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- ~+ FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
e . SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM .

July, 1983

Pubpil scguisition of basic skills is an essential ingredient for an
effective school. Too many students, .however, attend schools without ever ' )
achieving s mastery of the minimum basic skills necessary to further their own
education and obtain gainful employment. In light of the ocurrent economic
conditions of high unemployment, and the ongoing transition to high technology
{n business and industry, the problem of pupil acquisition of basic skills
becomes evermore crucial, not only for the pupils themselves, but also for the
state and nation. . : -

Educ=tional’ research, by Edmonds (1982), Brookover (1978, 1982) and
others, has rocused on a number of different schools in an effort to determine
the reasons why some schools are more effective than others in helping pupils
achieve mastery of basic skills. "Effeoctive schools” are defined as those in

. which all students master basic. school sakills. Effective schools all bold
certain basic cHaracteristics (Source: State Department of Education, Division
of Equal Educational Opportunities, i981): '

’ . 1. A Sense of Mission
2. Strong Building Leadership
3. High Expectations for 411 Students and Staffs
3, Prequent Monitoring of Student Progress
5. A Positive Learning M.imate
6. Sufficient Opportunity for Learning
7. Parent/Community Involvement

The Department of Staff Development and Human Relations, Division of
Elementa’y Schools, and Division of Middle and ‘High Schools piloted a School
Improvement Program at five schools during the 1982-83 school year: Wedgewood
Middle School, and Fair, Trevitt, West Broad, and Windsor Elemsentary Schools.
These particular schools were givem the opportunity to partioipate, based on
the numbers of pupils on free and reduced price lunches, and previous levels of
pupil achievement at the partiocular buildings. The program was funded by ECIA .

Chapter 2 ’

] The School Improvement Program had as its focus the improved pupil
aoquisition of basic skills through inservice support for professional staff at .
the building level in the ocharacteristics of instructiomally effective .
schools. To achieve this goal, a full-time SIP liaison was assigned to each duf
the five participating schools to ooordinate efforts andd to report to the
Program Director concerning the success of those efforts. The evaluation
design for the program is outlined as follows Dby ‘evaluation Question as
described in the project narrative seotion of the 1982-83 program proposal.
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Evaluation Deaign
mmunmul.__uq&_(nmmm Do 90% of the participants

responding -to an orientation evaluation form for each workshop rate the
activity as successful in tem of meeting its stated objectives om a L:Lkort-

type rating scale?

During the months of May and June, 1982 the Executive Directors, as well
as the five principals and their school staffs, would develop an in-depth
avareness, understanding and acceptance of the School Isprovement Program
concept. Additionally, the Director of Staff Development and Human Relations
"would orient each partioipating school staff in the philosophy and character- .
istics of effeotive \schools, as well as the expectations for staff as
participants in the School Imprcvement Program. The Staff Development Workshop
Bvaluation Form (Appendix A) would ‘be used by workshop participants to evaluate
each activity in terms of its success in meeting stated objectives. The
Program Director would be responsible for eonductins the evaluation of this
component. ,

Evaluation Ouestion 2.1 (SIP Comrittae): 'Will there be a roster as evidence of
a SIP committee at each school? - . .
4

_ By September, 1982 each of the participating schools would organize a SIP
committee, comprised df the principal, representative staff, and represen~ '
tative parents. The SIP liaison at each building would also be a member of
this committee. A roster of conmittee membders at each school would be provided
for the Program Director, who would maintain a file of auch rosters for review
by Evaluation Services.

Evaluation Question 2.2 (School Data Collection and Analys(s): Is there
evidenceé that the SIP team collectad and analyzed the data?

By Septemter, 1982 the SIP committee at each school vould be responsible
for having ocollected and analyzed data concerning the school and students.
These data would inolude the following: (a) reading achievement scores; (b)
mathematics achievement scores; (c) State Department Program Evaluation Report;
(d) volunteers in the building; (e) discipline records; (f) information related
to parent involvéement in the school; (g) number of children Seérved by free or
reduced price lunches; (h) number of children served by State and Federal
Progrems; (i) interviews with parents and teachers; and (j) process checklist
. information. To accomplish this task, the Program Director would devélop a SIP
© Process Checklist tc report what ana how data wlre collected and analyzed at
each school.
wﬁmm.tmwm Is there a written needs

assessment document.?

By Ooctober, 1982 each participating school would conduct a needs
assessmoent reflecting bdoth the characteristics of effective schools and the
previously completed data analysis. c data obtalned from the assessment
would be ahnalyred and reported to the wticipatins schools by the Department
of Evaluation Services.



2 Is there evidence that a
S¢hool Improvement Program plan is developed for consideration at each school?

R “ W
By January, 1933 a School Improvement Program plan would be developed by
each participating schoal. This plan would be reviewed by the school staff,
submitted to the Division of Elementary Schools and the Division of Middle and
" Bigh Schools for approval, and presented to perents for clarification. The

plars would be kept on ruo'by the Program Director to ascertain that priority .

Deeds are addressed first and that effective school ocharacteristics are
included in the plan. !

C r : Was an overall mission
statement developed for the district?

By September, 1982 the SIP committee from each of the five participating
-schools would develop an oversll mission statement related to the district
School Improvement Program. The Program Director would assume responsidility
for the development of such a statement. , : ,

/ 2 VWas a mission stat@went
developed for each school? Do 90% of the staff members possess an
understanding of the mission?

By Ootober, 1982 the' SIP committee at each of the five participating
schools would provide leadership in formulating a school mission statement
related to school improvement. The Program Director would keep on file a copy
of mission statements from each building, and evaluate the understanding of the
mission statement by school starf members at each building.

v*='e Do 90% of a sample group of
parents and community responding to a questii.- Lre indicate that the mission
of the séhool was communicated to them?

Thrdughout the 1982-83 sohool year, each participating sch would
communicate the school mission to the students, parents, and cosmunipy members
An order that the entire school community possessed a clear understanding of
the schools' mission. By May, 1983 a sample group of parents and community
persons rando-lyy’aelected from each schodl would be surveyed to ascertain their
awareness of thé school mission. The Department of Evaluation Services would
assist in the development of the survey, analyze the data collected, ‘and report
the results. The Program Director would be responsible for the distribution
and collection of survey forms. | .

2 Do 90%
of the participants in each workshop who oomplete the workshop evaluation form
indicate that the workshop was “"very successful or successful® in meeting its
stated objectives and do 905 of the participants who complete a follow-up '
survey provide indication that they have tried/applied specific skills or
strategies in the classroom or school setting?

p
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During the 1982-83 school year, the principals of partioipating schools
would be tre.ned in the skills necessary to provide the leadership for
implementing a school improvement plan. Examples of topics that would be
presented during the year are 1natructional leadership, nnagmnt styles, and
staff expectations.

Teachers would be trained during the school year in one or more of the
following characteristics of effedtive schools: (a) high teachér expecta-
tions for all students; (b) frequent monitoring and evaluation of pupil’
progress; (c) a positive learning cl.tﬁato' (d) sufficient opportunity for
learning; and (e) pamt/co-mnity involyement with schools.

At the conclusion of cach of the inservice programs, participants would
complete a looally developed instrument, the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Fors,
a copy of which is found in Appendix A. Participants would be asked to rate
the success of the workshop £n terms of meeting its stated objectives.
Response choices on the form range from: l-No Suconss to S5-Very Successaful.
Opportumity would also be provided for participants to make written comments
concerning the inservice program. .In addition, four weeks after the initial
inservice program, participants would be requested to oomplete another locally
developed instrument, the SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Form, a copy of which is found
in- Appendix B, Participants would be asked to indicate the degree to which
skills presented ‘during inservice sessions have been implemented in olassroom
or related situatiops, gs well as the success of such implementation. The
Program DRirector wouwd admicister and collect such forms with the help of SIP
"liaisons at each school. The Department of Evaluation Services would analyze
the data received and would report the results.

Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA Pragram)? Do 908 of the teachers responding to

the workshop evaluation forms for each workshop rate their understanding of the
strategies presented as "pertectly clear to ‘clear® on the seven point ratins
scale and rate their overall satisfaction with the workshops as "completely
satisfied to satisfied” on a “seven point rating scale?
During the 1982-83 school year, 34 teachers from the five participating
schools would be trained in the Teacher Expectations and Student Achievement
(TESA) Training Program. The program, designed to help teachgrs improve pupil
academic achievement, consists of an orientation, five three-hour workshops,
and an evaluation meeting. At the conclusion of each workshop, participants
are to complete ‘evaluation forms that were developed by the Los Angeles County
School System and are part of the TESA Teacher Handbook. In responding to the
items on the evalustion form, participants are asked to Somplete seven point
Likert~-type ‘scales and also to provide written comments. A copy of the
instruments are found in Appendix .C. The Department of Evaluation Services
would analyze and report the data received from tho swr Davelopment
specialists conducting the workshops. a4 .

mmmww "o 908 of the teachers respondiﬂs to

a follow~up of the TESA workshops indidate that they attempted to appl»y the
strategies presented in the workshops 4n their olass and raté the stratesioa as
helpful?



\.

. -" . Teachersiwho participated in the TESA training program would be requested
to atténd thd TESA evaluation meeting. Participants would then be asked - to
indicate "whether they attempted to apply the 15 strategies presented in the
workshops. Response choices ranged from 1-Never to 5-All of the Time.
Participants would also be asked to rate the bhelpfulness cf the 15 strgtegies.
[Response choices range from 1-0f No Help to 5~Very Helpful. 4 bopy of the
‘instrument is found in Appendix C. Staff Development specialists who oconducted
the session would be responsible for collecting the evaluation data, while the
analysis and reporting of findings would bde condugted by the Department of
Evaluaion Services.

The Department of Evaluation Services provided technical support for the
SIP progras. This support included the analysis and reporting of results from
the needs assessment conducted at each of the five participating buildings
during October, 1982, the analysis and reporting of results from both the Fall
pretest and Spring posttest of the CTBES Arithmetic Computation Test and Reading
Comprehension Test administered at each of the five participating buildings,
and the development, analysis, and reporting of results for various evaluation
instruments, such as the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Form; used at inservice
‘sessions, and the Parent Survey, distributed to parents during April, 1983.

