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CHAPTER I
The Proéfa.m

A, Backgroﬁnd

The College Discovery and Develppment Progrer was initiated
in 1965 by the roard of Education and the City University_of
New York to discover end develop the potential of ninth grade
educationally and economically disadvantaged studenis who have
been under-achievers through a special kind of program in~..
volving the benefit of intensive and long range support. The
remedial reading and femedial mathematics components of- the CDD
Program were funded by Title I ESFA and were supplementéry to
services and instruction under city tax levy funds. In l97ﬁ-75
the program operated in three high schools, one iﬁ each of
Thomas Jefferson High School in Brookl;ﬁ,Jand Seward Park High
School in Marnhattan. The progrém\was in operation from

September 19Tk through June 1975.

B. Objectives

The following objectives were stated in the project proposal:

1) As a result of participation in the reading component ,
the participants will show a statistically significant
difference in their reading grade between their actual
post-test and the anticipated post-test.

2) As a result of participation in the mathematics com-
ponent, the participants will show a statistically
significant difference in their mathematics grade
between their-actual post-test and anticipated post-test.



‘The CDD Program completed its tenth year of eontinudus
implementation in June 1975. During this 197L<75 academic
year there were three classes enrolled in the program: CDD VIII,
admitted in September 1972, CDD IX, admitted in September 1973
aﬁd CDD X, admitted in September ;97h. There were, in addition,
a Emall number of students who had beén édmitted to the progrem
prior to September 1972 but whoﬂhad not yet compleﬁed their higﬁ
school studies st tﬁe end of June 19Tk,

According to the project proposal, the total enrollment was
to be 925 tenth, eleventh and twelfth grade students. The
actual total enrollment was 830 (Spriggﬁfigures). Table I
presents the anticipafed and actual enrollment at each grade

level in each of the three participating high schools {(June 1975).

D. Selection Procedures

As in former years, a joint effort vas expended to recruit
and select students for the program. Referrals of students were
made through ﬁinth year junior and senior high schools, guidance
counselorsband community action agencies. City University
personnel ‘screened the borough nomination applications in
accordance vith criteria estéblished under Title I ESEA. After
CitmeniVefsity estgg%iihed an initial roster of eligible
appliqgnts, a panel oé‘each center's staff reviewed the applica-
tions and selected end enrolled approximately 325,hinth year
educetionally and economically disadvantared studentsAffom the

initial roster. Students entered the p;ogram in the tenth year.

4
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TABLE I

ANTICIPATED AND ACTUAL ENRCLLMENT 1974-75

925

School Grade Levél Anticipated Actual
Seward Park 10 125 96
11 100 8
12 96 88
Total 3z1 272
Roosevelt 10 125 11k
11 100 98
12 101 9L
Total 326 306
Jefferson 10 100 8L
11 76 76
12 102 92
Total 278 252
" TOTALS 10 350 294
1 - 276 262
12 299 27k
Total §3O

Data obtained from coordinators Spring 1975.



E.  Funding

The largest single source c?f fundineg for the ithree
participating schools was a grant of the U. . Cffice of
Education to the Board of Educaticn of the City of New York
under Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Educa*ion fct.
This grant, totalling $8Y5,850 was utilized by the Board of
Education almost entirels withir the schools tc pay for personal

services of high school CDD staff, for equiprent and materials.
A small portion was used to ccmmission an independent evaluation
for the Titlé I CDD Program.

A second source of funds for the high school operations of
CDD was in the regular opera?ing'budgét of the Board of Education
of the City of New York for the thhee host high schools. Although
the special features of the Title I program were funded under
Title I, the Board of E&ucation had not been felievéd of any of
its normal responsibilities to CDD students. Thus, éach high
school continued to be allotted funds for CDD students on @he
same basis‘as all other students with a small additional allotment *o

maintain small classes.
F. Program Activities

The.core of the program was individualized and small grecup
instruction in remedial and/or corrective classes, reading snd/cr
mathematics, in classes of 10 %o 15 students. Pupils in the
program attended a period (approximately 40 minutes) of supple-
mentary reading instructicn five %imes a week in addition teo their

regular English class. The feading program was desigred to

~lia




agssist studen£; with word attack and comprehension skills
involved in getting and interpreting the meaning of the printed
- page. The techniques used ngs.to aid students increase their

rate of reading outside the classroom. S

_Pupils in need of corrective and/or remedial mathematics-
were assigned to math classes five times a week for one period a
day (approximately L0 minutes) in addition to their regular
math class. The classes were designed to assist individual
students overcome their basic skill deficiencies. Pupils
participated in the regular school curriculum in addition to-
their participation in remedial reading, remedial math, or in
some instsuces, both remedial classes.

