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FOREWORD

Evaluation is an integral part.of the process by which

Schools can improve their educational programs. Through the
fr

information generated by evaluative activities, 'sounder decisionN

can be made about the effects of instruction on pupil learning.
a

The Cleveland Public Schools are proud of the Department

of Research, Development and Evaluation for the excellent(evalua-

,

tive services provided for Title I programs.'

This publication, Title I Evaluation Reports--1979-80

piesents the late;t findings about. the effects of Title I.programs

in the Cleveland schools.

I I

Peter P. Carlin

Superintendent of Schools

I
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INTRODUCTION

Since the spring of 1966, the Cleveland Public SchOols

have implempnted program comporients under Title I of the Elementary

kid Secondary Nucation Act. These components have been directed'

at improvement of educational opportunities fOr disadvantaged yoth

attending Cleveland schools.

Members of the Department of-Resedrch,'Development and

'Evaluation have had the res on "bility for designing and implement-
.

'ing the evaluation of these program components. This publication

contains their evaluation reports for the 1979180 program period.

These reports present information about the effectiveness of each

.

program in attaining the objectives proposed for each component. ,

4
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PuRpoeE,AND OVERVIEW

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

4

1979-80 Titlt I Evaluation
.1

' The major goal of the Child Development. Project is to provide for
eligible children bisicexperiences,which are,not generally available.;in
the home and which promote learning skills egsential.to suecess.in future,
schooling. (E4gibilifY.is established by a score below the 33rd-percen-
tile on Tests'of Basic Experientes,'Gener4 Concepts, Level 'S.) Four-year-
olds, in classes of approximatel$ 20, are Scheduled into half-day, five-
days-a-week sessions at centers in public schobls,.. dial center is staffed
with_a hpacher and an educational aide.. Pre-reading skillg,and"parent edu-
'cation/involvemgort are emphasized. Differeftiated inservice for staff re-
presents another phase of ongoing project operations.

This evaluation has been basedon approxiMately six fewer weeks
of project seice to children thin in previous years. .A strike begifining
on OctOber 18, 1579 resulted In the closing of schools on November 7. They

reopened on January 4, 1980. The children were in school for the full
quot3 of days .(until July 23, 1980), but summative data collection, was
completed late ;May, as usual. :A

-SERVICE SUMMARY . 4

t

Number oi'Pupils Served: 1,1671

A
Number of Schools:-. 44 (public)
(See list included as Appendix A.)

Staffiftg,; 1 Project Manager tFT),
5 Coordinators - 40%):

Curriculum, SupportiVe
Services, Special Ser-

. laces, Medical, Dental.'

5 Consuktant Teachers
(3 FT; 2 PT *- 40%:

Reading, Special
vices).

Grade Served:. Pre-k

4 !.

0 Yearg in operation:

Total Title I Expenditures: $1;638;45615

-.5-

45 Teacgis:,(40 FT; 3 PT -
50%)

5 Social -Workers (4 FT;
-1 PT - 40%)

2 Speech Therapists (FT)
44EOucational Aides (41 FT;

T - 50%)

.3 Clerks (FT)

2 Custodiaris (FT)

Per Pupil Cost: $981

,

f
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES:

ti

Process Objective 1: Differentiated inservice meetings will be

scheduled for instructional ana supportive services personnel.
A

Outcome: Available information clearly indicated that this ob-

jective was attained. Documentation from a variety of sources

pertained to:this objective. Inservice agendas and hand-outs,

as well as directives to project staff, were filed with the eval7
uator throughout the year. 'Copies of the project manager's suii
.mary reports to the -"Directing' Supervisor, Compensatory Education
(March 1 and June, 19.80) were made.available. In early June, 1980

responses to a classroom-staff survey were submitted by 32 (74.4%)
of thaproject eachqFsand 25 (56.8%) of the aides. CResults,,are

included'as A end'cesa-and C, respectively.)

From these sources, was clear that project inservice during
1979-1980 had been highly diffeentiated. 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 19,80 to learn procedures'for in-

corporating Child Development children-into the system's Auto-
(

, mated Pupil Records and Title I Census. All teachers and aides

new to the project were scheduled intosessions on September'7,,

1'979 and January 30, 1980 for supplementary inservice

In the manager's reports (March 1 and,dune 1, 1980) .covering ap-
proXimately six=and-a-half months of the school yearc 84 staff
development activities were noted. This representedfan average

of approXimAtely 13 inservice events per month:. Besides sessions
for full project staff and various subgroups, ttie list included
local/state, university/commqpity events pf specialinterest to
early childhood educators asleell as a multiplicity of systel-
wide sessions on topics, such as: desegregation, (compensatory

education) project management, health services, Lau/bilingual
programs-at which Child Development was represented by one or

more staff members,. ,

- .
Under the manager's supervision, the Coordinator of Consultant

Teachers) for Curriculum Development and Inservice Training as-
sumed the responsibility for designing and implementing a variety
of staff development activities for classroom teachers and teacher
assistants, with emphasis on assessment and language developmqnt.
For project classroom staff, the most frequently noted tppic in
the manager's reports was "assessment " - -of childrelft needs and
progress,%especially in language development and related areas.
A large majority of teachers (approximately.62.5%) responding to
the staff survey indicated that "observing behavior?" "analyzing
assessment-data," and "prescribing instruction" had been emphaSized
in 1979-1980 inservice "often" or-"every time." Amongthe aides,
70.0% corroborated this level of emphasis on "observing behaviot"

-
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and 60.0% on- "prescribing instruction." Smaller majorities of
teachers 53.1% reported comparable emphasis on "recording obser-
vStions" and ",implem9nting prescriptions." (See Appendices B, C.)

Most (81.3%) of the teacher respondents indicated that "under-
standing language development" had been emphasized "often" or
"every timewand 78:2% that "facilitating language -growth" had
been featured equally frequently. Sixty-four per cent of the
aides concurred. These survey responses reflected appropriately
differentiatedemphasis for teachers and aides_o,p "analyzing
assessment'data," "understanding language development" and
"facilitating language growth."

4

.Classroom staff were asked to rate the overall helpfulness of this
year's projectwide inservice. Of teacher-respondents, 31.1% marked
"excellent," as did 40.0% of More pertinent to this
first process objective, staff were asked to indicate the extent
to which "this year's.inserviee--individual (on-site) and small-

* group, as well as project -- provided for your own special 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.)

4

. Process Objective 2: Utilization of effective teaching techniques
will be encouraged through use of a Classroom'Observation Checklist
with each teacher at lease once during the year.

Outcome: Teacart.' responses on the staff survey (presented as
Appendix B) iftdicated that this objective was virtually attained.,

Approximately three-fourths of the teachers and aides reported in

IlkItem 5-a that they had been visited four or re times during
1979-1980; almost one-third reported seven o ore visits. Of 30
teachers responding to Item 5-b on the classroom 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="4"
teen (82.6%) of 23 aides responding to tIllo* item indicated that
the",ehecklist had been utilized at lease-Once during 1979-1980.

0 All responding teachers and most (81.0%) aides indicated that a
post-obgervition Conference/ditscussibn was held on at least one
of these (observation) occasions.

. Process Objective Health maintenance and social competency of
families of participants will be encouraged through cooperative ef-
forts of project staff, school staff and community resources.

-7-
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. Outcome: -Project'staffing and documents, as well as staff-survey
responses, indicated that this objective was attained.

-/
Project commitment to familils, to ,parents Is partners in chil-
dren's education, continued to be evident--first, in the staffing
pattern. In hddi;i6n,to the teachers and aides, curriculum coor-
dinator, consultant teachers, reading consultant and speech thera-
ists,,the projtct manager's, staff included professional personnel
in several areas directly-related to the "health maintenance and
social competency of families of participahts." The coordinator

'0- of supportive services With five (4.5 FTE)'social workers; the
coordinator for special (parent/volunteer) services and-the special-
services consultant teacher; the coordinator for medical (RN) and
dental,(RDH) services--all Ethtributed to attainment of this ob-
jective.

_Also,'extensive reports filed by supportive staff and special -ser-
vices personnel--and classroom-staff survey responses---dOcumente 4
"cooperative efforts of project stuff, hool,staff and community
resources" in reration to particlpants' d their families' health
naintenance and social competericies.

4
;-

.

Project efforts along these,lines--as in previous years--began
with the intake process, at which time reports of the child's
recent,physical examination and immunization were required, and
the parent(s) provided the ,interviewer (teacher or member of
project central staff) With informAion about the child's
medical and social history.

Ak
Throughout the year, project staff screened 1,302 children for
speech, 1,391 for hearing and 762 for dental problems--and made
referrals, as necessary, to specialized school personnel and/or
community rtesources. Social'workers observed children in class-

room setties, Better to assess pupils' needs and to make re,
cop(endations.

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
coritacts per week, the health coordinator (RN) 20.5 and speech '17'

therapists -3.6 (over about 23.5 weeks of theochool year).

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 worker or speech therapist, the principal, another Early
Childhood teacher or assistant, and/or the "regular" school ,

nurse, abogt at least onekpupil--the majority, ahOut "several"
kr.."all" the chi-ldren.

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

-8-
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least once (other than intake interview).with a family repre-
sentative of "several" to "all" pupils. A total ofq,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 survey respondents in- .

dicated that parent(s) of at least one_grAWo children (most
"severaU 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 ancNO% of the
aides) indicated that parents of "about 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.

.4' A
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 theDirectinrSuppry,isor, Compen-
satOry Education Programs, for information and planning. About

40 project arents were among the 125 participating in Augusta
Baker's prese ation, "Once Upon a Time,".sponsored by special-
Services.and f ded by the Cleveland Public Library.

Production and distribution of three'issues of "The Bridge" (Feb-
. ruary,-May and July, 1980) represented a third kind of of rt for

Iattainment.of the third process., objective. TRis newslet er,,edited
by he special2tervices coordinator, informed parents oi supportive
services in school, project and community and recognized their
active involvembnt with children's education. ,.

. Product Objective 1: Project partrelpapp.' Mean post-test-scores
'on rests of Basic Experierices will be at. least seven NCE ulliits higher
than the mean pre-test TOBE scores.

Outcome: This objective was attained in Language but not in Mathe-
matics.

In October, 1979 TOBE: Language/Mathematics (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 Appendix D for pre-post results.)

o

The mean NCE score on Language moved frOm 40.2 in October to 49.4
in May, yielding a mean gain of 9.2 NCE units for the project sample
(N=205). Although this gain exceeded.the proposed' seven units, it

,was less t)an the 14-to-17-point gains. of the three previous years.

.44
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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
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 = 2.915, indicating
thatthe pre post mean change showed at least minimal Cp,c.0g.1
statistical significance.)

Available infprmation indicated that'the intensity of instruction
during 1979-1980 at least equaled that of previous., years. The
lower gains, thus, may have been attributable to pupils' having
had approximately six fewer weeks of instruction between pre- and
post-testing.

4011

4 . Product Objective 2: Children will show significantly higher (p x.05)
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.... ./

. Outcome: 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, 180 this procedure was repeated, and pre-post ratings were
scored on the four factors noted in the objective.

Application of the t-test to these results indicated that the pre-
. post gains in all four areas were statistically significant (p<.001)

at a revel beyond that proposed. (See Appendix E for pre -past data.)

4'.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS.

The 1979-1980 school year was replete with unique and unpredict-
able events affecting alGl project operations. Most notable were the lengthy
work stoppage (which resulted in schools' being closed fromiNovember 7, 1979,
until January 4, 1980) and court-ordered desegregation-- implementation of
Phase I (Fall, 1979) and Phase II (March 17, 1980); preparation for Phase
III impleuentation (,Fall, 1980). Despite these conditions, the three pro-
cess objectives were attained. The cognitive product objective was at-
tained in Language but not in Mathematics: gains in both areaslower than
recent years may have been attributable to the shorter than usual period of
instruction betWeen pre- and post=testing. The affective product objective
was attained.

Findings for 1979-1980 and previous years suggest that the pro-
ject staff should:'

. continue to design And implement cooperative efforts to optimize,
participating children's likelihood of success in'future schooling;

(
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I maintain efforts to extend/intensify utilization of instruments
for systematic observation of child behavior, clask-oom procedures,
etc.;

.

/

in consultation with the evaluator --

. develop realistic criteria to be incorporated into process ob-
jectives,

revise rnstrumen ation for establishing project eligibility and
assessing attain ent of product objeCtives.

r
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APPENDIX A

CHILD DEVELOPMENT
1979-1980

LIST OF SCHOOLS

Alfred A. Benesch
Anton Graina
Bolton
Boulevard
Buckeye-Woodland-

Capt. Atthur Roth
Case
Charles H. Lake
Charles Ori
Charles W. Chesnutt

Chesterfield
Daniel E. Mown
Dike
Doan .

East (SHS)

East Clark
East"kadison
George W. Carver
Giddings -,
Glenville (SHS)

Gordon

Hazeldell.

4

Henry W. Longfellow
Hicks
Iowa-Maple 1
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
,Mount Pleasant
Orchard

Paul L. Dunbar
Paul Revere
Scranton
Stephaftwe-
Tremont

WAe Park
Woodland Hills

I
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APPENDIX B

'..,

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: JUNE, 198p

i'

l

ab
0

CHILD DEVELOPMENT TEACHERS (N=32)

I

.4

21

S,40.-",
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APPENDIX B

comment4 of expe4nation4 ate a4ked, peel e
p

on

vent' tegioey, u4ing on,ey the apace Imovidtd. Ate o et Atoon4e4
4houed be -indicated by math.ing X in the apptoptimte box ban each

Ube a bat- paint at "FeaZt" pen, at a 4 p, dank pencie.

1. About how many of your pupils have number 26pupi24 bon each item.

. PER CENT
&

(14e these headiAg4 .to indicate the

you consulted this year with:
,7 none

.`octher Early Childhood teacher(s)

one 2-3 several all OMIT

and/or teacher assistant(s)9 (01) 6.3 12.5 15.6 25.0 40.6 0.0

. first -grade teacher(s)? .i (02) 50.0 3.1 25.0 9.4 0.0 1.4.5

. principal? (03) 6.3' 34.4 2(.1 21.9 3,1 6.3

. Early Childhood supportive services:
Mo.

. consult. tchr./reading spec.? (04) 6.3 6.3 37.5, 34.4 9.4 6.3

. psychologist? 3
.(05) 50.0 18.8 15.6

. social worker? (06) 3.1 9.4 31.3

. speech therapist? (07) 6.3 6.3 25.0 43.8 18.8 0.0

. school's "regular" support staff:

. nurse? , (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 15./6

: speeCh therapist? (10) 43..8 9.4 6.3 18.8 9.4 12.5

. community agencies? (1l) 59.4 ,18.8 12.! 3.1 0.0 6.3

. parellt/family representative4, .....(12) ',9:4 12.5 12.5 r2.5 oA, 1?.5

. other--Identify.

f

.

2-a. For approximately how many .pupils -'-' Ube the4e hemding4 .to .indicate .the

this year has a parent or other numbet at pupie4 ion each ,item.,

family representative:
nonce

. conferred with you at least once
(other than "intake," eta.)? (13) 0.0

. conferred with you as often-

as once a month? .... (14) 3.1

-(eant-blued)

.

S.

.

about
1-2 several

about
all OMIT..

half ,..0

0,0 21.9 25.0 ,53.1 0.0
/

15.6 43.8. 31.3 3.1 3.1
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[continued)

. attended at least one
school-wide parent meeting? (15) 0.0

. attended at least one project/
Early Childhood special program? (16) 6.3

.,,m

APPENDIX B (Cont'd)

none

borrowed_materials to use1 .

r (17) 28.1with child(ren), at home?

visited in your classrooeat
.least once, to observe? (18) 0.0

. worked on'a regular
i--

basis as a

.., volunteer in your classroom ?' (19) 3.1

never "returned the call," responded
TE.4717 invitation, -etc 9 (20) 37.5

1-2

34.4 37.5 28.1

15.6, 37.5 31.3

seve 1
,abohaut

lf
all OMIT

0.0 0.0

31.3' 6.3'

, r,
I

31.3 37.5 0.0 0,0 3.1

/

0.0 28.1 scr.b 21.9 0.0

62.5 31.3 0.0 0.0 3.1

(:,18.: .21.9 12.5 0.0f1, 9r4

2-b. Describe briefly your major strategy this year for increasing parent involve-
.

ment inichildren's education, especially by providing reinforcement during
out-of-school hours/days.

4r

.

3. To the right of each activity listed,
mark one box to indicate the extent Uze theae headinv to indi.cate the
to which that activity--involved in .cmphrusi4 on exch,inzenvieetopic.
the individualization of instruction- -
was e*hasiiedin inservice this year
(individual, small-group, prriject-wide).

(21) 12.5

once-' now & every

never twice then often time OMIT

observing behavior 12.5 6.3, 37.5 25.13 6.3

. recording observations (22) 18.8 9.4 9.4 25.0 28.1 9.4

r
analyzing assessments data (23)-15.6 9.4 6.3 37.5 25'.0 6.3

4

presciibing instruction (24) 9.4 -9:4 12.5 31.3 31.3 6.3

implementing prescriptions , (25) 9.4 9.4 21.9 28.1 25.0 6.3

understanding language development (26)',O;0 12.5 6.3 37.5 43.8 0.0

. facilitating language geo , (27) 0.0 12.5 9.4 31.3' 46.k 0.0

4. Mark one box at the right ;to lndicate
your Ferall rating 'of` this year's
project-wide inservice. (Consider only use- help- "pretty excel

those activities involving total staff, ??? less ful good". -lent OMIT

at one time/place or in a series of

of sessions.) (28) 6.3. 6.3 25.0 28.1 31.3 3.1

o

\

-16-



kl;PiPPENDIX B (Contttd)

5-a. How ,many, times his school year fias a

consultant.teac er, reading specialist,
,curriculum coorinator and/or project . never
manager observed project operations
in your classroom? (29) 0.0-

5-b. On hoi., many of these occasions was:
none

. the Classroom Observation
ChecIlist used? (30) 3.1

Ilk a post-observation conference/ A
. discussion held, with you? ili(31) 0.0

'6. To what extent has this year's in-

.service--individual:(on-site)%and not
small- group, as well as project-wide at all

--provided for your, own special and

individual needs9 (32) 6.3

Comments:
7

C-

once
2-3

times
4-6 7 --

times times OMIT

0%0 21.9 43.8 31.3 3.1'

7

one two three four--

78.1 12.5 0.0 3.1 3.1

46.9

0.0

40..6

some,

37.5

6.3 , 0.0

great
&

18.8 34.4

6.3

3.1

4

7. For how many pupils this year are you NUMBER'OT PUPILS--Ion ITEMS 33-40

using each of the following "tools"
761-fironitoring individual progress? none one two three 4 -- OMIT

12.5i . 3.1 46.9 18.8

0.0 %.3 50.0 18.8

15.6 3.1 37.S 21.9

18.8 12.5 34.4 15.6

3.1 18.8 18.8 31.3

3.1 0.0 0.0 31.3

0.0 0.0 3. 34.4

TOBE Cl Evaluation Reord ,... (40)21.9 444 0.0 3.1 56.3, 18.8

. Class Assessment (complete) (33) 15.6 3.1

.
Class Assess. -- Visual Skills only (34)21,9 3.1

. Class Language ASsess. (complete) (35) 21.9 0.0

. Individual Child Assess.(complete) (36)12.5 6.3

' . Individual Prescriptive Program (37)25.0 3.1

. M millan Language Assessment (313)65.6 0.0 .

PEEC Instrument .(SCOPE) ,(39)62.5

other--Identi

1

-17-



APPENIX
'Ca,

8. 'To the right of each developmental
area listed below; mark in one box

B

)i-

S.'
ti

11
.

g
og

(Cont'd)

4 . I .t$x0 0

u 0 C.) .4
0 0 4-1 .1..)

Ad g es 0In P a '0

X
,-1

0.3
k 44
o

4-1 cd

4.) .t$
ca 0 r.4

AX.vri cd0
00 4Jc ok

d') '0 44

to indiCate which Of the descriptors
most accurately indicates-the ade-
quacy of youx. records of individual

.-

chil4ren's progress n that area

this year.

. social-emotional

. psychomotor

. language ,

,,

. other cognitiveareas

Comments:

I.

(41)

(42)

(43)

(44)

0.0

0.0

0.0

6.3

0.0

0.0

34.4

25.0.

9.4

I\

12.5

25.0

28.1

34.4,

34.4

: '0
O .-.1

wIl) g
0 .ri a .4 as

.4o 4.Jc I. I. .00 k
0 "0w > '0 44000rIT

18.8 18.8 0.0

12.5 18.8 3.1 .
.i...

40.6 "i5.0., 0.0.,

2].9 18.8 12.5

5

41

III Fq9-a. Mark in the appropriate box to 0o 0 0
. / .-,-4

describe the extent to which you 0 ti) k 1 0 4-) 4.)
g Z 0 0 g ; g o

use PAP referral instrupents (Ob- >
O o 0

0 0 C 0 ,..4 a
u VI k OMIT

servation Guide..., Descriptive 4-'
g 0 0 tH cr 0

Behavioral Assessment). (45) 25.0 9.4 40.6 15.6 0.. 0 9.4

' -14 0 b0J:70
9-b. How helpful are PAP instruments 5 2 0 .

V 130g g k g-o
(Observation Guide..., Descriptive .4 .4 .4 gck 0 tn ---. ,-1

6 r. z
0 4.., gk. g. x 04 T3 " ... P. > 0

Behavioral Assessment, TORE...) a 4-) I-4 rg .ri .--4 v-1 g r-1 v-11.,-10000 0.r1CD.CDCDg CDC= CC
in 'identifying children to.11e 4-) 0 4-) I" r1 o .0 u 0 A o 0 44 0 col

referred to the program? (46) 3.1 21.9 3.1 31.3 18.8 21.9

Comments:
..

10. What one thing do xoLl intend to do again /better /differently next year to in-

creas7ihe that project goals will be reached--and exceeded?

25
-18-
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0. _.......Y.,

1

26

1

a

41
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* APPENDIX C

Wile/Le commoitts expediattion4 ane cuked,,,ptea6e on (unite

imuj togibey,,,taing oney the. apace przov.i..ded. AU o en ne4ponzets

4houLd'ke indicated by matking X in the appnoptiate box lion each
,itenh ,U4e a:bait-point on "FaZe pen,'on4...6hatp, dank permit.

. .

1, About how many of youl. pupils have number!. dpupit4 lion each - .stem.

you consulted this year with:

PER CENT

U4e. them. heading4 to indicite-the

. other Early Childhood teacher(s)
and/or'teacher assistant(s)? (01)

R a

. first-grade teacher(s)? -(02)

. principal? (03)

Early Childhood supportive services:

. consult. tchr./reading spec.? (04)

. psycholog ( %5)

. social worker? .(06)

. :Pitch therhist? (07)

. school's "regular!' support-staff:

%)

i. rse9 (08)
-

ychologiSt?.. (09)

. speech therapist? (10)

40i

. community agencies?
, (11)

. parent/family representative? (12)

..other--Identify.

.

none one. 2-3 several all

8.0 4.0 20.0 s32.0 28.0

44.0 12.0 12.0 8.0 8.0'

36.0 16.0 20.0 12.0 8.0

16.0 28.0, 16.0 200 8.Q
7

52.0 16.0 16.0 4.0 0.0

8.0' 20.0 24.0 28.0 12.0

8.0 16.0 32.0 28.0 16.0

12.0 12.0 16.0 32.0 20.0

52.0, 12.0 4.0 8.0 0.0

32.0 12.0 8.0 24.0 0.0

56:0 20.0 0-0 4.0 4.0

20.0
4
4 16.0 16.0 24.0

2-a. For-approximately hoW many pupils 1111:6,ae.thaptlit6tglollo in4cate the
each item.

about an
1-2 several

.01alf",

8.0 24.0 32.0 32.0
'

28.0. 32.8 24.0 12.0

.this yearlas aparenAlpt other
family repOSentativeeie

-

conferred with you at least 'once
(other than "intake," etc.) ?.

conferred with you as often
as once a month?

- (continuedl

none

0.0

(14) 0.0

a

)

OMIT

'8.0

lg.()

8.0'

12.0

12.0

8.0

0.0

28.0

24.0

24.0

16.0

20.0

OMIT

4:0

4.0
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'APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

icontimled) 0

0

.none-
. attended at least one
school7wide parent meeting? (15) 0.0

. attended at least one project/ . 146

Early Childhood.special program? (16) 0.0
4

.. borrowed materials to use
with children) at home? (17) 32.0

. .visited in yOuiloclassroofil at

least once, to observe? (18) 0.0

. worked on a regulA basis as a
volunteer in your classroom? (19) 12.0

. never "returned-the call," responded
to an invitation, etc 9 (20) 32.0

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

1-2,
about

several
half

,

all OMIT

32.'0
-..

36.0 *28.0 0.0 4.0

24.0 40.0 28,0 4.0 ., 4.0

24,0 40.0 0.0 0.0, 4.0

8.0 28.0 48:0 12.0 4.0-

44.0 32.0 3.0 0.0 4.0

28.0 24.0 4.0 4.0 8.0

1.47,c'<.*

3. To the right of each activity fisted,

mark one box to indicate the e ent Ube those headings to 4ditate the
to which that activity--i vol d in empha4i6 on each in4eAvice topic.

the individualization of nstruction--
was emphasized in inservi e s year once- now & every

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

. observing behavior -'*(21) 4.0 16.0 4.0 52.0 16.0 8.0

. recording observations (22) 4:0 20.0 20.0 28.0 '20.0 8.0

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

. prescribing instruction (24) 80' 8.0 12.0 *36. 0 24.0 12.0

. .'implementing prescriptions (25) .16.0 8.0 24.0 32.0 12..0 8.0

. understanding langgage development (26) 8.0 12.0 12.0 44.0 20.0 4.0

:facilitating language groUth (27) 0.0 16.0 12.0 40'.0 24.0 8.0

.
.

4. Mark one box at the*right,to indicate
your overall rating.of this year's
project -wide inserv4e. (Consider only use- help- "pretty excel

those activities involving total ? ?? less .ful good" -lent OMIT

at one time/place or in a series #
.:

-.

. of sessions.) ... 11. 4 (28) 4.0 ' 0.0 28.0 28.0 40.0 0.0

2-,
-22-



-APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

S-a: How, many times this school year has a
consultaneteacher, 'reading specialist, 2-3 4-6 7 --

curriculum coordinatdi'and/or project never once times times times. OMIT

manager observed project operations
in your classroom? (29) 0.0 4.0 20.0 44.0 32.0 0.0

S-b. On how many of these occasions was:

. the Classroom Obsdrvation
Checklist used? (30)

. a post-observation conference/
discussion held with you? . (31)

6. To what extent has this year's in-
service--individual (on-site) and
small-group, as well as project-wide
--provided for your own special and

individual needs? . (32)

%

Comments:

none
.

one two three four--

16.0 32.0 20.0 16.0 8.0

16.0

not

44.0 12.0 12.0 0.0

great

at all some -ly

4.0* 0.0 36.0 0.0 44.0

8.0

16.0-

16.0

7. For how many pupils this year are NUMBER OF PUPILS--i64. ITEMS 33-40

using each of the following "tool
IBY-IITIbnitoring individual progress?-__ none one two three 4-4 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 Assess. (complete) (35, 4.0 8.0 8.0 20.0 52.0 8.0

. Individual Child Assess.(4omplete) (36) 0.0 0.0k 20.0 24.0 40.0 16.0

. Individual Prescriptive Program ...(37) 16.0 8.0 12.0 20.0 28.0 16.0

-0

. Macmillan Language Assessment .... (38) 48,0 8.0 i 8.0 4.0 12.0 20.0

. PEEC Instrument (SCOPE) ..... (39) 52.0 8.0' 4.0 0.0 12.0 24.0

. TOBE Claw evaluation Record , (40) 12.0, 4.0 , 8:0 8.0 .52.0 .16.. 0

. other--Identify.

"\

-23-
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.* APpENDIX e (Cont'd)

8. Td qi.e right of.each dev opmental

area listed below,,mark i o box 3.)

= \ ,

3.) .4 I V >. +.) 1:: 4 .0 , .0
,to indicate which of the descriptors 0 .

most accurately indicates the ade- , m .0 0 .-, os 0 .-,
..1 .0 4.) .., e .,W I-I ri 41" g III :::

quacy of your records of individual x- 0 m 0' ..-1 0 x,-1 m 0 rI E ,-c 0
O 3.) Os t *0 0 0 vs +a as >, ca

ch i 1 d r e ' s progrels in that area
= c).`n +3$4 ' 5 t t Si t: 5 11 +4.3 $61 OMITo -Nc m 0 0

this year. :":7- 0 0 . 0 gi 1:3 44 vs 0 'Id 44 cr .0 t+i > Is 44

. social -em tlional '(41) 0.0' 12.0. 12.0 ,24.0 8.0 36.0 8.0
)

psychomotor (42) 0.0 4.0 12..0 -40.0 X8.0 24.0 12.0

language (43) '0.0 0.0 12.0 20:0 24.0 24.0 20.0

. other cognitive are1i
V(44)

4.0 0.0 12.0 28.0 24.0 20,0 12.0

*Comments:

-
,

9-a. Mark in the appropriate box to -0 -1
O 0 1-1 4-I . ,..

describe the extent to which you .,. 0 im k ' 0 +J +a AW = 0
C

W L W 0
use PAP referral instruments (ab- . 0 0 O

0 0 c 0 v-c E
c.) .-1, i-1 0 rl ri OMIT

.srvation Guide.., Descriptive 0 4-) 0 o 0 44 o' vs 4.)

,I havioral Assessm,nt). (45) 16.0 §.()
44.0 16.0 , 0.0 16.0

9A. How helpful are PAP instruments
Observation Guide..., Descriptive

avioral Assessment, TOBE.:.)
in entifying children to be.
referred to the program? v...

,

i .

Comments:

t.

6
1

u 0 tA '',.. P-1 ri ° rl , r4 =
CA 0 0 4.) fai ia4 > >% in. 1:) > 4'& 0.> 0

0 1.1 E 4.) .--1 .-4 .n1 .-.1 r4 = P-s 4-4 rl U'l
a 0 o 0,4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .

4-).0 4-) m p-1.0 .0o0 .000 A c.)071
(46) 4.0 16.0 4.0 24.0 28.0 24.0

H. What one thing 4 you intend to do again /better /differentiy next year tb in-
crease the likelihood that project goals will be reached--and exceeded?

'44 -24-
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APPENDIX.EK

CHILD DEVELOPMENT: 1979-1980

TESTS OF BASICEXPERIENCES, LEVEL K
(N = 205)

PRE- (10/79)

TEST "2"-- MEAN* S.D. %-ILE**

POST- (5/80) MEAN

CHANGE
MEAN* S.D. go-ILE**

t
SIGNIF.

LEVEL

*

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 2'.015 p4.05

*Means are expressed inAE units based on *national norms, described below.

-"Percentiles are national, norms: prekindergarten for the pre-test, kindergarten_ for

the post-test.

\ 0



APPENDIX E

CHILD DEVELOPMENT:\ 1979-1980

LEVINE-ELZEY PRDSCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE
,

. (N = 203) -

,

FACTOR PRE-
MEAN

(10/79)

S.D.

.

POST-
*.MEAN

A

(5/80)

S.D.

,

/ -t
SIGNIF.

