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Interim Report ’ . ABSTRACT

Title: ' STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM: 1982-83 .
Interim Evaluation. Report o

- »
»

Contact Persons: Evangelina Mangino, Glynn Ligon

No. of Pages: 44

Summary : .
This report presents the evaiuatIon fIndIngs for the 1982 SCE Summer
School Program. It contains a description of the program, information N

about the data collection plocedures employed in the evaiuatxon and a
discus51on of the student outcomes achiesved by the program .
Achievement reSU;tS indigate,that'Sévénth gradéré benefited from attending
summer school. The benefit.is higher when students are promoted to graae 8.
. A better assesSment of the effect of summer school on eighih graders may be
. possible in. the future if the District adopts a test that allows a contin-
uous analy51s cf achievement gains from junior to senior high school

-

The combined effect of attending summer SLROOl and being promoted to- the -
next grade on onme hand; and mot attending Summer school and being retained
seems to account for the 51gn1f1cant difference in achiavement gains be~-:
tween summeér schoel and nonsummer school students)
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Instrument Description: lowa Teses of Basic Skills; 1978 Edition, Form 7

S
. e -
) { . . [

_Brief_ deqcripcion of the inscrumeht: .

The ITBS 13 a standardized multiple-choice a chievemenc test b?EFEFZW Lavel 5 was given
to

ndergarten students tb @measure skills ifi the. areas of listening (Spr'ng only),
latiguage (fall and spring) and macth (spring only). Levels 7 and 8 were girsen to grades

I'and 2, respeccivel/. to measure skills in the areas of word amalysis, vocabulary, reading

compretiension, spelling, mach concepts, math problems; and math computation. ITBS levals
9-14 were administered €56 grades 3-8 wich che ctesc level for Students in grades 4-6.chosen
on the basis of their previous ichievement scoves (with. teacho® raylew). Levels 9-14 '
tnclude subtescs in all cthe areas mentioned for levels 7 and 8, thhpc for wotrd amalysis.
In @ddicion, levels 9-14 inplude subtests measuriqg capicalization,.punc:ua:ion, usage,

visual macerial;, i1d reference macerials.

To whom was che 4nstrument administered? *
‘A1l elementacy and junior high students; grades K-8. Special educdcion scuden:s wete,
exempted’as pér_ Board Policy 5127_and its supporting administracive regulacion. Students
of limicted English ‘proficiency (LEP) weéré rot *exempt, bat could be excused after one test
on which they could not functios validly.. Scores for students whd were monolingual or
dominant in a language other than Englisn were not included in the school or Districc

surmaries. -
1

! How many Cimes was the iastrument adminiscered’
Once to each student- in grades 1-8, twice to students in kinderg1rcen.

W“hen was :be insCrumens aam‘nisteted’ 4

The -dates for che junior hign ddministration ware ?ebruary fS; 17, and 18; 1982, and__
February 15; 16; and 17, 1983. Tests were admiriste-ed in the morning. Make-ups were

aaminisﬁerea Ehé week afcer the regular testing. ’ fﬁ
PR :
Thete was tES instruzent administared? oo T
Tn each AISD elemencary and junior high scHool ustially iH the-student's regular class-
room.

.
- -
- .

Who—administered cthe insErument? - v - T L
Classroom teachers in the elementary schiosls. [ the juntor high schools, .ther counselor
6t principal_ adminiscered the test®over the public address svgtem using taped_directions
fprovided by ORE. _Teachers and ~cunselors received wrickten inst'uccions from ORE, includ-

ing a checklist of procedures zud 3 scripc to follow in test administration.

. What training did rﬁéﬁi&mﬁi;gécé%s'mwev
SuIIaing Test Coordinators participated in planning sessions prior to Eha Eesﬁing
Tedcher trainifig @as thé tesponsibiliry of the Building.Test Coordinator. However,

teacher inservice training was available. from .ORE upon request. Teachers and counselors

recelved writcen in;cruccxons from ORE, including a checkXis: of procedures and a script

€6 follow in test adminiscration. -
. ]

Was-the instrument adminiscared uonder standardized «onditioms?
Yes, Standardizad instructions were distributed.. ORE personnel monitored in_a _random .
"selection of classrooms with results indicacing thac testing cordicions were reasdnably

¢onsistent across the District.

“
Gere there stoblems with che ifStfomént of che administraticn that night affect the
_validitv of the data? ° — -

NG Knowti. proalems wich the instruzent.. ’roblems in cthe adminiscracion ars documented

in thHe mdnitors' reports which agg available at ORE. L R -

dho deve‘ep€4~fbe4iaa%%ﬁmen€ ' Ll ____.a
The Universicy o: Towa. TIhe LTBS is puolished by che Rivef§Iaé Pgblishing Company.

what reliabilicy and validity daza are available on the inscrument?
The reliability of Individual Subtese€s and aféa totils as sumpari.ed by Kuder- -Richardson
Formula 20 coefficients, ranges from .75 to .97, aczoss

o]
[

,,,,,,, ss rasc levels. Coefficients for
thHe _£otal battery range from .94 to .99, across test levals. Equivalenc-forms reliability

coefficients, calcalaced for grades 3-8, range from .71 to .92, across subtests and area
cotals. The issues of conteat and.construct validicy are addresseq ia che publister’'s

preliminary iéchnigal summary, pp.l3-15.

