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FOREWORD

Evaluation is an integral part of the process by which

] - .

schools car improve the1r educational programs.- Through the

&

1nformat10n generated by evaluative activities, sounder decisions
can be made about the effects of inStruction on pupil learning.

¢ . The Cleveland Public Schools are proud of the' Department

b
of Research Development and Evaluation for the excellent evalua—

-~

t1ve\serv1cef provided for Title I programs

) ° EEN .
This publication, Title I - IEvaluatxon Reports--1980:81
k)

presents the latest findings about the effects of Title I prdgréms

«

\ i g
in the,Cleveland schools. ® !

’

Peter P. Carlin

Superintendent of Schools
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INTRODUCTION

ince the spring of 1966, the Cleveland Public Schools

- have implemented program compongnts 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: . ¥

e

Members of the Department of Research, Development and

Evaluation have had the responsibility for designing and implément-

. A
~ ing the evaluation of these program components. This publication

contains their evaluation reports for the 1980-81 program period.
-

. .
These. reports present information about the effectiweness of each

’ program in attaining the objectives proposed for each component,
’ . ’

' Margaret Fleming ' N
' ] ’ T Deputy Superintendent
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CHILD DEVELOPMENT

\1980-81, Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW '

a -

The Child Development Project gives eligible four-year old children
basic 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 half:day, five days a wéek. Each class has a
teacher and an aide, and parents are encouraged to work with their children
at school.and at home. .

SERVICE SUMMARY e

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

Schols: 35" ' Staffing: .
public . ‘ ) A

1 Project Manager (FT) K - 5 Social Workers .
(See Appendix A.) 5 Coordjnators (PT - 40%): (4 FT; 1 PT - 40%)
Curriculum; Supportive 1 Speech Therapist
Services; Field Services; (FT)

Dental; Health/Nursing 35 Educational Aides®

Consultant Tegchers (3 FT~ .(34 FT; 1 PT - 50%)
Currlculum/Instructlon 2 PT -
- 40% s SPec« Servs.; Rdg.) + 3 Clerks (FT)

« 36 Teachers (35 FT 1 PT - 50%)

g N -

>

3 Laborers (FT)

Total Title I Expenditures:: $624,613 , Per Pup11 Cost: . $421
t a Ao .

SUMMARY. OF FINDINGS FL B T

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 classrfom at least

three times; the average number of observations was eight. Project staff -

. worked with other school and community personiel to provide maximum sup-

portive services for Child Development pupils and the1r fam111esS

Children's average gains in both language and\mathematlcs excegded
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- oncept, the pupils’',.average gains were greater
‘thanproposed. In all these, the 1980-1981 g%;ns were greater than the pre-
ceding year--possibly attributable to a school year with fewer disruptions

as well as to project’ staff's ongoing efforts to improve their skills.

-5-
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

- ) :
Process Objective 1: Differentiated inservice meetings will be sched-
uled for instructional and supportive services persomnel.

Qutcome: Project records clearly indicated that this objective was
attained. - ‘

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

4 - Affirmative Education Phase ITI (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 educatiqn. '

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

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

All project teachers and classroom aides partiéipated 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 (12/1%,16/80). (The assessment instru-
ment provides detailed directidns for observing, and forms for

, periodically recording, each child's level of mastery .of care-
. fully specified ski'lls in areas such as motor, social, visual
memory, auditory discrimination.) On reaction sheets completed
at the close of these workshops, 97% of the participguts rated
them "excellent" or "good.", '~

- All classroom staff were involved in one ofgxwo LEIEC (Language
Experiences Individualized and Extended for young Children) work- -
shops. Those from 15 schools introduced to LEIEC during 1979-
1980 met on February 23 or 24, 1981; those from 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 recei®ed formal inservice thenm-
selves (10/17/80; 3/12/81)--provided for *classroom teachers and
assistants the most highly differentiated inservice of all. Each
Child Development teacher was provided individualized, on-site

g, inservice by a teacher consultant on at least three occasions
during 1980-1981; the median number of visits/observations was
eight per teacher.




. | N
Process Objective' 1l - (continued). .

I '

.. . Beyond inservice training speci?ically provided by and for pra-
ject personnel, staff engaged in a variety of professional-growth
activities. - Benefits of these more individua}] efforts, such as
those noted below, were shared appropriatély with other project
sfaff. ¢ . - ) '
[

Project "central staff" were involved *in oriemtation’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
(9/30-10/1/80). and--by the Curriculum Coordinator--at the
NAEYC (National Association for Education of Young C?ildren)
Conference in.ﬁgfﬁfrancisco, California (11/20-23/8

» e~
-

- Project supportive and "central' staff members received infommal, .
individual inservice training through maintenance of contacts
with professional special-interest groups within and beyond the
the school system. The following were typical examples,
AR .

= The Health/Nursing Coordinator met not only with §gchool v
. s nurses but also with the Metropolitan Héalth Pl ng
# Corporation (12/23/80; 1/27, 2/23/81) amtl other health-
) oriented community groups. . .

= The Field Sefvices 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 t%e Coordinator
of Supportive Services for inservice (10/10/80; 3/30/81) but
“Were regularly represented at sessions of the National As-
sociation of Social Workers. ‘ -y

The Speech Therapist assigned to Child Devel&pment continued >
to participate in systemwide inservice for speech staff.

N

®

. Process Objective‘iz Utilization of ef{éctive teaching techniques will
be encouraged through use of a Classroom Observation Checklist with each -

teacher at least once during the year.
- 3

N

. Outcome: This objective was not attained during 1980-1981. Teacher
consultants' records ipdicated 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 Objective 3: -Health ma1ntenance and social competency ‘of fami-
. 1ies of participants will Be encburaged thréugh cooperatlve efforts of

project staff, schaol staff and community resources. .
N ; ) . Outcome: Project records documented attainment of this objectime.
hY . 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 p1ctures,

* - parents were informed about matters such as: volunteering in the
classroom, parent meetlngs--past and forthcoming; services pro- °
vided by community agencies (TOT-LINE, TEL-MED, Parenting Center
at neighborhood branch of publlc library, etc.). .

. ' Under the superv!sxon of Direéting Superv1sor for Early Childhood
Education. amd~the Project Manager, the Coordinator of Field Sef-

. vices and her consultant téacher--along with the Coordinator of

Health Services, the Reading Speciallgt and other Early Childhood
. "central-staff'"--implemented a series of citywide programs for
'Early Chlldhood parents.

Part1c1pants were asked to complete r actlon sheets after ea
) session. (Frequently, however; paren did not indicate in which
’ Early Childhood programfﬂ their children were enrolled.) : They
were asked to provide suggestions/comments and to record their
perceptiions of the overall value of the meeting by marking on a
ten-point’ scale, with 1 = "Dlsappolntlng/Not Helpful" and 10 =
- "Worth h11e/Very Helpful ", :

)

o November 13, 1980, 127 Early Chlldhood»parents (70 with chlld-
3 ' ref in Child Development) representing 53 schools met to learn
. about the projects and to plan ‘parent.-programs for the year.
' - Oh 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 Development parerits (N = 22) partici-

. pated in an Early Childhood city¥ide program, ''What (@uyahoga
County ) Cooperatqve Extension Offers.'" The mean rating of’ the
value of this session was 8.2, based on the reaction sheets of
18 project parents..

‘ . R Wlth Egmlly Health Assoczatlon personnel serv1ng as discussion
) leaders; a total of 39 Child Development parents considered
“Discipline: Love and Limits" at a workshop held in their
+ -cluster#(elementary and secondary schools grouped for desegre-
‘Hg gaﬂﬁbn) during February 1981. Seven, such workshops were held,
: “one, in each,cluster. A total of 29 reaction sheets were sub-
5 X Y mitt by parents who indicated having children in Child Develop-
"'5 ment; the mean rating on these d15c1p11ne workshops was 9.4
o~ " (of a possible 10).

2 on April 8, 1981 Miss Earnmestine Simmons, Head of Children's
. Services, East Cleveland Public Library, was featured at the
"”’, - fifth annual Early Childhood parent reading readiness workshop .
9 - -

, :
I 13
. -8~ . : ‘
. .
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Process Objective 3 - (continued)
. ‘ | R |
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 on 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 Gounty Cooperative Extension Service, with four
" Child Development parents in theSe groups learning more about
feeding their families. A total of 28 parents submitted re-
a¥tion sheets, but few indicated in which Early, Childhood
program(s) their children were participating. The mean rating
was 9.3--for all reactions to both programs.

.The high ratings of these citywide, Early, Childhood parent pro-
grams (provided by Child Development in cpoperation with related
projects) reflected’the staff's success in meeting needs of child-
ren and .families through parent involvement/education.

Cooperative efforts of project staff, school staff and community
fesources 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 intg the Project Manager's periodic reports to the Directing-
Supervisor, Compensatory Education Programs.
-« L)

- These efforts began with the-.intake process, at which time re-
ports of the child's recent physical examination and immuniza-.
tion were required. During the intake jnterview, the parent(s)

v provided the interviewer (project-teachér or member of suppor-
tive/"central" staff) with information about the child's médical
‘ S

and s"ocial@isto‘ry. . ‘

: - Throughout the year, project.staff screened 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-
rooms, with 109 agency inquiries and 47 referrals. The Speé&ch
Therapist also coms.itéd 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 mdintaining contact

with 25 community agencies and conferring with an average of

3.6 -(geperal fund) school nurses per week, the part-time Health/
Nursiné?goordinator 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-project (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 - (continued)}~

3

children.’  The average number of such contacts per person per
week was: 11.6 for a Social worker, 5.1 for the speech thera-
pist and 14.6 for the part-time Health/Nursing Coordinator
(including those with ﬁqhoql‘nurses\meﬁtioned 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. .

-
- -

2

Product Objective 1: Project participants' mean post-test scores on
" Tests of Basic Experiences [Language, Mathematicg) will be at least
. seven NCE -units higher than the mean preitest TOBE scores.

¢ (Qutcome: This objective was clearly attained.

TOBE Language/Mathematics (Level K) were administered 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 norms--November prekindergayten for
the pre-test and November kindergarten for the post-test. Scores
6n 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. -~ N

- In Langudge, the pre-test mean was 35.1.NCE's; on the post-.
test, the mear had increased to 51.6, reflecting an average
gain of 16.5 NCE units. Based on the norms described above,
the mean score moved from 23 %-ile to 53 %=-ile. . Furthermore,
this chgnge was statistically significant (p<£.001).

The pre-test mean in Mathematics ‘was 37.6 NCE's, which in-
creased to '46.2 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
jnstruction between pre- and post-testing. TOBE results for
the past five years have been included as Appendix D.

~ .

Product Objective 2: Children will show signifi€antly higher (pg .05)
Tevels 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 Séale (or other Early Childhood appropriate instru-
ments).

y

-10-

+ 17




\
Product Objective 2 - (continued)

Qutcome: This objective was atta1ned at a level of significance
beyond 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 ga1n on Self-sufficiency’ (13 items) was .86, on Emotional
Maturlty (9 1tems) .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 significant

(pg . 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 méan gains from 1977-1978 through
1980-1981.) . o :

é

¢

-t €

CONCLUSIONS

J

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 propgsed 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 telchers' work with the children throughout this
past school yéar (which had been d1m1n1shed in recent, preced1ng years by
ser1ou$ dlsrqbt1gns in the school-year schedule).
’ the basis of find1ngs reported above and awaren&ss of project
* staffing reductions for 1981-1982, the evaluator -recommends that the Child
Development/staff:

‘ focus inservice for teachers on workable procedures for effec-
tively'imp}ementing highly individualized instruction for the
| children without the assistance of an educational aide;

Wmgke every effort to utilize the Classroom Observation Check-
list at least once with each teacher, preferably during the
first semester; - &

cont;;ﬁe tg optimize cooperative efforts with staff of other
projeéts, lar (general fund) personnel in the schools and
community’ resources/agencies, to maximjize supportive services
to children and families. T -

> i

-11-
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APPENDIX A \

CHILD DEVELOPMENT

Schools Served: 1980-1981

N
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

Hazg\dell

Henry W. Longfellow
Iowa-Maple

John W. Raper
Joseph F. Landis"

-12~
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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 J
Wade Park

Woodland Hilfs

PPy
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APPENDIX B

EPS © ¥ .
) . - Cleveland Public Schools™ ’ R
Division of Early Childhood Education )
Y. N OBSERVATION CHECKLIST t
N
. x . ’ . ) . ~.
1 Teacher __° i . Oate
4 ‘< A ¢ fl
] School Room
»
- . ~
Observer : Session: A.M, P.H, 'S
» A . ‘ B o .
Circle; 0 KR &
. s 4 " ' .
1. ENVIRONMENT - . . .
A. puvsiea
. C y

D Effective use of physical plant

>

Al 3
' D Centers established, labeled and well organized (1ist thoseIn use)
* \4
» .
D Safety precautions taken 2
3 \ o
v ‘. ’
. ' A
Obsarvation Checklist {contlqued) .
- x g
A. PHYSICAL (continued)
™~ D Art Center near weter If possible:
L4 A *
[ D 8lock Cent ded { ding to size and shape of blocks) i . ' Q ..
\-—;h::?’:% ) ° .
, .
"3" \ - » R 1
D Listening Center with appropriste audlo-visual equipment .
\ N
» ‘. A
D Creative work (children's) attractively dlsplayed .
‘. -
* D Number and alphabet charts placed In appropriate centers at children's eye level
Q -:13-
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Observation Eheck)

P

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by ERic
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APPENDIX B (continued)

ist (continued)
\ -

N N\

Sy,
vA. PHYSICAL {continudd)

’

D Learning environment seens flexible and under control

L !

.

for the activities in progress

D .The noise level seeds appropriste
.. ’ )
\ RECOMMENDATIONS -
bl —t
2 N .
L
:
‘8.  MATERIALS -

) :D Children cbtain, set-up and put materials away appropriately

Obsarvation Checkllst (continued)
oot 3 ) . ; .

8. MATERIALS (continued) N

; D thildren -7 .ntcrl%rlltclv .
) - »
1

[3

Al
- . Magerials’ are npprqprlntcly programmed for centers that will:
v .
) D develop both fine/gross motor skills |
- ] . .

' éncourage creativity
art, blocks, sand/water

D respond to various developmental levels

I3
* <

.
v

)

D‘ Effactive onfanization of materials by the tescher
\

D sppropr late containers

: . G comtrols .,
o o2l

] . .
D conplete’sets
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APPENDIX B (continued)

’ - s

Gbsarvation Checklist (continued) ~ . . ‘
. ’ 5 {
. “ N “ . .
5.  MATERIALS (contlnued) . g
= ; . a’
. . - . 4 A ¢
. . RECOMMENDAT40NS
M . . O »
‘ . . . 1. , .
’
- ‘ .
& ' .
: ©
* Y
y Y ’ * A Y
M. CURRICULUNM IHPLEMENTATION < e o
N - ]
, A. RECORDS/TO BE DISCUSSED AND SHARED ’ .
. N . 5.’ o ) . "
E . Evidence of continuous sssassment of chiddren ’ , .o
+ Conters programmed . p 1
« centar shests . . ‘A
o individus!l Inseruczion . ! * ~7
. - 1 a -
. . -
. . . . .
RECOMMENDATIONS - N ?
. - P =
t -
) e
“ bl ’ ! ‘ - i - -
T ° .7},.
- ! ¢ * .
. . - Do
LY - ‘ CV- i
Observatlon Checkllst (continusd) . '
R ]
R ¢ R
L -
. © - ’
B. PLANNING s A N
——— 3 ° [
. * ’ N R N
. D - Evidence of current dally plans with stated goals and objectives for targated chlldgen
\’[‘ . h (. s . ) ;’
. .t . ?
, A , : : ;. ,
! D . Evidencs of designeted responsibillcias for: - 2
. ’ “ ! ' L Y -
i D .teacher sssistant - - .,
\ -
e / D voluntaers )
- Iz «
- 3
* .
. RECOMMENDAT IONS * ¥ o )
- . ,
. - ~ °
N : -
» T
’ ' -15- ¢ N
. )
? . 22 °
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- Dbservation Checklist (continued) A APPENDIX B (continted) <
] . .. P
) . - ‘ N ) .
‘. P €. SCHEDULING ° . , 3
: ” == . . . .
o - " I
\ Hinutes In self-salelted and Individual Instructional activitles
\ . “r .
. ) o 5 .
#* ’ ‘s Minutes In small group, teacher Initiated activity lotto, Peabody, Macmillan, ete.
. . . N
Y - \\ : ’ ’ . :
R ~ Minutes In total group %
* - .
. J ' .. . . ‘
- §
h . . RECOMMENDATIONS ’
e, . —
o A2 ~ ~
' 3 _' M LY
- R - . } .
. < . v .\ - .
. . . ) A ) +
Observation Check!ist (continued) - . \
. ° . v . L . . e .
* . 9. INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES
i D Dliscussion Center - (sharing ldess, demonstrations, snd evaluation sessions)
. R . -
N N N - .
: : s ) D Library = (browsing ‘snd reading and balng read to) S . ] .
-~ \ R i
oo “ \
. ° e - «
. "! [ ‘ . ]
- - : oo
. [j Language - (gemes and activities for developing laiguage ablliity and reading readiness
. . . concepts). v - “
N - . s ¢ . - : ‘. :
\ .
’ ’ D Math fgnter - {games and actlvities for Independent and small group Investigation of
concapts) ’ :
»
9 A
T ot T D $clence Center = (sensory experiences snd the dlscovery of the worldynd nature)
ERIC o e 23 -
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Observation Checklist (continued) . APPENDIX B (continued)
. L] »
0. /INSTRUCTIONAL ACTIVITIES, (contlnued)
= D Special Concept Area - {multi-sensory materials displayed which nlatu specifically to
e the conccpt in focus)
. ¢ -~ , ,
- D Manipulative Center - (learning through exploration and experimentation)
. -~ - N * . ;
‘ ' - i
0} t < -
N .
. ~ ' .
. - D Slock mtcr ~ (sensory and motor stimull’ through physlcal sctivity snd Imitinative
¢ exprassion)’
- \ - < -
- \
D Art Center - (self-expression with an assortment of materiels) .
e K Y .
. D Housekeeping - (ulf-upnsslu:\ and dramatization) - ‘
3 ’ < : '
) N
N ———
A9 . ‘ <
Observation Checklist (contlnued) ~ \ . /
/
E. INDIVIDUAL - SMALL GROUP /
.3 - ‘ H
i » L D _ Small group and Individual children are permitted to operate In learning centers for
Tong perlods of uninterrupted time .
1] . . . -
D Children's activities are gdagtd‘ to mest thelr Individual needs and attention spans
- i 4 ) -
' . ’ T o
5 \ Th— .
. D Adults clrculete among children tmtructlng them, uk!ng quutlom md’glv!ng tndtvldnﬂ
.attent ion , ~
[ »
, ~ ./
Children recalve indlvidual fnstriction from:
‘ - teacher - .
p O S ._
- ————™ - «
D teacher_essistant *
’ Ej another adult ‘
. £ -17- ’ N .
%) : )
. , , ¢
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- a P
D Children are encouraged to solve problems )
’ : ' . &
+
. LY , N .
D Children -ov.'around the roes u'approprlato to activities In progress -
/" Ouservation Checkiist (continued), . ' !
v , N \
. ¢ ‘. . . . } -
E. JINDIVIDUAL - SMALL GROUP (continued) ) \.\
- . s . .
RECOMMENDAT 1ONS — v
RN — \

~

Oburvaf‘?cn Checklist {continued)

-

E. INOIVIQUAL - SMALL GROUP (cdntinued)

D teacher

| D “tescher assistant

D another adult

, ,)s

b

-

s

'
i

T

'~

Children receive small group instruction from:

APPENDIX B (co};tix\ued)

-

D Childrén recaive Instruction In langyage development (Lotto, Po:boéy. LE!EC. Macm!llan)

’

A
\

3

Y

e

, = \
A JOTAL GROUP , . ) ) \‘
i
- . C o
D Mtivity stimulated Interest of all or most of the group. ° "4

B
o Y

\ . o ) 1 .
D Alternative quiet activities are provided for those children not able to cope “\

- v

t
\
)
i
R 4
. . 3
5 o i
D Mults are participating In the activities §
: o - %
' i

25
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Observation Checklist (continued) . APPENDIX B (continued) . ~
- v
’ v . '
Y
F. JOTAL GROUP (continued) A
4 ‘ ™~ L . - . ]
Total group activity !s composad of:
3 -
» ’ - /
/ / RECOMMENDAT 10NS
v —~ ’ ‘
- “ ’,
o
N o
- . . . ]
. ‘ N .
« 115, HUMAN RELATIONS - GUIDANCE ,
. D Adults appesr to work well together - ] ' v
. R .
¢ ‘ :
h . \ . B
y . D> Adults use well modulated volces In the classroom .
- L ~ /
L * )
\ ( : K o
~ ° Observatlion Checkllist {(contlnued) ‘ 4
. , 110, HUMAN RELATIONS -'4|omcs (cont lriued) .
[ ' R . .
v, . D "Adults deal with "appropriate behavior’ quletly snd personally -
‘ ' i . o
. . o/ N { ) , .
O
. D Adults operatfonal style Is In keeplng with the philosophy of the Divislon of Early
. . Chi1dhood . .
. .
D " Children help esch other . |
. s
. - <\
¥ ¢ -, L]
- . — , )
© ) _‘ -
D Children respond to classroom limits
- ﬁ-&. . X - B 'y
o~ *“"‘& &/‘K b . )
v 926
Q . } ’ 5
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APPENDIX C -
CHILD DEVELOPMENT: 1980-1981

TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES, LEVEL K

(N = 167)
PRE- (10/80) POST- (5/81) MEAN : SIGNIF.
‘ CHANGE t LEVEL
TEST MEAN* S.D. $-ILE** MEAN* S.D. %-ILE**
Language 3.1 14.9 23 51.6  21.8 53 26.5  10.23 p< .00l
Mathematics 376  15.5 28 46.2 *19.2 438" 86 5.69 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. ‘

27 ;




APPENDIX D
CHILD DEVELOPMENT :7

NCE GAYNS ON TESTS OF BASIC EXPERIENCES
1976 - 1981

o

+———PROPOSED GAIN —

*®

)
Z
-4
3
m
©
=z

o an s —t —

/7Y v

76-77 77-78 78-79 79-80 80-81
N 201 200 109 204 167
*NCE units were based on publisher's national norms: ‘pré-kindergarten

for the pre-test, kindergarten for the post-test. Gains of 7 NCE's
were proposed.
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APPENDIX.E .
CHID DEVELOPMENT: 1980-1981 / -
LEVH&-BLZBY PRESCHOOL SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE -
e . (N ="161) - .
s
G J/
. PRE- (10/80) " POST- (5/81) ‘
FACTOR = - . . t SIGNIF.
: ) MEAN s.D. MEAN  °S.D. * LEVEL
Self-sufficiency  * 2.41 59 3,27 .50 2059 p<.00l
- Emotional Maturity ° 2.63 .64 3.33 % .57 14.18, - p«<.001
Social Skills « 2.36 61 . 3.24 52 . 19.75 P< .001
Self-concept 2,78 .51 3.18 " .83 8.18 '  px.001
, "a . c ) /
, a
&‘ ) -
#. .'b




APPENDIX F
{ CHILD DEVELOPMENT

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

.90 +
v—"
. .80 T .70 4

-

(o]

(=]
4

EMOTIONAL MATURITY .
tn
o

" SELF-SUFFICIENCY

7 . Z
0 4/ - - + L 0L + } "
77 .78 79 80 77 78 79 80
S 578 -79  -80 * -81 /8. =79 -80 -81
g
90 4 .50 } :
080)' E .aOM.
/5]
2 :
; ;
E§'7O EE .30 4
& %]
(=}
177]
060 T =~ \g .20 - i
7, /,
o’j;¢~+15§ s 0 j;yL% —————y}
, 77 78 79 80 77 78 79 80
-78 =79 .80 81 . -78 -79 . -80 -81

-

NOEE: N=203 (1977-78), 174 (1978-79), 203 (1979-80), 161-(1980-81).
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CHILDREN 'IN RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS

1980-81 Title F Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEWg

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-
pomtive 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 QOﬁhgi*I:uth Development Center,
the Cleveland Public Schools operates an on-groun formal educational facil-

. -ity, Harry L. Eastman School. At/Harry L..Eastman, students are provided in-

- dividualized and smal{ group‘putoéing‘in school subjects andyclasses for cor-
rective reading instruction. At nine other institutions whic intain their
own on-grounds schools or whose students attend nearby public or nom=public
-schgzij; the project provides after-school tutoring in school subjects in wifEh

studgnts are having difficulty. Other educational ,supports such as school sup-
plies™and field trips are also provided. . 3

£ - ,
" SERVICE SUMMARY , . ‘ -

[ 4

Pupils Served: 594 Grades Served: 1-12 Years in Operationéf%&4
' (School'year and summer) . 3

B

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

Total Title I Expenditures: $250,054 . Per Pupil Cost: $421
N ( s \ . .
SUMMARY .OF FINDINGS )

} ‘

- The evaluation data indicated that at Harry L. Eastman School, pro-
ject services were Welivered essentially as propdsed. Teacher-tutors provided
extra individualized and small group ‘instruction in care education, health
skills, art, physital education and mathematics, Students with reading weak-
nesses were provided daily corrective reading ciasses by[two reading specialists.
‘Reading scores showed the proposed degree of improvement when the scores for
all grade levels were combined, but the statistical analysis cast doubt on

whether the gains demonstrated by the students were reliable ones.

Although after schaol 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 toswhich the institutions take advantage of the re-
sources offered through the project. ’ .

N

~
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Process Objective.1 - Institutions Reteiving 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 BT (50% FTE)
’ 4, Metz% Children's Center - 2 PT (67% FTE)
5. The e Netwo . 1 PT (10% FTE)
6. Augustine Society Group Jiome 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 achieyed. Only four of the nine institutjons
" used the available Title I monies for tutoring services, and only one
of the four delivered this service at «FTE levels specified in the
objective. Tdble I shows the institutions providing tutoring service
and the amount of service provided. - ,

Table 1

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

-~

Institutioné\gzev{ding R Number of Tutors |Full-Time Equivalency 1
Tutoring Sarvice Proposed 2 Actual| Proposed Actual
Cleveland Christian Home- ' 2 PT. 5 PT 67 . '29
<@ The Jones Home of Children's Svcs. 1 PT 2 PT .30 .- +63 ‘ ‘
Metzenbaum Children's Center v 2PT 3 PT .67 . 35
~ Augustine Society Group Home 1 PT 1 PT © .16 o .02

2z

o
—ly

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. bs spent rest with the institution- staff
' (within the limits imposed by.Title I guidelines). The project office
can ‘make recommegdations, 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 not ‘respond to requests for direction regarding the appoint-
ment of tutoring staff. He also noted that 1980-81 wai‘}he first
year in the project for four ef the fiye.
. . ' ¢
= . The project manager reported that the teacher-tutors at Metzenbaum
Children's Center and the Augustine Society Group Home were teachers,
in Cleveland Public Schools who tutored at. the institutions after hours.
\ .

/

-28-
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\Pfocess Objective 1/- (continued)
/’ .

At the Cleveland Christian {iome and the Jones Home the teacher-tutors

were teachers working at the“imstitutions' own on:grounds schools who
provided tutoring service after-hours using Title I resources.

4 :
Process’' Objeftive 2 - Institutions Receiving Tutorial Services: Pupils
'will Be identified and referred cooperatively for tutorial help by the¢
institutional staff and the students' regular classroom teachers.

. Outcome: This objective was achieved. The" project manager reported
referrals for 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 referred to the tutor directly.

3. A student who desires extrq'helﬁ'may request it directly.

The projectyemphasizes providing assistance to institutionalized stu-
“ - dents in th¢ .areas of reading and mathematics, although help is given
as needed in othef 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 insgructional
materials and equipment. . ) ; /

Examination of recorgs submitted by the teacher-tutors documented the-
number of students who.received tutoring and other services at each
“» of the institutions. These data are presented in Table 2.

Th& table shows that no services of any kind were delivered_to two of
the institutions designated to receive them, Ohio Boys Town and Look-
ing Glass. The project manager reported thatthe staff of Ohio Boys
Town did not respond to répeated requests for direction regarding
staffing and supplies.,needs. At Looking Glass, some instructional
equipment -was purchased, but deliveréd too }ate for use with students
during 1980-81. The remaining seven institutions provided- tutoring
and/or other educational support to their students. - ’

-29- g
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Process Obj ecfive 2 - (¢ontinued) ) t

Table 2

‘Numbers of Stufents Receiving Tutoging and Other Services

;‘ . at Each of|the Institutions Served by the Project
/ .
Institution /[ Students | Students Receiving Tutoring or
- o Tutored Other Educational Services*
Cleveland Christian Home 34 - 34
Ohio Boys Town:® ' 0" . . 0 ) i
The Jones Home of Children's Svcs. 42 ¢ R TR v .
; Metzenbaum Children's Center 35. - 0123 »
-~ The Agape Network 0’ : v 11 e
Augustine Society#Group Home 24 86
Looking Glass < 0" 0 o
Open Doors for Youth : 0 36
Salvation Arx?y Group Home _0 o 39
TOTAL BT 135 )
. . . \ -

*Incluc.ies field trips, puz‘)chase of equipment, supplies, instrus:tiqnal
materials, etc. .
. Yoe ‘ N * - N
Process Objective 3 - Cuyah \(.(oklnty Youth Development Center: Teacher-
tutors will assist students by providing informatich relative to improve-
ment of grades’ in 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 subjecd areas. This instruction was over and
above that normally provided the institution by the Cleveland Public *

° : . was' delivered fivé full-time teacher-tutors working
: with individuals.and small groups. Table 3 shows the subject$ and the
numbers of studen iving information in each.
Table 3 -
Title I Supported Instructional. Areas.and Numbers ’
. of Students Served in Each at Harry L. Eastman School
Subject . Number of Students*
Career Education’ ' - 223
Physical Education ) - ‘' 68
Health Skills and Careers 0% 85
Arts and Crafts Skills : ¢ ¢ 89 ‘
Mathematics Skills . . 75 v s

*Dupli¢ated counts
Q -30- 35




Process AOb‘jectiir'e 4 - Cuyahvgyg County Youth' Development Center: Cor-

rective reading classes, s?;iEhtherapy and psychological services

will be provided as needed §o students with reading, speech or psy-

v

e
’

’ v
| #

chological problems.
A3 . .

Outcome: Project records indicate that this obJectlve was ach1eved
The records show that 207 students.were evaluated for reading.defi-
ciency by the Title I reading speciallsts at Harry)\L. Eastmdn School.
Of these students, 140 were selected to rece1ve ins rucflon daily in

* formal corrective reading classes. These classes were: taught by two-
full-time Title I reading specialists who-used a Variety qflﬁnstru-
.tional materials purchased with Title I monies. In additiom, 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
psychologlcal services were not required in 1980-81.

.
N %

Product Qp;ectlve 1- quahoga County Youth\Developmcnt Center: For -
students receiving the equ1va1ent of at least one semester's service

at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center,,a gain of two NCE units
will be observed from the comparison of pre tq post performance as mea-
sured by the Comprehension subtest of the Stanford Dlagnostlc Read1ng
Test.

tcome: The data indicate that this objective was technlcally
. achieved, but/t at the gains demonstrated may not be reliable.
' .
Project records show that 207 studert$ attending the Harry L. Eastman
School at the Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center were adminis-;
‘tered the Comprehension subtests of the Stanford Diagnostic.Reading
Test (Brown Level, Form A) shortly after entry. Students were ade
ministeted the same tests again just before leaving,the instdtution
or at the end of the school year. Because of the entry and leaving
patterns at the institutian, both pre and post data were available
for’ only 70 students who received instruction for at least the equi-.
valent of one semester._
The ana1y51s of the test data showed that the average pre-post gain -
in Total Comprehension for all grade levels combined was 2.3
NCE units, which megts the criteria set in the objective. However,
the size of the n closely approached, but did not reach statis-
tical significarCe as determined by a t-test for repeated measures.
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.

36
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Table 4

e U w e -

Pre and Post Test Results by Grade Level of Students at

Harry L. Eastman School {(Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test,
Total Comprehension, Brown Level)

\ , e e -

-
Cprand Pre mean Post mean Mean NCE
Srade N NCENY . NCE * Gain
. 7 12 46.2 ~37.0 + .8
f‘ 8 19 37.7 43.0 +5.3
9 20 30. 24, 31.9 + 1.7
‘ 10 12 32.8 33.3 + .5 °
11 6 25.2 28.8 7 + 3.6
12 1 50.0 ° 35.0 -15.0
) TOTAL 70 35.3 . 37.6 +2.3
- -~ *See Appendix C for an explanatién of which norms tables were used in the

derivation of the NCE scores. -
bt :
.The table shows that although thé objectiyg criterion of an average
gain of at least 2 NCEs was achieved overall, this result was .due
entirgly to the performance at grades 8 and 1l. 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 in terms. of NCE units. To help
' the Teader see!how the project students performed relative to other
students 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 of #tudents ngtionally, both he- "~
fore and after participation.

-
3
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,service were in the project for the first time in 1980-81.

¥

- Table 5
Percentile Ranks of Average Pre and Post Scores Obtained \
on the "Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test by Students at
Harry L. Eastfian School -

-~
- N |
Grade N ’ Pre_ Post
( Percentile Percentile
p— L x !
- 7 12 43 44
8 * 19 28 37
9 20 17 20
10 12 21 21 :
11 6 12 16
212 1 S0 .. 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 beyend that

normally offered at -the school in 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-
dents 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 projegz{cfficc does
not have direct control over the implementation of project services in 3%
institutions and that four of the five institutions not providing tuto

In summary, three of the four process objecti were atta1ned'an~
was partically attained. The project objective was technive tajptd
but there is some doubt as to the reliability of the fhesult. e weakness
was evident in insuring that services were delivered at\an pdfquate level
to institutions scheduled for tutoring services, but in general the project
ogerated as proposed .

It is recommended that steps taken to insure that' institutions are fully
aware of the resources available to them under the Children in Residential
Schools project and that they are éncouraged 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 ]evels tested.

|
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APPENDIX A

Institutions Served by Children in
Residential®schools Project in 1980-81 .

\
' -

’

»

Cuyahoga County Youth Development Center
Cleveland Chris;ian Home

The Jones Home

Looking Glass

Metzenbaum Chiidren's Center

Open Doors for Youth

Ohio Boys Town Inc.

- Salyation Army Group Home

The Agape Network .

Augustine Society Group Home,

-35-
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/ . APPENDIX B. ,

*Means, Standard Deviations and results of t - Tests on Stapford Diagnostic Reading Test
(Brown Level, Form A) Total Compréhension NCE Scores of Students in Grade 7 - 12 at

. . Harry L. Eastmap School

“Statistic - Grade ' _ ‘
v 7 8 9 10 - 11 12+ 4 Total

Mumber 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
'S Gain S.D. h 3.33 .. 14.31 9.40 7.80 4.46 0.00 9.93
t .86 . - 1.62 .83 .22 2.00 . -- 1.91

df , 11 18 19 11 5 -~ €9
T ' >.05 - .05 >.05 >.05 5.0 -- .05

< < ' . R /
. : - b‘l ‘ . ~
4 ) “
0y ) M . N i ] . s ¢




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-
verted 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 of. year norms
for that grade level and the post scores were converted using the beginning
of year norms»for 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.)

Pretest Posttest
Grade Tested ,, Worms Norms
. 7 Grade 7 Grade 7’ '
. Beginning of Year End of Year
8 Grade 8 Grade 8
Beginning of Year End of Year -
9 ‘Grade 9' . Grade 9
‘ Beginning of Year End of Year
10 Grade 10 Grade 1}
Beginning of Year Beginning of Yéar
11, Grade 11 Grade 12
Beginning of Year.’ Beginning of Year
12 Grade 12 Grade 13 K

Beginning- of Year

Beginning of Year -

-
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CLEVELAND FUNDAMENTAL SCHOOL BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT

-

1980-81 Title I Evaluation.

7

¢

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

¢ -

The purpose of the project is to provide specialized small-group .~
instruction for pupils attending The Cleveland Fundamental School who are
experiencing :;fficulty in mathematics or reading. Pupils eligible for
th¥s service receive remedial assistance from special 1, ading and mathe-
matics teachers within the confines of a special resoufce 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 instruttion provided by
. the project is in addition to the ypeading and mathematics instruction the
. students receive in their, regular classrooms.

. . 5
“\ . SERVICE SUMMARY -/

-

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

Schools: 1 public Staffing: 1 Project Manager, PT . C—
2 Reading Consultant Teachers, FT
. « . 1 Math Consultant, FT .

Total Title I Expenditures: $99,431°  per-Pupil Cost: $715

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS N
[ 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
' ¢lassroom 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 expected in Reading and in Math at all grade levels.

Regular classroom teachers were provided with 2 hours of inservice about the .
T ¥ o p&ogram;\itey rated the quality of inservice very high. °

\

~
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*  OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES P ' v : '
. A .
' Objective 1: The’reading skills of participating pupils in grades two
through six will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least four .
> . NCE units on standardized reading tests-administered prior .to and fol- T
lowing project partic\ipation. v ’
Outcome: Objective 1 was attained. The Comi)rehénsive Test of Basic
— Skills (CTBS) Reading Comprehension sub-test yas administered to all
participating pupils in grades\two through six on a pre-post basis
\ \ the fall of 1980. and the sprin; of 1981. Pre NCE units were derived
from fall norms and post NCE units were derived from spring norms.
The objective critegion was met with every, grade level. NCE unit
gain by grade levef s presented in the following table.
- NCE UNIT GAIN . -\
Reading Comprehension :
i - o
.Pre Post | Treatment "
n Level and Form |[Test | Test Time. Average Pre/Post NCE
Grade | pupils .. of Test Date | Date (Weeks) Difference ’
2 "6 | Level C, Form S | 10/80 | 5/81 28 <, o+ 2067 - -
3 12 | Level 1, Form S |10/80 | 5/81 ! '* 28 + 8.16 .
4 17 Level 2, Form S| 9/80 | 4/81 29 . + .00 . .,
) S 15 Level 2, Form T | 9/80 | 5/81 31 +~ %07
‘ 6 13 Level 2, Form S| 9/80 | 5/81 32, + 9.92 . ‘
—_— A
Total 63 e &
The ‘objective criterion standard was stated in terms of NCE units.
The. following table will enable the reader to see the pupil standing repre-
sented by percentile ranKs, based on national norms and relative to students
of the same age. 4 '
a . - ;
- PERCENTILE RANK . -t
o ) Reading Comprehension o Coe
' Grade | Pre-Test | Post-Test * - ™.
. *
‘. 2 27 . 64° B
* ” i’ 27 0 i
. = ’ 17 29 s
X -3 16 27,
\ 6 17 Ve 31 L N
1Y% - S
e 48
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It may be 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

ade 2 pupils.
g’ ' .

¢. Objective 2: The mathematics skills df part1c1pat1ng pupils in grades
two through s¥x will improve as evidenced by an increase of at least
four NCE units on ‘'standardized mathematics tests.

Tl Qutcome: Objective Z.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 norms and post NCE units were derived
from spring norms. The increase in NCE units on the tests is shown '
in the follow1ng table. \ -

NCE UNIT GAIN

Mathematics Total Score
-

~ ,
Pre Post | Treatment :
Level and Form | Test | Test Time Average Pre/Post NCE'
of Test Date | Date {(Weeks) Difference

Lével C, Form S| 10/80 | 5/81 29 ‘ .18.00
Level 1, Form S | 11/80{ 4/81 20 31.17
Level 2, Form S| 9/80 | 5/81 30 12.43
Level 2, Form T | 9/80 | 4/81 29, 20.73
Level 2, Form S | 9/80 | 3/81 25 16.34

~

Total 39

s

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

Ll

— PERCENTILE RANK
Mathenatics

3

Pre-Test Post-Test

S

13 38
6 45
17 ’ 36
.12 41
17 43

[

Pupils pre-tested, before treatment ranked very low in terms of
percentiles. All grades made substantigl gains in percentile ranks following

treatment, especially’grades three and five.
-43-
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* Objective 3: Project Staff will maintain communication with classroom
teachers throughout the project year to facilitate improvement ip 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 irservice 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, l=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
h‘JL practicality of inservice sessions provided by Title I staff. Four-
teen of the twenty teachers or 70% completed the survey.

s Of the teachers returning surveys, 100% providéd positive ratings
(i.e., an average rating of 3 or above). The fdllowing table shows
. that, on a scale from 1-5 (five representing the most positive re-
\ " sponses), The Title I teachers werg viewed as providing very useful
" % services.

4 . ‘
‘ ) .Classroom Teacher Reaction
T e T, 1 - to Project Servigs
¢ . ¢, < _ . . 3 J
> , . L Avérage Rating of
. no . Service
Grade Level | teachers | Reading | Math
e 4'-,‘ b ) t e} )
4 . Primary 5 7 l 4.85 .4.84\
Uppgr 7 4.80 4.83 ~
oy . Lo
F . . Ll

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS
o TﬂAdgi;}Qnaliinf rmation related to project operation§ is summarized ° .
. The information derived from examination roj ' : ’
observation of project opérations. e of project reconds’ and
. . . . N ®
. Pupi{; recommended by the regular classroom teacher for participation
in the project had to meet the following selection criteria: perfof-
.mance at or bglow the 33rd percentile on,the reading comprehension
_ ‘an4/pr any math. subtest of the follow¥ngstests: the Metropolitaﬁ
“ Readiness Test (grade one), Stanford Diagnostic Reading or Math Tests-
» /£§§§d93 two and three), or the CTBS from the.previous year (grades four-
’ l :/ . R -
. / .

. Each Consultant Téacher serviced approximétely'fifty buﬁils each day .
s (range = 47-55).  During each of the seven forty-minute, periods per
day, an avprage of seven pupils were served (range = 3:9). .The sites

for instraction were in the Title I
T o e Resqurce Room apart .from the pupils'

Y
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. The'TitLe I Staff planned and implemented 2- hours of"inservice, as pro-

posed, for the classroom teachers.
Reading service anq the other session focused on Math.
shop, the Title I ‘teachers provided these "how-to's':

One’ session was devoted to the

At each work-
1) enriching

lesson plans, 2) reinforcing skills, and 3) checking.out materials from
ghe Title I\Resource Room.

x
* CONCLUSIONS

’

; In its second year of operation, the Cleveland:Fundamental School
*Basic Skills Reinforcement Project has provided a sérvice 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. Tegjldata reveal ,that the pupils served by this project, .though still
in relativelyqfow 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. : .

‘ a8
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APPENDIX A
TEACHER REACTION SHEET
‘ BASIC SKILLS REINFORCEMENT PROJECT :
: - TITLE I : /

FUNDAMENTAL EDUCATION CENTER : / \

Please g:.ve your impressions of the usefulness of service,’ :mformatlon,
and inservice resulting from your contact with the Title I’project
staff (Reading: Mrs. Victory - grades 1-3, Ms. Stephens -"grades

4-6; Math: Mrs. West). ‘Circle the number along each continuum which
most closely represents your feelings concerning-each item. Note

that a '"5" represents the most positive response while 2 "1" re-
presents the most negative response.

Directions:

4

NUMBER RESPONDING
N ‘EACH CATEGORY
54321 .-

X RATING . Grade
SERVICE TO STUDENTS

5.0  Reading PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT NAS Reading 14 _PURPOSE FOR TREATMENT. x'ms'
5.0 Math CLEAR Math 14 . NOT CLEAR .
5 . 85,0 Reading METHODOLOGY FOR ¥REATMENT NAS  Reading 14 \- METHODOLOGY FOR TREATMENT
5.0  Math © cLew - | \ Math 14 %AS NOT CLEAR-
4.86 Reading SERVICE BENEFICIAL Reading 12 2 ' SERVICE NOT BENEFICIAL ., ™
1 4.86 Math - T .. Math o222, o . 7
v G LI ’ } ! + l
‘ ' mon.\wrmu SHAZED KITH Yoii RE: STUDENTS o .
4.79 . Reading MUMBER OF oogqncrs wmg Reading 11 3 . MMBER OF com'.\crs xAs INg
© 4,79 Math QUATE - s &y, M 11 3 Avequae m
\ ¥ <%
- 4,71 Reading INFORMATION SHARED WAS VALU- ° ;Rudin; 11 2, 1 % xmmmxoa SHARED Was NoT*
) 4.71  Math AstE . L Math T 72 ’1 . WA}JJABLE S
-y k 5 ! G, <G ;
4.79 Reading WAS ABLE TQ ACT ON INFORMATION Rcading 12 L '1 5 NOT ABLE T0 ACT ON- “l
4.79 Math SHARED Math - 12 1 1c- ., . FOMIATION SHARED
. ® i ? T kS ? . k" . )
' GROUP INSERVICE SESSIONS . .:,s . : l
* 4.86 Reading  SESSIONS WERE NORTHWHILE ‘Reading 12 2 ol ssssmus NOT KORTINHILE
- 8 4.86 Math . Q ‘."hth,' 12 2 Y
. 4,71 Reading NEW KNOWLEDGE ACQUIRED AT ¢  Reading 11- 2 1 ’ /oﬂ % m*mpm.ﬁncs Acqumml'
. ,4.71 Math SESSIONS Math 1172 1 SESSIONS*
4.71 - Reading - TIME ALLOTTED FOR ssssxoxs ¥AS_Reading 11°2 1 “TIME mm% FOR ssssxoa'
4,71 Math SUFFICIENT )lath 11 21 Was omsupgxcxm ’
; N ' « »
4.86 Reading INFORMATION SHARED WAS PRACTI- Reading 12 2 ~ xm-'omtéxoa SHARED WAS IMa
4,86 Math AL ' Hath 12 2 . ‘
i Comments: Very impressed with she pr am (0 = 4 X .
Screening_should b 1
" ‘ <
. o -
L 3 . ~ — ‘:'
o z - - HU / : '
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DIAGNOS}TC READING GLINIC

.
<o /

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

-

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

k3 h Y

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. Studengs 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 implemente
in the school reading center by the clinician, classroom teacher and othe
support. personnel. 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. )

P

SERVICE SUMMARY ' -

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

‘ a yrs. - OEO)
Schools: | 19 public Staffing: 24 Teachers, FT
\ _1 non-public 3 Psychologists, FT
20 total 2 Coordinators, FT
(See 1list in . 1 Nurse, FT
Appendix A) 1 Clerk, FT
: 8 Drivers, FT .5 PT .
3- Teachers Assistafts, FT
‘/ . o 1 Speech Therapistj, FT
. : * 6 Education Aides, FT
' 1

Supervyisor, PT

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

s

SUMMARY :OF FINDINGS -

"Pupils ‘qualifying for participation in the Diagnostic Reading Ciinic
' Teceived a variety of evaluations to correctly identify all aspects of the -
pils reading difficulties. A plan was developed for each p ‘
medical @nd reading evaluations. A sample of test results for Ghildren who
were tesyed prior to the beginning of participation in the programand again
after completing, the spgcialized reading program, indicated that the expected
*» gains were made in their readisg test scores as a result of particibation in
the program. Classroom teachers of these pupils reported that over half of
the students who participated in «the Diagnostic Reading €linic could independ-
ehtly handle the usual classroom reading materials in their grade at least
half of the time. These teaclers and also the parents of participatifig
" pupils had opportumitiés to discuss their pupils's reading progress with the
reading teacher. '

2 | w52
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OBJECTIVE AND OUTCOMES

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

Qutcolté: Objective 1 is cgnsidered attained. The Comprehension

subtest of The Gates—McGiii?ie Reading Test was administered to each

child at the beginning of treatment and again .at the end of treatment
wheg the child was considered remediated as.determined by the
,Clinician. The average number of weeks of service was 32 weeks. A
‘comparison of the pre-post test results for 198 randomly selected
children in grades 4-6 realizeg a mean gain of 7.05 NCE units. .The
. - following mean NCE gains are reported by grade:

. ¢
~ TABLE .1

~—

_ P : NCE Gains byGrade - ‘
‘ \\\ on Comprehension Subtest of Gates-McGinite Reading Tests
. [ \

| \,. . . MEAN NUMBER REPORTING - \,
GRADE N NCE GAIN - "NCE_GAIN OF 7
FOURTH 74 6.19 35 (47%)
, FIFTH 66 | 6.50 37 (56%). .
‘ e SIXTH 58 8.26 36

(62%).

