to be fixed. With somewtat
less consistency, field test personnel and other reviewers made the fol-

lowing suggestions:

“\g the Users’ Guide should include a glossary of terms.

\ recommendations should be stated more directly

more rules of thumb should be given

more step-by-step procedures should be given

A
[ J

e there should be more examples
e there should be more explanation
e the document should.be shorter

e there should be less explanation

61

67




s there should be separate Gujdes for project directors and evalu-
ators ; R
We have even received such radical recommendations as, "limit the
Userg' Guide to the gap-reduction design and discard everything else." One
reviewer suggested just the opposite: "throw out all the outcome evalua-

tion material and limit the Guide to process evaluation.

Conclusions
'
It will obviousiy be impossible to incorporate all of the recommend-
ations into a revised BEES and Users' Guide as some of these are mutually
contradictory. Many changes will be made, however, to make the system and
the Users’ Gujde better meet the needs of their audiences. In approximate
decreasing order of priority, we plan to do the following:

¢ provide software that will perform all of the gap-reduction compu-
tations

////'o develop an abbreviated Users' Guide that will present recommend-
) atigns succinctly and without any unnecessary explanations

”»

|

¢ rpresent parallel conceptual (for project director) and technical
(for evaluators) segments of the Users’ Guide whenever psychomet-
ric and statistical issues must be addressed.

e develop some recommendations for data-base-management software
e separately identify required, important but not required, and
probably useful categories of data to be collected and analyses to

be done

® include a glossary of terms (already nearly completed)




e e e I T - e ™ we—_

¢ make our recoumendations more directive and procedural

® include more examples and rules of thumb
]
® undertake a major editing and reformatting revision of the Users'’

Guide using professional document-design specialists.

It is not yet clear how we will respond to comments on the test
selection/modification issue. Clearly we need to alter what we have, but
we need to avoid conveying the impression ths.t any old test will do. Per-
haps we have been overly zealous in our recommendations regarding func-
tional-level testing and modifying existing instruments. On the otker
hand, users of the BEES must be made aware of tbe fact that test floor .
effects and low curriculer reliability can only make their projects appeér
less effective than they really are and that other meacures of effective-
ness must be sought if state or district mandates force either of these
ill-fated circumstances upon them.

-
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There is one, overriding criterion for the selection of field test
sites of the "Bilingual Models" study. That criterion relates to the need
to try out all parts of the User's Guide and associated materials.

Most parts of the Users’ Guide will be applicable to all bilingual
eduction project evaluations and thus will have no particular implications
for field-test site selection. One very important exception to this gen-
eral rule, however, is that portion of the Guide that deals with dividing

observed growth into treatment-related and non-treatment-related compo-
nents. Three alternative designs will be offered as means of accomplish-
ing that objective (quasi time series, regression-discontinuity, and non-
equivalent comparison group). We anticipate that many projects will find
it impossible to implement any of these designs. Since they will be part
of the Users’ Guide, however, it will be our highest site-selection
priority te find at least one field-test site that can and would be wiling

to tryout our procedures for implementing each of these designs. It would
be desirable to find two or three sites that would implement each design

Our se;ond-priority site-selection criterion will be diversity in the
extent of projects’ instructional usage of L1. Because different types of
tests and-testing procedures will be required, we would like to include
projects that encompass L1 literacy as an academic subject, projects that
use L1 as the medium of instruction for at least part ¢of the curriculum
(but do not teach L1 as a subject), and projects that use English as the
medium for all instruction.

Our third-priority criterion relates to the linguistic characteris-
tics of the students served, as different characteristics impose different
requirements on both instructional and evaluative processes, We would
like to include projects serving Hispanic students, projects serving Asian
students, and.projects serving students with heterogeneous language back-
grounds. Our preference would be to include at least one project serving
Hispanic students of Mexican origin, at least one project serving Pizerco

Rican students, and at leact one project serving Cuban students. Among
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projectu serving Asian students, we would like to include at least one
serving refugee students and one serving non-refugees as we again expect
that the two groups would pose different problems for both educators and

evaluators.

We would 2130 like our sample to include projects of different sizes,
projects serving different grade levels, projects whose evaluators have
different levels of technical sophistication, and projects from different
parts of the country. With only nine districts in our saﬁple, of course,
we may not be able to achieve all of these objectives. It will help, how-

ever,- if wve can find districts that have more than one project.

Finding districts for the sample and getting them to perticipate will
probably beth be non-trivial tasks. Our tentative plan is to begin by
contacting the bilingual program directors in states with large numbers of
programs. Since California, New York, and Texas have something on the
oxder of 85% of all the programs in the country, we propose to begin with
them. After explaining our objectives for the field-test szmple, we will
seek nominations. While following up on the nominations received from
these states we will also seek nominations from other states, from the

Evaluaticn Assistance Centers, and possibly from OBEMIA.

We will attempt to obtain a large number of nominations, bothk to
allow for sites that will elect not to participace and to provide us with
flexibility in filling our sampling frame. Before we begin contacting
sites we will attempt to determine the characteristics each of them pos-
sess vis-a-vis our selectior criteria. We will then begin soliciting
their participation starting with Che sites that have the most desirable
characteristics.

The characteristics of the first site that agrees to participate will
cause us to adjust the order in which subsequent sites are contacted.
Similar reorderings will occur as each successive site is added to the
sample. This approach, although cumbersnme, iz the one we believe will
produce the best possible sample.
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Dear Superintendent:

This letter is a formal jnvitation to the

school district to participate, as one of nine school districts across the
country, in a field test of the bilingual education evaluation system we
have been developing under a contract with the U.S. Department of Educa-
tion (see attached project summary). As I have discussed briefly with
you, and more extensively with members of your staff, the new system is
being developed in response to the widely recognized need to improve and
standardize procedures for evaluating bilingual education interventions.

The ultimate goal of the system is to enhance the quality and effec-
tiveness of the services being provided to limited-English-proficient stu-
dents. For this reason, it has a heavy emphasis on process evaluation and
on the integration of process and outcome information for the purpose of
generating recommendations aimed at improving local projects. The pur-
poses of the field tegt are to assess the feasibility of implementing the
system as we have developed it and to identify changes that could be made
to enhance its ease of implementation and to increase the utility of its
information return.

Agreeing to participate in the field test‘implies that your staff
will make a conscientious effort to implement our recommended evaluation
practices to whatever extent situational and budgetary constraints will
allow. We will not be conducting the evaluation in your district, only
assisting responsible persons in the district to try out the progcedures

and materials we have developed.

Participation in the field test will represent some burden for your
" district. We believe, however, that this burden will be more than offset
by the benefits that will accrue to your district through participating.
The evaluation expertise of your staff will be substantlally enhanced by
virtue of the training and technical assistance we will provice. Further-

more, by the end of the year, you will have established sound evaluation




practices that will stand you in good stead over future years, During the
fi_ld-test year itself we will also be able to assist with data analysis
and interpretation.and perhaps provide you with computer software that
will also be useful in the future. The greatest benefit of all, of
course, will be program improvement if the new system does indeed vtéve

useful for that purpose.

As previously planned, your involvement in our filed test will
involve sending your Title VII project director and one or two other per-
sons associated with bilingual program evaluation to our office for one
veek of training. We will pay their travel and related expenses during
that werk, but cannot pay salaries or honoraria. The training will occur
not long before, or shortly after the school year begins, depending on the
availability of the persons to be trained.

During the school year, members of our staff will visit your project
probably six times before and/or during critical evaluation activities,
At those times we will monitor evaluation activities and provide technical
assistanze. Our purpose will not be to evaluate the manner in which your
evaluation activities are being conducted but to identify deficiencies in
the procedures and materials we have developed so that they can be

improved. At the end of the year we will conduct a debriefing.

During the course of all our visits we will need to have access to
your project director and evaluator(s) as we will need to discuss the ade-
quacy and usefulness of our materials with them. We will attempt to be
unobtrusive, however, and to conduct our discissions on a non-interference
basis. We will, of course, treat all data provided by your district as

confidential and will take whatever steps are necessary to protect the

source of all information we collect.




As we are eager to begin by sending materials to your staff for
review, I hope that.you will let me know your decisicn as soon as pos-

sible. Should you have any questions, I wiil, of course, be pleased to
try to answer them.

Sincerely yours,

G. Kasten Tallmadge

Senior Vice President

GKT:mb

Enclosure
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SRA Technologias, Inc. 2570 West EI Camino Real Suite 610 Mounlain View, CA 94040 415.941.7084

27 October 1986

N

Norma Anzaldua

Valley View Independent School District
Rt. 1, Box 122

Pharr, TX 78577 .

