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Evaluation is an integral part.of the process by which
. . L ) »
schools can improve tpeir educational programs. Through the
information generated by 5e\galuative activities, %ounder decisions\ .
canxbe made about the effects of instruction on pupil learning.
: The Cleveland Public Schools are proud of the Department. ’
“ . - \ s -
of Research, Development rand Evaluation for the e:gcellent\,evalua—
s tive services provided for Title I programs.‘ % .
This publication, Title I Evaluation Reports--1979-80 \
R . ¥ - " A Y *
presents the latest findings about.the effects of Title I ,programs \
.in the Cleveland schools. \ ;
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’INTRODUCTION . °
) . R 3 ) .

> Since the spring of 1966, the Cleveland Public Schools

¢ ’

have implemented program compoﬁents under Title I of the Elementary

and Secondary E!u;ation Act. These components have been directeé ;_ ‘e

at improvement of eduéational opéortunities fdf Hfsadvant%ged youth

attending Cleveland schooli. ‘ -4 x_ ) :
.iMembers of the Department qf*Resegrch,'Development dhd\ )

. ) Evaluation have had the resgégﬁibility for designingaand implement~ * k( .

-~

"ing the evaluation of épese program components. This publication .

contains their evaluation reports for the 1979-80 program period. N
! M 1
These reports present information about the effectiveness of each .,

.

program in attaining the objectives proposed, for each component.
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oA IR CHILD DEVELOPMENT -
w ' 1979-80 Titlg I Evaluation <
%‘g“ s ¢ i & - \
4 N . . * ce

(44

. % ' PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW -

» -

~ .

e ) The major goal of the Child Development Project is to provide for

T . . eligible children basic experiences,which are not generally available,in
the home and which promote learning skills essential to success.in future:
i schooling. (Elggibility 'is establjshed by a score below the 33rd -percen-

tile on Tests ‘of Basic Experienges, ‘Genera], Concepts, Level €.) Four-year-
olds, in classes of approximately 20, are scheduled into half-day, five-
days-a-week sessions at centers in public schools. Egch center is staffed
with_a é;achex and an educatjonal aide.. Pre-reading skills.and parent edu-
« ‘cation/Involvemgat are emphasized. Differemgiated inservice for staff re-
.\(/ presents another phase of efngoing project operatiods. — - .

- ’ This evaluation has been based.on approximately six fewer weeks
of project sexyice to children than in previous years. .A strike begifining
on Octoher 18, 1979 resulted in the closing of schools on November 7. They

. reopened on January 4, 1980. 'The children were in school for the full- ’

.~ quota of days .(until July 23, 1980), but summative data collection- was

-

s

. completed late-May, as usual. . A
' : 1
Y . -
- SERVICE smw\r%. DA : . ' ot
e © e A M . ——
N . Number of‘Pupils Sérved: 1,671 Grade Served:- Pre-R
e < r. DA
. e » ®  Yearg in bperationz 15.5 ¢
w*. 7. Niumber of Schools:. 44 (public) e
S " .{See list included as Appendix A.) - AT N
- Staffing; - 1 Project Manager (FT), 43 Teach¥s (40 FT; 3 PT -
5 Coordinators (PX - 40%): -~ * . 50%) .
. : " Curriculum, Supportive 5 Social Workers (4 FT;
) Services, Special Ser- - - -1 PT ~ 40%)
. : © ' vVieces, Mediecal, Dental - _ 2 Speéch Therapists (FT)
. 5 Consujtant Teachers . 44‘E€§E;tiona1 Aides (41 FT; .’
- . ) ’ (3 FT; 2 PT - 40%: . T - 50%)
S Reading, Special Ser- ° .3 Clerks (FT)
‘ ° vices) c 2 Custodians (FT) b .

@ -
»

Total Title I’Expenditures:~ $1g638>56;)" Per Pupil Cost: $981
: _ ; \ —

-

1

»
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES ) ) s
. - 3 - . . Y . . ’
. . Process Objective 1: Differentiated inservice meetings will be

scheduled for 1nstruct10nal ana supportlve services personnel. ,..

. Qutcome: Available information clearly 1nu1cated that this ob-
. e jective was attained. Documentation from a variety- of sources
pertained to this objective. Inservice agendas and hand-outs,
as well as directives to pro;ect staff, were filed with the eval-
. . . uator throughout the year. - Copies of the project mandger's sum,
. -mary reports to the’ Directing ‘Supervisor, Compensatory Education
. . {(March 1 and June, 1980) were made- available. In early Juhe, 1980
% . responses to a cldssroom- staff survey were submitted by 32 (74.4%)
- . of tha project/teachers- and 25 (56.8%) of the aides. (Results. are /
Y included ‘as Adgggdlces B-and C, respectlvely ) .-

! T ) From these sources, it was clear that project inservice during
1979-1980 ‘had been highly differenfiated. The total project
staff was involved™{simultaneously) in some workshops, such as
orientation/organization on ‘September 6, 1979 and "affirmative
education" on May 5, 1980. All project teachers were convened
- on January 18 and April 14-157 1980 to learn procedures for in-
corporatlng Child Development children”into the system's Auto-
- mated Pupil Records and Title I Census. All teachers and aides
L new to the project were scheduled into sessions on September 7,
’ * 1979 and January 30, 1980 for supplementary 1nserV1ce 1nstruct10n

In the manager s reports (March 1 and dune 1, 1980) covering ap- °
° proximately six<and-a-half months of the school yearsy 84 staff-
‘ ~ development activities were noted. This represented an average
B - " 'of approximgtely 13 inservice events per month.. Besides sessions
N . for full project staff and various sulzgroups, the list included
L local/state, university/commynity events of special .interest to
. 3€e11 as a multiplicity of systéh-

early childhood educators
3ch as: desegregatlon, (compensatory

wide sessions on tOplCS, S

—_— [ B education) project management, health services, Lau/bilingual
K programs<-at which Child Development was represented by one or
more staff members, * ° ‘ -
b . .
- . B . . 4 .
. 5 \ \/ Under the manager's supervision, the Coordinator Wof Consultant -
Teachers) for Curriculum Development and Inservice Training as-

sumed the responsibility for designing and implementing a variety -
of $taff development activities for classroom teachers and teacher .
assistants, with emphasis on assessment and language development
For project classroom staff, the most frequently noted tqpic in ¢
the manager's reports was "assessment"--of childre@8 needs and 3
progress,\espec1ally in language development and related areas.
A large majority of teachers (approximately.62.5%) responding to
. the staff survey indicated that "observing behavior," "analyzing
dssessment ‘data," and "prescribing instruction" had been emphasized
/7 in 1979-1980 inservice "often' or "every time.' Among the aides, "
70.0% corrpborated this level of emphasis on "observing behavioz"

. ] . \
.
.

.

»




\ ’ ‘ ..

‘and 60.0% on-"prescribing instruction.” Smaller majorities of o -
teachers 53.1% reported comggréble emphasis on '"recording obser-

: : ) ‘ vations' and "implemgnting prescriptions." (See Appendices B, C.) .
/ Most (81.3%) of the teacher respondents indicated that "uider-
. standing languagée development” had been emphasized "often" or R
N "every time' and 78.2% that ''facilitating language .growth" had

- ' been featured equally frequently. Sixty-four per cent of the
aides concurred. These survey responses reflected appropriately
Lo differentiated *emphasis for teachers and aides_og "analyzing
: assessment ‘data,". "understanding language development" and
- "facilitating language growth."

e

o ’ ]

-

Classroom staff were asked to rate the overall helpfuln€ss of this
~ year's projectwide inservice. Of teacher-respondents, 31.1% marked
"excellent,'" as did 40.0% of the—aides. More pertinent to this
first process objective, staff weére asked to indicate the extent
to which "this year's.inservice--individual (on-site) and small-
¥ group, as well as project--provided for your own spécial and’
individual needs."  All but two teachers and one aide (of the 52
staff answering that item) marked from ''some' through ''greatly,"
with 34.4% of the teachers and 44.0% of the aides selecting the
latter. (The slightly larger percentages indicating the most » .,
favorable response to the total--as contrasted with only the

» ©  projectwide--inservice suggested the value of individualized on-
site inservice referred to in the second process objective.) ‘
L 3 a - .
= .

*

Process Objective 2: Utilization of effective teaching techniques ‘ !
will be encouraged through use of a Classroom’Observation Checklist B
. with each teacher at leasg once during the year. 4
Qutcome: TeachRrs' responses on the staff survey (presented as
Appendix B) imdicated that this objective was virtually attained.

. Approximately three-fourths of the teachers and aides reported in
Item S-a that they had been visited four orfiore times during
1979-1980; almost one-third reported seven o ore visits. Of 30
teachers responding to Item 5-b on the classrobom staff survey, 29 .
- (96.7%) reported that the Checklist had been-used on at least one . .
- occasion when a consultant teacher or other project-central-staff
.person visited the classroom to observe project operations. Nine=™"~
. teerl (82.6%) of 23 aides responding to Ehiﬁ item indicated that
th%,ehecklist had been utilized at least”once during 1979-1980.
8 All responding teachers and most (81.0%) aides indicated that a
. post-ob&ervation conference/disscussion was held on at least one
‘of these (observation) occasions.

-~

-
Y

Process Objective 37 Health mainfenance and social competency of

families of participants will be encouraged through cooperative ef- —
« _ forts of prcject staff, school staff and community resources.

*
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Qutcope: Project'staffing'and documents, as“well as staff-survey
. responses, 1nd1cated that this objectivé was attained. : .
— A~ :
Project commitment to famllles, to parents‘ﬂg partners in chil- °

.dren's educaxlon, continued to be evident--first, in the staffing
pattern. In addigion to the teachers and aides, curriculum coor- .
dinator, consultant teachers, reading consultant and speech thera- .
‘pists, the project manager’s staff included professional personnel

in -several areas directly-related to the "health maintenance and !
social competency of families of participahts." The coordinator

of supportive services With five (4.5 FTE) 'social workers; the
coordinator for special (parent/volunteer) services and~the spec1al—
serviees consultant teacher; the coordinator for medical (RN) and -
dental- (RDH) services--all Edntributed to attainment of thlS ob-
Jectlve.

% . 5
_Also ‘extensive reports filed by supportive staff and special-ser-
vices personnel--and classroom-staff survey responses--document R

"cooperative efforts of project sqaff
resources' in relation to partlclpants
naintenance and social competencies.

hool, staff and community
§ﬁpd their families' health

R .
Praject efforts along these. lines--as in previous years--began
with the intake process, at which time reports of the child's '
. recent physical e€xamination and immunization were required, and
the parent(s) provided the jinterviewer (teacher or member of
project central staff) w1;h informdtion about the child's
medical and social history.

v e
Thzoughout the year, project staff Qpreened 1,302 children for
speech, 1,391 for hearing and 762 for dental problems--and made
referrals, as necessary, to spec1a112ed school personnel and/or
““community nesources. Social'workers observed children in class-
room settin B“fter to assess pupils' needs and to make re-
commendatlons.
. “Contacts among project supportive services personnel, princi-
pals, teachers and 'regular" (i.e., non-project) supportive staff *
were frequent. Project social workers averaged 14 school-staff "
g

contacts per week, the health coqordinator (RN) 20.5 and Speech

therapists ‘3.6 (over about 23.5 weeks of thepschool year).
. {

* v
. Project teachers'/assistants' survey responses (included as

" Appendices B and C, respectively) revealed, for example, that
almost all classroom-staff respondents had consulted a project
social wdrker or speech therapist, the nr1nc1pa1 another Early o
Chlldhood teacher or assistant, and/or the "regular" school
nurse, about at least one‘pupll--the majority, about '"several"
bra1all" the children.

*
%

. Classrdom and cemtral staff maintained contact with parents.
Al teacher respondents indicated that they had conferred at

. '




least once (other than 1ntake 1nterv1ew) w1th a famlly Tepre-
. . sentative of '"several" to "all" puplls "A total. of 2,506
] ~ individual conferences was reported by the manager. 'More than
. 600 telephone conferences and 190 home visits, also, were logged
‘by classroom and supportive service staff.

- . Parents were encouraged to come to school for meetings, obser-
vation of instruction and volunteering in classrooms. The man-
ager reported' that 536 parents had spent some 2,651 hours in
parent meetings. All classroom-staff surve respondents in- .
dicated thdt parent(s) of at least one_gxzf%o children (most
"several! or "about half") had attended at least one school-~

. - wide or Early Childhood meeting for parents. The manager re-

. . ‘ ported 847 parent visits to'classrooms, and most classroom
personnel (approximately 72% of the teachers and60% of the
aides) indicated that parents of 'iabout half" or more pupils

~* had come to observe. The coordinator for special services
compiled 9,760 hours of classroom-volunteer time by 592 Child
Development parents.

. ” . q: o
Also, staff promoted parent -involvement and growth in and through
citywide events such as the following. On February 20 Early
- - Childhpod parents representing 51 schools (including 50 Child
Development parents) met with the -Directing: Supervisor, Compén-
satory Education Programs, for information and planning. About

- 40 project parents were among the 125 participating in Augusta
- e

t e _ Baker's preseMyation, "Once Upon a Time,' sponsored by special-

services. and ded by the Cleveland Public Library.

Production and distribution of three ‘issues of '"The Bridge" (Feb-

[y S . ruary,-May and July, 1980) represented a third kind of effort for
: - Lt attainment.of ahe third process objective. THis newsletfer, edited
- ~ by #he spec1a1-§erv1ces coordinator, informed parents of supportive

services in school, project and community and recognlzed their
active involvemént with children' s education. -

-

Product Objective 1: Project partrtipante' méan post-test’ scores
‘on Tests of Basic Experiences will be at least seven NCE uﬂlts higher
PR than the mean pre-test TOBE scores.

L3

Qu:cgme_ Thls obJectlve was attained in Language but not in Mathe-
matics. .

In October, 1979 TOBE: Language/Mathematlcs (Level K) were admini-
istered to a project-wide sample of children-in Child Development.
§ In May, 1980 most of these same children again completed both

tests. (See Append1x D for pre-post results. ) ’
The mean NCE score on Language moved from 40.2 in October to 49.4
in May, yielding a mean ga1n of 9.2 NCE units for the project sample-
(N=205) . Although this gain exceeded ‘the proposed seven units, it

' was less tHan the l4-to-17-point gains. of the three previous years.

G

¥
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In Mathematics the mean score for the sample went from 44.0

"+ . " (October) to 46 4 (May). The objective was not attained, since -

SN the average gain was only 2.5 NCE units. From 1976 through 1979,
mean gains in Mathematics were about ten NCE units each year,
(Further analysis of these results yielded 't = 2. Q15, indicating
that -the pre-post mean change showed at least minimal [P<; 0s]
statistical significance.) .

Available information indicated that' the 1nten51ty of instruction
during 1979-1980 at least equaled that of previous years. The
lower gains, thus, may have been attributable to puplls' having
had approximately- 51x fewer weeks of instruction between pre- and

post-testing.
& ° - ’

~, . Product dojective 2: Children will show significantly higher (R .05)

s levels of self-sufficiency, emotional maturity, social skills_and
self-concept at the end of the year, as compared to project entry, on
‘ the Levine-Elzey rating scale.... 4

Qutcome: This objective was attained. . \

In October, <1979 teachers completed the Levine-Elzey Preschool
Social Competency Scale for a project-wide sample of children. In
May,, 1980 this procedure was repeated, and pre-post ratings were
scored on the four ¢actors noted in the objective.

App11cat10n of the t-test to these results indicated that the pre-
post gains in all four areas were statistically significant (p« .001)
at a level beyond that proposed. (See Appendix E for pre-past data.)
v ’;:
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS -

-

The 1979-1980 sthool year was replete with unique and unpredict-
able events affecting ald project operations. Most notable were the lengthy
work stoppage (which resulted in schools' being closed from November 7, 1979
until January 4, 1980) and court-ordered {esegregation--implementation of
Phase I (Fall, 1979) and Phase II (March 17, 1980); preparation¥ for Phase
ITI implementation (Fall, 1980). Despite these conditions, the three pro- s
cess objectives were attained. The cognitive product obJectlve was at-
tained in Language but not in Math€matics: gains in both areas:lower than
recent years may have been attrlbutable to the shorter than usual period of
instruction betieen pre- and post- testlng The affective product objective
was attained. ’

Findings for 1979- 1980 and previous years suggest that the pro-

ject staff should: . . L. ,

continue to design and implement cooperative efforts to optimize,
participating children's likelihwod of success in’ future schooling;

LY
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ymaintain efforts to extend/intensify utilization of instruments
for systematic obServation of chlld behavior, clasdroom procedures,

etc.; .. . .
- ’ . \]
v/ . )
* _ . 1in consultation with the eValuator-- J
. develop realistic criteria to be incorporated into process ob-
jectives, hall d - .
]
- .
. . revise 1nstrumentation for establlshlng project e11g1b111ty and ‘ =
assessing attainnent of product obJectlves. ) . : ‘
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APPENDIX A . .
~
) CHILD DEVELOPMENT
, T “r ' 1979-1980
1 . .

LIST OF SCHOOLS

Alfred A. Benesch
Anton Grdina
Bolton

Boulevard
Buckeye-Woodland

Capt. Arthur Roth
Case

Charles H. Lake
Charles Orr
Charles W. Chesnutt

Chesterfield
Daniel E. Morxrgan
Dike

Henry W. Longfellow
Hicks
Iowa-Maple *
John D. Rockefeller
John W. Raper
[ ) .

Joseph F. Landis
Longwood
Louis Pasteur

* Margaret A. Ireland
Mary B. Martin

Mary M. Bethune
Marion-Sterling
Miles Standish

Doan . . * /Mount Pleasant .
East (SHS) 5 Orchard L
East Clark -~ ) Paul L. Dunbar
East Madison Paul Revere
George W. Carver Scranton
Giddings - . ' Stephen-E~Howe-
Glenville (SHS) - Tremont -
- Gordon Wide Park -
Hazeldell. Weodland Hills .- )
. ) . \
%: = b
: 4 . 7,
N . ‘
’ M
Phga ¥ ; ' ‘J

\‘1 _fa(.‘ . . ' . * -].2-
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT TEACHERS (N=32)
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EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: JUNE, 1989
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N . . 'APPENDIX B . ‘
2 | ; { ,E ] \. ” . ' ' - P
‘Whéne comments on explanations are asked, please ﬂgﬁut_ on dhite
verny Legibly, using only the space provided. ALL olher nesponses
shoutd be indicated by marking X in the appropriate box for each ,
.o‘tqn. Wse a ball-point on "Flan" pen, on a AT}D, dark ;_oene,éz. :

‘ " . Q f [
:: . " . PER CENT Co )

Use these headings to indicate the

1. About how many of your pupils have number 0f pupils for each item.
you consulted this year with: \
~ none one 2-3 several all OMIT
.~qther Early Childhood teacher(s) ' . ) ,
/or teacher assistant(s)? ..... (01) 6.3 12.5 15.6 25.0 40.6 0.0
. first-grade.teacher(s)? .; ........ (02) 50.0 3.1 25.0 9.4 0.0 12.5'
. Principal? .......... SUUURTT 03) 6.3 34.4 2801 21.9 3.1 6.3
. Early Childhood supportive services: ' /-
‘ . consult. tchr./reading spec.? (04) 6.3 6.3 37.5. 34.4 9.4 6.3
. psychologist? ....q...: ....... J(05) 50.0 18.8 15.6- ‘g.3 0.0 9.4
. social WOTker? ............ .. (08) 3.1 9.4 3.3 458 9.4 3.1 '
%" speech ther'al?ist? e, g 07) 6.3 6.3 25.0 43.8 18.8 0.0
. school's "regd{ar“ support staff: _ ° T /
. MUTSE? vepernrnnnonen % ... (08) 0.0 + 6.3 21.9  40.6 25.0 6.3 .
' -*. psychologist? ....... ‘...:.,.. (09) 50.0 18.8 9.4 6.3 0.0 1546
| . speech therapist? ...%....... i (10) 43.8 9.4 6.3 18.8 9.4 12.5
. community agencies? ..... e .(1“1) s9.4 18.8 12.8 31 0.0 6.3

. parértt/family representative? cee. (12) 904 12,5 12.5 12.5\\§P.3 12.5

. other--Identify.

\

1 4 o <

2-a. For approximately how many .pupils * Use these headings to indicate the
this year has a parent or other <. . number of pupifs for each item.
family representative: :

& -
. nong 1-2 several aﬁg?; all OMIT,
. conferred with you at ledst once ~

- (other than "intake," etc.)? ..... (13) 0.0 0.0 21.9 25.0 :53.I 0.0°

. - p /
'+, conferred with you as often- ) S
as once a month? ........ eetneaae. (14) \3-1 15.6 43.8. 31.3 3.1 3.1
© «{eontinued] . - .
i * * . . ® ’
. a *12; .

¥
wg
.
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. APPENDIX B (Cont'd)
. ' v,
“(continued) " none 1-2 severalxagggz all OMIT
. attended at least one .. v
school-wide parent meeting? (15s) 0.0 34.4 37.5 28.1 0.0 0.0

3 1
/ S~

. attended at least one project/ .
Early Childhpod special program? (IQ) 6.3 15.6, . 37.5 3.3 31.3

. borrowed.materials to use !
with child(nen) at home? ........ » (17) 28.1 31. 37.5 0.0 0.0

. visited in your classroom’at
.least once, to observe? . .0 28.1 50.9 21.9

. worked on ‘a regu1a§ basis as a -
. volunteér in your classroom?’ . 62. 31.3 0.0 0.0
. never ''returned the call," responded . .
to an 1nv1tat:|£n etc.? (20) 37.5 C18.8 *21.9 0.0f
!
. Describe brlefly your major strategy this year for increasing parent involve-
ment ins children's education, especially by providing relnforcement during
out-of-school hours/days. .

.

-

To the right o! each activity listed,

mark one box to indicate the extent Use these headings to indicate the

" to which that activity--involved in . emphasis on each inservice topic. .

the individualization of instruction-- ' '

was e&pha51zed in inservice this year once-" now § , every .
(individual, small-group, project-wide). never twice then often time OMIT

. ébserving behavior evieees.. (21) 12,5 12,5 6.3, 37.5 250 6.3

1 ——

. recording observations . . 9.4 9.4 25.0 28.1

. analyzing assessmem'tdata -15. 9.4 6.3 37.5 25.0
: - : # :
. prescribing instruction . - 9.:4 . 31.3 31L.3
i

. implementing prescriptions . . 9.4 . 28.1  25.0
. understanding language development (26)', 0.0 12.5 . 37.5 43.8

. facilitating languagé growth ».... (27) 0.0 12.5 4 3L3 46 0.0

o

-

Mark one box at the right to indieate ;‘i?

your oyerall rating ‘of this year's
project-wide inservice. , (Consider only use- help- '"pretty excel
those activities 1nvolv1n§ total staff, 777 less ful good". -lent OMIT
at one time/place or in a series of ,
6.3 25.0 . 28.1 31.3 3.1,

of sessions.)
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. .
- 4

5-a. How many times this school year has a .
consultant. teacher, reading specialist, 2-3 4-6 7-- '
curriculum coordinator and/or project . never once times times times OMI
manager observell project operations Yo -t
in your classroom? . (29) 0.0~ 0.0 ) 21.9 43.8 31.3 3.17
’ ?

5-b. On how many of these occasions was: .
. none one two  three four--
. the Classropm Observation ’ . ’
Checklist uSed? ceceveeveeienncess (30) 3.1. 78.1 12.5 0.0 3.1 3.1
hd ‘ /
4. 2 post-observation conference/

. 2
. discussion Held with you?'........'(:’,l) 0.0 46.9 40.6 6.3 . 0.0, 6.3

.
\

To what extent has this year's in-

.service--individual; (on-site)s and not

small-group, as well as project-wide at all somé
--provided for your, own special and -
individual needs? ﬁ (32) 6.3 0.0 37.s

Comments:

ry

o 3

a

For how many pupils this year are you NUMBER ‘OF PUPILS--fon ITEMS 33-40
using each of the following "tools" ' .
Tor monitoring individual progress? none one two three 4-- OMIT

. Class Assessment (complete) ...:.. (33) 15.6 1 12,57 .3.1 46.9 18.8
. Cléss\;‘ssess.--Visual'Skills only (34)21,9 5.0 0.0 5.3 50.0 18.8
. N ‘ , . .

.’?las§ Language\Assess. (complete) (35;21. | . .6 3.1 37.5 21.9 o
. Individual Child Assess. (complete) (36) 12. . . . 34.4 15.6
. Individual Prescriptive Program .. (37)25.0 1 . . .8 31.3
. ﬁ?%millan Language Asséssment vees (38)6S. . . 3. . .0 31.3

PEEC Instrument ,(sco}s'a 139) 62. . . 0. . 3.1 34.4
. TOBE Clags Evalu;n:io’n Retord ...... (40)21. : : .3+ 18.8

. other--Identil

A

24




. Q » -
8. -To the right of each developmental -
area listed below; mark in one box /& .. .
to indicate which ¢f the descriptors 5. ' o o - .
most accufately indicates <the ade- g 53 g ) 53 ~ o g e T
quacy of youx records of individual % Qoo ~'§ 53 &l o oH E ae L
children's progress in that area ) g‘ gow s ELH hef § oo H :
. this year. ) ] 558 S8 a0 588 STE ‘{MIT
[ . ’ [ . , s .
. Social-epotional ...ccc0... 41) 3.1 0.0 34.4 25.0 8.8 - 18.8 0.0
- - e
psyf:homoto;" .............. . (42) 6.3 6.3 25.0° 28.1 12.5 18.8 3.1-
‘ L4 M N - N 18 o
language .<..... RRREETREEER 43) 0.0 0.0 9.4 34.4 40.6 “15.6 . 0.0.0
\ ’ ' . N
N r~
other cognitive.areds ..... 44) 9.0 0.0 12.5 -32.4 2O 18.8 12.5
Comments : . . - . ‘ N
L .
- ‘s s . - ,c‘k b 5 o
9-a. Mark in the appropriate box to S o i > 2
' describe the extent to which you 23 H 4E 8 ¥
- use PAP referral dinstrugents (Ob- P > 8se §£8 o E OMIT
servation Guide..., Descriptive ge 8 ow K WoET @
Behavioral Assessment). ......e.cee. (45) 25.0 9.4 40.6 15.6 0.0 9.4
] 1 1 o’
9-b. How helpful are PAP instruments §2,y o 0% T® poum -
(Observation Guide..., Descriptive 02835 alxn ol abd
" Behavioral Assessment, TOBE...) e 5T 2% E 988 232’
in ‘identifying children to-be SO8 S 206 S0d 20w
_referred to the program? .....ceceue (46) 3.1 21.9 3.1 31.3 18.8 21.9
Comments: ~ »
:§ -
10. What one thing do yod intend to do again/better/differently next year to in-
crease”the li_}<elihood that project goals will be reached--and exceeded? -~
) ~
i - 4
. . v “
< wh 5 .
! \1\
- e ’

v ™

-
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Where comments on expldfiations are dsked,. please print o write

. | Ry Legdblynm using only the space pfww,dzd ALL ofher responses
- 3hould be indicated by marking X in the appropriate box for each
. - item. ,Use a bwa-pouut on "FRaW" pen,’on a .sharp, dark pencil. ¥

. _\—: : _ " PER CENT 3 KR
: ‘ Use these headings Zo indicate. the ’

1, About how m z of your 2112115 have " number 0 of pupils for each-item.
you consulted this year with: - '

none \one. 2-3 several all 0&111’

/l . other Early Childhood teacher(s) . . .
and/or’ teacher a551stant (s)? e (01) 8.0 4.0 20.9 ‘32.0 28.0 :8.0

. first-grade teacher(s)? .......... ~(02) 44.0 12.6 12.0 8.0 8.0 1‘6‘.0 T
= v PTANCIPAI? witeenrvverannrunneenns (03) 3‘6.0 16.0 20.0 12.0 8.0 8.0

~, Early Childhood supportive services: . ~"—,' '

. consult. tchr. /readlng spec" (0'4) 16.0 28.0 16.0 2050 8.0 12.0

F ’.?
' . psycholog:s\t_"/.. ...... A (@5) 52.0 16.0 16.0 4.0 0.0 12.0
l . social worker" ............... (06) §8 0- 20.0 24.0 28.0 12.0 8.0
%ch therdDist? viveeveenens (07) 8.0 -16.0 32.0 28.0 16.0 0.0 °
. school's "regular," support~st':a.fff ) ~—\
t. nkrse? ........ e eeeeerseee (08) 12.0 12.0 16.0 32.0 20.0 28.0
YChOLogist? vevvevevevanaans (09) 52.0, 12.0 4.0 8.0 0.0 24.0
» - . speech therapist? ............ (10) 32.0 12.0 8.0 24.0 0.0 24.0
. community agenc1es" Cieecsccacanas (11)‘56:0 - 20.0 0.0 4.0 4.0 16.0
" . parent/family representatwe’ eees (12) 2050 ‘4:&'\. 16.0 16.0 24.0 20.0
, ..other--Identify. : o R .
¥ Y o 2 ' 9.
z-a For approx:unately how many pupils Use these headung to dndicate the - .
this year -has a paren@ other X numbe/L of pu.p&&é 6011. each item.
faml reprisentatlve ' about R
' ‘none 1-2 several thalfe, all OMIT
. - conferred w1th you at least once =~
(other than "intake," etc.)? ..... \13) 0.0 8.0 24.0 32.0 32.0 _ 440

[y \ ¢
P

' ", conferred with you as often y , .
ceeeene (1) 0.0 28.0- 32.8 24,0 12.0 4.0

—~ - - -as once a month? ..........

P (eontmuedl
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) . " (continued) , . < *none - 1-2_ several aﬁ:g; all  OMIT
= . attended at least one ) .

school-wide parent meeting? ...... @s) 0.0 320 3.0 °28.0 0.0 4.0

. at%epded at least one project/ - M : D -
- Early Childhood .special program? (16) 0.0 24.0 40.0 28.0 4.0.. 4.0
< < ’
.. borrowed materials to use , S :
with child(ren) at home? ......... (17) 32.0 24.0 40.0 _ 0.0 0.0, 4.0
. visited in &6uﬁ|c1assroom at g ‘
léast once, to observe? .......... (18) 0.0 8.0 28.0 48.0 12.0 4.0~

. worked on a régulaf basis as a ’ '
volunteer in your classroom? ..... (19 12.0 44.0 32.0 8.0 - 0.0 4.0

¢
-

. never '"returned the call,'" responded
to an invitation, etc.? .......... (20) 32.0 28.0 24.0 4.0 4.0 8.0

2-b. Describe briefly your major,strategy this year for increasing parent involve-
ment in children's education, especially by providing reinforcement during ~
out-of-school hours/days. :

-

- . Je {ﬁﬁa . g B 4

-~
B

3. To the right of each activity listed, ’
mark one box to indicate the ejtent Use these headings to 4iydicate the
to whi¢h that activity--iivol d in- emphasis on each inservice topic. -

the individualization of instruction-- -
was emphasized in inservige this year . once- now § every

(individwal, small-group, project-wide). never twice then often time OMIT

) . observing behavior ........c.eusus. “21) 4.0 }6—9 4.0 52.0 16.0 8.0

. recording observations e, (22 4.0 20,0 20.0 28.0 20.0 8.0

3 . analyzing assessment data ........ (23)‘ 8.0 12.0 20.0 28.0 16.0 - 16.0

, ' . prescribing infyru?fion ......... E (24) &0 8.0 12.0 " 36.0 2?—0 . 12.0
. .'i.urg;ementing prescriptions ..l.... (25) .16.0 8.0 24.0 32.8 12.0 - 8.0

. understanding language development (26) 8.0 12.0 12.0 44.0 20.0 4.0
T « . 1
, facilitating language growth ..... (27) 0.0 16.0 12.0 40.0 24.0 " 8.0
P ¢ . \ R
Lt - . . ol 6
"4, Mark one box at the right_to indicate :
your overall rating of this year's

project-wide inservige. (Consider only :' use- help- "'pretty excel
those activities involving total , 7?2 less  ful good" -lent OMIT
' at one time/place or in a series B ‘
of sessions.) ..... evemiay.. SPP(28) 4.0 0.0 28.0 28.0 40.0 0.0
; ‘ | o <5

22
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1

How many'tlmes thls school year has a .-

29

consultant’teacher,” readlng specialist, 2-3 4-6 7=-- .
curriculum coordinatdr“and/or project never once times times times O
manager observed project operations
in your clasSToom? e.....eeecctonnns (29) 0.0 4,0 20.0 44.0 32.0 0.0
. On how many of these occésions was: ) .‘
' e none one two three four--
. the Classroom Obsérvation .
Checklist used? cevsehocas RERRRRRS (30) 16.0 32.0 20.0 16.0 8.0, 8.0
. a post-observation conference/ ~ -
discussion held with you? .:..... . (31) 16.0 44.0 12,0 12.0 0.0 16,0
To what extent has this year's in-
service--individual (on-site) and not ' great
small-group, as well as project-wide “at all some -ly -
--provided for your own special and s
\individual needs? ..icececccnccnnnns (32) "4.0° 0.0 36.0 0.0 44.0 16.0
- ) '
Comments:
~ -~
M A= y y
s -
o~
¥ @
. : ‘ '
For how many pupils this year are § ~  NUMBER OF PUPILS--for ITEMS 33-40
using each of the following "tool - . )
fd?‘"bnltorlng individual progressl—- none pne two three 4-< OMIT
. Class Assessment (complete) .. . +(33) 12.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 52.0 "12.0
. Class Assess.--Visual Skills only (34) 8.0 , 4.0 12.0 16.0 44.0 16.0
. Class Language Asséss.'(complete) (35 4.0 8.0 8.0 20.0 52.0 8.0
. Individual Child Assess. (¢omplete) (36) 0.0 0.0, 20.0 24.0 40.0 16.0 ‘
. Individual Prescriptive Progran ..+ (37) 16.0 8.0 12.0 20.0 28.0 16.0
. Macmlllan Language Assessment .... (38) 48,0 8.0 /80 4.0 12.0 20.0
. PEEC Instrument (SCOPE) «.cevovcns (39) '52.0 8.0° 4.0 0.2’ 12.0 24.0
. TOBE Claqﬁ Evaluation Record ..... (40) 12.0. 4.0 . 8.0 8.0 152.0 . 16.0 -,
. other--Identify. *
-_ , “
23
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8. To tixe Tight of - each developmental T , ‘ .
area listed below,. mark imvop€ box e ) . . .
to indicate which of the descriptors § . ‘ .
most accurately indicates the ade- | § me 8x B83ATTE TA .
- _ quacy of your -records of individual % '§ ;J;i o ;-3 § 2 ’%-'5 T omdE oS
TN childrex:l's progras in that area g ';‘o“mg' o & E&H heli -§§ =
this year. s . . ] ,u,j E 2w o9 508 2358 OMIT
, . social-emoW¥onal ......... . (41) 0.0 12.0° 12.0 24.0 8.0 36.0 8.0
- : : , D ) !
. PSYChOMOtOT +..vveveseseaes (42) 0.0 4.0 12.0- "140.0 8.0° 24.0 12.0
- ! b'“
. . 1aNGUAZE tevrireveeeeeaee.. (43) (0.0 0.0 12.0 2050 24.0 24.0 20.0
. other cognitive areds .....'(44) 4.0 0.0 12.0 28.0 24.0 20.9 12.0
‘Comments: . - .
~e, -
‘ . o SR o = 5 ‘ o
9-a. Mark in the appropriate ng to S o ‘ - ' 2.
. describe the extent to which you .- 29 5 - - v
use PAP referral instruments (Ob- .« . oo oy 83 &8 oS5 oMl
., .servation Guide..., Descriptive g+ s cun WHo a8 T
,Behavioral Assessmgnt). ........... (45) 16.0 8.Q 44.0 16.0 , 0.0 16.0
: 1 - [ s ! . 3
9b. How heélpful are PAP instruments 520 o PSP ¥ 2¥% *
(Observation Guide..., Descriptive Vol TP a ale ol w=aT
' ‘Béb\:xioral Assessment, TOBE...) QB o ERT 32 252 83"
. in }dentifying children to be. $OP @S 200 S00 &0
referred to the program? seeeeesvoss (46) 4.0 16.0 4.0 24.0 28.0 24,0
/ ‘ . © -
Comments : - .
N . . " N fk -
10. What one thing d¢ you intend to do again/better/differently next year 0 in-
crease the likelihood that project goals will be reached--and exceeded? .
— -
. ] . N
n” — camnn
*
\
. ) ' i
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7 9. - . - . - . \.
- . ‘ CHILD DEVELOPMENT: 1979-1980 : ?
TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES, LEVEL K = | .
: ( , (N = 205) . |
\ W
PRE- (10/79) ' POST- (5/80) MEAN SIGNIF. - -
t LEVEL
~ : CHANGE
TEST /™~ MEAN* §.p. %-ILE** MEAN* S.D. %-ILE**
L] ’ . \Y\J
Language ,40.2 14.4 33 49.4 19.8.° 48 +9.2  6.708 'p<_001
Mathematics  44.0 15.5 40 46.4 16.8 43 _ +2.5 2085 pg.0S
"¥Means dre expressed in NCE units based on national norms, described below. _ - ‘ '
**percentiles are national norms: prekindergarten for the pre-test, kindergarten_ for
the post-test. :

¢ i %
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APPENDIX E )
[ ] A
CHILD DEVELOPMENT:, 1979-1980 - /
L

LEVINE-ELZEY PRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

(N =203) -

»

FACTOR PRE- (10/79) " pOST- (5/80) / t SIGNIF. .
* MEAN S.D. «MEAN S.D. LEVEL
Self-sufficiency 2.58 .60 3.@12 .57 12.194 p <£.001"
Emotional Maturity °2.79 .61 3.22 ) .59 9.796 p< .001
, Social Skills 2:53 .57 3.19 .53 14,811 p< 001
3
Self-concept 2.83 .53 3.11 .56 6.385 p < .001




Prepared by

Francis D. Sullivzgm,
Consultant Teacher

i
L

» »

Typed by
Mary E. Legan

-~
» .

Margfret Fleming ~ % .

Deputy Superintendent

1979-1980




CHILDREN IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS ‘

1979-80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

' ’ ¥
This program is designed'to provide additional instructioﬁal
and supportive services to neglected or delinquent children residing at .
the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center. The institution maintains
an on-grounds, formal educational facility, Harry L. Eastman School,

" operated by the Cleveland Public Schools. As institutionalized, neglect-

ed or delinquent youth, the resident students are automatically eligible

- for Title I services which include, in this case; ipdividualized and ymall-

’

" OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES e

group general tutoring services in school subjects, remedial reading in-
struction classes, and school adjustment counseling. “Additionally, the
program provides tutoring services to children in four institutiong --
Cleveland Christian Homé}*Ohio Boys' Town, The Jones Home for Children's
Services, and Metzenbaum Children's Center -- which do not have formal
hool programs and whose residents attend assigned Cleveland Public
Schools, and/or nearby non-public schools. . >

SERVICE SUMMARY

N - ’ >
Number of Pupils Served: 366 Grades Served: 1-12

4 residential institutions'

Number-of Sch96ls:\<f/gchool and - - - Years In Operation:

Staffing: 9 teachers (FT)

Total ¥itle I Expenditures: $249,3&0 Per-Pupil Cost: $681.20

&

‘ o~

ObJectlve 1:, Cuyahoga County Youth Center

Teacher—tutors will assist students by providing information
relative to good grooaing and improvement of grades and attitude
toward school. .

L

Outcbme 1: bjective 1 has been attained. Project records
indicate that at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center,
ﬁhe following services were provided,

Career Education Classes 146 pupils
Tutoring in NurSing Skills * ’
for Health Centers ’ 94 pupils
Clothing Instruction 70 pupils
Physical Education - 133 pupils

43 pupils*

*Duplicated Count .
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Inciuding the 10J students who participated in Title I Read-
» ing Classes, the project provided service to 274 pupils (undu-
plicated count) at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center.
< .(See Appendix A). Instructional units taught in these classes
' ‘included information regarding good grooming and improvement
of grades and attitude toward school.
Objective 2: Cuhahoga County Youth Center .t
== + For students receiving at least six months' seryice at the Cuyahoga
o= County Youth Center, a gain of 2 'NCE units will be observed from. e
pre to post as measured by the pre/post administration of the Compre-
hension Subtest of;the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.
. - -
OQutcome 2: ObJectlve 2 has been attained. A total of 100 students
» participated in the Title I reading classes during the school year.
Because of the entry and leaving pattern at the institution, 38
_students received the six months' service specified in the objec-.
tive.' The average rank of the students entry in the program as
shown by the results of the Comprehension Subtest of the Stan-
ford Diagnostic -Reading test was 32 3 NCE units (20th percentile).
t Posttreatment scores*using the samé tes? show an increase to 37.4
N NCE units (27th percentile) in the average rank of the students.
by " The students posted a Pre-to-post gain of 5.1 NCE units. See
Appendix B, p. 6. Table I presents the pre and post service
data by gfade of 38 students at Harry L. Eastman School

g

> -~
P Table 1
' Mean Group Gains of
Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth Grade Partjgipants
at Harry L. Eastman School Stated in Normal Curve Equivalents
(Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests,
Comprehension Subtest) .

