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FOREWORD

Evaluation is an integral part of the process by which

schools cad improve their educational program's... Through the

informationgenerated by evaluative activities, sounder decisions

can be made about the effects of intiliction on pupil learning.

4 The Cleveland Public Schools are proud of the%Department

-"--,
of Research, Development and Evaluation for the excellent evalua-.

tive\servicep provided for Title I programs.
4 . ,

This publication, Title I .,Evaluation Reports--1680 81

presents the latest findings about the effects of Titre I progrdms

in the,Cleveland schools.
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Superintendent of Schools
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INTRODUCTION

ince the spring of 1966, the Cleveland Public Schools

haVe implemented progtam components under Title I of the Elementary

and Secondary Education Act. These components have been directed

at improvement of educational opportunities for disadvantaged youth

attending Cleveland schools;

Members of the Department bf Research, Development and

Evaluation have had the responsibility for designing and implement-
.

ing the evaluation of these program components. This publication

contains their evaluation reports for the 198041 program period.

These, reports present information about the effectiveness of each

progrim in attaining the objectives proposed for each component,

L

Margaret Fleming

Deputy Superintendent

.

-1-

1 0

t

4,

--9



a

I

4o, I

CHILD
A

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT

Prepared by

-.Reba Garvey
Project Evaluat'er

Typed by

Caryl Hissam-

Margaret Fleming
Deputfy Superintendent

1980 -1981

t\



CHILD DEVELOPMENT

'1980-81,Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The Child bevelopment Project gives eligible-,four -year old children
bakc experiences not generally, aVailable in the home. These experiences help
the children develop learning skills needed for success in school. Language
and other pre-reading skills are emphasized. Each project clasS includes about
20 children, who attend for a halfLday, five days a week. Each class has a
teacher and an aide, and parents are encouraged to work with their children
at.school_and at home.

SERVICE SUMMARY
f

Pupils Served: 1,483 Grades Served: Pre-K Years in Operation: 16.5

Scools: 35

public

0 (See Appendix A.)

I

Staffing:

1 Project Manager (FT). 5

5 Coordinators (PT - 40%:
Curriculum; Supportive 1

.. Services; Field SerVices;
Dental; Health/Nursing

35

5 Consultant Te4chers (3 FT'
Curriculum /Instruction; 2 PT
- 40%: Spec., Servs.; Rdg.)

3
36 Teachers (35 FT; 1 PT - 50%)

Total Title I Expenditures: $624,613

SUMMARY. OF FINDINGS

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

Speech Therapist
(FT)

Educational Aides'
(34 FT; 1 PT - 50%)

Clerks (FT)

laborers (FT)

Per Pupil Cost: .$421

During°1980-1981 Child Development operated as proposed. Class-
room and other project staff participated in a wide,variety of inservice
activities. Teacher consultants visited each projeCt classroom at least
three times; the average number of observations was eight. Project staff
worked with other school and community personnel to provide maximum sup-
portive services for Child Development pupils and their families.

4.

Children's average gains in both language anciNmathematics.excepded
those expected. Their average score in language moved from the.bOttom fourth
to the national average. Alsg, in areas of self-sufficiency, emotional matu-
rity; social skills and self-eoncept, the pupils%,average gains were greater
'than proposed. In all these, the 1980-1981 gains were greater than the pre-
ceding year--possibly attributable to a school}year with fewer disruptions
as well as to prOjectstaff's ongoing efforts to improve their skills.

c4
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

a-
. Process Objective 1: Differentiated meetings will be sched-

uled for instructional and supportive services personnel.

. Outcome.: Project records clearly indicated that this objective was
attained.

. The Child Development staff, with other Early Childhood personnel,
provided several' (series of) inservice sessions'such as:

- Affirmative Education Phase /II (9/17,18,19/80) emphasizing
staff learning/teaching styles;

- Early Childhood's Role in Bilingual Education (12/12/80);

- Affirmative Education Phase IV (2/12/81) focusing on multicul-
tural education.

Child-Deveropment teachers had a special meeting with the directing
supervisors for Compensatory Education.Programs and Early Childhood
Education relevant to end-of-lschool-year procedures (5/28/81).

Social workers were inserviced by the Supportive Services Coordi-
Aator on at least two occasions (10/1Q/80; 3/30/81).

All project teachers and classroom aides participated in workshops
on assessment and language experiences.

Instructional staff were first inserviced on the use of a new
assessment tool in the fall (10/6,7,8/80), with a follow-up work-
shop several weeks later (12/15,16/80). (The assessment instru-
ment provides detailed directions for observing, and fords for
periodically recording, each child's level of mastery,of care-
fully specified skills in areas such as motor, social, visual
memory, auditory discrimination.) On reaction sheets completed
at the close of these, workshops; 97% of the participits rated
them "excellent" or "gbod.",

All classroom staff were:involved, in one of two LEIEC (Language
Experiences Individualized and Extended for young Children) work-
shops. Those from 15 schools ,introduced to LEIEC Turing 1979-
1980 met on February 23 or 24;1981; those froi the other 21
schools were introduced to LEIEC on March 18 or 19, 1981. Rat-

ings of "excellent" or "good" were submitted by all participants.

. Project teacher consultants--who receiPed formal inservice them-
Selves (10/17/80; 3/12/81)--provided for9classroom teachers and
assistants the most highly differentiated inservice of all. Each
Child Development teacher was provided individualized, on-site
inservice by a teacher consultant on at least three occasions
during 1980-1981; the mtdian.number of visit's /observations was

eight per teacher.

-6-
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Process Objective41 - (continued).

Beyond insgrvice training specifically provided by and for pro-

personnel, staff engaged in a variety of professional-growth
activities. Beneffts of these more individual efforts, such as
those noted below, were shared appropriately with other project

staff.

///
Project "central staff" were involvedin orientation to the

Bowdoin model (for parents of preschool and first-grade child-
ren) on September 25, 1980 and to services of the Mental De-

, velopment Center (November 14, 1980). Child Development 'was

represented at the Indochinese Conference in Columbus, Ohio
(9/30-10/1/84 and--by the Curriculum Coordinator - -at the
NAEYC (National Association for Education of Young glildren)

Conference in an Francisco, California (11/20-23/80).

- Project supportive and "central" staff members received informal,

individual inservice training through maintenance of contacts
with professional special-interest groups within and beyond the

the school system. The following were typical examples,.

= The Health/Nursing Coordinator met not only with vhool

nurses but also with the Metropolitan Health Planang

Corporation (12/23/80; 1/27, 2/23/81) and other health-

oriented community groups. it

= The Field Seivices Coordinator was actively involved with

the Federation for Community Planning and other social

.agencies.

= Child Development social workers, with other Early Childhood

staff in this discipline, met not only with the Coordinator

of Supportive Services for inservice (10/10/8b; 3/30/81) but

''Were regularly represented at sessions of the National As-

sociation of Social Workers.

= The Speech Therapist assigned to Child Development continued

to participate in systemwide inservice for speech staff.

. Process Objective 2: Utilization of effective teaching techniques-will

be encouraged through use of a ClassroomvObservation Checklist with each

teacher at least once during the year.

. Outcome: This objective wag not attained during 1980-1981. Teacher

consultants' records indicated that they had used the Checklist

(Appendix B) with most (91.4%)--but not all--Child Develppment teach-

ers during their on-site visits/observations (mentioned just above,

in relation to the first process objective). Checklists completed

by the consultants were discussed and left on file with the teachers,

following observations.

-7-
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Process Objectiv.i 3.: -Health maintenance and social competency 'Of fami-
lies of participants will tSe encouraged through cooperative efforts of
project staff, school staff and community resources.'

. Outcome: Project records documented attainment of this objective.

. Three issues of The Bridge (newsletter for parents of children in
Early Childhood Education programs) were sent home with pupils- -

in January, March and June, 1981. Through.words,and pictures,
parents were informed about matters such as: Volunteering in the
classroom, parent meetings--past and forthcoming; services pro-
vided by community agencies (TOT-LINE, TEL-MED, Parenting Center
aC

.

neighborhood branch of public library, etc.).

. Under'the supervision of Directing Supervisor for Early Childhood
Education. and the Project Manager, the Coordinator of Field Sei--
vices and her consUltant t4acher--along with the Coordinator of
Health"Services, the Reading Specialigt and other Early Childhood
."centralstaff"--implemented a series of citywide programs for
'Early Childhood parents.

Participants were asked to complete r action sheets after each
session. (Frequently, however; parent did not indicate in which
Early Childhood programtg their children were enrolled.) 'They
were asked to provide suggestions/comments and to record their
percep ions of the overall value of the meetitg by marking on a
ten-po t' scale, with 1 = "Disappointing/Not Helpful" and 10 =
"Worth hile/Very Helpful."Th

,

- OA November 13, 1980, 127 Early Childhood parents (70 with child-
.

reii in Child Development) representing 53 schools met to learn
about the projects and to plan!parent,programs for the year.
Of the 40 reaction sheets from parents identified as Child
Development, the mean rating, was 9.3-(of,the possible 10).

- On January 29, 1981 Child Develop nt parents (N = 22) partici-
pated in an Early Childhood cit ide program, "What [Cuyahoga
County] tooperative,Extension Offers." The mean rating ofthe
value of this session was 8.2, based on the reaction sheets of
18 project parents..

- With -B4mily Health Association personnel serving as discussion

leaders -, a total of 39 Child Development parents considered
"DiScWint: Love and Limits" at a workshop held in their

-,cluster41,01ementary and secondary schools grouped for desegre-
Akattlon),dUring Febrilary, 1981. Seven,such workshops were held, 1

one.41:0,eachcluster, A total of 29 reaction sheets were Rib-

.

..`aitte5 by,,,parents who indicated having children in Child Develop-
Ment;.thesinean rating on these discipline workshops was 9.4
(of a possible ro).

1

- On April 8, 1981 Miss Earnestine Simmons, Head of Children's
Services, East Cleveland Public Library, was featured at the

1fifth annual Early Childhood parent reading readiness workshop

-8-
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Process Objective 3 - (continued)

held at the (Main) Cleveland Public Library. Approximately 30
project parents were among those learning "How to Help Your
Child Bloom," and 12 marked this project oq their reaction
sheets--yielding a mean of 9.9, the highest for any session.

- In May, 1981 two workshops for parents, at'schools, were held
by the Cuyahoga County Cooperative Extension Service, with four
Child Development parents in these groups learning more about
feeding their families. A total of 28 parents submitted re-
attion sheets, but few indicated in which Early, Childhood
program(s) their children wereyarticipating. The mean rating
was 9.3--for all reactions to both programs.

The high ratings bf these citywide, Early, ChildhoOd parent pro-
grams (providedJ;i1 Child Development in cooperation with related
projects) reflected:the staffs success in meeting needs of child-,
ren and .families through parent involvement/education.

Cooperative efforts of project staff, school staff and community
resources for promoting health:maintenance and social competency
of project children and their families were most thoroughly docu-
mented by supportive services staff. Their statistics were com-
piled into the Project Manager's periodic reports to the Directing-
Supervisolr, Compensatory Education Programs.

- These efforts began with theeintake process, at which time re-
ports of the child's recent physical, examination and immuniza-.
tion were required. During the intake interview, the parent(s)
Rrovided the interviewer (project-teacht or member of suppor-
tive/"central" staff) with information about the child's medical
and Socialhistoty.

- Throughout the, year, project.staff pereened 1,123 children for
speech, 929 for hearing and 705 for dentaL problems. As neces-
sary, referrals (of approximately 235 children/families) were
made to specialized school personnel and/or community resources.
Social workers logged 457, observations of 214 children in class-
roams, with 109 ag ncy inquiries and 47 referrals. The Spetch
Therapist also corned diagnostic testing for 57 project
children. The part-time Dental Coordinator taught 43 project
classes about care of teeth, and toothbrushes were provided
for all children. In addition to maintaining contact
with 25 community agencies and conferring with an average of
3.6 -(geperal fund) school nurses per week, the part-time Health/
NursinfCoordinator also provided direct service to 87,Child
Development pupils with special needs.

- Contact among project and.Early Childhood supportive services
personnel, principals, teachers and non-projett (i.e., general
fund> supportive services staff were frequent--to identify and
develop strategies for better meeting the needs of individual

-9-
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. Process Objective 3 - (contintied)--.

children.' The average number of such contacts per person per

week was: 11.6 for a Abcial worker, 5.1 for the speech thera-

pist and 14.6 for the part-time Health/Nbrsing Coordinator
(including those with schooi\nurses meritioned above).

- Supportive services staff reported approximately 675 contacts

with Child Development children's families: Slightly over half

(54.8 %) the contacts were made by telephone. Social workers

made most (103) of the home visits.

. Product Objective 1: Project participants' mean postrtest scores on

Tests of Basic Experiences [Language, Mathematicil will be at least

,seven NCE units higher than the mean pretest TO Acores.

Odtcome: This objective was clearly attained.

.
TOBE Language/Mathematics (Level K) were adthinistered by the teach-

ers to their children included in the sample during the first week

of November, 1980 and again early in May, 1981. Raw scores were

submitted to the evaluator for conversion to NCE-units, based on

the publisher's only available normsNovember prekindergarten for.

the pre-test and November kindergarten for the post-test. Scores

,/ on both pre- and post-tests were available for 167-participants,

(from the original sample of 210). Results of the analyses have

been included as Appendix C.

- In Languige, the preJteit mean was 35.1.NCE's; on the post-.

test,the mean had increased to 51.6, reflecting an average

gain of 16.5"NCE units. Based on the norms described above,

the me score moved from 23 %-ile to 53 %=ile. . Purtheriore, .

this c ge was statistically significant (p4.001).

v- The pre-test mean in Mathematics"was 57.6 NCE's, which in-

creased to46.2 on the post-test. Based on the available

norms, the mean score moved from 28 %-ile to-43 %-ile. Also,

this average gain of 8.6 NCE Units was statistically signif- '

icant (p <. 001) .

The 1980-1981 gains returned to the expected levels, following

the 1979-1980 drop--presumably attributable to fewer weeks of

instruction between pre- and post-testing. TOBE results for

the past five years have been included as Appendix D.

. Product Objective 2: Children will show significantly higher (p( .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 Seale (or other Early Childhood appropriate instru-

ments) .

-10-
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. Product Objective 2 - (continued)

. Outcome: This objeEtive was attained, at a level of significance
bey that proposed.

During the first.week in November and early in May,,teachers rated
each Child in.the randomly selected, projectwide sample on the 33-
item Levine-Elzey Preschool Social Competency Scale. Both pre- and
post-ratings were available for 163 children. 4%

.

The mean gain.on Self-sufficiency' (13 items) was .86, on Emotional
Maturity (9 items)..70, and on Social Skills (10 items) .88; the
gain on the single-item Self-concept factor was .40; the maximum
rating on any factor was four (4). Additional data have been pre-
sented in Appendix,..E. All gains were statistically significnt
(K.001).

The 1980-1981 gains approximated those for 1977-1978. The lower
mean gains during the two intervening years may have been attribut-
able to the many disruptions of the school-year schedule (work stop-
pages, etc.) and the shorter period of instruction between pre- and
post-ratings. (See Appendix F for mean gains from 1977-1978 through
1980-1981.)

4

CONCLUSIONS

c

All project objeCtives for 1980-1981 were attained, with one minor
exception. Relevant to Process Objective 2, teacher consultants utilized the

Classroom Observation Checklist at,least one time with only 91-4%--instead of
the proposed 100%--of the project teachers. The return of student gains in
both cognitive and affective areas to the proposed levels may have reflected
the greater continuity in teachers' work with the children throughout this
past school year (which had been diminished in recent, preceding years by
serious disruiytigni"in the school-year schedule).

the basks of findings reported above and awareness of project
staffing recuct.ions for 1981-1982, the evaluatorrecommends that the Child
Development staff:

.

focus inservice for teichers on w6rkable procedures for effec-
1 tively 'implementing highly indivz ualized instruction for the

1 children without the assistance of an educational aide;

',. 'ke every effort to utilize the Classroom Observation Check-
' list at least once with each teacher, preferably during the

first semester; .-

!: /
.46.,,_

. contftinue tioriiize cooperative efforts with staff of other
projes, lar (general fund) personnel in the schools and
community'resources/agencie,s, to maximize-supportive services
to children and families.

18



.`

APPENDIX A

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Schodls Served: 1980-1981

Alfred A. Benesch
Anton Grdina
Bolton
Buckeye-Woodland
Captain Arthur Roth

Case
Charles H. Lake
Charles Orr
Chesterfield
Daniel E. Morgan

East High
East Clark
East Madison,
Giddings
Glenville High

Haze1dell
Henry W. Longfellow a

Iowa-Maple
John W. Raper
Joseph F. Landis.

o .00

3

-12-

Louis Pasteur
Margaret A. Ireland
Marion-Sterling,
Mary B. Martin
Mary M..Bethune

Miles Standish,
Mount Pleasant
Orchard
Paul L. Dunbar
Paul Revere

Scranton
Stephen E. Howe
Tremont
Wade Park
Woodrknd Hilts

19
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Teacher

4 School

APPENDIX B
Cleveland Public Schools`

Division of EarLy Childhood Education

OBSERVATION CHECKLIST

Observer

Oats

Session: A.M. P.M.

Circle; CO KR 6."

1. ENVIRONMENT

A. PHYSICAL

0 Effective use of physical plant

0 Centers established, labeled and well organized (list thoseln use).

0 Safety precautions taken

Observation Checklist (continued)

Al. PHYSICAL (continued)

D Art Center near toter if possible.

17.:] Block Center coded (according to size and shape of blocks)

D Listening Center with appropriate audio-visual equipment

Creative work (children's) attractively displayed

be

O Number and alphabet charts placed in appropriate centers at chtidren's eye levet

13-
20
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Observation Checklist (continued) APPENDIX B .(continued) 7

PHYSICAL (continued)

.

Learning environment seems flexible and under control

The noise level seems appropriate for the activiti4ss In progress

RECOMMENDATIONS

II. MATERIALS

Children obtain. set-up and put materials 'may appropriately

Observation Checklist (continued)

I. MATERIALS (continued)

0 Children are ,materia s app rietely .

I

Materials' are appropriately programmed for centers that will:

E3develop both fine/gross motor skills

0 encourage creativity
art, blocks. sand/Water

(-3 respond to various developmental levels

Effective orianization of materials by the teacher

appropriate containers

controls

complete'sets 21.
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Observation Checklist (continued)

S. MATERIALS (continued)

A

APPENDIX B (continued)

a
RECONMENDATiONS

c. A

IC CURRICULUM IMPLEMENTATION

A. RECORDS/TO SE DISCUSSED AND SHARED

0 Evidence of continuous assessment of children

. centers programed

. center sheets

. individual instruction

OCOMMENDATIONS

0

Observation Checklist (continued)

p. PLANNING

0

47.1
:Evidence of designated responsibilities for:

-Evidence 0f,-current daily plans with stated goals and objectives for targeted childpn

a

.teacher assistant

volunteers

-Is-

22
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observation Checklist (continued)

.

- 4

C. SCHEDULING

APPENDIX (continZed)

Minutes In self-salected and Individual Instructional activities

Minutes In small group, teacher initiated activity Lotto, Peabody, Macmillan, etc.

-' Minutes In total group 4

RECOMMENDATIONS

'41

.1%

Observation Checklist (continued)

D. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES

Discussion Center - (sharing ideas, demonstration and evaluation sessions)

0 0 Library (browsing e readingnd .ading and being read to)

N)4 r .

Language (gems and activities for developing lafiguage ability and reading readiness
concepts).

Piath4enter- (games and activities for Independent and small group investigation of
concepts)

13
Science Center,- (sensory experiences and the d)scovery of the woridVnd nature)

-16-

23

34,



Observation Checklist (continued) APPERDIX-B (continued)

O./INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES. (continued)

4
Special Concept, Area - (multi-sensory materials displayed which relates specifically to

the concept in focus)

[:-.1 Manipulative Center - (learning through exploration and experimentation)

4

0 Stock Center - (sensory and motor stimull'through physisel activity and imitinative

expression).

0 Art Center - (self-expression with an assortment of materials)

Elhousekeeping - (self-expression and dramatization)

Obse!yation Checklist (continued)

44.

E. INDIVIDUAL SMALL GROUP

0

O Small group and individual children are permitted to operate in learning centers for
long periods of uninterrupted time

O Children's activities are tdapted to mist their individual needs and attention spans

O Adults circulate among children instructing them, asking questions sod/giving Individual

.attention

Children receive individual instruction ?roes

0 teacher

teacher, assistant

CO El another adult

-17-
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Observailfon Checklist (continued)

.

APPENDIX tc(cotilred)

E. INDIVIQUAL - SMALL CROUP ( continued)

Children recall's small group instruction from:

r

teacher

-teacher assistant

another adult

f)

Children recsiye instruction in language development (Lotto. Peabody, LEIEC, Macmillan)

\

(:-.) Children are encouraged to solve problems

Children move armsd the roam es appropriate to activities in progress

Observation Checki let (cant inuoda_
.4g,r

E. INDIVIDUAL - SMALL CROUP (cant inued)

RECOMMENDATIONS

tf;

a

11 TOTAL CROUP

Activity stimulated-Interest of all or most of the group,

E:1 Alternative quiet activities are Provided for those Children not able to cope

r

Adults are participating in the activities

-18- 25
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Observation Checklist (continued) . APPENDIX B (continued)

r. TOTAL GROUP (continued)

Total group activity is composed of:

(

4

RECOMMENDATIONS

4,

6

NumAN RELATIONS - GUIDANCE

Adults appear to work well together

0) Adults use well modulated voles in the classroom

1 e,

Observation Checklist (continued)

, III. HUNAN RELATIONS - GUIDANCE (continued)

0

1:::] Adults deal with "appropriate behavior" quietly and periOnaily

ce

173 Adults operational style Is In keeping with the phITOsophy of the Division of Early
Childhood

. Children help each other

Children respond to classroom limits

-192
:1,
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APPENDIX C

CHILD DEVELOPMENT: 1880-1981

TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES, LEVEL K
(N = 167)

At.

art.

TEST MEAN*

PRE- (10/80)

S.D. %-ILE** MEAN*

POST- (5/81)

S.D. %-ILE**

MEAN
CHANGE t

SIGNIF.

LEVEL

Language

*4

Mathematics

35.1

37:6

14.9

15.5

23

...?

28

51.6

.

46.2

21.8

419.2

53

43',4-

16:5

84.6

10.23

5.69

p.001

p<.001

*Means are expressed in NCE units based on national norms, described-below.
**Percentiles are national norms: prekindergarten for the pre-test, kindergarten for
the post-test.
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APPENDIX D

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

NCE GA NS ON TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES
1976- 1981

1,

ROPOSED GAIN---

I 1

a

Year 76-77 77-78 78-79

N 201 200 109

4

79-80 80-81

204 167

*NCE units were based on publisher's national norms: pre-kindergarten
for the pre-test, kindergarten for the post-test. Gains of 7 NCE's
were proposed.

-21-
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APPENDUE

CHID DEVELOPMENT: 1980-1981 /

-ELZEY PRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE'
(N:= .161)

p

FACTOR
PRE- t10/80)

MEAN S.D.

POST-

MEAN

(5/81)

'S.D.
SIGNIF.
LEVEL

Self-sufficiency 2.41 .59 3.27 .50 20.59 p..001

Emotional Maturity ' 2.63 3.33 .57 14.181 p.001

Social Skills e 2.36 .61 3.24 .52 < 19.75 p<:.001

Self-concept 2.785 .51 3.18 .53 8.18 . p<.001

4
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APPENDIX F

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

MEAN GAINS ON LEVINE-ELZEY PRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY .SCALE: 1977-1981

."..5)\

<f;
0 -I//y _t F

.90

a.80'.80'

a
)-I
Nd
CI)

70
121

C.)0
CI)

77 .78 79 80'

-'78 -79 -80 -81

.60

,f
0'11/ 1 l

77

-78

i

,

.40

0.4-//e1 1 1 1

77 78 79 80
-Rs78-. -79 -80 -81

.50 ...

.'20

e

r,

0

4 10 i
78

-79
.79

--80
80

-181

0

77

-78

1

78

-79 ,

I

79

-80

i
80

-81

NOTE': 1..203 (1977-78), 174 (1978-79), 203 (1979-80), 161 '(1980-81) .

I
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CHILDREN'IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

1980-81 Title Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

Children residing in institutions serving orphaned, neglected and
delinquent children are automatically eligible for Title services. The Child-
ren in Residential Schools' project provides additional instructional and sup-
povtive services to such children beyond that which is normally available to
them through their on-grounds schools or in the public or non-public schools
they attend during the day. At the Cuyahoga Chou ty Youth Development Center,
the Cleveland Public Schools operates an on -group formal educational facil-

_,ity, Harry L. Eastman School. At Harry L.,Eastman, s udents are provided in-
dividualized and small, group4puto ing'in school subjects an classes for cor-
rective reading instruction. At nine other institutions whic intain their
own on-grounds schools or whose students'attend nearby public or no ublicill
'sc ool4 the project provides after-school tutoring in school subjects in w h
stu nts are having difficulty. Other educational,supports such as school sup-
plies __d field trips are also provided.

, A

' SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: 594 Grades Served: 1-1.2 Years in Operation: N4
(School year and summer)

Schools: 1 school and - Staffing: 17 Teacher-Tutors
9 residential institutions (7 FT, 10 PT)

Total Title I Expenditures: $250,054 Per Pupil Cost: $421

SUMMARY.OF FINDINGS

The evaluation data indicated that at Harry L. astman School, pro-
ject services were delivered essentially as proposed. Te cher-tutors provided
extra individualized and small group instruction in career education, health
skills, art, physical education and mathematics Students with reading weak- -

nesses were provided daily corrective reading classes byi.two reading.specialists.
'Reading scores showed the proposed degree of improvement when the scores for
all grade levels were comhined, but the statistical analysis cast doubt on
whether the gains demonstrated by the students were reliable ones:

Although after school tutoring service was proposed in nine other
residential institutions, the service was actually-provided,in only four and
at reduced levels. 'The project,manager pointed out that the project has little
control over the degree(to,,which the institutions take advantage of the re-
sources offered through the project.
4

eA
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Process Objective:1 - Institutions Receiving Tutorial Services:
Teacher-tutor personnel delivering the following amounts of,services

will be assigned to each of the,nine institutions:

1. Cleveland Christian Home 2 PT (67% FTE)

2. Ohio Boys' Town 1 PT (50% FTE)

3. The Jo Home of ,Children's Services. 1 PST (50%, FTE)

4. Metze um Children's Center 2 PT (67% FTE)

5. The e Netwck . 1 PT (10% FTE)

6. Augustine Society Group dome 1 PT (16% FTE)

7., Looking Glass 1 PT (16% FTE)

8. Open Doors for Youth /
1 PT (10% FTE)

9. Salvation Army Group Home 1 PT (16% FTE)

. Outcome: An examination of project records showed that this objec-
tive was Only partially achieved. Only four of the nine institutions

used the available Title I monies for tutoring services, and only one

of the four delivered this service at4FTE levels specified in the

Objective. Table I shows the institutions providing tutoring service

and the amount of service provided.
i.

Table 1 \

Staffing Pattern and Level of Tutoring Service at Institutions
Providing Tutoring to Students

Institution PrOviding
Tutoring S ice

Number of Tutors ,Full -Time Equivalency

Proposed Actual Proposed Actual

Cleveland Christian Home.
The Jones Home of Children's Svcs:

2 PT

1 PT

3 PT
2 PT

.67

.50

'.59

.63

Metzenbaum Children's Center 2 PT 3' PT .67 . .35

Augustine Society Group Home 1 PT

e

1 PT .16 / .02

.

Queried about the lower than expected level of tutoring service offered'

'at the institutions, the project manager pointed out that.Title I

monies are allocated by the state to each of the institutions and that

decisions about how that money. Is spent rest with the institution-staff
(within the'limits imposed by. Title I guidelines). The project Office

can make recomme ations, appoint staff at the institution's request

and insure_that- title I regulations are being followed, but it cannot

impose staff, materials or other services. The project manager re-

ported that the'five institutions not providing tutoring service
did notrrespond to requelts for direction regarding the appoint-

ment of tutoring staff. He also noted that 198041 was the first
ivtyear in'the project for four of the f.
if 4'

The project manager reported that the teachei-tutors at Metzenbaum
Children's Center and the Augustine Society Group Home were teachers
in Cleveland Public Sdhools who tutored at. the institutions after hours.

\

-28-
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kPtocess Objective 1/- (continued)

At the Cleveland Christian come and the Jones Home the teacher-tutors
were teachers working at the institutions' own on:-grounds schools who
provided tutoring service after-hours using Title I resources.

Process Objective 2 - Institutions Receiving Tutorial Services: Pupils
will 130 identified and referred cooperatively for tutorial help by the'
institutional staff and the students' regular classroom teachers.

. Outcome: This objective was achieved. Theproject manager reported
referrals fdr tutoring service are generally made in three ways:

1. A teacher in the institution's own on-grounds school may identify a
student as in need of extra help and refer him,to the tutor serv-
ing that institution. (Often, the referring teacher and the tutor
are the same person.)

2. A teacher in the public school attended by the student may iden-
tify him as in need of tutoring and refer him through the social
worker serving,the institution. If the tutor serving the in-
stitution'works during the day in the same public school as the
referring teacher, students may be refer -red to the tutor directly.

3. A stude t who desires extra help'may request it directly.

The projec emphasizes providing assistance to institutionalized stu-
dents in th .areas of reading and mathematics, although help is given
as needed .11 other school Subjects: Service is provided in the form.
of individualized or small-group tutoring sessions held in the insti-
tution after school hours. The project -also provides monies for other
educational Supports, such as field trips; supplies and instructional
materials and equipment. df

.

Examination of records submitted by the teacher- tutors, documented the
number of students who. received tutoring and other services at each

* of the institutions. These dati are presented in Table 2.

N4
T14 table shows that'no services of any kind were deliveredo two of
the institutions designated to receive them, Ohio Boys Town and Look-
ing Glass. The project manager reported that the staff of Ohio Boys
Town did not respond to repeated requests for direction regarding
staffing and supplies;needs. At Looking Glass, some instructional
equipment-was purchased, but delivered too late for use with students
during 1980 -81. The remaining seven institutions provided tutoring
and/or other educational support to their students. '

a --Pk
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Process Objective 2 - Continued)

Table 2
r

'Numbers of Stu ents ceiving Tuta;ing and Other Services

at Each of the Institutions Served by the Pro'ect

t

er-

Institution Students
Tutored

Students Receiving Tutoring or
Other Educational Services*

Cleveland Christian Home
Ohio Boys Town.
The Jones Home of Children's Svcs.
Metzenbaum Children's Center
The Agape Network

34
0'

42

15,
0

*P

34

,4 , 0

42-

123
.v 11

Augustine SocietyAGroup Home 24 86

Looking Glatt 0 0

Open Doors for Youth 0 36

Salvation Army Group Home 0 39

TOTAL 135 371

A

*Includes field trips, pu)chase of equipment, supplies, instruFtional
materials, etc.

1st

'
, 0

,

. Process Objective 3 - CuyallaYnty Youth Development Center: Teacher-

tutors will assist students by providing informatidh relative to improve-

ment of gradesin subject areas of weakness and attitude toward school.

. Outcome: Project records indicate that this objective was achieved.

Students attending the Harry L. Eastman School at the Cuyahoga County

Youth Development Center were, provided with information and instruc-

tion in a variety of subjec areas. This instruction was Over and

above that normally provided the institution by the Cl'veland Public ".

s. was'delivered five full-time teacher-tutors working

with individua and small oups. Table 3 shows the subjects and the

numbers of studen ng infoimation in each.

Table 3

Title I Supported Instruetional.Areas.and Numbers

of Students Served in Each at Harry L. Eastman School

Subject ep
Number of Students*

Career Education'
Physical Education
Health Skills and Careers
Arts and Crafts Skills
Mathematics Skills

V 223

68

85

4, 89

75

*Duplieated counts

-30- 35
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. Process Objective 4 - Cuyahlog§,County Youth'Devlopient Center: Cor-
rective reading classes, sp ch therapy and psychological services
will be provided as needed o students with reading, speech orl)sy-
chological problems.

Outcome: Project-records indicate that this object ve,was achieved.
The records show that 207 s.Ldents,were evaluated for reading.defi-
ciency by the Title I reading specialists at. HarryL. Eastm4n School.
Of these students, 140 were selected to receivei.ntructip daily in
formal corrective reading classes. These classes were taught by two-
full-time Title I reading specialists who used a Sariety o,f ).nstru-

,tional materials purchased with Title I monies. In additiort, 97
students received instruction in English-reading classes by'teacher-
tutors.

The project budget contained monies to support speech therapy and
psychological services if those were needed at levels beyond those
normally,provided the institution by the Cleveland Public Schools
and the county. Project'records indicated that extra speech' and
psychological services were not required in 1980-81.

. Product Objective 1 - Cuyahoga County Youtl Development Center: For
students receiving the equivalent of at least one semester's service
at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Centeroa gain of two NCE units
will be observed from the comparison of pre to post performance as mea-
sured by the Comprehension subtest of the StanforeDiagnostic Reading
Test.

.--11E53the: The data indicate that this objective wattechnically
achieved, but /fiat the gains demonstrated'maynot be reliable.

Project records show that 207 stuclefitt attending the Harry L. Eastman
School at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center were Ominis-.
'tered the Comprehension'subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic.Reading
Test (Brown Level, Form A) shortly after entry. Students were adc
minisieted the same tests again just before leaving,the instItution
or at the end of the school year. Because of the entry and leaving
patterns at the institution, both pre and post data were available
for'only.70 students who received instruction for at least the equi-.

valent of one semester.

, 0
The analysis of the test data showed that the average, pre-polt gain .

in Total Comprehension for all grade levels combined was 2.3
NCE units, which me is the criteria set in the objective. However,
the size of the n closely approached, but did not reach statis-
tical signific to as determined by ,a t-test for repeated measure.
This means there is some doubt as to the reliability of the gain.
(See Appendix B for the results of statistical tests.) Table 4
presents the pre and post test results by grade.

-3i-
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Table 4

Pre and Post Test Results by Grade Level of Students at
Harry L. Eastman School tStanford Diagnostic Reading Test,

Total Comprehension, Brown Level)

Grade N
Pre mean

NCE11:.!

Post mean
NCE *

Mean NCE
Gain

7 12 46.2 -47:0
/

+ .8

Jr 8 19 37.7 43.0 + 5.3

9 20 304", 31.9 + 1.7

4 10 12 32.8 33.3 + .5

11 6' 25.2 28.8 ' + 3.6

12 1 50.0 35.0 -15.0

TOTAL 70 35.3 37.6 + 2.3

*See Appendix C for an explanatidn of which norms tables were used in. the

derivation of the NCE scores.

4
The table shows that although the objecti4s,criterion of an average
gain of at least 2 NCEs was achieved overall, this result was -due
entirely to the performance at grades 8 and 11. None of the gains

at the individual grade levels was statistically significant. The

Title I reading specialists reported extreme difficulty in motivating

the_students to take the reading tests seriously.

The objective \criterion was stated ,tn terms. of NCE units. To help

the "reader seetiOw-the project students performed relative to other

studenti the same age, Table 5' presents the percentile ranks of their

average NCE scores based on national norms.

The percentile data show that most of the students served byithe pro-
ject rank in the lower score ranges of4tudents nationally, both Ile-
fore and after participation.

-32-
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Table S

Percentile Ranks of Average Pre and Post Scores Obtained
on the*Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test by Students at

Harry L. East4an School

Grade N
Pre

Percentile
Post

Percentile

i-

7 12 43 44
8 1 19 28 37
9 20 17 20
10 12 21 21

11 6 12 164'

Ar,12 1 50 24

CONCLUSIONS

The evaluation data gathered for the 1980 -81 operations of the Children
in Residential Schools project indicated that project services were delivered
essentially as proposed to the Harry L. Eastman School at the Cuyahoga County
Youth Development Center. Teacher-tutors provided instruction beyond that
normally offered atthe school i4 a variety of subjects including career ed-
ucation, health skills, physical education, art and mathematics. In addition,

, 'corrective reading classes were provided daily for students identified as
deficient in reading skills. `Reading Comprehension scores obtained on stu-
denti at Harry L. Eastman School showed that the proposed average pre-post
gain of at least 2 NCE points was achieved, but the statistical analysis
indicated that this gain may not be reliable.

In addition to the services offered at Harry L. Eastman, after school
tutoring services in school subjects were proposed for students in nine other
institutions, but the data showed that the service was provided in only four

of the nine. In only one of these four was tutoring provided at the levels

specified in the proposal. It was pointed out that the projectioffice does
not have direct control over the implementation of project services in
institutions and that four of the five institutions not providing tuto
,service were in the project for the first time in 1980-81.

In summary, three of the four process objecti
was partically attained. The project objective was
but there is some doubt as to the reliability of the
was evident in insuring that services were delivered
to institutions scheduled for tutoring services, but
operated as proposed.

w re attained 'an

echn atta:

sult. weakness

at quate level
in general the project

It is recommended that steps taken to insure than institutions are fully
aware of the resources available to them under the Children in Residential

Schools project and that they are encouraged to make the fullest use possible

of them. In addition, it is recommended that alternatives to the Stanford

-33-
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Diagnostic Reading Test be examined for use in measuring gains in reading
achievement. An instrument is needed that provides both beginning of year
and end of-year norms at all grade levels tested.
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APPENDIX A

Institutions Served by Children in
Residentia10Schools Project in 1980-81

Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center

Cleveland Christian Home

The Jones Home

Looking Glass

Metzenbaum Children's Center

Open Doors for Youth

Ohio Boys Town Inc.

Salyation Army Group Home

The Agape Network

Augustine Society Group Home

-35-

40

yey



o.

APPENDIX B.

'Means, Standard Deviations and results of t - Tests on StWord Diagnostic Reading Test
(Brown Level, Form A) Total Comprahension NM" Scores of Students in Grade 7 - 12 at

Harry L. Eastman School

'Statistic
7 g 9

Grade
11 12 Total10

Number of Students~ 12 19 20 12. 6 1 70

Pre Mean NCE' 46.17 37.68 ° 30.20 32.83 25.17 50.00 35.27
Post Mean NCE, 47.00 43.00' 31.95 33.33 28.83 35.00 37.54

Pre.S.D. 15.30 19.47 13.17 24.47 22.03 0.00 18.90
Post S.D. 13.32 22.44 15.95 26.02 26.09 0.00 20.73

° Mean NCE .Gain .83 5.31 1.75 .50 3.67 -15.00 2.27
Gain S.D. 3.33 14.31 9.40 7.80 4.46 0.00 9.93

t .86 . 1.62 .83 .22 2.01 1.91

df 11 18 19 11 69

>.05 >.05 >QS ,>.05 >.05

41:
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APPENDIX C .

Norms Used for Converting Total Comprehension Raw Scores to
NCE Scores on the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (Brown Level,

Form A) Administered to Students in Grades 7 - 12 at
Harry L. Eastman School

In order to measure the amount of growth in reading skill most
accurately, the pre and post raw scores obtained on the test should be con-
vetted to NCE scores using the norms tables most appropriate to the times
of year the test was administered. Where tables were available, pre scores
were converted using beginning of year norms and post scores were converted
using end-of year norms. At grades where only beginning of year norms were.
available, the pre scores were converted using the beginning oE year norms
for that grade level and the post scores were converted using the beginning
of year normsfor the next higher grade level. The table below shows which
norms were used for interpreting the scores at each grade level tested. (At
all grade levels, national norms were used.)

Grade Tested Pretest
Norms

Posttest
Norms

7 Grade 7
Beginning of Year

8 Grade 8
Beginning of Year

9 °Grade 9

Beginning of Year

10 Grade 10
Beginning of Year

11 , Grade' 11

Beginning of Year'

12 grade 12
Beginning-of Year

Grade 7'
End of Year

Grade 8
End of Year

Grade 9
End of Year

Grade 11
Beginning of Year

Grade 12
Beginning of year

Grade 13
Beginning of Year-

-37-
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CLEVELAND FUNDAMENTAL SCHOOL BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT

1980-81 Title I Evaluation.

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The purpose of the project is to provide specialized small-group /
instruction for pdpils attending The Cleveland Fundamental School who are
experiencing 0,fficulty in mathematics or reading. Pupils eligible for
this service ieeeive remedial assistancefrom special r ading and mathe-
matics teachers within the confines of a special reso ce center designed
for this intensive instruction. Each day, the student leave their

.regular classrooms and partiCipate in carefully planned ctivities,
individual or small-group, for forty minutes. The instru tion provided by
the project is in addition to the spading and mathematics instruction the
students receive in their, regular classrooms.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: 139 Grades Served: K - 6 Years in Operation: 2

Schools: 1 public Staffing: 1 Project Manager, PT
2 Reading ConSultant Teachers, FT

A 1 Math Consultant, FT

'Total Title I Expenditures: $99,431', Per-Pupil Cost: $715

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

( In its second year of operation, the Cleveland Fundamental School
Basic Skills Reinforcement Project has provided a service that addresses
and meets the remedial needs of students and is perceived as valuable by the
elissroom teachers of these students. Students in grades two through six
were pre-tested in the fall and post-:tested in the spring. Students made
greater gains than were expetted in Reading and in Math at all grade levels.
Regular classroom teachers were provided with 2 hours of inservice about the
piogram;15hey rated the quality of inservice very high.

a -41-
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

. Objective 1: The'reading skills of participating pupils in gradei two
through six will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least four
NCE units on standardized reading tests-administered prior 5o and fol-
lowing project participation.

. Outcome: Ob'ective 1 was attained. The Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills (CTBS) Reading Comprehension sub -test was administered to all
participating pupils in grades two through six on a pre-post basis A
the fall of 1980 and the sprin) of 1981. .Pre NCE units were derived
from fail norms and post NCE units were derived from spring norms.
The objective criteRion was met with every grade level. NCE unit
gain by grade leve s presented in the following table.

NCE UNIT GAIN
Reading' Comprehension

Grade
n

.uils
Level and Form

,of Test

Pre

Test
Date

Post
Test
Date

Treatment
Tiie,
(Weeks)

Average Pre/Post NCE
Difference

2

S
4

5

6 .

. .
6

12

17

15

13

Level C, Form S
Level 1, Form S
Level 2, Form S
Level 2, Form T
Level 2, Form S

.

10/80
10/80
9/80

9/80
9/80

5/81
5/81
4/81

5/81
5/81

28 -

' 28

29

31
32,

j

, + 20.67
+ 8.16

+ 9.00

+ ' 1.07
+ , 9.92'

.

ota

The'objective criterion standard was stated in'terms of NCE units.
The. following tabld 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 Post-Test

2

3
4

5

6

/

27

27

17

16

17

64
40
29

.27

31

46
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It maybe concluded, from the percentile data, that the students
served by this project in reading started at very low percentile rankings
and made marked gains after treatment. The groWth is most noteworthy for
gfade 2 pupils.

#' Objective 2: The mathematics skills df participating pupils in grades
two through six will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least
four NCE units on 'standardized mathematics tests.

Outcome: Abjective 2...was attained. All participating pupils in
grades two through six completed all math subtests of the CTBS on a
pre-post basis in the fall of 1980 and the spring of 1981. Pre NCE
units were derived from fall morms'an-d post NCE units were derived
from spring norms. The increase in NCE units on the tests is shown
in the following table.

NCE UNIT GAIN
Mathematics Total Score

0

I

1 n

Grade !pupils
Level., and Form

of Test

Pre

Test
Date

Post

Test
Treatment
Time
(Weeks)

Average Pre/Post NCE'
Difference

2 6 level C, Form'S 10/80

,_Date

5/81 29 + .18.00
3 6 Level 1, Form S 11/80 4/81 20 + 31.17
4 7 Level 2, Form S 9/80 5/81 30 + 12.43
5 11 Level 2,, Form T 9/80 4/81 29, + 20.73
6 9 Level 2, Form S 9/80 3/81 25 + 16.34

Total 39

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

-->PERCENTILE RANK
Mathematics

Grade. Pre-Test

2

3

4

5

6

13

6

7
12

17

Post-Test

38
45
36

41
43

Pupils pre-tested, before treatment, ranked very low in terms of
percentiles. All grades made substantial gains in percentile ranks following
treatment, especially grades three and five.
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Objective 3: Project 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 pro-

viding a positive rating of usefulness of information/inservice resulting

from their contact with project staff.

. Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. A teacher opinionnaire was used

to measure classroom teachers' reactions to the usefulness of service,

information, and inservice provided by Title I staff. A copy of the

instrument may be found in Appendix A. Teachers were asked to use a

five-point scale (5=most positive, 1=most negative) to rate Title I

services along the following dimensions: techniques used and the

success of service, level, of communication between classroom teacher

and consultant teacher regarding pupils served, and' value or
practicality of inservice sessions provided by Title I staff. Four-

teen of the'twenty teachers or 70% completed the survey.

Of the teachers returning survey, 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 positive re-

sponses), The Title I teachers were viewed as providing very useful

services.

Classroom Teacher Reaction
to Project Servig.

Av4rage Rating of

Grade Level teaChdis Readin: Math
4

Primary
'; 7 4.85 . .4.84

Upper 7' 4.80 4.83

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Additional inf rmation related to project operitions is ,summarized: .

below. The information derived from examination of project records-and
observation of project op ations.

Pupils recommended by the regular classrooM teacher for participation
in the project had to meet the following selection criteria: perfor-
mance at or below the 33rd percentile onthe reading comprehension
ancrior any math-subtest of the folloOnetests: the Metropolitan
Readiness Test (grade one), Stanford Diagnostic Reading or Math Tests

ikgrides two and three), or the CTBS from the.previous year (grades four-
, jp- -

. Eadh,Consultant Teacher serviced approximately 'fifty pupils each day .

(range i7-55). During each of the seven.forty-minute.periods per
day, an av rage of seven pupils were served (range 4=9). The sites
for ins ction were in the Title I Resource Room apart.from the pupils'
regular classroord.

11,r ' -44- 418



. The Title I Staff planned and implemented 2hours ofqnservice, as, pro-
posed, for the classroom teachers. One'session was devoted to the
Reading service and the other session focused,Dn Math. At each work-
shop, the Title rteachers provided these "how-to's": 1) enriching
lesson plans, 2) reinforcing skills, and 3) checking out materials from
the TitleT\Resource Room.
1

CONCLUSIONS

In its second year of operation, the Cleveland, Fundamental School
Basic Skills Reinforcement Project has provided a service that addresses the
remedial needs of students and is perceived as valuable by the classroom teach-
ers of.these students. The project has achieved all three of its proposed ob-
jectives. Te data reveal,that the pupils served by this project,.though still
in relativel ow percentile ranks,made substantial gains after treatment, The
classroom teachers rated this program highly, assigning an average rating of
4.8 on a scale of 5.

-45t-
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APPENDIX A .

TEACHERS REACTI)N SHEET

BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT

TITLE I

FUNDAMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER

Directions: Please give your impressions of the usefulness of service," information,

and inservice resulting from your contact with the Title rproject

staff (Reading: Mrs. Victory - grades 1-3, Ms. Stephens --grades
4-6; Math: Mrs. West). Circle the number along each continuum which

most closely represents your feelings concerning, each item. Note
that a "5" represents the most positive response, while a "1" re-
presents the most negative response.

ti

X RATING
SERVICE TO STUDENTS

NUMBER
INIACH

RESPONDING Grade
CATEGORY

5.0

5.0

5,0

5.0

4.86
4.86

Reading
Math

Reading
Math
Reading
Math

5-4 3 2 1

_PURPOSE FOR 'mayor WAS1
NOT CLEAR

METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT
*AS NOT CLEAR

SERVICE NOT BENEFICIAL

PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT WAS

CLEAR

METHODOLOGY FOR 'TREATMENT WAS
CLEAR

SERVICE DEMON/AL

In

Reading 14
Math 14

Reading 14
Rath 14

Reading 12 2
Bath

4.79 , Reading
4.79 Math

4.71 Reading
.4;71 Mach

4.79 Reading
4.79 'Math

4.86
4.86

4.71
4.71

INFORMATION SHAREDA,
NtBIBER OFcoqAcrs
QUATE . Ikl

iiMoRmalom SHARED WAS YALU-
ABLE

WM ABLE TQ ACT ON INFORMATION
SNARED

KIN YOU RE: srooex-rs

Reading 11 3

Nit_ 11'3
,Reading al 1

11-2 't

Reading 12 1,;...1"

Math 12 1 1'

GROUP INSERVICE SESSIONS

Relading SESSIONS WERE WORTHWHILE

Math

Reading NEW INOWLEDGE, ACQUIRED AT 4

Math SESSIONS

'Reading 11 2
Nath, 12 2

Reading 11- 2 1

Rath 11.:2 I

4.71 .Reading .., TIME ALLOTTED FOR SESSIONS WAS Reading 11 '2 1
11 2 1. .4.71 Math SUFFICIENT Neil

.

4.86 Reading INFORMATION SHARED WAS PRACTI- Reading 12 2

.4.86 Math CAL , 114th 12 2

V. Co=ents: Very impressed with

Screenin should b

ADEQUATE
MISER OP CONTACTS WAS IN

INTOMIATION SHARED WAS NOT"'
ArAumm.E

II
NOT ABLE TO icr OPT' APPFLtLION SHARED

SESSIONS NOT KORTII%HILE

,e/ ,

Niel:NOWLEDGE*J(CQUIREDI
SESSIONS-

''TIME AT.OT FOR SESSIOi
.r.

WAS cINSUFVCI ENT

INFOIWATIOk MARCO trAs D
PRAcric.A

6
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DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW
A

The Diagnostic Reading Clinic is designed to provide specialized
in-depth service to pupils in the upper elementary grades who evidence
multiple and complex reading difficulties. Studenko are transported to the
Diagnostic Reading Clinic to receive reading diagnosis. An instruction plan
is developed, based on the child's reading difficulties, to be implementl
in the school reading center by the clinician, classroom teacher and othe
supportpersOnnel. Forty-five minutes per day of instruction for approxi-
mately 32 weeks or until-the child is considered remediated is provided for
each child being serviced.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: ,2,068 Grades Served: 4, 5, 6 Years in Operation: 17
(15.5 yrs. - Title I; 1.5
yrs. - 0E0)

Schools: 19 public
1 non-public
20 total

(See list in
Appendix A)

Staffing: 24 Teachers, F7
3 Psychologists, FT
2 Coordinators, FT
1 Nurse, FT
1 Clerk, FT
8 Drivists, FT .5 PT ,

3-Teachers Assistants, FT
1 Speech Therapist, FT
6 Education Aides, FT
1 SuperNrisor, PT

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,066,798 Per Pupil Cost:$516

SUMMARY .OF' FINDINGS'

`Pupils-qualifying for participation in the Diagnostic Reading Clinic
r ceived a variety of evaluations to correctly identify all aspec s of the b

.

pupils reading difficulties. A plan was developed for each p 'on
medical d reading evaluations. A sample of test results for hildren who
were tes ed prior to the beginning of participation in the progr , emd again
after completing, the specialized reading program, indicated that the expected
gains were made in their readifg test scores as a result' of partic4ration in
the program. Classroom teachers of these pupils reported that over half of
the students who participated in the Diagnostic Reading Clinic could independ-
ently handle the usual classroom reading materials in their grade at least
half of the time. These teachers and also the parents of participatifig
pupils had opportunities to,discuss their pupils's reading progress with the
reading teacher.

