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ABSTRACT /

. A desbription and evaluation of 1973-74 programs

funded by the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, Title I, for

the Chattanooga Public School System.in Tennessee, are contained in

this document. The main. project components are reading and

pathematics. The major problem asspciated with the 1973-74 Title I

programs was a result of the implementation of the Federal Court

mandate on school desegregation. It caused administrative and _

“logistic problems in the ‘schools. The performance dbjectives o

established by the Chattanooga Public School System for the Title I 4
~elementary schools in reading, mathematics, self-image, and

responsibility provided a basis for évalwation of the Title I

.. - programs. The results of the analysis of each performance objective

indicated that certain objectives were fully met, certain objectives

vere partially met, and sSelected objectives were not met. '
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R . ESEA TITIE I EVALUATION REPORT FOR FY 74
. . . - a . .
. ‘ . P N < ‘,
'Name of the system_ Chattanooga Public Schools -
Number (Unduplicated) of children in’ Titie I activities. - .
Preschool ) 966 . ' 966*
Early Elementary - 2,808 1,474*%
N "Later Elementar 2,018 1,897%
: Special Education 289 . 289% R
Dropouts * ] - *
Children in przvate schools 61 ' 61*
Number (Unduplicated) of Teachers 1n Title I activxtzes. 186 _ 201 -
Number (Undupltcated) of Aides in Title I activitieé s 89 (
*In January, 1974, Chattanooga Public Schools Court Order was- implemented
>’ and schools were paired and clustered.- The™two figures. given represent
Title I schools before the court plan was implemented and thelschools
after theg_anges__w.em_me- _ , ,
_-; IN SERVICE s . v
‘ ; Average | - Average i
Number | Number.
Number ;Number Number .| .of Days | Number |of Days . C
. ¢f. - of - of Per «of Per Petformance-
'Days [Consultants ‘Teachers | Teacher | Aides Aide Objectives _
- . (,"vi \ M o - B . | | - l‘ N /.. . "g .
s I R S 1P 41 - | 1.0 /éril 5, 1974 - Aide Inservice .
8 2 27 6.81 1 - ‘8 {'June 12-21 ~ Reading, Workshop _
, 10 - g 23 .52 0 L0 Aug. 1-14 - Resource@&eachers Inserv.
7 | 328 L .5.47 - 0 " 0° | Aug.,15+23 - Teacliers Inservice
3 0 . 0 155 2.80 | Aug.’ '28-30 - Aide Inservice
- A Aug, 15—16 - Kindergarten Inservice
. £ ) See Kindergarten
.. . Y N N
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Name of systém‘ Chattanooga Public Schools '
"'\ . 2\ ’
rd ’/ A
: L . >INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES
d K v . 7
Name °* Grade ‘Range °. Number Number |Number - '
of - 1. of _ of ] T of -of Performance Objectives
tivity | Participants |Participants |Teachers|Aides W for Activities
) .. - \. N N . \ N 5 . ] . ] \ . . - w
1d:lrfg R K-—é"-u_ LN , 85. ‘| See individual objectives for each
h | . K=6 ' 85 | as described 'in evaluation.
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Name of. the System

ChattanoogalPﬁblic Schools

SUPPORTIVE SERVICES

. Number of i Number of - ¢ o o
Name of Service Students Staf Staff Titles _ ) Activity -Supported
’ \ s - ' Y , .
gent Involvement 3 1 P.I. Spec. - |See answer to Question 10.-
) 8 2 Aides  +» - . . N _
:alth SerVices 4 2 Nurses Assisted parents in securing
2 Aides medical care for students with-
health problems. Assisted in
implementing: '
: t
1. Vision screening
2. Tuberculin testing
3. Dental care for students
- eligible for dental clinics.
P C. -
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ELEﬁSEfﬁisT EACH QUESTION- ON A SEPARATE’PACE
B e '
* N , . D f. . n

1. Did ybu reach the Performance Objectives. (listed“on pages'1l & 2) for 'FY 74
] . v . . ’

Title I activﬁties. Iﬁ‘ndt, state the.probable reasons. -

. § * .. - ) ’ .
. 2. What other sources of information aided you in the evaluation of your project?

()
-

- - @ 5 ~ . )
Describe the_ sources and <the results, - .. . .
YQ 2 &

3. How were children selected 'to pagticipatgfin Title I_activfiiebf

:activitiéé]éunded‘hgder Title I for FY 74
. oy

4. Describe the ‘nstruCt iona
S ~ J o _ _
This description should inglude specific activities, materials, equipment,

ith the regular school prograp. -
/. .
icular guppoi% ve services specified

_pérsonnel, consultants, and coordinati

5.  What was the reason for using the par

1,

on page 3, and in what ways did the services contribute to the outcome of
. . N ] .

., . the proéram?

A

™~

o L N o : :
‘6.. Describe In-Service atctivities, and state the results of the measurement

~
r

. v . ) . . . ’ [}
“included 'in the objectives for In-Service., If additional evaluation procedures

_were~hsed for In-ServLce,?ggséribé the ‘results of chese«proceaurep?

7. * What“were the characteristics of your most successful activ&tieé?
R - 3 . ‘.' ‘j‘v:‘ \“

‘o N 2 ’ . &

L

8.,‘Were other Federal Agencies involved in the Title I Project” If so, name

. -

‘them and describe the types of assig;ance pravided by these aéenciesn
i ' ~> v'\. ' . A} . o

- ) J . . H o ] ‘. s .
9. If-ﬁrivate schooyf were involved in-ﬁkis project (see page 1), describe
. > . :

the se:vices<:hat were provided and the number o£;priv§te~schqol%children

s

involved in each activity.’

. . - . ) ) . . o ’ .. . ,
‘A.. : . . o ‘.7 _. - . i (
" . ’ . i . : . ! :
Qb . A

B i ' . ' -
RICE .~ R

FullText Provided by ERIC a °



10. How were parents and community involved in the Title I project? Descrfbe

the various activities in which parents and community memﬁera contributed, .

Were ‘mothers of Title I children employed?

o

1l. How did the monitoring system.provide feedbacé to persons involved in the
_ v .

. _ ‘ o v . .
» project? Describe the effect of -‘the monitoring system on the Title I project,-

- 12, How was ipformation regarding the project disseminated?:

L4 . .
. L ’

13. " What were some of the problens involved in the operation of your‘}itle I

project? How were these problems resolveq,“and:hob will this information

o . N
° 4 :
be usedain’$TZnning future projects? i -
14, :wna@yeffect if any, has Ti;%f I had on your regular- school program? Have

- there been curriculum changE; because of Title I? Changés i& administration

-
-
: B

of the regular school program?

.. & : :
Q%S. List recommendations that would improve _the operation of Title I programs
. i o ) . ,) ) .
in yo tem, . : s :
n y ur sys m o . — ﬂ ,

a

-
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' - o INSTURCTIONS FOR PAGE 6 ’
: " . i S : e .

levels.: *+ .
REVELB. -

1. fieése list all seqres by gfade

/\‘ . H . A m . } l
2. All standardized tests used in measuting performance objectives should
S . C . ¢
Tsé\listedﬂon this page.
r : : - - N : : N
3. Ii tegts were used -that are not naned in.pgrfé%mance‘objectivés, scof?s
. : ' g ol
from these tests should also be listed. J/i. \ ’
L \ ) . . X f o
: = _ 1 o e _ ’
4, - Tesgs for K-12 should. be ‘listed. . - . - o . ’ s
/ 3

.

5. If tests were adminggii:ed in which scores are shown in letters (A, B

. C, etc.), entries should be made on a separate’sheet and these S

should be.listed sepéiately'for Title I children and non Title I éhildrep.

7 The percent of Chi}dren at each level (A:A); C%fe;c.) s ould,be' isted i

“w -
.

-

or both .groups.-

. . _4.."‘ N .
6. Instructions, definitions and explanations: : . ‘
: - 7/

Name of test -'List the name of edcl test used in Title I activitigs. All
\"\ . - . \) ) . : .\ ) ' ’l ) . .
' ﬂ\;;/lj other information should be listed across the form jn line

coh

»

~ ..
~with the name.

rach grade testad - List eachigrade separately that was tested.
' - ? _ .

o e g ..
math, etc.) that the test measures.

Date .~ Enter the date on which thé~pretesﬁ was ddministgréd.\ L ' .
oo ., ’ i ~ : L . » °
- Expected graze levil - Enter the grade level at which the students should
" T ‘be performing on the -date the test was|administered
- o A -
~ (i.e. 2.3, 3.3, etcs): ' &
& o~ 9 ' ’&/ .




) | ;o
o ¢ _ ra
. -
System Averdze - The average for the: entire school sygtem on thi? date. .
. . - L 7 . N oo
TI Ss ~ Title 1 students . . ' IR v
. N -'Lit the number of children tested. It 18 extremely. important that this
" number be given. - B , .

. o ‘ : . .
Scores - List the average score (in grade levels) for each grade tested ip each

. 2O . . T

A . curriculum area. . - ' ’ o .

3

H

Non TI Ss in.TI schools =-. List the number and average scores for all non-Title 1

~ . . . ;
studeﬂts'in Title I schools by grade and curriculum

e
. v - N ! ”
area¥ -
. L4 T ’ N .
- ~ . : -
.
. ",
. . .. -
N . : { 4
'y . 1
Y ‘ . '
2
.
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L 3 . . . J Al
4 ! Name of System. Chattanoogd 'Public School System ‘
] ’ ( .. » .
o} L Pretest P ¢  Pdsttest S
* Name} - Each| Expected _ ', o ~Non I 8s . |Expectedd ] ~  *."] Non'TI Ss
+of | Grade{ Area| Date| .Grade |[System |TI, Ss-'|in TI Schools |Date “Grade | System |TL. ' Ss |in TI Schools
~Jest| Tested| Tested | _Level [Average|N [Scores |N  |Scores— - Level Ave%gze N _[Scores| N . |Scores |,
CAT /2 ead Voc [10/73] 2,00 377 1.19 * 14/ ) 3.0 ) 377 | 2,49 .
CAT | /2 Read Com|10/X3| 2.00 | 35¢ - 1,30 4176 |- 3.0 - SO 2,04
 BAT | " 2° Math Com|10/73| 2,00 73’53 1,23 876 | 3.0 =N . psaf 2,16
CAT 2 Yath Com{10/73| 2.00 '} 1307 134 |- 476 | 3.0 NY hor| 28
CAT, -[: 3 Read Voc{10/73} 3.00 - 315. 1.71 , 16| 40 |- . NP5 2,55 2
_CAT ;| 3 Read Com|10/73] 3.00. 313 41,927 - |4/76.| 4.0 . . ?% 2,78 -
#CAT " | .3 “ftath Com|10/73} 3,00 - Pp2q 1,93 476§ 4.0 T Pady, 2,89
. CAT |- 3 [Jath Com 10/73) “3.00 . 819 1.91 |- 4/76 ) 4,0 . 319,'&'\‘&, J§
. 0 ' h ) . ] ) SR DU T : ' . . '>‘ :
CAT* | * 4  Read Voc({10/73] - 4,00 1591 2.59 /76| 5.0 597 |
Vear | 4 Read Com{10/73| 4,00 594 2.69 |~ 676 | 5.0 1159 |
CAT * [ 4 Math.Com{10/73| 4,00 594 2,87 4/74 ) 5.0 1594
'QCAT_ | 4 Math Com{10/73], 4,00 L1594 2.87 4/74) 5.0 " 594 | »
"MAT | 5 le Knowl|10/73 ‘“5.'00 49 3.20 4/7&' 6.0 . S 498 *4,03
MAT 5 - Reading {10/73[ 5.00 493 3.43 - 4/74 | - 6.0 " [498) 4.01 S
MAT |".°5. Math Com{10/73| 5,00 484 3.96 | 4/74 | 6.0 14881 4,85 *
MAT 5 Math Com}10/73[ 5.00.- ~ |484 - 3,56 14/76] 6.0 4841 4.41 N
MAT ¢ 5 MPS - 110/73} 5.00 - 147§ 3,54 1 4/746] 6.0 4781 4,34 .
_ . A . : . 3 ‘ 1 / o . -
" CAT. |' 6% Read Voc|10/73| 6,00« 677 \3.54 el 1.0 672 4.59 ]
" CAT 6 Read Com|10/73] 6,00 673 3.92 J 14/76 1 7.0 6721 4.86 :
CAT 6 Math Com|10/73] . 6,00 . Toe8q- 4,18 | 4761 7.0 680| 5.27 .o
CAT 6 Math Com|10/73| 6.00 1654 4,06 " I ARRE: 1656 5.01 e
- ' ' A R ' < " R :




: ‘ / \ [ ) T .
. L , ) . ‘-.\ :,--- o . ',;_' .~ . - . . . :
. T . _ R . v . 3 - . . FL9.
NAME OF 3VSTEM Chattanobga Public’ Schools - _ T e
FISCAL, YFAR.ENDING JUNE 30, 19.74_ 7a_ - LT, o, 4 ;
indicate tie arount of Ticle I funds expended for ipstructional activities and supportive o
se':xices. ' A . ‘ T . o “ A o
- . : ¢ L . . e -
' - S < ) iy
o - mo 2 ESTI),.A.TED "‘OST OF EACH INSLRUCTIOI'A ACTIVITY -
‘ ¢ (ROUNDED _TO NEAREST DOLLAR Y
INSTRU Lo\n A\,TIVITIES ’ . Public SchcoI., ! * Frivate Sckools. - S
. 4 1-6. Ty 7-12 0 1 1-6- . - 7=12 Total
] - . LI h —— I
L .1'._. P, N R S . R -
2, Xws.pess Rcucatrion - 24 2
~ 51 Culturs!l Earichudnr ’
o | FuciisheRaeding . R h P ' , B .
EE ‘ngns‘.-_.C't%e:' lancuage Arts 536,829.00 ; . 7,615.00 °}- ' e 1544,444.0!
W YTore1za Linzuage ) I P .
7 Yorre Ennnonics : . .
8 fudustyial Arts - ;o : - -
9 \n:cp; RaLics 7 264,408.00 A 3,751.00 268,159. 0
10_____;\_% 5 - - . . -
T} hvs. Bo./RAcraation -
12 | Natugal Scignce ' - '
13 3anial Scienee .- .
L 16 ! Other Vocational Education ]
15 ! Spacial Astivities for
+ ~andicapped . - : &
16 ; 0"1@*‘ Ipstructionil : .
. Aztivities (Spacify): . 4 .
i7 .o_?.'a!. ‘Estimated Cost - 801,237:00 11,366.00 41812,603. 01
18 rra=-K. & K. 103,844.00 | ] - 1103,844.0
' ESTIMATED COST OF EACH SERVICE ACTIVITY
. (ROU D TO NEAREST DQLLAR)
SUPPCRTIVE SZRVICES , ' Public Schools Private Schools . g
. ~ K 1.6 J7-12 YK __ L1-6 17-12 . Total
r—l Atrtsndance . '
2 Clathing 4 -
31 S04 ’
Ll Cuidance \,cu"senng
12 Healoh- Dental ' ‘ : : g : .
e raaiinvedioal 14,873}21,098. : | 4 35,971, 0(
71 Titeety - - | »
'l 31 Fsreroigpical
L9 .S_.).—:a-i._\forf
"0 | Syzees _‘j'*aav . '
| 1) ! ____j'arrn')“a :ion . . 1,150 : " 1,150.0(
__1_-2_{ irenial :,e*/-'-e., ior Handicap ' :
130 _ tiies Services - {Specify) Comm.S€rvs. 25,444 25 444 O
1’;,‘ ‘tota® Estimated Cost for . ‘ : ' ’
H | Sarvine Aotivities. 14,873 147,692 : . . : 62,565. O(
| ’ . ‘
GRAND TOTAL (Add lines /7, : : . iL
] 18.& 14) 118,717848,929] ' [11,366 | 1979,012. 0(

13 - P



. N : : .
" Name of System Chattanooga Public School System i

>
~

Question, 1.. Dtd" you reach the perfomance obgectwes for the fiaeal

an . year 1974 acthtws” If not state the pr‘obable reasons.

‘ . ’ 2 - .. . ~‘ h . .
The results of the analysis of each performance objective are
presented in the narrative section'of this%report and indicate that

. -

certain objectives were fully met., certain objectives‘were partiaﬁﬁ?

met, and selected obiectives were not met. This is-to be expected
since many of the objectives dealt with learning modifications mea-
sured by individual performances Gn standardized tests and locally
developed check lists. Current research Vould indicate that many -
gainsrcannot be measured in the short” duration of one pear, but are
the products of .an ongoing learniﬂz process,

Additionally, the problems associated with the implementation -
‘of the Federal Court desegretation order impacted the results of the
objectives. Finall;, the continuous examination of teadings and mathe-

matics programs in an attempt to find better ways of teaching may .. -

affect results, ’ \

10

14

’
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Name of System Chattanooga Public School System - : !

@
[ . . = . p
. "~ - . '

Question 2. What other gsources of information atded you in the evalua~,

- tion of your project? “Describe the sources and results. °~

),

.‘. -

In addition te the standardiﬁed melsure.of the Célifornia Achieve-.

ment Test and the- Metropolitan Achievement Test, locally developed Self-
e .

Image Performance Scale instruments were administefed to public school/xﬂ
pupils throughout the Title I target schools.’ The Continuous Progress
Reading Evalnation Program was the majsi'evaluative device for grades
1-3 in the public school system and this measurg was also used in/grades
4-6. The McKeldin Math Evaluation Checklist was 'used in grades 1—3.
Standdrdized achievement measures were_given to-gllﬁparticipants in
, ) ¢

grades 1-6. ) : '?‘-‘ : o . f;

" Data were;;athered from parents who participatedﬁin the Policy
. Advisory Committee (PAC) activities, from program participants including
teachers, aides,Jcnrriculum specialists, and central staff members,.and
"from detailed‘nari%tive reports by the parent involvement specialist
and the Title I nurses .Additional data were contributed by the Logis-
tics and Fiscal Affairs Office of the system, as well as by persona1

interviews with administrators, teachers, and aides in the total program.
~ X .

