DOCUMENT RESUMB
ED 042 818 ™% 000 108
TITLE Draft: Appendices for Joint Federal/State Task Force

on Evaluation Comprehensive Zvaluation
System--Current Status and Development Requirements.

INSTITUTIONR Scientific Educational Systems, Inc., Washington,
D.C.

PUB DATE Jan 70

NOTE 62p.

EDRS PRICE EDRS Price MF-$0.50 HC-$3.20

DESCRIPTORS *Evaluation, Evaluation Criteria, Fvaluation Needs,

Evaluation Techniques; *Pederal Programs, *Federal
State Relationship, Feasurement, *Neasurenent
Instruments, *Program "valuation, State Agencies,
State Departments of Bducation

IDENTIFIERS Belmont Group Froject, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, ESEA, JCES, *Joint Comprehensive
Evaluation System, National Defense Education Act,
NDEA, Vocational Fducation Amendments Act

ABSTKACT

“his document includes the appendices to the report
listed above (TM 000 107). Appendix A is a copy of the Belmont
Agreement, and Appendix B a list of the twenty states in the Belaont
Group. In Appendix C, a detailed summary of all the legislative
titles ccvered by the Joint Comprehensive Evaluation System (JCRS) is
Jiven. Appendix D includes a further consideration of the evaluation
questions covered in the main report. The final appendix discusses {n
detail all of the JCES instruments. (LG)




sUNYL CO7

Scie)z[iﬁ'c Educalional Sys[e»u, Ghe.

-
— e an
-~
tLew

010 17TH STHIEY, NV
WASHINGION, D. €. 20005
[ O 202 02330020

- .
I S

N g s—
3
.

2

DRAFI

APPENDICYES FOR

JOINT FEDERAL/STATE TASK FORCE ON EVALUATION
COMPREIENSIVE EVALUATION SYSYEM

CURRENT STATUS AND DEVELOTMENT REQUIREMENTS
PREPARED FOR

THE JOINT FEDERAL/STATE TASK FORCE 0: EVALUATION
AND SUBMYTTED TO
THE U, 8§, OYFICE OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D. C.
BY '

SCIENTIFIC ENUCATIONAL SYSVIAMS, INC,

VASNINGTOY, D, C.

JANWRY 8, 1970

UL OEPARTIENS OF REALTR EDUATION
wiLtARt

i O 24
FAMY MEPMESTNY OFFEML OFFCL OF 10U
E CATON POSTION OR ALKCY




Appendix

Appeundix

Appendix

Appendix

Appendix

TABLYE OF CONVENYS

+ » s + o The Belmont Agrecment

« s+ ¢« s o The Belmont States and Their
Representation

Ce e Summary of Legislative Titles Covered

+ o« « o« « Further Consideration of Evaluation
Questions

« « o » » The JCES Instruments



APPERDIX A
The Belmont Agreement

Cooperative Arrangement for cvalvation of
Elementary & Sccondary Scliool Programs

In recognition of their common concern for cffective evaluation

of clementary and sccondary education programs in the United Stales,
the Counci] of Chief State Schoe) Officers and the Commissioner of
Education of the Unfted Stetes agrec:

1. GENERAL:

a. Within the context of present Federal programs,
jointly to develop and instali a common survey
fnstrument that {s dcsigned to meet the basfc and
conmon management requirvements of the Office of
Education and Stete Educaticn Agencies for evaluation
of elementary and se-qondary education programs;

b. Jointly, to develop and fnstall pilot training
programs for evaluation personnel in State and local
education agencics; and

¢. Jointly, to develop and implement a long-range pro-
gram of general and evaluative {nformation for
elementary and secondary education in the Unfted
States,

11. "YPES OF DATA:

The common survey fnstrument would be used to aid in the
evaluation of all or portious of the following Federal
programs: ESEA I, 11, 111, Vv, VI, Vi1, VIII: NDEA I11
and V-A, and relevaat parts of Vocational Education.

The fustrument would be confined to those principal
classes of fnformation that are deewmed to be crucial to
the wanagement intercsts both of State Education Agencies
and the Office of Education, Reasonable standards of
validity and relfability will govern the choice of
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specific ftems to be included.
II1. PARTICIPATION:

1t 1s understood that in FY 69 only a broadly represcen-
tative group of States--rutually agveed upon--will
participate in a vilot fanstrument development and
implementation effort.

IV, USES OF DATA:

Data produced under this agrecment will be available
freely to the participating States and the Office of
Education,

It is understood that the results of any "anchor"
tests that may be developed will be applied by the Of-
fice of Education in those States mutually agreed upon
by a joint OE/CSSO policy lavel task forece.

V. JMNPLEMENTATION:

The instrument development and pilot program will
proceed as raplidly as possible.

VI. FARTICIPATION OF LEAs 1N PILOT PROGRAM:

It s understocd that cach participating State will
arrange for representative LEAs to become involved in
the instrument development and pilot programs. '

AUGUST 29, 1968




APPERDIX B

The Belwont States and their Representation

The Twenty States Toncluded in the Belwont Group fre:

1.

2l
3.

7.

8.

9.

10,

11,

12l

13,

14,

15.

16l

17,

Washington

California

Texas

Colorado

-North Dakota

South Dakota
Minnesota
Wisconsin -
Michigan

I1)inois (inactive)
Replaced by Pennsylvania

Kentucky
Ohio

New York
New Jersey
Connecticut
Georgla

Florida

REPRESENTATI VES

1

1



18, Maryland 2
19. North Carolina ?
20, South Carolina 1

N R EE
There are 17 represcentatives from the U.S. Office of Educa-

tion to the Belmont Group,
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SUMHARY OF LEGISLATIVE TITLES COVERED

Fcderal support for cducation tukes place under a number of
"~ legislative Titles. The substaince of cach of the Titles with which
the JCES is presently concerned is preseated in this Appendix. The
purpose of this suamary is to give some Indicaticn of the types of

. .—educatfonal praograms and servicus that are to be evaluated by the JCES,

The extractions helow were taken from Burcau of Elementary end

Secondary Education Prgprams, U.S.0.E., March 1969, and from the legisla-
- tive Titles themselves, The names of the Titles that are summarized

ere as follows:!

1. ESEN of 1965, Title I: Special Programs for Educetionally
Deprived Children

2. ESFA of 1965, Title 11: School Library Resources, Te:tbooks,
and othcr Iustructi~nal Materials

3. ESEA of 1965, Title 1II: Supplementary Educational Centers
and Services

4. ESEA of 1965,'fitle V: Grants to Strengthen State Departments
of bducation

5. ESEA of 1965, Title VI1: Bilingual Education Programs
6. ESFA of 1965, Title VIIL: Dropout Prevention Program

7. NDFA of 1958, Title III: Strengthening Instruction fn Critical
Sudb jects
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- 8. NDEA of 1958, Title V-A: Counscling, Guidance and Testing;
Identification and Encouragenent of Able Students

9. Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title 1V: Equal Educational Oppor-
tunitics

10. Follow Through (Pert of ESEA, 1965, Title I)

11. Vocational Education Amendments of 1968,

1. ESFA of 1965, Title I: Special Proprams for ¥Educationally Deprived
' Children

This title offers financial assistance to State and local
educational agencies to expand and fmprove thefr cducatfonal programs
- for:

educatfonally disadvantaged children fn low-income areas

handicapped, neglected, delinquent, and foster chfld en

- childven of migratory agricultural workers

Anerfcan Indian children attending Bureau of Iandfan Affairs
schools

Programs are designed to give specfal educatfonal assistance
to children whose educatfonal levels 2re below normal. Projects ﬁay
‘provlde such services as supplementary and remedfal fnstruction in
reading and mathematics, puptl and family counseling, cultural enrichment,
and pre-school activities.,

Approximately 9.2 million disadvantaged children in 16,000

school districts particlpated during F168. A total of $1.12 Billfon




vas allocated for YY69 programs,

2, NSEA of 1965, Title YI: Schonl Libravy Regources, Textliooks, and
other Justructional Materials

The purpose of this Title is to improve instruction by providing

funds to States for school library resources, textbooks, and otler
printed and published instructionnl matcrials for the usc of children

and tcachers {n public and private clomontn?y ana sccondary schools,
Funds may be usced to purchase books, perfodicals, docunents, pamphlets,
photographs, reproductions, pictorial or graphic works, musicz)l scores,
maps, charts, globes, sound recordings, processed slides, transparencics,

films, filmstrips, kincscopes, aud vidco tapes. FExeluded are equipment

and furniturc, materials intended for retiglous instructicon, ind materials

consumed in usc or those vhich cannot be expected to last for more than
one year,

Almost 44,6 million children and 1,8 million teachers
participated {n this program in 1969. For 1Y68 and FY69, $99 mfllfon

and $50 millfon, respectively, were made available under this program.

3, [ESEA of 1965, Title JII: Supplementary Léucational Center and Scxvices

R At et e e

The purpose of this program is to sticulate school districts to
scck creative solutions to their educational problems, This program
is also known as PACE (Yrojects to Advance Crcallvitf fn “ducation).
Funds mey be requested for innovative and exenplary applications of new

educational knowledge or for vitally nceded supplementary services.

c emme g ® B MBI S o o e B e P - v A W B e
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The following types of projects are funded: {wmproved programs
for deprived fnner city children; programs of individualized instruction
for self-paced learning; early childhood cducational programs; program
of quaiity cducation for minority group children and children in
geographically isolated areas; spcucial pr;grams for handicapped chilaren;
development of plaiming and evaluation competence,

A total of $165 million was allocated in FY 069, .Thefe
are approximately 1800 projects under this Title which reach 10 million
school pupils, 135,00 pre-school children, and 67,000 out of school

youths.