The D:&rt-ant of Evaluatidn Services bhas -reported on those evaluation
objectives t have received technical support services from the department:

(a) needs assessment, (D) survey of parents, (¢) inservice for teachers, (d)
TESA inservice for teachers, and (e) measures of overall program effectiveness,
specifically the CTBS pretest and posttest administered during the 1982-83
school year. The Program Director assumed responsibility for reporting on the
remaining evaiuation objectives.

2.3 _Naeeds Asaazsment
During the month of October, 1982 each participating school conducted a
needs .assessment based on the School Social Climate Study directed by '
Dr. Wilber B. Brovkover of Michigan State University (1978). Copies of -the
Teacher Questionnaire used in the Michigan study were distributed to tsachers
at each of the five partiocipating SIP schools. The data obtained fr~om the
completed questionnaires were analyzed by the Department of Evaluation
Services. In addition to frequency distributions of all items, and crosstabu~
lations of selected iteas, scale scores were calculated on five school climate

variables 2s described in the Michigan Study (see Appendix D). The scale score
items, or teacher echool climate variables, consisted for the ‘following 1tqls:

TSCL1 Ability, Evaluations, Expoctationa and Quality of
Education for College (12 items: 23-29, 32,,33, 43,
61, 63)



TSCL2 Present Evaluations and Expectations for High School
COQpletion (9 items: 19=22,°'30, 31,.42, A4, 62)

TSCL3 'fuchor-Studont COnimnf. to Ilprove (10 1t¢-a°
3547, 51-55. 58, 59)

TSCLY Teacher hreopti.on of Frinocipal’'s Bxpooutiona
(5 stems: 37-31)

TSCLS 'reacbor Academio Futility (7 itema: A8-50, 57,
* 60, 64, T7T)

, A comparison‘of the means and standard deviations on the school climate
variables between the Columbu and Michigan samples is summarized in Tabdle 1.
A review of this table indicated that the Columbus sample achieved a slishtly
more positive academic clisate than the JMichigan sample for all saclicol olimate
variables, except for the first -variable (TSCL1  Ability, BKEvaluations and
Quality of Education for College). Bowever, since the Michigan.sample provided
the only comparable baseline data available, Columbus school staffs were
encouraged to examipne data fiom individual items in order to adequately assess
the nseds at each particular school building. The results of these analyses
were shared with the principal and ‘SIP liaison from each of the five
participating SIP schools, and were the subject of staff meetings held later at
the individual .school bduildings. As a result of the assessment of each
building's school cl:luto, the criterion specifiod in Evaluation Question 2:i3
‘m attained.

e

-

. . Tablo 1

Coaparison of Means and a,tandard Deviations on Sohool Cliuto
Variables (Scale Soores) for Columbus SIP School Staffs, and
a Sample of Michigan Schools

. | . P i .
Score ) sﬂ ' Standard

ST 59 h2.68 8.0T 321 31.60 - 6.19
" 1sc2 %8 20.28 5.27 - 327 35.2% 3.05
SQL3 55 - 28.91 5.7% 321 3152 3.86
rscLs 67  18.28°  3.89 327 16.01 377

TSCLS 68  25.848 3.038 3271 21.86 - 2.3%

b

Nota. Swaller scale scores represent & positive academic climate for' all scale

scores except TSCLS, for which smaller scores represent a more negative
acadegic climate.

8Columbus scale score based on ‘bne item less than Miohigan scale soore.
' . . ] . '



. * ’ )

During April, 1983 the Parent Survey Form (Appendix ﬁ, was distributed to
parents along with their child's report card. A total of 1,081 questionnaires
were returned from the five participating SIP schools. The 90% oriterion
specified in Evaluation Question 3.3 was not attained for the overall project,
with only 36.9% of the 1,024 resphapdents indicating that they were “aware of
the school's mission statement for the school year" (Item 2). The results
varied from sqhool to school, however. At Trevit: Rlementdiry for example,
53.5% of the rasspondents indicated that they were aware of the school's mission
statement. In faot, responses from Trevitt perents were consistently m»ire
.positive on each item than the responses of parents from the other sochools
participvaing in the School Improvemeni. Program. A large percent of the
respondents (85.9%) from all five schofls agreed that "the School Improvesent
Program has helped your child this school year® (Item 9). The overall results,
as well as the results for each schodl are summarized by item in Table 2.

-

Table 2
Percent and Average Response to Items . ' . o
of the Parent Survey Form
: - £
Item . Average Parcant. of Respondents .
School X Reaponse . Yas Mo .
1. Did you know. that the school
was running the special School
Improvement Program (SIP)?

" Wedgewood 9" 1.6 39.8 . 60.2
Pair 108 1.5 50.0 50.0
Trevitt ' 134 1.2 5.7 24.3

. West Broad : 348 1.4 63+8 36.2
Windsor 1717 1.6 38.4 61.6
Total ' 1,036 1.5 53.7 8.3
2. VWere you aware of the school's
mission statement for the ) -
* achool year? :
Wedgewood ‘ ‘258 1.8 20.9 79.1
Pair ™ 105 1.6 37.1 62.9
Trevitt 148 1.5 53.5 8.5
West Broad , 344 1.5 48.0 52.0
Windsor : 173 1.8 28,9 .1
Total . 1,024 1.6 T 36.9 -, 63.‘
(continued)

-



Table 2 (Continued)

Percent and Average Response to Items
of the Parent Survey Form

-

n
Y

4

Item Average 2nznnn&_nt_xnannndanna
e School A Reaponae __aa..

3. Did anyone from the school
talk with you about the School
Improvement Progras this '

year? ' } .
Wedgewood : 5 1.8 16.9 83.1
Fair : 107 1.7. 26.2 73.8
Trevitt ) 141 1.4 58.2 8.8
Vest Broad 343 1.6 35.3 68.7
‘ Uindlor 176 1.8 2207 '7703
Total ' , 1,022 1.7 . 30.7 69.3
4. Do you better understand the
school’'s academic progranm
'this achool year?
Vedgewood . 250 1.6 42.8 57 .2
Fair 103 1.5 58 .4 A5 .6
Trevitt : 139 1.2 77.0 23.0
Vest Broad 32% 1.3 67.1 32.9
Windsor 167 1.6 .3 55 .7
Total 987 1.4 "5T7.1 _ 82.9
5. D, you think the school
expeots each child to learn
at least the basic skills in
eacb subjeot? ‘
Vedgewood &6 1.1 92.6 T
Fair "’ ' 106 1.0 96.2 3.8
Trevitt : 143 1.0 99.3 0.7
Vest Broad 386 1.0 97.1 2.9
Windsor 172 1.1 93.6 6.4
Tota. 1,022 1.0 95.6 8.3
6. Has your ohild's progress in,
learning the basic skills been e
revieved frequently this year
by tbe achool?
Vedgewood 222 1.2 78.% 21.6
Fair 95 1.2 83.2 16.8
Trevitt 138 1.1 93.5 6.5
. West Broad 327 1.1 91.7 8.3
+ " Windsor. 154 1.2 76.0 28,0
Total " 936 1.1 85.4 1%.6

. . ' (continued)




Table 2 (Continued)

’ ’
Percent and Average Responae to Itdlg
.. qf the Parent Survey Form

Item Average  Pargent of faspondents
Schoql N ____Response __ Yem Mo .

T. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this
this school year?

Vedgewood ' - Y 1.3 12.5 27.5
Fair 103 1.2 82.5 17.5
Trevitt o 1% 1.2 88.3 15.7
Vest Broad 332 1.2 81.9 18.1
Vindsor " 170 1.4 63.5 36.5
Total 996 1.2 .76.8 23,2
8. Are you satisfied with your
child's program in learning
. the basioc skills this year? , ‘
Wedgewood. 289 1.2 - 79.9 ,20.1
Fair 103 1.3 73.8 26.2
Trevitt 136 ° 1.1 9.5 9.6
West Broad 3% L 1.1 " B.6 14,4
¥indsor 171 1.3 73.1 26.9
9. Do you think that the School -

Improvement Program has helped

your child this school year? -
Wedgewood 197 1.2 .7 22.3
Fair 79 1.9 88.6 11.4
Treyitt ' 138 1.1 9.9 5.1
Vest Broad 316 1.1 9.2 9.8
Windsor : 187 1.2 7.6 22.%

. Total 877 1.1 85.9 1%.1
-~
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By June, 1983 a total of 22 inservice sessions was reported as having been
conducted at the five schools. A chronology of the inservice agtivities
conducted is summarized in Appendix E, including the location, inservice topic,
oumber: of participants, length in hours, and goals and objectives for each
session from August 30, 1982 to April 22, 1983. A total of 488 personnel
(duplicated ocqunt across sessions) took part in 110.5 hours of inservice
activities. By multiplying the number of participants by the mmber of hours
per session, the total number of person hours of inservice can be ocalculated.
The total number of perdgn hours expanded for design Objective 3.7 was 53,92k,
Inservice sessions were conducted at the individual school buildings.

An analysis of the data obtained from the SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Form,
and the SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Form. indicated that the criteria specified in
Evaluation Question 3.7 were attained, with 94.3% of the 461 respondents to the
SD/HR Workshop Evaluation Form indicating that the workshop was "very sucoess~
ful or successful” 'in meeting its stated objectives, and 90.2% of the 215
respondents to the SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Form indicating that they applied
specific skills or strategies in their Jjobs. The responses to the SD/HR
Workshop Evaluation Form aye summarized in Table 3, while the responses to the '
" SD/HR Follow-Up Survey Form are summarized in Table 4.