These data ‘contributed to the overall Title I program and allowed

foy a breadth of analysis not achieved by using only standardized tests.

*»

15
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*Name of System Chattanooga Public School System - . = -
Question 3. How were ahtldren seleated to pa,rttétpate w Tttle I v . N '
‘ S aetwtttes? ) SO ' )
,’ . Co - e ,. - ‘=-, .
o r—\A detailed exp’.lanation of the selection- process for Title I
<y participants is presented in the overall evaluation design sectrn»of
: ) ' ; : N
#he narrative report. .. ¥ S Sty
'* . . L . ' . .
, . . .
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. _ .
Namexof System Aﬁhattanooga'PublicfSchool System '

. Co K . . ' » . . .
. ’ ) . ) . ! . v v
- Question 4. Describe the inStructional activities funded under Title I Co
' for FY 73. - This description should include specific :
activities, materials, equipment, persomnel, consultants,

" and ‘ecoordination with the reguZar.sqﬁfoK program.

Elementary Reading e e 0 f

. .- - ’ . B ' . ’
o ) . .. . . o -
: . . . . .

Target population The Title I reading qﬁills improvement program

was focused on specifieally identiﬁied participants’ in grades one through

v
~

six in ll target schools, whose ' reading achievement was inadequate-(aS'

X determined b; the criteria ‘described in another section).

T

e

. v ’ !
Purpose. The basic purpose. of the elementary reading component of

the project was to provide an inten ified program of individualized in-
" struction in reading skills, based on a continuous progress reading cur-
riculum and implemented daily by all classroom teachers in the target

schools.

t

Rationale. The Title:I reading'component was based on the follow-

> - g

ing assumptions:

-

. 1. Children ithhe poverty condition-who‘were educationally
deprived needed the experience of successful learning in the regular
classroom setting, free from the sense of being stigmatized as failures

who must be removed from the social mainstream of class activities with

- their peers.

. 2. Their learning problems and needs were distinctive in each

individual; therefore, the instructions needed to be individualized.

N




« " the order and5structure required to help them grasp'the relationshipsd

' A
among the sbrget\group in which the incidence of physiologieal problems

- reading instruction for Title I students o ) ’41

aids carefully selecfed and/or prepared for the target group of students.

3, Many students who had 1lived in the poverty condition lacked Y. ,

'.jamong isolated experiences and to build in seguence a mastery of the

,complex skills of readihg"Ehey, thereforg;%ﬁ%éded structure and seﬂ

& .

quence in their reading curriculum 5 - S ‘ "

4, Learning sty/}s of individuals varied greatly, particularly

o a

of vision, hearing, and perception was high° they, therefore, needed\

access to many‘types-of programs, materials,,and hedia.

A

'Activity goals' Activity goals pf the elementary reading component L

of the Title I project were. : B o . ;\'l . i'Q'
. : by : :

1. To provide pretraining and dn—site assistance to teachers by
professional staff personnel in diagnosing reading skills needs of in-'
un"a,
dividual students and prescribing activities appropriate to their needs.

;2; To‘provide paraprofessional assistance to teachers which would

extend their capacities £o. plan and implement individualized compensatory~

| 3(' To provide a wide variety of reading materials and 1earning

4

4., To provide forﬁthe coordinated focus of both local and project ’. \ :- a

resources on the improvement"t reading skills of educationally deprived : -,

students in the target schools S

i
-

5. To provide continuing(assessment of the progress of individual

students in relation to the processes applied in program implementation'®

and continuing refinements of those.processes. N

18 .



iﬁﬁlevels contained two additional categories:’ basic behavioral and gemeral - .

o

. . v /0 . s
-4 LT ; ) . . ) R
: fg 6. To expand the' knowledge and expertise of professional personnel

at all levels in the systematic provision of successful readiﬁg‘improve;
L " . ) S . : -
ment experiences for students ingthe/;overty condition who were educa- N
tionally deprived.w . | o R

Reading program variables. The Title I reading program was con-

ducted daily by the regular classroom teacher in each class in each Title

I school with assistance from paraprofessional reading aides\‘ On-sitéa

e

.- q -~

leadership for the planning and coordination of teacher/aide activities/

in the reading~program was provided by the readingrresource teacher" o i,{t
. I . . t.‘ . ) ¢ . ‘ ) N .
assigned to each school. v .

- A
- 1

I

.Content. ‘The reading'objectives‘on which daily lesson plans for - N
individualized instruczgon were based were derived from the Continuous »~. )
Progress Reading Curmcﬁlwn ‘for C'hattanooga &bl’bc Schoon.' The curricu— ’ ‘.
 lum was organized in 11 levels representing the skills which were gener— ’
ally,described.for‘inclusion in the first six grades of school. 'Each
lewel'included the following categories: language skills;_vocabulary;.
word,attach skills; comprehension'skills§ study‘skills; Tocational skills;
‘and'aopri?{ation, attit:de, and interest. In addition.to these, the lowerd
- RN ’ , )
{'readiness.skills, and peréeptual skills;
; : Actiwities for the accomplishment of each reading objective were'.
develooed to include.thefuse of a variety of print and_audiovisual. o | ;
materials and teacher-prepared maferials.ﬂ Nuinerous aétivities were f\

preplanned for each skill at each curriculum level and teachers-were' N

'regularlyiengaged in developing new actfvities to‘ae t she diagnosed -Kv

19
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9 : @
 needs. and interests of Title I students. Activitieg were described in = s
i ' # K < , ) s
N a printed Reading Activities Guide for Teachers and those selectied for

each-student were recorded on teachers' daily lesson plans.

Onganization. The Title I‘reading prograﬂ‘was incorporated into

-

the established organization of the target school with such adaptations

as were mutually determined by the principal resource teacher ‘and .-
teachers. Reading instruction was provided daily for all Title I stu-

dents.. The instruction of each participant was individualized according o
— . - L= a
to' his diagnosed needs, but instruction included provisions for both

/
; '_shared 1earning activitiey and those whic’h were singularly e@erienced

A

P

Part of the instruction of participants was in the classroom in group
'y
activities wfth the teacher and aide; part of their instruction 6as

through individual student-teacher and individual student-aide activi-

ties, part of their instruction was through individually prescribed

!
of removal from the classroom for one-to—one assistance by teacher or
a!p

aide or for specially prescribed Work on machine-based programs (é’g.,

13

. g . ~§ . ’
_9/{42 . independent” activities, part of their instrucﬁlog required sho;f periods u.j>
‘ ) v,

> Hoffman Reading System and System 80), depending upon their individually“

diagnosed needs.

A major project requirément was tli provision of regularly “ .

scheduled planning periods for te?fhers to work with the resource \
teacher in the development of daily reading lesson plans for their |
itle'I students. This facet of the program was slightly revised
(on the basis of teacher input) to allow’ for one half-day g&anning

period to be scheduled during the week prior to the beginning of each.

program cycle and a one-hour planning session to be scheduled each

3

t . L}




'week 1his revision in the project from the former requirement of

bi eekly-planning inaHalf-day sesgions was made because many teachers

feel thatvthe'purpose of indivi ization is better’served,by more _'

. » .
fréquent.diagnosis‘and‘prescription.\ Planning periods were provided

by "the use of aides for the religf of teachérs'by grade groups‘on a .-

-~ . . - R . ans

_dg/\ , Staggered schedule s6 that the resource teacher could. préovide leader-

. - . v ‘. .
? : , o ; .-
e L Sl
- . E_‘ i 4 * . ’

R : R4 .
Four major program cycles were conducted during she school yesr.

éach cycleiof approgimatelyieight weeks was‘conducted in two weeks' - 4
units'of_work. Inf;cheduled plpnning sessions, teachers by grade_group_'ikﬂ_‘.l@ff
worked with the readingrresource teacher:and/fgzse aides not engaged in- ’ f‘T\g‘

- classroom felief duties to develop reading lesson'plansifor Title I‘\Uf" EZ; g

mstudents for a week's pdriod. Lesson plans included a designation of

‘the specifi§\»‘skills and concepts tg“ be learned! student amviefe/s with

.

teachers, student activities with aihes,;independent student)activities,

materials*needed; and the instrumeﬁ{s.and methods to be ‘used for thefi

proéresa check at the end of the w?ik unit. Based on the lesson plans

‘developed aides/ﬁere scheduled'by he-reading resource teacﬁer for the¢‘ )

planned interim.’ Teachers and aid s implemented the plans° reading

W
resource teachers were responsible for the’ coordination of their efforts,

support-in the development of improved techniques, assistance in the

selection or design of_neéded materials; and'problem diagnosis for = - >

students who did not respond successfully;'princfpals had overall
a

K4

responsibility for the implementation of the program in accordance

with ‘the project requirements. At the end of each work unit, progress
N . . . ‘ B w—
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<

‘ - ' 'S
1

was checked and)a new set of lesson plans developed for the next interim,

-

based on the regults of progressbcheck§} At the end of eight weeks, a ' .

review and evaluation of progress‘was scheduled. The calendar for program‘
' i

cyclés was: ‘ ' L

A . . L
-Cycle I (nine.weeks): Septemher 17 - Novembe§/l6h A ’

Because of court ordered desegregation'plau, which-was. SRS
implemented in January, Cycles II and I]XI were com- !
bined beginning November 2- and ending: March 29.

I‘. ’ . b
Cycle IV (six we%ks): April.lS -sMay 24 L _
o —\\./ ' s i . A
*The variatibn in time periods was a facto of the early planning need T

the Schedule of Spring holidays, and the evaluation purpo%gs of Cycle IV,
4

- M@thod and rocedurap. The method which characteriZed the Title I

-

reading pomponent was diagnostic and prescriptive, within the structure

hd L

of the Cbntznuous Progress Readzng CUrrzcuZum, andﬁ!pplying multimedia

' programs and* materials in the prescriptions of individual,student activi-.

ties. The basic steps'in the program were:’

A

1. Initial diagnosis of each student in early September to deter-

mine his instructional level on the Continuous Brogress F@ading,curr%culum.

'This was accomplished by the use of the CPS'Graded Word List (or equiva—

de

‘lent instiument) Graded paragraph reading texts of successive levels of .

difficulty was used as needed to determine comprehension and fluency
levels. _ : B S ’

2. For each student participant, the-teacher determined'by
diagnostic procedures applied intermittently in each grade the precise j 4§:
skills which the student lacked within his curriculum level. For the ) ™

diagnostic purpose, easily administered diagnostic instruments were

* prepared for each reading skill in the sequential curriculum; others
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<3

developed in the ongoing conduct of . the program..

3. For ‘each. skills need identified in the diagnostic process, .‘
& - \ .
teachers prescribed specific learning activities. .

curriculum level ; was developed and will be expanded by tge addition

of teacher—developed activities which prove successful ih the ongoing R

. _ . _ _ .
projecg . ' ' L ' ) ‘,:' e e

(n.._

-

4. Folldwipg each'individual diagnasis of specific skills.needgé\\gii o

the teacher developed a prescribed lesson plan which inc1uded" (1) the 3

!
L]

designation of the child's reading objectives for the planned period -
b Ce

(these were derived from the related objectives in the reading curricu;

1um), (2) the prescribed activities to meet ddentified objectives for

each student; (3) the materials selected ang!or prepared for each ) ;_ki\\ﬁ

.activity;,and (4) the instrume

r procedure used to check the student 8

3

. progress toward the accompli nF,°~ each objective. ‘ ?*;~ ' .‘\\
5. Based on .the planned acti ties fon.indiv dual students,
ébachers determined those which could be . ﬁduc 6a’ as group activities,
those which had to be’individually taught, those which could be sppen.
.givised‘by aides, and those which were.appropriate for indepquentbstudent
study. Grouping and class scheduling was the responsibility of the
classroom -teachers; the scheduling of aides to fulfill their responsi—’
bilities im the planned activities ‘was a function of the resource
‘teacher, subj3£t to the approval of the principal. ; C : ‘<‘!
6. Lesson plans were implemented for the' pla'nned period and a
p .gress check was made. It shﬁbld be noted that daily activities

kd

etimes varied slightly from original plans but teachers were asked
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L

‘profile will bé a part‘of-the student s cpmulative record.

13

to log major variations in order/to maintain accurate records on which

x . .

| continuing plans could be based and .eValuati;ns'nmade. \ o .

. , , ‘ < )
! 7. Skills objectives which had not‘been'mastered na planned

were planned to assure the successful mastery of bas-c skilla.

L4

8. At the conclusion of each cycle, each participant's progress

o

was evaluated to identify any skills taught during the cycle which might

" .have been inadequately retained. If a skill had not been adequately

mastered, it was carried over for reteaching ih new context.
An individual reading profile was maintained for each student, | S

showing the precise’ reading skills which were taught and mastered. ‘The

\ . .‘ A ’ ' . o %
Faczlztzes, Equzpment .and Mhtertals. Multimedia programs and ‘-

materials were.used in the prescribed student acti.ities These ins

.cluded basal reading programs, Hoffman Reading Systems, System 8Q pro-

grams,*learning‘kits, Iibrary materials, a variety of other print and
audiovisual_materials, and teacher;prepared materials. (It.should be -

noted that the budgEt items for equipment and materials.were reduced ‘ L ;ﬂ
below a realistic level in order to keep the initial b\?get for this ‘ e

proposal in line with the reduced figure required. These items received - e

. first consideration where.actual allocations permitted an“increase of .

. Title l.funds.)‘

' . target schools, and one resource teacher assigned to each target :school. - . -

«

_ Personmel., birect project staff support to the reading program
ingluded two program Specialists, each of whom served an assigned set of

a



L f e . ) ' v . ?
A .total of 60 ﬁaraprofessional instru ional aldes was assigned to the : _
. L. “?.?h‘«
schools to asSist teachers in impléme ation of the reading program.‘ :

> The . number of aides per school/was based on the number of Tiale I ;

.
/v' .

participants in,the school

- : supportively contributed to the in-school program oPerations. Working

Qin line esponsibility to the project director, each specialist worked'iwfg T
. 3 T
with target school principals, teachers, and Iesource teachers for the L e

Ia A 1
continuous refinement afpd imprOvement of.the‘reading program. (They

_ also had supportive responsibilities-inlthe elementary mathematics and i,'f- o
Ay ‘ .
kindergarten prereading components ) The program specialists had

~ responsibilities for coordinating related supportive activities of
i
local curriculum specialists in th; Title I program. In cooperation N

with- the project director they planned and: conducted staff developmen@

»

~activities for teachers, resource teachers, and aides. Specialists had _
v -~ -

regularly scheduled conferences with-the project director. ‘They attended
-and shared in the planning of staff activities for regular ' Title I

principals meetings and Policy Adwfsory Committee meetings.~ The pro; T
Yot

gram specialists had continuing responsibility for assessing the program
in each school; recommending program improvements' and assisting the o <o .4:"

principals, teachers, and resource teachers in refining the program and

\\\advancing their respective lines of expertise. / ' L T &; .
. - \ C l?l
\ - Reading resource teachers hdd responsibility for in-school Yo K

development and conduct of the reading program for Title I students
-

. -
~ - ‘within the parameters set by the principal for the overall operation RPN

J :355 | ) WCT@%

ERIC .= oL
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R -iof“the73ch001 Each resource teacher had scheduled conferences with .

SR the prin pal every two weeks for the coordinafibn of their efforts. P A S
- '. . .-._\ L - X ’ . ¢

The resouwce teacher met. with the Title I staff every tWo weeks for

H-

ﬂﬁvproject ;ianning and\coordinatiﬁn of efforts.. Resource tgachers shared a"f‘

. . o]
N 1‘

“erials selection, preparation, and’ distribution- and 3? &
FERRY 4

8istance to teachersiinﬂﬁhe appiication of diagnOStic ]f';:

Iz 1....»\

\ " A,
scription\of appropriate learning activities.
w2 , ..
¢ g Instructionalrjidks were %@%igned to the reading program
& w 1~c~ " i
"séﬂeduled (by/the reading resource teacher“working with
'?jv . pri'cipal and teachers) for reading assistance. Addes gav ;31 ;
.“' ’ - : ..p'}v 4*,«"") .&‘:‘ﬂ.)" L ‘ .- .
\ rservice to teachers between 8:007and 9'65 a. m.,«during théﬂﬁoon'hour‘r ’Egg;
A R g ° * . N
e and after 2: 30 m. ' They were: scheduled'to relieve teachers of grade Ry '
“ 4._‘“; v’ !‘:J . L N.{' : L ]
groqps for sc' duled planning sessions. They“assisted stgdents in ~ . :
Coik N individual use Q reaaing equipment and materials, and in grbup follow-"
véﬁf B up activitiés m;aécribed by the teacher. ﬂedes\assisted teachers and
'(t*,r:r - e e - 4 - 2, -
Lo ’ resource tea . in materials preparation and distribution.: ) w‘/i,. ——
Elementary Mathefiatics = : ST
o R -u'__, 9 " h
Target Population. Titie I mathematicsﬁskiils improéemént5
f“"fmil program was focused on speci 7 lly identified participants in grades
§§§V one thrqugh six in the 11 target schools whose mathe!h‘ics achievement'
:'was inadequate (as determined by tHe criteria described in another
Vs . 4 . e ~ . ~,,:f,‘"—'«
O section . ) . :
S S o - 4

g . .
- A - )



furpose The basic purpose of the elementary mathematics compo—
g nent of the project was to provide a program’&} individualized instruc— '
-tion in mathematics skills based on a continuous progress mathematics
program and implemented daily by all classroom_teachers in the target

* "schools.