LEVEL

Self-sufficiency 2.58 .60 3.12 .57 12.194 p4.00-1'

Emotional Maturity 2.79 .61 3.22 .59 9.796 p4.001

Social Skills 2:53 .57 3.19 .53 14.811 p4:4.001

Self-concept 2.83 .53 ^3.11 .56 6.385 p4.001
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Typed, by
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CHILDREN IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

1979-80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

This program is designed'to provide additional instructional
and supportive services to neglected or delinquent children residing at
the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center. The institution maintains
an on-grounds, formal educatibnal facility, Harry L. Eastman School,
operated by the Cleveland Public SchoOls. As institutionalized, neglect-
ed or delinquqnt youth, the resident students are automatically eligible
for Title I services which include, in this case; individualized and °small-
group general tutoring services in school subjects, remedial readlng in-

. strUction classes, and school adjustment counseling. 'Additionally, the
program provides tutorinA services to children in four institution --

Cleveland Christian Hom6P'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
4

Number of Pupils Seried:, 366 Grades Served: 1-12

14 Number-of SchoOls:, school and Years In Operation: 13

residential institutions'

Staffing: 9 teachers (FT)

Total title. I Expenditures: $249,40 Per-Pupil Cost: $681.20

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

. Objective 1: Cuyahoga County Youth Center
Teadher-tutors will assist students by providing information
relative to good grooming and improvement of grades and attitude
toward school.

. Outcome 1: tObjectiye 1 has been attained. Project records
indicate that at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center,
fie following services were provided.

Career Education Classes
Tutoring in NurSing Skills
for Health Centers
Clothing Instruction
Physical Education

*Duplicated Count

-29- 34

146 pupils

94 pupils
70 pupils

133 pupils

43 pupils*



Including the 103 students who participated in Title I Read-
ing Clases, the project provided service to 274 pupils (undu-
plicated count) at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center.

(See, Appendix A). Instrudtional units taught in these classes
included information regarding good-grooming and improvement
of.grades and attitude toward school.

. Objective 2: Cuhahoga County Youth Center
For students receiving at least six months' service at the Cuyahoga
County Youth Center, a gain of 2"NCE units will be, observed from_
pre to post as measured by the pre /pot administration of the Compre-

hension Subtest of'the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.

Outcome 2: Objective 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 lea4ing test was 32.3 NCE units (20th percentile).
Posttreatment scorqs-'using the sail test show an increase to 37./4
NCE units (27th percentile) in the average rank of the students,
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 grade of 38 students at Harry L. Eastman School.

Table 1 3
Mean Group Gains of

Seventh, Eighth, Ninth, and Tenth Grade PartVipants

at Harry L. Eastman School Stated in Normal Curve Equivalents

(Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests,
Comprehension Subtest)

N = 38,

Grade N

Aretest
Average

Posttest
Average

Mean
Gain

NCE %ile NCE %ile NCE

7 0---- 39.0 30 40.8 33 1.8

'. 8 13 31.8 ii9 37.1 27 5.2

g 12 28.7 15 36.2 25 7.4

10 4 29.7 16 35.3 ''44 5.6

Summary 38 32.3 20 37.35 , 27 5.0

//47 -30-
3,5
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. Objective 3: Cuyahoga County Youth Center
Corrective reading classes, speech therapy, and psychological services
will be provided as needed to students with reading, speech, or
psychological problems.

3

Outcome 3: CuyahogaCounty Youth Center
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 institution
received instruction on a dai4y basis in formal corrective reading
classes. The class were taught by a Title r staff reading
specialist who used variety of materials purchased by the program.
An additional 110 st dents received informal tutoring aid in the
areas of basic 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 institution have been documented.

. Objective 4: Institutions Receiving Tutorial Services' .

Teacher-tutor personnel will be,assigned to each of the four institu-
tions delivering theifollowing amount of service:

Cleveland Christian Home--part time
Ohio Boys' Town--part time
The Jones Dome of Children's Services--part time
Mettenbaum Children's Center--as needed

. Outcome 4: Objective 4 has been attained. Project records document
'that personnel wei assigned ask specified.

. Objective 5: Institutions Receivinf Tutorial Service 7

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

. Outcome 5: Objective 5 has been attained. The project emphasizes
providing assistance tb institutionalized students in the areas of
reading and matheiatics although help is given as needed in other .

school subjects. fritle'l provides service 14 the form/of individual-
ized or small,-group tutoring sessions held in the institution after
school hours.. Service can be initiated by te4chers 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 4erved in the four listed institutions:

36
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Institution'
Number of

Students Served

' Jones Home 26

Ohio .Boys' Town 23

Cleveland Christian Home . 15

Metzenbaum Children's Center , 28

92

SUMMARY AV CONSLUSIONS

Children in Residential Schools is a Title I project designed
to provide supplementary assistance to institutionalized, neglected and
delinquent children. The program Operates in two strands serving Harry
L. Eastm chool at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center and
four resi es whose children attend on-grounds classes, assigned Cleve-
land Publi 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:

. should be continued and expanded to other institutions.

. Objective 2 at Cuyahogq County Youth Center should be modified
to read,as follows: For students receiving the equivalent of at
least one semester's service at the Cuyahoga Youth Center, a gain
of 2 NCE units will beobserved from pre-to-post intervention as .

measured by pre/post administration of the Comprehension Subtest
of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (Brown Level).

. Documentation of Titje I services to student participants should
be submitted to the lorojecemanager and project evaluator on a
monthly basis in order to provide continuity to the evaluational
process.

3
-32-
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APPENDIX A

CHILDREN IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

Number of Students Served by Grade and,Institution
JJuly, 1980)

GRADE

INkTITUTION
rN K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

TOTAL
7: ,

Cleveland
Christian Home 2 3 5 1 . 1 '15

Metzenbaum
Children's
Center,

-

8

-

11 9 28

.

Ohio Boys'

Town

4

1 3 7
,

9 3

,

23

The Jones Rome ,

. 26

k.
Youth Ilevelopment.

Center -
4 8 39 61 70 68 21 3

f
,

274

TOTAL S 6 6 10

I

11 12 51 82 79 77 24 3 366

-33-
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APPENDIX B

.5

Summary of Reading Data

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

1

..-

.

Grade

Level

Test

Code

.

Number of

Scores

?Lofted

Total Net

NCE Gain

Points

Reported

Average

NCE Gain

Col. D

+
Col. C

'

. --.

Average

Pretest

NCE

)

Average

Posttest

NCE

Participants

Nunber;of '

Who Gained

+7 NCE or

More

'Mother of

Participants

in Col. C

Pros

Private ,

Schools: ".

A 3 C D 3 F G H I
,

Pre-K
....._

K .

1
4,

.
.

4

5
0

f

6 '

.... 7 9 16.2 1.8

.

39.0 40.8 3 0

8 13 68.2 5.2 31.8 37.1 5 0

9 12 89.1 7..4 28.7 36.2 7 0

10 4 22.1 5.5 29.7 35.3 2 0

11,

.

12
.

TOTAL
38 195.6

,

.

' 17 0
,°_.__.. ----T"--""

5.147
AVERAGE NCE GAIN FOR THE PROJECT

(Total Col. D+ Total Col. C) ,
NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS OMITTED FROM GROWTH DATA

25.1 sassing pretest or posttest 62

'25.2 pretest and posttest not comparable

25.3 tested at inappropriate dates

25.4 insufficient tine -in project

25.5 other: Explain

TOTAL NUMBER OF PARTIC TS OMITTED
62

39
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CLEVELAND FUNDAMENTAL SCHOOL BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT

1979-80 Title I Evaluation
I;

PURPOSE AND'OVERVIEW

-The purpose of the project is to provide specialized small- 4

up instruction foe pupils experiencing difficulty in mathematics or

ading. Pupils eligible for this service receive remedial assistance

from the project staff within the confines of a special resource center

designed for this intensive instruction. .Each day, the students leave

their regular classroobs and participate in carefully planned activi -

ties, individua,1 or small-group, for forty minutes.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Number of Pupils Served: 150 Grades Served:y. 1 --6

Number-a&Schoots: 1 Public Years in Operation: 1

Staffing: 1 Project Manager, PT
2 Reading Consultant Teachers, FT
1 Math Consultant Teacher, FT
1 Teacher As,sisiant, FT

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

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Objective 1: The reading skills of participati g pupils in grades two
4hrough six will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least fou
NCE units on standardized reading tests administered prior to and fol-zir

lowing prbject participation.

Outcome: Objective 1 was attained. The Comprehensive-Test of Basic

Skills (CTBS) Reading Comprehension sub-test was administered to all

4 participating pupils in grades two through six 'on a pre-postbasis

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

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

was 8.914br grades two through six. The objective criterion was met

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

sented in the following table.

-37-
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Grade
n

pupils

15

20

12

27

10

NCH UNIT ,GAIN

Reading Comprehension

Level and Form
. of Test

Pre
Test
Date

Post
Test
Date

Treatment`
Time
(weeks)

Level C, Form S 2%80 6/80 18

Level. 1, Form S 2/80 5/80 15

Level 2, Form S 2/80' 5/80 14
Level 2, Form T' 2/80 5/80 13

.Level 2, Form S 2/80 5/80 13 .

d.

84,

Total/
Average

Averageyte/Post NCE
Difference.

23.85."

0.97
7.69

8.69
+ 4.45

+ 8.91

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
of the same age.

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Comprehension

Grade Pre Test

2

3

4

5

6

18

19

16

22

27

Post Test

51-
20 4*
23

36
34

It may be concluded, from the percentile data, that.the tudents

served by this project in reading started at very low percen it ankings
and experienced some growth after treatment. .The growth is most noteworthy
for grade 2 pupils.

.....-,,

*Or

Objective 2: The.mathematics skills of participating pupils in grades
two "through six will improve-as eviden;ed by an increase of at least

four NCE units on standardized mathmatics tests.

Outcome: Objective 2, was'attained. All par ticipating pupils in
grades two through sic completed all math subtests of the CTBS
on a pre-post basis in February and June, 1980. The increasein

NCE units on the tests averaged 16.18 for grades two through
These data'are show in the following table.

-38- 42
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NCE UNIT GAIN
Mathematics TotalScore

rade

n
-pupils

Level and Form
of Test

Pre
Test
Date

Post
Test
Date

Treatment
Time
(weeks)

Average Pre/Post NCE
Difference

2

3

6,

10,,

Level C, Form S
Level 1, FormS

2/80

10/79
6/80
4/80

18

11

+ 6.25
+ 7.96

4 12 Level 2, Form S 2/80 5/80 15 + 23.45

12 &eve' 2, Form T 2/80 6/80 16 + 21.77

_6 8 /Level 2, Form S 2/80 3/80 7 + X4.59

To-tal/ 48
+ 16.18.

Average,.

Pupil standing in Math is presented, in the following table,. by

the use of percentile ranks.

Li

PERCENTILE RANK
Mathematics

Post Test I,Grade Pre Test

2

4

5

6

9

17

9

8

13

.

15.

28

42
37
33

Pupils pretested, before treatment, ranked very low in terms of
perceRtiles7--All grades experienced growth in percentile ranks following
treatment, especially grades four and five.

. 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

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 oservicepollivel of communication between class-

room teacher and consultant teacher regarding pupils served, and

value or pra icality of inservice sessions provided by Title I

staff. Sixieih of ;the twenty teachers or 80% completed. the survey.



1

thethe teachersreturning surveys, 100% provided positive ratings

(i.e., an average rating of 3 or above). The following table

shows that on a scale from 1-5, (five representing the most posi-

tive response) the Title I teachers were viewed as, providing very

usefUl services.

4

Classroom Teacher Reaction
to Project Service

Average Rat ing of

n Service

Grade Level teachers Reading Math

Primary
Upper

8

8

4.6

4.6
4.6
4.4

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Additional information related to project operations is summarized
below!The4nformation was derived from examination of project records and
observation -of project operations.

.

Dipils recommended by the regular classroom teacher for participa- ,

ion,in the project had to meet the following selection criteria:
rformance at or below the 33rd percentile on the reading compre-

. - h sion and/or any raath subtest of the following tests: the Metro-

: po tan Readiness Test (grade one), Stanford-Diagnostic Reading or

Mat Tests (grades"two and three), or the CTBS from the previous
year (grades four- s'ix).
4

. It was found during the screening process, that approximately 250
pupilt (45%) f the 550-enrolled at the school qualified for Title
I services, that is, they scored at or below -the 33rd percentile__
eon the standaidized tests. The resulti of the screening, process re-

sulted in service to pupil (n=151) scoring at'or below the 20th
rcentile, because there were not enough staf' to serve all eligible

pu

. Each Consultant Teacher, erviCed approximately fifty pupils each day

(range = 41-55). During each of the seven forty-minute periods per
day, an average of seven pupils were served (range = 3-9). The sites

for instruction were in the Title I Resource Rdbm apart /tom the

pupils' regular classroom. 4.

. The Title'I Staff p lanned and implemented 411 hours of inservice (the

propoial called for 4 hours) for the classroOm teachers. Subject

matter supervisors assisted with the sessions, Which included explana-
.

-40-
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tion of the new Metric Center and various general orientation ses-

sions. Also, voluntary reading workshops were held on six separate
one-half hour morning sessions.

-,:SUMMARVAND CONCLUSIONS

In its first year of operation, the Cleveland Fundamental
School Basic Skills Reinforcement Project has provided a service that
addresses the remedial needs f students and is perceived as valuable

the classroom teach,rs of these students. The project has achieved

all three of its proposed ob ectives. Test data reveal that the pupils

served by this project(gaine an average of 8.91 (Reading) and 1618
(Math) NCE 4nits, exce' ding the proposed gain of 4 NCE's. The class-

room teachers rated thi p ogram highly, assigning waverage.rating of
4.6, on a scale,of S.

It is recommended that consideration be given to increasing the
professional staff of the project, i.e., hiring an additional

Consultant Teacher. As noted before, there are many'other stu-

.
dents at the Fundamental Education Center who could benefit from

these special services.

-41-' 4 5



APPENDIX A

TEACHER REACTION SHEET

BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT
TITLE

FUNDAMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER

Directions: Please give your impressions of the usefulness
fro& your contact

Victory - grades 1-3,
Circle the number along

your feelings concerning
most positive response,

t..

1
of service, information,

with the Title I project
Ms. Stephens - grades 4-6;
each continuum which most
each item. Note that a

while a el" represents the

and inservice resulting
staff (Reading: Mrs..

Math: Mrs. West).
closely represents
"5" represents the
most negative response.

Grade.'

SERVICE TO STUDENTS *..
i,,,..,

4111

PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT WAS Reading S 41. 3 PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT WAS NOT

CLEAR Math 5 4 3 CLEAR

METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT WAS Readtpg 5 4 3' 2 1 METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT WAS:,
CLEAR Math 5 4 3 2 1 NOT CLEAR

SERVICE BENEFICIAL Reading 5 4 3 2 1 SERVICE NOT BENEFICIAL

INFORMATION SHARED WITH YOU RE: STUDENTS

,NUMBER OF CONTACTS WAS ADE- Reading, 5 4 3 2 1 NUMBER OF CONTACTS WAS INADE-

QUATE Math 5 4 3 2 1 QUATE

4.1

INFORMATION SHARED WAS VALU- Reading 5 4 3 2 1 INFORMATION SHARED WAS NOT

ABLE ,Math 5 4'_3 2. 1 VALUABLE

WAS ABLE TO ACT ON INFORMATION Reading '5 4 3 2 1 WAS-NOT ABLE TO ACT ON INFORMA-

SHARED Math 5 4 3 2 1 TION SHARED

./'
GROUP INSERVICE SESSIONS

SESSIONS WERE WORTHWHILE Reading 5 4 3 2 1 SESSIONS NOT WORTHWHILE

Math 5 4 3 2 1

NEW KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED AT Reading S._ 4 3 2 1 NO NEW KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED

SESSIONS Math 5e4, 3 2 1 SESSIONS
4

TIME ALLOTED FOR SESSIONS WAS Reading ,S 4 3 2 1 TIME ALLOTED FOR SESSIONS WAS

SUFFICIENT Math 5 4 3 2 1 INSUFFICIENT

INFORMATION SHARED WAS PRACTI- Reading 5 4 3 2 1 INFORMATION SHARED WAS IMPRAC-*

CAL Math 5 4 3 2 1 TICAL

S.

Comments:

-42-
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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

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 availablAto classroom teachers. Also emphasis is placed on

parental involvement in support of pupils reading efforts.

DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC

1979-80 Evaluation,

,;

SERVICE SUMMARY

Number of Pupils Saved: 1,255

-Number of Schools: -59 public

3 non-public
62 total

4

See Attachment B

Staffing: 25 Teachers; FT
3 Psychologists, FT

1.. 2 CoordinatOrs, FT
1 Nurse, FT
8 Teacher-Aides,
2' Secretaries,- FT

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,048,321

-45-

Grades Served: 4,*5, 6, 7

Years in Operation: 16

(14.5 yrs. - Tale I; 1.5 yrs. - 0E0)

8 Drivers, FT
4 Psychologists, PT
1 Speech Therapist
1 Supervigor

Per Pupil Cost: $835

48
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMESo

). 'Objective 1: Pupil participants will evidence a post treatment mean
score (on a standardized reading test) that is at least two NCE units

V higher than the 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 appropriate 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.

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

three pupils receiving full: service will evidence observable independent

performance with classroom residing Materials at least half of the time.

Outcome 2: The objective was atained. A teacher questionnaire was
submitted tthe teacher of a participating student in each of the
64 project schools. The purpose oftthe questions Was to evaluate
to what extent students had Mastered reading materialfor 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 followIng results. Teachers believed that 87% of the
students could'heardle the usual reading material used in his giade.
(See attachment A for results)

. .

2

Objective 3: Pupils will receive th-e 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 ate 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 minimum of two years. All project students are alsol given

a speech and hearing test and a-comprehensive visual praluation.

The results of tke afore mentioned examinations are ihcluded in

each student's case record and serve to form a vital part.of the

'students individual treatment pattern. A sampl0 of these records

has been examined by the project evaluator.

.
Ob'ectiVe 4 :. Parents of at least 50 percent of.participating pupils wil l

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 involved in

both/thelnplementation and continual, sharing of information in the ti

project. During the 1979-80 school year the Diagnostic Reading

clinic notified parents of the date their child was to be diagnqsed,

and invited them to attend the se's on. If parents were unavailable

to attend the seiion, a second meeting was arranged to accommodate

the parents.

go. -46-
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The following statements wre representative of responses to parent question-

My child would like tio),ontinue,gin the project even after

die' is scheduled to le

. Mk child has -3,11 improved attitude toward school..

. My child is esger now to read aloud in class she had always

been nervous.

. Has increased self confidence.

. Objective 5: At leist SO percent pf the classroom teacof pupils

served by the project will receive consultative.serviceszfrom the Clinic

staff.

. Outcome S: The objective was attained Questions number one and

two of the teacher questionnaire illugtrate that 62% of the teachers...,

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

schools. Thirty seven teackers responded to the questionnaire.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

As can be seen 1b'y the replies to the questionnaire inquiries, teachers

report positive patterns.regarding both reading interest and comprehension.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS .

The Diagnostic Reading Clinic proved to be a valuable program, which

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 pursued 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.

16.

r

e
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APPENDIX A
.

Composite

I

4,

DIAGNOSTIC CLINIC

Teacher Opinionnarie

DRC 19(0/--)

has been receiving services of

the Diagnostic Reading Clinic. We are interested in securing

from you, his classroom teacher,*Tarobservations about his

present readingperformance. Please return this completed

form in the enclosed envelope to DIVISION OF RESEARCH, DEVELOP-
,

MEgT AND EVALUATION no later than July 31, 1980. Thank you

for your help.

1. Were you invited yo visit the clinic? 100% Yes 0 No

r2. Did you visiy'the clinic this year?

3. When was. child assigned to receive help from the clinic?

Since: 63% Oct./Nov. 28% Dec./Jan. 19% Feb./Mar. April/May

Other:

62% Yes 38 No

4.',What is greatest reading problem for this child?

68% stated comprehension

S. Child's final mark in reading for this year will be
I

6. Child's days of absence for thiskear as of the date of this report

7. Child's latest P.L.R. !

(Test

-48-
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

. 8. Child's latest Comprehensive Test of Basic
'Skills Reading score/ Iowa Test of Basic skills.

Circle Test: Level 1, 2,13

9. Child's Readiness Test score qr grade

equivale

Please check test: Metro itan

V cab.4 Com re.

Score
OR

G.E.

10. In your opinion, Tan th' child handle usual reading material used
in his grade?

44% Always

43 MOst of the time

6% Sometimes

7% Rarely

Not at a21

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

Not Very Doesn't

At All Some Much Apply

'a.

, ..
Pupil participation in group work 221__ 38% 40%

b. Pupil written reading assignments -39t, 'NV- -TN-
c. Pupil confidence in his reading attack 71% 10% 19%

d. Pupil's general attitude toward school 63% 20% 17%

12. What use does child make of free reading opportunities?

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

4
reading time with increased enthusiasm. '

\
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APPENDIX B

.

TITLE I<SCHOOLS SERVED

1979-80

PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Diaknostic Reading

Elementary

1. Al Fred A. Btnesch 22. George W. Carver 43. Miles
2. A.J. Rickoff- 23. Giddings 44. Miles Park
3. Anthony Wayne 24. Gilbert 45. Miles Standish.
4. Anton Grdina 25. Harvey Rice 46. Mt. Auburn
S. Boulevard H.W. Longfellow . 47. Mt.-Pleasant
6. Captain Roth 27. Hazeldell 48. Oliver H. Perry
7. Case 28. Flicks 49, Orchard
8. Charles Dickens 29. liodge 50. Paul L. Dunbar
'9. Charles H. Lake 30. CD. Rockefeller 51. Paul Revere '
10. Charles Orr 31. John W. Raper 2. Rob t Fulton
11. Charles.W. Chestnutt 32. Joseph Landis 53. Sacke
12. Chesterfield 33. Kenneth Clement 54. ScrantO *
13. Corlett 34. Kentucky 55. Sowinski,
14. Daniel E. Morgan: 35. Wayette 4 56. -Stephen g6we
15. Dike 36. Marion Seltzer 57. Trermopt

16. Doan 37. Longwood 58. Union

17. East Clark 38. Louis Pasteur 59 Wade Park
18. East Madison 39. Margaret A. Ireland 60. Walton
19. Forest Hill Parkway 40. Marion-Sterling 61. Watterson-Lake
20. Garfie14,, 41, Mary B. Martin 62. Waverly
21. Woodland Hills 42. Mary M. Bethune 63. Buckeye-Woodland

64. Bolton

NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1. Mt. Pleasant Catholic
2. St. Timothy
3.- St. Thomas
4. St. Vitus
S. St. Michael

A

1
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ENG ISH7AS.*-A-SECOND LANGUAGE PROJECT

t, PURPOSE' AND, OVERVIEW
h

11,1s prO ject is designed to help second-language learners

. acquire an adeoplate level of proficiigncy in understanding, speaking

and reading the tnglish langpage. PP Ails served by, this project are

provided, in a special classroom Apart from their regular classrooms,
Swith extra Classes'-in speaking and reading English, and acculliration

,activities. These special sessions, which average approximately fotty-
five minutes 'daily, are followed up with additional individual and
small-group'remediation provided by teacher assistants. A full-time

social worker coordinates parent and community involvement in the 'to-
giam.

1979-80 Title I Evaluation -

ow,

1.

C

at

SERVICE SUMMARY

NUmberof,

-Number of

Staffing:

Served: 664'

Schopls:

1 Project Manager, ST
18 Teachers, FT
15 Assistants, FT

Clerk, FT
1 Social Worker, FT

*Community Aide,FT

AN'

Grades Served: Pre 001-6

'-

Years in Operation:. 13

Total Title I Expenditures: $514,021'

OBJECTI1JES AND OUTCOME,

Process Objectives

4

Per Pupil Cost: $7

/

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.

. Outcome: Objective 1 was achieved: Sixteen schools and a -

total of 664 students, participated in the 197980 ESL pro-

gram. These schools 46re selected because of their high'
concentration of non-English speaking children. Fifteen of

18 ESL classes had one teacher assistant assigned to assist
the teacher with classroom instruction. These assistants

.53-
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were assigned to those schools. "having the highest concestra-

Lion of, non-ftglish speaking children. Students in the4ro-
ject were representative of apptoximately 12 different langu-
age groups.

Objective'2: Pupils will be grouped accordinto needs in oval
'.English and reading skills.

Outcome: Objective 2 was achieved. All students were screened_
prior to

.

assignment. This screening involved the use of sep-
arate.inStruments for readiffg and speaking: On all instru-
ments, students had to score at the 33rd percentile or below
before*ceptarminto.the program. Streening instruments
for spiaking.-Alrreading classes, by grade level, are listed
in Appendix A, Table 1. ple 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
enrolled tin bothspeaXing and reading classes. The schools and
'number of students served can be found in Table 2 of Appendix A.

,

il6r--e
.

. Objective 3: Curriculum program will b 4 fully structuredructured to

include language structures and vocabu ary that are readily,avail-
Are within the daily experi6ces of children and geared to the
proficiency levels of participants.

Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. Curriculum guidelines
were developed by therproject for the speaking and-reading
classes. The guidelines are baied on locally developed and
commercially available curriculum materials for children in

child development through grade six classes. Children served

by the project progress to higherlevels of proficiency as
measured by criterion-referenced tests.

fet

. Objective 4: Parent involvement and participation in the Learning
experience of the children will be actively enlisted by project

staff.
1

Outcome:. dbjEctive 4 was achieved. The Social_Worker-assigned
to the project completed 2,091 home visits, initiated 126 tom,-
munity contacts, held 108.conferences.writh principals, art.-

ak cipated in '25 parent education meetings,two ESL Parent d sory

711111 Committee meetings and seven city-wide Parent Advisory Committee 0

meetings, In addition, ESL teachers were available to parents

on an individual, as-needed basis.

* Project agement cites Else Hamayan, Bilingual Education
Service ter (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/hecan'read English.

Hence, the ESL Program has as its treatment focus the develop-

, ment and upgrading of listening and speaking language skills.

-54-
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Product Objectives

Objective 1.: Participants in reading classes will show improve-

ment in the level of reading vocabulary (+7 or more-4EITunits) on
the mean pre-post scores obtained on the, reading vocabulary sub-.
test of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (grades one-six).

. Outcome: Objective 1 was achieved at three out of six grade

levels. All tests were administered on a pre-post basis, with
the pre-tests being administered in. Novembr, 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 Appendix B.

These data indicate that *ft grades 1 and 5, the average NCE

gain was negative (-10.31 and -3.40 respectively). For grade

4, although the gain was positive (6.00 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
respectively) the stated criterion. (Small sample sizes at

grades 4, 5-and 6 make the, representativeness 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 percentile ranks, based on national

norms and relative to students.of the same age.

GrajOC.

1

2---"--.
.3

4

. 5

6

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Vocabulary

Pre test

43.5
16.3

11.3

39.7

10.0

7.0

Post test

33.8
28.8
18.5

51.0

7.5

13.0

Again, the greatest impact appears at grades 1% 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

percentiae_by the same distance measured in. terms of normal curve

standard deviation units ( .3267). The resulting scale includes

exactly 98% of the population which lies between the 1st and the

99th percentile.

-55-
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. Objective 2: Participants in reading classes will. show improve-
ment in the level of reading comprehension (+7 or more Na. units) .

on the mean pre-postt,scores obtained on the reading comptehension
subtest of the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills (grades one-six).

4.
Outcome':" Objective 2 wa chieved at twp put of six grade
levels. All-tests_were administered on a pre-post basis,
with the pre-tests administered in November, 1979 and the
post-test administered'in 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 Appendix B.

These data indicate that for grade five, the average NCE gain
was negative"(-4.00). For grades one, _three, and six, although
the gainwaspositive (+4.92, +5.42 and +1.33 respectively) it
was below the stated criterion of +7 or more NCE units. For

both grades two 'and four,.,the NCE gain was above (+11.51 and.
+10.75 units respectively) the stated criterion. (Smallample
sizes at grade 4, 5 and 6 make the representativeness-of the re--
sults at these gradp levels open to question.) imp,

Pupil standing in Reading Comprehension is presented in the follow-
ing table by the use of percentile ranks.

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Comprehension

Grade Pre tests Post test

1.

2

3

4

5

6

24.7 --32.6

16.8 33.4

12.4 17.1

33.1 59.9

27.5 21.6
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, ,zhat grades 1, 3, and .6 showed little movement pre-post
and that grade 5 post test scores and percentile rank declined.
(A pre-post difference near the iniddle pf the percentile scale
represents a much smaller difference in test performance tan
the same pre-post difference at the lowlie high ends of the per-

centile scale.)- It will be noted that post test percentiles are
still relatively low on the percentile scale.

!drObjective 3: Participants in speaking classes at the pre-school

and kindergarten levels will show significant improvement (?1; .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).

-56-
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tco.-: Objective 34./as achieved. The Test for Auditor?
CoVension of-Language (TACL) was administered to Child
D- qment and Kindergarten, students in ES; speaking classes

pre-post basis in November, 1979 and in May, 1980. Using
test, there were statistically significant gains between

pre and post test scores for.both,grade levels for all three
af.the subtests (Vocabulary, Morphology; Syntax). 'These gains
far exceeded the objective criterion. Table 2 in Appendix B
presents the results of this testing.

Objective 4: Participants in spea ing classes in grades wig
through-six will show significant improvement (p. 4 .05) in
listening comprehension and oral production skills on the mean
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 adninistered both the

.listening comprehension and the oral productioi subtests of
the Language Assessment Scale (LA$) 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 inarable 3 of Appendix B.
These results indicate that for both the comprehension and
oral production subtests of the LAS-, the pre-post gains were
significant at the .001 level at all six grade levels.

0

ADOITIONAL FINDINGS

As a part of the project activities, students from 16 ESL schools
participated in 27field trips. A list of field trips taken can be found
in Appendix-C.

Every attempt was made to coordinate the ESL reading evaluation
with the city-wide testing program and the bilingual program, thereby eli-
minating dual testing of some students. This cooperation proved effective
in the majority of schools, but there were some coordination problems in .

.specific schools.

5 9-57-



SUMMARY Alt,CONCLUSIONS:

The 1979-80 English-As-A-Second Language Projedt was successfully',
implemented according to guidelines contained in the process objectives.
The project achieved two of its product objectives at all grade levels.
The other two product objectives were achieved at some grade levels.* The
following are recommendations for the ,1980-81 year:

Parent activities have proven their merit and should be continued.

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

yrdjett administration thould'identify the reasons why reading-gains -
in both vocabulary and comprehension are belowthe 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.

V

CY

*It should be noted that the sample sizes used in computing the
NCE gains in Readiug for grades 4-6 were quite'small. Consequently,
the reliesentativeness of the results is open to question.