14 3

N =38,

— 3

éiliretest ‘ Posttest Mean
" . verage - Average Gain
Grade|l N NCE %ile NCE %ile . NCE
7 9 39.0 30 40.8 33 1.8
o 5 |13 | 3.8 | A9 |3 27 5.2
9 '| 12 28.7 15 -36.2 25 - 7.4

, 10 29.7 16 353~ |">4 ‘| 5.6

y Summary } 38 32.3 20 37.35 P27 5.0

L
”

- . . ’L
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Objective 3: Cuyahoga County Youth Center
Corrective reading classes, sggech therapy, and psychological services
will be provided as needed to students with reading, speech, or
psycholegical problems. ~
Outcome 3: Cuyahoga-:County Youth Center ' ;h‘
Objective 3 has been attained. Since all institutionalized, neglect-
ed or delinquent children are eligible for Title I service, selec-

tion of students for,project reading classes was based on demonstra- .

tion of greatest .need as shown by pretest results (See Outcome 2
for details.) Project records document that 100 students who

were served by the project during their stay at the 1nst1tut10p
received instruction,on a daily bisis in formal corrective reading
classes. The clasiseg were taught by a Title I staff reading .

specialist who used g variety of materials purchased by the program. '

An additional 110 stpdents received informal tutoring aid in the
areas of basfc reading and English language skills from a Title I
teacher-tutor. The institution provided therapeutic psychological
services called the Positive Peer Culture Program; no referrals
for speech therapy. or psychological services for students beyond
those offered by the institutipon have been documented.
: g &

Objective 4: Institutions Rec€iving Tutorial Services’
Teacher-tutor personnel will be'assigned to each of the four 1nst1tu-
tions delivering the<«following amount of service:

Fay

Cleveland Christian Home--part time

Ohio Boys' Town--part time

The Jones Home of Children's Services--part time
Metzenbaum Children's Center--as needed

. QOutcome 4: Objectivé 4 has been gtfained. Project records document
' that pé&rsonnel weqi assigned asy specified.

Objective 5: Institutions Receiving Tutorial Service 7

Pupils will be identified and referred cooperatively for tutorial
help by the institutional staff and the studenté' regular classroom
teachers. ' k.

. Qutcome 5: Objective 5 has been attained. The project emphasizes
providing assistarce td institutionalized students in the areas of
reading and mathematics although help is given as needed in other s
school subjects. :Title“I provides service A the formof individual-
ized or small-group tutoring sessions held -in the institution after
school hours. - Service can be initiated by tejchers in the school
the student attends, or the student can be self-referred to the Title
I teacher-tutor. PrOJect records indicate that the following numbers
of students were gerved in the four listed institutions:

a-gga
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) Numﬁer of .
Institution” Students Served
r 3 (/\
' Jones Home ‘ 26
Ohio -Boys' Town 23 .
Cleveland Christian Home . 15 S
Metzenbaum Children's Center - 28
92 : -

SUMMARY AND CONSLUSIONS
-

Children in Residential Schools is a Title I project designed
. to provide supplementary assistance to institutionalized, neglected and
dellnquent children. The program dperates in two strands serving Harry
¢ L. Eastm hool at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center and
- four resiies whose children attend on-grounds classes, assigned Cleve-
land Pub chools, and/or nearby non-public schools. The program
concentrates on providing additional help in mathematics and reading -
through classroom instruction at Harry L. Eastman and tutoring in four
. residences. All the project objectives have been attained. The follow-
ing recommendations were made: :

The project should be continued and expanded to other institutions.

. Objective 2 at Cuyahoga County Youth Center should be modified
- ' to read.as follows: For students receiving the equivalent of at
least one sqmester s service at the Cuyahoga Youth Center, a gain
of 2 NCE units will be observed from pre-to-post intervention as .
. measured by pre/post administration of the Comprehension Subtest '
jf . : of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (Brown Level). )
. Documentation of Title I services to student pdrt1c1pants should
be submitted to thekgrOJect manager and project ‘evaluator on a
monthly basis in order to provide contlnulty to the evaluational
process.

/




" APPENDIX A

} N

CHILDREN IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

Number of Students Served by Grade and-Institution
(July, 1980)

*

- fad
, ’ \ GRADE
éTITUTION
IN .
} TOTAL
‘ m K J1}12}13}14}15})6 71 81 9} 10 |11 | 12 i,
Cleveland N .
Christian Home - 213151 1}]3¢} 1 ¥ "15
Metzenbaum ‘ . by
Children's - ,
Center - 8 {11 9 28
Ohio Boys' _ , .
.Town 1§53 7 9 3 23
. . ,
The Jones Home N S BT TN OO T O 3 26
774 ) i
. [N ; |8
Youth DRevelopment ~. o
Center . - 4] 8 }39 }61}f70] 68 |21 3 274
; - R L |
TOTAL stoe 6 |10 §11 {12 f51 | 82179} 77 | 24 3 366
— K 9 o 7 *
N4
. - ////
. ( l
o
'l
PR -
7 .
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APPENDIX B

Summary of Reading Data

Evaluation for Regular School Year Prograas Only. = Please report by grade level.

-
Average
Total Net NCE Gain
NCE Gain Col. D
Scorss Points 3
ﬁﬂnorted Reported Col. €

Nusber of

'Av.angc
Pretest
HCE

A §

)

Average
Posttest
NCE

Nuobex of !

Participants -

Who Gained
+7 NCE or
More

'Nusber of .
Participants |
in Col, €
Froa ’
Private . -
Schools+. .

[ D 2

F

g

B

—
N

38 195.6

1

8

c T - 5.147
AVERAGE NCE GAIN FOR T€E PROJECT

(Total Col. D4+ Total Col. C) N
NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS OMITTED FROM GROWTE DATA

25.1 missing pretest or posttest ,."

'25.2 pretest and posttest not comparable

25.3 tested at’ inappropriate dates
25.4 iasufficient time in project

25.5 other: Explain

\

IR N

T0TAL NUMBER OF PARTIC TS OMITTED
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H . re . b3 .
\:\ » . 1979-80 Titlﬁ I Evaluation
PURPOSE AND"OVERVIEW S o n .
»  -The purpose of the project is to provide specialized small- /’
: yup instruction for’ pupils experiencing difficulty in mathematics or
- \thading. Pupils eligible fof this service receive remedial assistance .
. v from the project staff within the confines of a special reSource center

designed for this intensive instruction. . Each day, the_studentS'}egve
’  their regular classrooms and participate in carefully planned activi-

ties, individual or small-group, for forty minutes. P
4 B o @
' SERVICE SUMMARY . ‘ ’ . :
. ‘ s
g\;/; . Number of Pupils Served: 150 Grades Served:\. 1 -6
¢ Number—of Schoots: 1 Public Years in Operation: 1 .
. Staffing: 1 Project Manager, PT gﬁ%‘
2 Reading Consultant Teachers, FT . *
. 1 Math Consultant Teacher, FT -
- . 1 Teacher Assistant, FT . . v , *

/ A - L »

Total Title Expenditures: $66,214  Per-Pupil Cost: $441

4 g

’
«

. " ° OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

T * -
- - Objective 1: The reading skills of participaxiéz)pupils in grades two
" 3 ' ¢ahrough six will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least four .
LA NCE upits on standardized reading tests administered prior to and fo%f/
¥ loying prdject p?rticipation. . - : &

. Outcome: Objective 1 was attained. The Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS) Reading Comprehension sub-test was administered to all

« participating pupils in grades two through six ‘on a pre-post ‘basis

-in February and June, 1980. Examination of the test scores shows that

the average increase in NCE units on"the standardized reading tests

was 8.91 for grades two through six. The objectivg criterion was met

with each jrade level except 3. NCE unit gain by grade level is pre-

sented in the following table. :

' k4

14
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. NCE UNIT GAIN
Reading Comprehension

. Pre |Post |Treatment'] -— - i
Level and Form | Test {Test | Time | Average Pre/Post NCE -

. of Test Date {Date | (weeks) Difference..

Level C, Form S |2/80 |6/80 18 23,85
Level.1l, Form S | 2/80 [5/80 15 0.97
Level 2, Form S | 2/80 |5/80 <14 . 7.69
Level 2, Form T | 2/80 |5/80 13 - 8.69
.Level 2, Form S ) 2/80 |5/80 13 .., 4.45

.

;f\s

Total/

Average X

\

»

- The objective criterion standard was stated in terms of NCE units.
The following table will enable the reader to see the pupil standing repre-
sented by percentile ranks, based on national norms and relative to students
.0f the same age.

-

PERCENTILE RANK
", Reading Comprehension

Grade |Pre Test | Post Test

18 51
19 20
- 16 23
22 36
27 ° 34

»

It may be coﬂzluded, from the percentile dita, that. the Students
served by this project in reading started at very low percenyile<rankings
and experienced some growth ‘after treatment. .The growth is most noteworthy
for grade 2 pupils: to. ’

. — :
e |

** _ (Objective 2: The.mathematics skills of participgfiﬁg pupils in grades
two through six will improve-as evidenged by an increase of at least
four NCE units on standardized mathématics tests.

ey«

Outcome: Objective q%was'atéained. All participating pupils in

grades two through six completed all math subtests of.the CTBS

on a pre-post basis in February and June, 1980. The ifAcrease in
NCE units on thé tests averaged 16.18 for grades two through six.- .
These data are show in the following table. =

s
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¢ $ - IS
A NCE UNIT GAIN s - :r
. ‘ , ' Mathematics Total-Score .
2 ' *‘»‘
" Pre | post (Treatment .
n Level and Form | Test | Test | Time Average Pre/Post NCE . -
igiﬁsradé‘spupils of Test Date | Date (wegks) Difference
2 6, |Level C, Form S | 2/80 | 6/80 18 + 6,25
3 10 |Level 1, Form.S 10/79 | 4/80 11 + 7.96
4 12 Level 2, Form S | 2/80 | 5/80 15 + 23.45
5 12 evel 2, Form T 2/80 | 6/80 16 + 21.77
.6 8 evel 2, Form S | 2/80 } 3/80 7 + 14.59 )
Total/ 48 h o + 16.18. -‘\ a
Average .,

E 3

Pupil standing in Math is presented, in the following table, by
the use of percentile ranks. : .

PERCENTILE RANK \\\ '
Mathematics v .
_ ) ¢
- Grade | pre Test | Post Test = ‘. i
~ j
2 9 15, IR
» 17 28 o S
. 4 9 42 " N
i 5 8 - 37
6 13 ’ 33

' Pupils pretested, before treatment, ranked very low in terms of
perceptiles——All grades experienced growth in percentile ranks following
treatment, especially grades four and five.

. . Y - -

. Objective 3: Product Staff will maintain communication with classroom
teachers throughout the project.year to facilitate improvement in
reading and mathematics as evidenced by 70 percent of participating i

’ teachers providing a positive rating of usefulness of information/in- - .,
service resulting from their contact with project staff. . ’ ///

. Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. .A teacher reaction sheet may be
found in Appendix A. This teacher opinionaire measured classroom
teacher's reactions to the usefulness of service, information, and
inservice provided by Title I staff. Teachers were asked to rate
Title I services along the following dimensions: techniques used
and -the success of service»1%vel of communication between class-
room teacher and consultant teacher regarding pupils served, and .

“value or pr:;%icality of inservice sessions provided by Title I
staff. Six¥een of the twenty teachers or 80% completed the survey.

4 -
N
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. Of the\teachers returning surveys, 100% provided positive ratings
(i.é., an average rating of 3 or above). The following table
shows that, on a scale from 1-3, (five representing the most posi-
tive response) the Title I tedthers were viewed ds_ providing very

useful serv1ces

$

-~

. o Classroom Teacher Reaction

. - to Project Service .
L : Average Rating ¢
n Service
Grade Level | teachers |Reading | Math
- Primary 8 . 4.6 4.6 4
Upper ° 8 4.6 4.4

_ ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

v

L]
*

. Additional information related to project operations is summarized
below?. The jinformation was derived from examination of project records and

] observ§%1on-of pro;ect operations. I

AR a:plls recommended by the regular classroom teacher for participa- .
on,in the project had to meet the following selection criteria:

rformance at or below the 33rd percentile on the reading compre-
. hepsion and/or any math subtest of the following tests: the Metro-

« poRitan Readiness Test (grade one), Stanford Diagnostic Reading or
® . Math, Tests (grades two and three), or the CTBS from the previous -
year (grades four-s&x)

I~

' . It was found} during‘the screening process, that approx1mately 250
pupil® (45%) of the 550  enrolled at the school qualified for Title
I services, that is, they scored at or below ‘the 33rd percentile __
eon the standa¥dized tests. The results of the screening process re- —
sulted in service to pupils (n=151) scoring at or below the 20th
rcentile, because there(jere not epough staf{ to serve all eligible

pu 115

e . Each CGonsultant Teacher serviced approximately fifty pupils each day
(range = 47-58). During each of the seven forty-minute perieds per
day, an average of seven pupils were served (range = 3-9). The sites
for instruction were in the Title I Resource Robm apart ¥rom the

pup11$' regular classroom ‘ . .
) . The Title I Staff planned and implemented 43 hours of inservice (the
- " proposal talled for 4 hours) for the classroom teachers. Subject
matter supervisors assisted with the sessions, which included explana-

-

=
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,.:.
tion of the new Metric Center and various general orientation ses-

sions. Also, voluntary*readlng workshops were held on six separate
one-half hour morning sessions. ' . )

. [

< -

- - SUMMARY “AND CONCLUSIONS . )

L4

In its first year of operation, the Cleveland Fundamental
School Basic Skills Reinforcement Project has provided a service that
addresses the remedial needs Yof students and is perceived as valuable
hy the classroom teachers of jthese .students. The project has achieved
all three of its proposed objectives. Test data reveal that the pupils

- served by this pro;ecd ga1ne an average of 8. 91 (Reading) and 16..18
(Math) NCE units, exceeding/the proposed ga1n of 4 NCE's. The class-

room teachers rated this\ program highly, a551gn1ng %gkaverageuratlng of
4.6, on a scale‘of 5.

! “
. It is recommended that consideration be given te increasing the
v professional staff of the project, i.e., hiring an additional
. Consultant Teacher. As noted before, theré are many other stu-
dents at the Fundamental Education Center who could benefit from
these special serviges. . =

3

o
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APPENDIX A

TEACHER REACTION SHEET
BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT .
TITLE I -
. FUNDAMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER | .
Directions: Please give your impressions of the usefulness of service, information,
., and inservice resultlng from your contact with the Title I project
staff (Reading: Mrs. Victory - grades 1-3, Ms. Stephens - grades 4-6;
Math: Mrs. West). Circle the number along each continuum which most
closely represents your feelings concerning each item. Note that a
"s" represents the most positive response, while a J'1" represents the
most negative response. .
I st ‘ Grade \
SERVICE TO STUDENTS

PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT WAS - Reading
CLEAR Math

2 "1 PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT WAS NOT
2 1 CLEAR

METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT WAS  Readipg
CLEAR Math

1 METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT WAS

"2
3 2 1 NOT CLEAR

SERVICE BENEFICIAL Reading S5 4 2 1 \'SERVICE NOT BENEFICIAL

INFORMATION SHARED WITH YOU RE: STUDENTS
» NUMBER- OF CONTACTS WAS ADE- Reading, 5 4 2 1 NUMBER OF CONTACTS WAS INADE-
QUATE Math 5 4 2

ral -

INFORMATION SHARED WAS VALU- Reading S. 4 2 INFORMATION SHARED WAS NOT
2 .

QUATE

ABLE ' Math S 4-. VALUABLE .
WAS ABLE TO ACT ON INFORMATION Reading ° WAS -NOT ABLE TO ACT ON INFORMA- .°
SHARED " Math 4 TION SHARED ’
/ - . ,
. GROUP INSERVICE SESSIONS )
SESSIONS WERE WORTHWHILE Reading SESSIONS NOT WORTHWHILE
Math :

NEW KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED AT ~ Reading 5, NO NEW KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED
SESSIONS Math 4, . sassmNs

¥ TIME ALLOTED FOR SESSIONS WAS Reading ' TIME ALLOTED FOR SESSIONS WAS
SUFFICIENT Math 4 y INSUFFICIENT

-

INFORMATION SHARED WAS PRACTI- Reading INFORMATION SHARED WAS IMPRAC--
CAL } Math TICAL :

+

Comments: °
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DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC

1979-80 Evaluation

t
\

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

. The Diagnostic Reading Clinic is designed to provide specialized
in-depth service to pupils evidencing multiple and complex reading diffi-
culties in the uppe? elementary grades. One hour per day of instruction
for 6 to 36 weeks is provided for elementary children who are transported é’
to the Diagnostic Reading Center. The Reading Clinic staff reflects inter-
disciplinary skills, and conducts specialized reading instruction re®ated
to individual pupil diagnosis., All diagnostic and remedial information
is made availabld®to classroom teachers. Also emphasis is placed on
parental involvement in support of pupils reading efforts. -

*s

SERVICE SUMMARY

.

Number of Pupils Sgzved: 1,255 Grades Served: 4,%5, 6, 7

.
2

Number of Schools: <$9 public ] Years in Operation: 16
. 3 non-public (14.5 yrs. - T%Ele I; 1.5 yrs. - OEO)
See Attachment B 62 total

-

Staffing: 25 Teachers, FT
3 Psychologists, FT' ' 8 Drivers, FT
1. 2 Coordinators, FT -4 Psychologists, PT
1 Nurse, FT . *"1 Speech Therapist
_ 8 Teacher-Aides, 1 Supervisor v
'Z Secretaries,” ET -

Total Title I Expenditures: §$1,048,321 Per Pupil Cost: $835




OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES ' “

>, "Objective 1: Pupil participants will evidence a post treatment mean
score (on a standardized reading test) that is at least two NCE units
higher than th3 mean pre-test score. .

. /
Outcome 1: The objective was attained. A comparison of 115 pre-
post test results selected randomly realized an average gain of
24.2 NCE units. Forms B, C, and D of the Gates McGinitie Primary
Reading Service were used. Selection of the appwopriate test
level was based on the students -oral reading placement score from
the Gates McGinitie Diagnostic Test which was administered as part
of the diagnostic plan.

‘s. Objective 2: As reported by classroom teachers, at least two out of,

three pupils receiving full service will evidence observable jndependent
performance with classroom reading materials at least half of the time.

». Outcome 2: The objective was a%ained. A teacher questionnaire was

| submitted to"the teacher of a participating student in each of the
64 project schools. The purpose of:the questions was to evaluate
to what extent students had mastered reading material for his or -
her grade level. Thirty seven teachers responded to the sample survey.
Analysis of responses to item ten which sought the degree to which each
selected student could master the reading material for his grade
yielded the followjng results. Teachers believed that 87% of the
students could dle the usual reading material used in his grade.
(See attachment A for results) : - -

E

.- Objective 3: Pupils will receive the coordinated services of related dis-
' ciplines in the diagnosis and correction of reading difficulties.

Outcome 3: The objective was attained. Records for each student
served by the project are kept at the Diagnostic Reading Clinic Office
at the Observation School, All students upon entering the program

are given psychological testing services if they had not been tested
for a minimm of two years. All project students are alsg given

a speech and hearing test and a comprehensive visual gvaluation. '

The results of the afore mentioned examinations are inhcluded in

each student's case record and serve to form a vital part of the
students individual treatment pattern. A samplg of these-records

has been examined by the project evaluator. s -

Objective 4: . Parents of at least 50 percent of participating pupils will
be involved in support of thecenter's efforts to remediate the reading
difficulties of their children. -

Outcome 4: The objective was attained. Project records show that
parents’ were contacted on a continual basis, and were involveq in
both ,the Tmplementation and continual.sharing of information in the
project, During the 1979-80 school year the Diagnostic Reaélng ,
clinic notified parents of the date their child was to be diagnosed,
and_invited them to avtend the s2sgion. If parents were unavailable
o attend the session, a sécond ‘meeting was arranged to accommodate
the parents.

v
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L The following statements are representative of responses to parent question- - ) ﬁﬁ

naires. < .

s . » f =

’ .* My child would like to }'continue An the project even after )

i€ is scheduled to leavek,® —_

) .

My child has én'improved attitude toward school..

. H
My child is esger now to read aloud in class she had always
been nervous.: -

Has increased self confidence.
Objective 5: At least 50 percent pf the classroom teacheTs—of pupils
served by the project will receive consul;ative_service?/from the Clinic

n . staff. . . ~

. Outcome 5: The objective was attained.— Questions number one and
. - two of the teacher questionnaire illustrate that 62% of the teacheTs <«
visited the clinic on at least one occassion, while 100% of the
responding teachers stated that they had been invited to visit the
reading clinic. The questionnaire was submitted to the teacher of
one randomly selected participating student in each of the 64
i . schools. Thirty seven teacliers responded to the questionnaire.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

-

: As can be seen by the replies to the questionnaire inquiries, teachers
report positive patterns . regarding both reading interest and comprehension.

-

il

I'd

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS -«

The Diagnostic Reading Clinjc proved to be a valuable program, w‘;ch
successfully aided students with reading difficulties. Efforts are presently
under way to combine the resources of the project with other projects.

These efforts should be pursuéd and expanded in an attempt to serve as large
_a number of students as possible. Also a continuing method of communication
with parents should be implemented. A newsletter or project info memorandum

ould effectively meet this need. .. ,

»
<

- »




>.:9. - . - o
T o s
- “K ; ‘
. ¢
_ APPENDIX A ° ) :
School Composite - . DRC 130 ,
DIAGNOSTIC CLINIC "o 5
¢ i : F
Teacher Opinionnarie . !
has been receiviﬁg services of
' the Diagnostic Reading Clinic. We are interested in securing
from you, his classroom teacher,‘ﬁﬁbservations about his .
< b - Y
. present reading-performance. Please return this completed
. L)
form in the @hclosed envelope to DIVISION OF RESEARCH, DEVELOP4 -
MENT AND EVALUATION no later than July 31, 1980. Thank you
_ for your \help. -
: 1. Were you invited to visit the clinic? 100% Yes 0O No
° - - : >
2. Did you visi;/the clinic this year?  62% Yes 38 No
] . i
3. When was child assigned to receive help from the clinic?
Since: 63% Oct./Nov. 28% Dec./Jan. 19% Feb./Mar. ___April/May
- Other:
4." ,What is greatesé,reading problem for this child?
68% stated comprehension .
5. Child's final mark -in reading for this year will be I:l
6. Child's days of absence for this%yéar as of the date of this report C:}’
7. Child's latest P.L.R. | ~ (Test 9
. -~ -
Q ’ * ( -48-
; ‘ -




12.

Please check test: Metro

In your opinion, -can thi
in his grade?

44% Always /
43 Most of the gime
_6% Sometimes .
7% Rarely .
____ Not at a{;

In general, have you noted any degree of improvement in:

&

Vpcab.‘ Compre.
Child's latest Comprehensive Test of Basic Gr. Eq.| Gr. Eq. v
“ Skills Reading score/ Iowa Test of Basic skills.™ .
Circle Test: Level 1, 2,I3 ~N :
- _
Score G.E.
Child's Readiness Test score qr grade OR .
equivale ‘ : i
T,

o ) Not ~ Very Doesn't
' At All  Some Much _Apply
‘a, Pupil participation in group work 22%  38% 40%
b. Pupil written reading assignments 39% 739% 22%
c. Pupil confidence in his reading attack 71% 10% 19%
d. Pupil's general attitude toward school __ 63% 20% 17%
What use does child make of free reading opportunities? P

Over 70% of the respondents felt that most students approached free

& ’

reading time with increased enthusiasm,

¢
. 2

[

Ut
A

-49-




PYBLIC SCHOOLS

Elémentagz _

Alfred A. Benesch
A.J. Rickoff-
. * Anthony Wayne
Anton Grdina

Boul evard

Captain Roth

Case

Charles Dickens
Charles H. Lake

LIM = S WO~ O UGN

1 Charles Orr
11.  Charles W. Chestnutt
1 Chesterfield
Corlett
14. Daniel E. Morgan
15. Dike
1¢. Doan
7. East Clark
13. East Madison
19. Forest Hill Parkway
20. Garfiel
21. Woodland'Hills
1. Mt. Pleasant Catholic
2. St. Timothy
3.- St. Thomas
4, St. Vitus
,b.

St. Michael

APPENDIX B

& .

TITLE T SCHOOLS SERVED

1979-80

—

Diagnostic Reading

- 22,

23.
24.
25,

© 26,

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40,

41.

4z,

A}

George W. Carver 43,
Giddings 44,
Gilbert - 45,
Harvey Rice 46,
H.W. Longfellow . . 47.
Hazeldell 48.
Hicks 49,

dge* 50.
l.D. Rockefeller 51,
John W. Raper 52,
Joseph Landis 53.
Kenneth Clement 54.
Kentucky 55

Lafayette ‘
Marion Seltzer
Longwood

_ Louis Pasteur \59
Margaret A. Ireland 60,
Marion-Sterling 61.
Mary B. Martin . 62,
Mary M. Bethune 63.

64.

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS

«-50-

-~

ot

[y

'ﬂiies

Miles Park :
Miles Standish.
Mt. Auburn

Mt. Pleasant

‘Oliver H. Perry

Orchard

Paul L. Dunbar
Paul Revere °
Robert Fulton
Sacke !
Scrantd

'Sow1nsk1~4

-Stephen Howe

Tremont &
Union
Wade

Walton <
Watterson-Lake
Waverly
Buckeye—Woodland
Bolton
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ENGLISH<AS-A-SECOND LANGUAGE PROJECT
. "
1979-80 Title I Evaluation -

‘.' Lo ’ ¥ ' N
v PURPOSE- AND OVERVIEW , : //‘//i ¥

. .2 - o >
e This project is designed to help second-language learners

acquire an adequate level of profic ncy in understanding, speaking L
;ﬁpils served by,this project are

and reading the English langyage. :
provigled, in a special classroom apart from their regular classrooms, -
with extra classes-in speaking and reading English, and accultgration & i
-activities. These special sessions, which average approximately forty-
five minutes 'daily, are ;ollowed up with additional individual and |
small-group’ remediatjon provided by teacher assistants.. A full-time

social worker coordinates parent and community involvement in the pro- .
gram. L * SR

~
o=

SERVICE SUMMARY “. 77
Y.

. Nﬁmber'of%éggxfis Served: 664 Grades Served:
» -Number of Schopls: 16 Years in Operation:. 13
e f
Staffing: 1 Project Manager, FT
. 18 Teachers, FT
15 Assistants, FT °
1 €lerk, FT - |
1 Social Worker, FT |
,&,Comnmnity Aide, <FT .

% / ~

Total Title I Expenditures: $514,021° Per Pupil Cost: $77J%

<

. ’
f
4

5
[

O

)

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Pfocess'Objectives

% Objective 1: Assignment of an English-As-A-Second Language team,
Consisting of an ESL teacher and a teacher assistant, to schools
will be based .on concentration of non-English speaking students.
. » .

Qutcome: Objective 1 was achieved. Sixteen schodls and a -
total of 664 students participated in the 1979-80 ESL pro-
gram. These schools wére selected because of their high’
concentration of non-English speaking children. Fifteen of
18 ESL classes had one teacher assilstant assigned to assist
the teacher with classroom instruction. These assistants

o ]

- N 5- . | .
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were assigned to those schools having the highest concentra-
tion of non-Mhglish speaking children. Students in the:pro-
ject were representative of approximately 12 different langu-
age groups. ‘ ‘
o~ Objective'2: Pupils will be grouped according-to needs in oral
V" English 4and reading skills. ° d
. Outcome: Objective 2 was achieved. All students were screened _
prior to assignment. This screening involved the use of sep-
arate.instruments for readifig and speaking. On all instru-
ments, students had to score at the 33rd percentile or bedow
before_accept into, the program. S¢reening instruments
for sp%akinﬁb reading classes, by grade level, are listed
in Appendix A, Table 1. The total enrollment for the speak-
ing classes was-553 students, while.the total enrollment for
reading classes was 58 _Students.* A total of 53 students were
enrolledf}n both ‘speaking and reading classes, The schools and
- ‘number of students served can be found in Table .2 of Appendix A.

Objective 3: Curriculum program will ?é:zg}efully structured to
include language structures and vocabulary that are readily, avail-
4ble within the daily experiénces of children and geared to the
proficiency levels of participants. : i

. Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. Curriculum guidelines
- were developed by the project for the speaking and reading -
. classes. The guidelines are based on locally developed and
commercially available curriculum materials for children in
child development through grade six classes. ghildren served
by the project progress to higher levels of proficiency as
measured by criterion-referenced tests. t

»

’ k -
Objective 4: Parent involvement and participation in the learning
experience of the children will be actively enlisted by project
staff. ) =~

R
Outcome: Objective 4 was achieved. The Social Worker- assigned
to the project completed 2,091 home visits, initiated 126 com-

s mmity contacts, held 108 conferences with principals, parti-

o ‘ cipated in 25 parent education meetings,.two ESL Parent\Adyisory

Committee meetinﬁs and seven city-wide Parent Advisory Committee .

e meetings. In addition, ESL teachers were available to parents o

on an individual, as-needed basis.

-

* Project nagement cites Else Hamayan, Bilingual Education
Service CWRter (Midwest Region): Experience has shown that a
student must learn to speak English at about the same level as
an English-dominant six-year-old before s/he.can read English.
Hence, the ESL Program has as its treatment focus the develop-

. ment and upgrading of listening and speaking language skills.

- -54- 96 - _\
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Product Objectives” ' ‘ . ‘

Objective 1: Participants in reading classes will show improye-”
ment in the level of reading vocabulary (+7 or more NCE*‘units) on’
the mean pre-post scores obtained on the reading vocabulary sub-. *

_* test of the Comprehegfive Tests of Basic Skills (grades one-six). - .

PN

Outcome: Objective 1 was achieved at thrée out of six grade .
~levels. All tests were administered on a pre-post basis, with
“the pre-tests being administered jn November, 1979 and the post--

test -administered in either April or May, 1980, in accordance . ’

with the city-wide testing schedule., The pre-post results, by

grade level, can'be found in Table 1 of Appquix B,

These data indicate that for grades 1 and 5, the averagé NCE >
gain was negative (-10.31 and -3.40 respectively). For grade
4, although the gain was positive (6.0Q) it was below the <
stated criterion of +7 or more NCE units. For grades 2, 3, and
6, the NCE gain was above (+8.88, +7.42 and +7.33 NCE units - sy
respectively) the stated criterion. (Small sample sizes at
grades 4, 5-and 6 make the reprgsentatiVeness of the results at
these grade levels open to question). ’
Although the objective criterion standard was stated in terms of
NCE units, the following table will enable the reader to see the
pupil standing represented by perceptile ranks, based on national

> norms and relative to students'of the same age. - -

«
'S

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Vocabulary

Graak\ Pre test Post test

1 43.5 33.8
2 16.3 28.8
.3 11.3 18.5 .
4 39.7 51.0 .
. 5 10.0 7.5
- 6 7.0 , 13.0 ”

‘Again, the greatest impact appears at grades Z, 3, and 6.,
Relatively little movement occurred at grade 4 and test per-
formance actually declined at grades 1 and 5. (A pre-post
difference near the middle of the percentile scale represents
a much smaller difference in test performance than the same
pre-post difference at the low or high ends of the percentile
scale). It will be noted that post test percentiles are still
relatively low on the percentile scale.

*NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent) units are normalized, equal-interval,
standard scores with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of
21.06, derived by dividing the distance from the mean' to the 99th
percentile by the same distance measured in.terms of ne@rmal curve
standard deviation units ( .3267). The resulting scale includes
exactly 98% of the population which lies between the lst and the
99th percentile.

. -55- — ey
J
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Oblectlve 27 Part1c1pants in readlng'clagses w11} show 1mprove-
B ~ment in the level of reading comprehension (+7 or more NCE units) -
f— g on the mean pre-post.scores obtained on the reading compnehens1on
BN ] subtest of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (grades one-siX). ;
Outcomev ObJectzve 2 w5§\ach1eved at twp out of six grade
Tevels. All'tests_were ddministered on a pre-post pasis,
- ) with the pre-tests administered in November, 1979 and the I
/// ‘ post-test administered in April or May, 1980 in accordance
o epme with the city-wide testing schedule. The pre-post resnults, by
- . grade ‘level, can be found-in Table 1 of Appendix B.
!
- N These data indicate that ‘for grade ‘five, the average NCE gain
was negatlve (-4. oo) For grades one, three, and six, although
" the gain.was positive (+4.92, +5.42 and +1.33 respectively) it
was below the stated criterion of +7 or more NCE units. Fo
both grades two ‘and four, _the NCE gain was above (+11.51 and- ..
+10.75 units respectively) the stated criterion. (Small_sample
sizes at grade 4, 5 and 6 make thé representativeness’ of the re- -
sults at the&se gradg levels open to question.) L=
Pupil standing in Reading Comprehension is presented in the follow-
ing table by the use of percentile ranks. >

& -
.
. ? - PERCENTILE RANK )
- ) Reading Comprehension , , -
p ' Grade | Pre tests | Post test
' 1. 24.7 < 32.6
2 ¢ 16.8 33.4
3 12.4 17.1
_ 4 33.1 59.9 .
: 5 27.5 21.6
! 6 17.1 *18.7

Pre-post gain in grades 2 and 4 is once more documented using
percentile ranks. It can also be seen, using this percentile
table, fhat grades 1, 3, and 6 showed little movement pre-post
and that grade 5 post test scores and percentile rank declined.
- (A pre-post différence near the middle of the percentile scale
represents a much smaller difference in test performance than
o the same pre-post difference at the low-or high ends of the per-
centile scale.) It will be noted that ‘post test percentiles are
still relatlvely low on the percentile scale.

FiEObjective 3: Participants in speaking classes at the pre-school
and kindergarten levels will show significant improvement (p < _.05)
in listening comprehension skills on the mean pre-post scores ob-

. tained through the administration of-the Test of ory Compre-
hension of Language (TACL). .
\ ) s
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[] 3 ‘. 'a%i
o:  Objective 3.was achieved. The Test for Auditory" — '

fension of Language (TACL) was administered to Child ~

pment and Klndergarten students in Esy speaking classes

3 pre-post basis in November, 1979 and in May, 1980. Using

3 t/test, there were statistically significant gains between

pre and post test scores for.both grade levels for .all three

6f'the subtests (Vocabulary, Morphology, Syntax). ' These gains

far exceeded the objective criterion. Table 2 in Appendix B

presents the results of this testing. '

v
’ . ,1'. Q
L .. Objective 4: Participents in speakipg classes in grades one ., .. ey,
through™ six will show s1gn1f1cant improvement (p. L. . 05) in

listening comprehension and oral production skills on the mean
N pre-post scores obtained through the administration of the Langu-
— <. age Assessment Scale.
Outcome: Objective 4 was achieved. Students in speaking
classes in-grades one through six were administered both the f
- . listening comprehension and the oral productiod subtests of
- the Language Assessment Scale (LAS) on a'pre-post basis in
November, 1979 and in May, 1980. Students in grades one -
through five were administered Level I of the LAS and grade
. six students were administered Level II of the LAS. The re-
sults of this testing can be found ipms&able 3 of Appendix B.
These results indicate that for both the comprehension and
4 oral production subtests of the LAS, the pre-post gains were
significant at the .001 1level at all six grade levels N

* - ADUITIONAL FINDINGS ‘ ) '

. As a part of the project act1v1t1es, students from 16 ESL schools -
= participated in 27 .field trips. A list of field trips taken can be found
in Appendix-C. .
Every attempt was made to coordinate the ESL readlng evaluation
with the city-wide testing program and the bilingual program, thereby eli-
mlnatlng dual testing of some students. This cooperation proved effective
in the majority of schools, but there were some coord1nat10n problems in .
.specific schools.

>
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SUMMARY A}!)A CONCLUSIONS:

The 1979-80 English-As-A-Second Language Project was successfully }
implemented according to guidelines contained in the process objectives.
The project achieved two of its product gbjectives at all grade levels.
The other two product objectives wer® achieved at some grade levels.* The
following are recommeridations for tlie 1980-81 year:

. Parent activities have proven their merit end should be continued.

Cooperation between ESL, bilingual, and city-wide testing programs
should continue with concentrated effort in specific schools to
eliminate problems in coordination.

_Préject administration shourld>identify the reasons why reading- gains -
in both vocabulary and ¢omprehension are below ‘the stated criterion
at-several grade levels and-should take any programmatic action nec-
cessary to eliminate or reduce the difference between stated criteria

and actual attainment levels. >

<

[y

*It shogld be noteq that the sample sizes used in computiné the
NCE gains in Reading for grades 4-6 were quite ‘small. Consequently,

theren’esentativeness of the results is open to question.

B} : : \
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APPENDIX A

TABLE 1
SCREENING TESTS

READING CLASSES

[
| Screening Test _Grade- Screening. Test Grade
For students previously in 1 For students previously ‘in 3
Cleveland System: Cleveland System:
Metropolitan Readiness Test, CTBS, Leyel.C, Form S, 2nd
Kindergarten administration grade admfmstratlon (Spring,
(Spring, 1980) ‘ 1980) Reading Vocabulary or ‘
. - Reading Comprehension:
For students mew to Cleveland Passages subtest
System:
ESL teacher administered For students new to Cleveland
Metropolitan Readiness Test, System:
~-.kall, 1980 -, R v . ESL teacher administered
: “California Achievement Test,
For students previously in | 2 Level II, Form A Reading
Cleveland System: Comprehension or Reading
-CTBS, Level B, Form S first Vocabulary subtests (Fall,
grade (Spring, 1980) adminis- 1980)
tration, appropriate score - n
one one of the following sub- Stanford Diagnostic Reading

tests: Word Recognition I;
Comprehension; Word Recogni-
tion II

For.students new to Cleveland
System:,

ESL teacher administered
California Achievement Test,
level II, Form:A Reading

"Comprehen31on or Reading

Vocabulary subtests

/ L]

Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtests Green Level, Fall
1980, Admlnlstratlon through
city-wide testing

or
ESL teacher administered °
California Achievement Test,
Level II, Form A Reading
Vocabulary or Reading Com-
prehension Subtests (Fall,
1980)

%,

e
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)
© TABLE 1
SCREENING TEST

.READING CLASSES

Screéning Test Grade Screening Test Grade
o '
—~——
Stanford Diagnostic Reading 5 Stanford Diagn’stic Reading 6
Test 2, Reading Comprehension Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtest, Brown Level, "Fall, + subtest, Brown level, Fall,
1980. Administration through _1980. Administration through
city-wide testing city-wide testing program
or . or -
CTBS, Level 1I, Form S, 4th " +ESL teacher administered

grade administration (Spring,
1980) Reading Vocabulary or
Reading Comprehgnsion suptest

.
[

Califorhia Achievément Test,
- Level- 3, Form A, Reading

‘ Vocabulary or Reading Compre-
hension, Fall 1980

\"‘

T T
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* . APPENDIX A (Cont'd) . ’_
TABLE I o
. 'séﬁrzé:mc TESTS )
e P "
SPEAKING CLASSES :
P . 3 :* ’ 3

Screening Test . Grade . ) -

Screening Test for Auditory - CD *

Comprehension of Langudge . —

(STACL) Fall, 1980 Adminis-. K

-~ yration : - i

SPLIT TEST (Schutt: , , 1 =

University of Arizona) \

Verbal Fluency-English 2

Subtest, Fall, 1980 Adminis-. . . _ - - —

tration t =

y Fall, 1980 Administration of * 3-6
* Language Assessment Battery - - : : ”
English Level II, Grades 3-6 : .
) ' - T T T
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APPENDIX A -~

- Table, 2

Schools and Students Served
1979-80.

Schools Served

]

«
-

Public . Non-Public
‘Buhrer Immaculate Conception
Case . - St. Francis ’ )
East Madison St. Michael
Kentucky St. Vitus
Orchard .
Paul Dunbar
Sacdkett
Scranton
Tremont
HWalton
Watterson-Lake

Waverly .

“
~

Count of Pupils by Gyade Level
- EJ

— No. of
Grade Students

Child Development 45
Kindergarten

Grade 1 ol
Grade
Grade

Grade
Grade
Grade
Grade

R~V
—

N
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APPENDIX B

JE—

TABLE 1

Mean NCE Gains by Grade

Kl

ary and Comprehension Subtebts

3

Vocabulary Comprehension ¥
NCE R NCE
bradel N | Pre test X |Post test X | X Gain [} Pre test i Post" test i i Gain
1 13 46.62 41.24 -5.3% 35.62 7 40?54 - 4,92
2 |16 | 29.31 38.19 "+8.88 || 29.69 '41.00 +11.31
3 12 .24.50 31.92 +7.42 25.66 31.08 + 5.42
' [ : .
4 4 44.50 50.50 +6.00 40.75 51.50 : 710.75
s | S 23.00 19.60 -3.40 37.40 -33.40 - 4.00
6 f 3 19.00 26,33 +7.33 30.00 31.33 + 1.33 v
-
153 N
‘_/-"\'\
Total X +3.59 + 6.36
NCE Gain
‘.\
(Y %




e E * APPENDIX B. (Cont'd)

[

" s . . ,
s Child Development Vocabulary . __Morphology Syntax .
' N = 26 . - 26 26
v Pre Test X_ bo13.23 13.58 2.73
Jost Test X ) 32.23 32.08 % 6.69
S.D. Pre 10.37 10,52 2.22
S.D. Post 3.42 4.93 - 1.76
s .t 8.430* - 7.869* 7.055*.
<, X pre;post gain 19.00 ~18.50 3.96
- S.D. pre-post gain - 11.49 . 11.99 2.86
~ ’ ’ *p< .001 -
¢ ‘ .
. Kindergarten (
N 93 93 93
Pre Test X. 23.54 20.78 4.53
Post Test X 33.69 }4.16’ 7.22 .
S.D. Pre 9.69 9.02 2.41
S.D. Post 3.93 5.96 1.71
T -t .9.786* . 14.044* 10.434*
. X pre-post gain 10.15 13.38 2.69
! S.D. pre-post gain 10.05 9.19 2.48 .
-~ *p< .001 ‘
[ 4 ~ ¢9 Q )
4 & i -
-~ ‘
® » bzoe ) -
~ s ‘. R
|
- !