Are chere norm da:a available for in:ernrefiagA%heAAasulcs
Vgrmrdaca are available 1A the Teacner's Guide. The Teacher! s Guide provides Emuirical

‘norms (grace 2quivalent, percentilé, Sta gine) for the fall and sprinz. 7Ingeggglated

norz3 are available for midyear Nacional, larg\ gity, and school building ncrms are
avai*able. \ :
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qInsEr_umﬁnt Descripcion: _ Seguen;ia.LIes;s of '-‘ducarional Progress (STEP), Series II, Forms
SS _
- - A J d.
LY : %

P
g
3
3
:
5
4
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Irtad JdmascsSacion of Zhe IS§Em=aas}

The STEP is a standarcized, mul:-ple~choice achieveman: test baEEery. In 1982- 55.
AISD used a subset of the complete battety, omittibg the Mechanics of Writing and

Science gests.  These. tests’ will be given every other year, ‘alternating with the
English ExXpregsion and Social Stadies tests. Tests given each year are Readipg,
Math Computation, and Math Basic Concepts.

v . _
!é49¥é§—ééi—ehi—%a&:=%=§a9Aiééézsétézlé’ U ’ v.
All scudents in grades 9-12 Special7g4uca;;097§;ugeggg were exempted as per Board

Eolicy 5127 and its supporting administracive regulation. Students of limited
Eglish proficdency (LEP) were nof eXempt, but could be.excused after one test on
which they could not function validly.’

Fow nanv —iges was the {23Ts—enz adadicdseazed? - .
=

Once to each student. ~ .

»

S
whah =7as che ‘nst——ert admiaigza=ad?

The STEP was administered over a two-day period——April 6 and 7 Tests were, adminis-

Cered in the morning from about 8:30 until approximately moon each day. Make-ups were
admifiistered on EwWo consecu;ive Sacardays; april 16 and 23.

“her=s ias the ..s:'u:a:rAaésizisEeftd?

The STEP was adminis:ered it each AISD.bigh schiool (1nc1uding Robbins and Kealing)

Make-ups were adminiscered at Reagan High School.

=

-h"”'=' a"g‘ 745’.—3'47..3:5:-74 55 l-.s'-—--i'en:" . Q‘ . o a

Test instructions were given over the public address sys:em at eath school, elther by
thé counselor of by a. tape. recording provided by ORE. Teachers acted as_test proctors
in each classroom. The make—up :es;i § was. administeféd and pfoctored by:ﬁ:iyerscnnel.

15

Whag cz3imimz < d the ad:.:.s:*a.ars n3ve? ¢

Teachers and tounseiors received written ins:ruccidﬁs From ORE iﬁéiﬁding,a,checkiis:,‘

of procedures and an exact script to follow in test administraction. The ORE personnel
~ who adminis:ered the make-ups were thoroughly trained in administering tests.
wa3 e imszemeznt-idainiscered u=der- 5---dsfiize44esed"‘=ns’ L

<

Yes. Standardized ;ns:'uccions Gere distributed. | ORE personnel monicfored®in a random

selection of classrooms with results 1ndiC3thg that testing conditiqns were raason-
ably cousistent-across the Disoricr—r -t - .

Heta thara J53blams wvcoh eha fmgs—ruemt or she admizissrasion that =mdzhs -
o . -
aszscfgs&e—vaiidtsv er =ha dees? ' v .

Wo known problems with the inscrument. Problems in :he adﬁinisﬁration are documented
" in the monitors' reports .

Wno daveloced éhe~t&§éré:é&%?

Educational Testing Service (ETS). The STEP- 1s published by Addison-Wesley Publishing.

Company, Inc, . B o
- [
1&3%%%!%:3&1*—!¥—L4% 1332~ d283 dra 373113513 25 cEa t=gee=snt?

The reliability pf subtests in the alternate 'forms, A and B. ranges from .58 to .93,
with parallel forms correlations. &S Summarized by Xuder-Richardson Formula 20_coef-
ficients, the reliabilicy of the subtests ranges from .83 to .94. The 1issues of
content and construct validity aie addressed in the publisher s technical report,
. pages 150-134.

,
ﬁf - < 3
[
- . _ . N s - . o
Aa <homp mam= da=a 3er3silalhla So= f-cawsvazizg che TasElos? ’ E

Medn, mediah; §érCenEile faﬁk oeféeufile band. eonverted, and stanine scores are
available for each subtest of the STEP.

~ - 'R

A & B

3 Bt T el i

__________

%



82.58 : - .

STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION .
SUMMER SCHOOL, +1982. '

»

Program Description ‘ '<i;

During the summer of 1982, a summer school program funded through SCE

monies was heid on the campus of Fulmore Junior High School. The program

lasted six weeks, from June 7 through July 15. The purpose, of the summer

school program was to providn remedial 1nstructlon in the areas of math,

readxng, and writing to students who were recommended for retention.in

grades 7 and 8 the previous school year. The program would prov1de the

retained students with the opportunity to earn the number of points

required for promotion to the next grade. As in the summer schoql 1981,

this,year the program operated on a semester system basis and students had

the opportunlty to earn a maximum of three units of credit. Addltlonal

1nformatlon about the program will be furnished in later sections of this
report.
A3

Purpose -
. . ~— o
Thls evaluatlon was conducted to determine whether or not the SCE Summer

Qchool Program had . an impact _on student achlevement The major questions

of interest related to this obJectlve were:

1. Who participated'in the SCE Summer School Programé;

Z. What activities wéfé conducted?
,,,,l

3. What student ourcomes were achleved7

Answers to these and assocxated questions will be presented in the Results

section of this report The followxng section describes the data collection

‘

procedures employed in the evaluation: S .

?Eaaéaafé ‘ ' . <

The SCE Evaluator i“terVIEY?§,§b?,§uT@§F,SChOOl Coordinater to obtain a.
general description and information about the summer school program. The

- - - T T o

questiorns included in Informatxon Needs were glven to the Summexr School

Coord?nator to answer as soon as the data were available. A meémo with

the answers submltted is presented In tttachment 1. ., A list of students
" recommended for retentlon at grades 7 and 8 was obtalned from the Office

of Secondary School Vanagement & summer schcol file: was created merging

the list of students recommended for retention and the list of students
nted in Attacdh-

reglstered and attend1ng summer school (fIle format pre
ment 2). The achievement data inciuded in the file are the students

1 & | N s
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4

scores on the ITBS admlnlstered to all students 1n ‘the snring of 1982

and ¢ITBS admlnlstered in the spring of 1983 to students currently in,
-grades 7 and 8, and the STEP administered in the pring, of 1983 to

students currently enrolled in grade 9. For detadled 1nformation on

the achievement tests used, see 1nstrument descriptlons on.pages 2, 3,
“and 4 of this report and ORE Publlcatlona Number 81.74 and 82.29.