Dear Norma:

During the last day of our workshop, I believe T promised to S aih -
provide you with specific guidance in.field testing the Users' Guide, -
After my first phone call to you and :the.dthers, I felt T nad better
keep my promlde aftei all, R S

. LR

In general, what I have in mind for you to do is to have you and
your evaluator (and other involved individuals) read over the Ugers'
Guide to determine what recommendations can be implemented and what
recommendations cannot, and why. The next step is to make plans to
carry out thege “do-able” recommendations. After that, implement the
identified recommendations and keep records of progress. Our role 15 to
act ag facilitators and to document all these activities,

LB

R e S5

Let me highlight gome of the key thinge that you may want fo
corsider doing at this point in time. They are:

1. Review vsur prroposal and evaluation report with your evaluator
and relevant gtaff for the purpose of clarifying and modifying
(1f needed) your needs statements, project objectives, and proj-
‘ect plan following the guidelines pregented in the Evaluation
Focusing chapter. Come up with some evaluation questions if you
don't have any, or modxfy your existin~ evaluation questions if
they do not meet the eriteria listed .o the Focusing chapter,

2, Together with the relevant "others,” determine your project's
global and specific critical program features which you can
observe and/or documenq via other procedures such ag question-
naires or interviews. Plan all these activities now.

Cc-2
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3. For the new Projects, plan your evaluation following the sugges-
tions presented in the Evaluation Planning chapter, For con-
tinnation projects, tiy to incorporate some of the suggestions
for this year's evalustion that are not too late to do. For
example, invelve more people in the evaluation process, con-
struct an evaluation activities chart (see the two examples Y
gave in the workshop), anticipate potential obstacles and
pitfalls, and implement some of the strategies for increasing
the utilization of evaluation findings,

4. For the new projects, perhaps you may have the luxury of select~
ing, adapting, or developing your assessmant instruments., If
that's true, use Chapter 4's recommendations as your guide-
lines. Yor the continuation Projects, it will be ugeful to
review the quality of the instruments that you are stuck with
using the test selection criteria described in Chapter 4. You
may want to consider modifyirng your test as suggested in Chapter

+ You may want to develop instruments for assessing program
impleméiitation. Read Chapter 4, Is it useful? Are the recom-
zendations: do-able? In Chapter 4, the recommendations not to
use questionnaires and interviews should be interpreted as using
then with care, )

S« Remember the workshop Day One exzercise (attached)? That awful
list of variables that you were asked to look over and rate,
Make plans to collect them now, I'd like to know why you can't
collect some cf thase data. I'll be gending you actual forns
that you may want to use, .

6. Start a routine systen for recording relevant events and
cizcumstances that relates to problems and difficulties in
implementing program and evaluation activities (see Chapter 3,
III-5 to III~6). You, your teachers, and (perhaps) the eval-
uator should keep a log of this type of information, which
should be consolidated periodically (e.g., every staff meeting).

7. Some of you may have to begin making plans for constructing your
data management system. Consult Chapter 5 (v-22).

8. Make plams to collect data following recommended procedures
presented in Chapter 5 (V-1, V-15).

The above are some of the things that come across my mind. There
is nothing better than reading the Guide carefully and coming up with
your own list. The purpose of wy first visit will be to help you to
finalize your agenda of things to do for the field test, things you can
do to improve your evaluation and your program. From time to time, I'11
be sending you parts of the Guide that have been updated or revised or
added.




As I mentioned to you cver the phene, most likely we will have
another “get together” sometie in late June or early July., At that
time you and the other sites will present what you did ard did not do
and vhy., After individual presentations, we will then discuss ag a
group or subgroups the merits of the evaluation system (BEES) fellowing
the seven questiors listed in the workshop handout labeled, "Purpose of
the Pield Test” (attscaed) and the content of the Users' Guide following
the six points listed in another handout labeled "Open Discussion:
Content of the Users' Guide" (sttached). Throughout the year when
you're working with the Guide, it will be useful to keep in mind the
above issues that are the focl of the field test,

N

As you may have gathered by now, we're really asking a lot! Yes,
but that's because we really value your input which we believe can
significantly improve the quality of the Guide., After all, you are the
"chosen” ones! Your digtrict, your project, aud most importantly, your
name will be remembered forever in the annals of bilingual education
evaluation! Just think, this clout, plus your enhanced gkills in
pProposal writing and evalvation will guarantee endless ewards on your
future proposals.

‘Talking about proposals, I think it will be a great idea if you
would uge the Guide to help you write your next proposal. Not only will
that create an opportunity for you to study the Guide, I also believe
that the quality of your proposal should he enhanced (that means a
better chance in winning the big bucks!)

Jokes aside, we really appreciate your help., I believe if we all
give it our best shot, the field testing will be .a rewarding experience
for you and us. 1'll make gure the benefits are mutual and the work 1is
as much fun as possible,

Talk to you soon.

Sincerely,
Tony C.M. Lan
Project Director
TL: TR
Enclosure

cc: Ray Morales
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Cheryl Crawley

Salem=Keizer Public Schools .
1309 Ferry Street SE

P.0, Box 12024

Salen, OK 9730%

Dear Clieryl:

Time flies when you are heving fun. Before you know it, the June
neeting will be around the cormer and the pilot testing of the
Bilingual Bducaticn Evaluation System (BELCS) will be history., I feel
it is appropriate at this time to suggest to you thiogs you may want
to wrap up from now until June in preparation for your presentation in
the upcoming meeting in Washington, DC.

To reiterate what we've discussed in the past, your role is to
provide us with feedback from your group's perspective as practi-
ticners regarding atrengths and weaknesses of the BEES' Users' Guide.
You should review the February 20, 1987 version of the Users' Guide
carefully and pilot test its recommendations in two ways. The £irst
(preferred) way is actual implementation of the recommendations, e.g.,
revriting the project objectives. The second way is to review the
Tecoumendations that you are unable to implement: Then you should .
tell us which recommendations 2ppear sound and implementable and which
do not ana why,

, There are four things 1'd like you to try out. They are: (a)-
'Tevisa project objectives, (h) develop evaluation questions, (c)
collect process and outcome data suggested by the Guide (including
descriptive intormation regarding problems associated with program
icplementation and evaluation activities), and (d) review existing
- test instrusents (at least for one grade for one subtest, e.g.,
Reading Comprehension).

I've enclosed a copy of the data collection survey with this
letter. If you have not completed it, please do so at your earliest
convenience.




If you have any questions, you kuow where to find me and Rast,
1f I'nm not in the office, leave a nessage and YI'11 get back to you.

Our project has hired a con
to data managements ler name

at the sane phone nucber es mi

sultant who can assist you in vegard
is Camille larder and she can be r2ached
ne. She'll be in touch with you soon.

"1 &how'ii‘s alot o

f work but 1 belicve the rewards should be
Just as plenty!

Take care and I look forward to sceing you agai

o

Sincerely,
Tony Lan .. )
.« Yroject Director
TL:TH _ o
Enclosure

.
A
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Evaluation Assistance Center-West
Dats Collection end Reporting Survey

This survey is designed to determine the extent to which the following list of
information can pe collected for Title VII local project evaluations.

Please rate each of the following 1ist of variables in terms of availability and
accessibility in your district,

Information If Not Available,
_Available? How Accessible?
Don't Very * Very

Yes No Know Difficult Easy

I. STUDENT INPORMATION

A, Backg:gund Information

Date of birth ¥ N DK 1 234 5
Place of birth Y ¥ DK 1 2 3 4 5
Ethnicity/language grou Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Date began U.S. residence (date) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Language used in home Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Fluency in English ag of (date) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Flueﬁcy in native language (L1)

1f other than Engligh ag of (date) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Years of education completed as of (date) Yy N g 1 23 4 5
Years of education misged a8 of (date) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Family income statug (e.g., AFDC,

participation in National School

Lunch Program) Y N DK 1 23 45
Public or private school Y N DX 1 2 3 4 5
School grade level Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
B: Service Data

““

Dates entered and exited project Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Othér instructional settings (e.g.,

mainstream class, Chapter 1 program,

special education, migrant program,

ESL program) Y N DK . 1 2-3 4 5 .
Dates entered and exited other settings Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5«




I1.