‘x : TABLE 2 - - ’

Summary of Pre-Post 'festing

‘TACL, Child Development and Kindergarten

A
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. - Y . . TABLE3 g .
- - -, _ ‘
. - . ¢ e Summary of Pre-Post Testing
B - #
- . . : Language Assessment Scale, Grades 1-6 ‘
Grade . 1 2 3 3 5 6 il
N .. Oral Oral 7 1 Oral Oral Oral ~ Oral .
Subtest. Comp. | Prod. || Comp. | Prod. || Comp. | Prod. [iComp. | Prod. || Comp. | Prod. Comp. | Prod. “II" ¢
- - - - . Y - .
i -\_#\Q\i 63 29 29 20 | 29 28 ' | 28 34 | 34 36 26
N Prg Test X 3.9 1.22 |{|4.76¢ | 1.55- 4 j1.24 4,21 |1.61 |[|4.56 . 1.74 || 4.81 |1.50
Pogt Test X / || 6.58 2.43 7.10 | 2.69 17, | 2.72 7.29 | 3.07 7.65 2.88 8.42 |2.73
s/h. pPre 12.35 [0.96_12.20 | 1.06 .63 | 1.09 ,?3.12 1.40 {]2.85 1.46 [13.09 [1.14
S.D. Post 1.91 0.89 (l1.72 | 0.89 |{1.91 0.96 [} 2.05 | 1.15 1.63 1.07 || 1.55 1.00
o - . } - " N -
-t 10.116* {11.874*|| 62298* | 5.975* || 8, 012% | 9.168* |[6.297* | 7.481*| 7.738*| 5.315% | 6.050* | 7,272*
X Pre-Post Gain || 2,64 1.21 ||2.34 1.14 “A72.95 | 1.48 3.07 1.46 | 3.99 1.15 3%2 1.23
S.D. Pre-R b 3 | v ¢ ’ ' )
;o 2in || 2:09 } 0.81 }{{2.00 | 1.03 1.77 0.87 2.58 1.04 || 2.33 1.26 || 3.05 |o0.86 ‘;--,;;
o — .- -+ . .
!
., : - ’ ‘ -
o e T pg<..001, - ' '
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APPENDIX C == .
. oL . ESL Field Trips y
. ) 1979-80 " *
o Zoo .
. Aquarium

Western Reserve Historicél
Society Museum

Natural History Museum
NASA

Police Departﬁent -
Police 3tables - . E
Justjce Center i
FBI Office

Hale Farm

Greenhouse

City Tour -

Trailside Museunm

-68- - % .
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MATHEMATICS SKILLS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT . '

- A v 5

. 1979-80 ESEA TITLE I

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW ~

The MSIP was developed to provide intensive mathematics instruction '
to small groups of low-achieving students in selected Title I schools. The
purpose was to assist students to develop appropriaté and necessary skills
which would allow the achievement of adequate progress in and completion of
the prescribed school program. This remedial instruction is conducted out-
ilde of the regular classroom by trained Math Specialists, and is in addition

o regular math instruction. Integral. aspects of jhe program include the
following. L

B3

Workshops and in-service training for Title I teachers. \

The instruction and ;ZIHEercement of parental mathematics

instruction at home. \V:> .
. |

Demonstrations in the mathematics laboratory for classroom ‘
- teachers.

i a

The publication and distribution of 2 newsletter to all |
affiliated with the project. - \

SERVICE SUMMARY=

Number of pppils Served: 2,437 Grades Served: 3, 4, 5, 6, 7? 8"

v . *Non-public schools

Number of Schools Served: 51 public

T 9 non-publice Years in Operation: 12%
(List in Appendix A) - 60 total .

Staffing: 54 F.T. Teachers
1 F.T. Secretary
- 1 F.T. Suypervisor ., o7 -
56 Total ,F.T. Personnel -

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,301,988 Per Pupil Cost: $534

- . -

-71~ )
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OBJECTIVE AND QUTCOMES

Process Objective 1: Each full time consultant will provide an

verage daily enrollment of 48 mathematics underachievers from .
ades 3, 4, 5, 6, with remedial-instruction in mathematics skills.
enrollment variance of no more than seven percent (7%) will be
eptable. -

<
\\/,-/f/<,\\\\§\;:j%utcome 1: Process Objective 1 was achieved. An average daily

enrollment of 50.39 mathematics underachlevers were served by
each consultant teacher this year This compares with an

average enrollment of 47.7 students served the previous year\

Of the 54 consultants part1c1pat1ng in the project, all provided
the opportunity for the approprlate number of studefits to be

~ ’ served, thus meeting the objective. However, attendance records
indicate that nearly half of the consultants did not service

the correct number of, students, because of low student attendance.

Process Objective 2: Each part-time MSIP consultant will provide an
average daily enrollment of 20 mathematics underachievers from
grades 3, 4, 5, 6, with remedial instruction in mathematics skills.
An enrollment variance of no more than seven percent (7%) will be
acceptable.

Outcome 2: Process Oljective 2 was achieved. -The average daily
enrollment was 19.5 for students in grades three through six

who received remedial instruction in mathematics skills. This
compares with an average of twenty two students served the
previous year.

r

- Process ObJectlve 3: MSIP consultgﬁts will provide for each reme- )
///////d dial mathematics student one 40 minute period of small group in- -

struction for at least 900 of the days that school is in session
each semester.

. o

Qutcome 3: Process ObJectlve 3 was not achieved. As shown in
Appendix B a wide range in the number of MSIP instructional days
occurred during the past year. These variations can be observed
- in both the first and second semesters. The acceptable 90%
minimum for the first semester number of days was 87.3 1nstruct4
" ional days. Not one ofi the 51 schools achieved this minimum re-

) quiremént. The acceptable 90% minimum number of nstructlonal :
. days for the second semester was 81 instructional®days. Nihety
two percent of the 51 schools met this requ1rement //

Process Objective 4: When surveyed 75% of the parents, df MSIP
students will be able to acknowledge being contacted,by the Mathe-
mtics Skills Improvement Pro;ect

Outcome 4:° Process Objective 4 was achieved." The following
information was obtained through the distribution in May of 1980
of questionnaires to parents. Qusstionnaires weregiven to 600
parents with 517 being returnejthégpe hundred percéht of the

parents reported that they did havg knowledge of the MSIP project.
Ninety one percent stated that had received information
concerning the project, and 51% reported that they had: visited

their child's classroom. (See Appendix C for parent survey T%§U1ts .)
Q . ° f
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. Product Objective 1: The MSIP observed group mean posttest perfor-
. ) mance will be at least five NCE* units above the expected group mean
scoge which Has been estimated by regression analysis of Spring,
1979 and Spring, 198Q§QTBS'Mathematics Test -scores. Analysis will
be by grade levels th{ee, four, five, six, seven, and eight.

Qutcome: Regression Analysis For 1979-80. The regression analy-
sis was performed using the—total. mathematics scores obtained
from the Spring, 1979 and Spring, 1980 City-Wide administration
of the CTBS. The predicted post test mean represents the level
of achievement the served group would have compiled had they

‘ remained in the regular classroém with the comparison group.

ed post test mean is what was actually observed for

Py this group\ following inclusion and participation in the project.
: The differqnce between these two means indicates the gain made

oup beyond what they could have achieved with-
out.the services of the project. The pre and post scores for

,the MSIP and comparison groups are presented in Appendix D.
Results of the statistical analysis of the difference between
observed and expected scores appear in Appendix E. A summary
of the results by grade level is as ;6T€gws: )

e

N Grade 3 Outcome

Test results were analyzed for 292 students from grade 3. Regression

& analysis yielded a predicted post score mean of 37.13 NCE units as
compared to an observed post score mean of 37.50 NCE units. This
gave a treatment effect of .37 which is less than the 5 NCE units set
by the objective. While this figure (.37) is statistically not
significant it i\lustrates that the pggduct oBjectiveé for this grade
has not been achieved. A summary of the regression amalysis for’ -

. grade 3 appears in Appendix F. - i -

Grade 4 Outcome - ; 7 o
Test results were analyzed for 482 students from grade 4. Regression
analysis yielded a predicted post score of 32.15 NCE units as compared
to an observed post score mean of 36.29 NCE units, this gave a treat-
ment effect of 4.14 NCE units which was statistically significant
(p < .01). However, sigce a positive difference of 5 NCE units bet-
ween the predicted‘sqgre and the observed score was not obtained, the
product objective for this grade has not been achieved. A summary of
the regression analysis for grade 4 appears in Appendix G.

L3

Grade 5 Outcome : . :

Test results were analyzed for 403 students from grade 5. Regression
5. . analysis yielded a predicted post score mean of 25.36 NCE units as

compared to an observed pogt.score mean of 34,04 NCE units.

- *NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent) ufiits ixe normalized 1 equal interval stan-
dard scores with a mean of 30 and a standard deviation of 21.06, derived’
by dividing the distance from the mean to the 99th percentile by the ,
same distance 'measured in terms of normal curve standard deviation units
(2.3267). Tie resulting scale includes exactly 98% of the population
which .lies between the 1lst and the 99th percentile. .

N, o v -73-
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®This gave a treatment effect of 8.68 NCE units which was statistically
significant (p. < .01). Since the difference between the observe and
predicted score exceeded 5 NCE units, the product objective for this
grade has been achieved. A summary of the regresstion analysis for
grade 5 appears in Appendix H.

= .
, Grade 6 Outcome
Test results were analyzed for 363 students from grade 6. Regression
analysis yielded a predicted post score mean of 29.56 NCE units as
compared to an observed post score mean of 37.41 NCE units. This gave
a ‘treatment effect of 7.85 which was statistically significant (p. < .01).
The product objective Por this grade has been achieved. A summary of
the regresstion analysis for grade 6 appears in Appendix I. :
F : :
Although the product objective states the unit of measurement to be the N.C.E.,
. the following table will show pupil standing byuéércentile ranks based “on
National Norms. |
\
£
PERCENTILE RANKS
OF TOTAL MATHEMATICS SCORES
‘ .
.Grade Pré\zpst Post-Test
4
CTBS Level 1.
‘ Form S E -3 12.7 ©27.7 R
CTBS Level 2
Form S 4 15.9 25.8 3
CTBS Level 2 =
4 . ) Ford T 5 12.1 22.4
CTBS 2
oo Level 6 a4.1 27.5
. As illustrated by the chart shown above, the scores of most c§ildren :
v improved following their participation in the Math Skills project ""f)

of 1979-80., However, perfdrmance levels remained in the lower third
of students natienally: ¢ \

1
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' - .~ ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

-~

. - The process of test distribution was somewhat chaotic, improvements in
the procedure have already been undertaken.

v [

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. As the regression analysis has illustrated the product objective was
///i::> achieved for grades 5 and 6 Grade 4 fell slightly below the criteria
/- level. Grade 3 however fell far short of meeting the objective. An
attempt should be made to discover the reasons behind the poor showing
of the third grade. Also of interest is the fact that the results of
the 1978-79 regression analysis yielded. similar low results for the
third grade.

+
i
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_ APPENDIX A
1979-80 MSIP SCHOOLS SERVED

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

-

o 1. Alfred A. Benesch _ 27. John W. Raper :
' . 2. Anton Grdina / 7 28. J;§:bh F. Landis
B 3. Anthorly Wayne . 29. Lafayette |
4. Bolton f " o - 30, Longmead
5. Bouleyard 31. Longwood - ;
6. Captain A. Roth . 32. Louis Pasteur
& " 7. Case (a.m,) 33. Margaret Ireland -
8.- Charles Chesnutt * 34, Marion-Sterling
9. Charles Dickens ’ /_*\ 35. Mary B. Martin
10. Charles H. Lake §E . 36. Mary M. Bethune
11, Charles Orr-(a.m.) 37. Miles Stangdish /
12. Chesterfield 38. Mount Pleasant
13. Daniel E. Morgan .39, Orchard\ !
. 14, . Dike ) . 40, Paul Dunbar
15, Doan | ' ‘e 41. Paul Revere - .
' l6. East Cla}k 42, Robert Fulton /
17. East Madison - 43. Scranton |
18. George W. Carver ‘ ’ 44. Sowinski
19. Giddings (p.m.) _ 45. Stephen E. Howe
' . Zd. Gordon (p.m.) ) 46. Tremont g
21;\~Harvey Rice 47, Wade Park /-
22. Hazeldell 48. Walton (a.m.)
- 23. Henfy‘y. Longfellow 49, Watterson-Lake
-t “giy/24, Hodge / 50. Waverly
25. Hicks (p.m.), ' ¢ 51. Woodland Hills

26. John D, Rockefeller _
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS
| / , [
\ 1. St. Aloysius .

2. St. Catherine (a.m.) . /

3. Nat:ivity B.V.M. (p.m.) )

4. Mt. Pleasant Catholic

5. St. Paul Croation (p.m/) Z

“ ) 1 >

6. St& Benedict (a'.m.) . A

7. St. Thopas Aquinas (a.m.) é""ff -

8. Holy Rosary fp.m.)

9." Our Lady of Peace (p.m.)

‘ ’ i I
¥, .
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APPENDIX B

[

]

* Number of First Semester Sessions

2

Held by the’ MSIP

First

School had 30 Semester Days
One " School .had "32 First Semester Days
~  One School ~  'had (37 First Semester Days
One School Had 40 First Semester Days
One School - had 42 First Semester Days
Two fSchools had 46 First Semester Days
One -Q'Schboll// " had ) 48 . First Seﬁester Days_
One “School had . 55 First Semester Days .
;?Four Schools ha@ 56 First Semester Days
One School had 66 First Semester ' Dayé
The 41 o%her Schools had 55 first seﬁestqr days, during which math classes
were held. & )
v
- ~
e Number of Second Semester Sessions
4 : " Held by the MSIP
School had 60' Second Semester Days
. One School - had 639 Second Semester Days
- One” School had 68 Second Semester . Days
One °  School had 77 Second Semester D?ys
, One School had 87 ‘Second Semester, Days -
i Two Schoois had 89 Second Sémester Days
One School had o 92 Second Semester bays

The 43 other schools had 88 second semester days, during which math classes
were held. ‘ °

{
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? . ‘ APPENDIX: C : ' -~
. RESPONSE SUMMARY: © _ o
PARENT SURVEY
_ CLEVELAND PUBLIC SGHOOLS , .

bﬁ";hematics Skills Improvement Project
- ¥ ’

1979-80 '

Dear Parent: l ! 4 i

We are pleased that your child was part of a group who were
" given special instruction in Mathematics. We now wish to know how you
feel about this special help. Pleaseshelp us by circling your answers i
to the questions below. ’ '
( . >

I’I’!EME Y PER CENT RESPONDING
£ : e
1. Did you know that your child was YES NO
receiving special instruction in ’ 0%
mathematics? 100% °
. . . , . - Jr——————— "
‘ . 2. Did you receive aly written in- YES ‘ NO
formation about this special mathe- .‘
matics instruction? 91% 9%
3. Did your child bring home to show YES NO
_you any arithmetic paper or other :
objects from his arithmetic. 83% ~ ’7‘%
teacher? { .
b 4. Have you visited your child's YES . 4NO .
special mathematjics class? ) 51% 49%" ‘-
5. Did your child talk to you . MORE ~ SAME . LESS
more about his arithmetic _
--—--—+class this semester than 52% 41% 7%
before? . . )?,g
6. Do you feel your child im- MORE ~ SAME .  LESS
proved in arithmetic more T /
‘this semester than before? 82% 12% 8%
/ .

Pléase have your child return this questionnaire to his .
special matl teacher on the next school day.

Thank you very huch.
May, 1980 o ‘ ' '

27960
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PFNDIX D . R
*Pred énd_PostEgstb CTBS Mathematics (NCE) Scores and
. = Correlations for the Served and. Comparison Groups in .
Grades 37 4, 5, and 6
- 1979-1980 ;
T Served ‘Group (NCEX 42) Comparison Group (NCE > 42)
o . - .. - —-— :
/ « Grade N Pre X Post X Change"Corr. N Pre X Post X Change jkﬁ?.
o , ) .
3 292 26.01 37.50 11.48 .52 12921 .22.10 66.15 11.06 .59
. - %* »
4 482 29.00 36.29 7.28‘5 231, . 3401 .45 55.84 .39 .53
5 403  25.41 \24.04 8.63 .29 3386 5%/&8 55.51 -3.67 .56
N ' . .
6 363 27.31 37.41 10.10 ‘\.44 3333 56.39 55.50 - .86 64 =
-~

!

<

For grades-4, 5, and 6°CTBS Mathematics Test Apnl 1979, for-grade 3, CIBS
Mathematics November, 1979 .

b

CTBS Mathematics Test Mareﬁ>ﬁpgi1, 1980 ‘. /
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s . .
L. Results of Model C (Regression)' Analysis, for / N
- g . - ' v y ~— . o
T U Grades 3, 4, -5,and. 6 ‘

~ . ‘: - -
;T s Y . ® ' * i - ¢
. [ Predicted Observed _ ., Lffect . . . !

‘o . Grade  Posttest X  Posttest X of Program - t ~ .

’

. . : : < - oy _
~ . "3 37,13 © 37,509 .37 154 o N

4 32.15 . 36.29° 4.14 © 2.35% . _

25.36 34.04 8.68 4,52% ®

6 . .+ 29.56 37.41 . 7.85 4.92\5 bo o0 7
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w0 \ APPENDIX F :

. f . " ’ Summary of Regression Analysis for Grade S
L] f
- - ) SERVED THE COMPARISON
. , ' GROUP GROUP
: . . . - (NCE £ '42) . —  (NCE > 42)
Rumber of pupils < . X 292 - 2921
9 ! o - . . -
« Mean of pretest scores 26.01 55.10
- S.D. of pretest2°scores ~ e . 9.90 . 8.41
prer g « ) . . ) . d *
Observed mean of posttest scores P e 37.50 ©~ . 66.15
S.D. of~5 'ttest,.scores- - * - 14.92 14.31
: .o \ ¥
Correlation of posttest with . 52 T " .59 "
', . pretest scores . . ‘
. Slope of regression line for pre- . N .79 N IA
- dicting posttest from pretesg scores . L ' .
i Estimation (Prediction) equation Estimated Posttest score = 1i.20 + .
' . S ‘ ‘ .997 x pretest score &
) Staridard error«®f estimate T ~ 12,75 - 11.61 .
. / ’ ‘ . * ) . . R : % - v
i Test—index of estimation ~ ® I=(1, 2919) < 1524.22
. Significance of the estimation ot ) . p<.01 - . h
. . Estimated mean of 'posttest score ’ 37.13 \ .
.¢ ~ Effect of program service . © 37.50 - 37.13 = .37
Test index of treatment effect =~ - t(3210) = -S4 . "
Statistical significance'of not signifi'can.t.
treatment effect _ . : . © 3 5
Comments (if any): ) ' ‘ )
N\ .
a - e & o
& .
' * v ‘ A .
. « ' . "
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T APPENDIX G ~
+ . / . . . , .
- R ’, Sugpn}ary of Regression Analysis for Grade 4 L
s . THE SERVED THE COMPARISON
' . - ‘ GROUP . GROUP
- . ‘ (NCE £ 42) (NCE > 42)
Number of pupils - ) 82 7 . 3401 -
Mean of pretest scores 29.00 ' 55.45 i .
%f.pre?sxjscores A\ 9.29 8.78,
Observed mean of posttest .scores ' . 36.29 55.84
S.D. of pos;::est scores ) ' ) 14.42 - 14,91
Correlation of posttest with .. .31. ’ .53
pretest scores : .
. Slope of regression line for pre- < ' .49 g K .90 :
- ~-dicting posttest for pretest-SCOTes— -m v o e el e —
Estimation : (Prediction) equation . . Estimated Posttest score = 6.1'_7 + R
' .896 x pretest score -
. .
Standard error of estimate 13.70 . 12.66
Test index of estimation - T —F_('l, 3392)) =,1312.61 =
. h PR e e o
Significance of the estimation p<.01 .0
.o ‘ .

. - . 4
Estimated mean of posttest sgore . 32.15 . -
Effect of program service : - . 36.29 32,15 = 4.4

= ) . v - - . _

Test index of treatment q%féct N t(3880) = 235
Statistical sig.nifi‘cance of ™ - p<.01 i ,
treatmer:?. effect | . Q/../ \ ) ‘
Comments (if -anyd: -7 ) ' o
» ’ ¢ i -
‘ »
h LY
‘ )
' ‘d . -
3 . ~ ’

L=



Number of pupils

Mean of pretest scores

-

S.D. of pretest scores

Observed mean of posttest scores

S.D. of posttest scores

Correlation of pesttest with

, ‘pretest scores

©

Ne

~  Comments (if any):

Slope of regression line for pre-
dicting posttest from pretest scores

Estimation (Prediction) equation

Standard(/ error of estimate

. ]
Test index of estimation

Significance of the estimation
’

Estimated mean of posttest score,

v

Effect of program service
Test index of treatment effect

sfatistical significance of-
treatment effect

-

APPENDIX H

Summafy of ‘Regression Analysis for Grade 5 -

THE COMPARISON

THE SERVED
GROUP GROYP
(NCEL 42) (NCE>42) °
;e 403 ' 3386
- 1y «
\ ¥ .
25.41 . 59.18,
-_— .
10.60 9.20
A 34,04 55.51
7 , 14.94 14.58
. .29 .56
' C .40 > .89

+

[

Estimated Posttest score = 2.67 +
.89 x pretest score '

L g

[
.14.33 12.03
a L}
Ber—sgspay—= 157 .06.
’ 3% ) \1 ‘1
p< .01
25.36 )
-~ ]
34,04 - 25.36 = 8.68
taigey ~ 452 -
p < .01
4 N
- k4
\ \
l“‘ ,l ‘.
PN J
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; o APPEN'?(X’I' Lo - -
J Z& - Summary of Regressié6 Anélysis for Gi‘ade 6 ’ : n

_ _ THE SERVED- AL
. ﬂ GROUP ‘ .
» . _ , (NCE £ 42) ’ (NCE> 42) :
i‘ Number of pupils - 363 3333
" Mean of pretest scores 27.31 ' © 56.39
S.D. of pretest scores D992 , 8.66
Observed mean of posttest $cores _ 37.41. 55.50
S.D. of posttest scores . ST T, 11,00 12.02
Corr'elation of posttest with ' .44 ) ) .64
prétest scores . ~
Slope of regre-ssion line foxsypre- ) 49 -89,

dicting posttest from pretest\scores

Estinr ed Posttests»score = 5,20 +

Est;imation (Predi‘ction) equation ) .892 x pretest sco*. .

‘ Standard error c;f' estimate . ) 9.86 ‘ ,}W‘ :
Test index of estimationd \ ’ Faa, 3331 234\:: .95 \/
Significance of the estimation . P <.~.01- L"/

:E.st',i:mated xne;m of posttest score "¢ ’ \ " - 29.56
Effect of progran service ‘ . 37.41 - 29.56 = 7.85

‘Jest index of t're\atment effect '_a ' . E(Z’:o693) = 4'92. '

- tatlstlcal 51gn1f1cance of p< .0’;. i : i \ te

treatmeht effect . . {

€omments (if any):

.
. .
- N
. .
/ » ' ’
. : s >
.
. . B ] ¢
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“PROJECT REACH S o

1979-80 Title I Evaluation ‘

4

.

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW i

dggojéct Teach, one of four components of ‘the Reading#Instruc- - -
tion Project, is a_supportive program in grades one through four operat-
ing at eleven public elementary schools and one non-public elementary
school. [The project stresses customized reading instruction through
the use of differentiated olearning materials and prOV1des program con-
sultant teachers»w1th information about various readlng instruction
approaches and tra1n1ng in their use. A facet of the project Teceiving’
special attention is the attempt to increase the awareness and 1nvo£7§>-
ment of parents in the support of their children's keading progress. - - -

" /The program is administered by an Assistant Project Manager who works”

under the direction of the Manager of the parent program. Parricular

uI_gigpnsi’bilities of this administrator include inservice training of
T

dingfconsultant and teacher assistants (regular sessions), curricu- -
lum development, and the parent education program.

—_— s S - — - ——

SERVICE SUMMARY . . I
Number of Pupils Served: 914 Grades Served: 1-4
'}
.Number of Schools: 11 public Years in Operation: 9 ' -
_1 non-public . ; L
12 total ’ ’
& L ] -

‘Staffing: 1 Project-Administrator, FT
12 Consultant Teacherg, FT
.9 Teacher Aides, FT -

-Total Title I Expenditures: $432,717 - Per .Pupil Cost: $473.43

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES " . ¥

-

. . Obzectlve 1: The mean posttreatment scores of participants - -
- - in grades two through four receiving eighteen weeks or_more ;
of service will be at least™ four NCE units* higher ‘than the

mean pretest score.
¢

- QOutcome?! ObJectlvg'l has been attained. Form A (Pre) and - <
Form B (Post) of the Comprehension Subtest’ of the Stanford
. Diagnostic Read1ng Tests were adm1n15tere3 to pupil partici-
pants to measure the effect of the prOJec? on the student.
. Red Level tests were admlnlstered to 373 second and third®™
*NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent) units are normalized, equal- -interval,
standard sqgres‘wtfh a mean of 50.and a standard deviation of 21.06, i
derived by dividing the distance from the flean to the 99th percentile -
by the same distance, measured in terms of normal curve standard devia- -
- tion units (2.3267). The resultrng scale includes éxactly 98% of the’ : -

population which lies betwéen the I'st_and the 99th percentiles. The
use of the NCE units in reportin evalu%thn results is required by

Title I guidelines, A e # ]

. - - T A 4
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s
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e » 4' «
grade pupils; Green Level tests were given to 90 fourth
" grade pupils. Table1, listing the data in terms of both
NCE units and percentlles, presents the findings by grade-
- level groups. Mean rank of the pupil pagticipants at entry
into the program was at the 13th percentile; after treatment
the average rank of ‘the students was at the 47th percentile.
. . i The average gain for all three grades was 22.0 NCE units,
The Grade 2 group posted the greatest gain, nearly twice - .
the gain of the third and’ fourth grade groups combined.

. [ \ '
RS .

> .
Table 1 ) .
S . - Mean Group Gains of *
Second, Third, and Fourth Grade
Participants of Project Reach stated in Normal Curve Equivalents
(Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tesgs,Comnrehensxon Subtest)

N = 463

W

°

o gm e - LU e e e -
AN

Pre test Post Test .
. . Mean GRin

. \\Gradé N | NCE %ile NCE P %ile NGE ]

= - / 4
192 | 25.36| 12.1 55.76 60.7 30.40 ﬁ

3[ 181 | 29.50| 16.5 46.97  |= 44.3 17.47
‘ s Yoo |25.28] 12.0  |as.a0 37.7 18.12

Susmary [463 | 26.71| 13.4 48.72 47.5 22.00 |

Besides the Stanford Dlagnostlc Readlng Tests, ) -
the Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary and Comprehertsion Tests,
Forms A, B,"C, and D, were administered~ pre and. posttreat-
’ ment ‘to prQJect part1c1pants in Grades 1,2, 3, and 4, res-
‘ N ' pectively, as a supplementary measure of ObJectlve 1. The
(r’\ findings are presented in Table 2, p 5.
\ . 1Gains of at least 7 NCE units were posted in all
- vocabulary and comprehension subtests for all four
' grades except the Grade 4 vocabulary subtest (NCE Gain =
'-1.82). The loss brought the average vocabulary gain
for all four.grades down to 558 NCE units.

- - : : . . The average NCE gain in the Gates MacGinitie Compre-
* hension Subtest (11.56 NCE's) exceeds the, Objective 1
criterion of 4 NCE's’ but it is well below the average ,
NCE gain obtained 1n the Stanford Diagnostic keadlng
Test. . :
.. . 4 - -

Q : g }". }90-:’ ‘89- - . n
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- It should be.noted that the tests measure two different
. - functions: While the Gates-MacGinitie measures a global
- transfer of reading skills, the Stanford measures, specific
| . skills transfer. Comparison ofi% gains between the two
N C tests may not be warransed; the twd tests can be _expect-
| : ed to show different NCE gains.

f]

!
H

. Objective 2: Teachers will report observable improvement in
7 the reading performance of at least 70 per cent of the pupils.

- Outcome: Objective 2 has been attained. Slxty-elght
) pupils were randomly selected from the population of
- - 463 second, third, and fourth grade pupils who were
given pre and post treatment tests. Pupil progress
-, rating sheets which listed 35 skill-areas were sent
- to their teachers who were asked to rate observed
' - pupil progress in the applicable skill areas as
Very Marked, Marked, Adequate Limited, or Poor. .
: The 46 teachers who responded reported three per cent
- . ——of_improved skill areas by degrees of improvément for
46 puplls . o

Total ‘ Very Marked - Marked Adeqﬁate Limited Poor

100% 14.2%. 29.6% T, 35.6% 16.9%  3.7%

In nearly four of every five identified skill areas
according to the teachers, pupils demonstrated Very Marked,
Marked, or Adequate progress. “ In the remaining one-fifth
(20.6%) of the skill areas, pupils-demonstrated Limited or

. = Poor progress. Appendix A, p.8 presents a listing of the
skill agias surveyed and the per cent and degree of improve-

. .m¢nt obstrved by the 46 responding teachers for 46 pupil

articipants."®

Objective 3: Parents of participants will report observed
evidence of improvement in reading in their child.

.~ Qutcome: A Objective '3 has been attained. Quest onna§§es
were sent to the parents of the same 68 randomly selected
pupils. The fifteen parents who responded (22%) Teported ob-
serving a total of 21 pretreatment reading problems in, their
children including 10 vocabulary problems (47.6%). 5 poor o
» comprehension problems (23. 8%), 2 poor retention problems (9.5%),
- 2 poor motivation to,read probiems (9.5%), and 1-too-rapid
. “reading problems (4. 89) One response (4.8%) indicated that . ]
the parent did not know if a‘reading problem had been ob-
served. Asked if lmprovement had been- observed since Project . .
Reach staff have beer working iwth their children, 14 (93.3%) .
of the fifteen parents-gave an affirmative response. Appendlx . -
B, p. 9 presentS'ehe results of the Parent Questlonnalre in detail.




ADDITIONAL FINDINGS . -.

Ten percent school pripcipals who respdfided to the Principal
Questionnaire reported the following observations (See Appendix C, p. }4):‘
. Seventgen benefits of the program for children include individualized
instruction (n = 8;07.0%)-small group instruction (n = 3;17.6%),
flexibility to add and drop pupils as needs are identified ‘and met
(n = 2;11.8%), assistancé of an educational aide (n = 1;5.9%), and
variéty of materials (n =-1;5.9%).- ! C

E4

- e

. Eleven benefits for teachers incilude a team approach by class
room teachers and project staff to help childreh_(n = 5;45.4%),
direct communication between classroom teacher and reading special-
ist (n = 4;36.4%), improvement of teaching techniques (n = 1;9.1%), ‘
and availability of "supplementary materials (n = 1;9.1%).

. Rather than administer the Stanford Diagnostic“Reading Tests to
beginning Grade 1 pupils, the Metropolitan Readiness Tests (MRT) are given
in order.to more Accurately assess the diverse range of pre-reading.skills
present “at that level. The MRT were administered to first.grade pupils in
the project schools. Average percentile.'score for 226 pupils was 16.6
far below the 33rd percentile qualification criterion for Title I service.
. . [ Y . -

Asked the extent which Reach Reactor (inservice sessions aided
in identifying specific reading needs of individual children, 36 of 48
responses (75%) of classroom teachers of pupil participants were "very
much' or "somewhat'. Also, 32 of 48 responses (67%) indicated that the
Reactor sessions aided teachers in planning instructional techniques to
meet student needs to a greater extent than the previous year. (See
Appendix D, p. 1I). : ;

-
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

b

- 2
Project Reach; a supportiwve reading education program operating
in eleven publiﬁ elementary schoolénang one non-pugggc elementary \

. school, provided supplementary reading instruction to 914 pupils
in grades one through four during the 1979-80 school year. The
project staff numbered 22 personnel including one administrator, y
12 consultant teachers, and nine teacher aides.(‘ﬁll three project
objectives were attained. ' - .

, /
Teacher recommendations (See Appendix D, p. 10) included more
reliance on teacher referrals for project participant selection, -
inservice for classroom teachers, and the establishment of closer
cooperation between classroom teachers and project staff.

Project school principal's recommended tha¢ the program be expanded
to Grades 5 and 6 and that an annual assessment of pupil selection *°
criteria should be condéicted everySeptember (See Appendix C, p. 9).

A

L]




ai

Th? response of only 15 of 68 parents to whom the Parent Opinion-
naire was sent indicated the need of more effective parent involve-
ment in the program. . -

) \d
Teachers and principals alike recommended. that the /project be-con-
t1nued based on the strength of observations report d in the res-
pective opinionnaires.

The strength of the outcomes indicated that the project should
be continued to the extent that alternative funding sources
should be soyght if Title I funds, are withheld,

'
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Table 2 , .
. Mean Group Gains of First, . ‘- .
. Second, Third, and Fourth Grade Pupil f o
Participants of Project Reach Stated in Normal Curve Equivalents »
(Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary and Comprehension Tests) ;
Ji ' .
Vocabulary Comprehension
Pretest Post Test Pretest Posttest
Form 1 Form 2 NCE Form 1 Form 2
, ~ NCE
[ 1 % . .
Grade Level N NCE %ile NCE %ile Gain NCE %ile NCE %ile} Gain
1 A 99 36.25 | 25.6 43,69 38.2 1 7.44 32.43 |20.2 40.72 32.9] 8.29
.2 B 135 30.42 | 17.6 39.92 31.5] 9.50 "24.80 |11.6 37.95 28.4] 13.15 -
f { .
3 c 100 - 27.38 | '14.2 35.46 2.5 8.08 22.89 9.9 37.25 27.31 14.36
| .
4',,632 D 78 29.2f 16.2 27.40 14.2 {~1.82 22.86 9.9 33.29 21.41 10.43 {
: g | ;
Summary - . 412 30.82 |'18.1 7 | 36.62 26.21 5.8 25.74 |12.4 37.30 27.3} 11.56
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' " CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOL§. )
. ) _ READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM ‘ ) ca . 4
' PROJECT REACH '
L4 -
B *Pupil Rating Sheet-." . . . ComEs
- h .- . ‘ e,
1 i ‘1 . < ]
_Teacher il A School
g . : ) ' - - . - - T
B : - 9 " .“\ *
2 ;
\ ) ‘ , 3 rd Z‘,’ - . . ”
e - - . - s
: Has-been receiving assistance: T
. e from Project Reach staff "We are anxious to,learn from,you the ~
: extent 'of réading progréss. made by the above-mamed pupil whem you "
recommendgd for project assistance 1? specifi¢ reading deficient
. ~ skills for whicH the.child received help. Pleasd return the com- ‘ o
pleted rating sheet to the Division /of Research and Development, e
attn:  Francis-D. Sullivan, Room %00 S, not later than Friday, : L et e
_July 11,,1980 . . ' . R LR
T . a. As the teacher of this pupil, please list the. spec1f1c reading’ ©he
) .. deficiancies you observed wh1ch requ%/ed Pro;eeﬁsReach assis- o < :
- - téﬁce. »od e - S o, fom - .
- ) -.‘ oo N - . . P . L. ‘.
e, o L . N T - -
(See P. 7) . : - . A . .- .
’ . 4 . » : ’ - - . . - - . ., -
. .. N R . € G " = ) .
. [ - , . ', ] ! . - .
-- - P . . L)'i ¢ 4 - s h
T / - ’ _ ) /— ) i . = _
L-f. ' s '» . & ’
; " & b. On the reverse side of.this sheet kindly rate this pup11's pro- .. :
L) - gress in the referred'skikls, after preatment. - g T -
= L .
L L AP o e
4 i . . ‘ Loy '
L _ . O , . . ) ’ N
o L - { % . CONTINUED ON BACK' T , ! .
~ < R L .. . , ‘:.\' * . . N . : v
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. APPENDIX A (Cont'd)
» ’ . .
| CLEVELAND PUBLIC-SCHOOLS -
' i s y READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM ° . ! , .
T~ Project Reach 1979-1980
N ' Number and Per Cent of Students in Sample Possessing Specific
, -7 Reading Skill Deficiencies
(N = 48) .
- . ) >
' . N % ‘ ' N
Phonetic Analysis ' Oral Reading )
Vowell (specify) 10 21.74 Fluency~ 5
Long sounds 14 30.43 o Expression’ 2
"Short sounds 21  45.65 _ Comprehension 34
Letter terms , 4 A 8.70 Word Sense R 2
Vocal combinations « 5 '10.87 .o Phrasé Sense . 2
) : Sentence Sense 3
. Consonant (specify) B \ Sequence - 11
Initia] Medial Final - 19 41.30 Main Idea ' 9
Blands ! 15 32.61 Literal Meaning . 2
Special Blends | .10 21.74 » Inferential Meaning 3
. + Seeing Relation 1
Basic Sight Words . 21  45.65 * _Drawing Conclusions "4
Structural Analysis Auditory Discrimination 6
: Prefixes 14 30.43 ., Visual Discrimination 2-
Suffixes . 14  30.43 ! Vocabulary . 10 .,
Endings 12 26.09 Syllabication ' 2
Component Words 13 28.26. AlphaBe , 4
" = Rhyming 3
Reading Operation U o Readiness . 3.
Line Skipping .. Retention, recall 2
‘ Omissions, Substitutions 17 2.17 p Foilowing directions 3 .
N Insertions, Reversals 1 2.7 . Clusters . ' 6
. No geficiencies listed i
.Silent Reading T e .- -
5 . Eye and Lip Movement . 1 2.17 ' . - .
: Finger Pointing © .2, 4.35. . - .ot
hy -
~ - . o/ - » .
-~ . »
/
~ . . ,‘ . _
* o . .
3t s / )

23.91

4,35
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. APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

" CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

'READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM . ~ ,\F, N = 46
. PROJECT REACH , -
AVERAGE OBSERVED SKILL IMPROVEMENT (PER CENT OF RESPOhSES)* o
R t Pupll Rating Sheet EES
Ul ~(POST TREATMENT) "
honetic Analysis v 1 | Very Marked Marked | Adequate | Limited |Poor
. Per Cent IPer Cent| Per Cent | Per Cent |Per Cent
Vowel (specify) 17 J17.65 41.18 17.65 23.53 0 . -
Jong sounds 33 24.24 42.42 18.18 15.15 0 .
Short sounds 37 - 27.63 37.84 24.32 . 5.41 5.41
Letter terms . 25 12.00 52.00 16.00 16.00 4.00
Vowel combinations 29 10,34 37.93 | 41.38 6.90. | 3.45
ps ) : -
onsonant (spesify) ° 4 75.00 0 0 *-25.00 )
Injptial Medial -Final __ 38 42.11 31.58 15.79 10.53 0
Blends 33 36.36 36.36 18.18 9.09 0
Special Blends T30 23.33 33.33 33.33 6.67 3.33
asic 815357Words p 22 40.91 36.36 18.18 4.55 0 .
tructural Analysis_ ‘ 20 10.00 40.00 20.00 30.00 K
Prefixes . 26 11.54 46~ 15 23.08 . 11.54 7.69 =
Suffixes ) 26 3.85 53.85 23.08 11.54 7:69-
Endings . 26 7.69 57.69 15.38 19.23 0
Compound Words 29 24.14 48.28 20.69 6.90 0
ading Operation 3 0 0 100.00 0 0,
Line Skipping 25 4.00 28.00 48.00 16.00 4.00 L
Omissions, Subsgitutions 26 7.69 26.92 34.62 26.92 3.85
Insertions, Reversals 24 | T 16.67 . 20.83 29.17 29.17 4.17
ilent Reading ] 1 0 . 0 100.00 0 0
Eye and Lip Movement 25 12.00 28.00 Y 36.00 20.00 4.00
Finger Pointing 22 18.18 22.73 | 36.36 22.73 0o
Rate - 25 8.00 28.00 36.00 16.00 12.00
‘al Reading . N .
Fluency , 27 "3.70 37.04 33.33 18.52 7.41
Expression 27 3.70 14.81 44.44 22.22 | 14.81
Comprehension- ' ‘ 35 11.43 14.29 45.71, 20.00 8.57
Word Sense ’ 26 3.85 30.77 38.46 26.92 0 ’
Phrase Sense . 26 0 26.92 42,31 30.77 0
Serftence Sense ' 27 3.70 22.22 51.85 22.22 0
Sequence .- .30 10.00 30.00 46.67 10.00 3.33
Main Idea - 29 6.9¢ 24.14 41.38 20.69 6.90
Literal Meaning 27 3.70 25.93 44.44 22.22 3.70
Inferential Meaﬂfngﬁ 24 8.33 i 12.50 41.67 29.17 8.33
Seeing Relation 24 -1 0 16.67 45.83 29.17 8.33
Drawing Conclusions 26 3.85 26.92 38.46 23.08 7.69
AVERAGE IMPROVEMENT 14.2% 29.6% 35.6% 16.9% 3.7%
. Division of Research and
- . L Development, June, 1980
] e " . ~ .
¢ THANK - YOU ’

o~



APPENDIX B

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

\ .
READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

- PROJECT REACH

Parent Opinionnaire ,

A

oy

Al

¥our child ' has had help
" in reading from Project Reach. We are interested in
having you tell us how you feel about what this program
has done for your child's reading. Please answer the
questions- and return the questionnaire in the enclosed
self-addressed envelope to your ch11d’s teacher before
July 11, 1980. THANK YOU.

" : ] , - (13, 3{3‘“1 (33.33%
How many children do you have in grades one through four? 1 Child = 3<Children
nm=15" .- E‘thlldren = 8 4 Children
What grade is the child in who receives help in readlngéfrom ‘ (53.34%)
proJect 5taff‘7 Gr.l = 2, Gr. 2 = 8, Gr. 3 = S Gr. 4 =~

-jﬁjiigg;y‘ (53.34%) (33.33%)

In y%ﬁ? opinion, what are your child's reading problems?
n-=

Pdor comprehension = 5 (23.81%) ... Vocabulary study problems = 10 (47.62%) ...

Poor retention = 2 (9.52% ... Reads too rapidly =1 (4.76%) ... Poor moiivation

to read =2 (9.52%) ... I'don't know = 1 (4.76%)

.