2

Rationale. The Title I mathematics camﬁgnent was.based onathe..a’
following set of'assumptions:' | -

- 1. Children in the povert} condition who were educationally
deprived needed the experience of successful learning in the regular
classroom settings, freéairom the sense of heing stigmatized as
failures who must be'removed from the social mainstream of elass
“activities with their peers. ' . .

| 2, Their learning prdBlems and needS'vere distinctive in each
individual; therefore, their instruction needed to be individualized.-
3. - Remediation of mathematics learning problema required &
heavy emphasis on concrete experiences in order that abstractions could
be made meaningful. |
4, Both the lack of structure in‘the out-of-school lives of
many students in the povertv‘condition and the structu;al nature of
thematics indicated the need for a struchred and orderly sequence ’
of learning—activ‘ties in the mathematics curriCUIu;:”““““”“'“" :
" 5. Learning styles of individuals varied greatly, particularly
among‘the target group,~as wherein the incidence of-physiological
?:. | ) problems;of vision, hearing, and perception was high; they, therefore,

needed access to many types of ‘programs, materials, and media.
/"




" Activity Goals. Activity goals of the elementary mathematics

component of the Title I project were: » .
1. . To provide pretraining and on-site assistance to teachers

by professional staff personnel in diagnosing mathematics skills needs

of individual students and prescribing activities appropriate to their

" needs.

vé. To provide for the coordinated focus of both local angxpro—
ject resourcg!’on the improvement of mathematics skills of educationally
dep;ived students‘iﬁ the target schools. |

3. To provide a wide variety of mathematiésrma;erials and
learning éides, carefully selected and/or prepared for the target
group of students. | ’ _ ' : .

4. To pfovide cont;nuing assessment of ‘the progréés of individuai
students in relation to the pfocesses applied in program implementation
_ and‘continuing refinement of those processes.

5. To exband the knowledge and expértise of ptofessional pérf
sonnel at all levels in the'systema;ic pfovision of successful ma;he-

matics improvement experiences for students in the poverty condition

who were educationally deprived.

" Mathematics Component Variables. The Title I.mathemaficé program
was conducted daily SyAtherregulaégéiassféégwféaéher‘iﬁ”;;;h-cléss in |
'each Title I school. Prbjeét staff .assistance to teachers was provided
by the two -program sbecihiists {previously described) and one mathe-
patics resource teacher who served 511 target schools. The lpcélly

supported maqhématics specialist pfovided supporti&e service to the

Title I mathematics program. 28
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Coﬁtent.' The mathematics objectives on which dailvilesson plans
for individualized instruction'were’based_were derived from the Cbntinuous
Progress Mathematics Cum'icnlum for Chattanooga Public Schools. The
curriculum was organized in 14 1eveis representiné the skills;which were
generally described for inclusion'in the‘first six grades of‘school. |
Each ‘level inclnded‘nine categories;ééich of which was developed sedquen— -
tially in order of incressing difficulty and complexity in\the sqccessive}.
1eve1s; Ihey inciuded: numbers and nnneration; sets and set notation; -
mathematical operations;'mathenaticai sentences; problem solving and
application; measurement; geonetry; graphsj and nnmber theory.

Activities related to each mathematics skill were developed to
guide teachers in»prescribinﬁ individualized programs for their students-
as teachers developed new activities which proved successful they were

!

incorporated in the activity resource book.

-/

‘Organization. The Title I mathematics program was incorporated
in the established orgarization of each target school, with the provision
of daily imstruction in.mathematics for all participants. Instruction :
was individualized according,to the diagnosed needs of each participa?t
with provisions for both shared learning activities and those which were
singularly experienced. ' ‘ | . ) "
| In order to provide a regular time for all teachers in the target'
schools to work in small groups with the mathematics speciaiist for
'Chattanooga Public Schools, one-nour sessions werelscﬁeduled each month.

In each school, the project aides relieved small groups of teachers for

one-hour sessions on a staggered schedule. Thg}development of this

N

29 v



N

V\.
schedule of mathematics planning sessions was a cooperative responsi-
bility of the project director and program specialists, the principal,
and fhe'matheﬁQEiCS specialist. .The project mathematics resource

9 teacher provided follow-up assistance to teachers in each school.

Method and Procedures. The method which characterized the.Iitle

I ﬁathematicg component was diagnostié andvprescriptive, with the struc-

ture of the Continuous Progress Mathematics Cuwriculum, and applying

 puitimedia-progtams and materials in tﬁe presc;@ﬁﬁions-of individual
| ASCﬁdent‘activities. o g o -

_,Durihg ééptember,'students were ﬁlaced_ac the';eropriate cur—-
riculum level by the use-of the McKéldin ﬁaﬁhematics Evaluati&ﬁaCheck-

L]

‘list. Teachers then diagnoseﬂ each child's 'skills needs within his

4

curriculum lévei and prescribed activities related’to his aiagnosed'
needs. Activities included grqup_wotk, individual instruction with
teaché;ﬂor aide, and independent activities. Regdlar assessment of

progress was made to provide the basis for the development of new
’ o . R / .

: indiVidualizgd‘lesson plans.
Facilities, Equipment, and Materials. Multimedia programs and
materials were used in the prescribed student activities with a heavy

.emphasis on the use of concrete materials. (It ;hoﬁld be noted that

the budget items for materials and equipment were reduced to minimum

level. When ad@itid;él funds were made available, chesé itemsvreceived

-firét consideratioh for incréased amounts. )

r

& Pergonnel. Direct project staff support to the mathematics
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program included the two. program Specialists (previously déscribed in

-

relation to reading). and one mathematics resource teacher. Tbe mathe-

;'»/

' matics specialist for Chattanooga Public Schools provided specialized

‘.:

assistance to teachers and project staff personnel in the ongoing pro-
- ok

gram. o : i} A '5 : f?¥
. R _ , _ ')’ /5‘
- Kindergarten Pre-reading Component N o L

3

Target Population. The kindergarten pre—reading component was

focused on identified participants in each of the projected kindergarten
classes 025) which were located in the Title I. target schools. .Since it
was not possible to pretest prospective kindergarten enrollees at the

beginning of the year, the number of participants for each school was based .

-
.

on the school's percentage of first grade students in 1972-73 who were
identified as Title I"participants. Specific students were identified by
tedchers on a Kindergarten Eligibility Checklist developed by staff and

evaluation consultants prior to October l 1973
4

Purpose. The basic purpose of the kindergarten pre-reading
component was to provide a compensatory instructional thrust for the
development of language and: pre-reading skills among disadvantaged

preschool children in the Title I target schools.

Rationale., Research had indicated that one of the.major deter¥
rents to successful achievement of students in the poverty condition
was the limited development of language during preschool years. The

Co _erks'of Bloom and others on the development of intellect during the

early years indicated a particular need to provide compensatory programs

R , ) .
Q T T .EB]L
. , -,
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for the preschool child. The close relationship between language and

T
intellect gives a ‘sense of urgency to the movement toward e ly inter-

vention for the improvement of language development among preschool
children whose backgrounds have limited,their opportunities in this J'j-

-

‘Experience in work with preschool children in the Head'Start

. prqgrams has led to the conclusion that the development of language

area.

‘and pre-reading skills among disadvantaged preschool children requires
deliberate and systematic planning. Mere exposure f{o new language
interactions will not suffice. . .

These considerations, coupled with' the need for a continuity
of.experience from.preschool into the primary programs, undergirded
the cOmpensatory kindergarten program~designed-for~the Title I parti-

o

cipants.

Activity Goals. 'Activity\goals of the kindergarten pre-reading

*

component of the Title I project were: . . .

1. To provide pretraining and on-site assistance.to kinder—
garten teachers in the target schools in applying appropriate tech-
'niques‘for-the development of language and pre-reading skills.

. 2. iTo)provide a wide variety of materials.and learning aids

for the improvement of language’and pre-reading skills of Title I l'
Participants. . - - ' . ;

3. To provide for the coordinated focus of both local and projectf

-

resources on the improvement of language and pre—reading skills among

the Title I participants. . - . i




' g ]
4. " To provide continuing assessment of the progress of individual
participants in.relation to the processes applied in program implementa—
_tion and continuing refinement of those processes.

S 5. To -expand the knowledge and expertise of professional person-~

nel at alJ‘levels‘in_the_systematic provision of succesgful language and

-
,/

pre-reading improvement‘experiences'for preschool children-in the poverty

condition.

A

Kindergarten Pre-reading Component Variahles. The Title I kinder-

garten pre~reading program was conducted daily by the regular teacher in

reach kindergarten class in the 16. target schools. On-site assistance and'

'-\.\

support was provided by the project reading resource teachers and program'-

specialists and by the early childhood specialist for Qhattanooga Public

Ce

Schools.>

Content. The kindergarten curriculym developed for Chattanooga -

Public Schools and the readiness level (Level I) of the Conmtimuous

'“T”Progress-Reading.curricuium for Chattanooga Public-Schools-were applied

in the target kindergarten classes. At the readiness level of’thevpre-

reading curriculum, skills were categorized as? (1) basic behavioral

and general readiness skills' (2) perceptual skills"(3) language skills; :

v Ly

%) vocabulary, (5) word attack readiness, such as visual clues, con-
<

~ figuration, .and language context clues; (6) comprehension- (7) readiness

L

for study skills° (8) readiness for locational skills' and (9) apprecia-
tion <httitude ‘and interest. | ‘ '
In the compensatory pre-reading program, readiness activities for

the skills categories defined above were developed %nd.implemented, ‘with

-

53 -

R S . . . : [

29



' adaptations to the language maturity of - the Title I participants._/It

was the Title I purpose to identify game-like activities and rich,
child—centered‘experiences within which pre-reading skills development
could take place--not to arrange a formal and rigid instructional setting

fbr preschool children. 'Local and project staff personnel assisted
t

~ teachers in identifying the types of activities and teachin*echniques

which could preserve the desired open-learning atmosphere ap

-

for a preschool class and 'still assure the inclusion of experiences

-

which would contribute to 1anguage and pre-reading skills)development. '
¢ S T

’

opriate

Organization. .The Title I pre-reading program was incorporated
in}the‘established organization of the target school and the kinderj
garten class therein. Compensatory activities for individual Title I

i

participants-were-planned for iﬁr&ementation in the classroom setting..

Method and Procedures. 1In essence, the method' applied to the

,\improvement of-language and pre-reading skills of the Title I partici-

_ pants in the target kindergarten classes was diagnostic and prescrip-'

tive. Based on daily c1assroom observation of students, ‘teachers

identified bpecific language and pre—reading skills'needs of individual

participants (using the kindergarten and reading curriculum guides as
reference points). Having identified special needs, they then planned
activities in which these skills could be developed. Activities
inclided both experiences in experimental exploration (through field
trips and in-class activities) and the use of a wide range of carefully |
selected and/or prepared materials,_such as records, filmstrips, slides,

tapes, picture and story books, language development games, kits,
. 2 PY



. 4
puppets, puzzles for visual disorientation and perceptual development,
b .

v sequence boa%ds, picture charts and catds, and otheﬁ conversation

stimulation materials *-{

Daily yésson plans for particiﬁants also included attention to

the vocabularyﬂ(o be emphasized in planned unit activities, the tech-
B

niques for hel;ing participants understand and use new words, and the

methodg’to be g%plied in developing expanded and improved sentence
, ) » . e
' structura in the child's daily communications ' :

hs Y ) -'i ¢
éga emﬁhasis was :l?bed on oral language and listening skills'
v‘~. -‘

'f. throughkaaily .roviﬁion fot participants to hear and retell stories;

play question 'zd ‘nswer games ; describe, tape, .and listen to accounts

'<\§f theif own. 1&alﬁexperiences; create sentence stories about pictures'”
- : " ¢ . .
and engage in peer communication games. B _ X
‘?} L ' ﬂ,} ' s o l '
Cameras weie used to provide pictures of participants in various

~ situations an{ s;klings which could serve as subject matter for child-

E
5% </ ~ . #

develoﬁed stories about themselves, thus expanding and refining their

\!

o - comgand~o§ language and their association of’ printed symbols (on labels
and exper ence chart) with real experiences, objects, and language
S ' meanings. “ L : _ . ' , \N

Fucilities, Equipment and Materials. As described above,

R provisions were made for a wi 'variety of language stimulation materials,

| ltimedia programs, and learning ‘alds,, suchas” record“players'and*recordSw; ------- -
tape recorders and tapes, filmstrips, slides, cameras, picture and story

_abooks, kits, puppets, language—development games, _seguence boards, flannel

{

board sets, puzzles for visual dJscrimination and perceptual development

" 35 | _'
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alphabet games and cards, picture charts and cards, and other language

"
L)

-

stimulatien materials. . t . y
. ' " ‘\ . N :
Persormel., The regular Title I staff personnel provided support
-, .

and assistance to teachers in on-site activities and inservice training.

The program specialists (previously desgribed in relation to the reading

component) and the reading resource teachers in eath school assisted in .

_the ongoing development and implémentation of the program. One nurse

and one nurse's aide were added to the project to assure the provisidn
e k} N . 5

of adequate ﬁeglth services for the prescheol participants. (This

broughﬁ the total of health service personnel to two nurses, two

nurse's aides, and one health clerk.):

b3

.
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. N . ’ . ) . - . '
Question 5. What was the reason for using the particular supportive
services ligsted on page 3 and in what ways did the service
ribute to the outcome of the program?
The,supportive~s€;vices identified and explained on page 3 of
the State Repbrt and in the section on supportive services in the‘
nar%atiﬁe“ﬁere cﬁose;.gs those whiéh best complement the program *

described in Question 4, A detailed explanation of these services .

is provided in the previously mentioned sections.
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S

. Question 6. Describe inservice activities and state the results of the

measurement included in the objectives for inservice., If
additional evaluation procedures were used for znservzce,
describe the results of these procedures.

,;mathemdggﬁs pngrams° (2) procedures for initial diagnosis of individu

Pre-Training for Teachers
Prior to the opening of school (August 20-24), all Title I ﬂf s
teachers were engaged in a workshop with consultants, project staff,

and local curriculum specialists{ The focus was on the teaching-of

f . -
.

reading and mathematics to disadvantaged students and on ttechniques
for providing a positive and suppoertive learning environment for

x>

students.

| The workshop included: (1) an orientation to the new proposal
and a discussion of prograh refinements; (é) a study in depth of the

continuous progress reading and mathematics curricula; and (3) teaching

skills improvement . activities.

Schools were clustered in three groups for initial activities,

‘then into individual school groups. Reading resource teachers, in - '{

cooperation with principals, were responsible for faculty workshop *
A\ 3

sessions in the schools, assisted by the program specialists assigned:

to¥tHe school and area spécialists or other systemvide personnel.
l
During their work sessions in their own schools, teachers were

]

engaged in planning and preparation for the 1973-74 program. Activities

1

needS° and (3) specification of actiyities materials and progress check

instruments for the first cycle.

/ > R S

vere re}&%%ﬁ to. (1) development of 'schedules for the reading and‘ g/('
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' Pre—Training for Aides I s . "’.;e
5 -\ Prior, to the ogining of school aides had three days of inservice
. ) \

training. On one of those days, aides ‘met together without teachers to
study aide duties_and performances in the project. Two days were sched- S
u{\d to\u\rk with the teachers in the schools.' Program specialists and

. . resource teachers were responsible for the aides' training sessiops. e
N

Continuing Training for Teachers and&-Aides
- . . ) s '
The school year program of insérvice included the provision of
_ : e e e . .
five days of teacher and aide inservice as a part of ongoing program

development. Based on preGious experience, it has been found that

i
.

VAR better effects can be gained from flexible scheduling of some, inservice
(2
during the year for relatively sma11 groups of teachers and/or aides at

a time, with the focus on needs pertinent to;their own programs, rather
| o . | R o "
than from large sessions for all project teachers. "Good purposes have also

been served by. the provision of opportunities for teacher- visitation .

and- observation of programs in other schools, in and out of the city.gy

4

With the emphasis on reading which characterized this project, a need -

) J
was also anticipated for the time when teachers cou1d be relieved from

—

classroom duty'for'further development and;refinement of the curriculum

‘aptations necessary for educationally deprived students.

For these purposes, the. Title I director, assisted by the program

Specialists'and”nathematics resource teacher, was responsible for sched-.

uling and conducting inservice activities during the school-year. The ' e
objectives for each actiyvity were stated for the project records and
: - . ’ . . s
~  the Title I director arranged.for'thevevaluation of outcomes.  Thése
39 '
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- , .
inservise sessions were directed to the project purposes ‘and’ objectives
Ww
described in the proposal ..
‘ Changes in staff training necessitated by the count plan in early
,-' s
1974 adid little to disrupt the planni!l activities associated with staff
training. When adjus{mnents were needed, these were made and the program
» N
<
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e
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Question 7. What were the characteristics of your most éuccessj‘ul ’
activities? :
. .

No particular Title I activities could be judged as most success-
ful, and certainly ;o Tiﬁle}I activities should ever be judged as least
successful since each activity:ﬁas designéd to, and d;d, cdntfibute to
ﬁhe total program. Certﬁin areas within California Achievement Test |
‘resuitsJandeetropolitan Achievément Tfs; resulés indicated pupil gain '- N
-above the ;ﬂticibated level. Selecteq gains made in various areas on ///)
the Continuous Progress Reading Program curriculum indicated a positive
dirqction.thfo;ghéat the enﬁire school year. The conﬁinual strengthening
o% the reading pfogrém and Ehe impetﬁs provided fbp the matheﬁa;iéh pro-~

gram indicated a positive direction for the year and for future years.