The following variables apply

C. Non-Test Dats

Years retained in grade as of (date)
Whether or not student dropped out
Days absent from project classroom as
of {date) and total school days possi
as of that date

Date of gpecial education referral
or placement

Date of placement in gifted and
talented progra-

Enrollment in postsecondary
education institution

Setting from which entered project

Grade point average prior to entry
in project

Setting to which exited from project
Grade point average after exit

D. Former Project Students

Standardized achievement tesgt data

Classroom performances (e.g., grade)

INSTRUCTION
N—

Acadenic and non-academic subjects
taught in the project

Method of service provision (e.g.,
tutoring, classroom instruction)

English and L1 naterialg and how they
are used

Information If Not Available,
Available? How Accessible?
Don't Very Very’
€8 No Know Difficult Easy
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N ' 1 23 4 5
ble .
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N BX 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Y N Dk 1 23 4 s
Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5

to each class or subject matter offered by projeét:

Y N DX 1 23 4 5

Percentsg of instruction conducted in L1

and in English

Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
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111,

Information If Not Available,
Available? How Accessibie?
Don't Very Very
. Yes No  Kaow Diff icult Easy
Pattern of classroon language usge (eogo,
concurrent, Preview/review, or alternating) y y DX 1 2 3 4 5
Critical teaching strategies including
instruction and management procedureg
(e«g., use of active teaching behaviors,
use of content fron studente' home culture) ¥ § DX 1 2 3 4 5
Locationg of 1n§cruction (e g, mainstrean
classroom, apecial bilingual classroom,
nNewcomer center, resource room) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Student, groupings (e.g., LEP Students are
grouped by Engligh proficiency, all LEp
Students are together all day) Y N DK 1 23 4 5
Student/teacher ratio, student/aide
ratio per clagg Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Variability of students within g -
classroonm (e.g., age, grade, educational
attainment, home language, language
abilitieg) Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
Function of aldeg in classroonm .
X instruction, ¥ management)- Y N DX 1 2 3 4 5
Form of instructional group (e.g.,
whole class, tutorial) 1. Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
For each syb ect area taught, minutes\pet
week devoted to 8pecific activitieg (e.g.,
math wotkbooks, English Spelling, language
lab) Y N 1 2 3 4 5
STAFF -
Academic prepafation of each gtaff
membzr, includiing:
® leveli of education, Y N DK 1 2 3 4 5
~
o academic Preparation in field of
education, Y N DK 1 2 4
e credentials and certificates, and Y N DK 1 2 3 4
¢ academic preparation in field of
bilingual/bicultutal education Y N DR 1 2 3 4 5
c-9




Information If Not Available,
Available? How Accessible?

Don't Very Very
Yes No Know Difficult ‘ Easy

Teaching experience of each staff member,

including:
® years of cxperience in monoligual ,
- classrooms, and Y N DK 1.2
e in bilingual classrocms Y N 1 2 3 4

Language abilities of ecach staff nember,
including languages understood and
spoken and degree of fluency in:

@ English Y N DX 2 5
e Ll Y N DK 1 273 4 5
Please answer the following questions: Date:

l. What 18 your position?

2. Are you involved in: data cnrllection? Yes No
data analysis? Yes . No

reporting? Yes No

3. How many students are currently enrolieq in your Title VII project?

4¢ What grade levels does your project gerve?

5. What year is your project In? 1lst 2nd 3rd 4th- Sth

6. How many students (approximately) are enrolled i2a your district?

7+ Are your project data stored in computer? Yes No

8. How are your prcject data analyzed? by hand? Yes No
’ ) "by computer? Yes No
both? Yes Yo

9. In your district, do you have a testing/evaluation office which: (check) -

has a centralized computer system? Yes ____ No

Provides you with some student information? Yes_____No;__n_
assists you in your data management ? qu___“,Rq____
arsists you in your testing? Yes ___No____

10. (Optional) What is your district?




::c;:.

RMC RESEARCH CORPORATION
2570 WEST EL CAMINO REA-

MOUNTAIN VIEW, CALIFORNIA 84040
TELEPHONE: (415) 941-8550

May 19, 1987

Sarsh Clayton
Director of Categorical Programs

Valley Center Union School District
28751 Cole Grade Road
Valley Center, CA 92082

Dear Sareh:

On April 13, I sent you a letter and a copy of the data collection and
reporting survey. This is a follow-up letter, which I hope will provide you
with scme guidance in preparing for the June nseting,

As you know, the June weeting is a 2-1/2 day affair. A tentative agenda
has been get. During the first day, each of the nine pilot sites w1l be
asked to make & half-hour presentation. The purpose or the presentat.on is
to describe how various recommendations have been carried out in each pProject
site. The contents of your presentation should include the following:

‘o A very brief overview of your prqjeét (title, grade levels,
language(s), staff, acadenic or nonacadenic subjects offered,
number of schools, number of students) .

© For all the recommendations implemented, activities undectaken to
implement each (e.g., meetings classroen visitations, and so on)

© A brief description of the products resulting from implementing
the recomrendations (e.g., revised objectives, evaluation
questions, classroon observation form, RGI, and so on)

o Problems and solutions agssociated with each recommendation
implemented

On the second day, we will go over the User's Guude, chapter by chap~er
as & group, at which time I expect each gite to provide us with feedback on
the content (recommendations, exarpleg, tables), format and writing., For cas
recommendations that you have ne? implemented. we would like to know vhy,
vhat’s neaded %o implement them, and how sound are they. Also, what you
would 1like to have us include tha. ig uot in the guide. It is important that
you review the Guide and come up with some consensus that represents your

site. I have included in this letter a 1ist of the recommendations that are
embedded in the Guide.
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] '
Sarah Clsyton

May 19, 1987
Page Two

The third day is a day of rest for you. It will only .be a half day of
meetings, at which time we will be doing the talking.

I'11 call you after you have received thig letter.

Si:ncerely,
,“9’
Tony Lam )
Proj- :z Director
TL:mb
Enclosure
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45 tarcl, 1987

Cheryl Crawley
Salem~heizer Public $Schools
1309 Ferry SLreet_SE
PoUs Box 12u24
Salew:, Ok 4730y
Deay Cliervls
-This ig o inform YyOu, nore or jegg officia]]y, that the dates for

our end-of-year meeting for ghe “Bilingual Hodelg™ study will pe
June 17, 16, and 19, 1987, 9pe meeting will be 4in kashington, bc.

You may Lring up to three persons (includiug yourself) at Sga's
expensn, e would 1ik. You to cune Tuesday evening, the 16ti:, so you

Will be Yeady (o g o by 5:3U a., on the 17the Yo expect to break up by
loon on Friday tle i%th,

Beeting. This 1g Just an 'ear1§ warnirn, ° nNotification, Ve w11 cbntabt_
You again as goon a5 we have nore details, 1In the interin, Please think
about trave) arrangerents., {5 will want to make reservations ang buy
eirplane ticketg for your group by nio=Hay,

Please call e it you have any questiong,

. Cordial;y,

G. Kasten Tallmadge

UKL s TH

Leder seat als
Sofeq

C-.3 89




BILINGUAL EDUCATION EVALUATION SYSTEM (BEES)
WORKSHOP AGERDA
San Francisco Airport Marriott Hotel
October 7~9, 1986

Tuesduy, October 7

Togic . Presenter Time

A. Introduction

¢ YWelcor: and self introduction Kast 8:30 ~ 9:00
e Project background Kast 9:00 - 9:15
¢ Purpogse and g-ldelines of Tony
field test
@ Workshop goals and agenda/ Tony 9:15 -~ 9:30
participant expectations
o Pretest Staff 9:30 ~ 9:45
BRE ARK 9:45 = 10:00
‘e Overview of BEES - _ Tony 10:60 - 10:15
B, Evaluation Focusing Tony 10:15 - 11:15
C. Evaluation Planning Tony 11:15 = 11:45
""" T R v

D. Process Evaluation

¢ ./hat data to collect? Tony 1:00 ~ 2:00

¢ What instrument to use? Tony 2:00 - 3:00

¢ How to prepare for data collection? Tony 3:00 - 3:15

B REATZX 3:15 ~ 3:30

® A example Bector 3:30 ~ 4:35

E. Review and questions Tony 4:35 ~ 4:50
F, Posttest Staff 4:50 - 5:00

C-14 9 O




Hednezday, October 8 (Presenter: Kast)