Er
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APPENDIX A

TABLE 1

SCREENING TESTS

READING CLASSES

SCreening Test ,.Grade. Screening, Test

For.students previously in
Cleveland System:
Metropolitan Readiness Test,
Kindergarten administration
(Spring, 1980)

For students dew to Cleveland
System:

ESL teacher administered
Metropolitan Readiness Test,

_All, 1980
jr: 4,

For students previously in
Cleveland System:
CTBS, Level B, Form S first
grade (Spring, 1980) adminis-
tration, appropriate score
one one of the following sub-
tests: Word Recognition I;
Comprehension; Word Recogni-
tion II

For.students new to Cleveland
System:,

ESL teacher administered
California Achievement Test,
Level II, ForwA Reading
Comprehension or Reading
Vocabulary subtests

1

2

For students previously'in
Cleveland System:

CTBS, Level,C, Form S, 2nd
grade adirdatration (Spring.,

. 1980) Reading Vocabulary or
Re4ding Comprehension:
Passages subtbst

61

Grade

3

For students new to Cleveland
System:'

ESL teacher administered
``California Xciiievenient Tegt,

Level. II, Form A Reading

Comprehension or Reading
Vocabulary subtests (Fall,
1980)

Stanford Diagnostic Rtading
Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtests, Green Level, Fall
1980. Administration through
city-wide testing

or 0

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

4
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

TABLE I

SCREENING TEST

.READING CLASSES
1

Screening Test Grade Screening Test

Stanford Diagnostic Reading'
Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtest, Brown Leve1,1Fall,
1980. Administration through
city-wide testing

or
CTBS,-Level II, Form S, 4th
grade administration (Spring,
1980) Reading Vocabulary or
Reading Comprehspsion subtest

Stanford Diagriktic Reading

Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtest, Brown level, Fall,
1980. Administration through
city-wide testing program

or

,ESL teacher administered
California Achievftent Test,
Level-Z, Form A, Reading
Vocabulary or Reading Compre-
hension, Fall 1980

62,

Grade
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd).

TABLE I

'SdgE4ING TESTS

SPEAKING CLASSES

Screening Test Grade

Screening Test for Auditory , CD

Comprehension of Language
(STACL) Fall, 1980 Adminis,. K

,tration

SPLIT TEST (Schutt: 1

University of Arizona)
Verbal Fluency-English 2

tibtest, Fall, 1980-Adminis-
tration

Fall, 1980 Administration of
Language Asses4ment Battery
English Level II, Grades 3-6

4
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APPENDIX A '

Table. 2

Schools and Students Served

1979.-80.

Schools Served
I

Public Non-Public

Buhrer
Case
East Madison
Kentucky
Orchard
Paul. Dunbar

Sadkett
Scranton
Tremont
Walton
Watterson-Lake
WaVerly

1

Immaculate Conception
St. Francis .

St. Michael
St. Vitus

ti

Count of Pupils by Grade Level

Grade

No. of
Students

Child Development 45

Kindergarten
Grade 1 41 116

Grade 2 81

Grade 3 76

Grade 4 52

Grade S
Grade 6 /

59

43

Grade 7 5

Grade 8 5
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 1

Vocabulary and 'Comprehensibn SubtAt'a

Mean NCE Gains by Grade

Grade N

Vocabulary ComprehensTon

NCE NCE

Pre test X Post test X Gain Pre test X Post test X X Gain

13 46.62 41.24 -5.38 35.62 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 44.50 50.50 +6.00 40.75 51.50 10.75

5 5 23.00 19.60 -3.40 37.40 -33.40 - 4.00

19.00 26.33 30.00 31.33 1.33

.

53

Total +3.59 6.36

NCE Gain

O
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APPENDIX B. (contld)

TABLE 2

Summary of Pre-Post T esting

TACL, Child Development and Kindergarten

Child'Develppment Vocabulary Morphology

.16

SYntax

N
Pre Teft X_
4Post Test X
S.D. Pre
S.D. Post

t

pre=post gain
S.D. pre-post gain

Kindergarten

Pre Test X_
Post Test X

S.D. Pre
S.D. Post

R pre-post gain
S.D. pre-post gain

26 .

13.23
32.23
10.37
3.42
8.430*
19.00
11.49

*p< .001

93

23.54
33.69
9.69

3.93
9.786*
10.15

.10.05
*pc-: .001 '

. 26

13.58
32.08

10.52

*4.93

7.869*
18.50

. 11.99

93
20.78

,34.16'

9.02
5.96

14.044*
13.38

9.19

26

2.73

6.69
2.22

1.76

7.055*
3.96
2.86

93

4.53
7.22 .

2.41

1.71

10.434*
2.69
2.48

1
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TABLE 3

Summary of Pre -Post Testing

Language Assessment Scale, Grades 1-6

Graeae
\

1 2 3 4 5 6

Subtest

-

Comp.

Oral

Prod. Comp.

Oral
Prod. Comp.

Oral

Prod. Comp.

Oral
Prod. Comp.

Oral

Prod. Comp.

Oral

Prod.'-

Pr Test R
Pot Test R
S.D. Pre
S.D. Post

,

t

X Pre-Post

S.D. Pre-

-_31,---k:

/

ain

ain

'

3.9

6.58
1 2.35

1.91

10.116*
2.64

2:09
'I-- WIP

63

1.22
2.43

'0.960.

0.89
,

11.874*

1.21

, )111

0.81

e
29

4.76
7.10
2.20

1.72

10'298* 8*

2.34

2.00
-

29

1.55.
2.69
1.06
0.89

5.975*

1.14 .-----1111/4.-

1.03

29
4

17,
.83

1.91

8.912*

1.77

.

,,

29

1.24

2.72

1.09

0.96,//

9.168*

'1.48

0.87

A

28

4.21

7.29

'3.12
2.05

6.297*
3.07

2.58 _

28

1.61

3.07
1.40

1.15

7.481*

1.46

1.04
.

340.

4.56 .

' 7.65

2.85

1.63

7.738*
3.f9

2.33

34

1.74

?.88
1.46
1.0

5.315*
1.15

1.26

36

4.81

8.42

3.09
1.55

, -

,6.050*
3762

3.05

26

1.50

2.73

1.14

1.00

7.272*
1.23

0.86

.

* p<-001,

0,

4
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Zoo

Aquarium

*

APPENDIX C

ESL Field Trips
1979-80

Western Reserve Historical
Society Museum

Natural History Museum

NASA

Police Department

Police Stables

Justj.ce Center

FBI Office

Hale Farm

Greenhouse

City Tour

Trailside Museum

A

a

"Aa

4
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MATHEMATICS SKILLS IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

'1/4"10/

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 student's to develop appropriate and necessary skills

which would allow the achievement of adequate progress in and completion of
the prescribed school program. This remedial instruction is conducted opt-
Ode of the regular classroom by trained Math Speciali§ts,. and is in addition
to regular math instruction. Integral. aspects of oihe program include the

following.

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

. The instruction and /7-elifercement of pdrental mathematics

instruction at home.

. Demonstrations in the mathematics laboratory for classroom

-teachers.

. The publication and distribution of -a newsletter to all
affiliated with the project.

SERVICE SUMMARY` 1
rs'...

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

*Non-public schools

Number of Schools Served: 51 public
9 non-publioJe Years in Operation: 121/2

(List in Appendix A) 60 total

Staffing: 54 F.T. Teachers
1 F.T. Secretary
1 F.T. Sypervisor .

56 Total,F.T. Personnel '

T061 Title I Expenditures: $1,301,988 Per Pupil Cost: $534,

-71-
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OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES

Process Obiective 1: Each full time consultant will provide an
Iverage 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

41 eptable. t 4.1101,

Outcome 1: Process Objective 1 was achieved. An average daily
enrollment of 50.39 mathematics underachievers were served by
each consultant teacher this year This compares with an
average enrollment of 47.7 students served the previous yeark
Of the 54 consultants participating in the project, all provided
the opportunity for the appropriate number of students 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 mathemitics 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 Objective 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.

Process Objective 3: MSIP consultants will provide for each reme-
dial mathematics student one 40 minute period of small group in-
struction for at least 90% of the days that school is in session

each semester.

. Outcome 3: Process Objective 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 fj.rst and second semesters. The acceptable 90%
minimum for the first semester number of days was 87.3 instruct7.,'

,ional days. Not one of the 51 schools achieved this minimum pe-

1(
quireant. The acceptable 90% minimum number of nstructional
days for the second semester was 81 instructiona days. Ninety

two percent of the 51 schools met this requirement.

Process Objective 4: When surveyed 75% of the parents/6f MSIP

students will be able to acknowledge being contacted,by the Mathe-
mtics Skills Improyement Project. /

. Outcome 4: Process Objective 4 was achieved.- The following
information was obtained through the distribution in May of 1980

of questionnaires to parents. Questionnaires were\given to 600

parents with 517 being returned. '0 e hundred percent of the

parents reported that they did hav knowledge of the MSIP project.

Ninety one percent stated that y had received information
concerning the project, and 51% reported that they had visited

their child's classroom. (Sce Appendix C for parent survey results.)

poi
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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
score which has been estimated by. regression analysis of Spring,

1979 and Spring, 1980. CTBS 'Mathematics Test-scores. Analysis will
be by grade levels thee, four, five, six, seven, and eight.

Outcome: Regression Analysis For 1979-80. The regression analy-

sis was performed` using the-total,mathemltics scores obtained
from the Spring, 1979 .and Spring, r980 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 classroom with the comparison group.

The obse ed post test mean is what was actually observed for
this group following inclusion and participation in the project.
The differ nce between these two means indicates the gain made
byithe sery oup beyond what they could have achieved with-
dut.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 pendix E. A summary

of the results by grade level is as flows:

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 pot 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 iklustrates that the p#duct Ajective for this grade

has not been achieved. A summary of ihe regression analysis for'

grade 3 appears in Appendix F.

Grade 4 Outcome
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, since a positive difference of 5 NCE units bet-

ween the predictecOsqore 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.

Grade S Outcome
Test results wire- analyzed for 403 stlidelft from grade S. Regression

analysis yielded a predicted post score mean of 25.36 NCE units as

compared to an observed po4t.score mean of 34.04 NCE ualts%

*NCE (Normal Cprvel Equivarent) tire normalized 1 equal interval stan-

dard scores with a mean of 9O. and a standard deviation of 21.06, derived'

by dividing'Ihe distance from the mean to the 99th percentile by the

same distance.measured in terms of normal curve standard deviatidn units

(2.3267). Tire resulting scale' includes exactly.98% of the population

which .lies between the 1st and the 99th percentile.
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This gave a treatment effect of 8.68' NCE units which was statistically
significant (p. < .01). Since, the difference betwten the observe and
predicted score exceeded S 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 observes 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 ror this grade has been achieved. A Mamma-I-7 of

the regresstion analysis for grade 6 appears in Apendix I.

Although the product objective states the unit of measurement to be the N.C.E.,
the following table will show pupil standing byy6ercentile ranks baseeon
National Norms.

ti

PERCENTILE RANKS

OF TOTAL MATHEMATICS SCORES

Grade

i

Pre Test Post-Test

CTBS Level 1
Form S 12.7 27.7

CTBS Level 2
Form S 4 15.9 25.8

CTBS Level 2
Fort T 5 12.1 22.4

CTBS Level 2
Form S 6

44.1 27.5

As illustrated by the chart shown above, the scores of most children

improved following their participation in the Math Skills projeCi

of 1979-80. However, performance levels remained in the lower third
of students nationally:



4

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

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

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As the regression analysis has illustrated the product objective was
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.

110
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APPENDIX A

1979-80 MSIP SCHOOLS SERVED
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1. Alfred A. Benesch 27. John W. Raper

2. Anton Grdina 28. Joseph F. Landis

3. Anthony Wayne 29: Lafayette

4. Bolton 30. Longmead

S. Boulevard 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

re

36. Mary M. Bethune

11. Charles Orr (a.m.) 37. Miles Standish

12. Chesterfield 38. Mount Pleasant

13. Daniel E. Morgan 39. orchard !

14. Dike 40. Paul Dunbar

15. Doan 41. Paul Revere

14. East Clark 42. Robert Fulton

17. East Madison 43. Scranton

18. George W. Carver 44. Sowinski

19. Giddings (p.m.) 45. Stephen E. Howe

20. Gordon (p.m.) 46. Tremont

21.,..Harvey Rice 47, Wade Park

22. Hazeldell 48. Walton (a.m.)

25. Henry,W. Longfellow 49. Watterson-Lake

7,/24. Hodge
4-

IGO. Waverly

25. Hicks (p.m.), 51. Woodland Hills

26. John D. Rockefeller
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NCN-PUBLIC SC{OOLS

APPENDIX A (Contd)

1. St. Aloysius

2. St. Catherine (a.m.)

3. Nativity B.V.M. (p.m.)

4. Mt, Pleasant Catholic

S. St. Paul"Croation (p.mf)

6. SA Benedict (a%m.)

.7. St. Thopas Aquinas (a.m.)

8. Holy Rosary 6:1.m.)

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

-77-
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APPENDIX B

'Number of First Semester Sessions

Held by the' MSIP

r

School had j 30 First 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 'Schools had 46 First Semester Days
.

.

One 4- School had 48 . First Semester Days

One 'School had 55 First Semester Days

Four Schools had 56 First Semester Days

One School had 66 First Semester Days

The 41 other Schools had 55 first semester days, during which math classes

were held.

.//- Number of Second Semester Sessions

,4-?,1 Held by the MSIP

School had 60 Second Semester Days

One School had 63 Second Semester Days

One School had 68 Second Semester Days

One School had 77 Second- Semester Days

One School had 87 Second Semester. Days

Two Schools had 89 Secohd Semester Days

One School had 92 Second Semester Days

The 43 other schools bad 88 second semester days, during which math classes

were held.
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Dear Parent:

APPENDIX.0

RESPONSE SUMMARY:

PARENT SURVEY

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

ematics Skills Improvement Project

1979-$0

We are pleased that your child was part of a group wtio 1'ere

given special instruction in Mathematics. We now wish to know how you

feel about this special help. Please*help us by circling your answers

to the questions below.

ITEM PER CENT RESPONDING

1. Did you know that your child was YES

receiving special instruction in

mathematics? 100%

2. Did you receive any written in- YES

formation about this special mathe-

matics instruction? 91%

NO

0%

NO

9%1

3. Did your child bring-home to show YES NO

you any arithmetic paper or other
objects from his arithmetict?'

83% 4,17%

eacher 1

militt

4. Have you visited your child's YES
i
NO

special mathematics 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?

6. Do you feel your child im- MORE SAME LESS

proved in arithmetic more
this semester than before? 82% /2% 8%

Please have your child return this questionnaire to his

special mate teacher on the next school day.

Thank you v9ry much.

May, 1980

-79-6
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APPENDIX D

'Prey and Posttestb CTBS Mathematics (NCE) Scores and

Correlations for the Served and. Comparison Groups in

Grades 3-; 4, 5, and 6

1979-1980

Served 'Group (NCE 42) Comparison Group (NCE >42)

-0-

Grade N Pre X Post X Change Corr. N Pre X Post X Change "Or.

3 292 26.01 37.50 11.48 ,52 2921 x.10 66.15 11.06 .59

4 482 29.00 36.29" 7.28 .31 3401 .45 55.84 .39 .53

5 403 25.41 \34.04 8.63 .29 3386 59118 55.51 -3.67 .56

6 363 27.31 37.41 10.10 (:44 3333 56.39 55.50 - .86 .64

aFor grades-4, 5, And 6CTBS Mathematics Test April, 979, for 3;. CTBS

.Mathematics November, 1979

bCTBS Mathematics Test March ril, 1980

44... 81
-80
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APPENDIX E

°

4111r 0 *0

Results of Model C (Regression) ° Analysis,. for

GTades 3, 4, 5and.6
ti

09

-----#

Grade

Predicted
Posttest

Observed
Posttest X

Effect
of Program t

3 37,.1 37,5047. .37 :54,1

4 2.15 . 36:29* 4.14 2.35* -

*4 5 25.36 34.04 8.68 4.52*'
4

6' . 29.56 37.41 . 7.85 4.92 ..

b

a

0,0

41, < cta

.

5

'0

,
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Ak,ENDIX

Summary of Regression Analysis for Grade 5

THW SERVED
GROUP

(NCE1'42).,

Number of pupils

?

292

Mean of pretest scores 26.01

S.D. of pretesttscores 9.90

Obgerved mean of posttest scores 37.50

S.D. of .posttest, scores 14.92

Correlation of posttest with
pretest scores

.52

Slope of regression line for pTe- .79

dicting posttest from pretesArscores

<

THE COMPARISON
GROUP

(NCE > 42)

2921

55.10

8.41

66.15

14.31

111

a
J.

Estimation (Prediction) eollation Estimated Poittest score = 11.20 +
, -

. . .997 x pretest score

Staridard error !if estimate

Test-index of estimation

Significance of the estimation

Estimated mean of 'posttest score

Effect of program service

Test index of.treatment effect

Statistical significance' of

treatment effect

Comments (if any):
A

O

-82-.

F(1, 2919) = 1524.2'2

2. < .01

37.13

37.50 - 37.13 = .37

t(3210) = -54

not signifiCant.



APPENDIX G

SIgmary of Regression Analysis for Grade 4

Number of pupils -

Mean of pretest scores

S.D f.pret scores

Observed mean of posttest .scores

S.D. of posttest scores

Correlation of posttest with

pretest scores

Slope of regression line for pre -

dicting -posttet forpTetest-scsres---

THE SERVED THE COMPARISON

GROUP GROUP
(NCE < 42) (ACE > 42)

482 3401

29.00 55.45

9.29

36.29 55.84

14.42
.

14.91

.53

.49 .90

Estimation (Prediction) equation , Estimated Posttestscore = 6.17 +
.896 x pretest score

Standard error of estimate

Test index of estimation
IMP

Significance of the estimation

Estimated mean of posttest spore

Effect of program service

11.

Test index of-treatment eAfect

Statistical significance of 1.4

treatment,, ffect

Comments (if.anyl:

-83-

13.70 12.66

-F71, 336) =,1312.61

< .01

32.15

36.29 - 32.15 = T.14

143880) 2.3S

84
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APPENDIX H

Summary of-Regression Analysis for Grade 5

Number of pupils

THE SERVED
GROUP

(NCEJ 42)

THE COMPARISON
GROW'
(NCE>42)

403 3386

Mean of pretest scores 25.41 59.18,

S.D. of pretest scores .10.60 9.20

Observed mean of posttest scores 34.04 55.51

S.D. of postieSt scores 14.94 14.58

Correlation of posttest with .29 .56

-pretest scores
114.

Slope of regression line for pre- .40 .89

dicting posttest from pretest scores

Estimation (Prediction) equation

*

Estimated Posttest score = 2.67 +
.89 x pretest score

Standard( error of estimate .14.33 12.03

Test index of estimation
F =
(1, 3584)

\1573.06

Significance of the estimation p< .01

Estimated mean of posttest score. 25.36

Effect of program service 34.04 - 25.36 = 8.68

Test index of treatment effect Soiso = 4.52

Statistical significance of P < .01

treatment effect 411

Comments (if any):

4

-84-



Number of pupils

Mean of pretest,scores

S.D. of pretest scores

APPEND

Summary of Regressio Analysis for Grade 6

Observed mean of posttest Scores

S.D. Of posttest scores

Correlation of posttest with

pretest scores

Slope of regression line fo 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

E feet of program service

est index of treatment effect

tatistical significance of
treatment effect

Comments (if any):

a

THE SERVED..

GRQUP
(NCE 42)

-

THE COMB
r GRO

(NCE>

363 3333

27.31 56.39

: 9:92 8.66

37.41_ 55.50

, 11.00 12.02

.44
ti

.64

.49

SON

42

Estin ed Posttest'score = 5 20 +
.892 x pretest sal, .

9.86

F(1 3331)

P < .01-

- 29.56

= 2343.95

. 37.41 - 29.56 = 7.85

-(3693)
= 4,92

A

P < .01

V
O

,,

0.

I
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PROJECT REACH

1979-80 Title I Evaluation 4

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

-`Project Teach, one of four components of-the Readineinstruc-
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 differentiatedolearning materials and provides program con
sultant teachersiwith information about various reading instruction
approaches and training in their use. A 'facet of the project teceil4ng-
special attention is the attempt to increase the awareness and involp7----,
ment of parents in the support of their children's iTeading progress.

The program is administered by an Assistant Project Manager who works'
under the direction of the Manager of the parent program. Parricular

rssaonsibilities of this administrator include inservice training of
re4ding consultant and teacher assistants (regular sessions), curricu-
lum development, and the parent education program.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Number of Pupils Served: 914

. Number of Schools: 11, public

r_non-putilic

12 total
*

'Staffing: 1 ProjectAdMinistrator, FT
12 Consultant Teacher, FT
.9 Teacher Aides, FT

Grades Served: 1-4

Years in OPeration:

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

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

. Objective 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.

Outcome!' Objectivt 1 has been attained. Form A (Pre) and

Form B.(Post).of the,Comprehension Subtest' of the Stanford
Diagnostic Reading Tests were administiere8 to pupil partici-
pants to measure the effect of the project on the student.
Red Level tests were administered to -373, second and third'*a

*NCE (Normal CurVe Equivalent) units are normalized, equal-interval,

standard s h a mean of S0.and a standard deviatiOn of 21.06,

derived by ividing the distance from the dean to the 99th percentile
hrthe same distance, measured in terms of normal curve,ptandard devia-

tion units (2.3267). The resulting scale includes exaCtly 98% of the
population which lies bet t=en the ist.and the 99th, percentiles. The

use of the NCE units in reportin evaluation results is required by

Title I guidelines.
.

- I . e
- .
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grade pupils; Green Level tests were given to 90 fourth
grade pupils. Table 1 , listing the data in terms 2f both
NCE units and percentiles, presents the findings by grade-
level groups. Meawrank of the pupil pa4icipants at entry
into the program was at the 13th percentile; after treatment
the average rank of"the students was at the 47th percentile.
The average gain for all Aree 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.

Table 1
,

- Mean Group Gains of
Second, Third, and Fourth Grade

Participants of Project Reach stated in Normal Curire Equivalents
(Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests, Comprehension Subtest)

N = 463

Gra N

Pre test Post Test
Mean G in

NCE %ile NCE . %ile NCE

3

4

192

181,

. 0

25.36

29.50

-25.28

12.1

16.5

12.0

55.76

46.97

.43.44

60.7

.& 44.3

37.7

30.40

17.47

18.12

Summary 463 26.71 13.4 48.72 47.5 22.00

Besides the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests,
the Gates-MacGinitie Vocabulary and Comprehension Tests,
Forms A, Bl-C, and D, were administered - pre and. posttreat-
ment to project participants in Grades 1,2 , 3, and 4, tes-
pedtively, as a supplementary measure of Objective 1. The .

findings are presented in Table 2, p 5.

. iGains 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 5,8 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 in the StanfOrd Diagnostic-Iteading
Test.

.89
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It should be,roted 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 of CE gains between the two
tests may not be warranted; the 46 tests can be expect-
ed to show different NCE gains.

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

Outcome: Objective 2 has been attained. Sixty-eight
pupils were randomly selected from the population of
463 second, thiid, 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.

0 The 46 teachers who responded reported three er eent
---of improved skill areas. by degrees of impro -ment

46 pupils:

/
I

1

/
Total Very Marked -Marked Adequate Limited Poor .

i'

100% 14.2%_ 29.6% 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
s ill awas surveyed and the per cent and degree of improve-
.m nt obArved by the 46 responding teachers for 46 pupil
articipants.'

Objective 3: Parents of parti pants will report observed
evidence of improvement in readi g in their child.

Outcome:, Objective 3 has be n attained. Quest onnalies
were sent to the parents of the same 68 randoml selected
pupils. The fifteen parents who responded (22%, reported ob-
serving a total of 21 pretreatment reading problems in.their
children including 10 vocabulary problems (47.6). S poor
comprehension problems (23.8%), 2 poor retention problems (9.5%),
2 poor motivation:to,read problems (9.5%), and Itoo-rapid

-reading problems (4.8%). One response (4.8%) indicated that
the e-parent did not know if a'reading problem .had been ob-

served. Asked if impiovement had been observed since Project
Reach 'staff have been working iwth their children, 14 193.3%)
of the fifteen parents-gave an affirmative response. Appendix .

B, p. 9 presentkthe results of the Parent Questionnaire in detail.



ADDITIONAL FINDINGS :-

Ten percent school principals who respdhded to the Principal
Questionnaire reported the following observations (See Appendix C, p. 14):'

Seventpen 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%), assistance of an educational aide (n = 1;5.9%), and
variety of materials (n

. Eleven benefits for teachers include a team approach by class
room teachers and project staff to help children(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 ofsupplementary materials (n = 1;9.1%).

Rather than administer the Stanford Diagnostid4Reading 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.

Asked the extent which Reach Reactor (inservice sessions aided
in identifying specific reading needs of individual children, 36 of 48
respoqses (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. li).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

. Project Reach.; a supportive readingeducation program Operating
in eleven public elementary schools_and one non-pulgic elementary

. school:, "provided supplementary keading instructionito q14 pupils
in grades one through four during the 1979-80 school year. The
project staff numbered 22 personnel including one administrator,
12 consultant teachers, and nine teacher aides.(All three project
objectivgs 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 that the program be expanded
to Grades 5 and 6 and that an annual assessment of pupil selection
criteria should be condbcted every'September (See Appendix C, p. 9).

.91
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. The 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.

:' Teachers and principals alike recommended. that the roject becon-
tinued 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
shoulcir_be sought if Title I funds.. are withheld.

-93-
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Table 2
Mean Group Gains of First,

Second, Third, and Fourth Grade Pupil
Participants' of Project Reach Stated in Normal Curve Equivalents

(Gates - MacGinitie Vocabulary and Comprehension Tests)

Grade

..

Level

114,

N

T
Vocabulary ;Comprehension

Pretest
Form 1

Post Test
Form 2

,

NCE

Gain

Pretest
Form 1

Posttest
Form 2

NCE

GainNCE %ile NCE %ile NCE %ile NCE %ile

1 A . 99 36.25 25.6 43.69 38.2 7.44 32.43 20.2 40.72 32.9 8.29

.2 / B 135 10.42 17.e) 39.92 31.5 9.50 24.80 11.6 37.95 28.4 13.15

.

3

!

C 100
L

27.38 '14.2 35.46 24.5 8.08 22.89 9.9 37.25 27.3 14.36

41P
6 78 29.22 16'42 27.40 14.2 -1.82 22.86 9.9 33.29 21.4

.

10.43 ,f

Summary '412 30.82
1
18.1 36.62 26.; 5.8 25.74 12.4

1

37.30 27.3

.

11.56 .



ilAPPENDIX A

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOL

READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

PROJECT REACH

:Pupil Rating _Sheet

,Teacher School

s.

Hasbeen receiving assistance'
from Project Reach staff. We Are anxious to.learn from,you the
extent'of reading progress made by the above-Aamed pupil whew you
recommend4i for project assistance i specific reading deficient

skills for which the child received help. Plea4 return the com-
pleted rating sheet to the Divisionfof Research and Development,
Attn: .Francis-D. Sullivan, Room WO S, not later than Friday,
July 11,. 1980. .

a. As the teacher of this pupil, please list the specific reading'
deficiencies you observed which required Projeet.Reach assis-tce.,

. ,

(See, P. 7)

o

I

4 ,

A b. On-the reverse side ofthis sheet, kindly rate this pupil's pro-
gress i,n the referred%skikls, after eatment. :

..

CONTINUED ON BACK'

-14



APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

I CLEVELAND PUBLIC-SCHOOLS

1 READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

"'"- Project Reach 1979-1980

Number and Per Cent of Students in Sample Possessing Specific
Reading Skill Deficiencies

(N = 46)

N % N %

Phonetic Analysis Oral Reading

Vowell (specify) 10 21.74 Fluency 5 10.87

Long sounds 14 30.43 Expression' 2 4.35

'Short sounds 21 4545 Comprehension 34 73.91

Letter terms 4_ 8.70 Word Sense / 2 4.35

Vocal combinations 5' '10.87 Phrase Sense 2 4.35

Sentence Sense 3 6.52

Consonant (specify) Sequence 11 23.91,

Initial\Medial Final 19 41.30 Main Idea 9 19.57.

Blands 15 32.61 Literal Meahing 2 4.35

Special Blends 10 21.74 /Inferential Meaning 3 6.52

Seeing Relation 1 2:17

Basic Sight Words 21 45.65 .Drawing Conclusions 4 8.70

Structural Analysis Auditory Discrimination 6 13.04

° Prefixds 14 30.43 Visual Discrimination 2 '4.35

Suffixes 14 30.43 Vocabulary 10 , 21.74

Endings 12 26.09 Syllabication 2 4435

Component Words 13 28.26. Alphate) 4 8.70

Rhyming, 3 6.52

Reading Operation Readiness 3. 6.52

Line Skipping . Retention, recall '12 2.75

Omissions, Substitutions 1~` 2.17 Following directions 3 . 6.52

et
Insertions, Reversals 1 2.17 Clusters

Nolgeficiencies listed.

6

1

13.04

2.17

Siltnt Reading i!;t

Eye and Lip Mbvement 1 2.17

Finger Pointing 2 . 4.35

1

4

-96-

c
,J

*OP



.4`

APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

'READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

PROJECT REACH

AVERAGE OBSERVED SKILL IMPROVEMENT (PER CENT OF RESPONSES)*

( 1 Fupil Rating Sheet

N 7 46 ,

honetic Analysis

gong
(specify).

Ang sounds
Short sounds
Letter terms
Vowel combinations

r
onsonant (spec,-,ify)

Initial MedialFinal
Blends
Special Blends

asic Words

ructural Analysis
Prefixes
Suffixes
Endings
Compound Words

.

ading Operation
Line Skipping
Omissions, Substitutions
Insertions, Reversals

ent Reading
Eye,and Lip Mdvement
Finger Pointing
Rate

al Reading
Fluency
Expression
Comprehension-
Word Sense
Phrase Sense
SeAence Sense
Sequence
Main Idea -
Literal Meaning
Inferential Meaning
Seeing Relation
Drawing Conclusions

AVERAGE IMPROVEMENT

(POST TREATMENT)
4

A Very Marked
Per Cent

Marked.
Per Cent

Adequate
Per Cent

Limited
Per Cent

Poor
Per Cent

17 ,17.65 41.18 17.65 23.53 0

33 24.24 42.42 18.18 15.-15 0 .

27.63 37.84 24.32 5.41 5.41

25 12.00 52.00 16.00 16.00 4.0
'29 10.34 37.93 41.38 6.90. 3.45

4 75.00 0 0

38 42.11 31.58 15.79 10.53 0

33 36.36 36.36 18.18 9.09 0

30 23.33 33.33 33.33 6.67 3.33

22 40.91 36.36 18.18 4.55 o

20 10.00 40.00 20.00 30.00 4

26 11.54 46%15 23.08 11.5,4 7.69

26 3.85 53.85 23.08 11.54 7,69

26 7.69 57.69 15.38 19.23 0

29 24.14 48.28 20.69 6.90 0

3 0 0 100.00 0 0.

25 4.00 28.00 48.00 16.00 4.do

26 7.69 26.92 34.62 26.92 3.85

24 16.67 20.83 29.17 29.17 4.17

1 0 , 100.00 0 0

25 12.00 28.00 36.00 20.00 4.00

22 18.18 22.73 36.36 22.73 0

25 8.00 28.0d 36.00 16.00 12.00

O fa,

27 '3.70 37.04 33.3-3 18.52 7.41

27 3.70 14.81 44.44 22.22 ' 14.81

35 11.43 14.29 45.71 20.00 8.57

26 3.85 30.77 38.46 26.92 o

26 0 26.92 42.31 30.77 0

27 3.70 22.22 51.85 22.22

30 10.00 30.00 46.67 10.00 3.33

29 6.99 24'.14 41.38 20.69 6.90

27 3:76 25.93 44.44 22.22 3.70

24 8.33 i 12.50 41.67 29,17 8.33

24." 0 16.67 45.83 29.17 8.33

26 3.85 26.92 38.46 23.08 7.&9

14.2% 29.6% 35.6% 16.9% 3.7%

THANK , Y011

-97- 1

Division of Research and
Development, June, 1980
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APPENDIX B

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

PROJECT REACH

Parent Opinionnaire [ N = 15

t'Your child has had help

in reading from Project Reach. We are interested in

having you tell us how you feel about what this program

o has dcine for your child's reading. Please answer the

Lquestions-and return the questionnaire in the enclosed
self-addressed enveldpe to your, child's teacher before

July 11, 1980. THANK YOU.