41
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. |- Pretest Posttest
Ng'me Each| Expected ’ Non TI 8s }- .. |Expected 1 : ' Non TI Ss
£ | Grade| Area| Date| Grade |[System |TI  Ss |in TI Schools |Date | Grade [System |TI _Ss_ {in TI Schools
Jest Testeg Tested Level |Average|N {Scores |N - Scores. level | Average |N |Scores| N Scores
CAT 2 Read Voc|10/73} 2.00 374 1.19 | ; 4174 3.0 377 | 2.49
CAT 2. Read Com{10/73] 2.00 350 1.30 | 41741 3.0 3501 2,04
CAT 2 ath Com{10/73} 2.00 353 1.23 474 | 3,0 3521 2.16
CAT 2 ath Com(10/73{ 2.00 304 1.34 4[4 3.0 - 307 | 2.18
AT | 3 Read Voc[10/73| 3.00 315 1,71 1 476 | 4.0 315] 2,55
CAT | -3 PRead Com|10/73] 3.00 311 1.92 474 | 4.0 313 2,78
CAT 3 {ath Com{10/73| 3.00 324 1.93 41174 4,0 3201 2.89
CAT 3 {ath Com|10/73] 3.00 319 1,91 4174 4,0 . 3191 2,87
FCAT 4 Read Voc|10/73| 4.00 591 2.59 4/74 5.0 5971 3.06
CAT 4 Read Com|10/73} 4.00 594 2.69 4/74 5.0 5941 3,55
CAT ‘4 -Wath Com{10/73] 4.00 594 2,87 4174 5.0 594’1 3,06
CAT 4 Math Com[10/73| 4.00 594 2,87 4/74 5.0 594 | 3,55
MAT | 5 {d Rnowl|10/73| 5.00 49§ 3,20 414} 6.0 498 4,03 [7
MAT 5 Reading [10/73{ 5.00 493 3.43 4174 6.0 4981 4,01 ’
WaT | 5 Math Con{10/73] 5.00 48§ 3.96 74| 6.0 488 4.85
MAT 5 Math Com{10/73] 5.00 484 3,56 4174 6.0 4841 4,41
MAT 5 MPS 10/73} - 5.00 474 3.54 4/74 6.0 478 4.34
CAT | "6 Read Voc|10/73| 6.00 671 3.54 W74 | 1.0 6% | 4.59 "
CAT 6 Read Com710/73 6,00 671 3.92 4174 7.0 6721 4.86 0
CAT 6 Math Com|10/73] 6.00 68j 4,18 4/74 7.0 680 5.27
CAT 6 Math Com|10/73] 6.00 654 4,06 4/74 7.0 656¢ 5.01 ‘ : '
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Question 8. Were other Federal Ageﬁcies involved in the Title I project?
- If so, name them and describe the types of asszstance pro-
vided by these agencies.

1 4

Model Cities Educational Improvement Program .

’

Pla#ning sessions were held involving personnel in the Model
Cities aréé responSibié for planniﬁg and implementing the'educgéional
.component. - Three Title I schools were located in ﬁhe Model Cities -
< #rea and prograﬁ planning}invoived staff members, principals, tgachers,'
and parent; in those schools receiving Model Citieg and‘iitle I funds.
_ The'Titie I schools located in the HodL1 Cities area were Avondale,
Garber, aﬂa Orchard Kn&b Elementary. Both Model Cities and Title I
effofts were focusgd on réading. -In order to assur; a coordinated
effort, Model Cities and Title I staffs planned conjunctively with//
local curriculum persoﬂnel and ;he three school staffs. By agreement,
the Model Cities focus continued to be on grades four through six and
the Title I focus was on.gfaaes one EPrough three.

The full éervices of Title I wﬂich were accorded to other
eligible schobls were available to all grades in the Model Cities
schpols (materials, field trips for students; health services, and
parent involvement support). The points of grade fo;us were related

o staff personnel in the c;nduct of the_reading program, with thg
federal ‘programs director having résponsibi%ity for coordinating their
efforts in order to assure a wholeness and continuity in the total
reading program for ‘the three schools. Mod?lICities focused on the

- total program, grades four through six; Title I supported the

s

TS
[} L
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: ' 23
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compensatory services to.gpecifically identified Title I students in

reading and mathematics. A -

Human Services Department (Head Start)

| During prepa&tion of the Head Start proposal for which Title I

‘provides partial support, cooperative planning conferences were held

with Head Start staff and representatives of the Human Services Depart-

ment of the City of Chattanooga, through which Head Start was adminis-~

e

tered in order to coordinate plans for the Head Start and Title I

preschool programsg. /

Title III Evaluation Unit

'fhe‘evaluation unit for Chattanooga Puolic Schools, operating
under a grant frorx Title iiI, ESEI‘\, provided oontinuing assiatance -
in planning and developing the evaluation; monitoring, and feedback
plan for the TitleIproposal and in training Title I staff/ personnel

in evaluation procedures.

\

14
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Question 9. If przvate schoon were involved in this progect deseribe
the services that were provzdbd and the number of private
school children involved in each activity.

In previous yedrs, St. Francis and Sts. Peter aﬁd Paul Elementary.
lSchoois received Title I support. This year the two schools merged into
.one, now identified as the A11-Sgints Academy. The principai at St.
‘Franéis was selected as the principal of the All Saints Academy and

/'continuity of the program waé éssured. Reading and mathematics in

h,g the early grades were the major foci of the Title I program. Three

';ﬁﬂﬁ’aides and an amount for supplies were reflected in the budget.

o ' }hese“aideswand materials wexeuused/in-accordgnce with the’
;  specific program at the school. Responsibility for the conduct of
the parochial school Title I component continued to resﬁ withlfhe
principal of All Saints in a cooperative relatibnship with the TitleI

director.
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Question 10. How were parenta and_éommmity involved in the Title I
project? Describe the various activities in which -
parents and community members conmtributed. Wére mothers
of Title T chzldren empZayed’ '

The parent involvement component of the Chattenooga Public
Scnools Title I program is viewed as one of its major strengths. The
Policy Advisory Committge is the. leadership core of'tne'program which
features a'locel'PAC for each Title I school. IPese groups comprise
a major force[in planning, developing, and monitoring the %itle I
project. | )

Parent training activities wére-planned and implemented through-
out the year. For example; local school personnel conducted{workshops
_requested by parents on actual school subject matter; such‘as mathe~
matics and reading, in order to "help them help their children. ’

¥

Arrangements wera made to transport them to clinics and workshops )
conducted in-the community which were of help to.them as parents.
Parent representatives participated»in.mamf of the_inservice sessions
and workshops for teachers.

' The parent involvement serVices were mainteined as in previous
years. The parent involvement specialist was responsible for support of
activities of the Central PAC, the'sttendance center PAC's_, and
general activities which were relsted to the Title I purposes. The
purposes of the parent invo1Vement progremxwere to promote and maintain

a high level of participation among parents of Title I schools/in con-

cerns for their children's educational proé%eSs and to assist parents

an
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in developing positive patterns of interaction with their children and

with their children's teachers. Principals were respénsible for provid-
ing support of this compbnent within their.;chools, working in close ©
conjunction with the parent involvement specialist, Tpi; program com-
ponent wéé reviewed in the monthly meetingé of Title I principgis and
problem solntioné were developed. | |

Thé parent inﬁolﬁement specialist éubmitiedAmonthly to the TitleI
director fhe following recorﬁs of activities} (1) minutes of the
Central PAC meetings; and (2) a Pafeﬁt Activities Report for the month
whichiincluded a report from each school 1istiﬁg the Activities pro—
vided by naming the parents wh; participated and the amount of time
spent. . -

For purposes of planning, coordination, and program assessment,

the parent involvement specialist scheduled monthly conferences with

" the Title ifﬂirecCSE. 7 ‘ L
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Question 11. How did zthe moyu,to/u.ng AyAtem p/w\ude 5eedback to pe/worw
involved in the profect? Ducfz#)e the effect of the

.f‘) mom,toung system on the T»ot&e project.

_to the basic commitments of the proposal. -

. and decision-making.

.

‘The Title I monitoring system for schoql year 1973-74 centered on aka
&

" planned calandar of events for all project aqﬁ&vities and individual cal-

" endar for project personnel outlining the eveqta taking place as the project

i
/.

was being implemented. This provided:

LTI

"1. Assurances that the project was be§n§ implemented with fidelity

4
2. -A system for acquiring information needed for continuing planning
.\" : .

3. A system of selfemonitoring by personnel involved in the project
for the improvement of effectivenkss and operational efficiency.

4, Minimal requirement of time—consﬂming paperwork and paper flow.

The monitoring system for individuals was derived from the Master

Calendar of Events and centered on cooperative identification of tasks to

be completed for effective implementation lof Major Project Activities. The
system included delegation of responsibility for tasks and establishment
of completion dates for each activity. |

At the first of each month, a calendaraof major events for the coming
month was distributed to each staff member having responSibility for task
implementation. Each staff member recorded daily activities on the calendar
as thev occured. In addition to this system of self-monitoring, the project
director monitored progre88'toward completion‘of major event activities'f

by review of the monthlv calendars completed by each staff member and by

49
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reguiarly'sdhedule@;Staff méetings and,confereﬁces. -éuch meeginés and
' éonferences allowea for feedback .to proﬁect perggnnel an& for responsiveness
to immediate énd ongélng needs'for maximum program effectivenss.

Extemal onitoring for interim evaluation and final evaluation of
program implementation was focused on major events aud/or collection and
analysis of relatgq data, as specified by the project director in the iqitial

request for interim evaluation serviceé. During the 1973-74 term, further

refinements were made for specification of externa% monitoring requirements.

o

/¥
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Question 12. How was information regarding the project disseminated? .

Informati dissemination was a major function of the role of

the Title I Specialist in conjunction with the Title I Director. 'Types

- of information regularly disseminated included:
'1. School 1ists of Title I students, maintained and reported
.-.periodically.

kS

2. Ainformation-reports to the PAC. Q'.

4

3. Information reports to principais;kmonthlyfmeetingéj.

" 4. Information reports to teachers.

.. 5. 1Items in The Communicator (the Chattanooga Public Schools i

* ﬁfipmniic newspaper)
o 6. Participation in state, regional, and national meetings.

7. Information reports to project staff.

8. Information reports to the superintenden:,s staff.

9. Statistical'and summary reports ‘required bp the State
Department of Education, Title T Office. .

Additional information dissemination items included: proposal
and project maéé%ﬁals shared on requestrwith other Title I directors;
news releases of Title I activities of public interest; and Title.I
related articles and\news reports from the professional literature
which had implications fpr the Cnattanooga project efforts.

Three major documents were prepared and disseminated:

1. Title I Project Management"Implementation Guide (CPRE

management form). o ey

- o o1

%
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" Question 13, ' What were soma.'of the. problems znvoZveJ in the' operatzon

of your Title I project? How were these problems resolved

and how will thzs znfbrmatzon be used in planning future
proaects’ . _ .

9
1
~

J The major problem agsociated with cth;973‘74 Title.I progrmn

dealt with the implementation of the Federal Court o;dér on school

desegregation. " This order resulted in the movement of iarge nuﬁbers
Of‘pqpils, clustering selected schools, and ciosing one facility,.
Some Title I pupils moved to non-Title I schools, wﬁilg;others éeiécted

to move out of fhe.distfict. -Staff mepbers were moved and materials

+

-and equipmenﬁwgre transferred. Occurring during the school year, the
yimplémentation of the court order caused more administrative and

~logistic problems than had the transfer occurred between sessiéns.
. - » e

However, no class days were lost and the Title I.program proceeded

-~ .

smoothly ‘for the year. -
e ' \

Some réfinemenc took place in the Continuoug Progress Reading

Iy

Progréq} but these adjustments were minor. The usual problems of new

" teaching staff and administrative personnel 6rientation were encountered,
. . . . . - "'r\\ . . ‘ .
but no ‘major difficulties emerged. . o, .

——
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Question 14. What effect has T%%Ze.r'hadwan_yoar regular school program?'
Have there been -curriculum changes because of Title I?
' Changes in administration of the regular school program? - o
" - » . N

.
S
~ \

Title I activities continued to provide the major focus of
L} . R ? )
Cgatinuous Progress Reading Program. Based on proven success, the

program will become a basic part of the. larger instructional program ’ C
. , ]

of the Chattanooga Public Schools and other extetnally funded projects.
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Question 15.  List necommendations wou.&d mmave the vpe)uz.twn 06 LS
. Title 1 programs -im ‘youft -system. _ T

-

' Rather than reading resource teachers in each school, the position
might be- changed to include mathematicq, as well as reading, and the |
title changed to resource teacher. These.pe0p1e would continue‘to work in
_readin:?but would coordinate efforts 1n mathematics as well, and the resource
‘teacher would simply expand her duties to includc mathematics. This would.
;involve the use of aides, allowing ‘them to work in both areasg of the -
gcurriculum where extra support is being provided ) .
Closer coordination between kindergarten and first g;ade teachers.

¢

. is neededEiLA recommendation to have the resour 'teacher coordinate ‘these
i - o A
X

. efforts is—heing made.
The amount of availableofunds to systems sooner than.August is a.

recommendation. Being aware that this islnot always possiblefwhere the

¢

State Departméntrof'Education has not.received_their allocation, it mome- - | 3‘
theless is a definite recommendation.. - 3 ) ;
. :li- - . . .‘- ) . < ‘ | ) . | : 7
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF THE TITLE I-PROGRAM

The Title I Program in Chattanooga-islan integral'hart of the
overall Chattanooga Puhlic.school System's eddcational program,.with
its primary focus on compensatory education for pupils in '11 schools *
,ln grades '1-6. Selected se‘vices are provided for kindergarten and .
Follow—Through classes. Demographic and test data, as detailed in
other sections, were gathered on the Title I schools as part of the
.“\ determination of general eligibility. |

- At this point it should be noted that:a massive restructuring
of many.Chattanooga schools occurred shortl;“;fter the first of the
year as a regult of a Federal court order. “In general, no major dis—

RA

ruption of the psg\ram occurred, but a large shift of pupils was
accomplished. "Some adjustment was made in'datafgatheringtandéin one
readiné cycle evaluation. An effort was made to carefully tranqézi :
pupil records and to account. for pupils at each new location. HoWever,_
some pupils elected not to remain in the system and other Title I pupils
were transferred to non-Title I schools. One Title I school was closed
as a result of the court order.  In general,-the‘transfer was accomplished
with little disruption in the instructional program and it was "business
as usual" for Title I professional staff personnel : L
The decision to direct Title I support to reading and mathematics
was based on a'continued need to upgrade these competencies in all students.4

A review of standardized test scores, local reading progran‘evaluations,

expressed concern of professional staff persons and parents, and the

»>» .
.

consideration of total district instructional efforts contributed to

this decision.
52
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fhe criteria for the identification of student ﬁarticipants who
were educationally depri?ed were: i
1. All first-érade students who attained a raw score of 63 o;
below on Metropolitag Readiness Tests and all Head Start childre&.'
| 2. All secondféradé students whd scored onejpalf year below
. grade level on étandardized tests. | |
3. All thirdfgrade s;udenté.who‘scored,one full year below-.
grade level on sﬁandardized tests. |
4. ALl fourth- and fifth-grade studen;s who»scored oneeand;.
one-half years below grade level on qﬁandardized éests, |
5. All sixth-grade students who scored QWb fuli.years bélqw

grade lévellon standardized tests.

Standardized reading and/or mathematics scores were used in the

’

~

idegtification'of students. _ v
o During #he school year 1972-73, Chattanooga public scﬁools were
éngéged.in a cémpfehénsive.assessment of learner .needs fo; the school
‘ district conducted by the Title‘III, ESEA, EvaluatibnlUnit.. Forathi%
purpose, a Goal Response Qﬁgséionnaire was develofed onlwhich9¥é8pondent§
" were asked to indicate their reactions to 11 learner goals which had
been adopted for the schbol.system. The quesﬁionnaire was submitted to
all prﬁfessional staff pe;sonnel;'all students in grades 8; 10, gnd,12; .
all pérents of students in.gradgs 2, 5, 8, and 11; represéptativeé of‘_
the community at large; school-community leaders in each elementary
school commﬁﬁitj; ;nd representatives of the news media. Respondents
vere asked £o'indicate which goéis the schools "should" acéompliéh and

wﬁi¢h'goals the schools are "now" accomplishing. Data from the L

N | 58
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e ~qnestionnaire have been compiled in a school district composite and by
3indiyidual schools. The goal of helping students "to apply the skills
of Speaking, listening, reading, writing, and mathematics ‘was ranked
as number one in priority of what the schools "shoyld" do in Title I
schools 1n all but one in which it was ranked as'the second priority.

'w

(The number one priority in that school related to helping students

ey

"to understand otherd‘.work cooperatively with others and respect the

rights of others to have different ideas.")

LY

ring the school year 1972-73, in connection with the develop-
ment of a proposal under the Emergency School Aid Act, an extensive
analysis was made of achievement data in all elementary schools. The’
data on ;éhievement in Title I schools, derived from standardized tests
R and subtests, were reexamined in planning the Title I proposal. These | e
Ti‘data consistently confirmed the priority need for continued'emphasis - Wﬂ
on reading and mathematics in the target schools. )
’The Title I evaluation report’for.school year_1972:73-and locally .
compiled'data on pupil progress_on the Continuous°Progress heading Cur-
riculnm indicated that: 1) total-and.consistent progressyhas been made
in all Title I schools; and (2) the reading-objectives have been met and,
in most cases; exceeded in all schools. This analysis'has indicatedwthe
importance of continning the approach which was initiated last year and
for.which successful progress was strongly indicated among Title I

participants., f .