Topic Time
A, Pretest 9:00 - 9:10

B. Basic Strategies for Outcome Evaluation

C. Measurement Error and the Regression Effect
B REA AR

D. Selecting an Achievement Test

E. Other Acnievement-Related Indicators

F. Test Administration and Scoring
G. Calculating Growth Indices
He Review and questions
B R E A K

I. Quasi~Experimental Designs

Je Posttest

9:10 - 10:00
10:15 - 10:30
10:30 - 1G:45
10:45 - 11:15
11:15 - 12:00

1:15 - 2:00
2:00 - 2:45
2:45 - 3:15
3:15 - 3:30
3:30 = 4:45
4:45 - 5:00




Thursday, October 9

Tople Pregenter . Time
A. Data Processing and Analysis Kast/Tony 9:00 - 10:30
B. Integration and Interpretation

of Results

. B REAK 10:30 - *J:45

C. Evaluation Reporting Kast/Tony 10245 ~ 11345
"""""""""""" Lo ew T s e
D. Overall review and questions Kast/Tony 1:00 - 2:05
E. Open Discussion: Users® Guide All 2:00 -~ 3:15
' B REARK 3:15 - 3:30
F. More Open Discussion: Field Test All . 3:30 - 4:00
G. Wrapup ' 4:00 = 4:15
H. Workshop Evaluation 4:15 - 4:25

I. Individual Questions/Farewell. 4:25 ~ 5:00

- c-16 QO




AGENDA FOR MEETING

Washington, DC  June 17-19, 1987

Wednesday, June 17

Topic Preseater Tine
A. Introduction
- Welcome Kast/Jim 8:30 - 9:00
= Gverview of Field Testing Tony 9:00 - 9:15
- Overview of Meeting Agenda Tony 9:15 - 9:30
B. Field Site Staff Presentation
- Salem, OR ©:30 - 10:00
= Polk County, FL 10:00 - 10:30
BREAK
- Tucson, AZ 11:00 - 11:30
- San Jose, CA 11:30 - 12:00
LUNCH
= Valley View, TX 1:30 - 2:00
= Valley Center, CA 2:00 - 2:30
BREAK
- Community School District #10, NY 2:45 - 3:15
- Community School District #5, NY 3:15 - 3:45
BREAK
- Tyler, TX 4:00 - 4:30
Thursday, June 18
. C. Group Discussion: Review Conteats of Users' Guide (Voi. 1)
~ Introduction Tony 8:30 - 8:4.
~ Chapters 1, 2, 3 8:45 - 10:15
BREAK
- Chaptexr 4, 5 10:30 - 12300
LUNCH
= Chapters 6, 7 1:30 - 3:00
NREAK
=Chapters 8, 9, 10 3:15 = 4:45
~Overall Evaluation of the BEES ) 4:45 - 5:15
Qo C-17 S 3




Friday, ‘June 19

Topic’

D. Summary of Feedback froa
Field Testing

E. Summary Comments from Field Staff

BREAK
F. Discussion of Phase 4 Activities

Ge. Wrapup

34
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Presenter Tine
Tony - 9:00

10:00
Kast 11:00
Tony 11:30

10:00

- 10:45

- 11:30

- 12:00
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STUDENT, INSTRUCTION, AND STAFF INFORMATION

How important is information for:

_ Estimating Program Improving Program

I. CTUDENT YNFORMATION Effectiven_ss Performance
Least Most Least Most
A. Backgrourd Information Important Important Important Important
Date of birth 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Place of birth 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Ethnicity/language group 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Date began U.S. residence 1 2. 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Language used in home . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Fluency in English as of 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
Fluency in native language (Ll1)
if other than English as of 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Years of education completsd as of 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Years of education missed as of 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Family income status (e.g., AFDC,
participation in National School

Lunch Program) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Public or private school ) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
School grade level 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
Sex 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
B. Service Data g

Dates entered and exited project .1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Other instructional settings (e.g.,

mainstream class, Chapter 1 program,

special education, migrant program,

ESL program) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Dates entered and exited other settings 1 2 3 4 § 1 2 3 4 5
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C. Non-Test Data

Years retained in grades as of
Whether or not student dropped out
Days absent from project classroom
as of -~ and total school days
possible as of that date

Date of special education referral
or placement

Date of placement in gifted and
talented program

Enrollment in postsecondary
education institution

Setting from which entered project

Grade point average prior to entry
in project

Setting t» which exited from project

Grade point average after exit

D. Former Project Students

Standardized achievement test data

Classroom performances (e.g., grade)

II. INSTRUCTIOR

Academic end non-academic subjects
taught in the project

Method of service provision (e.g.,
tutoring, classroom instruction)

How important is informstion for:

Estimatiug Program
Effectiveness

Improving Program
Performance

Least Most Least Most
Important Important Important Important

D-3

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
I 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5
i 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 45 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 45
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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The following variables apply to each class
or gubject matter offered by project:

How important is information for:

Estimating Program Improving Program
Effectiveness Performance
Least Most Least Host

Important Important Important Important

English and Ll materials and how they .
are used 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Percents of instructicn conducted in L1
and in English 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Pattern of classroom language use
(e.g., concurrent, preview/review,
or alternating) 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Critical teaching strategies including

inetruction and management procedures

(e.g., use of active teaching behaviors,

use of content from students' home

culture) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Locations of instruction (e.g.,

mainstream classroom, special

bilingual classroom, newcomer center, .

resource room) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Student groupings (e.g., LEP students
are grouped by English proficiency,
-all LEP students are together a1l day) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Student/teacher ratio, student/aide . :
ratio per class 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Variability of students within a

classroom (e.g., age, grade, educa-

tional attainment, home language, ] - .
language abilities) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Function of aides in classroom
(% instruction, % management) 1 2 3 45 1 2 3 4 5

Form. of instructional group (e.g.,
whole class, tutorial) . 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

For each subject area taught, minutes

per week devoted to specific activities

(e.g., math workbooks, English spelling,

language lab) 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5




III. STAFF

Academic preparation of each staff
member, including:

® level of education,

¢ academic preparation in
field of education,

¢ credentials and certificates, and

o academic preparation in field

of

bilingual/bicultural education

Teaching experience of each staff
member, including:

¢ years of experience in
monolingual classrooms, and

¢ in bilingual classrooms

Language abilities of each staff

Bow importaat is information for:

Estimating Program
Effectiveness

Improving Program

Performance

Least

Most

Important Important

1

member, including languages understood
and spoken and degree of fluency in:

e English

e L1

2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5

Least Most
Important Important

1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

5




PROJRCT BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Community Characteristics

1. Percent of community residents-below federal

poverty line.
Not
Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2
Not
o How useful is this data for providing Useful
background information. about project? 1 2
2. Unemployzent rate.
Not
Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2
Not
o How useful is this data for providing Useful
‘background information about project? 1 2

3. Workforce coaposition (blue collar, white collar, professional).

Not
Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2
Not
o How useful iz this data for providing Useful
background information about project? 1 2

" 4. Ethnic makeup of comaunity (Asian, Black, Hispanie, Otncr Minority,
Non-Hispanic Caucasiar).

Not
Accessible
o How accessible ig this information? T 2
Not
o How useful is this data for providing Useful
backgrouvnd in“ormatior about project? 1 2
5. Average length of residence in community.
Not
Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2
Not
o How useful is this data for providing Useful
background information about project? 1 2

Q. -6 100

3

Easily
Accessible
4 5

Very
Userul
4 5

Easily
Accessible
4 5

Very
Useful
4 5

Basily
Accessible
4 5

Very
Useful
4 5

Easily .
Accessible
4 5

Very‘
Useful
4 5

Easily
Accessible
4 5

Very
Useful
4 5




6. Percent of single-parent families.
0 How accessible is this ;nformation?

o How useful is this data for providing
background information about project?

Not
Accessible
1 2
Not
Useful
1 2

Easily
Accessible
3 4 5

Very
Useful
3 4 5

7. Educational level of adult community resideats (no high school, some high school,

high school graduate, some college, college graduate).

0 How accessible is this information?

o How useful is this data for providing
background information about project?

Not
Accessible
1 2
Not
Useful
1 2

Easily
Accessible
3 4 5

Very
Useful
3 4 5

8. Community attitude toward bilingual education (generally positive, neutral or

mixed, generally negative, don't know).

9. Others:

Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
0 How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
District Demographics
1. Approximate peak student enrollment.
Not Easily
] . . Accessible Accessible
0 How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
0 How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
2. Number of schools in district.
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
0 How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
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3. The school district is characterized as (rural, suburban, urban, inner city).

