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DEFINITIONS

mentary reading instruction to low-achieving students (those
who scoré at the 30th percentile or below) in twenty-five schools

with high concentrations of students from low-income families.

Chapter | Regular - The Chapter | Regular Program provides supple-

Chapter 1 Schoolwide Projects - Two schools; Allison and Becker; have
a sufficient concentration of low-income-students to qualify as’
Chaptér 1 Schoolwide Projects. In these schools Chapter 1 and
extra local funds are used to lower the pupil/teacher ratio.

All students in the schools are considered Chapter | students.

Current . igrant = A current migratory child is one (a) whose parent or
guardian is a migratory agricultural worker or migratory fisher,
and (b) who has moved within the past tweive months fram one
school district to another to enable the child, the child's
giardian, or a member of the child's inmediate family to obtain
temporary or seasona! employment in an agricultural or fishing
activity. o

o

Former Migrant - Students who remain in the District following their
year of current eligibility are considered formerly migratory stu-
dents (with the concurrence of their parents) for a period of ‘

five additional years. Current and former migratory students
are eligible for the same program services.

Types of Service - o S

Lab or Pullout = Student is served outside regular classroom.
Classroom Service - Student is served in his/her regular class-
_ room, o o - . :
Special Class - Student is registered for a special program class,
_ &.g., Early Childhood Classes. i
Other - Any other ways a student might be served, e.g., tutoring.

" MSRTS - The Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) is a
national level recordkeeping system designed to maintain files
of eligibility forms, health data, instructional data; and
achievement data on migrant students. These records are sent
as a student migrates from school district to school district
to provide each school district with information about the
-student. The District and the MSRTS Clerk are required to
maintain these files in a certain order and update various
records during the school year.
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Final Report

Project Title: Chapter 1 and Chapter 1 Migrant

Contact Persons: Karen Carsrud and Catherine Christner

MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS:

1.

Chapter 1 and Migrant. Program Early Childhood (prekmder—

garten) students made xmpressxve achievement gains that were

even larger than last year's.

The achievement gains of 1982-83 Schoolwide Pro;ects students

in reading, math, and ianguage were generally greater than

those of comparable students in the Regular Chapter 1 Program

schools. A longitudinal examination of Schoolwide Projects

students' achievement gains also appears encouraging concern-

ing advantages of participation in the program

There is evidence to indicate continued improvement in the

-Regular Chapter 1 Program. The program met or exceeded

its objectives at every grade level.

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION:

1.

The high school Migrant Program has several weaknesses:

little focus on low-achieving students,

no discernible impact of the program on achievement;

considerable disparity among the number of students

served by each teacher; and

a lower proportion of ehglbie students served than

at the elementary and junior hlgh levels.

achievement gains from 198! to 1982 or 1982 to 1983,

than did other mlgrant students who have not been served.

Therieﬂlssgmeﬁeyxdence that e,x,tremely low=scoring
Schoolwide Projects students (those few who are more

than a year behind grade level) do not gain as much

in some cases as- comparable students in Regular
Chapter I schools. If such evidence continues .to

emerge; other forms of instructional grouping or
supplemental instruction should be considered for
these students
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CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT EARLY CHILDHOOD
(PRE-K ) | -

DiD EARLY CHILDHOOD. STUDENTS MAKE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS?

Yes! Both Chapter 1 and - Migrant Program students rade very ‘good gains on
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary -Test-Revised (PPVT-R). The Chapter 1

students showed an average gain of 17.4 scale score points from the pre-
to the posttest. Migrant Program students gained an average of 12.9

points. Over a period of time; scaled scores are expected to remain

constant, so these gains indicate real growth rates well above the

national average.

v

Boih programs produced improved gains this year ‘when -compared to last
year (see Figure 1) Chapter 1 continues to produce greater gains than
does the Migrant Program. As was noted last year also, Chapter 1

students with lower pretest scores made greater gains than did Migrant

Program students scoring at the same low levels. There also continued to
be more variety in average gains made across the Migrant Progiam classes -

than across the Chapter 1 classes.
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Figare 1. CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT PROGRAM GAINS ON THE PPVI-R IN
1981-82 and 1982-33.
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WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN
STUDENTS WHEN THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS?

Prekindergarten students in AISD's Early Childhood programs score at high

levels at the end of the prekindergarten year and at beginning of .

kindergarten. However, these high achievement levels have not always

been evident at higher grade levels: Figure 2 shows the spring; 1983
median reading total percentile for 1978-79 prekindergarten students. It
suggests that they might be regaining some of their lost advantage.

However, these data must be interpreted with caution, because medians for

these students have varied from year to year, not all former pre-

kindergarten students have remained in the District or been tested every

year, and the number of students in the analyses is quite small in some
cases.

LoHSTTUNDINAL RCHIEUENENT GARINS
For 1978-79 EARLY CHILDHOOD (PRE-K) STUDENTS
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Figure 2. MEDIAN PERCENTILE FOR FORMER EARLY CHILDHOOD (PRE-K)
STUDENTS AS THEY REACH HTIGHER GRADE LEVELS.
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HAVE ANY SPECIAL EFFORTS BEEN AIMED AT FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN
STUDENTS TO HELF THEM MAINTAIN THEIR HIGH ACHIEVEMENT?

Yes; in 1982-83 elementary instructional coordinators worked with a
randomly chosen group of teachers to help the ‘teachers focus on the needs
of former prekindergarten students and retained students in their '
classes. The intervention was a fairly unstructured one; however; and

former prekindergarten students and retained students in those classes
did not gain more than a control group of former prekindergarten and

retained students whose teachers were not aided.
THE CHAPTER1 PROGRAM IN AISD

WHAT IS THE CHAPTER | PROGRAM? "

Chapter | was created to segve educationally disadvantaged students in

economically di'sadvantagedaleas. The program was called Title 1 in

As part of the Educational éoﬁsoiidation and Improvement Act (ECIA),

the program is primarily a reading/
'K-6 students in 25 Reguiar Chapter |

previous legislation. In AISD;
language arts program serving ular
. schools and two Schoolwide Projects. In addition; three nonpublic ;
schools; four institutions for neglected/delinquent (N & D) children, and

nine prekindergarten classes were served by the program.
WHAT ARE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS?

in Schoolwide Projects, extra teachers normally provided by Chapter 1
funds, along with extra locally funded teachers; are all used as.
classroom teachers to reduce the average cClass size for the entire. ,
school. In thé AISD Regular Chapter 1 Program; Chapter l-funded teachers
provide service only to students who are below the 3lst percentile ‘in

. their reading achievement test scores (or language scores; for

. ‘kindergartners). In a Schoolwide Project, all students are served.
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HOW ARE SCHOOLS AND INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN SELECTED FOR THE
CHAPTER | PROGRAM?

By law, AISD Chapter | schools must be chosen by first ranking all the
District's schoolé on the basis of the percentage of low-income students
who .reside in” each schools' attendance area. In order to do this; a

major effort is conducted each year to count ail students and also the
number of low-income students who actually reside in various areas of the
city and to determine the areas of greatest economic need. Then, the AISD

elementary schools with the highest percentage of low-income students
residing in their attendance area are selected to participate in the
Chapter | Program.

Individual children within Chapter | schools are also ranked on the basis
of "greatest need.” Students with the lowest reading achievement test
scores are served first, with as many students (up to the 3ist
percentile) served as resources allow.

\
|
,,,,, o \ : o
HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE SERVED IN THE CHAPTER 1
PROGRAM 1982-837
Thé Chaptér 1 Program provided 'éefyiéé to 4,557 students in 1982-83.

Figure 3 illustrates the proportion of students served by each component.

WERE.THERE CHANGES IN HOW REGULAR CHAPTER | PROGRAM

SERVICES WERE DELIVERED FOR 1982-83?

A R \ - ,,,;,,, — 2 S . : N
There was a slight increase in the percentage of Chapter I students who
were "pulled out" to thé reading lab for service; For 1982-83, 38% of
Chapter 1 students were served in the lab; versus 34% for 1981-82.

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WERE SERVED?
Approximately 67% of eligible students in Chapter 1 schools were served
by Chapter 1. However, many students who are eligible for_Chapter | are
served by othér programs, such as Special Education, Bilingdtsdy or

Migrant. ‘
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COUNTER CLOCKWISE:

= N&D

‘Figure 3. PROPORTION OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED
BY EACH COMPONENT IN 1982-83.

WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM
AT THE FOUR N & D INSTITUTIONS?:

Three of the N & D (neglected and delinquent) institutions use Chapter I
funds to hire aides to work with students, while the fourth uses the

" funds to purchase instructional materials. The aides perform a variety
of tasks: tutoring, assisting students during supervised study halls,

and meeting with regular AISD classroom teachers. :In structured
interviews, directors of the institutions reported that students to.be
served by Chapter | are selected on the basis of need, but that it is
difficult to validly test the children, because many are emotionally

.

disturbed, volatile, or have short attention.spans. N
\

There can also be considerable turnover in_the student populations of
these institutions, as shown in Figure 4. One director reported .
difficulty, in finding a qualified person to fill the aide position at the
relatively low salary ($5.63/hour). Another director felt that residents
at that facility were not academically oriented, but instead were focused
on learning the skills needed for independent living. In short, there
are many difficulties associated with providing services within these

! facilities. However, all of the directors felt that the program was
helpful: '
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WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY THE CHAPTER | PROGRAM
AT THE THREE NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS?

students below the 3lst percentile. A total of 91" students were served,
with some receiving Chaptér 1 sérvice in both subject areas. Figure 5

shows the number of students served in reading and math by the three
nonpublic schools.

Supplemental instruction was provided in both reading and math to

Reading Mé_th -

St. Mary's 46 38
St: Atiéii'in;s' 11 .9
St. Tgnatius''~ 18 17
Total 75 64

Figare 5. DUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN ~ -
READING AND MATH AT THREE NONPUBLIC R
CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS. —
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THE CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT PROGRAM IN AISD
WHAT IS THE Micmm INSTRUCTIONAL 'pRocmm

in 1982-83 the Migrant Program funded: eight fulltime and two halftime .

Early Childhood teachers; seven fulitime and one halftime elementary

teachers; -one fulltime and three parttime junior high teachers; and three

fulltime and one parttime senior- high teachers. Twenty-four AISD

campuses were served by a Migrant Program teacher.

Flgure 6 shows the numbers of students served by Migrant Program teachers

across grade levels: The numbers confirm the relative stability of the

migrant student population in that 65% were seen for 91 days or more out

of the 165 day school - year:

As has been reported for several years; there continue to be d1screp-

ancies in the proportion of eligible students served at each level across

each six weeks: 87% to 95% of the eligible early childhcod (r.cekinder-

garten) students, 69% to 77% of the eligible K-6 students; 65% to 81% of

the eligible junior:high students; and 47% to 56% of the eligible senior

high students. Figure 7 illustrates this disparity for the fourth six

weeks of 1982-83.

Although the Migrant Program is not hmxted to prov1d1ng mstructmn for
the lowest achieving students (those scoring at the 30th %ile_or lower),
the focus is on students at these levels. On 'the average 86% of the

elementary and junior high low achieving migrant students were served by

a Migrant Program teacher; while only 58% of the iow-ach1ev1ng senior

- high migrant students on the average were served by a senior high Migrant

Program teacher:
HOW WERE MIGRANT ébeEi\ifé SERVED?

In F1gure 8 are gwen the various ways m1grant studénts received
1nstruct10n from a M1grant Program teacher. The variation across grade

é?i!é@i,,,by the senior high Mlgrant Program teachers varied greatly across

teachers: One teacher saw 13 students while another saw 37 students.
The. only parttime teacher (60%) saw more students regularly than did one

fulltime teacher.
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This year, in an effort to work with the high school migrant students, a
pilot Dropout Prevention Program was instituted at two high_schoots,

Anderson and Crockett. Because this program started late in the school

year, evaluatlon data are not yet available on the success of this
program.

i?/ Served \\ 27% 7 _}3% 7 5ia o
7 ~ 93% Served Not  Served _Served Not. Servcd

_ EARLY A GRADES GRADES
CHLLDHOOD K-8 : 9-12

PROPORTIONS OF ELIGIBLE MIGRANT STUDENTS BEING SEEN AT EACH LEVEL.

Figure 7.
Special
Lab/ Classtoom Migrant Other
— PullOut Service Ciass Mechads
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k-5 71z 29% 0% S <1Z
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MIGRANT PROGRAM VIA THESE FOUR INSTRUCTIONAL

METHODS .
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Chapter 1 Achievement Gains

" WHAT WERE THE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF STUDENTS IN THE REGULAR CHAPTER |
PROGRAV? '

The AISD Regular Chapter | Program met or exceeded its objectives at
every grade level. The objectives were based.on the ITBS achievement
gains made by Chapter 1 students from the previous_year (which had been
generally higher than for the year before that!) Thus, the gains of this

year 's Chapter | students indicate that program improvement has continued

across the last two years:. Figure 9 shows the average gains of Regular

Chapter | students in reading across the grade levels.
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the gains of Regular Chapter ‘1 students with ccnparable pretest scores.

A total of 19 comparisons were made with Language (grades K-6), Reading

(grades 1-6), ‘and Math (grades 1-6) Total ITBS 'scores. Five of these

19conparlsons yielded nonsignificant results. For nine of these 19 .

comparisons, Schoolwide Projects students clearly gained significantly

more than Regular Chapter 1 students, regardliess of their pretest scores.

For fxvg of these conparlsons, Schoolwide Pro;ects students- generally
gained more than cotparable Regular Chapter ! students; except for those

few students wi th extremely low pretest scores. Students in these five

camparisons who had extremely tow pretest scores (nore than a.year behind

grade level on the pretest) gained less in Schoolwide Prolects -than

comparable students in the Regular Chapter ! schools. It is possxble

that whole-class instruction may have some limitations for these\_

extremely low-scoring students. However,; for the large majority of

students, Schoolwide Projects were more effective at increasing
achievement than the Regular Chapter 1 Program.

1

- WHAT HAS HAPPENEB To THE ACHIEVEMENT OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOUWIDE PRCHECTS
RJR THREE YEARS?

A matched group was drawn of students in either Schoolwxde Pro;ects or

Regular Chapter. | schools for all of the last three years. The sample

was matched on ethnxcxty, tow-income status, grade, sex; pretest, age,

and retainee status. anparlsons were made of spring 1983 ITBS scores
for students who were in 'grades K and 1 and who were attendxng the two
types of schools durxng 1980-81 and afterwards. Partially because the

numbers of students in the samples were small, only one comparison

yielded .a statistically significant finding: SéhéoiW1dé'Prd]éCt students

who were in grade i during 1980-81 had gained more in Language by the

“spring of 1983 than comparable students in Regular Chapter 1 schools.
However, other _compar isons _approached statxstxcal sxgnxfxcance and all of

the comparisons favored Schoolwide Pro;ects students.
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WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO THE ACHIEVEVENT OF STUDENTS WHO ARE NO LONGER
ATTENDING A CHAPTER | SCHOOL BECAUSE OF DESEGREGATICN?

Same students that received Title I services prior to the District's
desegregation plan beginning in 1980-81 no longer receive these services
because their new schools do not have a high enough percentage of
low-income children to qualify for the Chapter 1 Program. _A comparison
was made of two groups of K-3 students who were served Dy Title I in
1979-80: those who remained in Title I/Chapter 1 schools and those who _

did not. These cofparisons revealed that spring 1983 reading achievement
test scores were significantly higher in three of the four comparisons
for the group of students no longer attending a Chapter 1 school.
Research in this area has suggested that attending schools which have

lower concentrations of low-income children can enhance achievement
gains; which may have offset any disadvantages to students who lost

Chapter | services. Furthermore, the former Title I students may have
been, served by the SCE Program in their new schools.

WERE THERE OTHER ACHIEVEVENT FINDINGS CF INTEREST GONCERNING CHAPTER. |
STUDENTS? : -

There was a nonsignificant trend for low-achieving kindergartners in
Chapter | schools to gain nore-in language if theéir school served 7
kindergartners with the program._ K was the only grade level which was_
optional for schools to serve with the Chapter 1 Program. Students who
were retained in kindergarten gained less if they were served by Chapter

I than did students who were not served. However, the two groups of,

students may not have been corparable: No differences were found in
reading achievement between Chapter I and non-Chapter | retainees at
other grades. Also there was no consistent pattern in the results that

favored students served by the Regular Chapter ! Program-in_ a particular
location such as the reading lab, regular classroom, or both. -
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Chapter 1 Migrant Program Achievement Gains

_generally low achxevxng the migrant students are. These flgures are

based on all nugrant students who had test scores. The Hispanic’

_comparison group is 1nciuded since over %% of the nugrant students

are Hispanic.

WHAT ACHIEVEVENT GAINS WERE NHDE BY NHGRANT STUBENTS WHO WERE SERVED BY A
MICRANT PROGRAM TEACHER?

‘Grades K-8

Kindergarten students served by a. Nhgrant Program_ teacher made an

average 0.7 grade equivalent point gain on the lowa Tests of Basic
Skitls (ITBS) Language Total from the fall of 1982 to the spring

of 1983: This gain is smaller than that made by all AISD kinder-~

garteners pre- and posttested but the same as altl-AISD Hispanic -

kindergarteners: The gain is one month hetter than Migrant Program

kindergarten students made in 1981 -82.

Those first graders served by a Nhgrant Progran Teacher had an average

ITBS Reading Total grade equivalent score of 1.6. This is_two

months less than the national average for first graders of 1.8.

The Migrant Program students' scores this year are slightly better
than the Migrant Program first graders' average scores last year.

In Figure 12 are presented the average grade equxvalent ga1ns for
A the Nhgrant Program students in_grades 2-8. _Also included are the
the gains made by students in 1980-81 and 1981-82 for corparison

purposes. As can be noted from the figure, the gains this year

are simitar to last year's gains, but with less variation across

the grade ievels

In comparing the Migrant Progran ga1ns w1th the ga1ns made by Chapter 1

Reguiar students (see Figure 9); it can be noted that _Chapter 1 students

made greater gains at some grades, while the Migrant Program students'
gains were as good or better at other grade levels.

Grade 168G~81 1981~-82 - : 1982-83
2 0:7 .7 0.8
3 1:0 1.0 1.0
4 ]:36 0-9 0'9
5 0.5 0.7 0.9
6 a.s 1.1 1.1
7 1.6 1.2 0.9
8 1.0 0.8 0.9

Figure 12. - AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALEVT GAIVS ON TdE ITBo RaADLVG TOTAL

FOR STUDENTS SERVED BY A WIPRA\T PROGRAM TEACHER IN
1980-81, 1981-82, AND 1982~83: =
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Grades 9-12

Gradé 9 students who were served by a Migrant Program teacher had a
median percentile of 31 on their spring 1983 STEP Reading scores. This is
considerably below the AISD median percentile for 9th graders of 54 and

well below the median peércentile for Hispanics 9th graders of 44.

Grades 10-12 migrant students served by a Migrant Program teacher showed

percentile losses on the average. -For comparison purposes; in Figure 13
are given the median percentiles for the pre- and posttests for Migrant
Program students, all AISD, and AISD Hispanic- students: The two compar -

ison groups are consisténtly higher across both the pre- and posttest.

AISD is required by the Texas Education Agency to offer services to
students in grades K-12 before it can offer early childhood = .
prekindergarten classes. Because the high school program has not been

particularly successful, new ways of implementing services to grades 9-12

students are being examined for 1983-84.

OVER TIVE, DOES IT HELP STUDENTS' ACHIEVEVENT TO BE SERVED BY THE MIGRANT
. ,} - 7,7? N .

A longitudinal data file of migrant students in grades 2-12 was created

to examine the long-term benefits of receiving instruction by a Migrant_._
Program teacher. Achievement gains examined were from the spring of 1982
to the spring of 1983. In corparing the achievement gains of the -

students not served with those served one, .two; three; or four years by a

Migrant Program teacher, no discernable differences could be found in

favor of students who were served regardless of length of time served.
This was true even when gains were examined for just those students who
scored at_the 30th percentile or below. This same type of analysis was
done in 1981-82, and the results were consistent. .

— T981-62 . . 1982-83 - .
Giracce Grade Grade Grade Grade Grade
g 9 16 - - U 10 1% 12
ALSD Students . 60 BT W RN 53 A
Pre—& Tosttested — |- (N=2357) (N=5115) (N=2242) (N=2257) (=2115) AN=2282) |
ALSD Hispanlecs ' 50 N (M ) I YR A0 . 38
Pre-_& Posttested (N=473)_ 7 {N=di1)—(N=433} | (N=478) (R=177) _ (il=444)
Miprant Prograi . ] R i _
Students (Served) 40 T 31 .38 20 24 -
Pra— & Posttosted——|—(N=20) .. (W=ZZ) (N=79) {(Nm20) (N=22} (1=10)— —

Figure 13. MEDIAN PERCENTILES ON THE STEP, READING TOTAL, 1978 NORMS
" FOR MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT TEACHER AND TWO
COMPARISON GROUPS. These are medians from matched (cohort)
Zroups. '

16
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT-Chapter1 & Migrant

WHAT HAPPENED WITH PARENTAL ADVISORY COUNCILS (PACS) IN 1982-837

This year there was no legal requirement of the Chapter | and_ ngrant

Program that the DLstrxct form PACs. The only specific requirement

- regarding parental xnvolvement in either program_was a directive to
~inform parents about the programs and to get parental input on any
proposed changes /in the programs. Last spring both the Elementary
Chapter 1/Migrant Districtwide PAC members and the Secondary Migrant
Districtwide PAC members had voted to continue with the PAC meetings as

their preferred way of parental involvement in the two programs:

In exammxng the documentatxon of the PAC meetings the following can be
noted: |
L]
] Exght elementary meetings, four secondary meetings, and one
elementary/secondary meeting were held:

o The mxnutes/égendas of these meetings reflect compliance with

the law: _both groups discussed the current programs,

possible fundmg cuts, regulatxon changes, and the programs
for the upcoming year.

attended the elementary PAC meetings: A total of 32 Mlgrant
parents attended the secondary PAC meetings:

o The attendance of migrant parents at PAC meetings
decreased sharply from 1981-82 levels (by 63 parents
at the elementary level and 3% parents at the secondary
teveb). ,

e The attendance of Chapter 1 parents at PAC meetings

- improved over the number attending in 1981-82 (91
parents). /

Both the e!ementary and secondary perSOns responsxble for the parental
" involvment component 1nd1cated ‘that 1mprov1ng parent attendance was one
of their highest priorities. .

25
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IN WHICH PARENTAL INVOLVEVENT ACTIVITIES IO PARENTS EXPRESS THE GREATEST
INTEREST? i

A survey was sent to 400 randamly chosen parents of elementary children
served by Chapter 1 with approximately 29% of the parents responding.
The activities in which parents reported the most interest were Math and
Reading Rainbow Kits; which are take-home kits containing activities
parents.can do with their children. Over 95% of tne parents responding
were interested or very interested in these activities. Parents were
also interested in attending workshops that would teach them how to help
their child in reading, math; or learning gamés that can be made at home .
Of leds interest to parents than Rainbow Kits or workshops were
activities such as helping with school events, attending PAC meetings,
and working with children or teachers at the school. '

WHAT ADDITIONAL INFCRVATICN DO WE HAVE ABCUT RAINBOW KITS?

This* year, a survey of the parents of the 408 children receiving Rainbow -
Kits was conducted: 1f the survey was returned, the student received a

free book, and the return rate was approximately 52%. Most parents (67%)
thought the kits were of the appropriate difficulty level and also that
heir children had learned from working on the Kits.. However, the

directions on some of the activities were reported as too difficult by
/approx;mggely 40% of the parents. This is an increase from the previous
/ year; although the kits were not changed. It may, however, indicate an

/ area where modifications are needed. :

/ Evaluations in previous years have documented that Rainbow Kits are
// somewhat expensive and do not generally have detectable short-term

effects on student achievement. However, parents continue to indicate

/ high levels of interest in activities that facilitate their working at
S home with their children. 'In the event that Rainbow Kits become
/ prohibitiveiy expensive, other take-home activities that are similar but

less expensive might be considered.

18
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HEALTH SERVICES

WHAT SERVICES WERE PROVIDED BY% THE MIGRANT NURSE?
t
The Migrant Nurse:

Saw 372 different students during the school year,

®
. e Visited 54 different AISD campuses, . :
~-_ & Made 566 contacts with parents, .
e Conducted a wide variety of health related services
" for students (see Figurel#), and |
o Used over 517,000 to provide medical/dental services

to 393 migrant students (see Figure 15).

trator felt that the position should definitely be fulltime for 1983-34.
This would allow time for serving more students and providing more
services. Migrant Program teachers surveyed in: the ‘spring expressed some
dissatisfaction with_the Health Services provided. This may reflect the
decreased availability of the Nurse, due to the decrease in her position

Both the Migrant Nurse and the Chapter 1/Chapter 1 Migrant Adminis-

from full- to halftime. <
.

l-.y

\ Secivity NumBar of Times

v ’ _ Activity was Aeporced

v T

RegulaelV Ssheduldd Tiam ’ 1z
)Ionschefiﬁiéi Zxian . 23
Phcrie CEREAEE o 379
Seferral =o Medical Doctor " 213
ReZerril €o Dencist 241
fome Tisit ! : . a3
Cognseling/Teacning 173
Raefarral to Ozher Profassisaar ; : 36

Figuré l4. TALLY OF VARIOUS NURSING ACTIVITIES FOR
SEPTEMBER, 1982 THROUGH MAY, 1983.
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Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) .

The Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) Clerk kept eligibility
forms, log books, and other MSRTS records in the prescribed order.
However, in interviewing the Clerk and assessing the reasons why a number
of MSRTS timelines were not met, several reasons/concerns were
identified:

@ The Clerk did rot receive the MSRTS objectives until the end
of the year. Although she was told as things needed to be
done, by not having the objectives she was not always able to
plan ahead or anticipate problems;

e Both the Clerk and her supervisor were new to the MSRTS
system in 1982-83;

e There was often a lack of coordination among the MSRTS Clerk,
her supervisor, the community representatives; and their
supervisors--a problem which should be somewhat alleviated

by the staff being all located in one office in 1983-84; and

e Other tasks sometimes took priority over tasks related to
thé MSRTS deadlines, causing the MSRTS deadlines not to be
met.

21
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ECIA Chapter 1
Appendix A

PEABODY P1CTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED
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Instrument Description: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

Brie' desc-ioc_on o‘ -ﬁg ‘:st‘ﬂ:eﬁt.

The PPVT-R is an indiviaﬁéIly adminiscered, oncimed standardized vocabulary cesc.
The test requires subjects to respond to cue Words by choosing from among four
pictures the one that corresponds to the cue word. The words get progressively
harder as the test proceeds. . Specific _cue words given depend on the subject's
age and performanca gn. che First few items.. The Subject reaches his or her _
"ceiling" when he or she is performing at chance level (defimed as six errors in
eight consecutive responses). The subject's raw score is based on two factors:

how_high the ceiling item is, and how many errors are made on the way. See the
Test Manual for more- detailed information.

To-whom was the instmment adminiscered? )
To students in the Chapter | and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten programs.

Sow namv times as zhe imstriment admindscared?
Twice to each student who was enrolled during both testing periods (Sep:embex and

Aoril), once Co_others. All analvses are based on only those students with two

scores. CEach studenc was randomly assigned to one of the two alternate
forms for the pretest, then given the octher for the posttest.
WHen was *he {zscitTest admiziscarad?

The pretests were administered between September 20 and October 8 iééé, ana the

posttests were administered between April 19 and May 5, 1983.

Whera-was-the-insermenc-adnisistered?

In the subjects' schools; either im tne hall or in an empty room or office.

"o adminiscera=d che. ._s~--enc’ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
Migrant: The Chapcer 1 Migrant Evaluator or an ex-teacher hired specifically
7 for PPVT testing.
Chaécét 1: The Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant, or one of two ex-feachers and oné
 ex~Head Start/Home Start director hired for testing.
Wias szaizise did che admiziscracors have? _

All had extensive previous experience with the PPVT

“is—the iastrmess admisisverad under s-a:da:di.aa coadTsLona?
No. There was vdriation im the fioise level and privacy of the different Setclngs.
towever, most studen:s seemed attentive and eager €o do well, so the effect of tlie

potencial distraction on scores is probably small.

EEE iostrmmenc or ~ha-admisigcrasicn-shaz a3izhs

t4ere propléms wich
2 the validiiv of ]
All norms are_based on subjeccs who _achieved a "basal" e‘ined as 8 consecucile

correct responses. Many of the. sruden:s we cesced did not achieve basals, and

Who deveioped zhe f=strumesme?
Lldéyd M. Dupn, PhiD. and Leoca M. Dunn.

nd vaiidisr dacz-azs—srailsble oun-theizseTumesnc?
Over the age range we tasted, reliabilities range from .70 to .34 (split-hali),
an¢ from .76 to .77 (alternate forms). There ars to concurrent nor prediccive
validicy data available_for the PPVT-R, except cthat it corralactes .50 to .80
wich che PPVT, which correlates strorgly with ocher vocabulary ctests and

ﬁodera:elj with 5cthar achievement tescs.

Are_shers zor= catafava“a*le I3z i::e--—-"-z '“e 23301532
Yes. Standard score and percen:ile norms are provided for each month of chrono-
logical age. -
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PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED
Purpose

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVI-R) was administered to
Chapter ! and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten students to help answer
the following decision:and evaluation questions:

Chapter 1

Decision Question D3: Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood Education

Program be continued, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D3=1: Was the objective of the Early
Childhood Program met?

Chapter 1 Migrant
Decision Questicn Dl: Should the Early Childhood Education Component

be continued as it is; modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question D1=1: Were the achievement objectives met?

Fvatuation '‘Question D1=2: How do the pre/posttest gains made

by the Migrant students on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
compare with the Chapter 1 and Title VII students?

fvaluation Question D1=3: How do the pre/posttest gains made

by Migrant and Chaptér 1 students this year compare with gains -
made in 1981-82? '

Procedure

Because the PPVI-R is an individually administered test, three former

teachers and one former Head Start/Home Start dircctor were hired to ,
help with testing. All Migrant testing was done by the Migrant Evaluator
and one of the former teachers. Chapter 1 pretesting was done by the

Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant and another former teacher; the third former
teacher and the former Head Start/Home Start director helped the Evaluation

Assistant with Chapter 1 posttesting. All testers were female.

In September, a memo (see Attachment A-1) was sent to Chapter 1 and
Chapter 1 Migrant Pre-K teachers telling them the weeks during which

testing would be done and how to prepare students to do their best.
During the week before testing began, teachers were telephoned and

specific testing dates were arranged. Most testing was done between

September 20 and September 29, 1982. The few children who were absent

on their class' testing day werég tested on Séptember 30, October 1, or
October 4.

30
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Studean were randomly assigned to one of the two alternate forms for the

pretest, then given the other form as the posttest. Two students from each

program were inadvertently given the same form on the pre- and posttest.

Becatise the tests were adminlstered seven months apart and the children

had never been given the correct answers to the items, data from these four
students were included in the analyses.

Exa@ination"ofrpretestrstandard scores revealed a l4-point meéan difference
in scores obtained by the two Chapter 1 testers (t = 4.47, p<‘oo1 df 5'118.)

tester by which he or sherhad been pretested in the hope that gain scores

would be unaffected by any tester effects.
All testing was -done in the sthdents' schools,/in an empty classroom, office,

library, or cafeteria. All testing was done in English.

In November, teachers were g1ven their students results in the.form of

standard Scores (age-corrected scores with a/mean of 100 and standard

deviation of 15 -~ See Attachment A-2 for a sample class report) In

April 1983, a memo (Attachment A—3) was sent to teachers and princxpais

advising them that posttésting would be dome soomn. Specific dates were

again Scheduled with thé teachers by telephone. Most children were post-

tested between Aprll 19, and April 29, 1983, with makeups for absent

children on May 2-5. Most testing was again done in empty classrooms or

offices, though children were tested in public hallways in two schools.

e teachers recelved their students posttest results and mean class and
program gains in mid-May, along with a memo explaining the results (Attach-

ment 2A- 4)

All tests, pre and post were "Scored’ by the testers or the" Chapter 1 Evalu-
ation Intern, and each test was checked for accuracy by another ORF, staff
- member.

Analyses

Standard score gaxns from pre- to posttest were evaluated separateiy fof,ﬁ,

each program with a paIred—samp1e t—test. The progtrams were compared using

a multiple regression approach to analysis of covariance, with pretest

Scoré 45 the covariate. First; a "known—true' model is constructed, with

posttest score as the dependent variable and the §ix predictor vectors
described in Attachment A-5 (as Model 1). This model contains separare

linear, _ curv111near, and group membershlp components. for each program,rand

allows for 1ndependent curvilinear regression lines. Six other possible

modeéls are than constructed (Models 2-7, Attachment. A-5) each havingigewer

predictor vectors than the "known-true' model. Weights are obtained for the

véctors in each model using the SPSS Regression package.
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A systematic series of model comparisons is then done, until the model is
found which combines the best predicticn of posttest scores (i:e:; the
lowest residual sum of squares) with the fewest predictor vectors. All
model compariSons are evaluated by an F test. See Attachment A-5 page 2
for the F formula and/a flow chart of model comparisouns.

/

Résults

All results reported include only thoseé students with both pre- and posttest
scores. ‘ )
r

Were the Achievement Objectives Met?

For €hapter 1; the achievement objective was specified in terms of percent
of students making certain standard score gains, e.g., 33% will- gain more
than 20 points; etc. Figure 1 shows the expected and actual percent of
students in each gain category, both for all students and for the subcategory
of students with basals: As the top table shows, when all students are
included, the program clearly exceeded its goals.  The first three gain
categories each had more students than expected, while fewer students than

expected made very small or no gain.

Interpretation of the bottom figure, which includes only those students with
basals, is a little more difficult. It appears that many Students in the
highest gain category were those who did not have basals on the pretest.

The overall pattern of these results; however, is still very positive.

 Chapter 1 Migrant did not set ‘explicit achiévemert objectives.

Were the Programs Effective in Improving Student Achievement?

Because PPVT-R standard scores have the same mean and standard deviation
for all ages, any within-program pre-~ to posttest gain can be tested
against a null hypothesis of no gain: Figure 2 shows mean pre- and
posttest standard scores for each program, for all students and also for

the subcategory of students with basals. As the table shows, Chapter 1
students and Chapter 1 Migrant students each -made highly reliable
gains. ,

Figuré 3 shows the results of the model comparisons described in the Analyses
section. AS the table shows, Model 6 best describes the data, for all students
and also for the subgroup of students who achieved basals. Model 6 produces
parallél, limear regression fines and represents a statistically reliable

" difference between programs. In other words, if pretest score is controlled

for, Chapter 1 students made reliably higher gains than Migrant students.
Figure & shows thé plots of the regression lines for all students. When the
regression lines for only those students with basals are plotted, the pattern
is the same. '
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'Héﬁfdé—{hié vear's gains compare to laStAyéar'éé

Figure 7 shows the mean pretest and posttest PPVT-R standard score, and the
mean gain; for each program in 1981-82 and 1982-83. TFor Chapter 1, this

year's mean pretest score is similar to last year's, but this year's posttest

mean is higher, representing a larger average gain this year. A similar pat-
tern was obtained for Migrant Students, but the increased gain from 1981-82 to

1982—83 was not as great. Figure 8 shows these gains in graphic form.

Other Findings of Interest.

A very high negative correlation between pretest standard score and gain was
discovered (r= ~.59 for all students; —.65 for students with basals, p<.001

for both correlations). The corretations were similar In magnitude for
Chapter 1 and Migrant.

it is well known that any correlation between pretest and gain will almost

always be negative, because of regression to the mean. But the magnitude
of the obtained correlations seemed too great to be statistical artifact.

Moreover, participants in the prekindergarten program had been selected by

an earjier screening test, not the PPVI-R pretest. There are those who
hold that measuring gains from the so-called "second pretest;" as was done
here; effectively controls for the effect of regression to the mean. This
is a controversial matter; however, aud it was decided to take the most

conservative approach and remove the regression effect statistically, using

title formula in Attachment A=6.

Correlations between pretest and gain, corrected for regression to the mean,
are -:68 and -.64 for all studerts and those with basals respectively
(p<.001 for both). Again; the separate correlation values for Chapter

1 and Migrant were very similar. '

Childpen with low pretest scores made bigge: gains than those with higher

pretest scores; even with régression effects accounted for. Figures 4 and
5 show this effect in two different ways. Figure 4 illustrates the regression
lines predicting posttest score from pretest score,; for all Chapter ] and

Migrant students. The third line, 1abeled "No Gain'", represents a theoretical

group of students whose posttest and pretest scores were the same. Figure 5

shows the same relationships, but illustrates the prediction of gain rather

than posttest score. The horizontal line represents the theoretical "No Gain"
group. :

One possible explanation for this phenomenon is that the Early Childhood

curriculum is tailored to the needs of the lowest-achieving participants
and that childrem who are relatively more advanced in September are not

berefiting as much, at least as measured by their vocabularies. Another

possibility is that teachers tend to give more attention to the lower-achieving

students..

Another interestinmg finding was a wide variation in the average gains made
by classes, As shown in Figure 6, mean gains ranged from 14.0 to 23.7

among Chapter 1 classrooms, and from 1.6 to 22.0 among Migrant classrooms.

A=6 357
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All Students

Standard Score _Gain Objective Actral N=116
More than 20 points 33% 357
11-20 points 247 ' ‘ 347
6-10 points 10% 15%
) 1-5 points 147 8%
0 or fewer points 18% 8%

étudenté witﬁ—ﬁasals

Standard Score-Gain Objective Actual : N=102
More than 20 points 33% 31% '

11-260 points 247 B 35%

6-10 points _ 10% 17%

1-5 points 147 . 8%
0 or fewer points 18% 9%

Figure 1: COMPARISON OF CHAPTER 1 GAIN OBJECTIVES WITH ACTUAL GAINS.
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AlL Students
Mean Standard Score t* P N
Pretest 72.87 -14.32 <.001 116
Posttest 90.23
[ \
Migrant
Mean Standard Score S E* P N
Pretest 66.24 -8.61 <.001 102
Posttest , 79.16
Students With Basals Onlg |
] o ' \
Chapter [
Mgan Standard ‘Score t* P N
Pretest 76.65 -12.86 <.001 102
Posttest : 92.78
Migrant
Méan Standard Score t* P N
Pretest 74.48 -6.83 <.001 71
Posttest 85.96

" Figure 2. COMPARISONS OF PRE- AND POSTTEST STANDARD SCORES.

e 4d;
%t - test for correlated samples. »
. )

-

A-8
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ALL STUDENTS. Model 1 vs Model 5 == Curvilinear vs Linear -
Model 1 ESS = 25684.25 F(2,212) = 0.29 (n.s)
Model 5 ESS = 25754.71
Model 5 vs Model 6 == Comion Linéar Slopes - -
Model 5 ESS = 25754.71 F(1,214) = 0.26 (n.s)
Model 6 ESS = 25786.43 :
Model 6 vs Model 7 —- Common Intercepts = - B -
Model 6 ESS = 25786.43 F(1,215) = 23.72 (p<.01)
fodel 7 ESS = 28631.29
STUDENTS Model 1 vs Model 5 —- Curvilinear vs Lineir , o
WITH Model 1 ESS = 16379.54 F(2,167) = 0.75 (n.s)
BASALS Model 5 ESS = 16525.88 '
Model 5 vs Model 6 —- Common Linear Slopes _ :
Model 5 ESS = 16525:88 F(1,169) = 0.26 (n:s)
Model 6 ESS = 16551.69
Model 6 vs Model 7 —- Common Intercepts _ . = L
Model 6 ESS = 16551.69 F(1,170) = 14.46: (p<.01)
Model 7 ESS = :

17959.41

Figure 3: OBTAINED F VALUES FROM MODEL COMPARISONS.
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Chapter 1

Pre Post Gain N

72.9 90. 2 17.4 11
School 1 74.5 88.6 14.2 12
School 2 70.7 90.0 19.4 13
School 3 76.4 90.5 14:1 15
School 4 80.9 97.6 16:8 8
School 5 67.2 88.8 21.7 6
School 6 77.3 91.3 14.0 15
School 7 59.4 83.1 23.7- 15
School 8 73,9 92.4 18.6 16
School 9 75.9 91.8 15.9 16
Migrant

Pre - Post Gain N

66:2 79.2 . 12.9 102
School 10 | 72.3 82.4 10:1 12
Schoot 11 64.3 72.0 7.7 10
_School 12 75.2 1 86.1 10.8 13
Sgbggi i3 60.2 82.2 22.0 6
School 14 62.9 65.9 3.0 9
School 15 58.8 72.2 13.5 8.
School 16 65.4 67.0 1.6 8
School 17 71.9 90.4 18.5 12
School 18 60.8 79.2 18.4 13
School 19 63.0 84.6 21.6 i1
NOTE: (Post-Pre) is not always equal to gain, dué to rounding.
Figure 6: MEAN STANDARD SCORES - STUDENTS BY SCHOOL.

A-12
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/ :
Mean Pretest Score Mean Posttest Score Gain
Chapter 1 1981-82 72.60 86:80 14.35
| 1982-83 72.87 96.23 17.36
Migrant  1981-82 66.15 77.67 11.16
1982-83 66.24 79:.16 12.92

Figure 7: MEAN PPVI-R PRETEST, POSTTEST, AND GAIN SCORES FOR 1981-82 AND
1952-83, BY PROGRAM.

A-13
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PPVT—R MEAN STANDARD SCORE -
GAIh FROM PRE TO POST

20

_17.36__

15  14.35

12.92—

-
Z —
S 104
g —
oy

5. —

0 Semd————1 — —

1981-82 1982-83 1981-82 1982-83

Chapter 1 éhépﬁer 1 Migrant
COMPARISON OF GAINS FROM PRETEST TO POSTTEST FOR 1981-82 and

Figure 8.
1982~83, BY PROGRAM.
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82.37 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment A-~1

‘September 7, 1982

TO: Chapter 1 and Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers

FROM: - CatherTne TChristner and Karen Carsrud eﬁl/

SUBJECT: Early €hildhood Achievement Pretest

The revised version of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT—R) will be used
again this year to measure eariy chiidhood achievementvreSults., The only cbange

from last year is an ear11er testing date. The pretest will be ‘administered the

" last two weeks of SeptemDer September 20 - October 1. Makeups will be the .
_\first week of October. o

Several teachers in the past have had very good success in getting high student

"attendance and positive student attitudes on the day of testing. The children

were told about the testing beforehand Notes were sent home asking parents to

testing.