-

, A

WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE 1982 SCE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM?
[HE 1962 SbR R RA

-

- ¢ -

- ’
) : l

1. How many<ztudents Wéré enrdiied?
8

.Out of 685 students recommended for retentlon in 1982 387 regrstereﬁ
in the summer school program The off1c1al student count taken the

first full wgek of the .program was 377, and the offic1al count at the

end of the program was 346 (55.3% of students recommended for retentxon)

2, th constituted the summer school program staff? . i

- . :
There were 21 teachers teaching exclusively reading, language arts,
or mathematics, one Speécial educatlon teacher, one counselor intern;
and a coordinatpr. : ’

3. How were students selécted? - :

At the students' home school, recommendatlon wds made based upon the

pqlnt system in “junior. high school and pr1nc1pal recommendation:
Rég;stratlon and part1c1pat10n in summer school was optional to

. Ellglblllty for summer school depended upon’ earning at least one point

durlng the regular school year. 1If a student had not earned atileget

one point,-there woyld be no opportunlty ‘for promotion through summer
school because only a maximum of three points could be obtained and

.

four points are required for promotion. -
o5 ] , .

? . - : -
Because of being 6ptidnél;'summer school participation dependsign . 7

many factors that were not corntrolled for or accou-ited for in the
_results. It is’'important fo point out, however, that in general the
students who were retained and part1c1pated in' summer school had
significantly lower pretest " (1982) scores in all areas than all other
_students recommended for reténtion. Students wgg_were promoted after
being recommended for reteamtion had the. highegf pretest scores, re-
gardless of whether they dgcided to participafe:in. summer school or

not (see Figure 4 in Results section of this, report) '

2 . oy

Y i
5
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4. What was the athiic distribution of écu'ciénté served? .
Figure 1 glves the ethnic compositlon, by grade, of the atudents par—
t1c1pat1ng in the 1982 SCE Summer Schoel Program, R R

. GRADE 7 - ' GRADE 8 __ _TOTAL
ETﬁNfoiY NUMBER PERCENTAGE NUMBEFR PERCENTAGE NUMBER PERCENTAuE
. - . - |- S o o . / o o B
Black . 61 37.2 49 ¢ 26:9 110 31.8
Hispanic * 62 % 37.8 iy 39.0 133 38.4
S N ) - L o o
Anglo 41 . 25.0 . 62 - 34.1 103 29:8
R 7. 77777 . o ¢ : o ) ) 3 N
.TOTAL _ YA 100.0 - 182 100.0 346 . 100.0.
Figure 1. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS iN”EACH ETHNIC-CROUF WHO
- FINISHED THE 1982 SECE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM:
WHAT ACTIVITIES WERE CONDUGTED? :
1. What éubjééEé were taught?
/ ' ) ~,
Students cnrolied 1n the }982 SCE Summer School Program were given

daily instructions in each of the three basic subject areas: readlng,
writing, and math. : : -

2. Whact noninstructional activitie® were part of the SCF Summer School”
Program7 .

Transportatlon of students from locations throughout the city to the

- campus in which the provraw was 1mpiemented.
3. How much did the 1982 SCE Summer School Program cost?

Costs for the—SCE Summer School Program are shown in Flgure 2.

Instructional cost .per student (mot including transportation) \

totaled $125.48 compieted %




STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION 7
Junior High School Summer School ' 4
, R
6100 PAYROLL cOST S
21-6111.18-820 Coordinator L : , 3,500
11-6111.18-820 Summer School Teachers (20) 30,045
-11-6115.18-820 Staff Development Stipends AiTJAQ
o . Total Salaries $35 294
21-6141:00-820 FICA . . 2,34]
TOTAL 6100 , v ‘ $37,641
6200 CONTRACTED SERVICES , -
11-6285.18-820 Xeroxing and Printing , , ‘ . - 300
TOTAL 6200 - ‘ $300
EN ]
6300 ' -SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS . o .
11-6391.18-820 Materials 5,285
11= 6399 18-820 Postage . 190
. TOTAL-6300 ‘ ; §5,475
o - . - '
6400 OTHER OPERATING cesrgfii o,
11-6413.18-820 Transportation for Students 6,586
TOTAL 6400 . . $6,586.
TOTAL JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL SUMMER SCHOOL - $50,002

Figure 2.  ACTUAL SUMMER SCHOOL EXPENDITURES CHARGED TO SCE (452) ACCOUNT.

o~
I
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\ WHAT STUDENT OUTCOMES WFRE ACHIEVED°

1.

Overali attendance in summer school was 94:46% (.54% lower than the

previous ye

were absent 1.3 days and eighth graders were absent 1.8 days.

ar).

What was the student attcndance for summer school?