52-49-
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OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES

Objective 1: Pupil participants will evidence a post treatment mean
score on a standardized reading test that is at least seven NCE units
higher than the mean pre-test score.

Outco e: Objective 1 is c2nsidered attained. The Comprehension
subtest of The Gates-McGiAttie Reading Test was administered to each
child at the beginning of treatment and again .at the end of treatment
when the child was` considered remediated as,determined by the
,Clihician. The average number of weeks of service was 32 weeks. A
*comparison of the pre-post test results for 198 randomly selected
children in gfades 4-6 realizect. a mean gain of 7.05 NCE units. The
following mean NCE gains are reported by mde:

.

TABLE ,1

NCE Gains byGrade
on Comprehension Subtest of Gates:McGinite Reading Tests

4

MEAN NUMBER REPORTING

GRADE NCE GAIN NCE GAIN OF 7

FOURTH 74 6.19 35 (47%)

FIFTH 66 ., 6.50 37 (56%) ,

co
SIXTH 58 8.26 36 (62%)_.

The data in Table 1 show that although performance was only
slightly below the objective criterion fot grades four and
five, achievement of the objective criterion for the project
as a whole was due primarily to the strong performance at
grade six.

The following percentiles are reported by tirade for pre-pott-
comprehension t results. These percentiles reflect norms
appropriateto t es of yearltests were taken.

TABLE 2

Percentiles of Mean Pre and Post test Comprehension
scores for Students in the Diagnostic Reading Clinic.

GRADE PRE % POST %

FOURTH 13.75 21.81
FIFTH 11.53 19.*
SIXTH 13.58 25.32 j

_so_ 5



The data in Table 2 show that when participants are compared
with other students in the nation they rank in the lower 25
percent nationally on the Comprehension subtest, both at the
pre-test and the post-test.

Although gains were made, percentiles indicated that,the target
population evidences serious reading difficulties that will require
continuing participation in this project.

Objective 2: As reported by classroom teachers, at least two out of
three pupils receiving full service will evidence observable independent
performance with classroom materials at leastehalf of the time.

. Outcome: Objective 2 is not attained. A questionnaire was dis-
tributed to teachers of.198 randomly selected pupils in June, 1981.
ReSponses to the question related' specifically to this objective were
obtained from the teachers of 154 students. The responses of thenA A

teachers indicated that 60% of the sample of students could independ-
ently handle the usual classroom reading materials used in their grade
at least 50% of the time. Twenty-seven percent of tM pupils could
handle the reading material from 24 to 49% oilhe time, and 13% of
the pupils could use the usual reading materia less than 24% of the
time. See Appendix B for summaries of responses.

. Objective 3: %Pupils will receive the coordinated services of related
discipline5 in the diagnosis and correction of reading difficulties.

4 Outcome: Objective 3 is considered attained. All students upon
iIIITINethe program are given a series of-medical and-reading
evaluations by the special services staff which form an integral part
of prescriptive recommendations of the staff prior to implementation
of treatment. The tecoids for the basis of a case study for each
student.

Examination of case studies of 205 randomly selected students revealed
that 100 pereent of the students received at least on of these ,

services and 81 percent received all four Of the services.. The follow-'
ing lists the percentage of students receiving specific services: 40

- Ninety-fiNie percent (N=195) of the pupils in
the Aample received psychological testing.

- Eighty-nine percent (N=183) of the pupils ino
the sample received a vision test.

- Eighty-four percent (N=173) of the pupils in
the sample received a hearing test.

- Eighty-one percent (N =167) of the pupils received
a speech evaluation.

Objective 4: Parents of at least 50 percent of participat*g pupils
will be involved in support of the center's efforts to remediate the
reading difficulties of their child.

-51-
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. Outcome: Objective 4 is considered attained. Results-of a
-questionnaire sent to parents of 198 randomly selected pupils
in June. 1981, revealed thst 80 percent of the responding parents
(N=113) reported that they had contact with their child's reading°
teacher at lealt once during the project year. An average of -.!- /

1.28 parent - teacher contacts was reported. See Appendix C for 4.

summaries of parent responses-/ The folloOing kindi of contacts
.4'were reported: - ,

0
°

- Sixty-three percent the sample cif
1
parents

reported that they hid'received written progels
reports from their chiles reading teacher.

- Forty-eight percent of:the sample of parents
reported having telephone or in-person con-
ference contacts with their child's reading
teacher.

Five percent of the parents reported thittheiT
child's reading teacher visited their home.

Additionally, examination of a random sample of 205 case studies
revealed that an average of three' parental contact forms were
contained in each pupil's case stu0.

. Objective 5: .At least 50 percent of'th, classroom teachers of pupils
served by-the project'wilreceive 'aonsultative Services' from the
clinic staff. 4

6.
. Outcome: Objective S is considered attained. Results of a

questionnaire to teachers of-198 randomly selected pupils revealed
that 89% of the responding teachers 131=1S1) had an average of three
opportunities to discuss their pupil's progress with the Reading
Clinician. *

- ,Foriy-two percent of the teachers reported
-having contactsin the form of written reports.

- Sixty percent of the teachers epor d having
conferences with, their pupil' ading

-52-
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

oe

. Bifty-eight percent of the parents responding to a questionnaire
reported that they believed their child had been helped "A Lot"
by the program.

. Ninety-four percent of the parents responding to the same question-
naire reported that they had seen their child's reading habits change.

. Parents' reported observing the following changes in their child's
reading habits:

- Sixty-one percent reported that their child makes
an effort to read printed materials on signs or
different types of displays.

- Fifty-one percent reported that their child attempts
to apply reading skills to newspapers or magazines.

- Fifty percent of the parents report their child reads
more for pleasure.

. Teacher responses to a questionnaire reported the following degree
of change in their pupil's reading behavior:

- On a scale of "1" to "5" ( 1 being "Worse" to 5 being "Better"):

: Forty-three percent of the pupils were rated
4 ( "Somewhat Better".) of 5 ("Better") in
confidence in word attack.

. Fifty percent of the pupils were rated 4 ("Somewhat
Better") or 5 ("Better") in their general attitude
toward school.

Forty-two percent of the pupils were rated 4 ("Some-
what'Better") or 5 ("Better") in their independence
in reading.

-A
. Project records document that 2068 pupils were served during the

1280-81 project year.

- Number of participants who received the following services:
Anal )

Psychological -- 1,065 pupils

Health -- 1,519 pupili

. Speech & Hearing -- 1,270 pupils

-S3-



I

CONCLUSIONS .

Project records` and case studies document that services were
delivered to participating students in the form of specialized instruction
relating to pupil diagnosis.

Of thefive objectives, four or 80 percent were fully achieved;
one was not achieved. 0.

ProjecA recorOs and average length of service verify the severity
of the reading problems of the participants. Although the objective
criterion for NCE,gains was met, gains were limited due to the complexity of
the reading IliffiCulties of the target population.

" The data in Table 2 show that participants in the sample4are
reading in the lower 25th percentile when compared with students natibtally.
This could account for their lack of ability to independentli handle the
usual classoom reading materials in thdr trade at leapt 50 percent of
the time.

It is recommended that present participants Will benefit from
continuing participation in the project.

.

1

4.*

"
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APPENDIX A

Shhools Served,

Diagnostic Reading Clinic

198.0-1981

Public

Anthony Wayne

Buhrer

Clark

AP
Daniel E. Morgan

Forest Hills Parkwiy

George Washington Carver

.Gordon

Kentucky

Margaret Ireland

Mount Pleasant

Mary B. Martin

-Mary Bethune

Orchard

Paul Revere

4
Stephen E. Howe

Tremont

Union

Walton

Watterson - Lake

I

4

-SS-5 8

4.

Non-Public.

St. Michael

4

.24
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APPENDIX B

Cleveland Public Schools'

DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC

Teacher Questionnaire

N=161

has been receiving the services of the
1 ,Diagnostic Reading Clinic. We arc interested in securing from you, his/

her,,classrodm teacher, some observations about his/her present reading
performance. Please fold, staple and reArn this questionnaire on or
before Friday, June 19, 1981. . .

1

Check the appropriate answer. =
.

11. r
.

1. Did you have and opPoitunit to discuss this child's progress,with the
Reading Clinician?

.

Yes134 (89%) No 17 (11%)-

4
Approximately how many times? ,3 (Mean)

Check which of the following contacts you have had with the Clinician?
You may check =re than one.,

Written reports_ 42% Other

Conferences_ 60%

2. Based on your observations, about,what proportion of the time can this
child independently handle the usual classroom reddingalterial used in
his grade?'

,

less than 240 45 to 49% 50 to 74% 75 to 100%

13% '2Z% 42% . , 18%
3. Circle'the number that corresponds-to the degree of change ikthis

:--- child's behavior.

5 - Better
4 - Somewhat Better
'3 - No Better, NP Worse
2 - Somewhat Worse
1 = Worse

A. Pupil confidence in word attack.

1(2%) 2(12%) 3 (43%) 4(33%) C 5 (10 %)'

B. Pupil's general attitude toward school.

1(6%) 2 (9%) 3 (35%) 4(31%) 3 (19%,)

C. Pupil independence in reading.

1 (7%) 02 (18%) 3 £33%) 4 (35%) ck ,&(7%)

4. In your opinion, what is the area of greatest reading improvement for
this child?

4f% Comprehension' 35% Vocabulary, 23 %v Nord Analysi

S. Child's days of absence for this year as of the date of this report.
I
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APPENDIX"C

Cleveland Public Schools

DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC

Parent Questionnaire

N=113

his.been receiving extra help in read-
ing this year from the Diagnostic Reading Clinic program. Please complete
'and return this' questionnaire to your child's reading teacher on or before:
Monday, June 15, 1981. I**

Check the appropriate answer.

80% 20%
1. HaVe you had contact. with your child's reading teacher?rbYes .C]No

Approximately how many times? 1 (Mean)

If yes, check which kinds of contact you have had.

Conferences (telephone or in-person)

' Writtem Progress Reports

`e Home Visits

Other 4%

D48%

D3%

El Si

2. Was your child (helped by this program?

58in A lot. 4bC .Somewhat

3. Have you seen your child's reading habitschange?

N=113 . If yes, check which changes you have-seen?

A. Reads more for pleasure.

B. Brings home more library books.

94°
"32

*, e

C. Uses more library books for homework assignments.

Not at all

612
Yes , No

D., Makes an effort to read printed materials on signs or different
types of displays.

050%

034%

E:118%4

Dli

E Attempts to.apply reading skills to newspapers or magazines, if' 051%
they are available.

4
F. Other 7%

THANK YOU!

Department of Research, Development and Evaluation
May,,1981
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ENGLISH-AS-A-SECOND LANGUAGE PROJECT.,

4.,

PURPOSE ANb OVERVIEW

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

.

This,prpject is designed elp second-language learners'atguire
an adequate level of proficiency in derstanding, speaking and reading the. .

English!..ilanguage. PUpils served by this.project are provided, in a special
dl-assroOin apart froth their regular classrooms, with'extra classes in speaking
and reading English and acculturation activities. These special sessions,
Which average approximately forty-five minutes daily., are followed up with
"additional individual and small-group remediation,provided by teacher assis-
tants, where available. A full-time community coordinator plans and imple-
ments parent and community involvement in the program.

SERVICE SUMMARY

PupilS Served: 660 Grades Served:

Schools: 15 public Staffing:
3 non-public
11.total

: (Set'App,endix A,

Table 1, for list)

Preschool-8 Years in Operation: 14

1 Project Manager, FT
1-Consultant Teacher, FT

1! Teachers, FT
8 Assistants, FT
1 Clerk, FT'
1 Community Coordinator, FT

TotalDPPO Expenditures: $560,715. Per Pupil Cost: $850

"--SUPWARY OF INDINGS

# The 19130-81 English-As-A-Second Lantuage_Project had positive effects
on the speaking skills of theatudents"serviced, and met with some success in
increasing the reading'skills of its participants. Students in Pre - School
through gradesix Speaking classeslwere pre-testedinNovember-and post-tested
in May. They showed more than impected improvement in listening comprehension
skills at all grade levels. Approximately half of those served were enrolled
in ieading-Crasses. Students in reading classes, grades, one -six, were pre-,
tested in November and post - tested in May. Four grade levels (out of six)
made greater than expected gains in Reading Vocabulary, and three grade fevels
(out of six) grew more than expected in Reading Comprehension.

.
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Process Objectives

Objective 1: Assignment of an English-As-A-Second Language team, consist-
ing 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. Eighteen schools and a total of
660 students participated in the /980781 ESL program: These schools
were selected 'because of their .high concentration-of. non-English
speaking children. your of the 17, ESL teachers had full -time teacher
assistants; siX teachers had teacher assistants 'for half the day.

Objective 2: Pupils,will be grouped according to needs in oral English
and reading skills.

. Outcome: Objective 2was achieved. All students were screened prior
to assignment. This screening involved the use of separate instru-
ments for reading and speaking. On'all instruments, students,had to
score at the 33rd percentile or below before acceptance into the pro-
gram. Screening instruments for speaking and reading classes, by.
grade level, are listed in Appendix, A, Table 3. A total of-527 students
were enrolled in speaking classes and 292 students were enrolled in
reading classes. _Of these totals, 159 students were enrolled in both"4
speaking and, reading classes. The schools and number of students
served can be found in'Tables 1 and 2 Of App9ndix A.

Objective 3: Curriculum program will be carefully structured to include
language structures and vocabulary that are readily available within the
daily experiencesof children and geared to the proficiency levels of
participants.

Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. Curriculum guidelines, previously
developed by the project for the speaking and reading classet, were
reviewed. by four curriculum 6ommittees. 'These commieiees then clever:-
oped additional guidelines 'and curriculum materials for Child Devel-'
opment, Kindergarten , Primary, and Upper Elementary levels., Children
served by the project progress to higher levels of profitiency as mea-
sured by criterionreferenced tests.

Objective 4: Parent involvement and participation in the learning experi-
ence of 0 children will be actively enlisted by the project staff.

. Outcome: Objective 4 was achieved. The Community Coordinator assigned,
.to the project completed 763 home visits, initiated 73 community
tacts, held 22 conferences with principals, participated in 58 par nf)'
education meetings, five ESL Parent Advisory Committee meetings and
nine city-wide Parent Advisory Committee meetings. In addition, ESL
teachers are available to parents on an individual, as-needed basis.
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Product Objectives ,.,''

# ,

., Objective 1: Participants in reading classes will shoWzimprovennt in
the level of reading vocabulary (+7,or more NCE* Unit6),an the mean pre-
postscoreS'obtained on the reading vocabulary subtest of the Comprehen-
sive

..

Tests bf Basic Skills. (grades one-six).

a
. Outcome: Objective'l was achieved at four out of,six grade levels.

All tests were administered on a pre-post basis, with the pre-tests '

being administered' in November; 1980 and thespost-tests administered.
in May, 1984_in accordance with the City-wide testing schedule. Pre
NCE units were derived from fall norms and poSt NCE units were derived
from 'spring norms. The pre-post results, by gradeleVel, can be found

. -in Table I of Appendix B.
. 4

.
.

These data indicate that for grade 1,-the'Average"NCE,gain wasnega-
tive (-13.19). For grade,2,' although the gain was positive, (+5.11>,
it was below the st ted criterion,of +7 or more NCE units. For grades,.
3-6, the NCE gain wa bove (+9.22, +4.46,

-
+10.74,,,and#

,

10.95 NCE' ' ,

units respectively) the stated criterion. *.,. 4
ft, .

Although the objective criterion standard was stated in,tevns of NO.
.,..- units, the following table Will enable the reader to see the pupil,'"

standing represented by percentile racks, based on national:notms and
relative to students of the same age. ..e. s q

.

. ( .
01

i
, . ,7 0:1 t4

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Vocabulary

Grade Pre-test Pnt-tes

1 41 19

2 14 19

3 2b 35 '

4 11 29

5 . 9 19

6 5 13

VA

Again, the greatest impact appears at grades 3-6. Relatively little
movement occurred at grade 2 and test performance actually declined
at grade- 1. It will be noted that post-test percentiles are still
relatively low on the percentile scale; however, the students at
grades 3-6 did make good gains.

*NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent) units are normalized, equal-interval,
standard scores with a mean of SO and a-standard deviation of 21.06,
derived by dividing the distance from the mean to the 99th percentile
by the same distance measured in terms of normal curve standard.devia-
tion units (2.3267). The,resulting scale includes 98% of the popula-
tion which lies between the 1st and Ate 99th percentile.
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.* Objective 2: Participants in reading classes will show improvement, in
the level oreading comprehension (+7 or more NCE units) on the mean
pre-post scores obtained on the reading comprehension subetst of-the
Comprehensive Test-of Basic Skills (grades one-six):

. Outcome: -Objective 2 was achieved ,at three out of six grade levels.
All tests Were administered on a pre-post basis, with the pre-tests
administered in November, 1980 and the post-tests administered in
May, 1981, in accordance with the city-wide testing schedule. Pre
NCE units were derived from fall norms and post NCE units were
derived from spring norms. The pre-post results, by grade leVel,
can be found in Table I of Appendix B.

These data indicate that for grades one amdwo, the average NCE gain
was negative (-15.38 and -13.37 respectively). For grade three,
although the gain was positive (+6.75) it was below the stated cri- -
terion of +7 or more'NCE units. For grades four-six, the NCE gain was
above (+14.77, +19.38 and +7.70 units, resepctively) the stated cri-
terion.

/71
Pupil standihg in Reading Comprehens20n is presented in theifollowing

' table by the use of percentile ranks.'

Grade

PERCENTILE RANK
Reading Comprehensioft''

Pre-test Post=test

1

2

3 -

`4
5-
6

52

25

19

9

8

6

Pre-post gain in grades 3-6 is once more documented using percentile
ranks. It can also bp seen, using this percentile table,',that grades
1 and 2 post-test scores and percentile ranks declined. It will be .

noted that post-test percentiles are still 'relatively low on theper-
centile scale, but respectable gains were made at grades 3-6.

Objective 3: Participants in speaking classes at .efte pre-schnliand kin-
dergarten levels will show significant improvement (p(.05) in listening
comprehension skills on the mean pre-post scores obtained through and ad-
ministration of the Test of Auditory Comprehension of Language (TACL).

. Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. The Test for Audit6ry Comprehen-
sion of Language (TACL) was administered to 100 ChildIDevelopment and
Kindergarten student's in ESL.speaking classes on a pre -post basis in
November, 1980 and in May, 1981. Using a t-test, there were statis-
tically significant gains (p/!,001) between pre-and post-test scores
for both-grade levels for all three of the subtests (Vocabulary,
Morphology, Syntax). These gains far exceeded the objective'criterion.
Table 2 in Appendix B presents the results of this testing.
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Mean total raw scores were then converted into percentile ranks, using
an age-range norms table. Students moved from a percentile rank of
11 on the pre-test to a post-test percentile rank of 54:

. Objective 4: Participants'in speaking classes in grades one through six
will show significant improvement (p4.05) in listening comprehension
and oral'production skills on the mean pr*.=post scores obtained through
the administration of the Language Assessment Scale.

, 10

. Outcome: Objective 4 was achieved. Students (N=190) in speaking
classes in grades one through six were administered both the listening
comprehension and the oral production subtests of the Language Assess-
ment Scale (LAS) on a prelpost basis in November, 1980 and May, 1981.
Students in grades one through five were administered Level I of the
LAS and graderTix students were administered Level II of the LAS.
The results of this testing can be found in Table 3 of Appendix B.

These results indicate that for both the comprehension and oral produ-
cat ion subtests of the LAS, the pre-post gains were significant at
the .001 level at all six grade levels.

There are no norms tables that will allow for interpretations of these
raw scores in terms of student standing r,elative to other students of
the same age. However, in order to supply the reader with more infor-
-mation regarding the educational significance of theraw scores, the
following analysis is offered. The Comprehension Subtest of the LAS
consists of ten items. Students'mean.gain score pre-post across

ti the six grade levels was 2.10. This is an improvement of approximately
20% across the ten items.

The Oral Production Subtest categorizes students' language proficiency
along five levels. Project students gained approximately one full
proficiency level from pre to post-test. The gain score aver-
aged 1.12 across the six grades.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

As a part of the project activities, students from ESL schools par-
ticipated in 25 field trips. A list of field trips takeh 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 eliminating
dual testing of some students. This cooperation proved effective this school
year.

CONCLUSIONS.

The 1980-81 English-As-A-Second Language Project was successfully im-
plemented according to guidelines contained in the process objectives. The
project achieved its language skill objectives at all grade levels. The other
two reading objectives were achieved at some grade levels. At grades 3-6,

-65-

66



students made *respectable reading gains. The post-test data for grades 1 and 2 is
disappointing in that student scores dropped from pre to post-test. Project

Management, when interviewed, offered this possible explanation.for the decline
in post-test scores: Grades 1 and 2 students, being young and inexperienced at
test-taking, were subjected to diferent pre-testUlg and post-testing conditions.
The pre-test was administered in a small (N=5) group setting, with careful test
monitoring. The postttest was administered as a part of the city-wide testing
program in a large (N=35) group with less 'structure and monitoring. Test re-
sults from previous years_do not show this pattern oof decline.nor this method
of post-test administration for these two rade levels.

The following axe recommendations for the 1981-82 year:
Not

.' Cooperation between ELS, bilingual, and-city-igide teie;,ing
programs should continue.

. Project administration should identify the reasons why reading
-gains in both vocabulary and -comprehension are below the stated
criterion at some grade levels and should take any programmatic
action necessary to eliminate or reduce the difference between
stated criteria and actual attainment levels.

. It is important to note that ESL has lost teacher"assistants
each year; if the assistants are completely eliminated from the
program due to Iiiidget reductions, the services to children in
areas 0 concentrated individual reinforcement of skills pre-
sented and contact with parents will be severely limited. ItlIs

therefore recommended that the teacher assistants be retained
on the ESL team.

6
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APPENDIX A-

TABLE I

Schools and Students Served

1980-81

Schools SerVed

Public Non - Public

Buhrer

Case
East Madison
Joseph. Landis
Kentucky
Marion Seltzer
McKinley
Milford
Orchard,
Paul Dunbar
Riverside
Scranton
Tremont
Walton
Waverly

TABLE 2.

St. Francis
St. Michael.
St ..Vitus

Count of Pupils by Grade Level

Total

Grade

(

No. of Students

Child Development
--Kindergarten

Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3 -

Grade 4
Grade 5
Grade 6

t7,

Grade 7
Grade 8

Total

Public Non-Public

36
119.,

90

75

79

73

56k,

52
...

n--

-..

.0

29

11

6

.9

5

8

7

4

1

36
148

101

81

88
' 78

64
59

..,
4

1

580 , 80 660
4
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

TABLE 8

SCREENING TESTS

READING CLASSES
4:1

Screening Test Grade .Screening Test Grade

For students pre ously in
Cleveland System
Metropolitan Readiness Teste
Kindergarten administration'

(Spring, 1980)

For students new to Cleveland

System:
,

, ,

.

ESL teacher administered
. Metropolitan Readiness Test,

Fall, 1980

For students previously in. 2

Cleveland System:
CTBS, Level B, Form S first

grade CSpring; 1980) adminis-
tration, appropriate'score
one one of the following sub -

tests: .Word ReCognition I; -

Comprehension; Word Recoini-.

tion II

For students new to Cleveland

System:

ESL teacher administered

California Achievement Test,

Level II, Form A Reading

Comprehension or Reading

hcabulary subtests

For students previously in .3

Cleveland System:

CTBS, Level C, Form S, 2nd
grade administration (Spring,
/980) Reading Vocabulary or
Reading Comprehension:

Passages subtest

For students new to Cleveland
System:

-ESL teacher administered
California Achievement Test,

Level II, Form A Reading
Comprehension or Reading

Vocabulary subtests (Fall,

1980)

Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test 2,.Reading Comprehension
subtestS,,-,deen Level, Fall

1980. Administration through
city-wide testing

or

ESLteacher administered
California Achievement Test,

Level II, Form A Reading

Vocabulary or Reading Com-

prehension subtests (Fall,

69 1980)

4
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APPENDIX A (Conttd)

TABLE ,3

SCREENING TESTS

READING CLASSES

a.

Screening Test
V,

Stanford Diagnostic,leading
Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtest, Brown Level, Fall,
1930. Administration through
city-wide testing

or
ZTBSi'Level Ti, Form S, 4th
grade adminiitration (Spring,
1980) Reading Vocabulary or

'Reading Comprehension sub-
test

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

or
ESL teacher iaiinistered

California Achievement Test,
Level 3, Form A, Reading

Vocabulary or Reading Compre-

hension, Fall 1980

0

Grade

5

6

. *7'



'APPENDIX A (Conttd)

TABLE 3

SCREENING TESTS

SPEAKING CLASSES

Screening Test Grade

Screening Test for Auditory Cp

'Comprehension of Language=
(STACL),Fall, 1980 Adminis-

tration =

SPLIT TEST (Schutt:
University of Arizona)

2
o Verbal Fluency-English

Subtest; Fall, 1980 Adminis-

tration

Fall, 1980 Administration of , 3 -6

LanguageA5'sessment Battery

English Level Grades 3r6

Ida
:71
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APPENDIX B

TABLE 1

10;

Vocabulary and Comprehension Subtests
Mean NCE Gains by Grade

Vocabulary Comprehension
NCE

_ NCE It.

Grade N Pre-tesf X Post-Test X X Gain Pre-test X At Tedi. X Gain

1

2
E

3

4.

5

'6

13

19

31

%26

26

20

45.89

27.21

32.94

24.35

20.88

. 14.65

..-

32.46

\'-
32 . 32

42.16

38.81

3L62

25.6p

-13.39

+ 5.11

+ 9.22

+14.46

+10.74

+10.95

............*'-....

51.92

35.53

32.19

X.77

20.81'

,16.25

36.54'

22.16

38.94

35.54

-40.19

23.95

-15.38

41'3.37

4 6.75

*14.77

+19,38.

+ 7.70

Total 135
.

1

S
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APPENDIX'B '(Cont'd)

4 TABLE 2

Summary of Pre-Post Testing

TACL, Child Development and inder rten

Vocabulary Morphology Syntax

°N 100 100 100
Pre-Test X 27.70 24.52 5.46
Post-Test X 35.53 37.78 8.13
S. D. Pre 7.36 8.55 2.40
S. D. Post 3.13 s 5.85 1.78

t 13.024* \ 18.179* 10.340*
X pre-post gain 7.83 -...-, 13.26. 2.67
S. D. pre-post gain 6.01 7.29 2.58

1 p < Am

r

74
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TABLE 3

Summary of Pre-Post Testing

(. Language Assessment Scale, Grades 1-6.
On,

Grade 1 2 3 ... 4 ,,,

Subtest Comp.

Oral
Prod. Comb.

Oral

Prod. Comp.
Oral
Prot. Comp.

Oral
Prod. Comg.

Oral r

Prod. Comp.

Oral

Prod.

N ,53 53 35 35 31 31 '21 21 31

.

31 19 19
Pre Test i ; 4.15' 1.02 4.46 1.34 5.97 2.06 4.86 1.71 5.39 1.81 6.63 1.68
Post Test R , 6.58 2.09 6.63 2.77 7.58 3.16 7.14 2.62 7.58 2.94 8.11 2.63
S. D. Pre 2.15 0.77 2:63 1.06 1.92 1.03 2.29 1.10 2.70 1.14 2,19 1.00
S. D. Post 1.56 0.97 1.68 1.11 2.81 1.13 1.39 0.92 1.69 0.77 1,37 0.83

t 8.371* 8.009 6.096* 9.220* 3.233* 9.382* 4.824* 5.396* 6.472* 7.105* 5.271* 4.869*
X Pre-Post Gain \Gain, 2.43 1.08 2.17 1.43 1.61 1.10 2.29 0.90 2.19 1.13 1.47 0.95
S. D. Pre-Post

Gain 2.12 0.98 2.11 0.92 2.78 0.65' 2.17 '0.77 1.89 0.88 1.22 0.85
i

i

.

75

*p <.001
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APPENDIX C

ESL Field Trips
1980-81

Zoo

Aquarium

Western Reserve Historical

Society, Crawford Auto-Aviation Museum

Natural History Museum

Hale Farm

Greenhouse

Neighborhood Tour

Trailside Interpretive Center

Garden Center

North-Chagrin Metropolitp Park

Channel 8

Pick-N-Pay

Rainbow Babies' and Children's Hospital

Cleveland Public Library

f.

4
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MATHEMATICS SKILLS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW.

The Mathematics Skills Improvement Program (MSIP) is designed to
serve students in grades 3-6 (2-8 in non-public schools) who have demonstrated
difficulties in the acquisition of basic mathematics skills. Mathematics con-
sultant teachers provide theSe students with daily remedial instruction in
specially equipped mathematics laboratories outside of the regular classroom.
Instruction is provided on an individualized and small-group basis and is in
addition to the mathematics instruction provided by the regular classroom
teacher. Additional services provided by the project include workshops and
inservicArtraining for the Title I Mathematics consultant teachers, involve-
went of parents in the instructional program of the project, demonstrations
of mathematics teaching techniques for regular classroom teachers and publica-
tion of a newsletter to disseminate pertinent information about the project
to parents and staff.

4%.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: 3,081 Grades Served: 3-6 public Years in Operation: 131/2
2-8 non-pub.

Staffing: 1 Project Manager, FT
58 Consultant Teachers

Schools: 49 public
10 non-public
59 total

(SeeAli§t in Appendix A)

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,882,183

_AUMMARY OF FINDINGS

)

. The evaluation data indicated that the program services of the Mathe-
mattes Skills Improvement Program were delivered essentially as proposed. Some

difficulti&s were noted in maptaining specified project enrollment levels in .

the non-public schools, and in.schools served by part-time mathematics consul-
tant*. 4a°, it was found that the number of school days on which project
services were available fell somewhat §hort of that proposed, and recommendg-
tions were made aimed at increasing the,amount of instructional time offered.

Extensive parent involvement activities w conducted by the-project staff
and the Attitudes toward the project of arents of participating students

herehigbly positive. A regular series o aff development-activities was

alsq held forthe project teachers:,

(57 FT, 1 PT)

Per Pupil Cost: $611

The result's of mathematics achievement testing at grade's 4, 5'ancr6

showed t participants in the program showed significant growth in their

aathemati 'skill els. The rate of growth exceeded the standard establis1ed

by the pro t ob ectives. Despite the substantial improvement in achievement

levels, howe r, students continued to score relatively low as compared with

pational norms
14-`
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

. Process Objective 1: Each full-time MSIP consultant will provide ai

average daily enrollment of 48 mathematics underachieveis from grades

t4ree,through eightAith remedial instruction in mathematics skills.

An enrollment varigfice of Ono more than seven percent (7%) will be accept-

able.

. Outcome: An examination df.enrollment summaries dal wined by each

consultant teacher revealed that this objective was achieved in the

public schools but not in the non-public schools. All public schools

served,by full-time mathematics consultants had average projtect enroll-

ments within the range of 44.6 to 51.4 siudents.(48 students + 7%).

The actual enrollment averaged 48.01 and ranged from 45.625 to 50 stu-

dents. In the non-public schools only twiliof the five schools with

full-time consultants attained the objective. Enrollments ranged from

39.5 to 47.9 and averaged 42.45. J

Records maintained by the project office showed that in 1980-81, the

project served a total ,of 3,081 .students -ift grades tOb through eight. ri

The majority of students served (2747 or 89%) were in grades 4-6.

Students who were served in grades 2, 7 and 8 were.in non-public schools

only. (Appendix B presents the numbers of public and non-public stu- --

dents served by grade level.) Students identified for service weme

scheduled for daily instruction in a mathematics laboratory with a

mathematics/consultant teacher. Instruction was individualized and

in small greups and was in addition to the mathematics instruction

received in the regular classroom.

Process Objective 2: Each part-time MSIP consultant will provide an

average daily enrollment of 20 mathematics underachievers from grades

three through eight with remedial instruction in mathemiiics skills.

An enrollment variance of no more than seven percent (7%) will be accept-

able. ,

. Outcome: The data obtained frbm enrollment sumwies Maintained by

each consultant teacher indicate that this objective was not achieved.

Although the overall average enrollment was 19.85 student4, only one

of the two public and five non-public schools with part-time MSIP con-

sultants fell within the 18.6 to 21.4 student enrollment range speci-

fied by the objective (20 students + 7%). Average enrollments for

individual schools ranged from 15.66 24 students.

. Process Objective 3: MSIP consultants will provide for each remedial

mathematics student one 40-minute period of small group instruction- for

at least 90% of the days that the school is in session each semester.

. Outcomes: Data available from projegt records indicate that this ob-

jective was not achieved. Only two of the 59 project schools offered

MSIP instruction for at least 90% of the days school was in session.

-80-
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The percentage of instructional dais ranged from 63.9% to 92.8% and
averaged 83.9%. Eighty-five percent of the schools offered MSIP in
struction for at least 80% of the days school was in session.

Asked why most project.-elools had recorded periods of no project
instruction totaling betWeen four and five weeks of the school year,
the project manager reported that a number of factors were involved.
First, all project consultant teachers participate in Monthly in-
service meetings, on which days their mathematics instruction is not
offered. Over the course of the year, inservice meetings consume
almost two weeks. of instructional time. Second, in calculating the
number of instructional days* the days on which a mathematics consul-
tant teacher was abient'due to illness were counted as days on which
instruction-was not offered. Third, it was reported that between
two and three weeks are required in the fall to identify and schedule
the students who are to receive instruction. Although test data are
already available for many students from tests administered the pre-
vious spring, the identification process is complicated by high pupil
mobility rates and delays in the transfers of records which require
the consultant teachers to administer additional tests in the fall
to determine eligibility. The practice in most schools has been to
wait until most of the eligible students have been identified and
scheduled before beginning the instructional program.

. Process Objective 4: When surveyed, 75% of the parents of MSIP students
will be able to acknowledge being contacted by the Mathematics Skips
Improvement Project.

Outcome: The data available indicate that the objective was achieved.
In May, 1581 each mathematics consultant teacher'was provided with a
supply of questionnaires to distribute to the parents of a sample of
the students receiving project services. A total of 94 parent ques-
tionhaires were returned. Analysis Of the responses to the question-
naire showed that 93% of the parents responded in the affirmative
when asked if they had received any written information about the
special mathematics instruction being provided for their children.

Further analysis of the questionnaire responses showed that 67% of
the respondents had made at least one.visit to their child'sINSIPt
class during the 1980 -81- school year= In addition, 88% of t he parents
reported that they believed that their child had improved -th'his mathe-
matics skill more than before.. (A summary of the parent questionnaire
responses, is presented in Appendix C.)

Project records show that, with the exception of May, 1981, a meeting
for parents of participating children was held-every month from October,
1980 throjbgh June, 1981, a total of eight parent meetings. These meet-
ings deallikwith a variety of topics ranging from explanations of pro-
ject Operitions and procedures to the distribution of instructional
materials and the explanation of methods for parents to use to help
teich their children at home. The ciaminatIng activity for the year
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,

was a ath Midi -Fair held in June in which all of the m thematics'
consultant teachers- worked with parents on the use of h me-instrut-

,tionalaaterials designed and 'constructed by the consul ants. Dec'

,tails o the individuaT parent meetings may be found in. pAndix D.
i

1

. .

...
.

/

. Product ObjeCtive,1: The MSIP observedgAup mean post-t st performance
will be at least five;NCE units/above the expected group m an score which

,--has been estimated'by regression,anal sis of Spring, 1980 d Spring,

1981 CTBS Mathematics Test:gtores: Analysis will be by gr e delfls

three, four; five and six. ...;', 'I' . .
'10

. A t

. Outcome: The data show )4at..this objective was achieved at grade 4/,

performance r,all grade eels combined was 8.54 NCE units above
5 and 6. were not aell'able for, grade 5. The mean post-test

the expected mean post-test acore,,gxceeding the five NCE units sp
1fied by the objective.

To assess progress toward the ati inment of the objective, t11J test
. ,0

performance of the 'students serve by.theloroject was compared with
an estimate of what 'their test pexformance would have been if they

had not participated. This "expeOsed".level of performance was ob-

tained by conducting a regression analysis On the'Spring, 1980,and
Spring, 1981 test scores of students whp did not quality for Title

SIP'. Theanalysis mad it4
01111 e of MSIP studenti rom

. Their actual,1981 cores

scores to determine if

service and who did not participate
possible to predict the 1§.81 test.per
their performanc'e-levels.the previous rear

were then compared4with their expected 198

participation in t prdject had raised their performanceipvels
above the level that would have been expected if they had 117t,par-

ticipated. -,

. Data were collected for gradeS 4, 5 and 6 using the Comprehensive
Tests ,qf Basic Skills (CTBS) MathematiCs Jests administe;Wcip-
.wide in'the Spring of,1980 and 1981. (Regression analysis could

(

p.,/ not be conducted for grade 3 because mathetatiqs tests are not admin-

istered.:.- city-wide at grade 2, and so the 1980 d to needed
the expected scores for grade 3 in 1981 were nd . . The

analysis' was conducted using the'Total Mathemati score ftom the

I.
,
CTBS. Appendix E shows the
i

specific level, ford anddates of admin-

.
stration of the tests administered at each grade, Ta01.0I shows
the resultg of the comparison between aotual and expected. post-te.St-

. Total Mathematics NCE scores,achieved_by the MSIP students at teach

grade level. . x.

,824
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Table 1

.Y
Actual ancl'Expected CTBS Tqal Mathematics Post-test NCE Scores of
Students Participating in Mathematids Skills ImproveMent Program

dr-

Grade N
Expected Average

NCE Score
Actual Average

.Nu Score,
Act4al-Expected

Difference
. % (:) Students
Gaining'5 NCEs

4 433 30.05 ". 36.60 + 6.55* 55%

.

.. V .
5 547 .24.39 39.41 . +11.02* 67%

.
tO

6 236 29.96 36.42 +-6.46't 65%
i

Total 1216 29.29 . 37.83 .- + 8.54 03%

*Statistically significant(p<.001)

Table 1 shows that the objective criterion of a mean difference of at
least NCE units between actual and expected post-test scores wa
exceeded at eadh grade level and for the project as as whole. In Addi-
tion, the'differences between actual and expected average scores were
statistically significant at all three grade levels as determined by
t-test for correlated measures. The table also shoWs that at each grade 4

level, over half the students achieved-the objective criterion,on an
individual basis. (Data on the 1980 and 1981 test scores of both MSIP
and non-MSIP groups along with the regression analysis and t -'test

statisticsmay be found in Appendix F.)'

t

The objective criterion was stated iLoterms of NCE units. To help the
reader see how the project-students rank relative to otter students the
same age, Table 2 presents the percentile ranks of their average NCE
scores based on national norms. Percentile ranks are presented for the
students' scores in l980 and' 1981.

.
Table 2

Percentile Ranks of Average 1980 and 1981 Total Mathematics
Scores Obtained on the CTBS by Stedents Participating

in the Mathematics 8kills Improvement Program
9 .

Grade
1980 .

Percentile

r),

\ b981
Perdentie

4

5

fi 6

'7
17 .

14

14

26

. 31

26

V -83-
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The table shows that despite the substantial giins.in performance,
students served by the project still rank in the lower third of
students nationally after participation in the project and are likely
to require continued service.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Project records showed that regular inservice meetings were conducted
for the project't mathematics consultant teachrs. Consultants attended a total
of seven such meetings between September, 1980 and May, 1981. Imddition, .

separate inservice meetings were held'for MSIP consultant teachers who joined
the project for the first time in 1980-81. Topics for thep.meetings included
MtIP record-keeping procedure, testing procedures, the use of-new mathemati6
textbooks,'student seltctign.provdure, d;agnosis and correctivrof 4

weaknesses, the 'use of instructional gamei,..materials development and the
P like. Appendix G presents details on each inservice meeting held.'

3v

CONaUSIONS

The evaluation data showed that,with some exceptions, they project.
services offered by the Mathematics Skills Improvement Program were delivered
as proposed. "Two of the four,process objectives were achieved. The data also
showed that the pioject had a positive-impact on student mathematics achieve-
merit fit .the participating'students demonstrated test score gains beyond the,%.
levels specified by the; project's one product.objective.

6

Supplementary mathematics instruction was pro%rided in individualized
and small group settings for over 3,000 eleMentaryischool students who had
demonstrated weaknesses in mathematics skills, Program enrollment,levels were
maintained at proposed levels in the public schools served by full-time math-
ematics consultants, but some difficulty was noted in maintaining projected
levels in the non-public'schools and In schools served by part time mathematics
consultants. Additionally, the project objective dealing with the number of
school days on which instruction would be made available was not, met as the
number of instructional days fell somewhat below projected minimum levels.
The project manager cited delays associated,with pupil identification and
scheduling and time lost due to staff inservice sessions and_staff absence
as factors contributing'to-i.educed instructional time. Other project activ
ities included extensive activities for parents of participating students,
and inservice sessions for the, project Staff. Parent reaction to the project
was highly positive.

.

r , Student mathematics test scoresaveraged 8.5 NCE units'higher than
would have been expected had they not participated, but students still scored
in the-lower one third of students nationally.

The MpthematicsiSkills Improvement Program has been demonstrated to
;, ,be a worthwhile project which effectively contributes to tfie improvpd xath-

ematics achievement of the dents it serves. Several recommendations are

;.offered for fUture operat ns:
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1. Means_ should be explored for decreasing the amount of non- instruc-
tional time noted in project operations. Possible means might in-
clude reducing the amount of time devoted to project staff inservice
meetings or attempting to schedule them after hours or on weekends.
The latter would,00f course, have implications for the project bud-
get. Another possibility would involve beginning instruction in the
fall with those students for whom eligibility information is readily
available without waiting for the MSIP rosters to be completely filled
before beginning. Students without eligibility information could

' then beladded as he information became available. The testing of
students lacking eligibility information would be speeded if MSIP
purchased and had on hand its own testing Materials. This is par-
ticularly true in non-public schools where testing materials are not
always readily available.

2. It is the recoamenaation of the'project manager tht Process Objective
.3 be reworded to focus on the opening date of MSIP instructional activ-
ities rather than total number of instructional days offered by the
.project.

I

V,
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APPEND

Schools Served by Mathematics Skills
.Improvement Program

1980-81

Public Schools

Andrew J. Rickoff

Anthony Wayne

Artemus Ward

Benjamin Franklin

*Brooklawn,

Buhrer

p

*HeDry lgvG N=

Kenneth: W. Cl ment

Kentucky

Margaret Ir land

Marion-Sterl ng

Mary B. Ma in

Case
9

Mary M. Bethupe

1

.Charles H. Lake ...\t- McKinley

Chesterfield Memphis

Clark Miles Park"
.

Cranwood Milford

Daniel E. Morgan

East Madison

v. Emile B.4DeSauze
. .

I

,

Mount-P1,easant

Nathaniel nawthorne

Oliver Hazard Perry,

Euc4d Park Orchard
1(..'

.Forest Hills Parkway Paul Revere

.10

Fullerton Robjrt Fulton,

. 0 . .

Garfield $ Stephpn E. Howe
.

1%
,-

' 'George W. Carver Tremont

Gordon ., . Union

4 .... .

Gi-acemounta "Verda Brobst

FY Jaiille Wade Park

*1 semester of service only

r .0

t..
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APPENDIX A (continued)

-Schools Served by Mat ematics Skills
Improvement ogram

1980-81

<1,

Public' Schools (continued) Non-Public Schools

Walton St. Aloysius

Warner St. Joseph Collinwood

Watterson-Lake St. Catherine . 51

Willow Mt. Pleasant Catholic

William Harper St. Paul Croation

1

.0

6

1

44:

5

.-St. Benedict

Holy Rosary

ImmacUlate Heart of Mary ,

St. Rose

Annunciation

.

0

-87- AI-
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APPENDIX B'

.

4

O

Number of Students Served by the Mathematics Skills
Improvement Ptogram by Grade 1.1w1

v.

Grade
Number of Students

Public Non-Public

.' 2

3

4

6

7

t
8

10,

188 76

1020 65

822. 52

731 57

Total 276

32.

28

320

-88-

1.

Percent of
TotalTotal

10 .3

264 8.6

1085 35.2

874 28.4

7-88 25.6

32 1.0
A

28 .9

3081. 100%

O

4

0

,ft

8
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APPENDIX C

PARENT SURVEY P SE SUMMARY

6
CLEVE-LAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Mathematics Skills ImppvemefttPrate-ct

m'V
Dear Parent:

0

We,, re pleased that your child was part of a group who were giVen
special instruction in Mathematics.. We now WiShitto know how'you feel about
this special help. Please help us by circling your answers to the questions 7
below. .. . .,

.

ITEM FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE

1. Did you know that your child w
receiving Special instructio n
mathematics?..

2. Did you receive any written in-
forbation about this special
mathematics instruction?

3., Did your child bring home to show
you any arithmetic paper
object from his arithmetic eacher?,

4. Have you visited your child's special
mathematics class?

i

YES = 98% NO - 2%

YES -e93%

YES - 89%

YES 67%

NO - 7%

NO - 11%

NO - 33%

1:15., Did your child talk to.you more MORE - 64% SAME 35% LESS - 1%,
about his arithmetic class this
semester than befot

6. I4-you feel yob

e

child imp4red MORE - 88$ SAME - 11% - 1%
in arithmetic more this semester
thin before? ,'

Please have your child return this questionnaire to his $pecial,math
- teacher, on the next school day.

.,

1 as

*

Thank you, very much.,

-89-
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APPENDIX D

Parent Meetings Held by Mathematics Skills
9 'Improvement Program in 1980-81

Date

October 29,1930

November 19, 1980

December 17, 1980

, January 28, 1981

Meeting Topic(s)

J

Pu4ose and Structure of MSIP

Presentation by project manager of Project Pride
.,on,"Being Aware ofMyself"

Introduction of components of MIP

Ways of improving parent participation

Distiibution of descriptive materials on the
MSIP.andhome-activity materials

Demonstration of mathematics games

Mathematics games
a

Techniques for teaching addition facts

Election of officers

Distribution of descriptive materials on the
MSIP and home activity materials

'HoMe use of materials for teaching division

February 25; 1981 Techniques for teaching multiplication at
.home

Match 17, 1981

0 *. March 25, 1981

"la

Obs'ervationof MSIP cliSsroom I

Report on observations of MSIP classrooms

Discussion of MSIP Mini-Fair

Mathematics games

April 29, 1981 Review of MSIP proposal for purpose og.making
recommendations for 1981-82

June s

a .

MSIPAini-Fair distribution and demonstration
of home-activity mathematics materials designed
bymathematics consultant teachers

-90-"



.3;
APPENDIX E

4

..FORMS, LEVELS AND DATES OF ADMINISTRATION OF COMPREHENSIVE TESTS
OF BASIC SKILLS USED. IN EVALUATION OF MATHEMATICS SKILLS.

. IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1980-81
a

Grade
Level,

1980 Test
Form . Date

Grade
. "Level

1981 Test
Form Date

3

4

3 &

2,

2

2
.

.

S April .1980

T April, 1980'

S March, 1980

1

4

S 7
6

..

.

2

2

2

S 1,01.y.,

T' April,

S, livirch,

/

1981

1981

1981
.

p

tr.

V

f

ks
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APPENDIX -F- D

Mean 1980 and 1981 CTBS Tiotal Mathematics NCE Scores for MSIP

and Non-MSIP Students with Regression Analysis and t-Test Statistics

.1*

Grade

NON -MSIP STUDENTS MSIP STUDENTS

N
1980

x NCE .S.D.
1981

x NCE S.D.

Regression Statistics

N
-

1980
k NCE S.D.

1981

7 Ng %S.D.
Expected 1481
z NCE S.D.

1981 Difference
(Expected vs Actual)

t1980-1981
I Slope

y -

Intercept

4

4' 3440 59.13 8.62 53.84 15.26 .457 ..809 6,01 433' 29.72 10.28 36.60 14.93 30.05 7..3' 8.97* 432

3272 58.78 9.21 55.68 14.55 .551 .872 4.43 547 27.48 10.09 39.41 14.35 28.39 8:79, +11.02 i 17,28* 546

6 3132 56.71 8.79 13.58 12.g2 .559 .802 8.12 236 27.25 10.29f 36.42 11.14 29:96 7.43 + 6.46 (-1.46* 235.,

*2-tai 1p_<.0001

NOTE: Students were included in the analysis'as part of the MSIP group if they achieved an NCE score of 42 (33rd percentile) or below on the 1980 test

and received project services. Students were included in the analysis as the non-MSIP group if they achieved an.NCC-score above 42 on the 1980

'' test and did not receive project services. All other students, were eliminated from the analysis. In addition, following the recommendations, of
Tikle-rtechnical consultants from Educational Testing Service, the students who scored in the top 20% on the 1980 test were arbitrarily eliminated"

from the analysis to minimize the chances of ceiling effects contributing to non linearity of the regression lisp. .

92
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APPENDIX G

jnservice Activities Conducted for Staff of
Mathematics Skills Improvement Program in 1980 -81

Audience

September 17, 18, 19 Public school mathematics 4.

(All day) -consultants

tz

September 23
(tal day)

ddtober 2

(All day)

October 27
(All day)

December 9, lY
(AU day)

January
(Half day)

February 26, 27

(AlPsday)

March 30
(All day)

April 30
(Half day)

May 22
(Half day)

Non-public school math-
ematics consultants

Public and non-public school
mathematics consultants

Project STAR teachers

First year mathematics
consultants

All mathematics consultants

A I

All mathematics consultants

Newly hired mathematics
consultants

. All mathematics consultants

-All mathematics consultants

All Mathematics consultants

4
-93-

Topic(s)

Procedures for record - keeping,
student testing and student
selection .

Major ingredients of MSIP

Distribution of instructional
materials

Same as above

Title I regulations as applied
to MSIP

Structure and use of new math-
-ematics--text book

Student eligibility procedures

'Construction of,instructional
materials

Techniques for teaching place
value

Diagnosis and correction of
mathematics skills' deficiencies
(Dr. James Heddens, Kent State
University)

Attribute blocks and their use
in a mathematics lab

Procedure( for record-keeping,
atudent:testing and student.
selection

Major ingredients of MSIP

Distribution of instructional
materials

Problem-solving strategies
through the use of mathematics
games

Planning and produdtion of
materials for.MSIP Mini-Fair
for parents

Completing preparations for
MSIP Mink -Fair
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PROJEC STAR

Prepared by

Ronald Gerboc
Project Evaluator

Typed by
Constance Brewton
Lauren Dillard
Pamela Yontosh

Margaret Fleming
Deputy Superintendent

1980 -1981
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PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

PROJECT STAR

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

Project STAR (Skills, Training for Achievement in Reading) offers
Grade94-12 students who are poor readers three types of assistance: (1)

Block Classes - Grade 7 public school students attend English and social
studies classes scheduled for consecutive 45 minute periods in the same rooms
A Block teacher and aide assist the regular English and social studies teachers
in teaching these classes. Project staff also provide Block students with 45
minutes of daily study skill tutoring; (2) Learning Centers - A project teacher
and aide provide public school students in Grades 7-9, with one45 minute period
of daily programmed reading instruction; (3) Nonpublic School Classes.- Grade
4-8 students receive one 45 minute period of reading instruction daily. one-
senior high school provides Grade 10-12 students with reading and study skill
instruction.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupil'Served: 4,123 Grades Served: 4-12

r

Years in Operation: 15

Schools: 24 public '4 Stiffing:
19 nonpublic 1 Project Manager, FT 4 Consultant Teachers, FT
43 total 2 Social Workers, FT 32 Learn: Cent. Teach.; FT

(See list in Appendix A) Block Teichers,
5 Clerks, FT

PT 18 Nonpublic Teachers, FT
55 Educational Aides, FT

Total Title I Expaditures: $3,043,090 Per

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

All publicschool groups (Grades 7-9) exceeded the attendance rate of.>")
their grade level counterparts, but by less than pFevicius years. The same groups
failed to attain project reading objectives in seven of eight' comparisons, with
data indicating limited or no progress in 'comprehension and vocabulary for most

groupi. Block Class studelits attained the everyday reading skill objective but
not the study skills objective. Nonpublic students achieved reading objectives
in five of eight comparisons, but all groups failed to do so -in mathematics com-
putation. Aides continued to Take two or more Contacts with the proposed per-
centage of parents and each school continued to maintain an active PAC. Survey
results show that nonpublic staff rep6rt difficulty serving students on a "pull-
out" basis and that student and parent reaction to project services continues to
be generally positive. . .