(13

1. How many children do you have in grades one through four? 1 Chi
n-= 15 2 Chi-.

2. What grade is the child in who receives help in reading from
project staff? Gr.1 = 2, Gr. 2 = 8, Gr. 3 = 5, Gr. 4 = O.

(13.33 %) (53.34%) (33.33%)

,)

la = 2

(33.33%

3' Children

ldren = 8 4 Children
(53.34%)

. 4
3. In your opinion, what Are your child's reading problems?

n = 21
Pdor comprehension = 5 '(23.81%) ..4 Vocabulary study problems = 10 (47.62%) ...

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

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

4. Have you seen improvement since Project Reach staff have been working

with your child? Yes [I4]. ---No [1 ]

n = 15 (93.33%) (6.67%)

'Please explain below

4.= 1.6
Better reading comprehension = 3 (18.75%) ... More interest in reading Mown = 5

7
1 -..

31.25%) ... Difficulties with pronunciation and word_understanding remain = 2 ...

.

12.50% ...Better vocabulary skills shown = 2.(12.50%) ...-Overall reading imProve
i

ment noted = 2 (12.51 %) None listed = 2 (12.50%) '/

-98-
98
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APPENDIX .8 i(Contd)

4..

Have you observed your child's reading since September:

n = 15
... .

(40%) (46.67%)

Na
Response
(13.33%)

in thp---classroom?- Yes [6 ] No [7 ] 2.

(40%) (46.67%) (13.33%)

. in the Project Reach center at school? Yes [6.] No [7 ] 2

We.

6. How do you hell; your child to improve reading skills at home? n = 20

Take turns reading aloud with child = 4 (20%) ..: Question child Sw content

after reading = 2 (10%) ... Check pronunciation skills = 2 (10%) ... Checkxspelling

skills '= i (5%) ... Provide vocabulary work =.6.(30%) .. Play word' games = 1 (5%)

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

7. Hoiq can you tell that your child's. reading is improving since receiving

help from Project Reach?
n = 6
Improved reading skills shown = 9 (56.25%) ... Improved interest in reading shown =

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

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

8. What are your sugge§tions for helping to improve programs of this nature for

children in the future? n = 15

Continued .participation in the project= 2 (13:33%) .,. Workshops far parents = 1

(6.67 %) .:. Have more prOjectt like this = 1 (6.67%) ... Continue the project as

2.1.5

it is; no suggestions = 6 (40N) ... I dori't know .= 1 (6.67%). ...stlo response = 4

(26.67%)

4 Division of Research and Development
I

THANK YOU

-99-
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? APPENDIX C
CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

READINGINSTRUCTION PROGRAM

*PROJECT REACH

Principal Olanionnaire

N= 10

School

We are inteiested in securing the opinions of
principals in whose buildings Project Reach is operative.
Please respond to the following questions and return your
opinionnaird to'the Division of Research and Development
attention: FraneisrD.. Sullivan, Rd= 600S, by Friday,
July 11, 1980. THANK YOU.

ft le Uow many primary classes (grades 1 - 3) are in your Building? 70

(70%) .(2094 (
2. Were any of your fourth grade ,classes included? Yes [7 ] No [2 1 No respowse

n= 10
How many? 18

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

As

Individualized instruction = 8 (47, 06%).. Small-group instruction = 3 (17.65%)

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

L
(5.88%) ... Frexibility to add and drop pupfts'as needs are identified

andetet-= Reinforceinent of regular work = 2 (11.76%):
What did you consider as strengths of this program for your teachers this year?
n =
Direct Communication'with Reading Specialist = 4 (36.360) ... Combined efforts

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

teaching techniques (9.09%) ... Availability of Supplementary materials = 1 (9.09

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

Continue the program = 6 (50%) ... Expand to upper,grades 2 (16.67%) The program

operates well as it is = 1 (8.13%) ... Conduct annual assessment of selection
4N1

criteria in September = Y (8.33411 ... Serve addielonal students = 1 (8.33%) ...

Provide full-time consultalit = 1 (8,33%).

Division of Research and Development

THANK YOU

- 100-

Junes, 1980
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APPENDIX D

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

,

READING INSTRUCTION PROGRAM

PROJECT REACH
-

Teacher Opinionnaire

%MP

N = 46

One of the prime,objectivcs.of Project Reach is the

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

on this opinionnaire , seal in the enclosed envelop:: and

return to Francis b. Sullivan, ,Robm 600-S, Division of Research

awl Development, not latfr. than Friday, July 1980. TH YOU

1. What grade do you teach?
t28.30%-)

n= 51

(33.96.%)

6%

(3.77%)
. No Response =

(20.75%) (13.21%)

First [15] .Second [18] Third [11] Fourth [ 7 ]

2. To what. gpitlnd have the Reach Riactor sessions this year aided in:

a. identifying specific reading needs of individual

children?

n = 48 (52.1%) (22.9%) (0%)

very much [25] somewhat' [11 a little [0]

(6.2%)

not at all [3] No Response = 9 (18.8%)

b. planning in ,ructional techniques to meet those needs

to a greater degree that what you did last year?

n ,= 48 (22.92%) (43.75%) (2.08%).

very much [11] somewhat t [21 ] .a little [1]
(8.33%)

not at:all [4] No response = 11 (22.92%)

ql

CONTINUED ON BACK .
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APPENDIX D (Conttd)

5. To what extent do you feel, more coMfortable in the use of diagnoStic
prescriptive techniques gained,threugh your involvement with Project

I
) 4%. what teaching techniques directly gained 'from' Project Reach, have you
, , u40 with pupils in your' classroom?

n 59 (1.70%) (1.70%)

Diagnosis-Prescription, - 1 ... Use of supplementary materials - 1'

47%).

Teacher-made activities
(85

Various SK111S - teaching techniques -
(32

19
20%)

Reach? .

n = 48
(16.67 %) (39.58

,

'9 (14.58%) (6.?5%).

/I,

very, very much [8 ] more than expected [19] somewhat [7 ] a little [3 ]
.

t . (8.33%) '(14.88%)
not at ald. [ 4] No Response = 7

(8.47%) (25.42%) (22.03%)
Games - 5 . -.. NotechAiques listed - 15 ... No response - 13

..
S. What arc mir recommendations for operating programs pf thisnature in the future?

n = 52 (13.46%)

Continue the program as it is - 7 . ... Rely more on teacher referrals to select

participants
( 7t)

Inservice clasiroom teachers 13285%)... Establish closer
(17.31%)

. ,

coowation between classroom-teachers'and propekt staff - 9 ... Expand the
(7.-60 %) N. , (13.464)

program - 4 ... Other recommendations (various - 7 ... No recommendations)
(S. // (32.6N) v 4 )listed - 3 ... No response - 17

a

1,

w

a

ON

Division of Research & Development
4

MA\K YOU
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PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

PROJECT STAR -

1979 -80 Title I Evaluation

a

#

Project STAR (Skills Training for Achievement in Reading) offers
eligible junioz highIschool students Who are below average readers special
instructional assistance in Reading and study skills. During the 197946
school year, three types of instructional treatment were maintained by the
ptoject: Those trade 7 students who weri,pladed in the project's B1C`Ck
Classes obtained four periods (approximately 3,hours) of reading and'study

instructionnstvIction pet day fol. 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 Contributed by certificated reading specialists, Engli.sh
teachers, social studies teachers, and educational aides, Inaddition, the
project offered students in Grades 7-9 the opportunity toparticipate in a
Learning Center. A certificated reading specialist or,Engfish teacher and
educational aide provided Center participants with one period (4,5 ginutes)
o reading instruction pet day for the entire school year. A third type of
treatment was offered to students in the participating non - public tchooli.
,In these schools, Grade 4-8 student participants received one period (45

0 minutes) of daily educational aide tutorial reading sport.

SERVICE SUMMARY'

/ .

.Number-of Pupils Served: 2,753 -Spublicl------Grades Served: 7-9 (publij
357 (non-public) ' '4-8 (non-public)

4. Number,of Schools; 23 (public) 'Years in Operation: 14 ..

10 (non-public) .

--c,

53 Total ,.4

. ;,..,

1 Project Manager (FT) 76 TeacheeArdles (FT)
.4 Consultant Teachers (FT) 2Social Workers (FT)
70 Teachets (FT), 3 Clerk (FT)

. ,

Vital Title I Expenditures: $2,549,470 Per Pupil Cgst: $820
.

.

Staffing:

.

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES 4

SPECIAL NOTE: Prior to examining the presented findings, it is important that
the. reader be' made 'ayare of the disruptive factorswhich project managdrneni,
public school staff, and public School students htdto contend with during the .

iMplementation of program operation. (The ten non-public participating schools*
experienced a routine school year.

The United States Dist ict Court on July 30,1979, accepted the
Cleveland Board of Education's proposal which called for Systemwide desegregation

-10S-
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: . .to be completed inthi-ee phases starting in Fajl, 1979. AlthoSigh most of the
public junior high schools participating in Project STAR were'not directlye
imvolved in first semester (Phase I) desegregation plans, preparation

. related to this eve, did impact project operations. The start'of the
school year, for-example, was delayed one week to permit employees of
Phase I schools fhe.opportunity to - attend desegregation meetings.\Also, a'
lengthy teacher Work stoppage closed the school system for more than two . *

. t
months ('i.e., from-November 7, 1979 to January 7, 19u). 'As.a consequence,
all'vacation time scheduled during the remaining school year was eliminated
and the closing date of the school year was extended from June 13; 1980 to

,

July 23, '1980. . .

, .
...!' .

Finally, beginning the second semester(March 17, 1980) all public
junior high schools were impacted as a result of Phase II desegregation
implementation. As part of thePhase 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, thelamount of project assistance students received
varied. Approximately 55 percent (or 1,502 of the. 2,753 public school
sfUdents served) obtained project services for the entire year, while the
remaining number of,students served (approximately 45% or 1,251 students)
received assistance for not more than one semester. *

,/

The achievement results cited in the Objectives and Outcomes section
of this report represent the efforts of those students who receilTeda full
year (38 weeks) of project,instructional assistance. These outcomes have been
presented according to the type of instructional.treatment provided to these
full year student participants Block Class, Learning Center, or lion-
public instruction). The achievement of these three gi-oups should NOT be
compared because thereds no way of being certain'that eligible stualts were

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

As a result, systematic sampling biases may be present. It sApuld also be
noted that the length of instruction and number of trained individuals
providing instructional support to students varied among treatment types.
Refer to the Purpose and Overview 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 proyided within each school.)

a

Product Obj -ective 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 Orown Level, Form A) scores in (1) auditory vocabulary and
(2) total reading ,,comprehension.*

Outcomes: The Sfantord Diagnostic Reading Test was administered
to all STAR public school participants in late September, 1979 and

rjthp mid4le of June, 1980. A total of 137 instructional days were
included within this period. As previously explained, a lengthy

*Because project assistance in t he non -ublic schools focused prima l> upon

everyday reading and study skill development, student participants were not
administered the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.
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employee work stoppage occurred within this pre/post test period.
7. This event caused an interruption of 43 days in instructional ass=

istande between the pre-test and post-test administration.

Data indicate that Product Objective la was attained by the Grade 7
Block Class participants. (Block Class participation was limited to
Grade 7 students only). Analysis of pre/post SDRT (Brown Level,
Form A) standard scores.reveal,ed a mean auditory vocabulary NCE gain
of 7.80 (N =345) -- from 28.28 to 36.09 and mean total reading
comprehension NCE gain of15.05 (N=336) -- from 26.49 to 31.54. Each
of the two subtest,gain scores'exceeded the proposed criteria (i.e.,
at least 4.00 NCE mean gain).

Data indicate that 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.paxti-,
cipants revealed that Grade 7 students obtained a mean auditory
vocabularyNCE,gain of - .01 (N=244) --.from 32.66 to 32.65 and a mean 's

total reading comprehension NCE gain of + 1.87 (N=219) -- from 30.19.
to 3f.99. Each of the two subtest gain scores did not .ekceed the
proposed criteria ti.e7Tat least- 4.00 NCE mean gain).

Data indicate that Product Objective la was not attained by Grade 8 '

Learning Center,participants. Analysis of pre/post SDRT (Brown Level,
Form A) standard scores for Gradee8 STAR Learning tenter students,
revealed that the sample group obtained a mean auditory vocabulary NCE
gain of - 2.18 (N=80) -- from 33.16..io 30.98 and mean total reading .
comprehension NCE gain of - 2.56 to 25.00. Both subtest gain scores :
did not exceed the proposed criteria (i.e., a.t leait a 4.00, mean =
gain). (It should be noted that because Spring norms are not a ilable
at the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to
interpret the eighth grade post scores.).

Although approximately 175 Grade 9 students were served in the Project'§.
Learning Centers, Cleveland's 1979 -80 city -wide test program didlot
include Grade 9 pupils in the SLAT test administration. As a result,

ipRT pre - scores were unavailabl for this group of students.
.

,

,(Attachments B-1 through B-6 present achievement test results for
schopllyears1977-78, 1978-79 and 1979-80).

. Product Objective 2a: Project STAR block class participants will, evidence
a significant increase (p. <.05) in pre/post Everyday Skills Tests mean
raw scores in Reading (Test A).*" «

*(a) The content of the Everyday Skills Test (reading and study skills) reflects
the instructional objectives 'which guide ProjIbt STAR's Block Class social
studies curriculum as well as the non-public skills, improvement assistance
pAgram (b),Both public and non-public school EST results represent the progi.ess

made by Grade 7 students only. Block Class participation was limited to Grade 7.

-students, while the number of ,ion- public students from Grades 4, 5, 6, and 8 were

too small to warrarityeparate evaluation presentations. (c) Public school,

testing occurred during the middle of October, 1979 and late June, 19801 Non- .

public-sth661 testing took place in the middle ofSepfember, 1979 and late.May,

1980..
.
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Outcome: Data, indicate that Product Objective 2a was attained by the
public school Mock Class participants. EST (Test ,181) reading raw score

results* indicated that the-total sample of 288 public school Block
Class participants evidenced a mean pre/post gain o£,3.95 -- from
.26.32 to 30.27. The reading test contains a total of 45 items: The
increase was demonstrated to be statistically significant (t=11.62,'

(AttachmentIP.Spresents ESt.Reading test-rasults,for .

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

Data indicate that Product 'Objective 2a was attained by the non-public
school participants. An analysis,of pre/post EST (Test A) reading raw
score for STAR pon,-public 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 Obective 2b: Project STAR block o ss participants will evidence
a mean gain 'of at least, four,NCE'spl test score as reflected by pre/post'
Everyday Skills Test scores in Study Skills (Tat B)%*

Outcome? Data indicate that Product Objective 2b was not attained by
the publiceschool Block Class participants. Pre/post EST (Test B)
NCE scores obtained from 274 public school Blqck Class participants
revealed a mean study_skill NCE gain of'1.02 -- from 20.99 to22.01.
The gain, however, failed,to exceed the proposed eriterioleof perfor-
mance (i.e., at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain). (Attaohm6nt -6 presents
EST study ealls test results for school years 197748, 147,8-72, and '

1979-80).

Data indicate that Product Objective 2b was not attained by the_rion-
pubfiv school participants. A review of EST (Test B) study skill
results indicated that the sample of 149 non-public school STAR
participants evidenced a mean NCE gain of 3.58.--,from 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 ST4R 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 ancyith Grade
pupils within the participating schools.

Outcomes: Data indicate that Product Objective 3a was achieved by - '-
Grade 7 Block Class students. kreview of the 1972-80 attendancot
the 14 participatinkpublic schools that offered Bi6ck Classes revealed
that the 80 percent rate of attendance recorded for.the Grade 7 STAR.
student participants equaled the rate (80%) evidenced by theeremalning
Grade 7 students within these same schools. Nine of the fourteen

- schools (or 64%) achieved the proposed attendance criterion: Refer to '

Attachment C -1 for in4vidual school results. (NOTE:- The only group.
served by STAR Block 'Classes were Grade 7 stUdents).

*Refer to footnote appearing on page 2 of this report.
1 ,'
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Data indicate that Product Objective 3a.was not attained by Grade:74

......_
Learning Center students. Grade 7 STAR L rning Cente/ attendance
data was available fer'14 of the 23 publi junior high schools-that

1.

ip offered such classes. Among the reMainin eight schools with Centers,
one sahOo failed to submit attend ce d9ta, two schools:did not serve
Grade 7 students, and.five.sahools stablished Centers,tob late in the
year (May, 1980) to collect gate data. A comparison of the
1979-80 rate a attendance "f the Grade> 7 STAR Learning Center

.

.1 ,students,(75%) and the rage of attendance recorded for the remaining
Grade 7 'student's (80%) revealed that _the Grade 7 STAR students did not
.equal or exceed the rate of attendance'bf their remaining Grade 7

. .

student counterparts:. Three of fouteen:schools (or 21%) achieved the;
proposed attendance criterion. Refer to Attachment C-2 for individual
school results. 0 -

.
,

Data 'indicate that Product Objective 3a was",not attained by Grade 8
LearningCenter students. Grade 8 STAR Learning Center attendance
data was available for 15 of the 23 public junior Kigh'schools that
offeredlUch claws. Among the remaining seven schools with Centers,
one schoof.failea to submit,attendance data,-one school did not serve.

\,(-- Grade -8 students, and five schools established Centers too late in the
"!.44.,year-(May, 198.0) to collect adequate data 'A review of 1979-EO

attendance for 15 participating public schools that offered Learning
P . Center el)asses6 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 proposed attendance criterion. Refer to Attachment C-3 for
individual sch 1 results. t

.

- ' vi . '
y

, .

. Process Objective-la: The educational aide will complete a minimum/6f 1)

two -'home contacts with the parent'or guardian of 80 percent of the STAR.
Block.class and Learning Center garticipantsiso ',

Outcome: Data indicate that Process Objective la was attainedby
public school educational aides. A.rev4ew of the prof 's parent

involvement records indicated that at least two-home clillacts 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,-twipe was slightly less than
-what was proposed (i.e*179% vs. 80%), this evaluator Considers the
parent contact obje tive attained. Home contacts,were made to
'familiarize the pare ts of each student participant with program's ,

instructional ratio ale and their child's reading skill development. 4

Parents were also provided with suggestions in how they can encourage-
and assist their child to improve his/her reading skills.

1
.

. Process Objective lb: Each ESEA Title I Project STAR junior high school
will have a Parent Apdvisory Committee.

Outcome: Data indicate that Process Objective lb was attained by each
Project STAR public junior high school. A,review of the project's

-109-
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... Although non-public schools were not required to.establish their, awn
Paient Advisory Committees, they were encouraged to send representative
parents to their local Title I district school and city.-wide committee

.. i .,,4

meetings. . , 1

parent involvement records indicated that each participating public
school (N=23) established a Parent Advisory-Committee. As a
consequence, # total of 43 public school parents were actively
engaged in attending regularll scheduled committee meetings held .at

. "their local schools.. The intent of these meetings was to involve
parent prilject's instructional process by providing them with
up-daterinformation regarding classroom instructional innovations;
newly purchased(educational materials/equipment, and the progress
being madein their respective school's project classrooms.

SUPPLEMENTARY FINDINGS
. -

Achievement' Tests Percentile Scores

The request is frequently made to.relate project.aohievement 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 standardized
test instruments usedduring the 1979-80 funding year.

, .

el . . . Pre-Test Post -Test

t .

Grade *Test/Subtest Treatment Testing Testing

,
''''N Type Date % -ile , Date % -lie

i .

7 star Auditory Vocabulary' e Block 9-79 15 6780 t .25

(Brawn Level, form A) , Learning Center 9-79 20, 6-80 20

*
° , SD Comprehension Block 9-79 13 6 -80 . 19

(Bro , , Form A) Learning Center J 9 -79 .. 17 6-80 19
11

i EST Stu4y Skills . Block
I

10-79 8 6-80 4

. 1 (Adopted from CTBS Form'R, Non-public 9-79 18 5-80 23

Level 3) r .
1 $

.. -.4-

8 SDRT Auditory Vocabulary- .° LearAing Center 9-79 . 21 6-89 18'

' (Brown Level, Form A) -1

I, .

SDRT Reading Comprehension Learning Center' ,9 -79 14 6-80 11

(Brown Level, Foim A)
. ,

.
i

As demonstrated, all student post achievement scores (pubric and non-publi
fell below the 33rd percentile on both the pre test and post test of the SDRT.
Participating Grade 7 Block Class and non-public students, howeyer, achieved
progss that exceeded what would normally have been expected without receiving
project services'in each subLtelt area. Learning Center students .in both Grade 7.

and 8 failed to. demonstrate similar results (i.e., the only LearnilirCenter group
to demonstrate a improved post percentile score were Grade 7 students in the
readingtcomprehepkion sub-test area). The reader must be. reminded that Block
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Class and Non-public students obtained a greater amount of project instructional
assistance per day than their Learning Center student counterparts. .(Refer to
the SPECIAL NOTE appearing on page 2 of this report for a more detailed

' description the types of instructional,assistance that were offered).

'Survey of Project Teachers

I

Efforts were made to ascerthin hoW STAR'Block Class and Learning
Center Teachers viewed their involvement 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 P for complete survey results).

. The majority of the STAR teacher respondents '(62%) indicated that
this year's work stoppage did not create problems which affected
the implementation of project activities. Thbse respondents (20%)

who did feel that their activities' were affected for the most part
cited the required extension of theo-schodl. year and the detrimental
influence it had on student attendance and motivation as being the

'major disruptive factor. No response was indicated by nine percept

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

. 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 required to locate eligible students ho 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 school schedule
at the beginning of the school yedg. 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
participate in, and that guidance counselors tended to view the
scheduling of STAR students as a low priority item or n their

responsibility.
Sib

. Block teachers were asked'to rate the value of the unique operational
features of the project in terms of promoting student kearningt An

overwhelming majority (80%) of the 20 respondents indicated that the
double period of English and social studies instruction which Block
Class students,r(ceived was "essential" or of "much value" in pro-
moting student leaning, 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 dlassroom 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 response to this question was obtained from

five percent of those who returned questionnaires.

-111-
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"more than three out of every four teadherrespondents viewed the
instructional supportassistance provided by the proje&t's

. \educational aides as being helpful. A comparis9n of the "more than
adequate"7"adequate",versus "less than adequate" ratings revealed
the following results. The catergories rated .includee "ability
to do assigned work" (7,8% vs. 17%); "willingness to do,assigned
work" (8594 vs. 10%), and'"quality of actual job performance"
(91% ys. 14%). In each of those:categories five percent of those
who returned questionnaires did not respond.

Half of the teacher respondents (50%) felt.that the other faculty
members in their building viewed Project STAR's efforts to improve
student reading.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.

- 11

Three every four respondents (74%) indicated that the project's
staff Inservice efforts were "very helpful" or "helpful", while an

a result of these efforts their classroom instruct nal approach
equal peeentage.of the teacher respondents (74%) that as

changed "alot" or "some". In addition, the majority of these'same
respondents indicated that the "number Of'sessions offered" (54%)
and "time spent presenting each topic" (52%) should "continue as is"
next year. Almoit half of these same respondents believed that the
"variety of topiCs".(49%) and the presentation of "suggested teaching
strategies" (40%) should be increased.

, 4 _
, .

.
1

A number of project features were consistently liste by the teacher
respondents as Wing "contributed most to classroom ffectiveness".
These features included: low student to teacher ratio)))))) which

permitted a higdegree 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
"most dttrimentai" to pupils' learning were the following items:
inadequate scheduling process for Learning Center students and the
exclusion of mathematics instruction from the STAR program.

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 airing the 1979-80 school year. As noted, two un-
precedente disruptive influences.were encountered which cannot be

14.oyerlook9 when.eyaluAti,n .the. progress made by project students (i.e.,
the long term work stoppage and massive reassignment of teachers as
well as students during Phase IIof desegregatIon, implementation).
Although the,majprity. of STAR teacher survey respondents (62%) felt'

..-' that the work stoppage did not interfere with the implementation of
. project services, the adjustments staff and students had to make due

-,f-,- ;,,,
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to the alteration in the school calendar and desegregation reassignments
undoubtedly had a tremendous influence on project staff moraleand on
the students' ability...to concentrate on a prescribed learning process.

Despite these disruptive influences, Block Class students did deton-
-strate attainment of the proposed SART vocabulary and reading compre-
hensimfcriterion (i.e., at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain), the proposed
attendance criterion (i.e.,trate 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 failed to attain
only one_proposed product objective (i.e., at least a-4-:00 NCE dean-gain-
inpre/post EST study skill score). Learning Center student participants
failed to attain proposed criterion. in any of these product objective
.areas. While non-public school participants, who experienced.knorMal
school year, achieved the EST reading product objective criterion, they
did not attain the EST study skill proposed criterion.

Although three treatment group test results. should not 'betbmpared
because students in these gr9ups may have already been different in
important ways, it would be profitable to conduct a study which adhered
to recommended 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 the1979-80 school
year.

Ai of this writing, decision have been made to eliminate the Block Class
format in favor of-the Learn g Center organization 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 inf.--
promiting student achievement and attendance.than the Block Class fat.
The available data, in fact, suggests the reverse. Consequently, before
permanent changes are made in the STAR' organizational structure, a
thorough review of this issue should be accomplished to in-sure maximum
instructional impact.

More than half,(57%) of the STAR teachersurveyrespondents-reported
experiencing difficulty in scheduling students into their classes..
LearningCenter teachers. appeared to encounter the most difficulty. Many
of theae Teachers stated that "student resentment was encountered whew
student study-hall assignments were cancelled to insure STAR partici-
pation in STAR Learning Center activities. this resentment may have
contributed to the poor achievement and attendance demonstrated by ,
Learning Center students. Block Class students were automatically
progAnmed for a full year of participation in STAR dctivities'aethe
beginning of the school year when all student assignments within schools
were issued. Block Class students demonstrated progress that exceeded
what would normarly have been expected without receiving Koject services
in all but one product objective area. This finding suggests that

4programanagement revri.ew future scheduling.procedures withthe intent to
promote a more positife student attitude regarding Project STAR
participation.

J
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When asked to rate the value'ofilarious operational features of the
Block Class organization, an overwhelming majority of Block Class
teacher respondents considered the double period of English and social
siudies.ond the variations in the second period of the students'
Block schedule (i.e., English-reading lab participation and social
studies resource teacher assistance) as being instrumental /in promoting
student learning., It appears, therefore, that it would be profitable
to recommend scheduling Ehglish class and reading lab participation
all'a unit when the master schedule, in each junior high school is
developed. )

Despite the fact that the 1979-80 STAR participants did not dethonstrate
attainment of the proposed criteria on all achievement subtests
administered during the school year, the recorded gains made in many
of the subtest areas did indicate that students.demonstrated progress
that averaged beyond' what world normally have been expected if they
had not received project services. The unusual events that occurred
during the school year and various organizational problems previously
mentione&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, theiefore, recommends that project
efforts continue*to receive prime funding considerdtion.

4
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APPENFIX A

PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS
' 1979-1980:

Participattng-Public.Sclioolshand
No. of Components Within Sch6ols

No. of Components Withih Schools

4.

.6,

Cosp:nent

Block

Classes
Learning Center A
New Century Read

.. .

!Awning

Communidation

Cent B

1s '

Learning Center C-1
High Intensity

- Learning Lab*

Learning Center C-2 ,,.,'

Hoffman
Learning Center

.

Learning Cmnter C-3
Educ. Dev. Lab

.

rade
Partic.

7th,

Only '7th - 9th \ 7th' - 9th. 7th - 9th 7th - 9th 7th - 9th

A. B Hart . 1

it ton .
1

de

Aud bon 2 1 1 . .

lltzal .

C. Ohulcfr 1
t

AMooney 1 . . . 1

C. Eliot .

. .
...11Restropp 1 .

Bigare " 2 .

Fli. Roosevelt 2 1 ,
IL Davis 4 2 . - .

allagher 2 ,
.,

- /
coin 2 1

x
1 ,

lady \.

1 . . 1

, . . King , 2 2 . * - .

crick' %.

1

Hale 2i 2

PliBaiker .
1

1Henry

lteamiscm . 1
, . ,

1111.7efferson
*

,
w

fr. .

WaYoung *

laplright 2 l
,

Ifi. Vowel I s SCHOL WAS CLOSED IN 3-80 .

1411tan 2
% .

i

liaTALS '
31 19 3 2 , 7 1 ,.
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APPENDIX B-1
.

Achieyement Test Results for'School Years" 1977-78 through 1979-80

I

NOTE Th/following data include only public school participant results. Non-

41publi school delta have not been included in the analyses because of the
dissimilarity that has existed between the actual instructional support pro-

. vided to each group. ThToughout the three year period lender consideration,

STAR public school participants have obtained t e full-time services of a

certified project teacher and educational aide In the non-public schools,

however, project inst:44.cm has been conducte solely by an eduational aide.

Furthermore, public s participants obtained a minimum of four periods
(or 3 hrs.) instructio al support daily, while the non-public students generally

received tutorial supp t only for one period (or 4S minutes) per day.

Blockclas4 and learning center results for the 1979-80 school year should NOi

be compared because studerhs 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

period of such aid received by their learning center student participant

counterparts). All block-students, for example,obtained four periods of reading

, _
and studytskills instruction per day for an entire school year. In addition,',

if scheduling permitted, most of these same students were provided with $.n extta.

period of learning center assistance per day during the year. Learning center

stud4nts, 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

being sure that the same kind of students wero'being served by these two types

of instruction

As will be demonstrated, the three year summary of STAR achievement results ,

indicate that most of the student groupsisubtest score gains indicated progress

which went beyond what normel.liy would be expected if students had not received

project gervices. espite this Orogress, however, most students continuedto.

'perform at a "belo average" skills level when their performance was compared

to the national no group. These findings suggest that STAR students must

I

continue to be pr e candidates for additional support assistance.
.

Supportive docum ntation for the fipdings in this report are on file in the ,

Cleveland Public, Schools Department' of Research, Development and Evaluation./
1

DEPARTMENT OF;RESEARCH,,DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

April 3, 1981

-119 -
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APPENDIX B-1.2

ACblev ment Test Results for School Years 1977-78 through 1979-80

VOCABUI6RY

X Pre NCE P
Year Grade Treatment Test

X ost NCE Actual 5Gain Object. Met*
), (Earl Norms) Siring Norms)

1977-78: 7 Block CTBS 276 28.03. 33.90 5.87 Yes
N\ (Form S,

Level 3)
I.

. --....... _

, . .

1978-79 7 Block CTBS 211 30.33 33.63 3.30 No

.
(Form S,

, Level 3)t
1979-80 7 Block SMIT 354 28.29 36.09 7.80 Yes

......--
N.

(Brown

, 1

Level)

_

1 7
Learning ,SDRT 244 32.66 32.65 -.01 No

I(

Center (Brown
Level)

, .

;'

1

.

Learning_ SDRT 80 33.,\ 16 30.98** -2.18 . No

Center (BroWn
.I

I .

:Level)

i
.

..c' it '
1 a

*Objective Criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain..

* *Because Spring norms are not available at the eighth grade level, ninth gr a Fall norms were used to

interpret the eighth grade post scores.
.

#The samples include only those-students.who received STAR instructional treptment.for a full school year.
v:s



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

9

READING COMPREHENSION

Year
. .

Grade Treatment, Test
X Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

X Post NCE
(Spring Norms)-

Actual TGain Object. Mee

1973/8 7 Block
.