On the" average, out of 28 days, seventh graders

2. How;many students completed the program?
Three. hundred and forty—51x students comnleted the program. This
" represents 89.4% of those enrolled.
3. How many students passed on to the next grade (8 or 9)?
s : }
0f the 346’ students who attended and completed summer school, 317
got enough points to be promoted to the next grade. .However, 320
.were promoted:to the next grade by the time ITBS was ‘administered.
One hundred and flfty three students were promoted from grade 7 to
8 and 167 sr?dents were promoted from grade 8 to 9. =
A summary of all the studénts recommended for retention, part1c1pat10n
in summer,,and promotion/retention by junior high campus is presented
in Figure 3. .
. caMPUS | Grade 7 Grade 8
Pissed |  Retained | Tefal Pasied Recained Total
; .. Noiim _ I Noi- i Non- |
S5* SS*To€dl |55 85 Toeal R - 55 S5 Total | 55 8§ Total R
-
Fulmore || 9 1 10 | 4 & 10 20+ s 2 7l o 8 3 T
Lamar 22 3 25 13 s 19 | a4 6 1 3 T 12 19
Purner. 9 3 12,1 5 6 18 19 6 s 9 3
O Henev | 7 .10 10 |0 5 5 15 9 2 n| o2 14 25
rearce 140 6 4k |'7 . 25 ol ow s o a2 15 sk
oerer 25 4 29 |1 = 25| sa || 23 2 ws| 5 owo o s
Martin 15 3 //ﬁ 7 14 21 39 25 1 %1 2 a 11 36
Murchison]] © 0 0 0 4 4 4 ,52 0 1 0 n 0 1
Bedichek i 21 5 26 4 0 24 S0 32 7 39 2 ° s 16 55
Dobie 3 8 u |1 s 6 17 13 2131 5 8 30
Rohhmq 1) 1 1 ‘0 3 ‘_3 4 4 6 10 0 8 77; lHi
TOTAL 153 35 188 |28 120 148 | 336 |[167 47 214 |25 1m0 125 319
’) *58 - Studenrs 1tc0nd1ng anmmer scheol. c
Non-¢ ‘%- Studencs not attending summer schoni.
R\f'or&ﬁ - Recommended fpr retention. '
;
Figure 3. \UWBER OF JUNIOR HIGH STUDENTS RECOWMEVDE ~FOR RETENTTON

PARTICIPATIOV IN SUMMER SCHOOL 1¢82, AND PROMOTION/RETENTION.

l

o
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4. How did studénts perform on the ITBS given February 19837

Data Analyses : ]

Achievement gains for all student recommended for retention were

anatyzed In order to determlne the cOmbined effect of attendlng

and for students retained in grade 8 in 1982, These analyses are not

-
possxbie for students recommended for retentlon at grade 8 who were

promoted because these students do not have 1983 ITBS scores for the

comparxsons. b

A comparlson of -gains realized by students wmo, although recommended

for retentIon in grade 8, were promoted to grade 9 was. performed.

Wultlple regressIons were performed comparing promofed students who

attended summer school and students who did not attend.’
L / -
Caution ;

Because the number cf st%dents with valid scores, who were promoted

without attending snmmer school is very low, these comparisons must be

considered with cauti

’

It is 1mportant, when interpreting summer school rﬂsults to keep in

mind that summer school attendance is voluntary. This makes the stu-

dents attendlng summer school a self-selected group. The motivation

factors involved id making the decision of wheéther to go to summer
school or not have mot been cons1dered in the analyses.

A L

Intergpeting Results

all students recommended for retention were divided into four groups as

follows: o
| .+ Did Not
: Attended Attend
? Summer . Summer

School School

Promoted Croup 1 Group 3

Retained ‘| Group 2 Group &
|

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Results - «

qu do achlevement gains realized by students recommended for retention
at grade 7 who attended summer School compare with achievement' gains
realized by students who.did not attend summer School?

Figure 4 presents the average grade &quivalent (G.E.) Scores obtained
by student: recommended for retention in 1982. Examination of Figure 4
reveals that:

Gains achieved by students promoted from grade 7 to grade 8 are
htgher than the galns achieved by students retained regardless of

whether the students partxcxpated in summer school or not. Students

‘promoted from grade 7 to grade 8 made galns of 3.5 months in composite

scores, 4. l months in math;, 3 7 months in reading, and 4 5 months 1n

Students attendlng summer school achiieved on the average, hlgher gaxns

than students not attending summer school regardless of being pro-

noted or retained. Students attending summer school achieved gains

of 2:6 nonths in composite scores, 2.4 months in math, 3.5 months
in reading, and 4.5 morths in language hIgher than students not
attending summer schocl.

An anaIVsis of gains achieved by each group separatelv shows that Group 1

(summer school - promoted) had the hIghest gains iIn all tests and in
composite scores. The second highest gains were achieved by Group 3
(no summer school - promoted) followed by Group 2 (summer school-re-

tained). The lowest gains tiere achieved by Group 4 (nc summer school-
rétained).

. On the average, students recommended for retention at grade 7 scored
one vear and four months below grade level in February 1982.

Seventh grade students w.o attended summer school made their largest

gains in language, but the gains achieved in. all three areas and
composite Scores represent almost & year's gain (.95-:99 G.E. gainms).
Thé range of gains for students recommended for retention at grade 7
not attending Summer school was from .52 in language to .72 in math:

;,

How do achlevement gains realized bv students recommended for reten-—

tion at grade B who attended summer school compare with achievement _
gains realized by Students who did not attend summer schocl?

Achievement gains achieved by studerts recommended for rctention at
grddc 8 were analyzed through two sets of regression analyses. One
get included the students who weére promotéd toc grade 9 and the other
set was done on theg gains achicved by students retained in grade 8.

1 R
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A comparison between StUdéﬁté,prme§§§73nd retained was not done
because the tests used in grade 8 (ITBS) and the tests used in
grade 9 (STEF) are not directly comparable.

No significant effect of participating in summer school was shown

s through gains of composite or math scores. The reading and: language
scoras of students attending summer school were different from stu-

dents not attending summer school, but given the large differenca

impact of summer school on retained eighth graders (Attachment 3
presents regression lines of groups that differed significantly).

Promoted “Students

’! .

] ‘
Significant differences in gains were found in math and language scores,
biut oniy in language was the difference clearly in favor of students .

attending summer school. ‘. In math again,the different number of students
in each group, the large difference in pretest scores for each group,
, and the regression line interactior do not allow a definite conclusion
about theé effect of summer school on promoted students (See regression
~ - lines in Attachment 3). r :

Conclusions

It #5 clear that seventh graders benefited from attending Summer school.
. The benefit is higher when students are promoted to grade 8. A better

ou asséssment of the effect of summer school on eighth graders may be pos-

sible in the future if the District adopts a test that allows a continu-

ous analysis of achievement gains from junior to senior high school.

The combined effect of attending summer school and being promoted to
the next grade on one hand, and not attending summer schHool and being?
retained seems to account for the significant difference in, achi:svement

gains betwéen sSummer school and nonsummer school students.