Enclosed is an Early Childhood Roster that we need you to complete as soon as

possibie and return to us SO we can prepare the test records for each Chlld

In addition to the children's name, plgase list the day, month; and year of

birth and whether they are English, Spanish, or Other Language Pominant. For

Chapter 1 teachers only; please list the screening score for each thid. We

will forward this information to Anita Uphaus for her uség. Please return the

completed original by Friday, September 10 to Catherine Christmer:

We will be calling you very soon to SEtcE date for testing your class: We will

conduct the testing in the morning:. - Ea child will be tested individually and

be out of class five to ten minutes.

Your cooperation and help are apprectated. Please call if you have any questions.

Cc:1g
Enclosures
.&fnﬁrovea. // ,t_,/} :
Director, Office of Researéh and Fvaloation
Approvedi 5 , o
Assistant Superintenaent for—Eiementarv-Educa’ion——nw————~« —
ce: Anita Uphaus : " Ambrosio Melendrez ’
Timy Baranoff Principals with Chapter 1 and Migrant
Lee Laws Early Childhood Teachers

A-15
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' DICTORE VOCAMILARY PESILTS = EURPTER | AND MIGRANT = 1/0L/R
' '\\\ - :
o STANDARDT  PASSIALY
HAUE SCORF EAG  TNVALID
TR
8 SPAM
Xl -~ He
48 ENG
9% M
* ENG
1B ENG
0 B
B EN
o, ENG
15 B
1 ENG
k8 ENG
104 NG
92 ENG
A
s
o CLASS TOTALS - 1065 R
TOTAL STUDENTS , 15 STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES= 15
CLASS AVERAGES 71400 |
CHAPTER 1 PRUGPAN TOTAL 9167 o
TOTAL STUDEMTS 126 STUOENTS WITH VALID SCRIRES= 126
CIAPTER 1 PROGRAN AVERAGE 1,15
VIGRANT PROGRA TOTL 606 o
TOTAL STUDENTS 104 STODENTS WITH VALIO SCGRES= 104
“WIGRANT PROGRAM AVERAGE R L : :

5L

LETZCRI

Z—V  Jusuayd>e3l Vv



82.37 )  Attackment A-3

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

" 0ffice of Research and Evaluation

w
April 11, 1983
TO: Chapter 1 and Migrant Program Early Childggod Teachers
B {
o P
FROM: Catherine Christner, Perry Sailor; and Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Early Childhood Achievement Posttest

As in previous years, Early Childhood participants will be administered the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVI-R) as a posttest to measure

achievement gains. This spring's ‘testing will be done during the last two

weeks of April: April 18-29. Makeups will be administered May 2-6.

A ﬁigh attendance rate and positive student attitudes on the day of testing
are important. To help in thesz areas in the past,fteachers have told the

children about the testing beforehand, and sent uotes home asking parents to
be sure “their child gets plenty of sleep and comes to school on the day of
testing

We w1ll be calling you very soon to set a date for testlng your class. We

will conduct the testIng in the morning, and would like to do it &as soon

after breakfast as poss1b1e. As you know, each child is tested individually

and will be out of class from ten to fiftzen minites.

Your cooperation and help are greatly appreciated Pleasé call oné of us

' ,at 458-1227 1if you have any questions. e

~Director of foice of Resea ch and Evaluation

APPROVED:

APPROVED:

Tlmy Baranoff
Lee\Laws

Ambrosio Melendrez
Principals with Chapter 1 and Migrant Pragram Early Chlldhood Teachers

h
¢
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82.37 . AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment A-4
: Ceeare (Page 1 of 2)

Office of Research and Evaluation

May 13, 1983
TO: Chapter 1_and Migrant Program Edrly Childhood Teachers
FROM: Catherine Christner and Karen Carsrud -
SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Posttest Scores \\\\
Enclosed are. the results from the posttesting of your students. For each '
student posttested you will find a posttest standard score. If the student ~

was also pretested he/she will have a pretest score listed and a gain score

listed. Studeént's language dominance at the time of pretesting is listed.

If we felt that for some reason a student did not have a valid score, that

;5 elso indicated on your printout (these,students results were not used
in the computation of class or program gains).

For each class and each program an average pretest score, an average post-
test score, and an average gdin score were computed. These data for your

class and p*ogram are listed.

Please cuall if you have questions.
ccrlg |
Enclosure

ccé: Anita Uphaus
Ambrosio Melendrez
Lee Laws
Timy Baranoff
Principals with Chapter 1 or. Migrant Early Childhood Teachers

APPROVED: "774‘5/

D'tector, Research and Evaluation’

APPROVED:

A-18
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/160y
PROGE Hi=P0

7 AUSTLR INDEPENDTNT SCINL DISTRICT
a USFICE OF RESEARCH AND LVALUATION

CHAPTER | AND MIGRANT

STUOCNT STANDARD SCORES
NAHE PRE  PUST GAIN
104

(L
9l 103 R
TR T
50 6919
oW
5B
TR TR
69 U118
%o 899
3 4
285 5
%1629
69 T 5
10 9% 2
B0 12
9%

CLASS AVERAGES

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM RVERAGES  _T3.33 90,36 _1L03

2590 8303 22303

LANG
N

ENG
ENG
EWG
ENG

'ENG

PEADIY STANDARD SLORT RESULTS

g

ENG
ENG
ENG
£
Eil
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG
ENG

b = PUSSIOCY INVALID: GAIN NOT INCLUDED N CALCULATIONS.

STUDENTS PRETESTED. 16
STUDENTS POSTTESTED 16
STUDENTS WITH BUTH VALID

PRE AND POSTTEST SCURES 15

STUDENTS PRETESIED 126
STUDENTS OSTTESIED 28
STUDENTS. LTIt BOTIH VALID

PEE AND PUSTTEST SCURES 117

PAGE

LE TS
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82.37 Attachment A-5
(Page 1 of 2)

Models Used in iwo:éroup Anaiyéié of Covariance

Variables
U = Unit vector -
1 = posttest
2 = pretest

3 = pretest if group l; O; otherwise

£
[

pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise

LA
it

pretest squared <Variable 2 squared§

6 = variable 3 squared

~J
[t

variable 4 squared

8 = 1 if group 1; ©, otherwise

Models ‘ , Comments

Model 1l 1=U+3+4+6+7 + 8 Allows independent curvilinear

regression lines.

Model 2 1=U+3+4+5+8 Requires quadratic component
of lines to be equal for each

group. Intercepts may differ.

regression lines. Intercepts

- . may differ.

Model 3 i_= U+2+5+8 Requires parallel curvilinear

Model 4 1 =U+2+5 Requires paraiiei curvilinear

regression lines with common
intercept.

Allows 1ndependent (different)

o
y—
]
o}
+
W'
+‘
£
+
o

Model

linear (straight line) regress1on
- lines.

Requ1res common linear slopes;

and intercepts may differ:

\
Requ1res common linear slopes

L
[ o]
+
N
+‘
(o]

Model 6 1

1]
o}
+
[a]

Model 7 1 on linea

= ~4 common 1ntercepts.béi

G ST

war
-3

A=20




82.37 ' Attachment” A-5
(Page 2 of 2)

FLOW CHART OF MODEL COMPARISONS

{ Model I wve H5del 5 |

(p<.05) (3>.05)
At. least one regression
_lire curvilinear Degfession liries lidedr .
[Fodel Tva Wodal Z ] (52.05) . (3.0%) - [ Hadel 5 s Wodel 5 |
| (p>L05) ‘ ’ i 1
iiiiiiiioﬁ :T.ﬁi-i Have 0 oo raaime 1imaa dmereremer

Regressioc lines intersect.

diZfer <, o .
:liferanc sbapez. Ploc Ploc £ull model (Model 5).

full aodal (Modei L nr 2).

(p>.0S5)

T et (054

(p>.05) _ o (p<i0S).

[Model 3 7s Model & | (5<.05). . Regression lLides parallal

- but zroups diffef. . - -
T Ploec Full model (N6d&l 3 of 6): o
(p>.05) (p>:05)

Regression lines {dencical.

Groups do not differ.

Plot .restricted model
(Model 4 or 7).

Calculation of F for Model Comparisons

F = (ESS. - ESSg)/dfy

ESSE/df2

Where

ESS; = residual sum of squares for the model with fewer

predictors (restricted model).

ESS; = residual sum of squares for the model with more
predictors (full model).
df; = the number of independent predictor vectors in the full

model minus the number in the restricted model.

df2 = the number of cases minus the number of indépendent

predictors in the full model.

AN
G

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37 Attachment A-6

w (izﬂf‘;o fﬂsyz -3, 2(1 Txx)—672(1-Tzz)

corrected correlation between pretest and gain:

Where: rag

Ixy = observed correlation between pretest and gaimn.
I'xx = rellablllty of pretest.

rzz = reliabilicy of posttest.

§x = observed standard deviation of pretest scores.
§y = observed standard dev1ation of gain scores.

6§z = observed standard devi:tion of posttest scores.

*Thcmscn, G.H:. 4 formula to correct for the effect of errors of measure-
meiit or the correlation of initial values with gains. Journal of

Experimental Ps'choioev' 1924, 7, 321-324.

) A-22
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" ECIA Chapter 1
Appendix B

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Brief description of the imstrument:

given to kindergarteén students to measure Skills in the areas of listening (spring

The ITBS 15 a standardized mulciple-choice achievement test battery. Level 5 was
only), language (fall and spring), and math (sprifig.only). Levels 7 and 8 were, given

to grades 1 and 2, respectively, to measure skills id the areas of word analysis,
vocabulary, reading comprehension, spelling, math concepts, mach problems, and mach
computation. ITBS levels 9-14 were administered to grades 3-8 with the cest tevel for
studants in grades 4—6 chosen on.che basls of their previous achievesient scores (wich
tedcher teview). Lavals 9=14 include subtests inall the areas mentioned for levels 7

and 8§, except for word analysis. In addicton, levels 9-14 include subtests measuring

capitalization, punctuation, usage, viSual materials, and refereace materials.

ALL elemencary and Junior high students, grades K-8, Speciil educacion students were
exempted as per Board Policy 5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Stu-

dents of limitéd English proficiency (LEP) were not exempt; but could be excused after
one test on which they could not function. validly. . Scores for students who were :ono—

lingual or dominant in a language other than Eaglish weré got included in the school
or District summaries. .

How mAGY times was the instrumenc administered?

Oice to eAch student in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarcen.

When was—the instrument Edmiﬁfstereaé

Kindergarten students were teated the week of Septetiber 7-10. Thé &lemencary schools
adminiscered the tes. April 19; 20, and :l to students in grades K-6. Studeats .in
3fades 7.and 8. were tested on February 15; 16, and 17.  Tests were adminiscered in
the morning. Make-ips were administered the week after the regular testing.

"

Where—vas the instrument Eamiuis:erea;
In each AISD elemencarv and junior high:school, usually in the studenc's regular
classroom.

who administered ‘che instrument?

Classroom teachers in thé elementary schools. In the junior high schools, the
counselor or principal administered the test over the public address system using
taped directions provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test proctors in their classroom

at these schools.
What traintag did cthe administrators have?

Building Test Cobtdinators participated in planning sessions prior to cthe testing.

Teacher training was the tresponsibIlicy of the_Building Test Coordinator. However,
teacher inservice training was available from ORE upom fequest. _Teachers and coun-

selors received written instruction® from ORE, inclidiag a checklist of procedures
and a script to follow in test administrntion.

Were thete problems with the instrument or the administration thac might affect

the validity of the data?

No known problems with the instrument. Problems in the administration are documented
in the monitors' reports which are available at ORE.

Who developéd the instrument?
The University of lowa. The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishi.z Compary.

what reliabilisv—and-validiwy data are aviilabIs 5f the imscrument?

The reliabilicy of individual subtests and area totals, as summarized by Kuder-
Richardson Formula,ZO,cggff;gigggg,7ggggesiﬁgom7:75 to .97, across test levels._
Coafficients for the toctal battery range trom .34 to .99, across test levels.- Equi-
vilent-f5tms rellabilicy coefficients; calculated for grades 3-8, range from .71 to
.92, across subtests and area totals, The issues of content and construct validicy

are addressed in the publisher's prelimidary technical summary, pp.l3-15.

i%e there norm data avallable for interpreting the cesules? 7 7
Vot data ate available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides empirical

norms (grade equivaleac, percentile, stanine) for tiie fall and spring. Interpolated
norms are available for midyear. NatZonal. large city, and school building norms are
available.
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IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS
Putpose

Results of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were used to answer the follow-=
ing decision and evaluation questions from the Chapter 1 Evaluation Design
for 1982-83.

ﬁétiSibnrQueStidnuﬁl: Should the Chapter 1 Reading Improvement
Program be modified? If so, how? .

Evaluation Question DI-1: Were the objectives of the
Chapter 1 reading component met?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the
various locatlons {classroom, lab; or both):

a) appear to be different in pretest ability, or

b) differ in achievement gains?

Evaliaticon Question-Dl=4: For students who were
receiving Title I services prior to desegregation
(in 1979-80); were there differences in achievement
between studeants who attended a Title I/Chapter 1

school after desegregation versus those who did not?

Evaluation Question D1-=5: Did retainees Served by
Chapter 1 show greater achievement gains than a
miatched group of retainees who were not served by
Chapter 17

Evaluation Question D1-6: Did low-achieving kinder-

garten students in €hapter 1 schools where kinder- .
garteners were served by the Chapter 1 program differ
in achievement gains from kindergarten students in

Chapter 1 schools that did not cérvé kindérgarten?

Decision Qﬁéétion bé: éhouid 5Cﬁqoiwide Projects be continued,
expanded, or revised? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D2-1: Were the objectives of
Schoolwide Projects met?

Evaluation Question D2-2: How did one-year achieve=
ment gains of students in the Schoolwide Projects
compare with the gains made by students in Regular
Chapter 1 schools for:

a} ioW?échiévingrétudents,Vand
b) higher-achieving students?
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Evaluation Question D2-3: How did the achievement
gains of students in Schoolwide Projects for three
years compare with gains of students in Regular

Chapter 1/Title I schools for three years?

Evaluation Question D2-4: What has happened to the.
achievement and enrollment patterns of students who
were in either Schoolwide Projects or Regular
Chapter 1/Title I schools at the beginning of the
Schoolwide Projects, and in the same type of school
in subsequent yeéars?

Evaluation Question D2-7: Did students in Schoolwide
Projects for three years differ in achievement gains.
from a group of students in Regular Title I/Chapter 1

schools, matched for age, sex, ethnicity; low-income
_status, LEP status, and pretest ability?

Decision Question D3: Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood

Education Program be continued, modified, or discontinued?,

Evaluation Question D3-=3: Does special attention by
instructional coordinators to first grade classes
including former E:.€. students influence their

achievement? Can methods which help be identified?

Procedure

The Towa Tests of Basic Skills were administered to K-8 students: Classroom
teachers administered the tests; although a standardized pre-recorded tape
was played over the public' address System in each school. Teachers were

provided a script of these instructionms, in the event the tape was not
audible for Some réason. In addition, time was provided on the tape for

teachers to ansier students' questions concerning the instructions.

A longitudinal data file was built containing demographic and test score

information o= all students from the following yéars and grade levels:

Grades - Year
K-6 1979-80
K-7 "~ 1980-81
K-8 1981-82
K-9 : 1982-83

This longitudinal data file (called BIG file) was used to create smaller files

that could be used to answer specific questions. The file contains information
about Chapter I status, school and teacher codes, and Migrant, SCE;, LEP, and

Special Education status for each year. More details about the smaller files
are given in the sections of the appendix dealing with specific evaluation

and decision questions.

B-4 6 ~
(V)
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Anaiyses

The major analyses used in this appendix were a series of regression model
comparisons. These analyses were conducted using ''SCRE_SPOT" on the U.T.

CDC computer (SPSS package:) #Appendix A (Attachment A-5) of this report

discusses in detail the models and comparisons which were used. Briefly,

the comparisons test the following hypotheses:

e Is the relationship between the pre- and posttest
linear or curvilinear? o -

e If the relationship is curvilinear, is the degree of
curvilinearlity the same for each group?

e Are the regression lines for each group parallel or
do they have different slopes?

e If the regression lines are parallel; are the iinéé

the same, or do they have different intercepts?

In all analyses; students who were missing either a pretest or posttest score
were omitted. In addition, students with Special circumstances marked on
either their pre- or posttest scores were omitted. LEP and Special Education.
students with valid (not for experience only) pre- and posttest scores were
included. Throughout the report, the dependent variable is the Reading

Total grade equivalent score for each student unless otherwise noted

(except at kindergarten, where Language Total grade equivalent was used.)

Because the Chapter 1 teacher at Bryker Woods died during the year and the

position was not filled, those students at Bryker Woods were not included

in the analyses: \
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Summary of Results by Topic

Were ine objectives of the two Chapter 1 components (Regular and Schoolwide
Projects) met for 1982-837 '

In order to meéasure the objectives for each component, students were selected
if:

o they were served by the same component on both reports, and
o they had both pre- and posttest scores.

Then, gains in achievement were measured for each student on the ITBS Reading
Total percentile score: (The exception was grade K; where a Language Total

pércentile score was used, and grade 1, where gains were not measured; but

posttest achievement levels were tallied.)

Attachment B-1 contains the computér output for these analyses. The results

indicate that the Regular Chapter 1 program exceeded its objectives at every

grade level, except grade (. where the objectives were met or close to
being met. This is encouraging since objectives are based on last year's

program results. The results indicate that gains this year wére even greater
than last year's (which were generally greater than for the previous year!)

For Schootwide Projects, both Allison and Becker failed to meét their objec-

tives at grade K; and exceeded their objectives at grades 1-3. Becker also

é@ééédéd its objectives at_grades 4 ard § and; fa;1é§7§o7mget its objectives
at grade 6. (Gains for Allison and Becker combined are atso included in

Attachment B=1, but were not computed last year:) Figure B=1 summarizés this

information.
Objectives Met or Excceded?

Grade Regular Chapter 1. Allison Becker
K Yes No . No
1 bEE Yes Yes
2 Tes Yes Yes
3 Yeu Yes Yes
s Ves - Yes
5 Y28 - Yes

\6 Vg - No
\\ - . N

igure B-1. SCIMARY °F Of TECTIVES MET/NOT MET Bi
TYPE OF SCA G- :

It should be noted that over ™ 0. ucker's «'ndergarten clacues has 23
o 7 e eihcgpase classes had Su-ii students.
D smailoe eiass stzes was ¢k imple-
»ld ot be considered t> indicate

. ¢ Dbut_rather an irdication of

students per class, while
Thus, the Schoolwide Projc.
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Does serving kindergarten students with Chapter 1 help?

Low-achieving kindergartners (s 30th %ile) in two types of Regular Chapter 1
schools were compared: students in schools where the €hapter 1 program did.

not serve kindergarten, and schools where there was a kindergarten Chapter 1
program. Because the questyén\to be answered concerned the overall effect
on the student population f placing the Chapter 1 program at this grade
level, all low-achieving students in the two types of schools were compared.
(In general, schools with a grade configuration of K; 4-6 were less likely

to serve kindergarten students.)

Ten Regular Chapter 1 schocls were considered to have served kindergarten: -
(schools 102, 105, 109, 111, 116, 122, 135, 139, 141, and 145.) Three schools
served three or fewer kindergartiners, and these school were considered to
have not served kindergarten. As in all analyses, students must have had
both a pre- and posttest score, with no "special circumstances" for the
testing. The dependent variable in each case was the spring Language ,
Total grade equivalent score; and the pretest was the fall, 1982 Language

Total grade equivalent score:

The results indicated no statistically significant difference betwaen

kindergarten students in the two types of schools: Attachment B-2 rontair
the F-tests for these comparisons. However, there was a nonsignificant
trend for gains to be greater in schools where kindergarten students were
served, suggesting a need for a more in-depth look at this question ia

future evaluations, so that guidance can be provided to school and proj.ct
staff on this question.

Pretest - - Posttest  Gain . N

Schools Serving T - 777
Kindergarten o o-507* L .317 .824 | 243
Schools Not - . 7 o
Serving Kindergartem | =.484 . 251 .705 | 236

Figure B-2. MEAN LANGUAGE TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR

LOW-ACHLEVING KINDERG@RTENfSTUDENTS IN TWO
TYPES OF SCHOOLS. o

*(A zrade equivalént of P.493 corresponds to a -.507 computationally.}

h
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82.37
Does the location in which Chapter 1 serviece occurs affect achievement gains?

Comparisons were made of achievement gains of three groups of Regular
Chapter 1 students: students served in the reading lab,; students sServed.

in their régular classroom, and students receiving service in both locations.

To be incliuded; students must have been served in the same way on both fall

and spring service reports. At grades 2 and 4, there were not emnough students
served in both the classroom and lab or this group. to-be included (see

Appendix C.) Thus, at those grade levels, the comparisons were between
students served only in the classroom or only in the lab.

The results of the regression comparisons indicated that there were signifi-
cant differences between groups at.grades 1, 4, and 5. Attachment B+3 contains
the F-tests fqrrthe regression analyses. At grade 4, the significant -
difference was between students served in the lab and the classroom, since no

comparisons were made to students served in both locations._ Figure B-4

shows the regression limes for the two groups, and indicates that extremely
low-achieving students gained moré wheén served in the lab; while there was

not much difference between the groups when comparing scores of students with
less extreme pretests. At grade 1 and 5, differences were found only between
students served in both class and lap. versus the other two groups. The plots
in Figures B-3 and B-5 show the regression lines for all three groups. The
lines indicate that fifth graders served in the lab or the class gained _
more than students served in both locations. First graders served in both

locations gained tess if they had extremely low pretest scores, and more if
they did not, when compared with students sérved in other ways. Attachment B-3

has the F-tests from the regressions.

Thede results do not provid -nuch conclusive evidence for the benefits of any
particular location of ser. , perhaps because the definitions of the
locations have some problems associated with them, as discussed in Appendix C.

More detailed "process' data are needed if this type of analysis is to be
useful.
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Were the enrollment and achievement. patterns over thé lass thrr~» yaars
different For the students in Schoolwide Froj:ots versus Regular Title I/
Chapteri I schools?

Flgures B-6 through B-7 show the initial achievement levels for two cohorts
of studerits: K-1 students in Schoolw1de PrOJect schools in 1980-81; and
K-1 students in Regular Title I schools that year. The figures show the

initial achievement levels of these students; and their achievement levels

at the end of the 1982 83 year In addition; the figures show the percentage

of students who were still in the same type .of school after three years.

The results suggest that Schoolwide Projects were béttér able to raise
achievement levels of the students remaining in the projects than were the
Regular Title I/Chapter 1 schools. 1In both grades K and 1, the Schoolwide
Projects had a larger percentage of studénts below the 30th percentile in
1980-81 and a lower percentage (of those students remaining) below the

30th percentlle in 1982-83. However, this information must be interpreted

with cdution, because a gre: iter percentage of the Regular Title I/Ghapter 1

cohort was no longer in a Title I school: This greater percentage of

"turnover" may be related to the lower achievement gains of the Regular

Title I/Chapter 1 schools' students. On the other hand, the lower turnover
in the Schoolwide Projects cohort might have resulted from positive aspects
of the projects! _The data must be considéred in thé context of other
analyses and results presented in this report.

4
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Schoolwide Projects Cohort

Number [ Grade K, Boehm, | Grade 2, ITBS Reading Total,; Spring 1983 |
of Students: Fall, 1980 _ _Remaining in SWP Not in SWP

< 30%tile 134 (68%) 22 (17%) 10

> 30%ile 31 (16%) 67  (52%) ¥

.No scores . L L S R

or inma-tive 32 (16%) 10 ( E%) 42

Not on Grade — S )

Level | 30 (23%) 8

TOTAL 197 129 , : 68

(65% of original 197)

Regular Title I/Chapter 1 Cohort

Number | Grade K, Boehm, | Grade 2, TIBS Reading Total, Spring 1983
of Students: Fall; 1980 RT1 Remaining in RTI Not in RTl -
< 30%ile 734 (622) 154  (23%) 78

5 30%ile 220 (19%) 248 (38%) 134

No scores , o - L

or inactive 217 (19" 86 (13%)- 204

Not on Grade = __—— o )

Level - - s 172 (26%) 95 - |
TOTAL 1171 660 511

(56% of original 1171)

'RTl -- Regular Titl: I/Chapter 1

SWP -- Schoolwide Erojects

Figure B-6. ACHIEVEMENT/ENROLIMENT PATTERNS FOR KINDERGARTNERS IN 1980-81,
ACROSS THREE SUBSEQUENT YEARS. '

oy oo
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Schoolwide Projects Cohort

Numbér Grade 1, MRT, Grade 3, I1BS Reading Total, Spring 1983

of Students: | -Fall, 1980 | = Remaining in SWP Not in SWP

< 30%ile 102 (45%) 33 (21%) 6

> 0%ile 92 72 15

No Scores ,

or Inactive 33 29 40

Not on Grade [~—m0ur- = — -

Level N R e ey R 25 U (1 6%) o z L 7 P L e e o
TOTAL 227 159 68

(70% of original sample)

Regular Title I/Chapter 1 Cohort

Number of  |Grade 1, MRT, | Grade 3, I1BS Reading Total, Spring 1983}
Students: | Fall, 1980 RTI Remaining in RTI! Not -im-RT1 - - -
< 30%ile 495  (44%) . 152 (22%) 54
> 30%ile 433 264 118
No Scores o - o
or Inactive 199 11t ~ 232 -
Not on éréde — — » L o
Lévél o —_ —_— 149 (22%) - "Zi'z""7’7
TOTAL 1127 676 451

<6OZ of originai sample)

RT1l -- Regular,Iitié i/éhapter 1
SWP -- Schoolwidé Projects

Figure B=7. ACHIEVEMENT/ENROLLMENT PATTERNS FOR FIRST-GRADERS IN 198¢c-81,
ACROSS THREE SUBSEQUENT YEARS:

-y

B-14 70
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Does serving retainees with the Chapter 1 prosram enhance their reading
achtevement gains?

Figure B-8 shows the number of retainees in Chapter 1 ;chools, and whether or

not they were served by Chapter 1. It should be noted that '"retainees" at

grade K are actually first graders who received their instruction in kinder-
garten, since kindergartners cannot actually be retained at a grade level
that is optional anyway. There were insufficient numbers of retained
students at grades 5 and 6 in Chapter 1 schools for comparison. However,

regression analyses were performed on reading scores at grades K~-4 to derermlne

if Chapter 1 service was helpful. Attachment B-4 contains the F-tests for

these analyses. No significant differences were found between the two. groups

at grades 1-4. At grade K; students who were not served gained more than

students who were served by Chapter t, as shown in Figure B-9., However,

it is difficult to interpret this finding,_because students who were retained

etfgraqeig gpd not served by Chapter 1 may have been retained partially for

reasons of emotional maturity rather than academic problems, or they may
have attended a paired school where kindergartners were not served.

P ﬁmWRetalnees in Chapter ! Schools
- Not Served by Served by
__ Grade | . Chapter 1 Chapter 1
K 295 38
i-\ 177 125
2 89 63
3 41 48
4 41 38
5 19 26
6 |- 16 _ 7
TOTAL 658 345

— Figure B-8. FREQUENCIES CF RETAINEES IN
CHAPT# ; SCHOOLS WHO WERE SERVED

AND NOT SERVED BY CHAPTER 1
(Regular Chapter 1 Students Only )
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82.37

What nas happened to the achievement of students who were served by Title I
prior to desegregation when they were reassigned to schools without
Chapter 1 services?

Students who were served by Title I in 1979-80 were followed to determimes
their achievement levels three years after desegregation (in the spring ofy

1983:) Two groups of students were ccmpared on their reading achievement
gains:

\

e 1979-80 Title T students in grades K-3 who remained in a Regular

Title I/Chapter 1 school for all of the following three years; and

e 1979-80 Title I students im gradss K-3 who were reassignéd

to non-Title I/Chapter 1 school for all of the following
three years. '

B-12 show the results of the

regression analyses; and Figures B-10 through

Attachment B-5 has the results of the F—testz/;hat resulted from the _
significant comparisons. There was a significant difterence between the

'1983 reading scores for the two groups of students who were in grades 1, 2,
and 3 in 1980-81. No significant differgnce in ‘1983 scores was found between
the two groups of 1980-81 grade % students. All of the significant differences

indicated greater gains for students whé were reassigned to non-Title I/Chapter

‘schools. Perhaps this is because thesé non-Title I/Chapter 1 schools have
a higher average SES level, which the research literature suggests facili-
tates achievement gains of all students, even the low-ircose, low-achiever.
In additiom; t'=se studeats may have benefited from the SCE program on their

new campuses. In any event, the former Title I students do not appear to have
be - detrimentally affected by the desegregation plan.
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S .
z ant gatns oF Cchooluide Pru;écts Students and students
ter 1 schocls comparza?

Gains of the two groups of students were compared in reading, mach, and

langudge across gri les K-6 using the regression analyses described eariler.

Students in Repular Chapter 1 schools were included if they resided in a

traditionally Title I area. (Attachment B-6 has the area codes that were

included.) Of the 19 comparisons made--6 grade teveis of reading and math,

7 grade levels of language--14 yielded significant group differences,

45 summarized below. (Attachment B-7 comtains F calcrlcrions.)
Language

Regular Chapter 1 students in language at grades 2, 3, 4, and 6. At grades

2=4, Schoolwide Project S.udents made greater gains than Regular Chapter 1

studcnts with the same pretest scores. At grade 6; Schoolwide Project

There were s1gn1t1cant oliferentes between Schoo’w1de PrOJect students and

students gained more if they were no more than one Vear behind grade level

on the pretest. Fur students mors than one year behind grade level on the

pretest Regular Chapter t students gained more. Figures B-13 through B-16

illustrate these results:

Math

Althouzh the Re0ular Lhapter 1 program is a reading program, the uCTedUiIng

of supplemental reading instruction can affect instruction in other aresas

for Chapter 1 students, and for other students in their citasses. In
additior, the smaller class size in Schoolwide Progects schools shouild

enhance math Scores, as well as reading aﬁd language. Thus, math scores

for the students in the two types of programv saemed important tc compare.

Significant diff--erces in achivement gains were found between the two

-4 and 6; &l the diffevences favored Schoolwide Pirniewcs -

-

groups <t g

stgd ~rv  &s sho-a in Figures B-22 through B-25.

Reading

blgnlflcant ¢roup differences in reading gains were found for grades 1-3 and
5=6. At sradwe Z, there was a clear advantage for Schoolwide Projects
students, regdrdless of the pretest score. However; at grades 1, 3; and
5-6, the advantage for Scﬁoothde Pro wct scudents is more notlceable at

higher pretest tevets. At grades 3, 5, 6, Schoolwide Project_Students with

very low pretest scores gained less than st;dents ir. Regular Chapter 1
sehoois. Nevertheless, Schoolwide Progoct students on the averdge gailned
more in reading than Regular Chaptér 1 Students with the same pretest scores.

Figure B-17 through B3-21 illustrate these results.

ERIC
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82.37

How do the achievement gaéns bf students in Schoolwide Projects fﬁr all three
years compare with the gains of students in Regular Title I schools for all
three years? - .

A matched sample was obtained of Schoolwide Progects and Regular Title I

studerits in grades K-and 1 during 1980-81 (the first year of Schoolwide

Projects. ) The sampIe includéed atl Schoolwide Projects students whg were

in Schoolwide Projects all three years, and for whom a ‘match. could be: found.

The students in Regular Title I schools were selected if they were from a
traditional Title I area and matched on ethnicity; low-income status, grade,
sex; pretest score (within 1 raw score point); age (within 4 months), and

retainee status. Thus, the .final N's for the analyses were small, ranging
from 77 to 102 per analysis. (A few students were omitted on the posttest
becaiuse of missing subtests, but their "match' was not omitted under those
circumstarnces.)

Comparisons of 1983 ITES reading, language; and math ITBS scores for the

two cohorts (grades K and ! in 1980-81) revealed only one significant

difference--Schooiwide Projects students in first grade in 1980-81 gained

significantly more in language across the three years than did comparable

students  in Regular .Title I schools. . However, other results that_ were-
nonsignificant alSo favored Schoolwide Projects students-—the lack of :

N' used for the regression analyses. All of the nonsignificant results

favored Schoo]wide Projects students," although theigroup differences in math

"for the grades 1-3 cohort were small, with MRT scores as the pretest. A more

relevant pretest measure might have shown any program effects for math mo#e

reliably. Figures B-27 through B-31 Illustrate the other results, and-

Attachment B-8 contaIns the F statistics, ) “

1

116

B-36



o . ,NP FIHII lh nu H; o S R A
S A P s ..-“_..,7-.5;- < L : n J
“;‘ ,I.'.‘H‘. \“. - 1o . ) "

‘ L BT \ o

:5L€1'129 |

RN ‘ . e ’ !

i o : :
ah - o ‘ ' ' . .
(N _ S - g

A A : SR : . L
R A n C

.,-(’1 ,
iu . E’ -Ql/a ' . 7’,/ ‘
g Y S 0

or L /’ ok
b - —_,.-:-',’ . "
0 i
i
Oy,
- ul T e e b e ems e it s 01 e emiee et aiem imr e e mcte m e e o g rmom o et | o e v e e i i ---u-----u'-'-—'h-'-%"‘:‘-ﬁ‘-—;‘-:’*-
1 i
L g b
¥
: 1
+ BUU . - !
_REC, CHAPTER 1 i
. | | o | | : | ';‘é;sﬁr ?
ik R e e e e et £ I 1
LS00 L9667 402 2080 2540 %000 B060 . L0 %SB0 LBO 4100 i
FAIT 1980 RAFRM nrv B 10 .j
p N
| -
1.

. Pigure B-21, mmmmmwmmm@mmwwmmmmmmwmmmmnmm

CIAPTER 1. SCHOOL CONSLSTEN'I‘LY ACROSS THREE YEARS 1980-81 1981-82, AND 1982-83 (K~24D)',

11 e _/ o - | \ lla

. __.,__u




E..

oo

se—d

e

-

TETRL

18E3 UBNSURGEGE!

SEFARAING .

2,200

5,000

5. 400}

5. 000

(. 500}

{ fODr

3, 8007

o

o MHTCHEU SHP, GARBE | IN BB 81
5.20(}'( ct i v o s e e

LEGEND

arsi

- REG. CHAPTER |

b

3,000

- 3,300

-4
-

3.660

L
T

4.020

+

i ssu ' 47uu s ntn s:no
FALL IQBU MHT DIV, BY 10

5,720

6,060 ,

8.400

EKC Figure B-28. REGRESSION ‘LINES FOR LANGUAGE SCORES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS AND REGULAR L :
e CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS CONSISTENTLY. ACROSS. THREE YEARS: 1980-81 1981-82, (AND 1982-83 (IST-3RD). f :

LE"TE

12




e MHTCHED SNP K IN 1980 | . ' '
,‘ 4.10(7--------../._-. S S O T \ !
. ! . . l, I
) : : N \ N
T | B
. ~ TR
3. 560 ]
. ]
u
v 3320 k
T 3 320t ’
o -
ﬁ: .
b
(3} ’ [
o a.060} !
g
Z I
%] 3
o :
« !
g
¥ !
" ® !
® o :
- |
¢ 250 :
o !
& |
s :
L g
0 3
2. 260¢ :
R g;
2,000
1, 760f _
= T 5
: ' i
U R , 3 , | , o i
< 500 ~}- —t I e R e e e T - . i
-.800 1000 LAO0 1G00 2200 2600 - 5000 400  KBOD 4200 4600

FikL 1980 BT8C OIV: B 19 - S

Figure B-29, REGRESSION LINES FOR READING SCORES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS AND REGULAR

CHAPLER 1 SCHOOLS COMSISTENTLY ACROSS THREE YEARS: ~ 1980-81, 1981-82, A 1982-83 i S21D). b

.-—7

—



Op—d:

in

oo
oy g
"

i

W

ot

(AR

b e

KR

1, b

TR

1, 40}

O W e

LETZB

J S AU U PG

125

2.6l

./'

o Swp
6. -

ey
- | __REG, CiheeR |

\

2,200

T

O Figure B-30, RECRESSTON

A0 L L0 4R 00 S0I0 S0 SN GORD 8400 \
|

- FRIT 1980 MO0 DIV AY 1

! \;t

)

LINES FOR READING SCORES OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLVIDE PROJECTS AND REGULRR
" CHAPTER 1 SCROOLS CONSISTENTLY ACROSS THRGE YEARS: 1960-81, 1961-82, AND 1962-83 (IST-300).

/
/

| i

.




Te7—~4d .

- ' ey -
e flisiiy

5 e

1, B

O o

()

2,

,
T |
)

1]

Lo -

1
s.‘
|

WO O A

. |

m?mﬂ?ﬁ.m?_fMﬂﬁuﬁ.. d DS pe il ‘ ’ ::n:_:L .. T 1_ = .

i
|

@;M

ol
1500

o! 2\) Figure B

L7680

REGRESSION LINES FDR MATH SCORES 0F STUDENTS IN SCHOGLWIDE PRﬂiEGTS AND REGULAR CHAPTER 1
- SCHOOLS CONSISTENTLY ACROSS THREE YEARS' 1980-81, 198i-82 ﬁND 1982—33 (K-ZND

200

2080 -

q540 i iﬁﬂ ,
FHII IUBH BLFHM iy il IU

1060 330

3,580

1,040

{100

P

120

‘tecz8l




82.37
o 7
How do gains of Chapter 1 students compare with quné of comparable students

served by other programs?

A comparison was made of the 1983 Reading Total achievement scores of three
groups of students:

s students from traditional Title I areas who were served by
the SCE reading program. '

e students from traditional Title. I areas .who were served by

the Regular Chapter 1 Program.

° students who were served by the Migrant Program;

The pretest at grades 1= 6 was the 1982 ITBS Reading Total grade equivaient,

except for first grade where the Lafiguage Total score was used. For

kindergarten where the Language Total Score was used for both pre— and

posttest. At kindergarten, only Chapter 1 and Migrant students were

compared, because the SCE Program does not serve kindergarten.

The results of the regression ‘model comparisons indicated no significant_

differences betweep the groups at grades K-2, or 4. Figures B-32 through

B-34 show the results of the. statistically Significant comparisons at

grades 3, 5, and 6, and Attachment B-9 gives the F's for the Model comparisons.‘

reports and presentations. They dre included here for dochmentétion purposes.

