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Introduction

The California Mini-Corps Program entered into atcact with CitySpan Technologies
for the implementation of the 2008-2009 Evaluafiata Report. Mini-Corps Program provided
the pertinent data to CitySpan Technologies in ora@nalyze and prepare the final report. This

evaluation report is based on those data.

History, Legislation, Background of Mini-Corps lgram

The California Mini-Corps Program began in 1967year after the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (Public Law 89-10) Titlevds amended to include the provision of
supplemental assistance to schools impacted witrami children. The federal government
enacted the ESEA in order to improve the educaifohmerica’s poor children, and specifically
addressed the children of migrant workers undde TiPart C. This legislation authorized the
Migrant Education Program (MEP), which providesniafa grants to state education agencies
(SEAs) for the express purpose of establishingngproving educational programs for the
children of migrant workers. In the Preliminary @Gaice for Title I, Part C, Public Law 103-
382, the US Department of Education states theviatig:

The general purpose of the MEP is to ensure thiddreh of migrant workers

have access to the same free, appropriate puhlicaédn, including public pre-

school education, provided to other children. Thieve this purpose, the MEP
helps state and local education agencies removeetsato the school enroliment,
attendance, and achievement of migrant children.

California Mini-Corps began as a summer-only pangrthrough the auspices of Butte
County Schools and was patterned after the Peages @oogram. In 1974, school year programs
were instituted, and now Mini-Corps provides seggithroughout California in the summer and
regular school year. An important part of the pamgrdesign was recognition of the need to
mobilize a cadre or corps of bilingual and croskueally sensitive college students with whom
migrant students could relate and identify. Simggrant children are quite often limited in their
English language abilities, these college (Mini4&)rtutors would assist migrant children
simultaneously with their academic preparationjudinig English language fluency.

In 1981, California passed California Educatiord€adSections 54440-54445 concerning

the provision of special programs, services, ariiyiies to the state’s migrant children. Those
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sections specified that the various educationaleguwental agencies (state, county, districts)
should “enter into agreements or otherwise coopetxdth other states or agencies of the state or
the federal government in providing or coordinatgegvices to migrant childremcluding the
Mini-Corps Program [emphasis added].”

The MEP is the main entity nationally for the pmson of supplementary educational
and related services to migrant children and tfaemilies. Their services are oriented, particu-
larly after the accountability and performance d&gion of the 1990s (e.g., Improving
America’s School’s Act (IASA) of 1994, Governmergriormance and Results Act (GPRA) of
1993, Public Schools Accountability Act of 1999),Helping migrant students who are “at risk”
of failing the state’s educational content and @erniance standards. In this regard, services for
migrant children via the MEP are to be coordinateth all the various levels (federal, state,
county, and local educational agencies—LEAS). Tdie of the California Mini-Corps program
is to coordinate the placement of its Mini-Corpsota to help the children that the MEP has
identified as migrant. The California DepartmentEafucation defines a child as “migrant” if
his/her parent(s) work in the agricultural, daitymber, or fishing industries. In addition,
migrant children and their families have movedhe past three years for reasons that “range
from moving across school district boundaries omfrone state to another for the purpose of
finding temporary or seasonable employmént.

California has the largest migrant student popatain the country. A report published
by the California Department of Education in 2086reated that California has around 330,000
migrant students, approximately one-third of th&lt®S migrant student population. For 42
years now, the California Mini-Corps has worked &oavits main objectives of offering direct
categorical services to migrant children and gstgvio increase the number of professionals who

are sensitive and committed to the unique neetlseske children.

Educational Conditions of Migrant Students

California is the richest and largest agricultigt@te in the country. It produces over 250

different crops valued at over 25 billion dollarAgricultural workers and their families play a

1 “Overview of Migrant Education in California,” @pt//www.cde.ca.gov/sp/me/mt/overview.asp).



Cityspan Technologies California M@orps
Page 5 2008-2009 Annual Evaluation

significant role in this economy, yet they raregnlefit from such richness. A 1998 study, "Farm
Workers in California”, states that farm workers:

+ Have the lowest earning of any group;

++ Have the highest poverty rate in the state;

+ Have the second from lowest home ownership;

+ Have the lowest rate of health insurance and haugyrhealth problems;

« Are overwhelmingly Latino/Mexican;

¢ Have a lower educational attainment than any ajhaup;

+ Over 69% of agricultural workers have no high sdityloma.
The sons and daughters of agricultural/migrant exgrare no better than their parents; migrant
students are by far one of the least educated grioufhe state and many of them are not fluent
English speakers. A 2006 report published by tlaif@nia Legislative Analyst's Office
addresses the issue of migrant education in Caldprand provides the following profile of
migrant students:

+«+ Around 60 percent of the state’s school distrietgehmigrant students in their classrooms

« About 98 percent of the state’s migrant studenesHispanic. The majority have limited

proficiency in English.
+ In 2004-05, less than 15 percent of the state’sranigstudents scored at the proficient
level in English language arts. Around 28 pereeet proficiency targets in mathematics.

In a report commissioned by the U.S. Office of Migr Education (1998), it was reported that
migrant students attend schools that are classiféeldigh poverty and “have larger proportion of
minority students” (p. 5). Migrant students areqominantly of Latino/Mexican descent and
face the same educational inadequacies, if noteyas their urban counterparts. In a 1999
report published by California Research Bureaujf@ala State Library, Latinos are found to
have significantly lower wages than other grouphis fact is strongly correlated with the Latino
population’s low educational attainment. Thesestardard educational conditions of the Latino
population are responsible for their low wages.rdég A. (1997) reports that Latino students
continue to be "...among the nation’s most educalipndisadvantaged and economically
disenfranchised groups,.[and] this disparity is reflected by a variety wfeasures” (xiii).
Latino students are twice as likely to score belagic levels, to have one of the highest drop-

out rates (40% or higher), attend segregated sshant be ill prepared to attend institutions of
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higher education. Latino college students haveddribe highest attrition and drop out rates and
are usually ill prepared by the K-12 schools teradtinstitutions of higher education. They have
the lowest graduation rates at institutions of Bigleducation and the highest attrition rates
(Darder, A., Torres, L and Gutierrez, 1997; Moredo1999; Romo, H. and Falvo, T. 1996;
Gandara, P. 1993). These researchers have igdntiife following factors that account for the
high attrition rate of Latino college students:

+ Lack of academic preparation (K-12);

% Lack of financial assistance;

¢ Lack of positive role models;

« Lack of involvement in college social life and/andiliarity with the college system;

¢ Lack of institutional cultural understanding;
+ Poor articulation between feeder schools;
¢+ Lack of or minimum counseling.

Latino migrant students face insurmountable banenen attempting to attend colleges
or universities. Susan Morse and Patricia Cahagmrkler (1998) claim that being a migrant
complicates the academic experience of such steidkrd to “...frequent moves, poverty, gaps
in previous schooling, and language barriers. B&hgrstudents also confront societal and
institutional barriers, due to ethnic differences)d community isolation. Despite these
challenges, some migrant students attend and geaditean colleges and universities’ (p. 1).
Gandara, P. (1993) claims that contrary to popbklref, Latino students from low income
communities "...have achieved the highest acadentcegs from prestigious universities" (p.
1). Itis possible for students from low incomel alturally diverse communities to succeed in
college. These students were successful, in ghaetfo their personal motivation and persistence
and parental support. However, Gandara claims"thability and persistence would not have
been sufficient without opportunity...In all casdse subjects were exposed to a high achieving
peer group (mentors) against whom they could readiyy test their own skills" (p.3). In
addition, minority recruitment, retention prograarsl financial assistance played a major role in
their success. Institutional support is critical the successful recruitment, retention and

graduation of Latino college students (Gandara3199
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Methodology

CitySpan Technologies was contracted in July 2@8ummarize and report on data
collected by the California Mini-Corps Program. rQuethods revolved around the proposed
goals and objectives of the California Mini-Corjps 2008-2009 and were shaped by our sound
judgment of significant elements of the evaluatonl the structure and organization of previous
Mini-Corps evaluation reports.

CitySpan Technologies provides Mini-Corps withinaldatabase software, which they
use to keep track of their Mini-Corps Program daEach site has its own individual password
and administrators have privileges to view datanfrany of the sites. With the software, site
coordinators can keep track of their schools, teeghutors, and migrant students.

The types of information managed about the schimalside contact information, if the
school has bilingual or ESL programs, and the techssociated with that school. Each tutor
has a record in the system that includes contdotnration, the college they are attending, if
they have the appropriate documents completed @&ngba Mini-Corps tutor (interview,
narrative, letters, transcript, enroliment verifioa, fingerprint status), a field that indicatés i
they should be rehired for the next semester,gy thave a car, if they attended the orientation,
and when their Tuberculosis vaccine expires. bhitah, there is a tool that lists the schools and
teachers with which each tutor works, as well arthmber of migrant students they assist. At
the end of each month, each tutor records the numbdours they spent tutoring various
subjects like reading, language, math, sciencepatens, or health education. The software also
allows the coordinators to record information retato home visits. It lists the pupil’s name, the
date of the visit, the pupil’s grade, the durati@inthe visit, the purpose of the visit, and
additional comments.

The database software also keeps track of all iffereht types of evaluations: teacher
evaluations, coordinator evaluations, student etedos, and pupil assessments. The software
generates aggregate reports of all the evaluaasnaell as summary statistics for that Mini-
Corps site.

Teacher evaluations are conducted by the teachdrar@ based on the performances of
the Mini-Corps tutors. These tutors are rated orargety of performance issues such as their
English skills, Spanish skills, how well they teaolividuals, small groups, and large groups,

their working skills, their ability on managing #ass, and how well they interact with the
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teachers. Additional comments are made on wheréutiors need further development and how
well they took suggestions from teachers. Cootdmavaluations are evaluations done by the
coordinators on the performances of the tutorse flitors are evaluated by various characteris-
tics such as professionalism, instructional skidled motivational skills. Mini-Corps tutor
evaluations are based on the tutors’ perceptioth@fMini-Corps program. Pupil assessments
are conducted by the teachers and help to chaprtdgress and improvements of their pupils.