A longitudinal study revealed that until two years ago, the project

generally achieved its objectives. Organizational'and instructional changes in-
the list two years'(modification/elimination of Block Classes and introduction
of LearnInvCenteri) have greatly increased the number ok'Pupils served while
reducing per pupil costs; however, these changes have been actompanied by de-

clines in aqhievement and attendance gains. Whileother factors m#, be involved,
4 the recent &ganizational decisions should be re-examined.

Pupil Cost: $742

1

-b7 -

_ 9 6

°



, 4

a

OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

NOTE: As a preface to this review of project activities, the reader should
be aware of various events which affected. project operations during the
1980 -81 school year

: As requested by the Director of Government Programs of the
Catholic Diocese of Cleveland, Project STAR teachers in 12
of the 19 participating nonpublic schools provided their
students with mathematics skill reinforcement assistance in
addition to reading skill instruction.

Beginning on February 17, 1981 STAR Block teachers and aides
were no longer scheduled into the English and social studies
classes of project students to collaborate with the regular
teachers in providing classroom instruction. Instead, the

,,,Blbck teacher and aide provided STAR students with one
4S-minute period daily of reading and study skills reinforce-

' ment instruction scheduled during an elective or study hall
period. This change was made at the direction of the Depart-
ment of Desegregation Implementation to accommodate the'instalia-
tion of a programmed course of study (TIHNK)in all junior high
English classes and the change to a seven period school day.

At the'direction of the Department of Desegregation Implemen-
tatidn, beginning February 16, 1981, STAR aides were no longer
to conduct the monthly meeting of the Title I Parent Advisory
Committee in their schools. The aides were to continue to set

4 the monthly meeting dates, locate the meeting room, and notify
STAR parents of the meeting dates, but the Project Manager of
Parent Liaison Services., Department of Desegregation Implemen-
tation, assumed4sole responsibility for conducting the meetings,
STAR aides, hOwever. cozitinuedto make periodic parent contacts
as prescribed in the 196141 Project proposal.

On April 30,4981 aPProximately 20 of the 22 STAR Block/Skills
Reinforcement teachers received notices of non-reappointment
for the 1981-82 school year. Such notices were issued in res-
ponse to declining enrollment and a predicted` budget dekicit.
Although second semester Block /Skills ReinfOtcement.Class.
organization was not directly affected by 'this situation, STAR
teacher morale was influenced as demonstrated by an increased
rate of absence among staff during the remaining two months of
the school year.

Reactions to these events were obtained fromproject staff and student
A discussion'of these reactions appears in the ADDITIONAL FINDINGS Election

,,of,this report.

The achievement results cited in this evaluation report,, represent
the efforts of those students who were offered a full year (38 weeks) of
project instructional assistande. The-outcomes have been presented

* On November S, 1980,,the Administrator of Desegregation directed(Dir. No. 41)
that administrative supervision of all' compensatory education programs including
Project STAR be transferred to the Associate Administrator of Educational Services
Department of Desegregation Implementation. ' I

-98- 91
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separately for each type Of instructional treatment provided to project
students' (j..., Block/Skills Reinforcement, Learning Center, and
Nonpublic classes). The achievement of these three groups should not be
compared because it is impossible to be certain that eligible students
were randomly assigned to treatment group within each participatinglproject
school. As a result, systematic sampling biases may be present. Appendix
A contains a complete list of participating schools and other information
related to the instructional services provided within each school.

Product Objective la: Project STAR Block Class and Learning Center
participants will evidence a mean gain of at least four NCE's in test
score as reflected by pre/post Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (Brown
Level, Form A) scores in (1) auditory vocabulary and -(2) total reading
comprehension.

Outcomes: Data indicate that Grade 5 and 6 nonpublic school stu-
dent participants attained th'e proposed criterion on both subtests.
Grade 8 nonpublic school students attained the criterion 'Only on
the reading comprehension subtest, while Grade,9 public school
Learning Center students achieved the criterion only in auditory
vocabulary. Block/Skills Reinforcement (Grade 7), Learning Center
(Grades 7 and 8) and Grade 7 nonpublic school participants failed
to attain the proposed criterion on either subtest.

Block/Skills Reinforcement Classes - All Block Glass participants
were aministerecr the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT)
during the week of October 21), 1980 and June 1, 1981. The elapsed
time between the two test administrations approximated 141 days with
a total of approximately 208 hours,of actual instructional time
being offered to each participant, Table 1 provides the mean pre
and post -NCE score and the mean NCE gain score for, each SDRT sub-
test administered. (Refer to Appendices B-5 and C-5 for participat-.
ing Blqck Class subtest results by school.)

TABLE 1

SDRT Results for Block/Skilli Reinforcement Classes

r

Gr.

7

- only

Auditory Vocabulary Reading Comprehension

X pre X Post X NCE X Pre X Post X NCE
NCE NCE Gain N NCE NCE Gain

249* 31.08' 32.04 + .96 705 27.39 26.89 - .50

* Due. to.computer programming-problems, the analysis-was conducted
on an approximate 35% random sample of those 705 students for
whom both pre and post auditory vocabulary subtest scores were
available.

Learning Center classes - The SDRT was administered on a pre basis
to each Learning Center gtade-level group during a different time
period (i.g., Grade 7 -week,of October 20, 19800 Grade 8-week of



4

4

October 27, 1980,'and Grade 9 -week' of November 3, 0). All

groups, however, were administered the same test a post
basis during the week of June -1, 1981. The approximate elapsed
time between test administrations was as follows: Grade 7-141
days- or-1O6- hours, Grade 9-136 days or 102 hOurs, and Grade 9-131
days or 98 hours. Table 2 provides the mean pre and post NCE
score and the mean NCE gain score for each SDRT subtest adminis-
tered to Grade 7-9 Learning tenter participants. (Refer to

,

Appendices B-6 through B-8 and C-6 thro gh C-8 for participating
Learning Center subtest results byesch ol.1

't

TABLE 2

SDRT Reiults for Learning Center blasses
1/4

Auditory Vocabulary Reading Comprehension

Gr.

R Pre X Post X NCE

N NCE NCE Gain

7 199* 34.61 35.41 + .80

me, 8 243* 36.44 34.39# -2.05

9 118 -32.75 37.23# +4.48

* Due to computer programming problems, theLanalysis was conducted
on an approximate SO% random Sample of the 394 Grade 7 students
and an approximate 37% random sample of-the 661 Grade 8 students
for whom both pre and post'auditory vocabulary subtest scores
were available.

21
# Because spring norms were unavailable for Grades 8 and 9, ninth

grade fall norms were used to interpret the post scores at these

8240elevels.,
N,

Non ublic thool Cjas es - All nonpublic school student participants were

istered the SDRT uring the week, of September 8, 1980 and May 11,

1981. The elapsed time between the two test administrations approximated
155 days with a total of approximately 116,heurs of actual ilstructional
time being offered to each participaht. Table 3 provides the mean pre
and post NCE score and the mean NCE gain score for each SDRT subtest

administered. (Refer to Appendices 8 1-4 and C'1-4 for nonpublic

results byschool.) :

N
X Pte,

NCE
X Post
NCE

X NCE
Gain

394
661

119

3E75 33.45

33.33 31.39#
30.79,32.47 #,

+170
-1.94
+1.68

TABLE 3
SDRT Results for Nonpublic School-Classes

Auditory Vocabulary

i Pre i Post i NCE
N NCE NCE Gain

Reading Comprehension

X Pre X Post. X NCE
N NCE NCE Gain

5 49 39.87 50.40 +10.53 , 48 26.92 36.33 + 9.41

6 111 43.25 47.66 + 4.41 '1100 34.40 44.61 +10.21

7 11S 41.73 44.81 + 3.08 113 36.91 40.13 + 3.22

8 156 44.54 47.78* + 3.25 156 35.61 40.01* +.4.40

* Because spring norms were unavailable for Grade 8, ninth grade
fall norms were used to interpret the post scores at thiS.grade

level.
.7
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Product Objective 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).

. Outcome: pita indicate that Grade 7 Block/Skills Reinforcement
-T.I3ii-Tiiiticipants attained the proposed criterion, but that
Grade 9-12 nonpublic school participants did not.

The content of the EST Reading subtest reflects the instructional
objectives which guide the project's Block social studies/skills rein-,
forcement curriculum and the one nonpublic senior high school
skills improvement assistance program. 'The criterion-referenced
test, contains 45 items measuring the student's ability to read'
and comprehend a message communicated by printed material as con-
fronted in everyday life. The subtest was administered to STAR
public and nonpublic students during the week of November 10, 1980,
and May 25, 1981. The elapsed time between the two test administra7

.tions approximated 116 days with a total\of approxithately 168 hours
of actual instructional time being offered to a'Block participant
(2 periods/day) and a total of approximately 87 hours of actual
instructional time being offered to a nonpublic participant. The
pre and post gains were analyzed by t-tests for correlated measures.
Table 4 provides the mean pre and post raw score, the mean raw
score gain, and the t-value for the two participant groups. (Refer
to Appendix D-1 for participating school subtest results).

A

TABLE 4
EST Reading Subtest Results for Block/Skills Reinforcement

andNonpublic Senior High School Classes

(45 total items) ,

411b glIND

X Pre Raw -- X Post Raw X Raw

Treatment Gr. N Score Score Scdre Gain t-value

Block 7 708 25i.48 28.98 +3.50 10.54*
Nonpublic 9-12 28 34.82 35.96 +1.14 1.56

* p 4.05, two-tailed probability

NOTE: Although the Block Classes' mean raw score gain attained
statistical significance (p <.05), the educational significzance,
of this change is unknown because of the unavailability of nor

group data.

. Product Objective 2b: Project STAR Block Class participants will evidence

a mean gain of at least four NCE's in test score as reflected by pre/post
.Everyday Skills Test scores in Study Skills (Test' B).

. Outcome: The objective was not attained.

The EST Study Skills eubtest first appeared as part of the Compre-
hensive Test of Basic Skills, Form R, Level 3. It has two timed

-101-
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parts: (1) Using Reference Materials; and (2) Using Graphic
Materials. The 20 items of Using Reference Materials"measure the
student's ability to use library materials. The'30_items in Uslhg
Graphic Material's emphasize the understanding and use of legends
and symbols, .drawing conclusions, and extending interpretation
beyond the data of a source map, diagram, table, etc. The subtest
wps administered to STAR public school participants only during
the week of November 17, 1980 and Juhe 1, 1981. The elapsed time
between the two test administrations approximated 121 days with a
total of approximately 171 hours of actual instructional time being
offered. The one nonpublic senior high school (Cleveland Central
Catholic) participating in skills reinforcement activities was not
included in the analysis due to the unavailability of appropriate
grade level norms. Table 5 provides_the mean pre and post_NCE score
and the mean NCE gain'score for the Block Class grouP. (Refer to
Appendix D-2 for Block Class results By schools.)

TABLE 5 _

EST Study Skills Subtest.Results for Block/Skills
Reinforcement Classes

Pre T Post 7
Treatment Cr. NCE Score NCB Score NCE Gain ,

Block 7 668 21.80 22.81 +1.01

Product Objective 3a: Project STAR Block Class and Learning Center partici-
pants will attain an average 1980-81 attendance rate equal to or better than
the.average attendance rate for all 7th, 8th, and 9th-grade pupils within

Mbe participating schools.

. Outcome: Data indicate, that the objective was attained by all
T.0717-aiss and Learning Center treatment groups.

An approximate one month delay occurred in the.1980-81 opening of
the Cleveland Public Schools for reasons associated with the
implementation of Phase III of thesystem's desegregation plan. The

school year for students officially began on September 29,'1980, and

, closed on June 30, 1981. The school year progressed without
-experiencing any major interruptions (except for traditional vacation
time) for a total of 180 actual instructional days,

Table 6 presents both STAR and non-STAR student 1980-81 school,
attendance rates by grade and treatment group as well as the
difference iwrates between the two groups. Nonpublic school atten-
dance comparisons could not be made due to the unavailability of,data
for nonproject students in these schools. (Refer to Appendix F'for
public school attendance-results by school.)

1 0 1
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TABLE 6

Comparison of STAR and NonSTAR Attendance gates
for 1980-81

STAR Nonproject
Treatment, Cr. N Att. Rate Att, Rate (STAR minus NonSTAR)\

Block 7 1161 79.33% ' 78.37% + .96%
Learn. Cen. 7 667 79.17% 78.37% + .80%
Learn. Cen. 8, 1028 79.0% 76.77% +2.26%
Learn. Cen. 9 25 76.78% 74.03% +2.75%

,

. Special Nonpublic School Product Objective: Nonpublic Project STAR
`participants receiving mathematics skill,reinforcemnt instruction will
evidence a mean gain_of at least frour NCE's in test score as, reflected
by pre/post CTBS (Form Q, Level 3 or Form T, Level 3) scores in mathe-
matics computation. e

0, , ..

. Outcome: Data indicate that.the proposed criterion was attained
iiNW7 but not,at Grade 5, 6 and 8.

As noted, 12 of the 18 nonpublic participating schools elected
to provide their STAR eligible. students with both'reading and
mathematics computation'reinforcementinstruction. The Compre-
hensive Test of Basic.Skillw,,Mathematics Computation subtest
was administered to nonpublic students on a pre'basis_during
the week of October 13,-1980 and a post basis during.
May, 1981. Grade 5 and 6 students' were tested using CTBS Form
Q, Level 2 and Grade 7 and 8 received18Tm T; Level 3. .The I

elapsed time.between the two test administrations approximated
126 days with a total of approkimately 92 hours oi''actual
instructional time being offered to each paiticipant. Table 7
provides.the mean pre and post NCE score and,the mean NCE gain
store for each participating nonpublic grade levelroup. (Refer
to Appendix Er for nohphblic,subtest results b school.)

.TABLZ 7

CTBS Mathematics Computation Results for
Participating Nonpublic School Classes

4

N

7 Pre
NCE'

Post X NCB
NCE Gain

S 17
6 48
7 67

8 73

102

41.17 40.64 ... .53
39.68 38.50 -1.18
43.87 47.95 +4.08
44.94 47.16 , +2.22

4.1



. Process Objective la: The educational aide will complete a minimum
of two home contacts with the parent'er guardian of 80 percent of the
STAR Block Class and Learning Center participants.

Outcome: Data indicate that process objective la was attained
ETT17337ct's educational aides. A review oi aides' parent involve-

ment records reveals that two or more home contacts were made Vith
the parents or guardians of 83% efthe public scheol.participants
who were enrolled in the Block and Learning Center Classes
(i.e., 2,874 of the 3,463 students' parents).

The type of contact reported by the public school educational-aides
included home visits, phone calls, school conferepces, or class-

. room visits, made with the parents. Such contacts were primarily

initiated by project staff in ameffort to familiarize parents
with the program's instructional rationale and the progress of
their child's skill development. Also, parents oftentimes would
be provided with suggestions in how to encourage and assist their
child to improve his/her reading skills. Reported contacts did

not include.parent attendance at PareMt AdVisory Committee (PAC)
meetings. As stated previously, PAC meeting activities were
placed under the jurisdiction of the Department of Desegregation
Implementation. Due to the absence'of aides in 17 of the 18
nonpublic project schools, home contact efforts were not'pursued%,
on a systematic basis in these sch8ols.

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

. Outcome: A review of educational aides' parent involvement data

indicated that objective lb was attained.

As previously discussed, STAR aides assumed responsibility for
organizing and conducting monthly PAC meetings within their
respective schools until January 22, 1981. After this date, -
'STAR aides assumed responsibility only for notifying parents of
subsequentmeetili8 dates and locations, while Department of
Desegregation Implementation personnel developed the agenda and
conducted the actual. meetings. Although nonpublic schdbls were
not required to establish'their own Comsittees, they were
encouraged to send representative Wrents to their local district
school and city-wide Committee meetkgs.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Achievement Test Percentile Scores - The request is frequently made
to elate project achievement to the national norm group. 'such a comparison

can be made through the use of a percentilerank. A percentile rank for a

given test sei indicates the percent of pupils at',1rparticular grade place-
ment in the national norm group Om received scores equal to or lower than

the given score. Table .8 araTable 9 present the percentile rank of the
mean:pre/post NCE scores attained by the project's three treatment groups
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on the various standized test instruments used during the 1980-81 funding
year.

a TABLE 8

Block/Skills Reinforcement and Learning Center

Grade

7

Bt/Sk
Reinf.

7

Lrng. Ctr.

8

Lrng. Ctr.

9

Lrng. Ctr.

Classes Percentile Rank Results

Test / Subtest -Pre Test %-ile Post Test %-ile

SDRT Aud. Vocabulary
SDRT Read. Comprehension
EST Study Skills

18

14

9

19

13

10

SDRT'Aud. Vocabulary 23 24
SDRT Read. Comprehension 18 21

SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 25. 23
SDRT Read. Comprehension 21 18

I

SDRT Auth, Vocabulary 20 ' 27
SDRT Read. Comprehension 17 20

. As shown in Table 8, all Block and Learning Center student achieve-
ment -fell below the 33rd percentile on both the pre.test and post test. Further:-

more, with the possible exception of the Grade 9 Learning Center vocabillary re-
sults, the public school treatment group's demonstrated limited or no,post percen-
tile score improvement in relation to the national norm group within any subtest
area.

A review of nonpublic school result's indicated that the majority of
- Grade 5-8 postadhievement scores approached or.exceeded the 33rd- percentile on

each sub test 'administered. The only exceptionsc.include the Grade 5 readifig .

comprehension and Grade 6 mathematics computation subtest areas. Grade S. and

6 students were the only nonpublic school to demonstrate no postl)er- 4

centile score improvement in relation-to the national norm group

occurred in the mathematics computation subtest area). (Refer to Table9'
appearing on the following page of this report).'

Longitudinal Overview of Achievement Test Results and Attendance*
In previouS STAR evaluation reports, ithes been the practice to present a
comparative summary of public school project achievement results, over a period
of three or more years.. This summary has been introduced to provide an
cation of.the consistency of project treatment effectiveness in the public
schools- When examining a summary of this type it is important to note that,
although many key variables may remain relatively constant over.the period of

*Nonpublic achievement and attendance data have not been included in the longi-
tudinal overview discussion.
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TABLE 9

Nonpublic-School Classes Percentile Rank Results.

Grade Test/Subtest Pre Test %-ile - Post Test %-ile

5
SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 30 50

SDRT Read. Comprehension 13 25

CTBS Math. Computation 33 32

#le

SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 37 45

SDRT Read. Comprehension 22 38

CTBS Math. Computation , 30 '29

7 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 34 ' 39

SDRT Read! Comprehension 26 31

CTBS Math. Computation 37 45

'--..

8 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 39 45

SDRT Read. Comprehension 24 31

CTBS Math. Computation 39 44

years under review, Changes in the project's instructional organization or other

unforseen circumstances may have a profound impact upon participating students'

progress.

Whelp reviewing STAR public school outcomes over a period of five years

(i.e., 1976-77 through the 1980-81 school years), a number of constants can be

identified. These constants include: eligibility requirements for student

participation, continudus participation of Grade 7 students, project treatment

focus on reading and study skills, utilization of the same test instrument to

measure functional.reading/study skill progress, and acquisition of student,

vocabulary and-reading comprehension achievement data. The major changes that

have occurred in'STAR-organization took place in 1979-80 and 1980-81. In both'

years changes involved the amount of instructional time project personnel

offered, students and the degree -of continuity in the supervision of project

students' daily school actilkity.

The pattern of changes in achievement and attendance results in

Project ST over the past five years is graphically illustrated in Figure 1

on page 11 ofthit report. The following review will discuss these changes

in relat on to the changes that have occurred in project organization and

,procedures. At should be recognized that because the evaluatiOh design was

'not *structurdi.specifically to investigate these relatidnships, the conclusions

that are drawn are very tentative. Despite its limitations, however, such An

analysis can serve to raise questions which warrant furth#r investigation.

Until 1979-80, Project STAR was intended to help selected Grade 7
students cope with the transition from elementary to junior high schoolby
providing them with an educational settinginidway between the self-contained
classroom of the elementary school and the departmentalized Organization of

the junior high. Students remained in the same room with their STAR 'teacher
(who was their homeroom teacher) and an aide .for a three-period block of time
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FIGURE 1

Overview of Achievement'Testx and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81'
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If 1 1979-80 Both reading/English and social studies/skills rei forcemeat *Ames increase from one

to two P#riods. Team Leader and aide assists students a to al of five periods perms
2'1980=81- During the first semestsr, both reading /English an kocial studies/skills reinforcement

classes reduced from two to one period each. During the Second semester, She Team Leader and aide

provide a total of only one period of readfbg/skille reinforcement assistance daily.
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each day during which they received instruction in English/reading, social
studies;. 010 mathematics. During the mathemetics period,,the STAR teacher
was assieW by a certificated mathematics .teacher. Students also received a
fourth iliriod of,instruction in study skills from their STAR teacher later
in the: AY. As a result of this.organizational plan, the typical STAR stu-
dent's Oily school activity was primarily supervised by one STAR teacher and
aide, 4Hplan designed to lend continuity to the supervision of the student's,
school activities. A typical dailythedule of project activities of a par-
ticipatimg STAR Block student prior to1979-80 is illustrated in Figure 2.
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FIGURE 2

STAR Block Class Organization (1976-77 Through 1978-79)
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An indication of the progress students made while participating
in the 1976-79 organizational structure can be obtained by referring to Figure
appearing on page 10. the graphs, the reader WIll note that

1achievement and attendance progress of Block students during. 1976 -77 through
1978-79 declined slightly in mostachievement subtest areas as well as in atten-

i dance. The Only exc4tion to this pattern occurred in the EST Study Skills area
were a sharper decline in mean NCE gain score took plade. Despite these de-
clines, however, achievement and attendance gains exceeded or approximated the
proposed objective crithria. Student reading progress during these years was
measured Using the Ccmprehensive Test of, Basic Skills, Form Tor S, Levdl 3.
(Refer to Appendix G for complete mean pre And pOst test score\data, attendance
rates, and STAR treatment descriptions.)

/

For 1979-80 changes were ;;Ade in the program which 'increased the'amount
of,reading.instruction, but which also decreased the continuity of staff super-
vision of the student's school activity by breaking the instructional day to
blocks taught by different teachers., Mathematics was discontinued as a proj ct JI

emphasis. .

Students were scheduled into a double period of English/reading and a

'double period of social studies/study skills instruction, The twO double periods
took place in different rooms and generally at different times duiing the day.
While attending the double English/reading period, students were instructed by
a STAR English teacher and an aide; however; students were "pulled out" on a
staggered basis for one period of reading instruction in a separate Learning
Center stiffedby another STAR teacher and aide for a total of 90 days each .

r during the year. While attending the double social studies/study skills peribd,
students were instructed by a third STAR teacher and aide for one period of
social studies and one period of study skills. During the social studies period,
the STAR teacher was assisted by'a non-project social studies teacher. Later in
the day, students attended a "vocaroional.skills reinforcement class," whiCh.was

1. 4
4-0 8
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a home economics or industrial arts class taught by a non-project
assisted by one of the student's STAR teachers and aides. Either
English teacher or the STAR social studies teacher also served as
dent's homeroom teacher. Figure 3 Shows a typical daily schedule
Block student in 1979-80.
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FIGURE 3

1979-80 STAR Block Class Organization
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Also in 1979-80 a separate Learning Center progiam was established
for students in Grades 7, 8 and 9 who did not participate in the Block Class.
These students attended one period daily.of programed reading instruction in
a Learning Center staffed by STAR teacher and aide.

By referring to Figure 1, the reader will note that accompanying the
1979-80 increase in time devoted to reeding instruction, a substantial mean
NCE gain score increase occurred in the reading subtest areas (i.e., vocabulary
and reading comprehension). The gains recorded in these areas exceeded the
proposed objective criteria. (It should, however, also be noted that at the
beginning of this school year the CTBS test imktiuMent was replaced by the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level,,Form A.) The gain score recorded
in the EST study skills area continued to decline, while the EST reeling score
closely approximated the previous year's outcome. The time, however, devoted
to social studies/skills reinforcement instruction failed to increase as dra-
matically as in reading. Also, it ehould be noted that accompanying the de-
crease of continuity in student sunervision, a sharp deiline was demonstrated
in the students' attendance rate.* Finally, the 1979-80 school year witnessed
the initial opening of the project's Learning Centers. Grade 7 and 8 Center
participants, however, demonstrated limited or no progress in reading as

evidenced by their gain scores. Learning Center participant attendance rates
were also dramatically less in comparison to non-project students in the same

grades. (Refer to Appendix C for complete mean pre and post test score data,

attendance rates and STAR treatment descriptions.) -

For 1980-81 further changes were made which decreased the amount of
reading instruction and further reduced-the amount of direct supervision of
students by the STAR staff. STAR teachers, for example, no longer served as

homeroom teachers for STAR students. Grade 7 Block students were taught one-
period each of English and social studies by non-project teachers assisted

by a STAR teacher and aide. These classes were scheduled consecutively in
the same room'. Studtnts continued to receive one period per day of study skills
instruction from the STAR teacher and aide, but maximun class size was increased

from 25 to 30 students. Learning Center students, who did not participate

* Attendance rates also may have been influenced by. the massive reassignment of
students called for in Phase II desegregation implementation plan which
was initiated on March 17, 1980)in all junior high schoo11.
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fn the modified block schedule, received one period daily of programmed read-
ing instruction in a Learning Center staffed by a STAR teacher and aide for

the entire year.

Effective the second semester of 1980-81 further changes were made.
STAR teachers and aides no longer assisted the non-project English and social
studies teachers in providing instruction, in those subjects to STAR Block

students. STAR teachers and aides continued to provide one period daily of
study skill instruction to STAR Block students. - Figure 4 illustrates the
typical daily schedule of activities for a Block Class participant during

each semester of the 1980-81 school year.
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1980-81 STAR Block Class Organization
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By referring to Figure 1; the reader will note that accompanying the

substantial decrease in time devoted to Block Class reading instruction during

the, 1980=81'school year, a drastic decline in gain scores occurred in both

reading subtest areas. BldPk students demonstrated limited progress in the

vocabulary subtest area and no progress in the reading comprehension area.

-Also, EST tubtest gain scores continued to ,decline.
A

The reader should be reminded that the April 30, 1981, issuance of

lay-off notices for the following year to most Block teachers, may also have

influenced student
t
performance.
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Despite the fact that by the end of the first semester the:Block
teacher supervised the activity of their STAR students for one period per
day only,j0lock,participants did evidence a slight improvement in their
school attendance ratie relative to their Grade 7 student counterparts.

Alth ough Grade 7 and 8 Learning Center participants were unaffected
by the organizational changes encountered by their Block Class counterparts,
the two groups continued to demonstrate limited or no progress in reading as
evidenced by their gain scores. Both groups' attendance rates, however, evi-
denced a dramatic improvement relative to their grade-level student counter-
parti. (Refer to Appendix G for complete mean pre and post test score dat,a,
attendance races, and STAR treatment descriptions.)'

To summarize, the longitudinal analysis indicated that as major
changes were made in the project's organization, changes were npted in stu-
dent achievement and attendance."With an increase in the amount of reading
instructional time in Block Classes, students' reading achievement appeared to
improve, Conversely, as reading instructional time in these classes was re-
duced, achievement appeared to decline. The introduction of .a new instruc-
tional approach (Learning Centers), which is apparently designed to replace
the Block Class approach, has produced little improvement in student achieve-
ment. Additionally, STAR student attendance rates traditionally exceeded that
of all students during the time when project' teachers assumed responsibility
of supervising the activity of not more than 25 students from homeroom through
the major portion of the remaining school day. With the fragmentation in the
STAR Class schedule and in the teacher'i inability to provide,continuity during
the students' school days attendance rates of project students began to resem-
ble those attained by their grade level counterparts. Although it is possible.4

that variables other than the organizational anti instructional changes of the,
past two years have contributed to the changes in achievement and attendance
(teacher lay-offs, start of busing,etc.) the relationships which appeared to
surface in this analysit warrant the close attention of project management.

Project Cost Comparison From 1976-77 4hrough 1980-81 - During the
same period covered by the longitudinal analysis of achievement and atten-
dance, the project demonstrated a rapid increase in the number of pupils
served and a decrease in the per pupil cost of deliverYng project services.
Figure 5 on the following page shows for the past five years of operation the.
pattern of changes in both these variables.

The figure shows that, accompanying the organizational changes that
were made in the prqject,.the number of pupils served increased over four-

tfold and the per pupil Bost was reduced by over 25%. Appendix H presents the
number of pupils served, the total project expenditures and the per pupil cast
for ?ach of the years 1976-77 through 1980-81.

:waP
Survey of Public School STAR Staff, Parents, and Students* - Efforts

were made. :to ascertain show various groUps Viewed their involvement in 1980-81
project aet1§-ities. to accomplish this, a variety of specific questionnaires
were develdioed to obtain the perceptions of those who-had direct contact with

* Refer to Appendix I for further details regarding survey findings.
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FIGURE 5

Pupils Served and Per Pupil Cost in Project STAR .

from 1976-77 through 1980-81
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project services. Those questionnaires were distributed to,project staff,

sties and parents in June of 1981. The followihg highlights the major

fin gs obtained from the responses of 16 Block Team Leaders, 26 'Learning

Center teachers, 40 educational aides S03 parents, 248 Mock students, and

338 Learning Center students.,

. A majority of the 42 responding STAR Block and Learning Center
teachers (64 %) indicated that they "encountered difficulty schedU1-
ing students" into their project classes at the beginning of the

school year. This finding represents a slight increase from the

previous year when 57% of the teachers responded to the/same question

in a similar manner. Both Block and Learning Center teachers appeared

to be equally affected by the problem. Respondents continued to re-

port having to locate eligible students who had study' hall asa1gnments

or elective class periods and re-schedule this,time for participation

in project activities. This disrupter continues to prevail because
'STAR classes'are not programmed into the master school schedule prior

to the'beginning of the school year. These scheduling problems appear

to have an extremely detrimental effect on participant student atti-''

tudes. Most teachers report that students strongly object to being

removed from their previously scheduled elective classes. This resent-

ment reportedly lingers for several weeks among many students making

-41 diffitul for -staff -to- obtain their cooperation,
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When Block teachers were asked what effect the second semester organi-
zational change had 'On the quality of instructional assistance that
could be provided to their'student (i.e., changing from Block to Skill
Reinforcement classes), a majority (or 62%) of the 16 respondenti in-
dicated a "very positive" or "positive" rating, 6 percent reported
that the change had "no effect," and 19 percent failed to respond to
the question.

When responding, teachers who indicated a positive rating appear4d to
consider the question in terms of their ability to plan instructional
activities that addressed the unique needs of each student. Most re-
ported that acting as instructional assistants in the students' regular
English and social studies classes during the first semester afforded
them little time to develop individual instructional prescriptions
for students. During the second semester, their total instructional
time was spent performing project. duties designed to meet the individual
needs of their students. Ille.Block teacher responaent indicating a
negative rating tended to comment that the second semester change
lacked organization and clear operational objectives.

Sixteen (or 61%) of the 26 responding Learning Center teachers indi-
cated that "the'amount of time students were required to attend the

Center (i.e., 45 minutes daily during the.eatire school year) was
"about right". A substantial number of the remaining respondents
(8 individuals, or 35%) indicated "much too much time" or "a little
too much time" was being scheduled. When askedto explain their
rating, this, latter group of respondents reported that their stu-
dents tended to tire of the fab format after the first semester.
They attributed this reaction to the lack of 'ariety in the labs'
teaching materials and format. One individual reported supplementing
lab instruction with activities outside the regular format as well as
making attempts to find ways to introduce more relevance to the stu-
dents' lab work and school assignment's: The use of such approaches
reportedly helped to maintain Learning Center student interest through-
out.the year.

A variety of comments was obtained from'the responding project
teachers (N=42) when asked for their suggestions regarding how pro-
ject services can be improved. The following suggestions were among
those cited most frequently: relate project instruction more sper
cifically to students' classroom subjects; re-establish project I

efforts aimed at obtaining the active involvement and interest of
parents; insure that Project STAR is inCorporated within the master
school schedule; motivate student learning by awarding grades which
would appear on student report cards; and increase ability of project
staff to work with their students during a greater portion of the
school day (e. &., restore STAR homerooms, utilize more block schedul-
ing, establish working relationships with guidance counselors).

Responding education'afaides (Ng40) appeared to reiterate many of the
same concerns held by their project teacher colleagues when asked to
indicate "the greatest problem" they have encountered in their duties.



4

Approximately one out of every four respondents indicated not being
able to obtain the involvement of, project parents. Suggested ways of
improving parental interest included resuming the responsibility of
conducting home visits (as opposed to making only home contacts),;
,sponsoring,a program at the end of each semester to discuss the` pro.
gress made by students; re-establishing the project's direct relation-
ship with the Parent Advisory Committee (PAC); and requesting greater
involvement of the Desegregation COmmunity Coordinator in all PAC
meetings. The second most frequently cited problem encountered in-
volved the lack of student interest or motivation in learning (Approxi-,
mately 20% of the aides cited this problem.) Recommended actions to

deal with this problem included: assigning a STAR grade on the stu- -

dent's report card; obtaining more interesting instructional material;
providing greater variety in the instructional format of the Learning'

Center.

. An overwhelming majority (81%) of the 503 responding parents indicated
-that they felt their child Jas doing "much better" or "somewhat better"

ir
in reading this year in comparison to the previous year. Of the re-

maining respondents, 17 percent indicated that their chilewas doing
"about the same" and 2 percent responded "somewhat worse'or "worse."
Most 'respondents belieVed that their child was "very satisfied" or
"more or less satisfied" with the STAR class during the first semester
(i.e., 78% responding in this manner) as well as the second semester
(1.e., 82% responding in this manner). Those responding "undecided"

changed little for each semester (i.e., 14% and 11%,respectively) as
did those who indicated *more or less satisfied" and "very dissatif-

fied" (i.e.', 7% end 5%,respectively).

Block/Skills Reinforcement-student respondents (N2248) appeared to
be less positive about their involvement in the project than did their

Learning Center counterparts (N =338). When asked, for example, whether
being in the STAR class "helped me do better in my regular classes,"
a "strongly agree" or "agree more than disagree" response was recorded

by 60 percent of the Block students versus 70 percent of the Center re-

spondents. A similar breakdown inresponsewas indicated when students
were asked whether the STAR teacher did a "good job in teaching me how

tb read" (72% vs. 82%) and whether they were "reading better this year

than list" (79% vs. 82%). This same response pattern, appeared to be
operatipg when respondents were asked if they were'"glad to be in a

STAR class." A smaller percentage of both groups, however, indicated,
a positive response to the question (44% vs. p9%). The remaining re-

spondents in the two groups indicated a "not sure" response (23% vs.
17%) or negative response (32% ys. 23%) to the latter question. :

Surve of Non blic School STAR Staff Parents and Stud S*

. A majority of STAR nonpublic school teacher respondents. (1.s., 53%,or

8 of the 15 respondents) reported encountering difficulty scheduling

students into their project classes.When, asked to describe the

,difficulties, the most common response related to the "pull-out" pro-

cedure implemented in all nonpublic schools. This procedure entailed

removing eligible STAR students from their-regular classroom assignments

and providing small groups of these students with reading and/or mathe-

matic; instructional support . STAR teachers who encountered scheduling
difficulties were oftentimes confronted with the resentment of

* Refer to Appendix I for further details regarding survey findings.
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regular classroom teachers who viewed project assistance as an
interruption in the students' regular classwork. This resent-
ment was especially evident in schools where the same students
were assigned to more than one Title I project. In one school,
a teacher respondent indicated that STAR participants resented
being selected to receive project servicek, because they were
made to "make-up" material that they missed during their regular
class assignments.

. Three out of every four nonpublic teachers (11 of 15) cited either
the variety of project reading materials or the opportunity to
individualize student instruction as being the single feature of
the project which has contributed most to improving student learn-
ing. The most common response made by teachers when asked to
identify the factor contributing least to student learning related '

to the negative impact the "pull-out" procedure has on students.
Typical comments related to this particular finding included: a .

poor student had to miss his regular class too often when receiv-
ing project assistance; students resented missing art and movies
when attending a STAR class; and teachers used thefract that stu-
dents are missing regular classes to award failing grades. This
factor may also have contributed to teachers' reportin that many
of their students lacked interest and motivation.

As did their public school counterparts, nonpublic school parent
respondents (N*229) appeared to possess extremely positive percep-
tions of Project STARkservices,,,-An-overwhelming majority of the
respondents (88%), for example, felt that their child was doing"much
better" or "somewhat better" in reading this year than last year. Of
the remaining respondents,. 8 percent indicated an "about the same" rat-
ing, i percent a "somewhat worse" rating; end 3 percent failed to
respond to the question. A slightly smaller percentage of parents
(83%) indicited that the.STAR class was doing a "very good" or "good"
job in educating my child,- A"fair" job rating was reported by 14
percent of the respondents, "poor job" by 2 percent, and 1 percent
failed to respond.

41

Nonpublic students responding to a survey questionnaire (N=456)
appeared to reiterate the positive perceptions indicated by their
parents with respect to project services. When asked, for example,
if they believed that/they were "reading better this year than .last'
year," an overwhelming majority "strongly agreed" or "agreed more
than disagreed." Remaining respondents indicated either-a "disagree
more than agree" or "strongly disagree" response (4%), a "not sure"
response (11%) or failed to respond (1%). A similar response pattern
was demonstrated when students were asked if they were "glad to be in
a STAR class." A majority of students. (70%) indicated's. "strongly
agree" or "agree more than disagree" response, 18 percent indicated
a "Strongly disagree" or "disagree more than agree" response 11 per-
cent indicated a "not sure" reswnse, and 1 percent failed to respond
to the question.

CONCLUSIONS

A analysis ofil980-81 Protect STAR results revealed the following
outcomes. After a one-year setback all STAR groups again exceeded the ateen-i
dance rate of their grade-level counterparts, but such rate differences were
lower than previous years. Unlike most of the previous years, STAR student
groups failed to demonstrate attainment o the proposed reading objective
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criterion (except Grade 9 LearningCenter students in vocabulary), with 1980-81
achievement data indicating limited or no progress in Comprehension and Vocabul-
Ay for most groups. Block Class students continued to attain the proposed EST
Reading subtest criterion but failed to do so on the EST Study Skills subtest,
which continued a pattern of decline observed over the past five years. Non-
-public student groups achieved the proposed criterion level on reading subtest
objectives in five out of the eight compa sions, but all groups failed to do
so in the mathematics computa4onal area. Educational aidesa:Continued to make
two or more contacts wit the, ercentage of parents specified in the,
proposal, while each schoo continued to maintain an aciive'PAC throughout the
school year.

Additional analyses presented in this report revealed a 'number of other

outcomes. Included among these were the following. When 1980-81 student achieve-
ment results are compared with national norm groups, STAR public school students
demonstrated extremely limited progress, while nonpublic school students gen-
erally demonstrated more substantial progress in reading, but limited progress
in mathematics. Longitudinal findings raised the possibility that the organiza-

tional and instructional changes made during the last two years may have been
among the factors contributing to the decline in achievement and attendance
results. A five year comparison of project costs revealed that the project demon-
strated a rapid increase in the number of pupils served and a decrease in the
per pupil cost of delivering project services. Public school staff questionnaire

results indicate a general dissatisfaction with the discontinuation of many
aspects of the project's former organization. Nonpublic staff continue to find

it difficult t'o serve students on a "pull-out" basis. Student and parent reac-
tion to project instruction continues to- be generally; positive, although Block
students appeared to be less positive than their Learning Center counterparts.

Based .on an extensive review of current (1980-81) as well as past
years (1976-$0) project-related data, this evaluator provides the following

recommendations for consideration when making future operational planning

decisions.

The previous STAR evaluation reportcp979-80) prepared by this

evaluator indicated that school administrators were contemplating

the elimination of the;Blbck Class format and replacing it with

the Learning Center organization'during 1981-82. This evaluator

cautioned those making such decisiqns that nothing in the avail-
able data indicated that such Centers do a betteijob in promot-

ing reading skill development and that, in fact, the available

data suggested the reverse. The recommendation Lied with the

suggestiOn that permanent changes'in STAR organization should be

thoroughly reviewed. Those recommendations still stand. As noted

in this report (1980-81), Block Class organization was virtually
eliminated in February of 1981. Although many variables may have

contributed to the general decline in student achievement and
attendance outcomes, a review of longitudinal data suggests that

project organization and instruction changes made in the past

two years could be involved. If the project intends. to remain

a viable instructional entity, it is imperative that program

management re-examine these changes to determine if they aid

or hinder student achievement.



The analysis of project costs presented in this report indicated
that a steady increase in the number of students served by-the
t.project has occurred over a five year period, while the amount of
project funds spent per pupil has declined. 'Although it is
important to impact as many eligible students as possible with
lorojeCt services, spreading 1onetary resources too thinly may
coniribute-to weakening instructional effectiveness. It is
essential that fUture decikions regarding the number of pupils
that.the project should serve be examined with reset to providing
the optimum level of instructional effectiveness. 1

A number of Learning Center teachers (8 of 27, or 30%) responding'
to a questionnaire` indicated that students generally appeared to
"tire" or "get bored" with the Centers' instructional approach
after the completion of the first semester. One teacher attri-
buted this behavior to the fact thaf"there wasn't enough variety
in the program, while another found it "necessary to do more
activities outside the New Century program .11 The latter respon-
dent indicated that providing ."more relevance to other school
work helps the students understand .the significance of the lab
work." In an effort to provide an environment which encourages
students to perform at their maximum potential, program manage-
ment should further investigate the basis of the above observa-
tions. A study designed to ascertain the optimiTn_period of time
a student should participate in the Learning Center may also
provide information that can be used to increase the potential
impact of Center service%

As reported in past project evaluations,numerouc.public school'
STAR staff continue to recommend that the Scheduling of project
students be accomplished prior to the start of the each school
year to insure that participants receive the maximum amount of
instructional services.' Many teacher respondents indicate that
students resent being taken from scheduled classes to attend,
project classes. This resentment tends to produce uncooperative
learning behaviors in students. Previous evaluation recommenda-
tions have urged that an automated scheduling procedure be
introduced. This evaluator is aware that the project manager .

has diligently pursued accomplishing this goal for a number of
years, but has been unsuccessful in obtaining programming status
for the uroject.' It is once again urged that such scheduling

procedures be developed 'prior to theStart of the 1981-82 school
year.

. A number of public school gtaff (both teachers and aides) have
provided unsolicited comments on their cluestionnaire surveys re-
garding the noticeable lack of parent involvement in the STAR pro-
ject. As noted previously in this report, aides were no longer
responsible for conducting monthly PAC meetings in-their buildings
te to the fact that 'parent Liaison Services assumed responsibility
i February of 1981. In addition, at the end of the 1977-78

school year, project management terminated the practice of requir-,
ing aides to conduct home visitations. Although supportive data .1
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is unavailable, the loss of activities that brought parents
and project personnel together on a number of occasions through-
out the school. year may have been one more factor contributing -

to the noted decline in student achievement. Program management,
in cooperation with the project manager of Parent Liaison Services,
should explore alternatives that will restore the close contact
Project STAR personnel previously had with parents.

A review of nonpublic school staff questionnaire responses re- -

veals that the "pull-out" procedure utilized*to servicel)roject
students may create friction with teaching colleagues. Further-
more; it is reported that students are oftentimes penalized for
missing regular classwork as a result of having to pafticipate
in Project STAR activities. In efforts to insure:the optimum
cooperation of the entire-school staff and obtain the interest
of student participants, it is recommended that program-manage:-

went investigate possible alternatives to minimize such disrup=
tions.

9
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APPENDIX A-1

PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS
1980-81

Participating Public Schools and
No. of Components Within Schools

r

COmponent
Block
Classes

Learning Center A
New Century Read

Learning Center C

Hoffman Learn. Cent.
Learning Center B
Educ. Dev. Lab

.

Grade
Partic.

7th
dnly lr... "7th - 9th 7th - 9th

,

7th - 9th,

A. B. Hart

_

1 sl )

,
A. Hamilton

.

.1
"

1
. .

.

Audubon ' 1 1
__

. 1

-
Central . 1 1

(

r

1
.

..

C
>
Shuler i ..--

\
1

-
C. Money 1 1 .4

..._

C. Eiibt
4

1 1

.

C; Nestropp . 1

.-

. 1

ispire 1 ' 1
.

.

F. D. Roosevelt 1

...,

1
.

H. Davis 1 1
,

.

J. Gallagher 1 - 1

.

t ----

Linialn -1 1 1 .

M. Spellacy 1 1
-.,

M: L. Xing
,-

1 2

-,

.-

H. Herrick 1'
, 1

N. Hale 1 1 1 .

.

N. Baker I" .
.

1
.

P. Henry 1 1

.

. 1

R. Jamison -- 2
\,

.
.

T. Jefferson 1 .

.

1

/
_

''

_ _

W. Young -- 1

W. Wright 1 , q
Willson 1 - 1

TOTALS 22 1
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APPENDIX A-2

PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS-

1980-81

Participating Nonpublic Schools

.)$

h Immaculate Conception St. Jerome

Our Lady of Good Counsel

Sacted Heart of Jesus-

St. Adalbert

'St. Benedict

St. Boniface

St. Catherine

St. Francis

St. Ignatps

14

a

ti
St...John Nepomucene

St. Joseph Franciscan

St. Leo

St. Phillip and James

St, Phillip Neri

St. Stephen

St. Vitus

Urban Community

C-

Ga.
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Title I Project STAR Stanford Diagnostic
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APPENDIX B-1,

1980-81 Stanford Iliagnostic Reading
Test Results for Crude S Nonpublic

Classes

VOCABULARY*

5! Pre NCE X Post Actual 1 Objectivechool N (Fall Norms) (Spring norms) NCE Gain, Attained

Immaculate Conception 0 --
.f.

.,-
-

Our Lady of Good Counsel 9 50.33 60.00 + 9.57 +it

Sacred Heart of Jesus 3 41.00 441300 + 2.00

St.*Adalbert ,
.00-

St. Benedict 0

1

--

52.00

-

64.00
4

+12.00 ++

St. Boniface 8 -. -

St. Catherine 0 -- -

St. Francis 5 32.00 29.20 + 2.80

St. Ignatius 0 -

St. Jerome 8

St. John Nepomucene 6 35.00 50.83 +15.83 * *

St. Joseph Franciscan I -

St. LW! r --
%lb

St. Phillip and James 8 41.37 44.00 + 2.63

St. Phillip Neri 11 36.54 53.18 +16.64 * *

St. Stephen 6 37.16 58.16 +21.0e. * *

Ste. Vitus 0- -- -

Urban-Community0

Grand Total 49 50.40 +10.53 * *

'*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Own Level; Form A, was administered to fifth
grade participOnts during the weeks of September 8, 1980 'and May 11, 1981.

ktAn NCE Standard Score Cain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
NCB gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 Na mean gain.

aid not servo Grade 5 students.
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APPENDIX B-2

1980-S1 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Tcst Results for Grade 6 NOnpublie

Classes

VOCABULARY*

School, N

4

9

2

'8

3

12

8

4

.....

7

. 12

14

7

4

11

6

i

--

1 Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

I Post
(Spring norms)

Actual 1

NCH Gain/

Objective
Attained

Immaculate Conception

Our Lady of Good Counsel

Sacred Heart of Jesus

St. Adalbert /

St. Benedict

St. Boniface

St. Catherine

St. Francis

St. Ignatius IP

St. Jerome

St. John Nepomucene

St..7 Joseph_osep_ F _ranc_{ scan

St. Leo
Z.

St. Phillip and James

St. Phillip Neri

St. Stephen

St. Vitus

Urban Community0

i

51.25

46.55

54.00

39.00

48.33

40.50

36.87

31.75

-

49./1

40.66

49.78

46.57

34.50

40.00

41,:0-!-

-

55.50

47.33

55.00

36.50

59.66

44.58

39.87

30.50

-1

52.42

52.16

68.85

43.00

53.50

33.18

41:50

-

\
\

4. 4.25

+,_.78

1.00

- 2.50

+11.33

+ 4.08

3.00

- 1.25

-

4. 2.71

4.215.50

+19.07

- 3.57

+19.10

- 6.82

4. 3.00

-

*

*
**

*

Grand Total 111 43.25 47.66 4.41

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to ;.sixth

Irado'participants during the weeks of September 8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.

/An NCB Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00

NCB gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 NCB mean gain.

@Did not servo Grade 6 students.
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APPENDIX B -3

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test results for Grade 7- Nonpublic

Classes

School' N

Immaculate Conception 6

Our Lady of Good Counsel 3
.

-Sacred Heart of Jesus 3

St. Adalbert 8

St. Benedict 6
1*

S t. Boniface 7*:

St. Catherine 9

Si. Francis 4

St. Ignatius . 12

St. Jerome 4 ,8

St. John Nepomucene 7

St. Joseph Franciscan(b), 12

,6-

St. Leo 4

St. Phillip and James 3

St. Phillip Neri 5

St. Stephen 11

St. Vitus
ft

3 .

Urban Community 4

Grand Total ,115

VOCABULARY

7 Pre NCE R Post Actual Objective
(Pall Nouns) (Spring norms) NCE Gain .Attained

35.83

45.66

39.00

40.50

52,50

32.42

38.44

32.00

51.83

39.25

39.00

33.50

61.25

50.33

49.00

41.09

36.00

44.50

to.

37.16

51.00

34.66

44.50

58.50

37.14

40.11

.33.00

50.25'

A4.37

39.14

37.25

51.25

52.00

68.40

47.00

42.00

48.00 ,

+ 1.33

+ 5.34

- 4.34

+ 4.00

+ 6.00

+ 4.72

+ 1.67

+ 1.00

- 1.58

+ 5.12

+ .14

3.75

-10.00

+ 1.67

+19.40

+ 5.91

+ 6.00

+ 3.50

41.73 + 3.08

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to seventh
grade participants during the weeks of Septembet.8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.

NCIStandard Score Gain which is ono-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
NCE aim or more) is considered to be.educationally significant.