Figure B-35 shows the mean gains of Regular Chapter 1 and Migrant Program

students. These are unadJusted means-—they do not contruli for pretest

differences between the two groups. Figure B-36 (requested as a handout.

for a meeting) shows the average advautage for Schoolwide Project students
'(using Model 3) when compared with Regular Chapter 1 Program sttidents. it

ignores any possibie interaction of -pretest and group membership.’
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much 1arger than this. . : .
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, , 1 23INT 0 FIaia: s 5z 8922 (1) e3:2 L33ec
TITAL 65 12740 13c.0
VELID CASES T &5 MII5ING CASES 2
GRADE 4, SWP (MET OR EXCEEDED)
<
. TTRTLATIVE  angusten T _cuw
i rRiav amc _amsaLuTe FREQ - Eoecq =3z
‘ CATEGORY LAACL cone  FREq (PCTY €PCT) PCT)
' | 13 09 HARE BarNvs ! 1= 238 (2) 33.a 3.4
_ 7 Y0 9 POINTS 2 1 a.a’ (07) asa -é;.s. )
. & T1 A ROrMTS T .1 19.3 (14) 1e.n a7,8
. 1 T2 3 PoruTs a A 5.3 (10) 3.3 %a.9
. 1 PNINT AR FIyre < 29 4&;5 (48)776757557 133.0
ToTac C g 11047 120.0
VALID caste 53 “ISTING cases :
GRADE 5, SWP (MET)
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1T 37 4QAE PIINTS
713 3 PagNTs
TR
1733 Buarits

1 P3:4r 3R Fiaze
viLiz z:izs -s8

GRADE 6, SWP (NOT MET)

-
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¢oce FRZ3
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3 )
5 28

B=55

Attachment B-1

(Page 8 of 12)

AJyusTI) _c
FRZ] £3
{t2C7T) ir

17.2

Lad

~
« .
Now

X
(W N
al
O
5

Qe
(SN WD
. 3
© 4
R

roig

ta4 ; O,



o _ - Attachment B-1 .
82.37 . - . » ‘ - (Page 9 of 12)

. . ... . 9EZLATIVE  angusTen -ty
, L ____  aaseLure > ey 2108 FRCY
. CATESQORY CARCC : cene FREN (PrTY (oCcTY (PCT3
10 OF MOeE PQOLINTS . 1 - 1a ' 275 (42) 27.% 27.%
7 T § paruts R ] 343 (05) - 39 118
& TG & POINTS LA 2 3.9 (03 %9 353 .
1 7 * earurs - a 3 5.9 (19) .9 a1.2
1 POINT n® FEuER e 35 . E8.A (31) =a.,8 139.0
_ . ToTaL S L I 155.0
B )
-3 Lo - .
VALIO CASES . 7 S1 MISSING CASES 2
GRADE K, ALLISON (NOT MET) = ' ,
: % ST S ‘- Lo B
o RECATIVE AJJUSTED CaM
S . 435307 s T4t Frfa.__.._  F<Ii
SATZIGULRY C15:2C o csag FREN {P2m (PCT) .. . (FET)
1es 7k nddec PO 1 4109 (25) 41.30 7 wi.3
Le? o i.8 ' EREE 3es (13)  sis 7.3
h - ) - X : : - ) Tthwe ) ' .
3 1ad "0 Lew - 3 13 "17.5 (15) 17.5 . 59e3 '
lei 3 1o3 5 1e 18:3 (06). 13.3 = 3.3
Lo % 32034 : s iz . 15:2 (80) 13.3 - 19545
) Torai 74 1332 132.:
VaLIZ CA3-3 4 fOMITA3INS CAalES 3 -
. GRADE 1, ALLISON
1
.; -
P
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© 82.37. L - . nent B~1
; ' : (Page 10 of 12)
.
 mEuatIve  anyustTr  cu
s _ a8sgLUTE FREQ Fazq ¢3cq
CATEGLCaY LARSL cere FRcen tPrT) ¢oCcT) (o7T)
| 30 GR MORE °9INTS R 2.7 (08) 3247 x2.7
7 To e Paturs 3 R 2.3 (03) 1.4 5.
s 10 & onrTs B 1.2 @) 1.9 vo.s
1 70 Y PCINTS s . 3.8 05 . o an.
1 POINT AR cEuER - I o 87,7 (80) S7a7 133.0
TataL <2 1:0.1 17.3
vaLmo cases =2 v wiseIng cases 3
GRADE 2, ALLISOR (MET OR EXCEEDED)
7 aegarrve  andustes.  cos
o i e ARSOLUTE FREN Flen ERER
CATEGCRY taAn~t . cnne FSEO (PCTH (ecthH . (PCTY
10 0R woRE ParNTS 1 as 81.5 (38) st.s 3.8
* 78§ ocruts 2 2 T.A [08) 3.8 a5y
& Tn £ PoruTS . 3 3 t1e% (i) _ii;i 35,5
1 Ta ¥ PoLNTS s T . 13:2 (08) 13:2  sa.q
1 POINT nm Fryca ? s g< R {-2T- (33) 3743 13¢.0
' otaL =+ 1ae.a 1233e3
VALIC asTs <3 urssINs ciascs -

GRADE 3, ALLISON (MET OR EXCEEDED)
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. B SSLATIVE  AQJGSTIO 2u%
S B A9S0LUTE FRZQ Fags . Faeg.
CATZILSAY LASIL c:te  FAZu ¢PCT) (PGT) (22T
1C 37 ¥03C PIIYTS { 17 31.9 31.9 31.9
7139 AIline 2 3 6e9 ses 33.8
6138 Piiuis 3 2 1.7 1.7 4C.3
173 § PIIuTS ' " 3 © 7.8 Te8 29,2
1 PIINT 23 Fiacs 3 57  31a7 ¢ sie7 13246
- TATSL 116 136.e  ietes
VACIZ Zaafs 116 11SS27G CAZES 2
GRADE K, BOTH SWP SCHOOLS COMBINED
T REraTIvE  ADJUSTEN cue
. gasaLyTe cRER £aen €RED
CETEGCRY LAREL coor  Fecg NI ) (ocT) (ecT)
1.9 OR 499VE ! 9e €2.5% £1,5 52.%
£.7 GR 149 " i 1= 8.2 a2 8747
1.4 T 1.6 * 2s 13.7 13,7 Te.3
tel TO 1.3 & 24 1341 13t av.a
. c ‘143 6§.qftdu ' = 2% 13.5 176 17243
roraL 1At . 123.0 13%.2
VALID CASES 193 MISSING CASTS :
GRADE 1; SWP
147
';’
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~_ _ RELATIVE . ADUUSTED cum

< D JUsT _Cu
T ____ ABSOLUTE "FREQ FREQ FREQ
CATEGORY LABEL cooe rieq tPCh (PCT) (PCT)
10 OR MORE POINTS 1 *G 27:6 27.4 27.8
7 70 9 POINTS 2 3 a.1 ~%el 31.5
s+ TO & POINTS 2 55 3.a 356 349
1 T0 3 POINTS ' N a 2.7 . 2.1 37.7
I IR . o N S
1 POINT OR FEWER s 981 . 6243 62:3 - 100.0
< - ' © TOTAL 186 10040 100.0
VALID CASES 1¢6 MISSING CASZS 0
GRADE 2, SWP
. 7 RELATIVE  ADJUSTZD cuM
S ____  ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ.  FREQ
. CATEGORY LABEL coog FREQ (RCTY  (PCTY - (PCT)
10- OR MORE PGINTS . 1 a9 3648 35.8 - 36.3
7 T0 9 POINTS -3 s 3.0 3.0 ¢ 39.8
s TO & POINTS 3 13 5.8 9.8 . %958
, £ 7.8 )
1 T0 3 POINTS q 12 9.0 9.0 58.6
1 POINT OR FewzR N s ss ai.s al.s 100.0
TOTAL 133 10040 120.0
— ..\‘. - ‘ ’
VALID CASES 133 MISSING CASES 0
' GRADE 3, SWP
N
\\\
\\
,\\ -
145
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F VKEJE; FDR SPSS '{EGRESSIOH RESULTS-—TNO GROUP CASE
(None are significaac)

Attachment I

"GRADE = K
TEST = °
NUMBER OF CASES =

K Serve

479

i vs MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

MODEL 1
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 282.05756 , . S .
S 7 T T T oF m2, 473 F = 2.584333537432015
suH OF SQUARES, MOPEL 5 = 285:13972 : : N
WODEL 1 V8 MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
suM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 28205755 o - -
- ] 7 ST T U pE w1, T3 F = .387615343275%0453
SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 282.58634
WODEL 2 V3 HODEL I~PARALLEL -CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SeM OF SQUARES, WODEL 2 = 282.58585 ; !
R , o DF = 1, 474 - 1.255920350517357
$Ji OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 283.33562 :
L 00EL 1 VS MODEL J—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 282.05756 , o
L S ST DR =2, 473 § = 1.371529457475697
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 % 283.33562
MINEL3 VS ‘10D"‘L A—EGUAL QbADRATIC INTERCEPTS
s OF squ,.qcs WODEL 3 = 293.33562 . ]
! , ) , DF = I, 475 F o~ 2.04447291153547
. scd OF SQUARES, WODEL & = 28435514
WOUREL 5 VS MODEL §—COMMOX LINEAR SLOPES
sGM OF SQUARSS, HODEL 5 = 2651972 _ 7 A
. ) e : DE = 1, 475 F o= .2674953331555992
- SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 285.22329
LBCEL 5 VS MUDEL "-COMMON LINEAR WTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 255:28529 ) U
. - DF = 1, 475 § & 2.355431737735%09
SCM OF SNUARES, MODEL 7 = 283.70502
14y
- B-60
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82,37

33,—'.;’."3. z
TEST = LSZATICY ALt 3
N dER OF CASES = 163 -

So 0 T¥ s{L22E3, wSUEL I = 115.262:2 .
“E

115.7522

SCDEIL 1 VS WODEL 2—COVMIN JLADRATIC PR TICN

o m= -~
B

SOSZLALES, vCSEL L =

116.76735 °

11763732

L SLEl ! v UODEL 3=PARALLEL LINESR SLOPES

“SDEL 1 o= 115.26242

117.62732

SVELT w3 VOLEL f-INLSL JLADRATIC INTEACEPTS
sute OF SQUARES, wCLEL 3 s 117.63732

o ) OF =
SUv OF SULARES, “OLEL 5 = 117.73162 -
CIEELTS YS VOUEL 4=CCTVAMON LINEAR SLOPES
SC . OF STUARES, UOLEL 5 2 116.74323
DF = 2,

SLVv OF SQLARES, WCLEL 6 2 117.70972

COLLL A Y3 SSUEL TS0V SN LINEAR INTERCEDTS

3L OF MJLA2ES, UOLEL ¢ =2 Li7.7ere .
' ) IF = 2,
3w OF S L ANES, WSUEL T [17.90634
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<CUEL 3--PaALLEL CZURVILINZAR SLOPES

OF = &4, 5

2, i58

159
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n
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= 6706283515850¢2

A5

5 .7932455555161910

(D]
N
[S]
W
[V
(VA

= .06332749224636495

= .632937272:07059)

\9853912262935952¢




82.37° y , Attachment B=3
' - o (Page 2 of 13)

F VALUES 7o9 5PS3 RESIESSISN RE )l.LT'"—Tn?éE ZRTL0 Tajs

/-

3;‘: .-‘E = J” R o
TEST = LQTATICN. ALL 3
SUVBER OF CA3ES = 339

/

[ ODSL 1 VS wCDEL SSCURVILINEAR VS LIVEAR

,-..
u

r

[«

:

-
—
"
—
w
-
S
D
-

0L OF ToA -
N S L OF =13, 139 E . 1.97634211997L5T
ST SF SQUARES; WODEL 35 = 134,06398 ¥ p<-o!

= 3,2929805C135847072

= -

<«
LY
"
»
W
S
w

St ZE STUARES, WOREL 2 = 136022535 - 5<.05

132 R P IL L LI L

= ST E et ie

|
-
«

r

L 33EL | VS VCDEL 3—-PARALLEL LINEAR SLoeES

St OF S$QLAES; WCoEl- 1 s 131;'-'30

il
"
—
w2
90
=
[X)
~
—
o\
~1
)
N
=
~
~y
P
"y

DF = %, 332

23, VODEL 3 = 13842115

SUM OF SCLARES, vODEL 3 = 13es2115 ] B
T O oF = 2, 33 F o= .4146286855230561
138,75u9" 4

v
&
)
/1
(7]
L
-
i3
P
m:
w
0
[v]
]
~
~
1]

SL OF SQUSRES, WODEL 5 = 135«5303 .

- L L DF = 2, 333 F = .2793370124719967
Lo SF 3308885, GODEL 6 = 136.29677
SDEL £ vs wIlEL ?;:C\\'C\ LINEAR INTERICEPTS
L' OF SOUARES, VOBEL § = 136.29677
) , BE = 2; 335 F = .21504372057992
sUe OF SSUARES, VODEL T o= 136.47177

PO U P —— ;
. - s

s
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f VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—T40 GROUP CASE
GRADE =1
TEST = LOCATION 1 v§ 2
NUMBER OF CASES = 306

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 110.32674 - B .
= 1.617948643620208

] ] ,  DF = 2, 300 3
. {SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 111.51676
MODEL 1 ¥S MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 110.32674

. o o . DF = 1, 300 F = 1.02622446743192
lSUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 110.70414 .

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
OF SQUARES; MODEL 2.= 110.70414 . : R

IR T T B w1, 3L F = .2475068231413976
OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 11079517 :

_ . N :,,,-,, ,
MODEL 1\vs MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 110.326764 : S
\ . DF =2, 300 F = .6368764272378593
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 110.79517 . ‘ '

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 110.79517 .. . ___ _ e e
DF = 1, 302 * F = .1428020734116813

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 110.84756

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
\

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 111.51676- Y
: = .09221125147467262 ;_/

[0}

o ) i N 7 DF = 1, 302
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 111,55081 '
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 111.55081

, o A ~ DF =1, 303 F = .0496530684080846 =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 111.56909 - .
S ——— — ' B=63 S _l Qe

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37 -

? VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION

GRADE = 1
TEST » LOCATION 1 vS 3
NUMBER OF CASES =. 226

Attachment B=3
(Page &4 of 13)

RESULTS—IWO GROUP CASE

y MODEL ! VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ! = 95.32622 o
: . o . .DF = 2, 220 F = 4.231711904657504
R E SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 98.99343 ?<,01:$"
MODEL | VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 95.32622  __ _ S
) o ] _ ] DF = 1, 220 P = '5.812495240029455
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 07.84478 S
Q ’ L 9 ?('.Ol’_a’
WODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODE. 2 = 97.84478  __ . ___ 7 -
e L DF = I, 221 - F = .3874538835899069
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 98.01532 ’ .
WODEL I VS YODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
. SU% OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 95.32622 - .
: . o , . DF = 2, 220. F = 3.104193159028023
5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 98.01632 §< oF
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS'
SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 3 = 98.01832 . _ ,
o , N DF = I; 222 P = .6970092327481809
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = .98.32406
" wODEL § VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 98.99343 T ) N
L DF = 1, 222 F = .3357131882388582
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 99.14313
. 2 7 C o
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPRTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 99.14313 . ,
' R , .DF = 1, 223 2 = .4073434034208902
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7:=" 99.32423 :
,/ ’
: {
i 1=~
- o 15;
------ B-64
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82.37 Attachment: B-3
(Page 5 of 13)
P-VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE
GRADE = 1 , o '
TEST = LOCATION 2 VS 3 . " : \
BUMBER OF CASES » 146 N : . \
\ ‘ \.
MODEL | VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR - . \
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.15504 o ’ \\
e R . DF = 2,140 F = 5.475721826106674
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 61.62597: pé.ol \
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION y
. . -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.15504 o
7 , T DF = 1, 140 = 2.828265013899038 |
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 58.30968 - — J
Q , | ; P %O CN§)

MODEL 2 ¥S MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 58.30968 ] Sl .
. . . 5 - DF = 1, 141 F = 1.480858752783412
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 58.92208 ] ‘ .

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.15504 ) .
J DF = 2, 140 F = 2.164162600533566
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 53.92208 -

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM GF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 58.92208 o E . L
- DF = 1, 142 F = .3745563632512663

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 59.0775

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SuUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 61.62597 - - _ . ,
S . ... DF =1, 142 F = .5252938006493042
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 61.85394 o :

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARSES, MODEL 6 = 61.85394  __

S DF = 1, 143 F = .1960027121553588
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 61.93872 . .
154
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82.37 : Attachment B-3
: ' (Page 6 of 13)°

7 VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 2 o ) . S

TEST » LOCATION 1 vS 2 CiNSUEFiCIaNT CASES For. 3 - GROUP COMPERIsan )

NUMBER OF CASES = -236 : :

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.93745 _

= 1.054053253958235

o]

L N DF = 2, 230
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 71.58764 -

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.93745 : S
T o DF = 1, 230, F = 1.531367422990249

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.40976 :

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

504 OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 71.40976 ot
o 1.21465455142266

h , : pF = 1,231 F =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = -71.78525 :
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 70.93745 el . S
R , © 7 neaz,z30 . F = 1.37440801720383%
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 71.78525 :
MODEL3 VS 40DEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTER: - .S
SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 3 = 71.78525 : L ,
e , BF - ;. 232 v = 1.292744679451669 04
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 71.78529 .
v
MODEL 5 V§ MODEL —COMMON LINEAR S..OPES
SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 5 = 7i.58784 : o
B E DF = 1, 177 F = .7436948612916997
 SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 71.81712 :
' MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMYON LINEAR INTERCEPTS _ ‘ /
SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 6 = 71:81712 | Y
o ] : DF = 1, 233 F = 2.4390128704711270-03 /
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 71.81818 }
] \\
. —_ T
B=66 15
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82,37

7 VALUES FOR SPSS REGHESSION XESCLTS—THUKEE GROUP CAST
7\ .
SRADE =3 _
TEST =\L3CATION ALL 3
NUMBEROF CASES = 251
MODEL 1 ¥S MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR ¥S LINEAR i ' ' Pt
SUM OF SQUARES, YSDEL I = 101.23223 o I
} : } o DF = 3, 242 Fle  [1476433651546152
351 OF 37UARES, MODEL 5 = 103:97489 . ‘
WEBIL 1 PS- MUDEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION [
5UM OF SQUARES; MODE. 1| = 101.32223 - . R
L o .. ... DF w2 2 F = 1.854897980413935
SUM OF SUARZIS, MODEL 2 = 102:77394 i
) |
VODZT M3 MOBEL =2Av3aLiIlL CURVILISEAR SLNPES
3LT 7F SQUARES; MUDEL 2 = 132.772%4 o e
L ... DF = 2, 24 F = :5003977373057811
SU' OF SGUARES, MOCEL 3 = 103.1115% '
PDUEL IUVWE NNNEL =—2ARALLEL LINEAR SL.OPES
STOZ - 30 UFESIUARES, MOCEL o= I0L22223 - . Toe
‘ ‘ DF = % 222 F o= 1.12911247%34333%
30 OF S7UARES, MODEL 3 A& 10311133 : _
{SEELT *3 MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCTPTS
FEREDE sz 5FonEL 3 = 103.iI166 o
' BF = 2, 246 F o= "1.019539353985596
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL % w 103.959%%
0¥ IrEaS SLOPES )
Wi L S - 1030075489 _ ,
- OF = 2, 245 F o= .24445135715730879
CS.L % m (2278053
NODEL 6 ¥S MODEL 7—CONMON LINEA W TRCEPTS
UM OF SQUARES, MOOEL 1 = 1. .i%e )
I o oF wo, ot F o= .933256365773R072
SUM OF SQUARSES, S1D%L s TG a2t - .

o
é
~4
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(Page ‘8 of 13)

F VALUES POR 5SS REGRESSION kssvus—wo GROUP CASE

C,y\Su-C-C,c{en+ CGScs {or ‘T"‘"‘e

GRADE = 4 com

TEST = LOCATION l. vs 2
NUMBER OF CASES = 192

MODEL ! VS MODEL 5~CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 61.01008 U R
: B . D DF = 2, 186 F = 6.85426325272642
_ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 65.50663 ?4'0\_

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61:01008 o o .
o o ... . DF =1, 186 F = 5,955284766058334
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 62:96348 > <.0x8
] .

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3~PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = -52.96348 I
) S DF = 1, 187  F = 4.2954163270518!

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 64.40976 P N3

MODEL I ¥S MODEL 3—~PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, ¥ODEL .1 = B61.01008 ]

) ) DF = 2, 186 F = 5,182262340911535
SUM OF SQUARZES, MODEL 3 = 64.40976 P .91

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 54.40976 o ) o

, R o OF = 1, 188 F = 3.074793633759848
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 65.4632 S

MODEL 5 ¢S MOUDEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 65.50663 ) : R
L ST T T pp ey, 188 7 = L.631867015941248
SUM OF SQUARAS, MODEL 6 = 66.07523

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR DNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 66.07523

- ) DF = 1, 189 7 = 3.860763859618798
SUM OF SQUARES HODEL 7 = 67.42497 ’

.P(.OS
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N Gr;(r'\' :
TEST = LOCATICT ALL 3
NUMBER OF 4

woREL

SUM

\

F YALUES FOR S$PS3 1ZGHESSION RESULTS—THAEE

s = 3

CASES = 240~

7S MODEL S—GURVILINSAR VS LINE&R
OF S7UARES, MODEL [ = "79.74839 :
oF * 3, 23l

OF SQUARZS, MODEL 3 = 51.42125

7S vODEL 2~COMYOR QUADRATIC PORTION

5F $JUARES, MODEL 1 = 79.74839 o
F _ DF = 2, 231
SJCARES, MODEL 2 = EN.398L3

SF

Vw3 MOREL 3—PARALLEL CUYRVILINEAR SLOPE3

NF SAUARES;, “ODEL 2 =. #n.59848
o . pF =2, M
I SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 92.35533

%5 NOODEL 3—PARAL “IZAR SLOPES

OF 3ACARES, MONEL 1 = 79I74RY3
) T pe = 4, 231
5E SACARES, 10T Y = 3).65354
wanSL1 VS MODEL 4—E7QUAL QUADPATIC INTERCEPTS
3F SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 30.555534 3
o ST pE o= 2, 735
AT $JUARES, MOCEL 4 = £3.74343
. 535 WOGDEL $—COM'iOK LINEAR SLOPES
OF $QUARIS, ¥CDEL 5 = Sl.a2l25 L
’ OF = 2, 234
°F 5qUARRS, MODEL & = 3L.51579
45 MOSEL 7—COH“ON UINEAR INTERCEPTS
3% SQLARES, H0DEL & = S1.51579 s .
. DF = 3, 235
3F SAUARES, MOOEL 7 = 86.39517 p

ERIC
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GROUP CASE

1.515207780370239

F e 1.211139432951533

.

"

"

"

F o= .19257443439257148
3 .£359470520071418
= 4,450945542983732
‘\D < .0d5
= .2795453973919246
= 4.166449550754822
:F L .0a9.

o
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82.37 _ : ' : o  Attachment B~3
' (Page 10 of 13)

.

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP. CASE

GRADE = 3 -
TEST » LOCATION 1 75 3
NUMBER OF CASES = 136°

MODEL 1 VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUAHES, MODEL 1 = 41.6895 o _
o o ) o DF = 2, 130 F'= 2,118255196152509
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 43.0481 | o

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 41.6895 : ?
DF = 1, 130 F = 1.94335024406625

Sl

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 42.31271

. MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES _
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 42.31271 ) B ] ‘
, o , .= DF = 1, 131 F = 5.9138532217613120-03
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 42.31462 \ -

S

MODEL | VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L°= 41.6895

, o , , DF = 2, 130 F = .97465309010662
SUM OF SQUARES;, MODEL 3 = 42.31462
’ MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL .QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS .
SUM OF SQUARES, MOZEL 3 = 42.31462 , o
‘ . o pEm1, 132 F o= 9.525547434905477
SUM OF SQUARES, M DEL 4 = 45.36818 . -
‘ : : p<.ol
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—~COMMON LINESR SLOPES
SU# OF 5QUARES, HODEL 5 = 43.0481 .. | L
) DF = 1, 132 F = .5953294105895486

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 43.24225
MODEL 6 V§ MODEL 7—COMYON LINEAR INTERCEPTS .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 43.24225 ) . , ,
' DF-= 1, 133 F = 7.987181749330805 -
P <.ol

SUM OF S5QUARES, YMODEL 7 = 45.83912

f
QO
W

L © B-70
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' ‘ (Page 11 of 13)
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP F,\sz
GRADE = 5

TEST = LOCATION 1 VS 2.

NUMBER OF CASES = 2'§5 .
MODEL 1 VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODFL 1 = 73,71955 o ' , o

o ' DF = 2, 209 F = 2.304726697327915

M OF SQUARES, MOD:iL S = 75.345! ] i

su QUARES, M0 5 = 7534542 P&, 10 (NS)
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 73.71955 ) ‘ o

DF = 1, 209 F = 1.794910440988857

SUM GF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 74.35266

M0DEL 2 VS MODEL 3—2ARALLEL CYRVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 74.35266 o , L
S ) DF = 1, 210  F =\ .05312654584247117
SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.37147

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, “ODEL 1 = 73.71955 . R
- . DF = 2, 209 F = .9241190430489588

SUM OF SQUARES; HOCEL 3 = 74.37147
o
T T T o . » . - . . P
MODEL3 V5 MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

508 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 74.37147

1
"y
]

DF = 1, 31 .01682405301080391

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 74.3774
¥iovi 3 S MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOBES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL § = 7%:.345s2
: : 2% = 1; 211

ny

e oL ilIll »  6648234225782596
50 OF SQUARES, MODEL § = 75,355+ ;

MODEL § VS MODEL 7—COMMON LNZAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARE:. MODEL 6 = 75:36916 : . o
nE o . 22 F & 2,109616187846363D-03

SCM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 » 75.36991

ERIC
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Attachment B-3.
(Page 12 of ?3)

~—

:—.L b

¥ VALUES FOR $P3S REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 5
TEST = LOCATION 2 VS 3

., HUMBER OF CASES = 129 \

MODEL | 9§ MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR \
SUNM OF SQUARES, MODEL L = 4408774 o
, S L DF = 2;.123 .5039101573362578
suM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 2404898

WODEL 1.vS MODEL 2—-COMMON OUADRATIC PORTION
siM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 4608774 . _ L
[ o pF = 1, 123 P = | .3743476077476407
3UM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2= 5&32192 : / .

WODEL 2 7S MODSL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES /

; SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = &4.22192 - . | o :
R , o DF = 1, 124  F s .16420526291033965
SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 44.27258 //;

WODEL 1 V§ MODEL 3—PARAILZL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 4408774 I o
R - ) DF = 2, 123 F = .2578417492028401
SyUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3= -’44.2?258 ’
/ )
MODSL3 vS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC mrsncsprs .
SuM OF SQUARES HOPEL 3 » &4.27258 oL ] L
o DF = I, 25" F o= 7.599173122506071
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 46.96406 L p<.ol
j
WODEL 5 7S MODEL 5—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
/éﬁii 5F SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 44.44898 R . ) ,
o DE = I, 125 P = .336425042824377
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 44.56861
WODEL 5 V§ MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 4£.58861 L o o
L o ~ pF =1, 126 F = 7.459166888983075
5U ¥ =~ 47.20705 v A
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 47.20705 4.0
—
; N B=72
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[¢ o]
N
.

W
~4

AY

VALLES FOC IPYS R:GARTSION RISULTA—THREE GRIP (482
GANDE = 5 , ’
TE3T = LOCATION ALL 2
LUCBER OF CASEs = 224

- MOCEL ! VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR %S LINEAR
icv OF SQUARES, M0DFL L = 79,77739 : S
- OF = 3, 215 F o= 1.905152214535219

SUM OF SQUARES; “0CE. I w 31.18517

h CMOLEL 1 7S MODEL 3¢ iudni yiannitic PORTION
SUM OF STUARES; 1007, 1 = je.°7789 : o
. S 9F = 2, 25 F = .%65314057505547
39N OF SQUARES, MATT L » e 79,3319 -
TALIL T VS MNDEL J—FARALLTL CUAVILINEAR SLIFES -
v or JEL T o= 79.35319 7 S
, DF = 2, 21y € = .9721543536733471
iTvo0F 1ODIL 3 = Mads ‘
. YCOMEL L V8 MODZL 3=~PARALLEL LINZAR SLOPES :

UMY SULARES, MDEIU I e 79,277A9 o -
. . OF = 4, 215 F o= 813552n19n2a53545
FrODF SQUARITS, MDD T oW 90,458

OF = 2, 719 € = [.195200969124533

50M DF SOLARZS, MODEL 5 & 21.13517 B
1.392327212352734

<
-
.
2
3
4
o
D]
]

UM GF SGUARES, MODIL 4 = 22,4243

¥-7DEL K VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINSAR INTERCEPTS

SCM OF S JARES, MODEL & = $2.2233 ’ " , e
o T T DF = 2, 220 Foa 1.055138413072492
50M OF 39UAES, M0DEL T = A3.2:541 . :
. / \
r/ :

[
ey
I\‘

573
O
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82.37

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS
CModel o Ploted )

SRADE = K
TEST = RETAINEES

BWUMBER OF CASES =

MODEL 1

SUM OF

SUM OF
MODEL 1 VS
SUM OF

SUM OF

Vs

MODEL 2 VS

SUM

suM

SUM

suM

suX
UM
MODEL §
SN

SUM

" MODEL 6

suy

SoM

OF

OF

MODEL 1795

OF

oF

OF

Vs
oF

OF

MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SQUARES, MODEL 1 =

SQUARES, MODEL 5 =

293

21446255

L
~ DF = 2,/287
229.84913 ‘

/

MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORT:

SQUARES, MODEL | =

3QUARES; MODEL 2 =

MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SQUARES; MODEL 2 =

214.46255

214.83184

214.83184

SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 214.93297

DF = 1

DF =.1, 288

MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SQUARES, MODEL 1 =

SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 214.93297

. MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INT

SQUARES, MODEL & = 215:75729

MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

- SQUARES, MODEL 6 =

214.46255 )
' DF = 2, 287

\'.

ERCEPTS
214.93297 o
DF = 1, 289
DF = 1, 789

229.93999

[

MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SQUARES, MODEL 6 =

SQUARES, MODEL

7 =

229.93999

233.40468

DF = 1;

B-74

J
/

287 -

/

F

16~

At

7’{'.10 GROUP CASE

F = 10:29538354523567

P <. ol
m%&i&?ﬁ%SBOBZSM&

F = .1355731999502512

438388961155

+6495284273976231

‘

:1142425033325201

.

4.369662275796386
P €.05

achment B-4
‘Page 1 of 6)



82.37 N Attachment B-4
‘ ’ (Page 2 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—~TWO GROU? CASE

SRADE = 1
TEST = RETAINEES
NUMBER OF CASES = 180

MODEL 1 VS MDDEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88317002 o , ~
o e D? = 2, 174 F = .2682820078752401
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88.44191

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 88.17002 : -
L. o - pF = I, 174 F = .3751152602664716
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 88.3601

MODEL ° ¢ YODE' 3—PARALLEL GCURVILINEAR SLOPES

¥Us OF SOUARES. MODEL : = 88.3601 ) -
‘ . .386362170255£4032

o S ) . DF = 1, 175 N4
SUM OF Sqi-~Is,, MODEL 3 = 88.55518

MODEL 1 v§ MODEL 3——PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MCDEL 1 = 88.17002

o R o DF = 2, 174 F = .3800489100490175
SUM OF SQUAK_ES, MODEL 3 = 88.55518 '

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—ZQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.55518 o
L . L DF = 1, 176
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 88.86972 -

~ .6251361015809561

")

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 88144191 . : R
C DF = 1, 176 T = .4617213716890562
SUM OF SQUARES, MGULEW ¢ = 88.67393

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.57393 ' L _ .
DF = 1, 177 F = - .5725747127707083
SUM OF SQUARZS, MODEL 7 = 88.96078 : ;

- 16+
B-75
o ‘
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82.37 , Attachment B-4
. . . - (Page 3 of 6)

P VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS——TWO GROUP CASE ‘
cRAE *2 | ' ‘
TEST = RETAINEES -

NUMBER OF CASES = 84

MODEL 1 V§ MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 19.80247
o . OF = 2, 78 F
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 21.39192

3.130344345932602

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 19.80247

o DF = 1, 78 F = 2.48749575179258
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 20.43399

WODEL 2 VS SOOEL J-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SCUM OF SQUARES, WODEL 2 = 20.43399 o : o

T DE 1,79 ¢ = .5105194824897127
SUM OF SQUASZS, MCDEL 3 = 20.56604 N

wADEL I V& MODEL J--Pan LLEL LINEAR SLOPES

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 19.80247 o
S B DF = 2, 78 F = 1.503813918162734
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 20.56604 .
{
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—~EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 2056604 , 7 S
T o pF =1, 8 . F = .07643668883265963
SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 4 = 20.58569
' |
WODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES ‘
s OF squages, woosL 5 = 239197 | , -
R - o DF = 1, 80 F = .2710930108190388
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 21.46441 '
MODEL 6 VS ° .,.,@ﬁ‘?—-c’om«oﬁ LINEAR INTERCEPTS =
) SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 21.46441 - o
. DF w 1. 41 F = 7.547377262988555D-05
R SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 21.46443
. B-76
Q ' '
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82.37 . ’ : : : Attachment B=4
{Page 4 of 6)

" F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 3
TEST_= BETAINEES  _
NUMBER OF CASES & 53

MODEL | VS MODEL 5——CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 18.07603 ’ ) .
DF = 2, 47 F = ,3176966955686025

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 18,3204
MODEL I VS MODEL 2—COIRON QUADRATIC PORTION
, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 18.07603 o : - :
. ] R : DF = 1, 47 F = .5661519703164911
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = .18.29377 ,
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALZEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES / .
5 SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 18.29377 o T )
o , o DF = 1, 48° F = .09634755438600217
P SUM CT SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 18.33049 :
/ : ’
/ . \\"
/ MODEL | VS MOL.( 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 18.07603 ST o
S ] ‘DF = 2, 47 F = .33081434636362967
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 18.33049 ’
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; WODEL 3 = 18.33049 '
L , DF = 1, 43 TP = 1,864356053766156 .
SUM OF SQUARES,. MODEL &4 = 19.02793 :
" MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMAUN- LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 18.3204 , o
T DF = 1, 49 F = .02904630903255174
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 18.33126
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-—~COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 6 = 18.33126 . , .
7 . . . _. . DpF=1,50 F = 1.951066102384671
SU4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 19.04657
: ) _ 57
\ 16u

B-77
Q '
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.82.37 ' | _ Attachment B-4
k (Page 5 of 6)

7 VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-—TWO GROUP CASE
GRADE = & -~
TEST = RETAINEES .
NUMBER OF CASES = 53
MODEL 1 VS YODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 29.54656 o

, ] L DF = 2, 49 F o= .17457971£1866934
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 29.7571 .
GODEL 1 VS SODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L = 29.54656 ST o
DF = 1, 49 F = .3317959857255806

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 29.74663

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 29.74663 o ,
S . B DF = 1, 5O F = .280098955747254 -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = °29.91327
. |

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

o . DF = 2, 49 F = .3040758382701734
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 29.91327 s
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
© SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 29.91327 : o S
R ST pE « 1, 51 F = .1284322977728631
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 29.9886
\ WODEL § VS MODEL 6—COXCON LINEAR SLOPES
' SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 29.7571 o K
R T pF ~ 1, 5L F = .7133840327182431
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 30.17334 .
MODEL 6 5 MODEL 7-=COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
~ UM OF SQUARES, WODEL 6 = 30.17334 . , , -
o A DF = 1, 52 F = .028797607424302
‘J4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 30.19005 -
i
!
£-78

Qo S ' ' B

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

16; - o



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82.37 . )

GRADE =5
TEST = RETAINEES °
NUMBER OF CASES = 37

MODEL | VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

10.57715

tn
<
X
=}
Y
"
re]
E
tn
o
&
-
—
]

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 11.48639

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 10.57715

1
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 11.34i62

DF

DF

MOPEL 2 VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES -

SUM OF SQUARES, WOPEL 2 = 11.34162

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 11.60663

MODEL ! VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES .

SUM OF SQUARES, MDDEL 1 = 10:57715

SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 2 = 11.60663

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 11.60663
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 11.95905
MOLEL S VS MODEL 6——COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 11.48439

DF

DF

_DF

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 11.83806

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7——COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

DF -

-i.

3

3l

31

3

33

m

Attachment B-4
(Page 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS——TWO' GROUP CASE

= 1.329490458204715

-7

2.26056400287412

477168166688988

= 1.508623778617113

.

1.002001442279112

1.016258551009187

. 7680549008874 771

163



82.37 o Attachment R-5
: (Page 1 of 4)

: : F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-~IWO GROUP CASE
i o (Modal 3 -plotred) \
e GRADE = 1-3 ) - : _‘
TEST = FORMER TITLE 1
NUMBER OF CASES = 374

MODEL 1 VS WODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = _257.34373 L o -
T , DF = 2, 38 P = 3.63914893127569
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 262.43347 p<.05.
MODEL 1| VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 257.34373 e - i 3amEAnsRak A
. , T DF = 1, 368 P = .5612726604996336
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 257.73623 ’ '
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3——PARALTEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 257.73623 B ' e

. o o DF = 1, 369 P = .2015542013631526
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 257.87701 :

MODEL 1 VS MODEL. 3-—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

o . R ' . _ o \
SUM OF SQUARES; .%QDEL 1 = 257.34373 . S b
I _ . DF = 2, 368 F = .3812936106894836 °
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 257.87701 :
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4——EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF .SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 257.87701 o , o
: : pDF = i, 370 F = 9.395896516715474
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 264.42562 . i, Z.0\
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-——COMMOM LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL § = 262:43347 . , : o
. L DF = 1, 370 - F = 1.883671697821166
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = -263.76952
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LIN:\P. LITERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = - 263.76952 s _ )
o ) . . DF = 1, 371 F = .8,279572711812956
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 269.65604 -‘) < .0\

B-80
O
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) Attachmest B-5
. (Bage 2 ~f &)
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROWP /ASE
R o {Medat 3 7 Hed)
GRADE = 2-4 : - ‘
TEST = FTI2

NUMBER OF CASES =..337

]
MODEL | S MODEL 5~-0%

“WILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MOiZL 1 = 153.14125

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = '169.97558

DF = 2, 231 F = 4.838537862128678
-~ p<.ol
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 16314125 g ) ]
) o o DF = 1, 231 F = 1.455370974538937
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 164.16909 :
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLCOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 164.16909 - ,
o ) o o - DF = 1, 232 F = .9406248155484144
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 164.8347 :
L —
MODEL ! VS MODEL 3~—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUAREs, MODEL 1 = 163.14:25 ) v
) o B DF = 2, 231 F = 1.198921027024132
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 164.8347 .
MODZL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS .
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 164.8347 ) . _ o
o i _ o DF = 1, 233 F = 6,2748052464284108
SUM OF ‘SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 169.27378 . P £.025
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6~—~COMMON LINEAR SLOP? 3 )
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 169.97558 S , T
el el L. DF = 1, 233 - F = .2167485470559902
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 170.1337 : :
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7——COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 170:1337 I I . -
S . c e DF = 1, 234 F = 6.353670217446633 .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 174.75323 : ?z.OiS
. L \
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82.37 . ' : _ Attachment B-5
: (Page 3 of 4)

¢ VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE
Model & Plotted
GRADE = 3-5 :
TEST = FI3_ _ _
RUXBER OF CASES = 196

HODEL | VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR ¥S LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 152.10787

190 F = 1.809134859360006

]
(S
-

DF;:”

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 155:00454

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION ' ,
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 152.10787 o ; ' o
D : DF = 1, 190  F = .1793102487070539
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 152.25142 '

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MDDEL 2 = 152.25142 S
S DF = I, 191
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 153.56063 S

1.642409049452535

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 152.10787 L

o
w
]
(3]
-
o
o!
-

. . o 7 = .9073310933878665
SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 3 = 153.56063 -

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4~—EQUAL QUADBATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM 0. SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 153.56063 o
. S i DF = 1, 192 F = 2,720584826983325

SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL & = 155.73654

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 155.00454 o o
o B o i , DF = 1, 192 F = 2.930032371955035
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 157.37

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-—COMMON LINEAR INTERCZPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 157.37 ) 3 o
o ) DF = 1, 183 F = 3.38362591345238
SUM OF SQUARES, ' “DEL 7 = 160.12897 . F< 05
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o 82.37 ' : Attachment B~5 '/
(Page 4 of 4)

§ '.\ |
= S

P VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE -
- GRADE = 4-6 (Nowe  ARe SHNIFTcaw™ o
TEST = FT4 B ’ ‘
NUMBER OF CASES = . 386

MODEL | /S MODEL S——CURVILINLAR VS LINEAR

i SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 291.4560% , ,

- K [ S DF = 2, 380 . P = ,08239354339790524
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 291.58248 .

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-—CCMHON QUADRATIC PORTION

SuM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 291.45609

380 P = 5.880131034484717D=03

-

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-——PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODil 2 = 291.4606 ] o o
. . i DF = 1, 381 . F = ,2018592564443868
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 291.61502 : o §

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 291.45609 . , )
: DF = 2, 380 F = .1036063442695592

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 291.61502 ’ . .

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, SGDEL 7 = 291:61502 N ,
S DF = 1, 382 F = .1926930924202762
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL &4 = 291.76212
- o _ I’
- MODEL 5 VS MODEL €—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 291.58248 o o :
, ) o v OF = 1, 382 “F = .2707699035964009
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 291.78916

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 291.78916 : S , R

. . . ) o DF = 1, 383 F = ,1582329172201027

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 291.90971 :

[ A it
. o 17<
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82.37 N _ _ : Attachment B-6
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82.37 : . S ‘ Attachment B=7
(Page 1 of 19)

F VALUES FOH SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

.

GRADE = K
TEST_= LANGUAGE 1YR_ _
NUMBER OF CASES = 247

‘
LA

MODEL | VS MODEL S5—CURVILINEAR VS ;
i

= B.854042926440099
| pe.el

5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 141.90X

ol

DF = 2, 241

[ . L RN
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL § = 152.3%30
90DEL 1 VS MODEL 2-~COMMON QUADRATIC BORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 141.92474 I S

. . DF = 1, 241 = .0208694410854717
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 121.93703 -

o]

.

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

= 1a1.93703
I DF = 1, 232. F
= 142.16685 .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2

L}
.
w
0
—
o
w
o
o]
w
—
o
o]
R
o
w
o

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3

MODEL [ VS ODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUN OF SQUARSS, MODEL 1 = 141.92474 B o o
o o ) o DF = I, 261 F = .2055614475672139
SUM OF SQUARES), MODEL 3 = 142.16685

SQUARES; VODEL 3 ~ 142.16685 o L )
. ' DF = 1, 243 F = 1.804362409380246
143.22249 -

©n

a

<9

[=]

"

i
-

m

w

8

o

&

te

IS

]

MODEL 5 YS MODEINGS—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
. \
5UM OF SQUARESNMODEL 5 = 152.35302 _ . ] .
u L DF = 1, 243 F = 2.038495922168132
5 = 133.63109 . ‘ :

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEN y
- ’ Y

153\ 53109 " ' .. L
OF = 1, 244 F = .2945354355033208

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 153]81554 ' : )

}Ei SUM OF SQUARES; MOCEL 5

ERIC
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V(Pa%e 2 of 19)

82.37

F VALUES FOR GPSS GEGRESSION AESULTS—THO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 1
TEST = LANGUAGE IVYR -
NUMBER OF CASES = 422 %

SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 1 = 302.05655 S T
I . o DF = 2, 416 F =  .542585552274901!
SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEL 5 = 302.64449

YODEL 1 VS YODEL 2—COMMON QUALRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARRS; MODEL ! 302.05655 ) ) -
o - o DF = 1, 416 F = ,7255912841486085
SUM OF SOUARES, MODEL 2 = 302.5834

i

WODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES t

SUM OF SQUARES; MODE. 2 = 302.5834 L )

L DF =1, &4l17 F = ,1318¥83680929046
SUM ¢f SQUARES, “DDEL 3 = 302.67905 '
'WODEL 1 VS WOLSL 3-SB:~ALLEL LiNEAR SLOPES
SOM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 302.05655 . , ) B
] o DF = 2, 416 F = (42866145462872865
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 302.57905
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS i
- SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =% 302.67905 o ' A
o i . DF » 1, 418 F o= .03267447813119821
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 302.70271
o o ) o \
MODEL 5 S MODEL 5——COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL § = 302.84443 - I
o T DF = 1; 418 F o= 3707755752795692
SUM OF SQUARES, ‘MODEL 6 = 303:11312
MOBEL - - @ MODEL 7~-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM 07 SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 303.11312 ) ) o
oF = 1, 419 F = .02226921091372102

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 7 = 203.12923

ERIC | \
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82.37 ' o Attachment %7
(Page. 3 of !9}

Ff VALUES FOR 5i . REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE’
(Mopel, 3  PLOTTED)
GRADE = 2 __ ___
TEST = LANGUAGE IYR..
NUMBER OF CASES = 326

MODEL ! VS MODEL 5~—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
‘ ' 7wz, 320 F % 2.332605791582271
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 234.8672% )

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-~COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION'
SUM OF SQUARES, HMODEL 1 = 230:7107 : ' o
DF = I, 320 F = .3592100409733888

MODEL 2.VS MODEL 3—FARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES .

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 230.96968 L )
.5349729453666779

Q
"
5
—
w
[
»—
L)
[

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 231.35461

N MODF’ 3 MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

. . “QUARES, MODEL 1 220.7107 ] R o i :
) . , DF = 2, 320 F = .446557528541152
SUM 'OF SQUARE~ “ODEL 3 231.35461 : ’ )
/ / 1 . 7

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTEPCEPTS

\
\

: - o DF = |, 322 = 13.31532196397557 & %
J - - - B — o
- SUM CF SQUARES, 'ODEL 4 240.92:57 ? <, o ’

}

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 231.35461

vy,

QODEU\§§Y§ MGDEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 234.86725

f . oF = 1, 322 r = .9858640253808579
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =~ 235.58707
MCCEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM-OF TOUARSS, MODEL 6 = 235.58707 S B} o
- DF = 1, 323 F = 13.8856911499005% { «
SCM OF SOUARES, MODEL 7 = 245.71553 ? < .ol

| i7e
B=87
O
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82.37: ’ - Attachment B-7
(Page 4 of 19)

£ VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—T40 GROUP CAST
e CMoper o PLOTED)
GRADE =~ 3 .
TEST = LANGUAGE LYR \
NUMBER OF CASES = 317

VODEL 1 VS MODEL 5— CURVILINEAR VS [ INEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ! = 2013595 ] S
) DF = 2; 331 F o= .2846909225315641

5SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 5 = 201.90622
S 7 «
MODEL 1 7S MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC POWTION
UM OF SQUARES; MODEL I = 201:559% ] / R
DF = 1; 331 F = .414966250660%828

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL > = 201.81219

WCDEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
QUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 201381219 ) —_—
DF ~ 1, 132 - F = .5102258529130724

SUM ' SQUARES, ¥ODEL 3 = 202.1223a ;
MODEL 1 VS MUDEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR 'SLOPES /
' . S /N
SUM © ' SQUARES, MCDEL 1 = 201.5595 . ! ) .
S S DF = 2, 33.; F = .452°7+5125682531
- SUM GF SQUARES, MODEL; 3 = 202.12224 ' / ;
4 : !
MODEL3 VS MODEL i--EQUA! QUADRATIC INFERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 202.12234 , o .
S ) DF = 1, 333 F = 38.08710130705987 X X
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 225.24022
}> < .0l
4ODEL 5 VS MODEL 5—CDMMON LINEAR SLOPES
’ . SUM OF SQUARES, $ODEL § =, 201:90622 - . , ,
L S 7 DF = I, 333 T = .3575475287487481 N
SUM- OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 202.12301
A /’ R : e ,-7. P oA e
_ MODEL 4 ¥S MODEL 7--CCMMON LINEAR INTZRCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 202.12301 R L
OF = I, 334 F = 38.42909226415131

STM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 225.37871 . , ,
: 'F> .01 %%

. 1{fc" .
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82 37 . Attachment B-7
' ' (Page 5 of 19)

: F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS~~TWO GROUP CASE
(fedef & FLoméen)
TEST =~ LANGUAGE iiR

SUMBER OF CAXES = 200

\\\\\ MODEL | S MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

> SUM 0F SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 1la.49147 L : e Raan o
- o T DF = 2, 194 : .9753928393093388
SU4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 115.54275
.
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 114.49147 L ] .
, o , o DE~= 1, 194 F = .2269206605522632 /
- SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 114:62539 . 4
; :
. . [ ]
e S o L - . .
. MODEL 2 VS MODEL J—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES '
SUM OF SQUARCS; ODEL 2 = 114062539 . ... .. < -, )
i DF = 1, 195 F & ,4823394712114029

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 114:$0892

MODEL | VS WODE'. 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPE"

SUM OF SQUARES,.MODEL I = [1%.39147

L DF = 2, 194 F'= ,3536739461900544
SUM OF SQUARES, MORTL 5 = [14.9C.2 ' ; '
y
: o / ‘

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—ZQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS . - .

- C e s o [ - -— - —_— !

SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 114:90892 ‘ I

) o o DF = 1; 5y F = 11.65668940931652
aUH-OF SOUARES, MODEL 4 = 121.74875 PL. ol %

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEL 5 = 115.64375

T TS RS T o1, 19 F = 2.930352853940257
SUM Y SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 117.4012 :
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--~COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
"SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 117.4012 N :
o - . DF = I, 197 F = 14:83081050278873
5u% of 34U 7 = 126.23355 o
P .0l %=
R
L _—
B-89 1 KN

ERIC
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82.37 ' o - Attachment B-7
(Page 6 of 19)

4,
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
GRADE =5
. TEST = LANGUAGE 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES = 237
MODEL I VS MODEL 5—-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF $QUARES, MCDEL 1 = 137.162 L

o ) DF = 2, 231 F = .1365584855863896
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 137.32417
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
' - v
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.162° ' S - I
OF = 1, 231 T = 1269597118735511

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 137.32208
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3<-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES .

§11 OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 137.32208 S L
- 2.472979145087229

- B S . ) DF = 1, 232 1y
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 138.78585
MATTL [ VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM.OF SGUARES, MODEL 1 = 137.162 _ el
v ez, 231 F = 1.367395306280166

SUM OF SQUARZS, MODEL 3 = 138.78535

$ODEL:3- V§ WODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
" 5UM OF 'SQUAlES; ODEL=3 = 138,78585 ) B e

o ] ) p¥ a1, 23377 © F = 107313051006281031

304 OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 138.82941 ¢ C

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6=—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 137.32417

Ll ) . DF = 1, 233 F = 3.546338273881428
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 139.41429 - :
CNS)
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 139.41429 _ , B o
o L DF = 1, 23% F = .3741098563138679
SUH OF SQUARES, “ODEL 7 = 139.53718 : v

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP

. (Modser s PLOTED)

GRADE = 6 _

TEST = LANGUAGE IYR __

NUMBER OF CASES =~ 222
MODEL L YE MODEL S5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 118.21372 )
ST T T DF = 2,
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 119.01076
WODEL | VS MODEL 2-~COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 118.21372 o
- . DF = 1,
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 113.217%
_ .
MODZL 2 VS MODEL 3——PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = [18.2176 -
DF = I,
SU¥ OF SQUARES, MCDEL 3 = 121.97337
MODEL | V5 MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1| = 118.21372
o DF = 2,
SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 121.97337
“ODEL3 VS MODEL 4~-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 121.97337 o
o - i DF = 1,
501 OF SQUARES; MODEL & = 144.06507
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMM™ { LINEAR SLuPES3
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 119.01075 ) .
. L DF = i,
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 122:0699!
MODEL % VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
. SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 6 = 122.06991 )
i o OF = 1,
SUM NF 3QUARES, MODEL 7= 148.17224
B-91

O

ERIC
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CASE

= .728175375920831%

; . ® .
= 7.08953241637041D-03

6.894056%14194841

;: <.0

3.43481450376487:

p 206

39.4839512919503

7 < Lot

£ = 5.603650459850772
<.cl5

F = 43,26087950612719
D <.0l
. 7



Attachment B-7

82.37 ctachment
o ’ (Page 8 of 19)
/‘;
F VALUES FOK SPSS RECRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

. o (mode} | TLOTTED)

GRADE = 1 . -

IEST = MATH IYR —

NUMBER OF CASES = 443 ‘

SU¥ G SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 81.15861 . - B A
o o B S DF = 2, 437 F = 3.125551189208386
Vs S ,d' _ N v 5 R " B - — ,(
SUM OF SQUARES, ‘fODEL S 2.31955 - : o5

MODEL I VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, HODEL 1 = 81.15861 - .
. e ~ . oo DF = 1. .. F = 5.863201698501237

Sy Squ, , MODE w8224 . : - -
Um OF SQUARES L 2" 2/24751 X —P<.023

}!ODZt ? VS#ODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 82.2475l o . .
DF = 1, 438 F ~ 4.3303¢3467230301

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 81.05067 . .
UM OF SQUAS oD 3“-806 ) ?4_05’
MODEL 1 V3 MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAX SLOP
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 8l.15asl L . o
el e Ju o= 2, 437 F = 5,120578195725626
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.06067 -
—— P<.0 25
i MODEL3 VS MODEL &4~—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
- S TR AR A TR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 83.06067 ) L
OF = 1, 439 " F = 54.51568594378062
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 93.37527 - ;
UM Q _ P<.0O {
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES .
SUM C¥ SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 82.31953 ' . 7 o
. ‘ ) o DF = 1, 439 F o= 4.02°" 438
: SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 83.07454 . a o e
: o LoD
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
/ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 83.07454 CoL ) T
is o , - DF = i, 440 . F = 54.60034325799457
e SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 7 = 93,3834 : - ,
- dy-
B-92 i &

ERIC
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82.37

Yo UES

GRADE = 2 _
TEST = MATH 1YR _
NUMBER OF CASES * <

Attachment B-7
(Page 9 of 19)

CLSULTS—~TKD GROUP CASE
PLITed)

FOR 3P8$ BF¥GRESLELUM

$S BYG
( Modul

MODEL | VS MODEL S5——CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 =

SUM Of SQUARES, MODEL 5 =

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2~~-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 =

5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 =

5UM OF QUARES, MODEL 3 =

4

72.15357 . e
- = .4463712606320115
72.34528 ~

72.15357 o - o
o DF = =  ,8054753215953113
72.32654

72.32654 Ll
.02040827613212231

DE'= 1, 337 F

72.33092

/" MODEL 1 V§ YODEL 3-—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, WODEL [ =

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =

72.15357

ny
L}

= 2, 336" .412935908784° 4

72.33092

- MODEL3 VS MODEL 4——EA7AL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

,,,,,, ;-
SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL & =

+
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6::c5ﬁﬂo&
© SCM OF SQUARES, MODAL 5 =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 =

SUM OF SQUARZS, MODEL 6 =
;o

Std OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 =

Q ,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

72.33092 ol el
8.710270241274402

P <. 0ol

B DF = 1, 338 F =
74.19689

LINEAR SLOPES

72.3.528 , , o - o
DF = [; 338 ¥ = ,04980394021558682

72:355%

LINEAR INTERCEPTS

72.35594 } , o
v : - §.79€503507521301

74123356 o
1? col /

154

B=93



82.37

/
/

Attachment B~7

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS~——TWO GROUP CASE

o ¢ ModeR] PLOTED)
GRADE = 3

. TEST = MATH IYR
NUMBER OF CASES = 316

MODEL | VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 98.32596 )
T ] DF = 2, 310
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL S5 = 101.54096

MIDEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ! = 98.32596 )

- _ oF = 1, 3107
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 99.61403

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 99.61403 .

R i . DF = 1, 3II
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 101:36382

MODEL | VS MODEL 1—PARALLEL LINTAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQU-RES; MODEL 1 = 98.3239% .
Ll I DF = 2, 310
SUM OF SG.4¥ES, MODLI 3 = .101.36332

MODEL3 VS WODEI 4 £QUAL QUADRATTIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUAREI, MOLEL J = .Ul.35382 o
L~ , o DF = 1; 312
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL : = (09.22137

MODEL 5 VS MODEL §-——COMMON LINEAR 3LOPES
5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 101.54096

DF = I, 312

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 102.48881

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—(OMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
3UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 102.32381 o ,

. L ) ) DF = i, 313
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 110.731¢
+ -
7
El 3-S4 )
;
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

F

= '5.068091885398322
F><:,Eai

=  4.0609997450388811

<, 65

5.462932179332573
p <,05

T, -
= 4.7B8850269043903

. P<.ol

= 24.86287119013471

P < cof

F o= 2.912412882646652

NS

25.1734152488336

?5 <.C

.
]



82.37 . , Attachment B=7
: (Page 11 of 19)

F VALUES FOR $PSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

o (moou:s Phorrir )
GRADE = 4

TEST < WATH IYR

NUMBER OF CASES = 210

MODEL | VS MODEL 5--~CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF S %" MODEL 1 = 58:21002 .

o . DF = 2. 204 F = .07974606433738036
SUM OF %" iw:'.3, “ODEL 5 = 58.25553
MODEL 1 VS MODL.. . -—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 58:21002 S o o
DF = 1, 204 F = .03721833457538857

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 58.2206%
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOFES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 58.22064 o - B
1.945154673668992

S DF = 1, 205 F
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 58.77307 '
MODEL 1. VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES ' s
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 58.21002 o . ]
R ) DF =:2, 204 F = .9866187986192042
SUM OF SQUAR®S, MODEL 3 = 58.77307 ’
HODEL3 VS WMODEL 4——EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
! SUY OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 58.77307 : . , e )
ST ] o DF & |, 206 F o= 12.73319838490656
: \ 4 = §2.40 ‘ ,'
SUM OF SQUmS, MODEL 652.40593 lD <-O’
4ODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
’ $UM OF SQUARES, VODEL 5 = 58.25553 , L
R : ] T OF = 1, 206 7 = 4.904915979650338
3 - 2 . oz
| SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 59.64251 | p<. o5
Y0DEL § VS MODEL 7—-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS . -
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 59,64251 ] ,
A T OF = 1, 207 F = 13.77579552605092
SUM GF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 63.61181  ~
?< ol
1€
; B-95-
/

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



2,37 - | Attachment B=7
5 (Page 12 of 19)

u

F. VALUES FOR™SI'SS.REGRESSION RESULTS~=T!( GinUP CASE

GRADE = 5
TEST_= MATH IYR
NUMBER.OF CASES = 237

MODEL 1 VS MODEL S5—CURVILINEAR VS ::T.EAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 =~ 72,3615 ] o
RS ] ) DF = 2, 231 F = .02076025018173
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 73..0t46 . :
MODEL | VS MODEL 2—~COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL | = 72.69334 . ) I
- : DF = 1, 231 F = .03977993060736835

5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 73.00551

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 & 73.00591 o
o ; DF = 1, 232 F = 1.281521454906873
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 73.40918 '

MODEL | VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

} SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 72.99334 L . )
o T o DF = 2, 231 F o= .6579986612477266
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 73.40918 :

40DEL3 VS MODEL %—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCE?PTS:

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 73.40918 P

, , - o DF = 1, 233 T % 9.331530470702902D-03
_ SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 73.41212
MCDEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUHM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 73.00646 7 , o
el DF = 1, 333 F = 1.6874409470066
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 73.535.9 :
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 73.53519 o - ,
: : DF = 1, 234 F o= .06208374521597314

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 7 = =.3554-

o . ‘ B-96 .l ‘SJ)
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. 82:37. ' Attachment B=7
(Page 13 of 19).

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS=--TWO GROUP CASE
,,,,, (?WéELJL G ?Maﬂﬁk§)
2
TEST = WATR IYR '
NUMBER OF CASES = 229

e

WOOEL | VS 0EL S—CURVILINGRR ¥S Lingan |

\

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.72638000800001 , o B
] S DF = 2, 223 F = 1.347659402044288 -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = . 81.70209

MODEL 1 VS MDODEL 2-—COMMON QUADRATIS EORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.77633000000001 , , S
o T DF = 1, 223 f-= 2.32070730782179
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 8i . 3:548 ’ )

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CGE'. INESR snopss\ '
SuUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = * ,56648 i S

N . DF = 1, 224 F = .01661466818232714
SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = &1.57253 : : ) :

MODEL 1 VS WODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = £0.72638000000001 | o
© DFl= 2, 223 F = 1.168709968166537

o
\
|

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 » 31.57253

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS ‘
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 81.57253 o . . .
o I DF = |, 225 F = 13.92488071658437
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 86.62092 : P < S
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-—COMMON LiINEAR SLOPES -
“SUM OF SQUARE3, MC™EL 5 = 81.70209 R _ o
. . DF = xl 225 T = .145736785¢?55457
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81.7550!
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7——COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS - : :
. - }
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81,7550l
o o ) o DF = 1, 226° F = 15.79677746966211
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = B87.46946 : AN
} P L8

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82,37 : , ‘ Attachment B=7
‘ ' ‘ - (Page 14 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULIS-~TWO GROUP CASE

(Meded 2 Piotted)

GRADE = 1
TEST < READING 1YR .
SUMBER OF CASES = 415 - : N

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 35~-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SuM OF SQUARES, WOBEL 1 = 145.7863

) , DF = 2, 409 F = 2.69515513100998
$UM OF SQUARES: M._7% 5 = 151.76037.
HODEL 1 L 2e- JOMMON QUADKATIC PORTION 7
4
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 149.7863 7 .. - __ : S
' DP. = I, 409 F = .22789227C5214091

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 149.86976
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MUDEL 2 =7 149.86976 i o
) DF = 1, 410 F = 11.42051672065132

3UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 154.04437 T ?< ol
4
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3J-+PARALLEL LINEAR 'SLOPSS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODFL 1 = 149.7862

LD ] ) DF = 2, 409 F = 5.813450996519713
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 154.04437 ?G o1
y v
L o o o ) . ~
YODEL3 VS SODEL &--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 154.04437 7
o . DF = 1, 411 F = 14.%1101722575125
3UM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 4 = 159.41569 : 5 2. 64
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES ,
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 15! o
I, ) ° 1, all F o= 7.636305051180253
SUM OF SQUARES, MOOEL 6 = I54: g F ol
YODEL & V& tODEL 7 —COMMON LINEAR INTERCZPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL o = 154.58005 , S S
, o o DF = 1; 412 F ~ %.72077282935282
SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 7 = 180.1032 =~ .9\
1
)
v
.’// - ~~
/3‘98 ' <
P CL < S q
Q - s . . -

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Attachment B-7
(Page 15 of 19)

F VALUES FOR 5PSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

(Modal 3 ?lé%ﬁtéﬁ

GRADE =_2 _

TEST = READING 1YR _. .
13

NUMBER OF CASES =

MODEL 1 VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL

[

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-—COMMON

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

1

5

QUADRATIC PORTION

1

2

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 =

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

107.35307

111:55769

107.135307

107.:86689

107.86689

SUM OF SQUARES; ODEL 1 = 107.35307

SyM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =

MODEL3 VS YODEL 4-~ZQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL
SuM OF SQUARES, “ODEL
MODEL 5 VS MODEL &--CCMMON
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL

3

4

108.06371

108:06371

110.53603

LINEAR SLOPES

S

6

LINEAR INTERCEPTS

6

111.55759

112.16885

StM OF SQUARSS; MODEL 7 =

112.16885

114.23306

307

DF = 2,

DF = 1, 307

308

DF = 1;

DF = 2;.1307

DF = 1, 309

OF = 1, 309

DF = 1, 310

g

= 6.012023410229435
P <.,0l
\\gr
= 1.46938266413805
.5619941392581241
= 1,016116632714832

= 7.069461192376238

P 4Ol

F = 1.692832112246149

5.704837840452138

P<.613

F =



82.37 CR Attachment B=7
: (page 16 of 19)

£ VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS~—TWD GROUP CASE

(ModzR § ?I&Heé.\

GRADE = 3
TEST = READING 1YR )
NUMBER OF CASES = 316 .

MODEL 1 VS MODEL S-—CURVILINEAR:VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 113.19111

e B i oF = 2, 310 F = 1.177763872092075
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 114.05119
MODEL | VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 113.15111 o .
. o DF = 1, 310 F = 1:219118709941091
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 113.63625
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
'SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 113.63625 : o
. ) L DF = 1, 311 F = .5902462462462494
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 113.85192
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 113.19111 : B ) N
: e DF = 2, 310 F = .9D&BS0L1D5631537
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 113.85192
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 113.85192 _ ) B
: o DF = 1; 312 F = 2.544106766051896

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL &4 = !14.78DI9

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-~COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 114:05119 , )

o - _OF =1, 312 F = 3.862741283102789
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 115.46321 A CP<. cs
. R o o . . o _ /
MODEL & VS MODEL 7-—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 115.46321 . o
DF = 1, 313 F = 2.82378005946655!

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 ~ 1i6.50%488

18,

B-100
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37

Attachmént B=7
(Pace 17 of 19)

f VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTE--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = &4 __
TEST = READING 1YR .
NUMCER OF CASES = 194

MODEL 1 VS MODEL S5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 61.94336 _

DF = 2, 188

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 63.0774
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 61.94336

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 62.45533.

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 62.45533 .

SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL 3 = 6247785

o DF = 2, 188
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 62.47785

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 82:47785 .
DF = I, 190

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL &4 = 52.72593

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 63.0774 L
S DF = [, 190
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 63.06772

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 64.06772
, , i o DF = 1, 19!
SUM OF SQUARES; YODEL 7 = 64.51514

B=101
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

= 1.720923114277301

= 1.553844673585678

.06814918758735272

= .8110967826091461

=  .7544305701940753

F = 2.983014518670717

= 1.333857674348328

"y



§2.37

§ VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION
GRADE =5 N
TEST_= READING L1YR
NUMBER OF CASES = 238

HODEL 1 V§ MODEL 5~—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 72.08808 ~

Attachment B-7
(Page 18 of 19)

RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

(?ﬂéﬂs Modzl 5 3

1; 233

2; 232

1, 234

o - DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 73.18757
VODEL 1 V§ MODEL 2-=COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 72.08808 o
o - DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 72.87424
WODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 72.87424
o DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 73.20073
AN
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 72.08808
: L o DF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEL 3 = 73.20073
;
MODEL 3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
§US OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 73.20073 ,
L DF =
SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 73.20871
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 73.18757 ,
ol oF =
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 74.49335
GODEL § VS MODEL 7-—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 74.49335 _
o o DF =
SGM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 7 = 74.71326
B-102

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

19,

- 1.769236189949849

- 2.530087082358139

U

1.043882859018495

1.790412506478187

.02550958166673981

a 4,1769236925634546

}%.05

= 16937377631694601



82.37 : Attachment B-7
(Page 19 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS~-TWO GROUP CASE
o (Medsl \ ioted)
GRADE = b
TEST = READING IYR
NUMBER OF CASES = 224

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 75.50181

;
T T OF = 2, 218 F = 3.066825550274884
SUM OF SQUARES, MODE = . - .
Q LS~ 77.62613 > .05
MODEL ! VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 75:50181
DF = 1, 218 F = 2.116462608303032%

- - L O

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

$UH OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 76.23481 o ) o 7
o L o DF = 1, 219 B 2t 2.834209201806889
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 77.2214l —

-~

MODEL 1 7S MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 75.5013l

o L DF = 2, 218 F = 2.482561809263533
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL 3 = 77.2214l

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 77.221a4l ] o S )
L o ‘DF = 1, 220 F = .2867753904001481
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 77.32207

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6——COMMON LINEAE SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 77.62613 I ] : .

DF = I, 220 F o= 12.25684701787915

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 81:95051

? Z.o
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES,; MODEL 6 =~ 81:95G91 I } L
. OF = 1, 221 F o= 7,35893199965687
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 8%.90223 § < .ot

192

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



P
Attachment
.(Page 1 of

¢ VALUZS FOR $PSS REGRESSIGN RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = R=2 _
TEST = SWPM-LANG

NUMBER OF CASES = 101

82.37
MODEL 1
SUN
SUM
' MODEL 1
SUM
sUM
MODEL 2
SUN
SuUM
- MODEL 1

sSUM

SUM

MODEL 6
sUM

30M

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.94725
- DF = 2, 95

OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 132.17943

VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

OF SQUARES, MODEL ! = 130.94725 _
] DF = 1; 95

OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131.5354 .

¢S MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 131:5354

OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.96378

VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLGPES:

OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 130:94725 o
- . DF =2, 95

OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131:96378

OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 131.96378 .
L o DF = 1; 97
OF SQUARES; MODEL &4 = 134.17117

VS MOATEL 6—COMMON L' IEAR SLOPES

OF “QUAREZ, MODEL 5 = 132.17943

) i o DF = 1, 97
OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 132.5776l

VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCSPTS

OF SQUARES; MODEL & = 132.57761  _
I o ~ oF =1, 98
OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 134.79182

DF = 1, 96 .

ny

19;

s B-104

ny

,4469628037244003

.6266928095091743

.3126495224859598

.3687376023551466

1.622562412774172

.292204770439697

1:636721162796645



82.37 A ' Attachment B-8
(Page 2 of 6)

, F VALUES FOR SP5S REGRESSION RESULTS—TW¥O GROUP CASE
GRADE = K-2

TEST = SWPM-MATH

NUMBER OF CASES = 100,

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OFf SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 33.803l2 : :
R ST e, w F = .967546013116065
SuM OF SQUARES, 4ODEL S = 35.51958

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COM 4ON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, ¥ODEL L = 34.80312 ) ] o
o - o S DF = I, 94 F = 1.518265373909009
SUM -OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 35.51335 -

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 35.51335 ) , S

) ] B - DF =1, 95 F = .08640412689875362
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 35.54565

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 34.80312 S _ , ,
DF = 2, 9% F = 1.002752339445428

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 35.54565

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 35.54565

I T . ... DF =1,96 F = 2:667533158065753
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 36.53335
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 35.51958 _ _- . T
DF = 1, 95 F = .08491992303963235
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = -35.,551-
; S L . o
b MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCE?2TS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 35:551 o i
o DF'=1,97 F = 2:692731568732242

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 365379

19
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82.37 ; Attachment B-8
(Page 3 of 6).

: VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

(Mode ¢ gloHed
(N.Sﬁ

> GRADE_= =2
TEST = SWPM
NUMBER OF CASES = -102
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR .VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 29.70974 o I
T DF = 2, 96 F o~ .5031770433721856
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 =~ 50.23084
FODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 49.70574 oo )
T OF = 1, 96 7 = .1653696036229539
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 49.79537 : N .
9ODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 89.79537 B : S
U T e DF = 1, 97 F = .9198130267934538
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 50.26756
YODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, WODEL 1 = 29.70974 o S ,
o o DF = 2, 96 F = .5386340785520152
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 50.26756 /
4ODEL3 VS WODEL 4-~EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, WODEL 3 = 50.26756 - S
L S DF = 1, 98 F = 2.914934800E93461 -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 51.76273 < .10 (N9)
ODEL 5 V§ YODEL 5—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 50 23082 L o
o o T DF =-1; 98 F = .8688940897663649
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 50.5762
WODEL 5 VS WODEL 7-—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 50.6762 L
' R o DF = 1, 99 F = 2,927087666399611
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 52.17452 P <.10 )
139,
B-106 T
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82.37 : Attachment
. (Page 4 of

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS==TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 1-3
TEST = SWPM
NUMBER OF CASES = 84
MODEL 1 VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LLEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ~ 56.72787 ) o o
DF = 2; 78 § = .04910073302593519

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 56.79929
HODEL 1 VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 56.72787 - , .
OF = 1, 78 F o= .01468484538552309

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 56.73855

MODEL 4 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 56.73855 S

o
m
[ ]
—
~
L]
)
L]

. _ i .5347325583753131
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 57.1226
ODEL | v6 MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 56.72787 _ S
= .271374017744717

je)
m

¥
~
~
[+
"y

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 57.1226

MODEL3 VS YODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.1226 , o
= I;A826§95992829A5

|

o S ] DF = 1, 80
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 58.138126

MODEL § VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
$UM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 56.79929 B _ .
CF = 1, 80 F = .4746819898629025

SuM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 57.13631

MODEL & VS MODEL 7——COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 57.13631 , ) .
S T oF = 1, 81 ? = 1.521080902844464
SUY OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 58.20925

B-107
O
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82.37 Attachment B-8
: (Page 5 of 6)

(ﬁ\q&& 12 @lo-ﬂe&\ _

TEST » SWPM-LANG _
NUMBER OF CASES = 83
MODEL 1 vS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL [ = 87.01867 e
« [769073212255192%

et}

, o ) o DF = 2, 77
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 88.75492 ,

MODEL I VS MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 87.01667 ) ..

o ] o DF = 1, 77 F = 1:1%3655692639124
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 88.3091

WODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SCOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 =| 88.3091

L , 1T DF = 1, 78 F = :3121709993647309
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.66253
WODEL I v§ MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL' 1 = 87.01667 o o
o N DF = 3, 77 F = .7282008148553608
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 88.66253
MOUEL3 vS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 88.66253 7 .
o . DEF =1,79 T = 6.732949533472595
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL & = 96.21899
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES;, MODEL 5 = 38.75492 ~ ) o 7
o o DF = 1; 79 e .1912623618221561
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 38:9698
!
MODEL 6 V5 MODEL 7—COH4 40N LINEAR NTERCEPTS -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 88.9698 o S
. __ DE =1, 80 F = 6.956400936047961
SUM OF SQUARES, MODZL 7 = 26.70617 ? <£.0!0

B-108 1

-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37 | Attachment B-8
(Page 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = I-3
TEST = SWPM-MATH

NUMBER OF CASES = 77

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = &4,57242 :
S b=, 1 F = ,5162313375747331
SUM OF SQUARES, MOCEL 5 = 45,22058

MODEL 1 S MODEL 2—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = &&.572&2

Ny

o T T srann = ,8418865298316781
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 \i 45.10094 . :
|

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 45.10094

} S o DF = 1, 72 F = .4339386274432431
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = '45.37276 .

il

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES.
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 4457242 , .
, . DF=12,7] F = .6374361095942306
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 45.37276
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC DNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 45.37276

ot _ DF = 1, 73 F = .1359355260733514
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 45:45725 '
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 45,22058 o _ o
S . o DF = 1, 73 F = ,4511510024860361
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & 45.50005
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR DNTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 45.50005 o _ e
. _ . OF =1, 74 F = ;1105770213439326
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 45.,56304
| : )
o 195
B-109
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'82.37 ‘ Attachment’ B-9
(Page 1 of 7)

GRADE K - LANGUAGE
(Two Pfééféﬁ'06mpariéoné}

Models Compared SS Error F Prob
1 148:8573 1.4147 2351
: 2 149.7974
i 7 - -
o 1 ‘ 148.8573 - 1.6968 .1858
! 5 151.1125
| 2 149.7974 1:4679 .2275
‘ 3 150.7747
Iy . . ' )
1 _ 148:8573  ; 1.4426 .2387
3 150.7747 _
3 150.7747 .0025 .9597
4 150.7764
5 151.1125 . :0049 L9442
6 151.1158
6 - 151.1158 .0058 .9393
7 151.1196
N
{
C i«
B=110 :1«JL/




82.37 ' , Attachment B-9
: ' ' (Page 2 of 7
~ GRADE 1 - READING "
(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error F Prob
1 179.6342 .1.2892 :2765
2 180.6073 |
1 179.6342 2.0542 .1050
5 181.9598
2 -180.6073 1.7429 .1762
3 181.9244
1 179.6342  1.5171 - -:1962
3 181.9244 ‘
3 181.924% - .5739 .5637
4 182.359% ,
5 1819598 2.4034 .0913
6 183.7858
6 183.7858 .6338 .5310
7 184.2702

2
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g2.37 Attachment B-9
: ’ (Page 3 of 7)

GRADE 2 - READING
(Thtee Program Comparisons)
Models Compared 8S Error F Prob
90. 6641 19211 3994

1
2 91.2303

90: 6641 .6370 .5921
5 91.2514 '

-

91.2303 1.5207 .2203
92.1645 -

w N

1 90.6641 1.2205 .3023
3 92.1645

92.1645 1.0521 3505
92:.8131

£ W

5. 91.2514 1.6857 .1871
6 92,2837

6 92.2837 - 1.0288 .3586
7 92.9167 '

B-112




82.37 Attachment B=9
(Page 4 of 7)
GRADE 3 — READING:
(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error F Prob
1. ’ 98:5679 - :739¢4 4784
2 ~ 99.0903
1 98.5679 .4961 .6855
5 99.0937 o
2 99.0903 .0817 19216
3 99.1479
1 985679 L4104 .8012
3 . 99.1479
3 199.1479 2:7198 .0673
4 101.0537
5 99.0937 .1186 .8883
6 99.1771
6 99,1771 2.8534 .0596*%
7 101.1700

% (Plotted Model 6 - almost significant at .05 level.)

U
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82.37 | Attachmént B=9
| (Page 5 of 7)

GRADE 4 = READING

(Three Group Comparisons)

Models Compared’ SS Error F Prob
1 : 86:1079 1.4934  .2266
2 . 87.1884
1 86.1079 1.1470 .3302
5 87.3528
2 87.1884 .5655 .5689
3 ; 87.5993
1 86.1079  1.0306 13921
3 87.5993
3 87.5993 .4892 16137
4 87.9535
5 87.3528 1.8852 .1542
6 88.7194
.6 88:7194 .0364 9643
7 88.7460
\\
N




82.37 4 Attachment B-9
' (Page 6 of 7)

GRADE 5 - READING

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared §S Error - F Prob
1 1106.9811 1.7846  .1698
s 2 108.2289

//' : TN .
] 1y 106.9811 24444 .0636
| 5 109. 5449 :
g -/ : ' o
N 2 168.2289 2.3312 .0988
: S~ 73 169:8672 .
i 106.9811 2.0638  .0855
3 109.8672
3 . 109.8672 5.1415  .0066
4 113.5117
5 109.5449 4.5754  .0li2 *
6 112.7890
6 112.7890 4.9250 .0079
7

116:.3612

*(Model 5 plotted.)

2V
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82.37 : Attachment B=9
. (Page 7 of 7)
GRADE 6 - READING
(Three Program Comparisons)
Models Compared _ SS$ Error F Prob
i , 92.3734 .5951 .5523
2 92.8097 |
1 92.3734 1.8654 21353
B 5 ) 94.4248
' 2 92.8097 1.1775 . .3097
3 93.6702 '
§ -
AY . - .
‘\\ 1 | 92.3734 8844 .4738
' 3 y 93.6702
3 92,6702 2.9779  .0527
4 . 95.8495
5 94.4248  1.6226 .1994
6 95.6264 .
6 95.6264 4,0213 .0193*% .
7 98.6189 '

*(Model 6 plotted.)

B-116
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82.37

Instrument Description: Chapter 1 Service Report

tastzument: Three types of Service Reports were used:

3zia® desczipfidn of

e K-6 Chapter | students (except Allison afd Becker) were coustsd thrbugh a

computer-generated roster on which Chdptar 1 schools were asked in the fall to

frndicate which students were served by Chapter- 1 and whether the stident was

served im the classroom; lab; or both. In the spring, corrections to that roster

were collected. . ; . ;

@ Nonpubli¢ schosls were surveyed (as part of the low-income survey of ngnpublic
schools) in the fall. Pretest achievement test scores were collacted at that
tine. These survey reports were then updated inm che spring. '

and again in the spring. The spring service report included information on
student progress. T : ‘ )

e ¥ & D institutions were Surveyed in the Fall (as part of the low-income survey)

. Prekinderzarten studsnts were counted at the time of PPVT-R testing in cthe fall and

spring.
I uhom uas the instrument sdoiniStered?
Each Chapter 1 school or institution: 2

_AISD schools (not cotnting Allisen and

BecKker, who were coanted using Student ﬁi;cerfile Records), 3 nonpublic schools,

'aﬁa 4 M & D institutions.

How manv times was the instrument admidistered?
Twice. '

When wes the instrument administered?
In Novemoer and Xay.

WHere was the instrument administered? - o i
Report forms were mailed to each school; where they were completed and returned.

Who adsinistered the instrument?

The reports were completed by various school staff members -- usually the secreta
or Chapter 1 contact person.

Ty

dtd the acdminiscrators have?

haf cr .

Titten instruc-ions tor completing the reports were provided.
“ag =ha imsemmens admiaistersd usdér standardized comdisilons?
No.
Jez3 thara oroblexs wich —the fostmomen

afsact the 7alidicy of che dacal . ] T
The personnel completing the forms were often employed by the progrim being
avaluited, GSibjective ratings were asked for on the N & D service report.

weo devalosed she 4zastsusesce?

ORE staff members developed éIi three lnstruments.

2u




82.37
CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORTS
Purpose

Informatlon from three service reports-—the A1ISD Chapter 1 Service Report;

the Chapter 1 Service Report for nonpubixc schools and the Chapter 1 Service

Report for N & D institutions—-was used to answer the following decision.

and evaluation questions from the Chapter 1 Evaluation Design for 1982 83.

Decision Question DI: - Should the Chapter 1 Readrng Improvement
Program be modified? If so, how? .
Evaluation Question DI-2: How many Students were

served at each grade in the following ways:

a) 1n the classroom only,

b) in the reading center or lab oniy, and

¢) in both the classroom and readxng tab?

béciéion,éueStion~ﬁﬁzr Should the N & D and non—pubixc school
Chaptéer 1 components be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D4=2: How many students are
served by Chapter.l in: '

a) non-public schools; and
b) N & D institutions?

Summary By Component

Prékindergarten

program are shown 1n Flgure C—l' These data were collected from the PPVI-R

testing (see Appendix A), bhut the test forms*were supplemented by information

from the student attendance data collected by the instructional coordinator

for the program. _This addltional information indicated that there was one

student at Sim$ who entered the program after the fall PPVE-R testing and

withdrew prior to the PPVT—R spring testlng. This student was added to the

counts of studeénts served, and is included in the totals in Flgure C-1 below.

~ School - . . Students Served
Blackshear 16

Brown 20
Campbell 16
Maplewocod 8%
Norman 16

Pecan Springs 17

Ortega 8%
Rosewood 17

Sims ' : 17

TOTAL : 135
*0ne-half of these two classes was served by the Migrant Program: The teacher

was split-funded.

FIgure c—1. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AT EACH CAMPUS.
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Nonpublic Schools: ~ -

nonpublic schools was obtained in the fall, and updated in the sprlng. Forms

and ccrrespondence sent _to these schools are contained in Attachment C- 1. 1In

addition- to information about which students were served by the Chapter l

program, pre- and posttest percentile scores were obtained on Students who
were served. : B
'

were served in math, across gradEs K-6. However, some students were served

in both teading and math with a total of 91 individuals that were actually
served. The number of students served by each school is shown in Figure C-3.
Figure C-4 summarizes the achlevement gains of students in reading and math
by grade level. Percentile scores were converted to NCE's for this table:
These figures are difficult to interpret because of the small "N's" at each

grade, but are containéd in Figure C-4.

. Number of Students Serveéeln

Reading Math
St. Mary's 46 e 38
St. Austin's 11 9
st. Ignatius' 18 oy 17 .
Total 75 - 64

Figure C-2. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY 'THE NONPUBLIC SCHOOL
OMPONENT IN READING AND MATH; BY CAMPUS.

(DUPLICATED COUNT.)

' Number
St. Mary's 49
St. Austin's 18
St. Ignatius' 24

91

Figure c-3. UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED BY

CHAPTER 1 AT EACH CAM?US.

N & D Institutions:

As shown in FIgure €-5; a total of 57 students were served by the N & D

component. This number is larger than the nufibér for the previocus year,

when 44 students were reported as being Served. Part of the reason for

this increase is that Spectrum/Turning Point was able to serve five students
in 1982-83 with materials purchased with Chapter 1 funds. In 1981-82, funds

205



o e e .
- i X NCE - Reading o X NEE - Math ) :
Grade Prétest Posttest Gain _Pretest | _Posttest |  Gain
B ~ " 4.88 51,92 | 47.04 T 13.46 ~ 35,70 | 22.24
K (5.D.=9.87) | (S.D.=17.4%) | (S.D.=15.14) | (S.D:=13.38) | (5.D.=11.61) | (5.D.=10.12)
-5 Nglﬁ - N=13
-, 27,35 | 45.17 ~ 17.82 - 21.75 | Z4.21 | 22.46
1. (s.D.=10.09) | ¢(S.D.=11.86) | ¢(5.D.=15.91) § (5.D.=11.29) | (S.D.=21.75) | (5.D.=23.29)
' N=13 o N=10
] T 30.19 —40.76 | 10.55 28,57 5573 | 26.17
2 (S.D.=8.62) | (S.D.=11.57) | (5.D.=9.74) | (s.D.=8.95) | (5.D.=15.28) | (S.D.=17:17)
N=10 | =6
~ 33.00 | 33.58 | .58 | 29.73 | 37.70 | 7.97
3 (5.D.=3.49) | (s.p.=4.58) | (s.p.=6.44) | (5.D.=6.55) | (S.D.=10.75) | (S.D.=10.84)
N=11 N=10
—27.38 | . 29.22_ | i.83 [  68.46 | _ 29.82 | -38.64
4 (5.D.=11.89) | (S5.D.=17.40) | ¢S.D.=7.96) § (S.D.=96.25) | (S.D.=10.22) | (S.D.=93.00)
. N=6" N=5"
28.68 33.83 | . 5.15_ | . 31.17 | _ 44,80 | _ 13,63
5 (5.D.=10.35) | (5.D.=14.59) | (5.D.=7.66) [ (s.D.=7.11) | (5.D.=14.49) | (5.D.=17.27) |
N=13 . ; N=12
31.50 14.63 — -16.87 | . 31.18_ T 3%4.63 | 3.45
6 (5.D.=7.48) | ¢$.D.=5.17) | ¢5.D.=7.05) § (S.D.=5.90) |.(5.D.=11.87) | (5.D.=10.78)
N=3 E . =4
_ L — - 7 - - T 7.77 - -
Figure C-&. NCE GAINS FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS IN READING AND MATH:

21y
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L . _. - ‘ . S o

appropriated for that institution were not expended' before the end of the

school year. . - : ©

with the students,; were also obtained. (The forms and correspondence concern-

Subjective progress ratings, made by administrators or staff members familiar
ing students served by the N & D component are conitained in Attachment C-2.
Information collected in the fall with one form was updated and expanded

in the spring.)

The summary of thesé ratings is contained in Figure €-6.
The most frequent response was that students madée "some progress,' while

the second most frequent response is that students made "much progress."

In the absence of a control or comparison group, it is difficult to tell

whether the progress was due to Chapter 1 participation..  However, admin-

istrators of the institutions felt the program was hélpful (see also
Appendix G:)

Institution Number Served

Settlement Club Home 11
Junior Helping Hand Home 21
Salado House 20
Spectrum/Turning Point : )

57

Figure C-5. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE N & D
COMPONENT AT EACH INSTITUTION.

Rating . Frequency
No Progress ' 4
Little Progress 11
Some Progress 20
Much Progress ' 15
Very Much Progress =7

Figuré C-6: SUMMARY OF STAFF RATINGS MADE

WHILE SERVED BY .CHAPTER 1.

(continued on next page)
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One concern to be addressed by the more extensive éVéiuétion of the N & D

populations served by the various institutions. Figure C 7 below 1ndicates
that there is a wide variation,in the length of time studénts remain in the

institutions; with some students remaining for an extended period; while

others remain oniy a short time.

Number of Days . Number of Students

0-30 2

31-60 16
61-90 11
91-120 4
121-150 13
151+ 11

57

Figure C-7. NUMBER OF N & D STUDENTS SERVED FOR DIFFERENT
, LENGTHS OF TIME (NUMBER OF WEEKDAYS BETWEEN
""STARTING' AND "ENDING'" DAYS OF SERVICE).

Regular Chapter 1 Reading Inprovement Program.

Informatlon on Wthh students were served by the regular Chapter 1 program

was collected with the Fall Service Report (see Attachmemt C-3). This.

information was updated with the Spring Service Report (Attachment C-4).

Data on the number of students servad at sach school are presented in

Figures C-8 to C-9. (Data are also presented for each grade level.)

Informatlon concernlng the locatlon in -hiich Chapter 1 service was given

(lab, classroom, or both) was a}so collected with the Service Reports.

However, the distinction between locations or settings" may not have always

been easy for school staff to; make--if students are served at a table
T

rlght cutside the door of their regular classroom, is this a "lab" or
"pullout" sett1ng7 How does it differ from a setting in which that same
table is moved inside the door? Nevertheiess, summary data on the location

of service are presented in Flgures C-10 to C- 13 for comptrisbn to previous

years. Figures C-14 and C-15 summarize the data for the year as a whole.

Do
Lelmea
I ”‘

o

c-7
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SCHAOL

101
102
104
105
108
109

10

L
1i2

L14.

16
122
124
125
126
121
129
133
134
135
13§
14l
142
145
150
152
151

ALt [SON
ANDREWS
BECKER
BEACKSHEAR
BRUCKE
BRUWN
BRYKER WOODS
CAMPBELL
CASIS
DAWSON
GOVALLE
MAPLEWOOD
NETZ

DAK SPRINGS

ORTEGA
SANCHEL

PECAN SPRINGS
RLOGETOP
ROSEDALE
ROSEXOOD
SIS
WALNUT CREEK

NORMAN
WOOLORIOGE .
WIRN

TOTALS

k.