A decrease in migrant student numbers and incri@gser-migrant-student cost over the
past five years was caused by several factors.reTisea new existing requirement from the
office of Migrant Education at the federal levehtlstates that priority for services must be given
to migrant children whose schooling has been inpged in the current 12 months and who are
academically below basic or far below basic. Piyordo serve the active migrant students who
are below basic is being addressed by the Mini-€dupors in cooperation with the school
district and migrant program. By providing a migrahild individualized tutoring, a Mini-Corps
tutor can help his/her academic progress. Theityitor services to the migrant students who
are in dire need of additional assistance is impgdhe number of migrant children previously
served by Mini-Corps. Another indicator was reanght of the Mini-Corps tutors. Per the No
Child Left Behind Act, a K-12 district or educatedrcounty office must assess the paraprofes-
sionals or tutors in reading and math. The assedsused by Butte County Office of Education
is CODESP and is based on 2 years of college omorke All Mini-Corps tutors who have not
completed 48 units must be assessed and if theytpass, cannot work as a tutor until they
pass the assessment. This impacts the hiring of-®@brps participants at the community
colleges, resulting in fewer services to migrantients.

Mini-Corps tutors working as literacy specialisteres assigned to work exclusively for 5
hours per week with only five “at risk” pupils thrghout the entire academic school year. This
consisted of individualized tutoring, participatiig literacy centers, after school tutorials, etc.
Thus the Mini-Corps program was able to provideutsxzl education assistance to the migrant
pupils, but at a cost of decreasing the numberigfant pupils receiving services.

Moreover, due in large measure to the new acadskills and accountability emphasis
in California, some at-risk migrant students weoe encouraged to participate in the Mini-Corps
Summer Outdoor Program because these schedulettiestivere perceived as non-academic

by some summer school administrators. This reguhlielower numbers of migrant students
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served, despite increased efforts by the Mini-CdPpsgram staff to involve more migrant

students to participate in these programs.

Program Goals and Objectives

We have delineated the various goals and objexfiwethe 2008-2009 academic year.
The following is a list of those goals and objeey We return to these goals in subsequent
sections, and we describe and analyze the dataiqgag to each goal and objective in order to

evaluate each one individually.

Goal for the 2008-2009 School Year

% To provide direct instructional services to migratiwdents as prescribed by the federal
law, Improving America's Schools Act, with the pamng focus on:
0 Assisting migrant students in the core curriculamg
0 Assisting the high-risk migrant students and pramadvocacy for them in

their school.

Program Obijectives for Summer Indoor Program 2009

% To provide direct categorical services to migrartdren which match or exceed perform-
ance standards prescribed in the California Md?aitar.
+ To increase the number of professionals who arsiteemand committed to the needs of

migrant children.

Program Objectives for Summer Puppetry Program 2009

+«+ To provide health puppet presentations to migrarmdests.

+« To provide safety and nutrition awareness thatwithrm migrant students about the
importance of good nutrition and safety procedures.

++ To focus on the message of the importance of maintaa healthy body and mind for
healthy self-esteem.

+ To provide presentations to students in gradesgheol all the way to high school.
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% To provide other presentations such as water sdfetysafety, saying no to strangers, etc.

Program Objectives for Summer Outdoor Ed Progra@®20

/7

« To provide migrant students the opportunity to eMpee education outside of the
classroom, where students are able to construchinggdhat leads to thinking, sharing,
exploring, questioning, and developing their owrlenstanding of lessons provided by the
instructors.

« To teach migrant children science concepts in arabsetting that will foster students'
understanding of their life-sustaining relationsiwith planet earth, and emphasize the
commonalties and connections among human beingeewidgy, plant life, earth science,
physical science, etc.

+ To teach migrant children a respect for natures tti@veloping an understanding of how
nature works and how human beings affect the enmiemt. By teaching migrant students
respect for nature, strategies will be introdudeat will further develop their thinking con-
cerning their personal expectations, goal settng, general leadership skills.

% To provide Mini-Corps students an opportunity torkv@n an educational environment

where they can further develop their instructicsidlls.

Direct Instructional Services

One of the primary goals identified by the Califierini-Corps Program is to provide
direct instructional services to migrant children who arest at risk and who have the most need
for these services. These include individual iagprtutorial instruction in academic subjects,
post-secondary awareness, extended day tutorimge lotoring, career awareness, and ESL or
bilingual instruction. Direct instructional programare briefly described and examined in order

to determine whether that major goal has been aetie

The School Year Program

The Mini-Corps Program has established a uniquealaiative relationship with 22 col-
leges and universities throughout California. mjlial tutors are recruited primarily from local

colleges and universities. Full-time coordinatorngjo are certificated employees of Butte
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County Office of Education, perform a variety ofngees and roles during the school year.
Program coordinators are responsible for recruitimgng and placement of bilingual tutors
within the migrant regional progrém They also conduct classroom observations andrsise
the tutors at the school site. Coordinators prwielevant workshops and staff development
opportunities for tutors. All Coordinators are wegd to submit annual reports to the California
State Mini-Corps office in Sacramento. This ydhere were two collaborative Mini-Corps

programs that operated in Region Il.

Tutors Hired, Teachers, Schools and Migrant Stigd8etved

Typically, the school year program hires more td@0 Mini-Corps students as tutors
(481, Fall 08, and 552, Spring 09; a total of 68fgue students). These Mini-Corps bilingual
student tutors are placed in over 300 schools (848,08 and 364, Spring 09; a total of 396
unique schools) that have high numbers of migraugtesits, providing an important link between
the migrants and school communities. The tutorsstassigrant students with their English
literacy skills, primary language, and/or curriculgubject matter areas. They also work closely
with over 1,300 regular classroom teachers (1,8a#,08 and 1,542, Spring 09; a total of 2899
unique teachers) and provide tutorial assistancalinore academic content areas required for
graduation from high school. Charts 1, 2, 3, arghdw that while the number of pupils in the
Mini-Corps program has stayed at about the samel ke last year, the number of schools,
teachers, and tutors are slowly increasing. Taa&’g growth in teachers and tutors in particular
has halted their declining numbers of the pastyears. In fact, Chart 2 shows that the number
of tutors in Spring 2009 was the highest in thd pasyears.

The number of migrant students served increased §®85 during Fall 08 to 6,672 in
Spring 09 (See Table 1). Historically, during Asgthrough October, Mini-Corps begins its
programs with low numbers. This is also apparerthe Charts 1, 2, 3, and 4, where the Fall
numbers are almost always lower than the Springbeusifor every grade level (See Tables 2.1
and 2.2). Seventh and eighth graders experienctidra drop in numbers between Fall 08 and
Spring 09, but the kindergarteners and third gsdereased the most, a gain of 45 percent and

39 percent respectively. At the primary level ollethe number of students served increased by

2 There are 23 of these regions (usually along golimes) throughout California with Migrant Eduaati Programs.
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16.5 percent from Fall 08 to Spring 09, and atsheondary level overall, the number of students
served increased by 10.8 percent. These chandest@ an increase in the number of migrant
students attending school at the primary and seggrdvels from Fall 08 to Spring 09 and are

consistent with past data.

Table 1
Total Number of Schools, Teachers, Tutors, and Pulsi Served by the
California Mini-Corps Program in 2008-2009

Fall 2008 Spring 2009 Total*
Schools 348 364 396
Teachers 1,35y 1,542 2,899
Tutors 452 460 561
Pupils 5,685 6,672

* Unduplicated Totals

Chart 1

Number of Schools in the California Mini-Corps Progam for the Past Nine School Years
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Chart 2

Number of Teachers in the California Mini-Corps Pragram for the Past Nine School Years
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Chart 3

Number of Tutors in the California Mini-Corps Progr am for the Past Nine School Years
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Chart 4
Number of Pupils in the California Mini-Corps Program for the Past Nine School Years
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Table 2.1, 2.2
Number of Migrant Students Served by Grade Level 208-2009

Table 2.1: Primary School Students Table 2.2: Sendary School Students
Grade Level Fall Spring Grade Level Fall Spring
K 406 589 7 429 404
1 603 644 3 354 343
2 7
60 085 9 413 556
3 539 751
10 403 474
4 765 838
5 588 580 11 344 379
6 395 461 12 159 174
Primary Total 3,903 4,550 Secondary Total| 2,102 2,330
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According to Charts 5, 6, 7, and 8, there is atgreamphasis in providing tutoring to the

elementary school-aged students than to the highot@ged ones.

Chart 5

California M@orps

2008-2009 Annual Evaluation

Number of Migrant Students Served by Grades K-3

for the Past Nine School Years
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Chart 6
Number of Migrant Students Served by Grades 4-6 fahe Past Nine Years
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Chart 7
Number of Migrant Students Served by Grades 7-8 fothe Past Nine Years
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Chart 8
Number of Migrant Students Served by Grades 9-12 fahe Past Nine Years
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Academic Year Instructional Services

The direct instructional services provided by M@wps tutors to migrant students and
families are varied. Mini-Corps tutors play an or@ant role in the teaching process by
assisting, supporting classroom teachers, and eirttarstudent achievement in the core
curriculum areas. The direct services to migrantlents include bilingual or ESL instruction
skills to enhance learning and teaching in the careiculum areas such as reading, writing, and
math. Individual classroom tutoring was conduatieding the regular school day and during
after-school tutorial programs. In some instane&edended day tutoring or Saturday school
programs were conducted. Mini-Corps tutors wor&edtal of 180,698 hours providing direct
instructional services to migrant students in thenary level. Primary grade level work logs
submitted by Mini-Corps tutors show that 71,063 isoaf direct instructional services were
provided to migrant students during the fall, af8,635 hours during the spring (See Table 3).

At the secondary level, Mini-Corps tutors providedjrant students with 58,852 hours of
direct instructional services, 23,553 in the falbda35,299 in the spring (See Table 3). These
changes reflect current educational reform effoinkt mandate student achievement and not

social promotion. This resulted in Mini-Corps tigalevoting more time to migrant students
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who are at risk of failing. As stated earlier, rhés a greater focus on providing services to
elementary students compared to high school staddhis also evident in the number of hours

spent helping the younger grades (see Chart 9).