Guidance was available to all students in the program on a
oile to one hundred ratio.

The students engaged in supportive cultural experiences in
order to provide motivation and interest innaéademic skills, |
Tutoriﬁg, according to the préject préposal, was to be
available to students when deemed necessar& by their teachérs,

guidance goungélers or self-initiated.
The degree to which project activities outlined in the

project proposal were met is discussed in Chapter III, Findings.




CHAPTER II

Evaluation Procedures

All aspects of the evaluation design were prepared By the
Office of Educational Evaluation in consultation with the
Project Coordinator. The following evaluation objectives and
procedures appear in the project proposal:

A.  Evaluation Objective #1: To determine whether, as a
- result of participation in the Reading Component, the
reading grades of the students will show a statistically

significant difference between the real post-test scores
and the anticipated .post-test scores,

Subjects: All participants in the reading component.

Method and Procedures: The appropriate level of the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test will be administered
twice: During the first week of the program, and during
the last week of the program.

Analysis of Data: Data will be analyZed by the' 'Real
(treatment) Post-test vs. Anticipated (without treatment)
Post~test! design

- Time Schedule: Pre-test will be administered during the
first week of the program, and post-test during the last
week of the program.

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test was

admlnistered in November (pre-test). In order to
allow ample time for test scoring and analysis, the post-test
vas administered early in May. The actual treatment time

between pre- and post-test was; tHérefore, six months.

-6~
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Level 111 of~¥he SDRT,‘administergd to eleventh and
twelfth grade students, does not yield a grade level equivalent
score, Percentile ranks were used to analyze data, by means of
one group repeated measurement. The eﬁaluator received permission
from the OEE in January 1975 to change this aspect of the
evaluation design.
B. -Evaluation Objective #2: To determine whether, as a result

of participation in the Corrective Mathematics Program,

the mathematics grade of the students will show a

statistically significant difference between the real
post~test score and the anticipated post-test score.

Subjects: All participants in the mathematics component.

Method and Procedures: The appropriate form of the MAT
Mathematics Test will be administered twice: During the
first week of the Program, and sgein during the last week
of the program.

Analysis of Data: Data will be analyzed exactly as pre-
scribed for Evaluation Objective #1 .(above).

. !
Time Schedule: Pre-test will be administered during the
first week of the program, and post-test during the last
week of the program.

It should be noted that delays in securing the Metropolitan

Achievement Test delayed the administration of the pre-~test

until late October or early November.

The Final Report was due in the Office of Educational Evaluation
on June 23, 1975. In order to allow ample time for test scoring
and analysis, the post-teést was administered early in May. T@gﬁ

actual treatment time between pre- and post-test was, therefore,

six months.

11




c. Evaluation Objective #3: " To determine the extent to
which the program, as actually carried out, coincided
with the program as described in the Project Proposal.

It is important to note that the evaluator was limited
“to two full-day visits to each participating Center. Cne
visit was made during the Fall semester, the other during the

Spring semester.

-8-




CHAPTER III
Findings

Ao Objr -7
In adherenc e lon design specifications,

the reading comprehension subtest of the Stanford Diagnostic

Reading Test was administered to participating tenth (Level I1),
eleventh and twelfth (Level III) grade students on a pfe—post
test basis. The pre-test was administered early in November
1974 and machine scored. The post-test was administered in
April 1975\and scorgd by the reading teachers.

Tenth year reading comprehension grade level scores were
submltted by 81l three schools for analysis. Comparisors between
predicted and agpuil post-test scores were computed as specified.