The results of this evaluation must be considered along with the finding:
reported in Retention and Promotion 1982-83 Final Evaluation Repott (ORE
Publication 82.42)lf”MotherAGQLAIirediﬁf Taking Care of My Baby' A Study
of Dropouts from AISD (ORE Publicatioﬁ 82.44), and Dropout Interviews:
Summer 1982, Final Technical Report (ORE Publication 82.16).
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Attachmernt 1 .-

82.58 S - - - -~ . __ (Page 1 of 2)
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
AUSTIN, TEXAS . ) -~ .
JULy 16, 1982
\ {

T0: - JERRY RICHARD, MAUDE SIMS, AND ORE
"FROM: LINDA D. CLARK -
RE: SUMMER SCHOOL INFORMATION s .

THE FOLL{.:ING INFORMATION WAS REQUESTED BY ORE-.

HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE ENROLLED?.

387 registered . ,

377 official count taken from the first fu]] week of Summer Schoo}
346 official count en July 15, 1982

HOW MANY TEACHERS WERE THERE7 T )

21 teachers | f ;o
WHAT OTHER STAFF WERE THERE? '
One Special E&ﬁééf?éﬁ Teacher ' -
One Counselor Intern -

HOW WERE THE STUDENTS SELECTED?

Students were selected by Home School Pr1nc1pals
Selection was based upon the po1nt system in the Junior H1gh School

and the Pr1nc1pa1 reccmmendat1cn 7
WHAT WAS THE ETHNICITY OF TRE STUDENTS SERVED? ( FROM FINAL OFFICIAL COUNT)
8th grade students -

Male” 125
Female 57 ' .

Black 49 | :
Hispani~ 71 A S :

‘Aiglo 62 ‘ - TN
_thggradegstudents : )

Male 122 17 | 11

Female -~ 42 N




82.58 : , .Attachment 1 -
_— - / * ’ : (continued, page 2 of 2)
Black 61 ' _ . : o s
Hispanic 62 : o ' -
Anglo 41 : =_ - ' -

~ : -
\ - S e
P

168
182

SEVENTH GRADE STUDENT
. EIGTH GRADE STUDENTS.

WHAT AREAS DID THE TEACHERS TEACH?
{
MATH | : , o
READING | “ R
CWRITING - |

HOW MUCH DID THE 1982 SCE: SUMAER SCHOOL PROGRAM COST?

***This information must be gathere+ “rom Finance.

WHAT WAS THE ATTENDANCE FOR SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM?
AVERAGE PERCENTAGES

SEVENTH GRADE 95.30%

EIGTH GRADE — 93.61%

TOTAL AVG. 94.46%

HOW MANY STUDENTS COMPLEZED THE PROGRAM?

346 Completed the program . : - he
29 Students failed to get points needed , |
317 Students were promoted to the next grade | .

167 Eight grade students promoted to the Ninth: =~ =~ -

150 Seventh grade students promoted to the Eight.

HOW DID STUDENTS PERFORM ON THE ITBS, GIVEN IN FEBRUARY 19837
*** This information must be gathered after February 1983.

12 , | 15~




8258 o . FILELAYOUT  ° Accachment 2

[JLABELED  [JUNLABELED : . : PAGE 1__OF 1

LABEL ID —.'s§ - 'TAPE NO.,_ESCSUMB2 BY! Arna Beeson s
BLOCKSIZE ‘380 'CHARACTERS S DATE CREATED: 3-28-83

RECORD SIZE 80 _ CHARACTERS ' SUG: SCRATCH DATE: .88

. - : [ DENSITY __1600 BPI -

’ | o v SEQUENCE ID, NAME -
DESCRIPTION 1982 Summer-Schoni = Studénts -

REMARKS —_ Recommended for Retainment « R S

_ a4

?\1 \.7 . — S — il oo = L e
R !;15\%3'-”“2327%, DATA FORMAT | = FIELD NAME |.  REMARKS
1 I R Program ' :"|SS = Summer School

3 -1 g9 N Student ID - R
( ! Blank - _ _ ] 3 - -

2
—a
[l
o
-
o
I

|

\

|

Last Name

B o
o

o
X
o
I~

SchHogl - ] S
- A*f—Sﬁﬁﬁét—Séﬁéei¥ﬁ 1-Resistered O-Otherwise

(D
|
\

IO W)
e

AN el =S
s

AN :
T
N

N

Grade _

il

AKE
\
|

I

44 45 Blapk - —— , .
l—-3— I,-f.s 46— N I Promotion | i-Promoted — Q-Retainéd

Lo~
anl

| 4 47 | x ‘ * Test Taken 1983 | IZITRS — 2-STEP -

3 48 59 Lo L 1981 Composit (Rlank {f STEP if grade @) —— —

56 —1-58 — | 1983 Math Total | STEP Math Computaticd) -

59 5 | -
- 60 62 — 1983 LanguagLTotat (STEHITQ*’*E‘(‘D?E%SiOD 1£ crade ¢

< .

] 63 63 N — | test Taken 1982 1=ITBS 2-STEP e

e w2 st 65 - l 1982 C’nmpo'ﬂ.iL - : — . -

7
3 168 70— - 1982 Reading Tarai b~ -

] 71 471 A [ I
-3 192 1 7s ' . 1082 Math Tarat——t——— -

Lz 175 75 | Riamko——— |
—3 261 78 L 1982 Lanpuagé Totall

1 79 |79 b Blesk . =
-1 180 |80 Same as C41 Summer. gchool | 1-Registarsd  ‘0-Orheruise

15 B




82.58 L - . Attachment 3
| | ; : (Page 1 of 20)

Régréésig&ai analyses on ITBS: .