"Objective criterion( at least a 4:00'NCE mean gain:
(b) Did not receive the services of a project teacher. Instruction was provided by a

bill-time educational aide;
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APPENDIX B-4:

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test Results for Grade S Nonpublic

Classes '

VOCABULARY?

School

N..--

N

.. -

X Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

X,Post
(Fall Norms)aa

Actual X

NCE Gaing

Objective
Attained

Immaculate Conception 8 34.00 38.87 + 4.87 **

Our Lady of Good Counsel 16 58.62 64.18 + 5.56 * *

Sacred Heart of Jesus 7 33.57 33.42 - .15

St.'Adalbert a

St. Benedict 12 42.58 48.9,1 + 6.33

St. Boniface 2 ., 38.50 37.00
411

- 1.50

St. Catherine 11 42.09 45.81 + 3.72

&t. Francis 3 38.66 32.66 - 6.00

St. Ignatius 23'- 48.65 49.52 + .87

St. Jerome' 19 46.00 48.94 + 2.94

St. John Nepowucene 7 49.14 54c65 + 5.71 * *

St. Joseph Franciscan(b) 15 36.20 - 36.20 -0-

St. Leo 13 51.23 57.23 + 6.00 *

St. Phillip and James 8 45.12 51.12 + 6.00 *
St. Phillip Neri 3 , 39.33 36.66 - 2.67

St. Stephen 8 -- - -

St. Vitus 5 32.60 35.60 + 3.00

Urban Community 4 37.25 45.75 8.50

Grand Total 156 , 44.54 47.78 + 3.25 \'

The Stanford Diagnostic heading Test, Brown Levd1, Form A, was administered to eighth

grade participants during the wooksof September 8, 1980 and May 11, 1931.

An NCE Standard Score Cain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation.(i.e., a 7.00

NCE gain or mere) is considered to be educationally significant.

**ObjeCtive criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE meca gain.

@Did not serve Grade t students.-
fftecause Spring norms are not available 41 the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms
were used to interpret eighth grade post 'scores.

(b)Did riot receive the services of a project teacher: Instruction was provided by a full-time aide.
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APPENDIX 8-5

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
for Grade 7 Block/Skills Reinforcement Classes

-AUDITORY VOCABULARY'

4

School N (b)

X Pre NCE
(Fall Nome

1" Post NCE
(Spring Norms)

Actual ir
NCE Gain

Objective
Attained

dr
A.B. Hart 13 29.23 21.69 - 7.54

A. Hamilton . IS 35.26 32.73 - 2.53

Audubon 12 25.41 33.91 + 8.50

C. Shuler 11 31:54 55.27 + 3,73

Central 16 25.43 25.87 + .44

C. Eliot 12 40.41 37.33 - 3.08

.C. Mooney 8 31.00 26.87 - 4.13

C. Westropp IS 29.00 31.00 + 2.00

Empire 9 29.88 31.88 + 2.00

D Roosevelt 13 24.61 29.92 + 5.31 rr

Davis 9 31.11 33.66 + 2.55

J. Gallagher 11 31.63 38.09 + 6.46

.incoln 9 ., 27.33 29.77 + 2.44

N. Spoliacy 13 30.69 32.61 1.92

N.L. King 8 27.37 32.50 + 5.13 rr

IC T. Herrick 7 28.57 4 26.85 - 1.72

N. Hale. / 6 39.00 39.00

N. Baker 16 - 40.06 36.18 - 3.88

P. Henry 15 30.40 33.13 + 2.73

R. Jamison 8

Jefferson 8 32.75 24.37 L. 8.38

W. Young I

M. Wright 7 31.00 32,85 1.85

Willson 16 32.00 37.18 + 5.18 rr

GRAND TOTAL 249(b) 31.08 32.04 + .96

00 ,

'The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to seventh
' grade participants during the weeks of 'October 20, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

IAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant. '

.Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain.

@School not served by Block/Skills Reinforcement Class.

(b)Oue to computer programming problems, the analysis was conducted on an approximate
35% random, sample of those 705 students for whom both pre and post auditory vocabulary
subtest scores were available.

12
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APPENDIX 13.4

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Result
. for Grade 7 Learning Center Classes

AUDITORY VOCABULARY

:7 Pre NCE i7Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (b) (Fall Norms) (SprinNorms) NCE Gain Attained

. )

A.B. Hart 20 28.10 34.75 + 6.65

A. Hamilton 4 39.00 30.00 - 9.00

Audubon 15 31.53 29.06 - 2.47

C. Shuler 11 24.09 46.18 - 1.91

/ Central 17 28.76 34.76 + 6.00
/

.C. El* \ 3 43.33 33.00 -10.33

C. Mooney 10 29.00 32.30 4 3.30

C. Westropp 4 30.25 28.25 - 2.00

cEmpire 12 36.31 30.41 - 5.92

F.D. Roosevelt 4 36.75 39.50 .. 2.75

H.R. Davis 2 37,00 32.00 "-'5.00

J. Gallagher II MO Mb OM1P. dOMM

Lincoln 11 40.72 46.09 .37 ".

N. Spellacy 23 31.56 37.30 5.74

H.L. King 8 37.37 33.75 - 3.62

.N. T. Herrick 3 36.00 31.00 - 5.00

N. Hale 11 34.45 35.00 + .55

N. Saker.0 .... .0.
P. Henry 4 32.25

:

34.75 2.50

R. Jamison 9 34.88 28.66 - 6.22

T. Jefferson

W. Young,

8

3 .

34.62

1.00

?

,

'L

t 36.50

67.33

1.88,

12.33 mil

W. fight 15 37.33 33:86 - 3.47

Willson 2 38.50 34.50 - 4.00

GRAD TOTAL 199(b) 34.61 35.41 .80

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Fore A, was administered to selpth
4fadi participants during the weeks of October 20, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

'An NCE Standard Score Gain which is 'one -third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCH gaI or more)'is considered to be educationally significant,

Objective cril#ion - at'least a 4.06 mean gain.

IDid not_serve grade 7 students.

IM/Auditory VOcabulari scores unavailable for students.

(b)Due to computer programming problems, the analysis was conductedion an approximate 50%
random sample of the 394 grade 7 students for whom both pre and post auditory vocab-
ulary subtest scores were available.
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APPENDIX B-7

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reilding Test Results
for Grade,8 Learning Center Classes

AUDITORY VOCABULARY*
.

X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N(a) 1411 Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gain Attained

A.B: Hart 2 36.50 47.00 +10,50

A. Hamilton 8 40.7g
A

40.75

Audubon 19 31.36 35.57 +

C. Shuler 3 36.66 33.00 - 3.66

Central 11 35.90 32.63 -1-3.27

C. Eliot 11 43.81 41.18 - 2.63

C. Mooney 4 25.50 . 20.50 - 510

C. Westropp 4" 34.25 31.50 - 2.)5

Empire 10 33.8b 28.40 - 5.40

P.D. Roosevelt 13 38.53 38.46 . - .07

H.E. Davis 10 44.10 41.90' - 2.20

J. Gallagher 14
.

38.42 34.14 - 4.28

Lincoln 14 36.00 34.64 - 1.36

M. Spellacy 3 32.66 30.0b 2.66

M.L. King .10 34.10 27.50 6.60
,

M. T. Herrick 10 32.t " 27.70 - 4.40

N. Hale 15 30.66 32.33 1.67

N. taker -, 11 32.54 35.81 3.27

P. Henry 12, 33.33 29.83 3.50

R. Jamison 22 38.45 33.68 . 4.77

C
T. Jefferson 15 33.00 29.93 - 3.07

W. Young 6 . 51.33 54.83 + 3.50

W. Wright 8 48.62 38.25, r10.37

Willson ' 8 37.00 '34.00 3.00

......

GRAND TOTAL 243 (a) 36.44 34.39 - 2.05

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, wasadministered to eighth -_.....0.- ,

, grade participants during the weeks of October 27, 1980 and June
,

1, 1981.

cbecause Spring Norms are not available at the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the eighth grade post scores,

01An NCE Standard Score Gain which if one-third of a Standard Deviation.(i.e., 7.00
NCB gain or more) is consideredto be educationally significant.

Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean'gaih.

(a)Due to computer programming problems:the analysis was conducted on an approximate
37% random sample of the 661 grade 8 students for whom both pre and post auditory
vocabulary subtest scores were available.
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School

A.B. Hart

A. Hamilton (b)

Audubon. (b)

C. Shuler

.

Central

C. Eliot

C. Mooney

C. Westropp

Empire S

F.D. Roosevelt

U.E. Davis

J. 'Gallagher I

Lincoln

M. Spellacy (b)

M. L. Xing .

M. T. Herrick (b)

N. Hale

N. Baker

P. Henry

R. Jamison

T. Jefferson

W. Young (b)

W. }fright

Willson

GRAND TOTAL

The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, lora A, was adminlstered to ninth
grade participants during the weeks of November 3, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

/Because Spring Norms are not available at-the ninth grade level, ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the ninth grade post scores.

fiAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCE gain or mere) is considered to be educationally significant.

Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain.

@Did not servo grade 9 students.

(b)Missing pretest or posttest data.

I

APPENDIX B-8

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
for Grade 9 Learning Center Classes

AUDITORY VOCABULARY

N
X Pre NCE
/Fall Norms

_ --)

X Post NCE
(Spring Norms)

V

Actual X
NCE Gain

Objective
Attained

1 56.00 62.00 +10.00
.

2 28.50 28.00 - .50

7 31.42 31.00 - .42

5 .32.40 2.40

3 31.33 39.66 + 8.33

17 26.11 33.29 7.18

.. - --

7 30.57 38.28 4. 7.71

2 41.:0 47.50 + 6.00

... --- .M.

15 35.80 42.53 + 6.73

--

1 .. 40.00 42.00 + 2.00

8 28.25 30.75 + 2.50 A

5 34.66 34.33

7 30.28 .39.71' + 9.43

33 35.33 38.42 +309

1 36.00 45.00 + 9.00

2 37.00 29.50 - 7.50

4 35.00 39.50 4.50
a

.118 32.75 37.23 +, 4.48
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APPENDIX C

*Title I Project STAR Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test,
Reading Comprehension Subtest .Results for 1980-81
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APPENDIX C-1

198041 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 5 Nonpublic Classes

READING COMPREHENGIQ*

T. Pre NCR rPost NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms, . NCE Gain,' Attained

-%
Immaculate

Concept iont

Our Lady of Good
Counsel 9 30.88 38.77 +7.89 **

Sacred Heart of
Jesus 3 28.33 44.0 +16.33 **

St. Adalbert 1. 41.00 60.00 +19.00 **

St. Benedict@

St.,Boniface4 -

Si. Catherine* -

St. Francis 5 13500 21.60 .4. 8.60 iv

St.lIgnatiuS4

St. Jerommi

John Nepomucene 4 31.33 37.00 + 5.67 * *

St. Joseph
Franciscan@ .1111 AP

St. Leo@

St. Phillip and
JApies 8 31.37 41.50 It*

St. Phillip Neri 30.40 ' 36.00 + 6.40 ** ,A110.4

St. Stephen 6 /3.33 29.83 +16.50 **

St. Vitus@
o

Urhari Community@ M. M.

GRAND TOTAL 48, 26.92 36.33 + 9.41. * *

*The St ord Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
fifth grade participants during tfte Weeks of September 8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.

!An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCR gain or more) is considered to be oducationallrisignificani:

"Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain

@Did not serve Grade 5 students.
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APPENDIX C-2

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 6 Nonpublic Classes

READING COMPREHENSION*

p

4t.

T Pre NCE rPost NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gain. Attained .

Immaculate
Conception .4 28.50-- 40.50 +12.00 **

Our Lady of Good /4
Counsel. 9 39.22 48.33 + 9.11 **

4

Sacred Heart of
Jesus (f, 39.00 49.50 +10.50 ci a*

St. Adalbert 8 35.12 41.75 + 6.63 .
*

St. Benedict 3 53.33: / 63.00 + 9.67 **(

St. Boniface 12 36.08 51.83 +15.75 **

St. Catherine 8 27.50 33.62 + 6.12 **

St. Francis 4 28.25 39.25 +11.00 **

St. Ignatius) - -

.

St. Jerome
/

'7 c 32.14 36.71 + 4.57 **

4

St. John Nepomucene 1? 37.16 .....4. 52.33 +15.17 **

St.,Joseph
Franciscan. -- 40 11FN

- -

St. Leo 14 33.35 54.78 +21.43 **

St. Phillip and
James 7 34.14 49.42 +1548 **

i

St. Phillip Neri 4 40.50 49.00 + 8.50 **

St. Stephens -- -
".

- -

St. Vitus 6 24.83. 30.00 , + 5.17 *air

1

Urban Community -

GRAND TOTAL . 100\ 34.40 44.61 +10.21 *a

*Thi Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to

sixth trade participants during the Weeks of September 8, 1980 and May 11,.1981.

',An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00

NCE gain or more) iwnsidered to be eueationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 moan gain

- 'bid not serve Grade 6 students.
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APPENDIX C-3

1980-81 Lanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 7 Nonpublic Classes

READING COMPREHENSION*

117Pre NCE
School ON (Fall Norms)

Immaculate
Conception 6 32.66

Our Lady of Good
Counsel 3 40.33

Sacred Heart of .

Jesus 3 23.00

St. Adalbert 9 40.88

St. Benedict 6 44.83

St. Boniface 7 34.14

St. Catherine -9 17.33

St. Francis 4' 22.00

St. Ignatius 11 43.09

St. Jerome 8 41.00

St. John Nepomucene 7 34.42

St. Joseph
Franciscan(6) 11 27.54

St. Leo 4 48.25

St. Phillip and
James 3 39.00:.

St. Phillip Neri 4 29.75

St. Stephen 11 39.00

St. Vitus, 3 36.00

Urban Community 4 43.25

GRAND TOTAL. 113 36.91

lAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain

(b)Did not receive the services of a project teacher. Instruction was provided by a

full-time educational aide.

A

X Post NCE Actual X Objective
(Spring Norms) NCE Gain' Attained

.., 34.50

45.00

19.66

43.22

52.00

27.85

41.11

32.75

'44.00

47.37

30.14

35.90 + 8.36

+ 1.84

+ 4.67

3.34

+ 2.34

+ 7.17

6.29

+ 3.78

+10.75

+ .91

+ 6.37

- 4.28

59.00

35.50

4418

36.33

+10.75

* *

* *

* *

40.13 . + 3.22

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
seventh grade participants. during the Weeks of September 8,1980 and May 11, 1981.



APPENDIX C-4

, 1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 8 Nonpublic Classes

READING COMPREHENSION

School N

_

Y Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

Elo

7 Post NCB
(Fall Norms)/

''''

Actual X
NCE Gain/

Objective
Attained

Immaculate

Conception 8

Our Lady of Good
( Counsel 16

Sacred Heart of
Jesus /7

St. Adalberti ..

St.,Benedict 12

St. Boniface 2

ne 10St. Cathip

St. Francis 3.

St. Ignatius 23

St. Jerome

XI)St. John Nepomucen 7

St. Joseph '

Franciscan(h)

St. Leo 13

St. Phillip and
James 8

St. Phillip Merl 3

St. Stephens

St. Vitus .3

Urban Community 4

(

__

-

t---

-

29.87

45.63

25.00k

40.33

32.00

57.80

28,33

38.61

36.15

41.29

11.47

4.38

45.38

28.67

17.40

37.50

27.63

51.31

26.14

42.75

32.30

39.90

29.33

42,-,c43

40.00

35.71

36.40

48.77

42.63

35.33

..

25.40

42.50

- 2.24

5.68

1.14

2.42

.50

2.10

1.00

3.82

3.85

- 5.58

*24.93

- .61

- 3.75

6.66

-

8.00

5.00

it

frib

fib

GRAND TOTAL' 156 35.61 , 40.01 4.40

_.The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
eighth grade participants during the Weeks of September 8, 1980 and Hay,11,1981.

/Because Spring Norms are available at the eighth grade level,-ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the eighth grade post scores.

:An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be oducationally significant.

Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain

sDid not serve Grade 8 students.
.

(b)Did not receive thoservices of a project teacher. Instruction was provided by a
full-time educational aide.
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APPLNRIX C-3

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 7 Bloch/Skills Reinforcement Classes

READING CONPRCHENSION

School
X Pre NCE '

N (Fall Norms)

38 26.07

40 27.90

36 29.44

31 28.87

46 25.76

36 31.27

22
"

29.81

40 29.12

27' 25.25

38 29.44

. .27 24.S9 ,

J 30 23.43.

28 22.57

37 23.56

26 25.46

20 27.45

18 20.00

41
-

30.26

40 30.97

... .

22 114 23.59

... - \\

21 28.14

41 29.97

705 27.35

A.B. Hart
/

A. Hamilton

Audubon

C. Shuler

Central

C. Eliot

C. Mooney

C. Vestropp

3
spire

F.D..Roosevelt

H.R. Davis

. Gallagher

Lincoln

N. Sperlacy

M.L. King

M. T. Herrick

N. Hale
,-

N. Raker

P. Henry

rR. Jamison 8

T. Jefferson

V. Young!

N. Wright

Villson

GRAND TOTAL

X Post NCE Actual X Objective
(Spring Norms) NCE WO Attained

19.68 -6.39

30.45 +2.55

32.52 3.08

30.00 +1.13

25.83 .07

28.75 -3.22

23.63 -6.18

25.05 -4.07

24.81 - .44

28.28 -1.16

25.55 .96

24.80 +1.37

24.28 .1.71

a

24.37 . .81

28.73 .3.27

26.80 - .65

15.88 -4.12 _I

27.26 -3.00

32.17 +1.20 ,

. -

22.86 - .73

- -

29.38 0 +1.24
e

30.75 - .78

26.84 -.S1

'The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Drown Level, Perm A, was administered to
seventh grade participants during the Weeks of October 27, 1980 and June 1, 1961.

!An NCB StandaTd Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCB gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

"Objective criterion ..at least a 4.00 mean gain N.

!School not served by Block/Skills Reinforcement Class.
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APPENDIX C-6

1980
-81 Stanford Diagnostic Rdajipg Test Results
For Grade Mearning Center Classes

READING COMPREHENSION* V.

School N

l'Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

rPost NCB
(Spring Norms)

Actual'X
-NCE Gain,

Objective
Attained

A.B. Hart 39 30.92 29.25 -1.67 n7

A.'Hamilton 7 34.14 38.42 +4.28 **

'Audubon 30° 28.86 27.40 -1.46

C. Shuler 21 47.52 47.28 - .24

Central 35 25.02 30.62 +3.60

C. ilkot 5 32.40 34.20 +1.80

C. Mooney 20 26.45 28.2S +1.80

C. Westropp 8 28.50 21.87 -6.63

Empire 23 29.69 34.00 +4.31,

.

F.D. Roosevelt .8 37.62 38.62 +1.00

H.B. Davis S 33.60 37.20 +3.60

J. Gallagher, .2 2540 29:00 +3.50

Lincoln 21 33.90 41.00 *7.10 **

M. Speifacy 46 30.54 32.47 +1.93/

< M.L. Rini , 28 27.14 29.92 +2.78
.

M. T. Herrick 6 25.83 : 26.66 .83

N. Hale YR 22 33.00 32.77 - :23

N. Bakers. - -

P. Henry 8 28.62 30.62 +2.00

R. Jamison 18 27.66 30.16.
e-

+2.50

T. Jefferson 15 . 38.53 42.93 +4.40 **

W. Young 3 64.00 65.33
p

+1.33

W. Wright 30 34.80 37.13 +2.33
.

.Willson 4 35.50 31.00 -4.50

-GRAND-TOTAL 404. 31.72 33.37 +1.65

ribe Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
seventh grids participants during the Weeks of,Octobor 27, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

'An mcg Standard Score Gain),hrrich is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCB gain or more) is considered to be educa nally significant.

!*Objective criterion - at least a

eDiditot serve Grade 7-students;

an gain
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APPENO1X C-7

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test Results for Grade 8 Learnin Center Classes

READING COMPREHENSION*

ir Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X ObjectiveSchool N (Fall Norms) (Fall Norms)t NCE GainU Attained
4.-

A.B. Hart 3
0 38.35 30.00 -8.33

A. Hamilton 19 34.00 31.73 -2.27

Audubon 53 31.90 29.83 -2.07

C.1ShUler 8 32.25 32.75 + .50

Central 29 30.82 29.44 -1.38

C. Eliot 31 37.22 33.77 -3.45

C. Mooney 10 31.90 28.90 -3.00

C. Westropp 7 28.71 24.42 -4.29

Empire 22 33.54 28.50 -5.04

P.D. Roosevelt 36 35.37 31.54 -3.83

H.E. Davis 27 31.33 \ 30.14 -1.19

J. Gallagher 39 29.82 31.05 +1.23

Lincoln 41 32.19 30.00 -2.19

M. Spellacy 3 22.33 . . 24.33 +2.00

M.L. King J 29 32.86 31.17 -1.69

M. T. Herrick 28. 31.53 26.00 -5.53

M. Hale 44 32.65 31.02 -1.63

N. Baker 34 29.17 30.23 +1.06

P. Henry 35 36.62 34.60 -2.02

R. Jamison 60 36.21 31.03 -5.18

T. Jefferson 43 32.81 32.86 + .05

W. Young 15 48.06 49.60 +1.54

W. Wright 22 30.81 33.36 +2.55

Willson , 23 14.91 34.95 + .04

==IW.
GRAND TOTAL 661 33.33 31.39 -1.94

The Stanford Diagnostic-Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
eighth grade participants during the Wetbks of October 27,'1980 and June 1, 1981.

(Because Spring Norms are not available at the eighth grado level, ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the eighth grade post scores.

IIAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean.gain
'14;
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APPENDIX C-8

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 9 Learning Center Classes

READING COMPREHENSION"

School N
3rPre NCE
(Fall Norms)

X Post NCE
(Fall Norms)

Actual X
NCE Gaint I

Objective
Attained *4.

A.B. Hart 1 15.00 ---Ihi00 +11.00 .ee

A. Hamilton (b) --

Audubon (b)

---'

ti

C. Shuler 2 26.50 32.50 0 + 6.00 ..

Centr 7 29.57 32.85 + 3.28

C. Eliot 6 28.66 33.66 + 5.00 ..

C. Mooney 4 31.50 25.50 - 6.00

C. Westropp 16 26.25 29.37 + 3.12

Empirel .... - -

F.D. Roosevelt 7- 35.00 37.14 + 2.14

N.E. Davis 2 . 42.50 46.00 + 4.50
,

"

J. Gallagherl ... - -

Lincoli 15 30.00 32.66 + 2.66 .

H. SP111147-(b)
... - -

ILL. King 1 10,00 10.00

N.T. Herrick (b} . -

N. Hale 8 31.25 32.02 + 1.37

N. taker 3 25.66 17.00 - 8.66

P. Henry 7 29.71 35.28 05.57 **

R. Jamison 33 33.75 p.- 33.48 - .27

..-

T. Jefferson. 1 30.00 26.00 - 4.00

W. young (b) - - -

W. Wright 2 33.50 '32.00 - 1.50

,
Willson 4 30.79- 32:47 + 6.75 "

GRAND TOTAL 119 30.79 32.47 4 r'48

*The Stanfoid Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Levb1, Form A, was admInist;red to
ninth grade participants during the Weeks of October 27, 1910 and June 1, 1981.

'Because Spring Norms are not available at the ninth grade revel, ninth grade Fall

Norms were used to interpret the ninth grade post scores:

DIAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00

'ICE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**ObjectiVe criterion - at least a 4.00 Mean gain °

IDid not serve Grade 9 students..

(b)Missing pretest or posttest data.
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APPENDIX D.

Title Project STAR,Everyday Skills
Test Reading and Study Skills Subtest Results

for 1980-81 -.
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School

APPENDIX D-1

1980-81 Everyday Skills Test Results for Grade 7
Block/Skills Roinforcemont'Classcs

N

A.B..Hart 34

A. Hamilton 58

Audubon 31

/".
C. Shuler 40

Central 39 /

C. Eliot 31

C. Mooney 23

C. Westropp
;16

Empire 27

P.D. Roostvelt 41

29

J. Gallagher 26

Lincoln 30.

NIOSPellacy 30

4i.L. King 31

N. T. Herrick 24

N. Hale 24

N. Saks? SO

t. Henry 38

R. Jamison@

T. Jefferson 35

W. Young

Wright :26

Willson 35

Grade 7 public
708

School Total
'

Cleveland Contri4\
Catholic Total. 4
(Grades 9, 10 and
12 represented)

3C Pre'Ruw
Score Gain

READING*

7Post Raw
Score Gain

Actual X
Raw Score Gain

Objective
Attained

24.82 28:44 + 3.62 *IP

24.92 28.45 + 3.53 11,

25.74 29.23 3.49

26.23' 31.08' + 4.85 *lb

24.77 25.64 + .87

'27.16 30.10 + 2.94 ft
28.52 28.52

26.88 30.46 + 3.58 ....

20.41 25.89 + 5.48 It*

27.54 29.63 + 2.09

28.28 29.83 + 1.55

2877. 31.04 + 2.27

23.97 26.40 2.43 *

22.26 24.29 + 2.03

23.29 29.65 + 6.36 Irk

27.88 29.38 + 1.50

21.21 27.00 + 5.79

28.62 31.16 + 2.54

27.50 29.61 + 2.11

01
25.60 '26.83 +1.23

o 1
20.27 31.27 +11.00

25.83 33.74 +7.91

25.48 28.98 + 3.50 tts

1. s)

34.82 35.96 + 1. 4

. 4
The Everyday Skills lest"Roading Test 'A wa*,administered to STA' participants
during the Weeks of November 10, 1980 and'Aby 25.1981. The roa ng test
contains a total of 45 items. . , -..,

A

f School not served by Block /Skills keinforcement Class,

Tho actual mean.raw scorn gain was demehstrated to be statistically
(p 1 .05). All tests are two-tailed.

-145- 141 '
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APPENDIX D-2

1980-81 Everyday Skills Test Results for Grade 7

Block/Skills Reinfdrcement Classes

1 . STUDY SKILLS* P"

TPro :xi: . i'PostNce Actual X Objective
School a l'12.2 &.__Ttsl .(Snrin¢ Norms) NCE Gait' Attained

e

A.B. Hart 34 20.26 19.23 - 1.03

A. Hamilton 3 19.73 22.63 2.90

Audubon 31 23.81- . 26.21 2.40

C. Shuler 20.82 25.11 4.29 4b ...

Central 3 18.97 17.48 - 1.49

C. Mil 31 18.70 27.35 8.65 i.

C. Hohe, 18 16.44 23.94 7.50 _
C. Westropp 27 23.00 26.24 .3.24

Empire 27 16.81, 17.00 .19

F.D. Roosevelt 41 28.58 26f75 - 1.83

H.E.Davis 29, 26.06 23.93 - 2.13

J. Gallagher" 13 24.23
..

27.46 3.78

Lincoln 25 23.68 23.04 - . .64

M. Spellacy 31 12.03 13.92 1.82

M.L. King , 29 22.55 23.10 .55

N. T. Herrick 20 21.95 .2565 . , 3.70

N. Hale 24 21.83 20.27 - 1.56

N. Biker SO 22.19' 24,43. 2.04

?..' Henry 38 24.31 26.44 1.13,

....

T. Jefferson 33, 22.54 19.72 - 2.82

11.'Young8 -- - -- - -- .'n a

W. Wright 21 25.95 28.04 '2.09

Willson 35 4.0922.25 26.34 .
t+

Grade 7 Public
,School Total

668 21.80 22.81 1.01

Cleveland Central --
Catholic Total f, -

NI Results are set included is the above analysis dae ' -the unavailability Of appropriate
.

grate revel soros. The study skill section of the 11Sfbas boo adopted his the C726
. Fors 16 Level for *irk Ovule 4-2 soros ere only available.

The lvemlay Skills Test Study Skills stsbutstvas admiaistered tn Sleet stniotts
eying the Meeks of liamber 17, 1440 sod .Ave. 1, 1941. 7%. stogy skill tee%
C4RISAUS a total of SO items.

4 Sabool set serval by lleek/Skills tainforomenti Class. ,s,

4 A NCI Stallard Store Cain Obtak is oae.thir4 .f s StasderfOrristios (i.e., a 7.00
16:14sis or sore) ia.seasidered I4 be obasatienally siositleast.

Objective Criteria at least a 4.00-ra mesa gain.
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APPENDIX E

Title I Project STAR Comprehensive Test of Basic
Skills1 Mathematics Computation Subtest Results

for 1980-81
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APPENDIX E-1

1980-81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

' Results for Grade S Nonpublic
Classes

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION*

X Pre NCE 1-Post NCE Actual X Objective
SchoolA N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gain/ Attained

Immaculate
Conception

Our, Lady of Good 4

Counsel

Sacred Heart of
Jesus 1

St. Adalbert 5

St. Benedict O

.Et. Boniface

St. Catherine 1

St., Francis

St. Ignatius 1

St.' Jerome I

St. John'Nepomucene -+
W

St. Joseph
Franciscan

St. Leo I r-

St. Phillip and I4
James

St.'Phillip Neri O.

St. Stephen

St. Vitus!, --

Urbsn Community

46.25 39.00 - 7.25

- --

37.60 35.20 ) - 2.40

t1

4340 39.25 - 4.25

38.25

N

+12.25 **

_

GRAND TOTAL 17 41.17 40.64

/Did not conduct grade S mathematics skill instruction.

*The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level 2 was administered to fifth
grade participants during the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981.

NCE-Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation,(i.e., a 7.00
'NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

** Objective critelion - at least a 4.00 NCE Mean gain.

- .53
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APPENDIX E-2

1980-81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills

\I Results for Grade 6 Nonpublic
Classes

_0

NAT'HEMA.TI CA COMPUTATION*

School
"V---
Immaculate
Conception -

Our Lady of Good
Counsel

Sacred Heart of
Jesus

OAdalbert

St. Benedict

St. BOniface

St. Catherine

St. Francis

St. Ignatius

St. Jerome

St. John Nepomucene

St. Joseph
Franciscan

St. Leo

St. Phillip and
James

St. Phillip Neri

St. Stephen

St ?-Vitus ;

Urban` Community 1

GRAND TOTAL.

N

'3

6

57Pre NCE
(Fall Norms)

N7Post NCE
(Spring Norms)

.

30.00

28.33

30.66
,

c y.00

- - -

4 49.75 46.75

5 33.40 41.60

4 'VN 38.25 45.

4 43.50 32.60

4 37.00 49.75

01,

1 34.00 23.00

6 45.00 36.83

OP dB OD

4 44.00 ..42.25

4

7 36.85 32.28

-- .... .--

48 39.68 38.50

ActUallf Objective

NCE Gala Attained

4. .66

4. t.67

- 3.00

+ 8.20

6.75

-11.00

+12.75

-11.00

-8.17

- 1.18

411Didohot conduct grade 6 mathematics skill instruction.

**The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level 2 was administered to sixth

grade participants &Ong the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981.

IAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
,NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

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

* *

* *

* *
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, APPENDIX E-3

1980 -81 Comprehensive Test of Baiic Skills

Results for Grade 7 Nonpublic
Classes

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION*

"jr Pre NCE

School N (Fall Norms)
1 .

Immaculate 6 40.50

Conception .

Our Lady of Good 4 38.25

Counsel

Sacred Heart of 8 28.75

Jesus

St. Adalbert 8 43.25

St. Benedict 6 58.50

St,. Boniface 6 40.66

St. Catherine 0 ._ ---

St. Francis - 3 53.66

St. Ignatius: 12 .47.41

, St. Jerome 0
, 4...,

-v- ,-

St. John Nepomucene 6 50.50

St. Joseph - -
Franciscan '@

St. Leo a

St. Phillip and, 3 51.66
James

St: Phillip Neri I mk. mk. ap.

St. Stephen 2 48.00

St. Vitus, 0

Urban Community** 30.33 e

GRAND .TOTAL 67 43.87

X Post NCE
(Spring Norms)

49.00 2'+ 9.50

50.50 +12.25

40.62 ,+11.87

53.50 +10.25

66.66

.33

+10.16

43 - + 2.67

---

46.00

--

- 7.60

46.66 -. .75

---

3i.:0 . -16.00

62.33

- - - ,

47.00

+10.67

35.33 500
r

0 ,,}

Objective
Attained

*

*

* *

*

47.95 , , 4.08 r' **

,'

,Did not conduct grade 7 mathematics skill instruction.
&

41_

*The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form T, Level 3, as aLinistered to seventh

trade participants during the weeks of October 13, 1980 nd May 18; 1Q81.

lAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of.a Stand d-aviation (g.e., a 7.00'

prgain or more) is considered to be educationally sign icant.
.

**Objective criterion - at least's 4.00 NCE mean gain.

a

"lb



To

./)

School

Immaculate 8 40.25 49.50 9.25

Conception

Our Lad of Good 14 50.64 49.84 - ).80
Counse

APPENDIX E-4

980-81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
Results for Grade A Nonpublic

Classes

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION*

1- Pre NCE r Post NCE. Actual X Objective

N (Fall Norms) * (Spring Norms) NCE Gain: Attained

Sacred Heart of 6 36.33 35.33 - 1.00:
Jesus

St. Adalbert 8

St. Bentlict 8

St. Boniface 3 40.66

Si. Catherine - --

St. Francis 2 37.50
1P

St. Ignatius 23 49.60

'St. Jerome 0,,

- - -

41.66 + 1.00

38.50

S2.00

Iml, alb

1.00

+' 2.40

St. John Nepomucene 2 64.00 56.00 , + 8.00

St. Joseph -- ---
.

---

Franciscan 0
(

St. Leo 5 40.40 46.00 + 5.60

St. Phillip and 3 61.66 S9.66 % - 2.00

James

St. Phillip Mari 0

St. Stephen

St. Vitus

Urban Community

..
7 25.57

- -

38.28 .412.71

* *

* *

* *

GRAND TOTAL 73 44.94 47.16 2.22

End not conduct grade 8 mathematics skill instruction.

*The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form T, Level 3 was administered to eighth

- grade participants during the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981.

NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7..00

NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

**Objectixe criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain.

-152=



4

APPENDIX F

Title I Project STAR Attendance Percentage Rate
Comparisons for the 1980-81 School Year



APPENDIX F -1

COmparison of School'Attendance Percentage Rates for the 1980-31 School Year

BLOCK/SKILLS REINFORCEMENT CLASSES (GRADE 7) VS. TOTAL GRADE 7

School N
BloCk/Skills Reinf. Total Grade 7
Studlits Grade 7 Students

Block/Skills Reinf.(Crade 7)
Minus Total Grade Students

A. B. Hart 66 77.04% 71.21% +5,83

A. Hamilton 58 82.40% 82.60% ,20

Audubon 1 63 75.62% 73.79% +1.83
*

C. Shuler 48 '.85.40% 83.82% +1.58

Central 74 79.82% 75.51% +4.31
. r

C. Eliot 48 84.82% 83.41%
lb

+1.41

C. Mooney SO 80.11% 79.92% +1.96

C. Westropp
/

63 85.48% 79.37% +6.11

Empire SO 78.61% 71.42% +7.19

F. D. Roosevelt 4S 85.85% 82.04% +3.81

H. E. Davis 55 76.10% 74.03% +2.07

J. Gallagher S3 68.50% 78.05% +9,55 )

,...../

Lincoln
.

62 75.46% 77.58% -2.12.

M. Spellacy * * * *

H. L. King 49 65.97% 66.07% - .10

W. T. Herrick 9 70.35% 67.70% +2.65

N. Hale 54 76.49% 77.44% - .95

N. Baker 62 ,_ 82.76% 82.07% + .69

.
P. Henry , 83.12% 80.09% +3.83

R. Jamison
MD

T. Jefferson S7 78.47% 77.58% + .58

W. Young

W. Wright SO 81.36% 80.02% +1.34

Willson SS 82.93% 83.21% + .28

Grand Total 1161 79.33% 78.37% + .96
.

. ,

JAttendamce-rate.comparisons are presented for public schoops only. Nonpublic school
attendance comparisOns have not been mad, due to the unavailability ofttsystemwide data,

+Attendance data unavailable

!School not served by Block/Skills Reinforcement Class.

"fel 9
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APPENDIX F-2

Comparison of School'Attendance Percentage Rates for the 1980-81 School Year

School

LEARNING CENTER CLASSES(GRADE 7) VS. TOTAL GRADE 7 STUDENTS*

Learning Center Total Grade Learning Center Studialts
N Students Grade 7 Students Minus Total Grade 7 Students

A. B. Hart 61 75.38 -... 71.21 4.17

A. Hamilton 15 83.63 82.60
f 1.03

Audubon .
47 76.17 73.79 2.38

C. Shuler 29 88.68 83.82 4.86
-..

central 53 74.48 75.51 - 1.03

C. Eliot 16 74.83 83.41 - 8.58

C. Mooney 32 85.08 79.92 5.16

C. Westropp 17 81.28 79.37 1.91

Empire 39 74.85 71.42 3.43

P. D. Roosevelt 23 77.26 82.04 - 4.78

H. E. Davis 5 70.47 74.03 - 3.56

J. Gallagher 8 68.37 MOS - 9.68

Lincoln 31. 73.53 77.58 L 4.05

N. Spollacy 61 86.13 86.71' -

M. L., sing 47 75.68 66.07

,N. T. Herrick 14 72.26 4- 67.70 . 4.56

N. Hale 46 , 80.63 77.44 3.10

N. Raker 3 60.67 82.07 -21.40

P. Henry 19 68.31 80.09 -11.78

R. Jellison '28 89.01 , 87.93 1.08

T. Jefferson 21 82.19 ' 77.58 4.61

W. YoUng 7 73.00 91.42 -18.42

W. Wright 34 83.21 80.02 + 3.19

Willson 11 84.66 83.21 1.45

Grand Total 667 79.17 78a17 :80'

a

I

-0.

#Attendance rate comparisons are presented for public schools only. Nonpublic school
attendance comparisons have not been made due to the unavailability of systemwide data.
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APPENDIX F-3

Com artson-of School'Attendance Porcenta.ts Rates for the 1980-81 School Year

I' o

DARNING CENTER CLASSES(GRADE S) VS. TOTAL GRADE S STUDENTS#

School
Learning Center

X ItUde ts Gtade 8
Atal Gradd8

Students
Learning Center Students-

-,Minus Total Grade 3 Students

A. B. Hart 8 51.65 71.46- -19.81

A.,Hamilton 38 84.20 82.62 * 1.58
.

Audubon '85 .76.68 23.84 + 2.84

C. Shuler' 21 . 85.66 82.00 N + 3.66

Central 48 75.71 75.48 4, .23

C. Eliot 40 85.07 81.89 + 3.18.

C. Mooney 11 80.33 76.88 +3.48
,

C. Westrop? 18 73.11 76.26 - 3.15

Empire 28
0

80.00
...,

N, 71.54 + 8.46

F: Roosevelt 59 78.02 - 2.24,
,76.26

''''t

H. E. Davis 39
R

. 75.96' 71.69 + 4.27

J. Gillagher 60 78.93 75.00 + 3.9

Lincoln 71 73.14. 73.61 - .47

M. Spellacy 10 83.09 84.51 + 1.42

M. L. King 0 68.96 62.54 + 6.42

M. T. Herrick, 50', 73.93 67.70 + 6.23

N. Hale . 6i 83.87 75.09 + 8478

Ir\
3

N. Baker 43 87.05
. ,

82.80 + 4.25

P. Henry 74 76.36 97 '- 1.41

R. Jamison 73 90.06 87.72 + 2.34

T. Jefferson 44 , 79.58 73.94 +ZS:64

W. Young 25 87.72 88.42 - .70

W. Wright 32 80.39 77.40 + 2.99

Willson .40 79.40 78.56 . + .84

Grand Total 1028 79.03 76.77 + 2.26

'Attendance rate comparisons aro presented for public sch001s'only. Nonrublic school
attendance comparisons have-not Ueen made due to the unavailability of systemwide data.

-157 -
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APPENDIX P-4
N

'Comparison of School'Attendance Percentage Rates for the 1980-81 School Year

LEARNING CENTER CLASSES(GRADE D)'VS. TOTAL GRADE 9 STUDENTS#

School N
Learning Center
Students Grade 9

Total Grade
Students

9 Learning Center Students
Minus Total Grade 9 Students

A. B. Hart 4 58.16 70.33 - 12.17

A. 'Hamilton 4 80.75 78.74 + 2.01

Audubon' 1 45.00 67.02 - 22.02

C. Shuler 12 70.70 79.43 - 8.73

Central 8 83.89 73.88 + 10.01

4:. Eliot 9 82.38 79.52 + 2.86

C. Mooney 5 84.32 71.78 + 12.54

C. Nestropp 25 85.51 79.99 + 5.60

Empire 0

F. D. Roosevelt 18 60.86 76.11 - 15.25

A. E. Davis 11 75.96 66.13 + 9.83

J. Gallagher 0

Lincoln 36 76.62 74.52 + 2.10

M. Spellacy '10 85.77 87.71 - 1.94

M. L. Xing 12 53.59 58.87 - 5.28

M. T. Herrick 1 58.00 e 64.10 - g.10

N. Hale 19 72.28 , 70.19 : + 2.09

N. Baker 3 84.50 80.01 .4' 4.49

P. Henry 21 83.66 75.39
. + 8.27

R. Jamison 42 89.12 84.07 + 5.05

T. Jefferson 3 ,,,,. 84.50 72.07 + 12.43

W. Young 1 63.58 86.94 - 23.36

W. Wright 3 86.67 77.30 -' 9.37

Wilson 7 87.86 80.37 - 7.49

Grand :Total 225 76.78 74.03 + 2.75

IlAttendance,rate comparisons are presented for public schools only. Nonpublic school
attendance comparisons have not been made due to the unavailability of systemwide data.

Cad not serve Grade 9 students.

-158 -
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APP XX ..G -

Title I Project STAR -Achievem t. Test and Attendance 'Results for
School Years 976-77 through 1980-81

9
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APPENDIX G-1
."

Achievement Test,and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 throug\1980-81

VOCABULARY \

.

Year Cr.
I I

Description of Treatment

.

Test NI
i Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)
X Post NCE

JSpripg Norms)

-

Actual X.
NCE Gain'

ATTENDANCE
RATE (STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)'

1976-77

_

7 Block' Classes.- Students were provided with CTBS

Level 3
Form:

S-Post
(40 items).

,

-

274. 24.08

,.,

30.:05

.

%

\ ,

.

.

+5.97

1

+5.2%

,d

one period (approx. 45 min.) each of reading/
English, social studiesmathemitics, and
skills reinforcement instruction daily. The-T-Pre
first three subjects were alyays scheduled
consecutively in a three period block. A
certificated teacher Or Team Leader) acted

'

es the student's homeroom teacher and cgor-
dinated instruction in each of the above
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics
teachbr assumed major responsibility for

instruction, while educi=---:
.

mathematics an
tional aide provided support assistance
during all Block Class activities.

,

,

1977-78

,'

'

7 Block Classes - Treatment was identical to CTRS
Level 3 .

Form:

S-Pre
and
Post
(40 items)

276

.

28.03 33.90 / +5.87 +4.5%
0.

1 ,

that offered during 1976-77. 'A description-
of the treatment appears above. .

, ,

..)

1978-79 7

.

Block .Classes - Treatment was identical to CTRS.
Level 3
Form:

S-Pre
and

Post

(40 items)'

211

.

30.33 33.63

.

+3.30

.

+4.3%
that offered during 1976-77 add 1977-78.
Refer to the 1976-77 Description of Treat.

sent,.

z

.

154

'The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.
@Objective criterion-at least a 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976-77 6 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79, 79-80, 6 80-81).

ti
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APPENDIitG-2(Cont'd)

Achievement Test and Attendance Results f414School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

VOCABULARY

Year Gr.

.

r
.

, Descrition of Treatment

.

.

Test Ni
X Pre NCE

Fall Norms

.

-

X Post NCE

Srin: Norms

_

Actual X
NCE Caine

ATTENDANCE
RATE(STAR
MINUS TOTAL

STUDENTS)
1979-80

°

7

'

Block Classes - Both reading/English and SDRT
Brown
Level

Form A
(40 items)

J

.

SDRT
Brown

Level .

Form A
(40,items)

354

244

28.29

32.66

36.09

32.65

+7.80

.

.

- .01

- .2%

,

. -5.5%

.

Social studies/skills reinforcement instruc-
tion were increased to two periods (approx.
90 min.). Each twAperiod subject was sched-
uled consecutively with the Team Leader
only assuming instruction'in his/her area of
certification (i.e., either English or sociel
studies). ,During social studies. non-piojedt

teachers assisted the Mai Leader daily,whilt
programmed reading teachers daily offered'
assistance to small groups of students during
English. Team leaders also provided support
to students in their vocational education
classrooms. Project aides continued to as-
sist team leaders during all program ,,,

...

activities.
. .

Learning ceAter - Students were provided with
one period (45 minutes) of programmed reading
assistance daily. Instruction is conducted
by a project teacher who supervises One of
five reading programs (i.e., New Century,
Communication Skills, High Intensity,
Hoffman, or Educational Development Lab).

4

4

.

'The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full. school year.(Objective criterion-it least a 2.00 NCE mean gain (1974-77 4 77 -78) and 4.00 NCB mean gain (1978-79, 79-80, 80-81).
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APPENDIX G-3 (Cont'd) '

Achievement Testiand.Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1280-81

)' VOCABULARY

Year Cr. .

Description of 'treatment Test NI

X Pre NCE

gall Norms)
X Post NCE.

(Spring Norms)
Actual X
NCE Caine

ATTENDANCE
RATECSTAR
MINUS TOTAL
mums)
,-9.9%

,

.

1979-80
(Cont'd)

8

.

Learning Center-Treatment was identical to SDRT
Brown ...

Levels
Form A
(40 items y

80

.

,

33.16

,

30.98* -2.18
that offered to ade 7 Center participants.
Refer to prey s description.

1980-81 7

.
r.

7

IL

Block Classes -Both reading/English and SDRT
Brown
Level

Form A
(40 items)

-It

SDRT
Brown
Level .

Form A

249

r

1'99

31.08

.

.

o

34.61

32.04

.

.

.

lt.

35.41

.

-
.

+ .96 ,

Jr

.
.

%

+ .80

+ .9%

.

.

+ .8%

social studies skills reinforcement instruc-
tion was reduced to one period (or 45 min.
per subject). The subjects continued to be
schedulea"consecutively in one room. Team
Leaders no longer assumed primary responsi-
bility for instruction in these subjects.
These classes were taught by non-project
`teachers with team leaders and aides provid-
ing support' assistance. Teamleaderealso
provided selected students with reading skill
tutorial assistance during their elective
periods. Beginning with-the second semester,
Team Leaders and aides were removed from the

English/social studies classrooms and pro-
vided project studehts with one period (45
min.) okreadinelvd study skills instruction
daily during the student's elective periods.

.
%

Learning Center - Treatment was identical to
that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7'Center parti-
cipante. Refer to 1979-80 description.

fThe samples, include only those pUblic school students who
!Objective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain.
*Because spring norms are not ayailable at the eigth grfide
eighthgrade post scores.

158

received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.

level. ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret the
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APPENDIX G-4 (Cont'd)

Achievemeet Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1930-81

wicAnOLARY

..'

'.Year Gr. Description of Treatmeit .

1980 -81

(Cont'd)

8

9

Learning Center - Treatment was identical

to offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center, parti-
cipants. 'Refer td 1979-80 description.

Learning Center.- Treatme s identical to
that offered to 1979-80 G .17 Center.

participants:, Refer to '1979 -80 description.

a

Test NI

SDRT
Brown
Level

Fors A
(40 items)

SDRT
Brown

Level

Form A
(40 items)

249

118

i Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)

36.44

32.75

post NCE
(Spring Norms)

34.39

37.23

Actual

NCE GairiP

-2.05

+4.48

ATTENDANCE
RKTE&TAll
MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTg,

t2.3t

+2-.

lThe samples include only those public school students who
@Objective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE moan gain.
Because Spring norms are not available at the eigth grade
eighth grade post scores.

*Because Spring norms are not available at the ninth 'grade
ninth grade post scores.

160

received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.

level, ninth grade Fall norms-were used to interpret the
v

level, ninth gra Fall. norms were used to interpret post
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APPENDIX G-5

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81
r

READING COMPREHENSION

Year Cr. Description of Treatment Test NI
i,Pre NCE
(Fall Norms

X Post NCE

(Spring Norms)
Actual X
NCE Gains

ATTENDANCE
RATE(STO
MINUS 'TOTAL
STUDFNT5

1976-77 7

.

Block Classes - Students were provided with CTBS

Level 3

Form: a
T-Pre n'

S-Post
(45 items)

274 24.26

,

29.42

..

°

+5.16 +5.2%one period (approx. 45 Fin.) each of reading/
English, social studies; mathematics, and
skills reinfaieement instruction daily. The
first three subjects were always scheduled
consecutively in a three period block. A
certificated teacher (or Team Leader)
acted as the student's homerook teacher and
coordinated instruction in each of the above
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics
teacher assumed major responsibility for

mathematics instruction, while an educa-
tional aide provided support assistance
during all Block Class activities.

1977-78, 7
./..

Block Classes - Treatment was identia/to . CTBS
Level 3
Form:
T-Pre

and
S-Post

(45 items)

279

....i

26.01 30.99

...

-

+4.98 +4.5%

.

that offered during 1976-77. A descr tion
of the treatment appears above.

'

1978-79 7

.

Block Classes - Treatm t was identical to CTBS
Level 3
Form:
T-Pre

and
S-Post
(45 items),

211

*-.

27.56 30.89

.

+3.33 +4.3%that offered during 1 0-77 and 1977-78. Re-
for to the 1976-77 scription of treatment.

/

't

r

.

The samples include only those public school stcdunts who received STAR instructional treatment for a Lull school year;0 ,Objective criterion-at least a 2.00 PCB mean gain(1976.77 4 1977-78) and 4.00 NCE mean ggin(1978-79,79-80,6 80-81).

162 1.63
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APPENDIX .G-6 (Cont'd)

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976,77 through 1980-81

READING COMPREHENSION

.Year Gr.

.

Description of Treatment .

V

Test NI

a

i Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)

X
_4
Post NCE

(Sprig Norms)
Actual k
NCE Gain°

ATTENDANCE
RTE(STAR
MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)% .

1979-80

0

7 Block Classes -Both reading/English and SDRT .

Brown
Level

336 26449 31.54

. - .

+5.05 - .2%

r

social studies /`skills reinforcement instruc-

tion were,increased to two periods (approx.
90 min.). Each two period subject was
scheduled consecutively with the Team

Form A
(60 items)

. Leader cal), assuming instruction in his/
.

.

her area of certification (i.e., either .
,

.

English or social studies). During social

studies, non-project teachers assisted team

. .

leaders daily, while programmed reading
teachers daily offered assistance to small

.

.

groups of students during English. Team
leaders also provided support to students

.

,/
.

in their vocational education classrooms.
Project aides continued to assist team
leaders during all program activities.