The data in Table 1 show that although performance was only
slightly below the objective criterion for 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 Hrade for pre-post -
comprehension t results. These percentiles reflect norms |
P . appropriate to times of year 'tests were taken.
‘ b
TABLE 2
‘ Percentiles of Mean Pre and Post test Comprehension
scores for Students in the Diagmostic Reading Clinic.
- = L — —
' GRADE PRE % " POST %
» - = T -
FOURTH 13.75 21.81 .
N FIFTH 11.53 19.4 i
SIXTH 13.58 o 25.32 5
k) * -
N -50- ..
Q “ 53 »




rl
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 wexe 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 least,half 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 thes
téachers 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 thé pupils could
handle the reading material from 24 to 49% o#¥he time, and 13% of
the pupils could use the usual reading material Iess than 24% of the
time. See Appendix B for summaries of responses.

. bbjective 3: Pupils will receive the coordinated services of related
disciplines in the diagnosis and correction of reading difficulties.

« Qutcome: Objective 3 is considered attained. All studénts upon
enteringthe program are given a series of medical and.reading
evdluations by the special services staff which form an integral part
of prescriptive recommendations of the staff prior to implementation
of treatment. The tecords form the basis of a case study for each
student. - ° v

. > ® i /
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 df the services.. The follow-'

ing lists the percentage of students receiving specific services: #
| Y

- Ninety-five percent (N=195) of the pupils in )

the sample received psychological testing.

' 3
Eighty-nine percent (N=183) of the pupils in_ .

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 evaluationm. .

v

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

\

-51-
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8 Outcome : Objective 4 is considered attained. Results™of a ° L, »
questlonnalre sent to parents of 198 randomly selected pupils
- . in June, 1981, revealed that 80 percent of the responding parents
(N=113) reported that they had contact with their child's reading®
teacher at leadt once during the project year. An average of T
1.28 parent - teacher contacts was reported. See Appendix C for » \
summaries of parent requnses‘ The following kinds$ of contacts
. yere reported : ) N ‘ . .. '
« - Sixty-three percem:‘\Y the sample of parents
.o reported that they had‘’received written Progrgss
v reports from their childfs reading teacher.
s . ﬁ?i - Forty-eight percent of the sample of parents
4 , Teported having telephone or in-person con-
- ference contacts with thelr child's reading
. teacher. ‘
. : '+ = Five percent of the parents reported thdt -their .
3 child's reading teacher visited their home. -

Additionally, examination of a randon sample of 205 case studies .
N revealed that an ayerage of three' parental contact forms were Y,
contained in eéch pupi}'s case stud?

. Oblectlve S: At least 50 percent of’ th@ classroom teachers of pupils
' _ served by the project will recelve consultatlve services from the
c11n1c staff, X .

! - . Outcome. * Objective § is considered attained. Results of -2
questionnaire to teachers of.198 randomly selected pupils revealed
P that 89% of the responding teachers ‘(N=151) had an average of three
Y opportunities to dlscuss their pup11's progress with the Readlng
' Clinician. _ % .

—

- _Forty-two percent of the teachers reported
p -having contacts' in the form of written reports. ~QJ=

. A . ¢ .
- Sixty percent of the teachersszggg;;ed having
conferences with their pupil’ ading Clinician. . ‘ )

r
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS : i : :

J

Eifty-eight pe}cent of the parents reéponding to a questionnaire
reported that they believed ‘their child had been helped, "A Lot"
by the program.

- Ninety-four percent of the parents résponding 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 atkempts
to apply reading skills to newspapers or magazines.

- F%fty percent of the paren%s 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 é scale of "1" to "sm (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. ‘ ,
ro ¢ Forty-two percent of the pupils wete rated 4 ("Some-

what Better") or § ("Better") in their independence
- . . in reading. . . R
. ‘Project records document that 2;068 pupils were served during the’
1980-81 project year.

A / - Number of participants who received the following services:
3 - ~ J— . )
LY o : .
. S ., Psychological -- 1,065 pupils
- . Health : -- 1,519 pupils
- . Speech § Hearing - ' --A1,270 pupils

2 -53-
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CONCLUSIONS . - .
Project records' and case studies document that services were

delivered to perticipating students in the form of speciaiized instruction

relating to pupil diagnosis. . '

°

< . - .
of the five objectives, four or 80 percent were fully achieved;
one was not achieved. . . -

N
‘ °

14

Projecs reco:ﬁs arid 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 difficulties of the target population. - i \

‘. @ ‘ ‘

* The data in Table 2 show that participants in the sample,are
reading in the lower 25th percentile when compared with students mationally.
This could account for their lack of ability to independentij_handle the
usual classfoom reading materials in their grade at least 50 percent of
the time. . ‘ .

3

© «

4

It is recommended that présent participants will benefit from
continuing participation in the project. :

’




y APPENDIX A -«

Sthools Served

- . '6iagnostic Rea.ding Clinic &
1980-1981 .
Public AR , Non-Public .
' Anthony Wayl";e ' . St. Mi::}tael
Wér , w; ' R . ’
Cla:ll'k
Daniel E. h%rgan\ ‘ R

Forest Hills Parkway . : .

) Gebrge Washington Carve;/r : o
’ 'Gdrdgn ’ ( :

_ Kentucky - o | .
Ma;garét Ireland ’
Mount Pleasant ~ ,
Ma.f)‘\ B. Martin , .
-Ma’ry Bethune
Orchard 1
Paul Revere | S - oo
Stepheh I“.."&How‘e‘ - A
Tremont v
Union

Waliton -

Watterson - Lake . ) . ) ’ N

0
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APPENDIX B o

! o Cleveland Public Schools:

/z Teacher Questionnaire
) : . ‘ N=161

A3

LDIAGNOSTIQ READING CLINIC| - . L4

. : has been recciving the services of the

[Diagnostic Reading Clinic. We arc interested in sccuring ¥rom you, his/
her, classroom tcacher, some observations about his/her present reading
performance. Please fold, staplc and return this questionnaire on or *

e hefore: Friday, Junc 19, 1981, ) . >

*

X |

3

. ] \
_ Check the appropriate answer. 2 . + -
1. Did you have and opportunity to discuss this cHild's‘progréss.wigh the .
b ? Reading Clinician? x‘7 Yes 134 (89%) . No 17 (11%) a
‘4 ' . Approximately how many times? ngMean)'

&
:2 * . Check which of the-following contacts you have had with the C11n1c1an’
J°¢ You may check more than one. . :

4

Written reports - 42% Other

Conferences | gpg ] o +
A
2. Based on your obscrvations, about what proportlon of the time can this
child independently handle the usual Llassroom re%ﬁlng‘mqgcr1al used in
his grade?™ .

' -

. less than 24% 25 to 49% - 50 to 74% 75 to 100%
. ) 13% 2 1 42% . ,  18%
. 3. Circle’'the number that corresponds to the degree of change ifn_this
= child's behavior. ¢ , . -
5 - Better
< - -4 - Somewhat Better : .
T . "3 - No Better, ip Worse ..
2 - Somewhat Worse
1 - Worse .
P ., A. Puapil confidence in word attack. . )
- ' - 1(2%) 2(12%) 3 (43%)  4(33%) ( 5 (10%)
) T B. Pupil's general attitude toward school. o
1(6%) 2 (9%) 3 (35%) 4(31%) . g (19%)
C.  Pupil independence in reading.
_— 1(7% 2 (18% 3 (33%)  4(35%) = 5 (7%
(7%) o (18%) (33%) (35%) \\\ ﬂ\\fﬁ )

4. 1In your opinion, what is thc arca of greatest reading improvement for
this chilg?

e 9 Comprchension’ o Vocabuldry : 9 Kord Analysi
415% ! 35% . . 23% 4

- - S. Child's days of nbicncc for this year as of the date of this rcport
Q - “-56-
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APPENDIX C

Cleveland Public Schools R

E

DIAGNOSTIC READING CLINIC | .

Parent Questionnaire

L 4

]
' : has. been receiving extra help in read-| v
ing this year from the Diagnostic Reading Clinic program. Please complete

“and return this questionnaire to your child's rcading teacher on or befbére:

Monday, Junc 15, 1981. .

Check the appropriate answer. . ’
" - 80% 20%
1. Have you had contact  with your child's reading teacher?Itl Yes . .[JNo

v ’

Approximaiely' how many times? 1 (Mean)

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

)

Conferences (telephone or in person) D48%

' Written Progress Reﬁorts ) i ‘ [:Jss%

. Home Visits N S | ;

\ , 5%
o ) N ,

Other 4% "

*

2, Was your child (helpéd by this program?

SS%D A lot - 4b?D .Somewhat T2 Not at all

- . . cp ° N

3. Have you seen you1: Chl}d s reading hab1tsﬁchanﬂge.. 94%D Yes 69.D No

N‘=11'3 . If yes, check which changes you have- seen? > '
A. Reads more for pleasure.’ . . O D 50%
B. Brings home more library books. ® : DM% '
N - 4 13‘ I ' '

C. Uses more librmjy books for' home:«or‘l;'asmgnments. : [:}18%
D.. Makes an effort to read printed materials on signs or different 1%

types of displays.
) —E./C\:tempts to- apply reading skills to newspapers or magazines, if’ DSI%
. - they are availabile.

‘ .l
F. Other 7% :
THANK YOU! .
Department of Research, Development and Evaluation
May, 1981 , )
e v .s7-
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T o © ¢ . ENGLISH-AS-A-SECOND LANGUAGE PROJECT.
o - N 3 - o
/ y .
SO S . 1980-81 Title I Evaluation , .
. - .
V4 M ¢ . -
. . PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW -
o This project is designed\tZélp second-language learners “atquire
an adequate level of proficiency in#inderstanding, speaking and reading the.

. Englishwlanguage. Pupils served by this Jroject are provided, in a special .
v v classpoom apart from 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_
] .Y *~additional individual and small-group remediation ,provided by teacher assis-
", 7{3 tants, where available. A full-time community coordinator plans and imple-
’ t%ments parent and community involvement in the program, ’

. [ '

s\ SERVICE SUMMARY ‘ < C
Pupils Served: 660 Grades Served: Preschool-8 Years in Operation: 14
Schiools: 15 public “Staffing: 1 Project Manager, FT ' N
.+ ¢ _3non-public I Consultant Teacher, FT
b “18 total - . MTeachers, FT -
. :  (See' Appendix A, 8 Assistants-, FT N
' table 1, for list) 1 Clerk, FT .
’ . . ’ . 1 Community Coordinator, FT
Total DPPF Expénditures: $560,715. . Per Pupil Cost: $850
-« v k . - . 2
~“SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - . ' « -
’ . . . . .
" The 1980-81 English-As-A-Second Language Project had positive effects

on the speaking skills of the students serviced, and met with some succes® in
increasing .the reading'skills of its participants. Students in Pre-School
through grade.six Speaking classes were pre-tested in November-and post-tested
in May. They showed more than txpected improvement in listening comprehension
skills at all grade levels. Approximately half of those served were enrolled
. in reading classes. Students in reading classes, grades one-six, were pre-

. tested in November and post-tested in May. Four grade levels (out of six) A
. made greater than expected gains in Reading Vocabulary, and three grade levels

(out of six) grew more than expected dn Reading Comprehension. ‘

-
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

Process Objectives p ~

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.
. o .: Outcome: Objective 1 was achieved. Eighteen schools and a total of
v 660 students participated in the 1980-81 ESL program. These schools
were selected because of their .high concentration- of. non-English
speaking children. Four of the 17 ESL teachers had full-time teacher
assistants; six teachers had teacher assistants for half the day.
. ~ , “

. <: . Objectivé 2: Pupils will be grouped according to needs in oral English .
' and reading skills. .

Outcome: Objective 2 was 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.
- v grade level, are listed in Appendix A, Table 3. A total of ‘527 students
' were enrolled in speaking classes and 292 students were enrdlled in

reading classes. _Of these totals, 159 students were enrolléd in both”a
speaking and reading classes. The schools and number of students -
served can b€ found in Tables 1 and 2 of Appendix A.

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

%

. Outcome: Objective 3 was achieved. Curriculum guidelines, previously
developed by the project for the speaking and reading classes, were -~
P reviewed. by four curriculum lommittees. "These committees then devel?-

. jl 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 criterion-referenced tests. . :

Objective 4: Parent iqyolvement and participation in the learning experi-
ence of tRe children will be actively enlisted by the project staff.
Outcome: Objgctiv£i4 was achieved. The Commmity Coordinator assigned.
.to the project completed 763 home visits, initiated 73 community cgm:
tacts, héld 22 conferences with principals, participated in 58 pareat) * |
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.

.




Product Objectives ‘ » = IR

e ‘ s -
. Objective 1: Participants in reading, classes will show~1mprovement in
the level of reading vocabulary (+7 or more NCE* unlts) &n the méan pre- =
post scores ;Tobtained on the reading vocabulary subtest” of the Comprehen-
sive Tests bf Basic Skills. (grades one-six). , N
Outcome: Ogiective'l was achieved at four out of. six grade levels.,
All tests were administered on a pre-post basis, with the pre-tests °
. be1ng administered’ in November, 1980 and the‘*post-tests administered.
in May, 1981, in accordance with the dity-wide testing schedule. Pre
NCE units were derived from fall norms and post NCE units-were derived
from spring noxrms. The pre-post results, by grade level, can be found

' . in Table I of Appendix B. K ' . “iﬁ

~

These data indicate that for grade 1, the average NCE,gain was nega-
tive (-13.19). For grade.2, although the gain was p051t1ve (+5.11),
it was below the sté;eg criterion of +7 or more NCE units. For grades
3-6, the NCE gain w bove (+9.22, +14.46, _+10.74, andg&lo 95 NCE~
units respectively) the stated criterion. _ «Fgﬁ, x
, I ! A
Although the objective criterion standard was stated 1n,tegms of Ncé

- units, the following table will enable the reader to see the pup11=

standing represented by percentile ragks, based on national nofms and
relative to students of ‘the same age. & %

'Y - '

—~ PERCENTILE RANK

-» Reading Vocabulary . o
¢ Grade ‘l Pre-test Post-test-
. 1 41 - 19
. .2 -, ‘14 . 19
s 3 C 20 35 ' . s
"4 11 29
S .9 19
6 5 13

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 percentlle scale; however, the’ students at
grades 3-6 d1d make good gains.

>

a -
&

*NCE (Normal Curve Equivalent) units are normalized, equal-interval,
standard scores with a mean of 50 and a ‘standard deviation of 21.06,
derived by dividing the distance from the mean to the 99th percentile
by the same distance measured in terms of normal curve standard .devia-
tion units (2.3267). The,resulting scale includes 98% of the popula-
tion which 11es between the lst and the 99th percentile. .

-63-
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.© Objective 2: Participants in reading classes will show improvement, in
the level of reading comprehension (+7 or more NCE units) on the medn
pre-post scores obtained on the reading comprehension subt®est of™“the ’
Comprehensive Test-of Basic Skills (grades one-six). . '

Outcome: ObJectlve 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

. May, 1981, in accordance with the city-wide testing schedule. ére

- NCE units were derived from fall norms and post NCE units were
derived from spr1ng norms. The pre-post results, by grade level,

* can be found in Table I of Appendix B.

These data indicate that for grades one and ‘two, the average NCE gain
) . was negative (-15.38 and -13.37 respectively). For grade three,

- A 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. . !

—~ .
Pupil standing in Reading Comprehension is presented in the follow1ng
> table by the use of percentile ranks.: . .
PERCENTILE RANK
. . ‘ Reading Comprehensioﬂ"

- Grade Pre-test | Post:test
v 1- 52 g : -
2 25 ¥ 9 < ' B
3. 19 29
~4 . 9 25
- 5° 8 31 .
¢ 6 6 11 ‘

~

Pre-post gain in grades 3-6 is once¢ more documented u51ng percentile
. ranks. . It can also be 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 the -per-
centile scale, but respectable gains were made at grades 3-6.

! . Objective 3: Participants in speaking classes at t¥e pre-school’and kin-
derarten 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).

Qutcome: Objective 3 was achieved. The Test for Aud1t6ry Comprehen-
sion of Language (TACL) was administered to 100 Child Development and
Kindergarten students 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 excetded the objective criterion.
Table 2 in Appendix B presents the results of this testing.

A\ -64-
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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
v will show significant improvement (p<..05) in listening comprehension
. and oral ‘production skills on the mean pr€-post scores obtained through
the administration of the Language Assessment Scale.

» - 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 preéduction subtests of the Language Assess-
ment Scale (LAS) on a pre-post basis in November, 1980 and May, 1981.
Students in grades one through five were administered Level I of the
., LAS and grade(¥ix 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-
catioﬁ'subtesps 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
Taw scores in terms of student standing relative to other students of
. thé same age. However, in order to supply the reader with more infor-
-mation regarding the educational significance of the raw scores, the
. following analysis is offered. THe Comprehension Subtest of the LAS
consists of ten items. Students' mean. gain score pre-post across
+ 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 ene 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 taken can be found in
' Appendix C. . . ) ;
Every attempt was made to coordinate the ESL reading evaluation with
the city-wide testing program and the bilingual program,-thereby eliminating
dual testing of some students. This cooperagioﬁ proved effective this school
year. v . .

CONCLUSTONS - . . .
- . ’ a

. The 1980-81 English-As-A-Second Language Project was successfully im-
plemented according to guidelines contained in the process objectives. The i
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,

g\

~65-

66 i




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 different pre-testing and post-testing conditions.
\ The pre-test was administered in a small (N=5) group setting, with careful test
monitoring. The postrtest 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 of decline.nor this method
of post-test administration for these two g;ade levels.

-

) " The following are recommendations for the 1981-82 year: &
A Cooperation between ELS, bilingual, and-city-widé te§§ing .
programs should continue. : .
. Project administration should identify the reasons why reading
s »~ -.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 Budget reductions, the services to children in &
areas Qf concentrated individual reinforcement of skills pre-
- ¥ . . . . s By
sented and contact with parents will be severely limited. It#is
therefore recommended that the teacher assistants be retained
on the ESL team. . L

N
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APPENDIX A -

TABLE I

Schools and Students Served

1980-81
§ -
) Schools Served
Public v Non-Puhlic
Buhrer » - St. Francis
Case . St. Michael.
East Madison St. Vitus
' Joseph- Landis
_ Kentucky
Marion Seltzer R
McKinley
.  Milford
. Orchard
Paul Dunbar
Riverside
Scranton N .
" Tremont
Walton
Waverly
TABLE 2°
Count of égpils by Grade Level
Grade No. of Students
Public Non-Public Total
Cﬂild Development 36 C - 36
—~—~Kindergarten 119., - 29 148
Grade 1 90 11 101
Grade 2 75 6 81
+  Grade 3 . 79 - 9 88
Grade 4 73 5 78
Grade 5 56, v 8 -7 64
Grade 6 o { 52 7 59
< Grade 7 . - 4 .4
Grade 8 . S 2 1 1
. Total s 580 . 80 660
!
-67-" -
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APPENDIX A (Cont‘'d)

TABLE 8

SCREENING TESTS

- READING CLASSES

’ * s SN

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 Recogni-
tion II

For students new to Cleveland

System:

_ ESL teacher adnfnistered

California Achievement Test,
Levél 1I, Form A Reading
Comprehension'or Reading

-Vncabulary subtests -

Comprehension or Reading
Vocabulary subtests (Fall,

©1980)

Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test 2,.Reading Comprehension
subtests, ” ¢feen Level, Fall
1980. Administration through
city—wide testing .

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

. 1980)

[
Q

Screening Test Grade » .Screening Test Grade
é
For students prevgpusly‘in 1 For students previously in 3
Cleveland Systemt J~ —~ ‘ Cleveland System: *
"Metropolitan Readiness Test, CTBS, Level C, Form S, 2nd
‘Kindergarten admlnistratlon grade admin1stration (Spring,
(Spring, 1980) 1980) Reading Vocabulary or.
. . Reading Comprehension:
For students new to Cleveland Passages subtest .
. System:, . . ’ .
ESL teacher administered . For students new to Cleveland _
< Mctropolitan Readiness Test, System:
Fall, 1980 ) -ESL teacher administered
California Achievement Test,
For students previously in-. 2 Level I1I, Form A Reading !
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APPENDIX A (Cont'd)

TABLE 3
SCREENING TESTS

\READING CLASSES

Screening Test
d.

Grade .

&

Stanford Diagnostic,ﬁ%ading
Test 2, Reading Comprehension
subtest, Brown Level, Fall,
1980. Administration through
city-wide testing

or

. 'CTBS} Level 11, Form S, 4th
grade administration (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 administered
California Achievement Test,
Level 3, Form A, Reading

‘Vocabulary or Reading Compre-

hension, Fall 1980

’

Lt}

{

4

\

N
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“APPENDIX A (Cont'd]

TABLE 3

" SCREENING TESTS

SPEAKING CLASSES

)

Pu

Grade

Screening Test
Screening Test for Auditory ()]
“Comprehension of Language:
(STACL) \Fall, 1980 Adminis- K
tration Do ’
- SPLIT TEST (Schutt: el
University of Arizona) 2 -
Verbal Fluency-English v G
Subtest{ Fall, 1980 Adminis- ,\
tration .
Fall, 1980 Administration of 3-6
_ Language.Assessment Battery
° English Level If, Grades 3.6
. il ?, .
3 a;a .
A |
( nu
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APPENDIX B ] .

. TABLE 1
<

Vocabulary and Comprehension Subtests
. Mean NCE Gains by Grade

- ) Vocabulary - Comprehension
NCE - NCE 2
L |
v = = . - - - - .
Grade| N | Pre-tesf X 7| Post-Test X | X Gain Pre-test X | Post Tes! X 4 X Gain
' gt B
-1 13 45.83 32.46 -13.39 51.92 36.54 -15.38
T2 19 27.21 32,32 + 5,11 35.53 22.16 £&%.37
‘ ’ . N
T%% 3| a1 .94 42.16 | +9.22 32.19 38.94 $6.75
4 1726 24.35 - 38.81 +14.46 §Q§77 35.54 +14.77
- 5 ¢ 2 20.88 3i.62 +10.74 20.81° " "40.19 +19.38
A ~] 6 12| 1465, 25.6p +10.95 16.25 23.95 | +7.70
] Totalj 135
)




APPENDIX "B *(Cont'd)

.
)

) TABLE 2
@ . ‘ . - .
., Summary of Pre-Pest Testing !
TACL, Child Dévelopmgnt and i
. e
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 5.85 1.78
t 13.024* 18.179* 10.340*
X pre-post gain 7.83 M 13.26 2.67
S. D. pre-post gain .. 6.01 . 7.29° 2.58
. ¢« - p&.o0l o,
&
8
T
? F
s N ot .
. : 7y
, ).
.
J - ’qd
— ) & *
. , )
RN - A . ) ]
: hd "’74" ts
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TABLE 3
Summary of Pre-Post Testing

Q Language Assessment Scale, Grades 1-6

Grade 1 2 Kk SN 4 > 5’ 6
Oral Oral Oral Oral . Oral Oral
Subtest Comp. |Prod. || Comp. { Prod. || Comp. | Prod. || Comp. | Prod. Comp. { Prod. J| Comp. | Prod.
' Il . ’
N _ 53 “ 153 35 35 31 31 21 21 “31 131 19 19
Pre Test X 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 X 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 {| 273 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 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% 5.306*| 6.472¢ 7.105*| 5.2714 4.869*
X Pre-Post Gain ' L. S - .
Gain - 2.43 1.08 |} 2.17 1.43 1.61 1.10 2,29 0.90 h 2.19 1.13 1.47 0.95
S. D. Pre-Post ) g . .
, 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 '
]
*p <.001 - <
] . t
g%
. g 6
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APPENDIX C

ESL Field Trips
1980-81

Zoo
Aquarium AL
T

Western Reserve Historical
Society, Crawford Auto-Aviation Museum

Natural History Museum
Hale Farm \‘
"X

Greenhouse

Neighborhood Tour

. Garden Center

Trailside Interpretive Center

- North® Chagrin Metropolitan Park

\Y4

Channel 8
Pick-N-Pay
Rainbow Babies' and Children's Hospital

.Cleveland Public Library

4
7

3
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MATHEMATICS SKILLS IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW"

e

The Mathematics Skills Ihprovement Program (MSIP) is designed to
serve students in grades 3-6 (2-8 in non-public schools) who have demonstrated
difficulties in the acqulsltlon 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 infiividualized 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
inserviché training for the Title I mathematics consultant teachers, involve-

ment of parents in the instructional program of the project, demonstrations
of mathematics teaching techniques for reguler classroom teachers and publica-
tion of a newsletter to disseminate pertlnent information about the project
to parents and staff.
SERVICE SUMMARY ) ‘
Pupils Served: 3,081 Grades Served: 3-6 public  Years in Operation: 13%
2/ 8 non-pub. .
School%: 49 public tafflng 1 Project Manager, FT
10 non-public _ . 58 Consultant Teachers
59 total ) (57 FT, 1 PT)
(See4list in Appendix A)
: L g
Total Title I Expenditures: $1,882,183 . N Per Pupil Cost: $611
: ’ \
/SUMMARY OF FINDINGS . .7

] . ]

The evdluation data indicated that the program services of the Mathe-
mat cs Sklbis Improvement Program were delivered essentially as proposed. Some
difficulties were noted in majntaining spec1f1ed project enrollment levels in
the non-public schools, and in.schools served by part-time mathematics consul-
tant§ A}so, it was found that the number of school days on which project
services were available fell somewhdt ghort of that proposed, and recommenda-
tions were made aimed at increasing the.amount of instructional time offered.
Extensive paren{ involvement activities W conducted by the-project staff
and the attitudes toward the project of arents of participating students
were -highly positive. A regular series o aff development ‘activities was
alsq held for thé project teacherss -

4

The results of mathematics achievement testing at grades 4, 5 'and’6
t participants in the program showed significant growth in their
skill }avels. ‘The rate of growth exceeded the standard establisied

by the projagt objectives. Despite the substantial improvement in achievement
levels, howeWr, students continued to score relatively low as compared with

npational norﬁk.

!

» .
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES - v

Process Objective 1: Each full-time MSIP consultant will provide ap
average daily enrollment of 48 mathematics underachievers from grades
three ‘through éigh;ﬁgith remedial instruction in mathematics skills.

An enrollment varidhce of‘%o more than seven percent (7%) will be accept-
able. « - .,

.
o

Outcome: An examination of enrollment summaries main€§1ned 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 project enroll-
ments within the range of 44.6 to 51.4 students. (48 students + 7%).

.=~ The actual enrollment averaged 48.01 and ranged from 45.625 to 50 stu-
dents. In the non-public schools only twg of the five schools with
full-time consultants attained the objective. Enrollments ranged from
39.5 to 47.9 and averaged 42.45. o/

- Records maintained by the project office showed that in 1980-81, the
projéct served a total of 3,081.students i#t grades tWo through eight.
The majority of students served (2,747 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 jdentified for service wewé
scheduled for daily instruction in a mathematics laboratory with a
mathematics,consultant teacher. Instruction was individualized and
in small groups 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 mathematics skills.
‘ An enrollment variance of no more than seven percent (7%) will be accept-
- able. . A ' '

Outcome: The data obtained from enrollment summaries maintained by

: each consultant teacher indicate that this objective was not achieved.
Although the overall average enrollment was 19.85 students, only one
of the two public and five non-public schopls 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 15.6 fo 24 students. .. .

. Process Objective 3: MSIP consultants will provide for each remedial
Bathematics 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 proji;x 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.




.
>3

s ’ ' ) -
The percentage of instructional days 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-$chools 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 4
almost two weeks: of instructional time. Second, in cal@ulating the
number of instructional days, the days on which a mathematics consul-
tant teacher was absent due to illness were counted as days gn 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 4
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 Skills
e Improvement Project.

Qutcome: The data available indicate that the objective was achieved.
In May, 1981 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 vigit to their child'stMSIP,
- class during the 1980-81 school year. In addition, 88% of the parents
t. reported that they believed that their‘child had improved 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 through June, 1981, a total of eight parent meetings. These meet-
ings dei}l&with a variety of topics ranging from explanations of pro-
Ject oper&tions and procedures to the distribution of instructional
materials and the explanation of methods for parents to use to help ._
tedch their children at home. The culminating activity for the year

-\
. -81-
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. - . was é\gath Mini-Fair held in June in which all of the m3thematics
. consultant teachers worked with parents on the use of hdme-instruc-
s . . tional\materials designed and constructed by the consultants. ' De-
j'.‘ . itails on the individual parent meetings may be found in !App&ndix D. R
%
. A > ) { . .
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*. Product Objective 1: The MSIP observed‘gréup mean post-tgst performance
will be at least fiveé NCE units.,abové the expected group mean score which
n ~~has been estimated’ by ;egre§sion‘aﬁalxsis of Spring, 1980 and Spring,
1981 'CTBS Mathematics Test:gcares. Analysis will be by grade let™®ls
three, four, five and six. ‘{, - LA %
. ) : -

e . ‘

Outcome: The data show’}hatsfhis objective was achieved at grade 4

S and 6. Data were not ayailable for. grade 3. The mean post-test
performange fpr all grade erels combined was 8.54 NCE units aboviﬁz)

) ’ ~  the expected mean post-test score,.gxceeding the five NCE units speti- -

fied by thg)quéctive. 3 .- . ‘ )

*

r

To assess progress toward the atthinment of the objective, the test
performance of ‘the 'students served by the”project was compared with
an estimate of what ‘their test performance would have been if they
had riot participated. This 'expedted" -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
service and who did not participate ify ¥SIP. ™ The analysis madg it
17 . possible to predict the 1681 test performanfe of MSIP studentéﬁfrom )
: their performanc® levels'the previous ¥earf. Their actual,1981 cores
were then compared with their expécted 198} scores to determinesif °
- participation in tife project had raised thebr performance gawels
‘ {& above the level that would have been expected if they had #Dt par-

ticipated. ) . ~,
- , - v »

b 4

/ Q o .« Data were collected for grades 4, 5 and 6 using the Comprehensive
- A ‘ Tests Qf Basic Skills (CTBS) Mathematics Jests administegped-city-.
J . * wide in the Spring of 1980 and 1981. (Regression analysis could
“ . ».,, not be conducted for grade 3 because mathematigs tests are not admin-

’ DT istered city-wide at grade 2, and so the 1980 data needed to derive
( the" expected scores for grade 3 in 1981 were négé:yailable.) The
4 ~ afalysis’ was conducted using the Tota] Mathematies. score from the

»» CTBS. Appendix E shows the ‘specific 4evel, forw and -dates of admin-

‘. ! istration of the tests admipmistered at each grade™ Table I shows
. the results of the comparison between actual and expected post-test”
- Total Mathematics NCE scores-achieved by the MSIP students at ‘each
grade level. ’ ' : v
’ ' - P !
+ . ‘ - L] .
* b *
< L] ®
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! - Table 1

f N . e ) hat
Actual and Expected CTBS Tq;al_Mathghatics Post-test NCE Scores of
Students Participating in Mathematics Skills I'mprovement Program

.t

Grade N Expected QVe:ggé Actual Average Actgal-Expected'. %.og Students
NCE Score ] NCE Score. . | - Difference Gaining'5 NCEs
4 |7433) - 30.05 _' ™ 36.60 o+ 6.55% ST
5 547 2839 ¥ 7 504 O +11.02*". . en Q
6 | 236 29.96 36.42 | +:§.46f "‘ 65%
Total | 1216 | '29.29 . " 37.83 I+ 8.54 63%
.

*Statistically significant (p<.001) . v
Table 1 shows that the objective criterion of a mean difference of at
least 5 NCE units between actual and expected post-test scores wa o
exceeded at each grade level and ¥or the project as a whole. In 4ddi-
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 ¢
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
statistics may be found in Appendix F.) ' ‘ -

The objective criterion was stated ineterms of NCE units. To help the
reader, see how the project~sgudents rank relative to otfer 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' scords in 1980 and 1981. e .
) : ‘ . k' N

Table 2

14
L4 ~

Percentile Ranks of Average 1980 and 1981 Total Mathematics -
Scores’Obtained on the CTBS by Students Participating
‘in the Mathematics 8kills Improvement Program

~/

. ~ . " .-
. » :
3 ~
. 1980 . | '\ .- 1981
- ,Grade . Percentile . Percentile
s v. -t 7 S s ' -—~
- O S t 2 - 26 ’
- ] T '
5 . . N - b
A6 ) .26
- , N " . -83- , N s .’.:-.‘~ .

1




o * The table shows that ‘despite the substantlal gains in performance,
~ students served by the project still rank in the lower third of
O students nationally after participation in the prOJect and are likely
to require cortinued service.

P
o o . ‘ ¢

[

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

. > - o !

. . .* Project records showed that regular inservice meetings were conducted
for the project's mathematics consultant teachprs. Consultants attended a total
of seven such meetings between September, 1980 and May, 1981. In addition,
separate inservice meetings were held "for MSIP consultant teachers who joined
« ’ the project for the first time in 1980-81. Topics for the;meetings included

~ MSIP record- keeplng procedure, testing procedures, the use of -new mathematics
.. . _ textbooks, student selection. proggdure dzagn051s and correction of skril
‘ weaknesses, the use of instructional games,.materials development and the
A & like. Appendix G presents details on eech inservice meetjing held. . e

L . . . A T )
L) -

-
g %

l CONCLUSIONS - . © . e ‘.

< -

-a

~.
~ - ~

The evaluatipon data showed that with some exceptions, the project,
services offered by the Mathematics Skills Improvement Program were delivered
ras proposed. ' Two of the four process obJectlves were achieved. The data aiso
showed that the project had a positive~impact on student mathematics ach1eve-
mefit #s the participating students demonstrated test score galns beyond the.

. ' levels speC1f1ed by the’ pro;ect s one product~ob3ect1ve

‘v

- . ' Supplementary mathematlcs 1nstruct10n was proV1ded in 1nd1V1dua112ed
’ *and small group settings for over 3,000 elementary'school students who had
- demonstrated weaknesses in mathematmcs skills. -Program enrollment> levels were
- maintained at proposed levels in the public schools served by fuli-time math-
ematics consultants, but some d1ff1cu1ty was noted in maintaining projected
levels in the. non-public’ schools and in schools served by part+time mathematics
A 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-%educed instructional time.:- Other project activ- -

r ., ities included extensive activities for parents of participating students,

. . * and inservice sessions for the project staff Parent reaction to the project
. . Was highly p051t1ve. ] . B R

8 ’

N ' . Student mathematics ‘test scores ‘averaged 8.5 NCE units higher than
} , would have béen expected had they not participated, but students still scored
in the ‘lower one third of students nationally.

Y
)

a ’ . The Mpthemat1cg;8kills Improvement Progranm has been demonstrated to
‘e ~be a worthwhile project which effectively contributes to the improved fath-
Pt ematics achievement of the dents it serves. Several recommendations are
‘- offered for future gperatjgdﬁzu . .o S

; .
AL I
o 2 ) r -,84.- 84 - . a




. . b .

: ° 1. Means. should be explored for decreasing the amount of non-instruc-

’ tional time noted in project operations. Possible means might in- L
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, -of course, have implications for the project bud-

[y - get. Another possibility would involve beginning instruction in the
B - 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 be ‘added as the, 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.

AN . - ) S < :T}

' ~—o 2. It is the recommendation of the"’ project manager that Process Objective

.3 be reworded to focus on the 0pen1ng date of MSIP instructional activ- .
B ) ities rather than total number of instructional days offered by the

L9
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Schoals Served by Mathematics, Skills

e

-

’ bl
*Brooklawn -
fi.uhrer
,Case ’ y .
.Charles H, Lake ] X
Cheﬁterfiellq ’
Clark
" Cranwood T ‘ ‘
Daniel E. Morgan\
East Madison - . .
" Emile B. ‘\,De.Sauz'e
. Euclid Park ° .. ., -
e . .
Forest Hills Parkway =~ .
Fullerton L . BT
) ' .
Garfield *~ | ¢ |
1] * [
v ‘George W. Carver ’
w . _ '
Gordon . ‘ e
Gracemount ‘ : .
- . 0 ) \
& \Halle
* *1 semestér of service only’
> . T N
I _7 , '88-
y)

Benjamin Franklim

i .
. 3
. ’ '
- . ’
.t " .
2.

) Mount Pl\e?.sant

) 'Qrch'axd '

N o . Improvement Program
. 1980-81
[ - PO
N 1
Public Schools 2 ¢ _
' \ ¢
Andrew J. Rickoff ' *Hepry W.. Longfel}w/\ .
Anthony Wayne Kenneth W. Clément - .
. , 5 X } -~ , X .
Artemus Ward oo Kentucky R

Margaret Irgland
Marion-Sterling
Mary B. Martin
M‘ary“M. gethune
McKin.ley
Memphis ' .
Miés'l’ark‘) ’ - G
Milford . 5 |
v
'Nat}faniel“lliawthome 4 &

Oliver Hazard P’erry., )

Paul Revere : '_ N
B ' _
Rob;rt Fulton v
Q . O
Stephgn E. Howe . °

" Tremont '

Umdon .

#yerda Brobst o, g -

Wade Park -

f
186
L
[ Lo . N : R
)

3 ! -- > N .
.
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APPENDIX A (continued)’

.~Schools Served by Magematics Skills

Improvement

Public' Schools (continued)

Walton

Warner

Watterson-Lake

' Willow

William Harper

“
S
‘e
A
<
<
A

o~

ogram

1980-81

.

[

Non-Public Schools -

e

St.

. s

St.
Mt
St.

s -St.

Aloyéips

.

St. Joseph Collinwood

Catherine -,

T Y ~
Pleasant Catholic
Paul Croation

Benedict .

Holy Rosary

Immaculate Heart of Mary

St.,

.

Rose

Annunciation

/




~ .

- o -
. . v
[ 4 ‘ ! 1
< 7 £ "
[l - ,\
) - 1 w .o T
b, s A ¢
~ \ Y v ' ‘
o ) . ey T Pyl
APPENDIX B °
-lo\ . .
oy &

Number of Students Served by the Mathematics Skills
Improvement Program by Grade legvel

'Yl

.,

>

Grade Number of Students = Percent of
. Public Non-Public ,) Total . Total
2 -- 10+ 10 . | 3
3 188 76 » 264 8.6
4 1020 65 . '1085 35.2
-~
~
5 822 . 52 874 , 28.4
‘ . .
6 731 57 788 25.6
7 -- 32 32 1.0
e . » . ¥
. 8 -- 28 28 .9
v ! :
Total 276\ 320 3081 100%
_ ) -/ -
' l““ ‘ ’ v
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’ . S p \ o
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APPENDIX C ) L.
. N 3
" PARENT SURVEY RE&EQN%F.SUMMARY
S * CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS
- . o~ \ * . w e
N ) Mathematics Skills Improvement—Project
Déai Parent: .
quare pleased that your child was part of a group who were given =
special instruction in Mathematics. We now w1sh‘to know how 'you feel about
. this speeial help Please help us by circling your answers to the questions ¢ -
below. C T . .
# ITEM . FREQUENCY OF RESPONSE ;-
‘1. Did you know that your child w "YES < 98% NO - 2%
receiving special 1nstruct10 ™ )
mathemagics? - . o
S ‘ . > . . B o ’ 1
27 Did you receive any written in- YES - 93% NO - 7% X
formation about this special » .
mathematics instruction? . -
R P 4
3., Did your child bring home to show YES - 89% "NO - 1%
'you any arithmetic paper or,other ‘
object from his arithmetic/éeacher%
4. Have you visited your ch11d's special YES - 67% . NO - 33%
mathematics class? J . . / .
¢ . ° - .
#5.. Did your child talk to you more MORE - 64% SAME - 35% LESS - 1%, =
= about his arithmetic class this . e T
semester than befofe? -
Dor'you feel ?cm child imprgved . MORE - 88% SAME - 11% LESS - 1%
in arithmetic ‘more this semester . ‘ ,¢ o ’
thdn before? - , . , - ' .
o RS NI — b
. - Please have your "child return this quest1onnaire to his spec1a1 math )
" teachér on thé next schovl day - . ' e ;
v ' ) ¢ i fy “u, -
‘ . ‘ Thank you,very much., - —
3 ., Ut $ . - . oyt
< . ¢ T .
>
L e '\
t = . - » ,
\' v . ‘
" -89- . .
i B 5 e /
;. 89 ' i ! f ?
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APPENDIX D

Parent Meetings Held by Mathematics Skills

¢ ' Improvehent Program in 1980-81 j?,
Date ‘ . - Heet1ng»Top1c(s)
Octobé? 293/1230 - quéose and Structure of MSIP
£, Presentation by p;BJect manaé;r of Project Pride
R , ..on J'Being Aware of Myself"
November 19, 1980 ' Introduction of components of MSIP

Lot . N
o Ways of improving parent participation

Distfibution of descriptive materials on the
»MSIP. and- home-activity materials

Demonstration of mathematil3 games

o .

December 17, 1980 Mathegatics games

[

» . X Techniques for teaching addition facts G

Election of officers

. January 28, 1981 \ . Distribution of descriptive materials on the
’ MSIP and home activity materials °
’ 7 “Home uge of materials for teaching division
February 25; 1981 ‘ Techniques for teachlng multiplication at
: home e ) .
Match 17, 1981 A Obsb;vation.of MSIP classroom§*
~ .
March 25, 1981 . - Report on observations of MSIP classrooms :
Discussion of MSIP Mini-Fair
) Mathematics games ° .
April 29, 1981 Review of MSIP proposal for purpose oﬁ,makiné
. recommendations for 1981-82 s S
June 3, 1981 \ o ! MSIP ‘Mini-Fair dlstrxbutlon and demonstration
- of home-activity mathematics materials de51gned
N . . . by.mathematrcs consultant teachers
. ‘ 1.
‘ - . ( ,\
- v ( ) % ’
ks . Can - '
. .'A : ) : . .\' I

-90-"
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. C APPENDIX E

. .Q N R . \/Q
- .

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

N 1980-81 . °
, ' 3
—
13 §
- 1980 Test 1981 Test -
Grade Level« Form . Date Grade “Level Form Date
|» ’ v - .
3 2. S - April, 1980 | 4 2, S Mhy, 1981
4 2 T April, 1980°| y 5 T 2 T april, 1981
5 . 2 S March, 1980 6 2 - S, March, 1981
» » ‘ -
< Y . '
X,
' -
< ‘/
. A Q
. ‘ ,
L4 .
> ¢ s s f
'\f ’ ‘ v
. /
‘ ' ‘ » ‘ g t
. ¢ e
/ .
C ; i
L] .
. . p
\l ® -~ ’ dN ¢
5 ‘.\ " | 91.- * ) ~ !
» . ‘ 91 . » v
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~, , APPENDIX “F- °
. Mean 1980 and 1981 CTBS ';ptal Mathematics NCE Scores for MSIP )
and Non-MSIP Students with Regression Analysis and t-Test Statistics
<y . <
" , "
NON-MSIP %TUDENTS MSIP STUDENTS *
B ‘ Regression Statistics - .
¢ Grade N _ 1980 1981 1980-1981 y - N 1980 1981 . Expected 1981 1981 Difference N Q.ﬁ

' r X NCE .S.D. X NCE S.D. ‘z Slope Intercept - & NCE S.D. XNGE .S.D. &NCE S.D. (Expectedvs Actual) - =

0 LI 0 / i - N N

'I" 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 7.321__ '+ 6.55 8.97* 432

¢ ) > v .0 , i , 4

’ S 3_272 158.78‘ 9.21 55,68 14.55 .551 .8772 4.43 547 27.48 10.09 e39.41 14.35 28.39 8.79, +11.02 ¢ 17.28* 546g

) 6 3132 s6.71 8.79 33.58 12.62-| .s50 .802  8.12 236 27.25 10.29¢- 36.42 11.14 29.96 7.43 + 6.46 ("9.46* 235,

) : ] ’ ° +#2-tailp < .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

P “ and received project services. Students were ihcluded in the analysis as the non-MSIP group if they achieved an .NCE ‘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 .