4, ESEA of 1965, Title V: Grants_to Strengthan State Departwents of
_Education '

The purpose of this Title is to aid the State educational
agencics Iin establishing and improving programs to identify and meet
their educational needs. The following types of programs are funded:
planning and evaluation; data collection and processing; dissemination
of information on the condition, progress, and needs of education;
research programs; distribution of new curriculum materials; teacher
training; use of tecacher aids; financing of education; mecasurcment of
pupil achievement; improvement of persennel in leadership, administration,

and specialist services; consultative and technical scrvices; use of

Head Start benefits; comprehensive planning.
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$29,750,000 was appropriated for FY68 and the same amount for
¥Y69.

5., ESEA of 1965, Title VIJ: Bilinpual Lducation Programs

This TIitle provides funds for educational programs for children
3 to 18 ycars of age who have limited English-spcaking ability and who
come from non-Enélish speaking environments., Funding is provided for
rescarch projects, development of instructional materials and training
of teachers. Funding is also provided for the purchase of teaching
materials and cquipment,

$7.5 million was appropriated for this program in FY69,

6. ESPA of 1965, Title VITI: Dropout Provention Program

The purpose of this Title is to develop programs for reducing
the number of students who drop out of school, Programs may use innova-
tive methods, systems, or materiale which show promise in reducing
dropouts.

$5 million was allocated in FY69.

7. NDFA of 1958, Title III: Strengthening Instruction_in Critical
Subjects

The purpose of this Title is to improve instruction in science,
math, foreign language, social studies, economics, English, rcading
and industrial arts. Funds are available for purchasc of laborarory

and special equipment, printed materials other than textbooks, and

administrative scrvices in the designated subject areas,
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In FY69, the appropriations totaled over $78 willion for this
program,

8. NDEA of 1958, Title V-A: Counseling, Guidonce and Testing;

Identification and Encouravencnl of Able Students

The purpose of this program is to provide funds for establish-
ing guidance, counseling, and testing programs at elementary and secondar&
schools, junfor colleges, and technical {institutes, The funds are used

to provide counseling and guidance personnel who are able to assess the
abilities of students at an carly age, assist students in selecting
appropriate courses of study, apprise students of various training re-
quirements and opportunities; and encourage them to continue their
education. Funds are also used for programs of pupil persomnel services
where counselors work with social workers and psychologists to meet the
needs of students and to recommend special instructional prograws,

The money appropriated for Title V-A was $24.5 million and
$17 million for FY68 and FY69 respectively.

9. Civil Rights Act of 1964, IV:Equal Educational Opportunities

The aim of this Title is to assist public school systems coupe
with school desegregation problems. This is done by grants to school
boards for in-service and/or advisory specialist programs, contracts
with universities for institutes to improve tcacher ability, and techni-
cal assistance to State education dcpartuents.

Approximatcly 10,000 scheol personnel took part in 90 training
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programs during ¥Y68, The appropriation for that year was $10 million,

10. Follow Through (Part of Title I, éSPA)

Yollow Through is designed to reinforce in the carly grédcs the
progress madc by children in lead Start and other pre-school programs,
The program is designed to meet the instruclional, physical,_and psycho-
social neceds of disadvantaged children in a program that combines -
school and community vesources, Special classroom activities and addi-
tipn etaff help meet fnstructional needs. Nutrition and health care
are provided along with social work and psychological services,

;The allocations for FY68 and FY69 Qere $15 million and $30 milli;n
respectively, During the 1968-1969 school year, about 91 projects served
23,400 children, Forty-five new projects were funded in 1969-70.

11. Vocational Edgcation-Amendments of 1968

The purpoce of these amendments is to provide funds to States to
help them maintain, extend, and improve existing programs of vocational
educetion, develop new programs of vocational ecducation, and provide
part-time erployment for youths who nécd earnings in order to continue
theif vocational training. More specifically, funds are granted to
States (a) for conductlng vocational education programs for persons of
all ages; (b) for conducting vocational education for the handicapped;
(c) for resecarch in vocational education; (d) for dovelopment of new

curricﬁla; (e) for residential vocational education; (f) for programs in
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consumer and homemaking cducation; and (g) for cooperative work-study
programs through local educational agenecies and public and private

employers.




APPENDIX D
Further Consideration of Evaluartion Questions

Assﬁmtng that the question of objcctives has been satisfactorily
resolved, evaluation may be approached from the point of view of
programma;ic description and also fwmpact. Both of these types of evalu-
ation may also be exawined on a multi-level basis.’ In the first instance,
the questions to be asked hase to do with the nature and description of
the program as iwplemented, that is, "VWhat is actually bqing done?"

"How does what is actually being done corpared to what management intended
to be done?" ''How many people {(districts, communitites, items, objects,
etc.) arc being reached by the program?" 'How many of what kinds of
persons are Involved in the implementation of the program?" . "Vhat do
varfous aspects of the program co.t?'" Ftc.,

The second kind of evaluation is more concerned with the measurable
impacts of the program (whatever they are, and hovwever the program may
differ from the planned) on target groups (and others). It asked questions
such as "Can first grade children in this program display superior word .
ettack skills as comparcd to those not in the program?'" '"Do children
exposed to the program tend to be less prone to drop out than those
not exposed?" "Is the attendance of program children better than that of
those not in the program?" "Does the program result in a neglect on

the part of teachers of some aspect of the curriculum not covered by

the program?' [Fte.
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Iq addftion to the above kinds of evaluation, it is somet {ucs
uscful to consider a certain kind of outcome of tlie program as a
sebarate for evaluation purposes. This is the political and policy
impact of the program andfor its cxistance on various groups such as
community lcadets, board wembers, parents, ctc. Strictly speaking, such
outcome may be classed under impacts of the program, but ig is sometimes
appropriate to treat then scparately from the targeted educational
iﬁprovemeng objectives.

The multi-level concept recognizes that Federal programs are rarely
unidimensional in design or implementation and that the educational
establishment is basically hierarchical in nature. Thus, the institution
of guidelines for evaluation at the LEA level also has implications and
impact at the SEA level, and, for differenf reasons, at the Federal level
as.well, Therefore, the ;valuation questions must specify the levels
at vhich they are concerned, and often be applied at more than one
level.

In the list of evaluation questions to follow, an effort has been
made to keep them at a general enough level so that they may be general-
ized across programs, legislative titles, and projects. They are divide
into the three basic types mentioned above, and an indication of level
is given. It should be recognized that the usefulness of the following

list fs confined to the examination of the components of the BCES to

determine whether or not there are included within these components
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the basic items of Fnfowmation which would permit relevant evaluafion

‘ sfudics. To be useful fo~ study designs and (he coustruction of
measurement instruments, a much finer level of detail will be required.

Programmatic Descriptoxr

1. What is the naturc of the program? What projects are included?
Subprojccts?.
2. V¥hat are the purposcs and objectives of the program as seen by
those ifwplementing it?
3. What portions of the ptogram are and are not implemented?
"4, Who has the aﬂministrative responsibility for each part?
5. What are the rcasous that any planned implementation has not
taken place?
6. What arc tﬁe cffgctive (strong) péints'of the program?
The ineffective (weak) points? (As seen by those implementing it).
7. How do each of the above six questions comparce to the planned
implementation of the program?
8. Vho (vhat groups) are the direct participants in the program-
(at each level)?
9. Who (what groups) are those indircctly impacted by the program?
In vhat ways?
10. low many (and what percentage) in each group defined are directly

and indirectly impacted by the program?
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5. 1s target group performance different from that of similar,
non-participating groups in more than one way? If so, how are these
differences interrelaled?

6. In what ways arce the changes or diffcrencés characteristic of
the target groups related to any or any combination of the ﬁrogram
dgscriptor questibns listed above?

7. Are there aﬁy changes or differences with respect td the target
group on non-performance var%nbles such as attitudes, attendance,
dropouts, ectc,

- 8. Are these interrelated among themselves or the descriptor
questions?

9, Hés non-target but directly related educational ;proup performance,
attitudes, attendance, and the like changed or shown differences (teachers,
cobnselors, non-instructional personnel, para-profcssionals, administrative
personnel, and the like)?

10. What are the interrclationships of the various variable for
these groups?

Political/Policy Ympact

1., Has the program received favorable or unfavorable publicity in
the community?
2. What is the conmunity attitude toward the necd versus the program?

3. lbow do the parcats feel toward the program?
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4. Does the program meet nceds expressed by community groups? By
parents? By school board members? By state and local officials?

5. Does the prosram interface with other programs and projects

currently recefving the support of local groups and agencies?

% e Yededs %

It should be woted that the above list of questions represents
'a first ecffort to take the concerns of evaluation %o a greater degree
of refinement. Further cfforts along these lines are planned for later
phases of the project. Eventually, thesc rerincd evaluation questions
will be cross-referenced against the cowponents of the BCES at the
specific.data level, and a determination will be made of the specific

data lacks which may exist in the system.