~

- A Title I, Part C, program focused on the improvement of pre-

reading and language development producednresultsuwhich.warranted_thei_ﬁfw_,”rrw"cn

incorporation of this program into the kindergarten 1&vel for the '

Q : _— | : ESS) , i'. "'_- . . ’ﬁf'
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1973-74 year. o i

General Evaluation Plans ' L

f

ghe performance objectives established by the Chattanooga Public

‘School System for the Title I elementary schools in reading, mathematics, -
# :

self-i_mage,“ and.‘responsibility,provided,a ,basis for evaluation of the

Title I program for this year. These performance objectives specified

the determination of levels of skill attainment gained between pre-—:‘and s

posttest measures of selected items of information gathered during the

year. Generally, standardized tests and locally developed checklists , :

were administered during the fall (October 1973) and ’ﬁuring the spring; . YQ ,y’
(April, 1974) The tests weré administered as part,,\g th: regular Chat- | &
tanooga public schools' testing program in hoth the) * angfspring.. 'i'he " hg
total system, rather than the t*raditional sample, was tésted in the sprinyg.' o a
Standardized procedureﬁs wer 33 sed for admﬁiist&k\g«;he tests and th;use/\. ;ﬁ:. ‘
were scored by the Californi}a -Testingv“‘ﬁugreau and ‘thé State Testing and T ‘ v, o

. ;. g I

Evaluation Center in Knoxvf,illér,\ifen tessef ',’9

w.

‘Rather than test all pupilh in each’schooll. a.

;o ) mg Loy y i
sample of classrooms vas used for pretest and posttegt” applicatﬂon of AN 59.
, Y v ]
the Self-Image and ‘Responsi’bil%ty ;cale& Table 1 shoys the schools and » _C:‘*
[ . . ] ) ' . . . q >_ “.
*grades dsed for te%ting ppurposes.»;..\f’"‘”' ..;f? - . B ::- < 3‘
Aty LB ~f. '-J°"\q . - o .

3 . N
. The Chattanooga Phblic School System provides achievement 'ests T ,\
7 Ko e

for all elefnent’ary gnadéﬁ'“ (except grgde 1) 'gach fall The

AchieVement Test is uged in gades 2, ,3, 4 n.gd 6 while the- ﬂfqt‘iﬁ@olitam o

. (‘“ . -.o - .,.."T ¢ .ﬁ,‘ ‘.._: Wt _'“_\
Achievement Test is used for grade ,5' E i | ;: St \K : '

Progresa Readzng Cumeulum were provided Qy the 1o§al reading agd resource
o ..c,. h, . “‘
y a/"

3
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‘personnel through the Title I director's office. Data from the Continuous

2 P?qgrébs E@ddiné.curriculum were to be gathered in four cycles. Howé&er, '

"~ . due to the massive movement of pupils, complete schopl cycle evaluation data

were not gathered. Data from the Continuous Progress Reading Program
’ S

- were analy;ed in terms of average'1evelsgained‘using initiai placement

and Cycle IV (end of year placement) as a unit of measurement.

3

' éupplémenta;gﬁInformation
| While the performance{objectives for the program are written in

terms of grade perfofmance; an additional section iévpresentéd on the
¥ . results of Continuous Pz'ogress'}?ead"ing Program data for other g;:ade |
i . 1Evels., Aisﬁmilar presentation is madé.fof results o .tand#rdized
g it tgééhda;a not used as part of'a'performance objective, peciél.reports
?‘ ~:_ﬁe¥e_provided by personnel from supportive sesviées and Eﬁeir analyses
{;L. - ;te included in a separate‘sectibn'of this report. Compatisoﬁé,we;é

- . :
. ‘made according to each performance objective in terms which Yére dic-
PR , . _ . ,
. tated by the objective's leVel of -expectation. A performance objeﬁtiveh‘
e *g' erélly follows a grade level distribution and the results of the

dq;é for each section are included accordingly.




TABLE 1

THE SCHOOLS AND GRADES USED FOR TESTING PURPOSES

57 @

Trotter (closed Winter 1974)

—
- School . Grades Tested
Avondale 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
. Bell .2, 4,6
Caréenter" 3
Garber 3, 5, 6,
Henry 12, 4, 5
| - : '
Bighland Park " 1, 3, 4
Howard - 1, 2,3,4,5,6
Orchard Knob 1, 2,3, 4,5, 6
Piney Woods 1, 5
Ridgedale L 2, 6
1

62
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, Kindergarten -~ Readiness. <{ ' .

1. Upon completion of. the eighth schodl month, at least 51 percent
of the Title I participants in the kindergarten classes will
display cognitive behavior pertaining to readiness skills by
attaining a score of 63 _as measured by the Metropolitan Readiness
Test (post-test) , . ' ‘ Ty

.

Data showing the results of the kinderéarten pupils Metropolitan

]

“Readiness Test analysis appear in Table 2@ These data" include the”“‘“‘“”“““;*f“””

e

means, standard deviations, and number of observations for the total
score and for each subtest of the MRT.
These results show an average score of 49.44 fo* the total group,

49.44 for'male pupils and 50.96 for females.‘ The sample size was 847 '

total, 404 males and 443 females.

The scores for the total population ranged from 2 to 95 with a

median score of 50.00. These data further show 24.6 percent scored at

63 or above, while 75.4 scored scored less than 63.
. i /

- Therefore, this objective was'not met, ' | _,//‘

58
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- TABLE 2

'MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND
NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS FOR METROPOLITAN
READINESS TEST FOR KINDERGARTEN PUPILS

.

Subtest ' - Mean o Std. Dev. Numbex
Word Meaning" _ |
Total 7.68 . 3.10 o 840"
Male (1) : 7.70 3.12% 400
Female (2) . 7.67 3.10 440
Listening | ’ '
Total 9.86 2.53 837
Male 9.76 : : 2‘§7 » 398
. Female - , 9.95 2.58 439
Matching . ' \
Total . 6.98 . 308 | 808
Malé : N 6.70 3.04 . 383
Female . 1.23 ) 3.23- - 425
Alphabet : | '
Total . 10.15 4.56 | 810 -
. Male 9.76 4.50 383
' Female . 10.49 4.59 - 427
Numbers I | ]
| | | 4 A
. Total - 11,37 4.93 815
o Male ‘ 10.81 - - - 4,83 . 391
~ . Female 11,90 . s . 4.97, . . o 424
" _Copying - ¢ SR
i ‘6 . Lo \/"‘ Ls . A
- Total .55 X 2.81 ! 727
Male s\32 & 2.75 .. 338
Female 5.45 _ 2.85 . c 389
Tdtal Score '
: . : — & -
Total 49.44 - 17.63 ) 847
Male . : 47.78 e . 17.37 404
Female 50.96 - 17,76 - 443
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TABLE 2 (CONT.)

Draw-A-Man
e ‘
Male _ Female Total
Number/% . Number/% Number/%
A. 15/3.9 T 42/9.8 ' §7/7.0
B 68/17.5 , - 105/24.4 ’ 173/21.1
C 111/28,5 . . 113/16.3 ’ - 224727 .4
D 105/27.0 111/25.8 T © 216/26.4
B : 90/23.1 - 59/13.7 : 149/18.2
Total 289/47.5 430/52.5 |
. B - &
h)
. ‘ N
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First Through Sixth Grade——Reading

.- >

2. Upon completzon of the eighth schooZ month, firet grade Title I

' students will demonstrate the application of reading skills, as
evidenced by an advance, on the average, of 1.5 levels on the
Continuous Progress Reading Curriculum for Chattanooga Public
.Sehools, as measured by the Continuous Progress Reading Diag- -
,_.n’os'tic Ingtruments. - .

~ Data in Table 3 show the number and percent by CPRC level of

200

initial and end-q@f-year placement for Title I pupils in grade 1. The
data in Table 4 show the Title I pupil distribution by reading.level

for grade'l for the 1973—74 year. o -

Data from the first table show an average initial placement

level of 1.05 and an end—of-year average place;ent of 2.52. These

data also show an average gain‘of 1.5'1evels for grade 1 pupils.

Therefore, this objective was met.

TABEE 3 k\

NUMBER AND PERCENT BY CPRC LEVEL OF INITIAL AND END-OF-YEAR
PLACEMENT OF INTACT PUPILS--GRADE 1

Initial Placement - End=-of-Year

Level . ___Number - Percent Number Percent -,
. T ;s ez : 9 L1z

11 5 1.4 ’ ‘ 134 38.5
IIr .3 0.8 \ 105 - 30.2

Iv | 2 S 0.5 . s 15.5

v 0 0.0 - 6 . 1.7 o,
Total =~ - T8 99.8% 348 100.0%

. _ .
~~



Toxt Provided by ERI
v

TBLE 4
. $ v
) TITLE T READING PROGRAM -
PUPIL DISTRIBUTION BY READING LEVEL
- CYCLE REPORT 1973774 FOR GRADE 1 PUPILS
" - .
beginning of ‘ o o _ No, Pupils Enrqiiment
(ycle Date End of (vele Distribution of Pupils.by Reading Levels In'Schoot | Change .
Nunbiet | . " | o End Of | Durlng
evel [ Poplls| T | 3p oW [vo v jvi| v | bele | tyele
bom el | o9 | s gl B b
II 5 l 3 Y ‘T ‘ «.“ . 1
ML g5 2 1 Yo le 2
| 2 1 =)
vl | i -]
M| -
¢ b
VH ! Ll
L
‘I}Z
{ % T
X .
Distribution R r
0f yapile | L ' .
Clind of Cyele | 4971 136 | 103 5 1. 6 348 «3
_ .
N
ERIC 68
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3. Upon completion of the eighth school month, second grade Title I
. students will demonstrate the application of reading skills, as
. evidenced by an advance, on the average, of one level on the Con-
tinuous Progress Readiny Curriculum for Chattandoga Public Schools,
as measurfd'by the Continuous Progress Reading Diagnostic Instru-
“'ments.' ' - . AR '

iData_in fabie 5 show the.number and pereent bx CPkC level ef
initial gnduehd-qf-year placement for Tiele I pupils in grade 2. The‘
“data in Table .6 show the Title i pupil distribution by reading level
‘for grade 2 for the 1973-74 year.

Data from the first table show an average initial placement
[ ]

' Qevel-qf 2.59 and\ff end-of-year average plafement of 3.98. These -
.

Ldéta‘also show an average gain of 1.4 levels for_gfade 2 pupils.
: v . S . :

Therefo;e, this objective was met.

" TABLES
NUMBER AND PERCENT BY CPRC LEVEL OF INITIAL AND END-OF-YEAR
PLACEMENT OF INTACT PUPILS--GRADE 2

Initial Placement ‘e : End-of-Year

. Level - \ Number  -Percent Number Percent . °
I : . 22 8.4% -7 2.7%
s S . 118 4.9 - - 23 8.7
II1 © . 80 . 30.4 61 23.2
v, 32 12.2- 98 37.3
v o : - 4.2. 40 15.2
VI . "0 0.0 20 7.6
VII 0 0.0 - 13 4.9
_oviin . 0 0.0 1 0.4
Total . 263 ' 100.1% 263 100.0%
o © ~
% .
3 ’ 6 9
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TITLR T RRADING PROGRAM o

" PUPLL DISTRIBOTION BY READING LEVEL
CYCLE REPORT 1973-74 FOR GRADE 2 PIPILS

oo $ . :
Begianing of ' o | . ‘No. Pupils |Entollvent
Cycle Data . End of Cyele Distribution of Pupils by Reading.Levels In'Schoo} | Change
Nurber 1o L : | EndOf | During
Level | Pupils{ 1 | II oS S I S O T I/ A S M 8 K (XX Cycle Cvele
L ln e 91 o1 &0 1 1 N /IR Y
molwe |l e s lnl 3l |-
I |9 o3 LU 3 B8 | 4 7 | 80 - 11
v 3L 8 ] L8 4 5 . ' kY, -4 b
LB ) G T I ~ 1
. 17
V1 , |
10 N | | | . ! )
M | | 1> L .
15 " L i Y
T
X
Disttibution ) ‘
of popils | . - ' | . . :
EndofCyele | 71 23 | 61.1 98 ! 401 201 13 1 A 28 =3
o
‘4'-‘

n
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4. Upon compZetwn of the eighth schpol month, the third grade Title I
 student will demonstrate pegnitive behavwr of reading skille, as
. evidenced by an advance, on the average, of one level on the Contin-
. uous Progress Reading Curriculum for Chattanooga Publie Schools, as
_ measured by the Continuous Progress Reading Diagnostic Instmments.
Data in Table 7 show the number and percent.by CPRC level of
initial and end-of-year placement for Title I pupils in grade 3. The &
data in Table 8 . show the Title I pupil distribution by reading level
for grade 3 for the 1973~ 74 -year.

Data from the first table show an average inifial placement level
bf 3.91 and an emd-of-year. average placement of 5.35. These data_also
show an average gain of 1.4 levels for grade 3 pupils.

Therefore, this objeetive was met.

TABLE 7

NUMBER AND PERCENT BY CPRC LEVEL OF INITIAL AND END-OF-YEAR
PLACEMENT OF INTACT PUPILS~~GRADE 3

&
. Initial Placement End-of-Year = ]
Level Number Percent Number Percent
I _ 1 0.4% 1 0.4%
II 38 17.0 ~ 3 1.3 :
1II <46 20‘5 e el T % TERTE T T PTR I /St NS
v 60 26.8 54 24.1
\ 62 27.7 . 38 17.0
VI 8 3.6 26 11.6
VII 9 4.0 29 12.9
- VIII 0 0.0 33 14.7
IX 0 0.0 7 3.1
Total 224 100.0% 224 99.8‘




TABLE 8

© TITLE T READING PROGRAX
_ PUPIL DISTRIBUTION BY READING LEVEL
CYCLE REPORT 197374 FOR GRADE 3 PUPILS

L

'[Begimiingl of ' L : Lo ] + | No. Pupils|Enzollment
Cyele Data End_of Cycle Distribution of Pupils by heading levels In'Schoo! g Change

|| Nuaber B , Eod 0f | Durlag
lLevel Pupilsl Tl 1Dl YOIV Y Cor v oviin | X | XL XD} Cyele o ! Cyele

D 1 )‘ * . “' ’l‘ - . 1 “.
qodgds ol sl w8 o8l 1] 2] 1| ~ ¥ -7

111“‘53 | 4 28 1M 2 5' b -7"

.
4

lw | & IERE AR AR B A

| % 1 o | o2 sl
VI - | | | |

I ¢

X

{1 | | |
Distributios , S o .
0f Eupils R I ‘ |

End e Cyede | 1] 3 |33 | 56 | 38| 2.1 2 3 7 : 204 -1 -]




5. Upon completion of the eighth school montn, a sample of fowrth- )
grade Title 1 students will show an average gain of six months
(grade equivalent) in hreading comprehension, as meadwred by the
California Achievement Tesit a‘levd 2 Foam_A) Reading Comprehension
Subtest (pre- post). :

Datta in Table 9 show the results of pre-test andyfost-test

.analysis for grade 4 pupil data on selected sub-tests of the California

Achievement Test. These data show a gaiﬁ score-for Reading Vocabulary

6f 0.47 years with a pre-test mean of 2.59.and a post-test mean of 3.06. - -

- These data show a gain of approximately one-half year on Vocabulary.

A breakdown of the responses on the Reading Vocabulary sub-test

shows 50 3 percent of the resporidents (300) gained 0.50 years or more

for the Year, while 49 7 percent (297) showed a gain of less than 0. 50 o

years.. . L ' .
Based on the dnticipated gain of six months or 0.50 years, the
objective was not met. However, more than‘SO percent of the participants

gainéd more than the desired 0.50 years. )

TABLE 9

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, CHANGE SCORES AND NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
FOR READING SCORES ON SELECTED SUBTESTS OF THE CALIFORNIA
ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR GRADE 4 TITLE I PUPILS

L3N

o ~
R v . |
. SUBJECT MEAN STD. DEV. PRE TO POST ~« 'NO._OF OBS.
Reading Voc.
Pre-Test — 2.59 . 1.37 0.47 - 597
Post-Test __ "~ 3.06 1.43 :
Reading Comprehension
_ !
Pre-Test _ 2.69 1.38 . 0.88 : 594
Post-Test 3.55 " 1.73 o
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6. Uporn completion.of the eighth school month, a sample of fourth-
grade Title 1 students will show an average-gain of 8ix months
(grade equivalent) in knowfedge of reading vocabularny, as -

- measwied by the Caléfornia Achievement Test (Level 2 Form A)
Reading Vocabulary Sub-test [pre- post).

Data in Table 9 (page 67) shoﬁs the results of the pre-test
and pést-test énalysis for grade and.pupil data on the Reading éomfre-
-hension subtest. These data show a gain of 0.88 years with a pre-tqsf
.mean of 2.69 and a post~test mean of 3.55.. This change score represents
.a gain in excess of the anticipated 0.50 years for this gbjéctiﬁe. ‘
Additional analysis sho%s 63.8 percent (37?) of the_pﬁpiishécgred gains :
of 0.50 yeafs or greater while 26.2 pergent (2.5)‘sé§ted;égih§;of less

than 0.50 years.

J
This objective was met.




N 7." Upon compte,twn o4 the elght school month, .a sample of sixth- -
£3 " ghade Title T students will show an average gain of s4x months
(grade equivalent) in neading comprehension as measwred by the
California Ach,(.evegnent Test (Level 3 Fonm A) - Compnhemwn
Sub-zest (pre- post)..
Data in Table 10 shows the results of selected subtest of ;he.
California Achievement Test.. These data show a-gain of 0.92 on the Read-
ing Comprehension sub-test with a pre-test mean of 3.92 and a post-test mean‘\‘\

of )0.86; Th'change score represents a gain in excess of the anticipated
0.50 years éof th;; objective. An additional analysis ;hows that 63.2
percent (425) of the éupils socred gains of 0.50 years or gréater,'ﬁhile
-~ 36.8 pe;cenﬁ (247) scored éains of less than 0.50 years.
This objective was met both 4in the antigipated gain score of greater

) than 0.50 yéars, as welluas in having more than 50 percentvof the

respoﬁdents scbring 0.50 or greater.