4

CTBS A
-(Form SI ,'

Level 3)

-

279 26.01

.

30.99 4.98f

i

)

Yes

.

1978-79 7

.,.,

Block

.

--..-

30.89

a

3.33
.

,

.

.

No,
.

.

CTBS
(Form S

Level 3)

211 27.56

----------

1979-80 7

7

8

Block

Learning
Center

Learning
Center

SDRT
(Brown 1

Level)

'SDRT
(Brown

Level)

SDRT
(Brown

Level)

o. 1

336

219
Air

'"
4

.156

1

.

I

26.49

30.12

.

27.56

; \

0
31.54

31.99

. 25:00
**

/ .

_

5.05

1.87

,

-2.56

a

Yes.

itlo

No

*Objective Ciiterion - at last a 4.00 NCE mean gain

**Because Spring norms axe notgvailable at
interpret .the eight grade:Lpost.scores.

the'eighth gade leVel, ninth grade Fall norms were sed to

#The samples include,only.those students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year. 1.20
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APPENDIX B-4

<

I

Achievement Test Results for School Years 197-78 through 1.979-80

5v

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION

ti

Year Grade Treatment c Test X Pre NCE 1 Post NCE
..

Actual IGain Object:14ft*
.,.m

-.1977-78 7 Block

.

CTBS
(Form S,

Level 8)

271

0

34.93

f.../

42.38. 7.45 Yes

41.

1978-79 7 Block *CTBS
(Form ,S

Level 3)

233

,

36.20 .41.36
,

. 5.16

.

--,-------------------I---

__

.

Yes ...''.

,._.

-.._
,

.

1979;40

I

1----

None .

....--,

k

.

, .

,*

None

. .

.

.

.

7 __ __

.

<-----\-
e

.

.
.

.

*Objective Criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain
. -0

#The samples include only those students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.

1111 111111. 1111 1111- OM 'Ill al
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APPENDIX B-5

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

EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING)

Year Grade Treatment Test N# X Pre
Ras4 Score

X Post
Raw Score

Actual 3Thain
,

Object. Met*

1977-78 7 _

,

BloBlock EST(a)
(Test A)

290

.

24.08. 29.30 , 5.55 ,

(t=7.46,

P< .05)

.

Yes

1978-79

,

7 Block
.

EST(a)
(Test A)

199

.

25.91

.

- 4

29.89

44

3.98

(t=4.27,

p < .00

.Yes

1979 -80

.

Block

.

. . .

EST(a)
(Test A)

.

.

r

.

288 26.32

,

4

30.27

i

3.95
(t=11,62,
p<.05)

.

Yes

..

.

(a)The Everyday. Skills Test TEST) in reading contains a total of 45 items.

*Objective Criterioh- significant increase (p ...05) in pre/post EST reading mean raw scores.

#The samples include only those students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full-school year.

1.24
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APPENDIX B-45
'

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

EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

Yeir Grade Treatment Test
X Pre NCE
(Fell Norms)

X Post NCE
6pring Norms

Actual iGain Object. Met

1977 -78 /'L, 7 Block EST(a)
(Test B)

269 19.06-- 24.68

.
.

5.62 Yes

1978-79

4

7 Block .

-

EST(a)
(Test B)

197 19.09 21.88

'1

2.79 No

- D.

1979-80 7

.

,...

,

Block

.

,

EST(a)
(Test B)

274 20.99

1

. _

22.01

$

.

1.02

.

No
..

,

# The EverydaySkirls Test (EST) in Study Skills contains a total of 50 items.

'*Objective Criterion - at least a 4..00 NCE mean gain.

rite aiples include only-those -students.who received STAR.intructional treatment for a full yeax.

12th
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APPENDIX C

Comparison of Attendance Rates for. 979 -80 School Year
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APPENDIX C -1

COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES FOR 1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR ar
)1-7

Block Classes (Grade 7) vs. Total Grade 7

Block Class

School Grade 7 Students Students Minus Total Grade 7 Students
Total Grade 7 Block Class (Grade 7)

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

58:8%
111,"

78.3%

79.8%

79.2%

A

84.8% 81.7%

80.1T 79.7%

90.1% 86.7%

77.2% 76.14

.
78.4% 80.9%

6
\86.61 . 81.3%

67.7% 72.0%

83.2% 81.7%

90.1% . 82.3%

$

95.2% 83.4%

86.9% 85.2%
.

79.1% 81.9%

.80.4% 80.6%

4J

-127- 1 2

- 21.0%

+ 3.1%

.4%

- 4.3%

+ 1.5%

+ 7.8%

D
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APPENDIX c-2.

COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES FOR'1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR

Learning Centers (Grade 7) vs; Total Grade 7

t: school N
Learning Center
Grade 7 Students

Total Grade 7 ,

Students
Learning, Center Grade 7)
Minus Total Grade 7 Student

is*

A. B. Hait 68 70.1% 77.5% - 7.4%

A. Hamilton#

Audubon 28 91.6% 79.8% +

Central#-

4, Shuler* o'

C. Mooney 23 68.4% 81.7% -

4. Eliot*

3

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% , - 11..0%

H. E. Davis 32 77.6% 76.1% + 13.5%

-

Lincoln 36 71.5% 81,3% - 9.8%

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% 8.7%

N. Biker*

N. Hale 63, 75.5% 81.7%. - 6.2%

P. Henry 31 74.5% 84% - 7.8%

R. Jamison*

T. Jefferson 42 72.3% 83.4% - 11%1%

W. Xoung**. g

W.. Wright (a)

Willson (a)

TOTALS 693 75.1% 80.6% - 5.5%
e

* Center established after 5-80
t Data unavailable

(C...enter did not serve Grab 7 students
.

-128-
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hool

A., B., 'Hart

A. Hamilton#

Audubon (a)

Central#

C. Shuler*

C. Mooney, 7

C. Eliot*

C. Westropp 13

Empire 17

-F.D. Roosevelt 54

H. E. Davis 28

Lincoln 45

M. Spellacy 25
.

M. L. King 35

M. Herrick )2
/

N.Baker*

N. Hale 50

P. Henry 101-

R. Jamison*

T. Jefferson 12

W. Young*

* Wright/

Willson- 25
.

TOTALS 437

0

APPENDIX C-3

COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES FOR 1979-80 SCHOOL YEAR

Learning Centers (Gz'ade 8) vs. Total Grade 8

1.?

Learning Center
de 8 Students

)

.

Total Grade 8
Studtts

Learning Center Grade8)
Minus'Total Grade 8 Students

47.4% 74.3% - 26.9%

47.0% 80.8% - 33.8%

50.1% 81.1% - 31.0%

81.5% 76.0% 5.5%

64.4% 83.8% - 19.4%

59.6% 7311% - 13.5%

69.4% 81.0% - 11.6%

76.2%' 86.7% - 10.5%----

38.5% 69.1% - 30.6%
a,

60.3% 73.5%. - 13.2%

7

77.5% 80.2% -1 2.7%

75.70 - 80.7% 5.0%
s .

52.7% 79.7% - 27.0%

86.7% 83.3% 3.4%

76.5%- 81.8% - 5.3%

69.5% 79.4%

0.1.

- 9.9%

* Center established after 5-80
I Data unavailable

(a) Center did not serve Grade 7 students

-129-
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CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Diirision of Research and Development
July, 1980

'APPENDIX D

1979-80 TITLE I PROJECT STAR CLASSES

.Survey, of Project Teachers

SCHOOL Summary of All Schools DATE July, 1980

1., TEACHING ASSIGNMENT-

Please indicate your current teaching assignment by placing a "X" in front
of the description whichapplies.

10 Block English

10 Block S 1 Studies

14 Learning Center A

4 Learning Center B

4 Learning Center C

2. PROJECT OPERATIONS

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

Yes 20% No 62% No Response 9%

. If "Yes", describe how the project_ activities were affected,.

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 difficulty scheduling students into your Project
STAR classes?

Yes 57% \ No 40% No Response 1%

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?

Schedule changes were worked out with guidance persons,

_wait for th se changes were very difficult for teache and students.

v'
-130-



APPENDIX D-2

c. 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.

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

centrate on breaking down racial barriers.

FOR BLOCK TEACHERS ONLY

d. 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 a ue Value No Value Response

./-

Double period of English
and social studies ' 45% 35% 5% 15%

'Block teacher's presence
in'the vocational eduoation
classroom 10% 15%. 35% 35% 5%

Variations in second period
of the students' block
schedule (i.e., English -
reading lab participation,
social studies resource
teacher assistance) 20% 45% ,25%

Meetings he with your

STAR team (i.e. involving

the block teacher resource

teachers and aide)

-2%

10 20% 35% 30% 5%
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APPENDIX D-3

"1

e. Do you foresee a need to establish a closer co erative relationship
with DPPF Communication Skills senior high tc ool readingiteachers?

No '41% NoReSponse 18% JYes 41%

. If "Yes", Ikn what areas should such co peration" be established?

It might help ifthey had advance i o on-students who still need

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

plished and still needs.

3. EDUCATIONAL AIDE

How adequate were the supportive services-providedby your aide? Indicate
your response by placing a chec in the column which most closely
cotresponds to your opinion.

Ability-to do assigned work

Willingness to do assigned work

Quality of actual job performance

1

More/ Than

Adequate
,

Adequate

Less Than
Adequate

No
Response

57% - 21% '17% 5%

56% 29% . 10%
81'

_ 50% - 31% 5%

Comments: My aide wa's'one of t reason that this was'a very productive and

enriching year for me as well the students.

_.

4. INSTRUCTIONAL AID

Instructional materials nd supplies (books, work7supplies, etc.) provided
by the project are:

Appropriate to the 1- :ruing levels of project
students

Yes . -No No Response

,90% 2% 8%

Useful in achievi pro, bjectives* 90% 2% 8%



:-
4'. INS ONAL AIDS - continUed:

A*14., . Yes . No No Respciiise

kelevant.to the int7rests of pro)

students 88% SI 7%

Adequate in quantity, 7% 12%

Comments: The matelials'andsupplies made it possible to cover a wide

rdnge of skills a students need throughout' their lives.

S. ATTITUDES OF vAGUL-Pf--

In your opipion, what value does the faculty members in your building,

place on Project STAR's efforts to improve student reading?

Cormilents:

thout block class not enough teachers knew or cared abo t Project STAR

at Herrick.

26% Essential

24% Much Value

29% on Value
Tr Little or No Value
11% No Response

PROJECT INSERVICE EFFECTIVENESS-

a. Please indicate 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.

b. In terms of your own clasroom inst;uctional needs, how helpful did you

Ak find the information that was.priseAted at Ptoject STAR inservice

sessions held throughout the year?

O

. .

Very Somewhat - Not No

48% Helpful 26% Helpful 19% Helpful r Helpful 7% Response

c. To what extent did your classroom instructional approach change as a

result of attend' g these project sponsored inlervice sessional'.
.No. -

- 14% Alot 60% Some 19% Not Much None 7% Response

er
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6. PROJECT INSERVICE EFFECTIVENESS continued

(L, In p anning for inservice next year, what recommendation would you

make garditg each of the items listed below?

APPENDEC

, .

.

- ' Continue _ 'No

.
Increase As Is Decrease Response

Numb essions offered 26% 54% 10% 10%

Varlet topics . "--7TC- 38% 2% 11%.
Time spent presenting each topic 24% 52% __.71 17%

Sessions that provide suggestive
teaching strategies .. 40% 40% 20%

. mr-s...
Please describe additional inservice recommendations you would like to see acte4

upOn.

Use more of the meeting time actually doing something that will he our teaching.

Too much time is spent talking and gripingoveircoroblems - set that aside in its

twn:timd period.

% 7. PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

a4. In your opinion, what single feature of the project has contributed
most to classroom effectiveness (in terms of improving pupils'

learning)?

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

Individuilized instruction, opportunity to pace students according

A

to their needs.
.

b. In your opinion, what single factor has been most etrimental (or

contributed leaWto pupils' learning?

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

year...Need for repOrtcard grades and computer scheduling...The pro-

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

c4 What changes would you recommend be made-in the project to improve the

services offered to students?

Coriect, on-time 'computer lists of eligible students...Learning Center

candidates shouls be programmed into the Centers.

134-
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APPENDIX D-6 ,

7. PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS - continued

d.' Record any additional comments you feel need to be made relative to the

'operations of the project.

..

The lack of an "official" grade caused stunts ,o see project as

somewhat unimportant. Can points for STAR be included in official

point average?...The Century 21 program is an effectinj=gram"as

far as it goes, Somewhere along the line the program materials

should be supplemented with increased vocabula terial to improve

the reading and meaning vocabulary base of the majority of students

that conclude the "Codebuster" segment of1.-the program. If it is not

supplemented with programmed material, a way should be provided for

teacher provided vocabulary improvement work or exercises.

-135-
136
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PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

;.,

c
PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

1979 -80 Title I TValuation

The purpose of:TAf (Pupil Adjustment Project) is to develop basic

, .social a academic skills among four-to-six-year-old kindergarten pupils

exhibiting ecial needs (but not identified 'as LD or EMR),. The basic cri-

terion for l'gibility is scoring at or below the 33rd %-ile (fall, kinder-

garten, nat nal norms) on TOBE General Concepts, Level K. With priority

given to the lowest-scoring, assignment.to project services is contingent

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

istrative team recommendation.

PAP features: supplementary instruction based on pupils' unique

`needs and'llarnilk styles; interdisciplinary supportive services; special-

ized staffWvelopment.* The highly individualized instructional model in-

volves extensive diagnosis and strong emphasis on lanpiage development.

PAP services are provided'in three formats (intensities). Chil-

dren enrolled in,a Comprehensive Center (class of 10-12) are transported

from and to home dailyCpey'receive a half-day supplementary instruction

long with, and irAddition tb, regular.(general fund) half-day kindergar-

n--totaling a full day. Other pupils are transported from their home-

school kiiPergait.ens to.one of the Adjustment Centers where, in a group of

10-15 childrentfrom several schools, they receive 'approximately two hours

of special instruction daily (before being transported back to their home-

school kindergartens for the remainder, of the session). Still other chil-

:Oren are served at their homO schools by a Travelink Teacher,
who works

with them tn a "pull out" basis for about,an hour, three times a week.

!) 4

SERVICE SUMMARY
1

Number of Pupils Served: 19

-----

Numbezyof Scho 57 (See Appendix A. Years in Operation: 12

staffing; 1 Consultant Teactlei: Project 12 Teachers (7 FT, S PT)

Manager (FT) 11 Educational Aides (FT)

'2 Psychologists (PT) 1 Clerk (FT)

4 2 Speech Therapists (FT) 6 Drivers (5 FT, 1 PT)

4 Social Worker (FT)

Grade Served: Kdg

total Title-I Expendituies: $576,953 Per Pupil Cost: $3,188* .

*The per-pupil cost represents only Title I expenditures, which were in

addition to general fund support.

41,
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES
411.

Process Obipctive 1: For the self-contained Comprehensive Centers,
placement of 4-to-6 year-old children will be made on or before
November 1,11979.

. Outpoie: This objective
evaluator and records on
that approximately three
Centers were enrolled by

. Process Objective 2:
centers or assigned t
year, as special iden
arises.

was attained. Lists submitted td the
file with the project manager documented
fourths of the children in Comprehehsive

ate September--thus prior to November i.

e children will be admitted to Adjustment
eling teacher at any time during the
ion procedure's are completed and need

. Outcome: 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
children receiving these types of project service began after the
initial (October) enrollment period.'

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

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

Basic criteria for project eligibility remained those established
for Title I. The "criteria" 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 4pon the
type of PAP service, it any, most suitable/feasible for that pu-
pil.

Informal conversations/obser.vations and proj ect reports/documents
indicated that, as project instructional/supportive services/
,administrative teams met regularly throughout the year and'as PAP
staff met frequently with other Early Childhood and'non-project
personnel, these criteria (1..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, respectively. Two
items (9-a and -b) pertained to the ulpfulness/helpfulness of the
PAP diagnostic/referral instruments. Mat Kindergarten Reinforce- f,
ment (87.7%) and Child Development (56.2%) teachers marking these
items indicated-that they -used PAP referral instruments at feast

r
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"occasionally." Only one teacher from each of these projects
indicated that the instruments were "too cumbersome,g,and most
(75.1% of ;Child Deyelopment, 89.5% of Kindergarten Reinforcement)
rated them of "some/little help" or better.

6
6

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 skirls adequate for listening to and expressing
feelings, needs and ideas;

. sensory-motor skills for 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.

. Outcome: 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 instructional planning for chil-
dren.

On September 5, 1979 PAP and Kindergarten Reinforcement staff, met
together for basic planning. A September 21 memorandum alerted
nincipals to the fact that PAP Adjustment and traveling teachers
Mould be meeting with children's home-school teachers and observ-
in& pupils in the regular classrooms. Subsequent bulletins and
memoranda Ce.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 tsurVey indicated having
consulted with "other Early'Childhood teacher(sJ 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

Teachers' survey responses. 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 abfew," "somewhat detailed for all,"

''"quite detailed 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 psychomotor area to al-
most 92% n lariguag9 and other cognitive areas. Records were

C
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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 the Division of Early Childhood Education,' specialized staff di-
velopient 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 ons-
sessed needs; systemati9ally observing and-recording child behavior;
cognitive mapping preferredjearning behaviors]; developing curri-
culum appropriate to varied needs [and learning styles] of pupils.

/

. Outcome: This objective was attained. Evidence Was compiled
from project records/documents as well as responses to the class-'
room staff survey completed by project teachers and aides. (As

noted above, summaries of staff-survey responses have been in-
cluded as Appendices B and C.)

Coyerage.of the four proposed topics and some differentiation be-
tween teachers and aides (specialization) were reflected in re-

spCnses to Item 3 in the staff-survey. Teachers and aides were

asked to indicate for each of seven activities--consonant with the
fodr topics' -the extent.tc which that activity had been emphasized

iniinservice. They were instructed to mark: "never," "once- twice,"

"now and then," "often" or,"every time." All respondents indicated

that "understanding language development" and "facilitating lan-
gei,growth" were emphasized "often" or "every time," in keepin

with the proposed emphasis on communications skills (Process'Objec-
tiv6 4). Two- thirds of the teachers and 77.8% of the.aides reported
that "observing behavior" was emphasized'"often" or "every time,"
anditwo-thirds of both teachers and aides indicited similar empha-

...f.
sis. on "recording observations." °Most teachers marked "often" or

"every time" for "analyzing assessment data" (83.3%)5 "prestribing
instruction" (83.3%) and "implementing prescriptions" (100.0%),
white 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 differentiated (j.2,, specialized) fashion.

Specialization of staff development was fprther verified by the
projeVt manager's reports and various other project documents filed

with the evaluator. Manager's reports covering approximately 21
weeks pf)school (mid-September through early May) listed 51 staff
development occurrencesaveraging 2.4 per week. These included a

variet 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

workshops (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.

2 it/
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individualizeTstaff development for project teachers and

aides was provided on an ongoing basis by the project manager
through on-site visits to centers. All but one of the teachers

and aides reported having been visited at least once, most--half

he teachers and 66.4% of the aides--four or more times. Most

083.3%) of the teachers and 66.7% of the aides reported a post-
observation conference/discussion on at least one occasion, appro-

ximately one-fourth on four or more occasions.

. -Process Objective 6.: 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 developient will'be provided to PAP as a service of the

PEEC replication program.

.
Techniques and findings will be shared in dissemination sessions

with the total project-CPAP] staff. .

. Outcome: 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 Adjustment Project continued its in-

vblvement frith the PEEC replication-program. (PEEC, developed

at the University of Illinois under the direction of Dr.Iftrle

8. Karnes', represents an extensive plan for systematically imRle-

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 tor PAP staff to attend PEEC sessius

at the University of Illinois, PEEC did provide on-site staff de-

velopment and PEEC techniques/findings were disseminated 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 Anna

Kokotovich, from the University, was the major presenter at andther

PAP inservice workshop; project records indicated that PEEC proce-

dures/materials were being disseminated on an ongoing basis.

. Process Objective 7: Staff case conferences [i.e., team meetings] will

be scheduled regularly to discuss selected children among instructional

staff and representativs of supportive services--social wArl$, special

services (parent involvemeRt), psychology, speech therapy, rsing.

. Outcom: Project records indicated that this objective was achieved.

Series of team meetings (one at each Comprehensive/Adjustment Center)

O
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O were held during mid-September, fate- February /early - March, and
mid-June. Adjustment Center teams had at least one additional
meeting in May,

Instructional staff contacts with supportive staff were not, how-
ever, limited to team 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
.year with" several kinds of supportive services personnel'(Item.1).
A clear majority of project teachers marked "several" or "all"
pupils for the Early Childhood Education psychologists (83.3%),
social worker (91.7%) and speech therapist (75.0%) as well as
for the non-project school nurse (75.0%). (Aides reported fewer
contacts with supportive service's staff about pupils.)

p

Process Objective 8: Involvement of parents with the learning ex-
periences of their children will be continued through:

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

dissemination of- information through The Bridge (newsletter for
parents of children in Early Childhood Education);

. encouragement of parenjonferences and meetings with staff;

. promotion of parent visits to the Parent Resource Center as well as
the classroom;

. integration of parents'. opinions and suggestions into program opera-
tions, whenever, possible.

. Outcome: Efforts to promote parent involvement were continued, as
proposed. Project reports,' records, etc. indicated that this ob-

..jective was attained.

The importance of active involvement in their children's
.education was emphasized throughout the year--in oraLand written
'communications with project and non-project staff, as well as
parents themselves. Parent consent was required for.pipil 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.

Three issues of the 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 Iha Bridge,
and in person, they were encouraged to.attend and participate in
the annual (February 20, 1980 citywide Meging of Early Childhood
narents with the Directin g Supervisor of Compensatory Education

43
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programs. On March 19,,, 1980-PAP and other Early Childhood parents

participated in the Cleveland PUblid Library funded program f a-

turing-Augusta Baker, nationallyknown children's author and story-

teller. Their attention was cal4ed to a seven-installment series
on parenting ("Look At Me") available yia public television /begin -.

fling May 24, 1980. Parent use of project, school and community re-

sources-was continually! advanced through The Bridge and person-to-

person contacts. .

Although parent involvement with citywide activities such as those,
just mentioned was promoted, project staff put forth even greater
efforts to involve pargnts at the local school level--as .classrob
volunteers, as well aslobservers 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 mee tings
held after classrobm observation. The manager reported 'a' total of-

244 parent-attendances at group meetings and 694 for individual con-

ferences.

'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

2-a) to indicate how many pupils'_parents were involved in eight

activities, by marki "none," "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 teachersin-
'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 parents) of "several" or "about half" the children

"attended at least one school-wide parent meeting" (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-

though host children's parents did come at least once to observe in

aprojdct classroom and most did respond totelephone calls/invita-

.tions,only a few borrowed materials for helping the child at home
or "worked on a regular 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 lessonstscreening

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.
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--Performance Objective 1: 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.

. Outcome: This objective was attained in Language and, by children
at the Comprehensive Centers only, in Mathematics. Results of pre-
post administration of TOBE have. 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 l'OBE 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 trOiltagteachers' children.

41,

Performance Objective 21_,Project children at a Comprehensive Center
will show a significantly (p4c..05) higher level of social competency
skills at the end of the year, based on teachers'- pre-post ratings on
the Levine-tlzey Preschool Social Competency Scale.

. Outcome: This objective was attained. Data for 1979-1970 have
been presented in Appendix E (along with those for the previous
two years).

Teachers' October nd May ratings of the Comprehensive Center Chil-
dren were scored for four factors: Self-sufficiency, Emotional Ma-
turity, Social/ Skills and Self-concept. Application of the t-test
to these data/revealed significant (p4..001) gains in all four
areas.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Although not spec,ifically pertinent to any one objective, data on
the Fall, 1980 placement pt 1979-19e0 PAP children was compiled. 'Also, PAP
pupils' scores on the Metrop4litan 'Readiness Tests, Level II, Form P (admi-
nistered citywide to kindergarten children in May, 1980) were analyzed.
Findings have been summarized below.

. Fall, 1980 Placement: Twelve types of Fall placement were reported
for the 181 childre1 served. Seventy-three children (40.3%) were
enrolled in first grade. Forty-eight pupils (26.5%) remained as-
signed to PAP Comprehensive or Adjdstment 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%).

. 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,

14P



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 differefice between the
PAP and,other Title I kindergarteners. the Quantitative Skill
Area, the mean score for PAP children was ightly, but signifi-

cantly, lower, as shown in Appendix-F.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The 1979.:1980 school year replete with unique And unpredict-
. able events affecting-all project o rations. host notable were the lengthy

work stoppage (which resulted in s ools' being closed from November 7, 1979
until January 4,1980) and court- dered 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, d the eighth was partially attained.

In relation to the first performance objective,data were analyzed
as proposed and showed that this objective had been partially attained--in

both Language and Mathematics at Comprehensive Centers, and in Language only
by pupils at-Adjustment Centers orwith traveling teachers. These results

were obtained despite the fact that this evaluation was based on'approxi-

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

years. The larger gains in Language seemed to reflect the high priority
placed on language development and communications skills in this project and

all Early Childhood Education programs. The greater gains at Comprehensive

Centers may have been due to the fact that these children received full-day
(rather than half-day) instruction: 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 social competency, as proposed.

r

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

staff should:

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

. incAased utilization of the_more effective Comprehensive
Center format, and

. improved cost effectiveness;

consider revisions in objectives Seq.., 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 appropriate instruments

for assessing eligibility and progress -in cognitive areas.

41.147-
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APPENDIX A

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

SCHOOLS SERVED: 1979-1980*

AifYed A. 'Benesch

Andrew J. Kickoff
Anthony Wayne
Anton Grdina
Bolton

Boulevard
Buckeye-Woodland
Buhrer
Captain Arthur Roth

Case

Charles Dickens'

Charles H. Lake (A)
Charles W. Chesnutt (A)
Daniel E. Morgan
Dike

) Doan
East Clark
East Madison
Forest Hill Parkway (A)

George W. Carver (C,A)

Giddings
Gordon
flazeldell

Hicks
Hodge

Iowa-Maple
John D. Rockefeller
John y. Raper (A)
Joseph,F,,Landis

I

Kenneth W. Clement
Kentucky .

Lafayette
Lawn

'Longwood

Louis' Pasteur (C)

Margaret A. Ireland
Marion-Sterling
Mary Martin
Mary M. Bethune

Miles_Rark
iles_Standish

N ses Cleaveland
Mo nt Auburn
Mo t Pleasant

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

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

Watterson-Lake
Waverly

C=Comprehensive Center; A=Adjustment Center (Other'schools
transported to an Adjustment Center or served by a Traveling
Teacher.)

C
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APPENDIX B

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: \ JUNE, 1980

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT.PROJECT TEACHERS' (N=12)

Whete comments on exptanations ake naked, pease pant on mite
vent' tegibty wing only the :space pnovided. 4ttt Ol5in'tezponse4
shouid be indicated by manking X in the appnopniate bo,4 bon each
item. Use a bate-point at "Haan pen, on a shaAp, dank pencit.

k

1.

2-a.

PER CENT

J

Use .these 1113eadinglotiLoe.211irtf:.the

About how pay of your pupils 1veN tuunboA. ob

OMIT

,42411110t

you consulted this year with:
none one 2-3 several alit

. 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)? (02y 50.0 41.7 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0

prilvipal? (03) 0.0 16.7 25.0 16.7 41.7 0.0

Early Childhood supportive services:

. consult. tchr.treading spec.? (04) 0.0 8.3 16.7 0.0 75.0 0.0

. psychologist? (05) 8.3 8.3 0.0 8.3 75.0
, ..

0.0

. social worker? (06) 0.0 8.3 0.0 .0.0 91.7 0.0

speech therapist? (07), 0.0 16.7 8.3 8.3°,66.7

school's "regular" support staff: /

0.0

nurse? (08) 0.0 8.3 16.7 8.3 66.7
0,

0.0

. psychologist? (09) 75.0 8.3 .8.3 , 8.3 0.0 0.0

. speech therapist/ (10) 58.3 25.0 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

*Mr
community agencies? (11) 33.3 25.0 33.3 8.3 0.0 0.0

. parent/faMily representative (12) 8.3 16.7 0.0 16.7 50.0 8.3

. other -- Identify.

For approximately hat many ptp Use these headcngs .to indicate the

this year has a parent or other numbeh g pipits lion each item.

family representative:
none 1-2 'several gypeall

conferred with you at leflit one
(other than "int,aka," etc.)? , 1 ) . 0.0 0.0 8.3) 41.7 50.0

OMIT

0.0

. conferrpd with you as often
as once a month? (14) 8.3 43.3 33°,3 16.7 8.3 0.0

ico4iftued),
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APPENDI

2 -b. : attended at least one

, ,

(Cont d)

none 1-2 several about all OMIT;
half

school-wide wirent meeting? (IQ 0.0.

. attended at least one project/
t-

Early Childhood special program? (16) 8.3

. borrowed maarial,s to use
with child(reni at hOmei

Visited.ih your classroom at
least -once, to observe?

worked on a regular basis as a

(17) 24.0

(18) 0.0

volunteer ii- your classroom, ... (19) 33.1

. never "returned to call," responded
tb an invitation, etc ' (20) 41.7

33.3 0.0 16.7 0.0 0.0

33.3 33.3 -0.0 16.7 8.3

50,.0 16.7. 0.0 0:0 8.3

4-
0.0 16.7 41.7 33.34 8.3

58.3 0:0 '0.0 0.0 8.3

33.3, 16.7 8.3 0.0

2-b. Describe briefly you1 valor strategy this year for increasing parent volvement
in children's education, 'especially by providing reidforcement during t-of- .

school hours/days.!'
. *.

. ,

3. To th right of each activity listed.
mar one box to indicqte the extent ,

to which that activity--involved in
the individualization of instruction--

Use these headings tolingicate the
eimphai.is on each inseavice topic.

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

.observing behavior' r.. (21)

. recording obserAtions (22)

analyzing assessment data (23)

. prescribing instruction (24)

. implementing prescriptions ...... (25)
,_/- )

understanding language devel (26)

,. facilitating language growth .....(27)

Mark one.box at the right tp indicate
6.

your overall rating of this year's 4
projeTE:VETiii7Vice. (Consider only
those activities involving total staff,
at one time/place or in a series of
sessions.) (28)

8.3 0.0 25.0 58.3 8.3 0.0

0.0,E 16.7 16.7 0.0 16.7 0.0

-
0.0 6.7 0.0 41.7 41.7 ON

0.0 0.0 16;7 33.3 50.0 0.0

i

0.0 0.0 I 0 50.0.50.0 0.0

0.0 0.0

,

0.0 .69.7 33.3 0,0

0110 0.0 0.0 58.3 41.7 0.0

use- help- "pretty excel
??? Less ful good" -lent OMIT

0.0 0.0 8.3 25.0 66.7 0.0

e.
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APPENDIX B (Conteci)

5-a. How many times this school year

has a consultant teacher, reading
specialist, curriculum coordinator 2-3 4-6 7--

and/or projeet manager observed never once times times times OMIT

prOject operation -in your class.-

room?
1. (29) 0.0 8.3 , 33.3' 25.0 25.0 8.3

5-b. On how many of thesl. occasions was: .
none one two three four-- OMIT

. the Classroom Observation
Checklist used? , (30) 25.0 41.7 g.3 0.0 25.0 0.0 .