; Students recommended for retention at grade 7: retained
: ot ‘ . promoted

0y

Students -recommended for retentlon at grade 8: retained

,,,,,,,,,,,

rhe number of cases and the residual sums of squares obtained iu the

regression analyses (for detail explanation of analyses; see Standard
ORE Progress Testing - SORE SPOT (ORE Publication 81.01): Regressinn

tines were plotted only for the models Indxcatxng a dlfference in re~
gression slopes:

- ™~

15
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

58 oo N4 Attachment 3 -
£ g (continued; page 2 of 20)
O R -
g ' ' . v
5. » VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--SOUR GROUP CASE ,
GRADE ='7 ! )
TEST = LTBS COMPOSITE . - )
p NUMBER OF CasEs = 177 : 7 .
. i . V ) ’ o . V ) L o \ . ¢ —
YODEL | V§ ODEL 5-—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR . : - .
SUM OF SQUARSS, MODEL | = 64.81299 ) , e
- o o DF = 4, 165 F = 3.095739372516309 -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 69:67709 L a
. . ~ . e ~ L d ‘;
P MODEL 1 VS YODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL L = 64.81299 ° - _ S
B S - DF = 3,.165 F = 1.2581'35907632098
.SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 2 = 66.2956 : ~
;;/’ ¢ V) .
" MODEL 2 VS ¥ODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES ;
SUM OF SQUARES, ODEL Z = ©6.2956 I o -
S T . 0 DF = 3, 168 7 = . 1.219681547493348
SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 3 = 67.73952. :
. . hd
¢ - WODEL 1| VS VODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES . i
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 6i.31299 T ,
o i I DF = 6; 165 F = 1.261719831163475
'SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEL 3 = 67.73952
SODEL VS YODEL 5--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTEZRCEPTS . v
’ ' SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 57.73952 o B} B
B T D pF = 3, 171 F = 4.743906103851931
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 » 73.38313 . . ;
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SILOBES
SUM OF SQUARES, MOUEL 5 = 59.57709 I o
R ) N 5F = 3; 169 £ = .7554039255301%91
3UM OF SQUARES; MODEL & = 79.6l113 )
e . l' N . \, , R N
- - : - " A3
MODEL & VS YODEL 7--COMMON LISEAR INTERCEPTS ’ :
~ L -
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 70.%}i43 o Lt
B R A OF = 3, 172 F o= &.3087456992755517
—Syy_OF SQUARSS, MODEL 7 = 75.91306
B )
16 21



82.58 , ' _ Attachment 3 (
: ' (_ééiﬁiﬁde&, page 3 of 20)

; 3

STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7

‘ \ . " =Composite Scores— ‘.

[
10, 181y r \ —p 4
ot
o+
I : oFf m
9. 840 : T . O+ m|
g/ : o+ m.| ' ,
. ¥ ( -~ O"' é . -
. O+ x
3. 108 O+ m
- O+ =
- O+ m <
O+ x N
OF m
m
8. 560 O+ C
e ®+ __
A ®.
= O+ -
) O
S o =
3 - O+
woo 1 o =
x» 8.020 - O+ :
,g Lo ,Q"" = .. 3
= O } -
R ) + ”E
g ° O+ 3
= . o, @
7. 4804 o, =
. -0y _®
O = .
. o0L @
oot o
5. 940 o, mm
S -
oo+ =
07+ E - N
A F ™ : A
0.7 & — _
o ,@+ = LEGEND
6. 400 o4 = = :
o - o 1
‘ o++ ﬁm - ,
* T 8 2
77E ' ! + 3
5. 860X . X 4
S T =T - T —
. 5.400 £. 000 6. 600 7. 200 7. 800 8. 100 9. 500 !
- 1982 ITBS SCORES
¥
17+




82,58 3 : Attachment 3 -
' (continued, page 4 cf 20)

N .

(2]

o
.

Ll :
F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—FOUR GROYP CASE

. -

. GRADE =7 _ __ ____ o
TEST = ITBS READING = { . 7
NUMBER OF CASES = 215 : -

y

MODEL 1 V5 MODEL S——CURVILINEAR ¥S LINEAR

M .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 130.886 B , S 7
_ DF = 4, 204 F = 4.615643002307351

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 142.73155

MODEL 1 VS YODEL’2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION ; :

- T o DF = 3, 204 .. F = 2.512507678437726
o - SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 135.72206 . 2
> R

MODfL 2 VS MODEL .3-—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

. SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 135.72206 = _  _ ___ . S
- ) DF = 3, 207 F = 1.076143701326077

: s . Lo
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = ]37.83882

\<\ * MODEL I ¥S MODEL 3-—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES , - )
SQUARES; YODEL 1 = 130.386 B
= 1.806120440688844

ny

Ml o DF = 6, 204
SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 137.83882

. -

I3

o , ] _ T
DF = 3, 210 F = 5.794917244198696

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 149.24797
. ‘ L~
S MODEL 5 vS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 142.73155 o o
DF = 3, 208 ‘ = 1,553145981523079

|

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 145.9289

IS
b

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTSRCEPTS
e I . - . I
5UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 135.9289 )
o E e DF = 3, 2!1
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 155.48005

= 4.40336A5481138624

g

O ) - \

ERIC |

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.58 1 ' Attachment 3 |
: (continued, page 5 of 20)
STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7
. ' ' : _-Reading-
» ' . s
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= h .
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) ‘ : 5 (continued, page 6 of 20)

g

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--FOUR GROUP CASE

n
GRAdE - 7 S - :
TEST = ITBS MATH : ; ] )
NUMBER OF CASES = 194 : o :
L. I - ;
MODEL I VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINE4R )
. - - ® :
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = il1.25984 . - 7 ) 7
o - o ) DF = 4, 182 F = 5.345341634501721
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 124.33065 -
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION : Ty
T A P Y
SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL %:q[v111;25983 S R,
) S - DF = 3, 182 F = .9052029315639258
N SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 112.91994. —
. . ,
O
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINZAR SLOPES
. SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 =~ 112.91994 L ) i - .
T . W DF = 3, 185 F = .8377267115090544
SUM CF SQUARES, MGDEL 3 = 11&.45393 -
, ' ' -
f )
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3~-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES !
SUM OF SQUARES; HODEL ! = ~i1i.25984 o . , o
' o L DF = 6, 182 F = .8708209239440443
- SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = [14:45393 :
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS ﬁ&
SUM OF -SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 11:.45393 L o
n OF = 3, 183 F = 6.354335116903954
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 126.05944 .
MODEL 5 VS MODZL 5~—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
.. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 124.33043 N _ _ ) o
% OF = 3, 186 F = .7500848744858981
3uUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 125.83432 : .
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7--COMMGON LINEAR INTERXCZ2T3
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 125.83482 . ) - ) N 7 )
S , o DF = 3, 189 F o= 4.7387622917'9085 .
; SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 1[35:29992 :