Table 3
Number of Work Log Hours for Primary and Secondary Students in 2008-2009
Fall 08 Spring 09 Total
Primary 71,063 109,635 180,698
Secondary 23,553 35,299 58,852
Total 94,616 144,934 239,550
Chart 9

Number of Work Log Hours for Primary and Secondary Students for the Past Nine Years
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Table 4
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Number of Work Log Hours for Primary Students by Subject Level in 2008-2009

Subject Fall 08 Spring 09 Total
Reading 21,700 32,769 54,468
Primary Language 4,485 6,815 11,300
Secondary. Language 4,018 6,291 10,309
E.S.L. 4,930 7,980 12,910
Math 18,447 29,296 47,742
Science 2,474 4,018 6,492
Computer Literacy 694 1,537 2,231
Social Science 1,544 2,666 4,210
Physical Education 776 1,172 1,948
Testing 1,342 2,263 3,605
Performing Arts 427 667 1,094
Health Education 82 171 253
Prep. Time 954 1,345 2,304
Supervision 825 1,223 2,048
Counseling 135 218 353
Community Activities 1,224 1,410 2,638
In-service Training 6,998 9,796 16,794
Total 71,063 109,635 180,699
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Table 5
Number of Work Log Hours for Secondary Students bySubject Level in 2008-2009
Fall 08 Spring 09 Total
English 7,592 12,482 20,073
Math 7,967 10,433 18,399
Science 2,182 3,521 5,703
Physical Education 71 94 165
History/Civics 1,846 2,598 4,444
Computer Literacy 345 561 906
Testing 175 493 668
Electives 291 623 914
Academic Advising 156 242 398
Career Awareness 12 138 210
Club Activities 25 46 71
Goal Setting 44 146 190
Community Activities 298 444 743
Preparation Time 196 230 425
In-Service 2,296 3,251 5,547
Total 23,553 35,699 58,852

Mini-Corps bilingual tutors work closely with pramy and secondary migrant students
who need tutorial assistance in all core academitent areas. For the secondary students,
tutors focused on the requirements for graduatiom fhigh school. Figure 1 shows the multiple
subject matter areas in which Mini-Corps tutorsisised migrant students at the primary and

secondary levels during 2008-2009.
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Figure 1
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Primary and Secondary Subject Matter Content Areas in which
Mini-Corps Tutors Provided Direct Instructional Services

To Migrant Studentsin 2008-2009

Primary Subject Areas

Reading

Primary Language
Secondary Language
E.S.L.

Math

Science

Computers

Social Science
Physical Education
Testing

Performing Arts
Health Education
Preparation Time
Supervision
Counseling
Community Activities

In-Service

Secondary Subject Areas

English
Math
Science
Physical Education
History/Civics
Computer Literacy
Electives
Academic Advising
Career Awareness
Club Activities
Goal Setting
Testing

Community Activities

Preparation Time

In-Service

The Mini-Corps bilingual tutors serve as a linkweeen the school, migrant families, and

the community. Mini-Corps tutors conduct home tgisvith migrant parents and students in an

effort to build a bridge between the school, migrparents, and students. Their efforts help

encourage and strengthen communication betweescti@ol and community. In 2008-2009,

Mini-Corps tutors conducted 3,505 home visits witigrant students and families during the

school year program (Table 6). Chart 10 showsithda008-09, Mini-Corps had an all-time high

in the number of home visits since 2000. There agsmp of nearly 600 visits between the
2007-08 school year to the 2008-09 school year.
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Mini-Corps tutors are role models who, becausehefrtown migrant life experiences,
are able to be more sensitive and empathize wigrant students and their families. Three out
of four Mini-Corps tutors have fathers who currgntligrate or migrated in the past in search of
employment in the key migrant industries. In a wgy serve as “cultural brokers” to migrant
students by providing cultural literacy skills avarious abilities necessary to take advantage of
future opportunities and careers. They also actoés models and motivators, encouraging
migrant students to accomplish their goals. At#sgi such as goal setting, literacy workshops,
literacy conferences for migrant students, schoaltbrk career presentations, post-secondary
college awareness presentations to middle- anddubbol students, and college-day tours for

migrant students are a few of the ways in whichrgloo future possibilities are opened.

Table 6
Number of Home Visits by Length of Home Visits in Mnutes in 2008-2009
Minutes N/A* 15 30 45 60 75 Total

Home
Visits

* N/A = Length of Home Visit was not indicated
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Chart 10
Number of Home Visits for the Past Nine Years
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Table 7 shows that at least 78 percent of homesvisinducted by Mini-Corps tutors
were done with K-6 migrant students. Only 22 petogere with middle or secondary level

students. Hence, there seems to be greater emmmmakbme visits at the lower grades

Table 7
Number of Home Visits by Grade Level of Pupils in 208-2009

Pupil Grade Level Home Visits

K-3 1,699
4-6 1,021
7-8 289
9-12 496
Total 3,505
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Chart 11

Number of Home Visits by Grade Level of Pupils fothe Past Nine Years
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Conducting home visits plays an essential roletiierMini-Corps program in informing
parents about the various educational activitiesr tbhildren participate in, how well their
children are doing, and how parents can be moreeaict their children’s education career. As
Table 8 shows, the top three reasons for conduttimge visits were the following: 1) discuss
the pupil’s behavior, 2) explain school programsaniMCorps), and 3) help migrant parents in

identifying strategies to help tutor their own chén.
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Table 8
Total Number of Home Visits by Mini-Corps with Migr ant Parents in 2008-2009

Purpose of Home Visits Number of Visits

Behavior 1,716
Explain School Programs (Mini-Corps) 1,668
Assist Parents in Tutoring Children 1,206
Attendance 1,026
Other 507
Explain Recreational Program 348
Obtaining Agency Assistance for Parents 337
Health Concerns 236
Obtain Permission for Pupil Participatior 140
Collect Information for Records 101
Enrollment in School 0

Summer Indoor Program

The Summer Program hired 456 Mini-Corps tutorsdxve as teacher assistants and out-
door instructors. The Summer Program was the raigorecursor of the present Mini-Corps
Program. The Summer Program has three compont@sindoor program, the puppetry
program, and outdoor education. It places migramesits with bilingual tutors who can assist in
a variety of areas.

Mini-Corps tutors perform direct instructional sees such as tutoring/mentoring, facili-
tating regular class assignments, and organiziregiap projects that are sponsored by the
migrant regional programs. The Mini-Corps tutoms mvolved in after school activities. They
are also in the unique roles of assisting and cctimly home visits and providing parent
education and parent/teacher conferences. TheG&imps tutor often serves as a link between
the school and home. They also lead after-schoiVitees at the migrant labor housing or
camps. When the state migrant regional programdwtts special post-secondary programs, the
Mini-Corps tutors assist by working as residentisois/mentors. Continuous staff development
training is an important part of the summer indpagram.

During the July 2008 Summer Indoor Program, Mini&3otutors served 7,258 migrant
students (Kindergarten —‘TZ;rade). The Mini-Corps Summer Indoor Program staifked in
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242 schools statewide. They provided 23,414.75dirstructional hours to migrant students in
Kindergarten through the T2yrade; 17,739 hours were in K-grades and 5,675.75 hours in
grades 7 through 12 (See Table 9). In addition,iH@orps tutors conducted 1831.20 hours of
support activities at the primary level and 721 risoat the secondary level. The Mini-Corps
tutors also participated in In-Service Training ikities — 1,667.75 hours in the primary grades

and 433.25 hours in the secondary grade levels.

Table 9
Number of Hours of Direct Instructional Services Povided by
Mini-Corps Tutors to Migrant Students

July 2008 Summer Indoor Program

Primary Secondary
Work Log Work Log
Direct Academic 17,739 5,675.75 23,414.75
Support total 1,831.20 721 2,552.2
In Service Activities 1,667.75 433.25 2,101
Total 21,237.95 6,830 28,067.95

Table 10 reflects the total number of hours Minir&otutors worked at the primary level
in various content areas. Of the hours identibgdMini-Corps tutors, 75 percent were in core
academic areas such as reading, language, mathcsciand social science. Reading and math
had the most hours spent, with 4,987.95 and 4,b76odirs respectively. This reveals a strong
emphasis in academic support to help the migraptipperform just as well as their peers in
core academic areas. The remaining hours weresdédcon important areas that support and

enhance teaching and learning in core curriculuchbasic skill areas.
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Table 10
Number of Hours Registered in Work Logs at the Prinary Level

July 2008 Summer Indoor Program

Content Areas Hours

Reading 4,987.95
Primary Language 1,274.95
Secondary Language 1,587.45
ESL 1,860.95
Math 4,176.45
Science 1,937.50
Social Science 123.25
Subtotal of Core Subject Areas 15,948.50
Computers 356.25
Physical Education 447.50
Performing Arts 620.25
Health Education 66.75
Testing 299.75
Subtotal of Other Academic Areas 1,790.50
Preparation Time 616.45
Advising 105.75
Supervision of Children Activities 797
Community Activities 312
Subtotal of Non-Instructional Areas 1,831.20
In-service Training 1,667.75
Total 21,237.95

Table 11 shows that, also at the secondary le@gheBcent of the hours that Mini-Corps
tutors worked were in academic subject areBisese findings mirror the results at the primary
level, where there is also a greater emphasis ah ktad English. A total of 6,830 hours were
entered into Mini-Corps tutor work logs for the sedary level. Of that total time, only 433.25

hours were in the area of in-service training. SehBndings suggest that, at the secondary level,
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tutors concentrated on core subject areas. Afadse measures focused on secondary students
at risk of failing academically.
Table 11
Number of Hours Registered in Work Logs at the Secwdary Level

July 2008 Summer Indoor Program

Content Areas Hours

English 2,499
Math 1,761.75
Science 443
Subtotal of Core Academic Areas 4,703.75
Physical Education 76
History/Civics 370.50
Computer Literacy 237.50
Electives 288
Subtotal of Other Instructional Areas 972
Academic Advising 109
Career Awareness 177
Club Activities 50
Goal Setting 69.50
Testing 78.75
Community Activities 185.50
Preparation Time 51.25
Subtotal of Student Support & Services 721
In-service Training 433.25
Total 6,830

Conducting home visits to migrant parents is anartgnt part of the role Mini-Corps
plays in the Summer Indoor Program. Mini-Corp®isitconducted a total of 150.20 hours of
home visits in July 2008. As Table 12 shows, tpereasons for conducting home visits were to
1) discuss the pupil’s academic progress, 2) dssdhe pupil’'s behavior, 3) explain school

programs, and 4) assist migrant parents in idengfgtrategies to help tutor their own children.
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According to Table 13, most of the home visits warepupils in kindergarten through third

grade.