. a post-observation conference/ -

discussion held with you? -.4'4.. (31), 1107 29.0 33.3 8.3 16.7 0.0

.,

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 OMtr

- wide -- provided. for your own special

and individual needs? (32) 0.0 0.0 16.7 25.0 58.3 0.0
----

,

Comments:

7, For how many pupils this year are you NUMBER OF PUPILS-Oh ITEMS 33-40

yggs each of the following "tools"
for monitoring individual progress? none one two three 4-- OMIIF

. Class Assessment (coMplete)... (33) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

. Class Assess.--Visual Skills only (34) 16.7 0.0 8.3 0.0

. ClassLanguage Assess. (complete) (35) 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0

Individual Child Asses. (complete) (36) 16.7 0.0 0.0 0.0

. Individual Prescriptive Program. (374 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

. Macmillan Language Assessment .:. (38) 33.3 0.0 0.0 8.3,

. PEEC Instrume4SCOPE) (39) 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOBE Class EvaluationRecord (40) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

. other-Identify.

/4.
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83.3 16.7

41.7 33.3

75.0 16.7

75.0 8.3

91.7 8.3

41.7 16.7

16:7 8A

100,0 0.0

sit
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Comments:

401.40'

of Lag:records of individual 4.4 .c4.4 4-.4c .c-- 4-4 g -44-4
U u 0 CIS 4 4

childreil's progress in that area 0 4.4 >..0 0 al 4.. c3 T. 0g 004+ 4.3 f.4 E 4.1 k F4.+ $4
this year. 2. y 0 &4 4 4 0 2 4 4C4' 4'4! g 41 49 OMIT

. social-emotional (41) 0.0 16.7 8.3 16.7 33.3 25.0 0.0

. psychomotor (42) 0.0 25.0 8.3 16.7 2.51.0 25.0 0.0

. language (43) 0.0 8.3 0.0 8.3 25.0 58.3 0.0
.

. other cognitive areas (44) 0.0 8.3 0.0 8.3 16.7 66.7 0.0
,

APPENDIX B (Cont id)

9-a. Mark in the appropriate box to 0
-0

0 .

--describe the extent to which you 0 0g 0
ulg PAP referral instruments (01)- ^' 0 0
servation Guide..., Descriptive c 4-,

4
Behavioral Assessment). (45) 16.7

9-b, How helpful are PAP .instruments S 0
t PSO

(Observation Guide..., Descriptive
C)

0
ird

Behavioral Assessment, TOBE...) 0 $..
0 0 0

in identifying children to be 4.. .0 4.1

k
0 .,
0>

c

4-4

i 00 g
u 00 .04
0 m

-).4.

-0,
,e.J

1

0 0
50 Z
4.1-$ or

0
.c
4.I.0
.--, E-,
o 4+ OMIT ala

0.0 33.3

0 CO
8 s.4 c

-7) 71., a Cs. > .EQ.-4 ..,.,-4,-,0...0 00=0 .-. X: .0 0 0

16.7

t)

-9gri T..-=-00::
.0 ;A 0

33.3 0.0

..)0 ce e.
' . . . .-1=

C.> 0...... 000 OMIT
.... 0 4.71

referred to the program? (46) 0.0 0.0 25.0 0.0 66.7 8.3 .

Comments:

10. What one thing do yau intend to do a ain/better/differen.ely next year to increasq
the likelihood that project goal§ w l be reached--and exceeded? .

10. What one thing do yau intend to do a ain/better/differen.ely next year to increasq
the likelihood that project goal§ w l be reached--and exceeded? .

4
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APPENDIX C

0

o- 9

1 EARLY' CHILDHOOD EDUCATION CLASSROOM STAFF SURVEY: JUNE, 1980

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT AIDES (N=9)

1r

Wheae comments A exptanatipm au asked; lateatie p on ignite

vent' tegibty, using onty the apace provided. Att o en responses

-.should be indicated by matiking,X in the appnopniate box' On each

item. Use a batt.-point on "yak" pen, on a sharp, dank pencil

PER CENT

Uae the4e headings to indicate the

1. About how many of your'pupils have numbers gi pupas lion each item.

you consulted this year with:

. other Early Childhood teacher(s)
and/or teacher assistant(s)? (01)

first -grade teacher(s)? (02)

p'rincipal? (03)

Early Childhood supportive spi:vices:

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

. psychologist? (OS)

. social worker' (06)

. speech therapist? (07)

: school's "regular" support staff:

. nurse? (08)

psychologist? 40 '(09)

speech therapist? (10)

. community, agencies? '(11)

parent/family representative? (12)

none one 2-3 several all

11.1 11.1 11.1 22.2 44.4

44.4 33.3 11.1 0.0 11.1

22.2 22.2 33.3 0.0 22.2

11.1 11.1 33.3 0.0 44.4

.11.1 33.3 0.0 0.0 SS.6

11.1 53.3 0-.0 0.0 SS.6

11.1 , 22.2 11.1 0.0 SS.6

22.2 33.3 0.0 11.1 33.3

66.7 22.2' .0.0 ,0.0 0.0

66.7 0.0 11.1' 0.0 0.0

SS.6 11.1 0.0 11.1 0.6

22.2 23.2 0.0 22.2 22.2

..other--Identify. ir.

2-a. For approximately how many pupils Use .these headings to'indicate the

this year has a parent or other nwnbeit pupa's Son each item.

family representative:
none 1-2 several

about
allhalf

1 conferred with you at least once

(other than "intake," etc.)?

conferred with you as often
as once a month?

(continued)

OMIT ftpo

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

11.1

22.2

22:2

11.1

(13) 11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1 44.4 0.0

(14) '22.2 44.4 22.2 0.0 11.1 0.0
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APPENDIX C (Contrd)

least one
aren meeting ...

attended at re
Early.Chil

ne project/
special program?

borrowed ma als

with children) at
to use
home'

visited in your classroom
least once, to observe?

worked on a regular-basis as a
volunteer in your classroom? ...

never "returned the call," re:
sponded to,an invitation, etc.?,

none 1-2 several
about
half all OMIT

(IS) 11.1 55.6 11.1 11.1 11.1 - 0.001F- -

(16) 11,1 44.4 22.2 11.1 0.0 11.1

(17).22.2 66.7 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0

(18) 11.1 0.0 11.1 44.4 33.3 0.0

(19) S5.6 44.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

(20) 55.6 22.2.. 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 reiliforcement during out -of-

school hours /days.

3. To the right of each activity listed,
mark one box to indicate the extent
to which that activity--involved in emphasis on each intaviee tapie.
the individualization of instruction- -
was emphasized in inservice this year
(individual, small-group, project-xide). never

Use these headings .to indicate the

. observing behavior (21)

. recording observations (22)

analyzing assessment data (23)

prescribing instruction (24)

implementing prescriptions (25)

understanding languagedevelopment(26)

facilitating language growth ... (27)

4. Mark one bak at the right to indicate
ov.your 1711 ratino of this year's

project-wide inservice. (Consider

_.----,
staff, at one time/place or

those activities involving

in a series of sessions.) (28)

--,

once- now every

twice then often time OMIT

11.1 11.1 0.0 55.6 22:4 , 0.0

0.0 33.3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0

11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1 33.3 11.1

22.2 SS.6 22.2 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 11.1 11.1 44.4 33.3 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 55.6 44.4 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0- 55.6 44.4 0.0

use- help- "pretty excel
??? less ful good" -lent OMIT

0.0 0.0 11.1 33.3 55.6 0.0
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APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

5-a. How many times this school year has a
consultant teacher, reading specialist,'
curriculum coordinator and/or project, never
manager observed project operations

in your classroom? <29) 11.1

5-b. On how many of these occasionsgwas:

._the Classroom Observation
Checklist used?

. a post-observation conference/
discrsion held with you?

ti

'2-3 4-6 7 --

once times times times OMIT

0.0 22.2 44.4 22.2 0.0

'T

A

none one two three four-- OMIT

(30) 33.3 22'2 11.1 22.2 0.0 11.1

(31) 33*3 22.2 22.2 22:2 0.0 0.0

6. To what extent hai this year's in-
service--individual (on-site) And ,' not great
small-group, as well as project-wide at all some -ly OMIT
--provided for your dWn speFial and

Individual needs? ,,.................(32), 4).0 - 0.0,, 22.2. . 0.0 77.8 0.0

Comments:

eg?

7. Por112E.E2EX pupils this year are you NUMBER OF*PUPILS--FOR ITEMS 33-40

BILTA each of the following "tools" .

or iOnitoring individual progress?- none one two threg 4-- OMIT

Class Assessment (complete) (33) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 22.2

Class Assess.--Visual Skills only (34) 2:2.2 0.0 0.,0 0.0 44.4 33.3

Class langauge Assess. (complete) (35) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 55.6 33.3
.0-

Individual Child Assess. (complete)(36) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 66.7 22.2

Individual Prescriptive Program .. (37) 11.1 0.0' 0.0 0.0 66.7 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 11.1*

TOBE Class Evaluation Record

other--Identify,

(40) 11.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 77.8 11.1
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APPENDIX C (Cont'd)

8.a. To the right of each developmental
area listed below, mark in one box t
to indicate which of -the descriptors 1-3

.

/ 4., - 1 -s .

most accurately indicates the aciez_ c.,. >.-.. 0 0 ,.4
'4.1-0 -s >,,
0 0 .-4 0 a 0 ...4

.1

quacy of your records of individual x .7.; !J. c.) 7:4 g i 1.741740 0.741 2 -.7.7,1--
0 4... ....1 0 0 0

children's progress in that area a o tn 4+ 0 S. 44° e4., p .t.1 2 S. 's :3 a
. e.) ...g g go ,1 ,,,, . ? 4 49

this year. .

cr° -g 4443.- >434 OMIT

.
.w0 '

. social-emotional (41) 11.1 22.2 11.1 0.0

. psychomotor (4,3) 11.1 22.2 11.1 11.1.

. language (43) 11.1 0.0 0.0 22.2

/

. other co9itive areas .1 (44) 11.1 11.1 % 0.0 0.0

Comments:

22.2 33.3

0.0 44.4

11.1 55.6

11.1 55.6

0:0.

0.0

0,0

0.0

>s
"0 ...I >, 0

09-a. Mark in the appropriate box to 0
0 0

0 F. I
...4 '"

44
.a .
a.,

describe the extdtt to which You g =5, 04^ > 0 0 10 0
v 0. 00 0 .-. U

. use PAP referral instruments (Ob- o o 0 0*. ;40 ...1 ..4
a 44 a o in 4.1 cr 0 OMIT

scrvation Guide..., Descriptiye
Behavioral Assessment) (45) 22.2 0.0 11.1 5S.6 11.1 0,0

-0

0.-4
to

o
9-b, How helpful are PAP instruments k o

----, 1

Ca5
C ). f ^

0 cZ-.4
r 0 0 0 $4 = 0= f...C"J

(Observation Guide.. , Descriptive 0 0 0 ',.. ..-t ..4 ....1 a
of m 0 44 C. 0. > >, 0.

o a. > 0
Behavioral Assessment, TOBE....) o ;. . a 0 .. ...1 ....II .4 .4 0f) .,-. .... ;4

O 0 0 0 ...IC) 00= 00 04) , (NIT
in identifying children to be 4.: .0 44 a .."4 .= .-. 0 0 .o ... - u u:ti

referred to the program/ (46) .0.0 0.0 11.1 77.8 11.1 0.0

Comments:

10. What one thing do .you intend to do
again/better/differently next year to increase

the likelihood that project goals'will be reached--snd exceeded?

0
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APPENDIX D

PUPIL'ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: 1979-1980

PRE-POST RESULTS: TOBE LANGUAGE/MATHEMATICS

LANGUAGE

N

PRE-TEST*

'Mean Approx.

NCE %-ile

POST-TEST*

Mean Approx.

NCE %ile

MEAN
NCE
CHANGE

Comprehensive 44 37.0 27 53.3 57 +16.3**
Centers

Adjustment 61 44.9 40 51.4'. 5, + 6.6**
Centers#

A

Travering 1Z' 44.5 40 51.3 52 + 6.8**
Teachers#

MATHEMATICS

Comprehensive 44 -38.5 30 43.6 38 J.**

Centers

Adjustment 60 44.4 40 45.8 42 1;4
Centers# I

Traveling 12 45.9 42 41.7 35 - 4.2
Teacherst

-*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).
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APPENDIX E

'PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: 1977-1980
COMPREHENSIVE CENTER

PRE-POST RESULTS: LEVINE-ELZEYPRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

FACTOR N

PRE-

Mean SD'

POST-

Mean SD t

SIGNIF.

LEVEL

Self-Stifficiency(13)*

1979-80 43 2.01 .57 2.95 .51 9.47 p4.001

1978 -79 47 2.13 ,70 2.98 .55 6.41 p4.001.

1977-78 51 2.42 -.68 -2.78 -v74 5.43 p4..:..001

EmotionalMaturity(9)

1979 -80 43 2.11 .54 2.97 .52 9.45 p4.001

1978-79 47 2.38 .86 , 3.17 .54 5.22 p<c.001

1977-78 51 2.65 .79 2.90 .72 3.07 pe...001

Social Skills(s)

1979-80 43' 1.93 .58 3.02 .63 11.36 p4.001

1978-79 47 2.19 .73 3.24 .49 8.01 i)<.001

1977-78 51 2.61 .63 2.92 .60 4.35 p4.001

Self- concept(1)

1979-60 43 2.14' .67 2.91 .56 7.01 p<:.001

1978-79 47 2.04 -.81 2.80 .65 4.88 p4c.001

1977-78 51 2.41 .78 2.51 .93 .74 NS

.' *Number in parentheses indicates the number of items scored in the factor.
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I
RESULTS OF CITYWIDE ADMINISTRATJQN (JUNE, 1980) OF METROPOLITAN .

READINESS TESTS (LEVEL II, FORM P) TO KINDERGARTEN PUPILS

APVENDIX F

PUPIL frDJUS'TMENT PROJECT: 1979 - 1980

MRT SCORE ,GROUP* N M

Pre=reading PAP 37 46.4
Skills,

Composite Title I 4,931, 49.3'

Quanti-
tative Skill

PAP 37 11.6

Area Title I dk.4,917 14.6

Approx.
'%-ile SD t Signif.

- '44 8.6

-49 - 12.9

27 4.1

45 5.0

1.365
..

NS

3.640 p.e_.001

*During the citywide administration of MRT, Pupil Adjustment Project children expected
tto be enrollein first grade (1980-1981) were tested. Their,resuts (N = 37) were
compiled, separately from'those of other kindergarten children in Title I schools.
(N = 4,917).

ti

**Percentile were read/approximated from publisher's tables of national norms for.
kindergartenApril-June).
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READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1979 -80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIE

,gimprovement Program is one part of the overall Read-

ing Inst Project for eligible students .in Title I Schools. Clas-

ie as a corrective program for students in the primary graees, its

main components include:

. Diagnosis Students who scdte at or below the 33rd percentile on

standardized tests are eligible for program service.

. Intervention Reading consultants provid4 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 Involvement Parents are e co aged to become actively

involved in the intervention process n order to maximize - student

progress.

While services are rendered to both public and non-public school

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

Number of Pupils Served: 1,789 Grades Served: 1-3

Years in Operation: 13.5

Number of Schools: 34 public
10 non-public .

44 Total (A listing of Project Schools
may be fotd in Appendix A)

Staffing: Educational Program Manager, 1 FT

Assistant Project Manager, 2 FT

. Reading Consultant Teachers 42 FT

/perk 1 FT

Total_Tiyie I Expenditures; $ 1,019,105 Per Pupil Cost: $ 569.65
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Objective 1: The reading skills_of participating pupils (grades
two through three) will improve as evidenced by-at increase in at
least four NCE units in mean scores on standarized reading tests
administered prior to and following project participation.

. Outcome: Objective 1 was attained, 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 gain scores were ana-
lyzed for both the vocabulary and comprehenlion sub-

.
sections. Grade 2 gains were measured at 17.11 NCE
units for vocabulary and 15.08 units for comprehension,
while grade S gains were 5.60 points and 9.12 points
respectively. Appendix B presents NCE information
for'eaA of these groups.

.- Table 1 presents the sample results in comparison to
national norms. For both the vocabularynd compre-
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-

1

d using a t-test for repeated measures. Theselyze

gains for bot grades were found to be significant at
the .001 leve , further substantiating the strength of

the reading treatment. (See Appendix C for a summary
of these statistics).

Table I

Group Perceekl: Comparison

Grades

Vocabulary Comprehension
.

Pre Po-st Pre Post/

2

3

13

19'

41
36
27 .

13

12

38/
/
26

V

. Objective 2:
participants
half of the

A Outcome:
a

Classroom teachers will rate at least/SO percent of
as able to use classroom reading materials at least

time.
/

Objective 2 was attained. Each,/ 90 regular classroom
teachers provided ratings for one randomly selected
pupil from their class who received small-group instruc-
tion through the Reading Impr6vementProject.- 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 were transferred into classroom performance. (The

questionnaip, along with a data summery for the

sample, may be.found in Appendix D). Seventy -three .

percent of the 90 pupils randomly selected from. grades,
one, two,...and three were rated as able to handle the

usual reading materials at grade level from 50% of the
time to 100% of the ;ime. Table 2 provides a summary

of teacher ratings. 1 .

Table II

Teher Ratings of Pupil Ability'
To Handle Grade Level Materials

N. =90

Frequency of Response by Percentage

.

1000 of
the time

75% of
.

the time
SO% of
the time

.

25% of
r

the time
Not At
All

No
Response

6% 44%' . 23% 21% 4% 1%

Objective 3: Project staff will maintain 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 serviib.information resulting from their contact

with project staff. 1

A '

. Outcome: Objective 3 wils atvined. Information was collected

using the samtirument described for Objective 2

(ability of students to handle classroom reading ma-
terials).. Of the 90 teachers responding to this rati g

sheet over 63 percent rated the service information
prOvided'through contact with the project staff as

"very use:ler "extremely useful". Table 3 provides

a complet ary of the teachers' perceptions of

service information.

,Table lil
t

Teacher Ratings of Service

Information ProvideU by Project Staff

N = 90

Information Ratings by,Percentake

Extremely
Useful

Very At!
Useful

sefu 1
Somewhat
Useful

Of,Little
Use

No
Comment

30%*

.

33%

.

14% 14% 7% 1%
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Ob'ect've 4: At leaft SO percent of,parents will report through
response to the parent opinionnaire that they have actively supported'
their chi 's involvement with the project through individual' confer;
enoes, attendance at parent meetings or other project- related activ-
ities.

ective 4 was attained. A sample of 87 parents
re onded to an opinionnaire d ne.to ascertain
parents' perceptions of the e veness of pro'ect
activities. The results of th pinionnaire in icate
that: er

Outcome:

. Seventy-four percent'of the,,,retpondents exhibited active program
support, either in the form of talking t 'r thild's reading

. cona4tant, observing their child reading at ool, attending
pa, meetings, tr talking to othbrs at school about their child's
reading peformaaip. Categorically, this involvement may be
,broken dowgas blows:

. Talking to reading consultant 48 .

. Observing child's reading.33%

. Attending schtol parent meetings 'r progr 33%

. Talking to others at school concern]. .'g chi d's

reading 54%

Summaries of these parent responses may be found in Appendix E.

ADDDLIIONAL FINDINGS ,

. Over 73% of the parent respondents indicated that the program had
helped them to help their child in reading.

``'s

.' Fifty percent of the teacher respondents felt - these was "much" or

"very much" improvement in the 'selected pupils confidence in his
or her 'ability to read.-

-
. Forty-six percent of the respondents to the teacher questionnakyt

felt th re was either "much" or "very much" improvement in the
selected pupils general attitude.toward.school.

a

Eighty percent of the parents surveyed replied that their child
reads more at home.

. r. ,
Forty-nine percent of the parents surveyed indicated that they ,

noticed their child had been borrowing more books from the library.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

:--During the 1979-80 school year, the Reading Improvement grogram

provided remedial services to 1,789 first, second, and third ,grade pupili

in.34 public and 10 9on-pUblic schools. Based upon a review of-the sperti-

nentdata% it has been concluded that all four objectives have been attained.

As a result of a pre-post analysis of the Comprehensive Test of

Basic Skills, significant NCE gain_were recorded on both the vocabulary

and comprehension subsections._ Theie gains were more pronounced for

students in grade two than those in gradeithree. In analyzing.question-

naire responses for teachers, it was found that they tended to respond

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

geirral project activities.

Nsed on this data, the following recommendations can be made

forthe 1980-81 school year:

Continuation of the diagnosis/small group intervention process.

4,4 Maintenance of staff involvement and COmmunication.

. Encouragement for greater parental involvement, particularly

in the area of school visitatio s.
A

.
Investigation into the discrepanc between seagnd and third

grade NCE gain Scores.

"In conclusion, it is recommended that this project be continued

and expanded for the 1980-81 school year. .

1

M.
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APPENDIX A

PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS - READING IMPROVED

Public

Alfred A. Benesch
.Anthony Wayne
'Bolton
Batievard
Captain A ur Roth
Case
Che rfield
Da el E. Morgan
st Clark

Giddings
Gordon
Harvey Rice
Hazeldell
Hodge
Iowa Maple
John D. Rockefeller
John W. Raper
Joseph F. Landis
Longwood
Louis Pasteur
Margaret Irela
Mary B. in

Ma cLeod Bethune

iles

Miles Park
Moses Cleaveland
Mount Auburn
Scranton
Sowinski.

Stephen E. Howe
Tremont
Union
Wade Park
Woodland Hills

1*

Non-Public"

Immaculate Ccinception

Our Lady of Peace-
Mt. Pleasant Catholic
St:rCatherine
St. Joseph Collinwood
St_ Joseph Franciscan
St. Thomas.
St. Vitus

Urban ,Community
Reading Center
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APPENDIX B

NCE GAIN BY GRADE AND CTBS SUBSECTION

.

VOCABULARY

\

COMPREHENSION

t.

Total Served

Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade 2 Grade 3

662 712 662 712

,

Samc'le N 98 129 97 123

Avg.,NCE Gain 17 11 5.60 15.08 9.12

r

__)

\

\

4

4, f
P

.1

v

..

-169- 166

\./

. ,



(7.

APPENDIX C

T VALUES FOR SAMPLE CTBS GAIN

Vocabulary Comprehorsi On

Grades t df .P t df , p

2

3

18.32

6.91

98

112

<001 -----,.,..13.10

4001 9.90

94.

118

<001

< 001

16;
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alt APPENDIX D

SUMMARIES OF TEACHER OPINIONNAIRES

Pupil Rating Sheet
Reading Instruction Program

1979-1980

14 = 90

Reading
Improvement

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.

a jj

1. Child's birthdate

2. Present grade level

Month" Day

3. Reading mark assigned

-44

_Age

Year 6/81

In September

.DiviSion of Research And Development

June, 1980
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APPENpIX D (Cont'd)

4. In your opinion, can this child handle the usual reading material
for his grade level? (Check the appropriate box.)

100% of
the time

6%

i 25% of

the time

mot ,

.9° of 144%
the time

21%"
Not

at all

No

Response

50% of
123%

the time

4%

1%

5. In genera/,-have you te1 any degree of improvement in:

a. Pupil participation in group work

b. Completion of reading assignments

c. Pupil confidence in his ability

to read

d. Pupil independence in reading

study skills

e. Pupil's general attitude -toward

school

None

At All Some Much

2% 51% 34%

9% 56% 22%

I

9% 39% 32%

10% 50% 31%

12% 41% 30%,

Very No

Much Response

12%

13%

18% 2%

1

8% 1% -

16% 1%



4 APPENDIX D (Cont'd)

6. From your knowledge of this pupil's work in your classroom, how

would you rank this child's. reading performance as described below

in relation to the other children in your class'. (Visualize Our

class as being divided into fifths.) Rate only those skills for

which you referred child (items a through 1). All teachers please

complete items k and 1.

Numger of pupils in class

a.

b.

(Please check)

recognizing consonant

sounds

recognizing vowel sounds

Rank in Class

Top

1/S

Second
Highest

1/5

Middle

1/5

Second

Lowest

11S

Lowest _

1/5

8% 21% 33%1 12% 18%

8% 16% 30% 19% 22%

c. identifying sight words

for grade level /
6% 20% 32% 17% 21%

d.

e.

pronouncing words at
grade level
-reading orally without

undue frustration

1% *21% 33% 19% 21%

1% 14% 33% 21% 19%

f.

g.

finding main ideas

following sequence

2% A 9% 31 9%

3% ' 9% 37% 19%

h.

i.

getting meaning of words

from**eontext
recognizing directly
stated details

-:

1%
.

11%, 31% 28% 21%

1% 13% 29% 24% 21%

j.

k.

drawing conclusions from
facts or statements_
participating in reading

group

.

.2% 10% 29% 23% 27%

90 20% 30% '22% 17%

1. qpmpIeting written

assignments
7% 17% 21% 23% 32%

No
Response=

7. In what aspect of reading do you feel thg.t the child has improved as

a result of.receiving the services of the Reading Improvement Program?

4* 4W

" Recognition of sight wor'ds ... greater confidence in
reading ...

8%

6%

4%

4%

11%

6%

10%

8%

11%

9%

.2%

improvement in oral reading ... reading comprehension ..."
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APPENDIX D (Cont'd)

8. What type of communication
4

was maintained between you and' project staff

while pupils from your classroom were participants in the project?
'(Ex: conferences, informal talks, classroom observations, etc.)

"Informal conferences ... group meetings ... classroom observations ..."

9. What benefits did'you derive through these lines of communications?

"More consistent evaluations ... coordination of services .,. more

consistent reinforcement ... specific diagnostic information ...

10. In general, bow useful woted you rate the service information provided

through contact with the project staff?'

Extremely Very
Useful Useful Useful Useful Use Response

Somewhat , Of Little No

5 4 3 2 1-

30% 33% 14% 14% 7% 1%

1.1. 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 ..."

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
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.APPENDIX

SUMMARIES OF PARENT OPINIONNAIRES AK

Child's Name

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Reading Improvement Program

N = 87

`Dear Parent or Guardian: 1Sr

We are contacting parents who have youngsters who have been
participiting in the Relding Improvement Program here at
School.

Would you please help us by tellijg us what you think about this program?

1. Do you have a son or daughter in this program?.61% Son 39% Daughter

2. Ph what grade is your youngster? 1 = 23%; 2 = 411% 3 = 36%

3. Has the program helped your child?

Not at All 8% Very Little 30%Some 614z Mich 1% No Response

11
4. What does your child sayiabout the program? "Likes it very much ... wants

to continue-... helps in reading in class ..."

S. Have you noticed that your child reads more at home? 80% Yes 17% No 2% No Response

1

6. Have you noticed that your child takes more books from the library?

49% Yes 25% No 24% Not Sure 1% No Response

7. How did you find out your child was in this program?

45% Letter 33% Child Said 18% Teacher Called 4% Other

8. What's the best thing about the program? "Individual attention ... helps to

read better ... helps in regular school work ..."

9. Has the program helped you to help your child in readAg? 73% Yes 6% No

15% Not Sure 6% No Response

'If yes, how? "Greater confidence inreading ... greater reading fluency ...

asl( more questions ... gteater interest in books ..."

, 110. Did you talk with the reading consultant about your child's reading?
t

48% Yes 47% No 3% Not Sure 1% No Response

11. Did you observe'your child reading at your school?

33% Yes 1=23% How many times? 60% No 6% Not Sure 46% No Response

2=23%
it

3= 4%
4= 4%

-175-
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12. Did you attend any parent meetings concerning the reading program at

your school?

33% Yes 59% No 7% Not Sure, 1% No Response

How many meetings?

13. Have you visited the school to talk to others about your child's

reading?

54% Yes 43% No 3% Not Sure

If yes, with whom did you talicabout your child's reading? Put a check

mark in as many boxes as you need.

Principal 8% Child'a4eacher 90%' Asst. Principal 27d

Plew return this form with your child to the reading
consultant, in the same envelope in which you received

the questionnaire by Friday, June 13, 1980.

Thank you,

Division of Rese h and Development
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READING STRATEGY PROJECT

1979-80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The Reading Strategy Project is designed to assist eligible,pupils,
grades four through six in public schools and grades four through eight in
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 56 in public and 5-8 in non-public,
schools are provided'service on a space available basis. Students are
eligible for projectservices who score at or below the 33 percentile (42 NCE)

on the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.

The project focuses on basic reading and study skills of the core
reading program. This is accomplished by diagnostic testing and prescriptive
teachinglebndertaken by the classroom teacher and the reading strategy teacher
in a team approach. Additional supportive services provided are: speech and

language therapist, psychologist, parent education counselor, educational

assistant and staff aid.
......--

S ICE SUMMARY

Lumber of Pupils Served: 8,028 total . Grades Served: 4,6 public

7,758 public 4-8 non-

270 non-public public.

Number of Schools: 86 total
77 public
9 non-public

(List of schools in Appendix A.)

Staffing: 1 Project Manager FT
1 Assistant Project Manager FT
SLReadiiig Strategy Consultants FT\

90 Reading Strategy Teachers FT.
'1 Psychologist PT
2 Speech and Language Therapists FT
2 Clerks FT
1 Parent Education Counselor FT

ir 1 Educational Aides FT
1 Staff Aide FT

Total Title I Expendpire: $1,.09,718 Per/Pupil Cost: $240*

Ae

Years in Operation: 61/2

cif

*Title I in addition to general fund.

-179- /

/1775

I



OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES:

011b ective 1: Participating pupils it grades four, five Ad six will
evidence an average post treatmentscore that is at least fan- NCE
Units above expectancy. Data for each grade will be based on
regression analysis (Model C) of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test (SDRT) comprehension section:administered in September', 1979,
Test 1 and the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) compre-
hension section, administered in April, 1980,-Test 2.

omes:

The.decis 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-
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°
performance on the Spring, 1980 administration,of the CTBS from
their performances on the Spring, 1979 administration of CTBS.'
Their actual scores on the &ring, 1980 CTBS were then compared
with their expected scored' to determine if participation in the
project had iaised their perfoibance *above the level that would
be expected if they had'not participated.

Outcome: Grade 4

Matched scores (NCE units) available for a sample of grade four
participants in the Title I Reading Strategy project and a Gem-
parison group (Using CTBS Spring, 1979/CTBS Spring, 1980)

yielded the following'data.

q Grade 4
1979 - 1980

Mean. Score (NOE)-

, Test 1 Test 2

,Group N CTBS-79* CTBS-80**

Served 484 30.25 31.09

Comparison 2857 55.72 42.24

4

*Level 1, Form S, Administered in grade 3.

**Level 2, For , administered in grade 4.
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The application of 'regression is (Model C) to these data gave the ,

following results in NCE units for the served group. .

:

gir 11 0

.
Effect".of

Gride Predicted X Observed X Program t

0
*

4' 27.66 31%09 . 3.43 =.2.07*

*p < .05

The ,results show that the parti ipants scored significantly higher than

it was predicted they would have scored without participation in thf

'projecto. The difference of 3.43 NCE units'between the observed and

predicted scores approached but did not meet the criteria set bythe .

objective.- Since; a positive difference of at ],east 4 NCE units was not

obtained, the objective was not attained at grade 4. (See Appendix k,

page 13, for a summary of grade 4 regressioetnalySii.)

. ., .

pt

.- Outcome: Grade.5 .

Matched score '(NCE units) available for a sample of grade five participants
..,_

in the Title Ilf Reading Strategy project and a comparison group (using

CXWCTBSYyieilded the...following data.