APPENDIX B

Descriptions of the following JCES instruments are presented in
this appendix:

Universe File

ELSEGIS

Program Reference File

Consolidated Program Information Report
SEA-MIIS

Pupil Centered Instrument

Project Descriptor Questiomaire

AIR Project Evaluation Guide

Common Status Mcasures

W 00NN DW=
-

The summaries presented below are based on detailed reviews of
the JCES elements accomplished as part of the basis for a system analytic
study of the deyeloping JCES. The summaries were obtained by a close
examination of the Instruments themselves together with information ob-
tained during talks with Office of Education staff members. Along with
a general discussion of cach instrument, a table giving an item by item
description of tiie instrument content is presented,
1. Universe File

The Rational Center for Educational Statistics sends out once a
year a brief questionnaire designed to gather certain items of very
basic inforwation about the schools and the school districts in the
United States. The NCES Universe File is conceived as a basic sampling
frame listing all schools by district within the states and regions

of the country. 1t is intendcdlthnt this file cover both public and




E~2

private schools 2nd be the wost up to date, appropriate, gnd complete
listing of schools and districts in the country,

The kinds of ialormution collectcd'by the Universe File ave as
follows: a) Identification informatfon includiug name of district,
name éf school, name of county, mailing address, area codes, telephone
numbers, ctc,; b) type of school in terms of pfivate, public, and grade
span; c¢) population served in terms of number of students by grade and
numbef of graduates during the preceding school year; d) assignment;

e) program information (proposed for 1969-70) in terms of wheth;r or

not each of five special programs are operating 1n.the schools with or
without Federal funding: haudicapped, acadewmically talented, compensatory,
vocation/technical, and continuing education,

The fellowing is an item by item description of the Universe File:

1. School status: closed or in operation,

2. USOE school code,

3. State's School code.

4, Name of School District.

5, Name and address of school.

6. Name of County where school is located.

7. Type of school: Elem, Middle, Sec., Voc/Tech, Area Voc.

8. State or Federally Operated School?

9. Number of pupi's by grade.

10. Number of Graduates from Grade 12,

11. Number of tecaching and Non-Teaching Professional Persounel

at cach of the following levels:

Pre-kindergarten
Kindergarten
Graded Elcuwentary
Secondary
Special Education
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12, Number of special programs operating and number operatiug
with federal funds for cach of the following groups:
landicepped
Academically Talented
Compensatory
Vocational/Teclinical
Continuing Lducation

2, Flewentary and Sccondery Cencral Infovwatfon System (ELSECTS)

Ny

The ELSLEGIS Progrom is conducted by the Natfonal Center of Iducatfional
Statistics and {s intended to be a gencral purpose survey of basfic data
regarding public school systems. For some timo; the e¢mphasis in data
collection by the National Center for Educational Statistics has becen on
the legislative requirements of programs such as the NDEA and the ESTA
Acts. HMNowever, NCES felt a need to collect data on school systzmsg in
thefv cntirety rather tha; solely in terms of progrem sepments and a
need to cmphasfze basic data in response to the fericral educational
community needs., Therefore, tae Natfoval Center for Educational Statis-
tics and the Committee of Fducational Data Systems of the Council of
Chicf State School Officers developed an approach to collection of
general survey data for public schools., It must be undcrstood that
strictly speaking, the LLSIGIS effort is not a part of JCEs; but the
basic data which are collected on school systems seem to overlep consider-
ebly with data to be collected through the Program Reference File, and
with data to be collected by the CPIR, The basic data tebles contéined

fn the last ELSEGLS report (1967) ere as follows: 1) the number of

schools in local public school systems by organizational level, grade
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span; sfze of.systcm; 2) enrolluent and pupil teacher rat%o in local
public system by organizational level and size of school system; 3)
_instructional staff {n local public school systems by positfon and size of
system; 4) classroom teachers by highest level of educa;ion completed

and size of school system; 5) current expendigures ef loecal public

system by account and size of séhool system; 6) current expenditures for
pupil and average daily membership for local public system by account

and size of system,

It is noi our purpose here to exaaine fn detail the extent to
vhich there may be duplication of eflort in the vayious data collcction
efforts assocfated with CPIR prograw efforts file and ELSEGIS. It shculd
simply Le noted that it will be our purposc at e later point in the
present effort to take a critical look at the extent to which some of
the informatfon prescntly obtained by different forms cen be combined in
e single data collection effort. Thus, we may hold out the possibility
that some aspect {f not all of the ELSEGIS effort might be merged with
CPIR, or vice versa.

In summary, the products to be expeccted out of the CPIR Instrument,
in addition to its effectiveness in reducing the load on local cducational
asgencies in weeting the reporting requircments, are reports covering
dollars expended by sources of funding; sctvices and progtams provided

by these funds; f{dentification of the nuaber of children by target
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group needing services and the number of vices proyided; in-scervice
cducation by Federal source éf funding, The fnstrument will for the
first time provide a coovdinated look with coumon descriptors at the
varfous Federal funding progrems fmpacting on local school districts,
and will cnakle interested parties to trace the flow of dollacs by
Federal sources to the kinds of progra;s and services provided with
respect to the kinds of children benefited,

The following fs an ftem by ften description of the ELSEGIS question-
nafre!

1. Name and address of public school system,
2. MNumber of clementary and sccondary schools by grade span,
3. Number of pupfls entolled in district in:
Bursery
Rindergarten
Elementary
Secondary
4. Number of Instructional staff by type
5. Number of tcachers by level of education completed
6. Average daily attendance
7. Averape daily membership
8. Yecarly expenditures for
a. edninistration
b. teacher salarics
¢, attendance services
d. health services
e. pupil transportation services
f. plant operation
g. plant maintenance
h. food services
f. student body activitices
J. community scrvices

3. Program Reference File

The concept of the Progranm Refercnce File is buill on the cur-
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rently existing Natfonal Center for Educational Statistfes Unfvetse Yile,
.Sce page E~1 of this Appendix. In order to be able to set up the kind
of stratificd sampling called for in employing the other measures in the
Comprchensive Evaluation System, JCES personncl would like to add two
questions to the NCES questionnaire. These two cuestions concern ur-
banfzation and a detafled fnquiry of the nature and kiuds of Federal
programs to be found $n the schools.

%men‘PP&B analyzed the NCES Unfverse Tile, they quickly decided that
the addftion of these tvo ftems would be cssential in order to provide
the ;pecific fnformation concerning all different Erograms and projects
funded by OE at varfous grade levels, and the populatfon stze from
which the school draws lts students., At the present time, however,
there seems to be some question es to whether or not {t fs going to prove
feasible to add these two edditiénal questions to the proposed 1970
NCES questfonnatre. If NCLS werc to add the ftems to thcir questionnaire,
it would probably be necessary to print two variations, one for the ¥Bel-
mont schools (for program referuice purposes) and one for the temafning
schools, For this reason, two forms might have to be mafled out. And
for this rcason, NCES is hesitant to add Lthe two gquestions. Tf NCES is
unwilling.to add these two questions to their form, it is likely that
FCES will procede to send out its owa questionnaire, duplicating much
of the {nformation on the NCES questionnafre, but adding the two questions

referred to.
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It {s scen as essential that as this Program Refercnce File s
developed, there also be developed sanple generating procedures useful
at both Fedesial and Strte Jevels, Additionally, as the YProgram Refevence
File {s phascd into the total project, it is cssential that It becowe
the single base for gencrating the samples to be used in collecting
data for both the common managcuent information report (distvict inst;u-
ment) and the comprehensive evaluation system, %o do otherwisc negates
the ahility to interface data from both sources.

Indivicdual States may choose to add additional ftems to their Program
Reference File to meet thelr necds at the State level.

The technical Task Force, composcd of both Federal and State
representatives, has assumed responsibility for the developiment of the
fnstrument to colleet informatfon for the Program Reference File and the
software for a sample generating system., Developrent wray be accomplished
on contract, supported by USOL, The availability of requiroed data ‘
will be determined fn covperation with participating State representatives.
States will be responsible for conducting teviews with their local
education agencies. The states will be responsible for data collection
within their respective States cach Fall. This will entail mailing of
forms, verification of rcceipt of forms in the loca) agencies, assuring
that all local #gencics respond, and initial cditing of the rcturns

within thefr respective States. The Office of Fducation will be




F-8

resp;nstblo for processing of data and gencrating Staté-roprescnlalfve
samples, subject to rveview and approval by cach participating State.

Completion of tie Program fleference File will allow the participating
States to have a complete accounting of the projects operating in schools
throughéut thetlr Syntes. For exampic, Statcs will be able to determine
(1) the percentage and nunber of projects funded through ESEA, Title I
vhich provide instruction in ccading, arvithwetic, science, etc., by
grade 1cvel, (2) tlie number and proportion of elementary school which
have projects funded through ESEA, Title I ond projects funded through
ESEA, Title III, (3) the number and proportion of cchools which have
both Fedeielly supported reading and ari*hwetic projects in the fourth
grade, and (4) the number proportion of schools within cach school
district providing services supported through Federal funds. Further,
States will be able to draw represertative samples of schools stratified
on varfables such as geographic location, urbanism grade spans, types of
programs, ecte. The Program Refercnce File will elso be used at the
Federal level to draw samples for installation of the other components of
the total system decvibed below.