4. Have you seen improvement since Project Reath stafif have been working
wiﬂh your child? Yes “[14]" 7No [1]
=15 * (93.33%) (6.67%)
rPlease explain below '
M= 16 .
Better readlng comprehen51on = 3 (18.75%) ... More interest imn reading shcwn = 5
? - A
(31.25%) ... Difficulties with pronunciation and word understanding remain = 2 ...
o ] . ) : Voo
12.50% ...Better vocabulary skills Shown = 2.(12.50%) ... Overall reading improve-

.

ment noted = 2 (12.56%) ;... None listed = 2 (12.50%)

.
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APPENDIX'B (Cont'd) S
. ) L /‘ ) J. §> ‘\\ /
5. Have you observed your ch11d's readlng since September Y . No
| oon=1s - (40%)  (46.67%) 5%%%%%%;5
. *~- . _in the-classroom? . o ' Yes [¢] No [7] 5"
. . ' (40% (46.67%} . (13.33%)
~ . in the Project Reach center at school? Yes [g-] No [7] =2
’ ¢ - . 4
6. How do you help your child to improve reading skllls at home? p = 20 .
’ Take turns reading aloud with child = 4 (200) Questlon child dbout content
L ‘ after reading = 2 (10%) ... Check pronuﬁciation skills = 2 (10%) ... Check:spelling
| k / skills = l/(s%) ... Provide vocabilary work =.6 _(30%) ... Play word  games = 1 (S%)

. Provide organized family reading activities = 3 (15%)... No response = 1 (5%)

) . ‘ . . //L
13 . ‘ . .

Y

|

o e ey

7. HoW can you tell that your child's reading is 1mprOV1ng snnce receJV1ng
help from Project Reach’
n==6 -

Improved reading SklllS shown =9 (56.25%) ... Improved interest in reading shown = -

3 (18.75%) ... Improved speech skills shown = 1 (6.25%) ... Improved vocabulary skills

I
shown = 1 (6.25%) ... I don't know = 1 (6.25%) ... No response = 1 (6.25%)

.
. ]
.

LY - > -

~ [

8. What are your suggestions for helplng to 1mprove programs of this nature for

chlldren in the future’ n = .
Contlnugd.part1C1pat10n in the project = 2 (13.33%) ... Workshops for parents = 1
(6.67%) .:. Have more préjects like this = 1 (6.67%) ... Continue the project as

it is; no suggestions = 6 (50&) ... I don't know = 1 (§.67%)....ﬂN0 response = 4

(26.67%)
]

l

1 ' Division of Research and Development

June,- 1980 ) .

) THANK YOU
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’ .+ APPENDIX C .
- ' ; CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

. A : " READING_ INSTRUCTION PROGRAM I .
W LROJECT REACH : :

. . : , —

Principal Qpinionnaire s

-

¢ .

- @
+ » -
‘s

e _ o - —School -

We are intérested in securing the opinions of
principals in whose'buildings Project Reach is operative.
Please respond to the following questions and return youx
opinionnairé to“the Division of Research and Development
attention: Francis'D. Sullivan, Room 600S, by Friday, ] .
July 11, 1980. THANK YOU. .

L] ; ’ -

. N Y I an e
N “,':-,,VQQM"VG«'* WY

w e
YT
Wi

ot
(TR

~ 1, How many primary classes (grades 1 - 3) are in your Building? — 70
' (zo%} (20%

-

«(

2. Were 2ny of your fourfh_grade,classes included? Yes [7 No |7 } No respo;se
- n=10 ’ ] :

How many? 18 . .

.S

’

What did you consider to be the strengths of this program for ,children
this year? n = 17° . <

L3

. . < b oa
Individualized instruction = 8 (47.06%)... Small-group instruction = 3 (17.65%)

... Assistance of an educational aide = 1 (5.88%) ... Variety of materials =1
: . <

" (5.88%) ... Fiéxibility to add and drop pupils as needs are identified

.. ands/met™= 2 "(11.76%) ... Reinforcement of regular work = 2 (11.76%):
4., Whaty did you consider as strengths of this program for your teachers this year?
* n= ) . i
- Direct Communication'with Reading Specialis€ = 4 (36.36%) ... Combined efforts

-

of classroom teacher and program staff to help children = 5 (45.45%) ... ImproQément

-

teaching techniques =1'(9.09%) . Availability

~

of Supplementary materials = 1 (9.09%

5. What are your recommendatjions for operating programs of this nature in the future?
n=12 . . . -

“ Continue the program = 6 (50%) ... Expand to upper gnades « 2 (16.67%) The program

- operates well as it is = 1 (8.33%) ... Conduct annual assessment of selection

T
~1

criteria in September = 1 (8.33%, ... Serve addifional students = 1 (8.33%) ...

14

Division of Resear¢ch and Development

Provide fuil;time consultant = 1 (8,33%). =

. -

- ’ June,'1980

~ 1




« : APPENDIX D : . - p

3 . /
/ . . -
' CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS ' oo v
, T ) READING UNSTRUCTION PROGRAM N = 46 .
| Yo - ‘ )
B . " PROJECT REACH ’ -
| : -
| .. ‘ Teacher Opinionnaire 1 ‘
. . . . _ — . .
» ml " ’ “- - /
One of the prime,objéctivos'of Project Reach is the '
dissemination of promising practices to participating teachers
to facilitate the use of different reading techniques and differ-
ent. reading materials with pupils. Please respond to the items
X ( on this opinionnaire , seal in the en¢losed envelop¢ and
. yeturn to Francis D. Sullivan, .Robm 600-S, Divisiosn of Research
amd Development, not latgr. than Friday, July 41, 1980. TH% YOU,
. . .. > :“* i<

' : , (3.77%)
| . _ . No Response = 2

1. What grade d t ? - '
at grade do you teachiyg 504 (33.96.%)  (20.75%) (13.21%)

n=35l First [15]  Seccond ([18] Third [11] Fourth [7]

,2. To what gx?gnd‘have the Reach 5factor se?sion? thds year aided in: . /I
a. identifying specific rcading nceds of ihdividual
children? , -
n = 48 (52.1%) T (22.9%) (0%)
very much [25] somewhat = [11] a little [0] . '
(6.2%) : ‘
not at all [3] No Response = 9 (18.8%)

)
b b. planning in!iructional techniques to mcet those needs
' . to a greater deggee t®at what you did last year? .
n.= 48 . (22.92%) (43.75%) (2.08%) - <
very much [11] somewhat % 21 ] a little [1]
. (8.33%) . ‘ .
’ not at.all [4] No response = 11 (22.92%)

\ L]

=

CONTINUED ON BACK




ARPENDIX D (Cont;d)

~
v

To what extent do you feel more comfortable in the use of diagnostic

prescriptive teehnlques gained. through your 1nvolvement with Project
Rea\-:l

2 (16.67 %) (39.58%) (14.58%) "06.25%)
very, very much [8 ] more thap e§bected [19] somewhat [7] a little [3]
, . . . (8.33%) " "(14.38%) .

, . not at all’ [ 4] No Response = 7

*
»

4. . What teachlno technlques dircctly gained from Project Qeach, have you |,
+ ussgd with puplls in your' classroom? )
n=59 (1.70%)

Dlagnosis-PrescriptioniAy 1.

(1.70%)
.. Use of supplementary materials - 1’ .
(8,47% ) .. Various skills - teaching techniques (3§920

o (8.47%) - (25.42%) (22.03%)
Games - 5 ... No-techdiques listed - 15

-

Teacher- made activities - 5

. No response - 13

)
v

y

.
E4
1 R .

What arc your recommendations for_Opefﬁiing programs of this 'nature in the future?
n = 52 (13.46%) . /
Continue the program as it is - 7 - ... Rély more on teacher referrals to select

-

C— \ .

participants(é'g7°)... Inservice classroom teachers (3,85%) . Establish closer

(17.31%)

c00pgxat10n between classroom teachers ‘and projekt staff - 9 ... Expand the
{7.69%) ~ . - (13.46%)

program - 4 Other recommendatlons (various - 7 .. No recommendations)

5.77%) (32.69%)

y .
listed - 3 ... No response - 17 ' /
0 ‘ r

"N\

Pivision qf Research § Development

June, 1980

THANK YOU ~

~102-
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‘ ) - > 1979-80 Title I Evaluation - -

L4 »

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

.
]
Fad y

.\

Praject STAR (Skills Training-for Achievement in Reading) offers
eligible junior h1gh‘%chool students who are below average readers special
" instructional assistance in Reading and study skills. During the 1979-80
~ school year, three types of 1nstruct1onal treatment were maintained by the ‘
. project. Those brade 7 students who were placed in the project!'s Block
Classes obtained four periods (approxlmately 3 hours) of reading and'study
skills 1nstguctlon per day fotr an entire school year. In addition, if
scheduling permitted, most of these same students were provided with an extra
period (45 minutes) of Learning Center assistance per day during the year.
Such assistance was cohtributed by certificated reading specialists, English
téachers, social studies teachers, and educational aides. In’ add1t1on, the -
. project offered students in Grades 7-9 the opportunity to-partfcipate in a
Learning Center. A certificated reading specialist or English teacher and
educational aide prov1ded Center participants with one period (45 minutes)
of reading instruction per day for the entire school year. A th1rd type of
treatment was offered to students in the participating non- public $chools.
. In these schools, Grade 4-8 student participants received one period (45 . .
minutes) of daily educational aide tutorial reading si¥Pport.

4
.

N SERVICE SUMMARY" . : o

{

7‘9 épubnc}- LA
8 fnon public)

Grades<Served.

»

2, 783 (pubhc} .........

MNumber of Pupils Served:
- 357 (non-publlc)

J
23 (public)

_10 (non-public)
33 Total

Years in Operation:

-

Number -0f Schools; 14

4

-

i g .

IS

+

. qﬁ

P

]

76 Teacher‘A1des (FT)
2. Soc1al Workers (FT)
3 Slerks (FT)

Per Pupil Cgst: $820"
"‘ . ] .
4

. 1 Project Manager (FT)
.4 Consultant Teachers (FT)
70 Teachers (FT) -

Staffing:

Vo

Ttal Titl'e I Expenditures: $2,549,470

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

L

-t
,

SPECIAL NOTE: Prior to examining the presented, f1nd1ngs, it is 1mportan; that
the reader be made aware of the disruptive factors“which project managément
publ1c school staff, and public school students HAd-to contend with duf1ng the .
implementation of program operation. (The ten non-public participating schools é
experiencad a routine school ye J .

)
= .

a;}l, -
The United States Distfict Court or July 30,-1979, accepted the °

.Cleveland Board of Education's proposal which called for Systemwide desegregation

v e

. , ‘es . P

' . . -105-

.,14
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.to be completqd in three phases startlng in Fall 1979. Although most of the
public Jun1or high schools participating in Project STAR were'not directly
involved in first semester (Phase I) desegregation plans, preparation

related to this evefyt, did impact project operdtions. The start'of the

school year, for.example, was.delayed one week to permit employees of

Phase I schools the.epportunity to -attend desegregation meetings..,Also, a
lengthy teacher work stoppage closed the school system for more than two .

_‘months (i.e., fr ovember 7, 1979 to January 7, 1980). "As.a consequence,

all’ vacatlon time schedulezd dur1ng the remaining school year was eliminated
and the c1051ng date of the school year was extended from June 13 1980 to
July 23, '1980. B
e Finally, beg1nn1ng the second sémester (March 17, 1980) all public
junior high schools. were impacted as a result of Phase II desegregatlon
implementation. As part of the Phase II plan, Project 'STAR was mandated to
provide "services in all 23 public junior high schools. A massive reassign-
ment of project staff and students occurred in efforts to comply with this
mandate. Consequently, the’amount. of project assistance students received
varied. Approximately 55 percent (or 1,502 of the 2,753 public school
studerits served) obtained project services for the entire year, while the
remaining number of ,students served (approximately 45% or 1,251 students)

~ & S~

received assistance for not more than one semester. R

. / . v -
) . -

i

. The achievement:results cited in the Objectives and Outcomes section
of this report represent the efforts of those students who received a full

year (38 weeks) of progect instructional assistance. These outcomes have been
presented according to the type of instructional treatment provided to these
full year student participants (i.e., Block Class, Learnlng Center, or non-
public instruction). The achievement of these three groups should NOT be
compared because there 'is no way of being certain ‘that eligible students were

//randomly assigned to treatment group within each participating projéct school.

As a result, systematic sampling biases may be present. It sgpuld also be
noted that the length of instruction and number of trained in ividuals :
providing instructional support to students varied among treatment types.
Refer to the Purpose and Qverview section of this report to obtain a more. '
detailed discussion of treatment type differences. (Attachment A contains a
complete list of participating schools and other information related to the
instructional services provided within each school, )
. ¢ -

. , , ~ . \'

. Product Objective la: Project STAR Block Class and Learning Center
participants will evidence a mean gain of at least four NCE's in .
test scores as reflected by pre/post Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test -(Brown Level, Form A) scores in (1) audltory vocabulary and

(2) total reading gomprehension, *

-
v <

-+ OQutcomes: The Sfanford Diagnostic Reading Test was administered
to all STAR public school participants in late September, 1979 and
Mhe middle of June, 1980. A total of 137 instructional days were
. included within this period. As previously explained, a’lengthy

’
*Because prOJect assistance in the nen-public schools focused primaz+ly upon
everyday reading ‘and study skill development, student part1c1pants were not

administered the Stanford Diagnostic Readlng Test.

o
[
'
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employee wotk stoppage accurred within th15 pre/post test period. it
:> This event caused an 1nterrupt10n of 43 days in 1nstruct10na1 ass>
istanle between the pre test and post-test adm1n15trat10n h
v .
Data indicate xhat Product Objective la was atta1ned by the Grade 7 -
) B Block Class participants. (Block Class participation was limited to
: Grade 7 students only). Analysis of pre/post SDRT (Brown Level, !
. Form A) standard scoress revealed a mean auditory vocabulary NCE ga1n
hd of 7.80 (N=345) -- from 28.29 to 36.09 and mean total .reading \
comprehen51on NCE gain of,;5.05 (N=336) -- from 26.49 to 31.54. Each n
of the’two subtest. gain =cores 'exceeded the proposed criteria (i.e.,’
at least 4.00 NCE mean gain). - .

Data indicate sthat Product Objective la was not attained by the
Grade 7 Learning Center participants. Analysis of pre/post SDRT

\ . (Brown Level, Form A) standard scores for STAR Learning Center. parti-,

o . cipants revealed that Grade 7 students obtained a mean auditory
vocabulary 'NCE gain of - .01 (N=244) -- -from 32.66 to 32.65 ard a mean - |
total reading comprehension NCE gain of + 1.87 (N=219) -- from 30.19 -
to 31.99. Each of the two subtest gain scores did not :exceed the 14
proposed criteria [i.€., at least 4.00 NCE mean gain). .

Data indicate that Product Objective la was not: attaiged by Grade 8 - -
Learning Center,participants. Analysis of pre/post SDRT (Brown Level,- .
> " Form A) standard scores for Grades8 STAR Learning TCenter students,
revealed that the sample group obtadined a mean auditory vocabulary NCE
gain of - 2.18 (N=80) -~ from 33.16~fo 30.98 and mean total reading . . -
comprehensioh NCE gain of - 2.56 to 25.00. Both subtest gain scores ' .
did not exceed the proposed criteria (i.e., -at least a 4.00, NGE mean - , p
gain). (It should be noted that because Spring norms are not aWsilable .
at the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to ,)
1nterpret the elghth grade post scoresJ :
Although approx1mate1y 175 Grade 9 students were served in the Project'’s
/ . Learning Centers, Cleveland's 1979-80 city-wide test program did ‘not
' ' include Grade 9 pupils in the SDRT te¥e administration. As a result,
§DRT pre-scotes were unava11ab1e for this group of students.

v

\
_(Attachments B-1 through B-6 present achievement test results for
schopl 'years '1977-78, 1978-79 and 1979-80). \

,

N N
- v A v *
Product Objective 2a Project STAR block class participants will evidence
a 51gn1f1cant increase (p.< .05) in pre/post Everyday Skllls Tests mean
raw scores in Reading (Test Ao oL . Yo
ad . . - ‘ e -7 ‘
’. . ’ .
’ *(a) The Tontent of the Everyday Skills Test (read1ng and study skills) reflects
the instructional objectives which guide Proj&t STAR's Block Class social
studies curriculum as well as the non-public skills improvement assistance
ptdgram (b) :Both public and non-public school EST results represent ‘the progress
" made by Grade 7 students only. Block Class participation was limited to Grade 7
-students, while ‘the number of pon-public students from Grades 4, 5, 6, and 8 were
too small to warrdmt\separate evaluation presentations. (c) Pub11c school
testing occurred during the middle of October, 1979 and late June, 1980, Non-
publlc/scﬁ”al testlng took place in the middle of-Sepgember, 1979 and late May,
1980.. , , - -
’ ' : Co ®
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Qutcome: Data indicate that Product Objective 2a was attained by the
public school Block Class participants. EST. (Test A) reading raw score
Tesults indlcaned that the-total sample of 288 public®school Block
Class participants evidenced a mean pre/post gain of 3.95 -~ from
26.32 to 30.27. The reading test contains a total of 45 items’ The
increfise was demonstrated to be spatistically, significant (t=11.62,
p.<.001). (Attachment'?Spresents ESI_Readlng test’results for

school years 1977 78, 1978-79 and 1979-80)

» . vl L]
Data 1nd1cate that Product bbjectlye 2a was attained by the non-public
school participants. An analysis.of pre/post EST (Test A) reading raw
score for STAR ponepuhlic student participants revealed a mean. pre/
post gain of 2.59 (N=150) -- from 33.26 to 35.85. The increase was

demonstrated to be statistically significant (t=6.87, p. < .001).

Product Obiective 2b: Project STAR block G}st participants will evidence
a mean gain of at least four NCE's jin test score as reflected by pre/post
Everyday Skills Test scores in Stu y Skills (Test B).*
OutcomeJ Data indicate that Product Qbjective 2b was not dftained by
the public,school Block Class participants. Pre/post EST (Test B)
‘NCE scores obtained  from 274 pub11c school Blqck Class participants
revealed a mean study_skill NCE gain of"1.02 -- from 20.99 to 22.01.
The gain, however, failed,to exceed the proposed eriteriongof perfor-
mance (i.e. , at Jdeast a 4.00 NCE mean gain). (Attachmént 3-6 presents
EST study Sgglls tést results for school years 197778, 1978-79, and *
1979-80). )

-« &
Data indicate that Product Objective 2b was not attained by the ron-
public' school participants. A review of EST (Test B) study skill
resul®s indicated that the sample of 149 non-public school STAR
participants evidenced a mean NCE gain of 3.58.-- frem 31. 09 to 34. 66.
The' gain, however, failed to exceed, the proposed criterion of perfor- .
mance (i.e., at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain). -

Product Objective 3a: Project STAR Block Class and Learning Center
participants will attain an average 1979-80 attendance rate equal to or
better than the average attendance rate for all other 7th and\8th Grade .
pupils w1th1n the part1c1pat1ng schools

e .
Outcomes: Data indicate that Product ObJectlve 3a was achleved by o
Grade 7 Block Class students. A review of the 1979-80 attendance for
the 14 part1c1pat1ng\pub11c schools that offered Brdck Classes revealed
that the 80 percent Tate of attendance recorded for .the Grade 7 STAR
studént participants equaled the rate (80%) evidenced by the,rema;nlng
Grade 7 studegts within these same schools. Nine of the fourteen
schools (or 64%) achieved the proposed attendance’ crlterron' Refer to*
Attachment C-1 for individual school results. (NOTE: The only group,
served by STAR Block ‘Classes were Grade 7 seudents) et :

.
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. . ) - .
Data indicate that Product Objective 3a’ was not attained by Grade:.?
Learning Center students. Grade 7 STAR L&rning Center attendance
data was ayailable for*l4 of the 23 publi junior high schools- that
offered such classes. Among the remaininfl eight schools with Centers,
one s¢hool failed to submit attendafice data, two schoois-d1d not serve
Grade 7 students, and-fivesschools stabllshed Centers,too late in the
year (May, 1980) to collect yate data. A cqmparlson of the
1979-80 rate of attendance 'f he Grade 7 STAR Learning Center

o students . (75%) and the rate of attendance recorded for the remainimg

Grade 7 students (80%) revealed that the Grade 7 STAR students did not’
.equal ‘or exceed the rate of attendance: of their remaining Grade 7
,student counterparts. Three of fourteen schools (or 21%) achieved the |
"proposed attendance criterion. Refer to Attachment C 2 for 1nd1v1dua1
school results. ¢ - PR -
. ﬁ—‘ . . A » - -
Data nndlcate that Product ObJectlve 3a wasenot attained by Grade 8 -
Learning ‘Center students. Grade 8 STAR Learnlng Centér attendance
data was available for 15 of the 23 pub11c junior Kigh® schools that
offered Buch classes. Among the remaining seven schools with Centers,
one school, ﬁalleﬁsio submit. attendance data,.one school did not serve.
Grade-8 students, and five schools establlshed Centers too late in the
year. (May, 1980) to collect adequate data, A review of 1979-80
attendance for 15 participating public schools that offered Learning
Center CLassesi%o Grade 8 students revealed that.the 69 percent rate
of attendance recorded for these Grade 8 STAR Students did not equal
.or exceed the rate (79%) evidenced by the remaining Grade 8 students
within these same schools. Two of fifteen schools (or 13%) achieved
the preposed attendance criterion. Refer to Attachment C-3 for
individual schgpl results. - v
T . . o .

fe o v
Process Objective. la: Thé»educational aide will complete a minimum/5f

two»home contacts with the parent or guardian of 80 percent of the STAg
Block.class and Learning Center participants.. }

Data indicate that Process Objective la was attained .by

. Outcome:
public school educational aides. A review of the proj 's parent
involvement records indicated that at least two +home coefdcts were

made with the parents or guardians of 79 percent of the public school
participants who were enrolled in.the Block and Learning Center
classes (i.e., 2,202 of the 2,753..students). Although the actual
percent of parents contacted’ at least tw1$e was slightly less than
“what was proposed (i.e,, 79% vs. ), thlS evaluator considers the
parent contac{ -objegtive attalned Home contacts were made to
familiarize the pa;%);s of each student participant with program's .
instructional ratiotfale and their child's readlng skill development.
Parents were also prov1ded with suggestions in how they can encourage.'-
and assist their child to improve his/her reading skills. .

B Y o, 0

.
<«

Proceds Objectivé 1b: Each ESEA Title I Project STAR junior high‘§chool

will Have a Parent Advisory Committee. o

» i - . .
Data indicate that Process, Objective 1b was attained by each
Project STAR public junior high school. A, review of the project's

.
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* parent anvolvement records indicated that each part1c1pat1ng pub11c
- school (N=23) established a Parent Advisory Committee. As a
& _ consequence, g total of 43 public school parents were actively '
.. gngaged in attending regularty scheduled committee meetings held .at
‘their local schools. The intent of these meetings was to involve
parents ‘P the préject's instructional process by providing them with
up-dated information regarding classroom instryctional innovations,
- newly purchased/educational materials/equipment, and the progress
be'ing made 'in their respective school's project classrooms.
" a Although non-public schools were not required to. establish their own .
Parent Advisory Committees, they were encouraged to send representative w
parents to their local Title I d1str1ct school and city- w1de committee

meetings. =/ . . . N
13 M .
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SUPPLEMENTARY FINDINGS . '
Achie\;elﬁent’ Tests Percentile Scores T

-

The request is frequently made to ‘relate project.achievément to the
national norm group. The table presented below provides the percentile rank of
the mean pre/post NCE scores attained by students.on the various stahdardized
test instruments used- during the 1979-80 funding year.

&

nL .od. B . * Pre-Test Post-Test i
. - . . 3
Grade . Test/Subtest ) Treatment Testing Testing
' . . Type Date | %-ile Date | %-ile "
- L2 . * = o
- 7 SDRT Auditory Vocabulary’ 1| Block 9-79 18 6-80 |¥ 25 N
(Br%wn Le("el; Form A) ¢ | Learning Center 9-79 20 , 6-80 20 T
', SD Comprehension | Block 9-79 13 6-80 . 19
- (Bro , Form A) Learning Center }¥ 9-79 - 17‘ 6-80 19 <
: r
EST Stugy Skills Block 10-79 8 6-80 ]
. / (Adopted from CTBS Fom’R, Non-public 9-79 18 5-80 23
Level 3) . .
S .. - p — ] 2
8 | SORT Auditory Vocabulary' | Learning Center { 9-79 | 21 6-80 18 |
' (Bsﬁwn Level, Form ﬁ) - + .
SDRT Reading Comprehension | Learning Center | , 9-79 14 6-80 1%
‘| (Brown Level, Foim A) . R

As demonstrated, all student post achievement scores (public and non-publi
fell below the 33rd percentlle on both the pre test and post test of the SDRT.
Participating Grade 7 Block Class and non-public students, howeyer, achieved
progmess that exceeded what wouig normally have been expected without receiving
project services ‘in each sub:test area. Learning Center students.in both Grade 7
and 8 failed ‘to demonstrate similar results (i.e., the only Learnu‘ Center group
to demonstrate ap improved post percentile score were Grade 7 students in the
reading comprehghsion sub-test area). TPe reader must be reminded that Block

+
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‘ Class and Non -public students obtained a greater amount of project 1nstruct10na1
assistance per day than their Learning Center student counterparts. .(Refer to
the SPECIAL NOTE appearlng on page 2 of this rgport for a _more detailed
description the types of 1nstruct10na1 ,assistance that were offered).

3

C. ‘Survey of Project Teachers ' \ b

¢ Efforts were made to ascertgln how STAR ‘Block Class and Learning

Center Teachers viewed their ihvolvement in 1979-80 project activities. To
accomplish this effort project teachers (N=65) were asked to anonymously respond

* to a seven item locally constructed survey questionnaire. The following
summarizes the major findings obtained from the.responses of the 42 teachers who
returned the survey. (Refer to Attachment D for complete survey results). .

. The maJorlty of the STAR teacher respondents (62 %) 1nd1cated that

this year's work stoppage did not create problems which affected

the 1mp1ementat10n of project activiti®s. Thbse respondents (20%)

who did feel that their activities'were affected for the most part

cited the required extension of the*schodl year and the detrimental . v

influence it had on student attendance and motivation as being the

"major disruptive factor. No response was indicated by nine percent

(9%) of the remaining teachers who returned questignnaires.

.

. A majority of the teacher respondents (57%) reported encountering

difficulty scheduling students into their STAR classes. Learning

Center teachers appeared to have encountered the most difficulty.
. These teachers were requ1red to locdte eligible students aho had =
study hall assignments and 're-schedule this time for participation
in Center activities. This process took place because Learning
Center classes were not programmed into the master schéol schedule
at the beginning of the school yedz. As a result, teachers reported
that many qualifying students who did not have study halls were:
unable to be scheduled for Center.participation. Further, they re-
ported that many students resented being taken from study hall and
placed within a class (Learning Center) that they did not elect to
part1c1pate in, and that guidance counselors tended to view the
_scheduling of STAR students as a low priority item or n{ga their

"responsibility.
. Block teachers were aeked'to rate the value of the unique operational
v . featunes of the project in terms of promoting student learning, An
. overwhelming majority (80%) of the 20 respondents indicated that the
. . double period ¢f English and social studies instruction which Block

Class students zBceived was "essential" or of "much value" in pro-
moting student learning.. The .remaining respondents believed that such
scheduling was of "Some value' (5% of the respondents) or "little or

no value" (15% of the respondents). The majority of these same
teachers (70%) believed the Block teacher's presence in the vocational
education ¢lassroom was of only. ''some value' or "little or no value'.
The remaining respondents (25%) found such a presence to be 'essential

or of '"much yalue".. No responseé to this question was obtained from
- five percent of those who returned questionnaires.
l . . rd * .
- A
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« Mare than three out of every four teacher respondents viewed the
Gnstructlonal support. assistance provided by the projedt's
educational aides as Being helpful. A comparlspn of the "more than
adequate''/"adequate''~-versus "less than adequate" ratings revealed
the following resu1ts The catergor1es rated 1nc1uded' "ability
to do a551gned work" (78% vs. 17%); "willingness to do.assigned
work" (85 vs 0%), and'"quality of actual job performance"

(91% ys. 14%). In each of those categories five percent of those
,who returned questlonnalres did not respond 5

Half of the teacher respondents (50%) felt- that the other faculty
members in their building viewed Project STAR's efforts to improve
student readlng\as being '"essential” or of "much value'", while -
39 percent indicated that their faculty viewed such efforts as being
of only "some value' or "little or no value'. No response was
indicated by -11 percent of the those returning questionnaires.
- % "
Three4g§ every four respondents (74%) indicated that the project's
staff 1nserv1ce efforts were ''very helpful" or "he1p£u1", while an~
equal percentage of the teacher respondents (74%) indicated that as
a result of these efforts their clagsroom instructigpnal approaCh
changed "alot" or "some". In add1t10n, the majority of these’same
respondents ihdicated that the '"number of ‘sessions offered" (54%)
and "'time spent presenting each topic' (52%) should 'continue as is"
mext year. Almost half of these same respondents believed that the
“Mvariety of topics"' (49%) and the presentation of ''suggested teaching
strategies' (40%) should be increased. —
Bbs: : . s y

respondents as hgving "contributed most to classroom g{ffectiveness'.
These fedtures included: low student to teacher ratio) which
permitted a h1gh "degree of individualized instruction, the double
period of English and social studies, and high interest-low.difficulty
project resource materials. Listed more often as being a factor

'hps& d&trimental’ to pupils' learning were the following items: 5
inddequate scheduling process for Learning Center students and the
exclusion of matHematics instruction from the STAR program.

A number of prOJect features were consistently 11sted§:y the teacher

The most common recommendation made by teacher respondents to improve.
“the services offered to students included providing Learning Center

teachers with a computerized list of eligible students that contained
standarized test score and study.hall information.

~

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

It is very difficult to make a definitive assessment of Project STAR
, effectiveness diring the 1979-80 school year. As noted, twd un-
precedente dlsruptlve influences .were encountered wh1ch cannot be

. oyerlooked when. évaluatmng the, progress made by project students (i.e.,
the long term work stoppage and massive reassignment of teachers as

_ well as students during Phase II of desegregd®ion implementation).
Although the .majority. of STAR teacher survey respondents (62%) felt'
that the: work stoppage did not interfere with the implementation of
project serv1ces, the adjustments staff and students had to make due -

.
-
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16 the alteration in the school calendar and desegregation reassignments

undoubtedly had a tremendous influence on project staff morale®and on
the students' ability.to concentrate on a prescribed learning process. °

L

DeEpite these disruﬁtive influences, Block Class students did demon- ° -

‘strate attainment of the proposed SDRT vocabulary and reading compre-

hensionf criterion (i.e., at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain), the proposed L
attendance criterion (i.e.,,rate of attendance equal to their Grade 7 )
counterparts) and the EST reading criterion (i.e., significant increase ’

in pre/post mean raw scores). Block Class.students gailgd to attain '

only ong_ proposed product objective (i.e., at least 00 NCE mean-gain- -
in pre/post EST study skill score). Learning Center student participants

failed to attain proposed criterion. in any, of* these product obJectlve

.areas. While non-public school participants, who experienced a\normal

school year, achieved the EST reading product objeetive critefion, they
did not atta}n the EST study skill proposed criterion.

Although three treatment group test results,should not be €tompared ’ \
because students in these groups may have already been different in

important ways, it would be profitable to conduwet a #tudy which adhered

to récommended research guidelines in an effort to ascertain the effect ;
treatment type and length has on student performance. Such a study’

would be especially appropriate considering the noted differences that

occurred between treatment _group performance during the'1979 80 school °

year. - ! , . .

» 1)

- As of this writing, decis£;R§nhave been made to eliminate the Block Class

fQrmat in favor of " the Learnjng Center organizatién during the 1981-82
school year. Although one must be extremely cautious in making compa- .
risons between the Block and Learning Center results, nothing in the data - .
indicates that the Learning Center organization does a better job in
promoting student achievement and attendance.than fhe Block Class fgrmat.

The available data, in fact, suggests the reverse. Consequently, béfore
permanent changes are made in the STAR organliatlonal structure, a

thorough review of this issue should be accompllshed to imsure maximum
instructional impact. .

."More fhan half .(57%) of the STAR teacher survey.respondents~reported

experiencing difficulty in scheduling students into their classes.
Learning €enter teachers. appeared to encounter the most difficulty. Many
of these ®eachers stated that Student resentment was encountered wher™
student study -hall assignments were cancelled to instire STAR partici-
pation in STAR Learning Center activities. This resentment may have
contributed to the poor achievemept and attendance demonstrated by
Learning Center students. Block Class students were automatically
progﬂhmmed for a full year of participation in STAR atctivitiesdat the
beginning of the school year when ail student assignments within schools
were issued. Block Class students demonstrated progress that exceeded
what would normally have been expected without receiving project services
in all but one product objective area. This finding suggests that .
program #anagement review future scheduling.procedures with the intent to
promote a more positi¢e student attitude regarding Project STAR
participation., . . '

.o
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When asked to rate the value of WVarious operationdl featurés of the
Block Class organization, an overwhelming majority of Block Class
teacller respondents considered the double period of English and social
studies. and the variations in the second period of the students'

Block schedule (i.e., English-reading 1lab participation and social ~ *

. studies resource teacher assistance) as being instrumental 4n promoting

student learning.., It appears, therefore, that it would be profitable

‘to recommend scheduling English class and readlng lab part1c1pat10n
.a¥ a unit when the master schedule in each Junlor high school is

developed « ) .
Despite the fact that the 1979-80 STAR participants did not defionstrate
attainment of the proposed criteria on all achievement subtests
administered durlng the school year, the recorded gains made in many
of the subtest areas, did indicate that students.demonstrated progress
that averaged beyon&bwhat wordd normally have been expected if they

had not received pfoject services. The unusual events that occurred
during the school year and various organizational problems previously
mentioned* may have had a negative effect on- student performance out- °
comes. As noted, however, the project has continued to demonstrate
that its efforts have beneficial results throughout its fourteen years
.of operation. This evaluator, therefore, recommends that project
efforts continue’to receiVve prime funding considerdtion.

. ~
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. PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS
" 1979-1980 » -,

. Participating-Public.Schools,and

No.. of Components Within Schools

i H

~

No. of Components Withih Schools

Block
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Learning Center A
New Century Read

2

. e

—_ . Lezrning Center C-1
Legrning Center B High Intensity
Commumication ;Y, !
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Learning Center

Learning Center C-3
Educ. Dev, Lad

7th
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- Learning Lab~*
E
e ’ 4
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" APPENDIX B-1
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!

for’ School Years' 1977-78 through 1979-80

’

Achievement Test Results

\

¢

i

NOTE Thé/following data include only public school participant results. Non-
publit school ddta have not been included in the analyses because of the .
dissimilarity that has existed between the actual instructional support pro-
vided to each group. Thyoughout the three year periogu\nder consideration,
STAR public’ school participants have obtained the full-time services of a
certified project teacher and educational aide, In the mon-public schools,
however, project inst ion has been conductef Solely by an educational aide.
Furthermore, public s participants obtained a minimum of four periods

(or 3 hrs.) instructiopal support daily, while the non-public students genera}ly
received tutorial support only for one period (or 45 minutes) per day. SR 3

’

Blockiéiaséland learning center results for the 1979-80 school year should E&i
be compared because students from both‘groups received different amounts of
instructional assistance from project personnel (i.e., most block students
received five periods of direct project assistance in comparison to only one 3
period of such aid received by fheir learning center student participant
counterparts). All block- students, for example;obtained four periods of reading
and study skills instruction per day for an entire school year. In addition,®
if scheduling permitted, most of these same students were provided with %n extra:
period of learning center assistance per day during the year. Learning center
studénts, however, received only one period per day of direct project assistance
during the year. This assistance complemented their one period of regular
English classroom instruction that was received every day for, the entire year.
Finally, it is impossible to make such comparisons because there is no way of
béing sure that the same kind of 5tudents were being served by these two types
of instruction ' ' / .
» . ’ /// P 2
. y .
As will be demonstrated, the three year summary of STAR achievement re§u1ts
indicate that most of the student groups’ subtest score gains ¥ndicated progress
which went beyond what normally would be expected if students had not received
project Services. Pespite this ﬁrogrgés, however, most students continued’ to.
Yerform at a "below average" skillséxével when their performance was compared
to the national nofm group. These findings suggest that STAR students must
continue to be prime candidates for addit@onal support assistance.
- \ "‘ i -
Supportive documgntation for the fipdings in ¢his report are on file in the °
Cleveland Publiq Schools Departmenfyof Research, Development and Evaluation,q
i L
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APPENDIX B2

.

Achi\v ment Test Results for School Years 1977-78 through 1979 80

A ' , -
* . *
.’ , \ . 4
) VOCABqé;RY .
A
' Year | Grade | Treatment Test N} X Pre NCE X Post NCE . 1 Actyal X Gain |Object. Met*
» (FaIl Norms)| (Spring Norms) '
- \
1977-?51\ 7 Block CTBS 276 28.03. 33.90 5.87 Yes
(Form S,
Pevel 3) - v . .
3 N : 5 L e o
2 : . -
1978-79 7 Block CTBS 211 30.33 33.63 3.30 No
. {Form S, ) L
- Level 3)
- -
1979-80 7 Block ; SORT 354 28.29 36.09 - 7.80 \ Yes
. : ’ AN
(Brown
Level) A
7 | Learning , SORT | 244 32.66 32.65 -.01 No
e Center (Brown - . - *
. Level) ‘
g~ Learning. SDRT | 80 33.16 30.98** -2.18 "No \
| Center (Brown y -
\ A Level) | f, .
7 ‘ " '
[ . t — (g « L 4 ‘)"
{ *Objective Criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain. s Gl

" '#The ‘samples include only thos
. ’ L]

**Because Spring norms are not available at the eighth grade level, ninth
- interpret the eighth grade post scores. ‘

<

il

.»‘ ?‘

L3

;;&pe Fall norms wererused to /

e students who received STAR instructional trggtment for a full sch001 year.

-
+

r>
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. Achievement }?st Results for School Years 1977-78 through 197980 . .
. \ - . < ] .
. | .
- \ . / . ”
- . “') - , _'—?‘\X.‘l rd i
READING COMPREHENSION : - .
K ' : . Voo , '
, - 1 - # | X Pre NCE | X Post NCE ' T cain loni v
. - G Object. Met* -
’Y.ea_r‘ Grade Treatment , Test N# (Fall Norms) | (Spring Norms) ] Actual X Gain je¢ e .
13 . . .
. " ) ‘ y ’ / . .
' 19794p78 7 Block CTBS 279 26.01 30.99 : . 4.9% Yes
: : BN ' -(Form S; .
Level 3) ‘ N )
L]
, R * ! . EY ’ ’
R 1978-79 7 Block * CTBS 211 27.56 30.89 3.33 : No «
o " (Form S . -
N - . Level 3) . . . ,
= - : :
1979-80 7 | Block SDRT | 336 26.49 . 31.54 , 5.05 Yes. -
. ‘ . (Brown } v : -
- ‘ ‘ Level) : . *
- — . ;
7 Learning "SDRT | 219 30.12 . 31.99 L 1.87 No
Ceriter (Brown |4 ( ) N
\ Level) N v d .
. k . *% ,
8 Learning SDRT | 66 27.56 ~ 25:00 -2.56 . No
Center (Brown ) ’ 1
N~ . Level) . —
: _ / :
; . R \ . . '
i L‘ ; ) L F) L RN
S ; A
*Objective Cfiterion - at lehst a 4.00 NCE mean gain ) - -
**Because Spring norms are not #vailable at the’ eighth’ grade ‘level, ninth grade Fall norms \f;ie/nsed to .
mterpret .the eighth grade.post. scores. o -
Q #The samples include only those students who received %TAR instructional treatment for a full school year. 1 LO %"Y
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e ‘ - " APPENDIX B-4 ' , 3
R . "~ Achievement Test Results for School Years 1977-78 ‘through 1979-80 ) :
j . < i - S 3 \u =
X \ . ° - &
£Y
- 4

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION

-

L ( )
0 \ v 14

o Year Grade Treatment - Test N |- X pre NCE | X Post NCE Actual X Gain ObJect "Mét*| - i

- . R N D o

: ' g * : \ :
_ "p1977-78 | 7 Block CTBS | 271 34.93 42,38 7.45 Yes
Lo L : (Form S, , \ SN .
) . . ’ ‘ Level 3) | . Lo . ‘ =
Py
~ ]1978-79 7 Block "CTBS | 233 36.20 41.36 < 5.16 Yes .
] ) (Form S, . ' .
N Level 3) p , '
1 . T B ) .
\ . o - -
’ : TN T oe )
1.979-}0 - None . None [ — i@ — - —_ —
. A -
~ . ) ' ,
g dn : ; "\ x
- ‘ ! - . ‘
- J—-—/_,
1214 e - 122
. *ObJ ective Cr1ter1on - at least a 4,00 NCE mean gam '.Q . ' ,
N ' . ;
. \ .
. #The samples 1nc1ude only those students who recewed STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.

.
. .- . o
, ' «- R,
* - A .
M .




4

U » - B ) APPENDIX B-5
R . =
: Lo Achievement Test Results for School Years 1977-78 through 1979-80 -
- : = ) - ?
EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING) o .
‘\ — — — .
+ # X Pre. X Post i bject., Met™
‘Year Grade Treatment |  Test N Raw Score Raw Scove Actual X G?.1n Objec ' Me
1977-78 Block .| EST(a)] 290 24.08. 29.30 5.55 , Yes %
o (Test A) - (t=7.46, - .
" p<&.05) L '
1978-79 Block EsT(a) | 199 25.91 "29.89 3.98 . Yes
. - (Test A) - , (t=4.27, .
' 3 4
: \ /p < .05)
(%] : o -
] g
\ \ : - N
1979-80 7 Block EST(a)f 288 26.32 30.27 3.95 Yes :
: : . (Test A) ~ (t=11,62, °,
. p<.05) |, :
' =] : S8
: v b
. f -
. - - 7 j ¥ !
4 , ’ '
& ' - _ 4 . . 3 " ’
,n o ( , * . ~ N
(@) The Everyday .Skills Test {EST) in reading contains a tot‘:al of 45 items. . )
.05) in pre/post EST reading mean raw scores. -
; . :
r. - .