Table 12
Number of Purposes of Home Visits by Mini-Corps wih Migrant Parents

July 2008 Summer Indoor Program

Purpose Home Visits

Pupil’'s Academic Progress 253
Pupil’s Behavior 249
Explain School Program 238
Help Parents Tutor Son/Daughter 175
Pupil’'s Attendance 166
Pupil’s Health 55
Other Reason 45
Explain Recreation Program 32
Help Parents Receive Assistance 28
Collect Information for Records 13
Obtain Permission for Pupil Participation

Enroll Child in School

Table 13
Total Number of Unique Home Visits by Grade Level

July 2008 Summer Indoor Program

Pupil Grade Level Home Visits

Pre-K-3 223
4-6 103
7-8 28

9-12 47
Total 401
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During the June 2009 Summer Indoor Program, MinigSdutors served 5,387 migrant
students (Kindergarten —‘TZ;rade). The Mini-Corps Summer Indoor Program staifked in
242 schools statewide. They provided 18,722.3Ccdinstructional hours to migrant students in
Kindergarten through the T2yrade; 13,606.30 hours were in K-grades and 5,116 hours in
grades 7 through 12 (See Table 14). In additiomid@orps tutors conducted 1,002.15 hours of
support activities at the primary level and 532#irs at the secondary level. The Mini-Corps
tutors also participated in In-Service Training ikities — 7,362.55 hours in the primary grades
and 2,246.50 hours in the secondary grade leveks (8ble 14).

Table 14
Number of Hours of Direct Instructional Services Povided by Mini-Corps Tutors to
Migrant Students

June 2009 Summer Indoor Program

Primary Secondary
Work Log Work Log
Direct Academic 13,606.30 5,116 18,722.30
Support total 1,002.15 532.50 1,534.65
In Service Activities 7,362.55 2,246.50 9,609.05
Total 21,971 7.895 29,866

Table 15 reflects the total number of hours Minir&otutors worked at the primary level
in various content areas. Of the hours identifidMini-Corps tutors, 58 percent were in the
core academic areas of reading, language, ESL,, meitmce, and social science. Reading and
math had the most hours spent, with 4,472.30 anti4335 hours respectively. This reveals a
strong emphasis in academic support to help theamigoupils perform just as well as their
peers in core academic areas. A substantial anufuine, 7,362.55 hours, was spent on in-
service activities. This is consistent with pasang, as the tutors spend more time with in-

service activities in June, and it lessens in July.
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Table 15
Number of Hours Registered in Work Logs at the Prinary Level

June 2009 Summer Indoor Program

Content Areas Hours

Reading 4,472.30
Primary Language 840.50
Secondary Language 1,085.05
ESL 1,390.55
Math 3,714.35
Science 855
Social Science 298.80
Subtotal of Core Subject Areas 12,656.55
Computers 294
Physical Education 230.75
Performing Arts 176.50
Health Education 16.25
Testing 232.25
Subtotal of Other Academic Areas 949.75
Preparation Time 306.25
Advising 23.50
Supervision of Children Activities 471.65
Community Activities 200.75
Subtotal of Non-Instructional Areas 1,002.15
In-service Training 7,362.55
Total 21,971

Table 16 shows that, also at the secondary lebepecent of the hours that Mini-Corps
tutors worked were in academic subject areBlsese findings mirror the results at the primary
level, where there is also a greater emphasis ah kfad English. A total of 7,895 hours were
entered into Mini-Corps tutor work logs for the gedary level. Of that total time, 2,246.50

hours were in the area of in-service training. sehBndings suggest that, at the secondary level,
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in-service training focused on core subject are&gain, these measures focused on secondary

students at risk of failing academically.
Table 16

California M@orps
2008-2009 Annual Evaluation

Number of Hours Registered in Work Logs at the Secwdary Level

June 2009 Summer Indoor Program

Content Areas Hours

English

Math

Science

Subtotal of Core Academic Areas
Physical Education

History/Civics

Computer Literacy

Electives

Subtotal of Other Instructional Areas
Academic Advising

Career Awareness

Club Activities

Goal Setting

Testing

Community Activities

Preparation Time

Subtotal of Student Support & Services
In-service Training

Total

2,557.75
1,612
256.50
4,426.25
32
297.50
145
215.25
689.75
63.75
48.50
39

28

139

82
132.25
532.50
2,246.50
7,895

Conducting home visits to migrant parents is anartgnt part of the role Mini-Corps
plays in the Summer Indoor Program. Mini-Corp®isitconducted a total of 98.90 hours of
home visits in June 2009. As Table 17 shows,dpe¢asons for conducting home visits were to

1) explain school programs, 2) discuss the pugdikhavior, 3) discuss pupil’s academic
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progress, and 4) discuss the pupil’'s attendanascording to Table 18, most of the home visits

were to pupils in kindergarten through third grade.

Table 17
Number of Purposes of Home Visits by Mini-Corps wih Migrant Parents

June 2009 Summer Indoor Program

Purpose Home Visits

Explain School Program 176
Pupil’s Behavior 156
Pupil’'s Academic Progress 139
Pupil’'s Attendance 93
Assist Parents in Tutoring Children 80
Other Reason 36
Explain Recreation Program 26
Help Parents Receive Assistance 23
Permission for Pupil Participation 18
Pupil’s Health 12
Collect Information for Records 4
Enroll Child in School

Table 18
Total Number of Unique Home Visits by Grade Level

June 2009 Summer Indoor Program

Pupil Grade Level Home Visits

Pre-K-3 145
4-6 82
7-8 20

9-12 35
Total 282
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Puppetry Program Overview

The primary purpose of the Puppetry Program isravide health awareness presenta-
tions that will inform migrant students and thearents about the importance of good nutrition,
good hygiene and the dangers of smoking and dignk®elf made puppets are used to teach and
reinforce good nutrition, good hygiene, child sgfiéte saying no to strangers, practicing water
safety along with saying “no to drugs” within a ebenvironment and enhancing the impor-
tance of a healthy body and healthy self-esteemue B the migratory nature of migrant
students, many education and resistance stratémiesd drug abuse often never reach them.
The puppetry program seeks to provide this esddreath awareness education through the use
of bilingual scripts, props, art, music, drama arehtivity.

Mini-Corps Puppetry students are trained in pregent techniques wherein puppets
serve as the vehicle for creative instruction inspeal hygiene, mental health and self-esteem.
The puppets will engage the migrant students aed families in verbal experiences through
effective puppet presentations, story boards, imeakpression, and multicultural experiences in
the primary language of the students and in Englitihough self-developed bilingual script that
is replicable, migrant students and their famiées provided with problem-solving and critical-
thinking strategies that will enable them to setgations that can be utilized to counter the threat
of drug and alcohol abuse in their families and eumities. The Puppeteers assist the migrant
community by responding to a concern that is impgcthe migrant community and today's
society in general. The California Mini-Corps Papg program’s primary objectives are:

++ To provide health puppet presentations to migrardests.

+«+ To provide safety and nutrition awareness thatwihrm migrant students about the
importance of good nutrition and safety procedures.

+ To focus on the message of the importance of maintaa healthy body and mind for
healthy self-esteem.

+«+ To provide presentations to students in gradesgheol all the way to high school.

+ To provide other presentations such as water sdfetysafety, saying no to strangers, etc.
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July 2008 and June 2009 Puppetry Program

In July 2008, 22 Mini-Corps Puppetry students weaeed to provide puppet presentations
statewide, with teams assigned to migrant campst@madeas where summer schools are being
conducted. June 2009 also had 22 participating-Marps students.

The Puppeteers worked in teams of two to serveah @b 9,654 migrant children during the
July 2008 program and 5,220 migrant children dutiimng June 2009 program, for a total of
14,874 migrant children. The teams spent 183.530dpreparing for their presentations in the
month of July 2008, and they spent 221 hours tpgeeduring June 2009. Combined with the
time spent on training, travel, and the actual gmé&stions, the teams spent 772.75 hours in July
2008 and 619.5 hours in June 2009, for a total3¥2.25 hours worked by the summer puppetry
teams.

After the presentations, the migrant children eatdd the presentations, and their evalua-
tions were very positive overall. For July 2008sre were 8,516 evaluations from students in
grades K-3 and 1,582 evaluations from studentsrades 4 and up, for a total of 10,098
evaluations. For June 2009, there were 4,062 atrahs from students in grades K-3 and 599

evaluations from students in grades 4 and up, fotah of 4,661 evaluations.

Outdoor Education

The Outdoor Education Program, a component withéenGalifornia Mini-Corps Program,
provides migrant students with an opportunity tgemience learning in an outdoor natural
setting. The program approach provides studertts mvany activities and learning experiences
that create the motivation to construct meaning teads to thinking, sharing, exploring,
guestioning, and developing their own understanaihgessons provided by bilingual instruc-
tors. The following are the Outdoor Education pang objectives:

« To provide migrant students the opportunity to eMpee education outside of the
classroom, where students are able to construchinggdhat leads to thinking, sharing,
exploring, questioning, and developing their owrlenstanding of lessons provided by the
instructors.

« To teach migrant children science concepts in arabtetting that will foster students'
understanding of their life-sustaining relationshifith planet earth, and emphasize the
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commonalties and connections among human beingeewidgy, plant life, earth science,
physical science, etc.

+ To teach migrant children a respect for natures tti@veloping an understanding of how
nature works and how human beings affect the enmemt. By teaching migrant students
respect for nature, strategies will be introdudeat will further develop their thinking con-
cerning their personal expectations, goal settng, general leadership skills.

« To provide Mini-Corps students an opportunity torkvin an educational environment

where they can further develop their instructicsidlls.

Outdoor Education Camps, July 2008 and June 2009

During the July 2008 and June 2009 Outdoor Educd®imgram, 926 migrant students
and 63 staff members participated in weeklong camparious regions across the state. A total
of 10 weeks of camp were held statewide. Mini-Cawgsrs, the teacher assistants, serve as
bilingual camp lead instructors and advisors tortiigrant students.

As camp lead instructors, Mini-Corps tutors papi@te in many staff development activi-
ties. The training prepares Mini-Corps tutors tarkvwith migrant students in active, hands-on
learning in naturalistic settings. The Mini-Corfeaching assistants are trained to apply an
experiential base to learning science in an outdetimg.

With this instructional approach and via the u$eroall centers, migrant students are
exposed to science and learn to enjoy and respéisten The migrant students are introduced to
active learning through reading, listening, writiregnd experiencing nature first-hand. Through
the structured activities, migrant students are ablmake associations between subject content
matter and the outdoors during their one-week egpee at camp. Migrant students use the
scientific investigational approach in their leagpiactivities while at camp.

The Tribes process model is one of the primaryhiegcapproaches used in the outdoor
education program. Using this approach, migramdestts are given the encouragement to take
positive risks in a safe environment. The Tribescpss is integrated into all lessons and
initiatives and at all centers. It lowers studamixiety and provides a friendly inclusive
atmosphere where students and camp instructoréeebsafe working together. Most migrant
students left feeling successful in the activitibey accomplished. Students are active

participants in their own learning. Key conceptsl gubject matter are reinforced by the use of
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visual aids, manipulatives, and group projectse Thbes approach is especially effective with
heterogeneous classes in which students vary bkestt needs, and abilities.