T{tle T technical consultants from Educational Testing Service, the students who scored in the top 20% on the 1980 test were arbitrarily ellmxnated
from the aﬂalysis to minimize the changes of ceiling effects contributing to non-linearity of the regression 11ne .

.
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APPENDIX G

' v? . Inservice Activities Conducjgd for Staff of
. ‘ ‘Mathematlcs Skills Improvement Program in 1980- -81
Date. Audience Topic(s)
Sepzzggezalg, 18, 19 «Eggli§t562001 mathematics& Procedures for record-keeping,
4 Sultants . student testing and student
B . selection
- . .
- . . Major ingredients of MSIP
-~ ///// Distribution of instructional
. R S ) materials
Septembe;’ZS ‘ . Non-public school math- Y Same as above
(Ell day) . . ematics consultants °
Q’p Othober 2 - . Public and non-public school T1t1e I regulations as applled
(All day) ' < ‘mathematics consultants to MSIP
- R g
Project STAR teachers Structure and use of new math-
—_— , R . -ematics-textbook ’
Student eligibflity procedures L
e
October 27 First year mathematics ‘ Constructlon of 1nstruct10na1
(A1l day) consultants materials
. ) Techniques for teachlng place
. - W . value N
December 9, 10~ All mathematics consultants Dlagnosis and correction of
(AL} day) . ‘ A mathematics skills deficiencies
( L s L ’ . .(Dr. James Heddens, Kent State
\ . . . . . _University)
] o . . .
January 30 . <A1l mathematics consultants Attribute blocks and their use®
. (Half day) - - - o oL _ in a mathematics lab
] “ " - - -
February 26, 27 Newly hired mathematics Procedures for record-keeping,
" (AlI*day) . consultants ¢ student “testing and student.
) selection v
Q:U Major ingredients of MSIP
_— i . . Distribution -of instructional
o . i materials
. . ’ . C' \
March 30 . All mathematics consultants Problem-solvihg strategies °
(All day) - -~ - . through the use of mathematlcs
’ . - games
April 30 . - All mathematics consultants Plannlng and produétlon of
(Half day) ) . materials for. MSIP Mini-Fair
e ' for parents .
May 22 o j , All mathematics consultants Completlng prep§rat10ns for °
(Half day) MSIP Mlnx-Falr ’

-
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'PROJECT STAR

T
1980-8{7Tit1e I Evaluation

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

- - . .. »

‘ Project STAR (Skills Training for Achievement in Reading) offers

Grade ‘4-12 students who are poor readers three types of assistante: (1)
Block Classes ~,Grade 7 public school students attend English and social
studies classes scheduled for consecutive 45 minute periods in the same room.‘
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 teachgr
and aide provide public school students in Grades 7-9 with one-45 minute period
of daily programmed reading instruction; (3) Nonpublic School Classes - Grade
4-8 students receive one 45 mihute period of reading instruction daily. On®
senior high school provides Grade 10-12 studeng; with read1ng and study skill
instruction. »

t

SERVICE SUMMARY \ . .

Pupilq/éerved: 4,123 Grades Served: 4-12 Years in Operation: -15

Schools: 24 public e Staffing: . . Lt
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) 27 Block Teachers, KT 18 Noppublic Teachers, FT
; J 5 Clerks, FT SS Educational A1des, FT

. , >
Total Title I Expenditures: $3,043,090 Per Pupil Cost: $742
kA ; N
: \ A
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ‘ ’

All public-school groups (Grades 7-9) exceeded the attendance rate of - >}
their grade level counterparts, but by less than preV1ous years. The same groups
failed to attain project reading ObJectlveS in seven of eight comparisons, with
data indicating limited or no progress in ’comprehension and vocabulary for most
groups. Block Class studefnts attained the everyday'iead1ng skill objective but
.not the study skills objective. Nonpublic students achieved reading objectives
in five of eight comparisons, but all groups failed to doso-in mathematics com-
putation. Aides.continued to e two or more contacts with the proposed per-
centage of parents and each schdol continued to maintain an active PAC. Survey -
results show that nonpublic staff repért difflculty serving- students on a "pull-
out" basis and that student and parent Teaction to project servicgs continues to’
be generally positive. . % . .

P
" A longitudinal study revealed that until two years ago, the project
generally achieved its objectives. Organizational ‘and instructiohal changes in:
the last two years '(modification/elimination of Block Classes and introduction
of Learning -Centers) have greatly increased the number of pupils served while
reduclng per pupil costs, however, these changes have been acﬁompan1ed by de-
clines in aghievement and attendance gains. While other factors may be 1nvolved,
the recent nganlzational decisions should be re-examined. .
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+ OBJECTIVES AND QUTCOMES / 2

iie

-~

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
=B1bck teacher and aide provided STAR students with one
45-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 accbmmodate the "installa-
tion of a programmed course of study (THINK)in all junior high
English classes and the change to a seven period school day.

'
At the ‘direction of the Department of Desegregation Implemen-
tatidh, 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
the monthly meeting dates, locate the meeting room, and notify
STAR parents of the meeting dates, but the Projéct Manager of
. Parent Liaison gbrvicgs; Department of Desegregation Implemen-
tation, assumed¥sgle responsibility for conducting the meetings,
STAR aides, however. coptinued:-to make periodic parent contacts
as prescribed in the 198981 project proposal. :
! oh - v . .
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 no%ices were issued in res-
ponse to declining enrollment and a predicted- budget de?écit.
Although second semester Block/Skills Reinfotrcement . 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 from project staff and students.
A discussion of these reactions appears in the ADDITIONAL FINDINGS sectipn
., 0f this report. N o ' ; - .

»

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

[} L3

On November 5, 1980, the Administrator of Desegregation digected(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 Dgsegregation Implementation. *
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separately for each type of instructional treatment provided to project

- students' (i.e., Block/Skills Reinforcement, Learning Center, and
Nonpublic classes). The achievement of these thrée groups should not be

- compared because it is impossible ‘to be certain that eligible students

were randomly assigned to treatment group within each participating,project
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. .

OQutcomes: Data indicate that Grade 5 and 6 nonpublic school stu-
dent participants attained the 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 BlockGlass participants

were administered the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test (SDRT) ‘
during the weekx of October 26, 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. (Refér to Appendices B-5 and C-5 for participat- -

ing Black Class subtest results by school.)

~

TABLE 1
SDRT Results for Block/Skills Reinforcement Classes

[4

» —

Auditory Vocabulary ReadingﬁComprehens@pn ’
P X pré X Post X NCE X Pre X Post X NCE )
Gr. |N NCE NCE Gain ‘ N NCE NCE  Gain °
7 249* 31.08° 32.04 + .96 705 27.39 26.89 -~ .50
- only ) i

* Due. to-computer programming-problems, the analysis-was conducted
on an approximate 35% random sample of those 705 students for
D 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 grade-level group during a different time
period (i.¢., Grade 7 - week .of October 20, 1980, Grade 8-week of
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. October 27, 1980, and Grade 9-week of November 3, 0). Al
groups, however, were administered the same test a post
basis during the week of June-l, 1981. The approximate elapsed
time between test administrations was as follows: Grade 7-141
days -or-106-hours; -Grade 9-136 days or 102 hours, and Grade 9-131
days or 98 hours. Table 2 provides the mear pre and post NCE
score and the mean NCE gain score for each SDRT subtest adminis-
tered to Grade 7-9 Learning Center participanis. (Refer to .
Appendlces B-6 through B-~8 and C-6 thro’/.\gh C-8 for participating

Learning Center subtest resulfs by schfol.),
A
TABLE 2
SDRT Result‘s for Learning Center blasses
Mipac.
Auditory Vocabulary Reading Comprehension
' X Pre X Post X NCE X Pie. X Post X NCE
Gr.{N NCE NCE Gain N NCE NCE  Gain .
7 1199* 34,61 35.41 + .80 394 3I.75 33.45 +1.70
8 | 243* 36.44 34,39%# -2.05 661 33.33 31.39# -1.94
9 |118 .32.75 37.23% +4.48 §- 119 30.79, 32.47# +1.68

* Due to computer programming problems, tha analysis was conducted
on an approximate 50% 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
i u(ere available, ) s

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

grade fall noxrms were used to inteqret the post scores at these
gi'a/de’ levels.

Nonpublic School Classes - All nonpublic school student participants were

administered the SDRT during the week of September 8, 1980 and May 11,
1981. The élapsed time between ‘the two test administrations approximated
155 days with a total of approxmately 116, hours of actual igstructional
time being offered to each participant. Table 3 provides the mean pre
and post NCE score and the mean NCE gain score for each SDRT subtest
administered. (Refer to Appendices B 1-4 and C 1-4 for nonpublic
results by -school.) - .

TABLE 3

SDRT Results for Nompublic School- Classes .
Auditory Vocabulary Reading Comprehension
- X Pre X Post X NCE X Pre X Post X NCE
"Gra|N NCE NCE Gain N NCE NCE Gain

T

S 49 39.87 50.40 +10.53 48 26.92 36.33 + 9.41
6 |111 43.25 47.66 + 4.41 | Moo 34.40 44.61 +10.21
7 1115 41.73 44.81 + 3.08 | 113 36.91 40.13 + 3.22
8 |156 _44.54 47.78% » 3.35 |} 156 35.61 40.01* +.4.40

y—

Because spring norms were unavailable for Grade 8, ninth grade

. fall norms were used to interpret the post scores at this- grade
A - level. / . } ,
. - -100- .
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+ Product Objective 2a: Project STAR Block Class participants will evidence

a 51gn1ficant increase (p < .05 in pre/post Everyday Skills Tests mean raw
scores in Reading (Test AJ.

~ ' A3

Outcome Data 1nd1cate that Grade 7 Block/Skills Reinforcement
.Class part1c1pants 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 nonpubllc 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 adm1nistra-\
. tions approximated 116 days with a total\ of approxifiately 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 past gains were analyzed by t-tests for correlated measures.
Table 4 provides the mean pre and post raw score, the mean taw

score gain, and the t-value for the two participant groups. (Refer
to Appendix D-1 for participat1ng school subtest results)

’ TABLE 4
EST Readlng Subtest Results for Block/Skills Re1nfor;ement .
. ) and-Nonpublic Senior High School Classes '
. ) o (45 total items) . '
X Pre Ragw -~ X Post Raw X Raw
Treatment Gr. N Score - Score Score Gain t-value
Block 7 708 25,48 28.98 +3.50  10.54*
Nonpublic 9-12 28 34.82 ~ 35.96 +1,14 1.56

*p <.OS, two-tailed'probability

NOTE Although the Block Classes mean raw $core gain attained
Statistical s1gn1f1cance (p <€ .05), the educational signifigance
of this change is unknown because of the unavailability of norm
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. ' s ’
The EST Study Skills subtest first appedred 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 Reférence Materials' measure the
student's ability to use library materials. The 30 _items in Usthg
Graphic Materials 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
was administered to STAR public school participants only during

the week of November 17, 1980 and Jume 1, 1981. The elapsed time
between the two test administrations approximated 121 ddys with a
total of approximately 171 hours of actual instructional time being
offered. The one nonpublie 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
Appéntdix D-2 for Block Class results By schools.) ™~

™~ TABLE 5
EST Study Skills Subtest.Results for Block/Skill
N Reinforcement Classes ) ‘

_Treafment Gr. ore ‘NCE .Gain ,

—

&

Block 7 : : 22.81 _+1.01

.

1

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

“Yhe participating schools. ‘ .

Qutcome: Data indicate that the objective was attained gy all
Block Class and Learning Center treatment groups. ’
A ¥ .

. An approximate one month delay occurred in the.1980-81 opening of
the Cleveland Public Schools for reasons associated with the
jmplementation of Phase III of the system'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
cexperiencing 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 im.-rates between the two groups. Nonpublic school atten-
dance comparisons could not be made due to the unavailahility of data
for nonpraject students in these schools. (Refer to Appendix F’for -
public school attendance -results by school.) . :




Y , TABLE 6

~!

. .
COmnarison of STAR and NonSTAR Attendance Rates
T for 1980-81 . .
A
3 , . . !
o STAR Nonproject

Treatment. Gr. N Att. Rate Att, Rate (STAR minus NonSTAé\\

*  Block 7 1161 - 79.33% 78.37% + .96%

. Learn. Cen. 7 667 79.17% 78.37% + ,80%

Learn. Cen. 8 1028 79.03% 76.77% +2.26%

Learn. Cen. 9 25 76.78% 74.03% +2.75%

s . Special honggblic School Product Objective: Nonpubllc Pro;ect STAR

participants receiving mathematics skill, reinforcemnt instruction will
, . " evidence a mean gain of at least four 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 Ve

p
3

Outcome: Data 1ndicate that‘the proposed criterion was attained
at Grade 7 but not at Gradé 5, 6 and 8.

As noted, 12 of the 18 nonipublic participating schools elected
to provide their STAR eligible students with both'reading and
mathematics computation reinforcement instruction. The Compre-
hensive Test of Basic. Skills; 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 S'and 6 students were, tested using CTBS Form
Q, Level 2 and Grade 7 and’ 8 received-F8rm T, Level 3.  .The

elapsed time .between the two test administrations approximated

126 days with a total of approximately 92 hours of‘actual
instructional time being offeyed to each participant. Table 7
provides the mean pre and post NCE score and.the mean NCE gain -
score for each participating nonpublic grade level ‘group. (Refer
to Appendix E for nonpublic subtest results b$ school }

TABLE 7 ;

CTBS Mathematics Computation Results for
Participating Nonpublic School Classes

-

Gr.

. . X pPre X Post X NCE
~_ N . NCE* - “NCE . 7 T Gain ¢

L4
oo~

17 41.17 40.64 - .53
48 39.68 38.50 - >  -1.18
67 ¢ 43.87 47.95 . . +4.08

~

73 " 44.94 . 47.16° . +2.22 -
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Process Objective la: The educational aide will coﬁplete a2 minimum

of two home contacts:with the parent ‘or guardian of 80 percent of the
STAR Block Class and Learning Center participants. T

Outcome: Data indicate that process objective la was attained é’k
by project's educational aides. A review of aides' parent involve-
ment records reveals that two or more home contacts were made With

the parents or guardians of 83% of the public school participants

who were-enrolled in the Block and Learning Center Classes

(i.e., 2,874 of the 3,463 studeqts' parents).

The type of -contaet Teported 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 an.effort to familiarize parents N
with the program's instructional rationale and the progress of . .
their chjld's skill development. Also, parénts 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 Parent Advisory Committee (PAC)
meetings. As stated previously, PAC meeting activitiés 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 pursuedgq -
on a systematic basis in these schdols. :

. * Process Objective 1b: Each ESEA Title I Project STAR junior high school
'will-have'a Parent Advisory-Committee. i

- . Outcome: A review of educational aides' parent involvement data
' iqaicated that objective 1lb was attained.

>
v 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
subsequent meeting dates and locations, while Department of
Desegregation Implementation personnel developed the agenda and
conducted the 'actual meetings. Aithough nonpublic schdols were
not required to establish™their own Committees, they were .
encouraged to send representative %rents to theixr local district
school and city-wide Committee meetMngs. )

—~

’

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

-

. Achievement Test Percentile Scores - The request is fiéquently made
\ to gelate project achievement to the national norm group. “Buch a comparison
- can be made:through the use of a percentile rank. A percentile rank for a
given test s;pfz indicates the percent of pupils at @ particular grade place-
- ! ment in the rational norm group who rgceived scores equal to or lower than
the given scorfe. Table 8 arid Table 9 present the percentile rank of the
o mean: pre/post NCE scores gttained 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
. Classes Percentile Rapk Results
Grade , Test/Subtest’ ) “Pre Test %-ile Post Test %-ile
. 4
\ 7 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 18, 19
B1/Sk SPRT Read. Comprehension 14 . A 13
Reinf. EST Study Skills ' 9 10 ¥
7 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 23 24
~  Lrng. Ctr, SDRT Read. Comprehension 18 21 R
"8 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary -25° 23
A"' _+ Lrng. Ctr. SDRT Read. Comprehension 21 / -7 18, )
v ) . . ’ ° 3
-9 SDRT Auds Vocabulary 20 ' s 27
Lrng. Ctr, SDRT Read. Comprehension 17 ' 20
; X 8, ,° * “~
N + . As shown in Table 8, all Block and Learning Center student achieve-
meht -fell beIow the 33rd percentile on both the pre test and post test., Further-
r more, with the possible exception of the Grade 9 Learning Center vocabulary re-

sults, the public school treatment groups demonstrated limited or mo,post percen-
tile score improvement in relation to tlie national norm' group within any subtest
area. ‘ .

. n .
: A review of nonpublic school results indicated that the majority of
- Grade 5-8 posg achievement scores approached or.exceeded the 33rd-percentile on
. each subtest ‘administered. The only exceptions.include the Grade 5 readirg
comprehension and Grade 6 mathematics computation subtest areas. Grade 5 and
6 students were the only nonpublic school'%:f:ups to demonstrate no post:per- .
centile score improvement in gelation-to the national norm group S
occurred in the mathematics computation subtest area), (Refer to Table:9
appearing on the following page of this report). ) ) ©
€

-

Longitudinal Overview of Achievement Test Results and Attendance*

In previous STAR evaluation reports, it- has 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 tq provide an indi-
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 manvy 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. . . .

P

~
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TABLE 9

Nonpublic -School Classes Percentile Rank Results. -

Grade Te§t/Subtést Pre Test %-ile - Post Test %-ile
5 SDRT Aud. Vocabulary 30 - 50
,\ SDRT Read. Comprehension 13 25
CTBS Math. ggmputation 33 32
ot
6 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. Computat{on 37 . 45
- ~ ' \-‘ v -
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. : ‘

7
e
Whep 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 sdme test instrument to
measure functional.reading/study skill progress, and acquisition of student,
A 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 persornel
offered students and the degree .of continuity in the supervision .of project
students' daily school activity. _ \ : :

' The pattern of changes in achievement and' attendance results in
. Project STAR over the past five years is graphically illustrated in Figure 1
. AN . on page 11/of this report. The following review will discuss these changes
: ‘" in relation to the changes that have occurred in project organization and

procedures. S&; should be recognized that because the evaluatioh design was
“not 'structured. 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 furthér investigation.

Until 1979-80, Project STAR was intended to help selected Grade 7
students cope with the transition from elementary to junier high school: by
providing them with an educationa] setting midway 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) dand an aide for a three-period block of time

' N\ M N 105




. -~ RIGURE 1 ‘
Overviow of Achievemcnt’ Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81 *
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each day during which they rece1ved instruction in English/reading, social
stud1es, aﬁﬂ mathematics. During the mathemetics period, the STAR teacher
was assi gd by a certificated mathematics .teacher. Students also received a
fourth g iod 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 daily school activity was pr1mar11y superyised by one STAR teacher and
aide, a plan designed to lend gont1nu1ty to the supervision of the student's,
school activities. A typical daily ‘schedule of project activities of a par-
ticipating STAR Block student pr1or to 1979-80 1s illustrated in F1gure

)

FIGURE 2 : @

"

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

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

4 dance. The oaly exce$t1on to this pattern occurred in the EST Study Skills area’

were a sharper decline in mean NCE gain score took place. Despite these de-
clines, however, achievement and attendance gains exceeded or approximated the
proposed objective criteria. Student reading progress during these years was
measured using the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form T'or S, Level 3.
(Refer to Appendix G for complete mean pre dnd post test score;data, attendance
rates, and STAR treatment descriptions.}) v
For 1979-80 changes were made in the program which increased the amount
of,reéding instruction, but whjch also decreased the ¢ontinuity of staff super-
vision of the student's school activity by breaking the instructional day inta s
blocks tdught by different teachers. Mathematics was discontinued as a pri?\:t
emphasis. . 7 g .

a

Students were scheduled into a double Rer1od of English/readxng and a

"double per1od of social studies/study skills ‘instruction. The twé double periods

took place in different rooms and generally at different times during 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" og a
staggered basis for one period of reading instruction in a separate Learning
Center staffed-by another STAR teacher and aide for a total of 90 days each »
during the year. While attending the double social studies/study skills period,
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 per1od
the STAR teacher was assisted by a non-project social studies teacher. Later in

* the day, students attended a '"vocagional.skills reinforcement class," which was
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a home economics or industrial arts class taught by a pon-project teacher
assisted by one of the student's STAR teachers and aides. Either the STAR
English teacher or the STAR social studies teacher also served as the stu-

dent's homeroom teacher. Figure 3 Shows a typical daily schedule for a STAR
Block student in 1979-80.

PIGURE 3
1979-80 STAR Block Class Organization

PERIOD —» 1 2 3 4 3 6 7 H 9
v
SUBJECT —»| HOMEROOM ENGLISH READING SOCIAL | . sTuoY * + | YOC.SKILLS
\ STupies SKILLS REINF.
PRIMARY STAR lsTar . STAR™ ) Yocational
_ > °r m.ﬁ Teac) s Teacher | EE— wca” tion
- (90 days/yr) Teacher~
* ASSISTING . Socisl . . STAR
TEAQEL Studies < Teacher
: Teacher Aoz C

4
Also in 1979-80 a separate Learning Center prog%am 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 reading ‘irstruction, 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 imgtrument was replaced by the
Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A.) The gain score recorded
in the EST study skills area continued to dec11ne, while the EST reaﬂlng 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 should be noted that accompanying the de-
crease of continuity in student sumervision, a sharp decline 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. Learnlng Center participant attendance rates
were also dramatically less in comparison to non-project students in the same
grades. (Refer to Appendix € 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 amgunt 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. Stud¥nts continued to receive one period per day of study skills
instruction from the STAR teacher and aide, but maximun ¢lass size was increased
from 25 to 30 students. Learning Center students, who did not participate

~
Y v S —

* 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 schools.
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in 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 tedchers 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.

!

s FIGURE 4

1980-81 STAR Block Class Organization
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. A 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. Blogk students demonstrated limited progress in the
vocabulary subtest area and no progress in the reading comprehengion area.
.Also, EST $ubtest gain scores continued to decline. o
. M 3

<

The réader 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 studen;tperformance.

y

|
|
\ , Li
S B o L )
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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, plack participants did evidence a slight improvemerit in their
school attendance rate relative to their Grade 7 student counterparts.

Alfhough 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-leveI student counter-
parts. (Refer to Appendix G for complete mean pre and post test score datj,
attendance rates, and STAR treatment descriptions.) .

To summarize, the longitudinal analysis indicated that as'major
changes were made in the project's organization, changes were neted in stu-
dent achievement and attendance. “With an increase in the amount of reading
instructional time in Block Classes, students' reading achigvement appeared to
improve. Conversely, as readifg instructional time in these classes was Te-
duced, achieyement 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 schogl day. With the fragmentation in the
STAR Class schedule and in the teacher's inability to provide,céntinuity during
the students’' school day, attendance rates of project students began to resem-
ble those‘autained by their grade level counterparts. Although it is possible
that variables other than the organizational ang 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 analysis warrant' the close attention of project management.

&

Project Cost Comparison From 1976-77 Fhrough 1980-81 - During the
same period covered by the longitudinal analysis of achievement and atten-
dance, the project demonstrated a rapid inerease in the number of pupils
served and a decrease in the per pupil cost of deliverlng 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-
fold and the per pupil Tost was reduced by over 25%. Appendix H presents the
number of pupils served, the total project expenditures and the per pupil cost
for gpach of the years 1976-77 through 1980-81. )

' 'ﬁPSurvez of Public School STAR Staff, Parents, and Students* - Efforts

s were made. fo ascertainshow various groups viewed their involvement in 1980-81
project agtivities. To accomplish this, a variety of specific questionnaires

were develdped to obtain the perceptions of those who had direct contact with

hd
)

~

% .I"

&

*+ 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,

stqﬂ;ﬁ%s and parents in June of 1981. The following highlights the major
findngs obtained from the responses of 16 Block Team Leaders, 26 Learning
Center teachers, 40 educational aides, 503 parents, 248 Block students, and
338 Learning Center students. .

.

. A majority of the 42 responding STAR Block and lLearning Center
teachers (64%) indicated that they "encountered difficulty schedul-
N ing students" intp their project classes at the beginning of the
school year. Thig 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 h

ad study” hall assignments

or elective class periods and re-schedule this time for participation
in project activities. This disruption 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
—it-difficult for staff to obtain their cooperation. . . _ -

- -112-
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When Block tedchers 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 respondents in-
dicated a 'very positive" or "positive" rating, 6 percent reported ‘4
that the change had 'no effect," and 19 percent failed to respond to
the question. B ‘

When responding, teachers who indicated a positive rating appeared to
consider the question in terms of their ability to plan instructional
Aactivities 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 nerforming project. duties designed to meet the individual
needs of their students. .The 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:eptire school year) was
"about right". A substagtial number of the remaining respondents

(8 individuals, or 35%) indicated "much too much time" or "a little
too much time" was being scheduled. When asked to-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 atgributed this reaction to the lack of Wariety in the labs'
teaching materials and format. One ihdividual 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 assignments.: .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 sp
cifically to students' classroom subjects; re-establish project
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.g., restore STAR homerooms, utilize more block schedul-
ing, establish working relationships with guidance counselors).

Responding educational aides (N=40) 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 dutigs.




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: pros
gress made by students; re-establishipng 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 ir 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 c¢ard; obtaining more interesting instructional material;
providing greater variety in the instructional format of the Learning"

P S ~ Center, -

An overwhelming majority (81%) of the 503 responding parents indicated
» that they felt their child was doing "much z:tter" or ''somewhat better"
w in reading this year in comparison to the previous year. Of the re-
maining respondents, 17 percent indicated that their child"was doing
"about the same' and 2 percent responded ''somewhat worse'or 'worse,("
Most respondents belieéved that their child was "very satisfied" or
"more or les$ satisfied" with the STAR class during the first semester
(i.e., 78% responding in this manner) as well as the second semester
(E}g,, 82% responding in this manner). Those responding "undecided"
o ) 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% and 5%, respectively).

Block/Skills Reéinforcement ‘student respondents (N+248) 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 in responsewas indicated when students
\were asked whether the STAR teacher did a "good job in teaching me how
o read" (72% vs. 82%) and whether they were "reading better this year
than 1dst" (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. 59%). The remaining re- °
. spondents in the two groups indicated a "not sure" response (23% vs.
17%) or negative response (32% vs. 23%) to the latter question. - A

»

. Survey of Nonpublic School STAR Staff, Pargggs, and Stu&;;?S'

A majority of STAR norpublic school teacher respondents. (i.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-
matics instructional support . STAR teachers who encountered scheduling
difficultig; were oftentimes confronted with the resentment of

£ Fad ¢ L4

FRefor 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 teaclier respondent indicated that STAR participants resented
being selected to recdive project service$ because they were
made to "make-up" material that they missed during their regular
class assignments.

Three out of every four nohpublic 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 the fact that stu-
dents are missing regular classes to award failing grades. This
factor may also have contributed to teachers' reporting 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 STAR*services.—-An overvhelming majority of the
respondents (88%), for example, felt that their child was doing"much
‘better'" or "somewhat better" in reading this year than 1last year. Of
the remaining respondents,. 8 percent indicated an "about the same" rat-
ing, 1 percent a "somewhat worse" rating; and 3 percent failed to
respond to the question. A slightly smaller pércentage of parents
(83%) indicated 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. -

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 eithef a "disagree
more than agree" or "strongly disagree' response (4%), a "not sure"
Tesponse (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'a "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' Tesponse, and 1 percent failed to respond
to the question. ‘ .

- ’

CONCLUSIONS

—

-

A analysis of%1980-81 Project STAR results revealed the following
outcomes., After a one-year setback all STAR groups again exceeded the atten-
dance raté 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 attaimment of the proposed reading objective
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criterion (except Grade 9 Learning Center students in vocabulary), with 1980-81
achievement data indicating limited or no progress in Comprehension and Vocabul-
for most groups. Block Class students continued to attain the proposed EST
Reading subtest criterionwbut 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 rea&ing subtest
objectives in five out of the eight compazfisions, but all.groups failed to do
so in the mathematics computatjonal area./ Educational aides“Continued to make
two or more contacts witk the, ercentage of parents specified in the

proposal, while each school €ontinued to maintain an active 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 mumber 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 3iscontinuation of many
aspects of the project's former organization. Nonpublic staff continue to find
it difficult to serve students on a "pull-out'" basis. Student and parent reac-
tion to prdject instruction continues to be ‘generally positive,although Block
students appeared to be less positive than their Learning Center counterparts.
. . . 1

Based on an extensive review of current (1980-81) as well as past

years (1976-80) project- related data, this evaluator provides the following
recommendations for consideration when making future operational planning
decisions. :

The previous $TAR evaluation report<§1979-80) prepared by thi§.
evaluator indicated that school administrators were contemplating
the elimination of the BIock Class format and replacing it with
the Learning Center organization'during 1981-82. This evaluator
cautioned those making suck decisions that nothing in the avail-
able data indicated that such Centers do a bette?fjob in promot-
ing reading skill development and that, in fact, the available
‘data suggested the reverse. The recommendation &fed with the
! suggestion that permanent changes “in STAR organization should be
thoroughly reviewed. Those recommendations $till stand. As noted
in this report (1980-81), Block Class organization was virtually
éliminated in February of 1981. Although many variables may have
contribufed to the general decline in student achievement and y
attendance outcomes, a review of longitudinal data suggests that
s  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. :
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Lo ' % The analysis of project costs presented in this report indicated
; that a steady increase in the number of students served by the
pro;ect has_occurred over a five year period, while the ampunt of
project funds spent per pupil has declined. Although it is
1mportant to impact as many eligible students as p0551b1e with
project services, spreading gonetary resources too thinly may
;o comtribute -to weakening instructional effectiveness. It is
essential that future decisions regarding the number of pupils
' . that the project should serve be examined with rese;ct to providing
. - the optimum level of instructional effectiveness. .
A number of Learning Center teachers (8 of 2% or 30%) responding’
to a questionnaire indicated that students generally appeared to
"tire' or ''get bored" with the Centers' imstructional approach -
after the completion of the first semester. One teagher attri-
buted this behavior to the fact that '"there wasn't enough variety "
in the program, while another found it "necessary to do more
- . activities outside the New Century program ." The latter respon- L
.’ 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 f
students to perform at their maximum potential, program manage- 4
ment should further investigate the basis of the above observa-
tions. A study designed to ascertain” the optimum period of time -
a student should participate in the Learning Center- may also
provide information that can be used to increase the potential N
impact of Center service®.
‘ . As reported in past project evaluations, numerous: public school’
STAR staff continue to recommerid that the scheduling of project
“students be agcomplished 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 . o
Ve has diligently pursued accomplishing this goal for a number of:
' ) years, but has been unsuccessful in obtaining programming status
for the vroject.” It is once again urged that such scheduling .
. procedures be developed‘prior to the start of the 1981-82 school - r
year. ‘ \
A number of public school staff (both teachers and aides) have. ,
provided unsolicited comments on their questionnairg 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 -
e to the fact that Parent Liaison Services assumed responsibility
February of 1981. In addition, at the end of the 1977-78 -
’ school year, project management terminated the practice of requlr-‘ p
ing aides to conduct home visitations. Although supportlvé’data
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is unavailable, the 10ss of activities that brought parents
- and project personnel together on a pumber of occasions through-
6éut the schook 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 preV1ously had with pHrents. N

A review of nonpub11c school staff quest1onna1re responses re- -
veals that the "pull-out' procedure utilized to service:project
students may create friction with teaching colleagues. Further-
mordg it is reported that students are gftentimes penalized for
m1551ng regular classwork as a result of having to part1cipate

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<
“ment investigate possible alternatives to m1n1mlze such disrup-
tions. -~ ' .o
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‘ ) APPENDIX A-1
PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS
R 1980-81
- Participating Public gchools and
Noif Components Within Schools . ?
- '
th = Block Learning Centey A Learning Center C Learning Center B
ponent Classcs New Century Read Hoffman Learn. Cent. | Educ. Dev. ‘Lab
Grade 7th . ) .
Partic. dnly Ty “7th - 9th 7th - 9th | 7th - 9th,
A. B. Hart 1 o ) "
A. Hamilton 1 - -
Audubén N 1 . - :i
~ _Central 1 1 ¢
Cy Shuler { - -
C. Mooney 1 ~ -
C. ElYot 1
- C; Westropp 1
.‘Elpv;re 1 s 1 B /
F. D. Roosevelt 1 1 — /
H. Davis 1 1-. 1 . K
J. Gallagher 1 - 1 L )
Lingptn £ 1
M. Spellacy 1 1 - .
M: L. King - 1 2 .
? i
M. Herrick 1 ~ 1 / = ~ .
N. Hale 1 'V
N. Baker i / 1
P. Henry R 1 1 -
R. Jamison -- ) 2 N
T. Jefferson 1 1 T -
N. Young - l 1
W. Wright 1 ‘A
¥illson 1 - 1 .
TOTALS 2 18 12 2
’




APPENDIX A-2

PROJECT STAR DEMOGRAPHICS
1980-81

Participating Nohgublic Schools

N

| /

N

b Immaculate Corception
Qn'. Lad;' of Good Counsel
Sacred Hea.u't of Jesus’
St. Adalbert
‘St. Benedict
St. Boni’face
St. Catherine

St. Francis ’

St. Ignat‘ius

St. Jerome
St.'Jyohn Nepomucéne
St. goseph: Franciscan
‘St. Leo
St. Phillip and James
St, Phillip'Ngri
St. Ste;hén
St. Vitus

‘ Urban Community

<«

-

"
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APFENDIX B-1 ) '

1980-81 stanford Niagnostic Reading

Test Results for Grade 5 Nonpublic
, Classes &
- VOCABULARY* ‘
. X Pre NCE % Post Actual X Objective
School ¢ ).} (Fall Norms)  (Spring noims) NCE Gain#  Attained
Immaculato Conception @ -- - ‘.-- ; . -
J Our Lady of Good Coungel 9 50.33 60.00 +9.57 ve
Sacred Heart of Jesus 3 41.00 $5.00 + 2,00
st. 'Adalbe)rt;, . 1 52.00 64.00 +12.00 ve
St. Benedict 8 - - - -
St. Boniface ¢ ’ - - - -
St. Catherine ¢ - - ) - -
St. PFrancis S 32.00 29.20 + 2.80
- St. Ignatius @ - - & : -
St, Jerome ¢ T e . - 7 -‘ -
St. John Nepomucene 6 35.00 °  50.83 +15.83 we
St. Joseph Franciscan 8 < . T . ' - |
St. Leo ¢ .? - - - o
' St. Phillip and James - - 8 41.37 44.00 + 2.63
‘,s:. Phillip Neri 1 36.54 ' 53.18 +16.64 -
St. Stephen . - 6 37.16 58.16 +21.00" -
St. Vitus @ - : - - - -
Urban .Cormunity ¢ ' . - . .
Grand Total 49 39.87 50.40 - +10.53 e T

‘*The Stanford Diagnostic Recading Test, Bfown Level, Form A, was administcred to fifth
_ grade participants during the wecks of Septembor 8, 1980 ‘and May 11, 1981.
{#An NCE Standard Score Cain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
NCE gain or moro) is considered to bo cducationally significant.
**0bjcctive criterion - at lcast a 4.00 NCE mcan gain.

8Did not serve Grade S students.

~ € "~




APPENDIX B-2

t -4
1980-S1 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test Results for Grade 6 Nonpublie

Classes
’
. VOCABULARY*
XPre NCE - X Post Actual X Objective

School. N (Fall Nowms) (Spring_norms) NCE Gain#  Attained
Immaculate Conception 4 51.25 55.50 + 4,25 ve
Our Lady of Good Counsel 9 46.55 47.33 +_.78
Sacred Heart of Jesus 2 54.00 55.00 \ + 1.00

) . St. Adalbert / ‘8 39.00 36.50 - 2.50
St. Benedict 3 ' 48.33 59.66 s11.33 e
St. Boniface 12 40.50 44.58 + 4,08 e

. st. Catherine ‘ 8 - | 3687 39.87 C+3.00

St. Francis 4 31.75 30.50 - 1.25
St. Ignatius ¢ .- - - -
St. Jercae 7 9.1 52.42 + 2.7 .
St. John Nepomucene .12 40.66 ‘ 52.16 " kNS0 -
St. Joseph Frinciscan‘! - - - - ‘ ‘2?
st. Leo LR 49.78 - 68.8% +19.07 Ty
st. thmp and Jsmes 7 46.57 4300 - 3.57
St. Phillip Neri .4 34.50 53.50 +19.10 *e
st. "Stephen | 1 40.00 33.18 - 6.82
St. Vitus 6 44.5 41.50 + 3.00
Urban Communityed - - - -
Grand Total 11 " 43.25 47.66 + 441

&

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to ‘sixth
leadc'pnrticipants during the wceks of Scptember 8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.
#An NCE Standard Scorc Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
NCE gain or morc) is considored to be cducationally significant.

w*Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mcan gainm.
e0id not scrve Grade 6 students. N

ol
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APPENDIX B-3
1980-81f Stanford Diagnostic Reading

Test Results for Grade 7~ Nonpublic
/ Classes

VOCABULARY *

o X Pre NCE X Post Actual ¥ b objoctive
School” N (Fall Noims) (Spring norms) NCE Gain? . Attained

¢

Immaculate Conccption 35.83 . 37.16 . +1.33
6ur i;ady of Good Co:.{nsel 45.66 ~ 51.00 +5.34
‘ “Sacred Heart of ;esus 39.00 +34.66 - 4,34
St. Adalbert 40.50 44.50 4,00

' St. Benedict 52,50 58.50 6.00

‘ (St. Boniface . 32.42 37.14 4.72
. i . '
]

St. Catherine C 38.44 40.11 1.67
* St. Pramcis -4 7 32,00 33.00 1.00
St. Ignatius 51.83 50.25° ' 1.58
St. Jerome o : "39.25 4437 + 5.12
St. Jchn Nepomucene ’ 39.00 3914+ .14
St. Joseph Franciscan(b), 33.50 37.25 -+ 3.75
St. Leo ‘ ’ 61.25 51.25 -10.00

St. Phillip and James ‘ 50.33 52.00 + 1,67
St. Phillip Neri - ‘ 49.00 T 68.40 +19.40
St. Stephen . 41.09 47.00 + 5,91
St. Vitus : 36.00 42.00 + 6.00

Urban Community 4 44,50 48.00 . + 3.50

Grand Total L 115 A1.73 “l{b/ -4+ 3,08

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to seventh
. grade participunts during tho wceks of Scptember.8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.
#An NG§ Standard Score Gain which is onc-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7.00
* NCE g¥in or morc) is considered to be .cducationally significant.
w*0bjective criterion - at lcast a 4%.00 NCE mean gain. .
(b) Did not receive the services of a project teacher. Instruction was provided by a
full-time educational aide:

- - -
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APPENDIY B-4:

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading
Test Results for Gride 8 Nonpublic

Classes ° e
, VOCABULARY*
'R Pre NCE X Post Actual X Objective

" School N (Fall Nomns)  (Fall Norms)#  NCE Gaint  Attaincd

Immaculate Concept@on 8 34.00 38.87 + 4,87 e

Our Lady of\Good Counsel 16 5'8.62 - 64,18 _ + 5.56 e v
. Sacred Heart of Jesus 7 33.57 33.42 - .15 ‘

St. ‘Adalbert ¢ -- ] - . - | - .

St. Benedict 12 42,58 48.91 +6.33 N

St. Boniface 2 « 38.50 * 37.00 - - 1.50

St. Catherine 1 42,09 45.81 -+ 3,72

$t. Francis | 3 38.66 3266 - 6.00
] st. Ignatius 23~ © 48.65 ' 49,52 + .87

St. Jerome’ 19 46.00  ° 48.94 T 42,94 .

St. John Nepomucene 7 49.14 54085 + 5.7 "

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

St. Leo 13 51.23 57.23 +6.00 v

St. Phillip and James 8 45.12 s1.12 +6.00 N e

St. Phillip Neri 3 4 39,33 36.66 - 2.67

St. Stephen 0' - e ’ - -

St. Vitus 5 32.60 . 35.60 + 3.00

Urban Community s 37.25 . 4s.78 4 8.50 o

Grand Total " o1se . 4454 © 47.78 +3.25  \

*The Stanford Diagnostic ~ﬁoading Test, Brown Levdl, Form A, was administered to eighth-
grade participants during the weeks of Septembeor 8, 1980 and May 11, 1931. .
Bll\n NCE Stundard Scoro Gain which is one-third of a Standard Doviation.(i.c., & 7.00
NCE gain or morc) is considercd to be cducationally significant.
w%gbjoctive cniterion - at loast a 4.00 NCE mecn gain.

#Did not scrve Grade 3 studonts. - .
##Bccause Spring norms are not available at the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms
- ‘'were used to interpret eighth grade postyscores. ’

{b) Did not receive the services of a project teacher: Insir{.\ction was pro\d'dcd by a full-time aide.

-128-? 126 | -




APPENDIX B-5

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

,

~AUDITORY VOCABULARY®*

1

X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (b) (Fall Normsf (Spring Norms) NCE Gain Attained

&«

A.B. Hart 13 29.23 21.69 - 7.54
A. Hamilton . 15 35.26 32,73 - 2.53
Audubon 12 25.41 33.91 + 8.50
C. Shuler 11 31.54 35.27 3,73
Central 16 25,43 25.87 Y|
‘C. Bliot 12 40.41 37.33

. C. Mooney 31.00 26.87

C. Westropp 29.00 31.00

Empire 29,88 31.88

.

» .\ P.D. Roosevelt 24.61 29.92

* H.B. Davis 3.1 33.66

J. Gallagher .68 38.09
‘Lincoln ) .. 2738 29.77

M. Spellacy 30.69 32.61

" “  M.L. King ) ' 27.37 32,50
M. T. Herrick ) 28.57 , 26,85
N. Hale: y 39.00 39.00
N. Baker - 40.06 36.18
P. Henxy 30.40 33.13
R. Jamison ¢ - -
Jefferson . 244. 37
Young ¢ ) .-

¥. Wright 31.00 32.85
¥illson 32.00 37.18

GRAND TOTAL  249(b)  31.08 32.04 + .96
"nu Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was adlinistorod to seventh
;ndo 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 (1 8., 7.00
NCB giin or -ore) is considered to bo educationally significant. E

."wjoctivc criterion - at least a 4,00 mean gain.
0School not served by Block/Skills Reinforcement Class.

(b)ouo to computer programming problems, the analysis was conducted on an approximate
35% randow sample of those 705 students for whom both pre and post auditory vocabulary

subtest scores were svailable.

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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v« APPENDIX B-G

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

/- _ AUDITORY VOCABULARY* . ]
i | b3 . X Pre NCE X Post NC'E Actual X Objective
School N (b) (Fall Norms) (Spring”Norms) NCE Gain Attained
AB. fart 20 28.10 34.75 . *+6.65 .
R - A. Hamilton 4 39.00 30.00 - 9.00
- Audubon 15 31.53 29.06 - 2.47 A
C. Shuler n 8,09 46.18 -9
/ Central 17 28.7 34.76 + 6,00 o
' C. Bligp 3 43.33 33.00 -10.33 ’
C. Mooney 10 29.00 32.30 + 3.30
C. Westropp o4 30.25 " 28.25 -2.00 ' /
Empire - 12 36.33 - 30.41 -~ 5.92 :
) p P.D. Roosevelt . 36.75 39.50 ., . 2,75 .
H.E. Davis 2 57,00 32.00 “.%s.00
G J. Gillagher #¢ - - cow vea
Lincoln u ' 40.72 46.09 w37, e
M. Spol'lacy 23 31.56 37.30 + 5.74 [ .
RN H.L. K:b,u s . 37.37 33.75 - 3.62 ‘
' M. T. Herrick. 3 36.00 31.00 - 5.00
N. #ale 1 34.45 ' 35.00 ° s .55
N. Baker ¢ - - ana : , - - ' .
P. Henxy 4 32.28 ! 34.75 + 2,50 °
- R. Jamison .9 34.88 ' 28.66 - 6.22 .
' © 1. Jefferson 8 34.62 [+ 3650 * 88 ' )
. ¥. Young. 3. %.00 L en.3s 012,33 o
N w.‘\@: 15 37.33 3386 - 3.47
¥illson 2 38.50 34.50 - - 400 ‘
GRARD TOTAL 199(b)  34.61 35.41 + .80 L
%

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading ‘i'ost. Brown Level, Form A, was administered to seventh
q-ad'o 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
v NCE gain or more) 'is considered to be educationally significant,

. . **Objective crih}im - atoleast a 4,00 mean gain. - .- . . .
) ODid not_serve grade 7 students. .
‘. #Auditory Vocabulary scores unavailsble for students.

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

<

o | ”~ - . -130- 128 . ‘ ,
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. APPENDIX B-7 14 s
‘ ¢ * 1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Re%d.ing Test Results
& for Grade 8 Loarning Center Classes

AUDITORY VOCABUL;&’RY'

' ) o : l X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X °  Objective
. ) School N(a)- (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) - NCE Gain Attained ) -
’ A.B. Hart L2 36.50 47.00 +10.50 Coe
= ' A. Hamilton K 40.74 TR -
Audubon .19 31.36 35.57 Toeam ‘e '
C. Shuler 3 36.66 33.00 - 3.66
' Central n, 35.90 32.63 e XY
- C. Eliot 1 43.81 41.18 - 2.63
. . C. Mooney © 4 25,50 « ° 20.50 ° - 5.00
_ C. Westropp 4’ 34.25 31.50 - 2.}5
. . Pxpire 10 33.80 28.40 -S40 A ’
' F.D. Roosevelt 13 38.53 846 - - .07
H.E. Davis & 10 44,10 41.90" . - 2.20
J. Gallagher 4 3842 T34.14 - 4,28 .
Lineoln 14 /36,00 34.64 - 1.3
M. Spellacy 3 32.66 30.0 . 2.66 -
M.L. King .10 34.10 27.50 - 6.60
: M. T. Herrick 10 32, van0 . - 440 .
N. Hale 15 30.66 32.33 T e L7 . “
‘ i M. Baker - 1 32.54 35.81 e 3.27 v
. P. Henry 12 33,33 29.83 _ " - 3.50
R. Jamison 2 38.45 33.68 - » 477
T. Jefforson 5 s 29.93 .0 . .
¥. Young 6 . 51.33 54.83 + 3.50 ‘.
¥. Wright s 48.62 38,25, ~10.37
Willson .8 . 37.00 's4.00 - -3.00 .
GRAND TOTAL 243 (a)  /36.44 34.39 X - 2.05 )
' . *The Stanford Diag‘nqstic Reading Test, Brown Mel, For; A, was*administered to elighth —_ .

grade participants during the weeks of October 27, 1980 and June 1, 1981.
se Spring Norms are not available at the eighth mﬁe level, ninth grade Fall
Norms wers used to interpret the sighth grade post scores. -
an&t)eviation (d.e., 7.00

##An NCE Standard Score Gain which is' one-third of a Stan
NCE gain or more} is considered -to be educationally sighificant.