. RN T-L S

& 4

*Objective Criterion - significant increase (p €
#The samples include only those students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full -school yea

- .
D
4

LRIC #553

IText Provided by ERIC




APPENDIX B-6

e ’

’

Achievement Test Results for School Years 1977-78 through 1979-80

-/

-

EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

/

P

- . 1 X Pre NCE X Post NCE - T Gai :
Year Grade Treatment . Test Nt (Fall Norms)| @Spring Norms) Actual X Gain Object. Met
) > o
1977-78 K 7 Block - gsT () {269 19.06 - 24.68 5.62 ‘ Yes
. (Test B) \N;‘ . i
~ - -
R "
1978-79 7 Block . EST (a) 197 19.09 "21.88 2,79 No -
(Test B) _ 5 Y
- v B . »
, . - ) ' )
1979-80 7 Block -gsT (8)} 274 20.99 ° 22.01 1.02 No "~ '
o ! . (Test B) ' ’ ‘.
\ ' ~
3 )
. , ‘ . e
L4 The Everyda}vskirls Test (EST) in Study Skills contains a total of 50 items. .
- . \
%Objective‘Criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain,
" : : .
#The samples imclude only -those-students.who received STAR.instructional treatment for a full year.
: " . . S [N : v .

L 4

T

L
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Comparison of Attendance Rates for.L979-80 School Year




School N
Audubon 45
Central 68

C. Mooney ' * 30

Empire 40

F.D. Roosevelt 32

H. E. Davis 64
A,

J. Gallagher 59

Lincoln 53

M. L. King 52

N. Hale ° 46
P. Henry 21
. Jefferson 25

. Wright 62

illson" 33

TOTALS 620

Y R4 '
77.2% 76.1% v 1,1% .

APPENDIX, C-1

i

<

COMPARISON OF ATTENDANEE RATES FOR 1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR g.igx

+ T ?‘ ' A
’ ) ,//_k" _
Block Classes (Grade 7) vs. Tptal Grade 7 ® -
Block Class Total Grade 7 Block Class (Grade 7)
Grade 7 Students Students Minus Total Grade 7 Students
58.8% _ T 79.8% . - 21.0%
. - [y
78.3% 79.2% - .9% (
o | N . ]
; 84.8% 81.7% + 3.1%
P ) ) )
80.1% 79.7% L s 4%
: ’ B b4
© 90.1% 86.7% + 3.4%

) 78.4% . 80.95% ' - 2.5%
86.6% - - 81.3% \ + 5.3 °
67.7% 72.0% - 4.3%
83.2% 81.7% * s 1.5% -
90.1% . : 8235 . % 7.8%
.5 -
95.2% 83.45% + 11.8% o
]
. 86.9% 85.2% + 1.7%
L 3 1
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. APPENDIX C-2- .

COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES FOR 1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR

N earnmg Centers (Grade 7) VS, Total Grade 7 .
! ’ - .
. Learning Center . Total Grade 7. Learning Center Grade 7)
?ﬁﬁi-school - N Grade 7 Students Students Minus Total Gr,_ade 7 Students
A. B. Hatt 68 70.1% 77.5% ‘=" . T4
A. Hamiltonﬁéf’# B ’ -
Audubon 8 91.6% - 79.8% - . . +11.8%, -
Central#-
"§ Shuler* . T .
;. ' ; - .
* C. Mooney 23 " 68.4% 81.7% - 13,3%
. 3
4. Eliot+ -
R - ] . s /
C. Westropp 40 65.3% 85.7% - 20.4% .
Empire ! 71 - 69.2% 79.7% - 10.5%
.F.D. Roosevelt 33 75.7% 86.7% ) , - 1F,0%
- - » -~
H. E. Davis 32 77.6% 76.1% + bS5%  °
Lincoln 36 ©71.5% 81,3% - 9.8%
NJ. Spellacy 97 84.2% 86.6% - 2.4%
~ M. L. King 70 . 48.3% . 72.0% " —_— - 23.7% ‘
M. Herrick 59 80.7% 72.1% ' + §.7%
N. Baker* Q
N. Hale 63,  75.5% ' B1.7% - 6.2%
P. Henry 31 74.5% ' 82 8% - 7.8% ¢
. R. Jamison* ’ .
- e \ ¢
T. Jefferson 42 ' 72.3% 83.4% - 1r.1%
W. Young*, £ V. )
W.. Wright (a) B
. Willson (a) =~ \ o '
TOTALS ;93, "75.1% 80.6% ' - 5.5%
* Center established after 5-80 i , :
{ Data unavailable ' ' /\ L
o Center did not serve Grade 7 students 12 ,)

ey

- =128~ . ' B o
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. " APPENDIX C-3 - . : e
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COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES FOR 1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR

L - Learning Centers (Grade 8) 'vs. Total Grade 8

7 -

H = N . Learning Center ’ Total Grade 8" LEarr;ing Center Grade8 )
School ‘N 'Grade 8 Students ;  Studgnts - Minus Total Grade 8 Students
3: ~A._‘8.,Ji§;_'_t- 5 47 4% . 74.3% ~ . 26.9%
A. Hamiltont - ' ' -
Audubon (a) ' . .
Central# - . - .
C. Shuler* * L ' '
'C. Mooney: 7 ,,j 47.0% . 80.8% S - 3388
C. Eliot* ) ‘ . .
C. Westropp 13 = 50.1% - 81.1% - 31.0%
Empire 17 81.5% “ 76.0% + 5.5% o
F.D. Roosevelt 54 64 .4% - 83.8% - 19.4% ‘
H. E. Davis 28 59.6% < 73:1% - - 13.5% "
.
Lincoln 45 69.4% Co 81.0% - 11.6% .
M. Spellacy 25 76.2% ‘ 86.7% - 10.5%
M. L. King 35 . 38.5% p 69.1% - 30.6% o
M. Herrick }/z Y 60.3% S £ NS C - 13.2% -
N. Baker* o . : 7
N. Hale 50 . 77.5% . 80.2% L2
P. Henry 101 75.7% P 80.7% ' L s, ‘;L .
R. Jamison* S )
T. Jefferson 12 52.7% 79.7% ° / - 27.0%
N. Young": ; - . . | f
Twright X o8 86.7% 83.3% g + 3.4%
. PR - R - ,
Willson- 25 76.5% . : 81.8% - 5.3%
_TOTALS 437 . 69.5% S 79.4 ~ - 9.9%
~* Center established after 5-80 ‘ ) , '
# Data unavailable o \ ’
‘(a) v('l:ent?r did not serve Grade 7 students ) . ) .




CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS \
Division of Research and Development ’ ' .
July, 1980 .
. . "APPENDIX D .
. 1979-80 TITeE I PROJECT STAR CLASSES
.Survey of Project Teachers N *
SCHOOL Summary of All Schools ‘ DATE July, 1980 \ '

- 1., TEACHING ASSIGNMENT®

Please indicate your current teaching a551gnment by placing a "X" in front
of the description which, applies.

, 10 :Block English 14 Learning Center A
" 10 Block S al Studies 4 Learning Center B

4 /Learning Center C

2. PROJECT OPERATIONS

[}

a. Did this year's work stoppage create problems which affected the
implementatiorfcf project activities within your school?

Yes _20% No 62% - ' No Response __ 9%
. If "Yes", describe how the project activities were affected.

N ' Lengthened year caused attendance and motivational problems in late

-

June and July...Children were resentful being in school beyond normal

.

closing dates.

b. Did you encounter d1ff1cu1ty scheduling students into your PrOJect
STAR classes?
1

Yes 57% \ No 40% | No Response __ 1% .
: s If "Yes", describe the difficulties you experienced.

Students who were assigned to study halls were, in many cases, not

there because of schedule changes. \

. How were the difficulties listed above resolved?
. 1

Schedule changes were worked out with guidance persons, byf the g -

_wait for ﬁhéee changes were very difficult for teachef(:;d students.
7 —

‘. . - -

¢

s | . -130- 1 3]




. ) APPENDIX D-2 ) S ’

Did you find it necessary to make adjustments in your teaching as a
result of the greater heterogenous racial composition of students
within your STAR classes? .
Yes 19% No\ 79% . No Response __ 2%
. If "Yes", briefly describe nature of the adjustments that were
made in your teaching.
r.‘ .

-

7’Had to be much more aware of student interaction. Had to con-

N )
/ centrate on breaking down racial barriers.

¥

FOR BLOCK TEACHERS ONLY
»

af o ——

¢

How would you rate the value of the following operational features
of the project in terms of promoting student learning?

ch ~ Some Little or No

’ Essential alue Value No Value  Response
Double period of English v ) .
~ and social studies - . 45% 35% 5% 15%
' Block teacher's presence . N\
in’the voctational education . )
classroom— ' 10% 15% 35% 35%

Variations in second period

of the students' block

schedule (i.e., English - . v . .
reading lab participation, ) -
. social studies resource

teacher assistance) 20% 45% .25%

) * V4 \
Meetings heid with your
STAR team (i.eéw_ involving . -
the block teachersy resource { - :
teachers and aide) 10 20% 35% 30% -
Vnm /‘ » . - '

B30 :
= "”: -
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APPENDIX D-3

Nt

_

2 FOR LEARNING CENTER TEACHERS ONLY / /

. .. / KN
e. Do you foresee a need to establish a closer cogperatiye relationship\ i
with DPPF Communication Skills senior high school reading /teaqhers? .

Yes 41% . «No -41% /" NoResponse _18% | ]
: / |
. If "Yes", Yn what areas should such cogperation” be established? 1

It might help if they had advance info on«stItEents who still need |

remedial work and to have some input on what student has accom-

plished and still needs. / o ’

Quality of actual job performance

your response by placing a chec
cofresponds to your opinion.

»
&=

,in the coll7nn which most closely

/
Mor?/ Than -, Less Than No
Adegquate Adequate Adequate _ Response

J
%
EQUCA’I;IONAL AIDE T . ;/ | | l
J

: y ’

Ability-to do assigned work / 57% - 21% ‘17% . 5%
. .7 _

Willingness to do assigned work - / 56 29% . 10% ,84

o 8
. 50% - 31% . ¢ 14% 5% ]

Comments: My aide was ‘one of thé reason that this was a very productive and

enriching year for me as well ayg the students. ~ - .

’ -
. . . o
- N . A S

v _ . ! .

INSTRUCTIONAL AIDS
¢ - - ‘
Instructional materials

nd suppiies (books, worksupplies, etc.) provided
by the project are: : /

4

) : Yes _-No No Response
Appropriate to the ledrning levels of project 90? 29 82 ‘

students ; - 90%

'Pro&tjﬂbjgﬂctives‘ ' 90% 2% . 8%

o

Useful in achievi
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4, INSTBUG?iONAL AIDS - contlnued . : ’

g . x(

. e Yes + No No Response ‘s
{ Relevant to the 1nterests of proj '
students 88% 5% & 7% .
15 7% 125 '

Adequate in quantlty /
. .

Comments: The mater{als and’ supplies made it POSSlble to cover a wide

. * ndnge of skills §EZtstudents need throughout their lives. .

- >
. .

5. ATTITUDES OF FAGULTY - ~ '

In your opinion, what value does the faculty members in your bu11d1ng
place on PrOJect STAR's efforts to improve student reading?

. . _26% Essential ‘ -
- S T24%_ Much Value
) a © T29%_ Some Value N
- ///\ 10§ Little or No Value .
’ - o : 11/ No Response o . o

Comfients:

thout block class not enough teachers knew or cared about Project STAR
//;t Herrick. : ] L//) -

-~
PROJECT INSERVICE EFFECTIVENESS - ..

a. Please 1nd1cate the total number of project sponsored inservice
meetings which you attended- this year. -

/ ' 4 Total number of project’inservice ‘
sessions which I attended this year. s . \_,)

«b. In terms of your own clas$room instructional needs, how helpful did you T .
= find the information. that was-présented at Ptoject STAR inservice *

- sessions held throughout the year? . oL
. Very ) Somewhat - Not - No .
. 43% Helpful  26% Helpful _19% Helpful _ . Helpful 7% _7% Response
c. To what extent did your classroom instructional approach change as a ' <~
result of attend g nhese project sponsored ingervice sessio . .
- ~No' = .o
o " - 14% Alot 60% Some . 19% Not Much ‘None _7% Response
] . . s L
< . . ‘:
-133-1 ‘ )
Q o :34/ ) v A
2




. APPENCIX D-5

- v

6. PROJECT INSERVICE EFFECTIVENESS - continued °
. . * ~ ’ '
d. In planning for inservice next year, what recommendation would you
make gardiﬁg each of the items listed below?

~ o .
- . . .
< . = - : * Continue . ~ No

’ ' Increase As' Is Decrease  Response

N:iz\§\%§§é§ssien; offered . = 26% 54 1 ©10%
Varizﬁyxg‘ topics . 49% T 38 . ) 11%
Time spent presenting each topic - 24% 7%

Sessions that provide suggestlve
¢ teachlng strategles © 40% ) : 20% -

—
Please describe additional 1nserv1ce recommendatlons you would like to see acted
upon, .

4 .

-
Use more of the meeting time actually doing something that-will he'R§ our teaching.
B

1

Too much time is sﬁent talking and griping-EBSG;reroblems - set that aside in its

own, timé period.
. ’ SN .
7. PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

a. In your opinion, what single feature of the project has contributed
most to classroom effectiveness (in terms of improving pupils'
lea;nlng)’

Double period of English...Ability to totally individualize...

* . ~ . - - - ) ) " ¢ -
Individualized instruction, opportunity to pace students according
4 4
_ to their neegds.

.

3

In your opinion, what single factor has been most Q?:;imental (or
contributed leagt)“to puplls' 1earn1ng7 .

¢

Poor student attendance. Lack of motivation due to\length of school

lyear ..Need for report ,card grades and computer schedulinggﬁ .The pro-

cess of having to pull Learning Center candidates from study hall is
detremental.

Nhat changes would you recommend be made 1n the project to improve the
services offered to students?

Coryect, on-time ‘computer lists of eligib\e students...Learning Center

candidates shouls be grogzgpmed into the Centers, -
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7. PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS - continued

d.’ Record any additional comments you feef need to be made rélative to the
» + ’operations of the project. , o

. The lack of an "official' grade caused stuggnts <0 See project as

somewhat unimportant. Can pglnts for STAR be 1nc1uded in off1c1a1

p___gLthLcs_ugaL_Lxr__iLﬁ01nt average? 21 program L_e_&_c_tm_mmm_as

“far as it EoesL, Somewhere along the line the;prqg;am/materlals

: ) |\
should be supplemented with increased vocabula terial to improve
/

-7 ] the reading and meaning vocabulary base of the majority of students

g

. that conclude the "Codebuster" segment of ~the program. If it is not

supplemented with programmed material, a way should be provided for .

.
.

teacher provided vocabulary improvement work or exercises.

Ve
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P ~ - PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

o
M

1979-80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW |

The purpose qf;PA? (Pupil Adjustment Project) is to devélop basic
academic skills among four-to-six-year-old kindergarten pupils

_social a
exhibiting Special needs (but not identified as LD
garten, natidnal noims) on TOBE General Concepts,
given to the lowest-scoring, assignment to project

>
o .

or EMR). The basic cri-

or below the 33rd %-ile (fali, kinder-

Level K. With priority
services is contingent

upon parental consent and based on instrpctional/supportive services/admin-

istrative team recommendation.

PAP features: supplementary instruction
"'needs and” learni
.ized staff @Bvelopment. * The highly individualized
volves extensive diagnosis and strong emphasis on

. PAP services are provided
dren enrolled in.a Compzehensive Center
from and to home daily; “they receive a

long with, and in*addition
(zen--totaling a full day. Other pupils are transp
school kindergartens to_one of the Adjustment Cent
10-15 childrengfrom several schools, they

of special instryction daily (before being transported back to their home-
school kindergartens for the remainder of the session).  Still other chil-

gdren are served at their homef schools by a Travelinp Teacher, who works

with them %n a "pull out" basis
a . . "

~ 4 v L ,
SERVICE SUMMARY B o

" )

Number of Pupils Served: 1%}
s L4

\ *
_ Numbeyp of Schopts: 57 (See Appendix A.T</

L S . <:_ b "

Staffing: 1 Consultant Teacher:
. Manager (FT) 1
2 Psycholpgists (PT)

2 Speech Therapists (FT)

1 Social Worker (FT)

A

Total Title I Expenditures: $576,953

*The per-pupil cbét'represents only Title I exp
addition to general fund support. -

<

-

& - .
-139-

-~ )

7
based on pupils' unique
styles; interdisciplinary supportive services; special-
instructional model in- iy
langyage development.
in three farmats (intensifies). Chil- ‘
(class of 10-12) are transported
half-day supplementary instruction
to, regular .(general fund) half-day kindergar-
orted from their home- *
ers where, in a group of
receive ' approximately two hours
for about an hour, three times a week. -
Grade Served: Kdg.
Years in Operation: 12
Project 12 Teachers (7 FT, 5 PT)
1 Educational Aides (FT) ) '
1 Clerk (FT) .. -

6 Drivers (5 FT, 1 PT)

~

.Per Pupil Cost: $3,188+ .

enditures, which were in




OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

-

. !
. N J
. Process Objgcti : For the self-contained Comprehensive Centers,
‘ placement of 4-to-6 year-old children w111 be made on or before - 1
{

November 1 11979.

.« o, Qgtggggg This objective was attained.  Lists submitted to the
evaluator and records on file with the project managér documented |
" that approximately three fourths of the children in Compreﬁmhsive
Centers were enrolled by \late September--thus prior to November 1.

brocess oObjective 2: Eligible children will be admitted to Adjustment

. Centers or assigned tp a trgveling teacher at any time during the.
year, as special identification procedures are completed and need
arises. -

-

Qutcome: This objective was attained. Lists submitted to the .
evaluator showed from one to twelve children enrolled monthly in

» Adjustment Centers or with traveling teachers, -from.November
through June (except for December). Forty-four (39.3%) of the 112
chlIdren receiving these types of project service began after the
initial (October) enrollment perlod

A

Process Objective 3: Criteria for accepting pupils from regular
Early Childhood Education classes into Adjustment Centers and for re-
turning these same childrer to their respective regular classes--de-
veloped and piloted durlng the 1978-1979 school year--will be re-

N evaluated.

Outcome: Available information implied attainment of this objec-
tive.

-

»
Basic criteria for project eligibility remained those established
for Title I. The "criterja" referenced here were those incorpo-
rated into the extensive diagnostic/referral procedures involved
in assessing each child's needs and in a team's deciding ypon the
type of PAP service, 1 any, most sudtable/feasible for that pu-
pil. - .

Informal conversations/observations and project reports/documents
indicated that, as project 1nstruct10na1/support1ve services/
-administrative teams met regularly throughout the year and as PAP )
staff met frequently with other Early Childhood and non-project .
personnel, these criteria (i.e., diagnostic/referral procedures)

were continually evaluated, or field-tested.

In June, 1980 teachers and aides with (DPPF) Kindergarten Rein-
forcement and (Title I) Child Development--as weld as PAP--com-
pleted a Classroom Staff Survey. Responses of PAP teachers andr
aides have been included as Appendices B and C, respéctively. Two
items (9-a and -b) pertained to the ugefulness/helpfulness of the
PAP diagnostic/referral instruments. jﬁst Kindergarten Reinforce-
v ment (87.7%) and Child Development (56.2%) teachers marking these
items indicated that théy.used PAP referral 1nstrumehts at least

‘.
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"occasionally.”" Only one teacher from each of these projects
indieated that the ‘instruments were '"tod cumbersome,' and most
(75.1% of .Child Deyelopment, 89.5% of Kindergarten Reinforcement)
rated them of "some/little help" or better. 4
o { » [} )
A} . -~ i

]

*, . .
Process Objective 4: Project and regular classroom teachers will be
involved in planning and developing an instructional program which
will respond to the needs of children in the following areas:

.« communication skills adehuate for listening to and expressing
feelings, needs and ideas; - ‘

sensory-motor skills fqr development of control of the body in
the environment; ‘
development of self-esteem and self-confidence. through successful
experiences; ’

sensory discrimination for development of awareness of and sensi-
tivity to the environment.

. . .u
. Qutcome: This objective was attained. Pertinent evidence compiled
from project records/documents as well as teachers' responses (N =
12) to the staff survey (Appendix B) indicated that PAP and regular .
teachers were mutually involved in ihstructional planning for chil-
dren. £ . . .
On September 5, 1979 PAP and Kindergarten Reinforcement staff met
together for basic planning. A September 21 memorandum alerted
g;incipals to the fact that PAP Adjustment and traveling teachers
ould be meeting with children's home-school teachers and observ- -
. ing pupils in the regular classrooms. Subsequent bulletins and
memoranda (e.g., January 22, February 5, April 8, May 21, 1980).re-
minded PAP staff about maintaining contact with children's home-
school teachers/administrators and continuity in pupils' programs.
-
All project teachers responding to the Ssurvey indicated hgving
consulted with "other Early Childhood teacher(s} and/or teacher
assistant(s)" about at least "2-3" children--the majority (58.3%)
about "all" their pupils. Similarly, all teachers had consulted
with the principal about at least one:child--41.7% about all

/ptx’piLS. ) . )

- Teachers' survey resﬁonses.relevant to the adequacy of their re-
cords of children's progress in four areas (Appendix B, Item 8)
were expected to reflect their recognition of pupils' needs in
their instructional planning. Teachers were asked to describe
their records in each area as "nonexistent,' 'sketchy, unsystem-
atic," "detailed for only a,few," "somewhat detailed for all,"

5‘"quite_§etailed for many," or 'very detailed for all." Per- -
centages of teachers selecting descriptbrs of “detailed for only
a few" or better ranged from 75% in. the psyshomotor area to al-
most 92% in languagg and othef cognitive areas. Records were_

¥
<

-141- 140




~N, -
- .
reported ''very detailed for all'" pupils By 25% of the teachers
for social-emotional and psychomotor areas, 58.3% for language
and 66.7% for "other cognitive areas."

Process Objective 5: .In addition to regular inservice meetings held
by thg Division of Early Childhood Education,/ specialized staff de-
velopment will be conducted in groups--and, as indicated, individually--.
to facilitate attainment of project goals. Sessions will deal with
such topics as: individualizing the instructional plan based on -as-
sessgd.needs; sys;ematigally observing and recording child behavior;
cognitive mapping [preferred 1learning behaviors]; developing curri-
culum appropriate to varied needs [sand learning styles] of pupils.

. As

Qutcome: This objective was attained. Bvidencégﬁas compiled
"from project records/documents as well as responses to the class- '
room staff survey complgted by project teachers and aides. (As
noted above, summaries of staff-survey responses have been in-
"cluded as Appendices B and C.)

Co erage'of the four proposed topics and some differentiation be-
twgen teachers and aides (specialization) were refleeted in re-
sponses to Item 3 in the staff-survey. Teachers and aides were
asked to indicate for each of seven activities--consonant with the
foér topics--the extent.to which that activity had been emphasized
injinservice. They were instructed to mark: 'never," '"once-twice,"

"néw and then," "'often" or, "every time." All respondents ini?éated giiﬁ
that "understanding language development" and "facilitating lan- &

ge growth' were emphasized "often" or "every time," in keeping®
with the proposed emphasis on communications skills (Process Objec-
tive 4). Two-thirds of the teachers and 77.8% of the;aides reported
that !'observing behavior" was emphasized "often" or '"every time,"
and| two-thirds of both teachers and aides indicdted similar empha-
sis; on "recording observations." °‘Most teachers marked "often' or
"every time' for "analyzing assessment data' (83.3%); "prestribing
instruction" (83.3%) and “implementing prescriptions' (100.0%),
whille fewer aides noted as much emphasis: "analyzing..." (44.4%),
"prescribing..." (0.0%), and "implementing..." (77.7%). These sur-
vey \results documented inservice coverage of the proposed topics
in 4 differentiated (i.g., specialized) fashion. _
Specialization of staff development was further verified by the -
proje\:t manager's reports and various other project documents filed
with the evaluator. Manager's reports covering approximately 21
weeks of 'school (mid-September through early May) listed 51 staff
development occurrences--averaging 2.4 per week. These included a
variety. of individual and group events: project team meetings (in-
structibnal and supportive staff serving each center); meetings of ~
project .staff with kindergarten personnel; total project staff
worksKops (assessment, etc.) as well as separate sessions for com-
prehensive center, adjustment center and traveling personnel; ori-
entation meetings for teachers and for aides new to the project;
participation of a project representative in citywide and state
(Title I) meetings; etc. Ny

»




Also; individualized' staff development for project teachers and
aides was provided on an ongoing basis by the project manager
through on-site visits to cénters. All but one of the teachers
and aides reported having been visited at least once, most--half
the teachers and 66.4% of the aides--four or more times. Most
(83.3%) of the teachers and 66.7% of the aides reported a post-
observation conference/discussion on at least onme occasion, appro-
ximately one-fourth on four or more occasions.

‘Process Objective &: Special staff inservice will be conducted with

the assistance of consultants from the University of Illinois rele-

vant to utilization of PEEC' (Precise Early Education for Children).
A

Selected staff will attend sessions at the University.

On-site developlent will be providea.to PAP as a service of the
PEEC replication program.

- . - A4
—_—

Techniques and findings will be shared in dissemination sessions
with the total project -CPAP] staff. R
Qutcome: Two of three types of activities proposed with this
objective were implemented during 1979-1980. Thus, the objective
was partially attained. :

During 1979-1980 the Pupil Adjustmeht Project continued its in- -
volvement Wwith the PEEC replication program. (PEEC, developed

at the University of Illinois under the direction of Dr.™Werle

B. Karnes, represents an extensive plan for systematically imple-
menting highly individualized educational programming for pre-

school children.) The Comprehensive Center at Wade Park School

and the Adjustment Center at Charles W. Chesnutt School were
selected as the 1979-1980 replication sites.

Although it was not possible for PAP staff to attend PEEC sessigps

at the University of Illinois, PEEC did provide on-site staff de-
velopment and PEEC technidues/findings were gissgminated to the total
PAP staff, as proposed. A PEEC workshop for project staff involved
in replication was held on October 16, 1979. On June 13, 1980 Amna
Kokotovich, from the University, was the major presenter at another ™
PAP inservice workshop; project records indicated that PEEC proce-
dures/materials were being disseminated on an ongeing basis. '

Process Objective 7: Staff case conferences (i.e., team meetings] will
be scheduled regularly to discuss selected children among instructional
staff and representatives of supportive services--social wogi, special
services (parent involvemefit), psychology, speech therapy, m§rsing.
Qutcome: Project records indicated that this objective was achieved.
Series of team meetings (one at each Comprehensive/Adjustment Center)
‘ . ‘ - ! ’
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'; ' were held during mid-September, Iate-February/early-March, ‘and

. mid-June. Adjustment Center teams had at least one additional
meeting in May, o :

»

< Instructional itaff contacts with supportive staff were not, how-
: ever, limited to tedm meetings. On the June, 1980 staff survey
teachers and aides marked 'none," ""one,!" "2-3," "several'™or "all"
to report "about how many of your pupils have you consulted this
Jyear with" several kinds of supportive services personnel* (Item.1).
A clear majority of project teachers marked "severglﬁig§ "alln
' pupils for the Early Childhood Education psychologists (83.3%),
social worker (91.7%) and speech therapist (75.0%) as well as
for she non-project school nurse (75.0%). (Aides reported fewer
contacts with supportive sérvices staff about pupils.)
- . - ; ‘ . 4

Process Objective 8: Involvement of parehts with the learning ex-
) _periences of their children will be continued through:
o 3 °

scheduling periodic parent-group meetings and parent educational
. programs; ’ ’ .

dissemination of. information through The Bridge (newsletter for
parents of ¢hildren in Early Childhood Education); )

encouragement of parent gonferences and meetings with staff;
g P {\qus

[y -

the classroom; . :

promotion of parent visits to the Parent Resource Center éi well as

" . ,iﬁtegration of parents! opinions and suggestions into program opera-
tions, whenever possible. '

Qutcome: Efforts to prdibfé parent involvement were continued, as

proposed. Project reports, ‘records, etc. indicated that this ob-

% . jective was attained. ‘ .
>

i )
) The importancé of active'parent involvement in their children's
. .education was emphasized throughout the year--in oral.and written
B ‘ " communications with project and non-project staff, as well as .
parents themselves. Parent consent was required for.pdpil parti-
- cipation in the project, and.the project manager's annual summary
reported an "estimated unduplicated count' of 271 parents involved
in some way during the year. k& *

Three issues of Ihg Bridge (February, May, July, 1980) were sent
home with the children. In every issue parent involvement was both
encouraged and recognized. Parents were invited to use the sharing
-.. (resource) .center(s). (At the west-side center, material for pa-
rents to borrow for providing home-reinforcement of school instruc-
, tion was avdilable in ‘both Spanish and English.) In The Bridge
. ) and in person, they were encouraged to-.attend and participate in
3 the annual (February 20, 1980# citywide Wmeeting of Early Childhood
narents with the Directing Supervisor of Compensatéry Education

%‘f»—.— ’ ] R ° , - - ‘ ) 5 ;l
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programs. On March 19, 1980 PAP and other Early Childhood parefits -
'. participated in the Cleveland Public¢ Library funded program fea- S~
. turing Augusta Baker, nationally known children's author and story-
teller. Their attention was caiied to a seven-installment series
R on parenting (''Look At Me'") available yia public television /begin-
- hing May 24, 1980. Parent use of project, school and community re-
sources- was continually! advanced through The Bridge and person-to- |
person contacts. . : o

< K

, e Although parent involvément with citywide activities such as those’]
just mentioned was promoted, project staff put forth even greaterﬁ/
efforts to involve pargnts at the local school level--as classrool
volunteers, as well asiobservers of their children "at work." Pa-
rents were always welcome and four times a year special observation

. days/yeeks were scheduled, with parent-staff- discussion me%tings .
held after classroom observation. The manager reported a votal of

244 parent-attendances at group meetings and 694 for individual con-
K ferences. . ‘ .

- s
“Responses to the June,” 1980 classroom staff survey (summarized in
Appendices B and C) shed additional light on the extent and types
of parent infolvement. Teachers and assistants were asked (Item
1 - 2-a) to indicate how many pupils' parénts were involved in eight
activities, by marking® "nome," "1-2," '"several," "about half" or
: #all." Half (50.0%) the teachers indicated that a parent or family
representative of all their pupils had conferred with them at least
once since the intake interview; another 41.7% of the téachers in-
"dicated that this ‘was the case for "about half' their children.
Teachers and aides (66.7%) reported conferring "as often as once a
month" with parent(s) of "1-2'" or "several" pupils. Most teachers
indicated that parent(s) of 'several" or "about half" the children .
"attended at least one school-wide parent meetingt_(67.6%) and that
a. family representative of "1-2" or '"several' attended at least one //
"project/Early Childhood special program' (66.7%). Responses to re-
maining activities listed with this item (2-a) suggested- that, al-
thoughAﬁost children's parents did come at least once to observe in

- , a'projéct classroem and most did respond totelephone calls/invita-
- . ‘. tions, only a few borrowed materials for helping the child at home
or "worked on a reguldr basis as a volunteer" in the classroom. .
| ) A community outreach, dental services pilot.project was implemented '

jointly by the Cleveland Public Schools and the Psi Omega dental
fraternity of Case Western Reserve University Dental School. All
¢ . \ PAP centers were scheduled for the dental health lessons, screening
and referral services provided by three teams of two dental students ™~ :
(one senior, one sophomore). A total of 104 PAP children were
screened and 19 were referred for treatment. Parents were invited,
to be present when their children were screened and, thus, be made -
more aware of the importance of dental health. . ) .

oy . - -
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;~— /. Pperformance Objective-l: Project children served for a period of at

least nine weeks will show a mean gain of at least four NCE units on
the TOBE Language and Mathematics tests, administered on a pre-post-
service basis. : :
Qutcome: This objective was attained in Language and, by children
. at the Comprehensive Centers only, in Mathematics. Results of pre-
post administration of TOBE havée. been summarized in Appendix D.

Publisher's (national) norms were utilized in the data analysis-- =

prekindergarten for pre-tests and kindergarten for post-test.

Mean pre-post gains in TOBE Language were: 16.3 NCE's for Compre-
hensive Center pupils, 6.6 NCE's for Adjustment Center Children
and 6.8 NCE's for those assisted by a traveling teacher. On TOBE
Mathematics, the mean gain for Comprehensive Center children was
5.1 NCE units. Average mathematics changes.were +1.4 NCE's for
Adjustment Center and -4.2 NCE's for thVZTzng;ES?chers' children.

$ .
- . «

Per formance Objective 2: .Project children at a Comprehensive Center

will show a significafitly (p«.05) higher level of social competency

skills at the end of the year, based on teachers' pre-post ratings on
the Levine-Elzey Preschool Social Competency Scale.

Qutcome: This objective was attained. Data for 1979-1970 have

been presented .in Appendix E (along with those for the previous

two years).

Teachers' October and May ratings of the Comprehensive Center Chil-
- dren were scored’fzr four factors: Self-sufficiency, Emotional Ma-

turity, Social/Skglls and Self-concept. Application of the t-test

to these data/ revealed significant (p<«.001) gains in all four

areas. :

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

.. Although not spegifically pertinent to any one objective, data on
the Fall, 1980 placement‘9211979—1980 PAP children was compiled. "Also, PAP
pupils' scores on the Metropdlitan Readiness Tests, Level II, Form P (admi-

- nistered citywide to Eindergarten children in May, 1980) were analyzed.

Findings have been summarized below.

+ Fall, 1980 Placement: Twelve types of Fall placement were reported
for the 181 childrefl served. Seventy-three children (40.3%) were
enrolled in first grade. Forty-eight pupils (26.5%) remained as-
signed to PAP Comprehensive or Adjustment Centers, and one child's
placement was kindergarten. Smaller percentages of pupils were
enrolled in Learning Disabilities classes (13.3%) and various EMR
programs (19.9%). - ' ' o

-

. Metropolitan Readiness Tests; Pupil Adjustment children expected to
be enrolled in first-grade in°the Fall of 1980 completed the Metro-
politan Readiness Tests during the late-May citywide administration,
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and their results were compiled and compared with those for other-
. kindergarten children in Title I schools. On the Pre-reading
. Skills Composite, there was no significant differenve betwéen the
PAP and .other Title I kindergarteners. the Quantitative Skill
Area, the mean score for PAP children wagqs{}ghtly, but signifi-
cantly, lower, as shown in Appendix-F.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS s . /
B ) -

The 1979-1980 school year replete with unique .and unpredict-
able events affecting-all prOJect oférations. Most notable were the lengthy
work stoppage (which resulted in sg¢ghools' being closed from November 7, 1979
unttl January 4, 1980) and court-ofdered desegregation--implementation of
Phase I (Fall, 1979) and Phase II rch 17, 1980); preparations for Phase
III implementation (Fall, 1980). spite these conditions, seven (of eight)
process objectives were attained, -ajd the eighth was partially attained.

- .

In relation to the first performance objective,data were analyzed
as proposed and showed that this objective had been partlally attained--in
both Language and Mathematics at Comprehensive Centers, and in Language only
by pupils at. Adjustment Centers or with traveling teachers. These results
were obtained despite the fact that this evaluation was based on’ approxl—

.mately six fewer weeks of project service to children than in prev1ous

years. The larger gains in Language seemed to reflect the high priority
placed on language development and communications skllls in this project and
all Early Childhood Education programs. The gréater gains at Comprehensive
Centers may have been due to the fact that these children received full-day
(rather than half-day) -instruction:s Analysis of the pre-post results on
the Levine-Elzey Scale indicated that the Comprehensive Center children had
shown significant growth in all areas of SOClal competency, as proposed.

Findings for 1979-1980 and previous years suggest that the project
staff should:

continue to refine procedures for delivery of highly individ-
dvalized project services to children, weighing p0551b111t1es
for:

inct®ased utilization of the more effective Comprehensive
- Center format, and |

improved cost effectiveness;

consider revisions in objectives {e.g., fewer process objec-
tives, with more specific criteria; “objective relevant to post-

PAP placement of pupils);

<

plan with the evaluator for systematic collection of feedback
from parents; . .

replace the (out-of-print) TOBE with approgrlate instruments
for assessing eligibility and progress 1n cognitive areas.

V i ‘ st
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APPENDIX A

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

-

A{%red A. Benesch
Andrew J. Rickoff
- Anthony Wayne
Anton Grdina
Bolton

Boulevard
Buckeye-Woodland
Buhrer

Captain Arthur Roth
Case p

Charles Dickens’
Charles H. Lake (4)
Charles W. Chesnutt (A)
Daniel E. Morgan

Dike

Doan .

East Clark

East Madison

Forest Hill Parkway (A)
George W. Carver (C,A)

Giddings
Gordon
Hazeldell
Hicks
Hodge

Iowa-Maple

John D. Rockefeller
John . Raper (A)
Joseph, F. ‘Landis

C=Comprehensive Center; A=Adjustment Center (Other ‘schools
transported to an Adjustment Center or served by a Traveling

Teacher.) e

S

SCHOOLS SERVED: 1979-1980*

Kenneth W.
Kentucky .
Lafayette
Lawn
Longwood

Louis' Pasteur (C)
Margaret A. Ireland
Marion-Sterling
Mary B Martin
Mary M. Bethune

L

Miles_Park

iles Standish
Mpses Cleaveland:®
Mount Auburn

' Mount Pleasant

Orchard-(A) -
Paul L. Dunbar (C)
Paul Revere
Robert Fulton (C)

Scranton

Sowinski
Stephen E. Howe
Tremont .
Wade Park™ (C)
Walton-

Watterson-Lake 3\
Waverly
Willow -




- APPENDIX B

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: } JUNE, 1980

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT TEACHERS‘(N-IZ)

\; ‘?w.

e

Wher? comentb on explanations are asked, pLezue print orn wiite
very Legibly,. using only the space p!ww,ded ALL oThen hesponses
shoutd be indicated by marking X in the appropriate boxX for each
item. Use a ball- pouvt on "F&WL pan, on a sharp, dark pencil.

1

“ PER CENT
X,

Use these headings to indicate the
About how many of your pubils hawe~, number of pupils fox each &tem.
you .consulted this year with:

ﬁone one 2-3 several all,
. other Early Childhood teacher(s)
‘ and/or teacher assistant(s)? .., (01) . 0.0 0.0 25.0 16.7 58.3
. first-grade teacher(s)? ........ (02) 50.0 41.7 0.0 _ 0.0 8.3
; pringipal? .l................:.. (03) 0.0 16.7 25. 7 41.7
. Early Childhood supportive services:

. consult. tchr./reading spec.? (64)

. psychologist? ................ ‘(05)

. social worker? ............... (06)

T speech therapist? ............ “(o7),,
. school's "regular' support staff:

2
. nurig. ....................... (08)

. psychologist? .......ccu0vun .. (09)

. parent/family representative ...

. other--Idenrtify. . * \
<= ‘ .

. For approximately hov many pupils Use these headings to indicate the
this year has a parent or other numbu of papils for each Ltem.

" family represcntatives
P none 1-2 - several “h°gﬁﬁfall

. conferred with you at ledst onc
(other than "intake,” etc.)? ...\(13) - 0.0 0.0  8.3) 41.7 50.0

. conferrgd with you as often | ) °
"as once a month? ............... (14) 8.3 Qéé? 333 16.7 8.3

v “leontinued)
(co’. ued)
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- Describe briefly your maigr strategy this year for inéfeasing parent i

* school hours/days,:’ "

. * . (! L
L -
o - * Y %’
SN + ARPENDIY B (Cont'd)
nome " 1.2 several about alj OMBT,
half

. attended at least one * . ’ )

school-wide parent meeting? (1 0.0, 33.3 50.0 16.7 0.0 0.0
. attended at least one project/ '

Early Childhood special program? (16) 8.3 333 33.3 0.0 16.7 8.3
. borrowed maé%rials to use t .

with child(ren} at home? (17) 26.0 50.0 -16.7, 0.0 0:0 8.3

[y . ] - ~ ;
. visited.in your classroom at N R

least once, to observe? (18y 0.0 - 0.0 16.7 41.7 33.3g 8.3
. worked on a regular basis as a , .

volunteer in'your classroomg ... (19) 33.3 58.3 00 .00 0.0 8.3

. -

. never "returned to call,"” responded .

to an invitation, etc.? ........ (20) 41.7 33.3,

. 16.7 8.3 o.ol&'

-~ e

in children's educat;bn, ‘especially by providing reififorcement during

o

¥ N .

» - . -
To the right of each ;ctivity listed.
mark~one box to indicgte the extent
to which that activity--involved in
the individualization of instruction--
was emphadized in inservice this year . once-
(individual, smallﬂgrQup, proj%ct-widg).'neVer twice

Use these headings to Undicate the
emphasis on each inservicé topic.
i »
now & every
then often time OMIT

. ‘observing bebavior‘ .......... ... (21) 8.3 0.0 25.0 58.3 8.3 0.0
. recording observi®ions ..... er. (2D) o;gé 16.7 16.7 S0.0 16.7 0.0
. analyzing assessment data ....... (23 o© 0 16.7 0.0 41.7 41.7 0%
. prescribing instruction ....,.... (24)- 0.0 0.0 16,7 33.3 50.0 0.0
. . - L
. implementing prescriptions ...... (25) 0.0 0.0450.0 50.0-50.0 0.0
R ) : : R .
. understanding language develozib%§%26) 0.0 0.0 " 0.0 .69.7 33.3 0.0
. facilitatihg language growth ..... (27) o0~ 0.0 0.0 58.3 41.7 0.0
“\ N . R
~ . N .