‘The results are found in Table II. Test results were available

for 24T students., This is 84.01 per cent of the total number o

294 participating students., Reasons for incomplete data were
truancy (5 students, 1.70%), discharges from school (1l students,
4.76%) and lack of either pre- or post-test scores (28 students,
9.52%). ,

The actual mean gains between pre- and post-test ranged
from .79 at Seward Park through .88 at Roosevelt fo 1.32at
Jefferson.. The actual mean gain between the predicted and actual
post-test grade level scores for tenth year students was ,53,
The value of t = 5.56 for total tenth grade group was significant

at greater than the .01 level,

-9-
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TASLE IT

MEAN READING GRADE LEVEL (SIRT-COMPREHENSION)FOR TENTH CRADE
" PRE- PREDICTED AND ACTUAL POST-TEST

Mean ; Standard Deviation ,
| Pre¢icted  Actual Predicted  Actual
School ~ Ni#  No¥  Pretest  Posttest  Posttest  Pretest  Posttest  Posttest  t-test o
—_ | (Pred-Act .Post ) o
letferson 8. 73 .81 T 813 1l 2,05 2,08

Roosevelt 11k 90 b6l 7.16 7.52 1.73 1,78 1.79

- —oT—

Seward Park 96 Bk 6.3 6,87 7.18 1.7k 1,89 2,03

TOTAL 0L 2l 6.61 7.06 7.59 1,75 1.88 1.97 5,56
(sign. € .01)

Nj# = Total mmber of students in program (discharged, new afnissions, ete.) L
gk = Total number of students for whom date is availeble and complete | 15.




Level III of the reading comprehension subtest of the

Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test does not yield grade equivalent

scores. Elevénth and twelfth year percentile ranks were sub-
mitted for analysis. Pre-post test analysis (one group repeafed
measurement design) results are found in Tables III;and Iv,
Test results were available for 175 eleventh year students
(76.42 per cent of the total eleventh yaar participants) and
@i b year students (75.60 p.r cent of twelfth year students).
kleventh year missing data were duegtohl2 discharges (5.24%) and
42 without either pre- or post-test scores (18.34%). Reasons
for missing twelfth year data were 11 graduated (5.26%), 8 dis~
charged (3.82%) and 32 without pre- or poét-test scores (15.31%).
The mean gain of 3.53 perCehtile ranks for the 175 eleventh
year students was significant at.greater than the .01 level.
This in spite of the fact that one sck:ol showed a.loss of 1.70°
in mean peréentile rank from pre- tc » *-testing.
The mean gain of 2.04 percentile: » «s for the total 158
twelfth year students was not statisti. . significant (t=1.62).
The rcader is cautioned to keep i: mind that a diagnostic
test, a test designed for instructiopal purposes not as an
achievement measure, was uséd to measure achievement in reading
comprehension. In addition, only 5 months passed between pre~
and. post testing.

B. Objective IT - Mathematics

In adherence to the evaluation design specifications the

Metropolitan Achievement Test in Mathematics was administered

-l]l-
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TABLE IIT

MEAN READING PERCENTILES (SDRT~COM§REHENSION ) FOR ELEVENTH GRADE
PRE- AND POST-TEST

~ Mean Standard Deviation
| Actual
School M* Nt Pretest  Posttest  Mean Galn  Pretest  Posttest  t-test
. (Pre-Post)

Jefferson % 62 28,26 35.09 6.63 16.93 22,8

Roosevelt 98 T6 253 NB L0 BE 1.2

Seward Park | 59 37 2l 00 .70 8.70 10,16 | 12,k

oL @ ga BB 353 B9 we 3

(sign, € .01

T = Total smmer of students in progren (discharged, new sdmissions, ete,)
No# = Total nunbser of students for whon data is availsble and complete:

18
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TABLE IV

. NEAN READING PERCENTILES (SDRT-COMPREHENSION) FOR TWELYTE GRADE

PRE~ AND POST-TEST
Mean ) Standard Devlation
. { Actue’

School T*  Np*  Pretest  Posttest  Meun ..  Tretest  Posttest  tesmst
. _— (Pre-Post ) |
Jefferson %2 N 37,58 38.10 52 - 2LT 33.93
Roosevelt o N R R K| 203 20,78 2.7
Sevard Park¥* . 23 1k 24,03 32.57 7.6k 0.7 8.9

Total . 209 156 36,45 4o.bg 2,0 19,4 22,03 1.60ns

M# = Total number of studemts in Title I progrem
No# = Total number. zf students for whom date 15 availsble and complete
H School reported only students who received remedial reading instruction




on a pre-post test basis to all students who received remedial
mathematics instruction. Not as many CDD students participated
in remedial math :lasses as ir remedial reac::
The pre-test was administered ir November 197h. The post-
test in April 1975.
Pre-post test deta was available for 219 tenth year students,
99 eleventh and twelft: year studentz_ The total of 318 is
~equivalent to 73.61 per cent of all =ssudents in remedial
math classes.