Table 3

Percent of Respondents Rating the Success of the
Inservice Workshops in Achieving Their
Stated Objectives

Parcent of Reapondeqts
Ites 2 from SD/RHR No Little . Very
Workshop Evaluation N Success Success Undecided Successful Successful
_Form : | 2 3 ). 5

2. How would you

rate this work-

shop in feeting

its stated

objectives? - - 861 0.0 1.1 5.6 54.8 39.5




11

Table b

Percent of Respondents Indicating Application
of Workshop Skills and Strategies

- \f‘\
- Item 2 from SD/HR —-Larcert of Respondents
Follow~Up Survey Form N 0 1=2 3=5 6 or more

2. How many of these skills/
strategies have you

Actually been able to
try/apply in your jobd? 215 9.8 37.2 86.0 7.0

3.8 IESA Program

By April, 1983 the five TESA workshop programs had been held for Columbus
teachers. Some teachers from the five SIP schools participated in these
workshors., A chronology of TESA inservice activities is summarized in Appendix
F. A vytal of 691 personnel (duplic-ted count across sessions) took part in
T5.8 bcits of inservice activities related to design Objective 3.8, for a total
expenditure of 52,101.8 person hours. All workshops were conducted at either
the Shepard or West Mound Service Center.

Workshop evaluation data for SIP participants were available only for the
second and fifth TESA inservice sessions. Results from two items of the TESA
Workshop Evaluation Forms were used to answer Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA
Program). An analysis of the data ocollected from the SIP respondents to the
evaluation form for the second and fifth TESA worlshops, and summarized in
Tables 5 and 6 indicated that the criteria specified in the evaluation question
vere attained for those inservice sessions, with 92.5%,-.or 25 of the 27 SIP
respondents, rating the second workshop as providing a clear understanding of
unit interaction and the same number indicating satisfaotion with the workshop.
For the fifth TESA workshcop, all of the 25 SIP respondentr rated the workshop
as providing a clear understanding of unit interaotion and the same mmber
indicating satisfaction with the workshop.

Since no evaluaticn data were received for SIP respondents at the other
inservice sessions, the best estimate of the effectiveness of these workshops
would be the results of ratings from all participants. These ratings are also
sumarized in Tables 5 and 6.

An analysis of the overall ! .ervice data summarized ip Tables 5 and 6
indicated that for the overall program, more than 90% of the respondents gave
the workshops a rating of 5 or more on the scale of 1 to T. Specifically,
9%.0% of the respondents indicated that they had a clear understanding of the
unit interactions discussed in the workshops, snd 93.1% of the respondents
indicated that they were satisfied with the inservice programs. However, only
89.0% of all respondents in the third TESA workshop 1indicated a clear
understanding of the unit interactions, and 88.1% of all respondents indicated
- satisfaction with the unit three inservioce program.. Therefore, the criteria as

== specified in Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA Program) were not aohieved.

13
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TESA program participants were not asked to attend a TESA evaluation
meeting, and did not complete the TESA Follow-Up Survey. Consequently,
Evaluation Question 3.8 (TESA Follow-UP) ocanpot be answered. In lieu of the
evaluation meeting and TESA Follow-Up Survey, participants at the last TESA
inservice program were asked to complete the TESA Program Evalaation Survey, a
copy of which {3 found in Appendix C. As summarized in Table 7, 88.5% of all
respondents gave the program an overall rating of 1 or 2 on a scale of 1 (high)
to 5 (low), while all of the SIP respondents gave the program an overall rating -
of 1 or 2.

Table §

Percent and Average Response to .the Participants’
Understanding of the Strategies Presented in
the Five TESA Workshops

Percent Responding
Ites from Average Perfectly Do not understand
Evaluation Form N Response clear them at all
T 6 5 4 3 2 1
Do you have a clear ]
understanding of the
unit interactions?
TESA I 150 5.9 2.8 47,1 27.1 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
TESA 1I 143 6.0 33.6 4.1 11,9 5.6 2.1 0.7 0.0
TESA II (SIP only) 27 | €. 37.0 48.1 T.% _7.% 0.0. 0.0 0.0
TESA III 127 5.8 19.7 56.7 12.6 8.7 ~ 2.4 0.0 0.0
TESA IV 121 6.8 138.8 45.4 5.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
TESA V 124 6.1 32.3 49.2 13.7 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

TESA V (§IP only)- 25 6.3 36.0 60.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Overall Ratings 655 6.0  30.8 48.8 15.5 4.9 0.9 0.2 0.0

11
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Table 6

/

Percent and Average. Response to the,étrticipunts'
Satisfaction with the Five TESA Workshops

Pargent Reaponding

Item from Average Completely Utterly

Evaluation Form N Response Satisfied Dissatisfied

v

1 § 5 3 3 2 1

“~
How satisfied were you

witSJtoday's workshop?

) ) '

‘ TESA I 1 6.0  34.8 37.6 22.0 5.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
TESA II 112 6.1 36.6 BAA 9.9 7.0 2.1 0.0 0.0

.

TESA II (SIP only) 27 6.8 55.6 33.3 3.7 T.8 0.0 0.0 0.0

TESA IIX 126 5.8 22.2 A47.6 18.3 8.7 2.4 0.8 0.0
TESAIV 2 119 6.3 50.% 38.7 9.2 1.7 0.0 0.0 ~ 0.0
TESAV 128 6.3  AT.6 83.5 3.2 A.8 0.9 0.0 0.0

TESA V (SIP only) 25 6.6 60.0 ».0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Overall Rating 652 6.1 38.0 %82.3 12,7 5.5 1.3 0.2 0.0

Table T

Percent and Average Response of All Participants and
SIP Participants 1n~93era11 Rating of the TESA Program

- Average ___Rarcenta of Hespondenta ,7
Iten N Respopse High 1 - 2 3 4 5 [ow g

10. What is your overall
rating of the TESA

Program? :
All participants 113 1.6 60.2 28.3 8.0 2.6 0.9
SIP only 25 1.2 76.0 124.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

L

H ;
On the TESA Program Evaluation Survey participants were also asked to
prioritize the three interactions which were most effective, and the three
,Y . which were least effective. The data concerning the most effective
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interactions are summarized in Table 8, while the least effective interactions
are summarized in Table 9. The most effective interactions included "equitable
distridution” and "delving," while the least effective interzctions included
"reasons for praise,” "compliments,” and "higher level questioning." SIP
respondents for the moct part indicated similar "priorities. These
"interactions® were representative of a number of otrategies prlesented at the
inservice programs to help teachers improve teacher~student interaction as a
means of improving student achievement.

$
Table 8

Percent of TESA Respondents Selecting First,
Second, and Third Most Effective Interactions
A .

hed -~

Interaction First msthmm Most

—Sategories , =
Equitable Distribution ' 29.9 4.6 T.5
Individual Relping 19.6. 13.0 6.5
Latency 13,1 12,0 5.6
Delving 3.7 v 16,7 15.9
High Level Questicning 1.9 0.9 0.0
Affirmation 0.9 . 1.9 8.7
Praise 13.1 11.1 11.3
Reason for Praise 1.9 8.3 ;5.6
Listening 5.7 10.2 6.5
Accex;ting Feelings 0.9 © 0.0 b.7
Proximity 3.7 . 8.3 6.5
Courtesy . 2.9 3.6 9.3
Compliments 0.9 3.8 6.5

 Touching 1.9 8.6 7.5
Desisting 0.9 0.0 1.9

. Total o 008 4o 1008 100%
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" Table 9
Percent of TESA Respondents Selectirdg FPirst,
Second, .and Third Least £ffective Intefactions ¢
) 3
Interaction - . First Lou% Least M
—Categories . Affective =~ RKffaativa _ _Kffactive
Equitable Distribution 5.2 2 3.8
Individual Helping | 1.9 1.2 | 0.0
Latency . I‘ 2.1 7.1 7.7 nr
Delving . 5.2 . 9.8 6.5
High Level Questioning 12.6 2.8 15,5
n;rimtion 9.5 . 7.1 .6.5
Praise ' 3.2 T 3.8
Reason for Praise ' ' 18.9 17.6, 9.0 N
Listening 2.1 | : 1.2 0.0
Accepting Feelings 2.1 o 2.4 T.T
Proximity ' V1246 9N 3.8
Court esy 2.1 AT 10.3
- Compliments | | 7.4 17.6 6.4
Touching 9.5 N7 T :
Désisting | | T, 8.1 11.5-
~ .
Total - e 1008 100% 1008 .
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A major characteristic of a school improvement program is the monitoring
of pupil achievement in the basic skill areas. As part of this process, the
Arithmetic Computation Test and the Reading Comprehension Test of the
Comprehensive. Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1968) were administered to all
pupils in the five SIP achools during October, 1982, This test administration
served as a pretest measure of pupils’ skill levels. Posttest data were
collected as part of the distrioct’s ocitywide testing program during April,
™~983. In addition, the CTBS Arithmetic. Concepts Test and Arithmetic
Applications Test were administered to all the pupils at VWest Broad
Elemsntary. Thise additional tests were used because the -staff at this school
was making a major.effort to improve pupils' math akills. The test level and
form by grade level is reported in Table 10. ' ' . :

Table 10
.- CTBS Test Level and Form
\ Reported by Grade Level
r
Grade —Arithmetic _ —JReading
Level Form Level Form
4 Y 2 Q 2 ' Q
5 2 R <2 R
6 3 Q 3 Q
T , 3 R 3 R
8 5 Q 3 Q

To be included ir the evaluation sample a pupil had to have taken the
pretest and posttest in the sswre school and had to have a non~%ero score on
both the pretest and the posttest. Of the 1,785 pupils pretested with the
Arithmetic Computation Test, 1,459 (83.6%) met the seleotion oriteria and were
included in the evaluation sample. Of the 1,701 pupils pretested with the
Reading Ccmprehension Test, 1,327 (83.9%) met the selection criteria and were
included in the evaluation sample.
| Jhe remainder of this report is a desoription of the pretest-posttest
results. In interpreting these results the reader should be aware of the four
types of scores uwsed in carrying out the data analyses. First, the raw score
1s slmply the number of items on whioch the pupil marked only the ocorreot
response. Second, the grade equivalent (GE) score is the grade level at which
the median raw score of the nomming group was the same as rsy score of the
pupil tested. That is, if a pupil obtained a grade equivalent of 3.1, the

- . 18
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~pupil'’s raw score was the same as the median score for third grade pupils in
the norming group who were- tested in Octeber. The grade equivalent is not an
equal unit of measurement and provides limited informatfon abou$ the pupil's
performance. - Third, the percentils ($11e) score indicates how the pupil’s raw
score compares with the raw .scores of the pupils in the norming group. A
percentile score of TQ indiocates that the pupil did as well or better than 70%
of the pupils in the norming group. The percentile. is not an equal unit of
measurement, but does provide comparative information regarding the pupil's
performance. PFourth, the normal curve equivalent (NCE) is a standard score
vith & mean of 50 and a standard deviation of about 21. Unlike the grade
equivalent and the percentile, the KCE is an equal unit of measurement. This
means that the distance between any two points in the NCE distridbution is the
same and represents the same .amouit of change (see Appendix G for . the
distribution of different types of sc « A major advantage of NCE scores is
that arithmetic operations can be done with them. For example, pretest- )
posttést change scocres can ‘be computed and averaged. While percentile and
grade equivalent socores are used ian this report, the NCE score represents the
most accurate picture of pupil growth.