Not Easily
) 3 Accessible Accessible
0 How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing . Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
4. Rumber of classrooms in bilingual program in genecal.
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this informaticn? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
5. Percent of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 & 5
6. Ethnic makeup of student body (Asian, Biack, Hispanie, Other Minority,
Caucasian).
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful " Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
7. Others:
School Characteristics
1. Student enrollment.
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 &4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5

D-8
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2. Percent of students =ligible for free or reduced-price lunches.

Not Easily
' Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
: Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5

3. Ethnic makeup of student body (isian, Black, Hispanic, Other Minority,

Caucasian).
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 &4 5
4« Number of bilingual teachers (non=-Title VI, Title VII).
' Not Easily
Accessible Accessgible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 4 5
5+ Number of bilingual aides (mon-Title VII, Title ViIi).
Not Easily
Accessible Accessible
o How accessible is this informat%pn? 1 2 3 4 5
/ﬁ Not Very
o How useful is this data fo:~§éoviding ' Useful Useful
background .information abdoit project? 1 2 3 4 5
6. Number of bilingual classes (non-Title VII,. Title VII). . ,
Not Easily
Accessible Accessgible
o How accessible is this information? 1 2 3 4 5
Not Very
o How useful is this data for providing Useful Useful
background information about project? 1 2 3 &4 5

7. Others:
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TITLE VII BILINGUAL SPECIAL EDUCATION
TEACHER SURVEY 1986-87

Instructions: The following items are related to your teaching or knowledge

about bilingual instruction. Circle all answers that apply to

each item.
L ]

Which of the following criteria do you use when transferring a student to
English reading?

a. Frequency with which a student useg Zngiish in speaking.

b. Student's oral English skills must be at communicative level or
beyond,

c. Student's reading skills in Spanish are at second grade reading level.
d. Student has been taken out of Spanish reading,

e. Student has been glven English ag a second language iastruction.

f. Student reads orally in English.

8. All of the above.
Comments:

Which criterion do you think is the most important for a student to meet
before transferring her/him to English Reading?

Which criterion do you think is second most important?




4.

1
a.

b.

Ce.

d.

Which of the following procedures would you uge in a bilingual classroom?

When a student doec not understand a task in English, I use Spanish
to clarify the instruction. .

Yhen conducting a lesson, I give directioms and teach in one language,

but use the other language when making informal comments to the
student.

Picture clues, gestures or other non-language techniques are used to
clarify instruction rather than translating to the other language.

Comments:

I use the following techniques in a Bilingual Special Education classroom
for teaching content:

8.

b.

Ce.

d.

When introducing a new concept to the total class, Spanish is used.
Both Spanish and English are modified according to the levels of
proficiency of the students in both languages when introducing a new
concept.,

All of the above.

Other (specify)

When teaching English reading; if a student does not understand a passage
and asks a question in Spanish,

a.
b.
Ce
d.

e.

I answer in Spanish.

I answer in English.

Sometimes I answer in Spanish and othcr times in English.
I make thé student ask again in English.

I use gesture, picture clues, etc. to clarify.
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7. When teaching Spanish or English reading,

a.
b.
c.
.d.

e,

8. The

I use the preview/review method.

I use the concurrent translation method.
I use the phonics method.

I use the whole language approach.

It depands (specify)

key approach to maintaining the Spanish language in reading, after

transferring a student to English reading is:

9. Engligh as a second language skills are best acquired if:

a.

b.

C.

d.

e,

The focus of teaching is on the content of students' speech rather
than on correct grammer.

The teacher uses only English.
The teacher corrects errors in students' speech.
The student ig allowed to use Spanish,

By intermediate age, students'are interacting verbally in English,

What other factors or techniques do you thirk are important in promoting

English

language development?
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SALEM-KEIZER PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Bilingual Education Program

Cbservation Form

Time

Teacher Observer Date
Aide Other Large Group Small Groups
-1- -2~ -3~ -4- -5-
Number of
Students
Content -
Area*
Methodology+
Appropriate
(1-5)
Language of
Instruction
Appropriate
(1-5)
Appropriateness
of ESL for
Students (1 - 5)
Appropriateness
of Language Use
py Instructors
(1-5)
Students' Time
on Task (1 - 5)
Ratings: (1 = Low; 5 = High) ‘
* Content Areas: + Methodologies:
ESL Reading Simplified Teacher Speech TPR
Math Modeling and Gestures Pre-teaching
Art Social Studies Comprehension Checks Vocabulary
Language Arts Physical Coordination Academic Language Development ...development
Science Perceptual Memory - Clustering and Webbing

- Schema Building
Cooperative Learning
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Prcgram Goals and Objectives

1) To assist limited English proficient children to
achieve English language proficiency.

To develop the child’s primary oral language (Spanish).

1.1 By June of each program year, project participants that
score at or. below Level 4 on the BSM in Spanish and who have
been in the program for nine months, will advance an average

of one level in Spanish fluency as indicated by pre/post
test scores on the BSM test.

1.2 After beina in the project for a minimum of nine months
participants that score at or below Level 4 on the BSM in
English who are receiving English as a Second Language (ESL)
instruction will have on an average advanced one level in
English fluency as indicated by pre/post test scores on the
Bilipgual Syntax Measure.

2) To raise the academic achievement level of 1imited
English proficient children.

2.1 K-8 project participants who peceijve reading
instruction in Spanish and who have been in the program a
minimum of nine months will gain on an average 1.2 months
arowth per month of instruction as measured by scores on the
Reading and Math subtests of %he Comprehensive Tests of
Basic Skills (CTBS-Espanol). .

2,2 LEP students in grades 2-8, who have besen in the
program since Kinder or a minimum of two years will have
gained on an average 1,2 months per month of instruction in
Reading, Language and Mathematics as measured by the
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills in English.

3> To develop Spanish as a Second Language for
children whose primary language is English.

3.1 On an average, participants who receive Spanish as a
second language (SSL) instruction will at the end of the
first year pass 5%, the second rvear 15%, the third year 25%,
the fourth year S0%, the fifth year 767, the sixth year 85«,
and the seventh year 100% of the items on the district made
test that measures receptive and expressive skills in the
second 1anguage.
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3.2 Project participints who have been in the program four
years will score an wer2ge of a Level 2 on the BSM Spanish,
Each year these participants will continue to grow an
average of 1 level on the BSM Spanish until they have
reached level f{ve.

4> To reclassify limited proficient students to fluent
English proficient status.

4.1 By the end of four years in the project 1imited English
proficient students on an average 807 will be reclassified
to fluent English proficient status as determined by the
District’s reclassification criteria.

5> Tc develop students positive attitudes about
themselves and others. .

S.1 By teaching LEP students in their primary language and
then»transitioning ‘them into English the positive self
esteem of the students will improve as noted on- the
self-concept survey.

3.2 Project participants will interact socially.

é6) To develop multicultural appreciation of the
cultural heritage of limited English proficient children and
others,

6.1 Teachers in the bilingual program will ensure that

mul ticul tural/mul tiethnic curriculum is integrated
throughout the curriculum. Student questionnaires will be
given regarding multicul tural issues to assess completion of
this goal. \

7> To continue to dezvelop and refine each project
component areax.

7.1 By the end of each project year the project staff will
develop or refine a minimum of one component of the five
project areas (instructional program, parent and community
involvement, staff deveiopment, evaluation of program,
curriculum materials).

8. To continue the training for the bilingual staff
working with the LEP students.

€.1 By the end of each June project staff working with LEP
students will attend a minimum of one inservice related to
bilingual methods and techniques. - :

7 *
LU T
‘UO ‘,/! 0("9»
“




v

TYPES OF STUDENTS
.he following is an exampl% of five types of students which we service
in the Bilingual Program. Read through the following list and if you
disagree with it please make changes which you feel are appropriate.

1.= ENGLISH ONLY students who have been in the program since kinder
and who'’s Spanish skills are well developed.

2.- ENGLISH ONLY students who entered the program after kinder and who
have poor second la  _aage skills.

3.—= LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT students who have been in the program
since kinder and have average or above averag=> language and math
skills (L17.

4.~ LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT students who have been in the program
since kinder but, who have poor language and/or math skills (L1).

.= NON ENGLISH PROFICIENT students who enter the prograrmn after.kinder
and have no English skills. bq\
: Q AW

PROBLEMS IN PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

l.- Limited English proficient students who enter mid-year and have
little or no school experience.

2.— Great variability in the second language skills of all students.