Finally, an examination of the proposed PRF form vaises several
questions. First, it would be feasible end desirable to add ¢ae rore
dirension to questions conteruing programs. The dimension proposcd is the

nunber of students participating in cach program. This could be eccon-



E-9

plishcd by having the pevson {illing the form out use a percentage
estimate or frequency count fun the jroper cell as opposed to fadicating
this with a check mark, as currently pleunced. The percentage estimste
is viewed as the estimates percentoge of students participating in each
grade. This information would then be tied into a frequency estinate
by using the percentage estimate fn conjunction with the grade size to
compute the number of students participating. With these figures avail-
able for cach school, a more precise population estimate wvould be possible.
In addition, it would provide a reliabflfty check and/or tie in point
with data obtained under the Project Descriptor Inventory.

Secondly, there are disturbing points about the use ¢f two separale
forms: 1) it defeats the purpose of Belmont to reluce formg; and 2)
it raises the spectre of fncompatible data. Of the tww, the lattler is
more disturbing, since vltimately data abouv prograns must be related to
the information contained in the NCES ffle. Great care must be taken
to fnsure this compability. This can be accomplished by the use of the
same USOL code nutber for schools in each file or finventory.

If the above consideration can be attained then the use of the TRF
inventory will furnish the data rvequired for the PRF {tsclf. TIn addition,
adding the dimension of student participation will also facilitate sample

planning and costing.
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Jisted below are the questions JCES personnel would like tv add to
the Universe File Questionnaire:

1. Population of community in vhich is located,

2, Population of largest cowmmunity within 20 niles,

:.  Crosstabs of progreis from ESTT 1965, NDEA 1958, and
Vocatfonal Education Amendwent 1968 by Grade Levels
(Pre ¥-12)

L.

4, Consolidated Program Inforrn~tion Report

Consolidated Projram Tnformation Repor: (CPIR) represents the
management information vorticen of the JCES, Historfcelly state and
local agencies have been forced to supply multitudinous statistical
reperts to fulfill Federal reporting vequirements under the various
legislative acts through which the government supports educational pro-
grans. In addition to the burdlen fwposed by filling these many duplica-
tory and sometincs inadequate rveports, there has been real difficulty
in cross-collating the fnformatlion contafnced therein to arrive at usval
policy plenning end managerial information. It {s intended that the
CPIR gupplant many of these existing reporis, drastically reducing the
emcunt of pqnching and processing time, and providing a ready source
for the information so0 1ecessary for policy and planning decisfons

The CPIR was developed by “he progrem information comnittce of the
Joint State/OE Task Force on Evaluation (the Belmont Group). The
ftrst of the CPIR forms was lried out in 1969 to collect YY 69 data, in
a sarple of 1500 natianally representative school distvicts, The results

of this survey are expected to be available by January 1970.
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The Fiscal 1970 Instrument wil) be distributed to Relmont representa-
tives by the end of Januvary 1970 for review and possible revisjon, Tt
is expcctoa that the Fiscal 70 survey will be cenducted on a2 state by
state sampling basis in all 50 states and will consist of about 4,000
local school districts, so that cach state will have the opportunity to
examine and process its own fnformation.

In general, the 1970 Turstrument dif{fevs from the 1969 Tnstrument in
only minor ways. The desirability of introducing target groups as another
dimension in the Instiuincut was reafffrumed by the Belmont Group, coaifungent
upon ‘the availability of the attridbution guide, and some parts of
Scction IV (supplemental program informetion sectfon) were chosen for
elimfnation because of questionable use by state plans and program
officers. The attributfon guide {s an adjunct to the CPIR which is to
be developed for the purpose of attridbuting resources to programs in
educatfon. The proposcd guide {s intended to provide a means of
attributing fnformation ~ecatained :H the accounting records to the
scrvices activities funding scurces and target groups requested in the
CPIR, It s hoped that a draft of this guide can be made svail-
able for use with the 1970 Instrument.

The propram information committee of the Belwont Group also
discusscd the possibility of taking an active ;oie fn the developsent of

-

a consolidated state evatuatfon forn (see Section below) and a consoli-
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dated applicacion foin., It was the conscnsus that it wbuld be desirable
for the Grouap to assume Lhis role. Mo schedule was sct for so doing,
however, It will be recalled that the CPIR {s intended to collect data
regarding the followin; elementary and sccondary programsg ESEA Title I,
11, III, V (Flow through funds), VII and VIIF; NDYA Titles TIX and
V-A- Civil Right Title IV, &nd the Follow through program,

At the present time, the present form (1969) of the CPIR consists
of a rather bulky booklel with a wanual of instructions. Part I of
this boolklet cuntains fdenrffication and certification information with
respect. to the local education agenecy, nunber of pgpil in public
schools as of 1 October 1968; number of participants fn Yederal prograris
unspeci fied by public and non-public schools fu regular and summer
programws; nunber participating in Federal prosrams from varfous target
populations (pupil population groups); and services and activitics
supplicd in Federally afded prograws by public school student level and
non-public school,

The next scction‘of the CPIR {s concerned with staffing and reports,
the number of professional staff menber engaged in services and ectivities
supported by Federal programs as & functfca of the level of school type
of progran and type of pupil pcpulation group; also by numder of non-
prtofessio. al staff wembers by emount of participaifon and by extent of

the program vith vespect to the regular school term. Also in this
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section 1s personnel developwent data regarding the numbcv of staff
uenbers engaged at each of scveral professioanal levels; assigned to in-
service activitics and training through Yederally supported programs.
In addition, dollar emounts by types and sources of Pederal funds for
in-sevvice trafining are rcequested,

Part Three of the CPIR is concerned with program expendstures and
" provides amount expended by source of furds and according to scveral of
the Yederal source programns as function of type of service and actfivity
conducted. This scction is quite extensive agd detailed in tevms of the
services and activities covered; and concludes with a summary of expend-
fture of Federal funds by ifnstructfonal level,

Part Four is concerncd with supplemental program fnformation (it
will be recalled that some of the 1969 CPIR content fu this scctfon {s
. expested to be delcted for the 1970 Instrument). This section gives
tdﬁl counts of children vho participated in public and non-public school
summer school terms in the ESEA Title I Frogram for Thildren in low
Income Arcas., It then gives counts by type of schoal and type of term
for varfous grade levels participating in this program followved by a
drop out {nformation and nuwber of progrem staff by school term type and
level of program., Number of staff mewbers reccivlng in-service or pre-
scrvice education is reported by leve) of professioral school term

number of trefning hours tceeived. Scrvices end activitics are reported
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in terms fa of indicating those vhich arvce provided hf type of school
and grade level for both regular and sumier terms.  Average daily
membership and number of chiluven dropping oul of school during the
regular school term is given by Title I Publie Schools and Other Public
Schools and by grade level.

For the ESLFA Title I Migratory Worker Children Progvam, simjlar
informatfon similar to that for low funcome children s collected.
Section C of Part Four concerns simflar information sor the Follow
Through Program, While Section D of Part Your is devoted to the Title
II, ESVA, The Title 1I f{nformation begins with a summary of expenditures
by categorics and materfals provided; indicates th; nuinber of teachers
in the ESEA Title II program and the number of new school libraries ésteb-
lished, It continues with the number of materials and expenditures
for loauns to childrén and tcachers as a function of type and level of
school and categories of matevials,

Section E of Part Four concerns NDFA Title ITI and NFAHA Fiscal
Year 69 cxpenditures for fustructional traterfals and cquipment by sub-
ject matter arcas. Scctfon ¥ shows school membership by level, nuzber
of children by level, and adults end tcachers receiving fn-scrvice
training., It also shows the number and percent of children participating
in Title III projects during Fiscal Year 69 by ethnic groups and by rural/
urban and socio-ctononmic groups. Further, a tablf indicates type of

pafd personnel by number of staff assigned to the projects as a function
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of major program services type and level of schools and In-service training,

Tt can be seen from the above review that the information collected
by the CPIR is extremely extensive with respect to program level and
amount of participation in tha local schools with respect to various
programs supported by federal fugds. In addition to the booklet of the
form itself there is a manual explaining the treatment required for
each of the categories of information and cach of the tables to be

filled out,

ety

The implementation of the CPIR has alrecady begun on a sample basis.
In the FPall of 1969 a sample of 830 school districts in all 50 states
vere chosen to be representative of all school districts that have
ESEA Titles I or II, or NDEA IIIlor V-A, In addition, all school
districts not included in the above that had a migraut program or
ESEA V, VII, VIII or Follow Through were incliuded in the sample,
Finally, all school distriects not includedth;t had ESFA Title III program
vere éskcd to complete the ESFA supplemental part. This sample resulted
in approximately 1500 school districts filling out the CPIR in toto,
and an additional 900 filling out the Title IXI supplements. Data
analysis for these administrations is underwvay.

The 1970 survey with the CPIR will be conduétcd in all 50 states and
4,000 local school districts. Fach state will pavc % éample for its

own information and analysis.
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The following is an item by itcm description of the Consolidated

Program Information Report (CPIR)

General

1. Nawe and address of Tocal Ilducation Agency (LVA),

2. LEA Represcntative.

3. State Education Ageacy Official who approved report.
4, Grade spans of elcmentary and secondary schools,

Pupil and Schools

~ 1. Public scheol membership by grade level,

2, Number pupils who participated in federally aided programs in public
&nd non-public schools by grade level during regular school term
and summer term,

3, Number of children (ages 5~18) in school district by pupil populations
group (handicapped, migrant, delinguent, ctc.)

4, Number of pupils in public and non-public schools by pupil population
group who participated in federally aided progfams.