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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oo o ) : > _ . (continued, page 7 of 20)
STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7 ’
- : P
~Math- _
' " . e .
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Attachment 3
7 ~ (continued, page 8 of 20)
. S
¢ VALUES FOR SP5S REGRESSION RESULTS--FOUR GROUP i
GRADE = 7

TEST = ITBS LANGUAGE
SUMBER OF CASES = 202

GODEL | VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; HODEL 1 = 157.12936 ] _

- e oF = 4, 190 F = 1.419256083013383
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 161.82424
WODEL | VS MODEL 2-—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION 7
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 157.12936 R R 7
o ] 7 o DF = 3, 190 £ = 1.564528742432348
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 161.01094
.a , N . o . .
: WODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES ’
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 161.01094 ~ S
. ] o DF = 3, 193 F o= 2.437515274774041
-0 SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 167.11146 <
-
OGEL I VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 157.12936 o o
o ) , o OF = 6; 190 F = 2.0L1&17182:. 102
SsyM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 167711146
: ; ~
. MOBEL3 US VODEL 4=-SQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 15711146 ) - B
. o L pF = 35196 £ o= 4804512430879
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 179.40032 g 7
YODEL 5 VS MODEL 5——COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 151:32424 ~ ’ , R
,,,,, o s oF = 3, 194 s = 2.73832700530429
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ¢ = 158.5675673
. ,

WODEL 5 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 158.57673 .
7

30M OF SQUARES, MODSL 7 = 130.32127

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

22 | ‘ ' 2';
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. (continued, page 9 of 20)
.
STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 7
Foen
~Language-
\
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: (continued, pagé 10 of 20)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 8. . _ .. . .. ... __.
TEST = ITBD RETAINED. COMPOSITE
NUMBEK OF CASES * 47

MODEL | VS MODEL S—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 23.62127

, , L : DF = 2, 41 F o= .7341070145678028
: SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 24.46715
MODEL | VS MODEL 2-—COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
oL 5
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 23.62127 - o )
o - DF = 1, 4i F = 1.349750881303164
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 24.3989 i
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLZL CURVILINEAR SLOPES _ :
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 = 24.3989 I
; . ( DF = 1, &2 F = 1.044831529290255
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =~ <25.00587
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-—~PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
:SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 23.62127 o _ o
. DF = 2, 4t F = 1:201641571346502
SUM OF - SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 25.00587 . v '

$UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 =  25.00587 , o
DF = 1, 43 . F = '.07399422615569847

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-——COMMON LINEAR SLOPES:
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 24.46715+ ) . . T
DF = 1, 43 F = 2.356980277637567

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 25.80828 .
. ' . f?,
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS ' -
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 25.80828 :
] o o o DF = 1, 44 F > 1.176366654424184D-03
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 25.80897 .
» 56 25
25

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



82.58 _ Attachment 3
(continued, page 11

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 8 ° - :
TEST = ITBS RETAINED READING - B
NUMBER OF CASES = 52

oD 1 VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44.92834 -

o S DF = 2, 46 F = 3.431493351412494
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 51.63144 -
. MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-=COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
R T P
) SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 44.92834 . ) o _ ‘ - -
o R T . DF = 1, 46 L F = 3.525974474017958
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 48.37217
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES -
SUM OF SQUARES; MODZL 2 = 48.37217 S I
o R DF = 1, 47 F o= .1696374175481491
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 4B.54676 -
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = . 44.92834 . - o
- DF = 2, &6 F = 1:852364454150766

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3=  48.54676

MODEL3 VS MODEL &——EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

S T DF = 1, 48 F = 3.71010876915968%
SUM OF SQUARES, MODZL & = 52.20913 : .
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 51:63144 N , L
S S DF = 1, 48 © F = .3125881439680939
SUM OF SQUARES,; MODEL 6 = 52.61307° )
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 52.61307 . o
_ DF =*1, 49 F = 2.73472218975247

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 55.54944

-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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(continued, page 12 of 20)

STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8

RETALNED
—Regding—
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82.58 ; Attachment. 3

: ' (continued, page 13 of 20Q)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS——TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE = 8 o
TEST = ITBS RETAINED MATH
NUMBER OF CASES = 52 -

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-~CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 420.81939

L ] T DF = 2, 46 F = ;7067123974491769
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 433.7497% » ) : -

MODEL ! VS MODEL 2—~COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION S
UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = %20.81939 o . o
o T DF = 1, 46 F = .7285132940285855
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 427.48401 , . o

MODEL 2 VS ODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES :

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 427.48401 e Y o
oo ) _DF =1, 47 F = .7820971596107192
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 434.5975 . .
) MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAL SLOPES :
¢ L o . .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 420.81939 . N -] ) -
o . i DF = 2, 46 F = .7530464078663298
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 434.5975 Z
MODEL3 V§ MODEL 4~-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 434.5975 S . L
o N S DF = 1, 48 F = .3812023765119688

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 438.04895 , 5

- MODEL.5 VS MODEL 6~—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
o o - T Tt I
S0M OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 433.74975 - o _ .
T ) o DF = 1 4B F = .2220229521746118
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6. = 435.75605 : ~

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 435:75605 o , i o
o R _ DF = 1, 49 F = .5210221636624437
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 440.38949 ‘
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'82.58 - . , Attachment 3