In 2008-2009, curriculum themes included the watgile, the ecosystem, and human
impact on nature. The challenge for the camp gratiand camp instructors was to integrate
these themes into reading, writing and scienceecentCamp instructors were rotated in order to
provide students with the benefit of working with eamp personnel. During science, for
example, students studied life cycles, wildlifebitats, water cycles, and the impact of humans
on the environment. Science lessons incorporadedidion activities, like creating sticky and
gooey pollutants, then letting students touch ith&y can understand what it feels like to be an
animal covered in oil. In reading, students werdivated to enjoy reading for pleasure and
participate in a play production. In math, studewere asked to notice how math could be
found throughout the camp. Next, they were askeprédict, estimate, and work with graphs.
Writing activities were infused throughout the sdbj matter content, such as reading poems
about water to students and then write their owanp® Art lessons incorporated items from
nature, such as collecting sticks and leaves taterheir own mini “trees,” while discussing the
importance of trees and plants. Finally, in phgsieducation, students were taken on hikes,
asked to listen and be aware of their surroundingsese activities served as a basis for journal
writing or reinforcement of a particular lesson.nodher important physical activity offered at
camp is a ropes course (e.g., Low-wa-Linda, v tsaeas well as numerous team-building
activities. Students are challenged to work asamtto help each other succeed. The ropes
course is a challenging and rewarding experiei@tadents are also asked to think critically as a
team to accomplish a goal together.

Mini-Corps tutors provided many instructional aittes and services to migrant students
in areas that included 30 minutes of oral readirg gay, oral language development, social
interaction and leadership skills, team buildingwittes, community circles, physical education
activities, journal writing, stories, outdoor etefiature, performing arts, and goal setting. Other
activities included hiking, naturalist presentaspmopes, overnights, nature hikes, personal
hygiene, storytelling, cultural nights, Discoveryori®, Native American history, botany,
recycling, team skit presentations, water carnjMalee canoeing, and compass skills As shown
in Table 19, Mini-Corps members documented 12,304 of services to fourth- through sixth-

grade migrant students during the summer campigesifrom July 2008 to June 2009. A great
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deal of time by the Mini-Corps instructors was dedoto training, supervision, and preparation.
This was expected; especially during the laborAsitee summer camp activities, because there
is a strong focus on safety. Mini-Corps tutorghie Outdoor Education Program reported the
number of hours they worked on various activitiad aervices. The highest amount of hours
spent working on outdoor education activities araljing services to migrant students were in
Supervision (in cafeterias, cabins, and showersjrdallowed by Physical Activities (Magic

Circle/Yo Puede, cabin maintenance, survival skiltpes, rappelling) and Arts and Drama
Center (arts and crafts, multi-cultural educatiomusic/drama/skits/storytelling). The students
continued to receive reinforcements in the literacgas of reading and writing as well as

learning leadership skills. Instructional centgysdally have 10-12 students in the group.

Table 19
Number of Hours Worked On Outdoor Education Activities and Services for
Migrant Students, Grades 4-6
July to August 2008, and June 2009

Instructional Activities and Services: Number of Hours
Literacy Center: Reading, Writing, Journal, Stetyng 1,745
Science Center: Astronomy, Botany, Biology 1,102
Physical Activity Center: Magic Circle/Yo Puede,daMaintenance, 2,622
Outdoor Survival Skills, Ropes, Rappelling
Health: First Aid, Health, and Physical Education 1,640
Arts and Drama Center: Arts/Crafts, Multi-CultuEaducation, Music, 1,763

Demo Process

Supervision (cafeteria, cabin, showers) 3,237
Preparation 588
In-service Training/Workshops 207.50

Total 18,245
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Evaluation of Outdoor Education Program

Migrant students were also asked to evaluate thiddou Education Program. A total of

309 evaluations were collected. Out of these emlos, 79 percent indicated they were
attending camp for the first time. Data from pgesdrs also show that a large percentage of camp
attendees are participating for the first time,veing that the Outdoor Education Program has
been very successful at reaching out to a wide rurobchildren. Ninety percent indicated that
the Mini-Corps camp instructors provided them wathot of assistance. Ninety-eight percent
indicated that they learned to work together inugoand be supportive of each other. Ninety-
eight percent reported that the social activitiethe program helped them make new friends. In
the area of self-confidence, 73 percent reportebeiog highly challenged and 22 percent to
being somewhat challenged in camp; 91 percent elhithat they felt good about trying new
things, and 74 percent liked sharing their idead erperiences with team members a lot.
Migrant students also reported being exposed toleaching about responsibility while at the
camp; 99 percent of them indicated that the cartesrof behavior were given to them at camp.
Almost all of the students also claimed to havearied to keep areas of the camp (cabin,
cafeteria, outdoor environment) clean and organized

Migrant students were asked what they learned. félh@wing are some examples of their
responses:

+ Water cycle, conserving water, respecting Earttecipitation, biology, food chain,
American Indians, spiders, how to use a compash, ddaptations, animal camouflage,
what forests are like, poison oak, global warmirggycling, sea plants, animals, climate
(Science program)

« Painting, drawing murals of how kelp is used, spEdeoloring, how to use imagination,
rock art, making paint from rocks, tracing leavasy to make art from anything (Art)

« Writing summaries, journals, poetry, story aboutselves, narrative, President letter, the
more you write the better you get, paragraphs, sgsimiles and metaphors (Writing)

% Balance, trust, working together, helping each ptteamwork, how to fall, how to catch,
face our fears, pay attention, don’t be afraid eghts, safety, if you put your mind to it

then you can do it (Ropes Course)



Cityspan Technologies California M@orps
Page 40 2008-2009 Annual Evaluation

They were also asked to make recommendations: dlleving statements are some of their
responses:

«  Electricity for the cabins, bathrooms in cabinspidio the bathroom

*  More bathroom/shower/dressing time

¢ More pool time, hikes, dancing, art and other at¢is

«  More water fountains, s'mores for the campfire,dndexican food

«  More bunk beds, more sleeping time

% Let us wear shorts

However, some of the students did not find fautbhwihe program, and wrote the following:
«  Everything was perfect
«  Best camp ever

¢ More time at camp

The students were asked to list things they leaat@@mp that they would apply at home and/or
school. The following are some of their responses:
« Torespect each other and nature
*  Help one another, don't fight
< Water cycle, global warming, ecosystem
¢ Water conservation, recycling, pollution, and takaare of nature
% Manners, follow the rules, don’t be rude
«  Express your feelings, be honest, no one has sootie
« Have fun, be positive

« Never give up, always be responsible for your astio

The migrant students participated in various subjdaring the Science Camp portion of
the Summer Outdoor Education Program. The follgwable, Table 20, lists the hours spent in
each subject.
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Table 20
Subjects for the Science Camp
July 2008 to June 2009

Average Hours Per Day Total Weekly Hours
Reading 1.51 1,190.50
Language 2.85 1,908.50
Science 3.8 3,256
Math 0.86 670.25
Total 9.02 7,025.25

Overall, teams worked well with each other in gesitvays. Every member of the team
worked to overcome the challenge of providing mgstudents with the best quality experience

at camp.

Mini-Corps Staff Development

A fundamental factor in the success of CalifornimiMCorps educational endeavors pro-
vided to migrant children has been its certificatedrdinators who are dedicated and committed
to Mini-Corps’ high educational training standard®ver the years Mini-Corps has worked to
keep its professional and paraprofessional staffhiéd to meet the contemporary educational
challenges that are a part of each generation wf stadents going through the educational
process.

In an effort to increase migrant student achievermrethe core curriculum, the California
Mini-Corps program proposed a specialized Thinkikgps project this year for Mini-
Coordinators and tutors. The coordinators weawiged 5 days of training that introduced the
concept of Thinking Maps, discussed how to use KihghMaps across different subjects and
grade levels, developed methods to train othersising Thinking Maps, and helped the
attendees practice using Thinking Maps as parh@fiective classroom strategy.

The Mini-Corps administration provided trainingttee Mini-Corps coordinators who in
turn implemented and applied a trainer of trainewsdel with the Mini-Corps tutors. The

advantage of using this type of model is the trgnivill be filtered statewide from the
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coordinator to the tutors, who will then implemehe strategies directly with the migrant
students. A trainer-of-trainers model has guidesl development and implementation of the
Mini-Corps program over its past 40 plus years.

Mini-Corps program coordinators received profesaidraining that is ongoing and sus-
tained throughout the year. The professional tnainimpacts the coordinator and his/her
teaching effectiveness because it changes praciudsncreases the instructional repertoire of
the Mini-Corps tutors. The tutors are given onjtitetraining to apply their new learning when
working with the migrant students. Every attemptiade to draw on the coordinators experien-
tial knowledge and skills. The Mini-Corps prograwordinators are certificated staff and their
teaching experiences range from elementary gradbgh school. The trainer of trainer model
provides for many learning opportunities for on flo& application of their new skills or
enhanced teaching repertoire skills.

Throughout the year, all certificated staff, Ming(@s tutors, and program administrators
regularly attend training in a variety of areasor E008-09, Holly Ahmadi, an ELD Specialist
with BCOE conducted a workshop titled “Teachinga&tgies That Work with English Language
Learners.” The staff development budget for thaiMlorps Program is used for training, action
research participation, ad hoc meetings, joint milag teams, and participation in local or state
educational conferences to update, refine, andhdurtlevelop the coordinators’ instructional
knowledge and skills. School year and summer si@&felopment activities are described in the

next section.

School Year Staff Development

Certificated staff (e.g., 22 Coordinators) musemdt a minimum of three business meet-
ings and professional development trainings. StiEelopment targets student needs and
student achievement, and integrates new reseaattemihances and supports effective teaching
strategies with migrant students as well as statefaderal legislation/mandates. Mini-Corps
tutors are required to attend 1% hours of weeklgervice training during the school year
program. This year expert consultants providedhitrg to the Mini-Corps certificated staff
through "Thinking Maps and Teaching StrategiestTWark With English Language Learn-
ers." The coordinators in turn taught the Mini-@ortutors how to effectively use Thinking

Maps or Graphic Organizers to implement them whesrkimg with migrant students in
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language arts, math, history, etc. Mini-Corps rmitaalso learned to apply thinking
maps/organizers to use with their college courskistudy skills. The tutor workshops were
either six hours once a month or three hours etwgoyweeks. The second component of the
staff development focused on effective strateguesttie English Language Learner that tutors
can easily apply in the classroom and the impogaricolding equally high expectations for all
students.