7 Learning Center-Students were provided with SDRT 219 , 30.12 31.99 +1.87 -5.5%
one period (45 minutes) of programmed read- Brown --

. ing assistance daily. Instruction is con-

ducted by a project teacher who supervises-
one of four reading programs (i.e., New
Century., Communication Skills,-.High Inten-

Level

Form A ,,

(601tems) ,

sity, Hoffman, or Educational Development ,
s

Lab).
+

8 Learning Center - Treatment identical to 1 SDRT

Brown

66, 27.54 , 25400-- ' -2.56* -9.9%
that offered to Grade 7 Center participants.

'Refer to-previous description. Level

Form A°

(60 items)
.

.

. . .._.
.

._.
_

tThe sample includes only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.
lObjective criterion-at least a 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976-77 4 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79, 79-80, 6 80-81).
*Because Spring norms are not available at the-the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall,norms were used to interpretthe eighth grade post scores.
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APPENDIX G-7 (Cont'd)

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1930-81

READING-GCMPREIIENSION

.Year Gr.
Description Of Treatment Test Nil

X Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)

-
X Post NCE

(Spring Norms)

,

-
Actual X
NCE Gain!'

ATTENDANCE
RATE(STA'R
MINUS IOTA
STURNTS):1980-81

7 Block Classes -Both reading/English and SORT 704 27.39 '26.89 - .50 + .9%social "stales skills reinforcement instruc- Brown
,tion wAS reduced to one period (or 45 min.

per subject). The'subjtcts continued to be
scheduled consecutively in one room. Team

Level

Form A
(40 items)

,

Leaders no lOnger assumed primary responsi-
bility for instruction in these subjects.

-These classes were taught by non-project
teachers with ;eau leaders and aides provid-
ing support assistance. Team leaders also
provided selected students witb reading skill
tutorial assistance during their elective
periods. Beginning with the second semester,
Toms Leaders and aides' wort removed from the
English/social studies classrooms and pro-. -

vided project students with one period (45 -

min.) oreading and ltudi skills instruction
daily during the student's ftictive ueriods. ,

7 Learning Center - Treatment was identical to SDRT 394 31.75 33,45 + 1.70 + .8%that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center parti- Brown `

.

cipants. Refer to 1979=80 description. Level '. 1

Form A----

,
i'

,

IThe samples include only those public school stUdents who received STAR instructional treatment or a full school year.!Objective criterion-at least a 4.00'NCE mean gain.
,Becausb.Spring norms are not available at the eigth grade level; ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret theeighth grade post scores.

=; 'Because Spring norms are not available at the ninth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interuret post,nintIt grade post scores.
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APPENDIX G-8 (Cont'd)

Achievement Test and Attendance Results
for School Year ;1976 -77 through 1980-81

READING COVPREIIENSION

Year Gr. Descri.tion of Treatment Test Ni
i Pre NCE

Fall Norms
X Post NCE

S Tin Norms
Actual X
WE Gobi'

ATTENDANCE
RATE(STATZ

MINUS IOTA
STUDENTS

1980-81

(Cont'd)

.

'

k

.

.

8

,

9

Learning Center - Treatment was identical SDRT'

Brown

Levell1P

FormdA
(40 items)

SDRT
Brown
Level

Porm A
(40 items)

2

.

661

119

V
.

33.33

.

30.79 ,

. -

J

.

.

1

.

.

31.39*

Al2.47**
.

.

.

"

.

.. *

V

-1.94

.

+1.68

+ 2.3%

+ 2.8%

.

to offered to 1'979-80 Grade 7 Center parti-
cipants. Refer to 1979-80 description.

,

-
-----------....,

Learning Center - Treatment was identical to
,that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center
articipants. Refer to 1979-80 description.

.
.

,

.
'

r

,

.

.

,

iTho samples include only those public school studonti who
0Objecttve criterion-at least a 4.00 NCB mean gain!
*Becausb Spring norms are not available at'the eigth grade
eighth-grade post scores.

**Because Spring norms are not ayailabi'e at the ninth grade
ninth grade'post scores. 4

4

168

received STAR instructional treatment for., full school year.

'revel, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret the

level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret post
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APPENDIX G-9

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

MAIIIEMATICS COMPUTATION

Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test NI

i Pre NCE

fFal1 Norms)

_

X Post NCE

(Spring Norms)

.

Actual X.

NCE Gain!

ATTENDANCE
RATE(STAR
MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS

1976-77 7 Block Clas_ses- Students were provided with CTBS

Level 3

Fora:

T-Pre
S-Post

(48 items)

274

. .

**--
32.30

r-

.

\\

40.74

.

.

+8.44

.

+5.2%

t

onc7,17:ei-od (agsgpx. 4S min.) each of reading/
English, sociaintudies, mathematics, and
skills reinforcement instruction daily. The
first three subjects were always scheduled

.

consecutively in a three period block. A
certificated teacher (or Team Leader)
acted as the student's homeroom teacher and
coordinated instruction in each of the above
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics teaches
assumed major responsibility for mathematics
instruction, while an educational aide pro-
vided support assistance during all Block
Class, activities.

1977-78 7

,

Block Classes - Treatment was identical X0 GIBS
Level 3 .

Form:

S-Pre
and

Post '
(48 items)

271 34.93

.

42.38

--

+7.544

.

e

+4.5%
that offered during 1976-77. A description
of the treatment appears above.

1978-79

J

7 Block Classes - Treatment was identical to CTBS

Level 3

Form:

S-Pre .

and
Post

items)

4 -4-.---

233 36.20

.

41.36 +5.16

.
.

:

+4.3%
,

.

that offered during 1976-77 and 1977-78. Re-
for to the 1976 -77 Description of Treatment.

'

-(48

.

# The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full var.
I Objective criterion-at least a 2:00 NCE mean gain(1076-.77 $ 1977-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978 -79).
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APPENDIXG-io(Cont,d)

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION

Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test NI
X Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)
X Post NCE

(Spring Norms)

-
Actual X
NCE Gain'

ATTENDANCE

ftATE(STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STHDFNTI

1979-80

-

7

4

Block Classes and Learning Center -Mathema- N/A

N/A --

.

--

--

)

treatment

--

.,

.

for a full

__

.

.

year.

tics computation instruction was no puler a
responsibility of STAR personnel. (Project
students obtained such instruction:" A part
of the general school program. Co gently,
student achievement as not evaluat

Alock Classes and Learning Center - Maths,
1980-81

,

7
8

4

9

matics computation achievement was not
evaluated. Refer to explanation appearing
1979-80.

.

.

'
.

s.

.

.

,
.

'I Rh. eamniwe inrInAA nnlv these nnta c school students who received STAR instructional
"Objective criterion-at least 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976 -77 4 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79).
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APPENDIX G-11

Achievement TestAnd Attendance Results for Schtbl Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING)

Near G . Description of Treatment
.

Test NI
X Pre Raw

Score

-

X Post Raw

Score

-

Actual X
NCE Goin8

ATTENDANCE
RATE (STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)

1976-77 7 Block Classes -Students were provided with
717.Ttiii.P7TiFprox. 45 min.) each of reading,
English, social studies, mathematics, and
skills reinforcement instruction daily. The
first three subjects were always scheduled
consecutively in a three period block. A
certificated teacher (or Team I Leader)acted
as the student's homeroom teacher and co-
ordinated instruction in each of the above
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics
teacher assumed major responsibility for

mathematics instruction, while an educe=
tional aide provided support assistance
during all Block C4ps activities.

EST
Test A*

277 23.58

$

.

a

30.,05

.
.

.

+6.47

t=11.53
plc05

+5.2%

.

1977-78

.

7 Block Classes -.Treatment was identical to EST

Test A*
290 24.08 29.30 +5.55

t=7.46
p<. .05

+4.5%that offered during 1976-77, A descrip-
tion of the treatment appears above.

1978-70 7 Block Classes _Treatment was identical to EST
Tost A,

199 25.91

_

29.89

s,...

+3.98

t=4.27
p, .05

+4.3%that offered during 1976-77 and 1977-78.
Refer to the 1976-77 description of treat-
ment.

1979-80

.

7 !dock Classes-.Both reading/English and EST

Test A*
.288 26.32 30.27

.

+3.95

t=11.62
p<, .05

- .2%.

'

social studies/skills reinforcement instruc-
tion were increased"to two periods. (approx.
90 min.) Each two period subject was
scheduled consecutively with the team
leader only assuming instruction in his/her
area of certification (i.e., either English
or social studies). During social studies

-'t------------
* The Everyday Skills Test (ESTI in reading contains a total of 45 items
e Objective criterion-

significant increase (114.05) in pre/post EST reading mean raw scoresThe samples include only those students who received STAR skills reinforcement . nstruction for a full school year.

114 tri

a

o de
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.APPENDIXG-12cent'd).

Achievement' Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 190-81

EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING
4k.

.Yeaf Gr. Description of Treatment Test NI

X Pre Raw

Score,

X Post Raw

Score
Actual X

NCE Gail

ATTENDANCE
RATE (STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)

.

1979-80
(Cont'd)

1

non-project teachers assisted Team Leaders
daily, while programmed reading teachers

daily offered assistance to small groups ofe
students during English. Team Leaders also
provided support to students in their
vocational education classrooms. Project
aides continued to assist team leaders
during all program activities.

.

g

.

-

,

A

.

:

1979-80 7

8.
8

Learning 'Center-EST testing was not conduc- N/A . .

.0 re

-- -- 1

a
ted because the STAR curriculum did not
include skills reinforcement instruction for
Grade 7 and 8 Learning Center participants.

.

1980-81

/

7, Block Classes -Both reading/English and, EST

Test A
*

.

708

-----

.

2$.48

.

4I.

28.98

-

0 +3.50 .

t.10.54

Pc.05

CI

.

+ .9%

.,

4

;Oa tudiesTICs/skills reinforcement instruc-
tion waszeduced to one period (or 45 Mn.
per subject). The'subjects continued to be
scheduled consecutively in one room. Team
Leaders no longer assumed primary responsi-
bility for instruction in these subjects.
These classes were taught by non-project
teachers with Team Leaders and aides pro-
viding support assistance. Team Leaders
also provided selected students with reading
skill tutorial assistance during their
elective periods. Beginning with the second
semester, Team Leaders and aides were removed

from the Efiglish/social studies classrooms and

provided project students with one period(45'
min) of reading and'study skills instruction
daily during, the student's elective periods.

The Everyday Skills Test (EST) in reading contains a total of 45 items.
P1)jecitve criterion-sienificant ,1)-4.05) in pre/post EST reading mean raw scores.
The samples include only those studenteiho received STAR skills reinforcement instruction for a full school year.

1.76

I 63

177.



APPENDIX G-13

Achieiremeqt Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

Year Cr.

1r -Now

, Description of Treatment Test NO
X Pre NCE

,;(Fall Norms)

X Post NCE

-(Sprini. Norms)

t

Actual X

NCE Gain

ATTENDANCE
RAMSTAR
MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)1976-77'

4

7

40

.

, Block Classes -Students were provided with EST
TeSt Et'

,

.

EST
Test B 1

309

.

269

25.31 -

'

714. 6

35.27

.

,
,

.

P 24.68

.

+9.76

.

.

.

4

+5.62,
.

+5.2%

.

i

+4.5%

,

'.

,

,

.

one period (appmox.45 min,) each of reading/
English, social studies, mathematics, and

- Allis feinforceirent instruction daily.
The #rst three subjects were always
scheduled consecutively in a three period
blo5k. A certificated_ teacher (or Team
Leader) acted as the student's homeroom

teacher and coordinate4 instruction in'eace
of the above mentioned subject areas. A
mathemfitics teachdr assumed major responsi-
bil.ity for mathemati'S instruction, while
an educational aide provided support assist-
ante during all Block Class actiVities,

1977-78
,

Block Classes -Treatment identical to that
offered during 1976-77. A description of
the treatment appears above.

,

1978.-29 7 Block Classes -Treatment identical to that ESTI
Test 11'

. 197
..,

19.09

.

. 21.88 '4.2.79 . +4.3%-gffered during 1976-77 and 1977-78. Reker
to"the 1976-77 description of treatment.

1979 -80 7 Block Classes -Both reading/Englih and EST
Test 8*

.

.

t

274

01

'

20.99 -

t

, #

.22.01
.

.

+1.02 +4.3%

.

,

.

social studies/skills reinforceient instruc-
tion were increased to two petiods. (Approx.'
90 min.). Etch two period subject was,
scheduled consecutively with the team
leader.only assuming instruction in his/her
area of certification (i.e., either English
or social studik. During social studies,

a

The Everyday Skills Test (EST) is Study Skills contains's total of SO items.
The samples include only those students who receividSTAR skills reinforcement instrixtion for a full school year.Objective'criterien-at least a 4.00 NCB mean gain. '

fi

1 7 (i



APPENDIX G-14

r.

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

Year

.

Gr.

.

Description of Treatment Test Ni"

-

X Pre NCE

(Fall Norms)

- ,

X Post NCE
Spring Norms)

. -4
Actual X
NCE Gaihe

ATTENDANCE
RATE (STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS)

4979-80
(Cont'd)

,

NC

7

7

8

4

9
,"

non-project teachers assisted team leaders
_.daily, while programmed reading teachers

daily offered assistance to small groups of
students during English. Team leaders also
provided support to students in their voca-
tional education classrooms. Project aides
*continued to assist team leaders during all

orogram activities. 4

Learning Center-EST testing /as not conduc- N/A --

,

.

.

t.
--

. _

5

1

'

--

-

.

.

,

--

,

.

,

--

.

ted because the STAR curriculum did not
Include skills reinforcement instruction
for Grade 7 and 4 Learning Center partici-

pants. - ,

080-81

..,

b

.

,

.

7

.

.

4
.

.

,i
,

.

,block classes -Both reading/English and

'-

EST

Teat B*.

f

, :1
. .

-7 x

668

,

,4 '

4

21.80

-

,

.

.?

.

.

22.81

-

.

,

.

+1.01

.

4

----,-

,

.

0

.

:

°

social studies skills reinforcement instru-
tion was reduced to One period (or 45 min.
per subject). The subjects continued to be
scheduled consecutively in one room. Team'
Leaders no longer assumed primary fesponsi7
bility for inftrpetion in these Supjects.
These classes were )aught by non-project
teachers with Team eadiar and aides providl
ing support assistance. Team Leader also
provided selected students with reading
skill tutorral Assistance during their elec.-

. tive periods. Beginning with the second
semester, team leaders mnd aides were re-
moved from the English/sociS1 studies class-
rooms and nroWded project students with one
period of reading and study skills instruc-

, tion dir during the students electives.

f

The Everyday Skills Test (EST) in Study Skills contains d tail of SO items.

The sample; include only those students who received STAR skills reinforcement Instruction0 Objectica briterion-at least a 4.00 NCB mean gains.-

I

'.1OU

for a full school year.,'

1 8.1
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APPENDIX ,I-1'

Pupils Served and Per Pupil Cost in Project STAR
from 1976-77 through 1980-81

67-

PROJECT
YEAR

TOTAL TITLE I
EXPENDITURE

NUMBER
PUPILS SERVED

PER PUPIL
COST O

1976-77 $ 867,728 864 $ 1,004

1977-78 $ 912,523 892 $ 1,023

1978-79 $ 1,134,284 1,256 $ 903

1979-80 $ 2,549,470 3,110 $ .820

1980-81 .$.3,043,089- 4,123 '$ 741

4

-175-
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APPENDIX I

Title I Project STAR Survey Questionnaire
Summaries for 1980-81'

b

1. Publtic. School Project Teachers
2. Non Public. School Project Teachers
3. Educational Aides

,4. Public School. Parents
S. Non-Public School Pare4ts
.6. Block Skills Reinforcement Students
7. Learning Center Students
8. Non-Public Students

/*-

0

. -176-
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CLEvElAND PUMIC SCHOOLS
f APPENDIX I-1

P.scarch snd Ntnelopmc.:A.

June7-11MI

l'280-81 t ITOJECT SlAn CLASSES

Survey of Project Teichars

4
N=42

SCHCOL o DATE

1. TEAC1 ING ASSIGNMENT

Please indicate your current teaching sissignIreht

\-x, of the description tick applies.

37% Block (Skills Reinforcement)

7% No Response

y placing a 11X" in front

37% Learning Center A

1% Learning Center B

24S Learning Center C

2. PROTECT ODESATIONS I
a. Did ycu encoarter difficulty scheduling students into yeta Project

STAR classes?

I w

64% Yes

.If ItYes'', desorite the difficulties you experienced. ...Sudents, strongly__
objected to being arbitrarily removed from their elective classes..,Students

was made.
No help obtained from Guidance Dept., teacher had to schedule all students
'into center.

. How were the difficulties listed above rsolvr.d? (lf,they iceo?

retolved, please explain why).

Teacher and 'aide had to get permanent record card, review scores and schedule

studints...Student resentment fingered several weeks until they realized

that they were not going bgekte their elective clas..Everyone felt it was
someone else's responsibility to riT1-1firCenter to cafiraTi7.

tie Did yen find it necessary to rage adjusLnent_ in yc,ur ti'ach4ug 7.s.a W.

-result of the grealer'heteragepous racial to.osition students

within your STAR, classes?

36% No

t1,11,411.11 -a 1 IYI I N /

7% Ken 4- 93% v0

.
If "Yes'', briefly descri'oe natufe,of the sd,istrl'ents chat were mode in

Y;ur teaching.
/

L had to use a wider range of materiai...Introduced games as a means of

getting all stodents adonainted with each other...West Side students are
--t

_slifficult to motivate and their absentee rate from school amazinc.

1 S.

6

V



9

I.

APPIINDIX I-1 (CO1r1)

FOR IILOCI: (OR SKIfit. kl.INFORC.1.:11Nr) TLAciu.R.; wax

N=16,
c. How wold you rat' the value of the following operationil features ofthe project in tares of promoting student learning?

Block teacher's presence in
the inglish Classtoom

Block teacher's presence in
thcsogial studies classroom

Meetings held with your STAR
team (i.e., involving the
block teachers resource
teachers and aide)
t=

d. What effect did the wont' rercster
oreani7ationAl clang? (i.e., from

black to skills reinforcement
classes) hart os,the quality of instruc-

tional assistance you could provide to )ottr STAR studont?

liSsenti,1

25%

Much
Value

38%

Somc
Value

25%

Little or
No Value

12%

No
Response

25% 38%

31%

19% 12%. 6%

19% 31% 6% 3%

31% 31%,
....§1.-- III- 191very 44 no way Novpositive positive effect negative negative

.

. Response
. Briefly, do:crib° how tha ahan:e affected tho instructional

assistauco you were able to provide to your STAR studeurs.

Able to work with students in smaller groups and could con-
centrate on skills instead -61 subject areas...Change hinderedetnitiftrit transfer of rho learnefLakille

to azademic.S.Vhiects.

.e thaecffect did tLet secottd4semester orpnizational charts.* (i.e., fretblock to skills roiaforement classes)
have on paur.742 studerts'

learnthg?

371 31% 6%
Ve77-7 nn

.positive pOsftivo effect A 1pgativo

13%

very

negative

13%
No
Response,

Briefly, describe how the change influenced \.our STAR students'
leArnirc.-

Aaletqprcj.demore Imbediate feedback...Pace of instruction

and content was more adapted to each student's need...Many

students resented having to constantly work on worksheets

f. Indicate how many of your STAR students'
parents ecte=anieJted to yew

their feelings regarding the organizational change.

82 (er_211.,:out of a total of 684 Parents

Of those who cocrnnieated their.feelings
to you, ',hat perecntat:claf

of such parent cocsAunication.conld
be classified in each of thu

categories listed below?

SO% 13% '
r.0=1:4 7.ZW7177 ,

positivu % mixeJ
feelinns ftelings

-178-

1.85.

4

s A_
Ti;Vi7Tri No
negative Response
feelings
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APPENDIX I-1 (Conr'd)

V

FOR LEARNING CEN1IA! 1EACIICRS 0:14LY

I,1=26

How appropriate was the aMount of time students were required to attend this.

the Learn:ng Center (i.e:, on a daily bLsis during, tho.entirc school year?'

4%

Much Too,
Much Time

31%
A Little
Too Much
Time

61%
About
Right

Too Little Much too

Time Little
Time

.NoRgsponse 1%

Please explain, if your response was other than "About Right".

4

It appeared necessary to do arti3atiecsititie _the Neu Century proeram

the same lab format becamemenotomous...More_Lelevanco tn nthor crhnnt

.work so that the student understands the Significanee of the lab work.

Children lost enthusiasm after the first semester..,

t

.EDU:'ATITAL AIDE N=.42 (

pr Aed by your aide? Indiczte

the column which' most closely

.

Roza Than Less Than No

Adequate Adequate Adeqate Response

How ed.equLte were the supporLve services
your responsC by placing a check in

correspor.ds to your opinion. ,

1,

Ability to do assigned work 64% 24% 5% 7%

Willinpness to do assigned work 69% 21 %_ 3%

Quality of actual job performance
I .

..

60% 29% 5% - 6%

f
Comments: Aidoixer the t0241... to ,.0rk...ijuliviAnally with stnaPnts44

, .

Aide did not respect the teacher as her boss...NY aide yas lair! nff 2t the

end of the first semester...This ad a very negative impact op the aualjty

,

of services...

4. 15TTIRTML AIDS

_ Instrgetional materials and supplies (books, work supp etc.) provided

by the project.are: No
Yos NO Response

Appropriate to the learning levels of pro)cct

students 93%

Useful in achieving project oblectivcs

'1*

90%

7%

10%
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APPENDIX I-1 (Cont'd)

4. INSTRUCTIONAL4AIDS - continued

Yes
No

'P No Response

Relevant to the interests of project

students
, p , 90% 7% 3%

4r

Adequate in quantity 83% 12% 5%

-

Comments: ____Th.txt seems to information bf interest to eirls than boys...

ith students attending Centers for five days there is a need_for more materials

in certain comprehension skill areas,...It was very difficult to reproduce whole

workbooks in the Center when additional copies were-WiTE477711-6BITent variety.

S. ATTITUDES. OF FACULTY

, I
In yoUr opinion, what value do,the faculty members in your building
plfce on Project STAR's efforts to improve student reading?

Comments: i nfran fael

6% Essential
43% Much Value'

40% Some Value
7% Little or No Value
4% No Response

feculty-tusiber

have no idea what Learning Center does, we need to introduce what we do to the

4T1ty...Oueside of the department,%a teacher knows little about what I am'doing..

Some.value the program highly, some do not...The faculty has been generally supportive.

Air G. PROJECT INSERVIC EFFECTIVENESS

a.1001ease indicate the total nunber.of project sponsored inservice
. .

meetings which you,attended this year.
.

Av, per teacher a 6 9
'Aserage number of sessions attended by a typical(/-

' public STAR teacher. f ,

how hel did xou
011P

b. In terms of your own classroom instructional need&
fi10, the information that was presented'at ProjecrSTAR ins 'ice

sessions held throughout the year? % ,

f

Very - Somewhat ( Not

) tponse57% Helpful 31%- Helpful 10% Helpful -- Helpful %

c. To what extrit did your classroom instrurtionalapproach change as a
retutt of attending these project sponsored inservice sessions? ,

a

7% A Lot 79% Some 12% Not Much -- None 2% -No Response

187
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APPENDIX I -i (Cont'd)

6. ,PROJEC INSEPVICE rurcirvmsc - continued

d. Iti plannIng for inservice next year, what recommendation %.ould you
make regarding each of the items listed helow?f.

0

. ,
-i

a

JArrease
Continue

As Is Pccrease

Num4er of.sessions offered 26% 62% S%'

Variety-of topics 40% SO%
- Time writ presenting each topic ,17% 71%) 5%
Sessions that provide suggestive
teaching strategies 62% 31%

No

Response

7%

10%

757--

0.1
7%

Please describe additional inservice recommendatiens you would like to see acted
upon.

Mbiedisiussion on reading strategies to help ;;On-readers...Learning Center

students should have more assistance learnine te....take stana4rai4.4.24

meetings designed to meet the needs of the very slow rOderMore concrete inhumation
gaven on various activities to help_motivate

stndents...Themeetings were very helpful.
7. .PROJECT EPECC.TIyENESS ,

a: In your opinion, what single feature of the project has cont:-,ibuted
most to classroom effectivene.s (in terms of improving pupils'

'learning}? .
4 .

.

Small classes and educational aide assistance.. .Ple2abireitainfermat and

structure which allows instruction to be adapted to individual needs...
ll

Sequential progression of skill building provided w the materials,

b. In your opinion, what single factor has been most detriliOntal (or
contributed least) to pupils'1earning?

Lack ofeparental.contact o1 the part of the educational aide...Continual

use of machines, there-is a pointof limiriishjng returns...Poor student

attendance..,Difficulty in motivating students if they know they are not

C.
fgetting cgrade...Lack of variety in format of New Century.
Olat changes would you reema,ctd be m4ac An 1:110 pror.ct to imillove
services offered to students?

HoMeroom with lab teacher for better attendance.AMore connection to
0

subject classroom...Lab services curtaileeto only one semester. Second

semester move students into another area of reading outside the lab...Give
4 -r

grades...The educational aide shourd be responsible for needed_parental

cont4...Make sure students have STAR class written on their schedule when

they receive it at the beclinning of the :semester.

-181-
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APPENDU I-1 (Cont'd)

S.

malla LvrruivmEss - continued

d. Record any additional comonts you would like to make about the

operations of the project.

q1Rgort and assistance) 41.;.v$ stems to be available in this_ptoiect.

I really appreciated the close contact witch program management...I

feel that changing, the Block concept has destroyed to some extent

the basis for the existence of the program. 1,:s) me, changing this

program has. one a great injustice to the learning process of some

of our youngsters. As Transition and STAR have changed in recent

years we have lost many worthwhile aspects of the old program. The

amount of involvement among team leader, aide, and students has been

diluted. We are no longer able to follow-through on application of

skills in the content area classroom...The programming of students

_
into the centers would be a nositiveact The student's attitgdg__

becomes negatIve when,he is pulled frgm a giass. riam most innyliastic

.81041.11LitractillZ-110.1=0._,TAW.97ks!' It has gualmtaatial.UIs

.AffnicietilLancLwAlLtrja,Librslatetingl_lith PCQZ.0 gnment

as yourself to exchange ideas,'successes and failures...Learning,Centers

have the "Dumb Kids" stigma. This should be changed with cooperation from

faculty by "selling" the Center to students who have reading problems...

e

There should be a way to schedule Project STAR classes in one uniform manner.

A very excellent project in determining a child'it level of reading...Problems

were easy to idedilfy because of the,close contact with the sludents...I was

given no traini% during the free two -week period before school began. This

time could have been spent preparing for a program which I know absolutely

nothing. 'Instead we wermexpected to attend make-shift "training sessions"

on Saturdays...I am impressed by the interest the students have in the program.

Despite .the fact that by now many students are begiming to get'hored and

tired...they have been sufficiently motivated throughput the.year.

-182- 8 9
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CLICI.VD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Division of Rese4rch a;
June, 1981

SCHOOL

\ APPENDIX 1-2

Developmont

1980-81 TITLE I PROJECT STAR CLASSES

Survey of Non-PuLlic Project TceCks?'s

N=1S

DATE

1. PROJECT OPEPATIONS

Did you encounter difficulty scheduling students into your Projcct STAR
classet?

53% Yes 47% No
. 4

If "Yes", deAeribe the difficulties you experienced. Some teachers resAted

the kids being taken out for Project STARhelp...The same children were

also assigned to the van and were missing too manz:classes...6-7-8 are

departmentalized.- schedules confliAed.
. How were tue auove resolved? (if they were net

fesolved, please explain why.) .

Rearganizeds were taken nut at different times

during the 5 days thereby missing only one day for any particular subject

2. INTMUCTIONAL AIDS

Instructional raterials and supplies (books, %cork supplies, etc.) provided
by the project axe: No

Yes No Response
Appropriate to the learning levels of project
students t 99%

Useful in achieving projtct objectivAs 100%
\ v. i

Relevant to the interests of project students 100%

Adequate in quantity ,

a

100%

1%

Co'ments: More material.of high -interest/easy reading that would interest

the upper levels would be beneficial...The-Hoffman materials were appropriate

to the_learning levels, but of low interest to thestudents...1 believe tnc

materials' were more th n adeguate...MaterialA are *od! I love the thinking
t.

reasoning workbooks such as Footstep,, Clouds, Dr* Ling, etc:.,. The matt

materials were toesiciple and inadequate. It was necessary to purchase my

own workbooks.

-183- 1 ci 0
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to

,tt

In your opinion, ,.ant value C.o 1!:e faculty *:umbers in your building pi:1de

on Project STAR's\efforts to i.,.provc student lending?

TA_ Essential
33% Much Value

404:-.Some Value
Little or Value

Comments: Most teachers were very receptive to the program... I feel

classroom teachers often find.taking children out of their class more of

a distraction than an aid...The faculty opinions here run'the°gamut of

"very useful" to "get rid 4f it".

4. PrlarICT IN.SERVIO: EFFECTIVENESS

r

a. Please indicate the total number of project sponsored inservice
meetings which you attended, this yeah

7.5 Average number of sessions attended
by a typical non-public STAR teacher

b. Trl tetms of your on classroom instructional needs, hew helpful you
file the infornacion that was presentee at Project STAA irservica
sessions held thmighout;the year?.

Vary Somewhat
60% Helpful 40t, Helpful --- Helpful

Not
Helpful

c. To what extent did your classroom instrictional approach change as a
result of attending these project sponsored inservice se ions?

53% A Lot 67% Some --- Not Much --- Nona

. ).)

d. In planning for inservice next year, what recommendation would you
mike regarding each of the items listed below?

4

Number of sessions offered
Variety of topics
Time spent pr enting each topic

_Sessions that providOuggestivo
teaching strategies

Increase
Continue

As Is' Decrease

13% . 87%
47% 53%

43% -87% _..0

47% 53% '

Please
pon.

describe additional inservice recomienda4ons you would like to.seu acted

14besessions were excellent. Most helpful were the discussions about individualized
.1

instruction...Have all-day meetings every other month instead of half day meetings

%

,every menth...Allow teachers to pick-up and,return metcrials before and after inservice

sessions...Interpretations of standarized test rAults...lietter sessions on diagnosing

math skil)s."

184 -
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APPENDIX 1-2 (Cont'd)

S. PROJECT mrcTimitss

a. In your opinion, what single feature of the project has contributed

most to ciassroom effectiveness (in terms of improving pupils'

learning)?

.41

Individualization of instruction...Working with students in small

.1015.The material provided by the nroj.ect was very effective

in aiding the pupils.,.Ability to adapt to non-public needs without

being hampered by unnecessary regulations...Inservice meetings
b. In your opinion, what single factor has been most detrimental (or

contributed least) to pupils' learning?

Meeting project students five times a week might be too many times

a poor student-has to miss his regular classes...Lack of motivation

on behalf of-the students...Teacher's and principal's attitudes...

c. What changes would you recommend be made in the project to improve the

.tervicls offered to students?

Encourage schools to have STAR as a sulAtituCe for a subject rather

.
than a.*Lan addition to their.regular classes...A lEnadatory parent

4

.4 riesion-SrLasillain....the-psalgram net k, eirrintit r PP-togetherLonzaanize

thcmlith progrim
d. Recory any addltional comments you weu14,_lil-e to.make about

the operations of the project. 4'
t

44

Some Brenta have pulled theirchdldrem out of tl yrnject in hqpes:

that they won't fail, thinking,that if,ghe child is in his home-
/

roam' all day he won't miss anything and therefore pass...The

organization of the project is excellent.../ enjoy working in ).

Project STAR and I've written to to'have'funding kept in

..the"federally funded educational projects...More'Math material's are

ir mded..:Perhaps a more involved report cad should be sent to the

...parents to inform them more adequately...Would rather have inservic6.

meetings in the afternoon...Working in Project STAR was a very

rewardir4experience because I was able to individualize and had avail-

able to me a great deal of material with which to work...I have

thouroughly enjoyed the program and have found individuagzing_ .

.....tszruction challenging.

-185-
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CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Division or Research and Development

IDSO-S1

SCHOOL

APPENDIX 1-3

SURVEY OP EDUCATIONAL AIDES SERVING

TITLE I PROJrCT STAR cLitssrs

N=40

YEARS OF SERVICE

Number of years (including the present
aide in this Project:

year) ,for which you have served as

One Year
20% Two Years

12% Three Years
6g% More Than Three Years

ACTIVITIES OF EDUCATIONAL AIDES

1. Clerical assistance (marking
papers, duplicating materials,
etc.)

2. Helping pupils on an individual
basis.

3. Working with pupils in smallo
groups.

4. Supervising class (during study
sessions, lunch period, etc.)

fa

S. Conferring with parents via
telephone.

6. Conferring with parents via
home visits.

7, Conferring with parents via
.school visits.

8. Conferring with teachers of
pupils in project.

9. Other (please,specify)

the. column below,
check the three activ-

which involve
the greatest amount
of our time.

an

In the column below
check the three ac'
ities which involve
the least amount o:
your time.

17% 14%

4;

4

27% 1%

20% 6%

4% 22%

17%

3% IS%

5% 13%

6% IS%

1% 7%

19,3

(Specify) Taking care of classroom
equipment...keeping lab clean...
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CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS APPENDIX 1 -3 (Cont'd)
Division of Research and Development

1980-By

In a typical week, do any of your assignments ir;cludc arc not related
to Project STAR activities?

SSII Yes 40% No 44 No Response

If "yes"

breakfast assistance,..assist in cafeteria...
,Miture of duties e.g., working in office...staying with tardy students

Average number of periods per week 1/45 periods

IMPORTANCE OF ACTIVITIES

In the column belo7, check the
three activities which you consider
of greatest benefit to the
STAR students.

legr
1. Clerical assistance (marking papers,

duplicating materials, etc.)-

2. Helping pupils on an individual basis.
**,

3. 'Working with pupils in small groups.

4.i Supervising class (during study
sessions, lunch period, etc.)

5. Conferring with Onients via telephone.

6, .Conferring with parents via homiii,visits.
b

74 Conferring with parents viaschcal
visits.

. S. Conferring with teachers of pupils in
Project.

, ,

7%

31%

26%

2%

20%

4%

, 61_
,..

4%

9. Other (Please specify).

.SUPPORTIVE ASSISTANCE

1.0 what extent have the services of the cial workers been of help to you?I

. social

Extremely Very Of Some . Of Little No
....,-

Response.
23% Helpful 45% Helpful 20% Help 10% Help 2% Respon

4. 1

-187_ 94



CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Division-of Research and Development APPENDIX 1-3 (Cont'd)

1980-81

o

What recommendations wotgoipu make that may imprOve upon the support assistance
the social workers provi o STAR class students?

The social workers' should visit the class more often so that the students can get to

know them better...Social workers have done an outstanding iob in meeting the needs

df studAts outside the school environment...WOrking with more students at one time.

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS

What types of additional training and/or information would be of service to
you in your work as a educational aide in this project?,

I would like to receive additional training in dealing with behavior/dispipline

problems...We'Thave received enough training...Inservice training when new material

is to be introduced in the classroon...Workshops aimed at helping us become more

effective in teaching reading

What has been the'greatest problem yodhave encountered in your duties as an
educational aide?

314. Failure to be able to communicate with some parents when it is needed...Student

absentisim...Working with students who are bored after being in the program awhile...

Students who fail to work Up to their potential especially after not being able to

issue report card grades...I haven't encountered any real problemly

What changes would you recommend to improve this project?

-Methods should be devised to have parents take a treater inttreit in their child's

_Prorress...1 would recommend that a Trade be given on the student's report card to

show their achievement ,and _progress in reading...The Desegregation Community

CoordinatTr- should be more involved in our PAC meetings....All aides resume the

responsibility of home visits again...Give students a little more variety because

they complain about doing the lime work after they have been in class a whole

semester.

-188-
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APPENDIX 1-4

Public School Parent. Response Summary

-

Dear A N=S03rent:
he are currently developing plans for next ye4r's Project STAR program. You can help

us in this planning by responding to the questions appearing below. Your response to these
questions should he based upon the and of experiences your son or daughter has had
during the current school year. '1216se answer the questions according to'how you honestly

. $feel about then.

WIT:: YOU COWLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRE HAVE YOUR SON OR DAUGHTER RETURN IT TO'llIS
OR IILR PROJECT STAR TEACHER.

Thank you for your cooperation

2.

4

(INDICATE YOUR RESPONSE CY CIRCLING rqg LETTER 011CH
MUST CLOSELY CORRESPONDS TO YOUR HOLST FFELiNG)

1. Ras you child talked to you about
his/her STAR class this year?

a. Yes 67%

b. No 13%
c.Now didyour seen to feel about

hisiher'STAR ass during the first
school sanest T

a. Seemed very/satisfied.''

b. Seened more or less

c. Undecided.

0

No Response
s. Comparttg-this year toast year.! feel

AY child is doing:

-23%

14%

d. Seemed sari or less dissatisfied. 3%
4*

. Seemed very dissatisfied. * 4%
f. No Response %

S. Do4 did your child aces to feel about 4X-0
his/her STAR class during the second
school semester?

a. Seemed_very satisfied. - J 54%

b. Seemed more or less -s-a:Isafied. 28%

e. Undecided.

d. Seemed more or less dissatisfied.

e. Seemed very dissatisfied.

f. No Response
4. Comparing this year to last year. my

child seems to:

a. be. vary interested in reading. 35%

b. be somewhat interested in reading, 33% .

,:.-''shave *bout the same interest LA:
reading.

d. be somewhat less interested in
reading.

3%

a. bf very uninterested in reading.

f. No RespEnse 1%

a.

b.

much bettor In reading'. 46%

scewhat better in reading. . gra_
5- about the sine in reading. 17%

cl4 somewhat worse in reading. 1%

e. such worse In reading.

f. No Response
Because of the STAR class I feel my'
child is doing:

a. inch better in school this.year
than last year.

%

39%

b. somewhat better in senool this rear
than last Year. 33%

c. about the,sase in school this year
4%. than last year. 23%

d. somewhat worse in school this year

1%
1%

25%

3%

ANY ADDITTOIML COVENTS YOU UAY HAVE REGAZJAC

than last year.

e. much worse in school this year than
last year. 1%

f No Respontb
I feel the STAR class is doing if

a:

b.

cuid.at
good lour in educating my

good job in educiting my child.

c. fair job in educating my child.

d. poor job in educating my child.0

e. very poor job in educating my
le third.

f. No.Responso . .

TEE STAR PROJECT WOULD BE UELPFUL1

-189 -
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APPENDIX 1-4 (Cont'd)

Non-Public Schbol Parent Respons4k1Summaiy

V

Dear Parent:
4e arc currently develop: plans for year's Project STAt protract You can help

us In this plannin: by respondineto the.questlilicaring below. Your response to these
qw,:s4ons should he based upon the kind of experiences your son or daughter has had,
durinc the current school year, ie'ase ansuer the questions according to how you honestly,
feel about thee.

WHEN YOU COMPLETE THIS QUESTIMAIRE HAVE YOUR SON OR DAUGHTER RETURN IT TO 111S
OR IWR PROJCCT STAR TEACHER.

Thank yolDfor your cooperation

IINC/CATE YOUR RESPONSE GY CIRCLISG THE LETTER WHICH
MOST CLOSELY CORRESPONDS TV YOUR HONEST FEELING)

1. Has you child tsIked to you'about
his/her STAR class this year?

a. Yes

b. No

C. No Re';;pculse -Trtim7.
3; Connarrng-tnis year toles yoar.i fool .

mv ;hilt is doing;

a.- much bettor in reading.

b. somwhat better, in reading.

c. about the sane in reading.

d. Somewhat'worso in reading:

e. much worse in reading.

2. licit did your child sic* to feel about
his/her STAR class during the first
school semester?

a. Seemed very. satisfied.

b. Seemed more or lass satisfied

C. Undecided.

iP,S Seemed more or less dissatisfied.

0. Seemed verf dissatisfied.

f. No Response
3. lbw did your child seem to feel about

his/her STAR class during Os second
school semester?

a. Seemed vary satisfied.

-b. Seeped more or less satisfied.

C. Undecided.

4. Seemed, more or less dissatisfied.

e. Seemed very dissatisfied.

f. No Response.
'4. comparing this year to last year

child seems.to:,

V

a.

b.

my

4%
f. No Response 3%

Socause of the STAR class I feel*
child is doing:

52%

36%-

8%

1%

53%

31%'

9%

St

2%

be very interested in reading. 36%

be somewhat interested in reading. 43%

e. have about the same interest in
'reading.

4. be somewhat less interested in
reading.

14%

3%

e. to very uninterested in reading. ' 1%

f. No Reiponse .3%

a. much better in school this year
.than last year. '4.4#

'

b. somewhat better Laxness/ this year
than last yes?. 41%

e. about the same in school
than last year.

- ,

d: somewhat worse in schiel
,than last year.

s. moth worse in school this year than
last year. '

T. No Responge -
I

-
feel the STAR glass is doing d:

ver, good job in .duCiting my

this yams

'12%

this ?enr.....4'
3%

. ,4Q%

b. geed lOb in educating my child. ,34.%

c. fair job in educating ay child. 14%

d. Pnor,job,in educating sty child. 2%

S. very poor job in,educating my
child. -*

f: No Response --IA-
A,* ADDITIONAL collEurs You MAY HAVE REGARD= THE STAR PROJECT eDULD SE HELPFUL)

-190-
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'APPENDIX I-5

Survey f Student Opition*

Bldck/Skills Reinforcement Classes
N=248

_

ITDI Strongly
Agee

'Agree Wore
Than Diagree

No
Sure

Disagree More
Than Agree
,

Stronglj,

Disafree
No

Response

1. I'm relding better this year
than I did last year.

,

43%

.

36% 12% 5%

-

3%

1

i,,,

4

1%

,.

2. Being in a STAR claSs has
helped me do better in my
regular classes.

29%

..

31% 21S 10%

)

8%
_.

.

1%

3. AGoing to the STAR class
.

helped me learn to. read
better.

37%

.

29% 204-

.

6% 7% 1% ,

N4. I'm glad I'm in a STAR
Class.

..

. 21%

,

23% 23% 12% 20%

.

1%

S. I'd' like to be in a STAR -

class neit year.
1

1
'

'12% 13% 25%

.

15% 33% 2%

.

6. During the first semester

24% 28% 20% 13%

---..

.

11% 4%of thiq, school year, 4
-liked going icy my STAR class.

'7. Students who aren't in the
STAR classes wish that they
were in them.

10% 13% 39% 16% 20% 2%

.

8. I think the STAR classes
should be in our school

.

next year.
29% . 18% 27% .

Y
10%

_

15%

,

1%

9. The teacher in my STAR
class did a good job in
teaching me how to read.

47% 25% 15% 5% 7%
.

1%

10.. During the !second semester

of this school year, I liked
going to my STAR class.

'N 27% 26% 18% 8% 16% 5%

'Administerpd to students' in June, 1981.
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APPENDIX I-5 (Cont'd)

Survey of Student Opinion*

Learning Center Classes
N=338

C

ITEI4
t

Strongly
Agree

, Agree More
Than Disagree

Not
Sure

Disagree More
Than Agree

Strongly
.Disagree

$lo

Response

1. I'm reading better this year
than I did last yedr. 52% 30% 12% 3%

.

2i . 1)Ic

2. Being'in a STAR class has
helped me do better in my
regular classes.

30%

.

40%

.

17% 6% 7% --

3. Going to the STAR class
helped me learn'to read,
better: ,

41% 34%

.:

15% , 6% 3%
/

1%

4. I'm glad I'm in a STAR
class.

-.

32%

,

27% 17% 9% 14% 1%

S. -I'd like to be in'd STAR
'clasenext year.,

_

17%

. .

24%

- 1

13%'13%
1.

23% 1%

,

6. During the first Semester
33% 24%

.

.

16%

.

13% .11%

-

3%.of this school year, I
liked'going to my STAR class.

.

7. Students who aren't in the
STAR classes wish that they
were in them.

15% 14%.

.

40%

.

11% 19%

.

1%

8. I think the STAR classes
should be in our school
next year.

'9.

1141%

.

26% 18% 5% '

...

.

9% '

.

. 1%

The teacher in my STAR
class did a good job in
teaching.ae how to read.

61% . 21% 9% 4%,.

_

.4% , 1%

,

10. During the second semester
of this school year, I liked
going to my,STAR class.

34%
.

28%

-

14%
-

8% '

.

13%
..._.

31'

II:4),(1ministered to students in J e, 1981.

e.
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APPENDIX I-5 (Cont'd)

Survey of Student Opinion*

Nonpublic School Classes
N=456

ITEM Strongly
Agree

Agree More
Than Disagree

Not
Sure

Disagree More
Than Agree

...,

Strongly
Driagree

No
Response

1. I'm reading better this year
than I did last year. 49%

.

35%. 11% 2% 2% 1%

2.* Being in atTAR class has
helped me do better in my
regulaf classes.

39% . 2S%

-4

21%
. .

t
\ -7% 4% 1%

3. Going to thitSTAR class
helped me learn so read
better.

-,\

49% . 25% 14% 7%* 4% 1%

4.`' I'm glad I'm in a STAR
class. 49% 21% 11 5% 13% 2%

o

S. I'd like to be
.

in a STAR
class next year.

-*4
. 4

42%
-

v

.

14%
,

P

i

18% 6% 20% --

6. During the first semester
of this schoUrTear, I
liked going to my STAR class.

41% a /3%
-

12%

.

10% 13%

.

1%

7. Students who aren't in the
_ STAR classes wish that-they.

were in them.

. .

.

32% 14% 1

,

31% 7% 15%
.

1%

S. I'.think thATAR class,es
'should be in our school

' next year. ,

58%
.

......

--

19% 10% 8i 1%

_ .

, 9. The teacher: in my STAR
class did a good job in
teaching,me how to read.

.

'

63%
.

19% 7% 3%

.

7% 1%

'10. During the seAnd semester
of this school Aar, I liked

'going to My STAR alms's.,
47% 23%

.

12% 5% 10% 3%

Administered to students in' May, 1981.
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PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

A

I

The purpose of PAP (Pupil, Adjustment Project) is to develop basis,c
.3 social and academic skills among kindergarten pupils exhibiting special needs

(but pot identified as LD or EMR). PAP features supplementary instruction
based,cip pupils' unique needs and learning styles, interdisciplinary support-'
ive services, and speCialized staff development. The highly individualized
,instructional model involves extensive diagnosis and strong emphasis on lan-
guage development., supplementing regular half -day kindergarten provided under
the school system's general fund.

PAP services are provided-izi three formats/intensities Children
enrolled in a Comprehensive Center class of 10-12 children are transported
from and to home daily; thty spend the entire school day at.this Center..
Other children are transported from their home-schdols to one of the Adjust-

, went Centers where, in a group of 10-15 children from several schools, they

receive approximately two hours of supplementary instruction in the morning
or afternoon; they spend the remainder of the day with their home-sohool
kindergarten class (of 32 children, on the average). Still other children

. are served at theif home schools by a PAP Traveling Teacher, who works with
them-individually or in a small group--on a pull out" basis, for about an
hour three times a week. ,

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: 181. Grade Served: Kdg.

Schools: '47

public

(See Appendix A.),

.1`Staffing:

1 Consultant Teacher:
Project Manager, FT

2 Psychologists, PT4
2 Speech Therapists, FT

Total Title I Expenditures:. $624,613

2> SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

During 1980-81,^the Pupil Adjustment Project successfully completed
its thirteenth year in operation. Children's gains in language skills were
greater than predicted. The same was true only for Comprehensive Center pupils
in rathematics. Teachers' pre-post ratings of children's social competency re-
flected growthl'at expected levels in all areas: self-sufficiency, emotional
maturity, social skills and self-concept.

Years in Operation: 13

1 Social Worker, FT
12 Teachers- -7 FT, S PT-
11 Educational Aides, FT
1 Clerk, FT
.6 Drivers - -S FT, 1 PT

Per Pupil Cost: $3,451*

* The er- .pupil cost represents only Title I-expenditures; which were in
addition to general fund support. .

.
1
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

0-
. Process Objective 1: For the self-contained Comprehensive Centers,

placement of the majority of 4-to-6-year-old children will be made on,
or befOre November. 1, 1980, but placement may'occur later as children
are identified and space is available.

. Outcome: This objective was attained.. Project,records submitted to
tie eT5hator indicated that 59 (90.8 %) of 65 children served at Com-
prehensive Centers were enrolled by November 1,-1980, as proposed.

. Process Objective 2: Eligible children will be admitted to Adjustment
Centers or assigned to a Traveling Teacher at any time during the year,
as special identification procedures are completed and need arises.

. Outcome: This objective was attained. Project records submitted to
the evaluator reflected admission of children to Adjustment Centers
from November thrbugh May and assignment of pupils to Traveling
Teachers from 'November through April.

. process Objective 3: Criteria for accepting pupils from regular Early'
Childhood Education classes into AdjUstment Centers and for returning
these same children to their respective regular classesdeveloped and
piloted during the 1978-79 school year--will,be -re- evaluated.

. Outcome: Literally, this objective -was not attained (although the
intended goal was reached).

. The "criteria," strictly speaking, for any PAP placement are estab=
lished according to Title I regulations and so stated in the pro-.

pasal. Beyond these gpnerak requirements for eligibility, the pro-
spective PAP child exhibits One or more of the following: lags in
perceptual-motor development;q1anguage delays/communications prob-
lems; social/emotional immaturity; poor comprehension; retention

'problems: Referrals to PAP are most flequently initiated.by the
child's (prelkindergarten) teacher. Placement priority is offered
to children exhibiting the greatest 71ed.

. The procedures for referral of a child to PAP have been refined and
clearly specified. Parents and all school personnel involved with
the child (teacher,'principal, nurse, social worker, speech
*therapist, psychologist) provided ingot, on the'basis of which these
school personnel, as a team, formulated the recommendation shared
with the 'child's parents. Placement recommendations were made on
the basis of each child's need (but were affected by the realitiet
of geography, available space, transportation and parental consent).

v"

. The referral procedures (rather than established criteria) were
re-evaluated on an ongoing basis by pFoject staff and all others
involved.

. Teachers' records submitted to the evaluator indicated tfiat at
least six Adjustment Center pupils were reassigned by team recom-
mendation/parental decision during the school year--four to

-198-
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. Process Objective 3 - continued)

another Adjustment Center, one to a CompreheAsive Center and
another to regular kindergarten (with ongoing assistance from
a Traveling Teacher). 4

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

- communication skills adequate for listening to. and expressing
feelings, needs and ideas;

- sensory -mofor skills for development of control of the body
in the environment;

- development of self-esteem and self-confidence through success-
ful eXperiences;

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

. Outcome: This objective was attained during 1980-81. The manager's'
e

reports and other project documents provided evidence that procedures
were implemented to facilitate fortal--as well as'informal--contacts
among project and regular teachers.

. Early in the school year, PAP staff made special efforts to insure
that teachers receiving children who participated in PAP during
1979-80 were appropriately informed/advised of each-child's needs.
The manager reported that receiving teachers had indicated that
having this information early In the schoof year had been very
helpful.

. Regular teachers and other non-project school staff were involved
on an ongoing basis with PAP Adjustment Center and Trabeling
Teachers, relevant to children's,needs/progress and coordination
of instruction.

*
In November, February and May, arrangements for class coverage were
made so that regular kindergarten teachers, could participate in

PAP Adjustment Center team meetings pertinent to their children.