S.— Great variability in (L1) skills and levels of maturation in
limited English proficient students.

4.— English only students who are put into the program without parent
request or knowledge to even out numbers in other classrooms.

S.— Limited visuals and concrete objects for teaching subject content
for mixed language groups.

€.— Teachers should be able -to reassign students to EQ zl._srooms if
they feel they can’t handle a second language.

7.— Teachers giving tests should be the daily classroom teachers which
the students know and feel comfortable with.

8.~ Not all parent notices which go home are transalated into Spanish.
9.— Need a secretary or part time office clerk who speaks Spanish.
10.~ Need inservices for teachers who have students in ESL stage III.

11.— Need Special Education and other special services for Spanish
speaking students, :
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OBSERVATION

The purpose of this observation is to confirm the data
obtzined from the biiinqual teachers as critical
instructional features. The information gathered by the
observation is to confirm this information.

Instructions for the obsepuepr-

A classroom will be observed once a week for two weeks,
The observations will be conducted for 2 period of 15
minutes three times a day: at the beginning of the day,
mid-morning, and late afternoon, - Each observer wijll decide
the exact time of his/her observation aftepr having discussed
the classrocm schedule with each individual teachar. Qne of
the three daily fifteen minute observations must include a
five minute observation of a lunch or recess period. The
observer will use the time chart in the following page to
schedule his/her observations.

The observer is required to answer all questions in the
instrument during the early morning observation. During the
mid-morning and late afternoon observation only the
‘questions without asterisks # are to be answered. In the
lxst question of the observation instrument the observer is
encouraged to add any information which s/he feels might
supplement previous observations.
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Critlical features of the

June 14, 1987

Blllngual Prooram a the Valley

Center Unlon School District -, -

Global Critical
Features

Use 2f student’s
first language (L])
for core subjects

; Jse of student’s

secand language (L2)
for non core subjects

{1xed group

Instruction

5tudents are encouraged

:0 help one another (role
wdeling for second language
wcquisition)

fultizultural teaching
\pproach. The cultire of

-he three major ethglc groups
‘eprasented ls glven equal
mportance. Other cultures are

"ncluded in the curriculus.

:aching second language
s:quisition through the
iatural Approach®.

aching through acflve
rticipation.

]

-

Speciflc Critlcal
Featuras

- #Math, reading and Iinguaga are

taught in the studeat’s

home languagz until

they develop fluency

in thelr second language.

Students are encoursged to malntailn
their first language.

*The Bllinguazl Syataz Keasure Test and
2 homé language survey are used to .
deteraine what- languagz a student will
be taught ia..

*Art, P.E., science, social
studles, muslec (math) are
taught In the students
secoad language.

*Classroozs are foraed

50% Spanish speakers

50% English speakers

*Students are taught alternating ueeks
English/Spanish glving equal status to
both languages.

#Curriculunm materlials
contain {nformation
about students’ hoze
culture.

*Use of the Total Physical Response
teaching technique. Teacher uses
volce entonatjon, gestures,
manipulatives, and visuals to teach.
Students learn poess, songs, Qranmas,
and write storles using thelr own
language,

xParticipation of EO students

in program; they are encouraged to
learn 2 second language. -

%Students rotate around learning -
centers using hands on activities.
“Cooperative Learning® techniques are

encouraged.
¢-6 1195
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Data Soup

Observation

Records

Observation

Observation

Lesson plans

Review materials

Ohservatlion

Observation
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NAME OF OBSERVER
DAY : DATE
STARTING TIME ENDING TIME
WHICH OBSERVATION IS IT?
- ist Early morning
2nd 'Mid-morning
3Srd Late afternocon

NAME OF TEACHER BEING OBSERVED

* l;) Type of classroom:

Self-contained

Team -teaching

*¥ 2.) "Grade level

3.2 What subject is being taught?

Mumber of times teacher speaks to students in Spanich

Number of times teacher speaks to students in Enqlish

Mumber of times student answers teacher in Spanich

Y
e
R




vC

Number of times student answer= teacher

in_Enqglish




o:cb .j # . ‘ . ) .
-VALIDATION OF ORJECTIVES- S ;!1}='(_°J,’
VALLEY'CENTER BILINGUAL PROGRAM . ' M R Y .
READING AND LANSUAGE OBJECTIVES _______ GRADE
'
Is the objective appropriate for your grade lavel? yes_ . ______ e ____ y Why

3 Does the cbjective include important developmental yes' NO e

skills the student.must master Sor next year., -

Does the objective cover skills that you- teach. . yes_ . ____._ NO e
(If you answered Ho on tris question skip quesiionzs :
D and E for this objective)

6-0 *

-

Check the approximate number of skills taught to meet | l [:] ‘ ]
this objective . 1-2 3-6 7-12
Checlk the approximate numbzr of time spent teaching the throughout 1 to 2 s 1 to !
aob jective during the year i the year months Ul weeks

List other skills you teach ¢in reading and language)
and which were not wentioned in the ob jectives. (This
question is to be answered ohly once
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ORJECTIVOS . ' . - ' L A

nivel Al Bl C
Reconocimiento del sonido ‘ \ (N
], El estudiante identificard correctamente la - O
palabra dada oralmente.
2. El estudiante identificarf correctamente la
palabra que significa algo sobre una palabra 2%
o una oracich dada oralmente. ,;

Comprensidn de lectura

01-9

. . \'/.Q’

3. El estudiante igentificaré' correctamente el ,

dibujo ue ensena el significado de una oracion'
escrita.

4. El estudiante identificard correctamente la -
palabra que significa algo sobre un dibujo que U
vee.

(5]

E+ estudiante identificard correctamente 1a palabra 4
que mejor camplete la oracidh escrita. -

6. El estudiante identificard correctamente la ~
Falabra que significa algo sohre la palabra ’
o frase que estd subrayada. :

7. El estudiante contestard correctamente pre-
guntas camo: quich, qué, dofide, y cuahdo, .
sobre pasajes que lee.
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C.T.B.S. TEST OBJECTIVES

" Uridvel

Canprensio’n de lectura

8.

El estudiante podra’ analisar sentimientos
o motivos de los caricteres en un pasaje
que lee. . .

9.

El estudiarite identificard la idea prin-
cipal, el intencién del autor, o el humor

lo.

y €l tono expresado en un pasaje que lee.

El estudiante sacar§ conclusiones del pasaje
que lee.

Cmtput:acio’n de matendticas

11.

. P
El estudiante sumard niumeros enteros.

12.

El estudiante sumar{ decimales o n/ureros
quebrados. ‘

13.

El estudiante restarf nimeros enteros.

14.

El estudiante restard decimales o
nimeros quebrados. .

15.

El estudiante multiplicara nuneros enteros.

16.

El estudiante multiplicard decimales o
nmeros quebrados.

17.

v

El estvdiante dividara mﬁeros enteros.

18.

El} estudiante dividara decmales o
naneros quebrados.

S

o

~

o2l 0

~~
.

,

1
. H
—




C.T.B.S. TEST OBJECTIVES

" nivel

geametria.

B JClly§2¢ 3
Conceptos y Aplicaciones de matematicas v .
19. E1 estudiante demonstrard que entiende DN O Cp )
la numeracion.
20. El estudiante derpnstrara' que entiende C.‘ C) . Y s
operaciones de numerog.. .(number sentence)
21. 'El estudiante demonstrard que entiende O1OI. ( ¢}
a resolver problemas. . - :
22, EL esptdiante demonstrard que entiende la \3 Ol
teoria de nimeros. i i
23, "El estudiante demnstrard que entiende (\ ) ) ‘ 1K )
medidas, dinero, y tiempo. ~ -
24. El estudiante demonstyara que.entiende




June 14,1@87
C.T.B.S. TEST OBJECTIVES - VALIDATION
First grade - READING

RECONOCIMIENTO DE SONIDO
1.- El estudiante identificara correctamente la palabra dada
oralmente. #1.6b of VC OBJECTIVES

COMPRENSION DE LECTURA

3.— El estudiante identificara correctamente el dibujo que
ensena el significado de una oracion escrita. #1.6¢c of VC
OBJECTIVES

4.~ El estudiante identificara correctamente la palabra que
significa algo sobre un dibujo que ve. #1.6d of VC
OBJECTIVES

The greatest concern among first grade teachers involving
these three objectives was how far into the reading sequence
the objective measured.