‘ **Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 -un"gai&_\. : =
(a)0us to computer programming problems, the analysis was conducted on an approximate
37% random !mple of the 661 grade 8 students for whom both pre and post auditory
vocgbulary subtest scores wexe aﬁglable: . .
s '_131- .
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APPENDIX B-8

1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results

for Crade 9 Learning Center Classes

AUDITORY VOCABULARY*

}

X Pre NCE .Y Post NCE) Actual X Objective

School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gain Attained
A.B. Hart 1 56.00 62.00 +10.00 "
A. Hanilton (b) -- .- .- i
Audubon- (b} -- - - ¢ caa
C. Shuler 2 28.50 28.00 - .50
‘Central 7 31.42 31.00 - 42
C. Eliot 5 32.40 34.80, +2.40
C. Mooney 3 "s1.33 39.66 + 8.33 v
C. Westropp 17 26.11 33,29 <¢ 7.18 /
Eapire ¢ -- S e .
P.D. Rooseveit 7 30.87 38.28 + 7.1 .
ILE. Davis - 2 41.20 47.50 + 6.00 "
J. Gallagher ¢ -- - .- .- .
lincoln 15 35.80 42.53 +6.73 -
K. Spellacy (b) -~ - .- .--
M.L. King . 1. 40.00 42.00 +.2,00
M. T. Herrick (®) -- --- T ee- .-
N. Hale 8 28.25 30.75 + 2.50
N. Baker s 34.66 433 ° - .33
'r. Henry ’ 7 30.28 _39‘.71‘ +9.43 .
R. Jaaison 3 35 38.42 +3.09
T. Jefferson 1 36.00 45.00 +9.00 e
. Yﬁhmg () - -e- - --- s
¥ Mright . 2 37.00 29.50 - 7.50
willson 4 35.00 39.50 + 4.50 .

GRAND TOTAL  .118 3273 37.23 #4.48 v

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, li’om A, was administered to ninth

grade participants during the weeks of November 3, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

#Becsuse Spring Norms are not available at”the ninth grade level, ninth grade Fall

Norms were usad to interpret the ninth 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 educstionally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain.
eDid not serve grade 9 students. :
(b)Missing pretest or posttest data.
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~ . APPENDIX C-1

- .

1980481 Stnnford Diagnostic Readmg Test Results
For Grade S5 Nonpublic Classes

.

* READING COMPNEHENSIQY*

<
‘ — . > - \ 3 - —
Yo X.Pre NCE < X Post NCE ¢ Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms, ~ . NCE Gain# Attained
Immaculate ’ ! . K '
Conceptione - - - S A
Our Lady of Good : - ‘ ’
Counsel 9 30.88 38.77 + 7.8 2w
Sacred Heart of * '
Jesus 3 28.33 44.66 +16.33 .
St. Adalbert 1. 41.00 60.00 +19.00 .
~ St. Benedicte .- - - - ’ -
\ St. Bonifaces - - - . .
St. Catherined - T 6 - . s
St. Francis 5 - 13,00 ', 21.60 .+ 8.60 o>
st. Tgnatiuse . - . C .. e
St. Joromet - - K - -
. A /
<" 3t. John Nepomicene & 31.33 37.00 © #5.67 e
: St. Joseph S i T,
! Franciscand -- RN - s -
St. Leo® a- - - - e . .
~ : . .: ’ ‘ \/
St. Phillip and s . -~ :
Jpes . 8 . 3137 , 41.50 #+10.13 LA v
.St. Phillip Neri .10 30.40 ° 36.00 |+ 6.40 . .
- §t. Stephen 6 13.33 29.83 +16.50 e ,
§t. Vituse - - B _ )
¢ C - T { ) .
/ Urban Commumitys  -- - . IR .
{
GRAND m/ 48, - 26.92 36.33 . +9.41 v
*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tést, Brown Level, Form A, was adninistared to \

fifeh grade participants during t{m Weeks of Septenber 8, 1980 and May 11, 1981.

#An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (1. e.,7 00
NCE gain or morc) is considered to be cducationally, significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain . .
@Did not serve Grade 5 students. o

. -135-
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-~ " APPENDIX (-2
1980-81 Stanford Diagnostit Reading Test Results ¢
N For Grade 6 Nonpublic Classes
READING COMPREHENSION*
4
X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
- School N (Fall Norms) {Spring Norms) NCE Gaint# Attained
- Immaculate . '
Conception 4 28.50— 40.50 +12.00 LA
‘ f‘ . Our Lady of Good ‘
: Counsel’ 9 39,22 48,33 +9.11 b
L J
' Sacred Heart of 3
Jesus A 39.00 49.50 +10.50 .
- :
St. Adalbert 8 35.12 41.75 + 6.63 bl
St. Benedict 3 53.33, /  63.00 + 9.67 .,
St. Boniface 12. 36.08 51.83 +15.75 hbd
St. Catherine -8 27.50 33.62 + 6.12 bl
St. Francis 4 ©28.25 39.25 +11,00 | *
N St, Ignatiuse om - - . -
St. Jerome ‘7 32,14 36.71 + 4,57 "
«
St. John Nepomucene 12 37.16 oy 52.33 +15,17 .
St. Joseph . ) ——
! Franciscan @ .- - - -
St. L;o 14 33.35 54.78 +21.43 il
St. Phillip and ‘ .
James 7 34.14 ‘ 49.42 +15.28 e
K b ‘
St. Phillip Neri c 4 - 40,50 ‘ 49.00 + 8.50 e
" St. Stephen ¢ -- - - -
' ¥ : * .
St. Vitus 6 24.83 . - 30.00 \ + 5.17 it
Urban Community ==y - - "
LT T “‘Q
GRAND TOTAL = . 100" 34.40 44.61 . +0.21 o
: *Thé Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was sdministered to
sixth grade partig:&pants during the Weeks of September 8, 1980 and 'May 11,.1981.
. Cn
A\ *#An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e.,7.00
i NCE gsin or more) is‘.eonsidered to be .‘gdpcationally significant,
i **Objoctive critcrion - at least a 4.00 moan gain
\ , - - 4Did not serve Grade 6 students.
' ; ’ . -136" 1 33
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APPENDIX C-3

1980-81 Sranford Diagnostic Reading Test Results

For Grade 7 Nonpublic Classes

3

READING COMPREHENSION*

. @

k X pre NCE ¥ Post NCE ‘ Actual X Objective
School , \N  (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gaint Attained
Immaculate

Conception 6 32,66 <a 34.50 +1.84
Our Lady of Good i

Counsel 3 40.33 4500 +4.67 »e
Sacred Heart of -

Jesus 3 23.00 19.66 - 3.34
St. Adalbert o 40.88 43.22 + 2.34
St. Benedict 6 44,83 $2.00 +7.17 "
St. Boniface 7 34 27.85 - 6.29
St. Catherine -9 37.33 an +3.78
St. Francis 4 22,00 32.75 +10.75 o
St. Ignatius 1 43.09 "44.00 + .01
St. Jerome 8 .  41.00 47.37 " + 6.37 .
St. John Nepomucene 7 34‘.42 - 30.14 -4.28
St. Joseph - .

Franciscan(B) 11 © 27,54 35.90 + 8,36 b
St. Leo 4 48.25 59.00 +10.75 "
St. Phillip and . *

Jumes 3 39.00 ., © 42.00 +,3.00
St. Phillip Neri 4 29.75 35.50 +5 v
St. Stephen 11 39.00 41,18 +2
St. Vitus. 3 . 36.00 .. 36,33
Urban Community 4 43.25 o

GRAND TOTAL® 113 36.91 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.

) JAn NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of & Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCE gain or moro) is considered to be cducationally significant.

**Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 mcan gain
(b)Did not reccive thé services of a projcct teacher.

full-timo cducational aide.

137134
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APPENDIX C-4

¢+ 1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
For Grade 8 Nonpublic Classes

»

READING COMPREHENSION®

e’

2 L -4
’ . X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) = (Fall Norms)s NCE Gain? ¢  Attained
Immaculate
Conception 8 . 29.87 27.63 < 2.24
pop
Our Lady of Good
{ Counsel 16 45.63 51.31 + 5.68 o~
Sacred Heart of )
Jesus 27 25.00, 6.4 7 sl
[}
St. Adalberte - - - -
R St. _Benedict 12 40,33 42,75 +2.42
. St. Boniface 2 32.00 32.50 + .50
) St. Cath‘l' ne 10 37.80 . 39.90 +2.10
. \y C v * . .
St. Francis 3 28,33 29.33 +1.00
St. Ignatius 23 38.61 d‘vs + 3.82
St. Jerome XO 36.15 40,00 + 3.8
St. John Nepomucens \7 41.29 35.71 - 5.58
’ St. Joseph * ) T
Franciscan (b) 15 11.47 36.40 +24.93 *
St. Leo 13 4d.38 48.77 - .8l
St. Phillip and
James 8 45,38 42.63 = 275 -
St. Phillip Neri 3 28.67 35.33 + 6.66 b
St, Stephens --\ - - iy
St, Vitus R 17.40 25.40 + 8.00 o
Urban Commmity ‘4. s7.s0 ¥ 42.50 +5.00 oo
e ' o
GRAND TOTAL 156 © 35.61 40.01 + 4.40 T
N _*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was administered to
eighth grade participants during the Weeks of September 8, 1980 and #ay 11,1981,
@” #Because Spring Norms are'not svailable at the eighth grade level, ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the eighth grade post scores.
# 8An 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.
**0bjective eriterion - at least a 4.00 mean gain
€Did not serve Crade 8 studencs. ‘ .
(b)Did not receive thq sorvices of a project teacher. Instruction was provided by a
\ . full-time oducaticnal aide. . :
S ' h -138- Ponr
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) ‘ . APPLNRIX C-5 >
1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Rcading Test Results
For Gradc 7 Cloch/Skills Reintorcement Classes
3 i -
‘READING COMPREHENSION®
~ B ‘ ’
X Pre NCE v X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School X (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gaint Attained
A.B. Hart 38 26.07 19.68 -6.39
A. Hanmilton 40 27.90 30.45 +2.55 .
Audubon : 36 29.44 32.52 *3.08 i
\ C. Shuler 3 28.87 30.00 . eL13
Central 46 25.76 25.83 v . .07
C. Eliot 36 31.97 28.75 -3.22
C. Mooney 22 29,81 ‘ 23.63 -6.18 . :
C. Westropp 0 ., 29.12 25.05 -4.07
Eapire > 27’ 25.25 L - .44
F.D..Roosevelt 38 29.44 28.28 “1.16
H.B. Davis ) 2.5, ‘ 25.55 . .96
J. Gallagher 30 23.43. 24.80 +1.37
- lincoln 28 22.59 \ " 24.28 +1.71 “ .
. M. Spellacy L) 23.56 24..37. .8 I
M.L. King % 25.46 28.73 +3.27 .
M. T. Herrick 20 27.45 ‘ 26.80 " - .65 )
N. Hale . 20.00 -15.88 -4.12 V4
N. Baker a “ 30.26 27.26 } -3.00
’. Henry 40 30.97 32.17 . +1.20 . .
R Jeaison d - v . . . . )
N T. Jefferson 2 » 23.59 ; 2i.86 - .73
W. Younge - . '\o\\ ) . ’ -
. W. Wright 21 28,14 29.38 b +1.24
‘ ¥illson a 29.97 . 30.75 - .78 )
GRAND TOTAL ' 705 27.35 26.84 -.51

*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Lovel, Form A, was administored to
seventh grade pnrticxpmts during the Weeks of October 27, 1980 and June 1, 1981.

#An NCE Standayd Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Doviationm (i. o., 7.00
NCE gain or mors) is considered to be educationally significant.

"ijou.lve criterion -, at least a 4.00 mean gain N
eScliool not served by Block /Skills Reinforcement Class.

‘ / ‘ -139- %
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A , , APPENDIX C-6 _
1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Rc‘aﬁ:i\pg Test Results
U For Grade 77 Llearning Center Classes 7
. . . ‘ ~
. READING COMPREHENSION* «
T ] b )
. . X Pre NCE ¥ Post NCE Actual ‘X Objective
c . School PN (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) -NCE Gaint Attained**
) A.B. Hart 39 30.92 29.25 ‘.67
A. Hamilton 7 34.14 38.42 +4.28 v
’ . 'Auduben 30° 28.86 27.40 -1.46
. . C. Shuler 2a - 4ns2 47.28 - .24
' Central 35 25.02 30.62 . +3.60
c. él:l,ot' . s  32.40 34.20 +1.80
s C. Hooney 20 . 26.45 28.25 +1.80
_ C. Westropp 8 28.50 21.87 -6.63
‘ ‘ Bmpire , K 29.69 34.00 "3 . e
. " R.D. Roosevelt s - 37.62 - 38.62 .00 °
' H.B. Davis s 33.60 37.20 +3.60
i J. Gallagher, 2 25.50 © 29.00 +3.50
( Lincoln . a 33.90 41.00 +7.10 . e
- K. Spog'fuy 46 30.54 . 32.47 _ +1.93/
) . < ML.King . 28 7.4 29.92 +2.78
R M.T. Berrick " 6 25.83 - . 26.66 . .83 ‘
N Hale | e 22 33.00 32.77 .23 .
- N. Baker¢ - - - - -
- P. Henry 3 ez '30.62 +2.00 .
- R. Jamison LI 27.66 - 30.16. ¢ 2,50
T. Jefferson © 15 . 38.53 2.9 .40 e
\ YL mYemg s e 65.33  el33
o Wright 30 34.80 - 37,3 +2.33
, " . .Millsn T 35.50 51.00 -4.50 '
GRAND-TOTAL 404 31.72 33,5/ ’1.65 "
: N ] " *The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Level, Form A, was sdwinistered to
'+ seventh gride participants during the Weeks of October 27, 1980 and June 1, 1981. >
- #An NCE Standard Score Ga:l_'“_) ich is one-third of a Standard Dcviatio’a (i.e.,7.00
. - . . ’ NCE gain or more) is considered t:Wonu;y significant. . )
' ) . . - **Objective criterion - at least a an gain ’ .
. . . #Did mot serve Grade 7-students.’ -
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APPENITX C-7 N

1980-8) Stanfor! Diagnostic Reading
V4 Test Results for Grade 8 lcarmina Center Classes

&

READING COMPREHENSION*

X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Fall Norms)# NCE Gaint# Attained
A.B. Hart 3 3835 30.00 -8.33 .
A. Hamilton 19 34.00 31.73 L -2.27 N
Audubon 53 31.90 29.83 -2.07
C. 'Shuler 8 32.25 32.75 + .50
Central 29 30.82 29.44 -1.38
C. Eliot 31 37.22 33.77 . -3.45
C. Hooney 10 31.90 28.90 -3.00
C. Westropp 7 28.71 24.42 -4.29
Empire 22 33.54 28.50 -5.08
F.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 A 3219 30.00 -2.19
. M. Spellacy 3 2.3 « 2433 +2.00
M.L. King . 29 32.8 31.17 -1.69 .
K . Herrick 28 31,53 26.00 -5.53 ,
- N. Hale “ 32.65 31.02 '-1.63
N. Baker M 29.17 . 30.23 2.0 ¥
P. Heary 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 Y 48.06 49.60 +1.54
N. Wright 22 30.81 33.36 ' - _ 42,55
\ Willson > 23 4.91 " 34.95 e .04
\ CRE - P - -
. GRAND TOTAL 661 . 33.33 31.%9 -1.94

*The Stanford Diagnostic-Reading Test, Brown Lovel, Form A, was administered to
eighth grade participants during the Weeks of October 27, 1980 and June 1, 1981,
#Because Spring Norms are not available at the sighth grado level, ninth grade Fall
Norms were used to interpret the eighth grade post scores. -

by

#8An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard [Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCE gain or more) is considercd to be educationally significant.

**Objcctive criterion - at least a2 4.00 mean .gain ‘%J
®
" 1]
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APPENDIX C-8

**0bjective criterion - at least a 4.00 wesn gain -
eDid not serve Grade 9 students..
(b)Missing pretest or posttest data.

O
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*The Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, Brown Lewel, Form A, was administered to
ninth grade participants during the Weeks of October 27, 1930 and June 1, 1981.
#Because Spring Norms are not available at the ninth grade
Norms were used to interpret the ninth grade post scores:

. #8An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., 7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be educaticnally significant.

el, ninth grade Fall

™

'1980-81 Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test Results
- For Grade 9 Learning Center Classes
o
READING COMPREHENSION®
' . X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Fall Norms)# NCE Gaint #  Attained++
A.B. Hart 1 15.00 2,00 +11.00 we
A. Hamilton (b) - - - -
Audubon (b) - - - o -
) C. Shuler 2 26.50 ' 32.50 + 6.00 D
Centrq\ 7 29.57 " 52,85 +3.28
- C. Elot 6 28.66 . 33.66 +5.00 v
C. Mooney 4 31.50 25.50 - 6.00 . )
C. Westropp 16 26.25 29.37 + 802
Empire - - - . - .
F.D. Roosevelt 7- 35.00 37.4 + 2.4
* HE. Davis 2 . 42.50 46.00 +4.50 T
J. Gallaghert - . o .
Lincoln 15 30.00 32.66 ‘2,66
Vo M. Spellacy () - - - -
J"n.x.. King 1 10,700 10.00 - '
) M.'T. Herrick (oY -- TN . .-
N. Hale 8 31.25 32.62 +1.37
N. Baker 3 25.66 17.00 - 8.66 )
P. Henry 7 29.711 35.28 +-5.57 o
“R. Jamison 13 33.75 o 33.48 -2
T. Jefferson. 1 30.00 26,00~ - 4.00
“ Yoyomg ) - - - -
, - . K ¥. Wright 2 33.50 - 32,00 - 1.50
T w4 30,79~ 32,47 s6.95 e
GRAND TOTAL 119 30,79 32.47 ergs: o '
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APPENDIX D-1

1980-81 Eve%'da¥ Skills Test Results for Grade 7
Block/Skills Reinforcement Classcs

READING®

-

X Pro’Raw X Post Raw Actual X Objective

School N Score Gain Score Gain Raw Score Gain  Attained

A.B.. Hart 24,82 28.44 +3.62 - v
A, Hanilton 24.92 28.45 ‘383 T
Audubon 25.74 29.23 +3.49 .
C. Shuler 26.23° 31.08' 4.8s v
Central 24.77 25.64 .87
‘. Elot 21.16 30.10 2.94

C. Mocney 28.52 28.52

C. Westropp . 26.88 30.46

Bmpire 20.41 25.89

F.D. Roos‘velt . ) 27.54 ° 29.63

H.E. .D:.vis .

28.28 " 293
3. Gallagher 2877 31.04

lincoln . 23.97 . 26.40
M0 Spellacy 22.2¢ 24.29
M.L. King i 23.29 29.65 °
M. T. Herrick 27.88 . 29.38
N. Hale 21.21 27.00
N. Baker 28.62 31.16
P." Henty 27.50 29.61
R. Jamisone . ove ———.
T. Jefferson

l‘. Young

W. Wright

Willson

Grade 7 public 708
School ‘rotal }

Clcvclmd Cmtr 1(/-\

. Catholic Total:
(Grades 9, 10 md
12 represented)

* The Evorydny suns ‘Test*Reading Test A wa ndninistcreil to STAR participants
during the Wécks of November 10, 1980 and’ ay 25, 1981. The roading test
contains a total of 45 items. .

~
School not sorved by Block/Skills kaint‘orccmnt Class.

The actual mean raw score gain was demohstrated to bé statistically sidnificant
(p $.05). Ail tosts are two-taijcd.
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1980-81 Everyday Skills Test Regults for Grade 7
Block/Skills Reinforcement Classes

. STUDY SKILLS* , \\ »

: X Pre ucr X Post NCE * Actual X Objoctive
School . N _(_IML Spring ‘Noms) NCE Gaine ~ _Attained
A.B. Hart 4t 20.26 19.23- - 1.03 C )
A. Honilton 3% 19.73 22,63 + 2,90
Audubon ' 51 23.81 26.21 . 2.40
C. Shuler 3 20.82 8.3 - EEE Y
Central 3 18.97- 17.48 - 1.49 '
C. Elio 3n '18.70 ' 27.38 +}8.65 se
c. mA/ 1 6.4 - 23.94 -+ 7.50 ve.

_ C. Westropp 27 23.00 26.24 +'3.24 Y
Empire 27 16.81 . 17.00 . .29 ’
F.D. Roosevelt Q 28.58 26£75 - 1.83 ‘
H.E.“Davis .29, 26.66 23,03 ’ - 213 \
J. Gallagher” 13 24.23 “27.46 +3.78 '

Lincoln 25 23.68 304 - .
M. Spellacy 31 12,03 ' 13.92 . 1.89 . ‘
M.L. King 29 5 22.55 23,10 + 85 -
M. T. Herrick 20 21.95 ) 265 . . +3.70
N. Hale 24 21.83 20.27 - 1.56 -
N. Bik(er . 0 2209 24,23 - + 2.04
P.” Henzry 38 2.31 26.44 . 2,13
R, Jamisone - -~ L -
T. Jefferson 33, 0 2254 072 am
v'.'voupgc \ - — T -a- Q
. Wright 21 - 2595 T N
¥illson' 35 ’/22.25 26.34 3 i’ 4.09 Tooew
fotoedien e 21.80 o am L enm
Cleveland Central o- oo = =
Catholic Total #f w7 )

0 Results are net included umm'wnh&n * + the unavailability of sppropriate
,  grede level norns. The study skill sectiom of the EST'has beem adopted froa the CT38
. Perm R, Level 3 for which Grede -3 nermns are only available. ' §

* The Bveryiay Skills Test Study Skills subtest’was adsiaistered te Bleck studmts
m.mmﬁmmu,xmumx,mx. The study skill tegt »
comtaing & totsl of 50 itess.

o Sedosl net served by Mleek/Skills Seinfercement Class. o .

¢ A NCE Stamilard Store Gain wh2ch is ene-third of a Standard Deviation (L.o..l?bﬂ
NCE gain or mive) umuuuuuuu-uuuyumum.

** Ohjective Criterion - st least s 4.00.NCE nean gein.
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> e APPENDIX E-1 ) .
1980-81 Comprehcnsiv.e Test of Basic Skills v ]
Results for Grade S Nonpublic
Classcs .
¥ '
MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION*
- .
$ X Pre NCE - X Post NCE Actual X Objective
School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gain# Attained
Immaculate £ - - - - )
Coriception
\ .
Our Lady of Good 4 T 46.25 39.00 - 7.25
Counscl ’
Sacred Heart of - - - .-
Jesus ¢ . ,
St. Adalbert 5 37.60 35.20 - 2.40 -~
St. Benedict @ -- © ee- --- * .-
. [ :
_Bt. Boniface & - .- --- -
Si._Catherine ] - - .- -
. \ . I
St.. Francis . 4 43.50 39.25 - 4,25
! [}
St. Ignatius ¢ -l - Q- . R
i .
St." Jerome ¢ '--;’ -en --- . - f '
© 3 . f . A
St. John Neponuce‘re -s T ee- - -—-
. { § F) ’ . '
St. Joseph e -es . - —— ’
Pranciscan § f I
‘ | - . \ . ~
St. leo ¢ .- --- — N eee X
| “ N .
| A L4 . N
St. Phillip and | 4 38.25 50.50 +12.25 *
James ! - .
St." Phillip Neri ¢, --". T ) e : - ' .
St. Stephen ¢ . — ——
. . M . “# . N .
St. Vitus:e \-- . - _ e -
Urban Community @ \-- . ——- - o . —- -
GRAND TOTAL 17 - 41,17 40.64 - .53

Cbid not conduct grade 5 uthmtics skill instruction. )

*‘rhe CO-prohensive Test of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level 2 was administered to fifth
grade pnrticipants during the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981.

fAn NCE- Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation. (i.e., 2 7.00

., “NCE gain or more) is considerqd to be educationally significant. g
"aajectj.ve critefi'on - at least a 4.00 NCE Wean gain. -~
- —~— ¢
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APPENDIX E-2

“ epid fot conduct grade 6 mathematics skill instruction.

. "#The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Form Q, Level 2 was administered to sixth
‘ grade participants d'wing the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981.

! " #An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of 4 Standard Deviation (i.e., 3 7.00
NCE gain or more) is considered to be educationally significant.

P **Objective criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain.
. )

L]
-

-150-~

.

H 1980- 81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
\r Results for Grade 6 Nonpublic
Classes
. - .’
MATHEMATICS, COMPUTATION*
) 4
X Pre NCE X Post NCE ' -Actu‘al_-f Objective
School N (Fall Norms) {Spring Norms) ~ NCE Grint Attained
B Y = ] . )
Immaculate ‘3 30.00 30.66 o+ .66
Conception - .
Oir Lady of Good 6 28.33 ¢ }z.o,o + 3,67
Counsel : , —
- .
Sacred Heart of -- - - ———
Jesus @ —
' Adalbert 4 49.75 46.75 - 3.00
. Benedict , 5 33.40 41,60 +8.20 v
St. Boniface 4% 38.25 45, + 6.75 e
’ St. Catherine o - ——e- a—= cm—
A . )
St, Francis 4 43.50 32.50
! St. Ignatius @ N " -
St. Jerome ¢ - - s aea
’ St. John Nepomucene 4 37.00 49.75 412,78 bl
' St. Joseph ‘ - -—— - R R
Franciscan @ - _
St. Leo . 1 34.00 23.0Q -11.00
~ St. Phillip and 6 45.00 36.83 - 8.17
: Jaues o
St. Phillip Neri ¢ -- - ’ — -
St. Steplien 4 0 44,00 . %2,25 - - 1,75 .
' . ¢ - ~
St.Vitus 7 36.85 . 32.28 - 3\\57
Urban: Community ¢ - -— -—- e .
» . . - 3 h
GRAND TOTAL - 48 39.68 . 38.50 - 1.18
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. APPENDIX [-3 . *
, '1980-81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
Results for Grade 7 Nonpublic .
Classes ) S
) MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION® ¢
X Pre NCE X Post NCE ngual'x' Objective -,
School N (Fall Norms) (Spring Norms) NCE Gainf Attained .
\
Immaculate .6 40,50 49.00 J+ 9,50 i
Conception . ' -
Our Lady of Good 4 38.25 50.50 T412,25 a
R Counsel ; -
' Sacred Heart of 8 28.75 40.62 ++11,87 T e
~ Jesus
St. Adalbert '8 43.25 53.50 410,25, o
- - ‘ a
St. Benedict. 6 58.50 68.66 +10.16 . ?
St. Boniface 6 40.66 43,33 «s 2,67
St. Catherine § “- -—- . .
St. Francis -3 53.66 46,00 - 7.60 ’
St. Ignatius.’ 12 47.41 , 46.66 RO/
. N ' A
" . St, Jerome 8 - L e « . g —ee ‘
® el . . ®
s -St. John Nepomucene 6 - 50.50 . .50 . . -16.00 ’ ‘ ’
St. Joseph Pgn v ame .- C eee _
! Pranciscan ‘g ~, A - )
St. Leo ¢ - - Toeee (e B - S
o St. Phillip and, 5. .51.66 633, +l0.67, - /)
James AT - . T e .
. , 3 c. H ) & - ° < ) //
St. Phillip Neri ¢ -- -—- R R p
~ ) 7 Co ? . . , /
, St. Stephen 2 48.00 47,00 . - .=.1:00 ‘
~ St. Vitus, ¢ - ~e- ) - ot ame
Urben Community® 3 - 30.33 - 3535 .~ .+ 500 Ty ,
. L :‘ '} { L™ v' 3 o s LN -
c ; {
, GRAND TOTAL 67 °, 43.87 47.95 N N
- eDid not conduct grade 7 mathematics skill instruction. . ¢ .),' ]
*The Comprehensive Tes? of Basic Skills, Form T, Levﬁ 3 ¥as administered to seventh ) r

grade garticipnnts during the weeks of October 13, 1980 pnd May 18; 1981.

#An NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of ‘a Standgrd Deviation ({.e., a 7.00'
gﬁtzain or more) is considered to be educationally significant. . )

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

.
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/ . APPENDIX E-4 /
’ > !
‘ ) ".1980-81 Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills
. Results for Grade 8 Nonpublic
~ . Classes ~
., d . / .
A MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION* ~7
-
o .
. ) / . X Pre NCE ‘ X Post NCE. Actual X Objective
. School ( N (Fall Norms) * (Spring Norms) NCE Gain# Attained
/ Immaculate 8 40.25 49.50 +9.25 e

- Conception

Our Lady of Good 14 50.64 49,84 -3.80 ’
Couns:}\ ‘ ' ’ . ‘
A R .

Sacred Heart'of 6 36.33 35.33 - 1.00:
Jesus
St. Adalbert @ -- ——- -e- . : aee ? ‘
St. Ben&ct (] -- -} 0 — -
‘ St. Boniface 3 40.66 . 41.66 T ¥ 1.00 ‘
- Si‘.. Catherine @ c- -— ‘ --- . - ) ‘ . |
e - . ” ‘ - & {‘
St. Francis 2. 37.50 » 38.50 | #1.00 ]
St. Ignatius - 23 49.60 §2.00 +'2,40

e St. Jerome 6, - .- v Ly, -— .- 1
St. John Nepomucene 2 64.00 " 56.00 - +8.00 " ’
St. Joseph -- —- ae- . ) )

) Fraficiscan ¢ . 7 \ -

&
St. Leo ‘ .5 40.40 46.00 +5.60- - .
St. Phillip and 3 61.66 §9.66 s - 2.00
/ Janes - - .
- St. Phillip Neri ¢ - == ' L e -\
St. Stephen " ¢ -~ --- --- - v .
. T st. Vitus ¢ -- .- . --- ---
Urban Community 7 25.57 38.28 +12.71 -
< >~
GRAND TOTAL 73 44.94 ’ 47.16 +2.22 T
v #Did not conduct grade 8 mathematics skill instruction.
*The Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills, Porm T, Level 3 was administered to eighth 4
\:"udo participants during the weeks of October 13, 1980 and May 18, 1981. . o
NCE Standard Score Gain which is one-third of a Standard Deviation (i.e., a 7, 00
NCE gain or more) is considered to bo educationally significant. i
**0bjectixe criterion - at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain. *

' “ P
- ) /
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Title I Prc;ject STAR Attendance Pefcentage Rate’ . .
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APPENDIX F-1 ’ -

Comparison of School ‘Attendance Percentage Rates for the 1980-81 School Year

A}
. . ~
BLOCK/SKILLS REINFORCEMENT CLASSES (GRADE 7) VS. TOTAL GRADE 7

\/—" Block/Skills Reinf. Total Grade 7  Black/Skills Reinf. (6rade 7)
School . N Studepts Grade 7 Students Minus Total Grade  Students
A. B\. Hart ) 66 77.04% 71.21% +5,.83
‘A, Hamilton 58 82.40% 82.60% ‘- .20
kuc}ubén ) 63 75.62% 73.79% h +1.83
C. Shuler 48 - .85.40% 83.824 +1.58
¢ N ’
Central 74 79.82% 75.51% +4.31
C. Eliot ri 48 84.82% 83.41% g +.41
C. Mooney 50 80.11% 79.92% +1.90 4
c. Westropfp , 63 85.4§$~ 79.37% +6.11 /
Expire 50 78.61% 71.42% +7.19
F. D. Roosevelt 45 85.85% 82.04% +3.81
H. B. Davis S5 76.10% 74.03% +2.07 y /
J. Gallagher 53 68.50% 78.05% +9.55 !
Lincoln _ — 62 75.46% 77.58% SR T R S
M. Spellacy * * * * ,
M. L. King 49 65.97% 66.07% ' - .10 '
M. T. Herrick 49 70.35% 67.70% +2.65
N. Hale 54 76.49% 77.44% _ - .95
N. Baker 62 ~ 82.76% 82.07% + .69
P. Henry 9 83.92% 80.09% +3.83
R. Jamison - T meses eeeee ’
T. Jefferson 57 78.47% 77.58% e .58
¥. Young e ~eeee T
W. Wright . 50 81.36% , 80.02% , +1.34
¥illsen 55 82.93% 83.21% . : + .28
Grand Total " ua 79.33% © 78.37% : + .96

.#Attendance rate comparisons are prescnted for\mblic schoops only. Nonpublic scfxool

attendance compariséns havo not bLeen :na{:lg due to the unavailabiljty offsystemvide data.

’
.

*Attendance data unavailable . -

€School not served by Block/Skills Reinforcement Class. .

- . K ,

-




APPENDIX F-2

Comparison of School 'Attendance Percentage Rates for the 1980-81 School Year

\ -

LEARNING CENTER CLASSES(GRADE 7) VS. TOTAL GRADE 7 STUDENTS*

[4

. Learning Center Total Grade Learning Center Studints
School N  Students Grade 7 Students Minus Total Grade 7 Students
A. B. Hart 61 . 75.38 1121 Lo
A. Hamilton 15 83.63 82.60 . ¢ + 1.03 x
, Audubon > 47 . 76.17 ’ 73.79 ‘ + 2,38
, \ C. Shuler - 29 ©  88.68 83.82 y + 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. Nestropp X - 17 81.28 79.37 R + 1,91
B‘lpire\ 39 74.85 T e + 3.43
- F. D. Roosevélt 23 77.26 © 82,04 ) - 4,78 "
H. E. Davis 5 . 70.47 . 74_.\03 . T - 3.56
T J. Gallagher 8 68.37 78.05 ' - 9.68
Lincoln » ~ 31 - 73,53 '77.58 ‘ - 4.05 ‘
M. Spollacy 61 86.13 _ . 86,71 - .58 {.
M. L. King 47 75.68 66,07 ~ ‘+<9_.‘9{
.M. T. Herrick 14 72.25 + 67.70 ‘ .+ 4.56 P
N. Hale 46, 80.63  77.44 #3198 NG,
N, Baker 3 60.67 82.07 . -21.40 )
P. Henry 19 68.31 , 80.09 ™ -11.78
R. Jasison ‘28 89.01 . , . 87.93 : +1.08 ——
T. Jefferson a 8219 * 77.58 ’ s 461
¥. Young 7 73.00 91\..42 -18.42 .
W. Wright 34 83.21 . 80.02 T+ 3.19 T ,
Willson 1 - 84.66 : 83.21 - + 1.45 Tt
; : =
: Grand Total  ° 667 79.17 S Y. + 80 o
#Attendance rate comparisons are presented for public schools only. Nonpublic schqol
N aptendance compariséns have not Leen made due to the unavailability of systemwide data.
Q ‘ N . "156- . ! 1:' | ) ‘ -
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APPENDIX F-3 - ,
Comparrson'of School‘kttendance Perccntngé‘Rate< for the 1980-81 School Year z
) * ’ . . \ R A ’ @ )
X o ‘lﬁAR.\'I.\'G CENTER CLASSES(GRADE 8) VS. TOTAL GRADE 8 STUDENTS? - \ ' )
oo : .
N Learriing Center Thtal Grade 8 Learning Center Students
4 School X | Studgu;s Gtade 8 Stuj%nts *.Minus Total Grade 8 Studeuts‘
« A B. Hart g si}g . 71.46 BTN
. ) . %’
+, A, Hamilton 38 84.20 - 82,62 + 1,58
Audubon "85 76,68 ° T 73.84 .+ 2,84 '
¥ C. Shuler 21 . 85.66 82.00 SN v 366
R _ Central a8 75,71 75.48 + .23 i )
C. Eliot 40 85.07 81.89 - . 308
. C. Mooney 1 80.33 76.88 + 3.45
. ¢ :
C. Westropp 18 . a1 76.26 - 3.15 .
Empire 3 80.00 . 71.54 + 5.46 -
F. D. Roosevelt. 59 ¢ ,76.26 ' 78.02 -2.24 ‘
H. E. Davis 39, 7596 ¥ 71.69 . 4.27 : -
J. Gillagher < 60 78.93 h 75.00 +3.95 -
¢ Lincoln 7 - 73.14 ' 73.61 ) - .47 '
M. Spellacy 10 83.09 84.51 . v.1l.42
M. L. King 50 68.96 62.54 v 6.42
M. T. Herrick, 50 73.93 - 67.70 - +6.23 '
’ N. Hate - © 61 83.87 " 75.09 + 8,78 ~J
. N. Baker 43”7 87,05 © 82,80 v a5
P. Henry | 74 76.36 , %97* = 1,61
R. Jamison 7 90.06 - 87.72 .23 ' .
T. Jefferson M .. 7958 " © 73.94 : +35364 ‘
¥. Young 25 8772 88.42 - .70
Y. Wright 32 '80.39 77.40 © e 2.99 . .
Willson 40 79.40 78.56 . v . \
. Grand Total 1038 79.03 ©76.77 + 2,26
' #Attendance rate comparisons arc presented for public “schools ‘enly. Nonpublic school >

attendance comparisans have not Geen made duc to the unavailability of systemwide data.
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) . e APPENDIX F-4
| ‘ Comparison of School‘Atte;d’ance Percentage Rates for the 1980-81 School Yca;- .
) v
LEARNING CENTER CL:Z\SSES(GRAD!‘I: 9) VS, TOTAL GRADE 9 STUDENTS? '
. ’ Learning Center Total Grade 9 Learning Center Students
School N  Students Grade 9 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
£. Eliot 9 ‘82.38 \79.52 + 2.86
C. Mooney S ¢ 84,32 * 71,78 + 12.54
C. Nestropp 25 85.51 79.99 ' + 5.60
| , Empire ¢ : )
| F. D. Roosevelt 18 60.86 76.11 - 15.25
JH. B. Davis 11 75.96 66.13 * + 9.83 )
J. Gallagher ¢ '
Lincoln 36 76.62 . .82 + 2,10 -
M. Spellacy Q10 85.77 87.71 = 1.94
M. L. King 12 53.59 - 58.87 - s.28
« M. T. Herrick 1 58.00 % 64.10 - 6.10
N. Htle- 19 72.28 70.19 - + 2,09 \
| ’ N. Baker 3 84,50 80.01 44,49 '
' ~ .P. Henry 21 ( 83.66 75.39 .+ 8,27 \‘.
ti . R. Jamison 42 89.12 . 84.07 ‘ + 5,08
ij . T. Jefferson 3 | 8—4‘-50 ) 72,07 + 12.43 .
. ¥. Young 1 63.58 86.94 - 23.3\6
L w Wright 3 86.67 77.30 . - 9.37
" Wilson 7 7.8 8037 - 7.49
Grand Total 225 76.78 74.03 ' +.2.75
lAtten;!ancev Tate comparisons aré presented for public scheols only. Nonpublic school
. aptendan'co coppariséns have not been made due to the unavailability of systemwide data. °
Did not serve israde 9 students, e . AR “

.
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Title I Project STAR ‘Achievement. Test and Attendance Results for
School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX G-1

> .

A

" Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

VOCABULARY \ A
( - s
ATTENDANCE
- - - | rRATE {STAR
, ’ X Pre NCE X _Post NCE Actual X | MINUS TOTAL
Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test NF | (Fall Norms) |(Spring Norms) INCE Gain® | STUDENTSY
1976-77] 7 | Blocks Classes.- Students were provised with | CTBS 274 . 24.08 30.05 +5.97 +5.2%
one per (approx. 45 min.) each of reading/| Level 3 ‘
English, social studies, .mathematics, and Form:
skills reinforcement instruction daily. The | T-Pre - \ .
first' three subjects were always scheduled S-Post f
consecutively in a three period block. A (40 items) . 4
certificated teacher {or Team Leader) acted 'I. : bt
3s the student's homeroom teacher and coor- N I
dinated instruction in each of the above R
mentioned subject areas. A nathematics . LY
teachdr assumed major responsibility for . ’
o mathematics instruction, while an educa-—o} _—~ .
tional aide provided support assistance . /
during all Block Class activities. N J
1977-78 | 7 }Block Classes - Treatment was identical to |CTRS 276 28.03 33.90 / +5.87 +4,5%
that offered during 1976-77. ‘A description - |Level 3 * .
of the treatment appears above, FSrm: ‘ P
’ P . < 18-Pre [N
. and ’
L > * Post
(40 itens)
1978-79 | 7 |Block Llasses - Treatment was identical to |CTBS. 211 30.33 33.63 +3.30 +4.3%
that otfered during 1976-77 add 1977-78. Level 3 .
Refer to the 1976-77 Description of Treat. |Form:
ment,. ’ S-Pre
and ‘.
Post
< (40 items)-

lThe'samples include only those public schoPl students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.
00bjective priteribn-.t least a 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976-77 § 77-78) and 4.00 NCE

mean gain (1978-79, 79-80, § 80-81).
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. APPENDIY, G-2 (Cont 'd)
' . "
Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81
' ‘ VOCABULARY ) \
- " ) ATTENDANCE
- - - | RATE(STAR
. ) . - X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X | MINUS TOTAL
Year | Gr. -___Description of Treatment Test N¥ | (Fall Norms) |(Spring Norms) INCE Gain® STUDENTS)
1979-80 | 7 IBlock Classes - Both reading/English and SDRT "~ - [354 | . 28.29 " 36,09 +7.80 - .2%
social studies/skills reinforcement instruc- |Brown )
tion were increased to two periods (approx. |Lavel . .
90 min.). Each two¥period subject was sched- |Form A
N uled consecutively , with the .Team Leader (40 itens)-
- only assuming instruction'in his/her area of
- certification (i.e., either English or goc:!l "
S ‘| studies).  During social studiex. non-projedt
teachers assisted .the Team Lsader daily,whild
programmed resading teachers daily offered
assistance to small groups of students during !
English. Team leaders also provided support
, to students in their vocational education

1 classrooms. Project aides continued to as-

o sist team leaders during all program . .