Table 11 contains a susmary ‘of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
Arithmetic Computation for all five .SIP schools reported by grade level. The
sumsary reveals that the average growth in arithmetic achiévement exceeded the
expected at each grade level. VWhile the expected NCE change is .zero, the
average overall change in SIP schools was 13.6. This is almost twice the
change that ECIA Chapter 1 uses as a general rule to Jjudge that a program is
successful., Overall, 27.3% of the pupils were at grade level on the pretest;
posttest results showe- that 58.8% wers at grade level. While the increase in
the percent of pupils at grade level was substantial at each grade level, only
34.5% of the seventh-graders and’ ¥1,9% of the eighth-graders were at grade
level on the posttest. Apppendix I contains pretest-posttest results for
individual SIP schools. .

Table 12 contains a summary of pretost-pogytest, and change scores for
Reading Comprehension for all five SIP schools reported by grade level. The
summary reveals that the average growth in reading achievement exceeded the
expected at each grade level. (The average growth at the seventh grade was
less than one NCE point.) VWhile the expected NCE change is zero, the average
change in SIP schools was 3.2, Overall, 33.7% of the pupils were at grade
level on the pretest; posttest results showed that .35.6% were at grade level,
While there was a substantial increase in the percent of pupils at grade level
in four of the five grade levels in reading, the change was far less dramatic
than the change for arithmetic. : .




- _ N ®
— ) .
‘ ’
‘ P4
Table 11
Mi;n hroontuo,‘ Median Grade Bquivulont. and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
-for the Pretest, Poattest, and Change Soores for
Arithmetic Computation Repo:-tod by Grade Level
’ | Pratest ' . . _Postteat _ _Change
- Median Median ' Mean 5 At Median Median Mean f At Median Mean § At
Grade N file GE . NCR  Or. Lev. f$ile OE NCE Or. Lev. QaE NCE Gr. Lev.
7 ‘ ‘ SRR
N 531 29.3 3.6 ~ 39.9 25.1 61.2 5.0 56 .8 63.8 1.3 16.9 38.7 -
5 582 37.3 N.T L L 33.5 63.0 6.1 57.8 63.8 1.5 13.3 30.3
6 121 32.2 5.3 39.2 19.0 54.6 7.0 . 52.9 51.2 1.7 13.8 32.2
1 108 2309‘ 5.6 350~ 1..8 3505 608 '2.0 3'03 ‘01 6.6 19.5
8 17 31.6 6.8 N2.6 28.2 5.9 8.4 58.3 1.9 0.9 5.7 13.7
Total 1459 M5 27. 55.1 58,8 13.6  31.A
21
20
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Table 12

Median Percentile, Median Orade EQuivalent, and
. Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
Y ) for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
: Reading Comprehension Keported by Grade Level

. | |

° —Eretest P mnln ' __Change
- Median Median Mean $ At Median ~Median Mean $ At Modian Mean  § At

Grade N f1ile GE lc§ Gr. Lev.  %1le GE NCE Gr. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
] 527 . 39.6 3.6 M. 35,9 N .7 .6 58.7 N7 .4 0.9 8.3 12.3
5 570  39.7 8.5 46.0 33.2 86.7 5.5 50.8 86 .5 0.9 N\ 13.3
6 121 32.9 N9 82.6 28.9 43.9 6.2 86.3 83.0 1.0 3.8 8.1
7 108¢ 34,9 6.0 82.7 38.5 39.5 1.0 N9 39.4 0.7 0.9 0.9
8 105  27.1 6.2 8.6 30.5 82,7 7.9 88.2 41.0 1.2 6.6 10.5
Total 1427 - Ny.6 33.7 , ¥8.8 A5 .6 N.2 1.9

~ .
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If it 1s assumed that a pupil who is no more than one year below grade
level can adequately funotion in the classroom, it i3 of interest to determine
the percent of pupils who were no more than ons year .below grade level on the
posttest. Table 13 contains a summary of the percent of pupils at or above one
year below grade level for the two achisvement tests administered. Approxi-
mately 105 more pupils on the posttest scored at or above one year below grade
level in Arithmetic Computation. While the increase in the percent of pupils
at grades six through eight are encouraging, the fact that 46.3% of the
seventh-graders were still more "than ons year below grade level on the posttest
points out a prodblem in the area of compusation at the seventh grade level.
The reading results are less encouraging. While there was an increase in the
percent of pupils no more than one year below grade level in the middle. school
grades, almost half the seventh- and eighth-graders scored more than one ysar
below grade level on ‘the reading posttest. When considering these data it
should be remembered that approximately a third of t.ho noruing sample scored

" one or more years below grade level.

Table 13
Percent of Pupils At or Above One Year Below

Grade Level on the Pretest and Posttest
Reported by Grade Level

,

___Ag;nhnnsxgiﬂalhnﬁnniggzzgg. __Reading Comprehension -~
Grade Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest Change ‘

~
’

- 4 5.3 90.8 5.5 78.8 T1.2 -3.2
S 76.1 Soz 9.1 6905 6506 "309
6 59.5 76.0 16.5 36.3 55.4 9.1
7 33.3 53.7 20.5 4T.1 51.0 3.9
8 47.0 64.1 17 .1 §5.8 50.5 5.7
Tot&l 7206 8205 909 6509 6“06 "1 03 ‘

A major theme of most of thd literature on effective schools is that a
school 1is effective if the economically disadvantaged” pupils in the school
learn the bDasid skills to the same extent as pupils not' economically
disadvantaged. Analyses of tis pretest-posttest SIP data were made to
determine ‘the degree to which the achievement gains of pupils in the school
district subsidized lunch program were comparable to the gains of pupils not in
the lunch program. A pupil whose Student ‘Master File record indicated that the
pupil was receiving either a free or reduced price lunch was included in the
subsidized lunch group. The achievement gains of these pupils were coupand
with the gains of pupils not involved in the subsidized lunch program.

, Table 14 contains a summary of the pretest, posttest, and cha. scores

for Arithmetic Computation reported by subsidized lunch category. Of the 1,459
pupils tested in arithmetic, T1.T% (1,086) were in the subsidized lunch

FERIC oategory. At each grade level the mean NCE was lower for the pupils in the 2 1




~Table 13 )l

Mean NCE, Perocent At Grade Level, and Percent At ' , .
or Above One Year Below (rade Level for the Pretest,
Poattest, and Change Scores for Arithsetioc Computation
Reported by Subsidized Lunch Category Within Grade Level

Pretest ' o Foattaat

Subsidized Mean $ At $AtOne  Mean S At S At One  Mean * § At- D At One
Orade Lunch N NCE Or. Lev. Yr. Below NCE Gr. Lev. Yr. Below NCE Gr, Lev. Yr. Below
) Yes  w22* 39.1° 23.9 884 5.5  59.7 58.6 5.8 35.8 N.2
uO m .301 ”o. 8900 6600 "7908 990‘ 2209 500. ) 1001
Total 531  39.9 25.1° 85.3 56,0 63.8 -90.8 16.9 38.7. 5.5
5 Yes N5h AN 326 76.2 | 56.5  60.8 83.9 12.8  28.2 7.1
No 128 ¥5.9  36.Y 75.8 62.8 IN.2 89.8 16.5 37.5 8.0
Total 582 Ab.5 33.5 ° 76.1 57.8 63.8 85.2 13.3 30.3 - . 9.1
6 Yeos 65 36.5 16.9 89,2 N7.5 86 .2 69.2 1.0  29.3 20.0
'0 . 56 ~203 210. 71 o~ 5903 5101 . 8309 Y 1100 3501 1205
Total 121 39.2 19.0 59.5 52,9 51.2 76.0 13.8  .32.2 16.5
7 Yes 52  33.1 13.5 20.9 38.8 32.7 48.1 5.8 19,2 19.2
' No 56 37.5 16.1 37.5 TR 35 .7 58.9 - 7.5 19.6 21.4 .

Total 108 35.% 1.8 33.3 42,0 38.3 53.7 6.6 19.5 20.%
© 8 Yes 53  39.1 18.9 39.6 §3.3 28.3 50.9 N2 9.4 11.3
. Mo 64 N5.4 3.9 | 53.1 52.8  53.1 75 .0 7.0 17.2 21.9
#,/// Total- . 117 N2.6 28,2 7.0 8.3 41.9 6X.1 5.9  13.7 17.1

. B o
Overall Yes 1086 %0.8  26.5 73.6 53.6 56 .4 81.5 12.8  29.9 7.9
- No M3 A3 29.8 70.0 59.0 68.9 . 85.0 15.6 35.1 15.0
Total 1459 X1.5 27 .0 72.6 55.1 58.8 82.5 13.6 31.0 ~ 9,9

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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subsidiged lunch category. This was true on:- both the pretest and the
posttest. At some grade levels the difference between the means for the tu~
categories was not large. The difference between the percent at grade level
for the two oategories was consistently in the same direction as the NCE
results. Fowever, on the pretest 3.6% more of the pupils in the subsidized
lunch category scored at or above one year below grade level.

consistently larger for the pupils not in the subsidized lunch category.( In
arithmetioc, pupils not in the subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) store
higher on the pretest; (b) score higher on the posttest; and (c) show sroator
growth between the pretest ana the posttest.