Data was analyzed by means of predicted post-test analysis. ©
Tebles V aad VI present data for math component of CDD program.
Tenth year students in the math componeht did achieve
significant gains (predicted actual post t value = 4.0k), For

eleventh year students there was a small loss noted between
predicted énd actual ﬁost-test, it was not large enough to be
statistical}y‘signif?cant..

The reader is again cautioned to keep in mind that only
> months passed between pre- and post-tests. Perhaps if the
time had been longer, more significant results would have been
exhibited. More important, however, is thatv some 30 students'
pre~test score was 9.9, the highest score the test is designed
to report. These students could not be included in the data
analysis becauseﬁhgre was no possibility of any growth.
There is no wayﬁof knowing, grade level wides. how much better

they were doing in April than in Tovember.

21
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BLEV

MEAN MATH GSADE LEVEL (MAT) FOR TENTH GRADE
PRE- PREDICTED AND ACTUAL POST~TEST

-~ Mean " Standard Deviation
Predicted  Actuel Predicted  Actual -
School ¥  Np*  Pretest Postiest Posttest” Pretest ~Posttest  Posttest t~test _
- (Pred-Act . Post)
Jefferson B A1 7.19 7.69 8.29 1,41 1.4 1.30
! PRoosevelt 11k 90 1.3% . .H 8,16 1,36 1.4 117
(0 .
| SemdPak B 6 TR 1.4 05 1% 118 123
Total 286 219 1.0 T 8.28 1.38 1,38 1,22 b, 0h
| ; (sign. £ .O.l)‘ Z
Np# = Totel number of students in Math progrem /(discharged, nev adnissions, ete,)
No¥ = Totel number of students for whom data is svailable and complete
93

99




TABLE VI

- MEAN YATH GRADE IAVEL (MAT) FOR ELEVENTH AYD TVELFTH GRADE
' PRE- PREDICTED AND ACTUAL POST-TRST

Mean Standard Deviation

Predicted  Actual Predicted  Actual

School M Nox  Pretest DPosttest Posttest  Pretest  Posttest . Posttest  t-test

—— (Pred-Act,Post)
oo deftesm R 1% 45 8.3 13 L0 7
: " ) '
& Roosevelt 98 93 8.6 . 8.9 9,02 1.78 L1 .89
B -
| Sevard Park 31 10 TAb 7,98 8.33 97 1.05 1.10

Serd Pk 15 9 B 85 LI 2 B B B IR A

' (Grde 12)
Totel = 16 99 6.9,  6.68 8.6 115 1.12 1.03 60n.s.

B

N# = Totel number of students in Math progren (discharged, new admissions, etc.s o

Nt = Total nurber of atudents in program for whom date is aveilable and complete




Objective III - Program Implementation

1) Physical Facilities

The physical facilities in each of the fhree Title T
host schools were adequéte. Small group instruction, most
often, was conducted in regular school classrooms. The
rooms were airy and well 1lit.. Closet space for storage
purposes was quite sufficieﬁt. Office space for staff
Was‘adequate in only one Center, Jefferson High School.

2) Student Enrollment

The program serviced the needs of the specific target
population for which it was designed. b
3) Materials

A variety of reading and mathmatics materials vere
used in the CDD program. IA addition to teacher-made
meterials and several word games, the following is a
partial list of available materials:

Reading Materials: Shostak-Vocabulary Workshops

Bromberg-1100 Words You Need to Know
Gilbert-Breaking the Reading Barrier
Smith-Be a Better Reader :

: . SRA Kits-Dimensions in Reading
SRA-Reading. for Understanding
Barnell-Lofts~Specific Skills Series
Grobers-Reading: Attainment System
New York Times

Mathematics Materials:
Learning to Compute
New Iook at Fractions
New Look at Percentages
Foley-Individualizing Math
Johnson-Applications in Math
Cross-Number Puzzles
McCormack Mathers Materials
Random House Kits
Rassmussen~Key to Algebra