N activities. - : . .o . )

i ( R ! . : - : . ® :
7 ing Center - Students were provided with |SDRT il 32.66 32,65 - .01 . -5.5%
- one perfaﬁ 2%5 minutes) of programmed reading [Brown ) -
- assistance daily. Instruction is conducted |Level . . 3
by a project teacher who supervises one of° |Form A - . -” N
five reading programs (i.e., New Century, (40 items)
Communication Skills, High Intensity, .
y Hoffman, or Educational Development Lab), N . s
. A - ¢
E
2 . *
. ' . ] b
s - -
¥ —— < S

1The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full. school year.
t0bjective criterion-at least & 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976-77 & 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (l§78—79, 79-80, & 80-81).
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. APPENDIX G-3 (Cont'd)

; ¢ ) Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1930-81
. . : - C) VOCABULARY '
‘Q\ 1 N R . * -~ .
ATTENDANCE
X Pre NCE  |X Post NCE.  actual B | RAIE(STAR
~ . . e oS : ctua MINUS TOTAL
X Year Gr. Description of Treatment . |Test Nt | (Fall Norms) | (Spring Norms) INCE Gainf STUDENTS}
b ’ ) b 4 .
* 1979-80 } 8 | Learning Center-Treatment was identical to SDRT 80 33.16 30.98+ ~2.18 . =9.9%
“  (Cont'd) that offeréd to Grade 7 Center participants. | Brown -
' N Refer to previglis description. Level { ' ,
Form A
] .} .
A N - : (40 items)"
‘,\ ~ . = ’ ' )
o 1980-81 { 7 |Block Classes -Both reading/English and’ . SDRT 249 31.08 32.04 ' + .96 + .9
' social studies skills reinforcement instruc- | Brown . ;
' ’ tion was reduced to one period (or 45 min. Level
per subject). The subjects continued to be Form A . .
1 scheduled consecutively in one room. Teanm (40 items)
Leaders no longer assumed primary responsi- . < )
1 bility for instruction in these subjects.
by These classes were tazught by non-project ; of 4
Lo . ‘teachers with team leaders and aides provid-
' ing support ‘assistance. Team:leaders’also .
o provided selected students with reading skill
e N tutorial assistance during their elective . .
. periods. Beginning with.the second semester, ) :
) ’ Team Leaders and aides were removed from the
T, e . English/social studies classrooms and pro- s
- ‘ .+ | vided project students with one period (45 3 b " .
T . | min) o&_reading"vd study skills {nstruction - . y
of daily during the student's electiva veriods. <+ .
. . LY L ' R +
: ‘ 7 |Learning Center - Treatment was identical to | SPRT 199 34.61 T 35,41 * + .80 + 8%
o that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center parti-| Brown '
. ’ , cipants. Refer to 1979-80 description, Level .
‘ e . R - Form A
1_: ~ . . - , R R - * -
L 4 - . « . - N . r
n SR fThe samples include only those public school students who recejved STAR instructional treatment for a full school year,

° 80bjective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain. ‘ . . .
*Bocausé Spring norms are not ayailable at the eigth grade level, ninth grade Fall porms were used to interpret the

©

eighth ‘grade post scores. -

%

-
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APPENDIX G-4 (Cont'd)
LES

-~
. ' - ,
Achievemept Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81
3 b . |
. . LR BOLARY
- A .t ! . * ,
\ . 1 ) ATTENDANCE
: ’ X Pro NCE X Post NCE  |actual % | MR TR
' e 0s ctua MINUS TOTAL
.Year Gr. Description of Treatment . & Itest N# | (Fall Norms) | (Spring Norms) {NCE Gair STUDENTS)
: . 1980-81 | 8 | Learning Center - Treatment was identical | SORT  ° |pao | 36.44 34.39 2,05 | 2.3
- (Cont'd)| - to offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center, parti- | Brown . . -
) - cipants. 'Refer to 1979-80 description. . Level , -
, ’ . | Form A 1. .
Y (40 items) '
- . ‘ . $
h} v et N
. . 9 Learning Center .- Treatmen{s¥es identical to| SDRT 118 32.75 37.23 +4.48 2.8 .
. . that of%era Yo 1979-80 Grad®"7 Center: - | Brown' ;
. participants. Refer to '1979-80 description.| Level )
. S Form A , - .
& . - (40 items) | ° :
¢ : s - ! y. -
] L~ v ! I A & ’! ~
- - « - o | .
/ - . . “‘ 4\' L £
>e 1 3 » . l*'i ‘g,‘ .
1 t ‘:dv
- v., ofs b:” .
o i &
¥ ” ' ‘a. LY g T .
g ) . 7 Rl d )
L J -
% \ ¥ ) - - >
o ]

’ #The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.
~ 40bjective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain,
*Becausé Spring norms are not available at the eigth grade lovel, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret the
i eighth grade post scores, ) . *
. **Because Spring norms are not available at tie ninth ‘grade level, ninth gra
ninth grade post scores. ‘ 8‘

3 1

Fall: norns were used to interpret post

v

T °
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’ . APPENDEX G-S

-

Achievemont Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-

L

¢ v

77 through 1980-81

P

READING COMPREHENSION

Y
Pl

ATTENDANCE
- - - | RaTE GTAR
. | X_Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X | MINUS TOTAL
Year | Gr. Description of Treatment Test N* | (Pall Norms) |(Spring Norms) [NCE Gain® | STUDENT
AN
1976-77 | 7 | Block Classes - Students were provided with |CTBS 274 24.26 29.42 +5.16 +5.2%
. one per approx. 45 Ein.) each of reading/|ievel 3
English, social studies,” mathematics, and Form: %
skills reinforcement instruction daily. The |T-Pre
first three subjects were always scheduled S-Post
consecutively in a three period block. A (4S5 items) .
» certificated teacher (or Team Leader) . ;
acted as thd student's homeroom teacher and
! coordinated instruction in each of the gbove v
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics
teacher assumed major responsibility for
T mathematics instruction, while an educa-
tional aide provided support assistance .
during all Block Class activities. {
1977-78.| 7 | Block Classes - Treatment was identica)l’to |CTBS 279 26,01 30.99 +4,98 +4,5%
that offered during 1976-77. A descr tion |Level 3
of the treatmsnt appears above. ' Form: '
. T-Pre .
and -
S-Post - )
(45 items)
1978-79 { 7 |Block Classes - Treatmsfit was identical to CTBS. 211 27.56 30.89 +3.33 +4.3%
that offered during 1976-77 .and 1977-78. Re-|Level 3
fer to the 1976-77 déscription of treatment. |Form:
b Y T-Pre -
7 and
e “ S-Post S
, (45 items) |
X
: /

# The saxples include only those public school sttdunts who
¢ . Objective criterfon-at least a 2.00 NCE mean gain(1976-77

;
o~
»'

received STAR instructional treatment for a full sqhool'year‘/
& 1977-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain(1978-79,79-80,§ 80-81).

1.63
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. APPENDIX - G-6 (Cont'd) 2 ‘ '

’
* Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

READING COMPREHENSION

~n

hed - [ . N
- . o ATTE)%DANCE
. s = - RATE (STAR
: X Pre NCE* X Post MNCE Actual X | MINUS TOTAL
Year | Gr. yl?escription"of Treatment . Test: IN?_|(Fall Norms) |(Spring Norms) INCE Gain® | STUDENTS)
1979-80 | 7 Block Classes -Both reading/English and SDRT .1336 26.49 31.54 +5.05 - .2%
P soclal studies/skills reinforcement instruc-|{Brown .
o .{ tion were, increased to two periods (approx. }Level i -1 '
\)-. . ‘ 90 min.). Each two period subject was FormA |,
scheduled consecutively with the Team (50 items)
Leader cnly assuming instruction in his/ N . .
her area of certification (i.e., either . -
English or social studies). During social U
studies, non-project teachers assisted teanm * .
leaders daily, while programmed reading . .
teachers daily offered assistance to small
\ . ) groups of students during English. Teanm . .
‘e leaders also provided support to students %
o in their vocational education classrooms. ;
C'h Project aides continued to assist team
. ledders during all program activities.
7 | Learning Center-Students were provided with |SDRT 219 |, 30.12 "~ 31.99 +1.87 -5.5%
‘| one perfoa (45 minutes) of prograsmed read- {Brown -~ ‘ "
ing assistance daily. Instruction is con- |Level
ducted by a project teacher who supervises - |Form A o ——d—
one of four reading programs (i.e., New (60" itens) LT N Y
' Century, Commmication Skills,"High Inten- .
sity, Hoffman, ox Educational Development . e
. Lab). ‘ ~ .
. 8 | Learning Center - Treatment identical to ' |SDRT 66" 27.54 ., 25,00 -2.56" -9.9%
that offered to Grade 7 Center participants.|Brown
* Refer to-previous description. ¢ |Level
‘ Form A~ )
(s0 items) <
#The sa{nple includes only those public school students who received

STAR instructional treatment for a full school year.
#0bjective criterjon-at least s 2.00 NCE mean gain (1975-77 & 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79, 7‘9-80, § 80-81).

“Because Spring norms are not available at the-the

eighth grade )
the eighth grade post scores. ghth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interprex

64 B o165
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Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81

APPENDIX G-7 (Cont'd)

READING ™ COMPRLHENSION

N - ‘ S g ATTENDANCE
' - - - | RATE (STAR
. o X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X | m1nUS TOTA
Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test N¥ | (Fall Norms) | (Spring Norms) INCE Gain® STUDENTSY
1980-81 | 7 | B1ock Classes -Both reading/English and SDRT 704]  27.39 26,89 - .50 + 9%
social studies skills reinforcement instruc~ | Brown ! .
tion w;g reduced to one period (or 45 min. Level , . .
per subject). The subjécts continued to be | Form A .
scheduled consecutively in one room. Team (40 items)
Leaders no longer assumed primary responsi-
bility for instruction in these subjects. ~
These classes were taught by non-project
teachers with team leadors and aides provid-
ing support assistance. Team leaders also N
provided selected students with reading skill
tutorial assistance during their elective
periods. Beginning with the second semester,
Team Leaders and aides' werg removed from the
English/social studies classrooms and pre- - -
vided project students with one period (45
min.) of reading and -study skills instruction
daily during the student's @MNctive veriods.

7 |Learning Center - Treatment was identical to SDRT N 394 31,75 33,45 +1.70 + 8%
that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center parti-| Bromm ,
cipants. Refer to 1979<80 description, Level *. !

. ‘ Porm A~
\ P A . )
. ,

¥The samples include only those public school student
e0bjective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain,

, "Becausé.Spring norms are not av

., . eighth

‘= **Bécause Spring norms are
nintk gr'ade post scores,

166

grade post scores.,

not available at the ninth grade

ailable at the eigth grade level,

level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to intervret post .

-
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g APPENDIX G-8 (Cont'd) ¢
Achievement Test and Attendance Results for Schonl Ycar“ﬁ;l'976-77 through 1950-81 ® o
- READING COMPREIHENSION X
' * | ATTENDANCE
- <. - | RATE (STAR
- X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X MINUS TOTA
Year | Gr. Description of Treatment Test NF_| (Fall Norms) |(Spring Norms) INCE Gair® STUDENTS)
A} - >
1980-81 | 8 Learning Center - Treatment was identical SDRT* 661 33.33 31.39* -1.94 +2.3%
(Cont*d) to offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center parti- | Brown
cipants. Refer to 1979-80 description. Level,*
. Lo ‘= | FormlA -
L (40 items)
) N ——— . R
‘ 9 | lLearning Center - Treatment was identical to| SDRT 119{ 30,79 532,474 +1.68 + 2.8%
that offered to 1979-80 Grade 7 Center Brown ' . v . ‘
articipants. Refer to 1979-80 description.| Level «
. ~ Form A '
40 items
\ ( ) i
¢ ° - / ’ *’ o >
’ ¢ * ~

. .
. A

#The samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for.a full school year.
Q0bjective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean gain? ~ , . N .
*Becausé Spring norms are not available at the eigth grade level, ninth grade Fall norms were used to interpret the
eighth .grade post Scores. ’ . .
**Because Spring norms are not ayailabl\ at the ninth grade level, ninth grade Fall nomms were used to interpret post o
ninth grade ‘post scores, ¢
~

'
'

s
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APPENDIX G-9
Achiovement Test and Attendanco Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81
MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION

N } ] ATTENDANCE
- . - - | RATE(STAR
. ' . | X Pre NCE X Post NCE JActual X | \rNus TOTAL
Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test Nt | (Fall Norms) | (Spring Norms) INCE Gain® STUDENTSY
1976-77 | 7 1 Block Classas - Students were provided with |CTBS ~ 274 32.'33 40.74 +8.44 +5.2%
one period (a X. 45 min.) each of reading/| Level 3 .
English, socidl studies, mathematics, and Forn: !
skills reinforceaent instruction daily. The |T-Pre . 4
. . first three subjects were always scheduled . |S-Post -
. consecutively in a three period block. A (48 items) )
certificated teacher (or Team Leader) N 4
acted as the student's homeroom teacher and : -

coordinated instruction in each of the above
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics teache
assumed major responsibility for mathematics
instruction, while an educational aide pro- “
vided support assistance during all Block \ . ¥

wd

;'-\ Class activities.
© . - :
' 1977-78 | 7 | Block Classes - Treatment was identical to |CTBS 271 34.93 42.38 +7.54¢ +4,5%
that offered during 1976-77. A description |level 3 ,
of the treatment appears above. Form:
] S-Pre :
and hat
N . Post ~ ’
(48 items) d
1978-79 | 7 |Block Classes - Treatment was identical to {CTBS 233 36.20 41.36 +5.16 +4.3%
P .| that offered during 1976-77 and 1977-78. Re- Level 3 | -
fer to the 1976-77 Description of Treatment. |Forn: )
) ’ S-Pre . \ . N
! - and : . °
. . Post ' !
’ ! 1(48 items) - :

o 5

5 Thé samples include only those public school students who received STAR instructional treatment for a full xeax. |
¢ Objective criterion-at least a 2.00 NCE mean gain(1976-77 § 1977-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79).

-

e

7
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APPENDIX G-10(Cont'd) .

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-§1

MATHEMATICS COMPUTATION

: : ’ ATTENDANCE
o - - - RATE STAR
- r X Pre NCE X Post NCE Actual X IMINUS TOTAL
Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test N# | (Pall Norms) (Spring Norms) INCE Gain® STUDENTY
1979-80 | 7 | Block Classes . and Learning Center _Mathema- N/A - - o 1 o
§ | tics comoutation instruction was no Jonger a R
*| g |rosponsibility of STAR persomnel. f{project X .
students obtained such instruction part
| of the general school program. mg§ently, ) g
student achiey \\5\
P 2
. 1980-811 7 {Block Classes and Learning Center - Mathe N/A - - - - --
: 8 | matics computation achievement was not ’
§ |evaluated. Refer to explanation appearing °
9 |1979-80, 4 .

~0L1-

K

>

T The sanples incIude only those public school students who recelved STAR instructional treatmept for a Full year.
0 Objective criterion-at least 2.00 NCE mean gain (1976-77 § 77-78) and 4.00 NCE mean gain (1978-79).

Q . . W i 1 7’23 ' . : | . . 1 7’{3




APPENDIX G-11

Achievement Test and Attendance Results for Schodl Years 1976-77 through 1980-81
EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING)

ATTENDANCE
. ‘ - - | RATE (STAR
\ X Pre Raw X Post Raw Actual X | MINUS ToTAL
.Year Gr. Description of Treatment Test N# Score Soore NCE Gain® | srupkNTS)
1976-77 | 7 Block Classes -Students were provided with EST 277 23,58 30.05 +6.47 +5.2% -
one period (approx. 45 min.) each of reading} Test A * t=11,53
English, social studies, mathematics, and ] p<.05
' skills reinforcement instruction daily. The
first threé subjects were always scheduled
' consecutively in a three period block. A 1
certificated teacher (or Team I Leader)acted ’
as the student's homercom teacher and co- N
ordinated instruction in each of the above \ ‘
mentioned subject areas. A mathematics o
teacher assumed major responsibility for ' : .=
mathematics instruction, while an educa- N
tional aide provided support assistance "
b . during all Block Class activities.
1 .
— . .
oy 1977-78| 7 Block Classes ., Treatment was identical to | EST 290 24.08 29,30 45,55 +4.5%
. ) that effered during 1976-77, A descripe Test A" h t=7.46 -
. tion of the treatment appears above. p<..0S
1978-79] 7 Block Classes .Tyeatment was idéntical to EST 199 25.91 29.89 +3.98 +4.3%
that offered durimg 1976-77 and 1977-78, Tost A" - t=4.27
Refer to the 1976-77 description of treat- i p< .05
ment. .
7 T =
. 1979-80| 7 | Bock Classes-.Both reading/Engiish and EST .pss 26.32 30.27 +3.95 - 2%,
\ . social studles/skills reinforcement instruc-| Test A * t=11.62
’ tion were increased’'to two periods. (approx. . p< .05 . -
90 min.) Each two period subject was .,
scheduled consecutively with the team ‘
R ledder only assuming instruction in his/her .
area of certification (i.e., either English
A or social studies). During social 3‘st:udies ¢

* The Everyday Skills Test (ESTY in reading contains a total of 45 items. .

¢ Objective criterion- significant increase (p £.05) in pre/post EST reading mean raw scores

# The samples include only those students who received STAR skills reinforcement instruction for a full school year.
' £
L3 L] / .

[
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L 4 .

Achievement ‘Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1980-81 ~_
EVERYDAY SKILLS (READING) .

) ATTENDANCE
- . | RATE GTAR
' ’ X Post Raw Actual X | MINUS TOTAL
Description of Treatment Test Score NCE Gairf STUDENTS )
\ : .

non-project teachers assisted Team Leadors
daily, while programmed reading teachers
daily offered assistance to small groups ofe
students during English. Team Leaders also
provided stipport to students in their )
vocational education classrooms. Project
aides continued to assist team leaders
during all program activities.

Learning Center-EST testing was not conduc-
-1 ted because the STAR curriculum did not
include skills reinforcement instruction for
Grade 7 and 8 Learning Center participants.

A

Block €lasscs -Both reading/English and 28.98" .
social studies/skills reinforcement instruc- .
tion was reduced to oneé period (or 45 min.
per subject). The subjects continied 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 Lecaders 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 Leadors and aides were removed
from the Caplish/social studies classrooms and
provided project students with one period(45:
min) of reading and study skills instruction
daily durinc the student's elective periods.

[

* The Everyday Skills Test (EST) in reading contains a total of 45 items.
¢ ggjecitvr criterign-sivnificanx {P£.05) in pre/gost EST rdading mean raw scores. .# N
# The samples Include only those students’who received STAR skills reinforcement instruction for a full school year,

L4 -
»
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[}

2 ;\chiei/ement Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976-77 through 1

\

980-81

\r - EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

»

Py

. ¥
\

‘| X Pre NCE

Year | Gr.|. Déscription of Treatment Test Nt |:(Fall Norms)

X Post NCE
[ (Spring Norms)

A

Actual )-t '
NCE Gain

ATTENDANCE ¢

RATE('STAR

MINUS TOTAL
STUDENTS

1976-77{ 7} Block Classes -Students were provided with |EgsT 309 2531 -

Noa -
35.27

+9.76

+5.2%

one pe

English, social studies, mathematics, and

appsox.45 min,) each of reading/{ Test B * ‘ i ’ .

.} kills Peinforcement instruction daily, , '
N The £irst three subjects were always . ;
. . scheduled congecutively in a three period - ) '

#| block. A certificated teacher (or Tean , )

: Leader) acted as the student's homercom . . . ]
teacher and coordinated instruction in ‘eac
of the above mentioned subject arsas. A . . ..
+ methemitics teachér assumed major responsi- |° . .
N C bility for mathematics instruction, while . " 2
. an educational aide provided support assist- . :
ance during all Block Class activities, -/ N

A}
269 15.({ i

®

~eL1-

Block Classes -Treatment identical to that
offered during 1876-77. A description of
the treatment appears above. .

1977-78 | 7, " 24.68

1978~-729 { 7 Block Classes -Treatwment identical to that EST] . i97

effered during 1976-77 and 1977-78. Refer

- to the 1976-77 description of treatment.

19.09 . 21.88

Block Classes -Both reading/English and 2744 20.99 -
social studles/skills reinforcesent instruc-
tion were increased to two periods. (Approx. | * \
90 min.}. Each two period subject was . ‘ " _
scheduled consecutively with the tean . ‘ : v
leader .only assuming instruction in his/her ©
area of certification (i.e., either English . : .
or social studies). During social studies, ’
. § .
e ‘ . S '
* The Everyday Skills Test (EST) i Study Skills contaips"c total of SO items. - v

Yoo The samples include only those students who received STAR skills reinforcement instr‘hctm for & full school year,

Objective criterion-at least a 4.00 NCE mean n%n .
? ~ - ' ) .

B V- ' . S VL

. . . - B - . .

1979-80 | 7 . 22,01

<
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Achievenent Test and Attendance Results for School Years 1976 77 through 1980 81

EVERYDAY SKILLS (STUDY SKILLS)

3

Year

Gr.

Description of Treatment

Test

X Pre NCE
Nt | (Rall Norms)

X Post NCE
(Spring Norms)

)
IActual X
NCE Gain®

ATTENDANCE
RATE GTAR
MINUS TOTAL

- 41979-80

(Cont'd)

O o0 0

7

non-project teachers assisted team leaders
.daily, while programmed reading teachers

daily offered assistance to smll 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.

Learning Center-EST testing .as not conduc-
ted because the STAR curriculum did not
dnclude skills reinforcement instruction
for Grade 7 and § Leaming Center partici-
pants. -

N/A

STUDENTY

* 1980-81

. tive periods.

, tion d

Block Blasses -Both reading/English and
social studies skills reinforcement instru-
tion was reduced to one period (or 45 min.
per, subject). The subjects continued to be
schcduled consecutlively in one room. Team
Leaders no longer assumed primary responsi-
bility for inStruction in these subjects.
These classes were Xaught by non-projecct
teachers with Team Leadér and aides provid:
ing support assistance. Tcam Leader also
Provided selected students with readin
skill tutorial :assistance during their elec-
Beginning with the second
semestor, team leaders und aides were re-
moved from the English/socidl studies class-
. roons and nyovided project students with one
« period of readirp and study skills instruc-

during the students eloctives.

Tedt B,

B

668 21.80

‘L

. 22.81

+1.01

A\

. 'l'he Everyday Skills Test (EST) in Study skills contains 4 total of 50 iteas.

The samples include onl tudent full school year,
d Objec:.;go Sriterion ot Yethose students who received STAR skills' reinforcement dnstruction for .& b4 ‘

\ .

!

2st & 4.00 NCE mean gain.. -

& .

e

* .

e, .

"\ . .

LA
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, . Pupils Served and Per Pupil Cost in Project STAR .

* from 1976-77 through 1980-81 :
] » ) " - o ‘ - \7- ’ ' ’ - g
S i ’ = - 2 {‘a
PROJECT TOTAL TITLE I NUMBER geﬁ PUPIL
YEAR EXPENDITURE ‘PUPILS SERVED COST
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
J ' ) ‘ . : ' N .
, ‘ 1980-81 . § 3,043,089 - 4,123 S S
[§ “l . ﬁ\
- . -
o ! ‘
+ P 4 i . . )
; * ~ .
h Q a -
) - 1
. < . ~ )
) f‘ 4 . v ; 2
.\ . l ‘- N Y
L. ‘/ ’ . \i’
,
- -175-
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>
Title I Project STAR Survey Questionnaire

Summaries for 1980-81

b

Public School Project Teachers
Nonﬁ?ublic.School Project ‘Teachers
Educational Aides ’ X
Public School Parents

Non-Public School Parents

Block Skills Reinforcement Students
Learning Center Students

Non-Pyblic Students

-,
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© APPENDIX I-1 ) . “

CLEVELASD PUELIC SCHOOLS

Vivigiey of Puscarch and Bwnvelopact - i : \
June, 1 - /
] ' 128082 TITLM L IPIOJECT STAK CLASSES o .«
> . ~. “
Survey oi Froject Teachers , 1
» . . N=42 H
- SCHCOL 0 DATE
- »
’ 1. TEAGHING ASSIGMMENT
, Please indicate your cursrent teaching assignremt Ly placing a "\ in {romt
“Q, of the description which applies. /
37% Block (Srills Reinforcement) 37% Learning Center A
. . -
N - 1% No Response . 1% Learning Cen%er B
¢ _— . N .
. 244 Learning Center C ‘
. .. 2. PROJECT OPIRMVIONS | - T
. ] . J a. Did ycu encourter difficulty scheduling students into yeur Iroject "d ¢
: STAR clasces? |
_64% _ Yes 36%  No
= LIf *ch' desp ite :he difficulties you experienced. Seudents. strongly
objected to being arbitrarily rembved from their elective classes..,Students
. g mmmm_umhs_ﬂmzmnuhmmme was made. e $
No help obtained from Guidance Dept., teacher had to scheduie all students
“into «center. N
.- How were the diffizulties 1isted above resolved? (1€, they wepe not * )
reSolvcd pieasc explain why). ’
q\?; : Teacher and ‘aide had to get permanent record card, review scores and schedule
. - studénts...Student rcsentment MMngered several wgeks until theyhrealized

. . that they were mwot going batk to their electivoclass .Everyone felt it was

. Someoue e€lse’s Tcsponsibility to rill the Ceénter to capatity.. )
S» b, Did yeu find ir neSesfary to make adjusizments in your Lﬂ~c\~n s 2 t
.. - Tesult of the gresicr heterogeous raeial to*posn;;on o‘ studcrts , .
. withiu your STAR classcsy o, , g
‘ ’ . 7% des I 93%
v ;" . m—————— - .
s . . . 1f “es", bricfly descride natw¥e,of the sdidstnents ghat were mude in \ P '/
s L™ y%ur tcﬂching ’ ) . \ R
te f had to use 2 wider range of material...Introducad games as a means of A
getting all students adquainted with cach other...Hest Side students are .
_.:.- . —— - ettt o ”
. . _djfficult to motivate and their ahsenrec rate from school ' is amazing. .
. (Y . . N v «
« N » ".,@
. Y - » . ’ A ¢
) . Y » . -
v =177 - .

ERIC - = -
‘ ‘ , . . ) . ,)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX I-1 (CogE‘d) .o
T -~

FOR BLOCK (0% SKITLS il INFOKCIZNT) TIAGHIN ONLY '

Y
' N=16_,
€. How would you rate the value of the folloving operational features of ®
the project in terms of premoting student leayning?
~ . -

5
.

v 1
Much Soac Littlc or No
.- Essenti~l  wvalue . value No Valuc Responsc
, Block tcacher's presence in ~ .
the tnglish Glassivon 25% 38% 25% 12% -~
Block tcacher's presence in '
the sogial studies clussroom 25% 38% 19% 12% - 6%
Mectings held with your STAR
tean (f.c., involving the
‘ block :c:lcf\crs,, resource ,
teachers and aide) 19% 31% 31% 6% 3%
d.  What cffcet did the scrond fercsror o:-t:_ani:ational clange (i.e., from
black to skills reinforcecent classes) ha® on<the quality of inseruc-
tionnl assistance you could provide to your ST R students?
e
31% 318 . : 63 13% _ —== 19%
very no vory No
gpositive positive effect negative negative

. . Response
« Dricfly, doseribe how ths channe affcected the faustructicnal

assistance you were_able to provide to your STAR studcurs.

Able to work’;ith students in smaller grouns and cbulq_con- .
centrate on skills instead of subject areas...Change hindbrey
‘stutlent transfer. i skills to academic subiects.

4 Khat’ effeetl did the secend ;Scaester orgunizational chanre (3.e., fror
block to skiils reinforcemdns classes) heve on )'our7..;‘. studerts! -
Jearning?

.

373 31% 6% . 133 .- 134
very - P no . L. very No
positi‘.'e‘ § positivo effeet . negativo negative

Response:

Briefly, describe how :}'nc change influerced
lcamigg. .

;Ahlg to provide more immediate feedback...Pace of instrucéioh l

and conteat was more adapted to each student's need...Many

Ta e, ur STAR students'

\ students resented having to constantly work on worksheets
. . e A >

£, Indicatc how many of your STAR students' parents commmnicated to your
their fccdings regarding the orpanizational ciiange.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-
. . , - 3
. 82 (or_23%)_-out of a total of 684 parents ~
19 . Of those who commmicated thc!r'fw.\ing-s to you, vhat percentace bf
b of such paremt coowmication.could be classifjed $n cach of the
. - caterorics listed below? ’
0% _ 134 .6 %)
4 pmeially » oy - . Teneraily  No
positive nixed i nepative Response
- . feelinns feodfups feelings
7 - , - - g
. -178-
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¥

L' . - Ay
. FOR LEARNING CENIEP TEACHLRS oALY .
N=26

"

~

Fuch Too

How apuropriate was the afount of time students were required to attend tha
the Learnlitg Center (i.e., on a daily busis during the entirc school year)? |

4% 31% . 61% . == --

A Littlc - About Too Little Much too
Too Huch Right Time . Little
Time Tine

Much Time
—
. No Rdsponse __ 1%

Pleasc explain, if your response was other than “About Right".

L]
It appeared necessary ta da actiyities outside the New Centurv program,
- . <

the same lab format bécame monotomous , More releyance to other schoal

work so that the student understands the s‘ligr_xificanee of 'th;z lab work...

Lo e v oo ® s

CY

. ’ '] _4 ' N
Children lost enthusiajm after the first semester,.,

4,

PN

- -

ERIC-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Y /‘5~—

How edugucte were the supportive services ptx:'-.ded by your aide? Indiccte
youy responsc by npiacing a check in the column which most clasely
eorresponds to your cpinion. . - ) f

CEDUCATTONAL ATDE . N=42

-

Less Than o
Adequate  Adeguats Response

v ' Moze Than
5 - Adeguote

.

Ability to do assigned work 64% 24% 5% 7%

‘Nillin'ggess to do assigned work 69% 21% 2% . 8%

Quality of actual job perfoma}lce 60% 29% o4 - 6%
[ . ﬂ
Comments: _Ajdes fres the teacher tn work-dpdividnally with studentse... °

Alde did notg resy_ect\ the teacher as her boss, . Mv aide yas 1aid off at the

end of the first semester...This Hd a very negative impact on the guality
of services... © ] :
INSIRUCTIONAL AIDS ‘

. Tustrictional mterials and supplies (bouks, work supmc\.) provided
by the project.are: . No
‘ A _Yos NO_ Response

93% - 1%

e

Ap%)ropriate to the learning levels of projcct
studers . ’

. . .
Useful in uchieving project eobiectives 90% - 10%

P ]

¢
.

’ s
v

A

I
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4. INSTRUCTIONALMING - continued

. B No
8 . ) Yes ® No Response
Relevant to t\c intcrests oF project
students P . 90% 7% 3%
3 ‘.’ —————
Adcquate in quantity . ’ 53% . 12% 5%
> - .. .
Comments: _ There scems to be more informatjon of interest to girls than bovs...
jth students attending Centers for five days there is a need for more materials
in certain comprehension skill areas,...Jt was very difficult to reproduce whole
WOTKDOOKS 1n‘¢hé‘Cénter when additional copies were needed...EXxcellent varlety .
S. ATTITUDES- OF FACULTY . —
, ' In )our onxnxon, what value do the facultv members in your buildxng b v
. plgce on Project STAR's efforts to ‘inprove student‘reading? -
) 6% Essential g
¢ _ _43% _ Much Value
v . 40% Some Value
. %z little or No Value . : .
No Response ’
. Coments: Mm_wmlumhm,amWWachors
have no idea what Learning Center does, we need to introduce what we do to the
' fﬁngty.. Cutside of the department, @ teacher knows little about what I an‘doing
“Some .value the pro am high&z, some do not ..The faculty has been generally support1Ve
¥ 4 6. PROJI"'T INSERVICE EFFECTIVERESS
’ !’ﬂleasc indicate the total number.of project spgﬂsorﬁd inservice
mectings which you attended this year. ,
5
. 6.9 Awerage number of sessions attended by a typical (/’ .
Av. per teacher = 0.2 niblic STAR teacher. .
- b. In term of your own classroow instructional nee how hc?did you
: . - . find the information that was presented-at Projec STAR insertice
sassions held throughout the year? - y
. / ] Very . Svmowhat ¢ - Not £ No )
. 57% lelpful 31%  Helpful 10%_ tielpful -~ Helpful % Pesponse
. _e. To what exteat did your classroom instructional. approach change as a

rebult of attending thdsc project sponsored inservige sessions?
. k4

7%  Alot  79% ‘Somc °  _12% Not Muzh _-- " Nonc __2% -No Response

&

ERIC  ° - SR |

r a
s

.~
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6. JROJEGT TNSERVICE VIPYCTIVINESS - continued - ’

d.

»

Variety~

. Tine )pcn: presenting each topic 17% % 5%

~

1 planning for inscrvice next year, what recommendation would you

make rcgardin;'r, cach of the items listed beolow?

e Continuc No

\( LY

LJ@erease ' As Is °  Decreasce  Response
. v

[ t

Numher of.sessions offered « ° 26% % % 7%

.

cf topics 40% 0 ——-- - 10

%

7% -

Sessions that provide sugpestive
+ tcaching stratcgies 62% ———— , 7

o,

K

Plcase descrilie additioral inservice rccommendaticns you would like to sec acted

upon.

.

~ “More discussion on reading Strategies to help non-readers...Learning Center

-

o

¢ students should have more assistance learning to take standardizsd teste  Momp_

meetmgs designed to mect the needs of the Very slow rqpder.

given on varzous activities to help.
7. . PROJECT EFEECTIVENESS

N

]
a'

In your ¢pinicn, what simgle feature of the project hes copt-jibuted
most to classroom effectiveness (in terms cof improving puplis'

” learning)? .

b. ’

Small classes and educationél- aide a.ssistance. . .Flexibmjx;irx:mmat and

structure which allows instruction to be adapted to individual needs...

Sequential progression of skill buildingjrovided by the mat.e;ials\ 1

In your opinion, what sinple factor has been most dctrxmé'\tal (or
contributed lcast) to pupils':learning? .

Lack of-parental contact oh the part of the educational aide...Continual

*

> >

¢ <%
.. use of machines, there -is a point-of diminishing retums...Poo:;student)
- -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

attendance...Difficulty in motivating students if they know they are not

etting 3 grade...lack of variety in format of New Century.
Lhat changes wi Fou recolalnd Le mine an x

setvices offercd to students? ¢ - )

Hoheroom with lab teacher for better attendance..’More connection to

»
subjéct classroom...Lab services curtailed'to only orc semester. Second

semester move students into another area of reating outside the lab...Give

~—
grades...The cducntional aide should be responsible for needed parental
contLWakc sure students havo STAR class written on their schedule when

they reccive it at the bepinning of the semester.

.More concrete information
muyat;e students,. .The -meetings were wvety helpful.

181~
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APPENDIX I-1 (Cont'd)
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~

- continucd

7, “ PROJE CT LITTCTIVERLSS

d.

b

L ]

-

Record any additional comuents you would like to make about the 8

opcrations of tic project.
SJEQZL.MJ..S Mljmﬁ.&ewmmmmmt .

I really appreciated the close contact wn;h program mnn;gement I

¢

feel that changing the Block concept has destroved to some e;tgn;

the basis for the existence of the program. Jo me, changing this

program has_ done a great injustice to the learning process of some
*

of our youngsters. As Transition and STAR have changed in recent

3 N ]
years we have lost many worthwhile aspects of the old program. The
- T L
agmount of involvement among tesm leader, #ide, and students has been

‘diluted. We are no longer able to fbllow-th}5;;h on _application of E ¢

skills in the contsnt area classroom...The programm amming of _students ’

into the ¢ centers would be a positive act, The student's agu_de

becomes negative when he is pgl_l.eé..tr_qm__e.c..e.s;.u.,_'.'.m__mﬂ.mhu;iastic
M;Mnummbmmmemmm
WwwuthLuMommwu$iment

as yourself to exchange ideas, successes and failures...lLearning Centers

have the "Dumb Kids' stigma. This should be ¢hanged with cooperation from

fgcult& by "selling" the Center to students who have reading problems...

There ;hoﬁld be a way to schedule Ptoject STAR classes ir one uniform manner.
g I

A very excellent project in dZtermining a child's level of‘reading...Problens

were ea;x;to ideﬂtifx;because of the close contact with the students. ..I was

given no trainig§ during the froe ;vo-week‘period before school began. This

time could have becn spent preparing for a program which I know absolutely
nothing. ‘Instead we were, expected to attend make-shift "training sessions"
on Saturdays. .

.I am improssed by the interesz the students have in the program.

Despite the fact that by now many students are beginning to get bored and

tired...they have béen sufficientlxvgpg}vateh throughout the -year. ~

'

- A

- * »

' ' -182- 18{) o v
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\ APPENDTX I-2 B

CLLVELAND PURLIC SCHOOLS - ‘
Division of Bescn‘v‘h ai Development
June, 1981 ¢ . -
“o. 1980-81 TITLE 1 PROJLCT STAR CLASSES
- . Survey of Nen-Public r‘ro’jcf:t Tm;l'cfs »
."\ . « N=15 . -
B [ *

SCHOOL DATE

1. PROJECT OPEP.-’\TID.\'S

\

Did you enceunter difficulty scheduling stadents into jyour Project STAR -
classes? . '
\ (

( 53% Yes 47% No

[
« If "Yes", describe the difficulties you experienced. Some teachers reséhted

the kids being takén out for Project STARhelv,..The same children were

also assigned to the van and were m.ssmg too many classes...6-7-8 are i

departmentalized - schedules con
. ‘How wero thc dq%riculti 2 1x s-c‘cfa)ove resplve&" If they were net :

Teselved, please explain why.)

Reoxrganized my schediyling, . The kids_were l.t.a.knn_nur_a:_.diiﬂ.mnr_r.jmas_

during the 5 days thereby missing only one day for any particular subject

2, INSTRUCTIONAL AIDS

Instructionsl raterials and supplies (books, work suppiics, etc.) provided

by the project are: ' . , No
. Yes No Response
. Appropriate to the learning levels of preject .
stucents . t 99% ~- 1%
. Useful in achieving projéct objectives 100% ~- --
\ -
Relevant to the Y;lterests of praoject students 100% .-, --
Adecquate in quantity . - ¢ oy . 100% .- .-

.

. Coﬁmex;its: More material.of high .interest/casy reading that would interest¥ :

the upper levels would be beneficial...The~Hoffmdn materials were approgiai'e

. . ¢
to the learning levels, but of low interest to the students...I beljeve thc

materials were more tﬁ;p ndeguate....\!at;ials are good! T love the thinking
reasoning workhooks sucl as Footsteps, Clouds, Dr;Zt)ing, etc..,. The math

\ . __ materials were too® simple and inadequate. It was necessary to purchase my

own workbooks, -

v -

. Elk\l‘c A * ~ ) . .‘ ' )

L - ’ .
P . »
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ATTIVINLE OF Facliay ) .
4 ~ . '

A)
In vour opinion, .hat value do the fncull/ nembers in your building placc
on Preject STAR's3 (cEforts to juprove student reading?
-
_27% Essential
33& Much Value
__ggj__ Some Value
__ Little or Yo Value

Comments: Most teachers were very receptive to the program... I_fael

-

. . -’ . ‘.‘
classroom teachers often findstaking children out of sheir class more of

a distraction than an aid...The faculty op1n10ns here run 'the qamut of
"“very useful" to "gct rid &f it".

¥ PROJACT INSERVICR EFFr.CTIV:N‘.SS

r
a. Please indicate the total numbor of project sponsored inservice
reetings which you o.ttendec!~ this year ,
v

v

Average runber of sessions attended

by a typical non-public STAR teacher
s\
Tn tetns 6 your own clbssrﬂom instructional na eds how he}pﬁuf\gid you .
fing the 1nforﬂ~t10n that wms preseated at Project STAR inservice
sestions held thyoughout i the yoar?- ’

Yory Somewhat Not
60%_Helpful 40%~ Helpful ---  Helpful --- Helpful

To what extent did your classroom instrictional apnroarn change as a
result of attending these project sponsgred inservice sexgions?

N / :

53% A Lot - 67% Some -~-__Not Much ~--~ None

In planaing for inservice nexu &ear, what recommendation would you
make rogarding each of the $tems listed below?

y | ¢

- Continue (

: 5ZEEIE§§£ 8 As Is Decreaseo

Number of sassions offered 13 - 87%
Variety of topics 47% e
Time snent pradsenting cach topic 13% __87%
Sessions that provid? suggestive A
teaching strategies \ 47% 53% '

Plecase dcs additional 1nserV1ce *cuamqfndations you would tike to. sec acted

ng sessions were excellent. Most helpful were the discussions about individualized
instruction...llave ali-day meetings every other month.instead of half day meetings

! PN . .
every manth...Allow tecchers to pick-up and, return metcrials before and after inscrvice

séssions...lnterprqtations of standarized test rdsults.,.Better sessions on diagnosing

math skills.’

.-184-

191

~
L3 A i e provided by ERIC
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' APPENDIX I-2 (Cont'd)

PROJRCT FEFCCTIVINESS

a. In your cpinion, what sinple featurce of the project has contributed
most to clussyoom cffectiveness (in teyms of jwproving pupils’

learning)? .
- Indivxdualiaati<;,of instruction...Working with students in small

groups...The material provided by the project was very effective

in aiding the pupils.S.Abilitf to adapt to non-public needs without
being hampered by unnecessary regulationms...Inservice meetings

b. In your opinion, wiat single factor has been most detrimental (or
contributed least) tg}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. ¥hat changes would you recormend be mzde in the preject to improve the
fervicas offered to students?

@
_Encourage #chools to have STAR as a subbtitute for a subject rather

e ¥
& LI -

than a¥ an addition to their.regular classes...A mpenadatory parent

«

. . .
;u=ssion_xn;explain_zhn_p:agrmn_..ﬁez_a.commi::ne_Logeth:z.zn.nzganize
the ‘math pro . :

d. Reg%rd nn? aggg?ional ¢ommaents you wculq:lxve to.meke about
the opcracinns of the project. ¢

4 -

a~

. e ]
Sone “parents_have puilled their chudmn_m_gtt_%nﬁ%r_njmz_in_hnpes_‘ a

that they won't fail, thinking that if the child is in his home-
4 R 11 ”
room all day he won't miss anything and therefore pass...The

. organization of the p}oject is excellent...l enjoy working in '§

Prgject STAR and I've written to Washington to‘ha&e'fundiné kept in .

B . -

,the:fedorally funded educational ptgjects..gnore'hnth materfgi% are

£ -2

'%ﬁi!ded..:Perhqps a moré involved report card should bc sent to the :
— - p - - -

- parents to inform them pore adequately...Would rathcr have inservice'

meetings in the afternoon...Norking in Project STAR was a veryA '
' rewardiﬁ? ekperience because I was able te individualize and had avail-

able to me a great deal of paterial with which to work...I have

e

thou}qgghly enjoyced the progrém and have found individua}izing

aastruction challenging. : - '

b
~ [ -




CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS APPENDIX I-3
Division of Research and Development
. " 1950-81 - .

{ )
SURVEY OF EDUCATIONAL AIDES SERVING

) TITLE I PROJICT STAR CLASSIS

y .
SCHOOL .. =40 .

N~

Number of yezrs (including the prcsent year) for which you have scrvcd as an

' YEARS OF StRVIGY

aide in this Proiect:

One‘Year

Two Years
Three Years

§8% More Than Thrce Years : ’

ACTIVITIES OF EDUCATIONAL AIDES

In the column below,
éheek the three activ-
ities which involve
the greatest amount

.

In the column below
check the three ac*

" ities which involve

the least amount o:
Atasy

of your timc. your timc.
\
. - -
1. Clerical assistance (marking 4
papers, duplicating materials,
. stc.) \‘ 17% 143% )
— e ; ‘&;..I
2, Helping pupils on an individual .
basis. . 27% 1%
3. Working with pupils in small, -
groups. 204 63 .,
4, Supervising class (during study ¢
sessions, lunch period, etc.) 4% 22%
. —_— e
. S. Conferring with parents via ’ - .
telephone. 17% ‘7%
6. Conferring with parents via ‘
v D home visits. . 3% - 15%
A 7, Conferring with parents via .
. _school visits. » Y. 5% 13%
8. Conferring with teachers of .
. pupils in project. 6% 15%
9, Gther (plcase specify) \ .
1% 7%

[E

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
G

(Specify) Taking care of classroom
. ) : . equipment...kceping lab clean...

’
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- CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS AP
Division of Rescarch and Development

1980-81°

In a typical week, do any of your assipnment

PENDIX I-3 (Cont'd)
!

s include dutics

i
!
!

to Projecct STAR activitics? b
- <
\ . 55%  Yes 40% No 5% No Res?onse
T If “yes" -
. o breakfast assistance...assist in cafeteria...
C . Nhture of Juties Le.g., yorking in office...staying with tardy students
. J’ L)
f - Average number of periods per week &S periods -
‘ ‘ N R
. IIMPORTANCE OF ACTIVITIES
' i In the column below, check the -
' v i thres activities which you consider
of greatest benefit to the -
STAR students,
- .
1. Clerical assistance (marking papers, .
duplicating materials, etc,)" 7% ) . ¢
. o 2. Helping pupils on an indivicual basis. 31%
3‘. ‘Working with pupils in small gr?u.ps. 26% -
4.‘ Supervising class (during study /1
| sessions, lunch period, etc.) 2% e
I 5
57 Conferring with pafents via telephone, —20%
' 6, .Canferring with parents via hog?_visits. 43 h .
* .
7} Conferring with parents via school
visits, D W -, S
. 8. g::f‘erring with teachers cf pupils in “ .
ject, . 43
\ 3 9, Other (Please specify). - .
(
A .
(M i 3 - p,
. SUPPORTIVE ASSISTANCE ,
""}i'o vh'at extent have the services of the Q_cial workers been of help to you?
' Extromely Very Of Some . Of Little No
| *123% Helpful 45% Helpful 20% Help }_0_*_ Help 2% Resppns}.

-
4
LS

hat arc not rclated -
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-CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS . - -
Division of Rescarch and Development APPENDIX I-3 (Cont'd)

1980-81 >

N

N

What recommendations waeé:’%?u make that may improve upon the support assistance
the social workers provi o STAR class students? ¢

o5
The social workers' should visit the class more often so that the students can get to

know them better...Social workérs have done an outstanding job in meeting the needs

3f studedts outside the school environment...Working with more students at one time.

LI

PROJECT EFFECTIVENESS |

~

‘a

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/disginline

p;oblems...wé\have received enough training...Inservice training when new material

is to be introduced in the classroon...Norkshops aimed at helpjng us become more
effective in teaching readlng

What has been the greatest problenm yoﬁ’hsve encountered in your duties as an
educational aide?

- . a . .
Failure to be able to commmicate with some parents when it is needed...Student

absentisim...Norking with students Qho are bored after being in the program a&ﬁile...'

. . ] . . k .
Students who fail to work Gp to their potential especially after not being abie to .
issue report card grades...l haven't encountered any real problem

What changes would you recommend to improve this project?

h evi ter es child's
JDrogress...I would recommend that_a grade be piven on the student's repori card to
A
show their achijevement .and progress in reading...The Defegregation Community
Coordinator 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 €ame work after they have baen in class a whole
semester. . ’

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. APPENDIX I-4

Public School Parent Response Summary

3 N=505 s
Cear Pavent: ,
te are currently developing plans for nexz yeur's Preject STAR propraa. You can help
us in this plaaning Ly responding :o‘:hc questions appiaring Lelow., Your response to these
questions <hould be based upon the hind of cxperiences your son or daughter has had
during the current school year. 'Plecase answer the questions according to*how you honestlv
feel adout thea. . ) . ) —_—
N WU YOU COMPLETE THIS QUESTIONNAIRL HAVE YOUR SON OR DAUGHTER RETURN IT T0°111S
02 NLR PROJECT STAR TEAQICR. .

‘ Thank you for your coopcration
v

{INDICATE YouR RESPOMSE GY CIRCLING TIE LETTER twtch
HOST cLoseLy COFRESPONDS TO YOUR HOMEST FFELING)

1. Has you child talked to you about
his/her STAR class this year?

s. Yes 67%

b. o 13%

—

’ ‘el No se ..

2. flow did-your child scem to feel about Rcss‘poctzmamz_:h” year to’last year,! feel

~  his/her STAR cfass during the first ° By child is doing:
school screster? . ’

. © 8, buch bett tng . .4
&, Seemed very 'satisfied. - ‘ or in reading ' -ﬁ-

. sohat bett eading. . =
b. Seened more or less sasisfidd. 23% b hat better 1n reading -é-ﬁ_
-

and, . ) 148 ¢. about the sime in reading. 17%

d. s 3 n;r'o or less dissatisfied. 3% €. sonevhat wosse in readisg.
e, Seened very dissatisfied. e vorse In reading.
f. No Response ‘ f. No Response . .
3. How did your child scea to feel about - A + Because of the STAR class I feel my
his/her STAR class during the second child is doing:
' school senester? )
.. -t . a. wuch better in school this year
2. Seened_very s.nthncd. - than last ycar.

b Scened more or lass satidfied. b. soxevhat batter in school this Joar

than last year. ) 3
€. Undecided. .