5. Number public and non-public schools which conducted federally aided
programs for each of the pupil population groups.

6. Number pupils in federally aided programs by type of service or
activity during rcgular school term and summer tern by school level
(Elem., Se., Pr. K & K)

Staffing

1. Number of professional staff members (full-time and part-time) for
federally aided programs during full regular schoel term for cach of
the pupil population groups by type of service rendered:

(a) Dircct cducative services
(b) Supporting services

2. Number of non-professional staff member (full-time and part-time)
during full regular school terin for each of the pupil population
groups,

3. DNumber of professional staff members (full-time and part-time) for
federally funded programs that listed only a part of the regular
school term_for each of the pupil population groups by type of service
rendered: dirvect educative scrvices and supporting services. '

4, Number of non-professional staff mewber (full-time and part-time) for
prograws that lasted only a part of the regular school tetm for each

of the pupil population groups.
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Number of professional staff memberz(full-time and part-time) for
federally wided programs during the sumner term for each of the pupil
population groups by type of service rendered: direct educative
scrvices and supporting services.

Rumber of non-professional staff wewbers (full-time and pavi-time)
during summer_ter:: for cach of the pupil population groups.

Number of staff members in district assigneoe to work in programs
designed to meel neceds of the target group,

Number of staf{ wembers who received in-service tralning through
federally aided programs.

Amount of funds expended for in-scrvice training by Title.

Progrom Expenditures

1.

2,

Amount of funds cxpended by Title for each of the various scrvices
and activities provided in federally aided prograwms,

Auvount of funds expended by instructional level (Pre K, K, 1-12,
Post 12, dropouts, Adults).

Supplcwental Program Information

A,

\

ESEA Title I ~ LFA DProgram for Children in Low Income Arcas

1. Number of children who participated in public and non-public
schools,

2, Number of schools and pupils who participated by grade level
during regular and summer school terms.

3. Number of children vho were dropouts prior to participating in
regular or summer school program,

4. Number of staff members by type and grade level during regular
and summer school term.

5. Number of staff members by type who rcceived in-service or
pre-service training and number of hours of such training.

6. Number of children in public and non-public schools by grade
level (K, 1-6, 7-12) by type of scrvice or activity during
- regular school term. :

7. Number of children in public and non-public schools by grade
level by type of activity or service during summer term.

8. Average Daily membership and number of dropout from Title I
public school and non-Title I Public Schools.

ESFA Title I - LEA Program for children of migratory workers

1. Number of intrastate and interstate migratory children

N participating in program.

2. Number of participants in public and private schools during
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regular and eumnmer terms by grade level {(pre K, K, 1-6, 7-12)
Number of staff menbers by type and grade level during rvegular and
sumncer terms.

Number of staff members by type vho recrived ineservice and pre-
scervice training and nusber of hours of suvch training,

Bumber of children in public and non-public sclicols by grade level
(K, 1-6, 7-12) by type of scrvice or activity during regular school
term.

Numbe: of children in public and non-public schools vy grade

level (K, 1-6, 7-12) by type of service or activity during summer
term.

Follow Through Program

1. Number of children participating in public and non-public schools,

2, Number of participants in public and non-public schools,
during regular and sumaer terms by grade level (K, 1-2,3),

3. Number of staff members by type and grade level during regular
aug sunmer terms,

4., Nuwber of staff members by type who reccived in-service and pre-
service training and nunber of heurs of such training.

5. Nunber of children in public and nou-public schools by grade
level (K, 1-3) by type of service or activity during regular
scheol terw,

6. Number of children in public and non-public schools by grade
level by type of service or activity during summer term,

ESEA Title IIX

1. Total expenditures for textbooks, school library and other
instructional resources from state and local funds and private
funds (for non—publicﬂschools).

2, Number of teachers participating in public and non-public
schools,

3, Number of new public school libraries established under the
Title in elementary and secondary schools, :

4, Nunber of materials and amount of funds expended by jtem

' category for loan to pupils and teachers at elementary and
secondary publie schools,.

5. Number of materials and amount of funds expended by item
category of loan to pupils and teachers at elementary and
secondary non-public schools.

NDFA ritle III and NTAVA, FY 69

Expenditures by subject area for instructonal materials and
cquipment (for audiovisual and other materials and equipment
scparately),
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F. “ESEA Title IIX

1. School menbership and nmumber of participants by grade level
in public and private schools. Also number of teacher vho
receive in-service training and number of adult participants,

2. Number and percent of participants by ethnic and racial group,

3. Rural/Urban distribution of participating children,

4, Nowber of full and part-time staff member by type.

5. Number participunts by program or scrvice in publie
schools by grode level and in noy-public schoo’s, Also
number of adult participants and numbar of teacher
receiving in-service training by program or service,

6. Total cost by program or service,

5. .Stnte waluation Agency =~ Management Pvaluation Survey (SFA-MES)

The SIA Mapagcmont Evaluation Survey is an Instrument designed to
collect information which is required in order to evaluate the management
and administration of OL projects at the state 1evé1. At the nowent,
this instrument is in the initial planning stage with a working draft
planncd for presentation at the sccond quatterly Beluwont wmeeting soimetime
in July 1970, The instrument itself is viewed as a questiomnaire
similar in design to the Counsolidated Program Information Report. In this
instrument, questions will be limited to details about the manageinent
of the program. Yor cxample, they will deal with areas such as:

What programs do you administer?

What types of gcople assist you in managing these projects?

How many of each type, etc.?

The !nformation accumulated will then by analyzed and used to evaluate how
effectively the program was managed.

See discussion of developmental requiremnts in body of report (Page ).
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6. Pupil Centerced Tnstrument
The purpose of the Pupil Centercd Instruments will Be to gather
information on school districts, individual scliools, tcachers, and pupils.
Part of this instrument will be aimed at determining the extent to which
individual pupils participate in the various prograws anl activities
described Fhrough the Préjcct Descriptor,  In addition, the instrument
will allow for the determination of the background and characteristics
of the individual pupils participating iun the programs.,
The Pupil Centeved Instrument will consist of four basic components:
School District Questionnairve
Principal Questionnaire
T2acher Questionnaire
Pupil Questionnaire
These questionnaires are based upon revisions of the 1969 Survey on
Compensatory Education but the data collected by.the 1970 instruments
will be applicable to the evaluation of several programs in addition to
ESEA Title Y. The 1970 instrument for elementary schools will be imple-
mented in the Spring of.1970 in a nationally representative sample of
school districts from all fifty states. As with the 1969 Survey, the
grades sampled ;ill be grades 2, 4, and 6. Teachers will be requested to
complete the pupil.questionnaircs for no more than 4 of their students.
The secondary school instrument has not been developed and will not be

used fu this ycar's survey.
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The Developuwent Task Fovce for the Pupil Centered Lustruvments antici-
pates that new questions will be developed for the 1970 instruments,
‘Questions will be developed to provide data on guidance, counscling,
and occupational ori¢ntation programs for elcnentary school pupils. Since
a complete description of avaiiuble programs and services is desired,
new questions will be developed to gauge the appropriateness, adequacy,
accessibility, and use of the facilities, materials, and equipment that
are available to districts, schools, and pupils. Tinally, because
. of the cowmplexities gf local program administration, data will not be
requested according to the Federal funding title p;oviding the services.
 Only two questions of a general nature will be included in the School
Distrlct and Principal Questionnaires relating scrvices to funding
source, |
The folloving is an item by iteﬁ description of the four questionnaires.

1969 Pupil Centered Instrument - School District Questionnaire

General JYnformation
1. Number of public schools in distrvict by grade span.
2. Amwvual salary for starting elementary school teacher,

3. Maximum salary for elementary school teacher.

Test Data_ Information

1. Names of achicvement test batteries, levels and forms of pre-tests and
post-:ests and dates of test administrations in Grade 2,4,6,

2. Most recent dates the following types of tests were administered in
Grade K-12: reading readiness
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Avithmetic or ath

Tanguage

Forelgn Language

Intelligenec
3. Type of uorm groups used to coimpute scorves for Grades 2, 4, 6.
%, Conversion tables for local norms (if used),

ESFA Title 1 Informationt

1. Awount of funds approved for use in FY69 (Title 1),

2. Number of school pupils who received services funded by ESEA, Title
I by grade,

3. Number of public schouls providing programs and services funded by
ESIZA, Title I by grade.

4, Basis used for allocating funds from ESFA Title I.
*For the 1970 questionnaire, this section will be revised vhere
appropriate.

Parent Involvement Information

1., Method of securing parent involvement in ESFA,Title 1 program.

2, Total number of ESEA, Title I Citizens' Advisory Committees active
in district,®w

3. Dbid State Dept, of Education give assistance or advice in creating
Citizens' Advisory Committees?®¥*

4, Concerns of Citizens Advisory Committees.

5. Duties of Citizens' Advisory Committeces,®

6. Primary methods of selection of differvent types of persons serving
on the Citizens' Advisory Commitlees.*¥
#*% These items will be eliminated from 1970 questiounnzirec.

Personnel Training Information®#¥

1. Amount of ESFA Title I funds expended for support of ian-service
training programs,

2. Mumber of personnel by type who have participated in in-scrvice
training program funded by ESEA Title I.

3. Have classroom teachers participated in in-service training programs
funded by ESFA Title T which incorporated ﬁoint training with teachey
aides, other professional perzonnel of parents?