90

38

o
24

L

%
j

1§

0
0
]

0
i
0
0
0

"

5

33
10

M 2?
l

a0

;

490

-

239
13611

1

0

SR

g 8

Lo
1T
L

R

. e

B
I.
1
0
1
5

GRADE

9 0

W

a9
0

B Y 3
613

14 0
02

03 04

TN
43 3
92
4 3B

N4

22 0
3 2%

360 0
BTN

o 14

W o0

LI
T
56 33
L
i
)0
BN

IR

5 0
o 18

30 0

1 1
0 B

96

TR
0 0
L0

LU
0 0

wooa

1016 602

82 b

30
0B
H 0

01l
30

0. %

a3

616

B0

189

05, 06 TOTAL .

Q0
@
B 18
TR
113
00
42

395
108
133
121

4l
131

25161

a_ By 1

0 0
4 3

0. .0 2%

0 0
0 0

93
208
Flé
132
113

13 15
0 0
1. 6
5 15
00
0 0
30

0__ 0. .

”_éid__uié
0 0

2

0 0

433 363

Mgure C-8, NUMBER OF CHAPTER L STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL

SERVED IN FALL 198283

00 T

46
1

43
43
88
85

LR

18
93

it

131

3969

.| S—

21,
I
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SCHOOL o kooet 603 0A~.05.._ 06 TOTAL

101 ALLISON ; 97 129 9% 16 0 0 0 4
102 ANDRES S 1 L NN IO U N S, S (1 2
104 BECKER 168 148 130 105 98 90 8L 70
105 BLACKSHEAR 2 L 0 0 % & 3 13%
14 BROOKE b 0. 0 0__ 3 2l _2l . 8.
109 BROWN 2 1 16 1 5 13 120
110 BRYKER ®00DS 3018 b 12 o 0 0 ¥
L1l CAMPBECE 3% 30 0 2% 48 28 _ 1%
2 Asls 6 3 % a2 0 0 0 9
LL&  UAWSON R L R R L R B Y R Ik
16 GOVALLE W00 w36 0 0 0.-2R-

122 MAPLEWOGD 2220 A W 1A 1
124 METZ 6 5% 4 3% 0 0 0 14
i25. bAK SprNGS o e Q_m”m ?ﬂm“._“zﬁn___mﬁi;;_;;;gw;;;::Q:::::;p:;:.;111;:
126 ORTEGA 0 0 0 0 19 1 15 50
127 - SANCHE? 0 51 % 29 0 0 0 I
129 PECAN SPRINGS Q, 'h.Qﬂ ,.;mlgn;";gig;:’i;;q m;.Q;.;;;;Igm‘
133 KIDGETOP R
134 ROSEDALE 00 0 0 1
135 RUSEHUOB B ,.,Ql-hmm;aig:;:411:;:;;LQ:::::'Q -
£39  SIMS % 0030 1R &0

3

0

1
§

t4L  WALNUT CREEK 00 0 0 D

142 ALLAN o0 % w42 0

145 TAVALA 0 0 0l

150 NORMAN 52 23 29 0
- 152 HOOLOR IDGE 00 0 0 W

157 WINN 0 4 29 21 38

wn Y [ i
owc::cw-—lc:O#"qu:l‘# Lo oY
' P '

I !
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TGTALS 529 1060 631 62 409 4R
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SCHOOL- . - bAB ELASS BOTH  TOTAL

385
161
108
113
16
121

41
{137
93
208
226
116
132
175
46
117
14
43
43
91
88
85
113
18
93
119

191 ALLISON 0 3%
102 _ANDREWS o 28 13
164 BECKEP 0 708
105 BLACKSHEAR 101 0
_108__BROOKE 2 14
109 BROWN EERNTTE
110 BRYKER HOODS 4l 0
A1) _CAMPBELL 5 69
112 EASTS % 0
L4 DAWSON 6 190
116 GOVALLE 00 1
122 MAPLEWCQD ‘ 83 - 25
124 METL 12 0
125_0AK_SPRINGS B 9l
126 ORTEGA 0 0
127 SANCHEL 0 1
129 PECAN SPRINGS 14 0
133 RIDGETOP 42 t
134 ROSEDALE g 0
135 _ROSEWO0D B 0
139 S5 8 3
141 HALNUT CREEK o4l
142 ALLAN 168 0
145 LAVALA 8B
150 NORMAN | B 0
152 _WOOLDRINGE _ B 5%
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TOTALS 155 003 241 1909

Figure C-10. NMBER OF CHAPTER | STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL, LOCATION 2 i
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LOCATION

CSCHOOL. . ._LAB.__CLASS__BOTH__ TOTAL_
101 ALLISON | 04 0 421
102 ANDREWS _ % 1B 0 161
104 BECKER 0 T80 0 760
105 BLACKSHEAR 104 0 32 13
108 BROOKE S L il
109 BROWN 0 110 0. 120
110 BRYKER W00DS N 0 0 g
1L CAMPBELL - . 8 " 1) 136
112 CASIS 9% -0 0 9
114 DARSON 1 197 0 213
16 GOVALLE 25801 232
122 MAPLEWOOD 92 3 31
124 METL 0 0 141
125 '0AK SPRINGS- - -- oo o -} 2———$5 i) 117

0 126 ORTEGA 0 0 50 50

- 127 SANCHEZ B RV 0 120
129 PECAN_ SPRINGS_Q_ 19 0 -0 -—T79
133 RIDGETOP 8 0 0 45
134 "ROSEDALE 1.0 0 47
135 ROSEWODD B T6 Ml
139 SIMS , T 5w 91
141 WALNUT CREEK 4 2 3 89
1A ARRAN 159 4 1 170 -
145 1AVALA 4 37 0 83
150 NORMAN 105 0 0 105
152 WOOLORIDGE . . . R_ N W 133
157 WINN A 0 4l 135

/ TOTALS 1487 2291 316 409
Figdfé C-11. NUMBER OF CHAPTER ! STUBENTS SERVED BY SGHOOt LOCATION
SERVED IN SPRING 1982 83
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¥k JLL, CHIPTER | SCHOOLS #¥%

*GRADE

LAB  CLASS BOTH TOTAL

) 28 306 0 802

3 b 338 12 els
SRULTHNN N I | M)

5 l46 253 3 433

6 T 195 51 363

WAL 1559 2003 4T 3909

BY LOGATION, GRADE SERVED IN FALL
1982-83 '
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| kkk ALL CHAPTEL 1 SCHOOLS *h*

GRIET UM LRSS BOTH ToTAL

K m 130 346 i3 529

Sl 39 591 T3 1060

2 288 344 5. 631

38 %0 9 el
5 152 25 61 4k4

T R
T0TAL 1487 2261 316 404
Flgure C-13, WUNBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS

SERVED BY LOCATION, GRADE
SERVED IN SPRING 1982-83
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GG CHL REG CHL REG CAL  SERVED  SERVED

o Swp LA CLASS  LAB & CLASS _DIFFERENT  ONLY
GRADE ALL YEAR AL YEAR AL VEAR ALL YEAR — FALL ¢ SPR FALL OR SPR TOTAL
e | M et fuﬂéj g .
T SNSRI | NNt ) SERP U] RSP IF 3
2 207 58 93 0 % 615
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R N L 122 19 1o Y.
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L ~ Fall or Spring
Grade  Fall Spring _ or Both

K 490 529 540
1 1016 1060 1124
2 602 637 675
3 616 627 657
b 389 4509 422

- 5 433 bbg 461

S1-D

6 363 388 395

——————

3909 4094 4274

Figure C-15; NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1
STUDENTS SERVED BY
GRADE FOR FALL AND
SPRING

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.37 _ Attachment C-1

(Page 1 of 5)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office cf Research and Evaluation

December 9, 1982

TO: Nonpublic School Principals ‘and Directors 9

FROM: _ Xaren Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator ,Y Qb (,q/\,@/v
SUBJECT: Enrollment Information om Students at Your Schoo}
|

nach year, our office is charged with collecting two types '0of informa-

tion that we must report to the Texas Education Agency.

e Informatiou on the grade level of each student in

your school, and whether or not the student would

be considered "low income." (Hames are not

' necessary for this portion of the form, unless

the studants receive ECIA Chapter 1 service.),
This information is used to determine the

concentration of students actually residing in

various parts of Austin:

. Addifiéq#@!iﬁféf@%i@éﬁ on any students who receive

ECIA Chapter 1 service:.

The form is easy to fill out; and instructiems are attache We

appreciace any infprmation you can provide us. Please cal; ma at
458-1227 if you have any questioms. '

Approv:d: =~ i ,
Director of Office of Research and Evaluation

“

RC:sc
Atrachmant

cc: AliZe Langdon
!?' .
2u

C-16 -
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Attachment C-1
(Page z0f 5)

The printout 1ists students thHat we believe are in your

school.

e printout is correct; check the
names of students whose family income would qualify them

as "low-income." Then return the printout to the address
shown below.

e If the information on the printout is

(See attached criteria.)

e If a étﬁdent on the printont ié noc étténding your school;’

e For students at your school who 4
out,

or a code number (of your
grade level, and address

please indicate their name
own choice - just keep a list),
on the extra pages. provided

—

Indicate the subjects in which they receive Chaptei 1 service,
and the pretest/selection test score that was used to qualify
them (a percentile score in reading or math.) In the spring,
we w’Jl ask you Ec update their information with a post-test
score. - -

Send the printout_to:

Karen Carsrud i

Austin Independe:nt School District
6100 Guadalupe

Austin; Texas 78752

To. determine the number of schooi-age children residing in
various areas of Austin. Names of the children are not

used in any reports-—only the number, grade level, and general
area of residence.

DON'T FORGET THE ADDRESS OF STUDENTS YOU MUST ADD TO THE PRINTOUT,

224
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%cfachment é i
- (P 3of
FOR USE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY These gu1de11nes should be ugzéaby é%e schoal

to determine eligibility for free or reduced-

price meals.
, p
é#cr Ca-/c30r7 05 C.ons:cieré-d , w-mc’.omc,
/x S
FREE EkIGIBItiTY INCOME SCALE”
1982-1983 School Year"/’

Family Size Size . Annual. Income Proratad Maonthly Prsrated Weeklz

() 1 0~ 6,080 s0- sa7. % .0sa =117

{ ) 2 ‘0 - 8,090 : 0- 674 7 0-158

( ) 3 - Q = 10,090 0 - 841 0 - 1%

( } 3 © Q= 12,090 o - 1,008 g - 233

( ) 5 /0= 14,090 Q- 1,174 g - 271

( ) 6 0 - 16,090 0 - 1,341 0 - 309

\ ) 7 Q - 18,100 0 - 1,508 0 - 348

) 8 0 - 20,100 0~ 1,675 0 - 387
Each Additional ' S : o B
Family Member 1,790 . 148 _ 34
REDUCED PRICE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE
1982-1983 Schaol Year

o Family . S - S _ S
Family Size Size Apnual_Income Proratad Monthlv Frorated Weakly

( ) 1 $ 6,080 - 8,660 '3 507 - 722 | §177 - 167

( ) 2 __,090 = 11,510 674 - 959 156 -~ 221 -

( ) 3 10,090 - 14,360 - 841 - 15187 - 194 - 276

( ) 4 IZ;QSQ - 17,210 1,008 - 1,434 ; 233 - 331

( ) 5 14,090 - 20,050 1,174 - 1,671 . 271 - 386

( ) 6 16,090 - 22,900 . 1,341 = 1,908 . - 309 - 440

( ) 7 18,100 - 25,750 1,508 = 2,146 348 - 495
S )y 8 . 20,100 - 28,500 - 1,675 = 2,383 387 - 550
Each Additionai ‘ I . ' o
Family Member 2,850 7 238 35

c-18 é?éfii




612

SUHIOLE ST DAl 1S

EOWINCGHE 5URVLY
FALL, 1982

- - L L DL DL L DY)

bbbl el L L L LR L L L L -

~ FUR ALL S1U

NAML®

I-u-n-nu- LLLLITEELE LT LY T T AT

FlLL II i CIJIIRI*.I.I IHIS II\I‘UI(H{'IIIII\

H FILL IN TilS IRFURMATION URLY Fui |
sruuturs SERVED BY CHAPTEK L, |
[Py ———. . - ll e . 'l
|-l . _ICHECK ||CHECK Iksns I ILNIIH SELECT 1N EifLkee |
| 1200k [GRADELIF LUKY] ChicL SERiCE | TEST SCURL | pisterest SCUkL)
| i | | THUGHE] | l | J | i
| KNl ) (|REAUING] WATH |READING) MATH |READING] MATH |

deameds on l-----.;--'--l -------I-b ll--I I I I-

OENTS INYOUR SCOu. ]|

i [ R LA L L] ' I----.-l LU L | .—l-i.]

I ELLT DT T T I R T RTINSy e

I--- - -.---.-‘.‘-ﬂ“--------l -l---.hll ‘----l----.-' l
I R
'-n-- -t - . S I -ﬁ'

'lul I -mou!unum.-l I

I N

netm s

S | e
| .
| |=

N
[

Y R
| amens || scmenan mamns | 2ancone]

f I | I | I

[---a-ln--u nll

I LLLLLLEALILELLRELYERNE YL}

|

I |

I..llll.‘...‘-ﬁ--- LYY

-] man -u-aal b ul LLLZET

|
I N o
v | || s | e
[ i I
| aeamma]

ELL DL TP Tl ]

o I I I

- ---—-uul --nnl!l.--l.ﬂl nﬂlw--nl--lﬂtq‘-'

I
I
|
|

I
I I | L

I 8 b st vl Y R Rl

]

I

I

|

u| =~

|

| | ] I
I

I

|

= .

I | I
I

e . S e o P
| o I R B LR . [ | |
[ame “eaem - o P — | memnaa| | | |

| | | | |
|-.--.......--..-..-..-.. - | - "'::];;;;.;;]2;2...,|

I
|
|
J
I
|
I
I
|
I
I

I LT L]

|
- R
- " ' o e | o l
[ I I |

| G dmna| | e g I LT ET] I -n-u--nl ‘--n--n I LU LT T I -------I

l.--.-ﬂﬂ- l l

o R
= S— \ | tmem | maen] || et | e emom e osnm | s e
I L L:L,,,, _ W],W | I,, . ,,,,,,,],,;L,,J]f,,,,,,l,,”,, ,l,,",,,_l,:",,ﬁ,l
= = - [+nmwam | anene] aems oe] | smmesan] s sememen| e | s ommn| e
Lo I J | I | I | | | [
[N UHN——-— [ p— R iy

|

b N | I I I

M ¥ 4

ARSI S -y p— DR [ Py pre——

I
|
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
|
l
|
I
I
|
I
I
I
|
|

|

,ﬁl
l.;;;"'” _l
I o I ¥/ I I | | | | ! |
I--uncn----. LLEL DT YL T ) - - I"‘""‘""’I '""""I nbadadeiald I "‘","'"'I ""'"'"'I ""‘"'l I l . l
! | I A | R I I I I
I -77777WW7;;;-" LLD ;n;;ﬂ-----------nulnn---mnl l ll-u l I~------l---n--n|-n-----l--n----l
I [ I I y l l | |
l LLEL LT S --"-‘ ul -n--n-l--ui--l l--n-n--l-.-----'ua nuc.nl-------l—----a-l---.:--l )
[CCOE UK 12§ LAN UE USLD [l [4#71 ok HILLLO |
|| FOR STUDERTS Nuil SERVED oY I | In N SPRINGy)
| CEAPTER |, I | I 1903, [

Q O 118 0 0 A Bt 5 8 0 0 AR OO AN A BB YA i . 4 8 . . -

' er Yy L} .-I .ﬂ----ﬂl

|
I
I
I
I
|
I
I
o
u-l |--n~q--|u------lnnn----I_
|
|
|
|
|
I
|
I
|
|

o B P
o T

K

(s 30 % =28ed)!
I—D IVDUWYPDEIIY,

LETZTY:




82.37 ' o Attachment C-1
: (Page 50f5)
- AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHCOL DISTRICT S

Office of Research and Evaluation

May 12, 1983

TO: Principals of Nonpublic Chapter 1 Schools

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter ! Evaluator
SUBJECT: Chapter ! Spring Service Report

Last falI your school completed z form containing information om students

who were served by the Chapter i program We now need to have posttes'

scores on these Chapter i students, and are returning the form to you so
that you may add this informationm. v

In addition, if you have any other students in your school who are seryed

by Chapter 1; but who are mot on the original form; please add their

names and pre/posttest scores to the form. (If possible, use a different

color ink or pemcil lead when adding either posttest scores or new students

to the form.) 7
’/'

Please call me 'at 458-1227 if you have any questions, or if we can assist

you in this process. 3

¥C:sc

Approved: z::5<?24 42f;ﬁs,

Director of Office of Re:earcn and rvaluation

cc: Allie Langdon
Lee Eaws

Ambrosto Melendrez

Sister- toretta Raphael

Chapts ' Teachers .

oo
RS
c\“ .

c-20



8237 ; Attachment C=2
(Page 1 of 6 )

AUSTI: INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research and Evaluation

November 22, 1982

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluacoraaw L b

SUBJECT: Low-Income and Chapter 1 Service Report for N & D
Institutions

to the Texas Edpcatiqn Agencyfregardlng the7Chapter”1 programs An instir
tutions for neglected and/or delinquent children. Specifically, we need

to know which students received Chapter:. 1l Services, and also information -

about any scudents at your institution who do not attend public sSchools.

Please complete the encIOSed report and return it to ORE by December 6th.

If you have any questions or need additional materials, please call me

at (458-1229).

Thank you.

Approved:

A yL, N -
Director of ,Office of Bésearch and Evaluation

cc: Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez \
Allie Langdon ' 3

£ et

231

c-21
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‘ 82.37 ’ jj - Attachment C-2
. Y (Page 20f6) ____
FOR-USE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL QNLY. " These guide1ines should be used by the school
: . . .7 to determine eligibility for free or reduced-
A price meals.

FREE ELIGIBILITY INCCME SCAtE
1982-1983 Schoo1 Year
. Family T o
Family Size —Size Annualgintoﬁé Prorated Monthly . Prgrated WEeklx
( ) 1 %0 - 6,080 $0 - 507 %0 - 117
( ) 2 0 - _8,090 0- 674 0 - 156
( ) 3 g - 10,090 g - 841 0 - 194
( ) 4 g = 12,090 0 - 1,008 0 - 233
{ ) ‘5 g - 14,090 0 - 1,174 - 0 - 271
% ) ‘B 0= ]S,OQQ 0 - 1,341 0 - 309
) 7 0 - 18,100 0 - 1,508 0 - 348
N G 8 o - 20,100 g - 1,675 0 - 387
‘Each Additional ' x 7 ' o ‘ -
VFami]y Member 1,790 149 34
REDUCED PRICE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE
iééé;iééé School Year
- Family ) - - L
Family Size _Size ° Annual Income Proratad Monthly Prorated Weekly
( ) 1 $6080- 8gea - § 507- 722 S117 - 187
( ) 2 5090 - 11,510 674 - _ 959 . 156 = 221
( ) 3 10,090 - 14,360 841 - 15197 194 - 276
( ) 4 12,090 -_17,210 1,008 - 1,434 233 - 331
( ) 5 14,090 - 20,050 1,174 = 1,671 271 - 386
( ) 6 16,090 - 22,900 1,341 - 1, 908 309 - 440
( ) 7 18,100 - 25,750 1,508 - 2,146 348 - 495
« ) _ 8 20,100 - 28,600 1,675 - 2,383 387 - 550
Each Additional - o . L ' N
Family Member . 2,850 » 7 238 . 55
| w
\ 235
c-22 '
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Nane of institution: ‘ ‘\Xk

\

Voo ) .

\\ AUSTIN -INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

 Office of Research and Evaluation
v - .

\
A

(Part 1)

éhaptér i éérvicé ﬁéport for N & D Institutions (1982:33) |

Nanes of Students First Date for - | Last Date for

__Rucelying Chapter | Servdves— | Uiapter | Serifcés | Chapter | Sérvicest

e

Y

|

\
y f
!

[ , M _

*If known,

230

o

LE°28:
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S ®

Name of Institution:

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHQoL bISTRECT
0ffice of Réséérph and Evaluation

i

(part. 1)

Low-Tncone Survey

DO( g 3o oBeg)

|- e
| e

A. Nunber of students in your institution who D. Nuaber of students fn Column A whose
DO NOT attend public school by grade fanily tncone would qualify ien for
level), free or reduced-price lunch.*
K K
1 1
2 2
2 3 13 _ I
o
4 - Ny N
0
4] ]
BE 5
9
o p
I 6
-
Gl T
s &
B I 9 -
| 10 . I DU o
B B ’
1 111
n 12

~ *3ce attached chart for income levels that qualify.

LE"C8
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82.37 Attachment C-2
(Page 50f 6)

AUSTIV TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DTSTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 29, 1983

TO: Directors of N & D Institutioms
FROM: Karen Carsrud; Perry iior

SUBJECT: Students served by the Chaptéi 1 Program.

This year, the Texas mcucation Agency is requiring a more extensive
evaluation of the N & D component of Chapter 1 than in tlie past. Thus;
we have modlfied the annual service report somewhat to allow. for

. collecting this additional information.

Please have the appropriate: person in your institution complete and
return the enzlnsed form to us at the time you cease providing

Chapter 1 services to your students. Normally, this would be no later

than the end of school 1ntMay, 1983. 1Im fact, some students who

received services may have : already Jeft your institution or are no

longer served and information on the last datexof Chapter 1 service

for such students should reflect the actual dates.

B

From the interview we conducted earlier this year; we do realize

that some of the information on test scores may not be available

for all students. However, for any students where you have

information,. we would appreciate your including it on the form,

along with any explanatory comments you feel would be helpful:

if you have any auestions, please call Karen Carsrud or Perry Sallor

at 458-1227. Your time and effort are appreciated.

..

-

KC:sc
Enclosure-

Approved: //’;;§§Lé&KQL q;kh }%éﬂf¢/2//' o ,,WW,,'A -

“Director of JUffice of ResearfH and Evaluation

.
cey Allle Langdon
Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendraz \

24y =

o E-§5-




DIRECTIONS: roR eAcH anfm rapvgn BY CHAPTER 1 nuRise ThE 19983 SCHOOL YEAR, PLEASE Fltt IN THE INFORMAT | ON
RIFQUIESTED I6 coLimiS 1= 5 A 8, WHEN AVAILABLE; PLEASE SUPPLY TEST SCORE INFORIAT iO 1N oL 6 = ¢,

] - s - o 1 st
(ourn 2+ Gooe (F niame) - lownls - Porcomue e L
(otuw 3 - Finst oaTe of Lieten 1 semvice, Covtew 6 - 1P PERCENTILE SCORE NT AVAILABLE, o
Cocueni 4 = nsT paTe o (HAPTER 1 SERVICE, LIST SCORE(S) YOU HAVE, | 1= Ho ProRess
(ove 5 - bse e scace ovrosie Tie QIRECTIHR (owoi 7 - e o posTIEST (1F ) Fom &0-83 2= LimnLe Prosess
(SELECTING THE uumsn YU THINK APPROPRIATE) - SCHOL YEAR, 3= Sove Phocress
10 RAIE THE STUDENT'S OVERALL EIUCATIORAL (ot 71 - BiTe Test AMINISTERED 4= Mot Procaess
. pRocess WLe s by Owerer L B (ousn T - e scoke 5 = Ve fich Proghess
HgER [ (oL 5, CoL0v4i 7c - OriR SCORE (IF PERCENTILE v
(oo Bz [l OF STADARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TESTUSED T - AVAILABE)..
SELECT STUDENT FOR (HAPTER 1 SERVICE, ot 8 - Cosrims
() @ G WO @ G G N g o ()
CWAE o GR. DATE DATE PROS.. TEST WAME _ DAIE ML UHER . JESL NAHE DATE JILE .(OTHER. CORMENTS
E —
J
13 e —
N i
c\',_ L
l.,... - P -
1 -
- . 5 —
!
!
J—
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LETZTE

(9. 30 9:a3v3)
Z2—D DU DEIJIV,

oy

b
Pyl



82.37 : Attachment €-3
' (Page 1of 3)

AUSTIV INDEPENDEVT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 11, 1982

TO: Principals of Chapter 1 S chooils
FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator

SUBJECT: @hépter 1 Service ﬁeport

Attdched is the Chépter l Service Report for Eall i982 ajong With”a set of
instructions for completing it. It is the first of two Chapter 1 Service
Reports for the 1932-83 school year. There are two major steps to completing

tne form:

a. wupdating the roster so thac it reflects current enrollment.

b. - adding the “hapter 1 information.

I suggest that the updatxng be done by someone at the school offlce who has

access to currernt class rosters. it represents a task all elementary schools
will be asked to complete eventuaiiy

The Chapter 1 teachers should add the Chapter 1 information next. Please

pass the report to - -—-—- N , your schocl's Chapter 1

contact person, who will see that the form is completed with the Chapter 1

information and returnad to. ORE by December 10th. If you have any questions
about the report; please call me at (&58 1229).

Approved: Og///&é&

Dlrector of Office of Research’and Evaluatlon

Approved: 7/Qt:z;i‘ ‘b (A

Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education

ké:sc

cc: Lee Law; o ,
' Ambrosio Melendrez .
Timy Baranoff
Hermelinda Rodriguez
- Chapter 1 Coordinators
Chapter 1 Contact Persons

c-27
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n STKUC*IOVS FOR COMPLETING THE CHAFTER 1 SERVICE REPORT

\ Tha fmscruccions below are. rather dacailed, buc placse read. them oaresally:
They vere written in detail in an attempt to anticipate problems chat mighc
arise. It is important that the instructions be folloved so that the resulcs
are accurate ind comparable acToss campuses.

STEP 1: Updlcing the Rostar
In order for the information to be useful, it is important that you:
¢ add the name and ID number for any unlisced students who
curzently attemd your s ol, and who are receiving Chapter 1
sarvices. You do not need to add names of students whHo are not
receiving Chapter 1 services.

Spaces have bean left betweeu zrades for adding names of these students. Use
the instructions below fer adding students and updating informatiowu:

o Studeant Yaze: Use the sc;denc s of icial name; do not use-
nicknames.

e ID¥é: Add the student's AISD idencification number. .
LI K scuaenc IIsced on cho repart tio Ionger actte d’ your schooI. mark a
3" for "Withdrawa' beside the student's name.

bv _Chapter ! this year. The instructions chat follow describe how to record

the Chapter 1 informatiom.

"Chigck If Served Ey éﬁipte? 1I'": Place a-check in this column_
to show which students are being served by Chaprer 1l and also
i chack to indicats where he/she was sarved, Mulriple checks

should be made if the scudenc was served in more than one place.

sz avucanca :ezng sarved a3 0° Nbuenoer 16 should be checkad,
regardiess of ke lemgtha of aervia If you hava students who
will begin service by Chaptar 1 afcer November. 16 Sut before
December 1, you may include them if you know the location(s)
of 3ervice.

fér axampla, the sarvices for the students described below are
coded on the 3ample form followiag:

Student i: He is seen by a Chapter l teacher io His
zlassroom.

Studedt 2: SHE 13 seed by che Chapter 1l teacher im the
¢lissroom Id thHe Jorhiing. . In addition, she is
seea by the Chapter 1 teacher in the taadiag
ceater or lab cwice each week.

Check If Served Check IZ Served Ia:

3y Chapter 1 Lab Class

Seadent 1

NN

Student 2

?éEﬁ?ﬁ €5 _ORE

Whea the repor= has been updated and completed, send it o che “ollowing
addrsss:
Sarah Conwav, O.X.Z.. _ o
admianistraticn 3uiilding, 3ox L97
o 22‘5.2
) o €-28
ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



‘.

‘
/

|

Q;I\)t).ﬂ)

2,

AUSTIN TROFPEMENT SCHORL DISTRICT

NFTTCE OF RESFARCH AND EVALUATION

/

}

\

CHAPTER | SERYICE REPOMT

FALLY 1992

- . 82.37

iﬁuﬁhii Aﬁdhr"<

. ‘

GRANS ¢

EL LY

LETTE ¥}

,b.ﬁhmwnwm_ﬁﬂmﬂﬂ c=3
{Page 3.0f 3D

T T T e e e e e e e T e e e — . ———— ——— ———— e e e o — e

i
e 3
- - —_ e —_ —_— e ————_ e ———— T
3
;-
— Ve
= “
| — -
- *
[ — w2 1]
[ 3
— L}
=3 13
e — T T e e e e . —— —————— ——— e ——— e —— e ———— 1}
i - -
| a—
re=
Do -
H —
e
e
[y
e B
| — e
- v
P i LAY e
R e
L s T
.Flvs..lum
ey i
= !
Ve |
- i
[ I
1 —
e
= e
=
| —
e
|
| 1
i
.
H
T
]
v :
C2E
|- :
- .
: ?
' — X v
g »
e : 1
= i H
= 1
| — i .
LW i 13
! H
1 r
[N} 1
[ ] }
I TR
[ ] 1
! 3
! []
: 1
L= [
DX -2
I R e R ) L3
PO — e ! 1 1 ] 11 1 [ 1 ’ ] 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 .
T = s ] ] 1 t i I t 1 § § 1 i ] ) 1 1 1 1 ' 3
- = - 1 1 t ' f (] 1 i i 1 i '3 H v L] 1 . L4
IR e— T
-_— r
>x = 1

[ -

g
ERICLSd viieri i i avtieiit

O



- 82.37 o , : Attachment C-4
: (Page 1l 0f3)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 26, 1983

TO: ~ Chapter 1 Contact Persons

o _ . Y. (P .
FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator QXQUUW\’

SUBJECT: Chapter ! Service Report for Spring, 1983

Io order to know which children are being. served by the Chapter 1
program, we must verify and update the information collected on

the Fall; 1982 Chapter 1 Service Report. Hopefully, this process
wiil be fast and easy for you, because nothing will need to be done
for students with correct information.

Enclosed is a printout of students at your school; according to the

Student Masterfile. The printout also indicates the information we

haVé about each student's Chapter 1 service.

Please read the enclosed Instructions, complete the report, . and

return it to me May 6, 1983. If you have any questions, call

Karen Carsrud or John Hugg at 458-1227. Thank you for your heip.

Approved:

Approved: . (1T A
: Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education

Eézéc

ce: iimy Baranoff
Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez

Alicia Martinez

Ann Neeiey

Kathryn Stone
Principals of Chapter 1 Schools

c=30
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1)
2)

3

4)

5)

7

8)

. (Page 2 0f 3)

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SPRING, i583 CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORT

(SEE ALSO ATTACHED SAMPLE REPORT)

For students with totally correct information, do nothing! No
additional information is requested.

For Chapter 1 students who haveé withdrawn entirely from the school
place a "W'" under 'Not Served."

For students who are still at your school, but who (contrary

to our records) are not receiving Chapter 1 gervice, place a
check ("'¢/") in the column under "Not Served.' Do this only

for students we list incorrectly as being served.

If the information about where the child is served (class, lab,

.or both class and 1ab) 1s incorrect; please show the correct

information in the two right-hand columns on the printout.

IHPORTANT The information you check inNthe three right-hand

columns will replace the previous information: For students

with incorrect 1nformation, the compiete correct information
should be placed in these columns. (See examples on the
sample attached.) -

Add to the printout only those Chapter 1 students who are receilving

Chapter 1 service, biut who are not listed on the printout, Non-

Chapter 1 students who arée not on the list do not need to be added.

If you need a _copy.. of the completed printout for your records,
please write "COPY" in the top right=hand corner of the first
page of the printout, and we well send you a copy. (The carbon

paper was so messy and hard to read that this approach should be

easier.)
Send the completed report to:

Karen Carsrud
Office of Research and Evaluation

Please return them by May 6, 1983. Call Karen Carsrud or John Hugg
if you have any questions.

c=31
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Inscrument Description: Parent Survgy”, O

3rief descziotion of tha ‘:::-unent.

Tha parent Survey i3 a_ saven-itenm Survey in Ethish and Spanish. It wAS éésigned
To dsdess parents' praferences dmong different ways of involvement in their
children's education. Each Ztem described .a -way:in which parents could be

involved, and asked parents to circle one of four _responses corresponding to

their level of interest.

To 4tEm was cthe IoscIumest aam*?*sta?sa’

The survey was mailed €6 parénts of 400 randomly chosen Chapter I students. witn
the restriction that parents who had participated in other ORE surveys were not

selected.

How ma=v cimag-wzs--the ingemument_adaiaistarad?
Once. A second form was sent to parents who fajled to respond to the first one.

When w2s the instmcient admizdscarad?
May 1983. )

hera was the fnstrumear adninistered?
The survey was mailed £6 the homé addtass of Ehe sﬁuded;g *n the ,ample.

Fno-admisiscared the fosEmment? 7 N -
It was self-administered. Either parent (or guardian) could fill it out.

Waac- eTalaing d4d che admisisemators have?
None.

%33 che imstrimess adninisrsrad usdsr standardizad condittosms?
No.

:
Aera thera sroblans wish she fagstr=ment 97 the ddsiatssrasien -thas adizhrn
afface i £ =he daca?
Parents who chose to complete and return the survey may diffar in their pattern

Sees

of intarests from those who did mot respond.

o develooed hé i:s‘°“~°*?5
ORE Chapter 1 Staff, with review and Suggestions bv other AISD personnel

whnas 28lizbitisy gnd F31i2:i87 2323 3ra g¥ailabla 3% sHe ‘zsimizenz?

2vaitanla

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82,37
PARENT SURVEY
Purpose

The Parent Survey was intended to help answer; the following questions:

Decision Question ﬁS' Can improvement be made in the| ways

theighapteril program encourages parental involvement\in
their children's education? 7 \

! " Evaluation Question D5-1: ATe there alternate

methods of participation that parents would prefer

to those currently offered (Rainbow Kits, District-
wide PAC's)?

Another evaluation questlon, focusing on more specific issues about
Rainbow Kits, was originally to be addressed by this Parent Survey.
However a separate Rainbow Kit Questionnaire (Appendlx H) was - conducted
to address this question instead. \

Procedures . \
\

o - , , ) , o , , A
After reviewing results of previous Parerit Surveys and meeting with”the\

Parental Involvement Specialist, ~ 'r~kert-type items for the Parent Survey
were generated to assess how int: ted parents might be in a varlety of\
activities, Zneluding Rainbow Kits and PAC meetings: Thus,; parents’ \
interest in a particular activity could be examined separately, and also \
relative to other activities. (.4 Survey requiring ordinal ranking of \
most— to least—preferred activity might also have been confusing to fill \

out.) }

In order to draw the sample for the Parent Survey,ra list of all Chapter 1

students was first obtainea. Then, parents of students who were already @ '
included in the_Parent Survey samples of the District Priorities and Cbapter:
evaluation staff were eliminated from p0551ble names in the ChaPE?1,§,§§TEle;1
Parents whose chlldren were receiving Chapter 1 Rainbow Kit Questicvmmaires

were not eliminated from this sample because almost all the Chapter I students\

at three schools would have been éliminated and it was felt that this would \
\
i

distort theée sample too much. A "random" sample of 400 students was then

drawn from the list of Chapter v ‘studerits remalning, with the provision

that only oné child per family was chosen. Thus; the final sample was some-.

what of a modified.random sample.

In late April, the surveys, stamped-raéturn envélopes, and cover letters

were mailed; using the bulk mailing procedure. Copies of thée survey
and cover letter, which included a Spanish version as well as an English

Do
oK
C

n-_2
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one; are contained in Attachment D-1. &n identification number for each
student in the sample was placed under the stamp of the retiirn envelope
of each survey, so that follow-up letters could be mailed to those parents
who did not respond. In late May, the follow-up letters were mailed. A
copy of the cover letter is incitded iu Attachment D-Z. :

Analyses and Results

0f the original 400 surveys mailed, two were not able to be delivered due
to the student's address being incorrect on the Family File. A total of

117 surveys were returned, although mot all of those were completely filled
out:. O0f the 398 siitrveys that were deliverable, this represents 4 return
rate of 29.4 percent (which is slightly higher than that for the 1981-82

Parent Survey.) ' This return rate is relatively low, however, and results
should be intérpreted with cautiom.

Analyses consisted of calculating frequencies of eaéh,réépoﬁée,for each
item, and also calculating mean and median levels of interest for each

item. Missing data aré reported but were not included in the calculation
- of means shown in Figures D-1 to D-7. (The data are stored on permaner
file A020; control cards are on file PSCEF, and data are stored on file
PARENT. ) '

The results indicate ‘that all the activities were-of some interest
to parents, with item means ranging from 1.351 to 2.229 (a value of "1" 7
indicates the greatest interest and a "4" indicates no interest.) The most

preferred activities, in order from greatest to least intcrest; are:

Mean Median
Math Rainbow Kits 1.351 1.212
Readiﬁg ﬁéinﬁow Kits 1.372 i.23ﬁ.
Attending workshess to o o
learn to help their child 1.759 1.68%4
Helping with school events 2.000 1.915
' PAC Meetings - | 2.045 1.992
Working with childrenm at o o
school : - 2.161 2.096
ﬁéiﬁing teachers at school o 2.229. 2.149

£t is clear that parents like activities that directly involve them in the

process of educating their child: ' If Rainbow Kits prove to be prohibitively
expensive in the future, similar but less expensive alternatives might be

considered.. ‘(Appendix H further indicates that parents find these activities
to be valuable.) . R & BT
j }



- RELATIVS ADJUSTED
_ ____ ABSOLUTZ FrRI0 FRZQ
CATEAGCRY LAHEL coDs FREQ (PCTy | (PCT)
VERY INTZRSSTED 1a 2% 2045 22.3
INTERESTED 24 57 4342 52.1
NOT VERY INTERESTED 3. 27 23.1 24,9
NOT AT Atk INTSRISTE 4 11 I el 10.1
BLANK 3 5.8 MISSING
TOTAL 117 100.0  100.0
MEAN 2.229 MEDIAN 2.143 MITE
VALIE CASES 109 MISSINS CASES
Tigure D1: RSSPONSES TO ITEM 1. |
ITEM2 JIRKING WITH CHILDREN AT SCHOJL
. RILATIVT  aDJUsT
o ABSILUTE FR=n ERT
CATERGRY LaBIL CGD: FRZ D (22T) (PCT)
VERY INTERTSTED 1s 29 23:9 25.¢C
Li:TEFZIST= 0 24 a7 5332 5243
13T GERY [ “IZRZI3TED 3a 23 2725 25.3
NOT AT ALL INTEPISTE &, < 7.7 8,0
SLA MK 5 .3 MISSIKG
vaiAL 117 10%.0 19
ME BN 2151 MIOILAN N I X Ibla
JaLI7 CA3I5 112 MISSINS CASTS

ASLPING TEACHIRS £T 3CHAOL

\

T
(@]

~m

a1

Figure D2: RESPONSES TO ITEM 2.7
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ITEM2 MATH RAINBOW KITS
L RELATIVE ADJUSTED “cL
i ~ ABSOLYTE FREQ FRZD FRZ
CATEGCRY LABZL coDE FREA tPeT) (PCT) (P
VERY INTZRESTED 1. 80 68 .4 70.2 71,
INTERESTED 2. 29 24;8 2544 95.
NOT VERY INTERESTED 3a 4 3.4 3.5 39,
) - i o L
NOT AT ALL INTERISTE 44 1 ! s9 T 100,
BLANK 3 2:6 MISSING
. TOTAL 117 108430 1308.9
i
ME AN 1.351 ‘MEDIAN 1.212 439% 1.0
VALID CASES 114 MISSING CASES 3
Figure D3: RESPONSES TO ITEM 3.
ITEM4 READING RAINBOW KITS /
,/ ®
© RELATIVE 4%JusTzo €
o ARSILUTE FREGQ FRZO FR
EATEGCRY LABZIL gops FRZ G (PCTH {PCT)Y (P
VERY INTZRESTZD 1. Lo 55 .8 8.1 &8
INTERESTZD 2: LY 24643 274 95
] . .
N8BT YERY INTZRESTED 3a 4 34 A 95
NBT AT ALL IMTERISTE as i .3 ;3 150
R4 NK B C 3.n MTISSINS
TOTAL 117 1070 10063
MEAN . 1372 METTAN 1.23% wanE tsd

VALIT CASES 113 MISSENG CASTS 4 ‘

Figure D4: RESPONSES TO ITEM 4.
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ITEMS ATTENDING WORKSHOPZ
 RELATIVE ADJUSTEO  cud
ABSOLUTE FRIA FRZA FREN
CATEGCRY LABEL €0dg FRZ 3 (PCT) (PCT) (PCT.
VERY INTERESTED e 47 5042 4220 4230
INTERESTSD 2. 43 4147 4323 357
NOT WERY INTERESTED 3 12 10.3 107 25.4
NOT AT ALL INTERISTE 4. 4 3.4 3af 100.0
514K 5 4.3 MISSING
CotsL1a7 199.0 130an
ME AN 1759 TME Uik Lesth C RN 24093
JALID CASES 112" I35 (NS £A3DS 3
Figur~ DS: RESPONSES TO ITEM 5:
ITEME PAC MEZTINGS
. RELATIVE Aoguér%a cu
L A350LUTE Faen FRED FRE A
CATEGCRY EA3EL COouE FRZQ  (PET) (5T (PCT:
JERY INTERIZTED 1e 25 214 22.3 22.5
INTERESTID 2. 53 53,2 5543 7844
10T VERY INTZRESTEID 3. 13 1544 15. 54 45
NOT AT-ALL ITNTERISTE 4. 5 S el 5.4 108.0
WANK 5 a3 wrssiw
ToTAL  t17  199.9  togec
MEAN 24345 COMZgIAN ' bed42 M0 | 2.337
VALIC CA3Zs 112 - MISLINS CALTO 3
Figure D6: RESPONSES TO ITEM 6.
- [
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ITENT HELPING WITH SCHNOL EVENIS p
_ RELATIVZ ADJUSTEZD €U
o o . o ARSOLUTE S FREG FREQ FRE
CATEGCRY LABEL CODE FREAQ (PCT) (PCT) (PC
VERY INTERESTED . 1s 34 29.1 30e4 304
INTERESTED 2s 53 45.3 5743 77
NOT VERY INTZRESTED 3, 16 13.7 1423 92,
NOT AT ALL INTERISTE 5, 9 7.7 8:0 100+
BL A NK 4.3 M1SSING
ToTat 117 100.8—7100.0
. MZ AN 24000 . MZDIAN 1.915 "MoDE 2.0¢
VALIO CASES 112 MISSING CASES 5

Figure D7: RESPONSES TO ITEM 7.
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(Paae 1 of 4)

__ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
- Office of Research and Evaluation

April 26, 1983

$J22T “arents:

S

We are intérested in finding out the ways in which parernts
prefer to be involved with their children's education. Your

answers to this questionnaire will help in the School District
to set up prograa. to help parents participate in Austin

schools:

It shovld only tarc 3 i=w mimu:es to answer the enclosed
questionnaire. ‘To wzha rerufr-ng it as easy as possible;

we are enclOSIng a stamped self-addressad enve’ope Flease

return your completed questionnaire as soon as possible.
VYour ansvers are very important to us:

If jou have fny questions; piease call Perry Sailor oxr Wanda

Washington at %£58-1227. Thank you very much fer your time:
uincerely,

ﬁ/é&// /2/7}172,, 5ég/

Freda M. Holley, Pu.D. o ]
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

FMH:PS:sc
Enclosure

25,

D-9
o 6100 GUADALUPE AUSTIN, TEXAS 78752 512 1 458-1227
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

82.37

Parent Survey

Attachment -1
(Page 2 of 4)

There are many ways in which parents can be involved in their children's

éducation. ye
Adviscry Council imeetings are in use in some schools.