- c. about the sane in school this year,
d. Seened nore or less dissatisfied. than last year. 23%

o

e. Seeoed very dissatisficd. d, sousvhat worse in school this year
No Response : than last year, 1%

4. Comaring (Response ;
- n
mld ugu:s :o:c“ ° J83% year, By . e. r£uach vorse in schoot this year than
last year. . 1

. f No Response
% be very interested in reading I foel the STAR clags is doing 4

P varfdgood Jotr in educating Ry 45
€. have sbout the sane interest in child. :
resding. b. 3004 Job in educkting by child, 35%

b, be scaevhat interosted in reading, 33% .

4. ::a:ing. at less intap\stcd in ¢.  falr Job in educatlig my child. 17%

. . . d.  poor job in educating uy child.® .1%
* 8. by very uninterosted in reading. ki3 .

' ! e, vory poor job in cducati
» £. No Resplnse i o anipa o0 I in cduca ng.ny 1
‘ . e - £. No-chFonse . . i
ANY ADDITIGHAL CORLENTS YOU UAY HAVE RIGARONIG THE STAR PROJECT EOULD BE HELPFULI
. . '

(Y
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APPENBIX T-4 (Cont'd)
Non-Public Schdol Parent Response,Summary

b+ Dear Parent:
~
us in this planning
4 questions should re

' during the current school yearp,

t4

feel about then,

o qQ .

OR lll.R PROJECT STAR

Le arc currently develop

RHEN YOU COMPLETE THIS QJ..STIO.‘&\:\IRE IAVE YOUR SON OR DAUGITTER RETURN 1T T0 MIS

- T 7 .
N=229

¢ plans for next year's Project STAR prograa. You can help

by respondind>to the.questions appeariag below, Your fesponse to these

based upo‘g the Lhind of expcriem.es your son or daughter has had, R v

‘Please answer the questions sccording to how you honestlz

’

¢

TEAQIER. !
Thank yomt'or your cooperation

{INDICATE YOUR RESPONSE O CIRCLING THE LETTER WAIICH )
MIST CLOSELY CORRESFUNDS TO YOUR HONEST FEELING)

1. MHas you child talked to you 'sbout -

. his/her STAR class this year?
/ ? ‘ ' s, VYes .
. 838 ,
’ s b, Mo 7% :
T c. No Response TU% -
yt 2. uo« did your child seem to feol about [ cox:'amrthh year to‘last yoar,l foel .
his/her STAR class during tha first wy child is doing:
school smstert . - -
, . s, luch bettor la ruﬂint . 52%
2, Seemed very satisfied, . % -—3—;—
. ) b. mvhxt b.ncr,i rudin . 6% -
. b, Seened more or less sawisfied 3 ' n * —_—
- . . - e,  about tho in reading, <
e c. Undecided. . 14% ¢ sive 5. 8%
‘ . ~ ) Ty omavhst in reading? 1%
é?‘ Seemed nore or less cusuustied. .7t ‘s * w". Feaciog ! —_—
. . . e, juch vorse i reading, bkt
- f :“.l;: "r; “”.um“' . f. No Response. " B
- N0 Response e . . .
A 3. “liow did your child scem to feel about st Because of the STAR class I !u! ay —
his/her STAR class during ths second child is doing: N
0 chool {3 e
. ’ * semes qr? a, wuch better in school this yesr
' = 8, Sesmed very satisfled, 53% . .than last yoar, . ,44g
. b, Seened wore or less satisfied. 318 b. scmevhat bctur in unoox u;u year
L _— than last yesr. 41%
< W.cddod. . ’ ) 9% €. about the same in school :hh your e
T 4. Seezed more or less dissatisfied. = 5% than last yeaz. 12%
* Socacd very dlsuusﬁtd. 2% d, scamhat worse in schiol this r\ne\.; ’*
U e udad S P RS s
azi ng this Yesr to ast yur. ny st ‘
thild seens .to: o, mmch ;:::c in schooi this yur than .
. ’f No Re - L
. : 8 be very interested in roading. . 36% 7. 1 e tth Agc’;h" 1s doing ‘“
e o b. be sooevhat interested in reading, 43% 8. very good job in educating my ,40%
4 ¢ have sbout the same lntcrut !.n 4 ’ .
. . [ reading. . A8 gew Job in edueating my chf1d. /34%
. . T et ‘f" taterested in 3% € fair Job in educating my child. 1A%
, . " W . T & goor,job in educatingty child. 2%
' e, bs very ' uninterested in uuung. 1% . _—
. veTYy poor job in cduuung ny
£. No Response TN 38 - hud. -

N

' ’ f
Co ATY ADDITICHAL COUENTS YOU HAY HAVE REGARDING THE STAR PWJECT L‘EULD BE HELPFULI
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: ) 'APPENBIX -5
. ¢
- Survey of Student Op1}non* ‘
Block/S}ulls Reinforcement Classes
N=248 _
= —T ‘ T
> Strongly! °“Agrec Npre Not |Disagrec More Strongly No .
ITE
. N ' Agrce |[Than DiSagree|Sure{- Than Agret Disn;ree Response
. bl
1, I redding better this year ' -]
than I did last year. 43% 36% - 12y 5% KLV L
. : ] ’ . ' ) ‘ .

2, Being in a STAR claks has - . ?
helped me do better in my 29% 31% 21% 10% 8% 1%
regular classes. - ' -

L4

3. AGoing to the STAR class . .

. helped me learn to' read 37% 29% 20%- 6% 7% 1%,
better. . s
<

4. I'm glad I'm in a STAR :
¢lass. . 21% 23%: 23% 12% 208 |, 1%

L 5. I'd°rike to be in a STAR . :
Class next year. . T12% 13% 25% 15% 33% 2%
M . L - s ' . . .

6. During the first semester a ' .
of this school year, 1 24% 28% 20% 13% 11% 4%
-1iked going to my STAR class. ‘ . ~

19. Students v&l}o aren't in the .
STAR classes wish that they 10% 13% 39% 16% 20% 2%
were in them.

8. 1 think the STAR classes - . ) )

’ should be in our school 29% . 18% 27% . . 10% 15% 1%
next year. ; .

9. The teacher in my STAR ’ ~ ,
class did a good job in 47% 25% 15% S% 7% 1%
teaching me how to read. ' %"

10.. During the.'s_gmnd semester
of this school year?l liked |~ 27% 26% 18% 8% 16% 5%
going to my STAR class.

*Administered to students in June, 1981,
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. < APPENDIX I-5 (Cont'd)

X ’ /"—\ 8 Survey of Student Opinion* .
l\ ' b Learning Center Classes

N=338
{
- <
ITEMs Strongly| . Agree More | Not Disag}ee ilore Strongly No

\

Agree |Than Disagree|Sure| Than Agree (Disagree [Response

1. I'm reading better this year
- than I did last yedr. 52% 30% 12% | . 3% 2% . 1*

2. Being in a STAR class has . i
helped me do better in my 30% 40% 17% 6% 7% --
regular classes. ’

‘. 3. Going to\the STAR class . .
, . helped ne learn'to read. 41% 34% ° 15% . 6% 3% 1%
. better., . ' - . . . o

\

4 Im glad I'm in a STAR ' ‘ . .
class. , . 32% 27% 17% 9% U o 1%

5. .I'd like to be in a STAR BB <o ..
' " classnext year. . “ ¥t 17% 24% 13% 23% 1%

6. During the first semester . : .
bf this school year, I 33% 24% 16% 13% 1% 3%.
- liked  going to my STAR class.| i .

7. Students who aren't in the ,
STAR classes wish that they 15% 14% 40% 1% 19% - 1%
were in them, ; ’

8. I think the STAR classes . -

should be inour school % a3 26% 18% 8. ¢ 9 . 1%
’ next yeéar. «
- F The teacher in my STAR i , T .
class did a good job in 61% . 2% 9% | - 4%, 4% 1%
teaching me how to read. : 9’

10. Duripg the sacond semester . . >

of this school year, I liked | 34% o o28% - |14y 8% * 13% 3%
¢ o - going to my.STAR class. [~
\r : N u/‘ ¢ * .
“idministered to students in Jufle, 1981. . e
: N P . .
] ' ‘, [
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K . APPENDIX I-5 (Cont'd)
Survey of Student Opinion*
e Nonpublic School Classes
t x N=456
. . , .
a ITEM Strongly| Agree More | Not Disagree More Strongly No
Agree [Than Disagree [Sure| Than Agrce |DiSagree |Responsa
o 1. I'm reading better this year ,
- than I did last year. 49% 35% 11% 2% 2% 1%
A >~
2.% Being in a 6TAR class has
helped me do better in my 39% . 28% 21% Y- 2% 4% 1%
regular classes. e
3. Going to the STAR class - \Q -
helped me learn to read 49% 25% 14% 7% 4% 1%
PR better. ' .
\
4.° I'm glad I'm in a STAR .
= N T v
: S. 1'd like to be in a STAR R i
Class next year. 42% 4% | |18 6 204 --
. M ” v '
L4
" 6. During the first cemester L
of this school year, 1 4% | * 33y 12% 10% 13% 1%
liked going to my STAR class. - ‘ , .
7. Students who aren't in the . - A ) ) -
- STAR classes wish that- they 32% UL LR LY 4 15% 13
. were in them, ’
. 8. I'think thd STaR classes . . .
“should be in our school 58% 19% 10% n 8% 1%
. " next yegr, N . - N .
9. The teacher: in my STAR C A ) ‘
, Class did a good job in 63% 19% 7% ki L 1%
teaching me how to read. ' aye
T10. During the sedhnd seméster "
of this school year, I liked | 47% 238 12% 5% 108 ( 3
“going to my STAR élgss. . '

—

*Administered to students in May, 1981.
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\ PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT

1980-81 Title I Evaluation

« PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW . | : SLS

> . -

; . o .
The purpose of PAP (Pupil, Adjustment Project) is to develop ba;ic
" social and academic skills among kindergarten pupils exhibiting special needs
- (but pot identified as LD or EMR). PAP features supplementary instruction .
based- qn 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. 4

~

-3

~ )
PAP services are provided- in three formats/intensities._ Children
. enrolled in a Comprehensive Center class of 10-12 children are transported .
from and to home daily; they spend the entire school day at‘“this Center.. -
Other children are transported from their home-schools to one of the Adjust-
« ment Centers where, in a group of 10-15 children from several schools, they
réceive approximately two hours of supplementary instruction in the morning Py
or afternoon; they spend the remainder of the day with their home-school
kindergarten class (of 32 children, on the average). Still other children
~ are served at their home schools by a PAP Traveling Teacher, who works_with
thems-individually or in a small group--on a "pull out" basis, for about an .
hour three times a week. . ) : ' : -

SERVICE SUMMARY ' ' : L

' 4 ' . ’
Pupils Served: 181. Grade Served: Kdg. Years in Operation: 13
) ' ) . R

1 Soci#al Worker, FT

- Schoois? 147 *;€Staffing:
- public ‘

A 1 Consultant Teacher: . 12 Teachers--7 FT, 5 PT-
(See Appendix A.), Project Manager, FT. - 11 Educational Aides, FT
‘ 2 Psychologistsy, PT- 1 Clerk, FT
. . 2 Speech Therapists, FT .6 Drivers--5 FT, 1 PT
Total Title I Expenditures:. $624,613 Per Pupil Gost: $3,451*
< . . 4 ]
- > SUMMARY OF FINDINGS : P :

2

N .

During 1980-81,~the Pupil Adjustment Project successfully c6mp1etéd
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 mathematics. Teachers' pre-post ratings of children's social competency re- .° *°
flected growth¥at expected levels in all“areas: self-sufficiency, emotional
maturity, social skills and self-concept. * \

. !
3 * -
2 —

« * The ﬁer-pupil cost represegks,only Title I expenditures; which were in
addition to general fund support. . ] A .
' ~-197-

b oo ¥ 202

'




- OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES : . ' .
. , - £ o

: Process Objective 1: For the self-contained Comprehensive Centers,
placement of the majority of 4-to-6-year-old chlldren will be made on,
or before November 1, 1980, but placement may occur later as chlldren
are 1dent1f1ed and space is available.

=
Outcome: This objective was attained..‘Project\records submitted to

the evaluator 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 tlme durlng the year,
) as spec1a1 identification procedures are completed and need - arlses
»
Outcome: This objective was attained. Project records submitted to
the evaluator reflected admission of children to Adjustment Centers
from November through May and assignment of puplls to Traveling
Teachérs from November through April.

L4

éggocess ObJectlve 3: Criteria for acceptlng pupils from regular Early’
Childhood Education classes into Adjustment Centers and for returning
these same children to their respective regular classes--developed and
‘piloted during the 1978-79 school year--will_be re-evaluated.

- . Outcome: Literally, tRis objective was not attained (although the
intended goel was reached). .

, . The "criteria," strictly speaking, for gﬁx PAP placement are estab-

- - lished according to Title I regulations and so stated in the pro-

' posal. Beyond ;these ggneral requirements for eligibility, the pro-
spective PAP child exhibits ®ne or more of the followlng lags in
perceptual-motor development; <language delays/communlcatlons prob- °
lems; social/emotiona}l immaturity; poor comprehension; retention y

- problems? Referrals to PAP are most frequently initiated by the
child's (preikindeérgarten) teacher. Placement priority is offered

: ‘ to children exh1b1t1ng the greatest need. . -

The propedures for referral of a child to PAP have been refined and
c}early specified. Parents and all sehool personnel involved with

the child (teacher, principal, nurse, sdcial worker, speech

therapist, psychologist) pravided input, on the‘basis of which.these

‘school personnel, as a team, formulated the recommendation shared

with the ‘child's parents. Placement recommendatlons were made on

the basis of each child's need (but were affected by the realities
of geography, available space, transportation and parental consent).

. The referral procedurés (rather than established crfteria) were
re-evaluated on an ongoing basis by p{OJect staff and all others

N involved.
/ -

Teachers records submitted to tﬁé evaluator indicated that at
least six Adjustment Center pupils were reassigned by téam recom-
mendation/parental dec1sxon during the school year--four to

-

l\) ) . -198- . .
ERIC - T
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Process Objective 3 - (continued)

v
~

anether Adjustment Center, one to a Compreheﬁ51ve Center and
another to regular kindergarten (with ong01ng assistance from
a Traveling Teacher). . é ‘

r
‘

Process Objective 4: Project and regular classroom teachers will be
inveived im planning and developlng an instructional program which will
' respend to the needs of childrem in the following areas:

- communication skills adequate for listening to. and expre551ng
feellngs, needs and 1deas,

- sensory- -motor 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, ’
Qutcome: This objeetive was attained during 1980-81. The manager's
reports and other project documents provided evidence that procedures
were implemented to facilitate formal--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 school year had been very
helpful. . -

Regular teachers and other non-project school staff were involved
on an ongoing basis with PAP Adjustment Center and Tra¥eling
Teachers, relevant to children's: needs/progress and coordination
of instruction.

. In November, February and May, arrangements for class cverage 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- «
opment will be conducted in groups--and, as indicated » individually--

to facilitate attainment of project goals. ,Sessions wild deal with

such topics as:

- individualizing the idstructional plan based on assessed needs;
- systematically observing and recording child behavior;

' -199-

204




>

Process Objective 5 - (continued)
/ v .

T

- cognitive mapping; . . .

- developing curricunlum 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-scheduled 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 wasf%rovided
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) of 8. ¥

Application of inservice "topics" to instruction of indiv1dua1
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 w111 be prov1ded to PAP as a service
of PEEC replication program.

’ - Techniques and findings will be shared in dissemination sessions
‘ with the total project staff. N

OQutcome: This obJective was not attained during 1980-81. It was not
possible for PAP staff to travel to the University or for PEEC person-
? nel to provide inservice in cfevetand this year. Staff did, however,
' continue to disseminate ideas and techniques developed by/w1th PEEC
, over the past several years. ,
Process Objective 7: 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.

. -200- 205
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Process dojective 7 - (coBtinuod)

Outcome: This objective was attained. The manager's reports and
other proJect records 'documented the regular scheduling of team
meetlngs, 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 meetifigs at Adjustment Centers took place the first week
of November, 1980. In late January 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 of
meetings, team members reassessed each pupil's progress and formu-
lated for each a placement recommendation for the fall of 1981’

-
ke G

Process Objective 8: Involvement of parents with the learning experi-
ences of their children- will be continued through

- scheduling perlodlc parent-group meetlngs and parent educatlonaf'
programs; .

-

dissemination of information through The Bridge (newsletter for
parents of children in Early Childhood Educgtion);

encouragement of parent conferences and meetings with staff;
L - N

promotion of parent visits to the Parent Resource Center as well
as, the classroom, ,
1ntegratlon of parents oplnlons and suggestions 1nto program
operations, whenever possible. ¢

Outcome: This objective was attained. Project reports and other
documents indicated extensive efforts to increase/improve parent
invelvement.

-

The project manager reported a total of 56 presentations to parent

groups. These included an opening parent-meeting at each Comprehen-

sive Centey in mid- October and’at.each Adjustment Center early in

November. PAP staff, along with other Early Childhood program per-

sonnél; ,provided several citywide parent -education programs, such

as the follow1n§ " b
Ty ) ’ . )

On November .13, 1980, 127 Early Childhood parents (four with .

children in PAP) reptesenting 53 schools met to learn about the

projects and to plah, parent programs for the year.

On January 29, lgﬁi,projéct parents were among participants in
‘< an Early Cﬁlldhood citywide program, "What [?uyahoga Counti]
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

-201-
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Process Objective 8 - (continued)

. \ P » J
secondary schools grouped for desegregation) during February, 1981. ¢

Seven such workshops were held, one in each cluster.
- N @

On April 8, 1981, Miss Earnestine Simmons, Head of Children's Ser-
vices, East Cleveland Public Library, was featured at the fifth
annual Early Childhood parent reading readiness workshop held at
" the (Main) Cleveland Piblic Library. Five project parents were
among those l&arning "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 matters/;ﬁénn:i;"-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 ¢hrough play, v151ts to parks, trips to
museums; etc.

Prtrahe. Y e . O

»

Parents were encouraged to visit centers and meet with staff through- - 1
out the year, following the opening parent-meetings mentioned above.

Supportive staff (speech tﬁeraplsts, psychologists, so&ial worker) re-

ported 1,505 parent conferences (more than eight per child) plus 318 '
home visits (averaging almost two per pupil). .Although no count of f
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, teache agdhad conferred w1th the parent(s) of each PAP pupil
about the recommen 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 Sharlng--l 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. '~

e

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

-262-20 7 .
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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--
; November for Pre-K and K, used with pre- and post-scores; respectively)
i (! 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 unit.

Results were analyzed separately for pupils enrolled at Comprehensive
Centers (N = 53), attending Adjustment Centers (N = 58) and served by
A-Traveling Teacher (N = 27). Findings in tabular form have been in-
cluded as Appendix B. v
At Comprehensive Centers, the mean gain in Language was 14.6 NCE
- units; in Mathematics, the mean gain was 7.3 NCE units, These re-
flected movement from approximately 34 %-ile to 62 %-ile in Lan-
©. guage,, 31 %-ile to 44 %-ile in Mathematics--based on the norms -
mentioned above. .t

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--spending the other
. half-day with their home-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 %-ile -on-both pre-
and post-test. ) . .
. Children served 4t least nine weeks by a Traveling Teacher showed a
mean gain of 6.5 NCE units in Language, moving from approximately -
R 36 %-ile to 47 %-ile--based on the norms described earlier. Their
relative standing in Mathematics declined gggm approximately 42
%-ile to 27 %-ile. N

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.

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)

.‘ - N '203- 4 ’ ﬁ
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Performance Objective 2 - (continued)

(N ) . .
v 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
inc}uded S Appendix C. Although the average gains in social skills
and self-concept 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 impgortance 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-time 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 schodl staff and 9.4 agency contacts per

week--pertinent to PAP children. - . ‘

: ¢

All children in the project were screened for speech eand/or hearing

deficiencies. The speech therapists logged approximately 37 diagnos-

tic testihg/therapy sessions per week and, throughout the year, made
o 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. ‘ :
Lo . The social worker logged an average of 35.7- classroom observations of

» children per week. - . '
N

[ty

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 persorinel 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 childréq‘(49.4%) was first grade, a
slightly larger percentage than the preceding yeaf (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)

-

% .
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'IUWtr 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
IT- (Form P) were administered citywide to all kindergarten children
(including almost all PAP pupils) 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 1dent1ca1 to
the 1979-80 mean of 46.4 (for 37 ch11dren 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 medn raw score was 12.7 (approx1mate1y 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 elghtéérocess objectives were at-
tained, and these were the ObJeCtlveS most diredtly affecting services to
'part1c1pat1ng chlldren 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, gains_in all four factors
of social competency were satlstlcally 51gn1f1can§ at levels exceedlng that
proposed ' :

-]

——

*
" On the basis of the flndlngs reported above and observations of pro-
_ ject operatlons over the years, it is recommended that:

/

. , the Drocess objectives for PAP be 51mp11f1ed and restated in more
measurable terms;

L4
¢ <

the Metropolitan Readiness Tests, Level I be.piloted‘as a pre-test--to
‘ -205- '
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CONCLUSIONS - (continued)

be utilized whth results of the MRT, Level Il 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

Comprehensive-Centers be explored; o
Z .

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.




APPENDIX A

PUPIL ADJUSTMENT- PROJECT

Schools Served 1980-1981
\ ] ‘

AN

N\ ﬁ
. * .
Alfred A. Benesch ’ Louis Pasteur “
Anthony Wayne ‘ Margaret A. Ireland (A)
Ariton Grdina Marion-Sterling
Benjamin Franklin Mary B. Martin \_
Bolton . Mary M. Bethune

Buckeye-Woodland Miles Standish
,Capt. Arthur Roth Mount Auburn

Case CoL . Mount Pleasant
Chaxles H. Lake (C*) Orchard (A)
Charles Orr Paul L. Dunbar (C)

Chester‘field Paul Revere (A)
Clark Robert Fulton
Corlett , Scranton

Daniel E. Morgan Stephen E. Howe
Denison ) Tremont .

Dike Union (C) .
East Clark . . Wade Park
East Madison Walton (C)
Geo. W. Carver (C;A*) - : Watterson-Lake
Giddings - Waverly

- .

Harvey Rice - ‘ Willow -
Hazeldell: Woodland Hills
Iowa-Maple (A) .
Kenneth' W. Clement

Kentucky p

EY
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APPENDIX B
( PUPIL ADJUSTMENT PROJECT: 4980-1981 . LN

PRE-POST RESULTS: TOBE LANGUAGE/MATHEMATICS

PRE-TEST* * POST-TEST* .
v o MEAN
Mean Approx. Mean Approx, NCE
N NCE - %-ile . NCE %-ile °  CHANGE
}.l . o
LANGUAGE ' '
Comprehensive 53  42.1 34 56.7 . 62 +14.6%*
Centers . ) o
. Adjustment 58 42.6 36 55.9 . 59 +13554+
Centers# ’
1 ) ’
>Traveling \ 27 _ 42.3 36 48.8 47 # 6.5
Teachers# ~ ‘ . ) s o
. . *
I s i . Voo
MATHEMATICS '
Comprehensive 53 . 39.9 31 47.2 44 + 7.3
Centers: ' K
Adjustment - 58 49.1 48 *  48.7 48 - 4
] Centers# .
Traveling © 27 45.9 42 - \37.1 27 - 8.8
- Teachers# o ‘ i
-« ’ . \v s

E4

*National norms were utilized: Pre-K for pre-tesfs and K for post~tests.

. **The proposed mean gain (at least 4 NCE's) was attained.

#Results were analyzed only for children enrolled for at. 1east nine weeks
(ngormance Objective 1) . Y

21‘? 4/
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APPENDIX C

. . .
PUPIL.ADJUSTMENT pROJEd%: 1978-198253

COMPREHENSIVE CENTER

-

PRE-POST RESUﬁTS: LE%JNE-ELZEY;PRESCHOOL'SOCIAL COMPETENCY SCALE

-»

FACTOR

Y -

' PRE- *  PpOST-
Mean SD Mean

MEAN

SD . GAIN

Self-Sufficiency(13)*

' 1980-81/
"1979-80

1978-79

Emotional Maturity(9)

1980-81

1979-80

-

1978-79

" Social Skills(10)_

~
N
> |

1980-81
I639-80—-'

" 1978-79

Self—concept(l)

[
1980-81

" 1979-80

7
43

LY

47

59
43

197%:?% 47

-

*Number in parentheses, indicates the

~——

-

¥

2.33 .67

54

- 2.38° .86

¥

2.11

2.32
1.93

*2.19 "

-

2.24
2.14

2.04
w

numbér of items scored in

-209-

<14

. 9.47

12.42  p<.001
p<.001

6.41 pc.001

-~

11.42 p.001
9.45 p<.001

5.22~ p4001

the factgr:
A
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READING IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

1980-8 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
problems. The, Reading Improvement Program component ppovides individual-
ized instruction tO& primary pupils (Grades 1-3),who are functioning at
ythe 33rd percentile or,below on stapdardized’tests of Reading or Readi-
ness. Program instruction supplemerfs regular reading instruction with

' 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®with
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™ant serves approximately seven groups representing a maximum
total of 42 students per day. _

j

SERVICE SUMMARY
.

B N e
P

\Pupils Served: 2,615 Grades Served: 1-3 - Years in Operation: 15.5

Schools: Sl public staffing: 1 Educational Program Manager, P.T.
. 2C€noois , otarling
~~ . _7 Non-public 3 Asgistant Program Managers, F.T.
58 Total 49 Coiﬁultapt Teachers, F.T.
- ' S e 1 Clerk, F.T.
(For complete listing 2 Teacher Assistants, F.T.
p
see Appendix) . - -

Total Title I Expenditures: $1,645,630 Per Pupil Cost& $629
7 - &

<
SOFMARY OF FINDINGS .

The Reading Improvement PrdJect was.effective in helping pupils
with reading problems at grades 1-3. Product objectives were attained,
Program participants at grades 2-3 exceeded the pre-post criterion gain
of four NCE units on CTBS Reading Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests.
ParticiEZnts at these grades demonstrated growth beyond expectancy-over

' time as initial reading performance (15th - 20th percentile ranks) ‘improved

(24th - ¥nd percentile ranks). First grade participants were functioning
at 41-46 NCE units-at year end._ Reports of school staff and parents indicated
favorable opinions about the project, and regular classroom teachers con-
sistently rated highly the udefulness 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.

| ‘ ¢

L] .
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES LT , ' SO
‘-f\ . 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
e standardized reading tests. .
. Outcome: Objéﬁtive 1 was attained. -Pre-post performance of 4 .
¢/ sample of Grade 2 (N=103) and Grade 3 (N=155) participants. re-
vealed a significant gain (p <.001), \exceeding the criterion qof
4 NCE units on CTBS Vocabulary and Comprehensive subtests (Table 1).
’ ~ ’ " e 'e
v . - ‘ .
[ -4
. . TABLE 1
PRE-POST MEAN NCE SCORES ON CTBS READING
r—‘. ) - b4 .
e : . : nd |
7 . ;
8 GTBS ‘ Grade 2 - Grade 3 -
Reading .
" ﬁre-* Post* Gai? .t Pte-* Post* Gain t
\F~
3
. Vocabularzﬁpa#ZQ.So 39.62 10.12 7.08+ 31.91 37.08 5.17 4.02+
/ ‘ 17 (32) : 20)  (27)
\ ( : - “ . N
. Comprehen- 28.75—37.12 8.37 4.10+ .28.19 35.38 .7.19 5481+
\ sion (16) 6) (15) ° (24)
Vg

* No. inside parenthesis under the mean scores represent correspond-
’ ing percentile ranks —— !

~ '

¢ + p<.001 . , wo

2

. For Grade 2, participants, observed pie-post gains for Reading’
Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests were estimated to be at
10.12 and 8.\7 NCE units. ‘Observed pre-post gain for Grade 3
participants {for the same measures were slightly lower: 5.17 and
7.12 NCE units for Reading Vocabulé&y 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 $0th per-
centile improved over time as performance at 24th to 37th per- .
centile was noted at the end of the school year. ~

-~ ' . ) . .
e .

} : <17 R
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Performance of'a sample of Grade 1 participants on CTBS

Reading (C) Letter Sounds, Word Recognition 1, Comprehensive
Passages, and Word Recognltlon 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_Z
MEAN SCORES IN NCE UNITS OF FIRST GRADE PARTICIPANTS BY SUBTEST
” N

CTBS Reading Subtest Percen-  |Range in
tile Rank [NCE units

Lette? Sounds o . . 31 1-68

Word Recognition x\g _ . . 39 1-80
Comprehension Passages ‘ . 39 1-81

Word Recognition II . 16. 42 7-81

.

Objective 2: Classroom teachers will report observable improve-
ment in the reading performance of 50% of a sample of participants.

Qutcome: ObJectlve 2 was attained. Questionnaire responses
of 84 classroom teachers indicated that almost all of the
participants demonstrated observable improvement in reading
performance:

- improved in group work
completed reading assignments

showed more independence.in reading study skills

0
-

showéd more confidence in his ability to read

70% demonstrated the ability to handle reading
materials for his/her grade level 50% of the time.

3
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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).

t

‘TABLE 3

- PERCENT DISTRIBUTION OF PARTICIPANTS FUNCTIONING

Reading Skill - Class Rank

. . ‘Top,60% Lower 40%\\

) Recognizing consonanu/sounds 50% . 50%

Recognizing vowel sounds . 58% 42%

Identifying sight words 50% i . 50%

Pronouncing words at grade level 54% . 46%

Finding maiq ideas 53% A47%

Following sequence 68% 32%
Understanding of words from context 60% 40% \

Recognizing sta;ed details ‘ 66% i 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.

. Qutcome: 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- 4
spondents called for the continuity and maiptenance 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.

: 219
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j/*) Rating - N %

Eﬁfremely»Us;fulk , 27 3
.. 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 indicated that over 50% supported
children's involvement with the program as noted below:

2 ° R

Approximately 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, only 38% (N=26) had actually
observed their child in his/her classrcom during-the
school year, with number of observations ranging from

v .

one to three.

+ ~Approximately 75% (N=52) reported that the project has
been very helfful in improving-reading skills of parti-
cipants. L

:Approximatelx 87% (N=60) reported that their children
were reading more books at home while 61% (N=42) reported

that the{r children (youngsters) horrowed more books from
. the library this yeér. . '

Information regarding the program participation of
children came from a variety of sources:

= ) Letters . 46% ‘;,
) * Children 36%
£ Teacher's Calls 12%
‘ t' ’ ' : . ,. ¥

{




ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

-

, . Principals' (N=25) impressions about the program effect on
participants were very p051t1ve Overall rating Qf’ffogram
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 4%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 Prograi.

.- . Analysis of pre-post test performance of participants
’ at Grades 2-3 revealed marked var1ab111ty in change scores

for Vocabulary and Comprehension subtests.
[N

©

- At Grade 2, Vocabulary change scores ranged from

61 to=21 NCE units. Mean Vocabulary gain was €stimated at
10.12 with a standard deviatjon 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 of.15.20. 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. -

Degrees of association between pre and post performance on Vocabu-
lary and Comprehension subtests were low at each grade level. Simi-

larly corgelatlons between change scores of Reading Vocabulary and
Comprehension subtests were low.

221 . :
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CONCLUSIONS ) ,

The 1980-1981 Reading Improvement Program was successful
based. on attaiament of its four objectives. Coordination of project
efforts with classroom teachers and with staff of other similar reading
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 fr8m 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 ag duration of project participation, attendance,
consultant, etc. Global assessment or project participants'
performance without cpnsidering};hese variables seems incom-
plete. -

2. Classroom observation of consultdnts should be re-instituted
to determine if differences in delivery of services (if any)
have ahy- measurable~impact on performance. The marked varia-
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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READING STRATEGY PROJECT
1980 Title I Evaluation

AN

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

»

ghe 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: Grades Served: * 4-6 public Years in Operation: 7%
4-8 non-pubdic

5,880 public

396 non-public Staffing: 1 Project Manager, FT ‘ (
6,276 total 1 Assistant Project Manager, PT
< 9 Consultant Teachers, FT
Schools: 51 public 88 Reading Strategy Teachers, FT
10 non-public . , 1 Psychologist, PT
61 total 2 Clerks, FT
. . ‘ 1 Parent Education Counselor, FT
(List of schools in 1 Educational Aide
Appendix A) J: 1 Staff Aide
Total Title I Expendittwes:. 2,339,434 Per Pupil Cost: $373
- : 7
- SUMMARY OF FINDINGS
. . : . . 1
On a program wide basis (grades 4 to §) the available data showed /

that the Title I treatment group of students enhanced their average reading
comprehension score significantly more than would have been expected under y
non-Title I treatment, and that th{s gain exceeded the project objective.
However, thgre remi#in questions to be answered concerning: A. the advisability
of having two distinct and alternate 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
generalizing the data based conclusions to.the program as a whole. Randomly
selected partidipating pupils showed significant improvement in two out of
. five reading attitude subscales. Eighty-three percent (133 of 161) of the
- teathers responding to a survey, reported changes had occurred in their R
insruktional procedures®through the use of 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 include changes in the program selection criterion, an 3
additi®n 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 regding comprehension, and continuing reassessment
of the relative effectiveness of the Multi-Modality component when compared
tp the regular Réading Strategy program. :
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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.

-

public schgols were selected for Reading Strategy services based

on greatest need. All but one of the Cleveland City Schools . o
elemggtary schools met the poverty index criterion for: 1980-81,

and so a@l 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

Qutcome: This objective was achieved. Fifty public-and ten non- 1

Process Objective 2: . Nine Reading Consultants wirﬁ be assigned to v ‘
public and non-public schools, each one to serve a cluster of ‘schools,

t//g&SISt Reading. Sqi;tegy Teachers and Parents.

Qutcome : This objéctive was largely achieved. Seven Reading Con- ‘
sultants were assigned to public schools and one to non-public
schools. ' The assignment of schools to consultants 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 assisted‘Reading
Strategy Teachers (materials, supplies, teaching techniques; etc.)
and gave assistance in making arrangements for consultation services®
- to parents,*as well as participat@d 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. .

> ~ >
OQutcome: This objective was achieved. City-wide test data was
used to identify those students scoring at or below the thirty- s
third percentile on either the|CTBS or SDRT. In' some cades, court “ g
ordered racial balance required that. some students be placed in
ho achieved gbove thirty-third percentile on the
pre-test. Howevery, the studeént placed for racial balance were
not included in the data analysgs !

Process Objective 4: A diagnostic - prescriptive plan will be

generated. for each pupil eligible for service.
A

Outcome: This objective was achieved. Each identified-partici-
pantTs results of all subtests in the SDRT werec°reviewed. A plan
was geperated 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 (CI1SSS) and item analysis are-used
to plan lessons for pupils, in®grade 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 #reas of
identified student weakness. - . -
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’ participated.

S ( : N
. Product Objective 1: Participatihg 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 segtion, Test 1 administered in Aprid of "1980-
and Test 2 in April of 1981.  , - .

- Outcome: Objective 1 was obtained. on’a program-wid basis, this
*  objective was obtained. However, there were distinct differences
bétween grades. . , N .
To-assess progress toward the attainment of the objective, the %
test performance of students served by the project was compared
.-with an estimate of what their test performance would have been
if they had not participated. This "expected" level of perfor-
mance was obtained by ‘conducting a regression analysis on the
test scores of a comparison group of students who scored above
42 NCE units on the CTBS pre-test who were not served by the pro-
. ject, and Reading Strategy®students who scored less than 42 NCE
units on the pre-test. This analysis made it posgible to predict.

Reading Strategy students' performance on t:;aigféig, 1981
administration of the CTBS from their performaftes on the Spring,
1980 administration of CTBS. ~ Their actual scores onsthe Spring,
1981 CTBS were then compared with their expected scores to deter-
mine if participation in the project had raised Their performance
above the level that would have been expected.if they had not. .,

. Outcomg; Grade-4

. Matched scores (NCE units) available for a sample of grade four.

. participants in 4he Title I Reading Strategy project and a com--
parison group (using CTBS Spring, 1980/CTBS Spring, 1981) yielded
thg following data. ‘ - , B

% /
e ¢ - T . .
- Grade 4 3 - :
' ’ \
. 1980 - 1981
¢ < e’ r ;
Mean Score (NCE)
Test 1 Test 2
‘ Groug//////’]i 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

£

[N




The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave the following resglts 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

L4

4 27.05 31.96 +4.91 10.81** 1077 535

—~

**p £ .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 4.91 NCE units
between the observed and predicted 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.)

Qutcome: Grade S

Matched scores (NCE units) available for a sample of grade five
participants in the Title I Reading Strategy project and a com-
parison group (using CTBS/CTBS) yielded the following data.

w

// .

L ©o Grade 5§ -

. 1980 - 1981

* Mean Scorg (NCE)

Test 1 . Test 2°
Group N CTBS-80* CTBS-81**
Served 1100  28.26 34.22
. ’ Y
Comparison 2371 56.99 .44 R
*Level 2, Form S, administered in’grade 4. * .

**Level 2, Form T, administered in grade S. -

.
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A

The application of regre551on analysis (Model C) to these data
gave the-following results in NCE units for the served group.

/

N -
. — _  Effect of Total N With Min.
Grade Predicted X Observed X  Program t N Gain of 4 NCE

’

5 } 28.13 34.22 +6.09  13.70** 1100 614

**p L .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 analysis.)

P

(

* A Reading Strategy subcomponent of gmuiltiple teaching/learning
modules existed in the Title I Reading Strategy program at grade 5
only. Matched scores (NCE units) available for t Multi-Modality
participants and a comparison group yielded the following data.

.

Multi-Modality
(Existed Only in Grade %)

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"
‘ N

*Level 2, Form S, administered in grad;\\K\;;///,
**Level 2, Form T, administered in grade 5. :




" The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data

R gave the following results in NCE units for the served group.
- N ! /
i _ Effect’of Total N With Min.
Grade. Predicted X Observed X Program t N Gain of 4 NCE
[ 7 '
" s 28.19  32.65 +4.46  2.70** 89 . 44
. ‘ (Multi-Modality) % .

**p £ .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 scorg exceeded the criterion set by the
. objective. Since a difference of at least 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 for grade 5, it is apparent that the regular Title I
students do better than the Multi-Modality students by more than an
extra orne third of the average NCE gain score (4.46 compared to 6.09,
for 2 net difference OFf 1.63 NCE in ?ﬁzor of the regular Title I
A students). ‘ . )

LI -
. Outcome: Grade 6 ~ \

— . Matched scores (NCE units) ava\lable for a sample of grade six N
participants in the Title I Reading Strategy project, and a com-

¥ , parison group (using CTB3/CTBS) yielded the following data.
‘ -
. { <
. ¢;9 Grade 6 ”
' 1980 - 1981

Mean Score (NQ;)

. Test 1 Test 2
™ Group N -CTBS-80* CTBS-81**
- e . Served 447 27.73  -'35.3%
& Comparison 2443 -  54.15 55.08
& -
*Level 2, Form T, administered in grade 5.
}. **Level 2, Form S, administered in grade 6.
* . ¢
) ) ,
\
228- 230 \
Q

ERIC - S




N PRGN ——— -

»

The application of regression analysis (Model C) to these data
gave ‘the following results in NCE units for the served group.

Tj ( 7
_ _ Effect of . Total N With Min,
Grade Predicted X Observed X Program - t N Gain of 4 NCE
6 33.42 35.38 +1.96 3.40** 447 195
**p £.01 7

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 +for 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.

Qutcome: Objective 2 was probably attained in part. An estab-
lished instrument for measuring reading attitudeg ('A Survey of
Reading Attitudes', by Walbrown, Brown and Engin,®1977) was
adapted to meet local program needs (See Appendix C). This
condensed and adaptéd 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
g% 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. fHowever, the factor analySis based subscales clearly

) indicate change. .« - -

. reading attitude, was converted so that the least positive s 3

. attitude response on a five point scale had a value of one and

‘the most positive attitude response had a value of five. .For

each pupil, the values of all individual item resppnses were °
averaged for each subscale arid 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.

Each item in each subscale, as Jéll as in tﬁk\total scale of

) AN
~ . 2
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- //,__/ ’\‘
“ T »~ M
! * 'Reading Attitude Scores . .,
_ 1980-81
<4 Scalé/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 3,281 1.07 2.43%*
5 Reading As Direct Reinforce- e
ment . ¢ - _ 3.97| .85 3.80| .95 =2.,54%*
i Reading as Enjoyment , 3.44| .97 || 3.21 1.04 -3.29%
Reading, Group il 4.20] .75 || 4.05| .85 || -2.77*
{/‘ Total Scale ) M 3.60] .60 3.56] .67 .68
- . : -
“tp < .01 , ,
.o . *™p g .05 . - .
’ ’ Significant improvements (p £.05) in both Reading Anxiety and
. Expressed Reading Difficulty subscales occurred between pre- and
- :‘ post-tests. It might reasonably be argued that these are direct

e > . positive program effects. Increased comfort with reading seems
. ‘ to have occurred., . ’
. Each of the three remaining subscales (Reading ag Direct Rein-
) , forcement, Reading as Enjoyment,.-and the Redaipg 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 t¢ 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. , £eoa ,
. It would bg desirable if a comparison group of otherwise com- -
parable non-Title I pupils could take this attitude scale, also.
] . Comparing the post-test attitude scores of the comparison group
. " with those of the-Title 1 treatment group (while computationally
controliing for the effects of difivring pre-test scores, if that
is the case) would assiet -in more confidently concluding whether
* . the changes in treatment group attitudes are due to the unique
program treatment or are simply due to, the passage of the school
* ° - year,-or other:such extraneous causes. \

. 9
. . LA . 2,’
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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 selection-of pupils for the reading skills
reinforcement.

(See Appendix D for. 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 patrticipants in 37 schools. Ninety-two
peréent of the sampled parents (N=239) reported satisfaction with
their child's reading improvement.

\

(See Appendix E fof summary of Parents Survey.)




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 (regressiop model) results wére com-
pared to results obtained using Model A (pre- t® post-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 proge-
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 or greater
statistical detail). Third, the same Model C regression analysis done using
the CTBS vocabulary subtest yielded very glifferent results than it did with
the CTBS comprehension subtest scores. (See 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).xho 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 _the SDRT
has been used as the second of these alternate selectors to
give pupils an additional chance at meeting selection criteria
and thereby reéeiving 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. L

¢
Throughout the past several years involving court ordered ..
desegregation, the Reading Strategy program has been subjected
to numerous and unexpected staff changes, frequently resulting
in personnel being placed into the Reading Strategy program
regardless of the approprieteness of their previous assignments,
expertise, or teaching performance record. . .

, ’ \7- ,
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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-
, 1ing Strategy serviced classrooms. )

- o

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 < .01) 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 criggria for program admission, B. the large rumber 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 (p.< -05)
in both Reading Anxiety and Expressed Reading Difficulty subscéles Qetween
pre- and post-testing; while a sigmificant attitude change in a negative
direction was found for the Reading as Direct Reinforcement, Reading as
Enjoyment, and the Reading Group subscales. ' Ejghty-three percént (133 of
161) of the classroom teachers responding to a survey reported.changes had
occurred in their instructional procedures through the use of 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. :
. i

— Recommendations are as follows:

. It is recommended that in the future one consistent measure or
operational definition be used as the criterion for program
qudlification (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. :
) -

-, »

. Seriously ‘consider exciuding from admission 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 averaiz' -- on either of ‘theestandardized
(

reading compréhension tests us
tion: 1If 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
more reflective than the SDRT of the pupil's real reading com-
prehension achievement, which is-likely well above average, -
It is much more likely that the pupil had an unreligble SDRT
testing than by chance alone guéssed Q}s/her way to the fiuch
higher CTBS score. Having a significant number of treatment

Lo
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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 .drawn..therefrom. e
. Attention should be given to the supplemental finding that
Reading Strategy students score approximately as much lower
7 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 4
apparent (time-on-task based) trade-off is the maximum possible
’  with 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 degth, followed by related
plans and subsequent<ction.

. 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

- b 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 larger 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

ﬁublic

A..J. Rickoff
Anthony Wayne
Artemus Ward
Benjamin Franklin
rooklawn

Buhrer

Case

Charles Lake
Chesterfield
Clark

Cranwood

Daniel E. Morgan
East Madison
Emile B. deSauze
Euclid Park

Porest Hill Parkway
Fullerton
Garfield

George W. Carver
Gordon °

Gracemount

H. W. Longfellow
Halle

Kenneth Clement
Kentucky x

Lafayette
Margaret Ireland
Marion Sterling
Mary B. Martin -
Mary Bethune

Memphis
McKinley
Miles Park
Milford

Mt. Pleasait

1980-81 School Year

~

Nathaniel Hawthorne
Oliver H. Perry
Orchard

Paul Revere

Robert Fulton

Stephen E. Howe
Sunbeam - -
Tremont

Union

Verda Brobst"

Wade Park

. - Nalton

Warner .
Watterson-Lake
William R. Ha;per

. ,Willow

;9
Non-Public

Blessed Sacrament

Holy Name

Holy Rosdry® .