Process Objective 5: In addition to regular inservice meetings held
by the Division of_Early Childhood Education, specialized staff devel-
op1ent will be conducted in groups--and, as indicated,. individually- -
to facilitate attainment of'project goals. Sessions wild deal with
such topics as:

- individualizing the instructional plan based on assessed needs;

- systematically observing and recording child behavior;

:199-
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. Process Objective 5 - (continued)

- cognitive. mapping;

- developing curriculum appropriate to varied needs of pupils.

. Outcome: This objective was attained during 1980-81. The manager's
reports and other project documents provided evidence that the pro-
posed specialized staff development was carried out in a variety of
ways:

Specialized inservice for,PAP staff was-schecipled into the Early
Childhood Education orientation sessions held on September 17,
18 and 19, 1980. Additional inservice meetings for PAP instruc-
tional staff were held on October '24; February 13, May 7 and 21,
and June 1.

. The topics mentioned above were reemphasized through observation-,
workshops (stuctured visitations to another PAP center). Such a,

workshop was provided for Comprehensive Center teachers on April 9,
for Adjustment Center teachers on April 15 and for all project
educational aides on April 30.

. Throughout the year, individualized on-site inservice was Srovided
for PAP teachers by the project manager and Early Childhood Educa-
tion teacher consultants. The number of consultant visits per
teacher ranged from 2 to 13, with an average (median),Sf 8:

. Application of inservice "topics" to instruction of indiVidual
children was further promoted during team meetings (i.e., case
conferences), discussed below in relation to Process Objective 7.

. Process Objective 6: Special staff inservice will be conducted with the
assistance of consultants from the University of Illinois relevant to
'utilization of PEEC.(Precise Early Education for Children).

- Selected staff will attend sessions at the University.

- On-site staff development will be provided to PAP as a service
of PEEC replication program:

- Techniques and findings will be shared in dissemination sessions
with the total project staff.

. Outcome: This objective was not attained during 1980:81. It was not

possible for PAP staff to travel to the University or for PUC person-
nel to provide inservice in Cleveland this year. Staff did, however,

continue to disseminate ideas and techniques developed by/with PEEC

over the past several years.

. Process Objective 1: Staff case conferences will be scheduled regularly
to discuss selected children among instructional staff and representa-
tives of supportive services--social work, special services (parent in-

volvement), psychology, speech therapy; nursing.
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. Process Objective 7 (continued)
...4

7
. Outcome: This objective was attained. The manager's reports and

other project records'dacumented.the regular scheduling of team
meetings, i.e., case conferences.

'At Comprehensive Centers, initial team meetings to develop instruc-
tional plans for each child were held on October 2, 3, 7 and 8, 1980.
Comparable meetings at Adjustment Centers took place the first week

- of November, 1980. In late Janu'ary and early February, team meetings
at each center were devoted to establishing a current baseline read-
ing on the functioning of each child. At the May, 1981 series ofm.P

meetings, team members reassessed each pupilrs progress and formu-
lated for each a placement recommendation for the fall of 1981:

. Process objective 8: Involvement`of parent8
f
with the learning experi-

ences of their childrenwill be continued through:

9

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

- dissemination of information through The B id e (newsletter for
parents of children in Early Childhood Educ tion);

- encouragement of ,parent conferences 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
operations, whenever possible. Je

Outcome: This objective was attained. Project reports and other
documents indicated extensive efforts to increase/improve parent
involvement.

OA.

The project manager reported a total of 56 presentations to parent
groups. These included an opening parent-meeting at each Comprehen-
sive Centers in mid - October aneat.each Adjustment Center early in
November. PAP staff, along with other Early Childhood program per-
sonnel;,providedseveral citywide parent-education programs, such
as the following. :mot;

. On November,13, 1980, 127 Early Childhood parents (four with
children in PAP) rePtesenting 53 schools met to learn about the
projects and to plait, parent progrAms for the year.

. On January 29, 19Aproject parents were among participants in
'4an Early Childhood citywide program, "What [Cuyahoga County.]

Cooperative Extension Offers."

. With Family Health Association personnel serving as leaders,
PAP parents participated in discussions of "Discipline: Love
and Limits" at a workshop held in their cluster (elementary and
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. Process Objective 8 - (continued)

secondary schools grouped for desegregation) during February, 1981.
Seven such workshops were held, one in each cluster.

°

. On April 8, 1981, Miss Earnestine Simmons, Head of Children's Ser-
viOes, East Cleveland Public Library, was featured at the fifth
annual Early Childhood parent reading readiness workshop held at
the (Main) Cleveland Public Library. Five project parents were
among those learning "How to Help Your Child Bloom."

. In May; 1981 two workshops for parents, at schools, were held by
the Cuyahoga County Cooperative Extension Service; some project
parents learned more about feeding their families.

Three issues of The Bridge (newsletter for parents of children in Early
Childhood Education programs) were sent home with pupils--in January,

March and June 1981. Through words and pictures, parents were informed
about matter su as:'-volunteering in the classroom; parent meetings- -

past and forthcomi services provided by community -agencies (TOT-LINE,
TEL-MED, 'Parenting Center at neighborhood branch of public library, etc.);
prOmotion of children's learning through play, visits to parks, trips to
museums; etc.

Parents were encouraged to visit centers and meet with staff through-
out the year, following the opening parent-meetings mentioned above.
Supportive staff (peech therapists, psychologists, soZial worker) re-
ported 1,505 parent conferences (moitthan eight per child) plus 318
home visits (averaging aliost two per pupil). Although no count of
parent visits to centers to observe was reported, by June 1 a total of
'633 hours of assistance at PAP centers had been logged by 52 volunteers.
By June 12, teacheas had conferred with the parent(s) of each PAP pupil
about the recommented fall-of-1981 placement and suggested summer acti-
vities for parents to engage in with their children to promote learning.

Parents were encouraged to borrow from one of two Sharing--i.e., Parent
Resource--Centers (at schools) materials for use with their children
for home reinforcement of school learning. The Sharing Center located
at a west-side school made available materials in Spanish as well as
English. Records of utilization/circulation were not, available.

Parent input was welcomed by project staff at all times. It was more

formally sought through the Project Priorities Committee (a PAP-focused
subcommittee of the District Advisory Council), three or four members
of which met with the project manager on February 24 and April 1, 1981.
PAP was represented in the District (formerly, Citywide Title I Parent)
Advisory Council at meetings on November 18, January 12, February 17,

March 9, April 6 and May 5. '

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. (-
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Performance Objective 1 - (continued)

Outcome: This objective_ was attained in Language projectwide and in
Mathematics at Comprehensive Centers:only.

Teachers administered and scored the pre-tests in early November and
the post -tests in mid-May. Raw scores were submitted to the evaluator
for conversion to NCE's (on the basis of the publisher's only norms--
Novemberfor Pre-K and K, used with pre- and post-scores; respectively)
and analysis.

Both pre- and post-test results were available for'138 of the children
served for at least nine weeks. For this total group, the mean gain
in Language was 12.4 NCE units, in Mathematics .9 NCE

Results were analyzed separately for pupils enrolled at Comprehensive
Centers (N = 53), attending Adjustment Centers (N = 58) and served by
,a-Tra4yeling Teacher (N = 27). Findings in tabular form have been in-

.clnded as Appendix B.

. At Comprehensive Centers, the mean gain in Language was 14.6 NCE
units; in Mathematics,' the mean gain was 7.3 NCE unitse These re:
flected movement from approximately'3417ile to 62 in Lan-
guage,.31 %-ile to 44 %-ile in Mathematics--baS'ed on the norms
mentioned above.

. At Adjustment Centers, the mean-gain in Language was 13.3 NCE units- -

greater than in preceding years. (This may have been attributable
to the fact that, during 1980-81, for the first time, Adjustment
Center children were in school for the full-day--swnding the other
half-day with their fiome-school kindergartens.) This represented'
movement from approximately 36 %-ile to 59 %-ile, based on the norms
indicated above. The Adjustment children's mean pre-post scores in
Mathematics reflected no change--approximately 48 %-ileon-both pre-
and post-test.

'. Children served at least nine weeks by a Traveling Teacher showed a
mean gain of 6.5 NCE units in Language, moving from approximately
36 %-ile to 47 %-ile--based on the norms described earlier. Their
relative standing in Mathematics declined from approximately 42

to 27 %-ile.

Performance Objective 2:. Project children at a Comprehensive Center will
show a significantly (p<.05) higher level of social competency skills at
the end of the year, based on teachers' pre-post ratings on the Levine-
Elzey Preschool Social Competency Scale..

. ' Outcome: This objective was clearly attained, at a,leveL of statis-
tical significance (p< .001) exceeding that proposed.

100

Comprehensive -Center teachers completed the Levine-Elzey for each
pupil in early November and mid-May. These were submitted to the
evaluator for calculation 'bf mean ratings (maximum possible = 4)
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. Performance Objective 2 - (continued)

7

on each of four factOrs: self-sufficiency, emotional 'maturity,
social skills and self-concept. Both pre- and post-ratings were
available for 59 children. -

Mean ratings on the four factors over the past three years have been
included Akp Appendix C. Although the average gains in social skills
and self-cdncept were slightly lower for 1980-81 than for the preced-
ing two years, the objective was still attained.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Supportive Services: The scope of the supportive services provided for
PAP.children far exceeded that reflected earlier in discussions of team
meetings and parent conferences, the importance of neither of which
should be minimized. Beyond health and other supportive service pro-
vided/obtained through general fund personnel, PAP children were assisted
by a full-title social worker, two full-time speech therapists, and two
psychologists assigned half-time to

. These project staff, collectively, averaged approximately 140 confer-
ences per week with regular school staff and 9.4 agency contacts per
week--pertinent to PAP children.

. All children in the project were screened for speech end/or hearing
deficiencies. The speech therapists logged approximately 37 diagnos-
tic testing /therapy sessions per week and, throughout the year, made
about 25 referrals to A. G. Bell School for the Deaf or to community
health resources.

. The psychologists averaged 4.3 "formal assessments" and 7.4 classroom
observations of children'per week.

. The social worker logged an average of 35.7 clas4room observations of
children per week.

Through cooperative efforts and multiple,contacts with regular school
instructional and supportive staff, other project and Early Childhood
personnel, as well as community. agencies, PAP supportive persodnel pro-
vided extensive assistance in meeting the special needs of children
enrolled in this project.

Fall, 1981 Placement: As noted.earlier, the instructional/supportive
team for each PAP center (or child served by a Traveling Teacher) for-
mulated a Fall, 1981 placement recommendation for each-child still en-
rolled by June, 1981 (N = 172).

. The recommended placement for,85 children (49.4 %) was first grade, a
slightly Larger percentage than the preceding yeas' (40.3%). Although
70 of these children would not have been age-eligible to remain in
PAP during 1981-82, the Metropolitan Readiness Tests Pre-reading
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS - (continued)

1

Composite results indicated that they were ready for first grade.
Scores available for 65 of these pupils yielded a mean raw score
of 47.6, approximately 46 %-ile on national norms.

. Slightly-Tmer percentages than last year were recommended to re-
main with PAP for another year (22.7%) or were referred to Special
Education (25.0%).

. Five children were recommended for regular kindergarten for 1981-82,
as was one pupil the preceding year.

. Metropolitan Readiness Tests: The Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Level
1r (Form P) were administered citywide to all kindergarten children
(including almost all PAPupils) late in May, 1981.

. On the Pre-reading Composite Score for 80 (of the 85) PAP children
recommended for first-grade placement in the fall of 1981, the mean
raw'Score was 46.8 (approximately 44 %-ile)--almOst identical to
the 1979-80 mean of 46.4 (for 37 children recommended for grade one
and tested). The 1980-81 citywide mean.score was not available as
of this writing.

. 'On the Quantitative Skill Area Score for these same groups of pupils
.the 1980-81 mean raw score was 12.7 (approximately 37 %-ile), a

slight, increase over 11.6 (approximately 27 %-ile) for 1979 -80.
The 1980-81 citywide mean wasnot available as of this writing-

CONCLUSIONS

The Pupil Adjustment Project completed its thirteenth year of suc-
cessful operation during 1980-81. Six of eight rocess objectives were at-
tained, and these were the objectives most dire tly affecting services to

'participating children and their families. ,

One performance objective was fully attained, the other partially.
In the cognitive areas, PAP children's average, gain exceeded that proposed in
Language and--at Comprehensive Centers only--in Mathematics. The average gain
in Language for Adjustment Center Children was almost as great as for Compre-
hensive Center pupils, possibly, because Adjustment children remained in school
for the full day this year. In the affective areas, gainso.in all four factors
of social competency were satistica/ly significant at levels exceeding that
proposed.

On the basis Of the findings reported above and observations of pro-
ject operations over the years, it is recommended that:

. ,the 'process objectives for PAP be simplified and restated in more
measurable terms;

. the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Level I beyiloted as a pre-test--to
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CONCLUSIONS - (continued)

A

43

be utilized with results of the MRT, Level, II administered citywide as
the post- test - -for assessing children's gains in cognitive areas;

possible reasons for absence of gains in quantitative areas except at
ComprehensiveCenters be explored;

advantages and disadvantages of full-day Comprehensive Center service,
as compared to half-day Adjustment Center plus half-day regular kinder-
garten service, be investigated further in relation to both educational
and cost effectiveness.
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APPENDIX A

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

Schools Served 1960-1981

Alfred A. Benesch
Anthony Wayne
Anton Grdina
Benjamin Franklin
Bolton e

Buckeye-Woodland
Capt. Arthur Roth
'Case .

Charles H. Labe (C*)
Charles Orr

Chesterfield
Clark
Corlett
DanielE. Morgan
Denison

Dike
East Clark
East Madison
Geo. W. Carver (C;A*)
Giddings

, Harvey Rice
Hazeldell,
Iowa-Maple (A) .

Kenneth, W. Clement
Kentucky .

Louis Pasteur \.

Margaret A. Ireland (A)
Marion-Sterling
Mary B. Martin
Mary Bethune

Miles Standish
Mount Auburn
Mount Pleasant
Orchard (A)
Paul L. Dunbar (C)-

Paul Revere (A)
Robert Fulton
Scranton
Stephen E. Howe
Tremont

Union (C)
Wade Park
Walton (C)
Watterson-Lake
Waverly

Willow
Woodland Hills

-/

* C = Comprehensive Center; A =- Adjustment Cent6r

biQ
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APPENDIX B

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: J980-1981

PRE-POST RESULTS: TOBE LANGUAGE/MATHEMATICS

PRETEST* POST-TEST*
MEAN

Mean Approx. Mean Approx., NCE
N, NCE %-Ve NCE %-ile CHANGE

LANGUAGE

Comprehensive 53

Centers

,Adjustment 58

Centers#

pae,.

MATHEMATICS

a

, I

Comprehensive 53

Centers'

4Traveling 27,_
Teachers#

Adjustment 58

Centers#

Traveling 27

Teachers#

42.1 34 56.7 '62 +14.6**

d
---

42.6 36 55.9 59 +13.iA**

i

.39.9 31 47.2 44
/

42.3 36 48.8 47 +,6.5**

/'

+

49.1 48 ' 48.7 48 .4

45.9 42 \37.1 27 - 0.8

*National norms were utilized: Pre-K for pre-tests and K for post-tests.

0 **The proposed mean gain (at leaSt 4 NCE,$) was attained.

#Results were analyzed only for children enrolled fer at, least nine weeks
(PVformance Objective 1).
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APPENDIX C
, .

PUPIL. ADJUSTMENT PROJEC1: 1978-1981
COMPREHENSIVE CENTER

PRE-POST RESULTS: LEVINE-ELZEY.PRESCHOOL'SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

PAtTOR N
PRE- : POST- MEAN pIGNIP.

Self-Sufficiency(13)*

19811.88.1 5p

.1979-80 43

1978-79 47

Emotional Maturity(9)

1980-81 59

1979-80 43

Mean SD

2.17 .:63

2.01 .57

2.13 .70

2.33 .67

2.11 \.54

1978-79 47 2.38.86

Social Skills(10).

1980-81 59 2.32 .59

r79-80---

1974-79

,43 1.93 :58

47 w2.10 .73

elf-concept(1)

1980-81 59 2.24 .70

1979-80 43 .14 .67

1978 -795 47 2.04 .81

Mean SD , GAIN t LEVEL

3.01 .59 + .84

2.95 .51 + .94

2.98 .55 + .85'

3.13 .57 + .80

2.97 .52 + .86

3.17 .54 + .79

3.09 .58 + .7

3.02 .63 +1.09

3.24 .49 +1.05

2.83 .65 + .59

2.91 .56 + .77

2.80 .65 + .76

12..42 p<.001

.9.47 p<.001

6.41 ,p<.001

11.42 p<:001

9.45 p.001

5.22-,p<001

11.35 p4001

11.36 p<001

8.01 p4001

.6.31 p<*001

7.01 p4it151

4.88 p<001

*Number in parentheses, indicates the number of items scored in the factor.

N
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READING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

1980-84 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The Reading Improvement Program is one of two instructional
'strategies of the Reading'Instruction Project for pupils with reading

1 problems. The.Reaging 'Improvement Program component provides individual-
' ized instruction tIF primary pupils (Grades 1;3),who are functioning at

,

the 33rd percentile or,below on std1 dardized tests of Reading or Readi-
ness. Program instruction suppfeme Vp regular reading instruction with

i program services.provided to small group of 6 or less for 45 minutes daily
in the school reading centbr. Individualized program instruction is
supplemented by the following: coordination of-program instruction!4with
those of the regular classroom teacher and related reading programs,-e.g.
DPPF.Reading Impact Program), supportive work with parents and diagnosis
of pupils' reading weaknesses And strengths. Each Reading Instruction
consul, nt serves approximately seven groups representing a maximum
total of 42 students per day.

SERVICE SUMMARY

\Pupils Served: 2,615 Grades Served: 1-3 Years in Operation:' 15.5

Schools: 51 Public Staffing: 1 Educational Program Manager, P.T.
7 Non-public 3 AvOstant Program Managers, F.T.

58 Total 49 Con)qultant Teachers, F.T.
1 Clerk, F'.T.

(For complete listing 2 Teacher Assistants, F.T.
see Appendix)

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,645,630 Per Pupil Cost% $629

SdaRY OF FINDINGS

The Reading Improvement'PNect was,effective in helping pupils
witb reading problems at grades 1-3. Product objectives were attained.
Program participants at grades 2-3 exceedesi the pre-post criterion gain
of four NCE units on CTBSReading Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests.
Particiiints at these grades demonstrated growth beyond expectancy over
time as initial reading performance (15th - 20th percentile ranks) 'improved
(24th - 42nd percentile ranks). First grade participants were functioning
at 41-46 NCE unitsrat year end._ RepOrts of school staff and parents indicated
favorable opinions about the project, and regular classroom teachers con-
sistently rated highly the usefulness of its service information. Despite
the observed improved reading performance of participants and positive re-
ports, pupil performance continues to fall below expectancy, indicative
of the need for continuing participation in this program. 4

r,

"-
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OBJECTIVE$"AND OUTCOMES

0

Objective 1: The reading skills of participating pupils *(Grades 2-
3) will improve as evidenced by an increase of four NCE units in ,

mean scores based on pre-post performance of participants on
standardized reading tests.

. Outcome: Objective 1 was attained. ,Pre-post_juerformance of d
/ sample of Grade 2 .(N=103) and Grade 3 (N=155) participants,re-

vealed a significant gain (p <.001), lexceeding the criterion qf
4 NCE units on CTBS Vocabulary and Comprehensive subtests (Table1).

,

-0

TABLE 1

PRE-POST MEAN NCE SCORES ON CTBS READING

CTBS
Reading

)

Grade 2 Grade 3

Pre-* Pdst* Gain Pte-* Post*. Gain t

Vocabular,.0<9.50

( =

Comprehen-
sion

39.62
(17) (32)

28.75---31.12

(16) 11E6)

10.12

8.37

7.08+

4.10+

31.91

(20)

.28.19
(15)

37.08
(27)

35.38
(24)

5.17

i7.19

4.02+

54014.

* No. inside parenthesis under the mean scores repreSent correspond-
,

ing percentile ranks

+ p<.001 .z.e4.;%

For Grade 2, participants, observed pre-post gains for Reading
Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests were estimated to be at
10.12 and 8.(37 NCE units. 'Observed pre-post gain for Grade 3
participants for the same measures were slightly lower: 5.1.7 and
7.12 NCE units for Reading Vocabuld6 and Comprehension Subtests.

Marked improvement in reading performance of program participants
were evident when pre-post performance was compared to the norm
group. Level of function at entry at the 15th to the 10th per-
centile improved over time as performance at 24th to 37th per-
centile was noted at the end of the school-year.

.,
/
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Performance ofa sample of Grade 1 participants on CTBS
Reading (C) Letter Sounds, Word Recognition 1, Comprehensive
Passages, and Word Recognition II, indicated average mean
NCE scores of 41-46. Table 2. presents the observed mean score(s)
with associated standard deviation (s.d.) score and related
percentile ranks.

TABLE 2

MEAN SCORES IN NCE UNITS OF FIRST GRADE PARTICIPANTS BY SUBTEST

CTPS Reading Stbtest N
Mean s.d.

Percen-
the Rank

Range in
NCE units

,

Letter Sounds
..,

Word Recognition
1\

Comprehension Pass4es

Word Recognition II

73"

72

65

66

40.67 19.52

44.39 17.84

43.65 17.38

46.09 16.20

31

4
39

, 39

42

1-68

1-80

1-81

7-81

. Objective 2: Classroom teachers will report observable improve-
ment in the reading performance of 50% of a sample of participants.

0
. Outcome: Objective 2 was attained. Questionnaire responses

of 84 classroom teachers indicated that almost all of the
participants demonstrated observable improvement in reading
performance:

- 97% improved in group work

- 74% completed reading assignments

- 88% showed more independence.in reading study skills

- 96% showed more confidence in his ability to read

- 70% demonstrated the ability to handle reading
materials for his/her grade level 50% of the time.

218.
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furthermore, approximately 50% - 68% of the sample were

reportedly functioning at middle-fifth (top 3/5) of the class
or better in specific reading skills appropriate for their
grade level, based,on ratings of classroom teachers (Table 3).

TABLE 3

PERCENT DISTRIBUTION, OF PARTICIPANTS FUNCTIONING

Reading Skill' Class Rank

Top60% Lower 40%

Recognizing consonang(sounds 50% 50%

Recognizing vowel sounds 58% 42%

Identifying Sight words 50% .50%

Pronouncing words at grade level 54% 46%

Finding main ideas 53% A7%

Following sequence 68% 32%

Understanding of words from context 60% 40%

Recognizing stated details 66% 34%

Drawing Conclusions 68% 32%

Objective 3: Fifty percent of classroom teachers will provide
a positive rating of usefulness of the project Service Information
designed to maintain /c$eate communication between the regular
classroom teachers and project reading consultants.

Autcome: Objective 3 was attained. 'Approximately 94% of 84
classroom teacher respondents rated the Service Information
provided by this project to be useful or better on a five-
point rating scale of degree of usefulness. Majority of re-
spondents called for the continuity and maiitenance of this
valuable service, with a few teachers calling for provision
of more conferences and more classroom observations of con-
sultants. Per cent distribution of teacher responses are noted
in the following page.

-216-
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Rating

Etremely Useful, 27 3,2

Very Useful 44 52

Useful 9 12

Somewhat Useful 2 2

Of Little Use 2 2

Objective 4: Fifty percent of parents will report through
responses to:,the parent opinionnaire that they have actively.
supported their child's involvement with the'project through
project-instituted activities such as individual conferences.

. Outcome: Objective 4 was attained. Questionnaire responses
of 69 parent respondents indica ed that over 50% supported

. children's involvement with the program as noted below:

ApproximaCely 57% (N=39) had talked with the project
teacher consultant and a comparable 58% (N=40) talked
with the classroom teacher about reading skills of.

their children. However, wily 38% (N=26) had actually
observed their child in his/her classroom during the
school year, with number of observations ranging from
one to three.

t

'Approximately 75%.(N=52) reported that the project has
been very helpful in, improving' reading skills of parti-
cipants.

Approximately 87% (N=60) reported that their children
were reading more books at home while 614 (N=42) reported

that their children (youngsters) borrowed more books from
the library this year.

Information regarding the program participation of
children came from a variety of sources:

Letters "46%

' Children 36%

1p Teacher's Calls 12%

ta,
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

. Principals' (N=25) impressions about the program effect on
participants were very positive. Overall rating Of program
effect on participants in the following areas was estimated
at 4.00, based on a five point scale (5 as Extensive Impact
to 1 as Minimum Impact):

- improvement in pupil activity 4.12

improvement in pupil work habits 3.89

- parent involvement 3.24

- team work among teachers 4.23

improvement in pupil school attitudes 44:00

. School staff including school principals and regular class-
room teachers pointed out that the individualized instruction
and the resulting improved coordination efforts of project
consultant and regular classroom teachers represented the
two outstanding benefits from Reading Improvement Prograt.

. Analysis of pre-post test performance of participants
at Grades 2-3 revealed marked variability in change scores
for Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests.

- At Grade 2, Vocabulary change scores ranged from
61 to-21 NCE units. Mean Vocabulary gain was estimated at
10.12 with a standard deviation of 14.51.:, Comprehension
gains ranged from 53 to -44 NCE units. Mean comprehension
gain was estimated at 8.37 NCE units with A standard
deviation of 20.5.

- At Grade 3, Vocabulary change scores ranged from
55 to -35 NCE units. Mean Vocabulary gain' was estimated
at 5.17 with a standard deviation of15.20. Comprehension
gain scores were equally variable, as they ranged from 64
to -36 NCE units. Mean Comprehension gain was estimated
at 7.20 with a standard deviation of 17.13'.

4,
. Degrees of association between pre and post performance on Vocabu-

lary and Comprehension subtests were low at each grade level. Simi-
larly correlations between change scores of Reading Vocabulary and
COmpreheneion subtests were low.
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AIM

CONCLU4IQNS

The 1980-1981 Reading Improvement Program was successful
based on attainment of its four objectives. Coordination of project-
efforts with classroom teachers and with staff of other similai'teading
projects is worthy of note and should be continued. The observed 8-10
NCE gains of participants at Grades 2-3, present reading status of Grade 1
participants and other reported positive findings fitm the school staff and
parents reflect the 'effectiveness of Reading Improvement Program in help-
ing primary pupils with reading difficulties.

Based on questionnaire responses and other objectiVe data, the
following recommendations are suggested for the future:

1. Evaluation of pupil reading performance must consider other
variables such a§ duration of project participation, attendance,
consultant, etc. Global assessment-or project partidiapants'
performance without consideringithese variables seems incom-
plete.

2. Classroom observation of consultants should be re-instituted
to determine if differences in delivery of services (if any)
have afty,measurable-.impact on performance. The marked variar
bility of performance and gains raises questions as to whether
this is a function of project effect, initial reading dif-,
ferences, consultant effect, etc. that needs further investi-,
gation.

3. Parent involvement efforts should be continued and strengthened.

4. Classroom teachers' recOmmendation for creation of opportuni-
ties to observe the consultants' teaching techniques, and for
more interaction between classroom teachers and project con-
sultants should be considered.
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APPENDIX J

READING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 1980-81

1.

2.

Alfred A. Benesch
Almira

32. Miles Park
33. Standish

3. Anton Grdjpa 34. Modes Cleaveland
4. Bolton 35. Mound
5. Brooklawn 36. Mt. Auburn
6. Buckeye-Woodland 37. Paul Dunbar
7. Captain A. Roth 38. Riverside
8. Case 39. Robert Fulton
9. Charles Dickens ° 40. R.'G.'Jones

10. Charles H. Like '41. Marion Seltzer
11. Charles Orr 42. Scranton
12. Chesterfield 43. Tremont

1'13. Corlett 44. Valley View
14. Denison 45.. Verda Brobst
15. Dike 46. Wade Park
16. Douglas MacArthur 47. Waverly
17. East Clark 48. William C. Bryant
18. East Madison 49. William R.
19.

20.

Euclid Park
Giddings

r
50. Willow
51. Woodland Hills

21. Harvey Rice
22. Hazeldell NON-PUBLIC

23. Henry W. Longfellow
24. Iowa-Maple 1. Our Ladylof Peace

25. John W. Raper 2. St. AloySius

26. Joseph .Landis 3. St.-Caterine
27. Kenneth Clement 4.\ St. Joseph Collinwood

Louis Agissiz 5. St. Joseph Franciscan

29. Louis Pasteur 6. St. Stanislaus

30. Marion-Sterling 7. Urbin Community

31. Miles

pn
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PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

READING STRATEGY PROJECT

/1980 Title I Evaluation

he Reading Strategy Project is designed to assist upper elemen-
tary pupils in the mastery of basic.reading skills. This service is for
students who need correction. Supportive.teachers, working daily with small
groups within the regular classroom, implement and extend the skill instruc-
tion initiated by the classroom teacher.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served:

5,880 public
396 non-public

6,276 total

Schools: 51 public
10 non-publib
61 total

(List of schools in
Appendix A)

Grades Served:04-6 pilblic Years in Operation:
4-8 non-public

Staffing: 1 Project Manager, FT
1 Assistant Project Manager, PT
9 Consultant Teachers, FT

88 Reading Strategy Teachers, FT
1 Psychologist, PT
2 Clerks, FT
1 Parent Education Counselor, FT
1 Educational Aide
1 Staff Aide

lirTotal Title I Expendit es:.$2,539,434

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Per Pupil Cost: $373

71/2

On a program wide basis (grades 4 'to 6) the available data showbd
that the Title I treatment group of students enhanced their'average reading
comprehension score significantly more thin would have been expected under
non-Title I treatment, and that this gain exceeded the project objective.
However, there remain questions to be answered. concerning: A. the advisability
of having two distinct and alternate criteria for program admission, B. the large
number of pupiISA-whose 'scores were'either not available or necessarily excluded
from these analyses, and C. the question of what effect the above have on
generalizing the 'data based conclusions tothe program as a whole. Randomly
selected participating pupils showed significant improyement in two out of

i

fiV reading attitude subicales. Eighty-three percent (133 of 161) of the
tea hers responding to a survex, reported changes had occurred in their

.

ins rational procedureethrOUgh the use of the Reading Strategy diagnostic -
pre cripiive approach. Ninety-two percent of a 239 parent sample which .

was surveyed reported satisfaction with their child's reading improvement.
Recommendations include changes in the program selectibn criterion, an
additidn,of a comparison group for assessment of attitude change, a re-
examing of policies which result in unanticipated outcomes consequent to
sole program emphasis on reading comprehension, and continuing reassessment
of the relative effectiveneis of the Multi - Modality component when compared
to the regular Reading Strategy program.
-0-
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Process Objective 1: The Reading Strategy Project will be implemented
in public and non-public Title I elementary schools serving pupils
with greatest need.

Outcome: This objective was achieved. Fifty public-and ten non:
public schpols were selected for Reading Strategy services based
on greatest need. All but one of the Cleveland City Schools
elemlatary schools met the po'erty index criterion for.1980-81,
and so 41 of these 'qualifying schools were included in the pro-
ject. The 10 non-public schools were those which met Title I
criteria, and in which the principal' requested the program.

:..

Process Objective 2: , Nine Reading Consultants wirl be assigned to
public and non-public schools, each one to serve a cluster of 'schools,
tb_Asist Reaching,S ategy Teachers and Parents.

.

. Outcome: This obj ctive was largely achieved Seven Reading Con,
sins were assigned to public schools and one to non-public
schools.' The assignment of schools to consultant's was based on the
total number of schools to be served, the total number of teachers
to'be served, the number of new teachers, the distance to be
traveled, and so forth. The eight consultants assistedlleading
Strategy Teachers (materials, supplies, teaching techniques; etc.)
and gave assistance in making arrangements for consultation services*
to parentS,cas well as paft4ciRated in parent programs when requested.

. ---

Process Objective 3: Pupils with reading deficiencies in upper
elementary grades will be identified.by use of program selection
criteria. .. .

. Outcome: This objective was achieved. City-wide test data was
used to identify those studen scoring at or below the thirty-
third percentile on either the CTBS or SDRT. In'some cages, court
ordered racial balance require that. some students be placed in

ho achieved bove thirty-third percentile on the
pre -test. Howeve the stu'

I
n placed for racial balance were

not included, in the da a analys S.

Process Objective 4: A diagnostic - prescriptive plan will be
generated.for each pupil eligible for service.

. Outcome: This objective was achieved. Each identified-particc-
pant s results of all subtests in the SORT were'reviewed. A plan
was generated for each pupil on their need(s) from each subtest of
the SDRT. In addition to the SDRT subtests, a pretest and item
analysis from the Diagnostic Reading Probes are used to plan les-
sons for pupils in grades 4, 5. Pretest -from the Curriculum for
Improving Student Study Skills (CISSS) and item analysis are-used
to plan lessons for pupils,inikrade 6. For each student, as a
result, an individual reading strategy plan was devised and each
pupil was reinforced in comprehension as well as the other di-eas of
identified student weakness.
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Product Objective 1: ParticiPatifig pupils in grades four, five, and
six will evidence an average post treatment score that is at least
four NCE units above expectancy. Data,for each grade will be based,
on regression analyses of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills
(CTBS) comprehension section, Test 1 administered, in Apr3J. of'1980'
and Test 2 in April Of 1981. .

. Outcome: Objective 1 was Obtained; &>EL ,paograni-wid basis, this
ir, objective was obtained. However, there were distinct differences

between grades.

To-atsess 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 on the CTBS pre-test who, were not served by the pro-

. ject, and Reading StrategyPitudents who scored less than 42 NCE-
units on the pre-test. This analysis made it pos ble to predict.
Reading Strategy students' performance on the ng, 1981
administration of the CTBS from their perfo I es on the Spring,
1980 administration of CTBS. Their actual Acores othe Spring,
1981 CTBS were then compared with their expected scores to deter-
mine if participation in the project had raiseetheir performanCe
above the level that would' have been expected.if they had not. .

participated.

. 104012k Grade4

. Matched scores ICE units) available for a simple_of grade four,
, participants in he Title I Reading Strategy project and a com-,-

parison group (using CTBS Spring, 1980/CtBS Spring, 1981) yielded
the following data.

Grade 4

1980 7 1081 .

Mean Score (NCE)
Test 1 Test 2

Group N CTBS-80* CTBS-81**

Served 1077 29.67 31.96

Comparison 2685 58.20 51.73

*Level 1, Form S, administered in grade 3.
**Level 2, Form S, administered in grade 4.

-225-

227



. The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave the following results in NCE units fur the served group.

Effect of Total N With Min.
Grade Predicted 3C Observed R. Program t N Gain of 4 NCE

4 27.05 31.96 +4.91 10.81** 1077 535

**p 4.01

e. The results show that the participants scored significintly
higher than it was predicted they would have scored without
participation in the project. The difference of 4.91 NCE units
between the observed and prsegcted scores exceeded the criterion
set in the objective. Since a positive difference of at least 4
NCE units was obtained, the objective was attained at grade 4.

. (See Appendix B, for state-form-based summary of grade 4 regress-
ion analysis.)

. Outcome: Grade 5

. Matched scores (NCE units) available.for a sample of grade five
participants in the Title I Reading Stiategy project and a com-
parison group (using CTBS/CTBS) yielded the following data.

Grade 5 1'

.1980 - 1981

Mean Score (NCE)
Test 1 Test 2'

Group N CTBS-80* CTBS-81**

Seived 1100 ,28.26 34.22

Comparison 2371 56.99 04.44

*Level 2, Form S, administered in'grade 4.
**Level 2, Form T, administered in grade 5.

r.
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. The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave the-following results in NCE units for the served group.

Effect of
Grade Predicted 7 Observed X Program

Total N With Min.
N Gain of 4 NCE

S 28.13 34.22 +6.09 13.70** 1100 '614

**P 4.01

The results show that the participants scored significantly higher
than it was predicted they would have scored without participation
in the project. The difference of 6.09 NCE units between the
observed and the predicted score exceeded the criterion set by the
objective. Since a difference of at least 4 NCE units was obtained,
the objective was attained at grade 5. (See Appendix B, for a state-
form-based summary of grade 5 regression an sis.)

c

A Reading Strategy subcomponent of Multiple teaching/learning
modules existed in the Title I Reading Strategy program at grade 5
only. Matched scores (NCE units) available for these Multi-Modality
participants and a comparison group yielded the followihg data.

I

Multi-Modality
(Existed Only in Grade 3)

1980 - 1981

Mean Score (NCE)
Test 1 Test 2

Group N CTBS-80* CTBS-81**

Served 89 28.33 32.65

Comparison 2371 56.99 54.44'

*Level 2, Form S, administered in grade
**Level 2, Form T, administered in grade 5.
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The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave the following results in NCE units for the served group.

Effect'of Total N With Min.

Grade. Predicted X Observed X Program t N Gain of 4 NCE

5 28.19 32.65. +4.46, 2.70** 89 , 44

(Multi-Modality). .3Q)

**p 4. .01

The results show that the participants scored significantly higher
than it was predicted they would have scored without participation
in the project. The difference of 4.46 NCE units between the
observed and the predicted score exceeded the criterion set by the
objective. Since a difference of at feast 4 NCE units was obtained,
the objective was attained for the Title I Multi-Modality group.
However, when these results are compared with those for the regular
Title I program fdr grade 5, it is apparent that the regular Title I
students do better than the Multi-Modality students by more than an
extra one third of the average NCE gain score (4.46 compared to 6.09,
for a net difference 8t 1.63 NCE in kyor of the regular Title I
students).

Outcome: Grade 6

Matched scores (NCE units) av, able for a sample of grade six
participants in the Title I Reading Strategy project, and a com-
parison group (using CTIWCTBS) yielded the following data.

A

1980 - 19§1

7

Mean Score (Nmp)
Test 1 Test 2

1,4 Group N -CTBS-80* CTBS-81**

Served 447 27.73 '35.38,

Comparison 2443 54.15 55.08

*Level 2, Form T, administered in grade 5.

**Level 2, Form S, administered in grade 6.

a

I
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The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave-the following results in NCE units for the served group.

4

Effect of , Total N With Min.
Grade Predicted I Observed X Program t N Gain of 4 NCE

6 33.42 35.38 +1.96 3.40** 447 195

**p 4.01

The results show the participants scored significantly higher than
it was predicted they would have scored without participation in .

the project. However, the difference of 1.96 NCE units between
the observed and predicted scores did not meet the criterion set
by the objective. Since, a positive' difference of at least 4 NCE
units was not achieved, the objective was not considered attained
at grade 6. (See Appendix B, page 15 ofor a state-form-based
summary of grade 6 regression analysis.)

. _Product Objective 2: Randomly selected participating pupils in
identified grades will demonstrate significantly improVed attitudes
towards reading, as reflected in,the comparison of mean pre/post
test responses on a locally constructed Pupil Attitude Survey.

. Outcome: Objective 2 was probably attained in part. An estab-
lished instrument for measuring reading attitudeAL('A Survey of
Reading Attitudep', by Walbrown, Brown and Engin;.1977) was
adapted to meet local'program needs (See Appendix C). This
condensed and adaptdd attitude scale is comprised of 35 Likert-
type attitude items which can be summated into total and five,
(factor analysis based) subscale scores.

A randomly selected group of-participating pupils in grades 4-6
were administered this attitude scale both at the beginning and
at the end of the'1980-81 school year. The total attitude scale
score did not yield a significant difference from pre-test to
post-test.(lowever, the factor analysis based subscales clearly
indicate change.

Each item in each subscale, as well as in tfik total scale of
reading attitude, was converted so that the least positive
attitude response on a five point scale had a value of one and
the most positive attitude response had a value of Live. .For

each pupil, the values of all individual item resppnses were'
averaged for each subscale and for the total scale, to give
individual subscale and total scale scores in terms of this
same one to five scale score range. Pre- and.post-test scores
for each of the subscales as well as the total are presented
in the following table.
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'Reading Attitude Scoret
1980-81

4.

' A Scale/SubsCale . Pre-Test Post-Test t-value ,

Mean s.d. Mean s.d.

Reading Anxiety 3.40 .85 3.57 .88 2.69*

Expressed Reading Difficulty 3.10 1.02 3.28 1.07 2.43**

Reading As Direct Reinforce-
ment . * 3.97 .85' 3.80 .95 -2.54**

heading as Enjoyment 3.44 .97 3.21 1.04 -3.29*

ReadingoGroup 4.20 .75 4.05 .85 -2.77*

Total Scale 3.60 .60 3.56 .67 .68

O

.4 .01

**p . .05 .

Significant improvements (p4:05) in both Reading Anxiety and
Expressed Reading Difficulty subscalesoccurred between pre- and
post-tests. It might reasonably be argued that these are direct

..positive program effects. Increased comfort with reading seems
to have occurred.

-Each of the three remaining'subscales (Reading as Direct Rein-
forcement, Reading as Enjorrent,mland the Rearipg Group Subscales)
indicate a significant attitude change in a negative direction.
This might be attributable as much to the second semester, end-
of-year 'blues' as anything else.' Fall to late spring attitudes
typically decline. However, it could be argued that it is-.
Shakey to attribute one set of changes but not the other to the
treatment. 4

It would be desirable if ecomparison group of otherwise com-
parable non-Title I pupils could take this attitude scale, also.
Comparing thepost-test attitude scores of the comparison group
with those of the-Title I treatment group (while computationally
controlling for the effects of differing pre-test scores, if that
is the case) would assfitin more Confidently concluding whether
the changes in treatment group attitudes are due to the unique
program treatment or are simply due t the passage of the school
year,-or other. such extraneous causes.

'
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. Product Objective 3: As evidenced by their opinionnaire responses,
teachers will become sensitized to instructional techniques utiliz-
ing the diagnostic-prescriptive approach.

. Outcome: Objective 3 was considered attained. In June, 1981,
a survey was distributed to teachers whose classrooms-were served
by the project. Eighty-three percent of the classroom teachers
(N=161) responding to the survey reported the use of the diagnostic-
prescriptive approach was effective to very effective, as evidenced
by:

. improved diagnosis of students individual needs
for instruction of specific reading skills.

. increased flexibility in grouping of students for
reading skills reinforcement.

. improved selectionof pupils for the reading skills
reinforcement.

(See Appendix D fox. the summary of Classroom Teachers Survey.)

Product Objective 4: Eighty percent of the parents of the project
participants will report satisfactory feelings about their child's
reading improvement.

. Outcome: Objective 4 was attained. In June, 1981, surveys were
sent to parents of project pafticipants in 37 schools. Ninety-two
percent of the sampled parents (N=239) reported satisfaction with
their child's reading improvement.

(See Appendix E for summary of Parents Survey.)
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

There were several noteworthy additional findings regarding
objective 1, which pertain to program success as measured by standardized
reading test scores. First, Model C (regressi% model) results were com-
pared to results obtained using Model A (pre- Mpost-test t-test model).
Both analyses used the same restricted Model C group of students, and both
used the normal curve equivalent (NCE) measuring unit as the unit of
analysis. Model A yielded a slightly lower average CTBS Comprehension
'score gain for the project than did Model C. (See Appendix B for
statistical detail). Second, the criterion for admitting students into
the Title I Reading Strategy program was that each admitted pupil's pre-
test score be at or below the 33rd percentile on either the Stanford Diag-
nostic Reading Test or the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills. This prose -
dure was the major factor causing nearly one-fourth of all Title I CTBS pre-
test scores to be above the 33rd percentile (See Appendix G for greater
statistical detail). Third, the same Model C regression analysis done using
the CTBS vocabulary subtest yielded veryilifferent results than it did with
the CTBS comprehension subtest scores. (gee Appendix B for greater statisti-
cal detail). For the 1980-81 program year, Model A yields much more favor-
able results than Model C when the vocabulary subtest is the unit of analysis.
A somewhat more thorough and technical presentation of these three additional
findings is contained in Appendix I, as well as in Appendices B and G.

A survey was sent to principals (See Appendix F),.who had the Read-
. ing Strategy program in their schools. Of the thirty-five who responded,

97 percent said that the Reading Strategy program contributed to meeting'
the reading needs of the participating students. Ninety-four percent of
these principals responded that this program was either effective or very
effective in improving reading skills of the participating students.

A series of fourteen inservice - staff development sessions or
activities were held during the 1980-81 school year fbr the Reading Strategy
project teachers and staff (See Appendix H).

The Reading Strategy project director has presented other findings
and assessments,-including the following:

The CTBS test seems to give an inflated score, and so )he SDRT
has been used as the second of these alternate selectors to
give pupils an additional chance at meeting selection criteria
and thereby redeiving the service they need.

. ' The comprehension score is not uniformly-reflective of program
emphasis. For example,, in grade four and in the Multi-Modality
component, there is a heavy emphasis on vocabulary.

. Throughout the past several years involving court ordered
desegregation, the Reading Strategy program has been subjecW
to numerous and unexpected staff changes, frequently resulting
in personnel being placed into the Reading Strategy program
regardless of the appropriateness of their previous assignments,
expertise, or teaching performance record.
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. If there are a number of teacher absences in a given building,
the Strategy teacher is pressed into service for the day.

. The reorganization of classes as late as November and December,
which in recent years has become commonplace in the elementary
schools, results in disruptive midyear rescheduling, with the
attendant shifting, dropping and adding of pupils within Read-

, ing Strategy serviced classrooms.

CONCLUSIONS

On a program wide basis (grades 4 to 6) the available data
showed that the Title I treatment group of Students enhanced their average
CTBS comprehension NCE score significantly (p more than would have
been expected under non-Title I treatment, and that this gain exceeded the
project objective of 4 NCE points. However, there remain questions to be
answered concerning: A. the advisability of having two distinct and alter-
nate criteria for program admission, B. the large number of pupils whose
scores were either not available or necessarily excluded from these
analyses, and C. the question of what effect the above have on generaliz-
ing the data based conclusions to the program as a whole. Randomly
selected participating pupils showed significant improvement (44..05)
in both Reading Anxiety and Expressed Reading, Difficulty subscales lIetween
pre- and post-testing; while a significant attitude change in a negative

i direction was found for the Reading as Direct Reinforcement, Reading as
Enjoyment, and the Reading Group subscales. Eighty-three percent (133 of
161) of the classroom teachers responding to a survey reported; changes had
occurred in their instructional procedures through tie-useof the Reading
Strategy diagnostic - prescriptive approach. Ninety-two percent of a 239
parent sample which was surveyed reported satisfaction with their child's
reading improvement.

Recommendations are as follows:

. It is recommended that in the future one consistent measure or
operational definition be used as the criterion for program
qualification (such as one identical type of test score, or
an average of two types of test scores for all Reading Strategy
students), -if at all possible.

a

Seriously'consider excluding from admivien into the Reading
Strategy program-any student who has pre-tested out at above
the 33rd percentile and more compellingly be excluded if
pretesting out as 'above average' -- on either ofthillostandardized
reading compithension tests used ,(CTBS and SDRT). An. illustra-.
tion: If a student had a CTBS reading comprehension pretes*
score of 75 percentile and a SDRT reading comprehension score
of 30 percentile, it is highly probable that the CTBS score is
mere reflective than the.SDRT of the pupil's real Teading com-
prehension achievement, which is-likely well above average.
It it much more likely that the pupil had an unreliable SDRT
testing than by chance alont guessed his/her way to the such
higher CTBS score. Having a significant number of treatment
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pupils in the pre -test data base who have scores above the
established cutpoint compromises the integrety of 'the related.
data analyses and the conclusions dralenAlorefrom-,---

. Attention should be given to the supplemental finding that
Reading Strategy students score approximately as much lower
than expected on the vocabulary subtest as they do higher than
expected on the comprehension subtest when compared against
the performance of non-treatment students at the same grade
in the Cleveland Public Schools. It should be determined if
the net reading achievement gain which remains after this
apparent (time-on-task based) trade-off is the maximum possible
yrith the available resources. It should be determined if there
is a significant net gain, qualitatively speaking. Efforts
should be made to determine how the gains in comprehension can
be retained or even enhanced while concurrently preserving the L-average vocabulary score-based percentile rank. These inter-
related issues need to be examined in depth, followed by related
plans and subsequentJaction.

. With the Multi-Modality component showing a satisfactory but
less dramatic increase in average CTBS comprehension NCE gain
that the regular Title I program did during its first year,
continuing assessment of the relative effectiveness of this
component when compared to the regular Reading Strategy program
should be done.

A comparison group for the attitude survey would be highly
desirable in order to sort out unique program effect from
ordinary fall to-spring attitudes changes. Refinement of the
existing attitude scale, including setting it in lirger type ,

And revising several items to refer specifically to the Reading
Strategy program, would be desirable.

,
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APPENDIX A
READING STRATEGY

ELIGIBLE TITLE I ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
1980-81 School Year

Public

1. Rickoff
21_ Anthony Wayne
3. Artemus Ward
4. Benjamin Franklin
5. I'voklawn

6. Buhrer
7._ Case
8. Charles Lake
9. Chesterfield

10. Clark

11. Cranwood
12. Daniel E. Morgan
13. East Madison
14. Emile B. deSauze
15. Euclid Park

16. Forest Hill Parkway
17. Fullerton
18. Garfield
19. George W. Carver
20. Gordon

21.

22.

23.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

t\ y

Gracemount
H. W. Longfellow
Halle .

Kenneth Clement
Kentucky

Lafayette
Margaret Ireland
Marion Sterling
Mary B. Martin
Mary Bethune

Memphis
McKinley
Miles Park
Milford
Mt. Pleasaft

A

.41

116. Nathaniel Hawthorne
37. Oliver H. Perry
38 Orchard
39) Paul Revere
40 Robert Fulton

41. Stephen E. Howe
42. Sunbeam
43. Tremont
44. Union
45. Verda Brobst'

46. Wade Park ,

.47. 'Walton
48. Warner
49. Watterson-Lake
50. William R. Harper

51. ,Willow

Non-Public

1. Blessed Sacrament
2. Holy Name/
3. Holy Rosdry°

4 Lutheran Memorial
5. Mt. Pleasant Catholic

6. Our Lady of Peace
7. St. Paul Croatian
8. St. Rocco
9. St.imothy

10. Urban Community
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Comparison of Reading Comprehension Achievement Results in the
1980-81 Title I Reading Strategy Project Using Title I Evaluation

Models A and C on Indentical Data Sets

Grade

Model A
(Pre-Post Norm Referenced)
Pretest
NCEX*

Post Test
NCE X*

X NCE
Diffe-
rence

4 4.77

5 1100

6 447

All

ts, Grades 2624

0% _

j

29.67

28.26

27.73

28.75

31.96

34.22

35.38

33.49

+2.29

+5.96

+7.65

4.74

1

Model C
(Soe al Regression)

Expe ted
Post
test
NCE

Observed
Post test
NCE RI,

X-NCE
Diffe-
rence

Number Who Gain-
ed +7 (+4) NCE
pts. or More

Comparison Gioup Based
-Re:resion Line
Pre Post j: Y Inter-
(with N) Slope ce.t

44-

27.05

28.13

33.42

28.59

31.96

34.22

35.38

33.49

+4.91

+6.09

+1.96

4.90

455 (535)

518 (614)

145 (195),

1118 (1344)

.50 (247p .88454

.50 (2250) .92598

.50 (2345) .74268

A

.80478'

1.96342

12.82754

Number of Participants Omitted from Growth Data Because of:
Missing pretest or post test (Includes entire group of 396 nonpublic students]

. Insufficient time in Project
Pretest score used for regression was above 42 NCE

Total Number of Participants Omitted from growth Data

S1

979,
4

1836
, 837

41p. 3gtl

*The nationally normed NCE scoring units for the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills were used.
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Comparison of Reading Vocabulary Achievement Results in the
1980-81 Title I..Reading Strategy Project Using Title I Evaluation

Models A and C on Indentical Data Sets

Grade

Model A
(Pre-Post Norm Referenced)
Pretest
NCE 7.*

Post Test
NCE X*

4 914

5 796

6 430

All

Grades 2156

30.03

30.40

`29.05

29..75

NCE
Diffe-

rence

Model C
(Special Regression)

Expected
Post

test
NCE g

Observed
Post test
NCE

r NCE
Diffe-
rence

Number Who Gain-
ed +7 (+4) NCE
pts. or More

Comparison` Group

Regression Line

Based

Pre Post 1:

(with NY Slope

37.36

32.91

34.69

34.91

.411,

+7.33

+2.51

+5.64

+5.16

38.58

36.26

42.86

38.29

37.36

32.91

34 .(69

34.91

- 1.22

- 3.35-

- 8.17

- 3.38

467 (548)

270 (463)

214 (277)

951 (1288)

.43 (2436)

.53 (2601)

.45 (2034)

.67148

.85428

.62329

Y Inter-
c ept

18.40942

2.36491

21.52155 .