(contirued, page 14 of 20)
. . . v v
4. ' .o
A - T S . . -
i F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE
GRADE = 8 7 - -~
TEST = ITBS RETAINED LANGUAGE :
NUMBER OF CASES = 50
¥ODEL | VS MODEL 5—CURVILINEAR, VS LINEAR
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ! = 30.48502 , , o e
; o DF = 2; 44 F = 1.806611247097755
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 3298841 : :
MODEL I VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 30.48502 o S
R ) DF = 1, && F = 1:41804466587195
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 31.4675
MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3<~PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF. SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 31.4675 . ,
) B S , DF w 1, &5 = 5:542350043695878
. . SUM OF SQUARES, MODSL 3 = 36.06242 . .
MODEL ! VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES .
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL | = 30.48502 L - o
s DF = 2, 44 F, = 4.010586182984299
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 36.04242
) MODEL3 VS MODEL 4—EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS -
w o o - T o4
. _SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 36.04242 . - o
S - 3 DF = 1, 46 F = .8598767785293002
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 36.71616 : o
MODEL 5 ¥S MODEL $=-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 32.98841 - , v
L , o DF = 1; 46 F = 4.643030638657016
StM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = 36.31811 )
. o o S N
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 36.31811 ] , )
S o DF = 1, 47 F = .6719977994449609
St OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 36.83738
;
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82.58 : : Attachment 3 -
(continued, page 16 of 20>

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS——IWO GROUP CASE

. s .
GRADE =8 - , '
TEST = ITBS~STEP PROMOTED READING <
NUMBER OF CASES = 115
14 'W; =
‘MODEL 1 .VvS MODEL 5-—CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR . ;\:‘i

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 51.74795 . N
‘ : , DF = 2, 109 F = ;6957213764023502 -
SUM OF- SQUARES, MODEL § = 52.40854 ‘ ~ -
. = v d 1

’

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
T . .
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 51,74795 L y o W,,",”,,”;és
' DF = I, 109 = 1028983563600105¥9

.

' SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 51.76171

MODEL 2 VS MODSL 3-—PARALLEL CDRVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 51.76171 ) . : _ o
DF = 1, 110 F = .5932918367650513

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 52:04089 ¢
. I Lo . L 4 )
MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES f
: /

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 51.74795 S ) o ,
- DF = 2j, 109 F = .308519081&322111'
. - .

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 52:04089 /
;’
o o ‘77 « Y o 1 ;
HQDEL3‘VS MODEL 4-fEQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS
. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 52.04089 : :
- e e o = 1, 111 F = .876¢788525907213
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 52.4520° ;
: ;
( ‘.

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 52.40854 L o .

Z . [ DF = 1, 11} ’ F g~ 1.366284769615609
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 53.05363 .
’
MODEL & VS MODEL 7~~COMMON LINEAR INTERGEPTS : o
““§UM OF . SQUARES, HODEL 5 = 53.05363 o ) T
. . . . . DF = 1,7112 F = .381956145130878
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 53.23436 C
J 3 ;
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82,58 - _ : Attachment 3
(continued, page 17 of 26)

-
.

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-I'WO GROUP CASE

GRADE = B8

TEST = ITBS.STEP PROMOTED MATH /
JNUMBER OF CASES = 111 -

MODEL | VS MODEL S5-=CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR
b SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 128.2797 oo
) S . . DF = 2, 105 F = 2.78385297907619
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 135.08183

WODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL i = 128.2737 S . ' N A
L DF = 1, 105 F = .7110107834676901
SyM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 129.14835 :

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES Voo

4

SUM OF SQUARES, WODEL 2 = 129:14835 - Lk o
R DF = 1, 106 F = '3.271128744579389
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 133.13383 )

N

MODEL | VS MODEL 3-—PARALLEL LINEAR SLOZES

\, - R
- SyH OF ‘3QUARSS, MODEL 1 = 128:2797 S T
T LY : DF = 2, 105 F = 1.986610703018481
v SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 133.13383 2 . :
; - %ODELJ VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTEQCEPTS )
- - ’
, : SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 133:13383 I
. o o DF = 1, 107 F = .7359182861335866
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL & = Laa.oaéaé
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-—COMMON LINEAR SLOPES A
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 135.08183° s “ o
. DF = 1; 167 ~ F % 3.986828724485005
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 130 11499 — :
MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR IVTERQﬁPTS
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 140. L1499 o ) o
I DF = I; 108 F = .4000659743828985
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 12063402 ' :
j; .
. :;,a X ‘ -
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RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8
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82.58 ’ . ) Attachment 3 _
(continued, page 19 of 20)

. ' F VALUES FOR SPSS' REGRESSION RESULTS—TWO GROU? CASE

N

GRADE = 8 o .
TEST = ITBS STEP PROMOTED LANGUAGE R .
o . NUMBER OF CASES = 113 ’ '

o ¢

DF = 2, 107 F = .B673618621677049

"\

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 151.56992

MODEL | VS HMODEL 2—COWMON QUADRATIC PORTION
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 149.15198 B - - o
o : U DF =-1, 107 F = .151139528955633
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = ' 139.36268 ' _ . .

| MODEL'2 VS MODEL 3—PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

" SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 149.36266 e

' , L o DF = I;"l08 F
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 149.36461 :

1.409990957579925D-03

, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 1%9:15138 _ - .
e o DF = 2, 107 ;. F = .07626921881962305 S
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 149.36461 . o - P

MODEL3 VS WODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS —

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 149.36461 , o ]
DF = 1, 109 .

m

S R = .8149935918555283
. stM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 150.48141 :

K el T )
MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-——COMMON LINEAR SLOPES - - - \

SUM OF SQUARES; NMODEL 5 = 151.56992 I S s
< & DF = 1; 109 | F = 7.3855683238431710-03

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 151.58019

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7—COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS
e e e DF = 1, 110 CF = .4515161248973232
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 152.2022¢ ' - .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 151.58019

e PRSI ' ‘ ]
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(continued, page 20
STUDENTS RECOMMENDED FOR RETENTION AT GRADE 8
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