4, Main objectives in In-Service training program supported by ESEA
Title T for the differcent types of school pevsonnel.

5. Subject matter for ESEA Title T funded In-Scrvice Training Programs.

6. Grade levels of ifnstructional techniques covered by the ESEA Title T
funded In-Service Traianing Trograas. )

*% For 1970, this scetion will be wodified to include all programs.
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6. Do tc. "ers use instructional resources [rom reference centers oute
side the school,
7. Number of classrooms for grades K~0 with following equipment:
(a) Projection screen,
(b) Light control for projecction,
(c) In room terminals for T.V. antenna,
{(d) In-room conncctions for closed-circuit T.V.
(¢) Independent study stations.,
(f) FEleetrical outlets,
8. Docs school provide material or equipment to acquaint pupils
with Vocational Lducation Programs?
9. Copyright date of most frequently used texts in math and reading
. in regular school program in grades 2,4, and 6.

Student Body Descriplion

Percent of pupils from minority groups.

. Percent of pupils whose families arec on a public welfare program.
Percent of pupils whose parents did not complete 8th CGrade.

. Arec standardized rcading achievement test vesults available?

Percent of 6th grade pupils who are at least one grade level but

less than two grade levels bhelow national norms in reading achievanent.
6. Percent of Gth grade pupils who are at least two grade lcvels or more
below national norms in reading achievement,

WD WON e

1969 Pupil Centered Iustrument -~ Teachers Questionnaire

Teachers Background Information

1. Grade taught,

2. Sex.

3. Years of full-time teaching cxperience,

4, Years of teaching in this particular school.

5. Reside within attendance arca of school?

6. Member of minority group? .

7. Number of days of absence when school was in session.

8. Reason for teaching at this particular school.

9, Training in teaching academically disadvantaged children.

10. lHours of participation in formal in-serxvice trainiug concerned
with academically disadvantaged children.

11, Participation in in-service traiuning program concerned with
vocation guidance or occupational information for elementary pupils,

12, Indicate whether any of the scrvices listed below has been provided
and vhether thay have “-cen funded by ESFA Title I.
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(n) Classroom aides,

(b) Consultants.

(¢) Tuition fecs for college or summer institute.
(d) VYrofessional travel.

Class Characteristlics and Organization

Number of pupils in class from familics on welfare,

. Primary source of information used to respond to above itonm,
Percent of pupils in class that arce members of minority groups.
Percent of pupils in class that are performing Lelow grade level
in reading.

5. Number of pupils in.class on each of two dates.

6. Number of pupils entering elass hetween two dates.

7

8

I W -

. Number of pupils leaving class between two dales.
. Number of teachers that have held your teaching assigmment, with your
class for at least two consccutive weeks.

9. Percent of pupils participating in programs for the academically
disadvantaged in the following subjeccts:! math, reading, language,
other academic subjects,

10. When do students participate in program for the academically
disadvantaged 1n math, rcading, language and other academic subjects:
before school, after school, wechkends, or during regular school day,

11, Description of classroom organization: specialist teachers,
teaching aides, tecam tcaching, non-graded classes, departmentalized
grouping by ability, etc.

Teaching Method

1. Description of instructional program: regular, academic disadvantaged,
enrichment.

2, Indicate subject arecas and programs which you regularly teach:
reading, math, language/envichment, programs for the academcially
disadvantaged.

¢

Program of Instruction in Your Class

1. Bow arc pupils grouped for instruction in math, reading, language?

2., Number of minutes per instructional period in math, readiug, and
language.

3. Number of instructional periods per week in math, reading, language.

4. Number of weeks of instruction iu math, reading, language.

5. DPescription of approach to material prescntation in wmath, reading,
and languagc: topic, subject mattevr, unit, skills, or activity
centered, ‘

ERIC
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Déseription of curriculum approaches or concepts in math, reading

and language,

Types of responsces expected from puplls In reading, math, and language
alter some material has been presented,

Fducational objectives emphasized jn reading, wath, and language,

Teacher Concerns®

SO DN

Is class progress hampered by individual differences of pupils?
Discipline prohlamg,
Adequacy of equipment and materials available.
Appropriateness of cquipuent and materials
Do you have a part in chosing the classroom curricula?
Are programs for the academically disadvantaged gencrally worthwhile?
Description of classroom activities:
(a) Giving wild or strong approved or disapproval of pupil
actions,
(b) Extending, modifying, or elaborating upon pupil idecas
(¢) Askiug questicns of pupils.
(d) Giving direction to pupils,
(e) Listening to pupils,
Tcacher opinions on various matters of teaching,¥¥

ats

* This section vill be reduced in the 1970 questionnaire.

R

*% This item will be eliminated in the 1970 questionnaire.

1969 Pupil Centered Instrument - Pupil Questionmnaire.

General Information

W
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9.

Pupil's grade level.

Pupil's sex.

Pupil's month and year of birth,

Month of school year that pupil started class,

Number of days of absence,

VWere absences due to illness?

Since first grade, how wany schools has this pupil attended?

Is pupil:
(a) from an institution for neglected children,
(b) from an institution for delinguent children.
(¢) from an agricultural migrant family. '

School experience before first grade.

Pupi]l Background Information

1.

Mewber of minority group,




2. Labguage other thun Inglish priwavlly spoken in home,
3. Occupation of Tather.
4.,  Pupil's family on public welfare?
5. [Estinate of family incouc.
6. Source of information for family Jncoma.
7.  Relationship of head of pupil's houschold to pupil,
8. ls pupil's houschold head cmploycd?
9. Educational level of head of houschold and Mother,
10. Is Hother cmployed?
11,  Description of arca ncar pupil's home: residential, rural, residential
and commerical
12. Considering present attitude, how far will pupil go in school?
13. Considering ability, how far will pupil go in school?
14,  Fducational aspiration of parents for pupil.
15, llave you bad any commmnication with parent during school year?
16, Naturc of communication,
17. leading level of pupil,
18.  Accoxding to pupil's critical needs, what program do you recommend
' for him?

Academnic_Program Participation Information

1, Does pupil participate in regular programs in math, reading, languvage?
2. Number of programs f{otr acadewically disadvantaged or eurichuwent prograws
in which pupil participates in math, reading, launguage.

3. On what basis was pupil placed in these programs,

4,  Average size of instructional group for each program.

5. . Number of minutes per instructional period for each program.
6. Nuuler of ingtructional periods per week for each program.
7. Number of weeks for each progranm, ' _

8. Curriculum approaches or concepts for ecach progran,

Ancillavy Propram Participation Information

1. Types of cultural enrichwent programs in wvhich pupil participated.
2. Total number of hours in all cultural enrichwment programs.
3. Has pupil participated in a health service program in school?
4, Vhich of following health services were provided:
(a) Physical, dental, or eye examinations
(b) Treatment or cherapy.
(c¢) Other.
5. Nas pupil participated in programs for treating social, cmotional, or
disciplinavy problems?
6. Docs pupil receive free or reduced price food in school?
7.  How wuch has pupil benefited from ancillary secrvice program?
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Sumncr Programs
A ¢ 2

1.
2.

3.
4,

d pupil participate in rcading, wath, or languuge summer progrom?
Length of pregrom in weeks and hours per weck,

Culturail envicliment program duriug sumaser - lypc,

Rusher of hours spent in cultural enrichment program during sunmer,

Lupil Yehavior

i o r———

Changes in pupil's academic performance and behavior,

Percent of time spent in:  acadenfc work, other learning activitics,
disruptive behavior, othier non-constructive behavior.

Interests fn math, readfng, and language.,

Test FPerformance

1.

2,
3.
4,
5.
6.

7.
6.
9.
10,
11, -
12.

Nas pupil taken » standardizcd achlevement test since Sept. 1967;
betveen Sept. 1967 and Dec. 19687
Month and ycar of pre-test aduinistration.

RName, level, and form of test.

lNave pupil's scores been reported to school?

Pre-test scoves of pupfl: reading, arithmetic, language.

Vere teats parl of rvegular sdiocl progran or adainistered in relation
to compensatory cducation?

Has pupil taken a standardzicd achicvement test since Jan, 19692
Montu and year of test administration,

Name, level, eond form of test.

Have pupils scorces been reported to echool?

Post-test scores for pupil: reading, arithactic, language.

Vere tests part of regular school progran or adainistercd in rela-
tion o compensatory ecducalion,

Supplenentary Pupil Information®

-

O N DD N -

-

Lt

People vho live with this pupil in house or apavtient,¥%

itave parcnts talked to pupil about college?

llave parents discussed vith pupil eccupatfonnl clioicel

Vhat materfals dues pupil recad outside of school?™®

Mes pupil belong to Poy or Girl Scouts, cte.?

oes pupil take art or musie lessons outside of school?

Pefore first prade did anyone teach pupil alphabet, etc.?

¥hat vould make parents happicr? Ioing vell fn &chool work

or acting very badly?

Vbat would'make pavents uvahappfer? Dofng badly in schoo) work or
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behaving very badly.,
10. Source of information of above,
* This scclion will be veduced considervably for the 1970 questionnaire.
¥t These ftewms will be clindnated from the 1970 questi omairve,
7. Project Descriptor Inatvinnt

The Program Reference File fov any scléclod school. will contain
information on the gencral types of prograns at different grade levels, as
well as the funding sources for thesc progrems., By drawing a cample, or
samples, from the Program Reference File and by administering a Project
Descriptor Instrument to the schools in the sample, specific descriptions
of projects and activitices operating es components fu any general program
can be developed,

More importantly, this will onaplo these projects or activitics to be
related to dala gathered through a lupfl Centered Tnstrnoeat, Yor cxample,
inferences about what kinds of activities produce wh~* kinds of results
for what kinds of children will be possible.