The following table shows the total number of wdrig hours per topic, organized by

college coordinators.
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Table 21
School Year Staff Development for Mini-Corps Tutors
2008-2009 Workshop Hours Tallies by College Coordator

California M@orps
2008-2009 Annual Evaluation

College Coordinator Focus onStep up to| Math | Cognitive| Other Topic| Total Required
Reading | Writing (18 hrs) | Coaching Areas: Hours
(12 hrs) (8 hrs) (6 hrs) Thinking (54 hrs)
Maps
(10 hrs)

Angel, Roberto 20.00 8.00 18.00 6.00 14.00 66.00
Arevalo, Martha 9.00 6.50 10.00 4.00 26.00 55.50
Castillo, Guillermo 15.50 11.00 9.50 4.00 11.00 0B1.
Covarrubias, Margarita 10.50 8.00 11.00 0.00 30.50 | 60.00
Gonzalez, Josephino 7.75 11.25 14.75 3.50 16.75 0054.
Guillen, Guadalupe 13.00 7.50 18.00 4.50 11.00 0®4.
Huerta, Marcy 9.00 5.50 13.00 0.00 24.50 52.00
Hurtado, Leticia 13.00 15.00 19.00 7.00 6.00 60.00
Kumar, Alma 17.50 12.00 19.50 8.00 21.00 78.00
Martinez, Rosaura 12.00 11.50 18.00 6.00 12.00 69.5
Lomeli, Lilly & Mejia, Jose 21.50 7.50 36.00 6.00 2.60 123.00
Montecalvo, Sandra 11.50 10.50 11.75 0.00 25.25 0059.
Nunez, Anita 8.00 15.00 18.00 4.00 9.00 54.00
Pena, Fernando 6.25 6.50 21.25 6.25 15.75 56.00
Perez, Livier 13.75 9.50 10.75 6.75 14.25 55.00
Reveles-Wagner, Cristina 15.50 10.50 17.0( 7.00 oaQL2. 62.00
Romero, Lourdes 21.00 11.00 11.00 2.00 15.00 60.00
Serna, Leonor 12.00 8.00 18.00 5.50 16.50 60.00
Silva, Eva 12.00 8.00 19.00 6.00 9.00 54.00
Silva, Lorena 12.00 8.00 18.00 7.00 8.00 53.00
Vizcarra, Hortencia 12.00 8.00 18.00 6.00 7.00 ®1.0
Total Hours 272.75 198.75 349.50 99.50 356.50 1,277.00
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Summer Staff Development

The Summer Institute Training focused on literang anath strategies for all the tutors.
All summer participants who attended the institueeeived nine (9) hours of instructional
strategies. Tutors were introduced to recent rekean literacy, math, and learning styles of
migrant and LEP students.

Mini-Corps members were required to attend the Miarps Summer Institute. Ap-
proximately one third were new Mini-Corps membersd awo thirds former members.
Participants were asked to rate the summer institttrkshops using a scale of 1 = low to 5=
high. Table 21 provides an overall evaluationh#f institute. Of over 376 survey respondents,
76 percent of the Mini-Corps members gave the wargs the highest rating of 5, followed by
18 percent who rated them as good. The highesinmgrwas for item number seven—83
percent of the respondents claimed that they unilpfement the strategies | learned when | am
in the classroom”™—followed by item four, that “laeed a new strategy on how to teach one of
the following: Math or Literacy” to them. Based dhe high percentage of respondents
indicating that the workshops gave them new teachirategies and that they will use what they
learned in the workshops in the classroom, we cexclade that the Summer Institute Training

was highly successful.
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Table 22
Overall Percentages of Mini-Corps Participant Ratirgs for the Summer Training Institute
June 2009 Summer Training Institute
(1 = Low/5 = High)

Workshop Presentations 1 2 3 4 5
1. Overall, the workshops were relevant. | 3% | 0% | 2% | 18%| 76%

—

2. Overall, the workshops provided me wit
3% | 0% | 1% | 16%| 78%

several new instructional strategies.

3. Overall, the workshops met their stated
3% | 0% | 1% | 18%| 76%

objectives.

4. Overall, I learned a new strategy on how to
3% | 1% | 2% | 13%| 80%

teach math or literacy.

5. Overall, the training has helped me prepare
3% | 0% | 3% | 14%| 78%

me for my summer duties.

6. Overall, the curriculum material is usefu
4% | 0% | 1% | 14%| 79%

to me.

7. 1 will implement the strategies | learned
4% | 0% | 1% | 11%| 83%

when | am in the classroom.

Mini-Corps members’ comments were mostly positivBtudents commented on how
well-organized the Summer Training Institute wasg ghere were a lot of positive comments
about the presentations. A few people mentionatldhifew of the presenters were not as well
prepared as the others, but other than that, maople wrote that they were inspired and had
learned a lot. One participant wrote, “I was aleagnfused, and | couldn’t find the answers to
my questions,” but the rest of the comments abbat Nini-Corps support staff were very
positive, leading to the conclusion that the pgoéint's negative experience was certainly not the
norm. Multiple people described the support stf“friendly and helpful.” One member
mentioned the general session in particular: “llyesnjoyed listening to the background of some
leaders and coordinators. It really motivates mekéep going with my studies and help
children.” Another person wrote that the geneesiston had “good ways of making us feel that
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we do belong in this program.” Similar to yearstpghere were many positive comments about
the keynote speaker, and many people echoed tp@atisnal phrase “Si se puede!” Some

people suggested having more breaks between wag&sbat overall the responses were very
positive.

The Mini-Corps students also evaluated each ovitiikshops individually. The overall
ratings for each workshop are shown in Table 23ghtly-five percent (71%) of the ratings
described the workshops overall as “excellent’834ercent rated them as “good” and only 4.5
percent considered them either “fair” or “poor.’héfworkshops with the highest average ratings
(out of 4) were ““Los Tres Consejos”. A Creative itvig Approach” with a score of 3.87,
“Accelerating Your ELL” with a score of 3.79, anérbfessionalism” (3.78). No workshop
received an average rating lower than a 3.43, With lowest being “Mapping the Road to
Writing.”
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Table 23

California M@orps
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Overall Workshop Ratings from the June 2009 Summeinstitute
Good Fair

Workshops

Excellent

(4)

©)

(@)

Poor

1)

Avg
Rating

Discovering Fractions 93 43 9 0 3.58
Connecting ELD to CA Standards 73 38 6 1 3.58
Something from Nothing: Algo de Nada 85 21 0 1 3.73
Professionalism 109 20 3] 1 3.78
Teaching the Academic Essentials 85 43 4 1 3.59
Know How to Get One Thing, Know How to Ge
_ 86 28 4 0 3.69
Anything
Accelerating your ELL 146 31 3 0 3.79
“Los Tres Consejos”: A Creative Writing
142 17 2 0 3.87
Approach
Teaching the Academic Essentials 64 21 1 1 3.62
Using Percents in Word Problems 86 28 2 3.58
Scaffolding Vocabulary for English Learners 52 28 8 0 3.50
Hands on Math & Maps (Thinking Maps) 52 20 5 % 3.58
“I Read It but | Don’t Understand” (Fun with
_ 46 26 3 0 3.57
Fractions)
Poetry Genres 53 21 1 0 3.69
Reading and Writing Poetry 45 10 } 3.69
Mapping the Road to Writing 39 23 3 2 3.43
Understanding — Comprendiendo English 39 19 5 1 3.5
Reading Comprehension Strategies Using
_ _ 49 23 2 0 3.64
Graphic Organizers
Total 1344 472 | 75 12 3.63
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Mini-Corps members working in the Outdoor EducatRmogram participated in a pre-
training institute and a number of specific worlggsio Table 24 represents their overall
evaluation of the Outdoor Education Mini-Corps Remg Based on a scale of one to five, one
being the lowest and five being the highest, thaifdiorps members were asked to rate their
experience overall. The presentations receivecdominant number of “5” ratings, and no one
rated the presentations below a “3”. A total of@&luations were received. The respondents
included 17 new Mini-Corps members and 11 formeniMlorps members. Three members
were sophomores, five were juniors, 19 were senang two were graduate students. Twelve of
them indicated they had been in Mini-Corps for arydive for 2 years, three for 3 years, and
three for 4+ years.

Table 24
Overall Mini-Corps Member Workshop Presentation Ratings
April 2009 Outdoor Education
(1 = Low /5 = High)

Workshop Presentations 1 2 3 4 5

1. Overall, the workshops were relevant. 0 0 0 2 27

2. Overall, the workshops provided new

instructional strategies.

3. Overall, the workshops met their stated

objectives.

4. Overall, | learned new teaching strategi¢s. 0 0 1 3 25

5. Overall, the training prepared me for my

summer duties.

6. Overall, the curriculum material is usefu

and new to me.

The Outdoor Education Mini-Corps members also watald each of the specific work-
shops, as shown in Table 25. Eighty-five perc8bf4) of the respondents rated the specific

workshops as excellent, 12 percent as good ane theecent as fair. Project Wild/Aquatic
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received the highest ratings of a perfect 4. Nwesdell below 3.56, by Art of Story Telling,

with most scores above 3.75.

Table 25
Mini-Corps Member Workshop Topics Ratings of the
April 2009 Summer Training Institute

Workshop Topics Excellent Good Fair Poor DidNot Average

(4)

©)

(2)

(1)

Attend

Rating

Registration 23 5 1 0 0 3.76
Project Wild / Aquatic 17 0 0 0 9 4.00
Water Cycle 25 3 0 0 1 3.89
Art of Story Telling 20 3 0 0 6 3.56
Science Framework for CA

_ 22 3 1 0 3 3.81
Public Schools
Leadership Development w/

24 2 1 0 1 3.85

Ropes
Critical Thinking/Compass Skills 14 5 0 0 7 3.74
Skit Presentations 27 1 1 0 0 3.90
Children’s Camp Songs 21 5 3 0 0 3.62
Inclusion Activities 24 4 1 0 0 3.79
Lesson Planning for an Outdoof

) 23 4 1 0 0 3.79
Environment
Totals 240 35 9 0 27 3.81

The evaluations and comments by the Mini-Corps nezmbre overwhelmingly positive.