For example, this year Reading and Math Rainbow Kits and Parent

To help us plan mext year's activities, we would iike to know how interested

parents would bé in various kinds of activities.
telow, please circle the response that shows how interested in it
be if it were available next year.

For each activity listed

you would

1. Helping teachers at school (preparing materials; decorating rocm, ét;.);

very , not very
interested interested interested

2. Working with children at school.
very . - fiot Vvery
interested interested interested

3. Usipg Math Rainbow Kits:

DS LET

not at all
interested

mot at all

interested

(Rainbow Kits are rake-home activities, with all

~rc-ials prcvided, on which parents and children work together).

not very

very ] o
interestced iriterested interested
4. Using Reading Rairbow Kits.
very ’ , ot very
iriterested interested . interested

5. Going to workshops tc learn how to help my child with reading
how to make up learning games; etc.

: i

not very |
interested,

very

intarested interested

Clai

6. Golng to Parent X

visory Council meetings.

\ ]

not veuv
. inter=2s+7~t

very
interestad

interested

7. Helping with school events (carmivals, plays, trigs; ete.).

very S ot Very
interested interested . ~ interested

2Ly

Please retern this survey in the enclosed envelope.

- oa

not at all
interested

not at.all
interestzad

and nath;

not at all

interested

not at all

interested

not at all
interested

Thank vod Sor »olatT

X\
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(Page 3 of 4)

Padres de familia:

Estamcs inzareszdos en saber como los padres de famil tia qnlereq

involucrarse en la educacidn de stus nifios. Sus reSpuestas a ests

cuestionario. le ayudarin al Distrito Escolar z establecer programas

que’ puedan aumenzar la participacidn de padress en las escuelas de
Austln. .

Le llevard Solamenté unos minutcs contestar este cuestionario. Por
favor contestelo v windelo lo antes posible. Incluimos un sobre

rotulado con estcmpllla para ayudarle a ragresidrlo. Sus respuescas

son muy importantes. -

Si usted tiens preguntas, por favor llame a Belinda Olivarez Turmer
2l 4358-1227.

Sinceramente,

Treda M. Hellei, Ph.D

Directora de Evaluacifn e Invastigacidn
FMH:P3:sc
Ajcats
lj . e
SN 7
D-11

ERIC
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Emc;'

Oficina de Investigacidn y Evaluacidn S
- o o Attachment D-1
Cuestionario Para Los Padres (Page 4 of 4)

[0 ]
N,
(96])
~J

day muchaa maneras en que los padres se pueden involucrar en la

educacidn de Sus nirfos. Por egempio, este armo, 1as juntas del
bonse;o dée Padres de Familia y los "Rainbow Kits'" de lectura y
pmatemiticas se estin usandc en aigundas escuelas.

,,,,, afio due viene
queremos saber que tan interesados estan los padres en varias

clases de actividades. Para cada act1v1dad encierre en un
zirculo la respuesta que indique que tan lnteresado estaria

usted 51 ofrecieran esa actividad o1 afo entrante.

l. Ayudar a las rwaestras en la escuelz (preparar materiales;

decorar el cuarto, etc.).

muy . i . no muy no estoy de ninguna

inter~sado iateresado interesado manera interesado.

2. Trabajar con nifios en la escuela.

Uy no muy no estoy de ninguna

interesado interesado - interesado manera interesado

3. Usar Raxnbow Kits de Watematlca (Ralnbow Rits son “CtIVIdades que

sa llevan a casa en las cuales los padres y niflos frabaJan Junto

muy no muy no estoy de nimguna

interesado intaresado interesado manara -nteresado

4. Usar "Rainbow Kits" de lectura.
Tuy ' no muy no estoy de ninguna

interesadec interesadc interesado ranera interesado

5. Ir a é*aaes de entrenamlan;o para _prende* como avudar a mi nifio a
ileer v con matemiticas;comc hacer juegos de aprendizaje, atc”
muy o no muy no estoy de ninguna
intareszdo interesado interesado manera intarasado

&. 1I- z las ijuntas del Comsejo dz Padres de Familia.
=
auy ) no muy . no estoy de ninguna
interesado .nteresado . interesado manera intaresado
7. k/Lcar con sventos ascolares (carnavalis, piszas dramaticas,
siajes, 2tz .
] AUy no muy _ ac estoy de ninguna
inceresado intaresado intérééédgg};;; mznera incaresado

P sStra 'étloqa:'_o eq &1 sobre ineluido. Gracizs por
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- (Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
May 20, 1983

Dear Parents:

A short time ago we sent you a questionnaira to find Out how
parants would like. to be invclved with thEII childreﬁ s edu-
cation and with the Chapter 1 and Higrant programs ip AISD,

1f you have not senc your questlonnaire in yet, we would still
like you to do so. Enclosed is another ‘copy of the guestion-—
naire, along with a return envelope for your convenietce. OFf
course, if you have sent it in already, you én not hove to send
ano*ner’

I1f you have any questions, please call Wanda Washington at
358=1227.

Your answérs are very important to us.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerely,

7;7@,;@\_ /:é&

Vreda M. Holley, ®h.D.
Dlrector, Research and Evaluation

nnclosare

26.
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82.37 ' Attachment D-2
- ' _ _ .(Page 2 of 2)

19 de mayo de 1983

Padres de familia:

Hace poco tiempo que les enviamos un cuestionario para enterarros
como los padres de familia quiergqiggcaf,ian;uérédoéﬂén 1z educa-
cién de sus nifics y con los programas del Capitulo 1/Migrante en
el Distrito Escolar de Austin.

Si ustzd nmo ha zandado su_cuescionario todavia; mos gustaria que

lo niciera: Incluldo esta otra copia del cuestiomario junto conm

un sobre rotulado con estampilla para que los ragrese:. HNatural-

o - . - - — 4 . IR . P
mente, si ustzd ya lo regresd, no es necesarto que ustza ervie
otro. :

Si acaso usted tiene §%é§ﬁ§fé§,lpbr favor 1lams a Belinda Olivarez
Turcer al teléfono 458-1228.

Sus raspuest3s son muy importante para nosotTos.

Muchas gracias por su tiempo.

Sin;éféﬁéifés
e — 7
—r ’Z,’" :/’,/7*777 .
= //§JZZ?§E3T77?’£fAQi5/

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D: ,
Directora,-Oficina de Evaluacion

Q p-14
ERIC
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i 30 L o 8 0L et Sl M S

File Descriptiom: Prekindergarten Longitudinal File

3riaf descriotion of the data file:

This file contains information on students who were at one time in a District pre-
kindergarten program (begiuuing in 1978-79). Scores from the prekindergarten year,
as well as available scores.from subsequent years, are included on. the file; with
information on student ethnicity and later participacion in Migrant and Chapter 1/

Title I programs.

N

Which students or other iudividuals are included~on~%heeﬁile’

Any student who participated in an AISD prekindergarten class duriug che past 5 years.

The_rrograms included arz Title I/Chapter I, Migranc, Happy Talk, Ac-Home, ard
Tiel: VIIL. i

How offen Is Taforsacion ox che file added, deleted; or—undated?
The file was created in 1981-1982, but 1s now updated yearly.

Who is reswonsible foF changing,or adding information to the -file?
The Chapter 1 or Chapter 1 Migrant svaluation staff

Bow was the iﬁ.orﬂa:ion contained on the file eathered?

The file was merged with the various achievemenc test files, prekinac garcei

program files, and program service files.

4€e429e*e 9-oblers w*:h Eﬁé Tqfprmacion on the file that may-affeetthe
va’iai'v of-the—daza? ] 7
1t is sometimes difficult to find student 1D numbers for some students on the file:

Often, this occurs when a_ pre—a student did not attend school in AISD subsequent

to prekindergarten. Hovever, in some cases; achievement data might be omitted from
a gtudefc’s record merely because no ID number could be found. For the earlier
years of prekindergar.en, records for students who were aissing aithHer a pre- or

POSC~ESC score were not avallable.

What- dﬂfafarEAavailaBAeAcorc°r“in tha Zccuract 3nd zaliability of che
information _on the 2ile?
The reliability of the achievement test information can be found in technical reports

£O0f @ack vear a test was Iiven.

Are '-e—e cormative o9r hisetorcical dara ava i’a:le ‘or *nférifétine the
res
Yes. This filé icself is a historical record. There are national norms available
for aII of the tests, as well as districtwidé data for AISD students who took the
tests.

3riaf descristion of :55 iile et i o o .
The iile contains studeat information (ID, name, birthday, ethniciey), and a.code to

indicate which pre-k program,afgggdegc attended. The year a student attended pre-K|

and his or her pre-k pre- and posttest scores (irf ‘available) are included. Spring

{and f4all) dchijevement Leést scores fot years subsequent to the prekindergarten vear
are also inciuded. (Migzranc 3nd Title I/Chaptér ! stacus for subsequent years is also

included.) -
gb :
~U b
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’ 82.37
PREKINDERGARTEN LONGITUDINAL FILE
Purpose

The prekindergarten long1tudinal file was created to provide information - |

relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions:
Chapter 1 Regular

ﬁeeisiengfuestionADBV Should the Chapter 1 Early €hildhood

Education Program be continued; modified; or discontinued?

EValuat;oangestien,DBAE' ‘Do former E.C.* students

when they reach higher grade

levels?

*Pre-Kindergorten
]
. Chapter 1 Migra7t
Decision Question Dl: Should the Early Childhood Education

component be contlnued as it 1s//modified, or deleted?

Evaluatlon Ouestion Dl-4: What have been the long-

term effects of partlcipatlon in MIgrant Early Childhood

Education component on migrant students' achievement?

Procedure

lhe follow1ng is a llst of preklnoergarten programs that were included on
the file at the time of this report:

4 years of Title I (78-79, 79-80, 80-81; 8i~82)
4 years of Migrant (78-79, 79-80, 80-81, 81-82)
3 years of Happy Talk (78-79; 79-80, 80-81)

1 year of At-Home (80-81)

2 years of Title VII (80-81, 81—82)

The 1nd1v1dual flles from various prcgrams had been praviously combined into

otie large long1tud1nal file (called PREKL). The student ID number,; name;

program type, program year, pre- and posttest scores were also moved from

thé individial prekindergarten data files to PREKL:. Student Masterfile

informatlon (from vears subsequent to the pre—hizearziwas also added with

"eurrent school, " birthday, and ethnicity. Systemwide Testing files were
used to update each récord (See Figure E-1.)
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/ - Year/_est
—Crade — 78-79 78-80 —50-81 ______ 81-87 83-83
EC = . . x x : :
\ B X p.4
- — , e o o
K Boehm/Boehm B Boehm/Boehm ITBS/ITBS ITBS/ITBS
] —~— B |
i MRT/ITBS. _  MRT/ITES ITBS
2 T ims_ B ITBS
. e e \
3 | 7 ITBS/ 2
Figure E-1: SUMMARY OF TEST SCORE INFORMATION CONTAINED -ON PREKL !
FOR EACH COHORT OF PRE-K STUDENTS. .7 {
' 3

Analyses :
|
N

For students who had participated in an AISD prekindergarten pr“grém, the
pre~k longtudinal file (PREKL) was used to calculate their median percentiles

for the spring of 1983, For the comparison group, -tudents who| resided
in traditional Title I areas, attended Chapter 1 s¢' -1s, and who had no
AISD prekindergarten program were chosen: The Dist. ctwide medians wére

Results

Figure E-2 shows the medians for each cohort of pre-k students as the
students reach higher levels. Figure E-3 graphically depicts the scores

of the 1978-79 pre~k cohort, and tentatively suggests, that long-term

benefits to the students may be. re-emerging as they reach higher grade levels.

—
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Figure E-3. MEDIAN PERCENTILE FOR FORMER EARLY CHILDHOOD (FRE-K)
STUDENTS AS THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS.
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APLAVIL. LWULuLI@L e, LEGMe

Bziaf deser

ioeise 32

sEmeze:

zoordinaters

each:)

tnese students.

The ccordinator/cteacner scudy was uesigned
r pre-k scudencs

see what they had done and €o .obtaik ideas on 3

Jtea was the inst—

£5 Focus Ictentisn on retainees and
first-grade classroems. Nine primary. instruccional
e_given randomly :hosen teac. :rs_in work with (usually five
Coordinators were lnteriewed at ch the school year to
ossible fucture interventions_for

The form used to guide £hé incstviews Lrcluded six questions.

amene—tdainisre ~:d’

ci4ry inscruct.onal coordinators.

/ 6% TETv 58nsmest admizsgcasad?
Cnce.
May 1983.
Where wvas the inscr—=eatadodiadscs: - )
In NRE or instrucctional coordinator officas. "
ORE. o ‘ :
Aras 313783 a3va’
Admifilsctacors discussad the survev quescions and the study prior to iiterviews.
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY

Purpose

The coordxnator/teacher study suppiied information retevant to the follow-

ing retention decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D2: How effective have efforts been directed

towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-10: - Does focusing special
atterition on retainees have an impact on their
achievement? .

Evaluation Question D2-11: If so, what methods
seem most effective in meeting the needs of the
retained child?

This study was motivated by a desire tc¢ see wh: her having coordinators
focus special attention on retainees and forme. pre-~k students in first-
grade classrooms could have an impact on sStudent achievement. These
groups have spec1al n2#5 = = pre-k students often make gains which do
not seem to be maintained in,klndergarten and first-grade and students
are most often retzined at the first-grade level.

Procedure

Development

The Director of ORE saggesced the study in October 1982 to the Director of
Elementary Curriculum. She liked the idea and invited the Director, eval-
uators for the retention and Chapter ] evaluations to meet with the coor-
dlﬂators at thelr flrst November meetlng to discuss the proposal The ORE Di-

The discussion zuide for the meetlng 1s included as Attachmént F=1. De—

cisions made at the meeting were that:

-Primary coordinators were w*lllng to participate.
-ORE would determine how many classrooms included pre-k and

reta*ned students and réndomly assign each primary coordinator

a maximum of five teachers to work with. .

~Coordinators would only be required to provide the lists to

the teaxhers and offer their help in dealing with the students

as a group or on an Ind1v1dual b351s. Beyond thls, coordlna—

vided throv"b ’:: “f the school vear.
-The Proiect ¥aASS crordinctor said she ard her tr.iwirs would
like to participate: These classes were also served by
regular instructional coordinators.

F-3
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retainees hut that a llst of ideas on herIng pre—k students

would help The Director of. Elementary Curriculum said she
would try to develop a list w1th the help of a coordinator

committee if she had time (this was not accomplished during
the 1982-83 school year)

-Three coordinators volunteered to meet with the =valuators
again torfinalize de ails once the number of pre-k and re-
tainee classes was known.

The programmer for the retention study then developed a computer listing
by School &and cidss of dll retdinees and/or pre—-k students. A problem
was discovered at this point - - teacher assignments for students were
only available for those student$ who had taken the Metropolitan Read-
iness Test (MRT) in the fall (an optiondl test). The only information
available for the rest of the students was school assignments. This
necessitated calling or v1s1t1ng approximately 30 scHools to find out
which classrooms the students wcre 1n. SChOOIs were called if a small

none of the starcnts were assigned to classés. Thiievaluation ass1stants
for Chapter 1 and Retention completed this task. The evaluators and the
coordinator subcommittee met and finalized details of the ustudy once an
approximate number of classes had been established

A total of 45 of the 61 elementary szhools had retainees or pre-k students
il their first-grade classrooms. Abcut 200 classrooms included retainees
and/or pre-k students; 132 included both types of students. Thz sample.
was drawn from the 132 classes which 1ncluded both types of students. A
random sample of 5 clesses was then drawn for each of thé 9 regular coor-

dinators. Scme * .« . zer pools of classes to choose from tnan others
because of tt - Jistr.. ution of retainees and pre-k students in the District.
Seven clas.. ware randomly chosen for the regular coordinators that were

also served by one of the four Project PASS trainers.

Distribution

The primary coordinators were sent final study detalls, lists of classes,
and an optional recording form on Dec=mbe‘ lst (see Attachment F 2). Coor-

Clazs 1ists showed the teachers' name and scrool and thcose students who
were retained and/or pre-k students in each class. Two coordinators called-
about classes on their 1list that were really served by other coordinators; appro

priate adJustments were made. This resulted in the addition of one coor-
dInator to the study, for a total of ll coordinators. A master list of

Part I - Interviews
The surve: form was developed by the evaluator f- the reteation study,
discussed witr rhe Project PASS and Chapter 1 e .tors aud Director; -and
finalized early in May (see Attachment F- &y. . _nators were randomly
solit into two groups of six and five for inmtervicws:. The Direct:sr inter-

viewed six coordinators and District Priorities evaiuators interviewed live

o -y
F-4 ~ .‘I o



(the retentio: evaluator interviewed four and the Project PASS evaluator
on2). Responses were then discussed in a meeting June 6.

Analvses and Results

There was a wide variety in the types of answers or commeénts which wéré given
in response to thé intérview form. In addition, thrée différent individuals
conducted inteérviews._ Thus, mathematical "tallying' of the results was diffi~
cult on some items. Quantitative data were available and of special relevance
to the study on the topics noted below. Of the eleven coordinators that were
interviewéd, eight reported that they had suppl;ed the targeted teachers with
the list of former pre-kindergarten and retained studentsS. One of the tnree
remdaining coordinaitors izportéd that she did no additional iatérvéntion with
these teacliers (and did not provide the iists because she was not certain
whethér 3 riot she was supposed to do so). Thé students of thosé teachers swere
omitted from thé analVses. The Project PASS coordinator reported that the
trainers did not provide their teachers with lists of retainees and former
sre-bindergarten students; although these lists were available from the regular
«.;ordinator. Trainers “id work on special plans for all B:ack retainees but not
as part of this study. A third coordinator did nct provide lists, but asked
teachers if they krew which students in their class were retainees or former
pre—kindergarten students. In addition,; she reported several other =pecial
activities with these teachers, and students in those classes were incluided

in the analvsas

Only one coordinator actually reported thut she vr:™ '~ with the targeted teachers

more than she usually ihuld.  Four éédrdlnatorc that they discussed
with teachers ways to work with parents of Tet. ree coordinatars
discussed with teachers ways to improve retainc. . . concept and at-itude
toward school,; while the same number discuss2d 1al skill" work with these

students: Two coorurnators veferred teachers to the tapes available on _1agn051s,
direct-instruction; and self-concept of retainees.

sugges ions and comments about working with these :wo student populatlons.

In general; tney felt that callirg teachers' atteantion to these students was
helpful; and that more spec1f1c suggestions and/or a more structured interven-—
tion would be useful. It was “°'t that there was a need for this "focusing" to
occur at the beglnnlng of the su 1l year,; with some individuaiized instruc-
tional or enrichment activities considereda for these children. For eiample;

retainees might benefit fiom using a different basal reader when they rep-

m

grade level: It was suggested that lists of these students, -r all low-

achieving students; could be given to both teachers and coord nators. Fine..;;

teachers need to be made aware of the curriculum covere. in i adergarten and

sre~kindergarten classes:

lhere were also some recurring comments about teachlng methods for retainecs.

One conc*rn was the need for smaller class sizes and more awareness of the needs

of retainees by teachers of these students. There is a need to avoid teaching

the same materizl twice in the same way:. New teachers appeared to have greater

difficulty in the area of worklng with retainees: . Teachers appeared to be more

aware of who ‘the retainees were than of torme pre—k students: #lso,; the

coordinaters seemed to find it easier to give suggestions for helping re~ainees

eyl
|
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than for helping former gee-i =toients, More sSuggestions and comments are
included in Attachment :

i e Tnforaation
Anralvses

Since many of the students on the osriginal 1ist did not have teacher assign-
ments; the District Priorities' <+ .a analyst first determinéd class assign—-
ments by a match with the studert Master File. This was neceéssary to divia.. the
students into a treatment and control group——the process basically duplicated

what was done by hand in the fail.

Regression analyses wers then run using Jenning's MODEL program and AISD's
l§§74§§lrcomputer.- In math, Math Total ITBS scores for Spring 1982 and spring
1983 were compared. In reading, Reading Total scores for the two years were

used for the retainees. However; Language Total scores had to be used as a

.pretest for former pre—k students since kindergarteners do not take a readlng

test: The regression analyses tested whether there was any dlfference in the

achievement of former pre-k and retained students who were in classes where

“target'' lists were distributed and those classes where they were not. The

coord1nator who did not dlstrlbute the lists to her teachers or do add1tlonal

1nte*ventlon w1th the teachers was not 1ncluded 1n e1ther group _ One regress1ou

and retalnees) meIned. Means were also calculated for former pre-k students,

rets?nees, and .ormer prc—k retained students in both reading and math.

Results

No szcnzfzcant differences were found in the achzevement of ‘students in targer
classes compared with controls: " This was true both in reuding and math. A
linear relatlonshlp was found between pre- and posttest scores in math with
curvilinear relationship in reading. The correlation between pre~ and posttes .

Scores was .38 in reading and .53 in math.

Medn -.étest and posttest scores are shown for foriier pre-k, retained, and forme:

pre-k_students who were also retaIned in Figures F-1 through F- 4 There figures

reveal very little difference in gains or achievement patterns for either pre-k
or rérained students.

overall, it appears that this int=arvention was not suff1c1ent to impact student

achievement. It could be that a nore structured intervention prov1ded eariier L
the school vyear might be helpful. Some alternative strategies might -atso be

considered. G.i the adminiscrator survey, administrators indicated that more

direct hel. from instructional coordinators to the teachers of retainees might
be very helpful.

/
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N Pretest*(K) . Posttest(lst) Gain
Treatment * 63 15143 ’ 1.8889 *
Cou:i.:ol 167 (4641 1.6467 *

Figure F-1. SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(PRETEST: LANGUAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT, POST-
TEST: READING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT:)
*No gain computed, since a reading pretest
score was unavailable.

N Prete
Treatment 68 .3515 1. 67(
Control 184 4016 1.6402 1.2386

1.6706 1.3191

Figure F-2. SCORES FOR FORMEK PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(MATH GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, SPRING 1982
AND 1983.)




__ . Group N Pretest Posttest _Gain _

Retainees Treatment 51 1.0078 1.8056 0.7980

_ Control 138 1.0400 P.4200  0.8775
Retainees Treatment 9 1:26000 L 82%s 0.6222
w/ Pre-K  Control . 25 1.0360 _  ..1h0E0O 0.7240

Figure F-3. READINC SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH

PRE - . READING TOTAL GRADE EQUTVALENTS, SPRING
1987 .. '983.)

~ Group - — N Pretest _ Pdsttest Gain
Retainees Treatment 52 1.1673 1.8519 0.6846 &
Control — 152 1.1757 1.8257 0:65600
Retainees Treatment 9 1.4222 1.9778 0.5556
w/ Pre-K Cornitrol _ .31 __ 1:2387 1.8226 0.5839

Figure F-4. MATH SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH PRE-K.
(MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS; SPRING 1982 AND 1983.)

F=8
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1.

NOV@mﬁi : 1982
3:00-4:00

COORDINATOR STUDY

What is the study designed to dc”?

- to determine whether calling teacher attentlon to firs u—grade students

with spec1al needs (retainees and former pre-K_ studenta) and offerlng

help in dealxng with these students makes a différence to student
achievenment.

= to determine what coordlnators di'! with teachers *hat might account
for this differenc2 (advice given, actions taken, =2tc.)

What must coordinators do for tha éﬁudi?

- The study is de51gned to be naru*aiLStic,i and Lapture normal coor-

dinator interaction with teachers as much as possible. The only
things coor.iinators must dc are:

A. Call selected teachers' attention to retainees and former

pre—K students in their classrcoms.

B. Offer to @g%githe teacher on request with Addre551ng the
) needs of these students (individually or as a group).
C. Report to ORE on visits made and advice given (through

calendar notes; observation forms, other forms, and/or
interview).

-~ Coordinators do not have to:

A. Assess individual student problems throuch testlng or

cther means unless they normaliy would.
3. Visit a Set number of times beyoad the first contact.

Meeting Questions

 How many classes should coordlnatorb be assigned?

Should Project PASS schools be treated separately? Are Project PASS and

regﬁlar coordinators working w1th the same classes?

Do the efforts of regular coordinators overlap with those of Spaclal Ed

and special progvam coordinators at the flrsg—grade level?

Do coordinacors need a form to record advice given and visits? If
what type? Should use be optional? Would April interview be suff
Should a checklist of possible 1ntervent10ns be crea"edq

Do coordinators need or want -d.ice past that given through the retention
tape script?

Wwill coordinators know what to suggest to do for pre-K students? £ .ould
a list of suggestions be deveil:sed?

s
. -
ic
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AUSTIV INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

December i, iéSé

TO: Primary Coordxnators Addressed
o Ry - bt Klom .
FROM: Nancy/Baenen Schugler, Karen Carsrud

L ) ) o \

SUBJECT: Working with First-Grade Teachers -
.
|

Wé met with thé Subcommittée (Rita Gibbs, LaVonné Rogérs, Etta Hollins) set
up to work out details on the coordinator/teacher study. We made some deci=
sions about how coordinators should w rk with the teachers of first-grade
retainees and former pre-K students. T{'m sorry it has taken this long to2
get all the materials together; but ycu know how it gdés sometimes!

Attached are a summary guide, your iist of five classes to work with and an

optionai recording form thch you ;;f use if you want. The *ommittee decided

the retention scripts and your owni '{perIence and research were' suffIcientrto

give you zdeas on how to work with rsztainees. The group felt some ideas on
working with pre-K st tudents might s helpful and Timy may have contacted
some of you about developlng a list., You can recommend any techniques ycu
think will be effective to the terzhers.:

Start contaqting your teachers right after the Win;er breakg VThe 1ists pro-
vide ° chould be right, but don't be too surprised if a child has transferred
in vr out of a class.

NBS.wClerrf
Artachments '

Persons Addressed: Cecile Banks i
dta Gibbs
Yolanda Leo
Maria Elena Martinez
Graciela Morales 3 :
LaVoane Régéfé
Ana Sal’ as
Graciela ,apata
Paola Zinnecker
Etta Hollins

- —— 7 a
, . = . _—tce L Z2C
Approved: - - S2LS o TDSL -

Director, Office of Reseircih and Evaluation

e
—_—

cc: Ruth MacAllister, Timy Baraznoff <
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

32.37 At
COORDINATOR STUDY (
GUIDE

What is the purpose of the study?

The general purpose is to find out whether callIng teacher attention to

r1rst—grade students V1th spec1al needs (reta1nees and former pre—K stn—

students' achievement. 1f S0, the adv;cefglven and act;ons taken by
coordinators will be examineéd to see if effectivé techniques can be iden-
tified:

The study is de51gned to"be "netua'istic" and capture normal coordinator
interaction with teacher® as moe? &s possible: The only things you must do

are:

1. Vlsit the claSsroom of the five selected tesachers at least once.
Call their attention to the retainees and former pre-K students
in the;r classrooms.

2. Offer to help ths tesacher address the needs of thess studeu_
' Lnd1v1dually or as a group on request. .

3. Keep track of advicé given to ctéachers on studenis individuail§
or in general, on the number of visits made, zi. on any evidence
that -he teacher followed through (from self-r-~port or observa-
tion): You can keep notes on your calendar; observation forms,
the optional form attached, or in avmother convenient way.r Just
have the 1nformatlon available in April or May whén you will be

interviewed by an ORE evaluatcor.

what is optional? What do ccordinators not have to do?-

1. Coordinators do nmot have to visit a set number of times.past the N

first contact. Do what you normally would and respond to teachers'
requests for hels.

2. Coordlnetors do not have to assess individual student problems

through testlng or other means ur” .- = % normally would do so.
3. Ideéas can b5é taken from the "Focu: - uction" sheets for
retaiiieas bascd con the tapes baz U« " . to be. Suggest

whatever technique$ ,.u think aTe approprizte.

What about classes also served by Special area coordinators?

You may have classes also served by special ediucation or Chapter I . ... iina-
tors or a Progect PASS specialist. Serve thése classes as you normal.: would,
Special Education and Chapter I coordinators will not receive the list of stu-
dents bur the PrOJeot PASS specialist will. Coordinate your efforts wlth her
to tlie extent you normaltlv wouid. We will ask hew this worked out next spring

in the interview.

gyl

-11
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COORDINATOR/FIRST<GRADE TEACHER STUDY
| OPTIONAL RECORDING SHEET
'DATE OF YVISIT:

TEACHER:

STUDENT(S) :

—

AREA OF NEED:

PROPOSED SOLUTION: ' | ' |

TFOLLOW=UP
DATE OF VISIT:"
PROGRESS REPORT:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

82.37

COORDINATOR:

LA -VONNE_ROGERS

WILLIAMS, MARY
FELL; ANNA

ACOSTA; TMELDA

CAROLYN CLEMON

SCHOOL s
ROSEWOOD % 6
SIMS N e

_RIDGE‘I‘OP / o
s TRAVIS HEIGHTS &~ .
/

NINA ARNOLD TRAVIS HEIGHIS
COORDINATOR: _GRACIELA. ZAPATX
TEACHER SCHOOL

SEPULVEDA, DEL

ORES ZILKER /[
/

"JACKSON, ALICIA __ ZILKER.

MYERS-ORTIZ, CATHY EINDER 7

SAENZ, SYLVIA .

ZOCH; JERRILYN me-:x Y
COORDINATOR: _RITA GIBBS

LOPEZ; DORA i BECKER ' 3
OLVERA, MARTHA ~casis. b H
GIL, RICHARD DAWSON -3, S
SANCHEZ; CYNTHIA BECKER 324 %
MACARI 0oDoM >,

ALLEN, JEAN

POWERS,; ROSE

BROWN, AVENELL

o

Tl

2
A

5
g
-~V i

2
:
-

- MAPLEWOOD

~

PAOLA ZINNECKER

COORDINATOR:

TEACHER SCHOOL
YAZDANPANAHI, RUBY HARRIS / é
MC SHEA, ELLEN METZ &
RAMSEY, REBECCA  HARRIS & ./ .
HARTENSTEIN; JOYCE PECAN SPRINGS Z- [
BURSTYM, ADALINE  METZ 5 3

AR

LWPHAS

CAVEARE S
. Loetes

. HNE’#
59;5&

padeges
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Attachment F-3 .

KoAmsnd
. COORDINATOR: GRACIEL A_\igaﬁgs_
TEACHER scaoor.

. ROBLES, VICKI a3 L
BROWN; VARY amy 7 %
NELSON, JUDITH: ALLAN 2 <
NEWMAN, LUDESSA GOVALLE / \g
HERNANDEZ, MARY ArLISoNy I

COORDINATOR: YOLANDA LEt

i

MISENHEIMER; ELIZABETH JOSLI'N

RUST, LORIL ___
MILLER BEITY
HOLEKAMP, GEORGE
COURTNEY; TERESA

SCHOCL

N
0AK_SPRINGS 2 &
WILLIAMS 2 -
LANGFORD 3 !
LANGFORD 2=/

COORDINATOR: ANITA UFUAUS

TEACHER

. LN
KINGSBURY, MARY »
GUNTER, GLORIA

LUCCHESE, MARGARET

scrooL

SUNSET VALLEY 3 ¥
SINSET VALLEY o— -
SUNSET VALLEY -/ /

COORDINATOR: MARTA FLENA WARTINEZ

TEACHER

ANDERSON, LINDA
FREDLEY, PAYLLIS
DEUSER; CAROLE

HOUSTON, GOLDIE
BRYANT, MARY

SCHOOL

BROWN - ;7
BROWN ¢ #
BROWN | =~ ¥
ST. ELMO 3 a2~
NORMAN 7 3

COORDINATOR: CECTILE BANKS

TEACHER

MARTINEZ, JANIE
SMOTHERMON, DIALE

souston ¥ 7 ..
HOUSTON 2 2-

COORDINATOR: ETTA HOLLINS  #

TEACHER

(GUNTER ; Ga.
iwcmzsz; Mo

KINGSBURY, M.
- WILLTAMS, M.
FELL, A. .
BRYANT, M.
{-HOUSTON, G.

28

scuooL
SUNSET VALLEY & 2
SIMSET VALLEY 7/ /

SUNSET VALLEY:3 ‘-/‘
ROSEWOOD

STMS 7’ 7
NORMAN. 1.
ST. ELMO 3733
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COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY--COORDINATOR INTERVIEW

iNTERVIEWER_(Page ! of

e e AL - &

2)

COORDIVATOR S

1. .WERE YOU ABLE TO PROVIDE THE LIST OF PRE—K AND RETAINED STUDENTS TO
THE TEACHERS IN- YOUR GROUP? DID YOU TALK WITH THEM ABOUT GENERAL
_INTERVENTIONS  WITH PRE-K AND RETAINED STUDENTS? _ABOUT SPECIFIC INTER-
VENTIONS FOR SOME STUDENTS? WHICH TEACEERS REQUESTED SPECIAL BELP
DURING THE YEAR? HOW OFTEN? . i . .
-CHECK OFF: NO. RET. | SPECIAL HELP PROVIDED
TEACHER SUPPLIED;GENERAL [REQUESTED| OR PRE-K | (BRIEFLY DESCRIBE)
LIST | TALK | SPECIAL | SPECIAL
o | HELP © | VISITS
1.
2, g
3 - -
» ’
4,
5. g
6.
7.
,
] o L ] __
- 2. WEAI §P§QIEIC HELgprD YOU PRQYID“ fQ TEACHEB§7DQRI§G THE YEAR’ DID
HELP VARY_BXWTEACEER (IF SO, NOTE SPECIAL INTERVENTIONS GIVEN TO OWLY
SOME TEACHERS ABOVE)7
 RETAINEES -
i TAPES: DISCUSSED: ,
/ : dlagn051s working with parents
T ~__direct instruction ways to improve self-
I , self-concept concept/attitude toward
i parent—teacher conference. school
: - specific skill work
: (what areas, mater1als°)
f OTHER & COMMENTS:
,,,,,, [
i special assignments to maintain skills
o : ways to check status and progress
EO __what pre-K curriculum covers 7
S OTHER AND COMMENTS: ) " '
S 2?;;:;
'?;\ oS
_:J- —
Q

. | F-14 .
. . /
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3: FOR THOSE CLASSES ASSIGNED TO A PROJECT PASS AND REGHEAR COORDINATOR:

DID YOU WORK INDEPENDENTLY OF THE OTHER COORDINATOR ASSIGNED TO THESE

CLASSES? DID YOU COORDINATE EFFORTS? IF SO, BOW?

4. DID YOU END UP WORKENG WITH THESE TEACHERS WORE “THAN YOU USUALLY WOULD9
YES _ . f,ﬁuNo

5. WHAT CAN BE DONE THAT WILL BENEFIT PRE-K AND RETAINED STUDENTS THE MOST?

WHAT DIRECTION SHOULD WE MOVE IN? WHAT INTERVENTIONS HAVE THE BEST CHANCE
- FOR SUCCESS?

' RETAINEES:

PRE-K:

6. REFLECT OV YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS:WEXPERIENCE. WAS IT HELPFUL TO

. TEACHERS AND STUDEVTS” WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER? _DID THE LISTS

HELP TO FOCUS AITENTION ON THESE STUDENTS? DID TEACHERS WANT HELP?

SHOULD THE INTERVENTION BE MORE STRULTHRED’

(o | ST
ERIC
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This list represents a compilation of ideas taken from the interviews. Comments

are paraphrased and meant to act as a starting point for possible brainstorming -
of ideas in the fall.

Retaidees

Recommend additional enrichment activities for students (e.g. word

cards, sentence strips; supplemental books; things to do at home) .

"Centers' to work in when regular work is fimished.

Use teacher s voice on instructional tapes.

Build student's self concept.

Do not retain a child and make him Special Education at the same time.

Continue special services to low achievers regardless oi "financial"

status of campus student is assigned to!

Increase communication between paired schools--standardize. curriculums.

Teach alphabet and sounds to all kindergartners-—-some teachers lower
their expectations for Ist graders who don't know the alphabet.
Capitalize on and nuture love of learning students exhibit entering

first grade.
Special meetings with first-grade teachers:

staff Development .
Consider placing retainees with more experienced teachers rather than

new teachers. oo .
Publish newslettier for teachers of retainees.

Place in group other than low: This .will ‘enhance student's chance for
challenge and success. ;////
Change basals if students move lateraily._

Do not cover same material twice.
Smaller class sizes.

Stronger parental support.
Develop greater sensitivity in teachers working with retainees

(guard identity of retainee treat them as normal as possible;

etc.) .
Adapt child to academic program rather orogram to child

Create a list of at-home activities for retainees.

Make sure studerits know the purpose behind lessons and assignments.

Look at learning styles early in year to prevent problems.

Mixed emotions about retention -- mnot big on retaining kindergartners.

I know and parents know first-grade retention is best because of basic
reading and math instruction. .

Prevention

e Kindergarten. curriculums need to be standardized across schools -=

especially in paired schools. Some students are better prepared for

lst grace than others and teachers sometimes give up on those already

behind. Ll
e Cater to child without singling him out too often.

o
AY
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Provide direct instruction and practice with minimal independent
work. : L ’

e Concentrate on reading and math and teach these basics )
during . science and social studies as well--lst and 2nd are last
chance for these basics. '

Former Pre—-K

Continue in current direction.

° _
e More structured situation building on known skills.
e Provide more direct teaching. .
e Monitor centers students use during kindergarten to detect
whether academics centers are being avoided. , o
- e Don't just focus on.volunteers; call on those who do not raise
hands or ask guestions. ,
e Provide staff development in individualized instruction.
e Rindergarten teachers should raise their =xpectations.
e Assess at first——don't teach again: A - B
e Criteria should be followed in identifying children to be

- served by pre-k and teachers. should be told who had pre-k.
e Increase kindergarten teachers' awareness of pre-k classes..
e Higher level things need to.go on in kindergartem——only tool
to help teachers in form of semimar to enmhance kindergarten.

' @ Alphabet and sounds should be taught systematically in
kindergarten. S o . , . -
e Kindergartens across the District need to standardize what they

teach more——new guide may help. o .
. e Capitalize on an. nurture the love of learning that kids come into first
\.__— — grade with. o S : ) o

e Use new DIM materials being used at Gullett—-balanced analytic

and experience approach. o . ' :

» Use grouping in kindergarten (e.g. like at Campbell).

retainees and pre-k. S ' -
e These students should be placed with more experienced teachers.
e Kids' attitude must be kept positive. Some kids get very

negative; especially retainees, who can't understand the purpose

o Teachefs new to AISD seem to have difficulty coping with

of working on the sdme thing. Change kids' attitudes from.
"I can't" to "I can." , S .
_ @ €losely monitor students' progress. Use different series and

- forms of reinforcement. o o . o

- e Lot teachers enter information on special activities done with
students on cumulative folders. . S ,
e Black kids only-—didn't make much difference if pre-k or not—-most

frequent topic was language-—sbmetimes dialect problem——other
- times communication suggested teacher use tape recordings and
hive child listen--suggested teachers use poetry to help develop

§§ﬁ&éﬁté’ language skills. Tried not to focus on just coordination
of pre-K skills. Tried to use holistic rather than linear ‘
approach. °

| . o FE1T N
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I1f students do not learn by traditional method; teacher should
develop alternate method of teaching. '
Staff development workshop could be held to help teachers in
selecting and preparing materials for alternate teaching

methods.

e Not sure some teachers are aware of the difference between

‘former pre-k and regular students.

 F-18
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Instrument Descrip:ion. Inherview with Direc:ors of N & D Institutions.

The interview form consists of 15 open-ended gues:;ons ‘administered orally.

The_items cover such areas as services provided, extent of contact with AISD

schools, standardized :es:ing and resident population characteristics.

"

s ;
To whcm wes the iascTumenc admimistersd?
The four N & D directors whose .institutions received Chapter 1 funds. At one

institution the executive director and administrative director both participated.
Some _directors referred some ques:tons to their inseitcotion's Chapeer 1 teacher
or z2idée, who responded later in writing.

Ecw 2317 _tizaes. ¥as_fhe inserumene admdsdgtazed?- .

Once to each director. —

Fia s cis tasimmess admimiaceraar
Three of the directors were interviewed ii December 1982. The é?ecutive and
adminis:rative directots of :hejfour:h were iﬁ:ervieved in April 1983.

Where was che fmstsuzesnc Eéﬁiﬁ;J arsd?
In the director's offices.

\ :
\ . .-

N

WHES adZiniscarad she isssrusenc? | B
The Chapter | Evaluation Intern. | . N

Weat_cTaining did she admdndse—arors havel .
None. " | '
> .
. \‘/ ' * ) |

\
was tae -:s:-—e\‘ ﬁéii:is--'sd c;Eé? scazdardd=ad cendicizss |
The sattings_were all similar. _Although the interv;gwggigimetimes asked a . ,
director to clarify or further explain an answer; the order of the ques:ions
w2s the saﬁe\ Everi whern the subject answered a following quescion in the

course of answe*ing a preceding one, all questions weére agked. |

e-a there 2toplaus ey -“e—‘—s:!:ae_e— oz tﬁegadéa_-,cgacgea—:;zAAAiéée
face AhefVa:%éif#4A=44ht~JaAzl R
X i
|

No.

v
P

!

WHo develsead e raseozmens?
The Chapter 1 Evaluation Intarn; with review by the Chapter 1 Ins:ruc:ionlil'
Administrator and the Chapter I Evaluator.

Adac _Teliipirisy *a Val’n'“* d4iz3 3rs ava"a:L- 27 cha ‘agt=irman=?

No.
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INTERVIEW WITH DIRECTORS OF CHAPTER 1

NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT INSTITUTIOI\S

/

' Pu 77rp"7'c's’ e '

I.nterv1ews with directors of four Chapter 1 N & D Instxtutxpns were coonducted

0o help answer the follow:Lng decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Quéstion D4: Should the N & D and non-prllc school - .
Chapter l corroonents be modified? If so, How? !

E%a’:i;iiaktién Question D4=l: What Chapter. 1 services aré offeréd to students "
! inN&D lnstl"utlons"

l

was not rééﬁiiy available; the interviews were not confined to questiens -

directly pe.rtlnent _ to Chapter 1 service, but also asked about student |

population characterlstlcs ; contact between the institutions and AISD schools; |

_ and standardized testing done at the- J.nstitut:.ons (See Attachment G-I for H’xe

interview form,) | : S

)
o H
: ]
!