When pretest-posttest change was compared, mean NCE change was found Z;be

Table 15 contains a summary of the wetoat, posttest, and change scores
for Reading Comprehension reported by subsidized lunch category. Of the 1,427
pupils tested in reading, T1.8% (1,019) were in the subsidized lunch category.
At each grade level the mean NCE was lower for the pupils in the sudbsidized
lunch program. This was true for both the pretest and the posttest. The
difference between the percent at grade level and the difference between the
percent at or above one year below grade level for the two categories was
consistently i{n the same direction as the NCE results. Wwhen pretest-posttest
change was compared, the mean NCE was found to be consistently larger for the
pupils not in the subsidized lunch category. In reading, pupils not in the
subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) score higher on the pretest; (b)
score higher on the posttest; and (c) show greater growth between the pretest
and the posttest. Overall, the percent at grade level increased by 11.9% from -
the pretest to the posttest. At grades five, seven, and eight the change in
the percent was larger for the pupils in the subsidized lunch category.

2



Mean NCE, Percent At Grade Level, and Perocent At

Table 15

or Above One Year Below Grade Level for the Pretest,
Posttest, and Change Scores for Reading Comprenension
Reported by Subsidized Lunch Category Within Grade Level

Pretest

\ Postteat _Change

Subsidized Mean f At § At One Mean f At § At One Mean g At % At One

Gradé Lunch N NCE Or. Lev. Yr. Below NCE Gr. Lev. Yr. Below NCE GOr. Lev. Yr. Below
. '“ .19 .201 290~ 710' ‘603 ~10‘ 6606 ~o’ 1’07 "'.05
No 108 53.1 57.% 87.0 57.9 72.2 88.9 5.8 15.8 1.9
Total 527 1T 35.1 TN. N 8.7 NN T71.2 5.3 12.3 ~-3,2
5  Yes M6  A8.T  28.9 65.7 ‘N8.8  K2.8 61.9 %0 13.9 ~3.8
”O 12. 5005 .8.‘ 8301 5603 5901 7900 5.8 11.3 "'01
Total 570 86.0 33.2 69.5 503! 8.5 65.6 NN 13.3 -3.9

n - ¥4
6 Yes 67 37.3  13.% 38.3 8.0 25.4 %.3 2.7 12.0 6.0
No CL T [ P8 | 8.2 61.1 58.2 6.8 7'.1 5.1 16.6 13.0
Total 121 §2.6 28.9 6.3 46.3 53.0 55.% 3.8 15.1 9.1
7 Yes NS %0.7 33.3 6.7 81.0 35.6 N6 .T 0.3 2.3 0.0
No 59 Ny .3 N2.% 8.5 5.7 N2.4 58,2 1.5 0.0 6.7
Total 108 §2.7 38.5 57.1 N3.T 39.5 51.0 0.9 0.9 3.9
8 Yes N2 36.6 16.7 31.0 53.8 28.6 35.7 T.2 11.9 N.T
No 63 45.0 39.7 5%.0 51,2 N9.2 60.3 6.2 9.5 6.3
Total 105 1.6 30.5 5.8 8.2 N0 50.5 6.6 10.5 5.7
Overall Yeos 1019 N2.7 27.8 63.6 6.6 5.0 60.7 3.9 12.2 “2.9
No NOS 9.3 A8.5 71.6 58.1 59.6 8.5 8.9 11.1 2.9
Total 1M2T  MNL6 33.7 65.9 58.8 5.6 68.6 N2 11.9 ~1.3
Q .
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SUmBary .'

During the 1982-83 school year, the students, staffs, and parents at the
five participating schools in the School Improvement Program were involved in
numerous activities. Some of the activities, related to the evaluation design
specified in the program proposal, are briefly sumsarized herein.

1. A needs assesmment was conducted during the month of

-~ October, 1982 to ascertain and to prioritize needs
identified by teachers at each building. The needs
assessment was based on the work of Brookover in the
School Social Climate Study at Michigan State University
(1978). The data from the assessment instrument were
analysed by the Department of Evaluation Services and
reported to the school staffs in order to serve as a
basis for the development of action plans to guide the
program efforts at each building for the remainder of
the school year,

2. Parents at the five participating schools were surveyed
during April, 1983 concerning their awareness of, and
reactions to the School Improvement Program. Although
only 36.9% of the 1,023 parents responding to the survey
vers aware of the school's mission statement for the year,
a large percent of the parents (85.9) believed that the
School Improvement Program helped their children during
the school year.

3. Inservice support was provided to the professional staff
mesbers at each of the five participating schools, in order
to inorease their understanding of the conospts and strategies
involved in the implementation of the School Improvesent Program.
By May, 1983 a total of 22 inservice sessions were oonducted at
the five program schools, involving 488 participants (a duplicated
count). The inservice sessions were rated by participants as

successful in meeting their stated objectives, participants
indicated that they applied specific skills or strategies in
their jobs.

4. Some professional staff members from the five participating
schools received additional inservice support during the year.
A total of 3% teachers from the five SIP schools partiaipated
in the TESA inservice progrram conducted by the Departaent of
Staff Development and Human Relations. Although evaluation
data for SIP teachers were available for only the second and
rifth inservice programs, the respondents have generally
indicated that the inservice sessions provided a clear u. .er-
standing of unit interactions, and have indicated satisfaction
with the progras.




5. As part of the monitoring of pupil achievement in the

basic skills, the Arithmetic Computation Test and the

Reading Comprehension Test of the Comprehensive Tests of
Basic Skills (CTBS) wére administered to all pupils in

the five SIP schools. The pretest was administered in
October, 1982; the posttest was administered in April, 1983.
as part of the district citywide testing program. Pretest-
posttest scores were obtained on 1,459 pupils in arithmetic
and 1,827 pupils in reading. ‘Analyses of these scores showed
the pupils change in achievement was greater than expeoted in
both arithmetic and reading. The growth in arithmetic was
substantial with 31.4% more of the pupils at grade level on
the posttest than at grade level on the pretest. The
comparable figure for reading was 11,95, While the aohieve~
ment results were very positive, especislly for the first
year of a program with the soope of SIP, the results suggested
that 1if the program is to fully achieve its goals, comsideration
must be given to the prodlem of the lower achievement gains of
pupils from low income families.
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Scoo Tyre  Fowtw  Day  YEaR USE ONHLY
Cove |
L — , SEIET
’ SD/IIR VORISHOP EVALUATION FORA

Woprenor ToriC

PRESCNTER ‘ : SPONSOR

ScrooL DaTe

DIRecTIONS - 1T 1S OUR OBJECTIVE TO PROVIDE QUALITY IMSERYVICE PROGRAMS FOR DisTRICT PERSONNEL.
PLEASE RESPOMD TO EACH OF THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS TO HELP US DETERMINE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF

t1s luservice PROGRAM,

L3

1, NCRE THE OBJECTIVES OF THE INSERVICE PROGRAM CLEARLY STATED?

P

YES Ko WICERTAIN
2. How vouLd YQU RATE ruxsvwonxsuop IN MEETING ITS STATED OBJECTIVES?
| VERY . LITTLE NO
SUCCESSFUL SUCCESSFUL UHDECIDED SUCCESS SUCCESS )
5 k4 3 2 1 .

3. DID 1HE INFORMATION PRCSENTED INCREASE YOUR AWARENESS OR UHDERSTANDING OF THE ABOVE Tor1C?

4

s []  wmo [ ] uncerram [ |

[N

4, D1 vOU OBTAIN KHOWLEDGE AND/OR ACOUIRE SKILLS AS A RESULT OF THE InserRviCE?

YES NO " UNCERTAIN

5, FoIsTs OF THE PROGRAM THAT WES: MOST HELPFUL,

6, SuGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT,

7. As A RESULT OF TODAY'S SESSION | wiLL

PP

8, PLCASC LIST ADS)TIONAL STAFF DEVELOPMENT CONCERNS AND/OR PROBLEMS YOU WOULD LIKE TO SEE
COVERED IN FUTURE MEETINGS,

THANK YOU. FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE, -sn/ua 3-81
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SAFF DEVELOPMENT AND HUMAN RELATIONS | | ' ;g;, ce
. .FOLLOH'UP SURVEY FOR". chool lype Month ay Year  use only

; : Code

workshop Topic Your School 7/

Workshop Date .

. ' Today's Date

Please help hs assess the value of an fnservicé workshop n which you participated 4 to 6

weeks ago. Please complete and return via school mail to Staff Development Human Relations
West Mound Service Center, by : .

During the inservice program, a number of skills and/or strategies were presented that
could be applied in classrooms or related situations.

-

1. How many of these ski]ls/strategies-do ' 2. How many of these skills/strategies
you believe you could try/a ply in ’ have you actually been able to try;,
your 3057 (Circle only oneg apply in your (Circle only one)

0v 1.2 35 6 orofe ~ 0 1.2 35  §orMre

3. On the reverse side of this fopm briefly describe the skills/strategies you have tried,
estimate the times tried, and whether or not each was successful.

-
)

: Bist o
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.. !
EVALUATION ~ \WWORLSIIOP #1
" TESA '
Which arc you?l (cheek)  ._Tcacher Participant ~Gucst Acuninistrator

~Aide Participant ~Other
—=Gucst Teacher

1, What did you like best.about the first workshop?

e

2. What did you like least about the first-workshop?

3. Additional Comments/Remarks g
" 4. Do you have a clear ni:dcrstanding of the Unit | imcractions?
Perfecily 7 6 3 4 3 2 1 Do not understand

clear (circle & number) them at all
5. Is there anylhiz{g about the project that disturbs you at this time?
— NO — Ygs If *“yes,” please explain:

Pl ’ ‘ -

»
R

6. After learning about the project. how enthusiastic do you feel about your participation?

Enthusiastic 7 6 5 4 3 2 i Reluctant
(circie a numbey)

7. How satisficd were you with today’s workshop?

Compictely 7 6 5 4 3 2 ] Utterly
satisfied (circls 8 numbes) , dissatisfied

“
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EVALUATION — WORKSHOP #2
TESA
Which are you? (check) — Tcacher Participant . Guest Administralor

- Aide Participant ~ Other
— Guest Teacher

1. What did you enjoy most about today’s workshop?

2. What did vou enjoy least about today’s workshop?

3. Are you having psoblems regarding the vsched;x.ling of observations? (check)
—— No — Yes If “yes," please cxplain:

4~.Do you fecl comfortable with an observer coding in your classroom?