-17-
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4)  Project Coordinatcr

The Project Coordinator, arn assistant director, was
reSponsiblekto the Division of High Schocls, Central Board
of Education. Her duties inciuded the admiristration and .
coordination of the entire Lhigh schecol CDD program. She
worked closely with the Center Ccordinators, visited the
high school zenters on a regular btasis, planned and
implemen‘:ed staff training, and analyzed needs and pre-
pared budgets,for the total program, disseminated
information in collaboration with the City University CDD
Progream Director; approved énd forwarded for processing
school requisitions and £eimbursable purchase orders for
each center and worked in cooperation with the evaluation
consultant,

The Project Coordinator had been with CDD for several
years. Bhe was thoroughly fémiliar with all aspects of the
Program and one of its staunch supporters,

5) Center“Coordinators

The Center Coordinators were teachers of remedial\
reading or ¥emedial mathematies. Thej were selected for their
expertise as teachers and their understanding of the objectives
and fhe thrust of the program. In addition to teaching one
class of remedial reading or math, the three Title I CDD

Center Coordinators were responsible for the program operation

within their respective schcols. They coordinated the CDD



program, organized and supervised testing progréms,
prepsred reimbursable purchase orders, inventories, needs
assessments, worked closely with the Project Ccordinator,
chairpersons of academic departments within their schools.
end consulted with the project evaluator, .

Unfortunately, the Center Coordinators in Jefferson
and Seward Park High Schools were reassigned to othér school
responsibilities mid-way through the academic year. They
wef; replacea by dedicated but less experienced (as far as
CDD is concerned) personnel. It is to the credit of both
new coordinators that they were able to learn and perform the
tasks of CDD coordinators so quickly and efficiently.

The Center Coordinétor in Roosevelt High School remained
with the program the entire school year. When she started
in &-ptember, §h§;§g§wggs a novice to CDD, She learned quickly,
performed conscieﬁtiously and met all her responsibilities,
Thg program would benefit if she remained és coordipgtor next'
year.

6) Remedial Reading and Remeaiszl Mathematics Teachers

The project proposal specified a CDD remedial teaching
staff of seventeen, eleven teachers of reading and six teaqhérs
of mathematics.wLEpg Centers at Roosevelt-and Jefferson High
Schools were to have four teachers of remedill and/or
corrective reading and two‘teachers of remedial and/or

corrective math. The Center at Seward Park High School was to

have three teachers of remedial and/or corrective reading and

28
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two teachers of remedial end/or ccrrective nath. (These
figures include the Center Cocrdineters.) Each tegcher
- Wwas to teach twenty-five full periods of CDD remedial
reading or math.

<

Seward Park and Jefferson High Schools implemented
the program proposal as wriiten. . At Rocsevelt High School,
teachers (eleven reading and four math) taught remedial
classes of CDD students and also taught regular mainstream
classes during the first half of the school year. Starting
in February, remedial reading'and math teachers at“Roosevelt
were assigned to CDD exclusively with CDD students.

The teachers in the CDD progfam were selected by and
responsible to their respective department chairperson, not
to the ,DD Center Coordinator. Commurication between CDD
Center Coordinators and department chairpersons was good
thrbughout the school year, |

The major role of gll‘remedial teachers was to instruct
small groups of students, to adapt techniques, syllebi,

curriculum materials, etc. to individual needs of students

who were deficient in basic skills.

Iwo teachers told the evaluatér thatlthey preferred
teaching in the CDD program betause instrqctional groups
were small, no more than 15 students. They said the CDD
assignments were "plums" in the total school picture. Three
teachers commented that they were not femiliar with the CDD

program when initially assigned, tut once a part of the

-20-~



program, they thought it to b+ a good way té;hélp aca-
demically disadvantaged youngswers. Only ane teacher told
the ewalwitzr tmat altwough her stiz=uts werlked hard she
preferr«j. tz wach "brighter" stufents

The quuiiTy of instruction weried from teacher to

teacher., In wne observed class3'“é te=acher handed out

commercially prepared reading lzv.sms and w==ted for the
pupils to resort "test scores" &~ the end of each lesson.
In énother-reading class, the teacher and pupils read a
playlet together. The students were interested in the
lesson. The teacher was an active participant and
instructor. New words were defined and discussed,
questions. were raised and answered.