TABLE 10. , : T

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, CHANGE SCORES AND NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
FOR READING SCORES ON SELECTED SUBTESTS OF THE CALIFORNIA
ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR GRADE 6 TITLE I PUPILS

SUBJECT : MEAN STD. DEV.

Reading Vos.

Pre-Test 3.5 1.87
Post-Test 4.59 2.05
% P
lgeading Comprehension .
Pre-Test ’ 3.92/f 1.88 ,  0.92 672
2.17 : “ '

Post-Test 4.86




8. Upon completion of the eighth school month, a sample of sixth-

. grnade Title T students will show an average gain of 84ix months . -
(grade. equivalent) in knowledge of reading vocabulary as measured '
by the California Achievement Test (Level 3 Foam A) - Readwg
Vocabulary Sub-test (pre- post).

Data in-Tabie 10 (page 69) shows the results of the prg;test and

posg-test analysis for Grade 6 pﬁpil data on the Reading Vocabulary
- Subtest of the California Achievement Test. = Thesé data show a gain
- score for Reading Vocabulary of 1.04 yeardzwith a pre-test mean of 3.54 P
. and a post-test mean of 4.59. These'data‘show a pupil gain.of slightly
)~r\mo:: than one year on Vocabulary during the sixth grade period of
- instruction. n | o . |

. A breakdown' of respdﬁses on the Reading Vocabulary Subteét shows 72.5
percent of the respondents (487) gained 0 50 years or more for the year, v
while 27.5 percent (185) showed;a gain of less than 0.50 years.

Based on the anticipated gain of six months or 0.50 yeafs, fhe

- objective was met. Add}tionally, more than 50 percent of the participgnts
.-gained more than the desired 0.50 years at this grade levelion this sub-~

. »
test.

78
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9. Upon compﬁet&on 04 the eighth school month, a Aampze 04 6L6th-

- ‘grade Titee T students will demonstrate an average gain of 84x
months (grade equivalent) 4in knowledge of vocabulary as measwred
by the Metropolitan Achievement Test (Intermediate) - wofui
Knowledge Sub-test (pfw_— post).

Data in Table 11 shows;the resulﬁs of pre-teét and post-test. :
analfsis for Grade S:pupil data‘on sélected subteSts of the Metropolitan - .
wmwwmmamm&humTM%dawmwawhm&muwﬁm%ﬁkmﬂdwoL,mmmm
0. 84 years with a pre-test mean of 3.20 and a post—test mean of 4.03.
: This gain-score of 0.84 when compared to the anticipated growth of 0.50
years shows that the objéective was met. An additional analysis of1thése
data indicate that 56.6 pércent (262) of the respondents ss?red O.SO'yéars
or greatgr, while 43.4 percent (216) scored 1ess.than the desired 0.50
g B , '

Based on the anticipated gain Qf six ﬁon;hs or 0.50 years, the

.

objective was mét in terms- of average scoreiand also in tefms of having

more'tgfn 50 percent of the respondents scoring 0.50 years gain or more.

.

e

TABLE 11

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS CHANGE SCORE AND NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS
FOR READING SCORES ON THE METROPOLITAN ACHIEVEMENT
TESTS FOR XﬁADE S TITLE I PUPILS

o . ~ CHANGE: _
SUBJECT @ 777" 'MEAN  STD. DEV. PRE'TONPOSTf“””NUMBER”OF'OBSI o
L 1]
Word Knowledge :
. Pre-Test 3.20 0.97 0.84 - 498
Post-Test ) 4.03  1.47 :
Reading
Pre-Test ©3.43 1.00 0.57 493/
Post-Test 4.01 1.51.
Total Reading 79
Pre-Test 3.21 0.94 0.74 499

[ERJ!:‘ . Post-Test 3.95 1.42
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10. Upon cempletion 05 the eighth schoot mon,th a sample of 645/th-

: grade Title 1 students will demonstrate “am*average gain of &4x
months (grade equivalent) 4n neading comprehension as measured
by the Metropolitan Achievement Test (intermediate) - Reading
Sub-test (pre- post). .

by

Data in Table 11 (page 71) shows the results of the pfe-test

and post—-test analysis for Grade 3 pupil data on the Reading Subtest

;.mofvthéJMecropolitanhAchievement“Test.;NTheseudata,show,a change score .
of 0.57 yéars for the group with a pre-test mean of 3.43 and a post-test
mean of 4.01. The change score represents a gain in excess of the antici-

paced~o.50'ye5rs for this objective. In this analysis additional data

show 49.9 percent (246) of the respondents scored 0.50 years or. better, -

while 50.1 percent (247) of the pupils scored less than 0.50 ygafs gain.

v y
Based on the analysis of the data the objective was met in terms

N

of. average increase in excess of 0.50 yeats;fﬁht was not met in terms
of having 50 percent of the population scoring greater than 0.50 years

. ’ N - > L.
gain. s K
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‘.

First through Sixth Grade--Mathematics

4.

9

11. First grade Title I students, upon completion of the eighth school
month, will display cognitive behavior relatéd to mathematics
skills, as evidenced by 'an -advance, on the average, of 1.5 levels
‘on the Continuous Progress Mathematics Curriculum for Chattandoga
Public Schools, as measured by the McKeldin Math Evaluation Check- - |
list. : o : ' a

| Data in %?b e 12 indicate that initial level and end-of-year
level for»érade 1 pupils on the McKeldin Math Evaluation Checklist.
 Usa§&g daﬁavfar individual c}a?gfoomiteacbefs served as.tyelbfgis for - N
tpis-evaluation and for_Objectives.lé Qnd 13. These data show anlv :
averagé‘éain of 0.93 leveis. o } o

.Thereforé, this oyjective was nSé met.

~ _ N

TABLE 12 -~

PUPIL PROGRESS IN MATHEMATICS--FIRST GRADE

\ Initial ' ~_ End-of-Year Level
Lgvel _- I I III v \'/ VI
I 3 . 36 27 31 o , 0
I 2 33 18 3 16 4
IIT 5 28 60 . 81 1 0.
iv. - o I Y "1 o 1
. .

81
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-~

12, * Second grade Title I students, upon campletion of the eighth school
month, will demonstrate the application of mathematics skills, as
e evtdénaed by an advance, on the average, of one level on the Cbnttn—
uous Progrese Mathematics Curriculum for Chattanooga Public Sechools,
as measured by the McKeldin Math E'vaZuatwn Checklist.

.

Data in Table 13 ‘1ndicate the iﬁitial-level and end—of—yedE level

“

.for grade 2 pupils on the McKeldin Math Evaluation Checklist. These data

show an average gain of 1.04 years.

Therefore, the objective was met.

“j ) . N
B ' | TABLE 13 .
. : * ’ 1”'
U . PUPIL PROGRESS IN MATHEMATICS--SECOND GRADE C
I 3 — - End-of-Year Level '
T T 1V v VI VIT
1 A 1 0 T2 6 Q
11 0 . 16 e 8 14 % 1. 0
111 L 0. 737, ., 10 25 15- 1
- IV - 0 1 © 5 2 14 14 1
v 1 "0 12 22 25 52 9
VI 0 0 0 0 0 2 4
- T
¢ ' ) ~
\
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13, T%ird grade Title T students, upoh completzon Qf the eighth:school
month will display cognitive behavior pertaining to mathematics
skzlls, as ‘evidenced by an advance, on the. average, of one level
- on the Continuous Progress Mathematics. Curriculum for Chattanocoga
‘Public Schoon, as measured by, the MbKeZdzn Mhth Evaluatmon Check- -
- lists ' .
S . } ' ”.

-~

AA

- Data in,Table 14, indicatf the initial level and end—of-year level
-for a sample of grade 3 pupils.. These data were obtained from usable
teachér—supplied data on computational skills. These sample data repre—'

sented data from across the School system. These data ‘show an average

,‘ PR

gain ofa2 4 1eve1s.

2
Therefore, the objective was met. ‘ i@.‘ A

9

n

' v & ) v . “y

;r a numEla S L o

» o ! a
;% - PUPIL PROGRESS IN MATHEMATICS-—THIRD GRADE . »
) . 4 A ‘ﬁ YA N -~ N .
.Initial i , End-of-Year Level g ' N
_Level WV VI VII VIIT »  IX X X1
I, o 10 0 -0 0 o 0
L ’ R é . N .
1T 0 0 .0, 0 o 0 o o
v 1, 1 2 0 0 0 0 0
Py 0 1 4 1 o 0 1 o
e " s o ‘
VI . 0 0 0 3 T 1 5 2
VII o o0 0 0 0 2 s 3
VIII o o 0 0 0 1 1
'12},6:-._ o .0 0 0 0 5% 0
. ' - : :
eyt ’ ' \ .
SRR AN |

IS
R



f of 2.87 and a post-test mean of 3. 06 Additiona -analy:

3
)
-
%
<
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14. Upon comp!_ex,wn 06 the eighth school ‘month,.
. grade Title T students will demonstrate: appli
"« Zional shills in mathematics by attaining an dvendge gain-of six’ Yo
- - months (grade equivalent), a&.measured by stle’ Califonnia Achieve-
ment Test (Level 2 Form A) 'Ma»thema,tcu COmpwtwtwn Sgb Test
(Me- post). - e .
Y s R 3 ; ,»J*‘

ig;« Data in Table 15 shows the results of. qge pre-test and post—test .

analysis for grade & pupil da&a on sglected gathematics subtests of the

California Achievement Tesé% This ‘table prowides data showing a change
wr N X *( e .

s,

while 25, 4 percent (173) %g?red less than 0 50 xéets gain.:
& N
Based on the anticipated gain ong\SQYap

' A..;..tc'—"l

ﬁﬁ} more than 50 percent
SR RN

of the pupils gaiﬁing morépthan 0 50 yeg%s ectivé jwag mét.

. MEANS, STANDARD Dwmyéﬁs CHANGﬁ ScoRes- AND NUMBER OF
" OBSERVATIONS: \FOR 'MATHEMATICS SCORES- ON' SELECTED SUBTESTS
‘bF THE . CALIFORNIK“A@IIEVEMENT TEST poxg-'pmnn 4 TITLE T PUPILS'

;;;;fi« |
PR TN “CHANGE: .
4" "« ° MEAW - STD. DEV:- ~ PRE TO POST  NUMBER OF OBS.
Math’ Computations ’ )
. Pre-Test . 2.87 0.97 . 0.77’ 594
: ‘Post-Test S 3.06  1.44 S ' : :
Math Concepts-and . - ) T R
* Problem Solving?{- = ' 3 _
) N t Q ' ‘ ) ' - e ‘I“ . »
. Pre-Tes¥ 2,87 ' 1.38 , 0.82 - 598 ‘
Post-Test 3.55 1.76 *© - -
. I-. . . . ) % . -
& \? ~
v 84 : ¥
3

/T Lo e

e'o SR -'
o o e
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"~15." Upon completion. ogéﬁg eighth schogl montMP a sample -of fowrth-

- .gnade Title 1 studewts will display comprehension nelated %o
mathematics concepis by attaining an average gain of 84x months
(grnade equivalent), as measured by the Cw&éﬂonn}a Achievement
Test. (Level 2 Fom A) - Mathematics Concepts Sub-Test (pre- post).

.’ 3
. H

Data in.Table 15° (pége 76) ‘shows the results of the Mathematics

77

3
?
.

Concepts and 'P'r-oblen‘l' Solving .subtest for grade 4 pupils. These data ;. X
show a change score of 0.82 years with a pre-test, ~méan. of 2.87 and a
 post-test mean of 3.55. Additional ana];ysis of these data show 69.6 o
¢ percent (416) pupils made Agaityls in excdsgf‘gf the dg,si;fed 0.50 yéars jl
gain. N i ’ V | ” : & ' ¢ ‘ .‘ /5-
! Based on these data, this objective: was met. '
A oo -.""_'. _"v | _”‘ P :,i . 1
\ . o )
R .} SV | 'y 7 §
2 et R e & F)
P - r“" . ‘. )
) <. ~ . ;_,:5 @
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»

Upon completion of the eighth school month, aczggbze o fourth-

grhade Title 1 students will demonstrate application of mathematics <
problem s0fving by .scoring an average gain of s4ix gonths {(grade
equivalent); as measuwred by the-California Achievement Test (Level 2

_Form A) - Mathemai Problems Sub-Test.

<3

)

These data are covered as part of the previous ‘%ubtesp.
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17. Upon completion of the eighth school month, a bample of Auoth ,
grade Title 1 Atudem will dmnorwbzmte app{,cca,twn 05 compu,ta- o
' .twnal shitls in mathgmatics by attaining:dm.average. g@in of six
months (grade equiv ), as measwied by‘%e"falsé,ﬂvﬂm Achieve-+ .
ment Tesi (Levef 3.Form A) - Ma,thmnaau (’qm Lon Sub-Tesl =
(pre~ posi). c R A

“

\:-‘:,-"‘.'.:‘; X . . ;/ »
Data’in Table 16 presents the means, standard deviations, change

5 8
R

: .'s'core's;,_/_;énq._number. of observations for sefected mathematica .__s‘i:;btests‘of -
the \Caiffemie,Achievement Test for grade 6 Title I i)upvils. ' These-data

: . o . e o :
show that a 'éhange score of 1.10 years was recorded on Mathematicsg

utation Subtest for grade 6 Title I pupils. The'pi-e-test mean score

 -‘ was 4. 18 an/d the post-—test mean score was 5.27, Additional analjrses

\ / « ¢ . .
N\ :l7ndica'5-'v gbgt—ﬂs\é percent (506) of the respondents scored 0.50 years

' ggr,' me 4n or thi subt:est:.w -.f
3 :_"L{%E?ﬁd'a/ )

;5' show tl‘}is ebjective was met.

: . TABLE 16
' DEVIA "CHANGE SCORES AND NUMBER OF, OBSERVATIONS.
MATHEMATICS' SCORES ON SELECTED SUBTEST.
Fonngé ACHIEVEMENT TEST FOR GRADE 6 PITLE I PUPILS .

BN

"f“" . [ . ’
- o CHANGE: S
SEQ[DEV. . PRE TO POST ~ NUMBER OF OBS.
X l{é \\0({ . [ C .

680 ,

&
656 ¥
%
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f §1§ Upon completion of

'f ‘wmonth& (grade eq

w P ' kS .
. I.J . ] , - L L ’ . .. ‘ 80

’i v . §ﬁ~- o . '
,haot month a Sample of szﬂl\—k

" demonstrate commeh@pwn related
gattaining an average gain of s4ix

' as measured by the California Achieve--
‘ Maihe.maixu Concepu and P/wbl.em

..grade Title 1 stude: r
. 1o mathematics congy

. ment Test (Level : »{’
So!;vmg SutPest (i Wos1) .

..

Dq;a in Table 16 (page 79) provides information on the Mathematics

fed

Concepts and Problem Solving Subtest for grade 6 Title I pupils on. the

California Achievement Test. These\data show the Mathematics.Concepts

B i
] . . had 3

and(Probleﬁ_Soiving gain score to be 0.97 years with a pre-test mean of

' 4.08 and a post-test mean of 5.01. These data also indicated theii69.2

. . . - .
percent (454) of the respondeﬁts scored greater thapy 0.50 years gain on

this particular subteet. L o “’

THe results'of:theée data:enalyses indicate tlis objecti.b was

Rl

met.

e

»
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Upon completion of the -eighth schoof month, a sample of sixth-
grade Title T students will display application of problLem so0lving
in mathematics by attaining an average gain.of six months (grade
equivalent), as measuned by the California Achievement Test tlevel 3
Fofug A) - Mathematics Pioblems Sub-TesZ. :

These data are covered as a part of the previou§§subtest.