Completely 7o 6 b 4 3 2 ] Completely
com( ortable (circle 3 number) ‘ uncomfortable

5. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 2 interactions?
“Perfectly 7 6 5.4 3 - 2 ] Do not ut.Jerstand

© clear (circle a number) them at all
6. How saticfied were you with fpday’s workshop?
Completely 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Completely
satisfied (circle & numer) - dissatisfied
r 4
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EVALUATION — SWORKSIIOP #3 -
TESA

Which are vou? (check) — Tcacher Participam — Gucst Administrator
— Aide Participant — Other
— Civest Teacher

- Do you think that being involved in developing a skit 1o demoiistrate the interactions has
given you a better understanding of how (o practice and code them?

Yes No
. Do you fcel that we should continue having the participants demonstrate the interactions?
Yes No

. Additional Comments/Remarks

. Do you have a clear undcrsianding of the Unit 3 interaciions?

Perfcctly 7 f S 4 3 2 1 Do not understand
(circle a number) them at all
. How satisfied were you with today’s workshop?
Compilctely 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Uterly
satisiied (circle 8 avmbes) dissatisfied



[~
) | EVALUATION — WORKSIHOP #4
TESA

Which are you? (check) — Teacher Participant — Guest Administrator
— Aide Participant — Other
— Guest Teacher

1. Atthis point in the project, are you experiencing any problems in maintaining the observation
coding schedule?

Everything 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Many
is O.K. (circle & number) problems

2. Additional Comments/Remarks

3. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit 4 interactions? E

Pesfectly 7 6 S 4 3 2 ! Do not understand
(circle 8 number) them at all
4. How satisfied were you with today’s workshop?
Compilctely 7 6 S, 4 3 2. ] Utterly
satisfied (circls & number) dissatisfied
P} ‘ , ]
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EVALUATION — WORLSHOP #5

TESA
Which are you‘? ‘~heek) — Teacher Participant - Guest Administrator
- Aide Participant — Other
— Gucst Teacher

1. Please read all the statements below and select the one which best describes your opinion.
- 1 think most teachers in the district would benefit by participating in a program such

as this.

— 1 think a limited number of teachers in the district would benefit by participating in a
program such as this.

— 1 question the value of this.program, either for teachers or students.

2. Comments/Remarks

3. Do you have a clear understanding of the Unit § interactions?

Perfectly 7 6 5 4 3 2 I Do not understand
clear (circle a number) them at all
4. How sati«ficd were you with today’s workshiop?
Completely 7 6 b 4 3 2 1 Utterly
satisficd (circie & number) dissatisfied
43
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1eoA rubluk-uP SURVEY = - ' | ";'

Grace level:’ (1) Elementary (2) Hiddle (3) Secondary

(Circle only one) (4) Other (spccify) |

TCSA Workshops Attended: (1) TESA I (2) TESA II (3) TESA II1 |

(Circle all that apply) (4) TESA IV (5) TESA V - - o

Instruciions: ™ Please complcte the ratings for jtems A through F by]
circling the numter that best indicates your reponse. Item G asks
Tor your comments. Be sure to complete the back of this form.

A. 0-crall, how would you rate the helpfulness of the strategies presented in the TESA
workshops ? ’

0f No llelp of Litécle Help Undegided uelgful Very g'elpful

B. llave you applied the interaction strategies in your classroom? |

) Yes Ho
¥ 1 2

.- s a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, do you perceivé a reduction in
your stress level? )

Yes No
] 2
1. As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has student attendance improved?
Yes No Same
] 2 3

. As a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has the number of discipline
problems been reduced?

Yes No Undecided
1 2 _ 3

. A5 a direct result of applying the TESA strategies, has student academic pefformance
improved? ~

Comrments : .- ,

—Rn
44 M’valhm m )




N C-28

Jrm o ey AE
: TESA — PROGRAM EVALUATION SURYEY
Districs: _— School Year:

Please check the Womumwwm:‘mq below,

 Se:  MaleT  Female = Yearsin profesion:  1-§C  &10C  111S= 16+ =
VAR 0BT 60C 357 M40C 41455 46w O

Your major assignment:  Administrator Aide J  Counselor J Teacher C  Other =
Grade level assignmens: K30 460 740 %120 ColiegeUniversity =

PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER THAT BEST REPRESENTS YOUR ANSWER TO THE QUESTION ASKED.
1. To deemmtheobjxﬁvaofmTESAmdmlycom-

munmedtoyeu? ......... T l. High 1 2 3 4 S Low
2. Tovmm;v«emcmhodsmploydbywcmoﬂs)mm
in achieving the objectives?. .............c..oceuununnninnn. ., 2. High 1 2 3 4 $ Low
3 Towmm&mMs)Maww
and understanding of TESA concepes?...........................0. 3. High 1 2 3 4 5 Low. '
4, Towhudm&dmoimucxor(s)mmmmmm , ‘ |
B P S 4. High | 2 3 4 $ Low
s. Towht«mdidmcimmms)dmmmmrorm
TESA program?.........ovvuiuinnnnnnnnnnnnnnn., teeteceneons S. High 1 2 3 4 § Low
6. Towmm&mmmmimmtommm-
Sional idems?. ... ... ..o i 6. High 1I- 2 3 4 § Low
7. To-mmmmmmmy,ummm
fuxﬁonukmlednandpncdm? ................... tesenvraneen 7. High 1 2 3 4 § Low
8. Towmmmywmmmmmmuiu
. positive changes in your astitude and behavior toward perceived *“lows’™ 8. High | .2 3 4 § Low
9. Towmmmmmmwmw ........ 9. High | 2 3 4 S Low
lo.WhnisyourovmnuuuonheTESAm? ................... 10. High 1 2 3 4 S Low
nx..mmmmmmsammmm :
FAM in your dISENICT?. ... e 1. Yl NoZ Undecided =
UNIT STRAND A STRAND B STRANDC
RESPONSE OPPORTUNITIES FEEDBSACXK PERSONAL REGARD
! JA Equitable Distribution of Re- IR Affirmation or Cocrection 1C Proximicy (withis acm's resch of
sponse Opportunities . shwders)
2 2A Individual Helping ISPMMLMMM 3C Courtasy
3 JA Lasency (waiting time for ssudent 3B Rexsons (or Praiss 3C Porsonsl (nierest and Compli-
0 respond) mes
4 4A Delving, Rophrasing, and Civing 48 Listoning \ oC Touching
§ SAHigher Level Quastioning  ~ SB Acowpriag Fesiings SC Desincing

In the above diagram of the Interaction Model, each of the interactions has been coded according (0 UNIT-STRAND (e.g.. Lasency
» JA, Courtesy = 2C). [n the spaces below, prioritize the three (3) interactions you betieve were sras ¢/fective in bringing abous

positive change with your perceived ‘‘lows’: then prioritize the thres which you believe were the /easr effective. .
. Code - Code
st most effective .. 155 lenss effective .
-nd most effective _____ Ind lenst effective
Ird moss effective _____ Ird least effective d
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School Climate Variables of the Teacher Questionmnaire
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23

24

25

26

27

28

29

32

33

43

61

63

'Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL1  Ability, Evaluations, Expectations and Quality

of Education for Colleges (12 Items: 23-29,
32, 33, 43, 61, 63)
‘Content

What percent of the students in this school do you expect to
attend college?

What percent of students in your class do you expect to
attend college?

What percent of the students in this school do you expect to
complete college?

What percent of the students in your class do you expect to
complete college?

How many of the students in this school are capable of getting
mostly A's and B's?

How many of the students in your class are capable of getting
mostly A's and B's?

How would you rate the academic ability of the students in
this school compared to other schools?

What percent of the students in this school would you say
want to go to college?

What percent of the students in your class would you say
want to go to college?

*‘Completion of college is a realistic goal which you set for
what percentage of your students?

The parents of students in this school are deeply concerned
that their children recefve a top quality education.

How many of the parents of students in this school expect
their children to complete college?

-~
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Item No.

19
~—20
21
22
30
31
42
44

62

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Teacher Questionnaire
SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY
TSCL2 Present Evaluations and Expectations for High
School Completion (9 Items: 19-22, 30, 31,
42, 44, 62)
Content

On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of
the students in this school?

On the average, what level of achievement can be expected of
the students in your class? -

What percent of the students in this school do you expect to
complete high school?

What percent of the students.in your class do you expect to
complete high school?

Whit percent of the students in this school would you say want
to complete high school? .

What percent of the students in your class would you say want
to complete high school?

Completion of high school is a realistic goél which you set for
what percentage of your students? :

How often do ypu stress to youﬁ studénts the necessity of a post
high school education for a good job and/or a comfortable 1ife?

How many of the parents of students in this school expect their
children to complete high school?



~—)

Teacher Questionnaire

' SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

+

TSCL3 Teacher-Student Commitment to Improve (10 Items:

45-47, 61-55, 58, 59) , N
[tem No. Content
45 Do you encourage your students who do not have sufficient
economic resources to aspire to go to college?
46 Do you encourage your students who do not have sufficient
AN academic abilitity to aspire to go to college? 3
47 How many teachers in this school feel that all their students

should be taught to read well and master other academic subjects,
even though some students may not appear to be interested?

51 How many teachers encourage students to seek extra school work
so that the students can get better grades?

52 How many students in this school try hard to improve on previous
work? ' . '

53 How many students in your class try hard to improve on previous
work?

54 How many students in this school will try hard to do better

school work than their friends?

55 How many students in your class will try hard to do better school
work than their classmates do:

58 How many students in this school will seek extra work so that
they can get better grades '

59 How many students in your class will seek extra work so that they
can get better grades? -

ERIC 49
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Item No.

37

38

39

40

LY

Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCL4 | Teacher Perception of Principal‘s Expectations
(5 Items: 37-41)

Content

What percent of the students in this school do you think the
principal expects to complete high school?

What percent of the students in this school do you think the
principal expects to attend college?