4 , *

04

Grade 5
1979 ,- 1980

b

a
; 'Mean Score' (NCE)

Test 1 Test 2

Group N CTBS -79* CTBS-80** 1

*Served 27.11 33.34

Comparison 220. 55.23 52.83

ilk *Level 2, Form S, administered in grade 4.
Ally"Level 2, Form T, administered. in grade 5.

The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data, gave the

,following results in NCE-units for the served group.'

r

1 'Effect of

4. Grade Predicted 7 Observed t, Program' t_

ill 28.56 35.34' 6.84 : 5.40**

**p <

0

-181- 177
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a..

The results show that the participants scored significantly higher
than it was predicted would have scored fii out parti pation
in the project4 The difference of 6.84 NCE units between he

observed and the predicted score met the criteria set by th ob'ec-
tive. Since a difference of at least CNCE units was obtained,
the objecti4 was attained at grade 5. (See Appendix b, page 1 ,

for a summary of trade 5 regression analysis.)

. Outcome: Grade 6

. Matched scores (NCE units) available a sample of grade six
participants in the Title I Reading Strategy project., and a.com-
parison group (using CTBS/CTBS) yieldld the following data.

Grade 6
1979 - 1980

. Mean Score (NCE)/ a
,m

Test 1 Test 2

Group N. CTBS-79 * c_TBS-8D**-

.

.
Served 3

.

28% 34 34.26
OD

--------,

Comparison 2669 $5.71 53.62

fl

*Level 2, Forw; administered in grade 5.
**Level 2,\Form S; administered in grade 6.

.,
The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data

0 gave the following results in NCE units for the served group.

Effect of

Grade Predicted X. Observed X Program t

6 30t6 34.29 3.90 2.40**

**p .01

, \
- .

The,results show the participants scored' significantly higher
c.

than it was predicted they would have
'3.9Q CE

scored without participation

911.
in the projkt. The difference of .9Q CE units betweenthe
observed and predicted scores very cl y` approached the criteria

set by the objective. Since, a positive difference of at least'4

NCE units was so_closelyapproached, the objective was considered

attained' at grade 6. '(See Appendix- $", page 15 for a summary of , I V
I

PO. grade 6 regression analysis.) iv -.. %

CSeeAppendix B, page 12,- table 1 for NCE scores correlations .
, 4 for the served and comparison groups'.)

,,.



iiriorder.to illustrate the performance level of Reading Strategy
students relative to-national norms the table below shows the percentile
rank of the average scores achieved at each grade level.

Performance Levels Of Reading Strategy
Students Reiptive to National Norms

Grade

Percentile Rank

Test'l Test 2

CTBS-79 gTBS-80

4

5

1
17

15 .

15

18

24

23

7

The percentile data show that, despite the gains achieved, the
performance levels of the children served by the project remain low and

the need for continued support is evident.

oet

ter
44V 6

Objective 2: Participating pupils will demonstrate,pignificant/y
(p < .05) improved attitude toward reading, as reflected in the com-
parison between mean prevost responses on a Pupil Attitude Survey.
This performance will be evidenced by ran,domly selected participants

in gradesfour through eight.

. Outcome: An elevlikweek teachers' strike followed by assignment of
additional personal)(new to the project) created conditions which
hampered efforts to r arch and deyelop the appropriate instru-

ment needed for the pf.e-post model proposed in this objective

Data rela ive to this objective -were not. coll cted.

'
Objective 3:- As evi enced by their opinionnaire responses, teachers
will become sensitiz d,to,insructional Techniques utilizing the
diagnostic-prescr a ive approach.

. 'Outcome: In June, 1980, a questionnairewas d tributed to teachers

whose classrooms were served by the project.. 1 100% of the class-
.

room teachers (N=57).responding to*the questionnaire reported

changes had occdred in their instructional procedures through the

use ofithe'diagnostic-prescriptive approach, evidenced by .

(1.
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roved organization,of lesson plans.

extensive use of the Probes guide for teaching the

skills in grade four.

.
improved selection of studentS for instruction for

,specific reading skills. 'S

.
\increased flexibility .in,grouping of students for

instruction.

0

(See Appendix C for the summary of-Cl.'gsrobm Teachers Opinionnaires.)

-This objective was'co tidered attained.

Objective 4: Eighty percent of the parents of'the project participants

will repoitibetisfactory feelings about their child's reading improvement.

Outcome: In June, 1980, opinionnaires .;re sent 'to parents of

project participants in 25 schools that received continuous sertice

during 1979-80. The sample included the parents of one boy and one

girl. from each grade (4,S,6).. Responses of the sampled parents

(N=136) indicated satisfaction with' -their child's reading improvement.

Parents, whin asked these questions, resOlinded as follows:
10

.
"Does your child read better now?", 96% of the parents responded

yes.

"What do you think of the help in rea ing /our child received ? ",

88% responded "Good" to "EXcellent" h 1p.

.
"Would you like.the Reading Strategy Program to continue to ,

help your child with reading?", 97% of the parent responded

yes. .

Commenti were:

. very pleased with progress.

understands what is read

. 'impressed with confidence,in reading

k
4

roimpved progress in readi g with thi progiam

. continue the program

101 . 4

'sr
-184-

04),

4



I

ts
Evidence of improvement cited by tie

-increased interest in utilizing sk
by Syllable, reading ads and tel

arents included:

Is,e.g. pronouncing words

sion commercials.

improved comprehension by expressing the main idea

drawing conclusions.

increased interest in reading additional books.

increased interest inreading to siblings.

(See.Appendix D for Parent Opinionnaire Summary.)

Objective 4 was attained.

4

wit

and

-18S-
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

AltAmative Instructional Approaches

The scope of this program was evident in the services it pro-
vided pupils (N=8,028) through the regular Reading Strategy program in
which the Diagiostic Reading Probes in grades 4 and5 and the Curriculum
In Student Study Skills in grade 6 44p 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 compobent are:

. The Tu oring component Schedules pupils on a one-to-one or one
to-t :baSis'at leaSt thra days per Week. THe Reddihk

f

Stra egist.4s fundamental focus was unmastered vocabulary and
comprehension skills .during these sessions,. Pupils were ser-
viced approximatelyii.X weeks (in addition 'to regular Reading
Strategy service). Evaluation for terminationof this ser-
vice in this component is through informal and teaafier made
test.--

. The Multi=M9dalities Skill Centers (7 schools) employed a team
approach to (1) diagnose learning modality preferences, (2)
shate findings with parents, school' staff and Reading Strategy
personnel and (3) plan individualized prescriptive,teaching
prograMS'for each pupil identified., Instructional teaching
packets were utilized. ese_packets consist of materials de-

. signed to correlate with he dominant, learning modality of the 4*

learner.
f

In this model, the,speech pathologist is prominent in the'
identifttation of the pUpil and development of, the prescrip-
tive plan.

. The Language Experience Centers (7,schools) served pupils
eligiblefor service in grades 4 and 5. The selected students
were, provided opportunities to combine reading skills with oral
and wricen language development. A variety of methods and
.material) were combined to provide activities to build voCabu-
lary;-increase comprehension, ,And enhance oral and written

language skills.

. . ''he Reading Learning Center (1 school) served selected ell-
, .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 Racing.

Pupils were "pulled out" at various stages.for skillsj.nstruc-
- tion by the Strategist. ra

Each model uses selected materials with both mdtivational and

prescriptive value. These materials may be teacher made,pr commercial.
A

e
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The resource center materials (loans) have been used most effectively to
accommodate specific needs in the components. Supportive and consultant
staff are available for additional evaluation and support. No attempt

was made to'compare NCE gains for each component.

Supportive Services

The supportive servicei'provided through the Reading Strategy
program are germane in the identificition of the specific reading problems

that have retarded pupils progress. These services must include"the neces-
sary pers el required to communicate the findings and preserit possible
solutions, that are provided by the Reading Strategy program, to the parent,
classroOmteachOr and others. The services yaovided during the 1979-80

school year were

The s eedh therapists were instrumental in identifying individ-
upils with speech, hearing and language problems, related

to reading. Consultation.services were provided concerning diag-
_npstic_and remedial information to best serve the pupils needs.

The psychologist provided consultation services regarding the
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 beena primary goal. On-going communi-

cation on an individual and a group basis is a key factor in .

sectiring'parent support. This project provides materials and
suggestions for parents to assist their child in reading.at home.

This necessitates the inclusion of aj.,arent education counselor/

advisor on the project staff. The parent education counselor/

advisor was instrumental in:

...Explaning the purpose of any special service e.g,
-psychological testing or language assessment.

. Obtaining parent consent for special .services as re-

quired by due process.

Organizing meetings forAproject parents.

Encouraging' parent involvement in the diktrict ad-
visory.council and project school advisory committee.

. Encouraging parent use of the project's Resource Center,

. Serving as liason that arranged services to project pa-
rents.pmavii:ed-by community agencies and groups.

-187-
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Inservice Program

Inservice 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 cicerns:

1 On-going orientation to Current programneeds.

. Clarifying respective roles and responsibilities in the
Reading Strategy program.

. Developing and improving' skills a,6 reinforci ng agents to

assist the classroom teacher.

. Upgrading skills in motivating pupils.

. Effective means of communication 'with school personnel
and parents,

Increased.awareness of characteristics and needs of pupils
that are served -by-gieTi;jea.

. Identifica ion of current trends in methods and materials
which mig be effectiveiy,used to upgrade the reading
abi f pupils in the project.

. Addit al on-site inservice provided by Reading Strategy
Consul s.

(See APPENDIL E for of the Staff' Perception Survey.)

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 homes and were used, hope-
fully, to help children, practice and improve their reading skills.

isq
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 4

This report represents the results of the second application of
regressioranalysis (Model C) for evaluation of the Title I Reading Strat-

egy prograd. Test scores obtained from the CTBS test administered in the
spring, of 1979 were compared with test scores obtained from CTBS test

lit administered-in the spring of 1980. The results werAPonverted into mean

NCE scores.

The sample included 25 schools. The criteriamfor selection of

served participants were pupils who:

. scored at or below 42 NCE units on the SDRT (comprehension
section) administered in the fall of 1979.

. 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 ti 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) ad inistered in the spring

of 1979 and had a matched score from the CTBS ( mprehension section)

administered in the spring of 1980. .

The results revealed that in each grade £4,5,61 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

was 3.43 NCE units between the obseTved 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. Thisigain did meet the criteria set by

the objective of 4 NCE units. At grade 6 the effect of the program was

3.9.0 NCE units. This gain was considered to meet the criteria set by the

objective of 4 NCE units. A]though predicted -achievement---leve14-were at-

tained at Grades 5 an 6, overall performance levels remaineWtow when

compared with nation norms.

Classroom teachers (14147) reported chap es in their instruc-

tional precedures through the use of the diagnost c-prescriptive approach.

Teaches- indicated the improvement in lesson plan rganization, student

selection, and flexible student grouping. for rea ing instruction. These

improvements in turn contributed to students' .improvement in reading. AP

Utilizing these improvements, teachers were able to provide individualized

instruction as well as reinforcement to pupils. 'Classroom teachers

through use of the diagnostic-prescriptive approach-recognized individual

pupil needs. 4

Parent and teacher responses indicated pupil improvement in the

application of basic xeading skills. As skills improved, students' atti-

tudes improved, as evidenced by their increased interest in reading addi-

tional books and other matOrials. Responses from the parent opinionnaires

(96.%) reported improvement in their child's reading. Parent expressed

satisfaction with the program. Oidence cited included improved reading
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rate, 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

students MP program's instructional approach is a definite plan-of
sequential-step presentation of basic reading skills by a certified teacher

to eligible upper elementary 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 the local application of regres-
sion analysis, a recommendation can be made for future use of regression
analysis (Model C) in the Titre I Reading Strategy program.
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Public

1. Hodge
2. Doan

3. Wade Park(L.E.)
4. Sowinski
5. Longwood

APPENDIX A
READING STRATEGY

ELIGIBLE TITLE I ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
1979-80 School Year

(Rank Order)

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

6. Geo. W. Carver 46.

7. Charles H. Lake 47.

8. Stephen Howe 48.

9. Margaret A. Ireland (L.E.) 49.

10. Paul L. Dunbar' (MMC) 50.

11. Giddings

12. Hicks
13. Charles Orr

14, Alfred A. Benesch .

15. Mary M. Bethune (R.L.C.)

16:

17.

18.

19.

20.

*91.

22.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

0.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35,

36.

37.

38.-
39.

406.

East Madison
Hazeldell
Captain Arthur
Mary B. Martin
Boulevard

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

Roth(L.E.) 58.

59.

60.

Kentucky
J. D. Rockefeller
John W. Raper(MMC)
Chesterfield
Miles Park

Bolton

Case_
Tremont
F. H. Parkway
Louis Pasteur

Dike
Woodland Hills .

Daniel E Morgan (MMC)

Orchard'
Anton Grdina (L.E.

Scranto (MMC)
Walton
Lafayette
Watterson
Marion-Sterling (MMC)

Public

Harvey Rice 1.

Union (L.E.) -2.
Buhrer 3..

Mt. Auburn 4.
Sackett 5.

Anthony Wayne 6.

Willow 7.

East Clark 8.

0. H: Perry 9.

H. W. Longfellow

Paul Revere
Robert Fulton
Gordon

Clark
Corlett

Buckeye-Woodland -%

Kenneth Clement
Longmead'
Garfield
Joseph Landis

61. Charles Dickens
62. Marion C. Seltzer

63. Mound
64. Halle (L.E.)

65. A. J. Rickoff (MMC)

66. Harvard

67. Fullerton
68. East Denison

69. Gilbert (L.E.)

70. Lawn

71. Brooklawn
72. Nathaniel Hawthorne

73. Milford. .

74. Emile DeSauze

75. ,Cranwood

76.

77.

Artemus Ward
Waverly
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Non-

Mt. Ple sani Cath.
Our Lady of Peace
Urban Community
St. Timothy
St. :Micheal

St. Joseph (Collinwood)
St. Aloysius
St. Francis
St. 'Paul Croatian



APPENDIX B

Table 1

dw
Test la and Test 2bICTBS Reading Scores (NCE) an

Correlations'for the Served and Comparison

Groupslin Grades 4, 5, and 6

1979-1980

Grade
Served Group (NCE4 42)

N Test 1" X Test 2 7 chair Corr.

Comparison Group OFET?'42)

N Test I X Test 2 -X Change

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 2665 55.71 53.62 -2.09 .55

aCTBS Reading Test April/May, 1979.
bCTBS Reading Test May, 1980.

iSs
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Table 2

A immary of Regression Analysis
del C) data for the Fourth Grade

Number-of pupils

/' Mean of Test 1 scores

SERVED GROUP
(NCE < 42)

COMPARISON GROUP
(NCE > 42)

484

30.25

,

2857

55.72

S.D. of Test 1 scores 8.53 8.41

Observed mean of Test 2 socres 31.09 d 49.24

S.D. of Test 2 scores 13.39 14.67

Correlation of Test 2 with
Test 1 scores .12 .49

Slope of regression line for
predicting Test 2 from Test 1 scores .19 \ .85

Estimation (Prediction) equation Estimated Test 2
.85 x Test 1

score-= 1.95
score

+

Standard error of estimate 13.30 0 12.82

Test index of estimation

Significance of the estimation

F (1, 2855)

il<.01

= S8
29

"

Estimated mean of Test 2 score 27.66
%

. Effect of Program 31.0 r 27.66 .=,3:43 .
.

.

'Test index of treatment effect

Statistical signific
'treatment effect

ti -

f

t 0338) = 2.07

p< .05

utrqvt..7

+-.
-193-, 1.89
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Table 3

A- Summary of Regression Analysis
(Model C) data for the Fifth Grade

SERVED -GROUP

(NGE < 42)

Number of pupils, 558
r

Mean of Test' 1 scores 27.91

S.D. of Test 1 scores 10.07

Observed mean of Test 'g scores' 35.34

S.D. of Test 2 scores 14.58

Correlation of 'Test-2-with
Test1 scores .18.

Slope of regression line:for

predi6ting Test 2 from Test 1 scores._
-\

Estimation gredlion) equation

tandard error oTestimate

C` Test index of estimation
.

Sigriificance of the estimation

Estimated mean of 'Test 2 score

: Effect of Program

Test.index-of treatment effect
41,

. Statistical significance
treatment effect

of

t

COMPARISON GROUP
(NCE..>

2250

55.5

8105 ..

52.83

. .

14.66

E_ stiated 2-Mie =
=

.89'x- Test1 score
.-

r

704.999.

14.35

(1'2248

/i<.01

28.50

35.34 - 28.50

5.40
--.(280)

<

3.66+

6.'84

"O.
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Table 4,

A Summary of Regression Analysis
(Model C) data for the Sixth Grade .

Number of pupils

*SERVED GROUP.
(NCE 4 42)

. 382

Mean of Test 1 scores, ' 28.34

S.D. of Test 1 scores 10.34

Observed mean of Test 2 scores 34.26

S.D. of Test,2 scores 11.97

Correlation of Test 2 with
Test 1 socres .37

Slope cif regression line for'
predicting Test 2 from Test 1 scores .43

Estimation (Prediction) equation

Standard error of estimated

Test .index of.estimation
4

Significance of the estimation

Estimated mean of Test 2 score

Effect of Program

a' Test index of treatment effect

Statistical significance of
treatment effect

.1

COMPARISON GROUP
(NCE > 42)

i669

55.71

8.56

53.62

13.22

.55

:784,

Estimated Test 2 'score = 6.55 +

.84 x Test 1. score

11.12 11.06

F(1, 2667)
11.93

b 2.< .01'

30.36

-195-
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READING STRATEGY PROGRAM
Cleveland Public Schools

Teacher Opinionaile

N=S7

June, 1989%

P
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APPENDIX C 4
1

/

.

Selected pupilt in your classroom have participated
in the Reading Strategy Prograiduringduring the 1979-1980
school year. .We are asking.yo cooperation in the

completion of this opinionaire that we may ascertain
the impact of this program from the viewpoint of the
classroom teacher. knedA, return the opinionnaires
unsigned, ill the enclosed envelope, no later than
Friday, July 11, 1980. Mrs. Gwendolyn Morton
Div.ision of Research and Development,Room 600-S,

1. In your opinion what were the major purposes of the Reading Strategy,

prdgram?

. To improve mastery of reading skills and provide directed practice

within the classroom:

To reinforce thp skills/taught by the classroom teacher.

To motivate learning through successfully learning skillts.

To provide practice and time to identified pupils.

9

2. What did you do to assist the project's efforts to imprpve the read-
ing weaknesses of pupils selected according to the Reading Strategy

Program's, criteria?

Introduce lessohs and tested and retested for mastery of theskill.

. Taught reading daily.

Encouraged and supported children in the program.

Worked in coordinatiOn'with Strategist to improve students reading.

A

t

4.
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APPIENDIX C

3. In your opinion, how many pupils, who were assisted by Reading Strategy
Staff, improved in reading to the following degrees: .

6

Very Marked
Improvement

Marked
Implpvement

Some
Improvement

Little
Improvement

No
Improtement'

.

11%

.'

'44% 37% , 7% 1%

(N=869 children)

4. How many of your pupils who were participants in the Reading Strat.egy
Program; reflected positive changes in the following areas and to the

following degrees: .

. attitude toward reading

Very Marked
Change

Marked
Change

-Some
Change

Little
Change

No
Change

10% 400 41%

1

8% lt.

i

(N=853 children)

. Increased self-motivation

Very Marked
Change

Marked
Change

Some
Change

Little
Change

No
Change

11% .
r

33% 45% 10% ' in

(N=854 children)

,

5.1
Did changes occur in pupils' reading habits which caused you to feel
that tht strategies of this program had been beneficial?

Yes 49 -92% No 4-8%

a -19 7-
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Comments:
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'APPENDIX'C .4

. Chi1dr4n who were reluctant to receive special help were anxious
to go to the reading strategist.

. .

. Children who would not read independently evidehced more self
reliance.

-

J

0 .

Children Showed improvement in vocabulary, comprehension, and
other skills that hand been reinforced.

. Students appeared eager to attend the program.

. Children responded well to the personalized and individualized
instruction provided for them in small groups with the strateeX

teacher.

. Siudents'self concepts and attitudes improved aftelhaving some

success.

Students,that lacked tie motivation for reading at first, seemed

to have increased in enthusiasm.

. Children were more excited about reading than before. They

requested to take more books home. Trade book discussion seemed
to improve and became enjoyable.

6. Wheat benefits did you receive from this program?

. Improvement of th'e studente mopthly growth was inspiring and gratify -

ing to watch.

. Sharing ideas for teaching skills, e.g. varied.approaches to present
skill lessons and ideas for games.

. Provides the weaker readers the consistant reinfordement of reading
skills the classroom teacher cannot provide.

Pupil, participants mastered their necessary Allis much faster and
tore .thoroughly than they' norvally would.

. Regular lessons, progress smoother because weaker readers ar&'better

prepared.

. Improyement in planning skill lessons.

"198-
194
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7. What Nes the extent of your awareness-of the diagnostic-prescriptive
instructional approach to'readinf prior to becoming involved in-the
Reading Strategy program?

$.

. This approach presented many paractical techniques for reading
instruction.

: Improvement in the use of terminology*to describe the process,

. This is a gOod approach to apply to any subject area.

, .

The pre-post test of skill mastery aids the teacher in decision
making. ,

4 Increased awarness of skills (sub-headings) tO hetptreinforce skills
. ,

necessary.
I'

.

. The Reading Strategy program has been a practicq solution for the
identified weak reader.

1-
. $\

.

. The program expanded my.instruction to include the Diagnostic Read- ,

ing Probes. ,

The program-enables served pupils to work more independently after
attending sessions with the Reading Strategy Teacher.

.

- . . The'Strategy program's .concentrated effort and additional instruc-
.. tional,time benef4s the student.

$ f

.% The prog has been very successful.

8. What significant changes have occurred in your instructional procedures
since you have become involved with Reading Strategy?

Acceptance -of other points'of view to try other, suggested approaches.

. Aadefinite and sequentia l plan.for teaching reading skills.

?,>

. Provided.more individualized instructions.

A better understandingOf basic skills and how they should be applied

to' teach reading. 4

. More conscious about completing skills as prescribed. '

. Providing additional activities and practice lessoijs to improve .

individual students skills.

. Added teacher confidence in teaching the sequence of skills.

-199-
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Additional akareness of skills needed for mastery and various games^
to reinforce learning.

.

Improved identification of students needs and applying the pres,criP--',
tive teaching method to,reach the desired goals!

Recommendations:

. Provide help for students on teacher jihlgement and past low academic
'performance; and not standardized test scores alone.

Recommend the study skills program be continued throug h junior high
school.

sugg est that the Reading.Strategist work in a separate room, th the

reinforcement group.

More flexiability for the Strategist to review a skill the stjdent
ha's not mastered in the sequential reading plan.

°

Include the nineteen specific reading, skills in the Probes.

--Projcirei.s very wbthwhile and should be continued.

/
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Dear Parent:.

4 APPENDIX D

1
tCleveland Public,SChdols

I Parent lopinionaire.

:1979-1980

COMPOSITE SUMMARY
N=136

, . We /are contacting parents whose youngsters have partioll-

pied in the Reading Strategy Programduring this year.
, .

Youi child - has yeceiyed

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 your son or daughter in this progrim? Son Daughter /

2. What gt4de was your child?

.3

4The parent of.die project participants responded

as follows

Grade Boys Girls Total.

1

6 9 19 28

21 213 44'

4 34 26 60
V

Other 3 4

Total 65 71 136 ,

197
-201-
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. )s,. r

3. What do you think of the'help,in reading, your child received?

%la I

. Excellent F.-1 Good Fai

Help Help HelpHelp

6d or 44% 60 or 44%. 11 or 8%

'Little No No Response ,
4

Help 11 Help

I.
2 cir 1% '0 3 or 2%

4. What did your child tell your about things the, special reading,teacher'
did to help make him or her a better reader?

. "She told-me'that she liked the special reading teacher and the dif -.
ferent ways that you helped her e.g:.reading games and'difterent
work sheets."

. She fias.most excited about learning hto take words and sound them
out for herself. ,

. The reading - synonyms, prefixes, suffixes,
skills.helped her to really understand how t9 read

"Learning how to build words and understafibt4ng what
4°

The teacher taughethem how sentences were made and
understanding of what's read'.

riot words. These
better.

shehas.read."

gave them a better

. He said "she helped him to breakdown words into syllables> He.also

learned to pronounce words more 0.early."

. He indicated that he received very individdalized attention and
help in his reading.

.

. ,Phillip said "his reading teacher pointed out those things to remember,

- the pain characters, where it takes place, how to pronounce the words,
.

and what it is about. -

: "Reading aloud, listening to'tapes, learning vowels' sounds; reading
comprehension learned drawing conclusions, main idea of a paragraph

or sentence and better, understanding of classification."

What showed you that your child was reading better?

: "Appeared more interested'in reading books and reads more now.'

. She can tell me what she had read much better: She seems to enjoy

reading more.

They (both children in the program) read much clearer andSfaster now.

.
I listento her read and it is $4) much better. She)did need help and

she-got it.
.

. "Child became more interested in books, newspaper, and various signs

and billbpards."

-z02- 1961
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...-1,
.,

. She got books from the library to read Without me telling her, and
she would read tome, afterwards I would ask her questions. The

.

understanding and comprehension improved. ..
i

., ....

Vile report C'ard,improved.
.

. , .

.

.
Re became more interested in reading and began to sjt down and read to-

,.

me and to the library for more skirls, . .

Alt

'1

He is more interested and he ask people to listen.

.
Improvement in NocabUllary, knows more'words and pronounces tirm better.,

. He's reading at home to his sisters.

. .

f.. Did you attend any of these meetings about reading?

Yes 72 or 55% No 60 or 45%

Conferences with sp4cfal reading teacher?

Yes 65 or 54%6 No 55 or 50%

Worhops to learn how.to help child at.home?

Yes 65 or 54% No 57 or A6%

7. b Does your child read better now? :

'Yes 130 or 96% No.2 or 1% No Respo4se 4 or .2%

How do you feel about your child's reading now?

.
My childis reading better due to her attending the

. We feel very good about her progresS in reading:

in the program next year.

.' I am very pleased.
. .

I feel she is making progress in her reading, and wi
.

she will get better. 4.

. .

a

reading program.

hope she can Be

4.°

A this program

. She is beginning o understand more of what shp is reading.
( .

A
.

Me, feel very,good about her progress in reading, she helps her

sister and brother now that she reads better:
(f-

. I am impressed with.t1ie confidence he%is showing.
.40^

.
I feel the Reading Strategy Pro§ram was excellent.

. The program needs to continue.

-203-
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.
,

, ,

.. Good - I think/this progiam is good for children like. Keith who does

e

need a little more help in reading.

9: ,Do you help your child 44th reading at.home?

Yes 110 or 81% No 19 or 14% No,Respodse 6 or 4 %
4

I; 10. Does someone else in the family help your child with reading at home?
. ,_.--,/

4 4 I
Yes 81 or 59% No 49 or 36% NO Response 6 or 4%

(

C

-11. Would you like the Reading Strategy ProgiLto continue to help your
Child with reading?

Yes 133 or 97% No 2 or 1% No Response 1 or .07%

General Comments

. The Reading Strategy' Program is an excelnt one. I think it

should be continued in the flublic,schools.

The Reading Strategy, Program is excellent.

I liked the Reading Strategy Program because it helps children

read better and understand what is being read.

I would like for the Reading Strategy to continue, not'only did

it help my child, it helped so many 9ther children.

We need more programs of this kind to be continued:

. The special
little time
.ficulty,rea

. The Reading

help is very good for the working parent who has
to give extra help to the child who ds having dif-

ding.

Strategy Program should continue into, uniar high school.

-4?
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PROGRAMA ESTRATEGIAS Di IA LECIURA.

ESCUELAS PUBLICAS /DE CLEVELVD

CUESTIONALO PARA 1106' PADRES

1979-198D
A.

s Padres:o

junio, ]e980

r rl,

iEttamos comuncandonos con los:padres de los-.Winos que han
participado en el.Programa Estrategias en la lectura durante este afio.

\
,

Su hijo (a) ' ha recibido
-N

ayuda en la lecturg por medio de este programa. aodria usted :s;

ayudarnos deci6ndonos q1.16 piensa usted de este programa? Haga elt w

favor de contestar la. s preguntap que aparecen abajo y devolverlas al

maestro (a) de su hijo (a) en 6 antes del jueves17 de julio de I. .

1. 4Estuvo su hijo o hija en este programa? Hijo Hij a

2. an que grado estaba su hijo (a)?

3. J.Qu6 piensa usted de la ayuda que su hijo (a) recibiS en la

lectura?

EXclentel
I

Buena
I I

Ninglina

Regular

I

I I

Poca
L I

4. '01u6 cosas hiio el maestro especial de lectura para ayudar a su

h1jo a ser pn major lector?

5. Nu6 cosas le demuestran a usted que su hijo esta leyendo major?

7/10/80
-205-
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p

6. 'astuvo usted presente a algunas de estas reunions sobre la
lectura? . ,

..
,

.1 } 1
, r

%Si No r

L.

eTuv6 alguna conferencia con el maestro especial de la lecEAra?

Si' 1 I NO

..eAsistieyusted a alglinos -611eres para aprender como.ayudar al

nifio (a) en la casa?

Si

7 elee su hijo (a,mejor ahor

I S
}

Si

I I
No

.e.

No

41m.,

- 8., eC6mo se siente usted ahoraacerca.de la lecturfde su hijo (a)?

9. ,eAyuda usteda su hijo ca) a leer en s casal .

fSi j i No
1 1

10. zHay algtin-otro miettbro de su fatnilia que ayt.pa a su hijO (a) con

la lectura en su casa?
Si I I No

ZQui4n?

11. Desea usted que el Programa de'Estrategias en la leCtura continue

ayudando a su hijo (a) en la lect4ra?

t I

Carentarios

Si r 1 No

Gtacias por,contestar las preguntas. Depuelv4o a .1a Maestra de

Eqtrategias en la Ledtura. >

2/10/80o
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I: READING STRATEGY PROGRAM
A '

Al. 1

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

1979-1980-

STAFF PERCEPTION Salk

i

. 1° N=63. -'

, .

1

4

f' Your role in' the Reading Strategy. program is of major importanee.

to pupils/ success. Please responefti the items on this survey. Return

the coMpletedform to Gwendolyn Morton, room 600-S Division of-Researqh
and Development no later than Fileay, July 11, 1980,1 ; .

1.' What is your assignment in the Reading Strategy program?

Strategy Teacher 53 Speech Therapist 1 _Consultant 7
.

Psychologist 1 Parent CoordinatOr 1 Other

2: What have been yourmaior igspousibilities this year?

To teach Probes follow-up lessons to 4th and,5th graders and
C1SSS to 6th grade students who are eligible.,

each specific skIlls to small stategy groups, pre andpost
'these skilll, a develop follow4up skill lessons.

.

3. 'How many inservice meetings have yoU attended?

Average, of eight monthly meetings.

'0

Each inservice meetings was well planned'

Guest speakers were interesting and helpful with reading ideas.
.

10
0

-4*

Provided opportuhities to,share ideas and Materials,

Provided consistant'directioi for program policies and examples

of program 'record keeping procedures unique in Reading Strategy.

4. What did, you consider the most meaningful contributions of inservice/

staff conferences to your effectiveness in this project?

Constantly introduced to new techniques and materials.

Responsibilities, procedures and program were explained carefully,

updated" frequently.

I.

.
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. Opportunity tb make game' and skill lessons, the sharing of
ideas with other Strategists.

Opportunity to observe demonstration lessons.