Many wrote that the Outdoor Education Summer Trgrinstitute was well-organized and well-

prepared. Below are a sampling of some of the cemtsrleft on the forms:

% The staff and former students were very supportiigey took leadership roles

when we were too shy to shine but they also engeuaras to get out of our com-

fort zone.
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« 1 liked all presenters and even liked that theycklyi improvised stuff when they
got lost.
¢ Another thing is that we got to know the team thatwill be working with for
the summer. We got to build relationships withreather so that working to-
gether can go smoothly.
+ It showed me different ways of implementing lessossally designed for indoor
to be used in the outdoor.
The Mini-Corps members were also asked what recaordat®ns or solutions they had
to help improve the institute for next summer. édsra sampling of the responses:
¢ Have more extra time to explore the outdoors, emeehe hikes
+ Send the students pictures of the actual camp éefmming to know what kinds
of clothes to bring
+«+ One thing that may be improved on is the time fréina¢ is given to each activity.
Some need more time and other activities neediless
The ratings for the individual workshops were alsoy positive, 96.8% of the workshop
evaluations were “Excellent” or “Good.” The re$tloe evaluations were “Fair,” and there were
no “Poor” ratings this year, whereas last yeardlvess one “Poor” rating.
Additional comments about the Outdoor Educatiastitute include the following:
% Even though I'm a former, | still learned a lot.
¢ [The Summer Training Institute] provided me withisl@f new ideas, initiatives
and forms to better teach my students.
+ The training is essential and should be every year.
When asked how the training prepared them for tlodis as camp instructors, the par-
ticipants responded positively. Some sample resgsn
¢ | was able to communicate with peers for ideasesadn planning
+ Learned different methods of teaching, engagind,raativating the students.
¢ Leadership development, lesson planning, storgtgliskits creation and presen-
tation were all activities incorporated in thisitiag and these activities will help

my job as a camp instructor.
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The Mini-Corps members also rated their own pentorce in the Outdoor Education
program, as shown below in Table 26. The highngatifurther corroborate the positive
sentiment that the participants had toward thepeerence and toward the summer program
itself. In fact, over 90 percent of the ratingsrevéne highest score of 5, or “Excellent.” All 29
members also indicated that the workshops werailisef

Table 26
Tutor Ratings of Mini-Corps Experience in Summer 208

Criteria Evaluated Avg

Planning with OE Team Leader 4.86
Perception of Self as Role Model 4.86
Overall Supervision Received 4.93
Observations by Supervisor 4.79

Written and Oral Communication by | 4.86

Supervisor
Awareness of Mini-Corps Policies 4.97
Knowledge of Procedures for 4.97

Reporting Absences and Tardiness

Overall Rating of Experience 4.97

1= Poor, 2 = Needs Improvement, 3= Meets StanddrdSpod, 5= Excellent

Summary Assessments

During the 2008-2009 year, teachers working witlgnamt students conducted an as-
sessment of migrant students’ academic achievemdmtee areas (Reading, Writing, and Math)
as well as their achievement in other areas reftatieir academics. The teachers and Mini-
Corps Coordinators also both conducted an assessofethe Mini-Corps participants.
Furthermore, the Mini-Corps members conducted aasssnent of their own experiences. Table
27 illustrates the teacher assessment of migramests; 4,968 assessments were conducted.
The results indicate that the migrant students espeed growth in all areas between the first to

the second assessment. In all areas except attendaigrant students were slightly below
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grade level. However, at the end of the year, theached grade level in math, and nearly
reached grade level in reading and writing. Theaaof Reading experienced the highest

difference between the first and second assessment.
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Table 27
Summary of Teacher Assessment of Pupils, 2008-2009

Criteria Evaluated First Assess- Second Difference Number of
ment Assessment Responses
Reading 2.1 2.8 0.7 4345
Writing 2.1 2.7 0.6 3985
Math 2.4 3.0 0.6 3748
Student Attendance 3.2 3.5 0.3 4104
Attention 2.4 3.0 0.6 4150
Homework 2.6 3.1 0.5 4108
Participation 24 3.0 0.6 4147
Motivation 2.5 3.1 0.6 4108
Parent Involvement 2.6 3.1 0.5 4108

Key: 1=Significantly Below Grade Level; 2=SlightBelow Grade Level
3=At Grade Level; 4=Slightly Above Grade Level; Sgi8ficantly Above Grade Level

Classroom teachers serving migrant students ajsortesl that migrant students’ atten-
dance was good and that Mini-Corps tutors had m@ifgignt impact on migrant pupils’ academic
progress. They reported that 16.3 percent ofut@s made a slight impact and 36.2 percent a
significant impact, while 29.7 percent made a higpact. In other words, Mini-Corps tutors had
a positive impact on the academic progress ofast|82.2 percent of the migrant students that
they worked with.

Table 28 summarizes Mini-Corps tutors' own expegsn During the 2008-2009 school
year, 679 surveys were conducted. Overall, the lbeesnranked themselves a 4.77 out of 5,
which is between good and excellent. The loweskir of 4.48 was for planning with

teachers, and the highest was at 4.86 for percepfithemselves as role models.
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Table 28
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Mini-Corps Tutor Ratings of Mini-Corps Program, 2008-2009

Criteria Evaluated

Awareness of Mini-Corps Policies

Avg
4.78

Planning With Teacher

4.48

Perception of Self as Role Model

4.8

)

Knowledge of Procedures for

Reporting Absences and Tardiness

4.73

Overall Supervision Received

4.8%

Overall Ratings

4.77

Key: 1= Poor, 2 = Needs Improvement, 3= Meets Stedg] 4=Good, 5= Excellent

Table 29 summarizes the classroom teachers’ rabhddini-Corps tutors. A total of 1,242

evaluations were collected, and 594 tutors andt8&6hers participated. The tutors received an

overall ranking of 4.52, which is halfway betweayo6d” and “excellent”. Mini-Corps tutors
scored the highest in the category of “Student ake RModel,” “Punctuality,” and “Student

Potential as a Teacher.” Staff may want to no& the lowest rating of 4.12 was attributed to

“Individual Tutoring,” so that may be an area fatars to focus on improving. The next lowest

score was a rating of 4.34, given to “Manage Grbaps “Migrant Student Advising.”
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Table 29
Summary of Teacher Evaluation of Mini-Corps Tutors,2008-2009
Criteria Evaluated Avg
Instructional Skills in English 4.5l
Instructional Skills in Spanish 4.40
Knowledge of Content 4.36
Communication Skills in English 4.91
Communication Skills in Spanish 4.44
Individual Tutoring 4.12
Small Group Instruction 4.6b
Large Group Instruction 4.68
Punctuality 4.73
Attendance 4.68
Tutor as Role Model 4.8p
Management of Groups 4.34
Migrant Student Advising 4.34
Tutor Potential as Teacher 4.69
Communication with Students 4.44
Overall 4.52

1=Meets Standards 2= Needs Improvement 3=Meetsl&tas 4=Good 5=Excellent

Table 30 illustrates the Mini-Corps Coordinatorsvakiation of Mini-Corps tutors. They
received an overall ranking of 4.46, a little l&san halfway between “good” and “excellent”. A
total of 968 ratings were administered. Coordirat@nked the tutors the highest (4.91) on
“Exhibits Cultural Sensitivity Toward Migrant Chilen and Their Families,” a testament to the
value of having Mini-Corps tutors who frequentlyne® from similar backgrounds as the migrant
families. The lowest ranking of 4.29 was giventle category of “Instructional Skills with
Migrant Students.”
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Table 30
Coordinators’ Evaluation of Mini-Corps Tutors, 2008-2009

Criteria Evaluated Avg
Exhibits Professionalism 4.66
Demonstrates Professional Growth and Maturity 4.63
Exhibits Motivational Skills 4.71

Exhibits Cultural Sensitivity toward Migrant Paremnt

& Children 4.91
Instructional Skills with Migrant Students 4.29
Summary of Performance by Master Teacher 4.54
Submits Program Documentation 455
Reliability 4.67
Punctuality 4.61
Attendance at Work Site of School 4.50
Attendance & Participation @ In-services 4156

Participation & Quality of In-Service Assignments .6@

Overall Ratings 4.46
1=Meets Standards 2= Needs Improvement 3=Meetsl&tas 4=Good 5=Excellent

Overall, it appears that participants in the Mirar@s program were generally pleased both with

their experience in the program and with the pentorce of those they were working with.
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Increasing the Number of Bilingual Professional &ators

Efforts to produce more certificated teachers Haate the sensitivity as well as skills to
effectivelyreach and teach migrant children continue as a major cornerstongnefMini-Corps
Program. In this regard, the efforts are to cdasity reach into the ranks of individuals who
were themselves previously migrant and/or havelfaamd/or personal backgrounds working in
the key industries where migrant families are tgfyc found (e.g., agricultural farm work,
packing houses/canneries, dairy, or fishing ingistiThe recruitment of these individuals into
the ranks of the Mini-Corps Program as Mini-Corpsmmbers continues to be quite pronounced
and effective. In 2009, over 377 individuals weseruited for the Summer Program as Mini-
Corps members.Moreover, it is clear that these recruits continoeeflect the nature of the
migrant workforce. For example, 72 percent of thers and 88 percent of the mothers of
these Mini-Corps tutors have worked in agricultufeain work either presently or in the past.
Forty-four percent of members’ families have moveadthe process of finding agricultural
fieldwork. In fact, not only do large percentages of theseid@wrps tutors come from those
backgrounds, but also many have themselves expedethat nomadic lifestyle. For example,
34 percent of the Mini-Corps tutors themselves haweeked in the agricultural fields at some
point in their pasts.

The largest group of Mini-Corps members, 62 percemsider themselves “Mexican,”
22 percent “Latino/Hispanic,” and 11 percent “Clmicad The finding that 62 percent of them
identified themselves as “Mexican” attests to thet fthat Mini-Corps members continue to
reflect the characteristics endemic to the migeantt/or agricultural workforce in California and
elsewhere in the United Stateshat is to say, the greater percentage of that foé is
Mexican. Of the Mini-Corps members’ fathers whe amployed at the moment, 58 percent
currently work in agricultural farm work or in thielated fields of canneries or dairy. Forty-two
percent reported having siblings who have workedh fields, and 34 percent of the Mini-
Corps members themselves have also worked inghdsfi

Approximately 77 percent of the Mini-Corps membegport that Spanish is the domi-
nant language spoken in their parents’ homes, W&hpercent reporting an equal amount of
Spanish and English spoken at horience, it is no coincidence that the large majaftivini-

Corps members (84 percent) report that they leaBmeglish in school, with only three percent
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reporting that they learned how to speak Englidioate. As far as when these members learned
English, only 48 percent learned it during theicait vocabulary formation years of birth to age
seven. Another 19 percent of them learned English betwienage of 8 and 11, 13 percent
learned English between the age of 12 and 14, 8rqukdcent between 15 to 2The remaining
one percent learned English after they were 22syalar

Beyond the linguistic issue is the question of sheio-economic backgrounds of these
members and their families. While there is no lakde data on their families’ incomes,
eligibility to receive financial aid is part of treigibility criteria to participate in the Mini-Gps
Program.t is likely that a large percentage or even th¢onity of their families is in the lower
socio-economic levels of the working class. Thkisuggested by the low levels of schooling of
these members’ parentOver half of their parents (57 percent of fathemsl &7 percent of
mothers) have only elementary schooling or l&3se out of seven fathers and nearly one in five
mothers have a high school diploma or better. @mige percent of fathers and five percent of
mothers have some or more college or universitga&iion.