What percent of the students in this school do yod think the
principal expects to complete college?

How many students in this school do you think the principal
believes are capable of getting mostly A's and B's?

How do you think your principal rates the academic ability of
the students in this school, compared to other schools?

T

/“’

—



Teacher Questionnaire

SCHOOL CLIMATE SURVEY

TSCLS  Teacher Academic Futility (7 Items: .48-50,

57, 60, 64, 77) -
Item No. ' Contant
48 - It would be unfair for teachers in this school to insist on

a higher level of achievement from students than they now seem
capable of achieving.

49 If I think a student is not able to do some school work, I
don’'t try to push him very hard.

50 I am generally very careful not to push students to a level of
frustration, \

57 How many students in your class are content to do less than

they should?

60 The parents of students in this school regard this school
primarily as a "baby-sitting” agency.

64 How many of the parents of students in this school don't care
1f their children obtain low grades?

77 In this school, there is really very 1ittle a teacher can do to
insure that all of his/her students achieve at a high level.

©
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Chronology of Inservice Aotivities
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Chronslogy of SB/MR Activities Rebated to Resign Ohjective 3.7
Including Location, Inservice Tepic, Mmber of Participants, -
Length in Mours, and Goals and Objectives for 1962-198

Participants

Bate Lecatien Inservice Tepic -~ Nabar of ,"';:2!" Goals and Objoctives ) f

August 30 West Broad SIP 1 (Effective 40
(Trevitt) Discipline Practices for
Schools)

September 15 Irevitt SiP | P 17 6.00 To provide Trevitt staff with ae opportunity to work and plan

o together for the implomentation of their School Improvement
Program. The objectives (briefly stated) imcluded presentat jon
of VESA, overviaw and review of program, tetal scheol reading
program, home visits, needs assassment , and development of a
Nission statement. .

September 16 Windsor sSiP | 20 ' 5.00 To provide an everview and set expectations; to clarify the
role of a schee) Viaison person; te obtain knowledge about
the TESA program; to complete a meeds assessmont fastrument ;
to hove m o'rrtwmy (0 work om a mission statement for
Windsor Scheel.

September 1/ Nedgewood SIP | » 6.00 To famidiarize staff with the factors of effective schools, .
to provide some diraction and guide) ines for the Schoo)

Inprovement Program and.te ’tn staff an opportumity to
generata Indicaters for thefr factor.

September 20 | Nest Broad SIP | 22 5.2 To provide West Rroad staff wite ae opportunity to work and
plan together for the implementation of their School Improve-
moat Pregram. The objectives to mest this 904) included an
overview and expactations, presentation of Tims on Task and
fts implications, and & season on mathematics as it relates
to mestary, problem solving, and time on task.

November 22 Wedgewood SIP (Testing and Test 3 S Y ;- To provide the Wodgewaod sCaff with an overview of some trends
Score Iaterpretation) in achiavament testing; Information regarding the appropriate.
intarpretation of test scores; Informmtion regarding the use
of CIBS scores for pupi) iastruction; and a report of SIP fal)
. test scoves. '

December 3 West 8road Sie 11’ Teaching strategies appropriate to teaching problem-solving in

ros . > 1 ' 6.00 wathamatics; i:gr“ua & propesed revised math wonitoring
system; discuss grade leve) comcerns; share successfu) teaching
‘““o ‘
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%lm of SB/MR Activities Related to Pesign Objective 3.7
Including Location, Inservice Topic, Mmber of l'artlclgnu.
Lenglh 10 Nours, and Geals and Objoctives for 1982-198

Pate Location . Inservice Yepic m.::“ l“""‘,l" Goals and Objactives
December 8 Trevitt Sie i1 23 6.00 To present stnte?les about the topic *Building Streagth
iIn Children®; deal with learning styles, basic strateglies
~ and high expectat fons .
December 9 Windsor SIP 11 19 5.7% Strategles for teaching reading comprehens 10a and $how
_ how these strategies can be used in conjunction with the
" A basal reading; review discip) ine concerns, fdemtify specific

needs, develop action plans with time-)ines; daveloping
‘ good schoo) discipline and show how this relates (o time
on task; provide suggestions for oaking howe visitls a

[ : positive and mutually beneficial) endeavor for both parents
' and teachers,
December 10 We dgewood SIP 11 (Time on Task) 32 6.00 To develop an understanding of the basic concepts associatled

with Time-on-Task and classroom menagement . Participants
will be able to identify significant variables assoclated
with time on task, develop skills for evaluating their own
teaching and assessing Academic Learning Time effectivemess,
participate in 2 reflective teaching activity that wil)
enhance their undarstanding of the teaching/learning process
and enable them to develop a better waderstanding of the
relationship of Instruction procedures to ¢ ime-on-task

) concepts .
Januvary 6 tair Avenue SiP 11 15 5.50 Update of the Schoo) ln:on-nt Program at Fair and at the
other four schools in t project; share fideas and formulate

8 plan for Sustaimed Silent Reading, Writing, and Math;
* formulate strategies and plans for implementation of the
School Improvement Program.

r< 3 e ‘
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Chronolegy of SB/MR Activities Related to Pesign Objective 3.7

- Including Location, Inservice Topic, Nwmber of Participants,
Length in Hours, and Goals and Object ives for 49821803
B T T e -l I T T Y e
Januvary 10 Wedgewood SiF 11 29 ' 2.00 N::u?s alternatives to Lhe present/ future schedule/discip) ine
policies
Janvary 31 Mest Broad SIP 11} 15 6.00 Visit other elementary SIp schools; report out to staff the

data from Climate Control Survey; share grade level concerns.

february 2 Fair Avenue SIP 11 12 5.25 Provide an overview of the C)imate Survey; itath Problem-
solving techniques for Implementation of the Sustained Silent
Math Program; Houghton 11 ff) in Test Revisfons and Replacements .

february 2 Trevitt Sie 111 13 5.79 Share reswits of pre-test; commmicat fom strategies for
improving school) climate and problem owership; present math
test Laking tips; using the mew mwsic series

february ) Windsor 1 sie 1y 12 6.00 Share patterns of weak areas fp math as indicated by the Cigs
. Math Computation test, preseat strategies for teaching these
' skills; discuss discipline and formwlate consequences for
varfous types of misbehavior; discuss areas needing extra
attention In reading comprehension as indicated by the Ci8S;
demonstrate computer classroom management capabilities,
learaing styles; school c)imate.

February 4 Wedgewood SIP il 29 6.00° Provide aa understanding of the reading problems of middle school
students ; direct suggestions to teachers for what they cam do
shout the problems; give understanding of the reading process;
explain 3 stages of reading across the curriculum; give teachers
examples of strategies for acCommodat ing reading leyels in the
content areas,

April 18 Mest Broad SIP v 16 6.50 Visitation to Nedgewood Middle School ; meet with principal to
discuss grade level concerns; hear a Tine Managesent Presenta-
tion by Dr. Jane Applegate, Keat State niversity.

April 19 Fair Avenue SIP v 16 £.26 Develop an wnderstanding of Time on Task, discuss fdentifica-
tion and minstreaming of special education Programs; correlate
grade-level aclivilies and the city-wide testing program.

e
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Chronology of SB/MR Activities Related to Pesign Objective 3.7
Including Lacation, Inservice Topic, Mhumber of Participants,
Length n lours, and Goals and Objectives for .1982-1983

ate Locat fon Inservice Tepic m'::“. l”'“ th In ' Goals- and Objectives T
April 20 Trevitt SIP Iv . 16 6.00 Conduct a workshop entitled "Creative Nriting®; planning for
J it work in an faterdisciplinary approach; visit 2 SIP schools
Aoril 21 Windsor SIP IV 22 2.75 | visiting other scheols and classrooms to Yook for differemt

elements of effective schools and noting strategies related
to Lhe seven factors; share fmpressions of the visit..

Aprilt 22 We dgewood Sie 1y 32 5.7% To provide participants with an opportunity to examine thelr

team’s effectiveness and plam for dosfred changes, within a
siddle school comtext. .
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Chronology of SO/MR Activities Related o
Including Lecation, Inservice ¥
Loagth in Nowrs, and Goals and

.

Pesign Objective 3.8
1c, Number of mﬂclrnu,

jectives for 19682-198

Bate “Location Inservice Tepic m“ Lassth T Goals and Objoct bves

October 4 Nest Mound TESA Workshop | 32 560 Teachers will be trained to use three of Lthe fiflecn
research-based strategies of TESA to motivale and support
81} students. ' '

October 5 Shepard Center § JESA Workshop | K1) 5.0 Same as above,

October 6 Shepard Center | TESA Workshop | 24 5.0 Same as above,

October 7 Shepard Center | TESA Norkshop | ~26 5.5 Same as above,

October & Shepard Center | TESA Workshop | k! | 5.0 Same as above,

Novewber 8 West Mound TESA Workshop 11 k) 2.5 Participants 4101 be tratned to wse three of the fifteen
research-based strategies in the JESA Program,

Novesber 9 Shepard Center | TESA Morkshop |1 36 2.5 Sama as above.

Novesber 10 | Shepard Ceater | VESA Norkshop 11 19 2.5 Same as above.

November 1) Shepard Center | TESA Workshop 1) 28 2.% Same as above,

Movesber 12 | Shepard Center | TEsA Workshop 14 33 2.5 Sawe as above. ]

January 10 Nest Mound TESA Workshop 111 28 r 2.9 Participants will be trained to wse three of the fifteen

. research-based strategies in the TESA Program.

January 11 Shepard Center TESA Norkshop 11§ 30 2.5 Same as above.