Mark one.box at the right to indicate .- ’ . h
your overall ruting of this year's

project-wide Inservice. (Consider onTy use- help- "pretty excel
those activities involving total staff, ?2? less ful good" -lent OMIT
at one time/place or in a series of . . .
sessions.} ........... Cereeeeennees (28) 0.0 0.0 8.3 25.0 66.7 0.0

-
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. : , (Cont.d) ., { ‘ S
5.a. How many times this school year - e
has a consultant teacher, reading 2
specialist, curriculum coordinator - g T 2-3 4-6 7-- - s
and/or project manager observed . never once times times times OMIT e
. project operationg~in your class- . ' % >
TOOM? tvueuvvnnanns LA vemvas %.. (29) 0.0 8.3 .-333° 25.0 25.0 8.3 -
’ R N . N —— -
- 5-b. On how many of thes; occasions was: . - e )
. none oné  two three four-- OMIT ~
. . the Classroom Observation
. Checklist used? ......c.oovuss ... (30) 25.0 41.7 8.3 0.0 25.0 0.0 .- =
. a post-observation sonference/ ° . . T
] discussion held with you? ...%. (31) '7 25,0 33.3 8.3 16.7 oao/
T 6. To what extent Has this year's in- .
service--individual (on-site) and not , - great .
small-group, as well as project- at all . some -ly  oMfT -
. wide--provided. for your own speg:i.alr ' . * *=3
' and individual needs? (32) - 0.0 0.0 16.7 25.0 58.3 0.0
- s . . - R -
Comments: . N
. ~r
_4 ’ o
) 3
7
. s e
™ v N ~
7. For how many pupils this year are you NUMBER OF PUPILS--§on ITEMS 33-40
uging each of the following 'tools"
- . for monitoring individual progress? none one two three 4-- OMIT
| & . Class Assessment (complete) ... - (33) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 83.3 16.7°
o . . ;
- ) . Class Assess.--Visual Skillsonly (34) 16.7 0.0 8.3 0.0 41.7 33.3 ¥
. Class -Language Assess. (ccmplete) (35) 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 75.0 16.7 '
) . ‘Individual Child Asses. (complete) (36) 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 8.3 -~
- ’ - . Y °
‘ . Individual Prescriptive Program’ (37). 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 91.7 8.3 . *
, . Macmillan Language Assessment ... (38) 33.3 0.0 0.0 8.3 41.7 16.7
. PEEC InstrimeMQSCOPE) ......... (39) 73.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 167 8.5 N
. . TOBE Class Evaluation-Record .... (40) , 0.0 0.0 " 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 (
. . other--Identify.




5

APPENDIX B (Cont'd)

&‘,

8. To the right of each developmental

- area listed.below,.mark in one, box
to indicate which of*the descriptors
most accurately indicates the ade-
quacy of Zour-records of individual
childrep's progress in that area
this year.

istent |

(=]
© nonex
sketchy;
unsyste-
< matic
detailed
for only
a few Y.
somewhat
detailed
for all
quite
" detailed
. for many
very
detailed
for all

(%1
[+,
.

[~
N

(7]
—
[+,
.

~
w
(%]
.

(7]

e social-emotional .

. psychomotor

oo
b
(7]
—
QY
.
~
5
o

[~
(7]
N
(%]
.

(=]

. language

. other cognitive aread w... (44)

oo
.
(73]
l\ [
[,
.
)

Comments:

9-a. Mark in the appropriate box to
escribe the extent to which you
use PAP referral instruments (Ob-
servation Guide..., Descriptive
Behavioral Assessment). (45)

&

& no need
to use
occa-
sionally

5 fre-
quently
all the
time

.
~
(7]
(V)
.

(V)
.

~
(%]
(V)
(3]

L4
bed

. How helpful are PAP instruments

- (Observation Guide..., Descriptive
Behavioral Assessment, TOBE...)
in identifving children to be

referred to the program?

o too cum-
o bersome
o some/

o little
help
help re-
ceiving
only

=) helg

= Sen in
only

S help re-

< ceiving

~
ﬁ sendg.

20

- Y

(7]

k]
Comments:

.

¥hat one thing do you intend to do a aln/better/d1fferen€ﬁy next year to xncreasq
the likelihood that project goals w7§1 be reached--and exceeded?

- * . N

ERI!

-
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. , * APPENDIX C i . -
. ’ . ° — v ’ .
. Y v - EARLY ‘CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: JUNE, 1980 i
v PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT AIDES (N=g) : ' ' s
b ' ~ -
/ X ; 1 4 2
c Where comments dn explanations are asked; please print or wuite
. ‘| very Legibly, using only the space provided. ALL other responses
-shoutd be indicated by marking"X in the appnopriate box’ for each t !
- item. Use a ball-point ox "FRaTh" pen, or a sharp, dark pencil N N
v : - PER CENT '
.- Use these hetfdéngé to indicate the '
1. About how many of your®pupils have number of pupifs fon each item.
you consulted this year with: N ~
' nonéd  one  2-3 several all OMIT “®
. other Early Childhood teacher(s) -
and/or teacher assistant(s)? ... (01) 11.1 1l.y 11.1 22.2 44.4 0.0
. , | (_first-grade teacher(s)? ........ (02) 44.4 33.3 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0
N ;
. principal? ....... PP .. (03) 22.2 22.2 33.3 0.0 22.2 0.0 )
’ . Early Chifdhood supportive setvices: .
- . 4
| . consult. tchr./reading spec.?(gg) 11.1 11.1 33.3 0.0 44.4 0.0
| . psychologist? .............. (0s) 11.1 33.3 0.0 0.0 5.6 0.0
. social WOTKET? ..evvvunennn. (06) 11.1 33.3 0.0 0.0 55.6 0.0 B}
. . speech therapist? .......... (07) 11.1 ,22.2 1.1 0.0 55.6 0.0
." schodl’s "regular" support staff: ‘ .
L NUTSE? Liiiieieecenane ..... (08) 22.2 33.3 0.0 11.1 33.3 0.0
. psychologist? ........... o (09) 66.7 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 11.1
. speech therapist? .......... (10) 66.7 0.0 11.1° 0.0 0.0 22.2 ’
» . » ". -
. . community agencies? ............ (11) ss.6 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.0 22.2 N
) S «sj"v
. parent/family representative? .. (12) 22.2 23.2 0.0 22.2 22.2 11.1
..other--Identify, b
; ————— ’
2-a. For approximately how many pupils Use these headings to indicate the ,
this year has a parent or other nunber -of pupils fon each item. ~
. family representative: * about )
2 none 1-2 several ga(f% all
\ * . conferred with you at least once ! -
- (other than "intake," etc.)? (13) 11,1 22.2 11.17 11,1 44.4 0.0
. . conferred with you as often -
. as once a month? (14) -22.2 - 44.4 22.2 0.0 11.1 0.0
‘ - {continued) )
L -153-




APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

= -
&=

several ?§§§§ all - OMIT
. attepded at| least one . . i '
sch@ol-wide meeting ... (15) 1.1 . . 1111 . 0.0 —

. attended at least fne project/ _
Early,chilspecial program? (16) 11.1

borrowed mater¥als to use
with child(ren) at home? ....... (17).22.2

. visited in your classroom dt'
least once, to observe? (18) 11.1 0.0

. worked on a regular basis as a
volunteer in your classroom? ... (19) 55.6 44. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

. never "returned the call," re-
- sponded to,an invitation, etc.?. (30) 55.6 22

b

7..22.2 . 0.0 0.0, 0.0,

2-b. Describe briefly your major strategy this year for increasing parent involvement
in children’s education, especially by providing reiuaforcement during out-of-
school hours/days.

. To the right of each activity listed,
rark one box to indicate the extent Use these headings to indicate the
to which that activity--involved in emphasis on each {inservice toplc.
the individualization of instruction-- g .
was emphasized in inservice this year . once- noﬁlz; every
(individual, small-group, project-wide) never twice then often time  OMIT

. observing behavior i (21) 11,1 1.1 0.0 55.6 223, 0.0

. tecording observations 33.3 0.0 33:3 33.3 0.0
> : ’

. ahalyzing assessment data (23) 11.1  22.2 . 11.1 33,3 11.1
. prescribing instruction ...... .. (28) 22.2 55.6 . 0.0 0.0 0.0

. implementing prescriptions .... (25) 0.0 11.1 . 4 0.0

. understanding language development (26) 0.0 0.0 . . 0.0

. facilitating language growth ... (27) 0.0 0.0 . 0.0

Mark one box at;the right to indicate
your EEEhall.aning of this year's -
project-wide inservice. (Consider help- "pretty excel
4 only those activities involving ° ? ful good" -lent OMIT
otal staff, at one time/place or s
in a series Of SESSiONS.) %ec:vse. 1.1 33.3 55.6 0.0

L
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-, APPENDIX C  (Cont'd) i .
L ‘ . ) .
S-a. How many times this school year has a .=*
consultant teacher, reading specialist,’ T 2-3 4-6 T-- '
. + curriculum coordinator and/or pro)ect’ never once times times times CMIT -
manager observed project operatlons ' .
in your classroom? .............. .- 429) 11.1 0.0 22.2 44.4 22.2 0.0
Sib. On how many of these occasionsswas: J " s
. none , one two three four-- OMIT
._the Classroom Observation P : T .
Checklist used?.......ccvveuenen.. (30) 33.3 22%2 11.1  22.2 0.0 11.1
! . . T . L 4
. a post-observation conference/ ,
discgssion held with you? ........(31) 33«3 22.2 22.2 22:2 0.0 0.0
6. To what extent has this year's in- L.
. service--individual (on-site) and  * ot ° great
small-group, as well as project-wide  a¢ all some -ly OMIT
--provided for your own spegial and .
- - - - fndividual needs? a.e..cveep om0+ (32) 0.0~ 0.0-22.2. .0.0 77.8 0.0 - .
Comments: : ’ *
* - Y
~ = [y %4
7. For how many pupils this year are you NUMBER OF 'PUPILS--FOR ITEMS 33-40
. using each of the following "tools" ’
. or monitoring individual progress? - _none one two three 4-- OMIT
. Class Assessment (complete)...... (33) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0. 66.7 22.2

. Class Assess.--Visual skiTis only (34) Z22.2 0.0 O. 0.0 44.4 33.3

. Class Langauge Assess. (complete) (35) 11.I 0.0 O. 0.0 55.6 Szég
. Individual Child Assess. (complete) (36) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 22.2

. Individual Prescriptive Brogram .. (37) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 §6.7 22.2

. Macmillan Language Assessment .... (38) 44.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 33.3
. PEEC Instrument (SCOPE) ....... ... (39) 66.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 11.lw
. TOBE Class Evaluation Record ..... (40 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 77.8 11.}

. other--Identify.
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‘ ) + APPENDIX C (Cont'd) .
8.a. To the right of each develpp}nental -
area listed below, mark in one box ]
N to indicate which of thé descriptors 3 . < )
e most accurately indicates the adez @ »29 3 23~ . 3F T~ *
- — . . P s B 4 - - e e - 3 -y
quacy of your records of individual % g2y @O0z Fm<e 2 g e
childrgn's progress in that area ¢ 9 g"u; 2.8 28, 84 R3e
this year. - . 8 %58 884 238 33& 388 oMt
- - ' awd > -
R . . social-emotional .......... (41) 11.1  22.2 11.1 0.0 22.2 33.3 0.0 -
. psychogxotor ......... Geeses (\2) 11.1 ‘22.2 11.1 1l.i=, 0.0 44.4 0.0
N . larfguagc ............. eee.. {43) 11.1 0.0 0.0 22.2 11.1 55.6 0.0
. other cog?itivg areas - «... (4/4) 1.1 11.1 Y 0.0 0.0 11.1 55.6 0.0
Comments : '
k3 .’ ] o
».&9.;3' Mark in the appropriate box to 23 ' e o5 . -
describe tHe extéit to which-Yyau 2 BS., 2.9 86 &85 ~8
. use PAP referral instruments (Ob- °9 o 9= H2 27T o -
s servation Guide..., Descriptiye s ? ¢ e* IT
< Behavioral AsseSSmeNnt) ..ceeevivovss (45) 22.2 0.0 11.1 55.6 11.1 0.0 ’
- ’ . 1 .
- 2 =
9-b, How helpful ate PAP instruments £ g, T 5w §: & ws
- (Observation Guide.., Descriptive o Su 3T 2_-5 o a 5 532
Behavioral Assessment, TOBE....) gk ' E § = 3 25 2w 223
in identifying children to be 283 2=z 2 85 25 23u0MT
referred to the program? ........... (46) .0.0 0.0 11.1 77.8 11,1 0.0
Comments: ,
1
10. Nhat one thing do you intend to do again/better/differently next year to increase
the likelihood that project goals will be reached--and exceeded?
¢ .
4 4
- -
“ k‘) —
’ :
»
! /
- * o’
\ — ’
e~
4 I5) '
)
El{lC ' -156- ' .
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APPENDIX D '
o - PUPIL 'ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: 1979-1980
PRE-POST RESULTS: TOBE LANGUAGE/MATHEMATICS
B PRE-TEST* POST-TEST*
| : ) MEAN
2 * Mean Approx. Mean Approx. NCE
r ’ N NCE %-ile NCE %ile CHANGE
| LANGUAGE
Comprehensive 44  37.0 27 52.3 57 +16.3%*
Centers -
' Adjustment . 61  44.9 46 . sl.5-. 52 . + 6.6%*
v Centers# . ' .
i -
Traveling 127 44.5 40 51.3 52 + 6.8%*
Teachers#
: )
= " MATHEMATICS )
Comprehensive 44 ~38.5 30 43.6 38 s F.l**
Centers ‘ ‘
. Adjustment 60  44.4 40 45.8 42 + 1:4
Centers# ¢ - -
4 ' b .
Traveling 12 45.9 42 41,7 35 - 4,2
Teachers#. "
= !
~*National norms were utilized: "Pre-K for pre-tests and K for post-tests.
**The proposed mean gain (at'least 4 NCE's) was attained.
#Results were analyzed only for children enrolled for at least nine weeks \

(Performance Objective 1).

-157- 156
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i APPENDIX E ' .
. e i .. < * ¥ * ’
> " PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: 1977-1980 ,
-« ' COMPREHENSIVE CENTER

J * .

; ( .
PRE-POST RESUL?S: ﬁEVINE-ELZEY»PRESCHOOL'SQCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE ..

+

PRE- POST- SIGNIF,
FACTOR N  Mean - SD  Mean SD t LEVEL
N Self-Sufficiency(13)* - ;
| 1979-80 43 2.01 .57 2.95 .51  9.47 p&.%’*
- © 1978-79 47  2.13 ,70 2.98 .55 6.4l p(..O‘Ol'
e L 1e77-78 2 S 2.82 168 -2.78  -74  5.45  p<.00l
. ) { R
o : Emotional'Maturity(Q) . ‘
] 1979-80 s 21 s 2.97 .52 9.45 pe.00l |
1978-79 47 2.3 .86 . 3.17 .54 5.2 p<.001 ’
1977-78 51 2.65 .79 2.90 .72 3.07  pg.00l -
* T 7 Social Skills(}O)
1979-80 457 195 .58 3.02 .63 11.36 p £.001
; 4 1978-79 47  2.19 .73  3.24 .49 -=8.01 - pg.001
1977-78 sl 2.61 . .63 2.92 .60 4.35 pZ.001:
‘ Self-concept (1) .
1979-80 43 2.14 .67 2.91 .56 _ 7.01  pg .00l .
197879 47 2.04 .81 2.80 .65 4.8 pe.00l ,
| 1977-78 s1 2.41 .78 2.51 .93 .74 NS

. *Number in parentheses indicates the number of items scored in the factor.

o - -
F - ,Q,
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1 APPENDIX F

¥

-

PUPILfﬁDJUSTMENT PROJECT: 1979 - 1980

RESULTS OF CITYWIDE ADMINISTRATIQN (JUNE, 1980) OF METROPOLITAN -

READINESS TESTS (LEVEL II, FORM P) TO KINDERGARTEN PUPILS s
- R o ] ’ i\
' ] Appfox. o e

MRT SCORE ~ .GROUP* N M - t%-ile SD S Signif.

N ’ ’—_'\.
Prezreading  PAP 37 46.4 - 'a . 8.6 ‘
Skidls, - - . _ 1.365 . NS
Composite Title I -4,931, 49.% 49 - 12.9 - g
Quanti- PAP 37 11,6 27 41 ¢ ‘ _4;/Y/,
tative Skill ) ‘ 3.640 p<.001
“Area Title I =4,917 14.6 45 5.0

.
. .
. , .
- L4 .
X _
. .
- - . . , n
. ‘ : :

-

*During the citywide administration of MRT, Pupil Adjustment Project children expected -
' to be enrolled: in first grade (1980-1981) were tested. Their -resurts (N = 37) were
compiled separately from‘those of other kindergarten children in Title I schools.
(N = 4,917). -
**Percentile were read/approximated from publisher's tables of national norms for. -
kindergarten’ (April-June). :

.
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, READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM /\ o W

1979780 Title I Evaluation

’
3

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

-

ng .Improvement Program is one part of the overill Read-
Project for eligible students.n Title I SChOQéf. Clas-
es, its “

ing Inst
Ted as a corrective program for students in the primary gra
main components_include:

. » \
Diagnosis Students who scdre at or below the 33rd percentile on
standardized tests are eligible for program service. .

Intervention Reading consultants providé 45 minutes per day of

individual instruction for classes of no more than six pupils. .
This instruction’is in addition to regular- classroom reading

instruction. Varieties of procedures and materials are utilized

for instruction. .

Staff Communication Consultants maintain continued contact with
regular classroom teachers to monitor students progress and provide
update on reading strategies.

.- Parental Involvément Parents are eRcouraged to become actively
involved in the intervention process Yh order to maximize.student
progress. S

While services are rendered to both publié‘and non-public school N
students, the program in the Cleveland Public Schools was hampered by the
11 week teacher strike that occurred between October, 1979 and January,

1980. . |
. SERVICE SUMMARY o, ',
Number of Pupils Served: 1,789 ' Grades Served: 1-3
4 Years in Operation: 13.5

Number of Schools: 34 public \ ,
- 10 non-public - . .
44 Total (A listing of Project Schools
- may be foupd in Appendix A) ,

Staffing: Eéhc;tional Program Manager, 1 FT

Assistant Project Manager, 2 FT . ———
\ . Reading Consultant Teachers 42 FT \ ’
lerk e te 1 FT )

Total_I%;de I Expenditures; $ 1,019,105 Per Pupil Cost:_$ 569.65

’ “ J’ .
, // ) ‘ ' N

—_ - -163- . ® - : ) -




+ OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES \\>7 )

LY

- -

_Objective 1: The reading skills.of participating pupils (grades

two through three} will improve as evidenced by—an increase in at
least four NCE units in mean scores on standarized reading tests
.administered prior to and following project participation.
Qutcome: Objective 1 was attaineﬂi The Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills was administered on a pre-post test basis
for grades two and three. A sample of students from
these grades was chosen and NCE gaim scores were ana-
lyzed for both the vocabulary and comprehen§1on sub-
sections. Grade 2 gains were measured at 17.11 NCE
units for vocabulary and 15.08 units for comprehension,
while grade 3 gains were 5.60 points and 9.12 points
respectlvely Appendix B presents NCE information

for ‘each of these groups. ,

-~

Table 1 presents the sample results in comparison to
national norms. For both the vocabulary.ind compreé-
hension subsections, students in grades two and three
made significant percentile gains. Despite this fact,
students still ranked well below average in their
reading proficiency. Additionally pre-post raw score
. gains for bot} vocabulary and comprehension were ana-
lyz d using aft-test for repeated measures. These
gains for both grades were found to be significant at
the .001 levell, further substantiating the strength of
the reading treatment. (See Appendix C for a summary
of these statistics). o //

Table I

Group Percenggii Comparison

Vocabulary “  Comprehension

2

Pre Post Pre Post -

13, 36 - 13 38/
19 27 . |t 12 26
: Y

Objective 2: Classroom teachers will rate at least/SO percent of
phrt1c1pants as able to use classroom reading materials at least
half of the time. //

, -

#* Outcome: ObJectlve 2 was attained. Each,gf/QO Tegular classroom
teachers provided ratings for ope randomly selected
pup11 from their class who rece?ved small-group instruc-
tion through the Reading Improvement: Project.- These
ratings were collected by means of .a locally constructed
questionnaire. This instrument measured the extent |
to which various reading skills developed in the Project

-~

*
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4 wera transferred into classroom perfbrmance. (The

questionnaire, along with a data summary for the
‘sample, may be_found in Appendix D). . Seventy-three .
percent of the 90 pupils randomly selected from. grades,
one, two,. and ghree'ﬁere rated as able to handle the
usuil reading materials at grade level from 50% of the
time to 100% of the %ime. Table 2 provides a summary
of teacher ratings. S o

Table Ii ” .

Te;&her Ratings of Pupil Ability .
To Handle Grade Level Materials - -

-

N=290

P ad

Frequency of Response b& Percentage

-

1005 of | 75% of _ | 50% of | 25% of _| Not At No
the time {the time [the time { the time All Re‘qunse;?ﬁ!iSE
6% 44%’ . 23% 21% 4% 1%

Objective 3: Project staff will mdintain communication throughout
the project year to facilitate pupil improvement in reading with

50 percent of participating teachers providing a positive rating of
the usefulness of service.information resulting from their comtact

with project staff. K .

E

'Outcome:

In

Objective 3 whs az ained. Information was collected
using the samé.i rument described for Objective 2
(ability of students to handle classroom reading ma- n,’
terigls). Of the 90 teachers responding to this rating
sheet ¥ over 63 percent rated the service information
provided through contact with the project staff as

"very useful" gr "extremely useful". Table 3 provides

a complete,sdﬁgary of the teachers' perceptions of
service information.

\Table Iii‘ ’ /

4
Teacher Ratings of Service )
formation Provided by Project Staff

N =90 . !

Information Ratings by . Percentage '
. t

Extremely
Useful

'Of,Little No

Ve g q Somewhat
o 4sefu1 Use Comment

Useful Usefgl

30%

33% 14% 14% 7% %

o
-t h gt -

-

-
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. Objective 4: At least 50 percent of parents hil} report through
. responses, to the parent opinionfiaire that they have actively supported '
their chidd's involvement with the project through individual confer:

ences, attendance at parent meetings or other pro;pct -related activ-
1t1es ’ S e

%
Outcome : ectlve 4 was attained. A sample of 87 parents
) onded to an opinionnaire d ned to ascertain
parents' perceptions of the e gveness of PTO, ject

activities. The results of th p1n10nna1re indicate
that:

Seventy-four percent’ of the, respondents éxhiblted active program
support, either in the form of talking 39,$hgirhthild's reading
conggltant, observing their child reading at school, attending
par meetlngs, ¥r ¢ ]lklng to othtrs at school about their child's
reading perf Categorlcally, this involvement may be
,broken down as lows .
e -
Talﬁing to reading consultant '48%
]

-

. Observing child's reading. 33%

reading 54%

Summaries of theée parent responses may be found in Appendix E.

. .

ADDDILIONAL FINDINGS ,

Over 73% of the parent respondents indicated that the program had
helped them to help tﬁélr child in readlng "~

Fifty percent of the teacher respondents felt -thege was 'much" or
"very much' improvement in the selected pupils confidence in his
or her ab111ty to read.” P
Fonxy-six percent of the respondents to the teacher questionhaiye
felt th@re was either "much" or "very much' improvement in the
selected pupils general attitude toward -school. .

Eighty percent of the parents surveyed replied that their qbild
reads more at home.

. \-
SN, ' . :
. . Forty-nine percent of the parents surveyed indicated that they* "
noticed their child had been borrowing more books from the lrbrary.

° - \
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. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

_.~~During the 1979-80 school year, the Reading Improvement Program
y provided remedial servites to 1,789 first, second, and thirdsgrade pupils €
in. 34 public and 10 gon-public schools. Based upon a review ofthe ‘perti- -
nent-data, it has been concluded that all four objectives have been attained. 1
As a result of a pre-post analysis of the Comprehensive Test of
Basic Skills, significant NCE gains_were recorded on both the vocabulary
and comprehension subsections. These gains were more pronounced for
students in grade two than those in grade three. In analyzing question-
naire responses for teachers, it was found that they tended to respond
~a favorably towards the program, both in terms of effects of students in
, class and usefulness of staff contacts. Parents also reported favorably
= on project activities, including home reading, reading improvement, .and
’gengral project activities.

r’ \ o -
ggsed on this data, the following recommendations can be made
for-the 1980-81 school year:

Continuation of the diagnosis/small group intervention process.

« Maintenance of staff involvement and communication.
Encouragement for greater parental involvement, particularly

in the area of school visitatiors.

3 L]

. Investigation into the discrepancy between se nd and third
- grade NCE gain scores.
-/ -
- ' “In conclusion, it is recommended that this projecti{be continued
~and expanded for the 1980-81 school year. |




APPENDIX A )

\) ‘9
, PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS - READING IMPROVEM

' /

Public e

M /
. : ) %, Alfred A. Benesch ///
~ ' * . Anthony Wayne -
v "Bolton

Bollevard

Giddings
Gordon
Harvey Rice

_Hazeldell T

Hodge - -

Iowa Maple . L
. John D. Rockefeller - 7

- . John W. Raper L
Joseph F. Landis T
Longwood .
Louis Pasteur //////4/

g . Miles Park

/// ) t Moses Cleaveland
"~  Mount Auburn r

Scranton
Sowinski. @
Stephen E. Howe
Tremont '
Union
Wade Park /
Woodland Hills -

s>

Non-Public~ 4

) 3y " Immaculate Conception
: = OQur Lady of Peace.~—""
" Mt. Pleasant Catholic , -
’ _ St Catherine __ . .o
St. Jaoseph Collinwood
i  St. Joseph Franciscan
C . : St. Thomas - . ' \ '
- St. Vitus \ *
v “\\\\\\vﬂ Urban ,Community oo 4 .

Reading Center
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VOCABL COMPREHENSION
Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 2 G?ade 3
Total/Served 662 712 662 712
Saméle N 98 129 97 123
Avg. NCE Gaim 17.11 5.60 15.08 9.12
a®
‘3
¢ v, ‘
N4
Y , ! \
.- R
\ 4 7
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T VALUES FOR SAMPLE CTBS GAIN "
. * I _ t
Vocabulary Comprehsnsi on
. -~
Grades t df P t df | j
2 18.32 | 98 | <001  f~_13.10 | 94 | &o001
3 6.91 | 112 | 4001 9.90 | 118 | <001
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@  APPENDIX D

] SUMMARIES OF TEACHER OPINIONNAIRES
Scheol )
: ! NI ' ’ ' Reading
. Improvement
- . % .
/ s { j‘* i -‘
. V/\\/‘ ) ) {
o Pupil Rating Sheet ’
‘ Reading Instruction Program
) 1979-1980
| "% =90 /

has been receiving services of the Reading
Improvement Program. We are interested in securing from you, his/her
classroom teacher, ratings and pertinent information about his/her
reading performance. Please complete, check and return in the school )
mail using the attached envelope sealed to the address indicated no

later than Friday, June ‘27, 1980.-
“ ! d'.
. . ;
1. Child's birthdate Age
Month™ * Day Year ’ 67381
2. Present grade level ) In September //{
. ) /
¢/,
« » - , -{ //,
3. Reading mark assigned . e
g 1
2 - /',
A @ .
\ +
’F
/.
.Division of Research and Development ~\__///
June, 1980 ’ _
"4 ,-'// G
o an- 168 L A
"IERJ!:‘ ) o ‘) , s




'APPENQIX D (Cont'd)

In your opinion, can this child handle the usual reading material
for his grade level? (Check the appropriate box.)

7

I

g »
100% of T, W% of o 50% of >
the tize L% | the timelt4%] e tige L2535

e

. 25% of oo Not [32 1 -
21% 4
!the time at all -

Vs No

Response

1

In general,'hgve you noted any degree of improvement in:

o ¥ None
At All Some Much

I~

Pupil participation in group work . 345%

.

Completion of reading assignments

Pupil confidence in his ability

to read

Pupil independence in reading
study skills )

Pupil's general attitude -toward

school -
\,




¢ APPENDIX D (Cont'd)

From your knowledge of this pupil's work in your classroom, how

6.
would you rank this child's. reading performance as described below
in relation to the other children in your class. (Visualize ydur
_* class as being divided into fifths.) Rate only those skills for \
which you referred child (items a through j). All teachers please
complete items k and 1. :
Number of pupils in class '
;‘ Rank in Class
(Please check) Top | Second Middle | Second ' Lowest .
Highest Lowest ) No
: 1/5 1/5 1/5 JJs 1/5 _ |Response~
a. recognizing consonant . ’
sounds , 8% 21% 33% 12% 18% 8%
b. recognizing vowel sounds 8% 16% 30% 19% 22% i 6%
Tdentifying sight words
for grade level / 6% 20% 32% 17% 21% 4%
d. pronouncing words at
grade level ; 1% 21% 33% 19% 21% 4% .
e. -veading orally without
undue frustration 1% 14% 33% 21% 19% 11%
£f. finding main ideas 2% 9% 31%\ 23% 29% 6%
g. following sequence 3 | 9% 379 19% (22% I 10w
h. getting meaning of words
) from*“context 1% 11% 31% 28% 21% 8% |
i. recognizing directly
stated details 1% 13% 29% 24% 21% "11%
j. drawing conclusions from | . —
facts or stateme'ntSE 2% 10% 29% 23% 27% 9%
k. participating in reading .
group 9% 20% 30% 22% 17% 2%
1. mpleting written
gggigggents . 7% 17% 21% 23% 32% 0%
7. In‘what aspect of reading do you feel that the child has improved as

a result of .receiving the services of the Reading Improvement Program?

’ E -3
" Recognition of sight words ... greater confidence in reading .
t

A

improvement in oral reading ... reading comprehension ..."
[ = 1 ]

>
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A . B
- . £y
5

8. What type of communication was maintained between you and project staff

while pupils from your classroom were participants in the project?
(Ex: conferences, informal talks, classroom observations, etc.)

. : Y. . -
"Informal conferences ... group meetings ... classroom observations ..."

4\3"2’

\\*\\ 9. VWhat benefits did'fou derive through these lines of communications?

"More consistent evaluations ... coordination of services ... more ‘).

consistent reinforcement ... specific diagnostic information

+

10. In general, how useful woyld you rate the service information provided
. through contact with the project staff?- =

- . Extremely Very - Somewhat , Of Little No
r Useful " Useful Useful Useful Use Response
5 _ 4 3 2 1~
30% 33% 14% 14% - 7% 1%

L1. How could this service information be improved?

* "More regularly scheduled meetings with project staff ... more
<
*
classroom release time for meetings ... more opportunity to observe
students in remedial situation ..." N
= 1

- ==

12. Please include comments and recommendations for future project growth
.on the following lines.

"Closer correlation between classroom and remedial services

expansion of services to help more students who need help .

greater communication among total staff ..." .

° | . - -174- 1y ,
ERIC - , 1 o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .




“Dear Parent or Guardian:

.APPENDIX E

: . - e
- . SUMMARIES OF PARENT OPINIONNAIRES $§1
- Child's Name
CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Reading Improvement Program : _
. ' N = 87 ' oo

: AN

=L

R
& We are contacting parents who have youngsters who have been

participating in the Reiding Improvement Program here at /
School.

»

Would you please help us by telligg us what you think about this program?

1.

2.

11,

Do you have a son or daughter in this program?. 61% Son 39% Daughter

PR what grade is your youngster? 1 = 23%; 2 = 41%; 3 = 36%

Has the program helped your child? : L
___Not at All _8% Very Little ‘3_021801116’.61%VF1'Y Much 1% No Response

"Likes it very much ... wants

What does your child saygabout the program?

helps in reading in class ..."

“to continue-... )

4

Have you noticed that your child reads more at home? 80% Yes _17% No_2% No Response

Have you noticed that your child takes more books from the library? !

\ -
© 49% Yes: 25% No  24% Not Sure _1% No Response
. lHow did you find out your?;hild was in this program?
.le}&' Letter _:‘;é_%_.Child Said 18% Teacher Called _4% Other @
What's the best thirg about the S;Zgram? "Individual attention ... helps to
read better ... helps in regular school work ..."
Has the program helped you to help your child in readiﬂg? _73% Yes _6% No

15% Not Sure _6% No Response .
£ ) yes, how? nGreater confidence in’ ‘reading ... greater reading fluency e
ask more questions ... greater interest in books ..."

Did you talk with the reading consultant about your child's read1ng9

48% Yes 47% No 3% Not Sure 1% No Response

Did you observe your child reading at your school?

[

% How many times? 60% No 6% Not Sure 46% No Response

= ,
* ‘ ‘
.

33% Yes

NN

o o o

3
3
4
4

BN -
o nn
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12.

13.

APPENDIX{E (Cont'd) .

Did you attend any parent meetlngs concerning the reading program at
your school? <

33% Yes —_59% No 7% Not Sure 1% No Response

How many meetings?

T

Have you visited the school to talk to others about your child's
reading? 5o

54% Yes 43% No X 3% Not Sure'

1f yes, with whom did you talk" ‘about youf child's reading? Put a check
mark in as many boxes as you need. '

———

Principal‘ 8% | Chlld' Teacher‘ 90% ' Asst. Principal | 2

Pleage return this form with your child to the read:ng
consultant. in the same envelope in which you received
the questionnaire by Friday, June 13, 1980.

Thank you,

Division of Resegfch and Development




READING STRATEGY PROJECT C{'
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Prepared by’

Gwendolyn Mprton Watts -
Consultant Teacher .

1
A
\

Typed by . . C

« Cheryl D. McFadden =
/ *
. ' - Margaret Fleming

Deputy Superintendent
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\. READING STRATEGY PROJECT . _
\ 1979-80 Title I Evaluation
- N t" / i - - .
> PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW . K e 7
. N e
. . The Reading Strategy Project is designed to assist eligible pupils, .
grades four through six in public schools and grades four through eight in . b

non-public schools,, in the mastery of basic reading skills and improve their
attitudes toward reading. Supportive teachers, working with small groups with-
in the classroom during regularly scheduled Language Arts periods, implement
and extend the skill instruction initiated by the classroom teacher. Priority
is given to pupils in grade 4. Grades 5-6 in public and 5-8 in non-public,
schools are provided:service on a space available basis. Students are

' eligible for project services who score at or below the 33 percentile (42 NCE)

on the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. ) N

=

The project focuses on basic reading and study skills of the core
reading program. This is accomplished by diagnostic testigg and prescriptive
- teaching®undertaken by the classroom teacher and the xeading strategy teacher
in a team approach. Additional supportive services provided are: speech and

language therapist, psychologist, parent education counselor, educationdl
assistant and staff aid.

~ to P
. 2 ¢ g ]
SERYICE SUMMARY

‘;umber of Pupils Served: 8,028 total . Grades Served: 4-~6 public

7,758 public . 4-8 non-
270 non-public public.
Number of Schools: &6 total . Years in Operation: 6% l

-5 77 public L]

. . 9 non-public
S, (List of schools }n Appendix A.) .

Staffing: 1 Project Manager FT
1 Assistant Project Manager FT
_ 9 Reading Strategy Consultants FT
' 90 Readiﬁg Strategy Teachers FT-
'l Psychologist PT

2 Speech and Language Therapists FT - .
2 Clerks FT  ° AN 1
T 1 Parent Education Counselor FT K Y
/ ¥ ! Educational Aides FT. , \ ,
1 Staff Aide FT . ’ E } \
\ Total Title I Expenditures: $1,929,718 ) Per Pupil Cost: $240* :
N ‘g . Ay . 1
— |

*Title I in addition to gemeral fund. s
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES: ) . N
JEU 9 5 . - - . .
’ . Objective 1: Participating pupils irt grades four, five afd six will
= evidence an average post treatment ‘score that is at least four NCE i
i ’ units above expectancy. Data for each grade will be based on . A

regression analysis (Model C) of the Stanford D1agnost1c Reading
Test (SDRT) comprehension section, ‘administered in September’, 1979,
Test 1 and the Comprehen51vemTests of Basic Skills (CTBS) compre-
hension section, administered in April, 1980, -Test 2.

was made to use.the.CTBS (comprehension section),
administered in the spring, 1979 for Test 1 instead of the SDRT.

\ . To assess progress toward the attainment of the objective, the
test performance of students served by the project was compared
with an estimate of what their test performance would have -been
if they had not participated. This "expected" level of perfor-
“w= mance was obtained by conducting a regression analysis on the
test scores of a comparison group of students who scored above
. 42 NCE units and who were not served by the project. This .

" - = analysis made it possible to predict Reading Strategy students'’
peérformance on the Spring, 1980 administration.of the CTBS from
their performances on the Sprlng, 1979 administration of CTBS.’
Their actual scores on the ring, 1980 CTBS were then compared
with their expected scores to determine if participation in the
project had Taised their perfo¥nance above the level that would
be expected if they had ‘not participated. . ) ;

-
~

Outcome: Grade 4

-

\ . . Matched scores (NéE units) available for a sample of grade four
part1c1papts in the Title I Reading Strategy project and a cem- -
parison group (using CTBS Spring, 1979/CTBS Spr1ng, 1980) . n

yielded the following' data\\\

» Grade 4
1979 - 1980

-

Mean: Score (NCE)»

, Test 1 Test 2 ) +
o A _ Group N CTBS-79* CTBS-80** :
Seryed 484 30.25 - 31.09
Comparison 2857 §5.72  42.24 . . :
\ : _ o
- *Level 1, Form S, administered in grade 3. .

R auiiad &

‘ ) . **Level\iifﬁpsg,s, administered in grade 4.

’

. e é‘%
. . . = -
o | ~180- 177“?
rEMC k - . 7 ' . .




. . . .
’ . .
2 £ . N _ .
- e ' ° - i
. - - . N N . . ” N ~ o B

% . Cte - . ‘. . . “’ ’
” : The application of Tegression ‘ahalysis (Model C) to these data gave the , -...
° <. following results in’ NCE units for the served group.
’ * - ., - 4 —‘~ - . ) : . v; *' ) > . 7 i . ’ 2)
N ? o - , : - “‘\' 4 ' “ ° v N a
_ - e - ) _  Effect’,of . ] .
A ' Grade Predicted X Obsgryed X Program t * ' *
) - N - - N £ - N
. - > . . b - % ~
.. o . & 27,66 30,09 . 3.43 ..2.07% % ((
.- ' - " N .
N - . ‘-; v \-) , - a
*p < .05 B ®

- . - .

.

- - .
The results show that the partlsipants scored signifilantly higher than
it wis predicted they would have scored without participatiop in thg .
" project, The difference of 3.43 NCE units®between the observed and >
. ~ predicted scores approached but did not meet the crireria set by‘the -
. objective.” Since, a positive difference of at least 4 NCE units was not
: obtained, the objective was not attained at grade 4. (See Appendix B,
page 13, for a summary of grade 4 regression™analysis.) ‘@
. . . 4 {4

a

. et A

‘ Outc'ome ;- Grade S

‘\ * ., Matched scoreg,(NCE units) available for a sample of grade five participants
in the Title & Reading Strategy project and 4 comparison group (using °
CoL i (:1‘8§/C’1‘BdS) ‘yiedded the.following data. .

o - , . . . . ’ . > £ oa .
, 4 T e ) . hd (Y .
“ ‘ ) ’ ) (‘/ Grade S . ”

s

™,

. : ‘ N 1979 - 1980 .. : {
i, ’ . . ) % ) .
. & - R * o~
. . . . < Mean Score (NCE) . L s
’ o w o/ Test 1 Test 2 R -
v : Group N ° CTBS-79* CTBS-80** ) .. ' -

. , .. Served Magss, 27.91  38.34 .

‘ _ . Comparisen 220 55.25  52.83 ‘ .

oo SR ‘e *Level 2, Form S, administered in grade 4. ¥
o "**L‘evel 2, Form T, administered in grade 5.

L
P %

\ . The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data, gave .the
: following results in NCE-units for the served group. -

- LY - r ¢ . . -
PR - - 4 ¢ v
L [ . . _ Effect of' :
.. C +. Grade Predicted X Observed X Program™ t ' ‘ . -
. Qr ' ‘ — i ' g -
¥ ? “

SR S . s " 28,50 - 35.34" 6.84 : 5.40%* L .
\ ‘o s. ' ' i o ' ' \ . ’ !




The results show that the participants scored s gnlflcantly higher
than it was predicted they would have scored wiphout participation
. in the pro;ect; The "difference of 6.84 NCE units between the
-+ observed and the predicted score met the criteria set by the objec-
ttive. Since a difference of at least 4°NCE units was obtalned-j>
> the obJectlwg was attained at grade 5. (See Appendlx b, page 1
} for a summary of grade 5 regression analysis.) -
% ~ W : -
. ¥ . Outcome' Grade 6
2
. Matched scores (NCE unlts) dvallable a sample of grade six
- . partlélpants in the Title I Reading Strategy project, and a com-
parison group (u51ng CTBS/CTBS) yielded the following data.

o \ - - _ .- * .

. . Grade 6 . A N
R . , 1979 - 1980 '
o - " . Mean Score (NCE) .+ . ' ‘
¢ ; A i Test 1 Test 2 ° .
T . Group N.- CTBS-79 * CTBS-80 **

':' ! ” © ° * ’

. Served 3g2-"28.34 3426
. « . /\ . ' P
A . Comparison 2669 55.71  53.62
2 L - ° \t ’

*Level 2, Form' T, administered in érade S.
**Level 2,\Form S, administered in grade 6.

‘\ ﬁ. * \ -
T The applicatian of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
v gave the following results in NCE units for the served group.
\» t
. , . - _ Effect of ? o
Grade Predicted X Observed X Program t
A 6o 30,36 34.29 3,90 2.40%**
F ] P o . . 5
o : .
L3 . EY N ‘**p .01 i ‘ . P
£ 4 R R \ -
i l ¢ o . The.results show the participants scored ‘significantly higher . .