Procedure

The Chapter 1 ‘Evaluation Intern conducted Lnterv1ev~s with the Administrators cf
" Salado House and Settlerent .Club. Homé, and the Clinical Director of Junior
Helping Hand Hame, on Décémb'ér 2.and 3, 1982. The Executive Director and
" Administrative Director of Middle Earth Unlimited were interviewed April 15,
11983. (The directors at Settlement Club - Hore and Junior Helpmg Hand Hame
- referred the questions about standardized tésting to the on-site AISD teacher

and the ‘Chapter 1 tutor, respectively. These résponses were obtained - by
telephone by the Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern and are ncted where. they occur in

the results section:)

After the interviews were carpi!:eted, the tapes (fb}r the fii"s,t thrée interviews)
or notes (for the last) were reviewed by the Chapt.r 1 Evaluétlon Intern.

Paraphrased summaries of resoonSes are preeented in {:he results section of this
,Appendlx , _ \

Results
Sunmaries of the directors' responses follow. To. inprove ooherence, questions
and response surrmarles are grouped by common -theme; :
N
I. W:IAT SERVICES. AP.E PROVIDED ’IO CHAPTERlS’IUDENI‘S HERE AT EACH:

FACILITY? HOWM[I‘HTIMEPERDAYARESIUDENI’SSERVEDBYCHAP’IERl’

] | : | | o 29,

z,
- s -




-
N

shree of the institutions use Chapter 1 funds to hire aides to work with.

students. The institutions differ in the number of hours budgeted for Chapter
1 aides. The position at Saledo House is half-time, or a total of 740 hours
for -the 185-day school year. The aides at. Junior_ Helping Hand Hare and
Settlement Club Home are budgeted for 504 hours .and 357 hours: respectively.

Salado House Had trouble filling the position this year and had just hired the
Chapter 1 aide at the time of the interview. - Planned services at Salado House
wares ’ . .. . ;

- ! .

- o Irdividual Gutoring from 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. for Students who are

r}cﬁﬁépﬁégii in school, as determined by weekly progress reports
from the schools. ' o , .

e A supervised study hail for all residents from 6:15 to 7:15 p.m.
The Chapter:.1l aide assists students with problems during this

e Frcm l'OO to 4:00 p.m., the Chapter 1 aide visits schools and -
meets w:.th teachers. '

Settlement Club Hare operates a full-day classrocm, taught by an AISD Special
Edication tsacher, for eight students. For part of the day, the teacher is

assisted by the Chapter 1 aide, who works with individual students as needed.

Tha aide also takes over the g¢lass for one hour per day. It should be noted

that the 357 hours budgeted for the aide is an average of two hours per day for
the 185-day school year. \ e

At Jinior  Helping Hand Hame, children: are served individually for twenty
minutes at a time, twice a_week. They are also served in groups of two or

three twice a week. The director estimated that each resident is served for

about 30 minutes per day, combining her individual and small group work.

Middle Earth Unlimited did not have an aide whose salary was paid with Chapter
1 funds, but they did employ a tutor from other ' funds who used materials
purchased with Chapter 1 funds: This tutor had recently resigned and the
position was vacant at the: time of the interview. Residents had been receiving

futoring in reading, writing, math, and independent-living skills, and. had been

given assignments to dJo between sessions. . The tims - spent averaged about an
hour per day per student. . ' o

_ -

ADMINISTER STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS? IF SO, '

WHICH ONES AT WHAT GRADES? WHEN (AT ENTRY? AT EXIT? BOTH?)
None of the institutions are using standardized . teading achievement tests to

celect Whapter 1 students. Junior Helping Hand Hame used the California

Achievament - Test (CAT) until this year but felt it was too hard for their

fésiq{eﬁts; They were locking for a more -appropriate test and in the meantime.
T - . . ~-' J’ e o

| -

RY5



are . basing their decisions about service on a combination of criteria,

. including the school's placement K of the child (Special Education or regular

classroam) and teacher Jjudgement. .

deperds on where the student is placed: those in regular schools are not
served (they are high school age); while those attending school at SCH are all

At Settlement Club Hare; Whether or not a student is served by Chapter 1

served. The major factor in the student's placement iS emotional stability,

not academic functioning, although the ‘@irector pointed out. that emotional and

learning probiems often occur together: At the time of the:interview, the

. director estimated that six of the eight students in the SCH classroom had °
' learning’ problems, and said that the Chapter 1 aide cave more attention to
those six. The AISD teacher said that Settlement Club aiministers the
Woodcock-Johnson  test to each student as he or she enters and to all residents
Guring the spring of every third year, but they & rmot use the results to

determine Chapter 1 eligibility.

Salado House residents are given a battery of tests _at the statewide reception
centar, before they are referred to Salado House. ‘The director was not certain
which reading achievement tests are administered at the statewide center,  but

thought that both the Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) and Metropolitan
Actiievement Test (MAT) are given: The school plans to start giving the WRAT to
students just before they leave Salado House, as_ a posttest. Test scores are

not uSed to detarmine Chapter 1 eligibility; all Salado House residents are
“served by Chapter 1. - | .
All Middle Earth residents ake served by Chapter 1 materials unless they have a-

GED (as did three of the eight residents at the time of the interview). All
residents are administered the WRAT at entry and at exit. Middle Earth also
receives achievement test results fram residents' past schools. -

All Four institutions receive scores from any standardized tests administered

_to their residents in AISD schools. Only Junior Helping Hand Hame receives

cores fram other districts the students might previously have attended.

III. IF YOUR STUDENTS.ATTEND ALSD SCHOOLS, DESCRIBE THE KIND OF CONTACT YOU
HAVE WITH THE SCHOOLS. DO _YOU WORK WITH STUDENTS' AISD CLASSROOM

Zighteen of Salado “House's 23 residents attend AISD schools: —Salado Hoise
receives weekly written progress reports/ fram teachers: ~Each AISD teacher

rates each student on attendance, effort,’ and behavior, gives a "grade for the

week,' and may write in additional comments. Salado House staff confers with

teachers if _problems occur: Also, the' Director planned for the newly hired

' Chaptér 1l-dide to spend three hours per day visiting schools and meeting with
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located on the grounds. AISD's Specxal Edﬁcatxon lJ.alson v:.s:.ts .once a week to

supervise the teacher. The .remaining SCH residents attend ' regular AISD schools

at least part time. Soc:.al workers assxgneﬁ to these students have contact with
the students' schools. :

All Junior Helping Hand residents attend AISD schools: The case aide is a
liaison ‘between AISD schools and JHH staff. The Chapter i: tutor meets. weeid:y

w:Lth each resJ.dent's AISD.teacher.

At the time of the interview, no ‘Middle Earth res:.dents were atterxhng school.
Two had recently dropped out. Middle Earth has- traditionally had contact with
counselors; mot teachers. The DJ_rector said that, they needed to work with -
teachers more in the future. - .

IVv. WHAT ARE THE BIGGEST PROBLEMS YOU HAVE IN PROVIDING EFFECTIVE CHAPTER l )
- SERVICE AT THIS fNSTITUTION’ : _ i

The director of Salado House said that his blggest problem was that the pay is

so low ($5.63/hour; half-time) that it was hard to hire a Chapter 1 tutor.
The position was not filled until the last week -in November. . ‘L

The director of Settlement Club Home and the Chapter I tutor at Junior Helpmg

Hand Hame both said the students' emotional and behavioral problems are the
bJ.ge:est difficulties. ;

The EXPCLI‘CJ.VE Director of MJ.ddle Earth noted that lately more people were bexng

referred to the institution by their families and by the Juvenile Justice

system rather than the Child Welfare system, and that these people tended to be

more cagable academlcally. As a result, many of the Chapter 1 materials in use

were inappropriately easy and needed to be replaced In addition; the

Administrative Director noted  8évéral problams. First, all the current
residents had full-time jobs. They were-not very. motJ.vated to sperd free time

an acedem:tcs, moreover; most residents have had bad experlences with schcol <
systems in the past. . . : :

Second; both programs run by the Middle Earth organization, "Spectrum” and

“Turning Point;" are short term by design; with an average duration of 17 days

. and 3 months *espectxv=ly. Clients' primary goals during that time are to work

and save some money while they learn skills they need for independent 11v1ng.

Traditional acadeime skills are mot the highest priority.  Finally, it is

difficult to maintain a good learning environment in the midst of "home". The

institution is designed to be a reS1dei'Ice, mot a school; and the physical and-
behavioral settings reflect this.
V. DO YOU FEEL THE CHAPTER lPRQ?:RAMISBENEFICﬂEmYGBRSTUBH\HS?

ALl the directors thought that, despite the problems, Chapter 1 was very

beneficial. The dirsctor of Salado House qualified his answer because he was
29,
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new to the position and because the Chapter 1 tutor had just been hired, but he
said that based on his experience in a similar poSition in' Corpus Christi, he -
thought Chapter 1 was beneficial; ' - ' ' =

YEARS? HOW SATISFIED HAVE YOU BEEN WITH THE RESULLS OF THE CHANGES?

Each institution has made changes. .Salado House was planning to extend Chapter

1 service to residents who are mot in school but are studying for the GED.

Because they bad not begun Chapter 1 service at the tims of the interview, the

director could not evaluate the results, but he thought it was a good idea.

Settiement Club Home lost funding for a Chapter 1 aide for evening tutoring,

which forced an involuntary reduction in service and which the . director

regretted very mich: Settlement Club ‘Home has also begun ‘teaching with.

_specific vocational and scheol goals in mind; as the director put it, "We

" measure ourselves more:" For example, at the time of the interview the Chapter

1 tutor was working with four of the residents with the specific goal of
helping them ' get Saturday jobs; then she planned to evaluate their success
within-'those jobs. ' o ‘

The . director at Junior Helping Pa@&ﬁ&nﬁéjeﬁpi:;ed that they were doing more
individual instruction than in the past, and that she was very satisfied with
the results. o : -

Middle Eacth Unlimited had made some procedural changes. They now administer -

the WRAT inctead of the CAT as a diagnostic instrument; because the CAT tock

too long to administer, had too many subareas and gave them more detailed

information than they needed. They are also having scmeone other than the
teacher administer standardized tests. ' )

Salado House: The average in four to Six months. Same students
stay eight months; seldom does a student stay fewer

than four months. - :

Settlement Club: The average is a Little over nine months. The range -

is one to two months to 2 1/2 years. i

: o . ] S ~ 4
Junior Helping Hand: The average is one year; the range is six mnth%/ to
' two years. , . : /‘\

Middle Earth: For the Spectrum program, the average is seventeen days,
with some clients staying as long as 30 days. /This is
designed as an Emergency Shelter program. Clignts in

. the Turning Point program stay from one to six months,
with an average of six months. o

P
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%cause t'he four mst:.tutlons dJ.ffer in the age _range of their stuﬁegifslﬂrg the

amount of Chapter 1 service ‘budgeted, and in the setting in which students
spend. the school day, it is somewhat difficult to reach general oonclusions

that are xreéningful., ~ Each institution has designed ‘its Chapter 1l program to - -

accemmdate the 'condJ.tlons under which it operates

Obvious probﬂ;é resrti;t when ené trys to evaluate such ‘diverse programs. No
grade level” has a 7§e§ft' ient mumber of students to allow for statistical
analysis, {and aggregationl of data from such different sett.mgs and fund.mg

levels would prcbabiy not B% éf){:fé@flate in any case:

All the J.nst\:q.tuzons f’fa&lae at least some.cne-to-one ttttoring. The Chapt;er 1

tutor at each. institution exdept Middle Earth Hni mted has contact at least
weekly with each st : .

The - director at one institution and the Chapter i tutor  at another mentioned

nt's AISD teacher.v

_ that the resident's emotional.and behavioral problems sometimes interfered with

effective Chapter 1 service ("It's difficult to" help a kid with reading when

he's nallucmatmg"), " but all four directors though that .the Chapter 1 program
was _very peneficial to their students and wished that more service were

ava1 lable.

None of the institutions used scores from standardlzed achievement tests to
~select students for Chapter 1; residents of N & D institutions are autcmatically
ehglbil:e However; because ef the nature of ' the resident populatlons and the
criteria for assignment to these institutions, it is very likely that most if
not all of the students being served would qualle for Chapter 1 service if
test scores were used: One director said; . "All of ocur kids are behind in
school :ttjoi grades, four grades, whatever. " Anothér director said that her
institution's residents were almost always placed in Special Education by AISD
schools, and that only these students receive Chapter 1l service. = (Special

Education students are automatically eil:lglble for ehapter 1 service Wlthln AISD
Chapter 1 schools.) ] L

Nevertheless, the absence of standard:zed achievement t:est scores for many of

. the students creates nore difficulties for the evaluation. Same students have

‘such scores from the admissions process for the -institution, but may rot have

‘racent scores or e:ut/pcst—test scores, . nakmg it difficult to assess gainsi:

It is also questionable whether pretest or selection scares would accurately
measure educatiocnal need for these students who _may be distraught at the time
of tasting. In short, meaningful evaluation of achievement gains in ’these

sett:.ngs appears difficult, if not impossible. In addition, achievement gains
may not be the rrost mportant measure of t'he success/of the program. :



82.37 | / o | Attachment G-1 -
- | - . (Page 1 of 4)

N & D -Interview

© 1, What services are ﬁié%iaé& to Chapter 1 students herekaq this facility?

En

How much time per day are ééﬁdénté_éérvéd by Chapter 17°

\.
/
, A o T S
2. If your students attend AISD schools, describe the kind of contact you’
- . have wi{h the schools., N
Do you work with the students' AISD classroom teachers in planning
your- services? :

" 3. How do you select students to receive Chapter 1 services?

Do you administer standardized féé&iﬁé achievement tests?

300
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If so, which ones at what .grades? ' . -
\\
\\ .
When? (&t entry? | At Exit? Both?) N Ee
. 3 i
A
N
- t
Do you typically receive achievement test results from AISD or .
other districts the student may have attended? - '
/‘ \‘\ R ) -
’ ¥

What is the range? - . .. - AN

6-10
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5. What are the biggest probiems you “have in providing effective Chapter 1

service at this institution?

A -~ [

l

—— . 6. Do you feel the Chapter 1 program is beneficial to your students?

/
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7. Have you made any changes in your Chapter 1 program in the past two
' _years’ Please describe.

~

How satxsfled have you been with the results of the changes’

G-12
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ECIA Chapter 1
Appendix H
MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE

3

H-1
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-  Instrument Description: Math gé}§§0§ Kit Questionnaire

aritf'dnstriattenfeﬁ -the {instrumene:

The questionnaire contains seven 1Eems about Math Rainbow Kics, and gggfig:ended
to gather information about sich areas as the Kits' difficulrty, directions; help-
| - fulnesslfgggiparen:al enjoyment level. It was provided. by. ORE £6-be sent home

) by the students' school. The child received a free book whén the survey was

returned to the school. .Three schobls participa:ed in the: Rits, and also 1Id the
quescionnaire.

To whem was the insczument adminiscered? _ L o o
Parents of students receiving Math Rainbow Ki:s. If more than ote child in a

family veceived the Kits, a ques:ionnaire was sent for each child.

S:v%nanVMt+m¢s~ﬂzsA**eA*ﬂst—tzethEﬁzin4ﬁtt'ed’

Once.

fheawas the iastrument adninis:é:éd?
Hay of 1983.

;here Jas 'He ins:‘u:en: aéﬁiﬁts.arza’
It was sefc home with each-student.

Who administered :he .ns::::en:’
Self-adninistered. ; .

What erainine 44d =he adzministraccors hawvwe?

None.

H4as tne Instiiment a~=i—' gared gider sczadardized coddiciens?

wEz3 cthere sroblens wizh the inst*u:e:. or the 1dnin‘s::3:ion shat n*zht
H Ha walidier 8 :He aaca’ .

Parents who &ailed o return :he survey may. have diffsrent percep:ions than

those who did return it.. Some s:uden:s probably complated the survey themselves,

rather than their parent.

‘.-

- Who develoved Zie Lﬁst-ﬁze

. Items « Fere taken From prediously adm;nIsEered ORE que>:1onnaires. and were
Y . : - those the_admiﬂis:ra;or of the Xits Eel: -6Gld be cgafal.

what zeldiabilies 3nd validizw dasa ars availidblé an cha izszrezeat?

Azcgzhe*e nora da:; 3vailable Iax

Some data exist from previous vears for comparison.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE
Purpose

Aitbaugh a separate Rainbow Kit Questionnaire was not part of the orIginaI
Evaluation Design for 1982-83, the Chapter 1 evaluation staff agreed to

coordinate with the 1nstructional staff to collect and tabuiate more

specific information about the Math Rainbow Kits that was originaily

planned. NEVertheiess, the questionnaire was also intended to help address

the following decision and evaluation questions (originally part of the

Parent Survey effort; see Avppendix D):

-DeCisionﬁqgestion D5: Can improvement be made in thg,wais*the
Chapter 1 program_ encou_rag’e's parerital involvement in their

Evaluaticn,digstion D5-1: To what extent do parents
whose cbiidren receive Rainbow Kits:

a) enjoy the activities?“

b) actually implement the activities?

¢) encounter probiéms»wnen using the kits?
Procedure

The Math Rainbhow Kits are a series of lessons for parents and their

children to do at home togéther. The lessons cover basic mathematics

concepts such as time and money. 4 kit appropriate for eacn grade

level, K-6, is available. Three schools received Math Rainbow Kits

to distribute to_their 1982 83 Chapter 1 students: Brown, Campbell,

and Maplewood. In April of 1983, rosters with the names of students in

these schools who were actually receiving the kits were obtained from the

Chapter 1 coordinator for the schools. When the rosters were received

the name, school,; and grade level of eac child receiving the kits was
keypunched and used to prepare cover legters and questionnaires for
the parents and each child receiving aé-its For parents who had more

than one child receiving the kits, a séparate questionnaire and cover

letter were prepared: with questions pertaining to each specific child.

:The cover ‘letter to parents and” the actual questionnaire are contained

in Attachment H-1. Items on the questionnaire .yere Contained on various
Reading or Math Rainbow Kit Questionnaires-in prévious years' evaluations

and were those requested by the prOject staff member who is administra-

tIneiy respon51ble for the kits.  As in previous years, the questionnaire

and cover' letter were sent home w1th each participating child; and the

child received a fréé book when the questionnaIre was returned. (Delays

3N
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in receiving the books from the pﬁSlishér were partiaiiy,respoﬁsibig for

the lateness of the data collection.) Questionnaires and labels fggiwv

the cover letters were computersgenerated with each child's name inserted
in the appropriate sentences (where blanks appear on the samples in
Attachment H-1.)

ORE staff delivered the cover letters and questionnaires to the school

principals, along with the memo contained in Attachment H-2, in early =
- May. These were sent home by school personnel as soon as possible. Schools
requested replacements when students lost their original letter/question-—

naired, and these were provided, The additional names of participating _

students who had not been on the original rosters were also submitted and
letters/questionnaires were provided for these students. _Any questionnaire
that was returned by the last day of school was accepted and included in the

analyses, and entitled the child to receive the free book. ..
Analyses and Results

Of the 408 questionnaires that were distributed by the schools, 210 were

L

returned, for an overall return raté of 51.5 percent. Im at least two
cases; the surveys had clearly been filled out by the (third-grade)
students rather than the parents. However, all questionnaires that were
returned were included in the dnalyses; since it was not possible to deter-

mine all cases when students rather than parents might have f£illed out the

questionnaire. Return rates by school and grade are shown in Figure H~1.>.

Analyses.consisted of frequency counts_for each resporise on:each item:

Figures H-2 through H-8 show the overall responses to each item. Project

’ staff aiso indicated an inter&st in responses that were broken down by

grade level. These grade level figures are included in Attachment H-3.
However, the small "N"s at gradés 1-3 make imterpretations of these grade
level data difficult. Some comments were also made by respondents to the
questionnaire. These are shown in Attachment H-4.

!
The results indicated‘that most respondents (67.0%) thought the difficulty
level of the kits was "just right;" although difficulty with the directions

was reported by 39.7% of the parents on "some," of the activities and 4.9%
thought many or almost all the directions were too difficult. Most (67.5%)
. respondents thought the student had learned very much or much from the kits a
\ ' large percentage (91.7%) enjoyed working with thcir children on the kits at
Nos . least somewhat, and 52.8% enjoyed it very much. There was a variety of
responses to the question about how much time was spent on the kits; but the
. most common response (45.2%) was that the student speut 15-30 minutes on
‘the last activity. Respondents also reported that a few activities were
. done more than once (45.5%) or many of the activities were done more than

‘ once (24.8%). A large ma36i1t§_(89.1%),repbrtéd7;hétﬁagt;q;§ié§7gere75e;ng

kept in the box provided. Comparison of these data with data from last year's
Math Rainbow Kit parent questionnaire indicated that about the same percentage

of parents thought the activities were "just right," in terms £ difficulty
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. about how much the child had learned \(64% in 1982, vs 65% in 1983, said
\the child had learned very much or much from doing the activities.) The
overall return rate for the two years was also quite similar (50% in 1982,

vs 52% in 1983.) The Only major area of\diffg;gnce came on the qvestion

(69% in 1982, vs 65£ in 1983. ) Results were also Similar for the question

about the difficulty of the directions. 1In 1982, 41% of the parents said

‘none of the directions were too hard.. In 1983, only 24% of the respondents

said none of the directions were too hard i. s\, 76% gave d response

indicating difficulty with the directions of ong ‘or more of the activities

\
\\.
AN
,‘*\\
\ o \\
AN
: o N
’ School N
D —r Gambeil [ Vapleweod | TOTAL
GRADE |# Sent/# Returned| # Sent/# Returned i Sent/# Returned| # Sent/# Returned
K | 32| .. .25 36 | 16 a1 4 89 | 45°(50:6%)
1 30 12 6l o 79 47 | 21 (4472
2 16 1o 0 19 6 35 | 17 (48:62)
3 |-15 IR 0 o 1% | 4 | 29 | 15 (5t.7%)
4 is {. 9 29 14 14 w7 | 58 | 30 (51.7%)
.5 8 3 58 | 32 15 6. 81 | 41 (50:6%)
6 |15} 8 31 20 - 23 13 | 69 | 41 (59.4%)
TOTAL | 131 © 79 154 . 82 123 49 | 408 }210 (51.5%)
L |- ez | (53.2%) (39.8%) I

]

Figure H-1. NUMBER OF RESPONSES BY SCHOOL AND GRADE.

;-
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<
ITEM1: How hard do you think these activities have been for __ —?
Do ST | AZLaTIVE  aDgLSTED
, 7 L . . iEsaLuTe Fifa . .. FR24
CATEGIRY LABEL .. €30T Lo FKIZ . .. (PCT (3¢t
" Hard 2. 1s A1 7:8
.1 Just Right 3. 135 5.3 g7.c
Fasy 6. - AT L 178 . 2a2
Too Easy . ' S/’ . 1E _ 7.1 7.4
' U 3:2 4ISSING
TITab Tz 12043 12%.3
L _ o 7 )
MEAN 3.2¢6
T OO U MOC= Tedct il : - .
VALIE CAZZS 2Ly vIsIING C25%3 3

Figure d-2. RESPONSES TO ITEM 1.

o H-6
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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ITEM2: Were the directions for the activities hard to follow?
. e 2ELITIVE  ANJUSTES:  _CuM
o . iesiLuT? FRIy FRIg FRZIA
CATEGCRY LASZL . ... cros £REa (PCT) (FCT (PCT)
Almost All 1. = 2.4 2.s 2:3
Many 2. =5 244 2.5 8.9
- . Some ... . 3. 1. .. 3535 . . 3Sa7 4445
Very Few Y 52 3945 3c.a 7543
None S. B3 24,3 25:¢ 189.3
N A HE «C s 2.3 ATSSING
SO CTrITaL 212 123aC 1324e
R R __MEaN _ 3.723
e ——— MODE————— o280
VACID Casss 2%a PISSING CZ3T3 z _
- o ,\‘ o /. _ .
~ Figure B-3. RESPONSES. TO ITEM 2. N S

AN

(A
2t

c

o -7 -
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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How much do you think ——
Kit accivittes? N :

ITEM3 has

CATZGEAY LABIL

learned by doing the Math Rainbow

8soLuTT
. FRza.. .

czEpaTIv:

FRIQ.
tPCT)

_cu
FRZG
(PCT)

ACJU3STZD

.2 35.2

Very Much 1. . o 7L 33.3 ie
Much . . . 2. 53 3l.8 2.5 675
some . 3.0 zie2 22.3 s 91.1
, . Litcle a. 15 . 8.2 P 57.5
Very Little 5s 3 2.4 2.5 10242
. = . : 1 323 ALSSING
. TCTAL 312 13332 122.¢C
MEAN 2.0€5 )
o MOBE - e e S LeIDR D o o
VALID“CiEfS"“"""2?3"““”““*?551Nﬁ’G*i€5~“~~mi;;
Figure H~4. RESPONSES TO ITEM 3.
- *"{_é\- -

H-8
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ITcMa: How much have you enjoyed working with _ __ on these activities? - v
) - .. . .- RELATIVE 2DULSTID cus K
’ N R ____  ABSJLUTEZ FR7a. =27 FRZ3. .
CATEGSRY LABZL ¢coz.  FREZa tPCT (PCT) (PCT)
. . Very Much i 122 43.8 2.8 . S52.A
Much . .23 .33 22:9 Zesg  TTa7
. . — Some C3e.- 21 . 1243 3.0 91.7
. Little 'Y ) 3.3 441 195.9 N
Yery Little  S. 1 3.8 aol 13348
. - ] 17 Aol MIZIING
TCTAL 212 13243 132.:
MEAN ‘ 1.919 _ i .
M,D,JE,: . . 7:7 7.' 1 .Cqﬁ - o i N /./ )
VALID CASES 1€3 MISSING C2SE3 17 e
Figure H-5. RESPONSES TO ITEM 4. _ _
\ : /
.
o
j
~ ‘ I
P

)

ERIC
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[TEMS @ How much time did spend working on the last aéfivify?
. : ADUL3TIN
I o FRIG
CATZGERY LABIL. . . £agt (FCTI
215 m:ﬁgi; te ... 3 7 T 26e7 . 24,1
16-30 mins. . 2. . .. 30 .. 8209 . A%.2
LI 31-60 mifig.--.  3e a3 2134 - 2zi8
. > §0 mins. 4. .3 3.3 4.2
: 11 s.2 4128IA3
» ToTAL 253 13243 12:.¢
- ME X3 2.2:5 :
- MgoE 2.289 :
VALID CASIS 1¢n MISZTING C23E3 1l
Figure H-6. RESPONSES TO ITEM 5. -
)
3 s .
; i;
. H=10
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 ITEMRA: Are you keeping the activities has received in.the box?

.

Ll o sasaur
CATEGCRY L3BSL ' ceoz Faza
Yes .. i; 'Zhé
. - NO 24 22
' - o . a
TaTaL 113
MEAN 1.1C5
ez 1.3¢3
VALID caszs T2z3 MISTING c2sTe
Figure H-7. RESPONSES TO ITEM 6A:
. B
. S
N
D |ﬁ-11
Q )

ERIC
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I ) i”
IT=MeB: Are you doing the activities

~

(a3
€
(W
[M]

CATZGTRY LA3EL

-
*

None

Ny
.

A Few

Many

W
L2

ALl . "

(SN

ted
[
oy
e
-

MEZAY 2.317
M3se. z.2:2 .
YiILIDJ Czrss bl vIZIing

L e ePigure-Hess

Y
oy

H-12

RESPONSES~TO-ITEM 6B.=in- =

more than oage with

- \ :
RTUATLYS
Fazq
e
170
§3.3
22.3
123
3.3

138.27

T

?

ASJUSTEID

FFES

LPCTY.

17.2
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e
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Attachment H-1
(Page '1 of 2)

BRAINBOW KIT

Dear Parents:

We are very,exgiged,gbgut be1ng ab1e to offer the Math Rainbow Kit
Program to some students in_our school this _year. We hope you are-
enjoying working on the activities with yoor chi]dren.

Before we_make_ the kj;fevej]aglefto more parents and children we
need to know some things abcdt_how it_is_being used. ' This information °
{s very important in helping us decide whether the kits are worth

continuing and if. they have been helpfuls

Plezase comp1ete the enclosed form and have _your child return it to
his/her teacher. Your child will receive a free book of his/her

Onice. again _we hope. ycu -have enaoyed working with your ch11d using
the Math Rainbow Kit.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Sincerely,

Your school principal
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- sgSTIM  INDEPENDENT SCHCOL DISTRICT
! OFFICE OF RESEARGH AND EVALUATION

MATH RAINBOW KIT AUESTIONNAIRE ?okbfﬁé PARENTS: OF
OIRSCTICNS: PLEASE TELL US ABOUT HOW YUU WCRK WITH ay Au5w= ING
THE QUESTIONS BELOW. . :

l. HOW HARD' UC YOU THINK MOST OF THE ACTIVITIES™ HAV= 8EEN =CR ?
{PLEASE ChECK CNE)

__TOO MARD  —HARD - ___JUST R yGHT ___éi§¥ - ___Tog EASY

2. WERE THE DIRECTICNS FOR THE ACTIVITIES HARD TC FGtLGd’
(PLEASS cauca CNE)

___ALSGST ALL ___MANY  —__SOME ___VERY FEW  __.NONE.
3.  MGW MUCH OC_Yau THISK . .. HAS LEARNED BY COING THZ MATH RAIN3CW
“R1T ACTIVITIZS? (PLSASE CHECK OME) o
, _—_VERY MUCH  ___MUCH ___SOME - LITTLE ___VERY UITTLE
! 4. HJW MUCH HAVE YOU ENJCYSD WCRKING WITH OM THESZ ACTIViTIES?

{PLEASE CF CK CNE)

VERY Moen T TTMGCH T gERE T I L TTTCE ~—yERYCITTTE
5. HCa YUCH TINE ,0IC . SPEND WORKING 0% THE LAST iCTIVITY?
(OLSASE CRECK "CNE) : - :
- % ' 4 S
_ 15 MINUTES ___BETWEEN 16 _. SETWEEN 31 _* MCRE THAM
CR LESS TTTAND 3@ MINUTES  MINUTES AND- " ONE HCUR~
ONE HCLA i
5. THE OLASTIC 20X AND iCL_3F THE AINBOW K:T ACTIVITIES AFZ YOURS TS X322,
3rEv 50 NCT NZSC TS 3E FETUPNMES TO THE SCHGOL.
. S2F_YOU KEE9ING TRE ACTIVITIES HAS RECEIVED IN THE 30X?
{PLZISE CHECK CNE) . :
— NT.
3. 452 70U ICING ThE ACTIVITIES M0PE THAN cwc- RITH 2
___NONE OONE A FEW_ oNe_ . ___MANY OONE . ALL-DENE .

MGRE THAN CNCE  MORE THAN ONCE - HORE THAN ONCE ACRE THAM CNCE )
tF.wGU HAYE iNY_CTHER COMYENTS A3CUT THE RAINBCA Q1TS; WRITE THEM On THE 5ACK e
CF THIS P43Z. TLENK YCL FC? YOUR TINS. _ , ‘ . =

- 122
7 -
/ =
/ )
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/

AUSTIN INDEPEM OL DISIRIC
Office of Research amd Evalmation
' May 2; 1983

TO: Principals of Schools Using Math Rainbow Kits

. __ _ L S e { o
SURJECT: Suzvey of Parents Whose Children Received MathRaizbow Kits

‘Az the request of instructicnal staff £ who_are concemned /wa.thconﬁ-miall mally

the Math Rainbow Kits; we have agreed to heip by collecting
information ca the attiched paremt sizvey. The cover letter ard svey
foxm are the sawe as those used in the previous years|' evaluation, so
that results can be campared acxoss the two years. /' ‘ g

Sr'péciﬂr fic things'i'r"ff you S'haul." 1d note about the suxv vey:

¢ You are asked to sign the cover-letters; to help emsure
a good rettxn rate. ' :
e Children who retuxn the survey will be illé?i‘éd, oo
. choose a £ree bock. Multiple children from each
family can. paxrticipats. Your teachers can select the
books by calling Barbara Harris at 458-1291, of the Ch: I
' coordinator can assist in selecting t.HE?n

o Each child's questiomaire is preprinted with his or her

name, and they aré in alphabetical orderwithineach * .~ . oo o oo

level, tc nelp your Chapter 1 or regular classzoom B
teachers distribute them. , :

We hope_that requesting ycur sigvature cn the cover letter does not.
czuse you to experience severe writer's czamp, FHopefully; the books
ciildren will receive threugh this process will make it wortiwhile .
for them and their parents, and that all parents will be ercouraged
to vespond. Call me at 458-1227 if I can assist in this process in
any way. wWe would like all ccupleted questiommaires recimmed to us
by the end of schcol (May 26th.). Thank-you!

cc: Timy Bazznofs Armt Curmiingham .
Lee Laws ‘ambrosio Meleridrez {
fot _ /-

[ S L
— - LT ‘\* }(% P
- - [ - Y - - K -
dporoved: T~ L z //75 (0 ,',C/téc,: o
-Director orf Orzice OF Researcn anc svaluacicn . -

Cperintendenc of

AL _
ciezentary mcuczation

| H-15 ol
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Addirional Helpful Hincs

1. Q.i'jggﬁ”'am' naires are ’mc"h"med”” cnly" f&? s’st:uden””””:s’ on the rosters prwi" vided
. your schwol after these lists were obtained, and there may be students
wkmreceived su:veys that are not receiving‘ﬁchRainwaits If co,
please do nbt: disceibate the sur.veys to these children, but retuxn then
to 0.R.E., roting the discrepancy.

2: If you have students recaivir,gt:hekach‘?ain:o'@ri(xts wtio dld ot
receive 2 sirvey, please provide us wich a iist of these students, ; "

including their grade levels, and we will provide swveys for them.

3. Yowr Chapter 1 teachers can selece the books by ccntacc:mg Bavbara

Hatris et Tiin Towers (410 East); but sheuld cail first to make S =

i i i o CRE SRR, SORRCTE L b AR
Your Chapter 1 coordirator will be happy. to provide assistance in

ila ,'lggcen§hgj~eblen£e _the zppropriate roam,

selecting the books, or can select them for you, if jou desire. A

EValua:icn whent all have been returmed; or at the end of sc..obi.
If you would prafer, you ma? renizn batches of retmed surveys
sochex, btu: p]:éase do raneme: to recuwm any that might have -
been raceived at the 155: m:i:n.te (all Xerem Carsrod of Wmids

Washington ac 458-1227 if you need assistance or have questicns,

= H-16 o )




- 82,37 ; < Attachment H-3
(Page 1 of 28)
-7 __zremMy_(Grade K} _ . .
Ve e e e e mmdlimem e e —vi e e et e ———— R, S
pifticuley , :
) T - ) T R L RELATIVE 4DJUSTED CUM
T ABSOLUTE FREQ. FREQ FRZQ
CATEGORY LABEL cocs FRED (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
Hard 2. . 1 - 242 2.8 2.4
Just Right 3. 3s 77:8 C83:3 8547
) - Easy I YO 5 1a1 1139 97.8
" T66 Easy = Se 1 2.2 100.2
3 3 BT
T TOTAL 45 190.0
HEAN " T 3.183 -
MODE 3.000
" vVaLID CASES 42 MISSING €ASES . 3 .
i
17EM2 (Grade K) -
5ii‘é§fi6"§ oo ., , ’ o
. RELATIVT A2JUsTIp-  cuM
) , ABSOLUTE FRIG FREG  FREG.
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FRZQ tPCTH (PCT) (PCT)
V Some 3. 15 3546 7.2 37.2
Very Few [ 13 22,2 23.3 " 6845
Non& 5. 17 37.8 35,5 109.0
s 2 PN MISSING
R TCTAL a5 18243 19040
) MEAN . 84323
i MIDE- S.020
VALID CASES a3 MISSING CASEZS 2
- H-17
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<
1TEH3 (Grade K) - e
. Amount Leacved o o ,
s mmmmmcme o mmiissoSms T RECATIVE ADJUSTED QUM
o o - ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ ~ _FRER
~GATEGORY LABEL """ ~ ~ "7 cebE FREQ (PCT) (PCTY (PCT)
ST Very Much te 12 26.7 27.5 27.9
. e Mich 2. 3" 12040 209 - 48.8
T T T U semE CT %36 T 167 3%.5 37.2 86.0
Little a, '8 1333 ] 14:0 %,6666
' 9 2 ‘&4 omisswe' °
- e TOTAL . 45 103:3  100.C
MEAN - 2:372
' © MODE 3.000 ‘
VALID CASES a3 MISSING CASES 2
. ITEM4 {(Grade K) ) ) )
Edjoyment e —
o RECATIVE ADJUSTED  .CUM
o | ABSOLUTE  FRZQ FREG  * FRZ3
CATEGORY LABEL. ‘ coos FREQ (PCT) - (PCT) (PCT)
- _ Very Much 1. 23 s1.t . S3s5  53s8 )
Huch oz 11 25,4 25,6 7341 :
éom'e 3. é iS.S i‘;o;ﬁ 55.5
Little 4e 3: 3.4 8.7 37.7
Very Little S. 1 2.2 . 243 1062 ‘
a2 & MISSING '
TCTAL 45 10Ca0 13C.0
REAN 1.TET
Mooe 1.000 -
VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASIS 2
'
32
< i
H-18 :
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\ ,
. (
3 S
’ \ ! .
q.??’.‘.?..,@?é‘iﬂ S N A .
| Tige Spent : -
_____ \ e e ‘ . L. . . . : o RELATIVE AOL."J;TED 7ng
o B .. _ _._ ABSOLUTT  FREQ. FRZQ| - FRZQ
~~CATEGORY LABEL ~ ~~°~ =~ coDg FREQ (PCT) (FCT? (PCT)
- 16-30 wizs. 2. 17 37.8 22.5 60.9
e - 31-60 mins. 3= 13 28.9 32.5 9245
. , ) 7 3 7
> 60 mins. a, 3 Ge7 7.8 100.0
\ - B e~ = -
6 s  11.1 ~*s§;4§ ¢
e " TeTAL 45 10840 1000
MEAN 23330 ’
MODZ 2,023
VALIO CASES  ag MISSING CASIS 5
TTEREA—(CradeK)—  — e o i
Im Box? R
___. __ RELATIVI ADJUSTID | CUM
]  A8SDLUTE FRIQ. FREG. FREQ.
CATZGZRY LABIL o cooz FRZQ (PCT) - (PCTY _ (PCT)
Yes 1. a1 91.1 . 58,3 35.3
No D2, 2 als 7 4.7 - '100:3
e 2 3.8 MISSING
TCTAL 45 130s0  100s¢C
Mzan - 1.347 ’
MO0z 1.0C3 _
VALIO CASES a3 MISSING CASES 2
g
|
!
s L
A 15 B
32%
Q H-19
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5 .,/;-"
ITEMEB (Grade K) T ,
. More Than Once? . . .. . . . . . .. __ .
e e e L ST T S T heiarve a0uusteD
_ : N __ ABSOLUTE  FREQ. FREQ.
CATEGORY LABEL ' -C00E FREQ ( (PCT) (PCTY
N ) ¢ - .
oo : . " Fone’ 1. 5 11.1 11.8
o A Few ?- 2'3 A4aa . 86325
, T TMagy : ' 22,2 T 2303
© AL _i‘iaé ) 10:6 1
. o -2 A8 MISSING
TCTAL 35 1000 100.C
MEAN 2.838 ,
MODE 24028 ! )
- VALID CASES A3 MISSING CASES -~ 2
i
- T
3? -
v
. ' - — P .
o H-20
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. \
ITEMy (Grade 1) o llo __a_____i___;:_;::;::::::
. pifficulty . . I I
o ~ - ©© RELATIVE ~ADJYSTED cum
S : o ABSOLUTE FRZQ FREQ _ FREOQ
" SATZGORY LABEL e cooE FRZQ (PCT) (PTTI (PCT)
SR a Hard 2. § 1940 1540 1939
Just Right 3. 1.8 7i.8 39.5
“Easy 0 b 9.5 " $s5 10043
" TeTaL ‘ 160.0 130.0
. . .
MEAY 2.9C5
. MODE 3.303
VALID CASZS 21 MISSING CAZESS (]
A ITEH2 (Crace 1) -
Directions ‘
o~ RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
N _ . ABSOLUTE Fazo Facg FRER
CATEGORY LABEL ccos FREN tPCT (PCT) (PCT)
Many 2. i " 3. 2.3 a.a
Some 3, 11 . 52.4 5z.4 57.1
Vety Few &, 5 23.8 23.8 81.C
Noﬂé . 5. T‘ ‘ iéu& 7%%.:57 iﬁfién
TETAL 31 100.3 10c.0
: MEAN 3.571 ‘ '
MODE 3.cc0
e e . NAL1D..CASZS 31 M13SING-CASES B \ -

O

ERIC
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iTEﬁiv(gfiaé_y)_“__
Amount Learned

CATEGORY LABEL €GDE
Very Much 1.
Mach o 2-
Some 3.
, , 0
TCTAL
. MZAN 1.310
MOCE 2.3¢9
VALID caszs z0 MISSING
; ITEMs (Grade 1)
i Enjoyment
CATSGCRY UABSL £60E
Very Much Is
Much 2.
- _ Some 3.
v ‘ Litcle 3.
)
TCTAL
g MEAN " 14300 -
- MODE 1.000
A VALID CASES 20 MISSING
H-22
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FREQ

14
3

[0

- - -

21

caszs

ABSILUTE
FRZAQ

10

NN

l\).
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€casss

Attachment H-3
(Page 6 .of 28)

. RELATIVE = ADJUSTED

FRZG FREQ.
- ¢PCT) CFCTY

33.3 5.0

34.1 40.0
o v

23.8 250
 a.8- MISSING
100.0 100.0C

1 -

ASLATIVE ADJUSTED

FRZO FREQ
CPET) CFCTY
a7.5 5040
28.5 3300

3.5 1040

9.5 . 710:3
.88 MISSING

100.3 100.0

. _cus
FRZAQ .
(PCT)
35.0
75.0°

100.8

_cum

_FRZO.
tPeT)

50.¢C
BC.C
90.0

10043
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N

r . / : :‘

1TEMS (Grade 1) . i A U b
B Time Spent _ S _ S o L
e e A © ", RELATIVE —-ADJUSTED cuM
o  ABSOLUTE'  FREZQ. FREQ FRED
T CATEGCRY LABZIL ' / - . CODE: FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)
$°15 mins. 1. e 19.3 2040 2040 -
¢ S {
’/?16-30 mins. ~ 2. | 9 2.9 L1 SE.O
c 5 e . 3333 3830 10040
/ L. c - o i -
AR R 4.8 MISSING i’
TCTAL 21 10040 1C5a0 {
MEAN 2:1%0 !
MODE 2.000. - !
VALID CASES 20 MISSING CASES 1 P
1TEMEA (Crade 1) 7 |
In Box? o . T
: . RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CuwM
o 7 . ABSOLUTE FRZ2 . FREQ FREN
CATEGORY LABEL €o0E FREQ ¢(PCT2 (PCT} (°CT)
Yes 1. 17 - 81.3 ps.0 3s.t
“¥o 24 3 1843 .0 100.¢
o 1. A3  MISSING
ToTAL 21 106.9 100.0
MEAN 1.150
40CE - 1.00¢ )
VALID CASZS Z0 MISSING CASES 1
.y

326
Q ' g-23
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ITEMeB Grade 1
More Than Once? U , ,
— — - — ~—RELATIVE—ABIUSTEDR—CUMN——
- . e i cRBsoLUTE  -FR:0 FREQ - FREQ
"CATEGCRY LABEL : CODE FREQ tPcr) (PCT) = (PCT)

None - 1a 2 7 "9.5 100 10a9

: "A Few - 9 $42.9 AS4C 55.C
I ) T My T TS T 3337 3=.0

9030 \
U S R B | 10329
o 1 4s8  MISSING
TeraL 21 180.0 1900
o owean 2.a%0 e

HODE . 24000

VALID CASES &\ 30 .  MISSING CASES 1
Yy
[N \
L\ ] _
| \\,
—_— o £ )

‘. - ¢

¢ H-24
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‘ _11eMy (Grade 2) - :
Difficulcy ' _ et N
s ~ T RECATIVE TADUUSTED . CUM
.. _._=__ ABSOLUTE  FREQ FREC FRED
— ZATEGOPY LABEL ~ CODE FREQ (PCT) (PcT) (PcT)
Just Right = 3. 16 = 9%« 94.1 9471
- Easy - a; oot T 5.9 . 5.9 100.0
e e e mmm—— . ———— .
TCTAL "17 . 100.0 100.0
HEAN 34029
MODE _©_3.300
VALID CASES 17" MISSING CASES 3
:i’gnz (Crade 2)
) Direccions N
: _ RELATIVEZ . ADJUSTEZD _Cum-
R - ABSOLUTE FREQ FREG. FrRzo!
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT)H PeTy (PCT) .
Many 2. T 549 .9 5.9
R Some 3. 3 3543 35.3 8142
. . Vo
- _. very Few L 3 7 iloz 41.2 824
None S. - 3. . 17.5  1T.6 1008
. TGTAL 17 100.0 10¢ar
MEAN 3a708 . ‘
MODE - - 4,000 :
- VALID CASES 17 MISSING CASES 2
— —5’\7:\
\ 328
i
Q H-25
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/
’
_iTEws Graded '
deewmetesmmed L -
. o .RELATIVE ADJUSTED _ CcuUNM
, "TCATEGORY LABEL oo coDE " Aaggtgrs 5;2%; ’ E%E?i , Egggi
e ‘Very Mdch 1. s 29.8 29.4 29.4
_ B Much 2. 8 R a7.1 75.5
T B ' . 11.8 11.8 882
< - ' Licele =~ 4 3 11.8 .. 11.8 1003
e TH imaT i
MEAN 2.359
MODE . 2,000
VALID CASES a7 MISSING CASES D9
ITEMa (Grade 2) . - .
" Edjoymest o o o
~ RELATIVE ADUUSTIC  CUM
S __ ABSOLUTE _ FRZQ. FREG  FREQ
CATEGCRY LABEZL ) €CDE FR EQ (PCT) L tPcT (PCT)
: Very Much 1. 3 a7s1 a7el 471
Muich T 5 a7.1 4741 94.1
’ Some - - 3.1 D sis . si9 {09t
 rerst- 17 183.3 1063
MEAH 1.328 4
420E 14300
VALID casEs 17 . RISSING C&§EZ§ A
~ )}
_ 2; ‘
H-26 ‘
Q B
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- ) . !
. [ - ;{
I_Tﬁ_ﬂs_(&fadQZ) rrmrmmm e Tl Cmlmemiai s smmemalal e vt ——————— —_— - - _,.._
Time Speat S o e e
- o : o T .. RELATIVE ADJUSTED  Cud
: _ . ABSOLUTE FREQ  FREQ. FREQ.
T CATEGQRY LABEL ~ 7 cooe FREQ (PCTY - . (FCTY tPET
" 3 15 mins. 1. 5 ' 29.4 31.3 . 3143
Al U z _ - . - _e
16~30 mias. 2. 9 . 5249 SEal B7s5
31=60 mins. 3. 2 11.8 12.5 . 100.C
. o 1 ' 5.3 MISSING
TCTAL 17 12042 1000
HEAN © 1813 -
MQOE . 2,030 v : - -
VALID CASES 16 MISSING CASEZS - 1
ITEMEA (Grade 2)
In Box?- / N TL R
. : ~ AELATIVE ADJUSTEID  CUM
o ____ ABSOLUTZ -~ F3ga " FREC FREQ
CATEGCRY LABEL . COOE FREQ APCT) (PCTY 1PCT)
Yes 1. 1% 82e4 32464 824
‘ N 2. 3 17.5 17.6  20Ca3
TSTAL 17 13042 10040
MEAN 1:178
voDE 1.5230

(=)
~
2

VALID cAaSES "MISSING CASES
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More Than Once?