Japvary 12 Shepard Center ] TESA Workshop 11} 20 2.5 Same as above.

dJanuary 13 Shepard Center | T1ESA Workshap 101 21 2.8 Same as above,

January 14 Shepard Center | VESA Norkshop 111 n 2.5 Same as above.

tr_",‘(- T te e
Ll.. { .. i



Februwary

february
February
February

February

March )
farch 2
Harch 23
March 24
- March 25

15

6
W7

2k

Chronolagy af SB/HR Activities Belated to Design Objective 3.8
Including Location, Inservice Topic, Muwber of rarttclr-ts.
Length In Howrs, and Goals and Objectives for 1982-198

T — 4 e e e o 00 A o o

Goals and Objectives

Participants will be trained Lo wse three of the fifteern
research-based strategies in the 1(SA Progrem.

tocaten | mservtce topte [ SRS ] T

Shepard Center | TESA Workshop IV 27 2.5

Shepard Center | JESA Workshop IV 8 2.5 Same as above.
Shepard Center | JESA Morks*-; IV 24 2.5 ' Same as above.
Shepard Center | VJESA Workshop 1V 30 2.5 Same as above.
Mest Hound TCSA Workshop 1Y k] 2.5 Same as above.
West Hound TESA Norkshop ¥ % 2.5 Same as above.
Shepard Center | TESA Workshop ¥ 29 2.5 Same as above.
Shepard Center | TESA Norkshop ¥ 19 2.9 Same as above.
Shepard Center | TESA Morkshop v 26 2.5 Same as above.
Shepard Center | TESA Norkshap ¥ 27 2.5 Same as above.
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Appendix G

Distribution of Soores Relative to the Normal Curve
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Appendix H

Parent Survey Form
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School Improvement Program
‘ PARENT SURVEY FORM
198283

This year we are running a special project at Wedgewood Middle School. It is
oalled the School Improvement Program (SIP). You can help us with the project
by circling your answer to each question below. FPlease answer the questions
today and return this survey with your child's report card. Thank you.

1. Did you know that the school was running the special Yes No
School Improvement Program (SIP)?

2. Vere you aware of the school's mission statement for the Yes No
school year?

3. Did anyone from the school talk with you about the School Yas No

Improvement Program this year?

B, Do you better understand the school's academic progran Yes No
this school year? .

5. Do you think the school expects each ahild to learn at Yes No
least the basic skills in each subject?

6. Has your child’'s progress in learning the basic sitlls Yes No
been reviewed frequently this year by the school?

T. Bas your child been assigned enough homework Yes No
during tlis school year?

8. Are you satisfied with your child's progress in Yes No
learning the basic skills this year?

9. Do you think that the School Improvement Progras has Yeas No
helped your child this school year?

10. Your comments about the School Improvement Program

-

-

ES: 3/83
70
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CTBS Pretest-Posttest Results for SIP Schools
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Table A

- Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Orade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Computation for Fair Elementary
, Reported by Grade Level

Median Median Mean f At Mediah Median Mean % At Median Mean s At
Grade N f1ile GE . NCR Gr. Lev. f$1ile GE NCE Gr. Lev, GE NCE Or. Lev.
N 101 37.7 3.8 1.5 29.7 69.8 5.2 59.5 73.3 1.5 18.0 §3.6
5 114 2,4 5.8 N7.2 38.6 57 .8 5.9 57 .5 62.3 1.2 10.3 24.7
Total 215 hy.5 38.5 58.4 67.4 13.9 33.0
73
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Table B

Median Perocentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Perocent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Reading Comprehension for Fair Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

_ Preteat Posttest Change
‘ & N

Median Median Mean £ At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean % At
Grade N $1le GE NCK Gr. Lev. file’ (] NCE Or. Lev. GE NCE Or. Lev.
[} 98 59.0 N.1 50.5 50.0 57.5. 5.2 54.8 61.2 0.9 5.3 11.2
5 ,11 ‘209 ~o7 ~7‘9 ‘0.5 5802 6.. 5.09 5.0, 10' 7.0 1306
Total 209 N9.1 5.0 5.9 57.8 5.7 12.8

v
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Table C

Median Percentile, Median Orade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level °
for the Pretest, Posttest, and- Change Scores for
Arithmetic Computation for Trevitt Sle-ontary
Reported by Grade Level

Lreteat

Roattent . Change
Median Median Mean £ At Modian Median Mean % At Median Mean % At
Grade N f1le GE NCE Gr. Lev. f1le (¢ NCE Gr. Lev. (4] 4 NCE Gr. Lev,
121 25.% 3.5 - 38.0 17.54 AN.9 8.6 52.% NT.9 1.1 18.4 30.5
145 37.1 N.7 M5 30.3 75.6 6.6 63.9 T71.7 1.9 19.% M.A
Total 266 1.6 28,8 58,7 60.9 17.1 36.5
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Table D -

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, . asttest, and Change Soores for
Reading Comprenension for Trevitt !le-enury
Reported by Grade Level

Median Median Mean % At . Madian Msdian Mean $ At Median Mean $ At
Grade N $ile (1) 4 NCE Gr. Lev. f1ile (] 4 NCE ar. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
N 119 32.7 3.5 39.0 17.7 35.6 A.0 53.0 NT A 0.9 3.9 29.7
5 146 36.5 5.3 3.6 25.3 37.3 §.9 §5.8 9.0 0.7 2.2 23.7
. ‘.. ’ ‘.
AT ' 4
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Table E

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Peroent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Soores for
Arithmetio Computation for West Broad ne-onury
Reported by Grade Level

Pretest FPoatteat _Change = =
Median Medisn Mean f At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean g At
Grade N f1le GE NCE ar. Lev. $1le OR NCE ar. Lev. (4] NCE Gr. Lev.
L] 183 29.% 3.6 39.7 25.7 73.7 5.3 62.7 76.5 1.7 23.0 50.8
5 196 6.1 N.9 N7.9 82,9 75.7 6.6 61.3 72.5 1.6 13.0 29.6
Total 379 ‘309 3.06 62.0 7.0. 18.0 39.4
\
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Table F

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Conocepts for West Broad Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

~

Pratest , Poattest Change
Median Median Mean 5 At Median Median Mean f At Median Mean £ At

G &i- N £ile GE NCE Gr. Lev. file GE NCE Gr. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
N 183 hy.3 3.8 §5.8 43.2 6K.5 5.2 58.3 72.7 1.6 12.5 29.5
5 196 5Q.6 5.0 50.2 51.0 55.2 6.0 53.3 53.1 0.9 3.1 2.1
Total 379 k8.1 §7.2 55.7 62.5 7.6 15.3
\ ~
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Table G

Median Percentile, Madian Grade Rquivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Applications for West Broad Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Median Median Mean f At Median Median Mean £ At Median Mean % At

Grade N f1le GE NCE Gr. Lev. file OF NCE Gr. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
] 183 N1.8 3.8 Ay N §2.6 50.% .6 51.8 7.5 1.2 7.5 5.9
5 196 N5.1 N.7 6.1 37.2 53.% 5.9 51.0 52.0 1.3 N.9 14.8
Total 379 85.3 39.8 51.8 9.9 6.2 10.1
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Table H

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Peroent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Reading Comprehension for West Broad Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

f
_Pretest Posttest Change
N\
Median Median Mean % At Median Median Mean % At Modian Mean = £ At
‘Grade N f1ile GE NCE Gr. Lev. $1le GE -~ NCE Jr. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
] 181 2.6 3.7 5.8 %0.3 58.4 5.9 52.2 59.7 1.2 6.4 16.4
5 186 §5.3 5.9 §8.9 §0.3 51.5 5.8 53.1 51.6 0.8 8.2 11.3
Total 367 7N 8.3 52.6 55.6 5.3 15.3
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Table I

v
Modian Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for .
Arithmetic Computation for Windsor Elementary
Reported by Grade Level
Protest . Posttest ~Change.
Median Median M -2n g At Median Median Mean £ At Median Mean % At
Grade N file GE NCE  Gr. Lev. file GE NCE  Gr. Lev. GE NCE  @r, Lev.
R ] 126 32.8 3.7 .8 27.8 53.0 N.T 50.% 53.2 1.1 9.6 25.%
5 127 28.3 8.2  36.6 18,1 3.9 5.4 8.7 2.5 1.1 9.17 288
Total 253 38.7 22.9 | 8.1 7.8 9.3 28.9
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Table J

Median Percentile, Median (rade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Fosttest, and Change Scores for
Reading Comprehension for Windsor Elementary
Reported by Grade Level

Preteat Losttest — Change
Median Median Mean f At Median Median Mean % At Median Mean % At
CGrade N f1le QGE NCE Gr. Lev. f1ile GE NCR dr, Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
] 129 36.3 3.5 8§2.7 32.6 36.% 5.0 5.3 32.6 0.6 1.7 0.0
5 127 3h.8 5.2 §2.8 25.2 39.5 5.0 AT .8 80.9 1.1 5.0 15.7
Total 256 N2.7 28.9 6.1 36.7 3.3 7.8
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Table K

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivalent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Arithmetic Computation for Wedgewood Middle School
Reported by Grade Level

Median Median Mean At Median Median Mean % At Modian Mean % At

Grade N $1ile GE NCE Gr. Lev. ~ ¥1ile GE NCE Or. Lev. GE NCE Gr. Lev.
6 121 32.2 5.3 39.2 19.0 58,6 7.0 52.9 51.2 1.7 13.8 32.2
T 108 23.9 5.6 35.5 ih.8 35.6 6.8 582.0 35.3 1.1 6.6 19.5
8 117 31.6 6.8 §2.6 28.2 5.9 8.4 48.3 %1.9 0.9 5.7 13.7
Total 356 39.1 20.8 8.0 k2.8 8.8 22.0

92 | 93




Table L

Median Percentile, Median Grade Equivallent, and
Normal Curve Equivalent; and Percent at Grade Level
for the Pretest, Posttest, and Change Scores for
Reading Comprehension for Wedgewood Middle School

Reported by Grade Level

Prateat Poattest —-Change
Median Median Mean % At Median Median Mean ¥ At Median Mean % At

Grade N %ile GE NCE Or. Lev. f1le CE NCE Gr. Lev. GE NCE Or. Lev.
6 121 32.9 ~09 ~2.6 2809 ‘3.9 6.2 .603 ' ‘3.0 1.0 308 ‘“o‘
1 104 34.9 6.0 §2.7 38.5 39.5 7.0 N3.7 39.4 0.7 0.9 0.9
8 105 27.1 6.2 81.6 30.5 N2.7 7.9 8.2 N1.0 1.2 6.6 10.5
Total 339 , 52.3 32.8 6.1 N1.2 3.8 8.8
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