In math, although the students were working indepen-
dently in class, the teacher worked with individual puﬁils.
He clarified troublesome problems and eﬁcouraged the
gstudents to try more difficult problems. Teaching and
"learning Wefe obsérved.

lThe majority of the teachers were enthusiastic about
being part df the program. Most'wergmgedicated, creative,
responsive to pupilé needs. The math g;achers were especially
creative in reaching their students and are to be complimented;
The teachers deserve the support of their administratioﬁ;

At this point, the evaluator reminds the readers that

only two days were spent in each CDD Center, one in the Fall

30
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end. the other I the Spring. A prrtion of +the time “n eact

s, was spent interviewing -~ coordinators, courselors

k7

Nt w-ter staff. Only a few hc.=s of classroom obearvation

k)

i e2rzz Center were possible. “Restriction placed in
evalsssion assignment by the central board.)

-

rxidance Counselors

K.ne guidence counselors, “hree in each Center, were
ss¥fygned to the program. As ir-past years, the student-
ommselor ratio was approximately 100 students to cme
cows£ior.  Each counselor was assigned to work with students
al am2:particular grade level, tenth, eleventh ar twelfth.

Among their varied responsibilities, the guidance
--sunselors were responsible for assessment'and'continuous
meview of emch student's progress in reading and/or math,
ztovision of continuous individual and group counseling to
szudents in order to reduce anxiety, improve self-image,
Amprove attend=mce and motivation and effect attitudinal
Czenime toward reading and/or math and school in general.

In wedfition, they made referrals when necessary, workéd with
parents andIVOrked closely with teachers.

In the evalugié;;s opinion, the counseling component
of the CDD program was one of the most positive aspects of
the: zrogram., It is in this component of the program that
the s&mﬂénps get the support and ehcouragement thétvthey so
sften meed. Future evaluations should attempt to quectively
mesxsure the effect of counseling on students in the CDD
pzmgraﬁ.. |
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Unfortunately, several counse. :r= transferred in and
out of the program this yeér. Nevsiizless, mewly appointed
counselors, asltheir more experien.2d colleagzes, always hed
an open door for their students. “ae <ounselcrs were all

qualified and dedicated professions.¢s.

8) Educational Assistants

| Three Educational Assistapts wer=mssigned to each
school Center. They aésisted the teesfresrs in the performance
of their duties and helped individusal studentsw§m remedial
reading and/or remedial math. They received their instruction
from the teachers with whom they worked and were suferfised
by the school's Center Coordinator.
9)  Tutors

The numbers of tutors differed et different times of

the scﬁool year. It was apparent that availebility,
scheduiing,'training, space, and supervision of tutors were
all leés than adequafe during the school year. Parhaps the
inclusion of this component should be feasseSSed.

10) - School Secretaries

During the first half of the school yzar each Center
had the services of a full—time school secretary who was
responsible for all clerical work attach=d to her office.

At Seward Pafk High School thé-secretarialzsertices were
reduced to two hours per day, qui£e inadeguate for theAVOrk.

load of the office.
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11) Cultur: . Acti~ies

An dimppmozant i~ <7 the CDD pregrar,. .. .luded in the
prcject prerosal, wss o tny culturel aevivwil oo made avail-
eble tc the z=udernty. This year studerts k=f -an opportunit—

to visit college ecxmcus=s, tusiresses an:

saw such shcws as:

'

The Wiz

Goodtime Charlie
Dr. Zhivago ‘
Pete Seeger Film
Pearlie Victorious

Raisir

Pippin

First Preeze
20C1 - Space

Romeo and Juliet

ingustry. They

of Summer

Odyssey
(Stratford)

Marcel Marcesu

because of the significant gains
made by the students in correc-~
tive reading and math,

1974~T75 Action

The program was re-
cycled..

12) Disposition of 1973-74 Recommendaticws
Recommendation
1. That the program e continued 1.

That the ratio of one teacher 2. The everage daily

to mine or tern students be " attendance was 8-10
started :early in the program so &students. The progrem
that all students could receive ‘began: operatior in

the intensive help in corrective September 197k.

reeding and math.

Thez the reading t==t selected 3. The :Stanford Dimgnestic

serve as a diagnostic tool for
teachers. The CAT used.in the
evaimation identifiies overall ~ . 7
gerreral areass of waskness rather
iz gpe~ific areas.