, in the project. -The difference of '3.90 NCE units between.the

" obsérved and predicted scorgs very cl y approached the criteria
BRI . set by the objective. Sinee, a positive dlfference of at least’4
NCE units was so closely approached, the objective was considered
attained' at grade 6. '(See Agpend1x'7’ page 15 for a summary: of \ e

than it wasépredlcted they would have sgored without participation

""“‘ , grade 6 regressmn analysm\ ) ‘ Lo .
f ) < (See Appendlx B, page 12, - Table 1 for NCE scoiii/#nd correlatlons e,
) .

for the served and comparison groups')

v

- S f
L

’

) \C)‘ . - ) 'E < ) ) ‘ . ‘
. . . -182- : : e -
- . ‘: & : . . . " 178 % ’ ’ . T e e ,,-,_‘ : S
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/In-order_  te illustrate the performance'level of Reading Strategy
students relative to national noims the table below shows the percentile
rank of the average scores achieved at each grade level.

°
-~

. Performance Levels of Reading Strategy
~ Students Re&itive to National Norms 7
Percentile Rank . '
. > it
. ) Grade Test 1 Test 2 N\ :
. CTBS-79 & CTBS-80
ke . 4 / 17 . 18
N 5 To1s. 24 S
: te 15 23

— [y
Adman A AN man e mmman sy s CEAA A e vagmatn T AT S At e T i M s g

”

- . . E

The percentile data show that, despite the gains achieved, the .
perfarmance levels of thp‘children served by the project remain low and
the need for continued support is evident. g . :

'
.
¢ i
s -
&y - = &

Objective 2: Participating pupils will demonstrate gignificantly
(p < .05) improved atzitude toward reading, as reflested in the com-

)

o . parison between mean pre,post responses on a Pupil Attitude Survey. . .
. This performance will be evidenced by raq?omly selected participants .,
in grades:fpur through eight. -

Qutcome: An elevk week teachers' strike followed by assignment of
additional personal)fnew to the project) created conditions which

- . « _hampered efforts to rgmearch and deyelop the . appropriate instru-
ment needed for the pre-post model proposed in pfif pbjectiver

- - v - r .
Data relaigzz\:a\;his objective-were not. colgééted. ' ' R

rd - -~
. ! . . R

. '? J;_‘ £ ~
Objective 3: As evidenced by their opinjonnaire responses, teachers
will tecome sensitizgd to.instructional techniques utilizing the »

diagnostic-prescripfive approach.

. L ¢ .
ﬂ\ . “Outcome: In June, 1980, a quest%onnaire~was‘éiizributed to teachers
‘ whose classrooms were Served by'the project. 1 100% of the class-

- - room teachérs (N=57) -responding to ‘the questionnaire reported
. gég changes had occured in their instructional procedures through the
. . use of*the ‘diagnostic-prescriptive approach, evidenced by:




s L
? ﬁ
~ ] C
. ‘ , |
e Pimproved organization of lesson plans.
% ‘ .. extensive use of the Probes guide for teaching the 2
. , i skills in grade four. ' ‘
. . improved selection of stﬁggnté for instruction for A
« specific reading skills. % ) ‘o
g \increased flexibility in.grouping of students for ' - )
instruction, -
- (See Appendix C for the summary of=€C1Essroom Teachers Opinionnaireé.)
_This objective was copsidered attained.
* - ’
) N /
Objective 4: Eighty percent of the parents of the project participanis
. will reportfbatisfactory feelings about their child's reading improvement.
. - oo B
) * «,. Outcome: In June, 1980, Opinionnaires';ere sent ‘to parents of
project participants in 25 schools that received continuous serbice
. - during 1979-80. The sample included the parents of one boy and one
girl. from each grade (4, ,6)., Responses of the sampled parents
T (N=136) indicated satisfaction with-their child's reading improvement.
éarents, when asked these questions, respwpded as follows: .
* ". "Does your child read better now?', 96% of the parenfs responded \i;“j
‘ yes. . ) \
¢ ! v ’ v ‘ . N
‘ "What do you think of the help in rea iﬁg your child received?!,
88% responded "Good" to "Excellent" help.
¢
. '"Would you like&the Reading Strategy Program to continue to
. ) help Your child'with reading?", 97% of the parents responded >
* yesy . <
» ) . ) . 2 '
Comments were: T : 3
% ’ : - . . . '
- very pleased with progress- . *:7 . «
< ., understands what is read ' RSN .
‘impressed with confidence.in reading .
& . R [y
' improved progress in readifg with th%glprogfam B =
, ' . continue the program oo . a ’

el
s L

=
w3

Y
. T elde




[ - ‘ .
. . . . g v
; ' Evidence .of improvement cited by tae ‘parents included: o o
' : o .
.increased interest in utilizing skillls, e.g. pronouncing words ’
by syllable, reading ads and telgvfsion commercials. . .

.
v

. 1mproved comprehension by expressing the main N idea and

. ¢ drawing coﬂclu51ons )
X . increased interest in reading additional books. oo .
. 1increased interest in-readlng to siblings. )
(See,Appendi¥ D for Parent bpinlonnaire'SpmmaIy.} . . |
' Objective 4 was attained. '
. S~

»

. . , v
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - y
= . - . . . .




ADDITIONAL FINDINGS o

Alté&nativé Instructional Approaches

The scope of thls program was evident in the s\er\uces it pro-
vided puplls (N-8 028) through the regular Reading Strategy program in
which the Diagrostic Readlng Probes jn grades 4 and 5 and the Curriculum
In Student Study Skills in grade 6 #ele the instructional base. This pro-
gram also included several components to provide alternative instructional
.approaches for groups of students with special needs. Identification and

", a description of each compohent are:
The Tu orlng component schedules pupils on a one-to-one Or one
- ~  to-tw# basis‘at least thréé days per Week. THe Redding ©ow
- Stragegists's fundamental focus was unmastered vocabulary and
comprehension skills during these sessions, Pupils were ser-
. viced approximately six weeks (in addition ‘to regular Reading

4 Strategy service). Evaluation for termination‘of this ser-
vice in this component is through informal and te?gher made
- LT test. — o ‘Y - R

[}

< . *The Multl-qualltles Sk111 Centers (7 schools) employed a team
. approach to (1) diagnose learning modality preferences, (2)
{j shatre findings with parents, school staff and Reading Strategy
personnel, and (3) plan individualized prescriptive teaching
programs- for each pupil identified.. Instructional teaching

’ ’ packeéts were utilized. ese packets consist of materials de-
. signed to correlate with the dominant. learnlng modallty of the
. learner. p

In this model, the, speech pathologist is prominent in thg’
1dent1frtat10n of the pupll and development of, the prescrip-
“ tive plan.
The Language Experience Centers (7 schools) served pupils ,
eligiblé for service in grades 4 and 5. The selected students
weré provided opportunities to combine reading skills with oral
and writen language development. A variety of methods and
., materigl® were combined to provide activities to build vocahu~
_lary;-increase comprehension, and enhance oral and written
language skills.

I'4

~

B _4

3 . *he Reading Learning Center (1 school) served selected e11- o

) .gible grade 5 and 6 students. This method utilized the New’
/ Century Lab approach. In this model instruction was received
via tapes. The lessons are self-evaluating and self pacing
. Pupils were '"pulled out" at various stages for SklllS instruc-
- ' ~  tion by the Strategist. /4 ) . _

Each model uses Selected materlals with both mdt1vat1onal and
prescriptive value. These materials may be teacher made commercial.
\
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The resource center materials (loans) have been used most effectivély to

.accommodate specific needs in the components. Supportive and consultant

staff are-available for additional evaluation and suppoxt. No attempt ,

was made to compare NCE gains for each component. '
o e

.

Supportive Services

The supportive serviceggprovided through the Reading Strategy
program are germane in the identification of the specific reading problems
that have\retarded pupils ppogress. These services must include the neces-
sary persopnel required to communicate the findings and presert possible
solutions,)that are provided by the Reading Strategy program, to the parent, ST

classrodm” teacher énd others. The services provided during the 1979-80
school year were: -

The speech therapists were instrumental in identifying individ-
aI%pupils with speech, hearing and language problems, related

to reading. Consultation.services were provided concerning diag-

4 — . . _nostic and remedial information to best serve the pupils needs.

The psychologist provided consultation services regarding the
: A needs and abilities of pupils referred for service. This infor-
mation is made available to school personnel, parents and pro-
ject staff. -
- Parent involvement has been a primary goal. On-going communi-
. cation on an individual and a group basis is a key factor in
. securing’ parent support. This project provides materials and
suggestions for parents to assist their child in reading at home.
This necessitates the inclusion of a'rarent education counselor/
advisor on the project staff. The parent education counselor/
advisor was instrumental in: .
N .
.- Explaning the purpose of any'épecial service e.g. ) ¥
.‘psychological testing or language aésessqent. ’

-

.+ Obtaining parent consent for speckal services as re- . .
; . quired by due process. .

Organizing meetings forgproject parents. ’

', Encouraging ‘parent ;nvolggment in the digtrict ad- o
s visory-council and project school advisory ;om@?ttee.

: . ., . Encouraging parent use of the project's Resource Center. -

. Serving as liason that arranged services to project pa-
rents previded-by community agencies Q?d groups.

EMC . ’ 80 - . s ,

.
i : . :
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.o ’ Inservice Program . -
-. ~‘ -
. Inserv1ce with a program of this scope is essential for orient-
. ing the Reading. Strategist and coordinating project services and resources.
The monthly inservide programs and workshops focused on these c&hcerns:
. . On-going orientation to current program needs.
1 .
i . (Clarifying respective roles and responsibilities in the
| ——— Reading Strategy program, .
Developing and improving skills as reinforcing agents to )
. assist the classroom teacher. ‘o .
Upgrading skills in motivating pupils. ‘
. . Effective means of communlcatlon with school personnel .
% and parents, .

.. Increased. . awareness _of characperlstlcs and needs of pupils
that are served by the project.

Ident1f1ca ion of current trends in methods ‘and materials -

1 : 4 ‘whlc be effectively .used to upgrade the readlng
?L/ o 1es f pupils in the project.

. Addlt 1 on-site inservice provided by Readlng Sfiategy .
Consul . o .

(éee APPEND}%\E for the-summary of the Staff'Per?Z%ption Survey.)

+
.

Y . . -
= : Dissemination

-

The Cleveland Plain Dealer (a local newspaper with 395,452 daily
circulation) distributed a Supplement of Reading Skill Activities submitted
by the Reading Strategy Project, under the auspices of its Living Textbook
Program These activities reached thousands of homés and were ysed, hope-
fully, to help children, practice and improve their reading skills. :




- through use of the diagnostic-prescriptive approach “recognized individual - ;

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION o . ‘ . -

This report rep}esents:the results of the second application of
regression analysis (Model C) for evaluation of the Title I Reading Strat- J
egy program. Test scores obtained from the CTBS test -administered in the '
spring, of 1979 were compared with test scores obtained from CTBS test
administered-in the spring of 1980. The results werdt ®onverted into mean
NCE scores. .

The sample included 25 schools. The criteria_for selection of
served participants were pupils who:
scored at or below 42 NCE units on the SDRT (Eomprehensioﬁ
section) administered in the fall of 1979. d
E [ .
received continuous service throughout the 1979-1980
school year. '

-

- had a set of paired scores available from the city-wide .
testing program CTBS (comprehension section) administered ‘
in tHe spring of 1979 and the spring of 1980.

- —~—

The comparison group selected contained students who scored above the 42
NCE units of the CTBS (comprehension section) adpinistered in the spring
of 1979 and had a matched score from the CTBS (comprehension section)
administered in the spring of 1980. » :

The results revealed that in each grade (4,5,6) the participants
scored significantly higher than it was predicted they would have scored
without project services. However at grade 4 the effect of the program i
was 3.43 NCE units between the observed and predicted scores. This gain
approached but did not meet the criteria set by the objective of 4 NCE
units. At grade 5 the effect of the program was 6.84 NCE units between
the observed and predicted scores. This;gain did meet the criteria set by
the objective of 4 NCE units. At grade 6 the effect of the program was
3.90 NCE units. 7This gain was considered to meet the criteria set by the
objective of 4 NCE units. Although predicted achievement—tevels-were at-
tained at Grades 5 and 6, ovMrall performance levels remained."Tow when

compared with nationa? norms.

Classroom teachers (l‘gﬂ reported changes in their instruc-
tional precedures through the use of the diagnost c-prescriptive approach.
Teachers—ndicated the improvement in lesson plan rganization, student
selection, and flexible student grouping. for reading instruction. These ®
improvements in turn contributed to students' Aimprovement in reading. -
Utilizing these improvements, teachers were able to provide individualized
instruction as well as reinforcement to pupils. " Classroom teachers

pupil needs. i

. Parent and teacher responses indicated pupil improvement in the
application of basic reading skills. As skills improved, students’ atti-
tudes improved, as evidenced by their increased interest in reading addi-
tional books and other matgrials. Responses from the parent opinionnaires '
(96.%) reported improvement in their child's teading. Pdrent expressed

satisfaction with the program. .Eﬁidénce cited included improved reading .
//{ui- oo N ' s
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fate, better understanding of word meaning and improved recall of content.
Parents recommended the program be continued.

- The evaluator concludes from the findings and on-site observation

that the program is a direct service to-individual and small groups of .
s students . The program's instructional approach is a definite plan. of .

sequential-step presentation of basic reading skillS by a certified teacher
to eligible upper e}ementary pupils. Continuation of the project is
recommended.

The evaluator recommends the results of the application of re<
‘gression analysis (Model C) presented in this study be scrutinized by a
national expert in regression analysis (Model C). After the expert
completes the evalaution of the results of thé local application ‘of regres-
sion analysis, a recommendation can be made for future use of regre551on
analysis (Model C) in the Title I Reading Strategy program.

. ;' \
. / \. \

4
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. APPENDIX A i ’ N
) . READING STRATEGY T .
: : ELIGIBLE TITLE I ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
. - 1979-80 School Year
. Co (Rank Order)
¢ Public ] " Public
uoLat apoic
1. Hodge 41. Harvey Rice 1.
2. Doan S 42. Union (L.E.) «~2, Our Lady of Peace -~ =
3. Wade Park (L.E.) 43. Buhrer 3.. .Urban Community
4. Sowinski . 44, Mt. Auburn ~4,. St. Timothy
' 5. Longwood . 45. Sackett " < 5. St. Micheal -
R 6. Geo. W. Carver 46. Anthony Wayne 6. St. Joseph (Collinwood)
7. Charles H. Lake 47. Willow 7. St. Aloysius
8. Stephen Howe 48. "East Clark _ 8. St. Francis
9. Margaret A. Ireland (L.E.) 49. 0. H. Perry 9. St. Paul Croatian
10. Paul L. Dunbar’ (MMC) 50. H. W. Longfellow b
11. Giddings 51. Paul Revere
12. Hicks §2. Robert Fulton .
13. Charles Orr 53. Gordon . . L e
14. Alfred A. Benesch 54. Clark
= 15. Mary M. Bethune (R.L.C.) 55. Corlett
16 East Madison ~ 56. Buckeye-Woodland Ty g
17. Hazeldell 57. Kenneth Clement : $
18. Captain Arthur Roth(L.E.) 58. Longmead® )
19. Mary B. Martin 59. Garfield h
20. Boulevard 60. Joseph Landis
+21. Kentucky 61. Charles Dickens - "\
22. J. D. Rockefeller 62. Marion C. Seltzer
“23. John W. Raper (MMC) ° 63. Mound - ’
24. Chesterfield , 64. Halle (L.E.) -
25. Miles Park 65. A. J. Rickoff (MMC) X
~ -26. Bolton - ‘ 66. Harvard ¢ )
| 27. Case.. . 67. Fullerton .
28. Tremont 68. East Denison
iﬁ 29. F. H. Parkway 69. Gilbert (L.E.)
% 0. Lpuis Pasteur 70. Lawn y .
v Ry .
© 31. Dike 71. Brooklawn . .
- 32. Woodland Hills . 72. Nathaniel Hawthorne " <
33. Daniel E. Morgan (MMC) 73. Milford. . . o
~ _34. Orchard’ . 74. Emile DeSauze
35. Anton Grdina (L“‘.E.a 75. -Crdnwood . - . -
36. Scranten (MMC) 76. Artemus Ward . .
37. Walton ‘ 77. Waverly o . o
38. ‘Lafayette ‘
39. Watterson ) ) . /
v . 40, o

Marion-Sterling (MMC)
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- .. Table 1 - o o7
-~ o
* - . ‘ a . b’ . , ‘.::%ﬁ
- - Test 1¢ and Test 2~ CTBS Reading Scores (NCE) anr
* -Correlations’ for the Served and Comparison T
g . .
Groups® in Grades 4, 5, and 6 , g ,
| \\N\\\\v . 1979-1980 ' :
C - - N PN 4 ) - - 4 ) ,
. ' ~
\\ .
. . Served Group (NCEE42) - Comparison Gfoulth“g’zgzdzr)
Gradle _ _ ’ _ A ’
’ N Test 1'X Test 2 X Chate Corr. .N Test 1 X Test 2 X €hange Corr»er
. . - i 4
4" 484 30.25 31.09 0.84 - .12 2857 55.72 49.24 -6.48 .49
5 558 27.91 35.34 7.43 .18 2250 55.25 52.83 -2.42 .49
6 382 28.34 34.26 5.92 .37 2669 55.71 53.62, -2.09 .55

2

aCTBS Reading Test April/May, 1979.
bCTBS Reading Test May, 1980.
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. / Table 2
E ‘/
e ) /// A ary of Regression Analysis .
% ’ / (Mddel C) data for the Fourth Grade , ‘
> 7 \
$ ‘f/ )
/.f‘
~ e

5 e

- o o .
Numberof pupils
p -

, /’XMean of Test 1 scores

S.D. of Test 1 scores
Observed mean of Test 2 socres
S.D. of Test 2 scores

Correlation of Tegt 2 with
Test } scores ‘

Slope of regression line for
predicting Test 2 from Test 1 scores

3

Estimation (Prediction) equation

Standard error of estimate

Test index of estimation

Significance of the estimation

stimated mean of Test 2 score, .
. Effect of Proéram -
\ A

~~Test index of treatment effect

Statistical signific - of
‘ treatment effect -

SERVED GROUP COMPARISON GROUP

(NCE € 42) (NCE > 42)
S as4 72857
30.25 55.72
8.53 8.41
31.09 v 49.24
) 13.39 . 14.67
.12 .49
19 - Sy .85

3

Estimated Test 2 score = 1.95 +
.85 x Test 1 score -

13.30 .82

886.29

-4 4

Fr1, 2855) ©
. E;:.Ol -
. 27.66

/

31.09"; 27.66 = .3.43

t(z3ze) = 2.07
//// - - '
7 p<-0s n

- , ,
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, Table 3 )
‘¢ A Summary of Regression Analysis
(Model C) data\ for the Fifth Grade .
/ 3 ) R ‘
) ) SERVED -GROUP - COMPARISON GROUP
) \ - (NGE € 42) . - (NCE> 42) . -
° Y e —\—_ LA TR Tty
Number of pupils, - - 558 s 12250
. . Z‘” - 1
Mean of Test'1 scores - 27.91 . - 7 55.25
S.D. of Test 1 scores . 10.07 8105
Observed mean of Test & scores - 35.34 ! , 52.83
, S.D. of . Test 2 scores - . 14.58 " 14.66
Correlation of 'Tes; .2 -with .o .
Test-l scores .18 - T - 49
T ” n ST
Slope of regression line’ for ’ : . o .
predicting Test 2 from Test 1 scores.. . w270 . .89 .,
.- o . ' }l - N — * /\./ .
Estimation _(Predig}_ion) equation ; Estimated .~Test 2-score = 3.66-+
- . . . .89 x* Test. 1 score~ o
- e < rooTh ’ g . .
tandard error of estimate -°’. A 14.35 ;" - 12.79 - -
% : - . .= 704.999- ° T el
. \ Te'st index of estimation Lt !(1§2248)’ , - “me \
-' - - . .\ . ) - . '_ » - . ";’. \
.V,;Si'grfifiqancé of the estimation p<.o0l v Lo
. Estimated mean of TTest 2 score 28.50 o L. =
. | Effect of Program 35.34 - 28.50 = 6.84
w : i - s _ . e .
PR Test,index -of "treatment effect 3"-(280_5) = 5.40 ! ,
a o - : A
LI [ ] . . . . - - 7/
" r. & gtatistical significance of \ - /\ ) . -
v, treatment effect . . s p<.oy - , .
" \ . ) . - N - . N ‘ .
. ‘ a:‘ o - < —_ . . \ -
: '- ( “ , }90 I'd i
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4

Number of pupils

Mean of Test 1 scores, M .,

-l""

S.D. of Test 1 score§

. Observed mean of Test 2 scores

*

S$.D. of Test, 2 scores )

Correlation of Test 2 with

Test 1 socres

Slope df regression line for™
predicting

Estimation (Prediction) equation '

<

Standard error of estima%éd

Test .index of.estimatior o
q ) *

Significance of the estimation

3
L4

Estimated mean of Test 2 scorp‘
\ N »
« Effect of Program :

#* Test index of treatment effect
N 4
’ -
Statistical significance of
treatment effect

-

Test 2 from Test 1 scores

&
) » / -
. <
’
. ) a ,.X
s ‘APPENDIX .B s
LY ) * )
. R Table 4 |
o v A Summary of Regression Analysis ‘ '
PR —} . (Model C) data for the Sixth Grade & °
. B . .
. ' ]

% ’ > ¢

*SERVED GROUP- COMPARISON GROUP

(NCE € 42) (NCE > 42)
.{' 2
. 382 . 2669
A N
. 28.34 . 55.71
4
10.34 ' 8.56 .
. I3 .
34.26 53.62
11.97 . 13.22
*
- .37 .55 ¢
4
43 0 .84+

-~ Estimated

Test 2 ‘score = 6.55 +

.84 x Test 1, score .
11.12 | 11.06
Fe1, 2667) © 118,93 ‘
! .
., p<.0l" ) -
30.36 .
34.26 - 30.36 = 3.90 .
= 2.41
., - £(3048)
o .,;? rr o, »
o/ 3 '%3'\5 é‘t?ﬁv;?" -
p<.01 R
7 .
. ) . >
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. . * APPENDIX C .
| L S . o
_ /. ©  READING STRATEGY PROGRAM
r~ . Cleveland Public Schools ° Coa

.
. , T, .
< . . . Teacher Opinionaire
‘ . . . *
‘ ' * Ne57 : C -
- -~

’ * t
‘ . __— June, 1980

r ’, ‘
' ~ Selected pupils 1n your classroom have partlclpated

in the Reading Strategy Program\ during the 1979-1580
school year. ' We are askingsyour cooperation in tle
completion of this opinionaire that we may ascertain
‘ ’ the impact of this program from the viewpoint’ of the . ’
' classroom teacher. ndI& return the opinionnaires
.unsigned, im the enclosed envelope, no later than ~
" Friday, July 11, 1980. Mrs. Gwendolyn Morton

Division of Research and Development,- Room 600-S.

¢

“ y3 -~

1. In your opinion what were the maJor purposes of the Reading Strategy -
program? ' T

-
[

To improve mastery of reading skills and prov1de directed practlce '\
P

within the classroom -

»

. To relnfbrce the skllls/tehght by the g¢lassroom teacher.

o

-

To motivate learning through successfully learning sklllp.

- 1
RD

.. To provide-practice and time to identified pupils. ‘.
% . . AN . ' . -
. 2. What did you do to assist the project's efforts to imp ﬁve the read-

ing weaknesses of pupils selected according to the Read ng Strategy
Program s, criteria?

Introduce lessons and tested and retested for mastery of the-skillh

Taught reading daily.

Encourdﬁed and supported children in the program.

N .
. . . ° ' ‘

’ 0 - ¢, Worked in coordinationwith Strategist to improve students readjng.

) -




APPENDIX C _
R . . .‘ *
3. In your opinion, how many pupils, who wére assisted by Rea&ing Strategy
Staff, improved in reading to the following degrees: . . <

* >
i
. . . ] .

’ %
&

Very Marked| !arked - Some Little yb
Improvement | Impgovement| Improvement| Improvement| Improvement
. - 11% "44% 37% 7% 1%
l X <

LR

(N=869 children)

4. How many of your pupils who were part1c1pants in the Reading Strategy _j‘p
Program, reflected positive changes in the fOllOWlng areas and to the

4

following degrees: .

attitude toward reading
f / 3 - * °

Very Marked| Marked| - Some | Little No -
Change Chang__ |
7 [ .

Change Change | Change

10% 40% | 41% | 8% 1%. .
i
. (N=853 children)
) " Increased self-motivation ;
' [ . . -5 ‘j .,. o i
)~ Very Marked| Marked | Some [rLittle No !
- Change Change | Change | Change C@énge o o
# 11% .| 33% | 45% 10%5 | 1% o
. i : . z e .
.4 | g A <
- _ o (N=854 children) 7. = )
. : R . ,
. . ’ L3 - .
. 5‘] D1d changes occur in puplls' reading habits’ whlch caused you to feel
v/ that the strategies of this program had been benef1c1a1? \
*  No 4-8%

* Yes 49-92%

P :
. . i
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. ' T
’ ’ © Comments: T ' -
L7 - | —— . -0 ' : ’
. ’(a— [ L
: . Childr&n who were reluctant to receive special help were anx1ous

to go to the reading strategist.

. ’ (4

. Children who would not read 1ndependent1y evidehced more self .

reliancé. )
) . : I B .
.J Children showed improvement in vocabulary, comprehension, and.
' other skills that hand been reinforced. .
s . Students ‘appeared eager to attend the progfam. ’ f\\\ ¥
&
P K . ildren responded well to the personalized and individualized
N instruction prov1ded for them in small groups with the strategX
teacher. . »
’ : ‘ e{/
v, X . Students self copcepts and attitudes improved aft haVing some
' : success. - , ,
) ’ | . . .
. _Studénts, that lacked tHe motivation for reading at first, seemed
¢ to have increased in enthusiasm. . A .
. Children were more excited about reading than before. They
) requested to take more books home. Trade book discussion seemed
v to improve and became enjoyable. ) U .
6. What benefits did you receive from this program?
. N~
. ) : . Improvement of the students monthly growth was inspiring and gratify-
. ing to watch. .
. a2 ? ° . . .
. . ‘ . Sharing ideas for teaching skills, e.g. varied.approaches to present
N T skill lessons and ideas for games. .
. Provides the weaker readers the consistant reinforcement of reading
’ skills the classroom teacher cannot provide. ‘ )

« l

, s Pupil participants mastered their necessary skills much faster and
. more -thoroughly than they normally would. ,

.

<« ., -
. Regular lessons, progress smoother because weaker readers are*better
prepared.
] ' Y ¢ -
. . Improvement in planning skill lessons. L
U i .
. n . hd i : ' . -
3 . . L] LY ‘
N ¢ R
- L3
-
~ L4

Q - - o - 194
0 . 18- X .
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L] ’

* 7. What was tﬁe‘extEnt of your awareness of the diagnostic-prestriptive
N instructional approach to reading prior to becoming involwed incthe
o Readlng Strategy program? . . .
. < . Y
This approach presented many paract1ca1 technlques for read1ng '
instruction.
. \ . v *
Improvement in the use of terminology to describe the progess. - N
7. : )
. This is a gdod approach to apply to any subject'area. '

The pre-post test of skill mastery aids the teacher 1n decision

. making. . : .
-
» " Increesed awarness of skills (sub-headings) to hetp, reinforce skills
. : . 2 {
A necessary. z )
’ . The Reading Strategy program has been a practlca& solution for the
identified weak reader. Lk )
. Ch
, e": The program expanded my instruction to include the Dlagnostlc Read- ,
ing Probes. - - . N

, e }
The program—enables served pupils to work more independently after
attending sessions with the Reading St;ategy Teacher.

N . The'Strategy program's .concentrated effort and additional instruc- .
\ - tional,time benefits the student. L. .
= ‘ F :
.". The prog has been very successful. L :
S e e ,
. Y]
8. What significant changes hdve occurred in your instructional procedures:
since you have become involved with Reading Strategy? /
. 1 ~ -

@ . . y

Acgpptance—of other points'of view to try other, suggested approaches.

AAdeflnlte and sequentlal plan for teaching reading skllls
» N .’7
T, Prov1ded .mare 1nd1v1dua11zed instructions. -
<

. A better understanding of ba51c skills and how they should be applied ¢
— to‘teach reading. e \ 9 —

-
. - »

el
e

Mote conscioué about completing skills as prescribed.

. Prov1d1ng additional activities and practice lessops to improve .
o individual students skills. . o
‘ » N A . , .' )

Added teacher confidence in teaching the sequence of skills,
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Additional ajareness of skills needed for mastery and various games®
to reinforce learning. *

» - 1

“

Improved identification of students needs and applylng the prescrip-, -

-

' tlve teachrng method to .reach the desired goals!

.
A} -
)
3 _ '

Recommendathps.' . L .- ’

\

-
.

HN R _ I - . .
,”-Projeq;ﬂis very wbxthwhile,aﬁf should be continued. P . /
. 4 4

-,

° .o !

Provide help for students on teacher ;ﬁdgement and past low academlc

'performance, ‘and not standardized test scores alone.

’

¢ -

Recommend the study skills program be contlnued thrOUgh junior high
school. _ Y -,
%uggest that the Reading Strategisft work in a separate roomi'th the .,
reinforcement group. " :

-

More flexiability “for the Strategist to review a skill the stgdent \~,
ha's not mastered 1n the sequential reading plan.

®

Include the n1neteen.spec1f1c readlnglskllls_ln the Probes.

LA

as

13
'
v . M
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. ) Ay .

4C1evé1and PuBlic'Séhools .

’ Parent ‘Opinionaire-

4 . . - °1979-1980
COMPOSITE SUMMARY ' -
: ] N=136 - '
«1 ) .
Dear Parent:. ¢
« - ’ . ’ Y

. We Qre cghtacting parents whose youngsters have particiL
pated in the Reading Strategy Program-during this year.

-

’. Al
-
v

Your child - has received
reading help through this program. Would you please help us by
telling us what you think about this program? Please answer and re-
turn. to your child's teacher by Thursday, July 17, 1980.  «

1. Was yodr son or daughter in‘this\progrgm? Son 'Daughter /

2. What grade was your child?
[ 4

@ -
(3 \ b
‘

. wThe pareﬁg of .the projegt’pargicibants Tesponde
as follows W ) . .

) Grade - Boys . Girls - . Total. B
7 . - ) : = rmre 0w e e e .
6 .9 .19 28
/ . . ' . ’ ’
T~ g . 21 23 . 44 °

+ : -

. 4 c 34 26 : 60
' Other 1 3 4
- -.
Total 65 71 136 .

.

-

e e i e —— ————r

-
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-ﬂhat do you think of the help.in reading yoﬁr child received?

v APPEI?DIX-D (Cont'd) T . -
. A ,

.
» L ’ . . -
11 LI

.
P

Excellent Good r Farzfij 'L1tt1e No g No Response\ et -
yelp 'Help’ Help . Help Help )
Gd or 44% ,60 or 449 _11 or 8% 2 or 1% “0 ' 3 or 2% |

D s
What did your ¢hild tell your about things the spec1a1 read1ng teacher
did to help make him or her a better reader?” n e

”She told me that she liked the spec1a1 reading teacher and the d1f-

ferent ways that you helped her e.g!. reading games and’ different

work sheets.” ) s 1 .
She Was ‘most excited about 1earn1ng hoy to take words and sourd them L
out for herself. N . . - ‘

N . - , /'.

The reading Akills - synonyms, prefixes, suFfixes, regt words These
skllls Jhelped her to really understand how to read better.

L4 N .

”Learn1ng how to build words and understaﬁd!ng what she has read."

e .
The, teacher taught”them how sentences were made and gave them a bétter
‘understanding of what's read. P SRR %

. 0

He said "she helped him to breakdown words 1nto syllables, He.also
learned to pronounce words more clearly " ' . Gy

He indicated that he received very 1nd1v1dua112ed attention and
help in his reading. ,

m s . \ . + .
_Ph1111p said "his reading teacher pointed out those things to remember,
the main characters, where 1t takes place, how to pronounce the words,
and what 1t is about. - . ‘ , '

-

"Reading aloud, listening to’ tapes, learning vowels’ sounds; readine
comprehension, learned drawing conclusions, main idea of a paragraph
or sentence and better understandlng of classification.'

What showed you that your ‘child was reading better?

"Appeared more interested'in reading books and reads more now.™ -, N

. She can tell me what she had read much better. éhe seems to enjgy
_reading mores . .

) . * ’

s They (both children in the program) redd much clearer andsﬁaster now. L

I listen-to her read and it is s0 much better. She)did need heln and
she got it. . ;

N
Y

"Child became more, 1nterested in books, newspaper, and various signs
and blllbpards " ) =~

.
’

". & \ \. o - 1

4
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84 How do you feel about your child's reading now? ’ '

.. 6.

< 9 . H -

' L - APPENDIX D (Cont'd) o

- -

'She got books from the library to reaEXW1thout me telling her, and

she would read to'me, afterwards I would ask her questions. The
understandlng and comprehension improved. : '

’

. ,n _ . ﬁj_
The report card/improved. T . -
» ’ . XN

He became more 1nterested in readlng and -began to sjt down and read to
me and to the library for more skills. ) . .

.t .

PR ¥ >
He is more interested‘and he ask people fo listen.

N . . , ~ A - a
Improvement in ,ocabWlary, knows more words and pronounces t})em better. .

P 4

. He's read1ng at home to his 51sters .

Dld you attend any of these meetlngs about reading? .

-

Conferences with spépfal reading teacher? ' -,

-

. Yes 72 or 55% No 60 or 4s° ) .. ~ .

Yes 65 or 54% No 55 or 50% . - . .o

\

Workfhops to learn how.to help child at.home? .o Y

Yes 65 or 54% NoO 57 or .46% . el

7. » Does your child read'better‘now? Do A,

¥
N Yes 130 or 963 No_ 2 or 1% No Respogse 4 or .2%
. 4 . - . N

-

.o ) ’ ’ .
. i
. I am very pleased ' e

My child is reading better due to her attending the reading progran.

8

We feel very 'good about her progres§ in readings ,I hqpe she can be

in the program next year. o C

-
- . s >

SR ~
I feel she is maklng progress in her readlng, and with %his proéram
she will get better. : M / ,

P

She is beginning to understand nore of what she is~teadiﬁ*.

Wer feel very .good about her progress in read1ng, she helps her
sister and brother now that she reads better. - (/ .
. iy .o

I am 1mpressed with.tHe confidence he’is showing. *

I feel the Reading Strategy Profram was excellentv

. : . ' 3 -
The program needs to continue. .
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. . . . . , .
W, L .- ", Good - I th1nk sthis’ program is good for ch11dren like. Kelth who does
5 s need a little more help in reading. T '
) i'. [ - . I

n 5 !

o/ 90 Do mx help your child with reading at ‘home?

Yes 110 or 81% No 19 or 14% No,Respordse 6 or 4% )
< r - r y &
s ‘, 10. Does someone else in the family help your chjld with reading at home?
s ! oy ! O -y — .
4 4N\ * . . . N .
’ Yes 81 or 59% No 49 or 36% No Response 6 or 4% "
£S5 7 - i ) “\
“ Te ; . - ] . . ‘\
6 4 . . ,

11. Would you like the Readmg St\bategy Progrhm to continue to help your
child with reading? ;

! . v .

Ve - MR -
.Yes 133 br 97% No 2 or 1% No Response 1 or .07%

-é

General Comments'

v * ' " \. '
% . The Reading Strategy Program is an excel/ent one. I think it q\/
’ should be continued in the public ,schools. - , .

N . The Reading Strategy» Program is _exceUent. '

I liked the Reading Strategy Program because it h/elps children
read better and understand what is being read.

4

y . , { .

/. I.would like for the Reading Strategy to continue, not only did

N it help my child, it helped so many other children.
We need more programs of this kind to be contfnued‘
The special help is very good for the working parent who has
. little time to give extra help to the ch11d who .is having dif-
N ficulty, readlng. ; ' !}) .

© \
The Reading Strategy Program should contmue into Junlor h1gh scheol.

v o

~ ) - . -y
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- 7 . DROGRAMA ESTRATEGIAS EN IA LECTURA
' ESEUELAS PUBLICAS ,DE CLEVELAND
o CUESTIONAKTO PARA IOS'PADRES )
" ' 1979~1980 .
R ' Junio, 1980
- P . , . -
Estimados Pé.dreg: -

| . favor de contestar las préguntg,s que aparecen abajo y devolverlas al |.
antes del jueves "17'de julio de 1989Q. T.

T y - y -
Estamos oammcandonos con los. padres de los ‘nifios que han
participado en el. Programa Estrateglas en la lectura durante este ano.
\

Su hle (a) : ha reClblaO
ayuda en la lectura por medio d§este programa. ¢Podria usted : J
ayudarnos deciéndonos qtié piensa usted de este pregrama? Haga el

Y
-3
3

maestro {a) de su hijo (a) en

o .\

1. ¢Estuvo su hijo o hfja en este programa? *: Hijo Hija

2. ¢En que grado estaba su hle (a)’>

- *

3. ¢Qué piensa usted de la ayuda que su hijo (a) recibib en la

lectura? K
;Exoe,lente [__—:] Buena E::[ Regular E:] Poca :}
< 0 Ningtna [~
4. *cQué cosas hiZo el maestn‘:o especial de lectura para ayudar a su
Hijo a ser un mejor lector? v~ i
. M [\
/7( - -
4. ’

5. ¢Qué cosas le démuestran a usted gue su hijo esta leyendo mejor?

7/10/80 S y - ~

O("
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6. ‘¢Estuvo usted presente a algunas de estas reuniones sobre la
lectura? |

A : A SlD"N?_f‘ L

£

¢Tuvo alguna conferencia con el maestro espec\i\al de la lectira?

] Y ] -
N <,As:.st16 usted a algunos talleres para aprender cGmo. ayudar al
nifio (a) en la casa" .o,

o s ::L,. o
7. ¢Iee su hijo (a)\mejor ahora? '

L S R e B

. 8. ¢Chm se s1ente usted ahora acerca de 1la lectura‘de su hijo (a)?

. .
. . . - R . -
Y

'S .
Ay ’

’ . e A
9. ¢Ayuda ustedt\asuhijo (a) a leer en su casa? . |

A CooesiCT N [

10. ¢Hay algun otro mietbro de su familia que ayuda a su hle (a) con

la lectura en su casa?

C¥ s I w—

¢Quién? .

11. ¢Desea usted que el Programa de ' Estrategias en la lectura contintie
ayudando a su hijo (d) en la lectura?

’ S
S sl N [

Grac:.?s"por scontestar las preguntas. Devuelvalo a 1a Maestra de,
Estrateg:.as en la Lectura. y -

N ’
: >

1/10/80 C " ~ ' \

2

'\
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®., . T, - READING STRATEGY PROGRAM R . ~
\. P * . »' ) ‘. . N o
- l:/f' . SR CLEVELAND PUBLIC, SCHOOLS % '
- . .;‘ " R -
S, S S+ 1979-1980 - : : L
’ ) ' ", ’ ' . .
- . . .. . STAFF PERCEPTION sURvi ‘ e
A ] C A ‘ \ )
T e ! # N=63. g ./
|8 .. o ) B e .t ) I
SR Y " - a - - 7.

Your role in the Readlng Strategy program is of major importance . ]
e . to pupllsJ success, Please respond td the items on this survey. Return . v
the completed’ form to Gwendolyn Morton, room 600-S Division of Research

. ' and Development no later than Fr;ﬁay, July 11, 1980ﬁ, i N . *.
: - *
b 1.  What is your assignment in the Reading'Stra;egy programf o " - -
. .o e . .
N Straregi Teacher §§G?‘” ‘§peech Therapist 1 + - _Consultant 7
. 5sycholdgist 1 a Parent Coordinaxér 1 .. .Othqr . ' -

, . 2: What have been your major f§Sponsibilities this year?

. To tedch Probes follow-up 1essons to 4th and, S5th graders and .
C1SSS to 6th grade students who are eligible. , ¢

. ) %, . T each spec1f1c skills to small stategy groups, pre and’ post
. ﬁﬁgéﬁibese skillsg, aMl develop followsup skill lessons.

3 How many inservice meetlngs have you attended? . )
o N - , o ’
; ///J "' . Average of eight monthly meetings. = - et ) ; 5,

Comments: - ) ' . . . -7 “ .
Lomments o i :

. . ‘ o .
}_‘9 . Each 1nserV1ce meetlngs was we11 plannedz Lo %’ p

Guest speakers were 1nterest1ng and helpful w1th read1ng 1deas

Prov1ded opportunltles to.share ideas and mater}als, R ’

’ \zsj . Provided consistant ‘directiol for program p011c1es and examples
' . . of program record keeping procedures unique in Readlng Strategy.

“*
f

What did. you con51der the most meanIngful contrlbutlons of inservice/ '
staff conferences to your effectlveness in this prOJect° ‘

LY . .

A .
.
Y R - »

*

o COnstantly Lntroduced to new technlques and materlals
’ D".

ReSpon51b111t1es, procedures and program were‘exp1a1ned carefully, .
Jupdated frequently. . . ' -

v/
»

o B . . -207- 203
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) . ¢ '_ . ‘e h ‘ 0 ’ i - ’ v . .
. # v g Y .
L Opportunlty td make game('and skLll lessons, the sharing of ;
» . ﬁseas with other Strategists. ° ~
s . o . . 4 . R . |
. R . . . . \
. . . - Opportunity to observe demonstration lessons. ; 1
: 5. How did yourArole agi'st.the project to achieve its objectives? .
- : ) ' T A . .
Students progressed through  steps of program and showed imprqveL . 1

) : ment in reading skills. '

‘ . ) . Working with small groups hng specifiq skills, I was able -to

. , pigpoint individual problems and hélp a great majority of ! 1
' students experience squess in basic reading skills. , =
Following the objectives and gu1de11nes set forth in the program: 1
A e s, * and adhqung to them.