Spanish reading in Valley Center is taught in a phonetic
global manner with a continuous emphasis in oral language
development. The child is first taught the vowel sounds and
their combinations. The next step is to introduce consonant
sounds one at a time and from the very beginning whole
sentences are stressed. These sentences contain only the
vowels and the consonant(s) which have beenh introduced. A
specific sequence is followed when introcucing consonants
the first seven letters being #,S,P,T,L,D,and N.

The above objectives do not state if only certain consonants
are used or if the child is expected to khow the entire
alphabet. If the child is expected to read words containing
all the letters of the alphabet only about S0% of the Valley
Center first graders (who read in Spanish) would attain
thease objectives.

~ -
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C.T-B.S. TEST OBJECTIVES - VALIDATION
Second grade - READING

RECONOCIMIENTO DEL SONIDD
2.~ El estudiante identificara correctamente la palabra que

significa algo sobre una palabra o una oracion dada
oralmente. #2.3b VC OBJECTIVES

COMPRENSION DE LECTURA
S.~ El estudiante identificara correctamente la palabra que -
mejor complete la oracion escrita. #2.4 VC OBJECTIVES

8.~ El estudiante podra analisar sentimientos o motivos de
los caracteres en un pasaje que lee. #2.5 VC OBJECTIVES

9.~ El estudiante identificara la idea principal, 1la
intencion del autor, o el humor y el tono expresadoc en un
pasaje que lee. #2.6 VC OBJECTIVES

10.- El estudiante sacara conclusiones del pasaje que lee.
#2.8 VC OBJECTIVES

Second grade teachers agreed that all of the above reading
objectives were appropriate for their grade level. They.
agreed that the objectives included important developmental
skills the students needed to master for the following year.
They all taught a large number of skills throughout the year
to meet these objectives.
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C.T.B.S. TEST OBJECTIVES - VALIDATION
Third grade - READING

COMPRENSION DE LECTURA

6.~ El estudiante identificara correctamente la palabra que
significa algo sobre la palabra o frase que esta subrayada.
#3.5a & b VC OBJECTIVES

7.~ El1 estudiante contestara correctamente preguntas como:
quien, que, donde, y cuando, sobre pasajes que lee. #3.6 VC
OBJECTIVES

8.- El estudiante podra analisar sentimientos o motivos de
los caracteres en un pasaje que lee. #3.12 VC OBJECTIVES

9.~ El estudiante identificara la idea principal, la
intencion del autor, o el humor y el tonc expresado en un
pasaje que lee. #3.7 VC OBJECTIVES

10.~ El estudiante sacara conclusiones del pasaje que lee.
#3.9 VC DBJECTIVES

Third grade teachers agreed that all of the above reading
objectives were appropriate for their grade levei. They
agreed that the objectives included important developmental
skills the students needed to master for the following year.
They all taught a large number of skills throughout the year
to meet these objectives.
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EVALUATION QUESTIONS

1.) Are students who have been in the bilingual proaram
four years doing their core subject in thejr second
language?

2.) . During unstructured play do Engliish and Spanish
speakers interact socially?

I"'"‘S.) Does the teachers’ attitude towards Bilingual Education
affect the students perception about learning & second
language?

M~
4,> 1s the success of the program due to the methods
teachers use or more to the fact that we are good teachers
and care about the students?

S.> Do Spanish component teachers uyse more English than
they should?
4\\
" 8.) Is the success in ESL due to good ESL instruction or

exposure to English in the environment (on playground, bus,
TV, etc.)

7.> Is the program meeting the needs of non Enlgish
speakers who enter the program after second grade?

8.) Are students in‘bilingual classrooms truely more
cul turally aware? )

?.) How do the students in the program feel about being
involved in the prooram?

10.) Have the changes that have been made in the proaram’s
component areas (parentxl involvement, staff training,

evaluation, instruction, and curriculum and materials) ‘been
useful?

11.) Are students who have participated in the project
graduating from high school?

12.> #ére studenis who are participating in the team tezxching
approach learning Spanish faster than those in the self
contained?

13.) Are fewer students being retzined?
_ :}\}
(‘f&’ \{'J
(\ .;‘
n & A

p A
. |(})’ |‘\'
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Obervation—isstes~ » CALIBRE/VOICES CAAZSZIdIM ORS, =)

1. Amount of time wi.tlh computer assisted instruction: _
| < Yoda: e,

2. Language used by:instructional aide:

SAMPLE FORM
Instructions:
I. Background
Name of aide/tkdsher: v-{f; A g

School: )
Subject area: 4/\ fp,{p
No. of students observed:
T,’gpe of bilingual methodology employed:
. Type of learning environment: 3 m Small groupy _ Individual
n v, - : c—— amm——
“rvrmendo PV O PVVLIPLIVIN TS o . Xeey
\l,II. Observation Data (teachgr/a’d)e
i A. Language use ( fs/'imrfe - -
eady, | g ude | % Studia L,
ozl Lo — % Lo %

3. gther (please specify)

P( M Time on learning task . . —

nmnMme QP>

+ &. with teacher: . o minutes
2 &. with aide: . : minutes
3 4 wi.th computer assisted program: minutes

Wit 1Y € ' ¢
C. ("Studen't Partﬁpatx’gcne Yeaoher, — —

1. -pumber-ef—student—responses: o ; — _
2—typoof-ctydent-responsass ..
3. are students involved in relevant follow-up activities? Yes No

D. Integration of Cultural W‘SM/{\M ﬂ‘ S dtD 2

1. use of relevant examples:

‘ Hed LES




Pipese s

Other (please spec

111. Observer Information

r's

1. Name:

Date:

Duration of Observation:
Comments: ]

$0 W N
L . I i

Observer's Signature:

] SUWh@W
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COMMUNITY SCHOOL DISTRICT TEN
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

P.2. 86+ 3061 HLLMAN A
BAOKX, K.Y, 10483
TELEPHONE 220-8200
SANORA LERNER
mm [ BIPUTY COMMUNTY SUPERINTENCENT
COMUNITY .

. C. Routines '

Suggested Criteria for English As A Second Language Classroom Observarilons

A. The Lecson

1. Is the language used appropiste for student's level of
vee—..proficiency? . - m—
2. Are vords and forms ysed in context? (In questions, sentear s, and

situations) ’ e
3. Are the gims of the various wajor sections of the lessun (revisv of
the previous work, boardwork, new presentation) clear?
4. Are the various major sections of the lesson motivated?
S. 1Is the presentation of the new work well organized?
* 6. Is the presestation of the naw work clear?
7. Are thare chacks made on the comprehension of the nev prasentation?
8. 1Is a sufficlant smount of time devoted to the new presentation? (e.g.
15-20 uin.) .
9. 1s a major part of ths lesson devoted to oral activitias? .
10. Is there a varisty of activities? {dialogue, question and ansver, singing,
drills, sudio-visuasl, etc.) ) '
11. Does the teacher usec devices for heightening interest in the lesson
(pgnondi_z__c:_iqp_, situstional apprcach, visual supports, etc.)?
12. 1Is the pace of the lesson appropriate to the activity and to the leyel
of the studeatg? '
13. Are cultural elements introduced as part of the lesson?
14. Does the lesson have an over-all structuze? . (e.8. warm up, review,
new macesial, application, surmnry, assigraent, ets.)

—

B, Questioning and Srudent Participation

1. Are most of the studenta involved in the lesson? ) - .
2. Are questions used for a variety of purposes (cnc}:_tng, probiug ot"__

codprehension, rzentorcing, personalizing)? ‘- a,
3. Are questions clear? ° . . e
4. Are questions individuslized? *
S. In calling on students, is there a balance betweaen volunteers and non~

volunteers?
6. Wnat 1s the quality of responses?

"l. Are directions clear? . W ) . .
2. Is the time of the period used econowically and appropriately?

3. Are there trengitions to new activities? S ;
4. Does the tescher have an effective manner of starting the lesson?

5. Doass the teacher have nn effective manner of distributing and collecting
naterials? ' . . .

D. Boardwork and Uss of Aids
eI NORE B0d Use of Adds

1. Is there proper utilization of the boards? (assignment, new vocabulary,
correction of assigned material, diccation, drills, f£ill-ins, completions,
sumaaries) . ‘

2. 1s aost of the writing on the boards done by studeuts?

* 3. Does the tgaciar use visual supports effectively? s
4. Ia the illustrative material appropriste and integrated with-the lesson?