Thet students havims similar L.
eduraticmnal needs be grouped
together @arly in the academic.

‘ year.

5.

That pretesting be Txre in late 5.
September: or-early October so
that the maximum elfect .of the

treatment can be sssessed,

-2ke

Readiing Test wes Ygel
for ewalustion pu: p==es.

e

-

Testresults wer=rused
-earty in the ye=—-for

greaping snd imsruc-

ticmel purposes.

Lat=: official approval
and. funding delzyed:
purchase and adrinistra-
‘tion .of pretestuntil
Novemnber.




CHAPTER IV

Discuzsicns and Recommendations

A, Discussior of Findings

The College Tiscovery and Development Program continued
on into its temtI—rear with a total of 830 students. in 19T4-TS.
The tenth gredusm=3ig class completed their high school education.
In'addition to ti==ir acceptance to branches of the City University
of New York, the Zist of private school acceptance is impressive.

‘The Title I-—mponent of the program functioned in three of
the five CDD high ®mchool centers, Seward Park in Manhattan,
Threodore Roosevelt in the Bronx, and Thomas Jefferson in Brooklym.

On the basis of direct observation, intensive :!.nterviews
with staff and okjective test data, the following strengths and
wegknesses. emanate from the program.

First, cless size adhered to the project proposal-allowing
testiwers:to xr==ch their pupils easily‘and‘efficiently. Attempts
wers=omade, gl%tough not one hundred per .cemt successful, to
recrzZet ke ''tight teachers" for the CID program. Unfortunately,
chemges im=teff (coordinators, counselors-‘and teachers) were
‘raifier Fargesin mmber this year.

Seconéiiy, ti= guidance aspects of the program were a decides
‘streangtir. ‘The coemselors used multi-faceted;aﬁproaches to
inSiaidual. end gremp counseling sessions. An "open door” -

‘appraach was utif=zed during the entire school year.
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Eighth, space was at a pramium, especially for counselors
ard coordinators iz Rcosevelt and Seward Park High Schools.
Needless to day, “he s=ctools are hard pressed for space but
scme consideraticz for inadequate CDD office space would be
heipful.

B. Recommen.atizns

The recormends=fons that follow are dirscted toward
selected aspects of xhe program, improvement of which, it is
believed, can only mtrengthen the CDD Program.

1)  Adeguate s=cretarial help should be provided (one

full-tice secr=tary at ear™: Center).

2) CID remecinl cless rexzisters sihiwuld not exceed .10

students. |

3) AEE;gate‘mffice space .sould be provided at each

Zenter...

L)  Contimmarce of on-going inservice trmining, espscially

for'new persoanel, 1s recommertiad.

5) Funding zpprovel by City =nd St=e agerries must be

=mieryed € arlfer so that all sspects of the program cer

Begin IriSertember.

6) Reappraisel of tutoriel program imclusion is

recommended.

7) In sp£te of some problem areas snd because of the

many positive aspects of the CDD Prog==m *the College

Disccwery and: Development. Program:-hes:mroran its worth,

ZThe evaluator==commends it for recyIing
D0
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CHAPTER V
Exemplary Program -AksTract
Component Code Activity Coc= Obj=ctive Code
60816 720 801

. 60916 720 801

‘A, Component Abstract

The Colleg= Niscovery and Development Program is a
cooperative program developed and offered by the City Universiiy
of New York ve.vm:ﬁ tie Bosrd of Fducstion of New Yark City. This
program provides remediation ir reading and math: to &fproximately
830 Sophomores, Juniors and Seniors who are ‘eccoomicelly dis~
adventaged in three Jew York City wfgh schools..

Cratistically significemt results wenre Foumsl in both the
reading end math compomants. Ztudents were scheftinled for
intemsive smell gronm (8 too 10 =mwdents) fmEsrdidualized
assistance inreaffimg and m=th..

Each center was staffed with zhree counselsss, three
educational assistemts and one coordinator. ‘feventeen .
remedial readimg mrd/or remedisl meth teschers ztaffed the
program. There was cme Project Inmrdinator whr ~oordinated

Y

the programcimg-wide. [ L .l L

y
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College Discovery and Development Program  # 09-59610
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