The projector descriptor fnstrument will be designed to gather the
following types of informationt

1. Type of projcct or activity; c.g., remedial math
2. Source of funding for project or activity
3. Duration of projcct or activity

4, MNumber of participants and background charactevistics of
participants

5. Organization for fnstruction. fncluding teaching rethods
emp loyed
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6. Facilities, cquipment, and waterials utilized.

The Project Nescriptor Tunstrument fs befng developed under contract
to Educational Teczting Scrvicee, Princotun; New Jevscy,  1he projeet
direcctor has stated that the object of the Project Descexiptor Ynstrument
is Lo obtain data sufficiently detailed to allow diffcrentiation awong
educational trcatments. The fnstrument, therefore, contains itenms
descriptive of targel groups, plant cquipment, materials, personnel, and
scrvices. Information is to be reposred aboul cach project vhere a
project is basica]ly defined as a collection of people, goods and
services for which application was made and funds received. (Ié should
be noted that some projegls arc difficuvlt to define and that the Projector
Descriptor Instrument provides a serfes of decisfon rules for deefding
when a project should be subdivided for reporting).

The Project Descriptor Instrument has been buflt to measure the
categories {n a taxonomy of project program aclivities vhich vas developed
as a part of the LIS contract. The specific guestiouns fn the Project
vescriptor Instrument are desigued to cover the various categories of the
taxonomy. For this reason; the taxonomy will be summaried below,

There are sixteen major categories fn the taxonomy!

I. Jdentification of Project slropram Aclivity

e

this category contafns the title or deseription of the project, the
control nurber, information aboul the projeet dircctor, and the acdminfstra«

tion of the projcct.,
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IL. Funding

This category contains jnformation about the source of Federal funds
for the project and the statvs of the request for Yederal funds in tervas of
requested, approved or reccived, and the fiscal ycars in question., Tt
covers all of the sources of Federal funds discussed ecarlfer with the
exception of Civil Rights Title IV, This category goes on the cover the
relevance of specified Tederal funds, state regulations and priorities
on the distribution of funds, and sources of any other Federal funds
for this project pregram or activity.

IIT. luration of the Profect

a——

Iv, Jocation of the Project

- .

Tnis category is exprcssed in terms of geographic or administrative
unite, economic characteristics, location, population and ethnic comrposi-
tion,

V. Project Related Needs of the Impact Arca

This catcegory covers type of nced ranging from fwmproved or expanded
educational technology to improved plant or facilities; awarcness of
needs; and draws on studeats, teachers, parents, school systers, and
comnunitics as sources.,

VI, Project Delinitation

This catcgory covers the specification of the use of the support
vith respeet to planning, fmplcaentation of cxisting plans in terms
of construction, rental, purchase, remeldeling, and development, ctes It

also covers personuel, services end scope of the project.,
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.

VIIL. Target Groups

Target groups are defined in sub-categorfies such as pupils, broken
down to public and non-public, ctlinic composition, sex, socin-cconomic
status, spccfal characteristics, eligibility and proccéurcs for sclection;
local cducational agency as a target group includfuog publie and noa-pudblic
school, grade levels, cthnic composition, socio-cconomic status selection;
and, finelly, groups influeantial in setting educational goals such as
state school board wmembers, state education agencies, community leaders,
parent-comvunity advisors, etc,

VIII. PRhysical Flant

School bufldings and property: types of facilities, location in
respect to impact area, availability, and adequacy; non-school building
and property: types of facjlity, location, avaflability, and adequacy.
IX. [Equipment

Type of equipment and adequacy.

X, Matevials and Supplies

Type, ranging over art to driver education adequacy.
XI. Personnel

Professional fnstructional persoancl: Types, adequacy; non~professional
instructiﬁnal personncl: Types, adequacy.

X1¥Y. Non-instructional Services

For pupils, for local, or state agencice; objettives of such gervice,

and duration of time of such services. Services covered in these categovies
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* range from library, counscling, and welfare to statistical data processing,
gsurveying neceds, etc,

XII1I, Instructional Sexvices Initiated, Continucd or Fxpanded

A, For puplls: types of services, objective of the scrvices,
duratfon of the services; B. For state local educatfon agencies: types
of services, objective of the services, and duration; C, HMethodology:
for student groupings and techniques, approaches, classroom activities,
teacher-student interactions.
X1v. Planning Methodolegy

A. By participants; B, By qualification of the leader; C. Sharing

.of Responsibflity; D. Planning of the Produc;.
XV, Evaluation

A, Data from {nd{viduals and £roﬁ teachers; various kinds of tests
and measur.s, interviews, achievement, etc.; From documents: Design of
cvalvation, the evaluators, thefr affiliations, qualifications, amount of
tine, involvemgnt of planning and products.,

Xvl. Dissemination

Targets: Llocal education agencies, teachers, students school board,
etc.; community targets, state education agency targets, professional
targets. Form of dissemination: Written or oral, and sub;categories:
author of disseminatfon material project dircetor, evaluator, instructional

staff, others.
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The Project Descriptor Instrument as it stands in its present, pre-
test form i{s a very long and cumbersome instrument, lowever, it should
be noted that there are to be several parts to the Project Descriptor
Instrument onc each to be filled out by the school district project
coordinator or director; the principal, and the teacher. Also, the
Project Descriptor Instrument was not originally fintended to contain
outcome data. However, the present plan involves the development of
additional outcome questfons for the Project Descriptor Instrument so that
{n the event that Pupil Centered Instruments do not produce outcome
data for some reason, there will be some outcome dasa available through
this source. Tentatively outcome questions might included information
about numbers of pupils in varfous categories, attendance and perhaps an
achievement test score,..etc.

Pretest of Project Description Taxonomy

The Project Descriptor Taxonomy was pre-tested during the month of
November in the Belront states of Texas, Washington, Connecticut, North
Dakota and Maryland. ©2ach of the five states were requested to provide
OE with a list of 80 federal projects operating in thefir states. These
80 federal projects were chosen on the basis of the following criteria:

1. Level of operation:elementary ot secopdary requiring roughly
projects from each level.
2. OGrade of operation--some projects for all grades should be

included
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3. Subject of project--eithexr academic or specfal service areas
requiring roughly 4C projects in each area and including
at least two or three staff development projects.
4. VUrbanism of sczhool distrizts offering projects--either urban,
suburban; or rural.
0f the 80 projects for which descriptions wexre to be provided, only
20-30-were to be pretested. OE made the contacts with the participating
project directors and school districts. EIS mailed the project descriptor
taxonoﬁy fof the follo;;up with the participants,

_ Project descripto:: - instrument data analyses will provide detailed
investigatiors of th:” sevvices provided throuéh each Federal legislative
titlae, For example, reports will indicate the structure, methodology,
waterials, equipment and personnel used in projects in compensatory reade
fng fn sccondary schools, The frequency of uvse of various techniques
will be reporcted for the 1969-70 school year and the relative frequency
of use of various technfques will be reported for the techniques, facilities,

materials, etc. Because of project descriptor will fnclude information on

T
R N ST T

the types of pupils pé;ticip;iiﬂéliﬁﬂgfgjébts, analyses will report the kinds
of sevvices being rendered varfous kinds of pupils within states. When t;;
entire system is implemented, the relative effecpiveness of varfous kiuds

of services for various kinds of pupils will be reported., The infitial

year reports will include analyses of the character of secondary school
projects by subject area and by source of funding within States and for

the 20 states in sggregate. Program managers in State agencies will thus
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programs {s supporting in their States.

~ have comprehensive pictures of the kinds of services each of the Federal

The fcllowing is an item by item description of the Project Descriptor

Questionnaire:

General

1.

Title of Project

2, Project SDE number

3. USOE contract number

4. Name and address of individual with major responsibility for project
Also, Phone number, Job Title, and affiliation '

5. Name of Agency administeving project

Funding

6., Amount of federal funds requested for current FY by Title

7. Amount of federal funds received for currenc FY by Title

8. Amount of feceral funds requested for all prior years by Title

9. Amount of federal funds received for all prior years by Title

10. Total time period for project supported by Federal funds

11. Anticipat2:d amount of time that project will continue to receive
federal funds

12. Total project expenditure through end of current FY

13. . Were funds recefved on time? 1If not, any problems?

14, Amount of federal funds recefved for current FY by Funding Source or
Agency

15, Amount of federal funds received for all prior years by Funding
Sourcc or Agency

16, Amount of State funds recefved during current FY

17. Amount of State funds received during all prior years

18, Amount of funds other than federal and state received for current
FY by type of source,

19, Amount of furds other than fedeoral and state for all prior years by
type of source

20, Total project time perfod to date supported by any source

21, Anticipated future pericd of funding from any source

Inpzict Area

22,

Unit of impact area < state, county, school, etc,

v - e —



23,

24,
- 25,
26,
27.
28.
29.

30.
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Average income of impact area

Unemploynient rate

Per Pupil Expenditure for all public schools serving area
Population

Minority group percentages

Urbaniso of area

List of needs. Rate degree to which neced characterized fwpact arca

before inception of project. Rate rclevance of project to nced.
Needs related to educational problems and funds,

Considering the above needs, identify agencies or persons who informed

project executive group about urgency of these needs.