Lutheran Memorial

Mt. Pleasant Catholic

.’ Qur Lady of Peace -

St. Paul Croatian
St. .Rocco

St.' Timoth

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 : ‘
\ ’ ) ’
: , Model A Model C ' '
(Pre-Post_Norm Referenced) (Sn;o>.la1 Regression) ' d
' Pretest]| Post Test| X NCE [| Expected| Observed | X NCE [Number Who Gain-| Comparison Group Based C o
Grade N CE X* | NCE X* Diffe-|| Post Post test| Diffe-|ed +7 (+4) NCE | Regression Line ;
* ¢ , rence | test_ \ NCE X* rence |pts. or More Pre/Post 1 " Y Inter- i
, NCE X ‘ (with N) Slope | cept -
4 »}({77 29.67 31.96 :;.29 ’ 27.05 31.96 1+4.91 455 (535) .50 (247? .88454 ) .80478- , "
5 1100 § 28.26 | 34.22 | +5.96 || 28.13 | 34.22 [+6.00 518 (614) .50 (2250)|.92598 | 1.96342
6 447 § 27.73 35.38 +7.65 33.42 35.38 1+1.96 145 (195). .50 (2345)].74268 |12.82754
A1l ) ‘ . . " A
& Grades 2624 § 28.75 [ 33.49 4.74 || 28.59 | 33.49 | 4.90 | 1118 (1344) 5
o . . ' ‘ ! ) %
' £ -
¢ - : T
' . ' 4:_ » § - ‘ LA
. 4
- . o 1
[ 4
- | o o
Number of Par{:icipants Omitted from Growth Data Because of: ' ) ‘
: . Missing pretest or post test (Includes entire group of 396 nonpublic students) 979. ) .
. Insufficient time in project . . 1836 . - ,
. . Pretest score used for regression was above 42 NCE . 837 . & - . o4
-Total Number of Participants Omitted from growth Data ‘ L 3652 - ) S :
. ) . - ‘ ' . LV . |
~ W "I
“ !
> v ® . L
! y , S |
o *The nationally normed NCE scoring units for the Comprehensive Test of Basic Skills were used. « 239 |
. i

238 ; , S :
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Compar{soh 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

v
4

Model A . Model C i
Pre-Post Norm Referenced (Special Regression) . . -

Pretest| Post Test]| X NCE || Expected| Observed | X NCE [Number Who Gain-| Comparison®Group Based

INCE X* | NCE X* Diffe-| Post Post test| Diffe-{ed +7 (+4) NCE Regression Line

rence || test NCE X* rence |pts. or More Pre/Post 1| Y Inter-

o~ NCE X (with N)~ | Slope | cept

.-

914 +7.33 38.58 | 37.36 |-1.22 467 (548) .43 (2436)} .67148 18.40942
796 +2.51 36.26 32.91 '|-3.35- 270 (463) .53 (2601)! .85428 2.36491 .

430 +5.64 42.86 34.%9 -8.17" 214 (277) .45 (2034)}.62329| 21.52155.

E- 2

All . —
Grades 2156 . +5.16 38.29 34.91 |-3.38 951 (1288)

(P,3u0d) g XIANddV

‘h

Z

-

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

*

240

\ 9

4 . \

 *The nationally normed NCE scoring units fo; the Comprehegsivefﬂbst o6f Basic Sktil§ were
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APPENDIX C

Condensed, Revised and Adapted Version of
A SURVEY OF READING ATTITUDES
¥ Intermediate Level: Form A
J(Third Experimental Edition, 1977)

Wallbrown, Brown and Engin .

~ DO NOT MAKE ANY MARKS ON THIS SIDE OR THE RACK
- UNTIL THE DIRECTIONS ARE COMPLETED

DIRECTIONS

" i1 in your name in the spaces provided below. Do not make-any
marks in the box below it. Your tEacher will complete the items in the box.
Now we.will read the airections alopd for you. . )

The stat ts in this booklet are concerned with the way you feel.
about resding. 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 ple would disagree because they enjoy math more than

.

' zesding. Probably some\gther students would not be sure about how to ahswer

because they like both ¢ and math. So, you can see thers are no right
or wrong answers. The t thing is to mark the answer thac shows how
you really feel or what your opinion is.

1 will read each statement aloud while you read it silently from
the page. After each statement has been read, you are to decids how you feel
about it and then circle the choice which tells how yqu fesl. Circle A go'show
that you agree with a 3tatement. Circle B if you are 'not sure how you feel about
a statement. Circle C show that you disagree with a statement. Do not use
2 pen. Use a soft-lead pencil (#2 or less). Erase completely any answer you
wish to change. - '

Plezse be sure-that you mark the answers which Show how you really
fn{r\ather than the way I want you to mark them. The letters and what they
stand for are written at the top of the question page (reverse side of this page).

1

S

LAST NAME '  FIRST NME RS
LTI TTITTT) TJJH_JQ)

(56-45) ) (47-53) ’ {

.o B DO NOT MARK IN BOX'BELOW Y }

‘BATE ATTITUDE SURVEY GIVEN: . %.E(‘;l;‘-.m
: ‘ - -1)

198031 TOTAL DAYS ABSENT (Excused and Unexcused) BY QUARTER:

STUDENT 1.D. NO. - SEX GRADE SCHCOL

RACE .
%’JJ! ! \} L Q)A Q» ([73—3'] 5:7;;]]] - N

I

MONTH . DAY  YEAR

“

S %m m | . ‘

15[;;;)' m[(;l;l ml;l-'_ll ‘ magl;bl) |

»

VOCABULARY - COMPREHENSION

PALL 1980 SD NCE: )
40-41) | 43-43)

SPRING 1980 CTBS NCE: [;;[;1 -
‘ . (43-39)

TN SJz (12/1/80)

238- 242

2




10. Ne learn lots of interesting things in our reading group.

11.. 1 enjoy looking up informstion in the encyclopedia.

N - !
A - agree B.- not‘aur'e é - disagree
: 2 8.
EXANPLES 5182
a. Reading is more fun than math. - AlB| C
b. T often resd comic books. AfB’] C
1. I need a I}of help in reading.“ A
2. 1 would like to help someone else who can't read as well as I. A
3. I get upset when I think about having to read, A
4. I can read but I don't understand what I've, read. A
5. Most of the stories in our reading books are interesting. A
v 6. I am a slow reader. ) A
‘ 7. I enjoy helping other students with their reading. A
‘ . 8. When I am at home, I read a lot. -l -A
) 9. 1 often feel sick when I try to read a long assignment. - A
A
A
A

. 12. Nhen I have free time in class, I read a’ book.

13. 1 get upset when we take a reading test.

14, I get 4 lot of enjoyment from my reading.

15. Our g group is usually enjoyable.

16. No mitter how hard I try, I just can't learn t3 read well.

17. “I get nervous when I have to read a lot. \

18. When I read an interesting story, I like to tell my friends about it.

19. My parents think I need to try to improve my reading.

20. Sometimes I miss & question on a test because I read poorly.

21. My friends and I orften discuss what we have read.

22. I epjoy telling my ‘family about the—things we read in schaol.

23. Sometimes I have nightmares about reading.

-

24. I learn & lot in our reading group.

g_nwwnﬂwwwmw“wn..uwwmwuwuwuwuwu

25. 1 like to listen to other pecple tell about the books they have read

nﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂnnﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂwﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

7

26. I worry a lot about my reading.

V

27. Reading is one of the most interesting things which I do at home.

[n

28. I get a sick feeling in my stomach when I think about reading.

s 29. When I try to read, I usually get tired and slieepy.

=4
(s M {s]

wt?ulfw

30. Our reading group is one of the best parts of school. .0

31. I'm the kind of person who really efijoys a good book.

32. 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

34. A book would make a good present for me.

35. 1 listen carefully when other students are telling about what they

P> (Il ip|>]|>|>|>]| > ]> > ]| >>]>>] »]| =

o |w|w o

' have read./

i~ . o 243
ERIC . .
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APPENDIX D

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

“\\/,,__CLASSROOM TEACHER SURVEY

Frequency and Percentage of Clagsroom Teacher Responses
In Each Rating Category
\ (N=161)

} ﬁ L4

Selected students in your classroom have part1c1pated in the
Reading Strategy project. We would like your¢V1ewpo1nt of the
services prOV1ded the students through the Reading Strategy
project. .

1

\:;Eglsecirclethe afiswer you select.

1.\ Has the use of the diagnostic-prescriptive approach had any effect on
your awareness of individual student's reading needs? This approach
was

Very ' Very No¢;]
Effective  Effective— Undecided Ineffective Ineffective Response

52 (32%) 8l (51%) 20 (12%) 1 (.17%) 4 (2%), - 3(2%
' !

Comments:
\
Very helpful in diagnosing individual needs.
. _E;uﬂents became more interested in reading.
.- Discovered exégﬁly where hélp was needed.

" The children perform better in reading due to the
indiyidual attention.

Excellent as .a supplement to classroom instruction.
The dxagnost1c-prescr1pt1ve apprqach assisted the
teacher in planning and organizing skill groups.,

I have a better idea of what each child can do.

Gave a specific area for indepth work needs. »

Provided guidelines for skill Yével work.

-240- - ( ,
244
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APPENDIX D (continued)

2. Have you observed changes™in the Reading Strategy student's reading
habits? YES 117 (73%) NO 34 (21%) NO RESPONSE 10 (67%)
¢

¢ What d1d you observe:

’ . Students were willing and ready to do the 'skills.
- A ”
. ‘s - . . '
The children utilized skills in their basal texts.
{
- <]
. . Improved attitude and skills-mastery. .
’ . s -
. Students took more interests in reading assignments. )
v
Willingness to contribute in reading group discussions,
) improved reading skills in both oral and ind&pendent
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 i's encouraged to improve.
v . -‘4 ~
. The students seems to ‘enjoy reading as they are applying-the skills.
An increased awarehess of the rules ape purpose of each skills. .
The teacher (Reading Strategy) is able to work on a more individual Tk
basis. N : -

Reinforces skills which teacher has taught.

. . Reading Strategy brings the slower reader to a po1nt SO that he/she ®
can benefit more from regular classtoom work in Language. T

The opportunity -to work in a small setting contributes to the stu-
dents progress. . ' )

)
t

The unique worksheets games etc. for. follow ub 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 Strateg& will have to

L be done in a separate room since the children are now wall to wall
with:NO corner available. - - . il
. -241-
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APPENDIX D (continued) B

See to it teacheds have reinforcement worksheets of skills taught
be the reading consultant, also a set of -masters for the class-

room teachers. P, ~ ‘.
¢ l‘ ) A ” .
More time if possible. \ . ({
IR ‘ " . Individualized instructions were very beneficial to studepts.
The one to one relationshi ded t6 build -confidence aﬁ students
8 performed better than they would\ have in a large group settings.
S s - " . . ) - T .
’li program is excellent. ~
Strategist should use another room available ‘other than the class-
rdom.
& p.,"ﬁ’ i
R . ) . S
R A
o ,
) ‘ %
\—‘ : - . ‘
[ . ’ ' - .
A Y -
- hd \ 4
\ a . _
v \ A ’
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APPENDIX E

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

PARENT SURVEY

Frequency and Percentage of Parent Responses
. o In Each Rating Category .
‘ (N=239)

Your ch{Id has received reading
help through the Reading Strategy project. Please tell us what you
think about the Reading Strategy project. .

4 .

*Circle the answer you select. : <
- -

1. Are you satisfied with your child's reading improvement this school year?
YES 222 (92%) NO 13 (6%) NO RESPONSE 4 (2%)

. . How satisfied are you with your child's reading?

69 (29%) 142 (59%) 16 (7%) O 6 (2.5%) 6 (2.5%)
Very 2;%: Very - No
Satisfied Satisfied Undecided isfied Dissatisfied - Response
5 4 ' 3 2 .1 .
N . an
ro Comments- about their child's reading improvement.

"She has improved greatly, still needs reading
assistance."

PR 'Melinda has really imﬂfoved. I am very proud of her
progress."

N - . "I was satisfied because when shg started the program
\ ‘'she was a poor reader. ‘

"She enjoys. reading and understands much better."

"Yolanda 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?

o YES 225 (94%) NO"lO (4%) NO RESPONSE 4 (2%) \

-

-243-
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4 APPENDIX E (continued) o ' ~

\

Comments to why you would like your child-to continue in Reading
Strategy.
"Kelly is sIow in readlng, the readlng strategy project
has built his confidence.”

' , - ! IS
Have"meetings at. the beginning of the year to explain -
goals the children hope to accomplish. Have other’ -

Jeetings to report progress. i "

A guide for parents ‘to follow the reading skills for
mastery durlng the school year. "
. ) X o ‘o“
3. Dpid you attend any, of the Readlng Strategy meetlngs held for parents
this school” year at “your ch11d's schoolV

7 ’ - -
h : YES 76 76 (32%) . NO 163 (68%) 7 " - : o
) ) v Table: - - S .
\\¥ Lo - Parent Attendance oL -
ARV N . ’ Times'@tﬁendgde
o B “ BN 3" ¢ h
, 11 3 ’ ~
59 ° C 1(at least) -
- 5 ® . . ‘.

/ v T

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.

-reinforﬁjng lessons that are sent home.
-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.
Jx child at home. -
-244 -
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¥ APPDENDIX E (continued) .

\ -
What ‘reading information would you recommend be presented at the
parent meetings? .
~ LY
Continue to make available reading materials for home °
use e.g., o

¥

-Construction of reading games.

-

-Circulation of pamphlet with activities for parents to’
help their child with reading skills.
L}

-Present ideas on how to use magazines and newspapers. to
reinforce reading at home.

‘E-WOrksheets that can be studied by the child with the pareﬁt.

*
. .

- -245-
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APPENDIX, F

READING STRATEGY
1980-1981

PRINGIPAL SURVEY

A}

Frequency and Percentage of Principal Responses

. . . In Each Rating Category
. . (N = 35) - ' :
) \ LY | t ‘.
\ Selected students in your school have parqjcipéte¢ in t&e Reading" Strat-,
\ egy program. We would appreciate your view point of the services pro-
¢ vided the students through Reading Strategy. = )
[}

*Circle the answer you select. ~— o

. 1+ Does the Reading Strategy program contribute to meetlng the reading needs »
P of the part1c1pat1ng students?

’ YES 34(97%) NO  1(3%)

z > . ' * N
2. How effectlve is the Reading Strategy progr#m in 1mprOV1ng reading skllls
of the participating students?

A . ?
' Lo

18 (51%) 15 (43%) 1 (3%) . 1(3% - - 0%
Very ' " Very
Effective Effective Undecided Ineffective Ineffective

5 4 3 R 2 o o1

Comments:
The program is effective when staffed with a competent strategist.

. Thi; 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.
—,

. % . ‘ Y ™~
Small group instruction is the key. \ .

e " . Builds self-esteem through mastery. .
A « (/
- ‘ ‘ -246- - ' ¢
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‘ APPENDIX F (continu€d)
\ .

3. If changes were implemented, what would you recommend? -

Responses: - '
)= . Assignments of students based on teacher judgement and test scores.
. Selecting children who neé&d the service most, regardless of racial
balance. ’ .
Yy . N ~ .
. . 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.
. b

. Assign experienced ﬁsachers to the progrém, to warrant lhe time
the student is released for reinforcement. - ’

. \ -

3y

O
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Frequency Table of Title I Reading Strategy Grade 4
CTBS Reading Comprehension Pre-Test NGE Values

NCE ADJ | CUM" |NCE ADJ | cuM || NCE "ADJ | CUM |
VALUE | FREQ |PCT, |PCT {VALUE |FREQ | PCT | PCT || VALUE |FREQ | pCT | 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 33 a3 3 [ 74 || s8 6 0 97

15 41 3 6 44 50 3] 77 59. 8 7| 1 98

19 52 |3 | 10 46 | 39 2| 79l 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.,| 107 7 | 23 49 34 1> 2.1 85 68 4 0 {100

30 | 102 6 | 34 50 33 2 | 88 71 2 0 | 100

32 | 121 8 | 42 51 27. 1. 2 | ‘89 76 2 o | 100

34 | 106 7 | 49 52 25 2| 91 80 1 0 | 100

36 '] 103 7 | 55 53 22 1] 92 99 2 0o | 100

38 89 6 | 61 54 25 2| o4 f , 3

Number (%) of Title I Group Pre Test NCE Values Above 42: 459 (29.2%) ?'\

. . Lo » . . .« am g R - =

< K .
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 ks
MINIMUM 1.000 MAXIMUM 99.000 . HE .

, - -
VALID CASES 1571 ., MISSING,CASES 227 : ' .
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““ Frequency Table of Title I Reading Strategy Grade 5
Read1ng Comprehension Pre-Test NCE Values

T é

' L . ).
Y =N l 3 - )
NCE [ /% [ADJ |CUM {|NCE ADJ | cuM || NCE ADJ | cuM
VALUE | ‘FREQ [PCT |[PCT |[VALUE |FREQ | PCT | PCT || VALUE |FREQ | PCT | PCT
. '? ~' . .
1 7 s 1 |1 _ 37 | 136 9 { 71 s7 | 1] 1 98
7 194 'y | 2 40 95 6 | 78 59 9 |1 99 .
10 35 2 | s 42 60 4 | 82 60 6 | o 99
13 |, 58 4 ‘9 44 | ‘as | 3 | 8% 62 310 99
15 | s6. | 4 | a6 | 47| 3| 88 [ 63 | 4| 0 99
19 , 87 6 | 18 48 40 3| 91 64. 2 {0 1] 100
23, 118 | 8 | 26 49, 27 2 | 92 66 2 1 o0 100
26 1o§ 1L 71 33 51 24 2 | o4 68 2+ 0 100
29 | 14 Y 10 | 43 53 22° 1| -96 70 1] 0 100
32 1 124(1 9 | 53 54 |. 15 1| 97 83 21 0 100
34 139 "4 9 | 62 56 9 1| 97
T N ¢
7\ I .
Numbér'(%) of Title I Readfng Strategy Group Pretest.NCB Yalues Above 42: 271 (18.3%)
A ¢ v, o ’ [ M -
MEAN NCE  32.142 STD. ERR. . 0.325 MEDIAN 32,218 —y
MODE * . 29.000 STD. DEV. 22.504 VARIANCE - 156.354
KURTOSIS 0.129 SKEWNESS 0.083 - RANGE 82.000
MINIMUM _ 1.000 . MAXIMUM 83.000 ~ ’
VALID CASES® 1481 MISSING CASES 102
e ) - ( * ]

b}

em dmaem -

¥

(p,3u09) 9 XIANIddV
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Frequen.cy‘ Tables of Title I Reading Strategy Grade 6 .. _ .
CTBS Reading Comprehension Pre-TeSt NCE Values = -~ = . = . = .

¢

- 3
NCE ADJ |cuM |INCE ADJ | CuM |fncE - ADJ | CuM
VALUE | FREQ {PCT {PCT ||VALUE FREQ | PCT | PCT ]| VALUE |FREQ | PCT | PCT
11 | 2 2 33 3315 581 51, 10 | 2 95 ° ’
7 26 4 6 35 44 7 .65 52 841 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 X 4 | 20 42 19 3 83 56 . 4 1.1 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 41100 %
31 57 9 | s2 a9 t 9 1 | e3fl_ : 3
. . g
< .7 ’ . ) =
~
£ . . , d . ! (2]
B » r~
- (¢}
' S
Number (%) of .Title I Group Pre-Test NCE Values Above 42: 107 (17.5%) . 2
MEAN NCE *- 31,132 STD. ERR. 0.517 MEDIAN 31,272 Ty
MODE + 31,000 STD. DEV. 12.783 VARIANCE 163.410 ) :
KURTOSIS -0.203 SKEWNESS =~ -0.099 . RANGE -~ ;74.000 . N
MINIMUM "1,000 MAXIMUM 75.000 ' . ]
VALID CASES 612 . MISSING CASES 51
10_ f Y ' ’ A
[ d L‘; ¢ ) t‘ >
. 20 ,
e




September 17, 18,
A\

October 16

P

November 3

November 17

Decemberxr 18

dJanuary ‘11

s

3 %

.

January 21 -

Januéry'27

February 25

February 27, 28, 29

March 13 .

March 16

March 20

April 24

May 19

19 ¥

APPENDIX H 7
—————————— —READING-STRATEGY— -~ =~~~ . -~ -
inservicg - Stgff Development . o

1980" - 1981 R «

’ | ~ "
Cluster Inservice'- Project Staff.

A.M. Non Public Teachers.ih -serfice.
P.M. Modalities Center teachers in-
- service. .
Inservice - New teachers '. <
K : o0

Inservice‘-'Teachergigirvicing #6
"Curriculum for Improving Student
Study Skill."” )

'».

Staff Developnent ""Mastery - Leafﬁlﬁg" '
Patricia Bowman et

Iy &
”v a s
"Evaluatlon 1979 81 - Results & In-
terpretation,'" Gwendolyn Morbre- Hia

*Division of ﬁgsearch and Dewzlopmgnt

~ f

. co b &
In-Service, selected teachers -
"Developing Reading Activities for

Newspaper Publication" : R

Educatignal and Social Implication"

Dr. Howdyd Mims, Cleveland State U.

" Staff Dg:elopment "Black English/
Skills Share Fair - ‘
Insérvice - New Teachers °

Cancelled

"Inservice - Modalities Center Teachers

Staff Development - (Staff and lo\pro-
ject teachers) Schéols Vision Forum.
Holiday Inn, Warrensvill Hts.

Project Meeting \

Staff Development - "Title I Projections

for 1981-82" Dr. John P.' Nairus.

-251-
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.- ADDITIONAL FINDINGS SUPPLEMENT '

There were several noteworthy additional findings cregarding
objective one, which pemtained to program success as measured by stanq-'
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 dsata detail). This Model A result,would be even less favorable (as
well as would the Model C result) if tKose "too high" (and thus excluded)
pre-test score students had been inciuded in the analysis. This is
deducible both inferentially (regression towards the -- treatment group --
mean) and directly/empirically from the collected test scores data.

v

/-l
Second, the crlterion for adm1tt1ng students into the Title I «.
Reading Strategy program is that each pupil score less than 33rd percen- v

tile (approximately equal to a 41 NCE) on either the Stanford Diagnostic
Reading Test (SDRT) or the comprehensive Test of 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 wiil 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-etherwise 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 [Aimmediately or prior te treatment. Both
of these two types of cases represent measurement errors which, if peg;,,/v/”"//ﬂ/
vasive, can invalidate the data set and conclusions drawn from it: ™ Since ]
they act in opposite directions, their effect on related group statistics

ight be partially or nearly cancelled out by the effects of tfe other. /

Exactly to what extent is typically met 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' scores.

3
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. APPENDIX I (cont'd)

A very largé percentage (24.2%) 6f all otherwise available scoresj
grades 4-6, are lost from the Model C analyses. This is ig_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 levelk (See. Appendix G for grade by gggde 'normalized' per-
centile score, i.e. NCE distributions)' . Sy

Third, the same regression analysis done using the CTBS vocabulary
subtest yields. very different results than it dogerusing the comprehension
subtest (See Appendix B). Although Reading Strategy students. compare
favorably with the comparisdn group with respect to the comprehension score,
this did not hold true with respect to the vocabulary score! This suggests
a differing program emphasjs between Reading Strategy and compgrison 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 tha 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 givén year are

such that the average non-treatment (comparison) group pupil enhances his/

her comparat1ve nationally normed standing, assessment of the treatment
group's special program effect would to that extent be more favorable if
Mbdel A was used. .

Ed
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RESIDENT TUTOR PROJECT

" 1980-81 Title I Evaluation

’

3

PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW

. The Resident Tutor Project offers Grade 1-8 students remedial
reinfgrcement ‘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 tutoredvon a regular weekly
schedule by a full-time educational aide (Resident Tutor). Tufors 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
futors receive orientation and inse€rvice training throughout the school year.
Selected schools are also served by a Parent Resource Center established to
provide a variety of tutoring activities than cam be used at home. -

SERVICE SUMMARY

Pupils Served: 1,916 Grades Served: 1-8 Years in Operation: 13

Schools: 35 public Staffing: . '
-13 nonpublic 1 Project Manager, FT ° 48 Educational* Aides, FT
48 total 3 Consultant Teachers, FT 1 Clerk, ET

(See 1list in Appendix A) ’

Total Title I Expenditures: $470,090 Per Pupil Cost: . $3¢5

"SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

In its 13th year of operation, project activities were directed by
a newly appointed manager. Project copsultants, who were responsibile for
developing monthly tutor training sessions, were required to develop specific
objectives and evaluation procedures for each session. A total of 15 Parent
Resourtce 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 reading 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 onlx exceeled the criteria prescribed, but
.demonstrated a noted improvement when comparisons were made with the previous )

a

year's results. . " R .

. Data suggested that gareful planning should be accomplished to .
insure that tutors are aesigned- to schools with ‘the greatest number of -eligiblé&®
students, efforts should be made to investigate the revision of the project's
manual “#Md’ tests, policy regarding the number of sessions offered to individual
students should be.reviewed, and continued emphasis should be placed on parent
invqlvement, o ® ‘ )
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OBJECTIVES AND OUTCOMES

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

As requested by the Director of Government Programs:of the Catholic
Diocese of Cleveland, permission was granted by the Division of
Federal Assistance of Ohio's Department of Education to offer
esident Tutor services to Grade 7 and 8 nonpublic school students.
wQ;}f the thitteen nonpublic schools obtaining project services in
1980-81 extended service to students 1n Grades 7 -and 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 prepdarations necessitated the granting of
an extension in the number of days all Cleveland Public School employees

" were to be in pady 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 21, 1981 to June 30, 1981 through use of
Dlsadvantaged'Pupll Program Funds. - The instructional focus of the
prOJect as described in the 1980-81 proposal remained intact.

The followlng presentation represents a comp051te of maJor findings ob-
tained from an assessment of a variety of evaluation data. These findings have
been organized according to the various process objectives (objectives which
prescribed the major operational tasks) and ‘product objectives (objectives *
which specified observable changés in student knowledge) guiding prOJect
activities during the 1980-81 funding year.

Process Objective #1: Forty e1ght 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 fTitle I elementary schools

; Outcomes: This obJectlve was partially attalned W1th the initiation
of the school year in September 1980, a full complement of educational
aides (48) were assigned to 35 pupllc and 13 nofpublic participating
project schools. (Note: Due to reductions in 1980-81 Title I funding,
the total number of schools served by the project declined by 3§
percent from the previous funding year - fram 73 to 48 schools).. All
aides with the exception of one assigned to nonpublic school duties '

' served 1980-81 participating schools on a full-time five day schedule.

Budget limitations necessitated a551gn1ng this nonpubllc aide to

part=time (or half-day) tutorial duties in two schools. As previously

noted, an unexpected extension in the 1980-81 school. year mandated
that further reduet%ons be made in project services. The subsequent

v
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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 begn 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 or1g1nalﬁtchool assignment).. In effect, ‘from March 16,.1981 to
the close of the' schoq} year (June 30, 1981), an additional eight
schools were being serv1ced 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 a551gned tutors will attend at least
one pre«service and monthly in-service training workshops, conducted by
project staff and/or consultants .

-Outcome: This objective was attained. A general orientation 1_session
was ‘held for three full days on September 17, 18, and 19 1980. These
sessidons familiarized tutors with the project's operat10na1 procedures
and the report forms that were to be completed during thé school year.
Tutors were also presented with an introductory overview related to
establishing rapport with various individuals who wouild 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 Apr11 Due to the®semester break, February's meeting
was rescheduled in March and the project consultants cpnducted -on-site A
visitations to each tutor's schoel as an alternative to the April EX
meeting. A total 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 participants 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 Appendlx B. )

On a questionnaire respbnded to by 27 pub11c and 9 nonpublic tutors
in June of 1981, the inservice workshops weregiven overall, ratings
of Effective or Very Effective by 97 percent of the Jpublic school
tutor respondents and 100 percent of the nonpublic respondents. One
of every four respondents (public and nonpublic combined) indicated
that it would be profltable to introduce -additional topics in fufure
. 1nserv1ce sessions iIn an effort to increase their instructionaleffec- .
tiveness. The following typify the kind of topics that were suggested: ,
- provide interpersonal relationship training, suggest methods of

-
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. and/or, skills which are th
" which have been identified as
. priority schools. ‘ -

s

P

Process Objective #3:

“’teaching mathematics problem solving,. provide more opportunity

’ i

for tutors to share instructional ideas among themselves, and
introduce methods of dealing with the disruiptive child. < (Com-
plete questionnaire responses can be found by referring to
Appendices H and I of this report). o

Tutors will work with groups of 1-2 children

at a time, providing reinfzjcemgnt-instruction in specified concepts

LY

instructional, emphasis of the Project, and
high priority needs of children in

Qutcome: 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 assigmments
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 assigmments that were conducted in the
prescribed manner were for reading skills (1,649 or 68%) with
the remainder™of these assignments being for mathematics (32%

or 785). Within the reading skill area the majority of assign-
ments (42%) were made in vocabulary while the second most ‘
frequent skill tutored was spelling (22%). The most frequehtly
assigned mathematiqf skill was multiplication/division computa-
tion (32%) with the)related skill of multiplication/division
facts being the next most frequent (24%) assignment area.

When 1979280 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 assigmnments were made in the
mathematics skill area with 38 percent in the reading area. The
ppposite occurred, in 1980-81 with 68 percent of those assign-
ments béing madée.in reading and,32 percent in mathematics. This
shift.in emphasis was ordered by project.management as a response
to a systemwide mandate which idensiff%d reading as a prime
instructional need in all Cleveland' Publi¢’Schools. Table I
presents the number and percentage of tutoring assignments that
were made in each mathematics and reading skill area during the
1980-81 ‘school year. .

<+

o TABLE 1
1980-81 Resident Tutor Project Tutoring Assignments
- By Skill Area
. L )
Per- ] ] *  Per-
-_Math SKill/Code ° N ’ cent | Reading Skill/Code N - cent
Add/Sub Facts 119 6% Alphabet 91 4%
Mult/Div Facts 193 10% Vocabulary . 702 29% .
Add)Sub Computation 144 7% Aud-Visual Percep. 60 ° 2% ™
Mult/Div Computation 259 13% Long/Short Vowels 4 196 . 8%
Problem Solving 70 -3%¢ Syllabication 233 10%
» - Spelling 367 15%
Totals e 785  32% ’ 1,649 -685%
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Tutors were asked to record the number of students they had assisted
at the same time during each tutoring assigmment. 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 studenfs, 470 sessions (or 19%) were taught with one
student present, and the remaining sessions (325 or 14%) had three or
more students in attendance durlng the instxuction.

Further analysis‘of tutoring assignment data reveal that of the 1,916
students who received tutorial service, 1,112 (or 58%) of these

sstudents obtained tutorial assistance in only one skill area, while

804 (or 42%) of the remaining students received such assistapce in

more than one skill. Among this latter group,.S577 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%) obta12’d help in
four skills. . A

In a questionnaire distributed to all tutors at the end of June 1981,
respondents were to indicate how frequently classroom teachers thhln
their respective buildings-clearly identified the specific skill the
referred student should be taught. A total of 27 public and 9 non-
public tutors ded 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, a '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 pub11c school group did indicate a "seldom"response.*

' 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 tutoers 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 bgsis 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 pub11c and public
tutor respondent groups used the Resident Tutor Manual, project
manual provides tutors with an explanation of the procedures that
should be followed when tutoring, exemplary tutoring activities, and
RN tests. A greater percentage of the 26 public school tutor respondents
indicated that they "very frequently" or . ‘“somewhat frequently" used
the manual than did their nonpublic schodbocolleagues, (i.e., 92%
versus 77%). When the "1nfrequent1y" response was compared, 4 percent
of the public tutors versu$ 23 percent of the nonpubllc tutors indicated

-
"
4 H

'
-

*Refer to Appendices H and I for further details regardlng questionnaire
findings, . .

'&» . . = ° L]
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such a response. Neither. group, however, indicated that' they '"never"
used the magyal. 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
4 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* v

3

| - ‘
.- Process Objective #4: Fifteen of the full-time educational aides will
‘ be assigned to Parent 'Resource Centers in IS TTtIe™I schools and.will
deyelop parent invol¥:ment activities in addition to tutoring. At least
_ 50\percent of the parents of pupils tutored by these aides will visit
‘ the| Parent Resdurce Center at least once to receive explanations of the
tutqring grocedures 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. .

| ©

Outcome: This objective was achieved. Examination of project records
showed thdt: Parent Resource Centers operatéd by full-time tutors were
established in 15 of the 35 public schools served by the project.
(Refer to Appendix A fér a complete listing of Center schools). Of ‘
the 619 students: served by these 15 tutors, the parents of 367 (or 59%)
ited the Centers at least once. This outcome .represents-a slight
) increase in’'the percentage of total parents who visited the Center
. during\1980-81 (i.e., 59% versus 54%). When visitation data were
examined for each Center separately, it was found that the percentage
of visiting parents ranged from 27% to 100%.--Eleven of the 15 Centers
met the\criterion prescribed in the objective. This outcome repre-
o . sents an| improvement-from'the previous year when nine of the 15 Centers
. - met the identigeal ériterion. The regords further rgveal that from
. one to 23\ parent meetings were held at the Centers. A total of 80 such
‘é ’ meetings were held with tife median mumber per Center being 5.5. The
total number of meetings held in the Centers decreased by 28% from the
- o previous year (i.e., from 111 meetlings in 1979-80 to 80 meetings in
» - 1980-81). At least one meeting was held in each Center during 1980-81.

Tutors who had managed Parent Resource Centers were asked in June
A : of 1981 how much they '"agreed" or "disagreed" with nine statgments
related to Center operations. A review of the responses made by the
13 tutors who returned questionnaires revealed that seven of the nine
statements received a ''strongly agree" or "'agree''"response by 92
percent to 100 percent of the respondents. One respondent did indicate
a '"not sure" response on three of these seven statements. Among these
_ seven questions were the following: "Classroom teachers in my building
% * heélieve that the\Resource Center is needed in this school", Parents
. like the Resource| Center's instructional materials”, and "I have been
- " . adequately trained in how to manage the Resource Center". The two
- questions that obtained the least agreement among tutors were the
following: It is very difficult to get parents to use the Resource
\Cen;en_(ss% of the respondents indicating a "strongly agree''/“agree"

r further details regarding questionnaire findings.
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response, 30% iﬁdicating a "disagree/''strongly disagree" response, and

15% responding ''not sure") and ""The Resource Center has an adequate

number of instr¥lictiwnal materials" (86% of the respondents indicating f\\
a "'strongly agree/'"agree" responses and 16% responding "disagree/

"strongly disagree"). :(Refer to Appendix J for complete details re-

garding the Center questionnaire findiggsg,

»

In an effort to gbtain school principal “feedback®regarding 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 wvalue as 'lexcellent" 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 be 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
Title*1 eligible' ils in Cleveland's elementary schools parti-
cipate in a suppof program 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 outlinessthe procedure used during 1980-81. All persons
employed with Compensatory Funds in each Cleveland elementary
school formed g team whose major responsibility was to identify
pupils eligible for compensatory reading and mathematics services.
To accomplish this task, team members surveyed ayailable 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. Pregram 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 pupilshot immediately selected

for service by the projects were filed jn a waiting list secfion.
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 assistange. The procedure
appears to have eliminated the possibility of providing unnecessagpy
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). ‘ | 3

Product Pbjective #1: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to
30, -minutes on a specified reading copcept 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 apd/or skill.

-

4
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Qutcome: This objective was achieved. A total of six reading
skill tests developed by, project staff were administered to
referred students on a pre 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 4-8. The
total number of items contaiged 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
were“reported 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 students 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 Objective #2: After a minimum of 30 tutoring sessions of 20 to
30 minutes on a specified mdthematics concept and/or skil¥, 50 percent of
a sample of participating pupils will show a gain of 15 percent or more
on a project constructed test measur1ng 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 approprlate 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 achieved' a pre-post gain of at least 15 percent. When
the results were .analyzed separately for each skill area, the percen-
tage achieving a gain of 15 percent or greater ranged from 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.,

1
-
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the percentage ach1eV1ng a gain of 15 percent or more ranged from 94

+ to 100 percent and averaged 43 percent duxing.1979-80), (Appendix D
contains complete detdils regarding student,pre-post mithematics
test performance). i’ 3

Product Objective #3: After a minimum of 30 tutorlng sessions of 20 to , ©
30 minutes each on spec1f1ed reading skills, the, meén 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

Stanfbid Dlagnosth Reading Test appr0pr1ate to the reading skill being

tutore N »

Qutcome: ThlS 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 part1c1pat1ng public schools. Following the com-
pletlon of tutoring in a specified readlng skill,.each 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 al} tutors adhered to the proper pgocedures when
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 Jcores using fall and
spring norms r®Qectively. Appendix E provides a grade-level summary’
of the SDRT scoredfor each of,the four administered subtests. More
than half (64% or 272) of the 425 referral assignments 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 Ana1y51s) All grades (4-6) exceeded the criterion of a
gain of 7 points set in the objective on each subtest. The current
yéar (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 of Grade 5 students ,on-the phonétic analysis subtest.

A further rev;ew of the SDRT outcomes indicate that in 78 percent of

the assignments conducted by the tutors, students attained a pre-post
ga1n of at least 7 points. ’When these results’ were lyzed separately
for each skill area, the percentagé of students achlzashg the proposed
criterion gain ranged from 61 percent to 100 pergent. The size of the
gains achieved by the students averaged 21.25 NCE\p01nts - .
The request is frequently made to relate prg?éct achievement to the
national norm group. Such a comparison can be made through the use

of a percentile rorm group. A percentile rank-for a g1ven test score -
' LI . N
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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

Percentile Rank "~ Percentile Rank

Grade Subtest N of Mean Pre Score Mean Post Score

4 Auditory Vocabulary 75 17 K\ 48

: Phonetic Analysis 2 14 47
Structural Analysis 24 20 45
Auditory Discrimination 1 24 - 49

x. : < .

2 \ 5 _ Auditory Vocabulary 127 15 ) 58
Phonetic Analysis 140 13° 47
Structural Analysis 44 14 60

6 Auditory Analysis 70 - 21 43
Phonetic Analysis ' 5 29 S0
.Structural Analysis 37 . 16 41

..

- R 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 proje¢t services, their scores %
would remain the same relative to children pationally:—Post-test
results, however, show that in each subtest ared Grade 4, 5 and 6
students achieved substantial growth beyond what would be expected.
All group average post subtest scores approached or exceeded the
" . ) dverage score (50%) nationally. The small numbers of students for
whom test scores are available (particularly. in the phonetic .
analysis ang;auditory discrimination subtest area) suggest that
L caution be excerised in interpreting results. When the 1979-80
i . . 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 area® 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 fq;thef behind in achievement
i 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

pzoject evaluation for complete percentile results).
@ ‘ } ‘,l & . . -~ ’ b
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ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

Efforts were made to ascertain how various groups viewed theif in-

volvement in 1980-81 project activities. To accomplish this, a variety of
s '’ questionnaires were developed to obtain the perceptions of those who had

direct contact with project services. Those questionnaires wefe distributed
to project and non-project staff, school principals, and students in June of
198l. 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. ‘

(4
Py

When asked to ind!cate what had been the '"greatest problem"
tutors encauntered 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-
4 priateness of adhering to a 30 session instructional period for
each student (i.e., 3 of the 22 respondents indicated that ¢
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
Tesponses were the 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).
Three types of responses were obtained from nenproject pyblic
school teachers when asked to indicate what changes they would
make to improve project operations. Although 21 teachers returned
. questionnaires, only eight provided such recommendations. The three
types of suggestions 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.mpre than
30 sessions (one respondent). The most often cited recommendation

»
A
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in the reading rather than mathematics s
"students obtained instruction in one re

“~

-

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
than half (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 requiréments in order that a greater mumber of pupils
could be served by the project. Principals making this recommen-
.. dation urged that classroom teacher,judgement 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 respenses 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
Temaining 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 'mo", and. 17% indicated a "ot

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

© 4 . (Refer to Appendix N for complete student survey results).
. j i »
CONCLUSIONS -
S A summary anaiysis of 1980-81 Resident,Tutor Project results revealed

the following outcomes. Due to budgetary reductions, the project served fewer
sehools than previously and some schools obtained only part-time services of a
tutor during the second semester. The pewly appointed program manager required
that prbjeEt consultant teachers develop objgctives as well as evaluation pro- -
cedures for each staff orientation/inservice training session conducted. Parent
ResqurceLenters were in selected schools to provide parents with suggestions -
of how they could assist their cHiId'shskill development at home.

ts completed by project staff were
area. More than half of the

or mathematics ‘skill area pnly.
ith two students being present

The gajority of tutoring assi

Tutors condutcted most of their assSignment

- during the instruction. When student achievement results were’analyzed, pro-

ject students demonstrated performance levels that easily exceeded the
criteria prescribed in both the reading and mathematics subtest objectives.

. ’ N
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The standardized reading test performance (SDRT) of 1980-81 student partici-
pants npt only exceeded the criteria prescribed in the proposed objective,.but
demonstrated a noted improvement when comparisons were made with the previous
year's results. ’ ' ’

.
-

Basedon an extensive zeview of current (1980-81) project related
data, this evaluator provides the following recommendationstfbr consideration .
when making future operational planning decisions.

. N A

. With the pfbspect 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 critical
that future tutor assignments be made in those schools which
possess the greatest number of eligible students who cannot be
-sérviced by other Title I projects. To accomplish this task,
staffing decisions for :all elementary Title I ¥rojects must be
made early enough to allow for the proper placement of tutors
prior to the start of the new school year.- AgFgresented in the
Additional Findings section of this report, at least 3 of 22
tutor respondents in unsolicited comments alluged to expgriencing.
difficulty in obtaining enough studént participants. This
appeared to be particularly true in those\schools which possessed
at least two additional Title I projects. N\In addition, further
investigation should be made to ascertain hdw successful part-time
assignments have been before such a practice\i{s continued or dis-
carded. It is not recommended, however, that cher judgements
replace standariized test data as the primary met{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 suggested in 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 ldst recommendation, one must be reminded

that such tests were originally constructed to determine whether a
student had mastered a specific skill after receiving: tutorial®
assistance. Consequently, it should not be surprising to find an
overwhelming majority oﬁQE;udents routinely scoring well on the
post administration of such tests. It is therefore recommended that
prior to'enacting any revision process, program management investi-
gate the specifics of such recommendations thoroughly. N

As cited in this'report, a common recommendation made By public

and nonpublic tutors involve questioning the benefits of adhering ,
to 30 instructional sessions per student. It was indicated that
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 that—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. . . :
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. More than half (55%) of the responding tutors who were responsible

for Parent Resource Centers indicated that it was difficult to
N obtain parent involvement. Program management has recognized the

importance of bringing project personnel and parents together
often to discuss how instructional support can be provided in the
home. fThe special activities scheduled in the Centers during ’
April and May attested to this 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 be teasily used with their

children. .
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APPEND’IX(A
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t

. N % ’
. X Schools Serviced by the Resident , Yo
e 1 Tutor Project During the 1980-81 .

Sehool.Year /

13 ~ .

L]
#Schools serviced by a part-time aide

® L4 »

[y

P

O

ERIC . -

s > . . . s TR \
Public Schools RSN P
> ¥ 4
] Andrew J. Rickoff @ ° Marion-Sterling &
) . Anthony Wayne € Mary B. Martin
‘ Buhrer # , »® Mary Bethune @
* Case . Miles Parks” - -
‘ Charles Lake @ \ \:guord
) Chesterfield # . unt Pleasant !
) “Clark ¢ . E Oliver H. Perrye
’ Cranwood @ = . \0rchard €+ -
Daniel Morgan ¢ - ¥paul R ere-d
East Madison - Robert Fyltén @
. Forest Hill Parkway -~ N Stephen Howe - %
) Fullerton Tfemont Ly
) Garfield ) Union
« George W. Carver Verda Brobst !
. Gordon # ' Wade PBark'® . *
, Henry W. Longfellow Walton® . = .
K Kenneth Clement Waterson-Lake ¢ %
} Margaret Ireland 8 . Willow . Q
Non Public Schools
Immaculate Conception - St. Philip Neri
Our Lady of Peace + St. Stephen #
. - St. Adalbert . L4 St. Thomas Aquinas
v, St. Benedict St. Timothy *
: St. Francis St. Wendelin *.
\, St. Joseph Franciscan Urban Community *
A St. Michael ) !
/ . ¥ -
. g “ .
v » . Al
. . y .
4 3
: »

c

*Schools serviced by a part-time aide between sbptmber 8, 1980 to June S, 1981 ~
y > Qetween March 16, 1981 to June 30, 1981
85chools containing’a Resident Tutor ‘Parent Resource Cepiter.

. .
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' March 24

Description of Resident Tutor TrainingwSessions Held During 1980-81

APPENDIX B .  °

= Topics Fedtured at Session(s) .

and 26, 1981 °
r
Aprai, 1981°
% X ’
May 13,28 and
June 29, 1981
—
x -
[ )

Date (s} ° Type of Session(s)
. . A
September 17, 18 -Orientation
and 19, 1980 . '
. €
October [5. 1980 Inservice 3
November 26, 1980 Inservice
. .
—~ " .
December 17, 1980 Inservice
January 22, 1981 Inservice
fd
Al n
n
FeBruary 26,1981 Insérvide

, Inservige

. 2
[ %
- -
Inservice
A Y
.
.
- ¥
/ 3
s .
3 N .

““Review pro;ect operational procedures and forms
. Provide training in the creation™f tutor lesson
- plans
Introduce an* overvuw of hok to teach reading
Prepare for teachipg math in & tutoringgession
Introduce methods that can establish rapport w1th
principal, 'teacher, tutee, and parent -

Introduce ways to provide students with practi;ce
in multiplication and division skills

Introduce- ways to provide students with basic
phonics skill practice °

Learn to de:velop. vocabulary lessons

Review procedures related to good lesson plan
construction

Review new mathematics and readmg mstmctmnah
material

Discuss special concexns held by tutors

Obtain training in the administration of the Sta.n-
ford Diagnostic Readmg Test

Learn to construct games wluch reinforce mathe-
matics and reading skil}ls . ’
Introduce the game of Tes, Kettle (a game of
homonyms) *
. Introduce methods des1gned to teach spelling
.« Providé techniques found effective in preventing
problems ®o 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 pﬁ'ent from each school to attend
presentation made by Supervisor of Elementary
Reading Langmage Arts regarding parent involvement

- Review projfct'goals for the 1980-81 school year
. Review starndardized testing procedures -
. Obrain instruction in how to teach syllabication
Develap, lessqn plans -related to syllabmatmn
Hear & presentation regardmg the 1979 80 “project
evaluation -

No workshop schedul&i. F‘roject_,consultan,ts conduct
on-site visits to each tutor'syschool as follow-up
to March inservice session activities -

3 .

< - .
Collect all project related records and &aluation
data | .
K .

-
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® : - APPENDIX C . -
- -Resident Tutor Project Reading Skill Test Results
N ) ~.
o . . - N R Mean . .