. N
¢ ~
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20. Upon completion of the eighth school month, a sample of §4ifth-
grade Title T students will display application of computdtional
skilLs in mathematics by attaining an.average gaint of 84{x months
(grade equivalent), as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement »
Test (Intermediate) - Mathematics Computation Sub-Test (pre- post).
. ‘f -Data in Tapi;‘,_flkprovi es the means, standar;l deviations, change
V(jv . . . .
scores, and number of observations for Mathematics scores on Metropolitan
Achievement Test. for gradeiffj“Title I iaupils. These data indicat® that
the Mathematics Compu.tation S.ubt_:;st produced a gain’score of 0.91 years .
for fifth érade pupils. This repre’sented a ‘pre-test mean of 3.96 and a @ _
&
post-test mean of 4.85. 'Addi{%ona’l analysis indicated that 6_;0.r§.‘percent
‘ t st
of the respondents (295) scored 0.50 years or greater on this subtest. _
. . B} by
. Based on these data this objective was met. Yo
‘ - g ’TI‘* e “ S
¢ . TABLED] e i
. T : : . . .ﬁ'"v-jv' .
MEAN, STANDAKD DEVIATIONS, CHANGE SCORES AND NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS .
FOR‘?MATI;IE%TICS. SCORES ON '%;HE ME'L'I‘IOPQLVI.TAN ~ACHIEVEMP§NT TEST :
) * #  FOR GRADE 5°TITLE I PUPIES. o
IQ ;._‘A « L . . A(é‘ gg-
o L WEes L .. " CHANGE: - - -
. iz % - SMEAN .0 STD. DE%. - PRE TO POST  NUMBEROF OBS. =~
’ , o = . .,_:‘ ‘) ’ “.‘;. -‘.‘ o . {_:) ) ' .;',-’-"; ~\’:‘. n.;. o -
Math Computations : e T . ' ;":f;-;' ST
Pre-Test «¢° 3.96- w88 * o
. *Post-Test . . .4.85° ' L
Math Concepts ) > g
: S = o
Pre-Test - 3.56 : 484 .
Post-Test M. 41 L v

Math Problem Solving

\.Elx're—Test e 3.54

T — 'Y
Post-Tegt . 4.34 ot
. ‘ R e . . ] . ’ o : : 'ﬂ’ .
Total Math S . - L 3 R » i
Pre-Test 3.61 0,79 > . 0:.84 500 (T g0
Post-Test - 4.46 - 1.22 e Co A e




a gain score of 85 years Thg.pre-test

83 -

.21. Upon completion of the eighth school month, a Aampl,e 04 5L6th~

ghade Title T students will display compaehenuon nelated to
mathematics concepts by attaining an average gain of s4x months ,
(gnade equivalent), as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement ¥
Test (Intermedidte) - Mathematics Concepté Sub-Test (pre- possé). :

B

Data in Table 17 (page 82) shows the M§§hematics Concept Subtest

- of the Metropolitan Achievement Test for Grade/5 Title I pupils produced o

-ﬁas 3 56 and the.ﬁgst -test .

mean was 4.41 Additional analyses of these dat; shoW'SJ 4 percent (273)

of the respondents scored 0 50 years gain or greater. . .-ﬂ'

s

Based on the anticipated gain of 0 50 years growth and more than 50

-

percent of the population scoring 0. 50 years or better, this objective _ -,
, _ : ”» '
was met. :
‘ =,
n g - ' N
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22. Upon completion of the eighth schook month, a sample 0f fifth-
-ghade Title 1 Atudengﬁ’%itl-diéptay application of probLem

- 808ving in mathemati
' (grade equivalent),:as measured by the Metropolitan Achievement
Test ‘(Intenmediate) - Mathematics Preblem Solfving Sub-Test.

Mathematics Problem Solving Subtest data, appearing in Table 17
(page 82), ihdicat'é gain score or change value of 0.79 years for

o & : . . .
Title I fifth grade pupils. The pre-test mean was 3.54 and the post-test
N

mean was 4.34. Additional analyses of these data indicated that 50.4

Ipercent of the respondents scored 0.50 yéars or greater on this particular

subtest. Based on these resdults this objective was met. b
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y attaining an average. gain of s4x months -
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23. . Upon complefon of the eighth schook month, a’sample of Title I
© - students (grades 1-6) will display a value of 'self as evidenced
by a positive change on 10 percent of the items appearing on the
Ray Self-Image Checklist - Revised (pre- posi).

2

Data inATable 18 to 23 presents the results of the Self-Image
- Chééklist. These tables present data on the numbsr of pupils responding

"yes" to the pre-test and tﬁégﬂﬁgEér of pupils responding "yes" to post-

L

test.” The .absolute increase of "yes" responses was chosen as the measure:

b

of increase. The tables provide an indication by grade ievel of increase

A}

or decréase in responses to the items.

These data show only selected instances where the change represented
» > B .

~<,an increase of 10 percent as,.called for in the objective. Grade 2 data
‘W-szrg;oﬁﬁded‘the largest number of items meeting the anticipated increase,

i’ i
? i

while g;gde€§cﬁata proVidéd the 1oﬁégt number of positive changes on the

Self-Image Checklist. o . d

KRN




TABLE 18

_ Pre-test and Post-test Positive Responses .
and Change Scores for the Sclf-Image Checklist 86
y . for Grade 1 Pupils . -
======\=========‘==============================================================================:
ITEM | , PRE YES  POST YES INCREASE ~ >10%
1. I feel left out of things in class. 49 | 56. 3' ,«7. R ¢
. ' £
2. I am an important person to my classmates. . ..90 77 § -13 )
3. My classmates like me. Do AT
4. I find it easy to get along with my o “ ﬁ;é
" classmates. ' . ' .
. . . L i '.' \ - .:‘;J//,_ L~ \"ﬂ)/"\g
5. I often know the answer beforc the rest of - 82 - 68 - -14 v
the class. "<« s, o : R s ‘ . s
S S ST L el R
6. I feel good about’ my school work. 93 90 S -3
7. 1 get scared when I'm called on in h 1 46 5
«class. N Coe _ -
» : . ' : . )
8. I get my work done on time. 77 83 - e -
& .
9. It ¥s easy for me to stand up in front 80 - 79 -1
of the class and tell them something. o C . -
10. I do my school work without being told 8a‘hﬁf,?iﬁ” 32 S -2
: more than once. » o ' :
11. I usuallxﬁaﬁkgjtg go *o school.- - : . 99 ‘ 82 -17 .
12. When school work is hard, I usually - sg .. 39 19
~ give up. . ' - . L
13. Most kids are smarter than I am. : 'P53 . 56 . RESRE |
14. I find it hard to talk tp-clagsmé, " | 47 B 51 4 \
1§. Most of my best friends are in th T g g7 1
. . ’ RN o - ’ . K e . : .
16. -1 have trouble learning. _ 64 ¢ 59 %J/-5
A . Y ' e < ‘ <
17. I usually understand a story the first .84 80 . : R
© 7 time I read it. I . -
'185 ‘I can figufe things out for myself., . 86 : 82 B =4 ¥,. ‘
19. "I like the kids in this class very much. - . 101 * ‘101 . 0 -

) 3 R TN . N . . .
2;0. I like .t‘o”,start wor )\s.n i things s . . 102 % -1




TABLE 19
Pre-test and Post-test Positive Reégonscs 4 3 - 87
“and Change Scores for the Sclf-Image Checklist .
’ -for Grade 2 Pupils :
ITEM | o . PREYES POST YES - INCREASE  >10%
1. I feel left out of things in class. * 46 ‘37 -9
2; I am an iﬁpqrtanf person to my classmates. 74 75 | 1
3. My classmates like me. o ‘ 84 97 13- x
L ) T v ’ ’ .
4. I find it easy to gey/along with my 76 « - 78 . 2
w‘;.“v’lvﬁ./;',..‘ _c,,}a:ss/mrates‘\‘.: *./‘\q‘ o v - i
Pttt SO0 R S ; Ix‘.‘“)‘ . .
b r NS . ‘ .
\'S, I often know thec answer before the rest of - 62. . 46 _16
the class. : . L »
6. I feel good about my school.work. ) 83 92 ; 9 x
7. I _get scared when I'm called on in o o 30 §5f37 7 v 7 o <
cigsqu L ' T R v '
8. I get my work done on time. . 63 g - 10 X
9. It is easy for me to stand up in front '*&SQQ::f_ji' 827 . -3 : -
of the class and tell them something. R o o
. y Lt L . .
10. - I do my school work without being told ,\“71 ' 68§ -3 Foe
more than once. ¥ . - ' e e
11. I usually like to go to school. - ﬁg,itf<’“591' ‘ 87 g
T T T """:7“2:“““ ComemT .'""“""_' ‘_’”‘"".""""5" T .. Tttt i :-_" -«W- S s - '.'" " “ T g . Tt """ B
.12, W@en chSOI work is hard, 1 usually .. : },: 43 40 3
g],]fe up' L . . . . " . b :
13. - Most kids are smarter than I'am.: } . m o3 6. 3
14. I find it hard to talk to classmates. ' 9'46 | 15 1
: > - 5
15t M?St of my best‘f?lends.are in thls,class.z 91 82, . 9 |
:16.: - have trouble legfnlng.‘ _ - | 35I¥9} 53 2 \
1';. I'usually,underst%ﬁﬂga'stofy the first = = 'gs'igi_ 84 ' L
’ . time I read it, * < F 1
. )
~ ‘ , : ; _ !
hin t £ yself. : ' ' ' : e
g.fpings out formyseth. . T4 85 11 x
xidt 4n this olass very much. - : S
R '#g- * very < .96 94 - - =2 o

'.ﬁigggdrk on new things.



TABLE 20

“"Pre-test and PQst—test Positive Responscs i 88
. and Change Scores «for the Sclf-Image Chccklist , .
’ ' for ‘Grade 3 Pupils =
——————=================================."========":..:“===========n====:
4 .
-, "PRE YES  POST YES INCREASE = >10%
. 40 31 -9
2. I am an important person to my classmates.’ . 81 { 84 3 '
3. My classmates like me. - | 99 : ldb ' 1 -
4. 1 find it"easy to get along with my 94 91 . -3
classmates. , t » _ _ RS R N
5.. I often know the answer before the rest of f_' =50 - - 46Jal: E ;; iR
-~ the class. ‘ . o, T RO 1
: RN ’ o . ) -
6. I feel-.good about my school work. o . 3
7. 1 get scared when I'm called on in _ 10
class. 1 " IR _
8;"I get&py work- done on-time. a 5
9. It is easy for me‘to stana up in front _4
of the class .and tell them something. .
10. I do my school work without being told - e
more than once. - o : B
. , ) . 8
11. I usually like to goto school. ' = 300 _ .'. 95 -
12. When school work is hard, I usually Y R ) ‘33 | -9 ‘
give up. o I .
13. Most kids are smarter ﬁhan I am. 69 - 73 "4 '
14. 1 find it hard to talk té classmates. o 44 - 27 e ':17
15. Most of my best: friends are in this class. B
16'_§} havemfrpu?}e {earnlng1 = : - 60 _ 43 a7
17:" I usually understand a story the first = et :
time I read it. SR 79 .-12
18. . I can figure things out for myself. - ‘ ' '
e gure things yselt- o, s8 88 0.
19. 1 like the kids in this class very much. o Tn e
| o | C . 100 -104 .
20." I like to start work on new things, . . . 2 o
Sl e T N : 111 i10 o -1,
===========‘%=.—;!======='=========-j=================_¥=:=============.‘========;================v=.===
; ) 96 I's B .
v - {
- K -
e ’ > :
: e -
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TABLE 21 .
. Pre-test and Post-test Positive Responsés 89
and Change Scores for the Sclf-Image Checklist
o S " for Grade 4 Pupils
I x o . o, - A . w7
1TEM ‘ 4 .. PREYES POST YES INCREASE  210%
/ B _ X ‘ f . _ N
: . . S '
1. I feel left.out of things in®class. 33, 22 /[\)_11
,2.'\ I am an 'ilqpbrtant person to my cléssm“ates. ' 469 50 .-19
3.} My classmates like me. ‘\ e 97 " 101 ‘4 o
4. 1 find it easy to get along__ with my 79 - 85 6
N classmates.. =, . o ' "
15. I igfte'n know the answer before. the rest of." 49 - . 32 a7 <
=-" . the class. - '
6. I feel good éboutimy school work. 16 96 «7 —
7> I get Scared when I'm'called on in ‘ 34 f 31 -3
class. . o : N - = _

. "\ . “'\\." ¢ N , * . » /
8. ‘I get my work done on time.. . 68 63 -5 ' ’
9, It is easy fpr me to stand up 4n front, 75 . 59 -16
oy of the class and tell them semething.. T =
10. I do my“School ‘work without being told 0 - 73 .

. more than once. S ' 7
11. I usually like to go to:school. - "7 93 86 “-6’ {

' . ) Fd ) \ : ' ]

12. When school work is hard, Ifusuglly . 28 . %7 9 g
give up. '; L . . P ' - @
13. Most kids are smarter than I am. 76 76 ) \ 0
\ , t . . .. B R -
14. I find it hard to talk to classmates. " 37 . 29 _8
15 Most of my best fr\ieri_ds are in thig class. . 87 A a0 3
A e i . Y ‘.“-‘
}16,. I have trm‘xble lt:,arnmg.' S 51 49 ) l__z \
-, X . - : - .
17. I usually understand a story the first e .
’ time I read it. . 8_4 ' o 67‘ - _—17‘
18. I can fig-ure things out for\myself. o ‘86 - _ "
Y‘\' s . . oy - et M ot ‘- ) /r—“-/_
19. ;,'%}’gllke the k}(/iS in th\i s very. such., ¢ 86 92 , 6 _
20 I like to s‘taft work on new things. ' 10; 109 | N \_,




“TABLE 22

' Pre-test hnd -Post-‘t;est B,c;sitive R'esp'c‘mscs o 90 )
and Change Scores for the Self-Image Checklist
for Grade S /Pupils ‘

====‘======================================================================;==================
. . ) : ";/( L \
ITEL’l ., \ ) /'/ i . ' - \. RN ’ '
A S .. PRE YES POST YES |, INCREASE - 210%"
1. 1 feel left out of things in class./ ~n, 32 21 0 -1 :
T - Y <o . £ : . .
; ; . . o
2. I am an important person 'tq my classmates. I 5 S 58 . 17 x
¢ o 7 ; - . " N N ‘ . , .
3.4 My classmates like me. . - .~ -° . . 93 L .A 99 . 6
‘. ‘ ‘ - ' , . c ‘ < 3 . . . ) ,
-4, 1 f£ind it), easy to get along with my e 82 86 e 4
. classmates. o A s E -
5. 1 oftenzknow. the ansiter before the rest of : 33 . 3& R SN N
e class. , \.' . ) : ’ '
. N « ) \.
6. \1 feel good about my school work. » ) 9% 10 o -6 _
7. 1 get scared when I'm called on in J ‘41 X ‘JZ | -9 o
‘class. : . ' | , N ’
8.‘ 1 get my work Hone @."time. : - ‘61 - 7 ’ -4 L
9. It is easy for me to*‘stand up in.- front : . 54 _5‘"7 ' |
of the class and tell them something. - ' '
- S0 "l' ” (. ¢ .
10, ' I do my school work without ‘beipg told 72 ' 76" o
more than once. .. . . ' "¢y | ” o v
. . - wa B . . .', H ':
1. y like t t hogql. - ' SN
11. I psgalﬁy like to go to sc 0?1_ Oo' . 103‘ -  104.’ .‘
12. When school work is hard, I usually ' 35 . ) 21 -
. give wuf. . o ' _ - L .
- o 13 - . . . i ’ :
13. ~Most kids are smarter than I am. . 95 - 88 T . - =7
. SRR - o S . - o g’
14. ‘1 find it hard to talk to classmates. AN 2 g12
15. Most’ of my best friends are in this class. ', = 86 - . 9 o _'4 ,
16. 1 have trouble learning.. '\3\7 PR Y PR 4; -10 . -
' o i A N
17. I usually understand a story the firs 63 g4 11 / Tt <
" time I read it. S L S LT e ‘ ' :
. ' . ’ ’ *‘ ¢ . ’ . "\‘
18. I can figure things out fot myself. L 73 ST g -
/199{ ‘I like the kids in }:his' class vex:y muf:hf; R 93 ' 98 L L 5
2q; I 'like to start vwox:k.or}‘ ;ﬂxcw» t?,hlngs.l, - - 109 1112. 3 )
é;=======================/====§=====‘==========================:’-=—;============================¥




N ' o TABLE23 : N

) Pre-test and Post-test Positive Responses
N -and ‘Change Scores for the Self-Image Checklist _ o
- - for Grade6 Pupils ° ; - ’
. : ‘ ) 4
. e . ‘ o : T :
. o ITEM . CPRE YES  POST YES . INCREASE "> 10%
/4 X . _ ’>~ . ..- . i '- ' ’A U
1. I fegl left out of sthings in 61ass.'éfji . 32, 38 L6 X
2. I anm an‘important'Pegson-tQ my cdassﬁétes. : - 53 | 47 -6 ’
~3. My classmates like me. - T B 115 " 110 . =5’
N - B 3 . . . . * . ot S N ‘ ’
4. Y find’it easy to get along with my .- . 103 110 7 - 7
_classmates. : o ~ g ‘
. : ‘ -)’, ’ - ' . .’(_ " . . ] .
S, vI]often-kﬂBw‘the answer before the rest of .42 . g2 10 X
» the class.’ : ) ‘ ’ DR .
R ,,“,,' U (f‘
vgﬁ;'flwfeel-good about my school work. =~ .. 129 116 ' \ -13
7. .1 get scared when'I'm called on in - " 59 " 52 -7
.- -class. :
8 1 get my work done on time. . 95 é; o —13
9. It is easy“Yfor.me to stand up in front .. g . 63 5
- of }he class and tell them something.- ~ o ' A\
J0. I do my schdol work without peing told , 81 A ._; '
" more than once. ' - ~ L '
11, I usuall& like to go to school. ' - :» 131 ' 114 i -i?'. -
i2. When school woxk is hard, I usually ' R ’ 0 S -
v . give up. o o : * ' " .
13. ,MoSt.kidé arve smartet than I am. ‘
14. I find it hard to talk to classmates. -
. “\ ’ -

’

15. Most.of my best friends ‘are in this class.

16. I have trouble learning. - ' R
. . . T‘,‘ .‘ ) ' ~ -
17. 71 ufually |understand a story the first
timd\ I-repd it. ST

18, - Ivca; figtre things out for mYséif.

12. I like the kiﬁs,in_this class very much.
. ,t.- N

20. . 'I like to Start work on new things. J

\J

—_—— e —————— e e R e SRS SIS S =SS SSR=ERESSSSS
F 3 1t 1ttt )




'24. Upon completion 06 the -eighth Azhool month a sample of Title I,

students (gnades 1-6) will demonstrate a value toward selg-
dinected .behavion in the Learning-process and social setting -of -
the schoof, as measured by the Ray Penformance Scale (Revued)

g Ahouung a 10 penrcent uzc}aeaAc 4An total scone (prc- poAt) r -

. ‘.L',

&~ 5w

- Méans, standard deviations, number of ohservations and change

scores for pre—test'and'post;test results on the Performance Scale for

the ;otal populatiqn and for each grade are” presented in Table 24 The

4

PerﬁbrmMnce Scale was administered to randomly selected pupils across the
[

'system. Provision was made for selectiOn from-all grades and from all

“reach the desired 10 percent increase in total scsre.

types of schools. Only matched data (pre and post) were used in the '

<@

finai,analysis

I These data show a change of 2.44 for the total population and

‘changgs of 2. 64,,? 40, 2. 00 1.03, 3. 09 and 1. 61 for grades 1-6.

eachianalysis the change was positive, but in no instance did' the gain

H

-

'\ . Therefore, this objective_g s_not ‘met.