1-1

dumber of Participants Omitted from Growth Data BecaUse of:
. Missing pretest or post test (Includes entire group of 396 nonpublic students) 934

. Insufficient time in project 1836

. Pretest'score used for regression was above 42 NCE 1350

Total Number of Participants Omitted from growth Data 4120

240
' *The nationally normed NCE scoring units for the Compreheusivest of Basic Sk is were used.

I
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APPENDIX C

Condensed, Revised and Adapted Version of
A SURVEY OF READING ATTITUDES

7 Intermediate Level: Form A
,(Third Experimental Edition, 1977)

Y.
Wallbrown, Brown and tngin

DO NOT MAID ANY,MARKS ON THIS SIDE OR THE RACK
UNTIL THE DIRECTIONS ARE COMPLETED

DIRECTIONS

Fill in your name in the spaces provided below. Do not makeany
marks in the'box below At. Your ditcher will complete the items in the box.
Now wewill read the t ections aloud for you.

The stet ts in this booklet are concerned with the way you feel.
about reading. There are no right or wrong answers because students have
different opinions and feelings about their school work. For example, if I
say "Reading is more fUn than math." I'm sure the students in this room would
not all agree. Some le would disagree because they enjoy math more than
reading. Probably some then students would not be sure about how to answer
because they like both g and math. So, you can see there are no right
or wrong answers. The t thing is to mark the answer than shows how
you really feel or what your opinion is.

I will read each statement aloud while you read it silently from
the page. After each statement has been read, you are to decide how you feel
about it and then circle the choice which tells how you feel. Circle A io'show
that you agree with a otatement. Circle B if you are not sure how you feel about
a statement. Circle C EO show that you disagree with a statement. Donot usa
a pen. Use a soft -lead pencil (#211 or less). Erase completely, any answer you
wish to change.

Please be surethat you mark the answers which show how you really
feel isther than the way I want you to park then. The litters and what they
stand for are written at doe top of the question page (reverse side of this page)

.
LAST NOE ,FIRST NAME

1( I 1) 1 I I I I) 1'1 1(47tsViiIIIIR

DO NOT MARK IN BOX'BELOW
STUDENT I.D. NO. RACE SEX GRADE SCHOOL

15)910671) 1 1 1_ 1 C:1 -
/ (69) (7)

v5-711

'DATE ATTITUDE SURVEY GIVEN:
DAY

STUDENT'S BIRTHRATE: WT;q-c;-3

1980-$1 TOTAL DAYS ABSENT (Excused and Unexcused) BY QUARTER:

1ST 1(2)-24 2ND

FALL 1980 SD NCE:

SPRING 1980 CTBS NCE:

3RD

COMPREHENSION

(141) : 4 -44)

1(4 - ca;

OH 10)-34

S..72 (IVI/80)

238- 242
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A . agree S.- not.sure C - disagree

81AMPLES

O
o

0.1.

1.
=

VI

*A
oz

00.k
00
a
vs

0..
a. Reading is more fun than math. A B C

b. I often read comic books.

1. I need a lot' of help in reading.

2. rybuld like to help someone else who can't read as well as I. A B C
3. I get upset when I think about having to read. A B C
4. I can read but I don't understand what I've, read. A B C
S. Most of the stories in our reading books are interesting. A B

L
6. I an a slow reader. A B B
7. I enjoy helping other students with their reading. A B C
S. When I an at home, I .read a lot.

- .A

9. I often feel sick'when I try to read a long assignment. , A B C

10. We learn lots of interesting things in our reading group., A B C

11.. I enjoy looking up information in the encyclopedia. A B C
. 12. When I have free time in class, I read a'book. A B C

13. I get upset when we take a reading test. h

14. I get a lot of enjoyment from my reading. A C
IS. Our g group is usually enjoyable. A C.

16. No tter how hard I try, I just can't learn to read well. A B C

17. "cl get nervous when I have to read a lot. A B C

18. When I read an interesting story, I like to tell my friends about it. A B C

19. My parents think I need to try to improve my reading. A B C

20. Sometimes I miss a question on a test because I read.poorly. A B C

21. My friends and I often discuss what we have read. A B C
22. I enjoy telling family about the-things we read in school. B C

23. Sometimes I have nightmares about reading. A 8 C

24. I learn a lot in our reading group. A B C'

2S. I like to listen to other people tell about the books they have read A . C
26. I worry a lot about my reading.

A C
27, Reading is one of the most interesting things which I do at home. A C
28. I get a sick feeling in my stomach when I think about reading.

A B
. 29. When I try to read, I usually get tired and sleepy.

A. B C
30. Our reading group is one of the best parts of school. A B

31. I'm the kind of person who really enjoys a good book. A

3;, The teacher has to help me a lot when we are in reading group.

. 33. I usually read several, books du ing summer vacation. A B C
34. A book would make a good present for me. A B C
3S. I listen carefully when other students are telling about what they

, ' have read.

-"92 4 3
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Ple se circle the afistier you select.

APPENDIX D

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

SROOM TEACHER SURVEY

Frequency and Percentage of Classroom Teacher Responses
In Each Rating Category

(N=161)

Selected students in your classroom have participated in the
Reading StrategyIproject. We would. like your viewpoint of the
services provided the students through the Reading Strategy
project.

. )Has the use of the diagnqstic-prescriptive approach had any effect on
your awareness of individual student's reading needs? This approach
was

Very Very No0
Effective Effective-7d Undecided Ineffective Ineffective Response

52 (32%) 81 (51%) 20 (12%) 1 (.17%) 4 (2% 3 (2%)

Comments:

. Very helpful in diagnosing individual needs.

. S ents became more interested in reading.

. Discovered exac ly where help was needed.

. The children perform better in reading due to the
indiyidual attention.

. Excellent as,a supplement to classroom instruction.
ti

The diagnostic-prescriptive approach assisted the
teacher in planning and organizing skill groups.

I have a better idea of what each child can do.

Gave a spedific area for indepth work needs.

Provided guidelines for skill livel work.

-240-
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APPENDIX D (continued)

2. Have you observed changesin the Reading Strategy studen s reading
habits? YES 117 (73%) NO 34 (21%) NO RESPONSE I (67%)

. .What did you observe:

. Students were willing and ready to do the

. The children utilized skills in their basal texts.

. Improved attitude and skillsmastery.

. Students took more interests in reading assignments.

. Willingness to contribute in reading group discussions,
improved reading skills in both oral and ind4endent
work.

3. In your opinion, what is Reading Strategy's unique contribution to the
student's progress in reading?

. The student is made more aware of where his weak areas are in
reading and is encouraged to improve.

. The students seems to enjoy reading as they are applying-the'skills.

. An increased awareness of the rules anepurpose of each skills.

. The teacher (Reading Strategy) is able to work on a more individual
basis.

. Reinforces skills which teacher has taught.

. Reading Strategy brings the slower reader to i point so that he/she
can benefit more from regular slagsioom work in Language.

. The opportunity'to work in a small setting contributes to the stu-
dents progress.

. The unique worksheets games etc. forfollow up of skill lessons.

,4. If changes were implemented, what would you recommend?

. Servicing a wider range of children with reading difficulty.

. If present classroom number continue-Reading Strategy will have to
be done in a separate room since the children are now wall to wall
with NO corner available.

-241-
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APPENDIX D (continued)

4".

See to it teachOs have reinforcement worksheets of skills taught
be the reading consultant, also a set of wasters for the class-
room teachers. ,-. . ",. .

. Wire time if possible.

4

. Ifidividualized instructions were very beneficial to studgitts.
`,,The one to one relationsh* coed to build.confidence aft. students
performed better than they woul have in a large group settings.

. A program is excellent.

. Strategist should use another room available 'other than the class-
rdom.

4

-242-
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APPENDIX E

r

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

PARENT SURVEY

Frequency and Percentage of Parent Responses
In Each Rating Category

(N=239)

Your child has received reading
help through the Reading Strategy project. Please tell us what you
think about the Reading Strategy project.

*Circle the answer you select.

1. Are you satisfied with your child's reading improvement this school year?

YES 222 (92 %J NO 13 (6%) NO RESPONSE 4 (2%)

. How satisfied are you with your child's reading?

'69 (29%) 142 (59%) 16 (7%) 0 6 (2.5%) 6 (2.5%)

Dis-
Very sat- Very - No

Satisfied Satisfied Undecided isfied Dissatisfied Response
5 4 3 2 1

A
Comment about their child's reading improvement.

"She has improved greatly, still needs reading
assistance."

"Melinda has really improved. I am very proud of her
progress."

"I was satisfied because when shp started the program
she was a poor reader.

"She enjoys. reading and understands much better."

"Yolaida enjoyed the classes'because the teacher pro-
vided.individual/small group attention."'

2. Would you like your child to continue in the Reading Strategy program?

4
YES 225 (94%) NO 10 (4%) NO RESPONSE 4 (2%)

-243-
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APPENDIX E (continued) "o

Comments to why you would like your ChildAo continue in Reading
Strategy.

"Kelly is slow in reading., the reading strategy.project
has built his confide:vice."

Havelmeetings at.the beginning of the year to explain
goals the children hope to accomplish. Have other'
meetings to report progress.

A guide fOr parents to folio the reading skills for
mastery during the school year. '4.

I

3. Did you attend any of the Reading Strategy meetings held for parents
this school'year at'your child's school?

YES 76 (32%) NO 163 (68%)

14.

Tab lie

Parent Attendance

N Times 'Attended

_

1(at least)

Replies to "how were the materials at parent meetings helpful?"

Presented ways to help your child e.g,

-reading newspaper and magazine ads:

-making the grocery list.

- reinforcing lessons that are sent home.
mt

- making games that encourage reading to be fun.

- providing a handbook for parents in reading skills.

It provided the materials and ideas for me to help my,
child at home.

-244-
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APPDENDIX E (continued)

4
4. What reading information would you recommend be,presented at the

parent meetings?

o ,

Continue to make available reading materials for home
use e.g.,

-Construction of reading games.

-Circulation of pamphlet with activities for parents to
help their child with reading skills.

6

-Present ideas on how to use nagazines and newspapers, to
reinfOtee reading at home.

-Worksheets that can be studied by the child with the Parent.

J

249
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APpENDIX,F

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

PRINCIPAL SURVEY

Frequency and Percentage of Principal Responses
In Each Rating Category

(N = 35)

Seledied students in your school have participated in 4e Reading'Strat-,
egy,program. We would appreciate your view point of the services pro-
vided the students through Reading Strategy. 4.

*Circle the answer you select.

1$, Does the Reading Strategy program contribute to meeting the reading needs
of the participating students?

4 YES 34(97%) NO 1(3%)

7 *
2. How effective is the Reading Strategy program in improving reading skills

of the participating students?

18 (51%) 15 (43%) 1 (3%) 1 (3%) 0%

Very
t

Very
Effective Effective Undecided Ineffective Ineffective

5 4 3 , 2 1
. .

Comments:

. The program is effective when staffed with 4 competent strategist.

. This is an extension of what the classroom teacher does and what
the child needs.

Teachers comments indicate that the program is effectiVe.

Teachers specifically requested that the program remain the same.

<7.
Small group instruction is the key.

Builds self-esteem through mastery.

-246-
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APPENDIX F (continued)

"k

3. If changes were implemented, what would you recommend?'

S.

Responses:

Assignments of students based on teacher,judgement and test scores.

Selecting children who nedd the service most, regardless of racial
balance.

Strategists be allowed to work with students outside.the school's-
classroom (to provide student's greater concentration).

Reassign effective strategist to the same building.
f

Assign experienCed teachers to the program, to warrant Ihe time
the student is released for reinforcement.

if

4

1

i

25i7-

to

...



Frequency Table of Title I Reading Strategy Grade 4
CTBS Reading Comprehension Pre-Test NCE Values

NCE

VALUE FREQ
ADJ

PCT,

CUM'
PCT

NCE
VALUE FREQ

ADJ
PCT

CUM

PCT
NCE

VALUE FREQ
.

'ADJ

PCT
CUM
PCT

1 23 1 1 40 90 6 67 55 23 1 95
7 11 1 2 41 62 4 71 56 22 1 97

'13 27 2 4 43 44 3 '74 58 6 0 97
15 41 3 6 44 50 3 77 59, 8

/
1 98

19 52 3 10 46 39 2 79' 61 11 1 98
22 78 5 15 47 33 2 81 63 11 1 99,
25 100 6 21 48 31 2 83 66 4 0 99
27.s 107 7 23 49 .34 2, 85 68 4 0 1Q0
30 102 6 34 50 33 2 88 71 2 0 100
32 121 8 42 51 27. 2 2 '89 76 2' 0 100
34 . 106 7 49 52 25 2 91 80 1 0 100
36' 103 7 55 53 22 1 92 99 2 0 100
38 89 6 61 54 25 2 94

Number ( %) of Title I Group Pre Test NCE Values Above 42: 459 (29.2%) 1.N.

C,,

.s
,..A

MEAN NCE 35.742 STD. ERR. 0.318 MEDIAN 35.670
MODE 32.000 STD. DEV. 12.603 VARIANCE- 158.827
KURTOSIS 0.805 SKEWNESS '0.078 RANGE 98.000
MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 99.000

VALID CASES 1571 ,MISSING,CASES 227

2-62
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Frequency Table of Title I Reading Strategy Grade 5

Reading Comprehension Pie-Test NCE Values

-4 r
NCH l ADJ CUM NCE ADJ CUM NCE ADJ CUM
VALUE FREQ 'PCT PCT VALUE FREQ PCT PCT VALUE FREQ PCT PCT

4 .. ..

. ,

J -18 1 1 37 136 9 71 57 11' 1 98
7 -19 7- 1 2 40 95 6 78 59 9 1 99
10 35 2 5 42' 60 4 82 60 6 0 99
13 . 58 4 t9 6 44 '45 3 8 62 3 0 99
15 56 4 11/23 46 47 3 88 % 63, 4 0 99
19 , 87 6' ' 18 48 40 3 91 64 2 0 100
23: 118 8, 26 49. 27 2 92 66 2 0 100
276

0 100

10&.1, 7 33 51 24 2 94 68 2 0 100
.29 10 43
37 . 1 .' 9 53'

53 22". 1 ''

54 , 15 1 97
96 70 '1

56 9" 1' 97

83 2 0 100
34 1 9 9 62

4-,

,

Number -(%) of Tit1e_I Reading Strategy Group Pretest NCE Values Above 42: 271 (18.3%)

MEAN NCE 32.142
MODE' 29.000

KURTOSIS 0.129
MINIMUM 1..000

VALID CASE'S' 1481,

STD. ERR. , 0.325

STD. DEV. 12.504

SKEWNESS 0.083

MAXIMUM 83.000

MISSING CASES 102

253

10)
MEDIAN 32,218
VARIANCE- 156.354
RANGE 82.000
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Frequency Tablesuf Title I Reading Strategy Grade 6
CTBS Reading Comprehension Pro-1W JLCE Wallas

NU'
VALUE FREQ

ADJ
PCT

CUM
PCT

NCE

VALUE

,

FREQ
ADJ

PCT

CUM

PCT

NCE

VALUE FREQ
ADJ
PCT

CUM
PCT

1 . 11 2 2 33 33 5 58 51. 10 2 95
7 26' 4 6 35 44 7 65 52 8' 1 96

13 30 5 11 38 43 7
,

72 54 5 1 97
15 28. 5 16 40 47 8 79 55 7 1 98
19 27 4 20 42 19 3 83 56 4 - 1 99,
22 43 7 27 44 22. 4 86 58 7 1 100
25 43 7 34 46 18 3 89 68 1 0 100_
28 54 9 43 47 15,

/ 2 92 75 1 0 1 100
31 57 9 52 49 9 1 93

(\ ,,'
.

.
.

.

Ar'

.

Number (%) ofTitle I Group Pre-Test NCE Values Above 42: 107 (17.5%)

MEAN NCE 31.132 STD. ERR. 0.517
MODE 31.000- STD. DEV. 12.783
KURTOSIS -0.203 SKEWNESS -0.099
MINIMUM *1.000 MAXIMUM 75.000

ALI,D CASES 612 MISSING CASES 51

254

MEDIAN
VARIANCE
RANGE

31.272

163.410
74.000

pp as 11111 MUIR 1011
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September 17, 18, 19
\

October 16

November 3

November 17

December 18

January 11

January 27

February 25

February 27, 28, 29

March 13

March 16

March 20

APril 24

May 19

APPENDIX H

READINGSTRATEGY

7

Inservice - Staff Development

1980'-1981

.255

e.

Cluster Inservice- Project'Staff.

0

A.M. Non Public Teachers,thserOlce.
P.M. Modalities Center teachers

service.

Inservice -

Inservice -
"Curriculum
Study Skill.

Newteachers'.,

Teachersgervicing #6

for Improving Student
11

Staff Development '!Mastery . Lear iRg "

Patricia Bowman
14

"Evaluation, 1979-81 - Results & In-
terpretation." Gwendolyn MotI-brz-fskti*

'Division of research and Deuelopmcnt

d y 4"'

In-Service, selected teachers -
"Developing Reading Activities for
Newspaper Publication"

t

Staff D velopment "Black English/
Educati nal and Social Implication"
Dr. How d Mims, Cleveland State U.

Skills Share Fair

Inservice - New Teachers

Cancelled

'Inservice - Modalities Center Teachers

Staff Development - (Staff and 10 pro-
ject teachers), Schools Vision Forum.
Holiday Inn, Warrensvill Hts.

Project Meeting

Staff Devellothent - "Title I Projections

for 1981-82" Dr. John P. Nairus.

-251-
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APPENDIX-I
4

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS SUPPLEMENT

No,

There were several noteworthy additional findings Tegarding
objective one, which pelltained to program success as measured by stang-
ardized reading test scores.

First, the data were reanalyzed using the Model A design instead
of the Model C design, which was pre-selected and'used as the primary
analytic method. For comparability with the Model C analysis treatment
group, those Title I treatment group pupils scoring above 42 NCE on the
pre-test were also excluded during the Model A based analysis. On a
program-wide basis, using the CTBS comprehension subtest score and the
same restricted set of students used with Model C (regression model),
Model A (nationally normed NCE score based pre- to post-test t-test model)
does %ot.yield as great an NCE gain as Model C does. Model A yielded a 4.7
NCE average gain; Model C yielded a 4.9 NCE average gain (See Appendix B for
more data detail). This Model A result/would be even less favorable (as
well As would the Model C result) if those "too high" (and thus excluded)
pree-test score students had been included in the analysis. This is
deducible both inferentially (regression towards the -- treatment group --
mean) and directly/empirically from the collected test scores data.

Second, the criterion for admitting students into the Title I '.

Reading Strategy program is that each pupil score less than 33rd percen-
tile (approximately equal to a 41 NCE) on either the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test (SDRT) or the comprehensive Test Basic Skills (CTBS). As a

result of this procedure, many students who score above the 33rd percen-
tile.on one test will score below on the other. Many students who score
below the 33rd percentile on the CTBS will score noticeably above that on
the SDRT. For many of these students, that CTBS score is not a typical
performance, and.it can be expected that a retesting on that or equivalent
form of the CTBS will result in a higher CTBS score.' Thus, many who score
misleadingly low on one test will be included in Title I, and their inclusion
consequently has to artificially inflate average end-of-treatment CTBS post-
test score. Similarly, some may have scored higher on the CTBS than on the
SDRT or could have been-otherwise expected; due, perhaps, to such things as
lucky guessing. Thus the average percentile rank of these types of CTBS
pre -test scores can be expected to drift backwards (regress towards the
treatment group mean) if retested immediately or prior to treatment. Both

of these two types of case's represent measurement errors which, if per-
vasive, can invalidate the data set and conclusions drawn from it.Since
they act in opposite directions, their effect on related group statistics
plight be partially or nearly cancelled out by the effects of tip other.
Exactly to what extent is typically not directly determined. The cause of

present concern is that:

. In Model C as contrasted to Model A, treatment group pre-test
scores above the pre-deterMined 'cut' score are omitted from the
analyses, thus eliminating the possibility of the erroneously
'too high' scores offsetting the erroneously 'too low' scones.

25;
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, APPENDIX I (cont'd)

. A very large percentage (24.2%) tf a l otherwise available scores ;'
grades 4-6, are lost from the Model C analyses. This is in addi-
tion to scores lost for other reasons.

. Of those Title I students who have CTBS pre-test scores above 33
percentile, a surprisingly large number scored in the top two
quartiles, with a couple of scores even being at the 99th percen-
tile level!. (See. Appendix G for grade by wede 'normalized' per-
centile score, i.e. NCE distributions)'

Third, the same regression analysis done using the\CTBS vocabulary
subtest yields. very different results than it dousing the comprehension
subtest (See Appendix A). Although Reading Strategy students. compare
favorably with the comparison group with respect to the comprehension score,
this did not hold true with respect to the vocabulary score! This suggests
a differing program emphas between Reading Strategy and comparison group
students. If we were using the vocabulary score as the program criterion
this year instead of the comprehension score, Model A would give us better
results than Model.C.

This comparative result could (and probably would) vary from year
to year. There are important differences between Model A and Model C and
what they do both in terms of analytic procedures and the constructs and
criteria they assess. Model A compares the treatment-group to a national
norm. Model C_compares the treatment group to the non-treatment (comparison)
group in the same school district. This has the effect (for Model C) of
fairly validly determining whether the treatment group has done better, worse
or the same as it would have done had it been left in a non-treatment
situation within the same school district. In general, if non-treatment
group achievement history has shown that children in the school district
typically slip in their nationally normed (NCE) percentile rank, Model C
probably will yield more favorable and valid results for assessing, the
-merit of the.treatment group's special program effect in the school district.
However, if the educational dynamics of the system for a given year are
such that the average non-treatment (comparison) group pupil enhances his/
her comparative nationally normed standing, assessment of the treatment
group's_special -program effect would to that extent 14 more favorable if
Mbdel A was used.

-27



RESIDENT TUTOR PROJECT

Prepared by

Ronald Gerboc
projeFt Evaluator

Typed by
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1980-1981
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RESIDENT TUTOR PROJECT

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

The Resident Tutor Project offers Grade 1-8 students remedial
reinfiucement.of specified reading and/or-mathematics skills. Priority ,

service is given to those students who are eligible to participate in
another Title I project, but who cannot be served,due to enrollment limita-
tions. Pupils identified by classroom teachers as needing assistance and
who meet project eligibility criteria are tutoredyon a regular weekly
schedule by a full-time educational aide (Resident Tutor). Tutors assist
students on an individual or small group basis outside of the regular class-
room for approximately thirty minutes per-day, up to five-days per week. All

tutors receive orientation and insfrvice training throughout the school year.
Selected schools are also served by a Parent Resource Center established to
provide a variety of tutoring activities than can be used at home.

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: ,^4916 Grades Served: 1-8 Years in Operation: 13

Schools: 35 public Staffing:
13 nonpublic 1 Project Manager, FT 48 EducationarrAides,,FT
48 total 3 Consultant Teachers, FT 1 Clerk, ET

(See list in Appendix A)

Total Title I Expenditures: $470,090 Per Pupil Cost: .$3k5

SUMMARY OF' FINDINGS

In its 13th year of operation, project activities were directed by
a newly appointed manager. Project consultants, who were responsibile for
developing monthly tutor training sessions, were required to develop specifid
objectives and evaluation procedures for each session. A total of 15 Parent
Resourbe Centers were in operation to provide parents with constructive ways
of supporting student skill development in the home.

Project records indicated that approximately three of every four
assignments completed by tutors were in the wading skill area. Project
students demonstrated performance levels that easily exceeded the criteria
prescribed in both the reading and mathematics objectives. Standardized
reading test performance not only exceeded the criteria prescribed, but
,demonstrated a noted improvOment when comparisons were made with the previous

1 year's results. A

Data suggested that careful planning should be accomplished to
insure that tutors are assigned-to schools with the greatest number of-eligible
studentgefforts should be made to investigate the revision of the project's (-

manualliti'tests, policy'regarding the number of sessions offered to individual
students should be,reviewed, and continued emphasis should be placed on parent
invqlvementi
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

NOTE: As a preface to this_review of project activities, the reader should be
aware of various events which affected project operations during the 1980-11

school year.

. As requested by the Director of Government Programsof the Catholic
Diocese of Cleveland, permission was granted by the Divisioniof
Federal Assistance of Ohio's Department of Education to offer
Resident 'tutor services to Grade 7 and 8 nonpublic school students.-
Tw £ the thirteen nonpublic schools obtaining project services ill
198 -81 extended service to students in Grades 7and 8.

Due to the continued financial problems encountered by the Cleveland
Public School System, 4 of the project's 48 educational aides-were
either transferred to other non-Title I positions or were laid-off
during December, 1980 and February, 1981. A restriction on hiring new
personnel prevented project management from obtaining replacements for
these' individuals.

Desegregation implementation preparations necessitated the granting of
an extension in the number of days all Cleveland Public School employees
were to be in pi3-status. Budgeted Title I monies-were insufficient to
support projeCt operations during this additional school time. Approval
was granted by the Office of Urban Programs, State of Ohio, Department
of Education to co-fund approximately 35 percent of Resident Tutor pro-
ject operations from April P, 1981 to June 30, 1981 through use of
Disadvantaged' Pupil Program Funds. .The instructional focus of the
project as described in the 1980-81 proposal remained intact.

A

The following presentation represents a composite of major findings ob-
tained from an assessment of a variety of evaluation data. These findings have
been organited according to the various process objectives (objectives which
prescribed major operational tasks) and"product objectives (objectives
which specified observable changes in student knowledge) guiding project
activities during the 1980-81 funding year.

. Process Objective #1: Fortyeight full-time educational aides and up to
10 part-time college students will be hired as tutors to be assigned to
up to 48 public and 20 nonpublic title I elementary schools.

. .

Outcomes: This 'objective was partially attained. With the initiation
of the school year in September.,1980, a full complement of educational
aides (48) were assigned to 35 public and 13 noiublic participating
project schools. (Note: Due to reductions in 1980-81 Title I funding,
the total number of school's served by the project declined by 35
percent from the previous funding year - from 7,3 to 48 schools),, All

40+ aides with the exception of one assigned to nonpublic school duties
served 1980-81 participating schools on a full- time, -five day schedule.
Budget 1.imitatidili necessitated assigning this nonpublic aide to
part.time (ot half-day) tutorial duties in two schools. As previously
noted, an unexpected extension in the 1980-81 school. year mandated
that further reductions be made in project services. The subsequent
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transfer and lay-off of aides during December of 1980 and February
1981 caused tutorial services to be discontinued in four project
schools. Beginning March 16, 1981/ fou project aides who had pre-
viously been servicing one school on a full-time basis were asked to
divide their time between two schools (i.e., two days per Week in a
school affected by project aide cutbacks and three days per week in
their original4pchool assignment).- In effect, from March 16,.1981 to
the close of theschoV year (June 30, 1981), an additional eight
schools were being serviced on a part-time basis. Finally, these same
monetary restrictions' prevented project management from obtaining the
services of part-time college Students. (Refer to Appendix A for a
list of the schools serviced on a part-time basis)

Process Objective #2: All project assigned tutors will attend at least
0

one.pre-lservice,and monthly in-service training workshops, conducted by
project staff and/or consultants.,

e.

. .Outcome: This objective was attained. A general orientation 'on
was'held for three full days on September 17, 18, and 19 19 . These
sessions familiarized tutors with the project's operational procedures
and the report forms that were to be completed during the school year.
Tutors were also presented with an introductory overview related to
establishing rapport with various individuals who would be encountered
while pursuing tutorial responsibilities (i.e., principal, teachers,
students and parents) and were introduced to initial mathematics and
reading instructional techniques. The three project consultant teachers
were responsible for the planning and presentation of these various
orientation session topics. A project developed reaction sheet was
administered after each session in efforts to provide project manage-
ment with feed-back related to the strengths and weakness of each
presentation. Subsequent to these orientation sessions, inservice
meetings were held on a monthly basis with the exception of the months
of February and April. Due to the°semester break, February's meeting
was rescheduled in March and the project consultants conducted on-site
visitations to each tutor's school as an alternative to the April
meeting. A tbtal of .eleven meetings were held during the school year.
These full-day.sessions were primarily used to up-grade the tutor's
instructional capabilities. Project management developed specific,
training objectives and procedures as well as evaluation instrumenta-
tion for each meeting to ascertain whether paiticipants attained
expected session outcomes. Details of these outcomes can be obtained
in the project office. (A complete listing of inservice dates and
topics appears in Appendix B.)

On a questionnaire responded to by 27 public and 9 nonpublic tutors
in June of 1981, theinservice workshops wereligilien overall, ratings
of Effective or Very Effective by 97 percent of the public school
tutor respondents and 100 percent of the nonpublic respondents. One
of every four respondents (public and nonpublic combined) indicated
that it would be profitable to introduce additional topics in future
inservice sessions in an effort to increase their instructionaldeffec-
tivenesi. The following typify the kind of topics that were suggested:
al:ride interpersonal relationship training, suggest methods'of
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Jeteaching mathematics problem solving,, provide more opportunity
for tutors to share instructional ideas among themselves, and
introduce methods of dealing with the disruptive child. ,(Com-
plete questionnaire responses can be found by referring to
Appendices H and I of this report).

Process Objective #3: :Tutors will work with groups of 1-2 children
at a time, providing reinf:#ementinstruction in specified concepts
and/or skills which are the'instructional, emphasis of the Project, and
which have been identified as high priority needs of children in
priority schools.

Outcome: This objective was achieved. A review of Pupil Data
Cards indicated that a total, of 2,720 tutoring assignments were
made within the 11 mathematics and reading skill areas taught by
the tutors. Of that total,, 2,434 (or 89%) of the assignments
had complete pre and post test information available and were
conducted for the prescribed length of time (i.e., 20 to 30
minutes of instruction on a minimum of 30 occasions). The
majority of the tutoring assignments,that were conducted in the
prestribed Fanner were for reading skis (1,649 or 68%) with
the remainder of these assignments being for mathematics (32%
or 785). Within the reading skill area the majority of assi$n-
ments (42%) were made in vocabulary while the second most
frequent skill,tutored was spelling (22%). The most frequently
assigned mathematics skill was multiplication/division computa-
tion (32%) with the related skill of multiplication/division
facts being the next most frequent (24%) assignthent area.

Fa/

When 1979=80 and 1980-81 tutoring assignment data are compared,
it becomes evident that a complete reversal has occurred in
the skill area receiving prime attention of project tutors.
During 1979-80:62 percent of such assignments were made in the
mathematics skill area with 38 percent in the reading area. The
ppposite occutredrin 1980-81 with 68 percent of those assign-
ments being madd.in reading.and,32 percent in mathematics. This
shift.in emphasis was ordered by, projectomanagement as a response
to a systemwide mandate which iftnitfAd reading as a prime
instructional need in all Cleveland'PublieSchools. Table I
presents the number and percentage of tutoring assignmentS that
were made in each mathematics'and reading skill area during the
1980-$1school year.

TABLE 1

1980-81 Resiaent Tutor Project,TUtoring Assignments
By Ski Area

, Math Still/Code
Per-

N cent

Add/Sub Facts 119 6%
Mult/Div Facts , 193 10%

Add4Sub Computation '144 7%
Mult/biv Computation 289 13%
Problem Solving 70 -3%(

4 Totals 785 32%
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Reading Skill/Code
-

N cent

Alphabet 91 4%

Vocabulary 702 29%

Aud-Visual Percep. 60 2%

Long/Short Vowels 196 . 8%

Syllabication 233 10%

Spelling 367 15%

1,649 68%
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Tutors were asked to record the number of students they had assisted
at the same time during each tutoring assignment. An analysis of the
data for those assignments conducted in the prescribed manner (N=2,434)
indicate that the majority of such sessions (1,639 or 67%) were con-
ducted with two students, 470 sessions (or 19%) were taught with one
student present, and the remaining sessions (325 or 14%) had three or
more students in attendance during the instruction.

Fuither .analxsis ottutoring assignment data reveal that of the 1,916
students who received tutorial service, 1,112 (or 58%) of these
tstudents obtained tutorial assistance in only one skill area, while
804 (or 42%) of the remaining students received'such assistance in
more than one skill. Among this latter group,.577'students (or 30%)
obtained assistance in two skills, 157 students (or 8%) were tutored
in a total of three skills, and 70 students (or 4%) obtaile help in
four skills.

In a questionnaire distributed to all tutors at the end of June 1981,
respondents were to indicate how frequently classroom teachers within
their respective buildings-clearly identified the specific skill the
referred studen should be taught. A total of 27 public and 9 non-
public tutors filblihded to the question. The majority of respondents
from both groups (i.e., 76% public and 68% nonpublic) indicated that
teachers within their, building "always" identified the specific skill,
a "usually" response was recorded by 11 percent and 16 percent of the
two respondent groups, k"sometimes" response was indicated by 13 per-
cent and 16 percent of the two groups, and a "sometimes" response was
indicated by 13 percent and 16 percent of the two groups. One respon-
dent ip the public school group did indicate a "seldoeresponse.*

When asked how often conferences were held with classroom teachers to
"review the work done and the progress made by the pupils", none of
the responding tutors in either the public (N=25) or nonpublic (N=9)
schools indicated that they "never" conducted such conferences. Non-
public respondents however, indiCated that they conducted the conferences
on a more frequent basis than did their public school counterparts (i.e.,
78% of the nonpublic respondents indicated holding such meetings "about
once a day" or "several times a week" versus 37% of the public school
respondents, while 11% nonpublic versus 55% of the public school respon-
dents indicated a '"about-once a week" or "less frequently" response).*

A noted difference was indicated in,how often the publit and public
tutor respondent groups used the Resident Tutor Manuals project
manual provides tutors with an explanation of the procedures that
should be followed when tutoring, exemplary tutoring activities, and
tests. A greater percentage of the 26 public school tutor respondents
indicated that they "very fTequently" or "somewhat frequently" used
the manual than did their nonpublic schoOl colleagues, (i.e., 92%
versus 77%). When the "infrequently" reiponse was compared, 4 percent
of the public tutors versus 23 percent of the nonpublic tutors indicated

*Refer to Appendices H and I for further details regarding questionnaire
findings

do
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such a response. Neither. group, however, indicated that'they "never"
used the* maavai. When the tutors were asked if they felt the manual
should be "Improved ", a greater percentage of the nonpublic respon-
dents (89%) recorded a "yes" response than did the public school res-
pondent group (48%). Typical suggestions made by tutors that were
aimed at improving the manual related'almost exclusively to the locally

. constructed tests. Included among these were:tests should correspond
more closely to a student's current grade level, tests should.be more
difficult, and tests should meet the needs of the in-between student
instead of being too hard or too easy! if

1 a ,* I

ocess Objective #4: Fifteen of the full-time educational aides Will
be assigned tp Parent'Resource Centers in is-Trt-ri"-I schools and.will
de elop parent invol ement activities in addition to tutoring. At least
50 percent of, the pa nts of pupils tutored by these aides will visit tr,

i the Parent Resdurce Center. at least once to receive explanations of the
tutoring Rrocedures and materials, be apprised of the progress being.`
made by their child, and/or learn tutoring techniques to be used at home

- with the pupil.

it Ou come: This objective was achieved. Examination of project records
sho ed that Parent Resource Centers operated by full-time tutors were
est hashed, in 15 of the 35 public schools served by the project.
(Re r to Alipendix.A for a complete listing of Center schools). Of
the 19 students:served.by these 15 tutors, the parents of 367 (or 59 %)
visi -d thetenters at least once. This outcomeepresents.a slight
incre se in'the percentage of total parents who visited the Center
during 1980-81 59% versus 54%). When visitation data were
examin for each Center separately, it was found that the percentage
Of visi ing parents ranged from 27% to 100%.--Eleven of the 15 Centers
met the criterion prescribed in the objective. This outcome repre-
sents an improvement.frvethe previous year when nine of the 15 Centers
met the dentinal criterion. The records further reveal that from
one to 23 parent meetings were held at the Centers. A total of 80 such
meetings ere held with tHe median number per Center.being5.5. The
total numb r of meetings held in the Cent'brs decreased by 28% from the
previous y r (i.e.4 from 111 meetings in 1979-80 to 80 meetings in
1980-81). t least one meeting was held in each Center during 1980-81.

Tutors whd_h d managed Parent Resource Centers were asked in June
of 1981 ho-W ch they "agreed" or "disagreed" with nine stattments
related to Ce ter operations. A review of the responses made by the
13 tutors who eturned questionnaires revealed that seven of the nine
statements received a "strongly agree" or "agrsp"'responsehy 92
percent to lop ercent of the respondents. One respondent did indicate
a "not sure" re ponse on three of these seven statements. Among these
seven questions ere the folloWing: "Classroom teachers in my building
believe that the Resource Center is needed in this school", Parents
like the Resource Center's instructional materials", and "I have been
adequately trainee in how to manage the Resource Center". The two
quegtions that obtained the least agreement among tutors were the
following: It is ery difficult to get parents to use the Resource

\Center, (S5% of the espondents indicating a "strongly agree"/"agree"

*Refer to Appendices H and I further details regarding questionnaire findings.
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response, 30% ifidicating a "disagree / "strongly disagree" response, and

o 15% responding "not sure"). and "The Resource Center has an adequate
number of institctilinal materials" (86% of the respondents indicating
a "strongly agree/"agree" responses and 16% responding "disagree/
"strongly disagree").,(Refer to Appendix J for complete details re-
garding the Center questionnaire findings);

In an effort to obtain school principal project
operations, program management designed a questionnaire which was
distributed 'in June, 1981. All principals (N=15) whose building
housed a Parent Resource Center were asked to rate the Center's
"worth" to parents, staff and pupils. Of the 14 principals, who res-

ponded, ten (or 71%) rated the Center's value as ',texcellent" while
the remaining four respondents (or 29%) indicated a "good" rating.
(Refer to Appendix M for a complete review of questionnaire outcomes).

Process Objective #5: Priority will he given to serving students who
are eligible for but not served by one Of_the following Title I pro-
jects: Reading Improvement Program, Reading Strategy Program, and
Mathematics Skills Improvement Program.

Outcome: This objective was achieved. In an effort to insure that
eligible9alpils in Cleveland's elementary schools parti-

cipate in a suppoprogram that most efficiently meets the need(s)
of each student, a comprehensive assignment procedure was developed
by the'Department of Compensatory Education. The following
briefly outlinesl.the procedure used during 1980-81. All persons
employed with Compensatory Funds in each Cleveland elementary
school formed %team whose major responsibility was to identify
pupils eligible for compensatory reading and mathematics services.
To accomplish this task, team members surveyed available Stan-
dardized test data to confirm student eligibility. Complete
information pertaining to each eligible student was placed on a
standardized Pupil Enrollment Form. The completed forms were
organized according to subject area eligibility. Program placement
of students was made according to a project priority list estab-
lished for each of three elementary'sChool types existing in
Cleveland (i.e., schools with Grades 1-3 only, Grades 4-6 only,
and Grades 1-6). The forms-for pup4s-not.immediately selected
for service by the projects were filed in a waiting list seciion.
Students from GradeS 4-6 who had been placed on,the waiting list
were serviced by the Resident Tutor Project with priority being
given to those most in need'of reading assistaue. The procedure
appears to have eliminated the possibility of woviding unnecessary
duplication of service to eligible students. (Refer to Appendix F
for a copy of the Pupil Enrollment Form and a detailed description
of the eligibility procedure).

Product Objective #1: After a minimum of 30 tutorinsessions of 20 to
50,-minutes on a specified reading concept and/or skill, 50 percent.Of a
sample of participating pupils will show a gain of 15 percent or more on
a pro)eet_conStructed test measuring mastery of that concept and /ox skill.

4
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. Outcome: This objective was achieved. A total of six reading
skill tests developed byoroject staff were administered to
referred students on a Ple and post basis. Pupils were adminis-
tered only those tests appropriate for the skill(s) 'in which they
were being tutored. Separate versions of each skill test were
developed for use with students in Grades 1-3 and Grades 44. The
total number of items contaiiod on each test varied from 10 items
(vocabulary tests) to 25 items alphabet and syllabication tests).
The median number of questions per test being 20 items. Scores .,

werereported according to the percent of total item correct.
(Refer to Appendix G for an example of a reading skill test):

Examination of the test scores available for 1,649 completed tutor-
ing assignments showed that studenzs who were involved in 96
percent of assignments achieved a pre-post gain of at least 15
percent. When the results were analyzed separately for each skill
area, the percentage of achieving a gain Of 15 percent or greater
was found to range from 94 percent to 100 percent. The size of
the gains achieved by the students averaged 41 percent. from pre to
post testing. These outcomes were almost identical to the pre-
vious year's when the percentage achieving a gain of 15 percent
or more ranged from 94 percent to 100 'percent and averaged 43
percent., (Appendix C contains complete details regarding student
pre-post reading test performance).

Product Objective42: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to
30 minutes on a specified mathematics concept and/or skill, 50 percent of
a sample of participating pupils will show a gain of 15 percent or more
on a project constructed test measuring mastery of that concept and/or.
skill.

Outcome: This objective was achieved. A total of five mathematics
skill tests developed by project staff were administered to referred
students on a pre and post basis. As in the reading test area, pupils
were administered only those tests appropriate for the skill(s) in
which they were being tutored. Separate versions of each'skill test
were.developed for use with the primary (Grade 1-3) and upper elemen-
tary (Grade 4-8) students. The total number of items contained on each
test varied from 10 to 20 items with the median number of items per
test being 20 items. Scores were also reported) according to the
percept of total items correct. (Refer to Appendix G for an example

of mathematics skill test).

A review of test score outcomes available for 785 completed tutoring
assignments indicated that students who were involved in 96 percent of
the assignments achieveda pre-post gain of at least 15 percent. When
the results were analyzed separately for each skill area, Oe percen-
tage achieving a gain of 15 percent or greater ranged fro 85 percent

to 100 percent. The size of the gains achieved by the ,students aver-
aged 51 percent from pre to post testing'. These outcomes demonstrated '
that during 1980-81 students demonstrated a slight improvement in
their mathematics achievement when compared to the previous year (i.e.,
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the percentage achieving a gain of 15 percent or more ranged from 94
to 100 percent and averaged 43 percent during:4979-80), (Appendix D
contains complete detdils regarding student pre -post m'thematics
test performance).

. Product Objective #3: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to ,

30 minutes each on specified reading skills, the,mean posttest NCE
score will be 7 units' higher -than the mean pre-test score for a sample
of pupils in Grades 4 through 6 using the appropriate subtests of the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test appropriate to the reading skill being
tutored.

Outcome: This objective was achieved. The Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test (SDRT) was administered in October, 1980=to all public
school students in Grades 4-6 as part of the city-wide testing pro-
gram. This administration served as the pre-test for project .

students in the participating public schools. Following the com-
pletion of tutoring in a specified readihg skill,eeach student was
again administered the test by his/her tutor, but only in the subtest
that corresponded to the skill tutored: This evaluator conducted two
inservice sessions during the beginning of each semester in 1980-81
to insure that all tutors adhered to the proper procedures when 1d-
ministering the SDRT. Although nonpublic school tutors conducted
reading instruction students were not administered-the SDRT due-to,
the absence of a city-wide test program. /'--

Pre and post SDRT scores were converted to -NCE /ores using fall and
spring norms Ars,c4tively. Appendix E provides a gradelevel summary'
of the SDRT score for each of,the four administered subtests. More
than half (64% or 272) of the 425 referral assignment's made in the

four reading areas requiring SDRT administrations pertained to.the
assistance given in the auditory vocabulary skill. area. Examination
of the pre and post NCE means.showed that.gain scores ranged from a
low of 12.00 (Grade 6 - phonetic analysis) to a high-of 27.86 (Grade
S- Structural Analysis). All grades (4-6) exceeded the criterion of a
gain of 7 points set in .the objective on each subtest. The current
year (1980.-81) mean gains exceeded those attained by students during
the previous year (1979-80) in each of the'subtest areas with'the ex-
ception orade 5 students,on-the phonetic analysis subtest.

A further review of the SDRT outcomes indicate that in 78 percent of
the assignments conducted by the tutors, students attained a pre-post
gain of at least 7 points. When thoSe,resultiwere analyzed separately
for each skill area, the percentagte of students achieving the proposed
criterion gain ranged from 61 percent to 100 percent. The size of the
gains achieved by the students averaged 21.25 NCE.looints.

The request is frequently made to relate .prOy1.L ect achievement to the
national norm group. Such a comparison can be made through the use
of a percentile norm group. A percentile rank-for a given test score

.

4
=265-



ti

indicates the percent of pupils at a particular grade placement
in the national norm group who received scores equal to or lower
than the given score. Table 2 presents the percentile rank of the
mean pre/post NCE scores' attained by the project students who

were administered the SDRT.

TABLE 2

Percentile Rank on National Norms of Mean Pre and Post
Scores on Subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test

Grade Subtest

Percentile Rank Percentile Rank

N of Mean Pre Score kNean Post Score

4 Auditory Vocabulary 75 17 48

Phonetic Analysis 2 14

4;
Structural Analysis
Auditory Discrimination

24

1

20

24 - cij 449

/c.
.

Auditory Vocabulary 127 15 58

Phonetic Analysis :40 13' 47

Structural Analysis 44 14 60

6 Auditory Analysis 70 21 43

Phpnetic Analysis 5 29 50

Structural Analysis
, .

37 0 16 41

ommirmirsomirsmor

4..

Table 2 shows that on the pre-tests the average scores of project

students were mostly in the lowest 20 percent of children nation-

ally. A 'similar outcome was demonstrated during the previous year.
The expectation is that without project services, their scores #
would remain the same relative to children nitionally7=-Post-test
results, however, show that in each subtest area Grade 4, 5 and 6

Students achieved substantial growth beyond what would be expected.

All,group average post subtest scores approached or exceeded the

average score (50%) nationally. The small numbers of students for

whom test scores are available (particularly. ii the phonetic

analysis anOuditory discrimination subtest area) suggest that

caution be excerised in interpreting results. When the 1979-80

and 1980-81 post-test scores are compared, the growth pattern re-

corded by Grade 4,-5 and 6 students demonstrated further improve-

ment in all subtest areat-with the exceptiOn of the Grade 4

analysis outcomes. Improvement was particularly striking at Grade

6., During 1979-80 Grade 6 student post scores on two of the three .

subtests' indicated that they fell ftirther behind in achievement

despite project assistance. Current Grade 6 results demonstrated

a complete reversal of this'pattern in that-students have evidenced

substantial growth in each subtest area. (Refer to the 1979-80

project evaluation for complete percentile results).
4
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Efforts were made to ascertain how various groups viewed theit in-
volvement in 1980-81 project activities. To accomplish this, a variety of
questionnaires were developed to obtain the perceptions of those who had
direct contact with project services. Those questionnaires were distributed
to project and non-project staff, school principals, and students in June of
1981. The following highlights the major findings obtained from the responses
of 27 public school tutors, 9 nonpublic school tutors, 21 nonproject teachers
from public schools, 10 ponproject teachers from nonpublic schools, 32

- principals, and 55 students.

. When asked to indtcate what had been the "greatest problem"
tutors encountered as they assisted students during the school
year, the problem most often cited by the 22 responding public
school tutors related to their attempts to maintain the proper
racial balance among the students they assisted (6 of ,the 22
respondents or 27% indicated such a response). Additional pro-
blems cited by'more than one respondent included: the inappropro-

0 priateness of adhering to a 30 session instructional period for
each student (i.e., 3 of the 22 respondents indicated that e
various students needed less or additional time to master a
(particular skill) and the difficulty in obtaining an adequate
number of eligible students to tutor (i.e., 3 of the 22 respon-
dents indicated that this problem was especially bothersome in
those buildings with more than one Title I reading project).
Nonpublic teacher respondents (N=9) did not reach a consensus
when asked the same question., Included among their varied
responses were tie following: "the amount of:children available
for our program", "disciplining the students" and "record
keeping". (Refer to Appendices H and I for complete results).

. A total of 16 of the 27 public school tutors who returned
questionnaires provided recommendations that they believed would
improve the project next year. Those recommendations made by
more than one respondent included: developing a more equitable
plan with other Title I projects to obtain a greater number of
eligible students for tutoring (four respondents made this re-
commendation) and revise the project reading tests making the"
more challenging (two respondents made this recommendation).
Three of the nine nonpublic tutors indicated that the tutor'man al
and tests should be revised. (Refer to Appendices H and I).

1,
. Three types of responses were obtained from =project public

school teachers when asked to indicate what changes they would
make to imptove project operations. Although 21 teachers returned
questionnaires, only eight provided such recommendations. The three
types ofxsuggestions that were provided included: find ways to ser-
vice more students (five respondents), increase the involvement of
classroom teachers in developing tutorial objectives for each
student (two respondents) and permit students who need additional'
assistance to master a skill_to remain with the tutor for. more than
30 sessions (one respondent). The most often cited recommendation
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made by nonpublic teachers related to developing a closer relation-
ship between tutor and teacher when defining the tutorial
instructional approach for each student (three of the four respon-
dents who provided recommendations responded in this manner).
(Refer to Appendices K and L for complete nonproject teacher sur-
vey results).

Principals were also asked to indicate what "features" of the
project they felt needed "modification and/or deletion". More
thanhalf (53 %) of the 32 principals who returned questionnaires .

provided responses to the question. The most common contribution
made by (6 of the 17.respondents) related to relaxing the student
eligibility requirhments in order that a greater number of pupils
could be served by the project. Principals making this recommen-
dation urged that classroom teacherjudgement be emphasized when
selecting students. Other recommendations.included: reducing
the amount of paperwork required of tutors, conducting fewer
inservice sessions for tutors during the year, and re-instituting
the. involvement of students in Grades 1-3. (Refer to Appendix M).