—— b= -

" CATEGORY LABEIL

MEZN
M3DE
VaLID

Nonae
C K FewC
S

All

2.2¢3
. 2e8C8

T 'eodz

1.

MISSING

H-28

ABSOLUTE
" FREQ
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- - N

"RELATIVE ~
FREQ

PCT)
17.6
7046
Sed
539”'

100.9 .

ADJUSTED
FREG
(PCT)
176
70.6
" 549

ST

10040

_Cum
FRZO
(FcTy

17.8

- 8842

94,51
100.0

’

L
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r

ITEAL (Grade 3) L s
_ Difficulty i N R
oo .. RELATIVE ~ADJUSTED _Cum -
o o . &xBsoLutE : FREQ FREQ '
TTCATEGORY LABEL B ' €goE FREQ (FCT) (PCT
- Hard 2. a - 2647 2637
Just Right 3. ] 33.3 6040
- Easi V 4 -é i3-3 7303
Too Easy s & i 0 26aT 1000
TSTAL 15 139.0! 10040 ~
s ;
MEAY 3.a00
M00Z - 3.C30 ) :
VALID CASES 15 MISSING CASZS 9 ..
{ iTzM2 (Grade 3) e
\ .
i Directions . e . .
. , | .. RELATIVZ ADJUSTZD  CuM
! o . EBSJLUTE FRZZ FREG FREG
CTATEGCRY LABEL | _ "€30E FREQ (PCT) PcT) (PCcT)
. Almost A1l - 1s 1 537 €T . 647
7 [ s o
;/  Some - 3. 2 2042
- Very Few as 5 53:3
None Se 1 1002 - -
' TCTAL 15
HE AN 8.133 -
_MODE 5.8 x -
VALIDCASES 15 WISSING CSSES °
- ¥
s Xs Ne)
3373
o H-29
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. - :;;j‘é!‘;‘:@_de 3_.) e e e s An et o el L e ¢ e ———— 110 m———— = o— = 'ﬁ- e et e ——
Amount Learned . e :
) TS T o Tmos TETD o oammmemm T omemmm 7T URELATIVE ADJUSTED - CUM
i . - ABSOLUTE FREQ = FREQ FREQ
*TTCATEGORY LABEL "~ 7 77 TT7¢obI T FREAQ (PCT)H (PCTY (PCTY -
LT T iy meen1e ? N
Mgk 2e [ 300 48,0 667
- - 7 some T T 3. 1 6.7 £.7 9343
© Very Little  Se 1 8.7 Be7 100.0
| - TCTAL 15 100.3 10649 -
MEAN 1.8C0 ;
MODE 1.000
o VALID caSES 15 MISSING CASES i -
| -
ITewa (Grade ) .o = e -
Enjoyment 41 . - T
. - o RELATIVS ADJUSTED: T CUM |
. I ... ABSOLUTE FREQ FocQ. FREQ.
CATEGGRY LABEL cops ‘FRZO tPCTY . TFCTY tPCTY.
Very| Much 1. 8 | 5343 57.1 571
Mt 2: a 2547 28, 85.7
Som 3. 2 1343 , 102,38
2 1 5:7 MISSING "
. eaeccew caewm=- ————de
TCTAL 15 103.0 10¢.¢
MEAN 1:57%1
MCDE 1.52¢
o VALID CaSES 1a MISSING C3SES 1 ’ ’
S 5
T
V) -
o r
Q H-30
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{ “
) -
1TEMS (Grade 3) - .
| _ Time Speat e |
= O A 7 RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CuN
- , ABSILUTE FREQ. FREG ~ FREQ
"= CATEGORY LABEL cops ©  FRZg (PCT) (PCT) 133
c 5 15 mins. 1. 3 2043 2040 20.¢
16-30 mins. 2. 6 40.0 agac 60«0
31-60 mims:’  3e 4 2647 3647 86T
- > 60 aina. .2 13:3 133 100G
TCTAL 15 19048 100.0
ME AN 24333
MODE 2.3C0
; VALID CASZS 1s MISSING CsSZS 2 T
ITEMBA (Grade 3)
T r——————————— . 1n Box?__ o
.~ RELATIVE ADUUSTED cum
S ___  ABSJLUTE FRZa FREQ FREG
CATEGGRY LABEC coos FRZQ (PCT) (FCTY (PCTH
‘Yes 1. . 12 32.0 894C 3022
No 2. 3 20.c 20.0 103aC
TITAL 15 18042 1C%at
uE AN 1.2¢00
MI0Z 1.230 ‘
VALID CASES .15 MISSING CASZS 2
/
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_ITEMEB (Grade 3) . ... .l
More Th-~» Once? . . I
——0Ee AT : St . RELATIVE  ADJUSTED
S o - ABSOLUTE FREZ3 - FREQ
—CATEGORY LABEL T cope | FREQ . (PCT) (PCT?
) Nome T 1. 1 6s7  6:T 5.7
A Few 3. 8 533 . 53.3 6040
- " Many T T3, 2 13a3 T 13.3 77 T 73.3
ALl 4. & 28:7 26.7 - 1038.0
N TGTAL 15 100-0  100.C
_ MZAN 2.50C i
MODE 2.000
VALID CASES 15 HISSING CASZS n
\
:
Ly
1
\
!
! P
- 33;
’ &) H"‘32 ) ' . i ’ s
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(Page 17 of 28)
Y
ii
__ITEMY (Grade &) el e
Difficuley - L
e ) TTTITIT RELATIVE  ADJUSTSD cuM
e ____ ABSDLUTE FREQ_.  _FREQ. Faea
T CATEGCRY LABEL CODE =~ FREQ (PCT) (PCTY. ~ (PCT)
) 2. 1 3.3 T 3e3 - 3.3
3s 23 7647 787 B0.0
- - . : . - v — — -
- i, S 18.7 T 1€.7 9647
s. 1 3.3 - 7 3a3. 10040
TotaL | 3¢ 13049 10040
ME AN 3.200
MODE 3.060
VALIG CASES 20 MISSING CASES 0
%
1TEM2 (Grade 4) b
Directions S o
. . RELATIVE ADJUSTZD  CUM
o .. ABSOLUTE FREQ FREG FREG
CATEGORY LABEL - copE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) [$:132)
. Ai&m’s: All io 2 éo.; éo; gn;
. Some 3. 10 33.3 ' 33.3 30.0
* Very Few as 13 43.3 a3:3 83:3
None S5« 5 1647 _16.7 . 100.0
 ToTAL 30 10%.3 16240 -
MEA®L 345633
MODE 4.300
VALID CASIS e . MISSING CA3CS e
- . . : 3
X TS
330
R H-33 .
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82.37°
- 4
. N
1TENS (ﬁtnda,b) S
' "Amount Learned ' o S
L __... _ABSOLUTE
“TCATEGORY LABEL " "CODE "  FRZI®
: Very Much 14 12
Mxich 2. 9 -
L o ' Some “3s "9
. 9
D _ TCTAL 30
L : -, MEAN 1.900 '
. MODE 1:0¢c0 .
VALID CASES 30 MISSING C2SES
1TEM48 (Grade 4)
Enjoyment
] S _._.  ABSOLUTE
- . CATEGORY LASEL . CODE FREQ
' . Very Much 1. 16
Much 2. 7
Some 3 2
Little as 1
Very Little  S. i
« : o 3
TCTAL 38
wEAN 1.6€7
MODE 1.000
VALID CASES 27 MISSING CASES
i .
3 - AN
3;
H-34

O
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RELATIVE ~ADJUSTED  _CUM
FRE3 FREQ FREQ
(PCT) tPcT) tPCT)
46.6 40:0 40.0
30.0 3020 70.0"
" 3040 3040 10040
00,0 1gd.c '
o
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
FREQ . FREG FRZG
Ci'CT) (PCT) (PCT)
53.3 55.3 59.3
23.3 25.9 B5.2
6.7 7.4 92.6
3.3 3.7 9643
333 . 1.7 10940
13.0 MISSING
l05.0  100.3
3
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Tifé Spent R .
T - IR . RELATIVE ADJUSTED cuM
o . ____ aBsoLuTE FRE3 FREQ FREQ
— CATEGORY LABEL - cooE FREQ tPCT) (PCT) (PCT)
< 15 mins. 1. 8 26.7 26.7 26e7
15-30 ming.- 2. 15 5040 S0.0 767
"31-60 mins. 3. & ' 20.8 20.0 96e7
> 60 mins- 4. 1 3.3 3.3 1000
TCTAL 30 160.3 100.0
MEAN 24090
MDD 2.3¢0
VALID CASES 1 - MISSING CASZS 3
ITEMEA (Grade 4)
1a Box? o - -
____ RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CuM
o ____  ABSOLUTE FREQ FREG FREO
CATEGCRY LABEL CGDE FREQ (PCT) CECT) 3cT)
TCTAL 30 10246 10050
MEAN 1.5C8 . :
MIDE 1.0093
VaLID CASES 10 FISSING CASES 0 ‘ .
N
N
33,
.Q‘
H-35
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-~
_ 1TEM6&B (Grade 4)
More Thad Oncd?
" "CATEGORY LABEL CODE
None 1.
K Faw 2a
) Many 3a
a1l a.
. TCTAL
MEAN 2:323
MODE 2.009
VALID C2SES 10 MISSING
e -
. H-36
O

ABSOLUTE
FREQ
Iy
15
L]
3
30
CASES
3
Y

Attachment H-3
(Page 20 of 28)

;
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FREQ FREQ _
_tPCT) (PCTH
13.3 13.3
53,0 SNe0
267 26a7

10.0
10840 193.0

N

cu
FREQ_
(PCT)
13.3
63+3
99.0

100.0
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N‘
(¥8 )

[TEML (Grade 5) L

.

Difficulty - : _
SR o S RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
o .. ABSOLUTE FRZD .- FREQ FREQ
"~ CATEGORY LABEL cops FREQ (PCT) (PCT? PCT)
Hazd 2. 2 4.3 =.3 5.3
© Just Right 3. 21 S1.2° 5543 6245
- Easy = 4. 8 19.5 21.1 81.6
Too Eaay s, 7 17:1. 12.4 100.2
SR | 3 733 MISSING
© TCTAL at 1003 1060
MEAN 3.526
MODE 2,068
VALID CASES 28 MISSING CASES z
1TEM2 (Grade 5)
Bifééfiﬁﬁs ) o o
RELATIVE ADJUSTED  _CuM
, ]  AHSOLUTE FRID FREG FRZG
CATEGCRY LASEL cooe FREG - (PCT) PCTH (PCT)
Almost ALl 1s 2 443 5.3 Se3
Many 2. 3 5.7 5.3 105
- — - P - i — - -
Sote 3. 15 35:5 IS5 SC.C
Very Few 3. 138 2324 22.3 T6e3
None 5. 3 22.3 23.7 1033
I 3 7.3 MISSING
. TCTAL a1 150.2 130
MZAN 3.579
uone 1500
VALIJ CASES 13 NTSTING CXSIZ 3
34y
B-37
O
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 ABSOLUTZ FREQ.
FRZQ (PCT)
i3 3i.7
T 13 7 s1ar
8 T 1348
3 73
b 2.4
3 T 743
A 109.3
caszs 3
7 RELATIVE
ABSOLYTE FRZT
FREN (PCT)
1s 83.9
5 i2;2
1t 25.3
2 8.9
5 12.2
T loses
cas:zs s

82.37
- 1
._I..IE"_S. .(.G-ra}dé_s) — PR
_ Amount Learned _ L
~—CATEGGRY LABIL™ =TT ~'¢GDE
o ' véty Much 1.
Much 25
x *Some L
- . I
i Little 4.
Very Little  Se
Sy
| TCTAL
‘ : . MEB N 2.105
{ MODE 1.0¢C ,
‘ VACID CASEZS 18 MISSING
ITEMa (Grade 5)
Edjoynent
CATIGIRY LABEL LoDz
_ Very Much 1:
Much 2
Some 3a
Very Little Se
n
TCTAL
MEAN 1:372
MGDE 1.223
‘ YALID CASES T YI3SING
/

.\)
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FREQ.
(FCT)

3a.2
342
21.1
T 7e9°
2:6
MISSING

16C.0

ADJUSTZO
FREC
(PCT)Y

3C.6
S.6

MISSING

cun
FREQ.
D)
33.2
6844
89.5

97.4

106 .C

_cuM
FRZG
(PCT)
S0 .3
5329
94.4

10042
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* ‘ ATENS (Grade )
Tige Spent ) o o -
T T T T T T s S RELATIVE TTAOJUSTED CUM
eedo S _ABSOLUTE  FRZ@ _ FREG FRZ0
" CATEGORY LABEL . cope FREQ tPeT) (PCT) tPCT)
15 mins. 1. 10 20,8 - 26:3 2623
16°30 mins. 2. 20 48.B © S2.8 . 78.9 ;
- ) T 31-60 mias, 3. 7 17.1 1824 97.4 X
> 60 mins. Ao 1 2:86 2.8 10040
T3 1.3 MISSING
T T , ToTaL a1 100.0  100.0
- RMZaR 1.974 )
Mo0E 2.020
VALID CASZs - 18 MISSING CASZS :
ITSMgA (dracie 5)
In Box? o o _ -
,,,,,, RELATIVE ADJUSTED cum
7 ' ... ABSOLUTZ FRZQ © FREg FREQ"
CATZGCRY LaAcEL coos FREQ tPCT) (FCT) (PCTy
, Yes 1. 35 85.4 5241 92.1
No 2. 3 P73 7.9 1£0.3
T3 1.3 MISSING :
ToTAL st 196.0 132.0
MZAN 1175
%00z 1.228
VALID Catis 18 MISSING CASEZS 3
i
34«
H-39
o -
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o«
. .. ITEZMeB (G_Eadf’ 5)_ T i e e e e e
b"_,ore Than Once? L R
- o CTTT T RELATIVE T ADJUSTZIO
B ) . __ ABSOLUTE - FRZQ_ ~ EREQ.
" CATEGORY LAREL €cOs Faca tPCT) CFCTD
Noné io 6 ' 22 oﬁ 26.3
A Few 2. 18 " 3aat 37.8
- , Many " 3. 16 T 245 2750
ALl 45 3 ‘9.8 10.8
g° & 9.8 MISSING
TCTAL a1 10043 100.0
MEAN 2,243
M6DE 2.0C0 ,
VALID CASES 27 MISSING CASZS a
!
I}
! 3 -
e 0 , - ’ - —
H-40
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_ITEAL (Grade 6) oo o

ety o
e . RELATIVE ADJUSTED  CUM
. . . S S ABSOLUTE FRER - FREG. FREQ
. CATEGGRY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCTY - (PCTY (PCT)
Hard 2. 3 7.3 1.8 7.5
Just Right 3. 21 s1a2 52:5 6040
; fasy 4o 14  3a. 7 3820 95.0
Too Easy 5% 2 249 5.0 100.0
9 1 2.4  MISSING
T 7 TcTaL At 10C.S 103.0
MEAN 3:315
HGDE 3.20C .
VALID CASES an MISSING cASES - 2
1TZM2 (Gtade 6)
Directions o o
_ RSEATIVE  ADJUSTED cus
R ~ aBsoLUTE FRZa FREG. FREQ.
CATZGORY L&HTL €00 - FREO (PCT) (PCTY (PCTH
Many C2s 1 2.4 345 235
Some 3. 21 51.2 52.5 5545
Very Few a. 12 29.3 30.8 85.0
None 5. € 1435 1540 1960
e 1 3.4 MISSINS
TCTAL a1 1000 100.3
MEAN 3:575
wodE x.030 )
VALID CASES 19 MISSING CASES 2
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1743 (Grade 6) \ A 5
. ITEM3 \
__ Amount Learned I U
= _ RELATIVI ADJUSTED' _CUM
. : N ABSOLUTE FRZ0 FREQ \ FREQ
~ CATEGGRY LABEL ‘cooE FRZA . (PCT) (PCTY . (PCT)
N R \ B
I _ - - = . . A
Very Much le 15 3646 3745 37.5
K MicH 2. 13 3147 32.5 70.C
" Some ‘3o 7 17.1 17.5 87.5
. _ o o R
Very Little  Se 3 743 7.5 1003
6 1 2.8 MISSING -
' TCTAL a1 10043 10€.0
MEAN 23125
M0DE 1.3cC0
VALID CASES a2 MISSING CASES 1
17eMa (Grade 6)
Enjoyment - o .
L RELATIVE ADUUSTZD cus
o . 43SOLUTE FaTa FREQ FRET
CATEGORY LASEL CODE FRZa (PCT)H ~(PCTH (PCTY
Very Much 1o 19 36.3 52.8 52.8
> Much 2 7 171 15.8 73.2
Some 3. 3 743 8.2 80s5
Little 3. 3 7.3 8.3 §s.0
Véfy Lit-tle Se 3 ?-é ii;i iﬂbc:
3 5 12.2 ALSSING
TCTAL. a1 1323 10¢€.8
MEAN 2,056
w5pt 1.038
VALIO CASE$ 16 MISSING CASZS s
4
345
 H=42
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_CuM
EREQ
(PCT
37.5

82+5

)

97.5°

100:3

cus
FREAN
{PCT
79.5

1083

 Tine Spent C ‘
” oo T T T T T 7T RELATIVE AQJUSTED
) S _ ABSOLUTE  FRZIQ. FREG.
- CATEGORY LABEL CODE - FREQ PeT) CFET)
" © 2715 mins. 1. 19 36.3 47+5
¢ Lo - - P oo - E—
. i6-30 mtns: 2. 14 34t ssac
- 3160 mins. ~ 3¢ T 6 ‘188 1.0
> 60 mins. 4, 1 2.4 2:5
0 1 2.4 MISSING
- TCTAL T 81 10€.3 10G+0
MEAN 1.725
MODE 1.000
VALIO CASES 0 MISSING CASES 1
ifévsa iérade 6)
In Box? - :
) ~ RELATIVE ADJUSTED
e L FEDTUTE R FREQ.
CAT:GCRY LABEL cooc e {PCT) CFCTY
1 Yes le 1 7.4 7%.5
’ ﬁé 20 B 19¢° 2035
) T3 B 4s MISSING
TCTAL §. 127,39 100.C
MEAN 1:2¢5
M0DE 1.3C3
‘VALID CAsSZs a0 MISSING C*SES 1
1
k
[
i
+
= = .
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 ITEMEB (Grade &) ,
More Than Ouce? . L L
T ormem mmmmmm T T RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
Voo o _._ ABSOLUTE FRZ2 FREG FREQ.
Y TTCATEGORY LaBEL T 77 €OBE FRgg - (PCT) CPCTS (PCTY
\ ‘ - ' Nome 1. 13 2943 36.0 3C.0
A _ . . . -
o A Few - 2e 13 3147 2.5 52+5
\‘\' S Many T 3. 12 2943 30.0 33.5
‘ .
\ All ' 3 733 735 100.3
\ d 1. . 2e8 MISSING
! " TETAL 41 - 103.3 . 1Cle?
MEAN 2.150
MODE . 2s0€0
VALID CASES 49 MISSING CASES . 1
.L"
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A ~ f
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.PARENT COMMENTS
Commenfs (provided by parents) were unedited.

has been working on the kit with his sister. I was not
working with him on the kit but his sister said he was doing

alright. . N z
I haven't been halping with the kit but she said she has been
doing 0.K. with it. : ' - g
Some of the Rainbow Kits ___ could do by himseif. The 6ﬁi§v

problem he had was with the m money: He knows one from another

Iike quarter, nickile, dime, and penny, but it is a Iittle hard

for him:to count from ome to another. The rest of the activity

was not "hard for him. He enjoyed them very much. I am very
pleased that he can keep them so he can work on them through
the summer. .

needs to practice her time (on the clock) and foney mor:>

These are nice activities for us to go over with him through <k
summer.

I think this kit was very i&ééi, especially for us parents c.it

reaiiy can't afford to buy any materials for them to work at
home. Keep-it up.

None. She enjoy them and so do we.

I w1sh Rainbow Kits were used in all subjects from K—12th grade

and alsoc in foreign languages. Also, kids could use these kits

in the summer to give them something to strengthen them during
the 2% wonths.

‘This was a great project for ____ . She 1ikes working with

money the most. Towards the end, she became a little bored.
I think it was the length of time on the whole project. She
learned some things shé didn't know, like counting money, etc.

I feel this is very beneficial to help them ‘achieve theIr
goals in readiig skills.

-

checked rhe questionnaire herself because she said her

mother never helped her with the Rainbow Kit. (Teacher's comment )

I know, for a fact, that the Rainbow Math has helped her a lots.
Her grades in Math came up from last time.

I think the Rainbow Kit can help many cthdren. T enjoyed seeing

____ learn about money. This kit has helped a lots.

I think the Rainbow Kit has been very helpful. Even to my

5 year old son, who has not yet started to school.

H-45 343
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I think the Rainbow Kit 1s a very good activity: It lets

me know how much — - knows or needs to learm, and most

of all it is a lot of fun and she has enjoyed it very much.

I am $0 sorry I cannot help . But 1ast time I did

Recause now I'm working 1n a restaurant, I have less time to

work with him. But however, I can help him on Sundays only.
Fathér canrot read! (Teacher's comment.)

and I both enjoyed the kit very much. She will continue

being drilled over certain exercises.

I think the kit was a very nice thing for children to do when
at home on weekends. : .

I think the Rainbow klt helped her very much.
Very helpful;hlt - hel?ed his math skills.
Our younger child attempts to work them. He enjoys Eheﬁ.r

We had difficulty with "Problem Solving #5," where the child

would make up their own problem.

I think it's teffifié and shculd be continuéd. Good Luck!

Yes; please s: more.

They are very oood for kids. T hope they keep them for other

Rids.

E\really EnJoy working with and the Rainhow.kit. It
really has helped her! :

It's nice to have and keep thé kit. I will keeo working with him
on the kit during the Summer. ' '

I think the Rainbow Kit has helped a lot. I thirk that other

chlldren will enjoy the different selections. They will

learn if someone is there to work with them, someone who has

time and patIents. I enjoyed it very much.
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Briaf descziption of the ins:ruman:.

The “Attendance Records” used in this appendix are actually published repor:s.

N

pr.pared by: the Department of Student Records and Reports; which summarize the
average daily attendarce and membership for each school.. The portion of info
tion in the reports concernicg Chapter 1 ‘schools was subjected o an:lysis, with-
consideration made for the percentage of low—income students in each school. (The
lou—incomo data were obtained from the Student Masterfile and Lunch File.)

To vhen uis the instrument administered?

Data from each Chapter 1 elemencary school were used to calculate 2 regression -
line_with predicted accendance levels for each school.

Hov DALY :imcs Jasd c&z .ns:’umen: admin‘

.. Attendance data are. g¢i.. lec:ed daily. a:,eachhschool _sent _to.Student_ Records and .

Reports each six weeks, summarized at that time; and then again for the year as a
whole. (Data on the Lunch File are upaaEea conEIhuously, but the figure used as
the percentage of lowincome Students was as of a particular period in April.)
When was the instrument administered? . Z
The attendance summsty for the entire year was the one chosen for the analyses.
It was based on the data collected :hroughout the year.

\

Whera was the instrument admimistered?
A% each school.

&ho‘administeredAtHe4inst‘umentl
Clerical staff at each school £illed out the a:tendance registers Wand also

collected the lunch applications).

Fhaz- traicing did the administrarors havel

There are instructions for all forms.

'

“las he instrument administered®under sctandardized ccnditions?

No.
Weira thars oroblams wizh the inmscremenc or tie adoimiscracion chac mighc
nsZece the validity of the data?

In geoneral, the a::endance data app :ar to ba Fa‘rly zccurate. FHowever, :he

isteadance forms are complicated fov the achooi st:ff to comole:e.,fghg Lunch

#ili tiay Have been inaccurate =0 Some degrae duz to.a time lag in schools sending
ir applications to Food Services, or a deiay Iip adding Che dats o the file.

s Dzily Regisnas of Pupil Attendance,

a8
format for swa.cl teports is one

¥
€
T3

.

Attendance data are collected on i T
which 1s & fo?ﬁ developcd by T.E;h. T

rkaluﬂuﬁaaﬁwﬂJuuﬁua amkwhntwtfk smenc?

Néné.

Ase¢ cHérs morm da:a - .ilabla for 4qseroraring “he resulis?

hiave been 'repaleu every sit week: and annually for many years.
(Anaiyies of thls Eype ara new, however,)
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ATTENDANCE REPORTS _ '
. Purpose

Information from the District's attendance reports was used to help answer .

the following decision and evaluation questions. |
Decision Question D2: Should schqoiwide projects be continued,
modified, or revised? If so, how?:

Evaluation Qgestion4D2n51 How did pupii\attendance

at schoolwide project schools compare with attendance

""at Chapter 1 sc¢hoéls w1tﬁ’comparable percentages of ™~
low-income students? -

Procedure’ )'
\ ‘
/ [ — —
Average daily attendance and average daily membership for the entire 1982 83

Records and Reports in late June. The number of low-income students in each

sghgoi was obtained from counts of all active students in éach school’ who
were erther eligible for free or reduced—price lunches, or were a sibling
of such a siudent. These data are updated continuously b Food ‘Services; _

Data Services, and ORE; the data used in this Appendix were dated April 26,
1983.

. : Anaiyses

The percentage of low-income students for each school was obtained by amaing
the number of low-income students by the average da ly,membership. The

of attendance by aggregate days of membership.

SPSS subprogram REGRESSION was used to determine the relationship between the

percentage of low—income students and the percentage attendance for the 25

weights dused to plot a regression 11ne., Membership was also tested as a
predictor of attendance but did not add significant predictive power. SPSS
subprogram PtOT was used to plot the regression line along w1th the actual
data points representing each school.

éiggmhinediayerage percentage aftendance wvas computed td? the two campuses
with schoolwide projects (which rauked first and second in percentage of low-

income students,) and for the twc schools which, ranked third and fourth in

=3
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’percentage of low—income students:. The hypothesis of '"mo difference" in

attendance rate was tested with the statistic:

: )

TX] %5

_ EI'- ﬁ;

z=_—- - -
e - 1 1
] Zop) (Em— A ——

\lp(l B} € At o, ) -
Where:
*{ = the sum of the average daily attendance for the schools

T ranked first and second in percentage low income (the
‘ schooiwide projects);

X9 = tﬁéﬂggm of the avarszie déifr attendance for the sch
anked third and fecu :h in p2rcentage low incomeé:

the sum of the averz.s naiiy mémbers°'2 for theé schools

ranked first and seconid in percemtaze luw income (che

. schoolwide projects);

-t
i

ranked third and fourth in percpncage low incone,

X tx N o

n; -+ n,
2

{continued on next page)

(1)

Reference: Freupd, J.E:. §tétié€ié35,,a,first course. EngiéWOOA Cliffs,
N>J.: Prentice-Hall, 1981, : '
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Results » /

/
/

4

Using the regression equation derived from percentage low income/and percent-
age attendance for the 25 Chapter 1 schools without schoolwide projects, the
predicted percentage atténdancé for Allison and Becker are 92737 and 92.53,

/)

respectively, while the actual attendance rates for these two schools
were 93.75% and 94.127%. These differences may appear small/%qt actually

represent differsnces of 875 and 1925 student-days of instfuction, respec—
tively. Figrve 1 shows a plot of the regression line foy/the 25 Chapter 1
schools without schoolwide projects; the data points representing Allison
and Becker are indicated. . - V4 _

Two proportions tests were done. The first compared the combined attendance
rates for the two schoolwide projects campuses with the combined attendance

rate for the two schools which ranked third ar? fourth in percentage of low-
income students; for this comparison 2z=1.28(p-.10)/ The second test comps
the combined attendance rate for the campuses with Schoolwide projects to-the
school which ranked third in percentage of low-income studentss— This school
is closer to the schoolwide projects schools in percetitage of low=income .
students than is the fourth ranked school.: For this comparison z=1.57(p=.06).

\‘\

These differences are not statistically significant. (Fowever, the unit of
analysis for these analyses is ''school" rather than individual child. School-
level measurement usually provides more stable measures, but may not be as
powerful statistically as measuring individual students. A sample of Regular

and SWP gtudents should perhaps be followed next year if the attendance
question remains important.
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_ Instrument Description: Employee Records

Brief descristion of the instzument:

Two types of employee records were used for this appendix:

Board agendas concerning personnel actioms (for information on resignations).
Files on requests for transfers (regardless of the action taken on the
request). ‘ . . ’

Data on resignations and requests for transfers from elementaty Schools was of

interest in determining wiether Allison and Becker bad lower "turnover" than
expected. »
T&*ﬁﬁéagﬁiéuéﬁifiﬁéEfﬁaé§€4§§éi§i§tétéa;

Coples of the Board agendas are maintained by a Secretary in the Office.of Staff
Personnel. _Files on requests for transfers are maintained by individual assistant
directors of petrsoundel. . B T e

How many times was the inétrumeﬂtfaéﬁiﬂiEte%ed?ff”"tf o
Cumulative data over the three years of S5€hédlwids Projects was used.

Whed was thie {astrument admintscered?
Data was gathered once, for the three-year period, in June of 1983,

“hera was the instrudent idministared?
Data were examined and tallied on .a. sparé desk in the Office of Staff Personnel,

. }
Who-administered the instmment? 7 B
An evaluation assistant talliéd the data. 5She was -rovided assistatice by
Personnel staff.

@hat training did she administratoes have?
An ‘explanation of the type of data to be collected and the typs of analyses
to be placned: Also, Personnel staff explained their record xzeping.

4as the instrument administered under seandardized condicions? ]
__ Requests for

Recotds Bi resignations are _handled in a standardized way. ]
transfer are on a srandard £otm but are kept by various assistant directors.

7ers ciare nroblems wich the inscrument ortheadminise-stdion that-sighe
affect che validity Of the data? ’ o

\\Néﬂé were noted.

N
\
\
N -

A - -
%ho develooed the {nstrument?

The actusl forms for requests For transfer/resignation are those developed by

the Office of SEdff Pergonmel. Board agenda items, however, are written inm a
format determined by the Board. -
What-relfabilizr_and validicv data are availabla 5n th& {Fgesegent?

[

None. .-

-

i~ =were morm daza available for inzersresimg the wrasulss?

The data are longitudinal in nature. _ .

]

i
|
|
|
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EMPLOYEE RECORDS

Purpose
,‘g :
Information from the District s employee records was used to. help answer
the following decision and evaluation questions.

2: Should schoolwide projects be continued,
expanded, or revised? 1If so, how?

~

EvaluatioanuestioneDzeé' Were there differences
between schoolwide project and regular Chapter 1

schools in the frequency of teacher resignations

drnd requests for transfer across the three years
"of the project?

Procedure

In June of 1983 records on . teacher rnsignation and requests for transfer,

which are kept by the Office vf Staff Personnel were obtained for use in

assassing the turnover rate in Schoolwide Project schools, when compared

to that in other elementary schools. The records for each year of Schooiwide
Projects were obtained (July 1, 1980 through June 30, 1981; July 1, 1981

through June 30, 1982; July 1, 1982 through June 30, 1983. ) Resignations

were tallied from Board agendas during those periods; requests for transfer

were tallied from the forms kept by the Assistant Directors of Personnel
who work with assigning elementary teachers. :

Analyses

In intrepretlng the number of resignations and requects for - transfer the
actual number of teachers at each school must also be considered two
requests for transfer might have a much different meaning at -a school with
6C teachers than at a school with 20 teachers. Thus, all data were
converted to percentages -—- derived from the number of requests or number
of resignations; divided by the number of teachers on-each faculty. (The
number of teachers was obtained from the Staff Directory for each year. )
Data accumulated across the three years were considered 4 more stable
measure than for any single year. Thus, the exact formula was:

(Total Number of Requests for Three Years at- a School) +
(Number of Teachers at that School the First Year +
Number of Teachers thé Second Year + Number of Teachers

the Third Year)

Two types of analyses were undertaken. The first was simply two rank-
orderings of all elementary schools by the percentage rates of: a) requests
for transfer; and b) resignations.

it
@

5og



82.37

A second type of anaiysis was also con\uctea to try to adjuét'for a

'possibie confounding variable. Specifixa1ly, teachers in schoocls with a

high percentage of low-income students may experience greater stress. This

might affect the rate of turnover in these schools. In order to adjust for

this effect, a regression line was derived to predict the percentage of

. requests for transfer and percentage of resignations as a function of the

percentage of low-income students in the school, averaged across. three years.
Results

" Figiures J-1 and J-2 show the rankings of eieﬁentar§ schools by the percentages

— —of requests-for-transfer-and-resignations.—Figure J-3-shows-the regression..—

line and each data point used to predict the percentage of requests for

transfer as a function of the percentage of low-income students in the. school

The relationship between the two variables was statistically significant .

'(Fl 55 = 7.82; p2.007). The multiple "r" was .34205, indicating that approxi—
mately 12 percent of the variance in requests for transfer is accounted for

by the low-income variable:. (The relationship between percentage of resigna-,

tions. and percentage of low-income students was not significant. Fl 59 = .138 58
p<.711.; ’

These results indicate that Allison and Becker do have relatively low staff

turnover rates across the last three years. It is unclear whether these low
turnover rates are lower than they would have ‘been without Schoolwide Projects,
: since data from previous years were not obtzined.

\
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Petcentage of %
sic

— —Rank - School ot _Tran
1 Swmice o0
2 Doss .0
3 HilX 1.6393
4 Oak Springs 2.0408
S Lee_ 2.2022
6 Casis Cow74
7 Webb +.0650
8 St.- Elmo 5.56643
9 Brown 5.0000

10 Oak Hill - . 5.0000
Il Pleasane HiML 5.4945
12 Traviz ~.2h€s 6.3636
13 Dawson 6.6667
14 Pillow 6.6667
. & Barringcon — 751629 -
L1 Becker - ~ 7.6433 ]
17 - Brentwood’ 7.8947
18 Linder 8.3333
19 0dom | 8.5271
20 Williams 8.8889
21 Cunningham | 8.9286
22 Harris 9.278%
23 Maplewood 9.3023
25 GCallact 9.3333
25 zavala 19:6386
26 Allan 10.3774
27 Mathews 11.2903
28 Blancom 11.4943
©. 29 Barcon Hills 12.2449
T —Allison 12.5000 ] .
31 Pease 12.5000
32 Wooldridge 12.5000
33 Cook v 12.9630 "~
24 Ridgecop 13,6364
35 Sunset Valley 13.8298
36 Houston 14,0940
37 Bryker Woods 14.2857
38 Ortega 14.7059
39 Highland Park 16.9254
40 Merz 15.2951
41 Graham 15.6863
42 Pecan Sprimgs 15.7143
a3 Wooten 16.1290
44 Sanchez 16.2162
45 Read 16.2162
46 Andrews 16.6667
a7 Reilly 16.9492
48 Langford 17,0370
49 Menchaca 17.6471
50 Govalle 17.6991
51 Rosewood 17.9487
52 Zilker - 18:0723
53 Campbell 18.1818
54 Brooke 18.5185.
53 Joslin. 18.8525
56 Blackshear . 20.9302
57 Walauc Creek 23,6364
58 Winn = 27.1739
59 Rosedale 29,1667
60 Normaft | 20,1667
61 Sims >3 0612

Figure J-1.

. 86

J=5

RANK=ORDERING OF SCHOOLS BY PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS
REQUESTING TRANSFERS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81,
1981-82, 1982-33). :
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Rauk School
1 Normaa 0
2 Hill 3.2787
3 Joalin. - 4.0984
4 Wooldtiage 4.1667
5 Winn . 4.3478
6 Pleasagt Hill \{ 4.3956
7 Bryket\prQS [~ 4.7619
8 Allison ‘:/ . 5.2083
.- Backer 5.7325 .
;10 Menchaca _ 5.8824
1 Barrington 5.9524
12 - Sims .. 6.1224
13 Travis He-gh:s 6.3636
14 Cook 6.4815 ’
15 . Odom 6.9767
16— Brown _ 72.0000 O
T Metz \ 7.0588
18 Cunningham 7.1329
19 Walnut Creek 7.2727
20 Webd 7.3171
- 2t Dawson . 7.4074
22 Highland Patk 7.%4627
23 Rosewood 7.6923
24 Graham_ 7.8431
25 Gullect 8.0000
26 St. Elmo 8.0357
27 Langford 8.1481
28 Rosedale 8.3333
29 Pillow 8.3333
30 Do”§ 8.4337
31 8.5714
"32 8.6022
33 Brooke 8.6420
34 Summitet 8.8235
35 Williams 8.8889
36 “Ridgetop 9.0909
kY AR Zilker 9.6386
38 Reilly. . 10.1695
3¢ sTphell 10.2273
40 Srentwood 10,5263
41 Casis - 10.5263
42 ‘Andrews 10.7843
43 Lee 11,1111
A Allan 11.3208 .
45 Harris 11.3%02
46 Govalle 11.50644
47 Linder . 11.9048
48 Oak Springs 12:2449
- 49 Sunset Valley 12.7660
~N 50 Read: 113.5135
, S Blackshear 13.9535
s2 Maplewood _ 13.9535
53 Barton Hills 14.2857
54 Sanchez 14.8649
55 |~ Houston '16.7785
56 - Zavala 16.8675
57 Pease 17.5000
58 Ortega 17.6471
59 Mathews 17.7419
60 Oak Hill 19.1667
61 Blanton 21,8392

Tigure J=2.
1982-83)

RANK-ORDERING Or SCHOOLS sY PERCEVTAGE OF TEACHERS
RESIGNING ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81,

1981-82,
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