Prolect Planning

3l.
kY
33.
34,
35.

Who participated in planning? (groups or types of people)
Qualifications of people in charge of planning

Amount of sharing of responsib{lity among p.inners

Percent of total project staff man-hours devoted to planning
Projects of planning

Dissemination of Profect Information

Sub-Pro ject

46,
47,

Number of Sub-projects :
Crosstadb of types of goods, services, and people by sube-project

36. What groups received project informatfont

37. Form of profect information (newspapers, TV, public lectures, etec.)
38, Authors of project information

Evaluation

39, Organization affiliation of person doing evaluation
40, Professional background of evaluator

41, Was evaluvator involved in project planning?

42, Percent of project man-hours devoted to evaluation
43, Experimental design used

44, BEvaluation product

45. Data vsed

The remaining portion of the questionnaire is completed separately for each
sub-project.,
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General

1, Name, address, plone number, job title, and aiffliation of person
responsible for sub=-project.

Target Group

2. Mumber of persons fn targ:t group, by grade level for public and non-
public schools separately,

3. Ethnfc compositions of target group

4, Number of males and females in target group

5. Number of person in target gre'r whose families are on welfare

6. Categorization of target group by its particular social problem.
Categorization of school personnel by job title.

7. How was eligibility for participstion in project determined?

8. low were target group members selected?

Adult Community Members of Target Group

9, Number of adult cornunity members of target group by minority group
10,  Mumber of adult cormunity member on public welfare
11, How were adult cowmmunity members sclected?
12, Adult comunity groups that are part of target groups (School Board,
business leaders, etc.)

Facilities

13, What facflities and buildings do funds pay for?

14,- Do physical plant and facilities that were paid for by funds belong
to public school?

15, ¥hat public school facilities are involved in the project and how
much money was spent on ecch?

16, location of public school facilities in relation to impact area

17. Distance and availability of public school facilities to target group

18, Adequacy of public school facilities

19, V¥hat non-public school facilities are involved in the project and
how much money was spent on each?

20, Distance and availability of non-public school facilities

21, Adequacy of non-public school facilities

Equipment  nd Materials

22, Does project receive funds for planning purchase, purchase, or plan.
ning the use of equipment and materfals?




E-39

23, ‘¥hat types of equipment and materials arc involved and how much money
was spent on cach? ’

24, . Adequacy of equipment and materials

Objrctives

25. Objectives of services provided in sub-project

Persoancl

26. Does project receive funds for planning and/or use of instructional
and non-instructional personnel?

27. Number of non-instructional personnel by type {planncd and used)

28, Adequacy of non-instructional personnel

29. DNumber of professional fnstrucd onal personne! by type (planned and
used)

30. Adequacy >f professional instructional personnel

31. Mumber of non-prefessional fnstructfonal personnel by type (planned
and used)

32. Adequacy of non-prefessional fnstructional personnel.

Instructfional Activities

33.

34,
35.
36.

37.
38,
39,
40,

Does project provide funds for planning and/or implementing &{nstruce
tional activities for pupils or school personnel?

Types of instructional activities for pupils.

Duration of instructional activities for pupils

then does instructional activities for pupils take place? = in schoul,
after school, weekend, etc.

Objectives of instructional activities

Types of instructional activities for school personnel

Duration of instruct{onal activities for schosl personael

When do {nstructional activities for school personnel take place? -
in school, after school, weckends, etc.

Nori- Instructional Services

41,

42,

43,

Types of noneinstructional services for school personnel. Amount

of funds for earh . these services

Types of non-instructional .ervices for pupils. Amount of funds

for ecach of these services.

Fhen are non-instructional servaces for pupils available? 1In school,
after school, etc.
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Instructors

44, Number of instructors used in sub~project,
The following items are to be completed by instructors:

Methods of Instruction

1. How are students grouped for ifustructional activitiocs?

2. Instructional approaches (Classvoom, independent, seminar, tutoring,
P.I., etc.)

3. Teaching techniques

4. Instructional approaches (tapes, subject matter, unit, skills, activity
centered, etc.)

5. Time devoted to teacher-, student-, and teaching-guide suggested
activities

6., Time devoted to textbook

7. Percent of class assignments given to whole class (same assignment
for all students) as opposed to individual assignments.

8, Time devoted to supplementary reading outside of main textbook

9. Types of teacher ~ pupil interaction (teacher leads, teacher demonstrates,’
teacher directs, student initiate, student questions, etc.)

8. The AIR Guidc

¥hile the Proi;ét Descriptor Instrument is intended to be used in

all of the Belmont states to supply project and program description
material, an additfonal instrument or device, the AIR Guide for preparing
Evaluation Reports of Educational Programs, is intended to supplement the
Project Descriptcr Instrument, The AIR Guide was developed in response
to the need identified by the Belmont group to supply some help to local
evaluation personnel in their efforts to produce evaluation iniormation
useful in reporting to the state and Federal agencies. The kinds of
reports produced with tie use of this Guide are expected to be narrative

reports describing tha evaiuvation efforts at the local level. They
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should, however, be complementary to the information described in the
project descriptor.

It is of course a comnon requirement these days far the local
education agency to be required to produce a report covering‘its own
ev#luation of an education program. The AIR Guide is intended to help
the local evalvation team to decide what to include and how to report
it, In the first of the sections of the Guidc there are contained
suggestions about the material which should bte included to describe
the setting (situation, context, background) of the program being
evaluated., The second section is concerned with the description of the
program itself (and it ic here that the narrative report prqguced is to
be complementary to the information supplied by the Projzct Descriptor
Instrgmgpt. In fa;t it has been proposed that the Descriptor Taxonomy
be included as an Appendix to the Guide). Thirdly the Guide provides
a discussion of the methods of reporting evidence of change brought
about by the program in question; and finally, the format and nature
of recommendations which may be made on the basis of the evidence

discussed,

The Guide attempts to be all things to all people, and freely points

out that some of the sample questions, some of the organizing framework,

’.

and some of the example: do not pertain to all the programs.‘ But it

‘

encourages the local evaluation personnel to select from amongst those
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aspecls of the presentaticn which are most relevant, In general, each
section in the Guide includes framework questions referring to matters
which might be important in writing tﬁe report. These ars generally
followed by explanations, examples, definitions end the like. Finally,
model ansvers or model narrative statements are offered as a guide to
haudling each of these sections.
In addition to its ostensible use as 2 guide and ajde to writing

‘ locgl evaluation reports, it is quite likely that the AIR Guide could
be used as the framework of a training Instrument in which some local
per39nne1 may be taught some of the key gnd important characteristics to
be concerncd with in decigning and carrying out evaluation work.

9. Common Status Measures

In order to describe the Lasic level of the pupils participating in

the programs, a portion of the Pupil/Project-Centered Information System

was designated the Common Status Measures, The common status measures
include two basic scales, ore entitlad Basic Verbal Séatus (literacy)

and the other entitled Occupztional Cognizance (Occupational Awareness).
The Occupational Cognizance scale is designed to assess thie 4th and lth
grade student's knowledge of occupations and his expectations with respect
to occupations and educational experiences., The plan calls for the
development of sgv;;al tests forms pach having 12 items, 10 items of the
four cholce typn cderfvg quest ons concernins education o. training

)

required for specified cccupations, the nature of work involved in
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specified occupaticns, recognition of other occupations related to a
specific occupation, and recognition of field of work corrcsp&nding to
2 specified occupatlon. In addition to itews on these toplcs each
form will contain one question each concarning occupational expccfations
and educational expectations,

Iﬁe Basic Verbal Status scale is also Iintended to apply to fourth and
eleventh grade students and each test form will have again 12 qrestions. Ba-
sic skills being measured are vocabulary recognition and réading compre;
hension rather than concept formation, reasoning analogles and the like,
The Vocabulary section of the test is concérned with synonyms and cate~
gory relationships and the distractors are chosen according to principles
of selecting mis;leads in the following areas: 1) paradigmatic association,
Z) syntagmatic association, ?) spelling similarity, 4) phonological
association, 5) phonological similarity, and 6) opposities, In the
category relationshiﬁs the student 1s asked to find a work from among the
options that does not belong in the same category as the other three vords:

The reading comprchension test is of a form in which the student
1s asked to read a relatively short passage and to choose from among four
sentences the one sentence which makes a clear fe-statement about some-

_ thing that appeared in the pac.age., The test does ﬁot emphagize generali-

zations or inferences.
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It might be noted in passing that the length proposed fo." these
tests ons not suggest that they will have a particularly high degree
of reliabllity. Perusal of the item pool suggests that the {tems are
reasonal .y appropriate examples ot the types described above.

Items included in the Common Status Measures are as follows:

Basic Verbsl Status (12 icems)

1, Vocabulary - synonyms and semantic categories
2. Reading comprehension,

Occupatfonal Cognizance (12 items)

1. Knowledge of occupation.

{a) Education ovr training required for specified occupation.

(b) Nature of work involved in specified occupations.

(¢) Recognition of nther occupations related to specified
occupation,

(d) Recognition of the field of work corresponding to a
specified occupation. ' :

2, Occupational expectations - choose from list the occupation he is
most likely te have as an adult or the one that is most ilke the one
he expects to follow.

3. Educational expectations ~ the student is asked to indicate his
educational plans upon leaving high school.