,A review of the student questionnaire responses obtained from a
random sample of public and nonpublic students revealed that 96
percent of the group "liked getting help from my tutor" with the
remaining students (4 %) indicating a "not sure" response. A
smaller percentage of respondents,,however, indicated that they
would like to "get help" from ,a tutor next year (i.e., 76%
responded "yes", 7% responded "no", and,17% indicated a "not
sure" response). An overwhelming majority of these same students
(95%) indicated that they felt their tutor did help them "do
better in school" with a 5 percent indicating a "not sure" response

A (Refer to Appendix N for complete student survey results).

CONCLUSIONS.

si" A summary analysis of 1980-81 Resident /Tutor Project results revealed
the following outcomes. Due to budgetary reductions, the project served fewer
schools than previously and some schools obtained only part-time services of a
tutor during the second semester. The ttewly appointed program manager required
that projelct consultant teachers develop objectives as well as evaluation pro-
cedures for each staff orientation /inservice training session conducted. Parent

Resource,Centers were im selected schools to provide parents with suggestions
of how they could assist their cRird's skill development at home.

4,

The iajority of tutoring assi is completed by project staff were .

in the readingrather than mathematics s area. More than half of the
'students obtained instruction in one re or tethematics'skill area pnly.
Tutors conducted most of their assignment 'th two students being present
during the instruction. When student achievement results wereanalyzed, pro-
ject students demonstrated performance levels that easily exceeded the
criteria prescribed in both the reading and mathematics subtest objectives.

-`
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The standardized reading test performance (SDRT) of 1980-81 student partici-
pants not only exceeded the criteria prescribed in the proposed objective,.but
detonstrated a noted improvement when comparisons were made with,the previous
year's results.

Based,on an extensive 30iew 9f current (1980-81) project related
data, this evaluator provides the following recommendations for consideration
when making future operational planning decisions.

dols$

. With the prospect of continuing budget reductions and the fact
that program management was forced to reduce,project services on
a part-time basis in nine schools during 1980-81, it is critica],
that future tutor assignments be made in those schools which
possess the greatest number of eligible students who cannot be
Serviced by other Title I projects. To accomplish this task,
staffing decisions for all elementary Title Irojects must be
made early enough to allow for the proper placpment of tutors
prior to the start of the new school year. As/ presented in the
Additional Findings section of this report, at least 3 of 22
tutor respondents in unsolicited conments alluded to experiencing.
difficulty in obtaining enough student participants. This
appeared to be particularly true in thOsesschools which possessed
at least two additional Title I projects, n addition, further
investigation should be made to ascertain h w successful part-time
assignments have been before such a practice s continued or dis-
carded. It is not recommended, however, that cher judgements
replace standar ized test data as the primary me od of identify-
ing potential eligible students as principals have suggested.

As presented, a great number of tutors have recommended that the
project's instructional manual and skill tests be revised,. Cited
as reasons for such a recommendation were that students tended.to
get bored with the activities suggestedAn,the manual and-the
skill tests were oftentimes not suited to'the grade level place-
ment of the student with some finding them too difficult or easy.
With respect to the list recommendation, one must be reminded
that such tests were originally constructed to determine whether a
student had mastered,a specific skill after receivinttutorial.
assistance. Consequently, it should not b surprising to find an
overwhelming majority ofstudents routinely scoring well on the
post administration of suc h tests. It is therefore 'recommended that
prior to'enacting any revision process, program management investi-
gate the specifics of such recommendations thoroughly.

. As cited in this-report, a common recommendat ion made by public
and nonpublic tutors involve questioning the benefits,of adhering ,

to 30 instructional sessions per student. It was indicated that
J some students mastered the specific skill prior to 30 sessions,

while others needed additional time to do the same. This evaluator
is unaware of any data which suggests thar-it is more or less
beneficial to adhere to a fixed number of sessions when tutoring
individual students. A more complete study of this issue may

- provide insight that will contribute to insuring effective use of,
tutor time.

-2b9-
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More than half (S5%) of,the.responding tutors who were responsible
for Parent Resource Centers indicated that it was difficult to

obtain parent involvement. Program management has recognized the

importance of ,bringing project personnel and parents together
often to disquss how instructional support can be provided in the

home. The special activities scheduled in the Centers during
April and May attested to tiis concern and appeared to be rela-

tively successful. It is crucial that efforts continue to be
made to provide more parents the opportunity to obtain practical
teaching suggestions and aids that can be4easily used with their

children.

-270-
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APPEND1XiA

'schools Serviced by the
Tutor Project During the

Sshool.Year

Public Schools

Andrew J. Rickoff @
Anthony Wayne @
Buhrer I
Case

Charles Like @
Chesterfield P

tlaric I
Cranimod @
Daniel Morgan 0
East Madison
Forest Hill Parkway
Fullerton
Garfield
George W. Carver
Gordon @

Henry W. Longfellow
Kenneth Clement
Margaret Ireland @

Non Public Schools

Immaculate Conception
Our Lady of Peace
St. Adalbert
St. Benedict
St. Francis
St. Joseph Franciscan
St. Michael

0

Sa

Resident
1980-81

. ".

Marion-Sterling @A
Mary B. Martin

'I', Mary BethUne @

files Parks"

Mpford
unt Pleasant

Oliver H. 1%rry@
1,Orcharde
Paul

Robert lt610
Stephen Howe
Tiemont
Union

,Verda Brbst
Wade Oark'
WaltOn.
Waterson-,Lake @ 3
Willow '

4'

St. Philip lifri
St. Stepheh @
St. ThOmas Aquinas
St. Timothy #

St. Wendelin .
Urban Community

1

Schools serviced by a part-time aide between September 8, 1980 to June S, 1981'
@Schools serviced by a part-time aide liftween March 16h 1981 to June 30, 1981
@Schools containing a Resident TUtor'Pirent Resource Center'.



APPENDIX B

Description of Resident Tutor Training4eisions Held During 1980 -81

Topics Feiture4 at Session(s)Date (s) Type of Session(s)

September 17, 18 -Orientation
and 19, 1980

October 15, 1980 Inservice

November 26, 1980 Inservice

December 17, 1980 Inservice

January 22, 1981

February 26,1981

Inservice

114

Inservice

March 24 Inservice
and 26, 1981

Aprii, 1981'

N

May 13,28 and

June 29, 1981

A4

Inservice

Al

1-

..".*Review project operational_ procedures and forms

Provide training in the creationbf tutor lesson
plans

Introduce anrverview of ho.* to teach reading
Prepare for teaching math in a tutoringoession
Introduce methods that can establish raport with

principal, teacher, tutee, and parent ,

Introduce ways to provide students with practice
in multiplication and Avision skills

Introduce-ways to provide students with basic
phonics skill practice

Learn to develop vocabulary lessons

Review procedures related to good lesson plan
construction

RevieW new mathematics and reading instructional)

material
Discuss special concerns held by tutors
Obtain training in the administration of the Stan-

ford Diagnostic Reading Test

Learn to construct games which reinforce mathe-
matics and reading skills

Introduce the game of Tea,Kettle,(a game of
homonyms)

Introduce methods designed to teach spelling
Provide techniques found effective in preventing
problems'ito occur when reading addition

Hear a presentation by the Supervisor of Elementary
Mathematics related to new teaching techniques

Introduce techniques which contribute to legible
cursive handwriting

Invite one patent from each school to attend
presentation made by Supervisor of Elementary
Reading Langsage Arts regarding parent involvement

Review projipcttgoals for the 1980-81 school year
. Review standardized testing procedures

Obtain instruction in how to teach syllabication
Develop,lessqp plans -related to syllabication
Hear a presentation regarding the 1979 -80 project

evaluation

No workshop scheduled. Orojectwconsultants conduct
on -site visits to each tutor's%school. as follow-up
to March inservice session activities

4

Collect all project related records and evaluation
dati

. fit

-272-
27,1,

tl



APPENDIX C

'Resident Tutor Project Reading Skill Test Results

SMbtest/Code Grade k

Alphabet . 1 41
(Skill Code 210) 2 __

3 6.,

4 23
5 12

6 9

,
7 -

8

'Vocabulary
(Skill Code 220) 1 12

2 24

3 25

4 2S3

5 277

6 108

7 1

8 2

Aud-Visual Percep. 1 '''23

(Skill Code 230) 2 12

* 3 -

4 9

' 4 5 14

6 2

-7 -

8 ,

Long/SboZ1 Vowels 1 43
(Skill Code 240) 2 47

3 18

4 27
5 SS

6 6

7

8

-

Syllabication .-

(Skill Code 250) 2 9

t. 3 10
4 71

5 , 87

6 56

k 7
8

-

Spelling 1

(Skill Code 260) -2 14

3 16

4 12*
',, 148

6 59
7 , 1

r 8

Pre Mean Post Mean
Percent Correct Percent Correct

32.07 92.43 %4
-- --

32.00 90.66
34.56 82.52
29.16 66.83
41.55 82.33
.. -- --

--
a/

.44

32.50 '71.66
'39.58 83.87
40.00r
36:49 1?:X-
40.82 84.45
43.24 , 82.52 ,.

20.00:- . 80.00
20.00 4100.00

. ,

41.30 82.60
45.00 84.58 ,

-- ' --

38.22* 81.66
56.42 . .- 80.35
52.5b 6 87.50

-- --

31.97 72.90
38.29 78.51

40.00 91.66
42.964 74.2S
40.52 85.10
42.66 90.50

-- --

4.. --

41.11' 83.33
43.00 77.00
43.12 80.18
49.24 83.47

,

43.44 80.07

-- --

--, --

44.28

38.12
40.36

38.58
41.52

34.00

84.28

77.81

80.54,

76.33
79.40

30.00

Mean

Percentage N/% Gain Obj.'
Gain -+15.00 c Attain.-

>

+60.36 41/100% *

'-- --

+58.66 6/100%___

+47.96 23/100% *

+37.67 12/100% * o
+40.78 9/100% *

--

--

+41.30 23/100%
+39.58 12/100% *

-- --
+43.44 9/100% *

+23.93 14/100% '

4.35.00 ,2/100%
-- --

I

. .

+40.93 43/100%
+40.22 47/100%
+61.66 18/100%
+31.29 24/88%
+44.58 , 54/98%
+47.84 6/100%

-- --

J-

-- --

+42.22 9/100%
+34.00 10 /100%

+37.06 64/90%
+34.23 83/95%
+36.63 54/96%

-- --

+39.16 11/91%
+44.29 23/95%
+40.40 '24/96%
+40.64 243/96%
+43.63. 267/96%
X39.28 102/94%
+80.00 1/100%
+80.00 2/100%

+40.00 14/100%
+39.69 16/100%
+40.1% 125/96%
+37.75 140/94%
+37.90 56/94%
- 4.00

*

*

*1

*

ea

1*

*Objective-criterion at aihed (i.e., 50 percent of a sample of participating students will
show a gain of 15 percent or more).
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APPENDIX D

Resident Tutor Project Mathematics Skill Tet Results

Subtest/Code

Add/Sub Facts
(Skill Code 111)

MUlt/Diy Facts
(Skill Code 112)

6

7

,8_

Add/Sub Computation 1 -

(Skill Code 12.1)' 2 > 11

3b;
T8

71

5 24

6' 2.0

7 '-

8 -t

Halt/pay Computation
(Skill Code 122)

iProblem Solving 1 - 4
(Skill Code 131) 2

4

-

-'3 20

.0- 4 18,
'5 13

,6
D./1

1 26

2 44

3 18

4 14

5 13
6 4

7 -

8

1

1
2

3

4 73.

88

6 4- 97

7 1

8 -

0

Grade N

, 8
3

re'
*

Objective criterion attained (i.e., 50 percent of.a sample of pirt icipatin
o 15 percent or more). ' ,

:Pre Mean Post Mean
Percent Correct Percent Correct

29.38
33.27
41.55
'52.Q1

46.30
48.50

--

77.76
88.22

91.88
90.64
74.07
74.00

Mean
Percentage N/%Gain Obi.

Gain +15.00 Attain.

+48.38
' +54.95

+50.33

+38.57
+27.77
+25.50

24/92%
43/97%
18/100%

413/92%
13/100%
4/100%

40.00
.57

-33.98

39.78
38.35

r-
--

60.00
75.42
84.47
84.03
80.11

420.00

-438.85
+50.69

+44.25

+41.75
--

1/100%
, 6/85%

88/97%
56/91%
34/100%

36.36 ,

43.88
42.38
44.29
42.50

6742
80.83
83.94
86.25
76.50

+31.36'
+36.95
441.56
+41.96,
+34.00

' 11/100%
18/100%
69/97%

23/95%,

20/100%

37.35
33.23
35.57
10.00

.1

.1 '7.35
79.-77

80.27

100.00

+40.00
+46454
+44.70
+90.00

p8/93%

-87/98%

53/95%
14100%

35.00

,. 21.00
29.00
.30.00

.

77.50

74.50
, 76.1,1

25.38 82-30
10.00 97.50

8
1

10.00 di 100.00.

442.50

(
i59:"00'«59'.*DO.

+45.50
+46.11

+56:92
+86.50
+90.00

.274 -

I *.

4/100%'

4/100%

20/100%
18/100%
12/92%
8/160%
3/100%

g-students will show
a

4
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APPENDIX E

Resident Tutor Project Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests Results

Subtest/Code Grade N
Pre X Post X NCE

NCE Score NCE Score Gain
N/% Gain
2... 7 NCE

Objepticve
At 'ined

Auditory 4 ° 75 29.75 '45.69 +15.94 60/80%
' Vocabulary

(Skill Code 220)

5 127 27.89 54.36 +26.47 108/85%

6 70' 32.93 45.96 +13.03 43/61%

Auditory . 4 1 35',00 49.00 +14+ 1/100%
Discrimination

\(Skill Code' 230)
'..,

Phonetic Analysis S Combined Sith'Skill Code 2'40
(SkillCdde 230)

.

. 6 Combined with Skill Code 24D

Phonetic Analysis.' 4 2 27:00 48.00 +21.00 , 2/100%
(Skill Code 240)

5, 40 25.75 47.98 +22.23 33/75%

6 5 38.40 504.40' +12.00 4/80%

'

Strvctural 4 24 32:38 47.21 . 414.83 17/71%
Analysis
(Skill Code 250)

1441, 5 44 26.66 54.52 *27.86 41/93%

6 37 79.24 44.76 +15.52 26/70%

Objective criterion attained (i.e., mean NCE gain > «7) .

A°

.44
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APPENDIX F

.Tit I Pro ect Eligibility Procedures
a lazed During tlle 1980-81

School Year ,
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APPENDIN F

PROCEDUPL FOR ESTALUISHINS SCHOOL CO7J1'INSAPPY4ELIGIGILITV LIST

. Make -up 06 Titte 7 Team -Selection o6 Team Leaden

. A44ignment 06 Pupil4 to P4ognanm

. Setting up Title 7 bile

. Repotting 604 Title I Census boa Research)

THE COMPENSATORY TEAM wilt unsist °kali pemon4 e ptoyed with Compen4otorty
funds in the buibung. Thi4 wilt include both cent4icated and non-centi6icated'
penzonnel.

."THE TEAM LEADER wW be a person aguld upon by the Pao feet 61aAagen4 o6 Reacting
and 41calptognam4 openating in the buil...Ling. He/She should have ability to
°Aganize the woAk and .lead the team. Expenience with 6oArn witt behe2piut.

Dutte4 - Team Leaden.

(1) Uei..son with Painapal rteganding att ma ttenz 4elated
to team octivitZe4 and the Schoot.ftigibitity File

(2) Receive 6onm4 and makuat4
(3) Call and conduct meeting4
(4) Diztnibute icams and manual4
(5) Set up and maintain iling 40tem (4y4ttm wilt be

uni6oAm in all

- FIRST MEETING
eta44elp to be

- Team wilt meet with I:mar-4,a to di2c44 ;tans 04 4unve1ing
involved. 0

SECOND MEETING - 411.0imS with pupti/.4 etigible ion 4envice4 oi p4ognam4
46eAed 4.11 T.A2 b mitt be divided among the team membet4 04 onvey
punpo4e4. Enuttment 4m4 handed out at this time. .

Team-memben4 t
to the selection

-outs, tz, on can& (with-in6oAmation rtetative,
each gram) Ifoa the cla.444 they mitt coven. -

O

SPRING' TEST SCORES 'cat be u4)c6olt the initial ociceen.ing boa etigibte

P.

READING IMPROVEMENT 01,2,17 At bn be tow 33 We

READING STRATEGY 14 - 6

READING'CENTER 4 4 - 6

$1,01BUTICS SpLiS DIPROVEMENT

TIES
CLEVE. TEST 501 OPC.W4

PROCEDURE FOR COMPLETING PUPIL ENROLLM FORMS

41

4. a.

. Conautt manual 04 CORAta 'FAOC

. amp/etc att inionmationon the
(1) Exit Code (To'be tilted

. (2) Authoitizing Signature (T
016.4ce.)

4

b

yr

To be d6he ab 400n 4 pupil .L6

1

mes ifilting out icoms
p hati oi'theifokm except:

when pupil Lewes)
be iitted in at Pao jest

-279-
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APPENDIX F (Cont'd)

44111k

Using inSowation avaitabte 4e: tut 4VA

next to'the test 04 tuts that qutiSti tl

80T41 READING TESTS AND MATH TESTS.

LZs, Sitt in the inioamation sequined
e pupa Sort 4eAvice. THIS WILL INCLUDE

CP

NOTE: A FORM SHOULD ONLY BE FILLED OUT' IF,,THE PUPIL SCORES IN
THE RANGE .INDICATED PREVIOUSLY THATNOULD MAKE HIM/HER
ELIGIBLE IN READING OR MATH OR BOTH.

THIRD MEETING - Team membms biting the 15oPun4 that they have Shed out, gaouped

acconcling to a.44.

Within each etas gup, Sonora should be .sepaaated accoading to the ;'ottotaing

clubfeet a/tea etigibitity:

READING
. MATH

READING AND MATH

Paoga.am 4etection Solt each pugt may be made deco/tiling to the 6o/towing

Schools Glades 1 - 3 A

LAM
ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE.
'READING IMPROVEMENT

READMIMPACT ,

/

Sdhool4 Glades 4 -

LAU */

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE

ti

READING CENTER - Pupit4 paeviousty diagno4ed a4 tong tam
READING7RATESY AND MATH SKILLS - Divide pupi24 Son aaciat

balance and4.onsutt tagethataith CZ4.44ADOM teacka.
TeacheA oat decide whether pupits Aegeive eitha o/f.

"A7V" both ptoaams. CL144400M teacha-witt i,u,tiaL buide

the 4avict 4ettated 04 the pupils.
RESIDEWT TUTOR - Waiting Lint Papit.4

Schools Glades 1 - 6

LAU. ,' _

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE
READING,IIIRROVELIEMT
'READING IMP,ACi

MATH SKILLS ,

kaADING crwrEg,- rupit4 paeviodsty diagnoised
READING STRATeGV AND MATH SKILLS -

potoceduhe as in 4 - 6 4choot4)

RESIDENT TUTOR 7 Waitiitg tissA PupiLs,

e

a4 tong team
(CooReaative

paioatties:

0
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APPENDIX F (Cont'd) "'

When pAoylam 4etection has been made, the peAson(4) seavicing tkat pupil witt:

Ptacc a check by the name o6 the program to 'indicate that
the pupa mite be emotted.
Fitt in paog4am nwnbeA (SEE MANUAL)

Seavicing person witt then diztAibute 6oams as 6ottom:

. White and yellow copy to project oSSice

. Pink Sou to be Sited atphabeticatty by hommoom in 4choot Site

NOTE: SHOULD PUPIL BE SELECTED FOR TWO PROGRAMS (READING AND MATH) A
FORM FOR EACH PROGRAM MUST BE MApE. THESE TWO WILL BE CLIPPED
TOGETHER IN FILE:

Foams oi pup.itz not selected Sot seaviee may be Sited in the Wating List uction
o6 the Site. Att copies 4houtd Aemain togetheA. They mitt not be Aemoved SAom'the

,P.IaLting List 4ectiod until pupit iz picked up (loA. seAvice.

FOURTH TEAM MEETING - Should be rffItfd by tevrTeadeA when Auutt4 oS Fail testing
a.e avaitabie mou than one project in building 4etect6 pupitz Sum this test.
Otheuaise, teacheA SAbm the puject uing Fait beDita (ex. Reading Strategy) w.UL
zecum. ov inioAration Sum ctoz4e4 seaved.

tfOCEDUR FOR TRANSFER OR WITHDRAWAL - ACTIVE FILE

1.t.hdAtv.cati

A

The 4eAvicag 4:2.ga/tax wilt be AezipmiOte Saa notiSyLng halkeA puject oSSice in
the event oS awitlwilmuut oi a pupa being zeAviced.

Each puject witt eztabtiah its own ptoceduAeSgA notLSLCation.

. Remove pink copy Sum active ate ,

Waite in exit code numbeAz (see manual)
Waite in exit date (see manual)

,.1.1S exact date is known, mite in that date
- LS exact date unknown, wftlte in the tut
day aS 4eavice

Fite pink copy in tAanzierchaithdaawat section oi Site.

POCEDURE FOR REC(IVIRG TRANSFERS TN

. Att tannAe.A Soluns AeceLved .in 4choot mail should be addAu4ed
to Compensatoky TeamLeadea.

Team LeadeA wilt iteervul date oS Aeteipt on top oS Sou.

XeAox 'Sou wLU be ciA.catated-among vtogluun teacheAz Soh
whoa pug/win E4Lit appilm.4 to.quatiSy, accoAd.ing to tut Auatt4,

. II pace 4.6 available in an apptontiate, pApgaam, the teachea
wit/ Sitt odt a new Enaottment Sour( Son that pupil and Sotamd
tuo top copies to project.

-281-
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APPENDIX F (Cont id)

Pink copy Witt be placed i,t 4CtiVe

. II Apace is not avaitabte, xeitoxed -6o/up wilt be placed in
Waiting List Acct.-ion.

PROCEDURE FOR -PROCESSING NEW ENTRIES

New entr...ie.s without nece.4.4atty teat inlovnat..c:on gait! sioruttuded to the Diagnostic
Reading cuitic at Ob.senvotion Cen.te4, on to the Reading Center Teacher frt. sionleand-
ins 6on diagnosis.

PROCEDURE FOR TRANSFER.NSFER OR WITHDRAWAL - WAITING LIST

(Sending School Transfer)

Enrollment Foam (att 3 pages intact) is nemoved,,inom

No exit .61604:nation is to be lilted in, since pupil arts not Aeit.viced.
. pupil tAanb6e45 to anotheit. Cleveland school, then sending school

identi6icatian (school name, c.ode,4 roam, etc.) is crw.s.sid o66 and
new school name is tai tten on limn.

. Send this tiite siotm to new .schoolii,s Thi.swill become theiii. in-
sionmation copy. Send to Team Leaden.

t

(Receiving School - Ttansfer)

.- Team leaden ciAcutates goof among eligible projects..
,.. 16 spaces ate tilted, siolun 44 ptaced in the wx.i tOiig tat We.'

. 16
.
pupit is selected 604 .sertvice, either at entity on at a Luton

date, a newjoitm id 6il_ted out with cutitent inlotmation te-
- ustitten on The new torn. Fist two copie2. sent to %Vert 066ke.

.

. When new 6o/uni6 made,, old iolun may be destroyed.

(Withdrawal)

. Faun w removed &tom Waiting List section oi
Date o& withdtatiat and place pupa telt bon, to be written on

.

. Faun i.6 ptaced in Ttruts6eraWithdtizolL Section

A114TA1141NG THE FILE -. Team members should be Ptee to use the i.iteds and to keep the
io/tm6 Di the pup .4 Idiom they are servicing updated. It would be each person's xe-
apon.sibility 9 keep titer in °Ada and to Icetuu them a the pvunanemt_tocation,
shouts( it bes,nlace.s.sam to remove them.

END OF THE SCHOOL YEAR

ALL pupils Rath iforu nk in the active lite at the end oil the school
year should have the £4t 'day o& Amite entered and exit code

The team teade,C462 be aeaponsibte: 104 4upptyi ng .inknination
ilium the 6i2c.4- as requited 60k the Division 06 Compendatoky
Education on Division b6 Rcseanch. Team members should be
wilting to a4,Sid.t, i& tequcated.

,
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APPENDIX F (Cont'd)

-Me Team LeadcA Witt be Aespon4ibec OA aerating the SL e5
as diAceted by the Diviaion beOe tcaving iot the auolut.

EACH FILE WILL HAVE THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

. ACTIVE,.

WAITING

. WITHDRAWAL/TRANSFER

4

a
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Clevela..; Public Schools
Title I Protects

APPENDIX, F (Cont
PUPIL ENROLLMENT FORM

SCHOOL NAME Puptus HOMEROOM NO PUPIL'S GRADE
IP

NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING ENROLLMENT FORM _ _ _

POSITION t

, PUPIL'S LAST NAME

r -it fl 11
PUPIL ID

I 1 1 1 1 1 1 I

EXIT DATE

''PUPA.', FIRST NAME*

1 I I 1 1 1 1 I I 1

PROJECT CODE

Original Compensatory Educational Programs
Duplicate File

BASIS OF ELIGIBILITY

ENTRY DATE

EXIT REASON

MI

Authorizing $.gnature

NAME OF -e RAW DATE

TEST FORM LEVEL SUBTEST GRADE SCORE STANtNE % ILE AMAIN:

MAT

PUPIL ENROLLMENT (Check)

811.INGUAL CLASS ,

BILINGUAL TUTORING
CHILD DEVELOPMENT
CLEVE FUND, SCHOOL
DIAGNOSTIC CENTER
EN(3-AS-A-SEC. t,ANG
MATH SKILLS
PUPIL ADJUSTMENT
ROWING IMPACT

READING IMPROVEMENT
READING STRATEGY
RESIDENT, TUTOR
RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

STAR
SUMMER SCHOOL

-284-
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APPENDIX G

Examnles of Resident tutor Project
Reading and Mhthematics Skill Tests
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APPENDIX G (Cont 'd)

220:. VOCABULAR TEST A

Score a- Pre

Name Date Grade

DIRECTIONS: Circle the word that completes the sentence.

Examples: Her cake is on the red fence

The wagon can go cars

rirPost

fast many

Her coat is around three blue

2. She likes to jump rope cars toys

3. Tom will eat the box ball apple

4. Mother put the toys over after away

5. Sue will bake ball cookies car

6. My work is done draw eight

7. The baby is hold got ' asleep.

8.

9.

Please tell me a
\

plan 1

picture

,

story

/--
,More

letter drinkJanet will write a

10. Father will cut the grass seven pick

-287-286
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APPENDIX G (Cont!cI) .

,...... 122: MULTIPLICATION - DIVISION COMPUTATION TEST A.

,

..,

,14 ' e

Score ' f7 Pre
Narne____; ...."..=Dotess... Grade L.7 Post

DIRECTIONS: Write the products and/or quotients.

4

(1) (2) .

5 1 4 $ 4 . 3 0

x3 x2,
s..

(3) .
,

(4)

4 2 9

x3

or .

(5)

$ 3 . .9 3

x 5

I's

t.

(7) (8)

(9)

3

x4

31 9 6

Si

\

$ 7 . '7 4 . . 51 2 2 4

1

3'106

-e,

2 5 ?

,

-288:-
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APPENDIX H
SURVEY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL TUTOR OPINION

N27

Dear Resident Ttitor:

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 decisions about improving the promm. Please answer all the_questions_completely
and honestly. YOU NEED NOT SIGN THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

Pleaie use the attached envelope to send your completed questionnaire by Friday,
June 5,1981 to the address appearing on the envelope. If you are in a nonpublic school
return postage has been included to enable you to use the United States mail. Use the
school mail if you-work in a public school.

1. Counting this year,"how many years have you been employed as a Resident Tutor?

6 Average Years of Employment

2. The Resident Tutor Training Workshops you attended this year covered several topics.
Bow effective were each of the following workshop topics in preparing you to work
has a,Resident Tutor? Please check the-response which corresponds to your opinion.

Workshop Topic': 1 . Very

Effective Effective
Somewhat
Effective

Not -

Effective
No

Response
d

,r +
C. Compfeting4Resident

Tutor Project forms
and records

70% 26% -- --

,

4%
.

, Learning how to assist'b. students in taking tests 70%
.4

Av.
4

--

..

... ...

c. Tutoring techniques
for reading

.

74% 19% -1'' -- 7%

d. Shario, tutoring ideas
among tutors

52%
.

33% 15% __ ...

o. Tutoring techniques
fcr mathematics 56% ; 37% 4% , --

-): ,,,

3%0

3. INvractlo how affective were the Resident Tutor
to Iris a ReSident Tutor? (Check one)

67%

Effective Effective

ti

Training Workshops in preparing you

3%
Somewhat , Not Xo
Effective Effective ,Response

Completed by public school tutors during'the week of June 22, 1981.

5
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Resident Tutor Questionnaire
APPENDIX H (Cont,d)

4. Are there any additional areas/4°u think need to be covered in the training work-
shops to increase your tutoring effectiveness?

22% 67% 11%

Yos No mrlam711Nr

If you answered YES, please list one or two specific topics that you would like
to see added tothe training workshops.

I would like at the Very beginning to go
0

erLall of the criteria of the program.

It would give me a chance to start out the year with a clear beginning... Problem,

solving(math)...Interpersonal relations...Multiplication'and division skills.

5. Did the new Resident Tutor Pupil Data Card (yellow card) assist in simplifying
your record keeping?

If you

Card.

97%

Yes

3%

rio-7 -14371W)onse

answered NO, please explain what problems you encountered when'using the

No problems were cited. The following comments,'fiowever, were recorded:

It helped immeasurably in compiling data at end of year. All information including

parent contact was close, at hand...The RTP Office copy and the tutor's copy should

have been different colors or with a box to be checked indicating original and duplicate.

6. How many different classroom teachers have You tutored pupils for this year?

6 Average Number of Teachers

7. When you are assigned a pupil for tutoring in,reading or math, do, your classroom

teachers clearly identify the specific skill to be tutored? (Please respond by placing

one "X" in each column).

;hen Pupil Needs When pupil Needs

Reading Tutoring Math Tutoring

78%

7%

fli

4%

70%

15%

Teacher alWays identifies specific skill

Teacher usually identifies specific skill

Teacher sometimes identifies specific skill

Teacher seldom identifies specific skill

-290-
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Resident 'tutor Questionnaire

8.

APPENDIX H (Contid)

On average, ',low many minutes do you tutor an individual pupil during a single session?

30 Minutes spent with each pupil.

/
Low often do you have conferences with your claproom teachers to review $he work
done and the progress made by the pupils you tutor? (Please check one)

About once Several times About once About once every two weeks No
a day a week a week or less frequently Never Resn.

.

37% 48% 7% 4 8%

9. Has your Project Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutoring techniques with
any of your pupils this year?

PO% 7 4%
Yes No No Response

If you answered YES, how helpful de you find these demonstrations?

1 I.

Not very helpful No ResnonseVery helpful Somewhat helpful

If you answered NOT VERY HELPFUL, explain in whet ways the assistance provided
by the Consultant Teacher could become more effective.

No comments
were recorded.

) 10. How often did you refer to theAtesidentTUtor Manual during the current'sdhool year?

11.

44% / 48% 4% '4%
Very ,. Somewhat 0. No'
Frequently' Frequently Infrequently Never ' Response

If you answered INFREQUENTLY or NEVER, please explain why you found little use for
the manual.

'I have memorized most of the %echniques suggested and find it beneficial to

consult other resource material.

How holpfulis the Resident Tutor Manual.as a source of ideas for tutoring activities?

74% 22% 4%

Very - 3FrctaTTE Ra-.7WF,7 No
Helpful Helpful Helpful Resnonse'

2 901
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Resident Tutor Questionnaire
APPENDIX H.(Cont'd)

12. Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Manual should be improved%

48% 44% 8%

ems No , No Response

If you answered.YES, please list one of two specific suggestions for improvement.

The work is too easy that is being used from the manual...RTP tests should be more

difficult...A vocabulary test geared for 3rd & 4th grade...Complete revision of every

reading test with an appropriate test devised for each grade level...Skillsto be

learned in each grade.

13. What has been-the greatest problem you have encountered as you tutored students
thil^ current school year?

One changevafter another. My kids were taken away by other Title I teachers...

My problems was with the teachers who didn't want to live up to the schedule you

agreed on and would punish the children and not let them come...Attaining.proper racial

balance...Raving to keep an overY detailed plan book...Poor attendance for students.
14. ,hat changes would you recommend to improve the project next year?

Make RTP test alittle,harder and more creative reading...Too much time is being,

consumed bx paperwork and beini forced to rapidly turn over tutees...Select ourAutees

at the same time as other Title I programs in our building...Not have to'be last to

choose our tutees...More time with less children. Most children love.being tutored.

Shorter meetings and not so many...I feel the SO sessions for some pupils are not -*

enough...I find that the tutor vocabulary tests are too easy for fourth and fifth
graders as a whole...MUch less emphasis on SDRT and justifying every action that the
teacher (classroom) and tutor know is helping the student educationally.

IS. What has been your greatest project acdomplishment this current school year?

The progress of the tutees...Able to interest more parents id how the project

Most of the students mastered the skill that was taught...Aside from the improvement

in test scores and attendance, I feel that the change in attitude was very positive.

Some of our children were apprehensive about their new school setting. 'All this week

I heard numerous comments about how glad they will be should they return to our nexte--
year...My 4th grade children have not failed a reading or spelling test since I have

. been tutoring them...Pupil gains in SDRT tests...

t

-292-

2 9



APPENDIX I

SURVEY OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL TUTOR OPINION

N-9

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 decisions about improving the program. Please answer all be questions completely
and honestly. YOU NEED NOT SIGN THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

Please use the atteched envelope to send your completed questionnaire by Friday,
June 5,1981 to the address appearing on the envelope. If you are in a nonpublic school
maturm,postage has been included to enable you to use the United States mail. Uie the
school nail if you work in a public school.

Ne.

1.. Counting /his year, how many years have you been employed as a Resident Tutor?

4 Average Years of EmplOyment

2. The Resident Tutor Training Workshops you attended this year covered several topics.
How effective were each of the following workshop topics in preparing you to work
as a kiesident Tutor,? Please check the-response which corresponds to your opinion..

Workshop Topics Very
Effective Effective

Somewhat
Effective

Not
Effective

' No
Response

..,..

A.

.

COMpleting Resident
TUtor Project forms
and records

78% 22% -- --

k
u.

Learning how to assist ,

students in-titng tests 67% 33% -- -- --

c. Tutoring techniques .

for reading 56% 33% ,-, ,11% - -- -7

d. Sharing tutoring ideas
among tutors

.

56% 33% 11% --
.

i
--

e. Tutoring techniques
.for mathematics 67% 33% ._

_..

S. Overall, how effective weri the Resident Tutor Training Korkshops in preparing you
to work as a Resident Tutor! (Check one)

56% "\\..

Vpty
Effective(

44%

Effective

42"
-293 -

Somewhat Not No
Effective Effective Response
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Resident Tutor Questionnaire

3

4. Are there any ad 'tioesnal areas you think need to be
shops to increase your tutoring 'effectiveness?

APPENDIX -8 (Cont'd)
.<

coveitd in the training ,work-

33t 67%
es moo . o'r'o Response

If you answered YES, please list one or two s ecific topics that you would like
to see added to the training workshops.

Actually allowing totors to participate more with their own ideas and input for the

workshops...How to handle a child who is known as a "troublemaker"...Topics or ideas

that will help the'really slow students comprehend whatever skill they are in...
0

5. Did the new Resident Tutor Pupil Data Caid (yellow card) assist in simplifying
your record keeping?

89% - -41%'des
.

Response

rf you answered NO, please explain what problems you encountered when Using the
1N Card. 0'

It addedlio the paper:work because it did not eliminate the pupil data forms.

Several important items are omitted from the card.

6. Hew any different 'classroom teachers have you tutored pupils fonthis year?

Average Number of Teachers

,

7. When you are assigned a pupil for tutoring in .reading or math, do your classroom
teachers clearly identify the specifiT-skili to be tutored? (Please responOpy placing
one "X" in each column).

;hen Pupil Needs

Reading Tutoring

67%

22%

4

T

When Pupil Needs

Math Tutoring_

67%

11%

Teacher always identifies specific skill

Teacher usual identifies specific skill

Teacher sometimes identifies specific skill

Teacher seldom identifies specific skill

293
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Resident Tutor Questionnaire

AP2ENDIX I (Cont'd) '

8. On average, stow many minutes do you tutor an individual pupil during a single session?

28 Minutes spent with each pupil.'

how often do you have conferences with your classroom teachers to review the work
done and the progress made by the pupils you tutor? (Please check one),

About once Several times Abotit once About once every two weeks No
a day a week a week or less frequently Never ReAPoi.

9. Has your Project Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutoring techniques with
any of your pupils this year?

o Ao%
Yes

19.

11.

If you'answered YES, how helpful deyot'l find these dlmonstrations?

Very helpful Some
%

verywhat helpful Not ve helpful'

' 67% 22
No Agponse

,If you answered NOT VERY-HELPFUL; explain in what ways the assistance provided
by the Consultant Teackter-could become more effective.

No comments recorded by respondents.

How.often did you refer to the Resident Tutor Manual during the current school'year?

33% 44% 23%
Very MiZa---

No '

Frequently Frequently Infrequently Never Response

If you answered INFREQUENTLY or NEVER, please explain why you found little use for
the manual.

Classroom teachers find the manual outdated...Only used manual as an key...

It needs updating.

Ho.; helpful is the Resident Tutor Manual as a source of ideas for tutoring activities?

44% 34% 11% 11%

, Very Somew at Not Very
helpful Helpful Helpful

7

-
/

*.

No

Resnonse 0
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Resident Tutlir Questionnaire

APPENDIL I (Cont'd)

12. Do you feel. that the Resident Tutor Manual should be improved?

NOrEsponse

If you answered YES, please list one or two specific suggestions for improvement.

Reading-and math testsaccording to grades. Also, some fractions,..Testina_

does not meet the needs of the in-between student. It's either too hard or too

easy...Some words listed in the spelling test are words that are seldombused,..

More ideas...Tests are too simple for students... ..ate of tests...

13. What has been the greatest problem you have encountered as you tutored students
this current school year? .

., Keeping tutees interest ater a short time...Not being able to keep the ,thildren

until mastery was accomplished....Disciplining the students...Record keeping...

Children not wanting to,leave when the 20 or 30 minute sessions are over...

14. What'ehanges would you recommendto improve.the project next year?

Making sessionse'last-inly until the student accomplishes the skill. Thirty sessions

are too long for some students...I would like to have more RTP tests for each grade

level...A cutback in all paperwork...Not so many workshops, if so only a half day

so we may return to our school and work with children:..A new up-dated. manual.

1S. What has been your greatest project accomplishment this current school year?

Getting my children to have some gain in the skills that I worked with them..Aben

a teacher tells you that a pupil has improved immensely ln a particular skill.

To have helped somatutees that at one time were considered, to be retarded...Working

with children that have improved greatly with.a little tutoring. Also, asking our

input with this questionnaire. .

295
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4 PLEASE ItESPOND TO

YOUR SCHOOL.

Indicate how much
placidg an "X" in
opinion.

APPENDIX

Survey of Tatars Who Sere Responsible for

Adainistering Parent Resource Cinters

N.13

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IF YOU MANAGE A PARENT RESOURCE CENTER IN

you AGREE or DISAGREE with each statement appearing below by
the response bbx which most closely corresponds to your honest

.

N=13.
,..

'"'s

Strongly
Agree Agree

Not

Sure Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

a. It is very difficult to get parents
to use the Resource Center.,, 15% 4, .40%,... 15

-

15 15

,

b.. Classroom teachers in my. building
believe the Resource Center is
deeded in this school.

.

54% 38% 8% -- --

%

c. The Resource Centerhas an adequate
number of instructional materials. 31%

.

544

.

-- 8% .

,

8%

d. The principal of my, school feels
that the Resource Center offers an
important service to parents.

.

69%

,

15%
.

8%

'

--

I

..
--

e. I am glad that our school Aas a
Resource Center.

, .

77% 15%

.

--

.

-- 8%
,

..1
f. Parents-like the Resource Center's

' instructional materials.
,

.

38% 62% --

.

--

.

,

g. The classroom teachers in my
building undersand how the Resource :
Center cans help parents.

.

38% S4%

1

8% -- --

h. I have been adequately trained in
how to managethe ReSource Center. 69% 31% -- -- --

1. Students benefit by ha ing a Resource
;tenter in their scho . .

85% 15%

'

; --

t

.

-- --"

MN.

296
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APPENDIX X

% SURVEY OF NONPROJECT TEACHER'OPING
(PubliC School Survey)

N=21

Dear Teacher:

The Division of'Research and Development is collecting information and
opinion from a sample of teachers who received service from the Resident
TUtor Project this year. The information you provide will be used to try
to improve projeCt operations. Please answex all the questions completely.,
and honestly. You need not sign the questionnaire.

Please use the attached envelope to send your completed questionnaire
by Friday, June 12, 1981:to the address appearing on the envelope. If you
are in a non-public school return postage has been included to enable you to
use the United States mail,. Use the School mail if you work in a public
school.

Thank You

I. How many children in your' class hoe- received Resident Tutor service this year?

7 Average Number of Children

2. On average, hoW many days per week does a pupil work with a tutor?

4 Average' days per week

3. How often are you able to'actually observe how the Resident Tutor works with
your students?.

-

5% 10% 5% 19% 61%
AboLit once Several times About once About once every two ever
,day , a week, e a week i weeks or less frequently

4. How often do you have confererices with the Resident Tutor to review the work done
and the progress made by the tutee?

About once
a day

19% 24% 43% 14%

Several times
a week

About once
a week

About once every two
weeks 'or less frequently

ti

* Completed by public school teachers during week June 8, 1981.

297
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APPENDIX K (Cont'd)

5. Indicate uhdther or not4you have witnessed, an improvement in student reading
and/or mathematics skills as a result of, participating in the Resident Tutor

Project.

71% 10t 19%

Improvement No Change Unable to Assess

If you answered NO CHANGE, explain why you feel students who were assisted
by the tutor did not make any progress.

Too far behind...Not seen often *pough..-With overcrowded classes itgives

children who have unique problems an opportunity to receive some individual

assistance... .04 c

6. Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Project adequately supports the instructional
'fprogram in your school?

Yes 76% No 19% No Response 5%

Why or why pot? (Please explain) Too limited in areas to be covered-I need math

help but she could only work with reading...Becausi you can target areas for the

tutor to aid the student in,..Children are_always waiting to beserviced..The
'Resident Tutor is used more as an office assistant than as a tutoi.'

7. From your year, been the most valuable zeatUre or effect
of the Resident Tutor Project?

Individualized attention provided to the students has improved their self-concept...

The pupils's enthusiasm for the project is noticeable...Children have tried to do

better with their regular class work...Students were motivatedto try harder.

8. Are there changes you would like to see in the Residt Tutor Project to make it
'more beneficial to the students? If so please special suggestions.

More contact with teacher in setting objectives for students:..Some type of "re-
cription" lesson4lan devised by tutor and teacher to focus on weaknessess...

Tutor could work with more children...Many times a child needs additional help when

the 30 lessons are over...The tutor should spend more time tutoring-less time passing

out checks.
9. Have you ever withdrawn a child from Resident Tutor services? -- Yes 100% No

No comments were recorded. t

4
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APPENDIX K (Cont'd)

a

10. Eas u
,

orking with a Resident TUtor created any prbblems for you? Briefly, describe

any. .

,. A .

There were a few
,..

problems wAth scheduling, but we were able to work them out... .

Slightly, worry about the fact that the child is out of.the room and- missing

school work..No, the Resident Tut & helps students. When the tutor helps, the

students are able to work better on their own.

11. Do you have any additional comments you would like to make relative to the
operations of this project?

' . .
I think that the Resident Tutors are great help to all the students,that they

work witb...1 just hove the DIDittl continue This is the first time I have

ever seen a tutor used by the offiCe as an office aisistantp..I have worked with

tutors before. If the principal is allbwed to use the tutor as an office assistant

a

the Resident Tutor Project willbe destroyed...It is my hope that this project

remains intact or is pcpanded..e1 feel that we are fortunate to have such a fine

tutor. She has been a fine asset to our instructional staff...Keep it going...
. ,

-300-
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APPENDIX L
SURVEY OF NONPROJECT TEACHEA OPINION

(Nonpublic School Survey)

N..10

Dear Teacher:

The Division of Research and Development is collecting information and
opinion from a sample of,teachers who received service from the Resident
Tutor Project this year. The information you provide will be used to try
to.improve project operations. Please wer all the questions completely
and honestly. You need not sign the quest ire.

Please use the attached envelope to send ur completed questionnaire
by Friday, June 12, 1981 to the address appearing on. the envelope. If you
are in non-public, school return postage has been included to enable you to
use the United States mail. Use the school mail if you work in a public
School.

Thank You

1. How many children in your class have received Resident Tutor service this year?

8 Average Number of Children

2. On average, how many days per week does a pupil work with a tutor?

4
Average days per week

3. How often are you able to actually observe how the Resident Tutor works with
your students?

10% 50% 20% 10% 10%

About once Several times About once . About once every two Never
a day a week, a week weeks or less frequently

4. How often do you have conferences with the Resident TUtor to review the work done
and-the progress made by the tutee?

10% 60% 20%

About once
a day -

Several times
a week

About once
a week

10%

About once every two Never
weeks or less frequently

* Completed by nonpublic school teachers during the week of June 8, 1981.

.300
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APPENDIX L (Cont'd)
Et.

S. Indicate whether or not you have witnessed an improvement in student reading
and/or mathematics skills as a result of participating in the Resident Tutor
Project.

100%

Improvement No Change Unable to Assess

If you answered NOCHANGE, explain why you feel students who were assisted
by the tutor did not make any-progress.

No comments were recorded.

6. Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Project adequately supports the instructional f
program in your school?

4

Yes 90% No Somewhat 100%

Why or why not? (Please explain) I had to give our tutor material to use when

working with students. The project material for readings is not up-to-date .t. .Gives

confidence to frustrated children...Individualized program.,.The children really

improved...Courct use more conference time with tutor...very flexible.

7. From your experience this year, what has been the most valuable fe4pre arlrffect
of the Resident Tutor Project?

Students who participate in the project usually don't get too much praise within

the regular classroom, the tutor can do so...Reinforcing basic skills on an indiadual

basis.., Consistency of program...Re -inforcement of classroom material....

8. Are there changes you would like to see in the Resident Tutor Proioct to make it
more beneficial to the students? If so please specify suggestioni.

The teacher And tutor should plan an agenda as to what is to be covered withi the

year in reading...More drill materials for the tutor to work with...Work with

teachers a little closer and implement more things that are being included in the

re: lar classroom at that time...
9. ave ou ever witn rawn a c from esi en utor services. Yes z No 80%

If you answered YES, explain for what reasons youoOk this action.

Improvement warranted it...Yes. because.hehad so improved and there was another

student who needed help...

a

4
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APPENDIX L (Cont'd)

10. Has working with a Resident Tutor created any problems for you?. Bridfly describe
any.

Yes - Some in scheduling...None - Very beneficial...Scheduling is difficult...

11. Do you have any add onal comments you would like to make relative to the
operations of this'prOJect?

No comments were recorded.

t

0

.

ro

.3
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APPENDIX m
N -32

RESIDENT TUTOR NCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

The Resident Tutor Project is collectin nf tion from principals
receiving service from the Resident Tutor Proje You need not sign this
questionnaire.

Please use the enclosed envelope to send your completed questionnaire by
Friday, June 12, 1981.

1. The educational aide was assigned to provide tutorial services in specific
skills, how would you rate the services that were given?

22%
Good Poor 30% No

72%
Excellent

2. Please check the kinds of feedback you have received regarding the tutor'S
services:

62%

91%

66%

59%

Formal Observation 94%

Teacher's Comments 78%

Pupil's Comments

Room Appearance

9%
Formal monitoring teams (federal, state,

38%

Informal Observation

Parent's Comments

Other Adults

Other

local, etc.)

u 3. List any topics you feel should be covered in staff development workshops
for tutors?

a. Parent awareness of program.

b.

c.

Positive approach to discipline

Activities to be used in developing
specific skilPs

Response

d. Goals of.the Language-arts program

e. Working Cooperatively with staff

it. Prescription method for instruction

4. What do you feel are the best features of the project and deserve expansion?

Materials for parents...Comprehensive tutor's guide..One to one, friendly, warm
concerned. a. attitude of tutor...Diagnostic screening and prescriptive tutoring...
Continuation of reinforcing skills recommended by the classroom teacher...Dedication/
interest_of tutor...Flexibility in working with students...Remediat1on, extend to
411 grelte. A

5. What features Of the OHject do you feel need modificition and/or deletion?
More emphasis on teacher judgement in addition to test,scores...SometAme to rigid
standards. Program must serve children not vice-versa...All children whom the class-
room teacher feels need help should be tutored despite the percentile rank on
standardized tests...There would appear to be a great volume of paperwork...Narrow
limits of skills utiliied. More experienced tutors should be allowed to broaden
concepts covered...Limitation of services.

6. If the school houses a Restdent Tutor Parent Resource Center, please rate its
wor$h to parents, staff and pupils:

71% Excellent 29% Good " Poor

7. List any educational materials you feel should be added to the Resource
Center inventory:

a. Magazints d. Practice sheets of various concepts

b. More reading materials O. More books for 5th and 6th grade
/

c. List of what is available should be
given to teachers and parents

f. More concrete materials

THANKS AGAIN FOR YOUR INPUT!!

MarlenehicMillan, Project Manager

Resident Tutor Project

. ( Obseryation Center, Room ids303 2064 Stearns Road

Cldieland, Ohio 44106
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APPENDIX N

SURVEY OF STUDENT OPINION

N=SS
DEAR'STUDENT:

DURING THE YEAR YOU HAVE1 HAD A TUTORHELP,YOU IN SCHOOL. WE WOULD LIKE TO

KNOW HOW YOU FELT ABOUT GETTING THIS HELP. READ EACH SENTENCE BELOW.

IF YOU AGREE WITH THE SENTENCE PUT AN "X" IN THE YES BOX

IF YOU DISAGREE WITH THE SENTENCE PUT Aki,")(" IN THp NO BOX

IF YOU CANNOT MAKE UP YOUR MIND PUT AN "X" INiE NOT SURE BOX

1. I LIKED GETTING HELP FROM MY TUTOR.

96 YES

__ NO

4% MDT SURE

5. MY FRIENDS WANT TO GET HELP FROM
MY TUTOR.

40% YES

11% NO

49% NOT SURE

2. MY TUTOR'HELPED ME TO DO BETTER,
IN SCHOOL.

95%, YES

5% NOT SURE

6. I WOULD LIKE TO GET HELP FROM, MY
TUTOR NEXT YEAR,

76% YES

7% NO

17% NOT SURE

3. I LIKED THE THINGS MY TUTOR GAVE
ME TO WORK WITH.

87% YES

10% NO

12% *NOT SURE

7. MY TUTOR HELPED ME WITH THINGS
THAT I COULD NOT DO WELL.

95% YES

'2% NO

3% NOT SURE

4. THE TESTS MY TUTOR GAVE ME 8. MY TEACHER WAS HAPPY THAT I GOT '

SHOWED HOW WELL I LEARNED. HELP FROM MY TUTOR.

nc% YES 93% YES

1%. NO -- NO

141k NOT SURE NOT SURE

Administered during the week of June 22 1981.
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