. . .. Pre Mean Post Mean Percentage N/% Gain O0bj.’
Subtest/Code Grade N Percent Correct Percent Correct Gain 2.415.00 ¢ Attain."
Alphabet | 1 4 32.07 92.43 ‘3 +60.36  41/100% . .

+ (Skill Code 210) , 2 — . - -- - - -
o N 3 6, 32.00 90.66 +58.66 6/100%._  *
4 23 34.56 82.52 +47.96  23/100% . -
’ 5 12 29.16 66.83 +37.67  12/100% LR
6 9 41.55 82,33 - +40.78 9/100% -+ .
o s 1o = = Do
‘ 'Rl b -
’ “Vocabulary - i ' . © - > /‘ ’
. (Skill Code 220) 1 12 32,50 “71.66 - " +39.16  11/91% .
- r° 2 24 "39.58 83.87 " +44.29  23/95% ¢ . ’
. 3 25 40.00 " ? .%o +40.40  24/96% .
. 4 283 36149 7 +40.64  243/96% .
5 277 © 40.82 84.45 +43.63  267/96% .
] 6 108" 43.24 82.52 , +39.28  102/94% ot
7 1 20.00 " - 80.00 +80.00 1/100% .
: 8 2 20.00 - 100.00 +80.00  2/100% . LN
Aud-Visual Percep. 1  *23 41.30 82.60 . «41.30  23/100% .
_(skill Code 230) 2 12 - 45,00 84.58 +39.58  12/100% *
* 3 - .- N - - - -
" ¥ - . .
. 4 9 38.22% 81.66 +43.44 9/100% .
. ' ‘< 5 14 56.42 ~ 80.35 - +23.93 14/100% *
i 6+ 2 52.50 87.50 +35.00 .2/100% +
. 7 - - M . - —— -
8 - - - - Al - -
. 14
K 05 .. . )
Long/Short Vowels 1 43 31.97 72.90 ) +40.93  43/100% .
(Skill Code 240) 2 47 38.29 78.51 +40.22  47/100% .
3 18 40.00 91.66 +61.66  18/100% .,
4 27 42.96° 74,24 +31.29 - 24/88% !
5 55 40.52 85.10 +44.58 , 54/98% .
£ o 6 6 42.66 T . 90.50 +47.84 6/100% .
7 - -- . - -- .- -
- 8 - - -- -- e - .
] 0
. S, - -
. ' Syllabication 1 - C - o .- .- -- T
> (Skill Code 250) 2 9 iy ¢ 83.33 +42.22 9/100% . i
r . 3 10 43.00 77.00  ° +34.00  10/100% '
4 71 © 43.12 i 80.18 +37.06 64/908 . .+
. - ) 5 , 87 49.24 83.47 +34,23  83/95% .
, 6 56 43,44 80.07 +36.63  54/96% -
& ! . - 4 8 » = i - - ‘ =" --‘ -
N 1
) . 0
* Spelling 1 - - -- -- -- .-
(Ski}l Code 260} - -2 14 44,28 84.28 +40.00  14/100% .
) i ' 3 16 38.12 77.81 +39.69  16/100% .
: 4 12% 40.36 £, 80.54, +40.78  125/96% .
N . . 5.5 148 38.58 76.33 +37.75  140/94% .
- * 6 - 59 41.52 © . 79.40 +37.90  56/94% .
’ . 7 A 34.00 / 30.00 - 4.00 e -
r

*Objective-.criterion f\ained (i.e., 50 pércent of a sample of participating students will .
show a gain of 13 percent or nore) . ) \
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Q- Y . APPENDIX D *
Vg Resident Tutor Project Mathematics Skill Test Results
”» - N Mean s
. ,‘Pre Mean Post Mean Percentage N/%Gain  Obj.
Subtest/Code Grade N Percent Correct Percent Correct Gain +15.00 Attain.
Add/Sub Facts 1 26 29.38 77.76 +48,38 24/92% *
(Skill Code 111) 2 44 33.27 88.22 ‘454,95 43/97% *
. . 3 18 41,58 - 91.88 +50.33 . 18/100% *
TN ' 4 - 14 52.¢q7 90.64 +38.57 - 13/92% *
) 3 ° s 13 Y 46.30 + 74,07 +27.77 13/100% d
+ — 6 © 4 48.50 74.00 +25.50 4/100% * -
7 - - - - - -
. < o = = - _
P . “ »
~  Mult/Diy Facts - e - - .
. (Skill Code 112) ,  40.00 60.00 +20.00 1/100% *
y - 36.57 75.42 +38.85 .,  6/85% *
{ ﬁ 33,98 84.47 +50.69  88/97% 5
. y 39.78 84.03 +44.25 56/91% .
¢ - . 38 - 80.11 +41.7S - 34/100% .
M 4 - N - r - - -
. I- & . o - - N i
J * N -
: _Add/Suh Computation 1 . - - £, - - -- -
(Skill Code 121)° - 2 , 11 36.36 , 37.;_2 +31.36 ' 11/100% +
. 3, I8 43.88 . 80.83 +36.95 18/100% . .
, ®; 7 42.38 ' 839 +41.56 69/97% .
3 5 24 44.29 86.25 +41.96, » 23/95%, L
. 6 20 42.50 , 76.50 |, +34.00 - 20/100% .
7.~ -- -- - am- - :
. 8 - -- 2 C - -- - >
- [ ° . v
Mult/Dav Computation 1- S 4 -- " -- -- -- v -
(Skill Code 122) 2 - , -- . -- L -- - -,
.- g 3 - N ,- LI - -- - .
4 y 413 3135 P 77.38 +40.00 58/93% + 7 4t
: , s ¢ 88 33.23 ¥ 79.77 +46.54 . 87/98% t .
. 6 « 97 " 35.87 80.27 +44.70 §3/95% . A
. Loy 7 i 10.00 }00.00 . +90.00 }/100% .
. 8 - L ea -- -- S - -
: R ' R N . s
P { Prob}em Solving ° 1 Y 35.00 v 77,50 _ +42.50 4/100% -
(Sk1}1 Code 131) 2 V. -- - o =x oo hee -
’ 3 20 ,. 21.00 80.00 ¥59%00° a7ioos - .
o -~ 4 18, 29.00 74.50 < +45.50 20/100% ¢
) , 'S 13 36.00 ’f 76.11" +46.11 © 18/100% T+,
N 8 25.38 . 7 82.30 +56.92 . 12/92% +
v - 70 3 10.00 . 97.50 +86.50 87100% * :
/ -~ 8 \ 10.00 4 .  JO0.00. . +90.00 37100% . ﬁ _
: * 'Ot';jective criterion attaine;i (i.e., éo percen't of.a sample of pa’rtbcipating,- students will show , ;
of 15 percent or moce). ’ - . . .o e .
PR - - . ;
- - - . o 7 v
PR ! - \ PR
? LS B - , '
} , - é - . j\ - \
: 14 ¢ R ~
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APPENDEX )
. PPENDIX B ;
Resident Tutor Project Stanford Diagnostic Reading Tests Results v '
A
- - !
Pre X Post X NCE N/% Gain Objefti‘ve
Subtest/Code Grade N NCE Score NCE Score Gain 2.+ 7 NCE Attained
; ) {
Auditory 4+ 75  29.75 f5.69 +15.94  60/80% \»
. Vocabulary
(Skill Code 220)
) 127 27.89 54.36 +26.47 108/85% *
6 70 32.93 45.96 +13.03 43761% * \\\\\\
“auditory . 4 1 35.00 49.00 ola.éo 1/100% . 3
Discrimination \
(Skill Code* 230) y
: N, .

. Phonetic Analysis . 5

Combined Fith Skill Code 220

(Skill Code 230) X .
. . S < Combined with Skill Code 240
1 N . ,
. Phonetic Analysis’’ 4 2 .27:00  '48.00 ° 421.00 . 2/100% -«
"t (Skill Code 240) & SN .
) 5. 40 25.75  47.98 +22.23 " 33/75% 1
6 5 38.40 7 50.40° 412,00  4/80% , . "+ .
. ~ ) L
o - ' —
Structural 4 24 32138 47.21 . +14.83  17/71% .
. Analysis , - < . ' ) c, B
(Skill Code 250) . . ]
B - . I . e
N . 5 44 26.66 54,52 +27.86 41/93% B . N
" . A - ® . s \ }
v - -
. . s 6 37 29.24 44.76 +]5.52  26/70% . .
* Objective criterion attained (i.e., mean NCE gain2 +7). > ‘\ i
. ’ . . . n . ’ Y | . .
. L] - N 9 N L *
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APPENDIX F

. :Tit)e I Project Eligibility Procedurcs
. ’ apd Form Utilized During the 1980-81
School Year s
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- FIRST JEETING - Team wifl meet with prinedpal 2o discuss plans fon surveyirg

‘. * 0 ‘/\

. P ’ t @ 3
“ )
; ’ ' - ‘ \‘/:.
. N A s . :
¢ AP §
_APPENDI) F ‘
[[_PROCEDGRL TOR ESTAGLISHING SCHOOL COSPINSATORY ELIGIGILITY LIST ]
. Make-up of Title T Team . ..Selection of Team Leadenr
. Assdignment of Pupils to Programs -+
. Setting un Title 1 {ile ~

- Reporting for Tille 1 Census fox Ruumgh)

THE COMPENSATORY TEAM willf ccnsdist o all persons oyed with Compensatony

. Funds In The Bullding. This will include both centificated and non-centificatid”
personnel. .

+ 'THE TEAM LEADER will be a person agread upon by the Project Mapagers of Reading
and dlath progiams operating in the builiing. He/She should have abllity 2o .
organize the work and Lead the team. Experlence with foam will be helpgul.,

Duties - Team Leadens

{1) Léiaison with Paincipat regondirg all mattens reloted
Lo Zfeam activities and the School F&igibility Fife
{2) Receive fonms ard manuals . “~ . .
{3) Call and corduct meetings . .
(4) Distribute foxms and manuals 5
(5) Set up and maintain iling system (system will be
wilform in all buildings.) .

-+

4o Lo be L{nvolved. °

SFCOND MEETING sr00rs with pupils’ eligible for services of programs
offered in Tnz Suildink will be divided among the team membets for sunvey
purposes. Emollment feams handed out at this timz. . ’ .

<

. [
Team-meunbers (%me { -qu&s,’éﬂ&, on cards {with infoamation relative,
20 the satwti(’oq" (Lorizfor each pAogram) fon the classes they will cover. -

SPRING TEST $CORES will be u,séx) for the initial screening for eligible pupilys

‘ READING THPROVEMENT — #°1,1,3 At b2 below 33 Lile )
’ READING STRATEGY r4-56 / " o
b : : . %
. READING CENTER . 1 4 -4 . . .
. HATHEMATTCS SKTLLS TMPROVEMENT # 4 - & . . A \
. : *CTBS ..
" TEST 50% on Less &

~Tobed5neuéoonalphpuu .

"+ Comsult mamual fon comrect procddures fon §illing out fonms
» Complete all information-on the Yop hall of the- form except: \ i

(1] Exit Code (To'be filled 4n when pupil Leaves)
- (2] muwg Signature (T4 be filled 4n at Project -

) ¢
4
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Using {nformation aveilable ne: test nus}w §ALL An the dnfornmation required

£

next to- the test on tests that qualify tfe pupil fon seavice. THIS wILL INCLUDE °
BOT4{ READING TESTS AND MATH TESTS.

. > -
NOTE: A FOPi4 SHOULD ONLY BE FILLED OUT IF , THL PUPIL SCORES IN
. 4 THE RANGE.INDICATED PREVIOUSLY THAT'WOULD MAKE HIM/HLR .
ELIGIBLE IN READING OR MATH OR BOTH. ¥ .
THIRD MEETING - Team membens baing the foams that they have {illed out, grouped
1g Lo class. .
. Within each class group, foams should be separated acca/uimg to the following P
Lsubsect area eligibility: .
READING . u
»  MATH '
. ‘ s READING AND MATH K
7 Program sebection for each pupil may be made accoading to he following prionities:
Schools Grades 1 - 3 , -
. ' e
. W e
ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE.
READING TMPROVEMENT -
READING ‘UIPACT , ' \ .
- - ,/' . R '
14
“ Sﬂlooa Gdadu 4 - 5
‘ me . )
= ENGLISH AS A secovv LANGUAGE
- ' READING CENTER - Pupils previously d.ugnou.d as Long tewm , @ s
. . READING-STRATESY AND MATH SKTLLS - Divide pupils for aacial ' :
. B batance and-€onsult Logether with classroom teachea.
- © Teacher will decide whether pupils regeive either ox
‘ L ‘L-,\‘ both programs. Classroom teacher: uuu inditial beside
- , . the serviek selected fon the pupils.
. : a_— RESIDENT TUTOR - kkwtu:g List Pupils - . . . B
. . [ [ 4 "
. . ‘* ) . N \ - - . B.
. ‘ « " Schools Grades 1 - &
~ . -‘ ) ~ ‘ LAU_ . . ~ . R -~ ". . . - .
S ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE ¢ Ce .
. READING . TAPROVEMENT *.
. READING IMPACT : " . L
, . JATH SKILLS ' L
K _» . READING CENTER,- Pupils pnekuuy diagnosed as Long Leam o
, : ", READING STRATBGY AND MATH SKTLLS -  *' (Cooperative
N S . procediure as 4n 4 - 6§ schools)
cT RESIDENT TUTOR - Waiting (,u,c Pupils - e
. : hd - 1
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L APPENDIX F (Cont'd) £

When program selection has been made, the person(s) seavicing that pupil will:
Place a cheek by the name of the pirogiam to indicate that -
the pupil il be ewrolled. :

FLLE 4in progtam nwnbea (SCE MANUAL) e

4

-

Servicing person will then distribute forms as follows:

White and yelfow copy to project office
. POtk form 2o be filed alphabeticafly by homeroom 4in school {ile

NOTE: SHOULD PUPI\L 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 of pupils not selected for service may be filed &n the Waiting List ggetion

of the file. ALL copies should remain together. They will not be removed from’ 2he

Waditing List section until pupil 48 piched up for senvice.

FOURTH TEAY MZETING - Should be d by tear Leader when results of Fall testing
are avaclabe2 43 more than one project in building selects pupils from this test.
Othervise, feachen {Adbm the project usdng Fall sconps (ex. Reading Strategy) will
decure own Wnjormation from classes seaved. .

g

. 'gOCEUURE_ FCR_TRANSFER OR WITHDRAWAL - ACTIVE FILLE "

-~

The servicing <aacher will be respansible forn notifying histher project office in
the event ¢f a withdrawal of a pup<l being serviced, $

Each profect will establish its own procedure for md{é&awn.

. Remove pink copy from 'a.c,téue'éue . Lo - .
- Write 4n exit code numbers [see manual | A \.

- < Wnite 4 exit date (see manual

I > 4f exact date is hnoum, write in that date

.. - 4§ exact date is unknoum, write in the lasz
day of service ° .
. File pink copy in transfer/withdrawal seetion of {ile.
PADCEDURE FOR RECFIVIAG TRANSFERS IN .

. AL m‘hu forms neceived in school mail shoutd be addressed -
Lo Compensatony Team- Leaden.

-+ Team leader will nrecord date of receipt on top 04 foam,

. Xeroxed fovm will be c'ﬂg@agcd‘among -program teachers dor
whos ¢ program Ehpd appeons Lo qualify, acconding Lo Lost mesults,
. 1 &pace 45 available in an appropriate program, the teacher
WLl (il ot a new Emrollment forr fon that pupil and fomwand .
bwo Lop copies Lo projeet. ,
) 5

t

€
el ¢
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. APPENDIX Fq(Cont'd)
. ,
. Pk cap}g\/ will be placed in getive file. .
) . 1{ space is not available, xeroxed -fonm will be placed in P
Waiting List section. . .
. PROCEDURE FOR -PROCESSING NEW ENTRIES '

New entries without necessary test information will be, formwanded Lo the Diagnestic
Reading Clindc at Observation Center, or to the Reading Center Teacher for fomward-
ing fon diagnosds. — .

i -y

PROCEDURE FOR ﬁZANSFER OR WITHDRAWAL - WATLING LI?T
(Sending School - Transfer)
. qu&mwt Form (all 3 pages intact} 48 amou’e%{npm §lle.
. No exit information is 2o be ‘filled in, ulncg pupil was not seaviced.

{dentification (school rame, code? room, elc.) 48 crosseéd off and
new school name is written on form. < .

. Send this entire foam Lo new Achbal’ This will become their in- '
formation copy. Send to Team Leaden. ,

-y
. ® .” (Receiving School - Transfer)
.« Team Leaden cineulates foam among eligible projects. ’ ?
- # 1§ spaces are filled, form is placed in the waitihg List $iLe.’
. 1§ pupil is selected fon service, either at entry on at a later
date, a new form is filled out with current information ne-
written on Xhe new form, First fwo copies sent to Profect Office.

. When new foam is made, old foam may be destroyed.

(Withdrawal)
. > Form 48 nemoved ﬂlwbm Waiting Li.ét section of file.
W ?zxe of withdrawat and place pupil Left foa to be wiitten on
oanm, . ¢ -
. Foam 4s placed in Thansfer/Withdrawal Section

.

PATNTAINING THE RILE -, Team members should be {nee touse the {iles and to keep the
forms of he puplls wiom they are servicéng updated. 14 would be each person's Ae-
sponsibility fp keep files in onder and to neturn them {3 the permanent location,

should it be‘ necessary to remove them. i

Ad

& .

END OF THE SCHOOL YEAR ~ ° ) ¢ . -
ALL pupils with forms in the active §ile at the end of the schoal

- ym&hauzd have the tast day of service entered and exit code

a . : ‘

/7 .
The team Leader widl be responsible fon supplying @{gmau‘on
. from the {iles- as requined for the Division of Compendatory
’ * Education on Division 0f Reseanch. Team members should be
willing to assist, if nequested. ‘-o
. . . #

»

\ .
, b « PRI

.
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. 14 pupil transfers to anvther Cleveland school, then sending school / ..

b
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-

The Team Leader will be responsible for secuning the §4iLes
/ as dinected by the Division before Leaving for the swmen.

*
s - LN

EACH FILE WILL HAVE THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

. ACTIVE-~ \
. VAITING ] ’ + F
o . WITHDRAWAL/TRANSFER
N .
L} v ® N
N 3
‘ -
» a ]
? % .
s N
" 4
g N N
N : P )
- N r : i
»
8 ‘ g ‘.
/
v N A s
e .
A’ ¢ 3 -t ‘
¢ { :
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APPENDIX F (Cont' .
Tute | Projects BUPIL ENROLLMENT FORM
SCHOOL NAME PUPIL'S HOMEROOM NO. — __ PUPIL'S GRADE
w . . » i
NAME OF PERSON COMPLETING ENROLLMENT FORM - - - oo oo oo o e
LY
POSITION -
e
- 3 :
, PUPIL'S LAST NAME ) : '_'Pupn_@‘ FIRST NAME' \ MI
> .
Lbi LTt et e
_ PUPIL D . _PROJECT CODE : ENTRY DATE
TR L L]
. * extoate L 1] l EXIT REASON || -
Original - Compénsatory Ed(;calional Programs ’
Duplicate — Fils
' : Looe . ¢ . ‘ Authorizing §ignature
BASIS OF ELIGIBILITY . ,
S , | )
NAME OF ~ ) ‘e RAW . DATE
TEST FORM LEVEL - SUBTEST GRADE SCORE  STANINE %IiLE ADMIN.
MRT i ~ .
SDRT ‘ _- ?
A ‘ -
cTBS . - -
cMT i, . —_—
> a
’ * é
PUPIL ENROLLMENT (Check) A .
.0 . Lat = BICINGUAL CLASS READING IMPROVEMENT
BILINGUAL TUTORING - READING STRATEGY
CHILD DEVELOPMENT s RESIDENT TUTOR
CLEVE. FUND, SCHOOL RESIDENTIAL SCHOOLS
— _ DIAGNOSTIC CENTER ) STAR .
— . ENG-AS-A-SEC. LANG SUMMER SCHQOL
MATH SKILLS —_— '
— PUPIL ADJUSTMENT .
4 READING IMPAGT \ «
* . v 3




APPENDIX G

Exarmles of Resident Tutor Project
Reading and Mhthematics Skill Tests




APPENDIX G (Cont'd) \

220:  VOCABULARW, TEST A -

*F
Score [T Pre
Name__ : - Date Grade
DIRECTIOQS: Circle the word that completes the sentence.

Examples: Her cake is on the y - red fence

The wagon can go cars fast

1\Her coat 1is around

(

2. She likes to'junp

3. Tom will eat the
4. Mother put the toys

5. Sue will bake

6. My work is

7. The baby is ° hold

8. Please tell me 2 b play ¥

9. Janet will write‘ a_ picture

10. Father will cut the grass




APPENDIX G (Cont'd)

122: MULTIPLICATIPN - DIVISION COMPUTATION TEST A,
\

Score

2 [Trre

Name N te Grade

(9) ‘ : ‘ (10)

-
- .
\

[T Post
DIRECTIONS: Hr1te.;he products and/or quotients.
(1) ()
514 : $4.30
x 3 ’ ‘ X 2.
. | N .
3.t ' ) ;
429 351
x 3 x{‘ll




APPENDIX K
SCHOOL TUTOR OPINION*

1]
" SURVEY OF PUBLIC
5 —N=27

L4

gathering information for a report on the Resident

Dear Resident Tutor:

The Cleveland Public Schools is

Your answers to the following questions will help us prepare the report and‘*
Please answer all the questions completely

Tutor Project.
make decisions about improving the proggan.
and honestly. YOU NEED NOT SIGN THE QUESTIONNAIRE.
your completed questionnaire by Friday,
If you are in a nonpublic school
Use the

pe.
e United States mail.

PleaSe usg the attached envelope to send

5,1931 to the address appearing on the envelo

* June

return postage has been included to enable you to use th

school mail if you.work in a pyblic school.
-

.

1. Counting this year, how many years have you been employed as a Resident Tutor?

Average Years of Employment

6
year covered several topics..

-

2. The Resident Tutor Training Workshops you attended this
following workshop topics in preparing you to work
Rlease check the-response which corresponds to your opinion,

How effective were each of the
as a,Resident Tutor?
. <| Forkshop Topict ; . Very Somewhat [Not - No
N L . o : - Effective | Effective| Effective | Effective |Respons
. " |A. Completing Resident ’ : : ,
« | .Tutor Project Forms , 708 6% - == “ -
L ' and records s
Le‘amin‘g how to assist’ . - ¢ ~
b. students in taking testy  70% ﬁ)t. - o " - .
?
c. Tutcring techniques > ,
for reading . 74% 4 19 S -- 7%
Py e 7
d. Sharirg tutoring ideas ¢ ‘ -
amcng tutors 523 33 153 - -
2. Tutoring techniques . : .:f 2
. . fcr nathematics 56% 37 4%, - 3%,
LY - N . ) - \ ‘ :» *
3. 'n‘er-'\:l%_f how cffective were the Resident Tutor Traiping Workshops in preparing you
to wogk-4s a Resident Tutor? (Check one) - © .
) 67% 2308 —_— == 3L
Very Sonewhat . Not No ,
» « Effective Effective Effective . Effcctive  .Resnonse
. \‘ N ” i ' .
* Completed by public school tutors during ‘the week of June 22, 1981.
I . - <
[ ' N
2/ . -289-
388 - ~*
* “‘

2

Q .
ERIC .
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Resident Tutor Questionnaire
APPENDIX H (Cont'd)

)

4. Are there any additional areas you think need to be covered in the training work-

shops to increase yQur tutoring effectiveness? . ‘
2% 67% oo '
¢ Yos No No Response

— - - . ~
- JE— 4 \

If you answered YBS,‘pl'e'ase list one or two specific topics that you would like
to see added to-the graining worksheps.

I would like at the very beginning to go over all of the criteria of the program. 4

T

It would give me a chance to start out tfxe year-with a c)ear beginning...Probllem J

. solving(math)...Interpersonal relations...hhxltipli'cation' and division skills. -
5. Did the new Resident Tutor Pupil Data Card (yellow card) assist in simplifying - |
your record keeping?
. ° ‘ 97% 3% - - «
. . Yes No ‘No Response 1
> 1f you msuer‘:d NO, please explain what problems you encountered when’using the
Card. ‘ ‘
No problems were ci/tea. The following cummgnts,’fxowevgn, were recorded: ]
It helped immeaéurably 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 o O l
have been different colo;s or with a box to be checked indicating original and duplica‘te. |
6. llow many different classfoom teachers have you tutored pupils for this year? ’ ) !
\ < » ’ .
“ , ‘ 6 Average Number of Teachers ) AN
; N e - . . |
7. when you are assigned a pupil for tutoring in'reading or math, do your classroom 1
teachers clearly identify the specific skill to be tutored? (Pleasé respond by placing
one "X" in each column). . ‘ R
. . "hen Pupil Needs When Pupil Needs . < ]
M Reading Tutoring Math Tutoring . |
: 78% ' 70% < Teacher always identifies specific skill i
7% . __15% ’ Teacher usually identifies specific skill
s . . 15% Teacher sometinmes identifics specific skill

4% - Teacher seldom identifies specific skill

ERIC | o L R8Y .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



~

Pesident Tutor Questionnaire
.o APPENDIX H (Cont'd)

. -~

¢ .
8 on average, uow many minutes do you tutor an individual pupil during a single sess:‘lon?
30 Minutes spent with each pupil.
'

\ b4
" Law often do you have conferences with your classroom teachers to reviéw ﬁe 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% h 7% e -- 8%

ea——

Has your Project Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutoring techniques with
any of your pupils this year?

_§,9.{_ —7y 48
es No No Respcnse

If you answered YES, how helpful de you find these demonstrations?
-y

-

Very helpful Somewhat h?p?if Not .very helpful NO&RGSDODSG

If you answered NOT VERY HELPFUL, explaixll in what ways the as‘sistance provided
by the Consultant Teacher could become more effective. ~

No commenes were recorded.

4

e

-

- N

) )T . -

How often did you refer to the Resident Tutor Manual during the current school year?

a4 ” 48% 4% == 4%
Very . Somewhat ) - No
Frequently: Frequently Infrequently Never * Response

If you answered INFREQUENTLY or NEVER, please explain why you found little use for
the manual.

~

"1 have membrized most of the techniques suggested and find it beneficial to

consult other resource material.

. .

C N B
11. How helpful“is the Resident Tutor Manual.as a source of ideas for tutoring activities?
74% ) 22% 4% ~

’ ' Very -~ ‘ Somewhat Not Very o
Helpful Helpful Helpful Resnonse °

N\

ERI

BRI A v et provided by R
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Resident Tutor stionnair
Que alre APPENDIX H.(Cont'd)

12. Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Manual should be improved?y,

48% 44% 8%
Yes No ° .%o Response

If you answered.YES, please list one or two specific suggestions for improvenent

The work is too easy that is being used from the manual...RTP tests should be more

difficult...A vécabulary test geared for 3rd & 4th grade...Complete revision of every

reading test with an appropriate test devised for each grade level...Skills, to be

learned in each grade. '

What has been- the greatest problem you have encountered as you tutored studénts

thi¥ current school year?
. ~

One change; after another. My kids were taken away by other Title I teachers...

My problems was with the teachers who didn'€ want te live up to the schedule you

agreed on and would punish the children and not let them come...Attaining proper racial

balance...Having to keep an overy detailed plan book...Poor attendance' for students.
+ #hat changes would you recommeénd to improve the project next year?

Make RTP test a' littlesharder and more creative reading...Too much time is being.

consumed by paperwork and beiné forced to rapidlyftﬁrn over tutees...Select our,tdte3§

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 S0 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.

A
. What has been your greatest project acdomplishmegt this current school year?

) The progress of the tutees...Able to interest more parents if how the project works...

> 4

Most of the students mastered the skifl that was taught...Aside from the improvement
< . ,
in test scores and attendance, I feel that the charge in attitude was very positive.

Some of our children were apprehensive about their new school setting. 'A11 this week

I heard"numerous comments about how glad they will be should they return to our next

year...My 4th grade children have not failed a reading or spelling test since I have

been tutoring them...Pupil gains in SDRT tests...

ERI

PAruntext provided oy enic IR
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. APPENDIX 1
' ’ . ‘
SURVEY OF NONPUBLIC SCHOOL TUTOR OPINION*
N, N-9
Dear Resident Tutor: ' M . 4
4 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 the questions completely !
and honestly. YOU NEED NOT SIGN THE QUESTIONNAIRE,

-~
- Please 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

npturn postage has been included to enable you to use the United States mail, Use the
school pail if you work in a public school. - ~
t 1. Counting }'his year, how many years have you been employed as a Resiqent Tutor?
4 Average Years of Employnent . ~
2, The Resident Tutor Training Workshops you attended this year covered several topics.
How effective were each df the following workshop topics in preparing you go work
as a {tesident Tutor? Please check the-response which corresponds to your opinion.
# Workshdp -Topics Very Somewhat | Not " No 1
‘ Effcctive | Effective| Effective | Effective Resqonse] r.
’ A. Completing Resideht
. Tutor Project ¥orms 78% 22% - . R
__and records . .
* ¢ B B Learning how to assist ;
+  students in;tl{ing tesySy  67% 33% -- ) - --
- - o 1+ )
¢, Tutoring techniques ) . - {
for reading - 56% 33% » (118 .- -- )
. d. Sharing tutoring ideas ' ' .
among tutors 56% 333 11% -- ’ --
- - c. Tutoring techniques ) ) i
for mathematics 67% l 3 == . Rt == '
o L
» \ ) ) | ’
3. Overall, how effective werg the Resident Tutor Training Workshops in preparing you
to work as a Resident Tutor? (Check one) ) .
.- . T, 568 S_ a4% -- ¢ - --
>, ~ . Uory “ - Somewhat Not No ~—~ "7
. . . rEffcctive i Effective Effective Effective  Response
- * .
< - * = ’ .
. i
< ) . .
N ¢ \ » —~ -
292 :
v . . -293 -
R
N ) . .
EMC LT < * | ¢ . . B ’ -




Resident Tugor Questionnaire - & APPENDIX <} (Cont 'd)
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4 Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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v
. N N
[

Are there any addi tignl areas you think need to be cover’d in the training Mork-
shops to increasc your tutoring cffectiveness?

338 - 67% -
Yos No No Response

If you answered YES, please 1ist one or two specific topics that yéu would like
to see added to the training workshops.

Actually allowing totors to participate more with theix own ideas and input for the

: AN
workshops...How to handle a child who is known as a ‘troublemaker"...Topics or ideas

that will help the ‘really slow students comprehend whatever sk¥1l they are in.. .

2

é. Did the new Resident Tutor Pupil Data Card (yellow card) assfst in simplifying

< Card .

-

7.

your record keepihg?

-——

.

- 89% - -&% ’

Yes " No N;.Response -

» s

If you answered NO, please expgain what problems you encountered when using the

'’

It addedfto the paper-work because it did not eliminate the pupil data forms.

0

Several important items are omitted from the card. )

. . -
Y
e B

- -
i i . 4

6. llow many different ’claﬁsroom teacheérs have you tutored pupils forsthis year? -

N . .,
5 Average Number of Teachers _ U

|- .

.

When. you are assigned a pupil for tutoging in -reading or math, do your classroom .

teachers clearly identify the Specifis—skill, to be tutored? (Pleasé respond‘:y placing
A ¥ ’ ° .

one "X" in each column).

1 o _
. . .
‘hen Pupil Needs When Pupil Needs . . .
Reading Tutoring Math Tutoring .
67% - e Toens Teacher always identifies specific skill =
2% - . T 11% Teacher usually identifies specific skill
. \ .
PSS I L 228 . Teacher sometimcs identifics specific skill
-- == , Teacher seldom identifies specific skill
A ) ,
- ' * (_ * i
7 233 ‘
, ‘
R -294 - . )
N - . . 0 -
- ’ °




N oo .

Resident Tutor Questionnaire .

. APPENDIX I (Cont'd) -

”

8. 0n average, how many minutes do you tutor an individual pupil during a single session?

AN

28 Minutes spent with each pupil.’ e

-, u.ow‘ often do you have conferences with your classroom teachers to reviéw the 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 _Respor
a4y 34% us 11% s --

9. Has your Project Consultant Teacher demonstrated the use of tutoring éechniques with
any of your pupils this year? . .

. | o T, g
If you'answered YES', how helpful doyofx find these dimonstrations? -
- *_67% / o
. ery helpful
+ If you answered NO‘I' VERY~ HELPFUIL,‘ explai;x in what ways the assis;tance provided

. ' by the Consultant Teacher could become more effective. -

L. -

-

22% -- 1%
Somewhat helpful Not very helpful- No Response

No comments recorded by respondents.

> ~ A

. . ’ '

10. How.often did you refer to the Resident Tutor Manual during the current schgol ‘year?

33% 44% 23% .- - 4
“ Very Somewhat No '
. Frequently Frequently Infrequently Never

Response

If you answered INFREQUENTLY or NEVER, please ¢xplain why you found little use for
, the manual. ’
p - A . )
Classroom teachers find the manual outdated...Only used manual as an key...

x

It needs updating. ’ -

1. Hov kelpful is the Resident Tutor Manual as a source of ideas for tutoring activities?

aas 34% 11% 11% ‘
- * Very Somewhat Not Very o ~
y Helpful Helpful lelpful Resnonse )
3 d . ) L . ]
- S .
™ w - ' ‘ : / Iy
. - e ‘ ok o
\a \‘, . - . Zggs ¢
. M »\:' i 2 )
Q

EMC ’ ’ )
.
. .-
a .. . L

L 4
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Resident Tutgr Questionnaire

APPENDIY. I (Cont'd)

‘
12. Do you feel. that the Resident Tutor Manual should be improved?

) o Yes , No No Respon;e
If you answered YES, please list one or two specific suggestions for improvement.

Reading-and math tests-according to grades. Also, some fractions,,.Testing \v

does not meet the needs of the in-between student.

It's either too hard or too \

. ¢ . X h
easy...Some words listed in the spelling test are words that are seldom used...

~More ideas...Tests are too simple for students. ..Update 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 £hildren

. until mastery was accomplished...Disciplining the students...Record keeping...

. . fN
Children not wanting to leave when the 20 or 30 minute sessions are over

14. ihat “changes would you recommend - to improve the project next year?

Making sessions last“lnly 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 a11 paperwork.

..Not so many workshops, if so ehly a half day-
SO we may return to our school and work with children...A new up-dated: manual ~
15. what has been your greatest project accomplxshment this current school year?

Getting my children to have some gain }n the skills that I worked with them +\When

) .
a teacher tells you that a pupil has improved immensely ‘in a particular skill

P "N
To have helped soaﬂﬁ;utees that at one time were considered, to be retarded.. Working

with children that have improved greatly with.a little yutoring. Also, asking our
. .

2

input with this questionnaire. ° . ' :
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APPENDIX -J
Survey of Tutors Who Were Ressponsibie for

Adpinistering Parent Resource Centers

H=13

4PLEASE x.ESPOVD TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IF YOU MANAGE A PARENT RESOURCE CENTER IN

YOUR SCHOOL.

Indicate how much you AGREE or DISAGREE with each statement appearing below by
placiﬁg an "X" in the response box which most closely corresponds to your honest

opinion.
Y —
< .
Strongly , Not Strongly
N=13, < Agree Agree | sure | Disagree | Disagree
i
a. It is very difficult to get parents .
to use the Resource Center._ 15% 40% 15 15 15
~. .
b. . Classroom teachers in my, b;xild_ing
believe the Resource Center is 54% 38% 8% -- --
rHeeded in this school. .
¢. The Resource Center has an adequate . .
number of instructional materials. | 31% 544 -- 8% 8%
d. The principal of my school feels N . . ! .
that the Resource Center offers an 69% 15% 8% -- --
importang service to parents. ' P .
e. I am glad that our school das a , . =
Resource Center. ) 77% 15% -- -- 8%
-y A ’
- " :
f. Parents like the Resource Center's 4
' instructional materials. 38% 62% | -- -- -/
_ : - 0
g. The classroom teachers in my s \
building understand how the Resource 38% 54% 8% -- --
Center can: help parents.
= — T
h. .1 have been aciequately trained in . '
how to manage -the Resource Center. 69% 31% | -- -- --
=S ?
1. \Students benefit by ha mg a Resource
, nter in their scho . 85% ls’f - - -
\ - | N
: » .
» * '
- .
= -297-
* / »
{ ws 2
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APPENDIX K ,
§  SURVEY OF NONPROJECT TEACHER' OPINION®~ ~
(Public School Survey) °
N=21 :

y
Dear Teacher: ’

I3
.

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 answgin:u the questions completely,
and honestly. You neéd not sign the questi ire.
>

" Please use the attached envelope to send your completed questionnaire
by Friday, Jung 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\

\

1. How many children in your class have-received Resident Tutor service this year?
. N
’ . 7 Average Number of Children °

2. On averége, how many days per week does a fupil 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% ~ sy 19% 61%
Abodt once  Several times ~AboUt once About once every two Never ,
* a} day a week- 2 week ; weeks or less frequently

= 4. How often do you have conferences with the Resident Tutor to review the woTk done
and the progress made by the tutee? )

<

- - 19% . 24% 43% 14%
About once Several times About once About once every two Never
a day a week 2 Week N

weeks or less frcque&tly

* Compfetea by public school teachers during week June 8, 1981.

P
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APPENDIX K (Cont'd) ©

1
Indicate whéther or not® you have witnessed an improvement in student reading

and/or mathematics skxlls as a result oﬁ participating in the Resident Tutor
Project. .

-

71% 104 19%
Improvement No Change _Unable to Assess

If you answered NO CHANGE, explain why you feel scqgfnts who were assisted
by the tutor did not make any progress.

Too far behind...Not seen often epough...With overcrowded classes ite gives

children who have unique problems an opportunity to recgiye some individual

. -

. M <7 oy
assistance... . .

6. Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Project adequately supports the instructional
‘rprogram in your school?

-

No __19% No Response _ 5%

Why or why pot? (Please explain) Too limited in areas to be covered-I ne&d‘math

- 4
help but she could only work with reading...Because you can target areas for the

tutor to aid the student in,..Children are always waiting to be seryiced., The

"Resident Tutor is used more as an office assistant than as a tutor.

7. From your experience this year, what has been the most valua Teat eirert
- of the Resident Tutor Project?

Individualized atteption provided to the students has improved their self-concept...
- .

The pupils's enthusiasm for the projéct is noticeable...Children have tried to do

better with their regular class work...Students were motivated to try harder.

-~

A3

8. Are there changes you would like to see in the Residgnt Tutor Project to make it
‘more beneficial to the students? If so please sgecigg suggestions.

More contact with teacher in setting objectives for students:..Some type of 'pre-
- - L)

cription” lesson:plan devised by tutbr and teacher to focus on weaknessess. ..
2

Tutor could work wi;h 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. LS

Have you ever withdrawn a child from Resident Tutor services? -- Yes 100% No

—

4
v .

: L4
No comments were recorded. ©

PRI A7 Providod by ERIC
.
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10.
any. . .

) There were a few problems with scheduling, but we we;e 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 Tutdr helps students. When the tutor helps, the
’ studepts are able to work better on their own. '

f,' 11. Do you have any additional comments you would 1fke to make relative to the
- operations of this project?
I think that the Resident Tutors are great help to all the students . that they

v

3 work with.,.I jn:;.hgpg the proiect ggn;inggé,,,xhis is_the first time I have

ever seen a tutor used by the office as an office assistamt...I have worked with

= tutors before. If the principal is allowed to use the tutor as an office assistant

- the Resident Tutor Pg;)ect will be destroyed...It is my hope that this project

remains intact or is;ggpanded A1 feel that we are fortunate to have such a fine °

f&i ’ ' tutor., She has been a fine agset to our instructional staff...Keep it going...
3. —F - - -
L]

~~-=

¢ . Qo) . h
- ‘ . "R3Y ‘
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S t'as working with a Resident Tutor created any problenms qPr you? Briefly describe {@
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APPENDIX L
SURVEY OF NONPROJECT TEACHER 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 wér all the questions completely
and honestly. You need ndt sign the quest ire. -

; 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 g non-public school return postage has been included to enable you to
v;xse the/ United States mail. Use the school mail if you work in a public
chool, .

Thank You

1. How many children in your class have received Resident Tutor service this year?
. ’ 8 Average Number of Children
2. On averdge, how many days per week does a pupil work with a tutor?
< 4 Average days pe‘r 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 Resi’.dent Tutor to review the 'work done
and -the progress made by the tutee? % .
10% 60% 20% 10% .-
About once Several times About once About once every two - Never
a day . a week a weelg weeks or less frequentl/y
* Completed by nonpublic school teachers during the week of June 8, 1981. ¢
. L)
> . 5
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- APPENDIX L (Cont'd}
& ¢
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.

1008 - N -- :
Improvement No Change Unable to Asséss

If you answered NO 'CHANGE, explain why you feel students who were assisted
by the- tutor did not make any “progress.

No comments were ,recorded.

Do you feel that the Resident Tutor Project adequately supports the instructional /
program in your school?

&

'

Yes 90% No -- Somewhat 100%

Why o'r why not? (Please exialain) I had to give our tutor material to use when

working with students. The project material for reading’ is not up-to-dag:. .Gives

N
confidence to frustrated children...Individualized program.,.The children really
improved...Couid use more conference time with tutor...very flexible.

From your experience'this year, what has been the most valuable fe%pré oraffect
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 1nd13dua1 N

basis..,Consistency of program...Re-inforcement of classroom material...

T

Are there changés you would like to see in the Resident Tutor Project to make it
more beneficial to the students? If so please specify suggestions.

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

regular classroom at that time... . .
Have you ever withgrawn a child from Resident Jutor services? Yes 20% No 80%
If you answered YES, explain for what reasons you -took this action.

. £,
Improvement warranted it...Yes, because he “had so improved and there was another

student who needt_ed help... 5
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10. Has working with a Resident Tutor created any problems for you? Briefly descriQe
any. > .

a2

Yes - Some in scheduling...None - Very beneficial...Scheduling is difficult...

bl ~

- T —

'

. £ .
11. Do you have any additional comments you would like to make relative to the
operations of this-project? )

No comments were recorded.
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APSE??IX M
RESIDENT TUTOR PRINCIPAL'S QUESTIONNAIRE

The Resident Tutor Project is collectin

tion from principals
receiving service from the Resident Tutor Prpje

You need not sign this

questionnaire. - |
Please use the enclosed envelope to send your completed questionnaire by ' ' /
Friday, June 12, 1981. .

v

1. The educational aide was assigned to provide tutorial services in specific
skills, how would you rate the services that were given?

2 Exceﬂep: ~ LA Good _ - Poor 3_0"_N§esponse
K 2. Pledse check the kinds of feedback you have received regarding the tutor's
' services:
__fi*_ Formal Observation K% _ Informal Observation
._91_*_ Teacher's Comments . _78%  parent's Comments
_%% pupi1's Comments 8% Other Adults
3% poom Appf:arange _~=___ Other
5% Formal monitoring teams (federel, state, local, etc.)
« 3. List ;ny topics you feel should be covered in staff éevelopment workshops' o
. ° for tutors? )
. ¢ a. Parent awareness of program d. Goals of the Language~-arts program
b. Pos:}tive approach to discipline e, Working v;ooperat:i.vely with staff

c. Activities to be used in developing ¢, Prescription method for instruction
specific skil®s k,

(-3
4. What do you feel are the best features of the projectv 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...Remediation, extend to
all grig;:. s :

5. What features pf the ﬁoject do you feel need modificdtion and/or deletion?
; More emphasis on teacher judgement in addition to test scores...Sometime to rigid
- standards. Program must serve children not vice-versa...All children whom the class-
' Toom 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
1imits of skills utilized. More experienced tutors should be allowed to broaden
concepts covered...Limitation of services.
6. If the school houses a Resfdent Tutor Parent Resource Center, please rate its
worh to parents, staff and pupils: .

. 7
. _71%_ Excellent 29%_ cood . - Poor
+ 7. List any educational materials you feel should be added to the Resource R
Center inventory:
a. Magazines d. Practj_:ce sheets of vario;.xs concepts
b. More resding materials : @, More books for 5th and 6th grade
5o .
c. List of what is available should be f. More concrete materials CRE
. given to teachers and parents

THANKS AGAIN FOR YOUR INPUT!! . .
Mariene McMillan, Project Manager
Resident Tutor Project
oo Obseryation Center, Room 105
3 O 3 2064 Stearns Road )
Cléveland, Ohio 44106

E - - '
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‘. APPENDIX N *
- SURVEY OF STUDENT OPINION*
N=55 .‘
DEAR “STUDENT: .

. )
DURING THE YEAR YOU HAVE HAD A TUTOR ‘HELP ,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 AY "X IN THE NO BOX
- )

. IF YOU CANNOT MAKE UP YOUR MIND PUT AN "X" IN’ NOT SURE BOX

. .

1. 1 LIKED GETTING HELP FROM MY TUTOR.| 5. MY FRIENDS WANT TO GET HELP FROM

. MY TUTOR,
d —96% YES . ~30% YES
. ’ .- MO 115 NO
- 4% NOT SURE ‘ 49% NOT SURE

’

2. MY TUTOR'HELPED ME TO DO BETTER _ | 6. I WOULD LIKE TO GET HELP FROM MY -

IN SCHOOL. i TUTOR NEXT YEAR.
o5y, YES oL 6% YES -
M . T o
__5% NOT SURE ' 17%  NOT SURE

3. 1 LIKED THE THINGS MY TUTOR GAVE 7. MY TUTOR HELPED ME WITH THINGS

ME TO WORK WITH. : THAT 1 COULD NOT DO WELL.
_87% s 9% YES
198 no 2% NO '

‘ _12% + NOT SURE - _3%_ NOT SURE

4. THE TESTS MY TUTOR GAVE ME 8. MY TEACHER WAS HAPPY THAT I GOT °
SHOWED HOW WELL T LEARNED. * HELP FROM MY TUTOR.

_8Sy YES 93%_ YES
13 N0 —. N
145 _ NOT SURE | 2% NOT SURE

3 !

—_—

—

- *Administered during the week of June 22, 1981. ° .