T v ewmans.

rd

—_ . -
3
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N H . . .
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’ TABLE 24 .
. MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATION, CHANGE SCORE AND -
{ _ NUMBER OF OBSERVATIONS FOR RESULTS OF _
PERFORMANCE SCALE FOR TOTAL POPULATION AND'BY GRADE
Y ) . ' ‘
: ‘ Gr§;§ T ~ Mean . Std. Dev. . Number Change Score
. Pre-test - 37.75 . .. 9.69. i38  2.44
“Post-test-  4Q.19 ©I10.21 <, ' ' :
oL : 3 '
~ Grade 1 ‘ . -
' Pre-test 36.68 10.28 . ' 19 2.64,
*  Post-test 391 32 11.60 v 19 - -
_ R4 . T -

Grade 2 : .
Pre-test ~~ _ 35.40 8.16 _ .25 L 3.40
Post-test 38.80 - 11.99 25 S

Grade 3 | | ,

Pre-test .  39.30 - 8.49 23 -~ 2.00
Post-test =~ 41.30 9.74 e 23
_Grade .4 oo . _ \
Pre-test 37.79 10.64 19 7 1.63
Post-test 39.42 -~ - 9.48 - . - 197 o v T
: . ‘ O . ¢
| | T

Grade 5 _ » ‘ : -

Pre-test - 3AJSy © 8.92 © 24 _ 3.09
_ Post-test 41.08 - 8.78 - - 24 '
. Grade 6 ) B ‘ . _
‘. Pre-test - 39.25 - 11.61 — 28 T 1,61
Post-test 40.86 10.20 28 S
. "
[ - . g
= -
4 : %7 ( ’

®
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ABDITIONAL ANALYSES = L
- . . v

—)- 1

‘

Composite Reading Analysis '" ‘ oy N ‘

. The détg for the composite analysis of reading scores from all
S . R .. “' L4 .

grades (1-6) in the Chattanooga Public Schools' Contiriuous Progress
Reading Curriculum are presented in Table 25. ?hese‘data show the
‘results of-tfe total jear's‘eff?gt;for all Title I schools and indicate

only 38 pupils from a grand total of 1,913 wefe'placed,at a lower posi-

" tion in the curriculim at the éed of the year thah at the beginning of.

the year. - N ' . ' - . .5&\\:?1.
The data aré presented with initial placement down the left side .
of the table and final placement across the top of the figure. These:

data show,7f6: example, that 57 puplls who were placed at Level I at-

initial placemént remained at){hat level. Additionally, the data show .
o ’ X . . : : el

?hat_l44 pgpils.p;ogreséed from_ﬁgvelvl'to'pgvel II at finalyplagemenQ,-

102.progréssed from LeQel I to Level iiI, Ss.ﬁrogresged from Level I to
— Eéve IV, seven progressed from Level I to.Level v, ﬁnd oneé progressed

from Le el,i to Level VI. A second illuscfat%pﬂ:sbows tﬁat'd;e pupil

. ' N ' L
was dnitially placed at Level Ivﬁbuf'was lowered to Level II at final ’

evaluation. =~
'A detailed study of the table shows that all pupils to the right =
- of the heavy black line diagonally from upper left to lower:right on N

. . : ) N \ . . )
_ the, chart progressed at least one level. Using data from the first

’

illustration, 144 pupils who were at Level I progressed one~levéi_(tb
s KLevel II); 102 pupils who were at Level I progressed two levels (to -
Level Iii), 55 pupi;s who were at Level I’;rogresséd three leveis'(tou;

3 D ‘ A ) . ‘ 4 | _94',/\ . . s \ ——‘
100" :
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o  §ITLE I READING PRoGRAA
A .Y BUPLL DISTRIBUTION BY READING L VEL
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'
-
’

Levei\:y), seven pupils who .were at Level I progressed four levels (to S e

‘vLevel‘ ), 'and one pupil who was at Level I progressed five levels (to

-

_Level VI). e o ' - L

- Additional data shows the numbers pf pupils in each levek at the end

-of the yean\and the enrollment changes during the year.

Data .in Table 26 shows the pupil distribution by grade by reading
curriculum level for the full year. Tables 27 through 29 provide the pupil ;
. cyc‘le/ evaluation for grad_es 4, 5, and 6. Data for grades 1, 2, and 3 appear

in the performance ghjectives section and these additional data are ofifered -

. ’ Il " R - B -

' to complete the tota] picture of CPAC material.
- . ' -
=  The average gain for all pupils was 1.7 levels. 'Grade 4 pupils
v . v e ) .

-gained 1.7 levels, "grade S'pupils gained 1.8-levels, and'grade 6 pupils

gained 1.5 levels./ : . o

- ’ .
Other-Standardized Test Results ' _ p

= B . ’ o N .
. % v Data; in ﬁableﬂgo presents the mﬁigg, standard deviatiens,‘change . ‘

scores, and number of'ohservations for neading'and mathemati!s-%cores on
o
selected subtests of the California Qchievement Tes'f for grade 2 Title I

pupils These. data show that in the second’ grade results the Reading

Vocabulary subtest qﬁoduced a change of’ 0 9I’months, the Reading Cnmprh- :

-hension subve produced a change of. 0 76 months, the Math Computﬁfiou

“\

.. 5 N
subtest produced a change of 0.82 months;-and the Math Concepts and

S ‘ o
Problem Solving subtest produced a change of 0.82 months. These data

indicate that the Reading Vocabulary and Math Computations test
approx tely 0.4 of the’ year above the’ anticipatéd\g‘,degiﬁcrggjz of d\ih

‘months, while the Reading Comp ehension 3ﬂd th Congﬁpts and Problem Solv-

Ang results indicated a gain of~
4 ' *
‘these gain scores produced resultg which were above the anticipated- 0.5

e T 105\

proximately 0.3 of one ?ear. All of

.
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TITIE T READNGVPROGRAY© C
. PUPTL, DISTRIBUTION BE/READING LEVEL . )
. CYCLE REPORT, 1973-74 FOR GRADES 1-6 BUPILS ‘
¢ | . y
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"

53

86

49

bl
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/{ TABLE 30 \ o ,
b MEANS, STANDARD 5EVI TIONS, CHANGE SCORES, AND NUMBER OF ',
e .t OBSERVATIONS FOR ‘READING, AND MATHEMATICS SCORES ON -~ " "~ h
‘ SELECTED SUBTEQIS. OF CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT o ~
TEST FOR GRABE' 2 TITLE I PUPILS S
. - e o e o ‘ﬁ
. 7 N .
‘ , " Standard ‘Change . Number of-
Subject . Mean Deviatidn. Pre- to Post- Observations
Reading Vocabulary -
> Pretest % 1,19 . 0.76 0,91 .~ . 377 .
- / - Posttest” s ’2.09 0.96 . . - NG
Reading Comprehension - ( o f S - ¢
Pretest - ] 1.30 10-81 « 0076 h ~‘ 350
. Posttest . \2.04 1.06 - y i"-
Math Computations / . : - a s
Prefest - . 123 . o706 -o0.92 - 32 o #
Posttest é 2,16 0.81 @ ; ‘ , B
,. . ) & g ) 7 . ) .. )
. Math Concepts and SR W , ' e £
Problem Solving : e _ L
Pretest . ‘ 1.34., 0.85. 0.82. 367 o
Posttest - T 2.18 1.02 o . R
; : ) . , X K - - . . R
) . ’ J ° ”®
. / { v
, - _‘ Y > Q\ -
. -;\BE - ’ R
T 9 N
}/'qm o i ;
5 ‘ ,
- - 5

AN
i~
2
—
o

114




I S : ) PR
years, 61 4 percent oﬁ the Readingﬁgpmprehension respondents sﬁored gre

than O. 5 years, while 72. Z/percent of the pupils for whom data were ¢

~

.on Math Computation scored greater than 0.5 years, and 67. 3 percent of he
/
2,
Math. Concepts and Problem’ SolVing_pupil respondents indicated a gain sco
N . . ( -,“
of greater than 0.5. When‘coupled with the ma:frial'from the/thattanoog
“

. Continuous Progress Reading Program, theaanticipated gain of 0.5 years for-

[

Title I second grade pupils was at{ained' . a ’ .

Data in Table 31 presents similar results for grade 3 Title I,pupils.
' v
In this case, Readino V cabulary change scc?& was 0 83 years, for Reading
g
years, for Math“Computation, 0. 96 years,:and for Math-

Comprehension, 0.

- A

Concepts and Problem Solving, 0.94 years - In eaCh Case, tha anticipatedg ‘v;mv

wﬁs exceeded by .30 to go years. These gains indicate that, the program
AR v /
producing results which are better than those which could have been antici-

pated at. program inception time An additional analysis shows that 63. 8 "
percent of the respondents of Reading Vocabulary Test scored O ¥ years or ?""

<4 - \(;' i
61.0 percent of the respondentS’to the Reading Comprehension ngt-scored 0.

-v

scored 0.5 years or mor&, ‘and 72 4 percent of the reSpondents to the ‘Math

Concepts and Problem Solving subtest scored greater than 0.5 years

.

.

s

S § &
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- TABLE 31

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, (HANGE - SCORES, 7AND NUMBER OF ~\
OBSERVATIONS FOR READING AND MATHEMATICS SCORES ON “f

e SELECTED SUBTESTS OF THE CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT %
e ‘TEST FOR GRADE 3 TIm I PUPILS ' '
..? . ) ' “ . - . -
» S T Standard - _Change > Number of
>  Subject g\ . ‘Mean Deviation PrAto Pogt-  <Observagtions
D . S e R v S '
§. Reading oc%ry . ' L . N N .7;,[ , :
g i ¢ o ’ s * 3 v ) o ' .‘: L o
- W % Pretest 1.7 1.12 ~ 0.83 - ., . 315 . S
- . - Posttest . 2.55 1.37 - oy T \ S
" Reading Comprehension o | U ‘ . s

Pretest ¥ © 192 09 0.8 - 313 {
Posttest ‘ 2,78 .42 - S , L -
Math Con;put,at'ions C oy . o '

Pretest o 1.93 0.82 096 . 320
. Posttest ' \ - 2.89 0.94 o _. &

N U
" Problem Solving S N ) -

Pretést | 1,01 ’1.12 . 0.9 | 319
Posttest - _ - 2.87 ;l.32 LI e
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. K o i . .o o s
Supportive Services o o . _ ) : _
\ AN o . Q z»/ﬁ 3 ." ‘
't <. Health Services. The Title"I nurses visited the Title I schools on

‘ ' : : R .
a regular-basis during the school year. Referrals were reSeived~frgm each

Tt

school. Referrals were an&lyzed in terms of medical,'dental, vision, and

hearing data. Table 32 follows, showing the results of the year'szaCtiVities. -

4 ' 4

-‘/ . ‘.’.

” SCHOOL - ~ MEDIYAL . DENTAL ‘ VISIQN . HEARING

. Avondale |, # g 1 6 0
Bell /18 0 . 5 2
Carpenter . 52 ¢4’ 1 13 0
Garber ) 36 1 .11 0
Henry % - ‘31 . 2 8 L)
Highland Park 27 2 \ 9- 0
Howard 4. 25, %7, 0 2 0.
Orchard Knob 123 . 14 23 0
Piney Woods -~ 20 1 4 5
Ridgedale 16 0 2 0
Trotter " .5 1 . 3 . .0

=2 2 ot

TOTAL: 362 L2 23 \’ 86 . . 7

4
~ S

. Mere than 1,800 children were seen by Health Service personnel in

L 3
.~the schools, with some being seen several times. Vision failures were

Y 'Y

screened and the 1972-73 vision failures gsre followed ,up and t ncomplete s,

,\,':

* cases were handled. Detailed information on the vision test results an
,' . . - » .-\'
- pupil dispbsition is available in the Title I office.

A . J . . ) ) ’ ‘ " c . )
@ : - : ’ / ‘
. K ) B S ¢
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' Parent Involvement Program Q | x P 4
. The Title ‘I; Parent lnvolvement Specialist worﬁedthroughout the : - .

X‘ear to implement the parent phas‘e of the Wgram through individuaf
school and city-wide é‘ctivities. Local PAC meetings were held in each

school tl?’oughout the school year and the Policy Advigory Counc;l.l met C—

: 4
:onthly, October thrc;ugh August. S e I | | }
' I:;rent involvement in local PAC activities involved 553 parents Z-;-l :.?”_?
while city-wide activities involved 416 parents. City;wide activiti | N o -
for parents included' U _ : () . \_‘ : m\ B '
1. Attendance at schgol board meetings. N S .' ! '
l. .' A._.Sesa‘;e .Stre'et‘ Workshops . T _
3 Lea ership Workshops. | o ' . .
A . 4.. I_l’arent E_ffectivenes.s Workshops, | L
P e s I_{ole. Playing Clat . -
| | 6. Se\-ving.v:Cla’sses. ~ ’ .
7. Nut; tional Classesﬂf ’ N "
8. "'T'_I}_eseart:h_"with Brock Candy - w
9. | Consumer l'Education Worlcshops. ' o Y ' .. | '_\\ .
lO:‘bl ..Exerciz;e Classes. " : o / S . o
11. ‘Boat Trip. - " = _ . :

',The following table shows the involvement of each’ school in PAC

- _
activitdes within the school.

v . : -
. o, 2 . . - :
. . T .
L4 S [P .
. R . . . N T T e

118



4 . ' TABLE 33 oy Ly
" INVOLVEMENT OF SCHOOMS IN PAC ACTAVITIES WITHIN SCHOOLS

\
\

ﬂﬁigér of Fimes "' - . .
v Parents Attended ' ‘ Individual
Meetings and/or Activitids, - Parent Attendance

_School
Avondale _ 99 15 .
Bell /o ', . m -7 .i4' |
- S ST S
Carpenter : ' - ‘ 113 _ R 23.
Carbér S a - ‘.i ;T lii': 1;5 o o . .8
Henry - L 272 "?}' T - 23
Righland Park ~ - 398 ... " - 23
_.V:liowa'rd | | - IR Y - ' 9.
Orchard Knob ' . 1; : : 279 ... ' _h‘24 -
Piney Woods . . a9 20
Ridgedale © R 102 _- I ¥

Trotter e .76 . 7
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' RESPONSES TO SILENT READING
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Part "c" Project — Special Student Study a

T o R ¥ S P
- \54 The Title.I "C" Project was designed to provide. .(l) a piIot g;ogram of

apeé?}} instruction in two target schools for a. select group of Title I o o _
N participants whose achievement in reading ‘was, determined ‘on the project

f.

evaluatiog, to be the lowest ofmall project participants, and (2) to provi@e

) -

wmelategﬁﬁtaff development activities,to upgrade both staff leadership and-.

T cher skills\in the te//hing of hard—corg'remedial cages. *'; R

’ . . - . »:-" o . T e '-..4 - }:\,‘-’
SR ° ST e -

(l) By June l 1974 60 percent of the Title I

Performance ngectives.

) speciéglstudy students will display a knowledge of oral reading as evidenced

R

nby a gain of one test levbl,- ‘pre-‘to post-test scares on the oral reading "

S

Qﬁicem of the Durrell Analysis of Reading Diffieulty. (2) gg June ¥, 1974
.

A 0 percent of t@T\itle I special ‘study students will display a knowledge of

silent reading as evidenced b a gain of one test level £rom pre— to post-

o
¥ ‘test scores on the silent reading item- of ‘the- Durrell v :] ‘s-of Readfhg
¢ s . ' n o

- T,

Difficultyawl,

o :«f' EA . ] :
e *( pg - . v

\ )‘ . I . .

’ . . AR ’ .

Data Analysis.-- The data collected to evaluate thesge objedtives are

;‘ ‘;-

- -

presented in ables 34 and 35. These data show ‘the initial or. pre-test placé—ﬁ'

"ment and th yfina1 or post-test placement for all partioipants on both oral[ ‘
' : e S

.k'
These data results were substituted for the: Durrell

and silent readings.

" Analysis. - .
' “~ ’/; : ." ~‘,".._.. o

,ta'show %0 of 47 or 85 percent. of the.special

Silent Reading. fThes"

~

study pupils gained one or mo flevels on the Silent Reading measure.TQAddi--;' o\

. tlonally, 15 of'47_or 32 percent gainedltwo levels. Therefore, .this ohjective '

was met. Resﬁ%tﬁwof the pupil gains in silent reading is reflected in Table 34.
\ B . ’ N C ., .

: 121
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Oral Reading. These data show 41 of 47 ‘or 87 petcent of the special =
; .
‘ study pupils gained one or more levels on the Oral Redding measure. . These

‘o

data ahow 17 of 47 or 36 percent’ gaine& two levijs and 1 of 47 or 2 percenb

» gained three 1evels. -Therefore, this objective was met.~ Table 35 shows these

. ) .
datﬂ o . ; j"‘" ¥
- . . . N
- 4
@ - ] . :
B, ' 55 & £
4 . . »~
£
. e 5
- . a\
y v '
- .Q - hd

'@5




/.' o . ) -
,Tﬁg.ss . .~.‘.?'1

Rnspo%ns' TO ORAL READING
- PRE-TEST TO POST-TEST MEASURES .
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