S. How did your role asiOst the project to achieve its objectives?

. Students progressed through Steps of program and showed improve-

nitt in reading skills.
4 ,

Working with small groups and specific skills, I was able to
spigoint individual problems and help a great majority of
students experience success in basic reading skills.

= .

ti

. Following the objectives and guidelines set forth in the program'
' and 4dheying to them.

. Student pre-post scores improved considerably.

6. What did the Reading Strategy Program do for pupils?

; It gave them a foundation with which to build upon; *also _develops

a process to use for future application..

toi

. It provided motivation for pupils who were reluctant readers; it
gave poor readers extra time to work at improving skills.

It allowed the chilren more individualized reinforcement. in

.
reading skills.

. Pupils wRb ten lag
.

behindlthe class were given the i4dividual

/nstruct and over again, so that they could make a smooth

transitio one skill to the next. 411

II1.
I

,

.

, . It dOeloped'an awareness that through reading comprehensively,

C. reading can be a pleasure,

Children were strengthened in their reading abilities, through
.

, concentration on skills improvement.

. 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.

2U4
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What did the Reading Strategy Program do for teachers?

: Aided teachers by providing small group and pdividualized
' r4nforcement to eligible students.

. Shared different approaches in helping children.

. Provided specific lessons to teach'children and worksheets for

practice. -
to'

. ,Supportive help for those students who needed extra help.

. Provided a diagnostic and prescriptive tool, lesson plats, follow
up lessons, extending activities, plus a supportive staff.

. Aided-teachers by reinforcing and reteaching reading skills in

a-sequential order. 4

Please feel_iree to include recommendations:. 4

to ,improveimprove project operations

. 'permit Strategy teachers to work outside the classroom

with -the group of pupils.

. More interviCe 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 child4acquire a full grap and clear understand-

-

ing of the reading skills.

. reassess the time required for record keeping, lesson preparation

and developing reading game activities.

. innovate workshops geared toward Strategists' who service th

grade pupils.

For greater pupil growth

AK-

return syllabication unit in fourth grade.

continue to stress 11 group reinforcement with students.

4
. provide sufficent consumable supplies.

revise Probes to be more appropriate to specific grade levels.

/1.

emphasize close collaboration between classroom teachers and

reading strategist.

'.-209- n
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encourage building meeting for classroom teachers reclivingZeading
Strategy service to point opt the benefits to pupils and teachers.

continue to encourage parent participation.

add more than one teacher to-'a building where the eligibility

list is larger.:.

1

0

206

-210-

S.



/.

w
RESIDENT TUTOR PROJECT

Prepared by

Derek B. Taylor
Research Associate

Typed by
Caryl J. Hissam

Margaret Fleming
Deputy Superintendent

1979-1686

2O

rr



RESIDENT TUTOR-PROJECT

"1979-80 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND.OVERVIEW:

The purpose Of the project is to provide eligible pupils in grades
1-6 with-remedial reinforcement of specified skills in reading and/or mathe-

matics and to provide them with the opportunity for d.personal association
With an adult or college stud9t. 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 consultant teachers. Tutors work with one

to two students at a time outside of. the regular classroom for apprbximately

thirty minutes per'day, up-to five diyeper week. Tutors also-receive pre-

service and inservice training. Priori* 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.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Number of Pupils Served: 2,659 Grades Served: 1-6'

*lumber of Schools: 61 Public %Years in Operation: 12

(See Appendix A) 12 Non-Public
73 Total

Staffing: 1 Project Managert(PT)
3 Consultant Teachers (FT)'

83%Resident Aide Tutors (FT)
19 Resident College Tutors (ST)
1 Clerk (FT)

Total Title I- Expenditures: $702,902 . Per PupirCost:- $264*

(School Year)
V

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

. Process Objective Fifty-eight full-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 eleMentiry schSols.

* Title I funds in addition to General Fund per pupil expenditure.
A
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. Outcome: This objective was achieved. 'Examination of project
records indicated that during the 1979780 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 cif 102 aides and College students were hired during

the year, that number was not employed at any given point-in time.
Similarly, although the project served'a total of 73 schools, that,

many were not served aethe s 'time. Data showed that of the

73 schools served, 13 or 18$ re ived project services for one

semester or less. Table 1 show the numbelloof tutors employed

aid the number of schools being served at five arbitrarily selected
points in time. during the school year.

ti

Table 1

Numbers of 7ttors and.Schools in the Resident Tutoz
Project at Five Points During the School Year

4 441'1/4

Time of Year
Tutors

Employed

Schools
Served

September 48 48

januFY\ 55' - 52

March 69 .66

- May :14 67

,

July* 73
..

.64

* A teacher strike'closed the Cleveland Public'Schools
from mid-October to earry-January. The school. year

was extended until July 23,,1980.

Records showed that the variation in numbers of tutors and schools

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 project assigned tutors will attend at leash

one pre -servictand monthly inservice training wogkshops, conducted

by project staff and/or consultants.

. Outcome: 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
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staff, or tation to Project procedures was conducted in individual

ar small oup sessions. Records show that following the orientation
session, a total of six additional inservice sessions were held
throughout the year at' the approximate rate Of one per month, begin-

ning in February, 1980. Schools were closed from mid-October to

Jauary due to a teacher strike.) The inservice workshops
dealt with topics such as record-keeping.procedures, test adminr
istration, tutoring techniques 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 sample of 57 tutors,in July,

1980, the inservice workshops were given qveralliratings.of Effective
to Very Effective by 96% of the

'
tutors. Ratings of individual work-

shops ranged from 92% to 98% in the Effective And Very Effeetive
categories. When asked whether addilla3Tieas needed to be cov-
ered in the training workshops, 40% of the tutors replied-in the

affirmative. 'Requests were varied. Tutoringtechniques for frac-

tions, methods of working withparents, more frequent:sharing of .
ideas among tutors and whys of improIring student' attitudes were

among the most frequent requests. A summary of responses to the

tutor questionnaire may be found in Appendix B.
# .

., Process Objective 3: ResidntTutors will be assigned to,4chools at
i specific request of school administrators\on the basis of educational

needs, as'indicated by the poverty index and'enrollment of education-
ally disadvantaged pupils. 4

. Outcome: ....This objective was achieved. Alist of schools°served by

tie PTOject may be found in Appendix A. Examination of project re-

cords.-and reference to a rank order ist of sch4ls by their poverty
index* indicated a,rough correspondence between poverty level and
level of tutoring,service. Because the available tutors werespread
rather evenly among the schools served, a heavy concentration of

service in the schools highest on the poverty rank list was noteyl
dent. However, when' the rank list of 9 schools eligible forATitle
service was 4ivided into halves, it was found that the/high poverty
ha1,4, of the lrst contained 38-11f4the 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. Binaliy, of the 11 public schools which received Resident
Tutor service for only one semester, otsless, 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 thgteatest need as defined by poverty index.

1

* Percentage of students in the school whd are eligible for free or reduced

price lunch: 114
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. Erocess 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 whi/Ch have been identified as high priority needs of children in
priority schools.

1,

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 skills and 39.5% were
kor specified reading skill's. According to the responses of a
sample af'57 tators to a questionnaire a nistered in July, 1980,
tutoring sessions ranged'from less thip 1 minutes to over 30 min-
utes, but 87% wee tween 20 and 30 minu es in length. Teachers
(N = 29) respon to a questionnaire administered in July, 1980,
reported that children receiving project services were tutored
from 3 to 5 days er week with the medianiteing 5 days. Summaries
of responses to the tutor and teacher questionnaires may be found
in Appendix B and AppendixC respectively.

.

Table 2 shows the percentage of tutoring assignments that were made
in each reading or math skill area.. r .. .

Table 2

Percentage of Tutoring ssiihMats br,Skill Area'

Math.Skills Percentage Reading Skills : Percentage

,Add/Sub Facts - 15%

Mult/Div Facts 15%

Add/Sub Computation 17%

Mult /Div Computation' 13%

tr,

Piblem Solving 2%
, .

*

I

Alphabet 6 2%

Vocabulary: " - 13%

Auditory/Visual Perception- 450,

Long/Short Vowels 13%

Syllabication 2%

Spelling 4%

%.k.

TOTAL 62% TOTAL . 38%

r

p,

. Process Objec ive 5: Fifteen of the full-time educational aides will be
assigned to Pareit Resource Centers in 15 Title I schools and will devel-
op parent_ involvement activities in addition-to tutoring.. At reast 50%
of the parents of pupils tutored by these aides will visit the Parent
Resource Center at least once to receive explandtions of the tutoring

1

4
fr

24/
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procedures and materials, be' apprised of the progretss being made by

their child, and /ox learn tutoring techniques to be used at hpno with

the pupil: _

. -

. Outcome: Thii objective was achieved. _Examinatioi of pr 'ect re-

cords showed that Parent Resource Centers with full-time ttors 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
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 af visiting parents ranged from 7% to 88%.-' Nine of the :15

Centers nibt the criterion set by the objective. The records show

further thit from zero to 27parent meetings were held at the Centers.
A total of 111 such meetings were held with the median number per
Center being S. At least one meeting was held at 14 Of the 15 centers.

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- c

constructed test' measuring master) of that skill or concept.

Outcome : This objective was achieved. Skill tests developed' 13),'

project staff for six reading skills were adminiqe,red to tutees

on a pre-post basis. Tutees werejadministered only those tests

appropridte'for the skill on WhiCh ,,,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

analysed separately for each skill area, the percentage achieving

a gain of 15% or greater was found 'to range from 67% to ,j100%. 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 skill tests' may be found in Appendix D.

. Product Objective 2: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20

30 minutes on a specified mathematics concept and/or skill, '50 perient

of a sample of participating pupils will show a" gain of 15% or more on
a Project constructed test measuring mastery of that/concept and/or

. Outcome: This objective was achieved: Skill tests developed by pro-'

Tea7Faff fo'r five mathematics skills' were administered to tutees
on a pre-post basis. Tutees were administered only those tests ap-

propriate for the skill on which they werel=being tutored. Examination

of the test 'scores for a random sample of 124 students who completed
30 or more tutoring sessions in mathematics showed thit 95% achieved
a pre-post gain of at least 15%. When the results were analyzed
separately for each skill area, Vile percentage achieving a gain of .

IS% or greater was found to range from 94% to 100%'. The size of the
gainsachieved by the students averaged 43% from tie pre to the pofit

'testing. A summary of the preand pose test perfo nce on the math-

ematics skill tests may be foUnd in Appendix D.
0
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Product Objective 3: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20
to.30 minutes each of specified leading skills, the mean post -`test
NCE score will be 7 units higher than the mean pre -test score for a
.sample:af pupils in grades 4 through 6 using the subtest of the Stan-

_ ford__Diagnostic; Reading Test appropriate to the skill being tutored.

A

A

Outcome: This objective was achieved at grades 4 and 5 but not at
grade 6. The Stanford Diagnos..tic,Readin Test was administered in
October, 1979 to all students in grades 4 6 as part of the city-
wide testing program. This administratio served as the pre-test
for Resident Tutor,Projectstudents. Fol owing the completion of
tutoring in a specified reading'skill,,, eachtutee was again ad -'
ministered the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test by his tutor, but
only the subtest that corresponded totthe skill tutore 4 ,Pre and

post scores, were converted to NCE scores using fall'a A spring'
ports respectively. twination of the pre .and post E means

showed that at giadesal the mean gain was 10.3 and at grade 5 'the
mean gain was 17.4, both of which exceed the criterion of 7 points
set in the ob/ective. At grade6, however, there was a mean Loss
of 3.6. Individual subtest scores are detailed in Appgndix E.

In order to illustrate where the students served by the Resident
Tutor Project stand in relation to the national 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
Stanford.

Table 3 s

Percentil4 Rank on National Norms of Mean Pre and Post
Scores on Subtests of Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test

_..

,Grade Subtest

.

N
Percentile Ralik

of Mean P4-94

Percentile Rank
of Mean Post

.

. -

4 Auditory Vocabulary, 13 2r75 ,

.

36.0

Structural Apalysis 5 36.6 56.1

Phonetic Anallysis 10 18.9 38.7

Auditory Discrimination 1 18.4 .23.8
,

i

5 Auditory Vocabulary 16 12.8 , . '46.8

Structural Analysis .10. 2 7.1

Phonetic Analysis 9 ::4 '33.5
.

' 6 Auditory Vocabulary 114, - '18.5 14.3

Structural Analysis .,6. 22.1 ..,
6,3

. Phonetic Analysis
.

10 13.2
.

18.4

Table 3 shows that on the pre-tests the average scores of children

served by the Resident'Tutor Project were mostly ire lowest 20%
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.of children nationally. The expectation is that without project'
services, their scores would remain the same relatibe/to Children

nationally. The results show that at grades 41and5, substantial
growth beyond would be expected was achieVed by most groups

tested. vAt grade ,6 the results indicate that the children tested

. fell further behind on two of the three skills tested. Despite

the progress noted, most groups tested-reMained in the lower ranges
of scores nationally '(with two notable exceptions). 'The small
numbers of childrenfor whom test scores are available sugOst that
that caution be exercised in interpreting these results.

ADDITIONAL FINDIeS

Additional information related 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,

in Appendix B and those,of-teachers are lo,pated in Append4

Forty-five percent of the tutors surveyed reported that at least

some of their pupils did =--.not appear to meet the Project eligi

Eility criteria. This represents a 12% increase from the pre-

vious year. Thirty-four percent reported that such pupils con-
stituted between1% and 25% of their tutoring load and 11%
reported that such pupils made up more than 25% of their tutees.
Questionas to why students were tutored despite not meeting
eligibility requirempts, the moat frequent responses from
tutors were that in the teacher's 'judgement the student needed

help and sometimes test information was n available on new

students.
4

ri 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.

. The number of teachers served by each tutor ranged friim 2 to

14 with a medi of 5.

. The total number of pupils served by each tutor ranged from 16

to 88 with median of 33 for the Educational Aide Tutors and
35 for the Parent Center Tutors. According to teachers, a

110, median number of 7 children were served per classroom.

Previous experience working in the Resident Tutor Project, was
repOrted by 61% of theEducational Aide Tutors, and 88% of the

Parent Center Tutors.
4*

. When asked if classroom teachers
skill to be tutored when a child
of the tutors reported that this
in reading and 93% reported that
identifiein math.

d;early identified the spedific

s referred for service, 96%,

was usually or always the case
the skill Was usually or always

. One hundred percent of the tutors aukveyed reported that the

Resident Tutor Manual wag at least Somewhat Helpful as a source
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of'tutoring ideas. The manual was rated as Very Helpful by :

89%. Asked if the manual needs improvement,-23a of the tutors
replied in the affirmative. The most frequent suggestions, ere
to include more activities for tutors to use with pupils and
tq improve the Resident 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 2

to discuss tutees progress. Meetings that frequently were
reported by-74,% of the teachers. -

Forty-one percent of.the teachers tr*rted being able to actually ,

Observe their tutor at work more frequently than once every two
weeks, and 65kreported that this was enough to,enable ihem to
adequately monitor the tutor's work. Eighty-three percent re-

ported that they would permit the tutor to, work in the classroom ,

rather than take the tutee to anotheillocation as is the case
now. Those that do'not want tutors working in the classroom
cited .the distractions and lack of pioper tutoring atmosphere
as the primary reasons.

Tutors were generally highly satisfied with the support provided
by their project Consultant Teacher. Eighty-nine percent re-

ported that their Consultant Teacher had demonstrated tutoring
technique with-pupils, and of these, 90% rated these demonstra-
tions as Very Helpful. Eighty-two percent of the tutors reported
that t"he Consultant Teacher service did not need to he 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 service by
10% of the classroom teachers. In 75% of these cases service
was terminated because the.tutee had achieved skill mastery*

Classroom,pachers identified the most valuable features of the
Resident Tutor Project as academic improvement, individual at-
tention to tutees and reinforcement of classroom teaching.

. \T acher suggestions for improvement in the project centered on

e. erceived need for more tutoring service and. a need to'serve
.so students not on the eligibility list.

,..- In addition to the parent involveme,t'activities conducted by_,,
the tutors assigned to Centers, the prokIct manager I.
reported that the Resident Tutor Project also recru ted a 20
member Parent Advisory Committee which met mbnthly to prOide
reattion4 and advice regarding project operations. Further, a

series of four project-wide parent Workshops wqre held during
the school year.). Attendance ranged from 20to1168 parents.
,The workshops covered such topics as general orientation to the

. Resident Tutor,Project, student assessment and selection pro-'

-cedures and home-tutoring techniques. .

4
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SUMMARY, AND CONCLUSIONS

In'its'twelfth yearf operation the Aesident Tutor Project achieyed
all of\its process objectives and two of its t product objectives. The

third product objective was achieved at two, of ree.grade levels. The 4ita

indicate that despite a shift from a full-time to apart -time project tanager .

(original manager lost-to retirement) .and the disruption of a 11-week teacher

strike,. prOject services were delivered, essentially as proposed:; The prOjedt

directly addresses identified academic needs of its student clientele,andis

.perceived as valuable by tife teachers of thesestudents.
.

The anticipated improvement in student performance levels was
hieved 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

performance did not appear to'benefit from project services, pnd in fact,

decli7A somewhat.
.14,

Although tutors reported that the
A
majority of the students they

tutor did meet the project eligibility requirements,'a sizakle minority

(45%) reported that at least, some of their students were not on the project
eligibility lists.- This problem has been reported in revious years, but

seemed to have increased in severity in the 1979- 994.-yeat.

Recommendations for future operations of the Resident Tutor Project

include the following:

. ,

a. The materials
,

and procedures used with graile'6,studentS should

be examined to attempt. to determine the reasons for the lack

of apparent impact at that grade leveas measured by the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.

b. Measures should be taken to insure 'that students served by the

project.are those who meet the Title I oriteria. This-might_,7

include increased emphasis on the topid,of eligibility during'

inservice sessions for tutors and increased communication to
teachers alZprincipals regardijig the need to adhere to the

eligibility guidelines.

,

c. If the level of funding permits, the number.of tutors should
be increased to that each eligible shool will have the se aces

of at least one tutor.

1'216
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Public
t

'Alfred A. Benesch
Andrew J: Rickoff
\klithonyWayne

ton Grdina
Bolton

A

APPENDIX A

Schools Segved by Resident Tutor Project.

,Boulevard
Buckeye-Woodland
Captain-Arthur Roth
Case

tCharles Dickens

Charles H. Lake
Charles W! Chesnutt
Charles'Orr
Chesterfield'
Corlett

Cranwood
Daniel Morgan
Dike
East Clark
East*Madison

-r

Emile DeSauze
'' Forest Hill Parkway

George Washington Carver
Giddings
Harvey Rice

Hazeldell
Henry W./Longfellow
Flicks

Hodge
Iowe-paple

John. D. Rockefeller,
Jbhn Raper
Joseph F. Landis
Xenneh W. Clement .

Kentucky .

Lafayette

itthgwood

Louis.Pasteur
Margaret A. Irelarld

Marion-Sterfine---
v

Mary B. Martin'
Mary M. Bethune
Miles
Miles Park'
Miles Standish

**.

< % v .

Moses Cleveland
Mt, Auburn
Mt. Pleasant
Orchard
*Paul L. Dunbar

Paul Reve%e
Robert Fulton
Scranton_
Sowinski

Stephen E. 116,e

Tremont
Union
Wade Park
Walton '

Waverly

Woodland Hills

*

10

Non-Public

Mount Pleasant Ca tholiE'

Our Lady of Peace

St. Adalbert 4
,\\

St. Benedict

St. Francis

St. Joseph Franciscan
?-

St.. Malachi

St. Michael
\
St. Philip Neri

t

St. Stephen

St. Timothy

2/ ''/. .Urlian Community
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APPENDIX B

RESIDENT TUTOR QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY

N = 57

Dear Resident Tutor,
.

The Cleveland Public Schools is gathering information for A report

on the Resident Tutor Project. Your answers to the following questions will

help us-prepare the report and make'decipionsiabout improving the'program.
Please answer all of the questions comPiwetely and frankly. You need not sign

the questionnaire.

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). -%

Derek B. Taylor.
Division of Research and Development
Cleveland Public Schools
1380 East 6th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44114'

TUTORS RESPONDING = 57 .

Educational Aide Tutor = B.A.T.
Parent Aide Tutor = P.A.T.

1. In addition to' tutoring, are you responsible for parent resource center

in your school? Yes = 28.1% No = 71.9%

2. How many pupils have you tutored this year?

Average Median Range N

E.*T. 35.7 33 16-88 37

P.A.T. 37.r 35 19-63 15

Total 36.1 33 , 16-88 5t

3. 'On average, how many minutes per day do you tutor an individual pupil?

15 or Below 16-20 21-25 26-30 30 & Above N

E.A.T. 2.6% . 10,3% 25.6% .58.9% 2.6% __)39
1

P..A.T. 0.0% 6.3i 25.0%' X68.7 % 0.0% lt

Total 1.8% '9.1% 25:5%' . -61,8% 1.8% 55.

-223- 21
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. APPENDIX B (Cont'd)

4. Counting this month, how many months have you been employed as a Resident

. Tutor this year?

Average Median Range

E.A.T. 6.4 7 '1-11

P.A.T. 8.0 8 4-11

Total 6.8 1-11

N

41

16

57

ft

5. Have you worked in the Resident Tutor Project before this year?

Yes No 'N

E.A.T. 60.9% 39.2% . 41 '

"A

P.A.T. 87.5% 12.5% 16-

.

Total 68.4% 31.5% 57

6. The Resident Tutor Training Workshops you attended covered several topics.
How effective were each of the following workshop topics in preparing you
to work as a Resident Tutor

Workshop Topics

E.A.T.
,...

P.A.T.

Total

E.A.T..

P.A.T..

Total

E.A.T.

P.A.T.

Total

E.A.T.

P.A.T.

Total

E.A.T.

P.A.T.

Total

Very,

Effective Effective
Somewhat
Effective

Not

Effective N

a. Completing Resident
Tutor Project forms
and records

b. Administering tests

.-

c. Tutoring techniques
for reading

40

d. Tutoring techniques
for math

e. Sha;ing tutoring
ideas among tutors

65.9%

75.0%

29.3%

25.0%

4.8%

0.0%-

0.0%

0.0%

41,

16

68.4%

82(29%

15.0%

r . 0

. .1%

18.7%

4
3.5%

0.0%

6.30

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

57

4P-'

16

'80.7%

-:67.5%

68.7%

l7.5$

30.0%

*31.3%

1.8%

2.5%

0.0%

0.0%
.

'0.0%

0.0%

57

40,

16

67.8%
.

65.9%

75.0%

30.4%

31.7%

J5.0%

1.8%

2.4%

0.0%

0.0%

'0.0%

0.0%

56

41

16

68.4%

82.9%

37.5%

29.8%

12.2%

50.0%

...

X1.80

2.4%

12.%

0.0%

2.4%

0.0%

57

41

16'

70.1% 22.8% 5.2% 1.'8% 57
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APPENDIX B (CAN)

Overall, how effective were the Resident Tutd Training Workshops in pre-

paring you to work as a Resident Tutor? (Check one)

EfMive.

4

Effective

Somewhat
Effective

Not

Effective 4.

EA.T. 72.5% 25.0% 2.5% 0.0% 40
6

P.A.T. 68.7% 25.0% 6.3% 0.0% 16

Total 71.4% 25.0% 3.6% 0.0$ 56

8. Are there any additional areas you think need'to be covered in the training

workshops to increase your tutoring effectivenessT

Yes No N'

E.A.T. 909% 64.1% 39

11/1i.

.e%0% 50.0% 16.

Aotal . 40.0% 60.0% 55

If you answered YES, please liit one or two specific topics that you would

like to see added to' the training workshops.

"More about fractioni...mpte counseling on dealing with student and parent apathy. :.
'

need more workshops for techniques...more time given at workshops to exchange
ideat..."

9. About what percentage of the pupili'you worked with this quarter were not,-
on the Pupil Eligibility

None

List?

1-25%-

(Check one)

26-tO% 51-75% ,711-100% N
.1.-.Is

E.A.T. 52'.5% 35.0% 5.0% 2.5% 5.0% 40

P.A.T. 60.0% 33.3% 0 .6% 6.7% 0.0% 15

. .,
/

Total 54.6% 34.6% 3.6% 3.6% 3.6% 55

9a. If some of the pupils you worked with were not on the Pupil Eligibility List,

please explain'why they were tutored anyway.

"Because the teacher asked and the child needed it...teacher felt the children

specific skiljs...Requested by teachers

transferred' from anther /chool and their school records had not arrived et

-;25-

2 0.

It



s,

APPENDIX B (Cont'd)"

0

10. When you are assigned a pupil for tutoring in reading or math, does yilur
supe ising teacher clearly identify the.specific skill to be tutored by

check ng one of those listed on the pupil-referral form? (Check one in

.

ea column).

E.A.T.

P.A.T.

Total

When Pupil Needs
Reading Tutoring

When,Pupil Needs
Matli,TUtoring

82.5%

81.2%

80.0%

75.0%

'Teacher always identifies specific skill

'i=8.7.%

E.CT. 15.0%
*

15.0% Teacher uS1rally identifies specific skill

-P.A.T. . 12.5% 12.5%

Total 14.3% ' 14.3%

2.5% 5.0% Teacher sometimes iOntifies specifiO ski

P.A.T. 6.3% 12.5%

Total 3.6% 7.1%

E.A.T. 0.0% 0.0% Teacher seldom identifies specific skill

P.A.T. 0.0%rs 0.0%

Total 0.0% 0.0%

-.
11. How often 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.A.T. 5.1% 33.3% 41.0% 40.5% 39

. .

P.A.T. 12.5% 12.5% 56.3% 18.7% 16

Total 7.3% 27.3% 45.40 20.0% 55

12. Has your Project Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutoring techniques
with any of your pupils this year?

Yes No N

E.A.T. 87.5% 12.5% 40

P.A.T. 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 Helpful Somewhat Helpful Not Very Helpful N

. 0.0% 35

221 0.0% - 15

PI

.E.A.T.

P.A.T.

Total

88.6%

93.3%

11.4%

-r''6.7%

90.0% 10.0%
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I

13. How helpfpl to you is the Reside `''Tutor Manual as a source of ideas for

tutorinvactivities?

Very Helpful Somewhat Helpful Not Very Helpful N'

E.A.T., 90.2% 9.8% 0.0% 41

P.A.T. 87.5'4 12.5% 0.0% 16

Total 89.5% 10.5% 0.0%

14. If you think the Resident Tutor Manual needs to be improved, please list one

or two specific suggestions for idproyement. "I think the content of the RTP

test needs to be completely reviied...It could have more activities for master-

ing multiplication facts...more activities for reading.'.."

15. Could your contacts with your Project Consultant Teacher be made more helpful

, to you?-

.Yes No

E.A,T. 17.9% 82.1% 39

P.A.T. 20.0% 80.0% 15

T 18.5% 81.5% 54

If you answered YES, please list one or two specific ways in which the

Project Consultant Teacher could be more helpful.

"...having more visits than usual...The Consultant Teachers are terrific - and

bave much to'share with us. - we need more workshops with them..."

16. HoW' many different teachers h e you tutored pupils for this year?

Average I Median. Range N"

E.A.T. 6.2 . 5, 2-14 41

P.A.T.: 5.6 5 3-10 l6

Total '6.0 5 2-14 57 .

,

4.

.
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APPENDIX C

RESIDENT TUTOR TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE SUMMARY

N = 29

The Division of ReSearch and Development is collecting inforMaticin
'.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 project

operations. You need not sign this questionnaire.,

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).

Derek B. Taylor.
Division df Research and Development.
Cleveland Public Schoqls
1380 East 6th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

1. How many children in your clau have received Resident Tutqr services this
year? ' . Avg.: 7.0; Median. 7; Range: 2-17

2. In all, how many tutors have been assigned to your classroom this year, in-

-'--tiNdng your present tutor? Avg. :. 1.2; Median: 1; Rhnge 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 twotthat you referred
pupils for tutoring services this year_

17.8%Curriculum-embedded reading test 17.8%Teacher-made test performance
p rformance

17. CTBS test-performance

14.3%Stanford DiagnOstic'Reading
Test performance Y"'

39.3%Cleveland Mathematics Test
performance

10.7%Mathematics facts test
performance

4

,75.0%Classroom performance '

7.14tropolitan'ReadingjeA
performance

7.1%Other (Please specify)

Math Skills, Tutor was assigned to

because I had a split class L. 3 & 4.

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%

About once every two weeks or less frequently 44.8% Not at all 13.8%

-Does this enable you to adequately monitor the tutor's work? Yes 65.4% No 34-6

-228- 22,9
ti



APPENDIX C 0Cont'd)

6. Would you permit the tutor to work-in your classroom is necessary?

Yes 82. &% No 17.2% If NO, why not?

"Very disruptive to other distractible children.".
.

a

7. How often do you have conferences with the tutor to review the work done and
the progress made by the tutee?

About once a day 11.1% Several times, a week 37.0% About once a week 25.9%

About once every.two weeks or less frequently 25.9%

8. From your experience this year, what has been the most valuable feature or
# effect of'tge.Resident Tutor Project?

.

- "The children have made progress in reading and math...The one to, one contact

- has been excellent...Giles the student ektra help...important reinforcement..."
gr.

9. Are there changes you would like to see in t Resident Tutor project to make

ee
it more beneficial the students?,/lf so lease specify suggestions.

"...more tutors assigned so more children ould benefit..,.Tutors should be

allowed to work with other students..."

10. Have you ever withdrawn a child from Resident Tutor services?

Yes 10.3% No 89.7% If YES, for what reasons?

le "Improvement of skills...To give other children the much needed service!.."
.1"

11. Has working with a Resident Tutor created any problems for you? (Briefly de-

scribe any).

"No major ones...it has been a beautiful and beneficial experience...No, 1_

wish there were more of them..."

4°
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APPENDIX D

, Mean Pre and Po;tScores,on Resident TutOr
Skill Tests in Reading auk Mathematics

I

Subtest N Pre
% CorTect

Post
% Correct

Gain

Alphabet 3 35 0,- 96.7 61.7

Voc'abulary 16 31.3 t. 85.0 53.8

Aud/Vis Perception 6 46.7 80.0 33.3
4

At
Long /Shout Vowels 16 34.9 68.4 35.4

Syllabication 3 34.7 74.0 39.3

Spelling 5 46.0 86.0 40.0

Reading Total/Average 49 36.3 794 43'.4

Add/Sub Facts 18 27.9 80.8 53.5
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
. .

Problem Solving 2 35.0 80.0 45.0

Math Total/Average .75 38.2 81.0 42.6

.225



APPENDIX E

Summary of Mean NCE Scores on Subtests of STANFORD Diagnostic Reading Test

,

Grade Level Subtest N Pre Pot Gain

4 Auditory Vocabulary 13 33.5 42.5 + 9.0

Auditory Discrimination 1 31.0 35.0 + 4.0

Phonetic Analysis 10 , 31.4 44.0 +12.6

Structural Analysis 5 - 42:8 53.2 +10.4

Total/Average 29 34.3 44.6 +10.3

Auditory Vocabulary 16 2611 48.3 +22.25
Phonetic Analysis 9 ,16.2 41.0 +24.8

Structural Analysis 10 15.8 19.0' + 3.2

Total/Average 35 2016 38.1 +17.4

tat

6 Auditory Vocabulary 15 31.1 27.5 - 3.7

'Phonetic Analysis' 6 33.8 17.7 -16.2

15truct ral Analysis 10 26.5 31.0 4.5

:L 11-T al/Average 31 3d.2 26.7 3.6

2.2 6