Low income and poverty often characterize theseli@sn In a recent research study of
migrant parents in a California county, it was fduihatthe average migrant family in that
county (which is a family of five, consisting of tmparents and 3 children, with a family income
of $17,950) is exactly at to slightly below the éeal poverty lin€. Hence, in this socio-
economic sense too, the California Mini-Corps Paogmembers are representative of this low-
income “economic” lifestyle, with all that limitefdmily financial resources imply.

Importantly, of course, this socio-economic sitoatof migrant families directly implies
that they and their children are more “at risk”ammultiplicity of ways. They face a greater
threat of truncated or interrupted schooling (dug¢heir parents’ job migration), dropping out of
school, being older than average in their gradejnigagreater difficulties with the English
language, being unexposed to positive role modw;concept problems, lack of adequate
health care, etc. In this context of social negati the presence of these Mini-Corps tutors,
while not a panacea, is an important contributimrcauntering many of those negative effects
Due to their own migrant background, Mini-Corpsotst exhibit greater sensitivity, empathy,

% As defined by Health and Human Services in 2088id¢ral Register, vol. 65, No. 31, February 15, 2000, pp.
7555-7557). Thisaverage or roughly 50 percent poverty figure is identit¢al the poverty figures for migrant
workers nationwide. Fifty percent of migrant faronkers’ families nationwide have incomes below powerty
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and identification with younger migrant childrenr@ntly living in these socio-economic

contexts. Besides their own social backgrounds teaiding, the presence of Mini-Corps in-

class tutors and their enrollment and studies @allegolleges and universities provide positive
role models and greater motivation for migrant stud.

Another characteristic of the Mini-Corps tutorstth@atches that of migrant families is
the size of their families. Although the data daesdistinguish the exact number of siblings in
their families, it is quite apparent that a largegentage of them come from large families. For
example, when responding to the question “how miarypur family,” 79 percent of Mini-Corps
members reported that they come from families \finth or more people (parents and children
combined), and 19 percent from families with foufewer individuals. One percent come from
families with 11 or more individuals.

With respect to their expectations of the Mini-@®iProgram or the reasons why they
enrolled in the program, the top four reasons weréwork with children,” “work with migrant
children and their families,” “gain work experierit@and “prepare to be a teacher.” They
“strongly agree” with these four reasons at 88 @et;,c87 percent, 82 percent, and 75 percent

respectively.

Where Are They in the Program?

Eighty-four percent of the Mini-Corps members &male and 16 percent are male.
Sixty-six percent of the members are the first perfsom their families ever to attend a college
or university. In their studies, by far the greatest percentagep€cent) is majoring in Liberal
Arts. Nine percent are majoring in Education, eigktcent are majoring in Health Science,
History, Art, or Language, eight percent are magrin a Single Subject Major, and the
remaining 38 percent are majoring in other subjects

As far as their stay in the Mini-Corps Program,p@8cent of the members have been in
the program less than a yeaHowever, three percent of the members have beem thé

program for five or more years. Hence, fourteethein began their enroliment in the program

line, according the National Agricultural Workerr8ey (NAWS), 1989, as cited in Philip Martin, 199&,0mises
to Keep: Collective Bargaining in California Agriculture, Ames, lowa: lowa State University Press.
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in approximately Fall 2001 or earlierForty-nine percent of the participants just cortgie
either their sophomore (22%) or junior (27%) year.

Most of the Mini-Corps members also indicated tiwaen they were in grade school,
they had a teacher who positively impacted theedi Sixty-one percent “strongly agree” that a
teacher “had a positive effect on my school expeaé and sixty percent said the teacher
“motivated me.” A similarly high percentage notiat the teacher “believed in my potential”
and “acted as an educational advisor.” By pamiti in Mini-Corps, these students are
working to perpetuate the positive and powerfullu@hce teachers hold over their pupils,
inspiring migrant students to strive for the susaist the Mini-Corps members themselves have
achieved. Though Mini-Corps is indeed “mini” inmhers compared to the vast populations of
people it tries to reach, its work effort and gaais anything but mini. Year after year, as Mini-
Corps shows how it can so profoundly affect thediwof not only its members but also its target
population, its positive effects will continue t@read throughout the migrant community,
ultimately proving that even if its goals are lotiynd its numbers modest, Mini-Corps is the
embodiment of the phrased “se puede!”
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HIGHLIGHTS AND
DESCRIPTION OF MINI-CORPS
PROGRAM COMPONENTS

CALIFORNIA MINI-CORPS PROGRAM HIGHLIGHTS FOR
July 1, 2008 — June 30, 2009

TOTAL NUMBER OF MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED: 40,802

OUTDOOR EDUCATION: SCHOOL YEAR PROGRAM:

+» 561 Mini-Corps Tutors
% Bilingual college supervisors for Mini-

« Experiential-based, culturally respog-
sive, inclusive activities, leadership

0.0

development, risk-taking, role mod-
els, and support.

926 Migrant Students Served

63 Staff Members

K/
0.0
7
L <4

SUMMER INDOOR PROGRAM:

% 12,645 Migrant Students Served
% 409 Mini-Corps Summer Tutors

L)

PUPPETRY PROGRAM:

« Hygiene, Nutrition, Substance Abug,
Self-Esteem and Safety. Presenta
tions (based on personal experiencg).
Cultural songs, stories, role model

% 14,874 Migrant Students Served

% 44 Mini-Corps Tutors

Corps tutors, Literacy Specialists.
+ Total Migrant Students Served:
5,685 (Fall 08) and 6,672(Spring 09)

HOME VISITS, MIGRANT STUDENT,
AND FAMILY CONTACTS:

% School Year: 3,505
< Summer School: 683
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Hours

56,000

54,000

52,000

50,000

48,000

46,000 —

Number of Instructional Hours

Grades K-6

54,468

44,000

Reading

Subjects

Math
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2008-2009 School Year Program
Number of Instructional Hours

Grades 7-12

20,500

20,000 —

19,500

19,000

Hours

18,500

18,000

17,500

English Math
Subjects
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2008-2009 School Year Program
Workshop for Mini-Corps Tutors

383.25

400

350 303.75

300

220.75

250

200

Hours

105.5
150

100

50

0 \ \ \

"Focus on Reading” "Step Up To Writing" "Cognitive Co aching" "Math Enhancement"
Workshops
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Summary of Teacher Assessments of Pupil
Evaluation by Category

2.8
3
1=Far Below Basic
2=Below Basic
3=Basic
2o 4=Proficient
5=Advanced
2,
2]
£
(@]
o
‘g 1.5
Q
=
2
:
0.5
Number of / Post-Assessment
Assessments:
4,968

Pre-Assessment

Reading

<—_—

Writing
Subjects Math
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General Impact of Teacher Assessments Pupils

No Impact
1%

Slight Impact
20%

High Impact
36%

ONo Impact
W Slight Impact
[ Significant Impact

Significant Impact
43%

OHigh Impact
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Mini-Corps College Site:

Teacher Name:

Student Name: Grade Level:_____ School:

Mini-Corps Student Name:

CALIFORNIA MINI-CORPS
Elementary School Teacher Assessment of Migrant Pupil (Grades K-6)

District:

PRE ASSESSMENT

Mini-Corps Tutor Start Date

NOTE: Migrant student must meet the “at risk” criteria to be considered for priority of services.

Check here if student is an English Language Learner 0

NOTE: You can add .5 after any of the
numbers on this scale

Academic Far Below Basic Below Basic Basic Proficient Advanced
Reading 1 2 3 4 3
Writing 1 2 3 4 5

Math 1 2 3 4 5
Non-Academic: Poor Average Good Excellent Not Applicable |
Attention 1 2 3 4 0 |
Homework 2 3 4 0
Participation 1 2 3 4 0
Motivation 1 2 3 4 0

Parent Involvernent/Contact 1 2 3 4 0
Student Attendance 1 2 3 4 0

C

POST ASSESSMENT

Mini-Corps Tutor End Date

Check bere if student is an English Language Learner O

Academic Far Below Basic Below Basic
Reading 1 2
Writing 1 2
Math 1 2
Non-Academic: Poor Average
Attention 1 2
Homework 2
Participation 1 2
Motivation 1 2
Parent Involvement/Contact 1 2
Student Attendance 1 2

C "

[
| NOTE: You can add .5 after any of the
| numbers on this scale

Basic Proficient Advanced
3 4 5
3 4 5
3 4 5
Good Excellent Not Applicable
3 4 0
3 4 0
3 4 0
3 4 0
3 4 0
3 4 0

OVERALL IMPACT OF MINI-CORPS TUTOR ON PUPIL'S PROGRESS (circle one):

1. Noimpact 2. Slight impact 3. Significant impact 4. High impact

Will the student be promoted to the next grade level? O Yes [m

Student was assessed by: @ CST - California Standard Test

5. Nat Applicable

0 CELDT - California English Language Development Test

Q Other

Total weekly hours tutored by Mini-Corps tutor:
PLEASE USE BACK SIDE FOR COMMENTS

SITE OFFICE USE ONLY
- 3 Months =
3 - 6 Months 2
&~ Months or mate -
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Summer Institute 2009
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@
De Bhic Profile

CSU, Sac

am ‘-‘a 12-14, 2009



SUMVER 2009
ETHNATY

OChcano

B Ve

[ Latin-Hsparic

[JAdan

B Oher

TOTAL STUCENTS: 377
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SUMVER 2009

2%

O Bdish

B Sperish

[] Hrong

[0 Cther

W Ingjish/Sparish

TOTAL STUDENTS 377
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FAM
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SUMMER 2009
ILY MEMBERS THAT WORK IN THE FIELDS

EE——

300

No

Siblings

Self
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