’

. . Student pre-post scores improved considerably. . ’
- - , ‘

- »
6. What did the Reading Strategy Program do for pupils? . |

£

It gave them a foundatlon with “which to build upon, also develops b
a process to use for future appllcatlon .

. » It provided motivation for puplls who were reluctant readers; it
gave poor readers extra time to work at improving skills.

- ]

.* It allowed the chilren more 1nd1v1dua11zed relnforcement.ln .

E
\
1
|
1
" . Pupils who tén lag behind the class were given the i d1v1dua1 . i

) . reading SklllS . .
» « e “v‘ff.z Y & N ? *
i?: : Instructi and over again, so that they _could make a smooth ,
' . transitio one skéll to the next. | . s

« . It déveloped’an awareness that through reading comprehen51ve1y,
f <. reading can be a pleasure. - -

0

2 ) gf?. Children were strengthened in their readlng abilities, through
'Y . congentr tlon on skills 1mprovement ‘

. -Provided a planned sequential method of reinforcement and support
for small groups of students with reading difficulty.

Gave students individual attention and added lessons in reading -
skills. -

' N

£ , -

’
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What did the Reading Strategy Program do for teachers?

-~

Aided teachers by providing small group and gndividualized
reinforcement to eligible students. , |
. Shared différent approaches in helping cpi?dren. /

. - ‘ Vi .
. , Provided specific lessons to teach children and worksheets for
N practice. - & :

-

Supportive help for those student’s who needed extra help.

\ , . Provided a diagnostic and prescriptive tool, lesson plans, follow
* up lessons, extending activities, plus a supportive staff.

o '

Aided teachers by reinforcing and reteaching reading skills in~
% a-sequential order. ¢

» 4

.

//,/?' Please feel,free to include recommendations: 4
L 4 <%
: ~ to .improve project operations

-, ' pérmit Strategy teachers to work outside the classroom
with-the group of pupils.
More in%ervice time for groups.of only new Strategy teachers.

. provisions for inservice meeting(s) of classroom teachers ata
the beginning of the school year.

provisions for sufficient practice -activities and materials
. ,to help every child.acquire a full gragp and clear undersEand-
ing of the reading skills.

o ,

. reassess the time required for record keeping, lesson preparation
and developing reading gameQactgxities. y

. innovate workshops geared toward Strategists' who service %h'
grade pupils.

3
~

. 'For greater pupil growth

i i / . - b & 2
return Syllabication unig in fourth grade.

continue to stress s#fall group reinforcement with students.

& tos s,

N . provide sufficent consumable supplies.
revise Probes to be more appropriate to specific grade levels.
emphasize close collaboration betweerd classroom teachers and
reading strategist. '

” » . ' v
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N ]

‘encourage building meeting for classroom teachers recgiving 5eading

Strategy service to point out the benefits to pupils and tedchers.

»
continue to encourage parént participation.’ > .
> o .
add more than ope teather to-a building where the eligibility
list is larger.- { . * :
. " ‘ : ’ P
» ‘ ~’ '
. ~ . .
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' thirty minutes. per day, up to five day:

" RESTDENT TUTOR-PROJECT

» : .
.

N . "1979-80 Title I Evaluation d

S

PUKPOSE AND.OVERVIEW:

. The pUrpoge 0f the project is to provide eligible pupils in grades
1-6 with-remédial reinforcement ofi specified skills in reading and/or mathe-
matics and to provide them with the opportunity for 4 personal association °
with an adult or college student. Pupils identified by classroom teachers
as needing extra help and who meet project eligibility criteria are tutored
on a regular weekly schedule by full. or part-time Resident Tutors, who work
under the supervision of three consultgnt teachers. Tutors work with one ~
to two students at a time outside of. the regular classroom for apprbximately

ér week. Tutors also receive pre-

“service and inservice training. Prioritty service is given to students who

are eligible for participation in one of the other Title I Reading or Mathe-
matics projects but who are not served by them.

A

SERVICE SUMMARY .

A ~

Number of Pupils Seérved: 2,659 . Grades Served: 1-6
- A
&lumber of Schools: 61 Public &Years in Operation: 12
- "(See Appendix A) 12 Non-Public -
' - 73

Total

"

Staffing: 1 Project Manager® (PT)

3 Consultant Teachers (FT)'

83 ‘Resident Aide Tutors (FT)

19 Resident College Tutors (BT)
. 1 Clerk (FT) -

$702,902

-, Total! Title I Expenditures:
* . . /\-

-

»

¢

Per Pupil Cost: §264*
(School Year)

*

3

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES . s, -

Process Objective 1:"Fifty~eight‘fu11-time educational aides and up
to 52 part-time college students will be hired as tutors to be assigned

to up to 56 public and 20 non-public Title I elementary schgols.

-

]

v

. . P

* Title 1 funds in addition to General Fund per pupil expenditure. &
1 ) .

- »
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Qutcome: This objective was achigved. ’Examination of project -
records indicated that during the 1979-80 school year 83 full-time
adult aides- and 19 full-time college students were hired 'and served -
¥ as: tutors in 61 public and 12 non-public schools: (College students
. worked only during the summer.) Closer analysis showed that, al- .
though a total 8f 102 aides and college students were hired during
the year, that humber was not employed at any~given point in time.
Similarly, although the project served g total of 73 schools, that,
many were not served at”the salse time. Data showed that of the -
73 schools .served, 13 or 18% recdeived project sexvices for one -
semester or less. Table 1 shows' the number,.of tutors employed oL
arid the number of schools being served at five arbitrarily selected
points in time. during the school year. . .
’ S
Table 1
. s f ,
. ‘Numbers of Jutors and.Schools in the Resident Tutox ,
Project at Five Points During the School Year

. < . e

A

- > —= -
) T ) . Tutors Schools
Time of Year Employed - Served
- September 48 48 )
: ~ . - .
January \ _oss o~ e sz .
¢ March - 69 .o 66 ,
T Ma)' ‘ 1 . ‘;‘74‘ ‘ ' 67 N ’ -
H . Y
. July* - 73 64

x A teacher strike’closed the Cleveland Public’ Schools .
- from mid-October to early January. The school- year . ’
was extended until July 23,:1980.' ’ ’ )

Records showed that the variation in numbers of tutors and Schools f
+  was due to tutor resignations and transfers, the late hiring

of .tutors for some schools, and adjustments in the concentration of '

services based on updates in Title I enrollment data. / '

Process Objective,2: All projeét assigned tutors will attend at least,
> one pre-servicg and monthly inservice training wo,kshops,,conducted
by project stalf and/or consultants. : -

Qutcome: This objective was achieved. Interviews with projeet :
staff and examination of project records showed that a general :
orientation session was held in early October for all 50 tutors

employed by that date. As additional tutors were added to the

- )
¢ L
.
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. staff, oriefitation to Project procedures was conducted in individual
or small group sessions. Records show that following the orientation
session/ a total of six additional inservice sessions were held
throughout the year at' the approximate ratd of one pér month, begin-
ning in February, 1980. (§chpols.were closed from mid-October to

_early Jaﬁuary due to a teacher strike.) The inservice worksheps
dealt with topics such as recgrd-keeping.procedures, test admin;

, istration, tutdring teshniques in reading and math and exchanges

} of tutoring ideas. In addition, .two of the workshops were devoted

®  ° to demonstrating tutoring techniques for parents of tutees.

On a questionnaire administered to a samplé of 57 tutors. in July,
1980, the inservice workshops were given gverall ratings.of Effective
to Very Effective by 96% of the_tutors. Ratings of individual WOTK-

categories. When asked whether additional areas needed to be cov-
ered in the training workshops, 40% of the tutors replied-in the
affirmative. "Requests were varied. Tutoring,techniques for frac-

JEURIN

ideas among tutors and ways of improving student’ attitudes were
among the most frequent requests. A summary of responses td the
’ /tutor questionnairg may be found in Appendix B. ’
. Pl &

i . . % - !
., Process Objectiye 3: Residént.Tutors will be assigned to $chools at
( specific request of school administrators‘on the basis of educational
-needs, as' indicated by the poyerty index and‘enrollment of education-
ally disadvantaged pupils. 7, . « .

Outcome: - This objective was achieved. A.list of schools served by

the project may be found in Appendix A. Examination of project re-

cords.-and reference to a rank arder -list of schodls by their poverty

index* indicated a rough correspondence between poverty level and

level of tutoring‘service. Because the available tutors were'spread

¢ rather evenly among the schools served, a heavy concentration of
service in the schools highest on the poverty rank list was not'gyi; :
dent. However, wherr the rank 1ist of 9 schools eligible forgTitle
service was divided into halves, it was found that the/high poverty
half of the 115t contained 38 of the 61 public schools (62%). parti-
cipating in the Resident Tutor Project. Further, the high poverty -
half of the list contained only one school which did not receive -
project services, whereas the low poverty half contained 17 such
schools. Finally, of the 11 public_schools which received Resident
Tutor service for @nly one semestex, ot less, 8 or 73% were in the
lowest poverty third ‘of the schools served. These data indicate
that priority was given to Providing project services to schools
with the greatest need as defined by(goverty index. .

) .

-

¢ +
‘ / ’

* percentage of students in the school who are eligibje for free or reduced
price lunch. ] ' ok , »

AN
-

-~

shops ranged from 92% to 98% in“the Effective and Very Effeetive .

tions, methods of working with parents, more frequept.sharing of - .""

*p
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‘

-

! \ .

’ -

. [Hrocess Objective 4: Tutors will work with groups of 1 - 2°children

" at a time, providing reinforcement instruction in specified concepts

.and/or skills which are the instructional emphasis of the project, - -
and which have been identified as high priority needs of children in

priority schools, : .

.

4

o Looe : s ‘ )
N . Outcome: This objective was achieved. Examination of a random

sample of 124 student records indicated that 60.5% of the tutoring
assignments.were for specified mathematics akills and 39.5% were
for spécified reading skills, According 'to the responses of a
sample of 57 tdtors to a questionnaire administered in July, 1980,
- tutoring sessions ranged’ from less thap 1 minutes to oyer 30 min-
utes, but 87% we tween 20 and 30 minutes in length.. Teachers
(N = 29) respon to a questionnaire administered in July, 1980,
reported that chilldren receiving project services were tutored
from 3 to 5 days per week with the medianpping 5 days. Summaries
of responsés to the tutor and teacher questionnaires may be found .
in Appendix B-and Appendix C respectively.

<y -

Table 2 shows the percentége of tixtorihé a;ssignments that were made .

in each reading or math g}}ll area. , v . s
, . CTablez - :
Percentage of Tutoring.Assiéﬁg?ﬁts bvakilltﬁfeé~i;: ' é;‘
- - +- = = = X - — = v ey
Math Skills - Percentage " Reading Skills : Percentage , °°
&dd/Sub Facts ‘ .~ 15% . Alphabet wi— 2% L
: Mult/Div Facts ' ©15% Vgcabulary: 0 [ ‘o
Add/éub Comput;;idn . 17% Auditory/Visual ?erception- ﬁS&f- :
Mui;/Div bomputation' 13% Long/Short Vowels - :‘ 13% /
Pﬁvb}em Solving : ‘ ;§g§“b Syllabic;tionﬁ o \\ 2% 'f
. . . : , ' . Spe'Iling N 4 4%
s l ‘ o
TOTAL | / 62% - ToraL- ¥ o3 :

. Process Objec{éve‘S: Fifteen of the full-time educational aides will be \:

v ",

assigned to Parerft Resource Centers in 15 Title I schools and will devel-

op parent involvement activities in additiom to tutoring.. At least 50% ,

of the parents of pupils tutored by these aides will visit the Parent

Resource Center at least onte to receive explanations of the tutoring
' . ) . s

8
a

211 ) . ‘ ‘ . 3‘

-
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procedureé and materials, be'apprise& of the progréss being made by 1’
their child, and/or learn tutoring techniques te be used at hgne with
\ the pupil. .- y r

Outcome: This objectivewa5~achieved+ﬁExaminatiod_of;przé;ctvre:
cords showed that Parent Resource Centers with full-time tutors were
established in 15 of the 61 public schools served by the project.
~ Of the 527 students served by these 15 tutors, the parents of 286
o or 54% visited the Center's at least once. When the visitation, data
) .were examined for each Center separately, it was found that the per- _
centage of visiting parents ranged from 7% to 88%. Nine of the:15
b, Centers met the criterion set by the objective. The records show
further that from zero to 27 parent meetings were hgld at the Cesiters.
A total of 111 such meetings were held with the median number per
Center being 5. ,At least one meeting was held at 14 of the 15 Genters.

~ Vs M Ve ¢ z ,/
Product Objective '1: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to

. 30 minutes on a specified reading concept and/or skill, 50% of a sample
of participating pupils will show a gain of 15% or more on a Project- 9

constructed test measuring mastery, of that skill or cpncept.
(4

. \. Outcome: This objective was achieved. Skill tests developed by
- project staff for six reading skills were adminisgered to tutees
on a pre-post basis. Tutees wereJadministered only those tests
appropridte “for. the skill on whith they were being tutored. Exam:
ination of the test scores for a random sample of 124 students who -
completed 30 or more tutoring sessions in reading showed that 92%
achieved a pre-post gain of at least 15%. When the results were Py
analyzed separately for each skill area, the percentage achieving
‘ a gain of 15% or greater was found to range from 67% to,100%. The
size of the gains achieved by the students averaged 43% from pre
to post testing. A ‘summary of.the pre and post test performance
on the reading sk¥ll tests may be found in .Appendix D.

e o . .

‘Product Objective 2: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to®
30 minutes on a specified mathematics concept and/or skill, ‘50 pergent
of a sample of pagticipating pupils will show a gain of 15% or more on

., @ Project constructed test measuring mastery of that/concept and/or
skill. . ‘

\]

..

. Outcome: Thi; objective was achieved: Skill tests developed by pro-’
ject staff for five mathematics skflls were administered to tutees
on a pre-post basis. Tutees were ddministered only those tests ap-
propriate for the skill on which they were-being tutored. Examination
of the test'scores for a random safiple of 124 students who completed
30 or more tutoring sessions in mathematics showed th#t 95% achieved
a pre-post gain of at least 15%. When the results were analyzed
separately for each skill area, ®he percentage achieving a gain of
, 15% or greater was found to range from 94% to 100%. The size of the
gains-achieved by the students averaged 43% from ;s; pre to the post
"testing. A summary of the pre'and post test performance on the math-
ematics skill tests may be found in Appendix D. "
. t ’

18]
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Product Objective 3: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20

to, 30 minut®s each of specified reading skills, the mean post-test

NCE score will be 7 units higher than the mean pte-~test score for a
xw _sample’of pupils in grades 4 through 6 using the subtest of theé Stan-
L, -~ .- . ford Diagnostic; Reading Test appropriate to the skill being tytored.

.

¢ . Outcome: This objective was achieved at, grades 4 and S but not at
’ grade 6. The Stanford Dlagnosﬁlc Reading Test was administered in
- . ! QOctober, 1979 to all students in é?ades 426 as part of the city-
e wide testing program. This administration-served as the pre-test
. for Resident Tutor Project 'students. Fellowing the completion of
tutoring in a spec1f1ed readlng skilly each- tutee was again ad- "’
ministéred the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test by his tutor, but

,J : - only -the sub;est that co¥responded to {the skill tutore . sPre and
s . post scores, were converted to NCE scores using fall 'a d spring*®
. o > norus respectlvely ’Eﬁpmlnatlon of the pre .and post NGE means
showed that at grade'4 the mean gain was 10.3 and at grade 5 ‘the
Lo mean gain was 17.4, both of which exceed the criterion of 7 points
_ set in the ob}ectlve At grade -6, however, there was a mean Loss
B ' of 3.6. Individual subtest scores are detailed in Appghdlx E.
In order to illustrate where the students served by the Re51dent
A . Tutor Project stand in relation to the natjonal norms, Table 3
shows the percentile ranks of the average pre and post scores,*
achieved by the students who topk each of the subtests of the
. i Stanford. . .
- .
8 o
T . et Table 3 ' s »
Percentil Rahk‘on National Norms of Mean Pre 4nd Post
"¢ ), Scores on Subtests of Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test
; o +
. “T Percentile QEF Percentile Rank
rGrade Subtest N of Mean Pre of Mean Post
4 Auditory Vocabulary. | 13 257 , °‘\\ 36.0
Structural Apalysis ’ S 36.6 . *.56.1
Phonetic Andlysis 10 18.9 ) ;8.7
Auditory Discrimination 1- 18.4 . . 23.8
[ g N M
: S .| Auditory Vocabulary 16 12.8 o "46.8
Structural Analysis 100} 5.2 7.1
Phonetic Analysis 9 |l 5.4 "33.5
. - #
i ' 9 -~ . \ ‘
6 Auditory Vocabulary 115 .| +18.5 14.3
Structural Analysis ~6. 22.1 6.3
Phonetic Analysis 110 13.2 18.4
Yy " Table 3 shows that an the pre-tests the average scores of children )
served by the Resident®Tutor Project were mostly igeghe lowest 20%
~ hd . -
s ‘ ‘ -218-~ g * ’
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of children nationally. The expectation is that without project
services, their scores would remain the same relati“erto children
nationally. ._The results show that at.grades 4’and.5, substantial
growth beyond what would be expected was achieved by most groups
tested. %At grade 6 the results indicate that the children tested
- fell further behind on two of the three skills tested. Despite
/ * the progress noted, mpst groups tested-remained in the lower ranges
of scores nationally (with two notable exceptions). " The small
numbers of children' for whom test scores are available suggést that

that caution be exercised in interpreting these results.
( ) ; . .

.

t .
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Additional information rélated to project operations is summarized
below. The information was derived from surveys completed by samples of 57,
tutors and 29 classroom teachers. Tutor questionnaire responses are detailed,

v

in Appendix B and those-.of teachers are located in Appendig C.

Forty-five percent of the tutors surveyed.reported that at least
some of their pupils did not appear to meet the Project eligi-—
bility criteria. This represents a 12% increase from the pre-
vious year. Thirty-four percent reported that such pupils con- o
stituted between 1% and 25% of their tutoring load and 11%
reported that such pupils made up more than 25% of their tutees. *
Questioned as to why studerits were tutcted despite not meeting
eligibility requiremgnts, the mogt frequent responses from
tutors were that in the teacher's ‘judgement the student needed
help and sometimes test information was qaisaVailable on new
students. i v .
 Although all classroom teachers reported using various kinds of .
test information as part of the criteria for referring pupils
.for tutoring service, pupils' classroom performance remained ) .
the single most frequently used reason for referring pupils.
e number of teachers served by each tutor ranged from 2 to
14 with a medi&of 5., ! ) v
! . N ' )
The total number of pupils served by each tutor ranged from 16
to 88 with a median of 33 for the Educational Aide Tutors and
35 for the Parent Center Tutors. According to teachers, a
median number of 7 children were served per classroom.

Previous experience working in the Resident Tutor Project was
reported by 61% of the Educational Aide Tutors, and 88% of the
Parent Center Tutors. -
= s .
. When asked if classroom teachers clearly identified the specific
> skill to be tutored when a child wgé referred for service, 96%,
of the tutors reported that this was usually or always the case
in reading and 93% reported that the skill was usually or always
identified in math. ‘
- <
One hundred percent of the tutors swhveyed reported that the
Resident Tutor Manual was at least Somewhat Helpful as agipurce

- , . —

L] ’

» ’ "219' ¢ ¢ # “‘\

' ‘ . | ‘2‘14 o . "




. , , s
.+ of tutoring ideas. The manual was rated as Very Hel ful by -
" 89%. Asked if the manual needs improvem t,-ZSi of the tutors
replied in the affirmative. The most frequent suggestions were

- to include more activities for tutors to use with puplls and

. tQ improve the R391dent Tutor Skill Tests.

. A total of/80% of the tutors reported that they, held conferences *
with their classroom teachers once a week or more frequently -

- to discuss tutees' progress. Meetlngs that frequently were

. reported by -74% of the teachers. - .

. Forty-one percent of, the teachers‘rgported being able te actually .
observe their tutor at work more frequently than once every two
weeks, and 65% reported that this was enough to,enable them to

. adequately monitor the tutor's work. Eighty-three percent Tre-

ported that they would permit the tutor to work in the classroom
rather than take the tutee to another “location as is the case -« Ry
now. Those that do‘not want tutors working in the classroom
, . cited the distractions and lack of proper tutoring atmosphere ’
' , . as the primary reasons. ' )

4

. Tutors were generally highly satisfied with the support provided .
e by their project Consultant Teacher. Eighty-nine percent re-
ported that their Consultant Teacher had demonstrated tutoring
techn1que3 with pupils, and of these, 90% rated these demonstra-
tions as Very Helpful. Eighty-two percent of the tutors reported
that the Consultant Teacher service did not need to be improved.
> The most frequent suggestion for improved Consultant Teacher
service was that they increase’.the frequency of their visits.
’ . Children were occasionally withdrawn from tutoring sexvice by
. '10% of the classroom teachers. In 75% of these cases service
was'terminated because themtutee had achieved skill masterys

. Classroom jgeachers 1dent1f1ed the mqost valuable features of the
N Resident Tutor Project as academic improvément, individual at-
; tention to tutees and reinforcement of classroom teacﬁmng

' \T acher suggestions for improvement in the project centered on .
v - a%ﬁgrce1ved need for more tutoring service 'and a need to  serve A
L/ . ' ' .some students not on the e11g1b111ty list. ' .

v In addition to the parent involveme act1vit1es conducted by
the tutors assigned to Cefiters, the project manager
reported that the Resident‘\Tutor Project also recruited a 20
member Parent Advisory Committee which met mdnthly to provide

L&

react1ons and advice regarding project operations.

Further, a

series of four project-wide parent workshops w

the school year,!

Attendance rariged from .20 to

%

e held during’
68 parents.

. . JThe workshops covered such topics as general orientation to the
" . Resident Tutor ,Project, student assessment and selection pro-'
cedures and home-tutoring techniques.

&
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SUMMARY. AND CONCLUSIONS Lo e S

" '"Imits’twelfth year of operation the Kesident Tutor Project achieyed " . .
all oftits process objectives and twd of its thfep product objectives. The 7
third product objective was achieved at two.of\thrée.grade levels. The data
" indicate that despite a shift from a full-time to a part-time project manager , . v,
(original manager lost to retirement) .and the disruption of a 12-week teacher

4
- strike, prdject services were delivered essentially as. proposed.: The project

"l:‘x}‘ directly addresses. identified academic needs of its student clientele.and is /
.,percej.ved as valuable by the teachers of these-students. oL ae”
) . e T Y . ..
* C ©  The anticipated improvement m student performance levels was -0
_,/chieved on the Resident Tutor Skill Tests in,reading and mathematics and on . . ' .
.~ the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test at grades 4 and.5. /At grade 6 student

N . *

performance did not appear to ‘benefit from project services, pnd in fact,
declin?d somewhat. - :

5 1

i *X’J '

- A ﬁ . . ’ . e .
Although tutors reported that the"maJonty of the students they

tutor did meet the project eligibility requirements,"a sizable minority o ,

(45%) reported that at least. some of their students were not¥on the project .

eli_.g‘ibi_lity lists.- This problem has been reported/in previous years, but

seemed to have increased in severitif in the 1979-80° Qoélayeai'. -
- Recommendations for future operations of the Resident Tutor Project
include the following: ' ' .o

‘ a. The materials and procedures used with grade' 6 students shoqla
- ’ be examined to attempt.to determine the reasons for the lack
- ' R of apparent impacf at that grade level, as measured by the
| -3, Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. Ve RN

.b. Measures should be taken to insure that students served by the /
* ' project.are those who meet the Title I priteria. This might, .-
' : . “include increased emphasis on the topiczof eligibility during
’ ’ inservice sessions for tutors and increased communication to
- teachers an'&'principals regardj:gg the need to adhere to the v
eligibility -guidelines? * ) '
' | c. -If the level of funding permits, the number 'of tutors should
be increased 30 that each eligible s\cihqol will have the sie/r)dces /
of at least one tutor. :

[ 4

»
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. ) , N ) R - . . . , . - - . X ) g Lt .,
Schools Sérved by Resident Tutor Project. - ‘
- \ .' ' - - o« :
I d .
' Public ' o L
. " Alfred A. Benesch . Moses Cleveland - ) 1
: . Andrew J. Rickoff , ' Mt, Auburn . |
. \ Anthony ‘Wayne Mt. Pleasant ' .
. ton Grdina ' ] ; Orchard ~ . ‘
.t Bolton . - ‘ . ' - *Paul L. Dunbar -
s .Boulevard ‘ . ‘ " Paul Revese
Buckeye-Woodland . Robert Fulton °
- “Captain. Arthur Roth ™~ Scranton. -~ -
- Case . . R R Sowinski - A
Charles Dickens . . ‘ Stephen E. Héwe
- Charles H. Lake ' ] - ‘Tremont o ‘
Charles W Chesnutt S Union .- :
Charles Orr " Wade Park . '
" Chesterfield” » Walton :
Corlett : - . Waverly ) C e
| Cranwood - ) : . " ° Woodland Hills ;: «
Daniel Horgan . % N~ t . o
Dike - ., - ’ e &F *
East Clark L '
East ‘Madison %; N o '
" Emile DeSauze . N poe . ) S
# Forest Hill Parkway . - ) . o
George Washington Carver N | ‘
Giddings . .
Harvey Rice - o . Non-Public
- ’ h’azeldel) , | Mount Pleasant Catholi&:
: Henry . jLongfellow ) ~ 7
Hicks - L . - Our Lady of Peace
Hodge < . S
o Towa= Maple .5 Lo : ‘ St. Adalbex:t 1@:\
John D. Rockefeller ' . St. Bened1(>t~ ) )I
* John Paper . . ) . : 2%
, Joseph F, Landis oo , St Fr.anc1s -
. ‘ ‘Kenneth W. Clement . - wo . . ;
| Ként;uek_y . - o . St. Joseph Franciscan
. Lafayette . ' . R g ' } St.. Malachi ) ‘
’ %ohgwood' R L \ -k -,
. ouis.Pasteur : . St. Michael - . C
o Margaret A. Irelan,d . AN : b
Marmn-Sterl:.ng s . St Phillp Ner1 : Lot
~, ") @ R
. . Lo . e
' Mary B. Mart:.n - ‘ St. Stephen
Mary M, Bethune , .
_ Miles . R . St. Timothy -
a Miles Park =~ . ) i . : : .
] . Miles Standish . - 2] pa _Urban Community
) T ) P . ' '
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o L RESIDENT TUTOR QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY ’ .

= 57 . . -

Dear Resident Tutor, : .« <
« € B
The Cleveland Public Schools is gathering 1nformatlon for a report aie
on the Resident Tutor Project, Your answers to the follow1ng questions will’
help us prepare the report and make “de 51ons about improving the’program,
Please answer all of the questions comp tely and frankly., You need not sign

the questionnaire,

T

] . .8 N
Please use the attached envelope to send your completed questionnaire
by WEDNESDAY, JULY 16, to the address below, (Use the school mail if you work :

in a public school) *
,4
Derek B, Taylor.
» Division of Research and Development
Cleveland Public Schools - . -
1380 East 6th Street .

-. , -Lleveland, Ohio 44114°
».i—} e ) %
' TUTORS RESPONDING = 57

-

Educational Aide Tutor = E.A.T.
Parent Aide Tutor = P.A.T.

P .

. . . | .
1. In addition to'tutoring, are you responsible for :)pa;ent resource center
in your school? Yes = 28,1% No = 71,9% -

2. How many, pupils have you tutored ‘this year?

-

Average yggigg  _Range N - \
Exd.T. ‘ 35.7 33 “16-88 . 37
PAT. | 3L 357 . _19-63 15 .
Total C 3641 33, 16-88 52

N &

.’3. "On average, how many minutes per day do you tutor an indﬁvidual pupil?

- .15 or Below 16-20 21-25 26-30 30 & Above N L
E.A.T. 265 . 10.3%  25.6%  58.9% 2.6% 9 o
[3 . | , g - ‘ . . * .
T PuALT. 0.0% 6.35 25.0% “68.7% 0.0% 16
‘Total 1.8% *9,1%  12545% . "61.8% 1.8% 55,
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4, Counting this month, how many monthg have yqu been employed as a Resident

Tutor this year?

L}

Average Median Range N
° . \
. ) E.A,T. 6.4 7 '1-11 41
. P.ALT, 8.0 8 * 4-11 » 16
Total " 6.8 8 1-11 57 -
. / / : o
S. Have you worked in the Resident Tutor Project before this year?
Yes No "N
E.A.T. 60.9% 39. 2% 41 - L
)
P.A.T. 87.5% 12,5% 16 .
3
Total 68.4% 3},5% 57
. _ . ~
6. The Resident Tutor Training Workshops yoy-attended covered several topics.
How effective were each of the following workshop topics in preparing you )
to work as a Resident Tutot? & /
B ’ Very, . Somewhat Not
- Workshop Topics Effective Effective Effective Effective N
> a, Completing Resident E.A.T. 65.9% 29.3% 4,8% 0.0% .g4lh
. f - . .
Tutor Project forms p i 1,  75.0% 25, 0% 0.0% 0.05 ~ P16
and records =
Total 68.4% - 1% 3.5% 0.0% 57
b. Administering tests E.A.T.. 8299% 1% 0.0% 0.0% 41%
P.A.T.« _75.0% 18.7% 6.3% 0.0% 16
Total ' 80.7% 17.5% 1.8% 0.0% 57
.. ~ - ’
c. Tutoring techniques E.A.T. ~=67.5% 30.0% 2.5% .0% 40,
for reading P.AT. _ 68.7% 31.3% 0.0% 0.0% 16
] 4 Total  67.8% 30.4% 1.8% 0.05 56
© d, Tutoring techniques E.A.T.  65.9% 31.7% 2.4% 0.05 41
Jfor math P.AT. _ 75.05% 35.0% 0.05 __ 0.0% 16
{ Total  68.4% 29.8% 1.8% .0% 57
e. Sharing tutoring E.A.T. 82.9% 12.2% 2.4% 2.4% ﬁé
ldeas among TUtoTs  p AT, _37.5% 50.0% _ 12.5% 0.0% 16
) Total 70.1% 22.8% 5.2% 8% 57

"o RIY
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Very v Somewhat Not » - o
Effe¥tive. Effective Effective Effective . [
" E.A.T. 72.5%  25.0% 2.5% 0.05 ' ° 40
rs , 4 ’ % ' ’ : 2';:
POA‘OTQ . 68g7% 25g % ) 6e3% . 0'0% 106
Total 71.4% 25.0% * 3.6% 0.0% 56 ’ ’

z
wi
<

. - i . - -
. . *» . ' 3 * - 3 4‘. & “
L . e . . :
. . . . <o 2
. .

, -+ CAPPENDIX B (Comtld)

e ﬂ7jYﬁ;j:rall how effective were the Re51dent Tujer\;ralnlng Workshops in pre-

EVSIN.

paring you to work as a Resident Tutor? (Check one)

Are there any addltlonal:areas you think need' to be covered in the training
workshops to incredse your tutoring effectiveness?

—~ 9 e 3 ‘ ‘
‘ " Yes No N ©
[
/—\ E.A.T. 3M0%  64.1% 39 ol
P.AsT. ¥o.0t  50.0% 16
1 ‘ .- /-\
Sotal . 40.0%  60.0% 55 . ‘ -

@

If you answered YES, please list one or two specific toplcs that you would

" like to see added to® the tra1n1ng workshops.™ -

""More about fractlond .mghre counSellng on deallng w1th student anqkparent apathy.:

need more workshops ‘for technlques .more time given at workshops to exchange

- pleas€ explain’why they were tutored anyway.

ideas. .

About what percentage of the puplls you worked with thlS quarter were not
on the Pupil Eligibility L}St’ (Check one)

None 1-25% 26-50% 51-75%  ,76-100% N
- -1 -
. % 2 ,
E.A.T) 52.5% 35.0% 5.0% 2.5% 5.0% 40
' - 'y
P.A.T. 60.0%5 - 33.3% 0.0% - 6,7%  ° 0.,0% 15
. ‘,' B . -
Total 54 .6% 34.6% 3.6% 3.6%  3.6%. . 85
s ’J - ke

‘ 11

If some of the puplls you worked with were not on the Pup11 Ellglblllty Llst

1

"Because the teacher asked and the child needed it...teacher felt the children

needed some help in specific skills...Requested by teachers and principals...

transferred from angther JLhool and their school records had not arrived yet..."

"
-235- - . . .
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— A - APPENDIX B (Cont'd)’ ’
10. When you are assigned a pupil for tutoring in reading or math, does ygur '
superyising teacher clearly identify the .specific skill to be tutored by
: - checking one of fhosé listed on the pupil- referral form? (Check one in
each” column).
. s ‘/\
. , When Pupil Needs When Pupil Needs -~ } .
<" : Reading Tutoring M;ith Tutoring . oo - . T
¢ j\
E.AT.  82.5% 80.0% "Teacher always identifies speC1f1c skill
P.AT., 8.2 75.0% = _
Total 8721% 78.7% :
S E.gr. 15.0% 15.0% Teacher us\ally identifies specific skill
. ~ . .
P.A.T, . 12.5% 12.5%
( o
’ Total 14.3% 14.3%
E.ALT. 2.5% 5.0% Teacher sometimes identifies specifi¢ skil
P.A.T. 6.3% T 12.5% v ;
Total '3.6% 7.1% ) -
f“ E.A.T. 0.0% ' 0.0% _ Teacher seldom identifies specific skill
\ T . PLALT. 0.0%, ¢~ 0.0%
Total . 0.0% 0.0% !
- . > 7 . .
11. How ofté€h do you have conferences with your supervising teacher to review
£. " the work done and the progress made by the pupils you tutor? (Check one) =
‘ ' ' About once Several times  About once- About once every two weeks
a day a week a week or less frequently N
E.AT. . 5.1% 33.3% 41.0% ‘go.s% - . 39
i » - . £
P.A.T. 12.5% 12.5% 56.3% 18.7% T 16
Total 7.3% 27.3% _.45.4% 20.0% 55
. : . ) L
12. Has your Pro;ect Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutormg techniques
with any of your puplls this year? ’
! Yes No N
; E.A.T. 87.5% 12.5% 40 . . !
.o ‘ P.AT.  93.8% 6.2% 16
. Total 89.3% 10.7% 56
If you answered YES, how helpful to you did you find these demonstrations?
‘ Very Helgftii Somewhat Helpful Not Very Helpful ' . N
~E.A.T. 88.6% 11.4% . 0.0% ¢ 35 .
Q PL.A.T. 93{3% -~ T6.7% 221 0.0% : - 15 T
ERIC ' Total , 90.0% 10.0% . 0.0% 50

; y { . -226- |
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13, How helpful t6 you is the Resi&é?t'?utor Manual as a source of ideas for -

tutoring activities? . ‘ .
Very Heipful‘ Somewhat Helpful Not Very Helpful N’ e
E.AT., 90.2% - Y om ' 0.0% a1 )
P.A.T. 87.5% -7 _12.5% o, -0.0% 16 )
Total 89.5% " 10.5%- | 0.0% - 57 (

~

14, If you think the Resident Tutor Manual needs to be improved, piease list one
_or two specific suggestions for improvement. I think the content of the RTP

-

test needs to be completely revised...It could have more activities for master-

ing multiplication facts...more activities for reading.’.." -

15. Could your contacts yith your Prgject Consultant Teacher be made more helpful
, to you?

. s Mo N
‘ b E.A,T. 17.9%  82.1% 39

. P.A.T. \20.0% 80.0% 15 '
' . Total \ " 54

18.5% 81.5%
If you answered YES, please list one or two specific ways in which the
Project Consultant Teacher could be more helpful. :
2 L.

", . having more visits than usual...The Consultant Teachers are terrific - and

.
1", - [
.

) Average 1 Median, Range’ NTYOL |
Average Median, Range N ‘
|
E.A.T. 6.2 ‘ 5. 2-14 a1 -
poA.T. ¢ 506 ’ S 3"10 . 1‘6
. Total +6.0 s . Y o 57 .
+ \. e . . ] s L/ .
‘ N
|
.
} .
it f N i ‘ . )
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. APPENDIX C L \ '
) RESIDENT TUTOR TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY
R S~ N =29

The Division of Research and Development is collecting information
*.and opinion from a sample ©of teachers receiving service from the Resident Tutor
- Project, The information you provide will be Used to try to improve pro;ect
operatlons. You need not sign this questionnaire,, 4

Please use the attached envelope to 'send your completed questionnaire
by WEDNESDAY, July ‘16, to the address below. (Use the school mail if you work
in a public school) k S :

o : Derek B. Taylor- !
I D1v1s1on of Research and Development _ ‘ y
Cleveland Public Schoqls
1380 East 6th Street —
) Cleveland, Ohio 44114 .

y "
-

' 1. How many children in your cladﬁ have received Resident Tutor services this

° year? ‘. Avg.: 7.0; Median™ 7; Range: 2-17
: 2, In all, how many tutors have been ass1gned to your classroom this year, in-
* ding your present tutor?  Avg.:s 1.2; Median: 1; Range 0-3 -

3. On average, how many days per week does a pupil work with a tutor? Avg.: 4.8;
Median:. 5; Range: 3-5
. 4. Check the most important reasons (check no more than twof that you referred
pupils for tutoring services this year.. « . e %

. v 4
}7.8%Curriculum-embedded reading test 17.8%Teachér-made test performance

o performance : .
. 17.8%CTBS test'berformance 75. 0aC1assroom per formance
. - %
14.3%Stanford Diagnostic' Reading " 7.1%MBtropolitan" Read1ng'Te§%
- //’/. Test performance . 7> performance .
+ 39.3%Cleveland Mathematics Test . 7.1%0rher (Please specify) -
performance “a ) .
5 e . ’ g Math Skills, Tutor was assigned o fie
N 10.7%Mathematics facts test . . .
) performance | begause I had a split class = 3 §& 4.

.

B . * . o1 N .
5, How often are you able to actually observe how your tutor works with the tutees?
\’ -

, About once a day 6.9% . Several times a*week _ 13.8% About once a week 20.7%
- : o About once every two weeks or 1ess frequently'44 8% Not at all 13.8%

>

~ Does this enable you to adequately monitor the tutor's work9 Yes 65.4% No ;4.6

14
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Would you permit the tutor to work—in your classréom is necessary? ¥
Yes 82.8% No 17.2% 1If NO, why not? _ ‘ - ﬁ,éé
. _'"Very disruptive to other distractible children.". | 453;
‘ 1

.« —

How often do you have conferences with the tutor to review the work done and
the progress made by the tutee7

About once a day 11.1% Several times a week 37.0% About once a week 25.9%

Led -
.

About once every.two weeks or less freqhently 25.9%
?

From your experience this year, what has been the most valuable feature or
effect of’ the.Resident Tutor Project?

"The children have made progress in reading and math...The one to, one contact

has been excellent...GiVes the student extra help...important reinforcement..."
T N e

h 2

Are there changes you would like to see in t Re51dent Tutor project to make
it more benefmc1al}§9 the students?_/If so flease s pec1fz suggestions.

'...more tutors assigned so more children Could benefit...Tutors should be

]

. Ay
allewed to work with other students...!

e |

’

3 * - : ‘
&
Have you ever withdrawn a child from Resident Tutor services? \E;
Yes 10.3% No 89.7% If YES, for what reasons? N

)
“ "Improvement of skills...To give other children the much needed service..."

s - . ’
7

- *

;- s
Has working with a Resident Tutor created any problems for you? (Briefly de-
scribe any). 5

.

"No major ones...it has been a beautiful and beneficial experience...No, T

wish thére were mofe of them..."

*
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. . Mean Pre and Post Scorés.on Resident Tutor -
' Skill Tests in Reading and Mathematics
P * A
- :g‘gif’di
Subtest N | Pre Post Gain -
. % Corgect % Correct’ . -
\ " Alphabet , 30 35.0.:,. 9.7 61.7
b Vocabulary . 16 31.3 7. 85.0 §3.8
2 Aud/Vis Perception | 6 46.7 80.0 33.3
Long/Shozt Vowels 16 34.9 68.4 35.4
) . Syllabication ° 3 34.7 74.0 39.3
~ 13
Spelling 5 46.0 86.0 40.0
" Reading Total/Average 49 36.3 . 79.1 43.4
~ Add/Sub Facts 18 27.9 80.8 53.5
. L 4
Mult/Div Facts 18 36.2 80.4 42.7
Add/Sub Computation |21 49.0 78.6 . 29.5—
., Mult/Div Computation |16 |  38.0 85.0 47.0
o Problem Solving 2 35.0 / 80.9 45.0 .
} - Math Total/Average 75 | 38.2 \ 81.0 42.6
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Summary of Mean NCE Scores on Subtests of STANFORD Diagnostic Reading Test
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APPENDIX E

P -

a

4

v

- ¢ . '
" Grade Level Subtest N Pre  Post Gain
. T —
. 4 Auditory Vocabulary. 13 33.5 42.5 + 9.0
Auditory Discrimination 1 3‘1;0 35.0 + 4,07
"Phonetic Analysis 10« 314 440 +12.6
 Structural Analysis 5 - 4218 \ 53.2 , +10.4
Total/Average 29 . 34.3/ 44.6 +10.3
~~~~~ .5 “Auditory Vocabulary 16 261  48.3  +22.2
Phonetic Analysis 9 ,16.2 _ 41.0  +24.8
Structural Analysis 10 15.8 19.0° + 3.2
" Total/Averdge 35 - 20.6  38.1 +17.4
. .6 “ | Auditory Vocabulary 15 31 275 - 3.7
= *Phonetic Analysis’ ' 6 33.8 17.7 -16,2
. Structyral Analysis 10 - 26'5 31,0 £ 4.5
'flm/;\verage ) 30.2 26.7. ‘
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