E. The Teacher . !

1. 1s the teacher prepared for the lesson? . .
2. Does the teacher have cosmand of basie techniques of teaching E.S,L.

teaching (introduction of ney material, review, boardwork, drills,
reenforcenent)? :

3. Does zhe teacher heve repport wizh thu students? .

4. Does the tescher 'use*ins:rucuonal materials wffectively .

5. 1s the teacher adapting the textbook to his/her class needs? o

6. Does the teacher show personal qualities necessary for effective teaching
(vitalicr, concern for all students, eagerness to praise)?




Rating Scaie for Second Lanpuage Clsasroor Evaluation

. . . Unsatis- .
The Laszson . Superior Good - Fair factorv

Extent to which the 8scond ; lap-
%uage 1s used in che clsssroom
Al

Functionsl'uge of the language
totivation
Clarity of preun.ucicm.

Evidence of coxprehension of
the presentation

Structure c;f the presencstion
Eliciting of information

Use of words in context
Adequacy of drill

Extent of oral sctivities
Over-all structure of the lasson
Aporopriatenass of activities
Variety of activities

‘Paca

Drazatic guality of the-lesson ) . V
" Spontaneity ) ) :
Cultural enrichment
Personal’zetion ) . #

Evidence of co-curricular
activitcies

Use of matsrials other than conven- ’ - ’ i
tionel instructional waterials .
(ncwspspers, wagazines, advertisc- '
Tents, posters, etc.)

Outcozes

Questioning

Distribution of quastions

C A gmeis g me——— X 4

Individualization of questioning

Clarity of questions T E

Adequacy of questioning t

|3

Proper use of quesriocning (elicie- ]

ing, probing, reenforcing, :

personalizing) :

[}

P

A

f
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. Unsazis- °
. zsacher Superior . Good . Fair fazzotv

Prezaration for.th; leagon
c;rfid..'al pg:cparntio:\

Command of tuchnkques
Linguistic lkuls -

Rapport with students

Vitalicy

Concern for 1adividunll .
Independence from the tex;book
Textbook sdaptation

‘Students
Participation
Quality of responses
Student-centered approach
Individuslization

Inizictive for gelf-Alvaceion and
cooperation

Development of good attitudes
Rou'tinel . '
Clarity of directions

Efficlency in distribution of
narisls oo

Trangitions to new activities
Economical use of time . .

Start of lesson

Boardwork

Utilization of boards
(aagigrunent, new vocabulary,
correction of aaaigned material,
dictacion, drills, fill-ius, +
completions, suxmaries)

Correction of boardwork
Student participation in boardwork

Orderliness

Use of Aids

—————————

Appropriate use of A-V aids

Use of teacher or student made
materfals

Use of illuscrative paterials

- “ . g Nyre ww
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Jdune 15, 1967 - Second Revision
PROGRAM OBJECTIVES FOR TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EQUCATION PROJECT -
GRADES K-3

LONG RANGE OBJECTIVES ( THREE YEAR)
Student Quicomes:

1. By the end of the project period, 85% of the target population
{those students receiving instruction for two er more years) ‘will
demonstrate high.r-order thinking skills ability as measured by
correctly ansusring 75% of ths questions on a program devoloped and
program related criterion referenced test. .
\.

2. By tha end of the project psriod, 85X of the target population
{(those students receiving instruction for two or more years) wuill
domonstrate improvide proficiency in speaking snd understanding the
second Jlangusge (English) by obtaining scores &sbove the 20th
percentile on the Language Asses=z=ent Battery (LAR). )

3. 8By the end of the project period, the +target populstion
(those students receiving instruction for tuo or more years "in the
Thinking Skills Program) will demonstrate a mean Relative Growth Index
(RGI) of over 182 percent in reading in the native langusge (Spanish)
as aeasured by the Comprehensive Test of Easic . Skills, Reading
Section, Spanish Vercion, betwesen pretest and posttest scores.

4. By the end of the project period, <the target population
(those students receiving instruction for tuwo or more years in the
Thinking Skills Program ) will demonstrate 2 mean Rela%ive Grouth
Index (RGI) of over 100 percent i muathematics in the native langusge
(Spanish) as measured by the Comprehansive Test of Basic Skills, Math
Section, Spanish Versicn, between pretest and posttast scores.

5. By the end of the project psried, {he target population (those
students receiving instruction for tuo or more years in Thinking
Skills) will demonstrate a mesan Relative Growth Index (RGI) of over
120 percent in wnathematics in the second language (English) as
neasured by the Metropolitan Achievement Test, Math Section, bhetwaen
pretest and posttest scores. .

6. By the end of the project period, the target population {those
students receiving instruction for tuo or more years in Thinking
Skills) will demonstrate @ mean Relative Growth Index (RGI) of over
100 percent in reoading in the second langusge (English) as measured by
the 0Degrees of Reading Power,. Reading Test, betuween pretest and

[:R\}: posttest scores.
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Progess Objectiven:

1. By tha end of the project period, 8@ perceni of those staff
receiving training will demonstrate the ability to effectively use
instructional techniques that pravake students’ thinking as evidenced
by a mean pating of 4.0 or higher on-a five point scale set in the
form of two checklists of techniques and behaviors (one for teachars
and one for aides). The data will be gsthered through the use of
classroon ohszervations. Only teachers and aides recaiving training
for a minimum of one yeamr and tezching or working as an aide for two
years in ithe program will be included. )

2. By tha end of the project period, 80 percant of those staff
receiving training will renort on their ahility to effectively uyse
instructional techniques that provoke students’ thinking as evidencsd
by a mean rating of 4.0 or higher an the Levels of Usa ratin) systom.
A rating of 4.0 connotes routine use of an innovation. The data will
be gathered thraugh the use of teacher and aide intervieus. Only
teachers and aides receiving training for a minimum of one year and
teaching for two years in the progran will be includsd.

n ts

. By $he end of the project period, 70 percent of target
population parents will demonstrate knouwledge and understanding of the
role of thinking in their childrens’’ education by correctly answaring
75% of the questions on a progras developed and program related paraent
quastionnaire.

2. By the end of the project period, 72 percent of -target
population parents will have attendsd one or more school-related
function or meeting connected with this program or thetir students’
oducatioq. .

l. By the end of the project period, & program of transitional
ngual education from kindargarten through third grade using

anking skills uill have been fully established as evidenced by

documentation recorded in project logs.
N

LA

Z. By the end of ths project period, » manual of lessons,
classroom =aterials ana ideas will be developed and mads available to
othaer aeducators.




OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Observer

Pexson(s) Observed

(1) Name
Position
(2) Name
Positién
School Grade Class
Date Period
Subject Matter Taught
Present

Number of Students on Register

Length of Observation




CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

TEACHER/AIDE

Thinking Skills Strategies

1.
2.

3.

4.
5.
6.

Does teacher pose open-ended questions?

Does teacher use probing techniques to elicit
additional information?

Does teacher allow sufficient time for student to
ponder question?

Does teacher respond to answers in a postive manner?
Does teacher permit and encourage questions from students?

Does the teacher use higher level thinking skills-

teaching techniques (classifying, analysis, comparison,
infering, evaluation)' when teaching language arts, science,
social studies, and math (Based on class observations
and/or students performance folders)?



Methodology

l. Do lesson plans reflect lesson taught?
2. Does the lesson have a cleér aim?

3. Does teacher adjust for student ability?
4. Do slower students receive extra help?

5. Are charts, materials and visuals comprehensible?

rd

]




Management

‘1. Do students complete work during assigned periods?
2. Are assignments checked?

3. Are assignments differentiated by stuéent ability?
4. Do students have personal achievement records?

3. Do students share ideas and products of their work?

6. Is student discipline good?




Environment

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

11.

Do teachers and students have sufficient‘space to work?

Is there provision for students to work in small groups?

Are there centers for students to work alone or in pairs?

Does the classroom have educationally stimulating decorations?
Aré the learning materials wcll organized and eagily accesible?
Does the classroom have visual cultural representéﬁfon?

Ics student work displayed and is it current?

Is there a class library?

In general, is the classroom environment comfortable and

conducive to stimulate creativity?

Are there facilities for students to experiment, and make
discoveries?

Does visitors log reflect parental involvement?
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Interaction

v .,

[

1.
2.
3.

Does the teacher demonstrate respect for students?
Do the studepts demonstrate trust in the teacher?

Do students treat each other in friendly and courteous
manner?

Is there evidence of close collaboration between teacher
and aide?

Is there evidence of cooperation with other staff members
in the school?

Do students practice Peer tutoring?

Are students free to.move to designed learning centers
in the classroom at will?




