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Education Consolidation and Improvement Act - Chapter 1

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT "OMPONENT

COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE EXPERIENCES AND READING PROGRAM
1986-87

ABSTRACT

Program Description: The Compensatory Language Experiences and Reading (CLEAR)
program served 5457 pupils. Funding of the component was made available
through the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act - Chapter 1 of 1983.

The purpose of the Couipc-nsatory L%nguage Experiences and Reading program
(CLEAR) was to provide assistance to selected underachieving pupils in grades
one through eight in order that they might attain more fully their potential
for and improvement of language and reading skills. The program featured
individual and small group instruction arranged according to pupil needs, as
determined by continued cooperation between the program teacher and the
classroom teacher. Various subgroups of program teachers were provided with a
total of 11 inservice sessions.

Within the CLEAR program there were two pilot projects utilizing Computer
Assisted Instruction/Computer Management System (CAI/CMS). At the elementary
level, 20 schools participated in a project which used Apple microcomputers.
The Apple microcomputers were used under a contract with the Prescription
Learning (PL) Company of Springfield, Ill:.nois. Other computer systems were
used in an additional five elementary schools. Six middle schools were served
by a project using Dolphin minicomputers and software licensed from the
Educational Software Division of the Houghton Mifflin Company. One additional
middle school used the Sperry Network System under an agreement with Wasatch
Company.

Time Interval: For evaluation purposes, the CLEAR program started on September
15, 1986 and continued through April 3, 1987. This interval of time gave 130
possible days of program instruction. Pupils included in the final
pretest-posttest analysis must have attended at least 104 days (80%) during the
time period stated above.

Activities: Implementation of the program was accomplished through daily
instructional activities to strengthen and extend regular classroom instruction
without pet-suing the basic reading textbooks. Instructional techniques and
materials based on skill-centered objectives were applied to fit individual
needs.

Achievement Objective: The average language/reading growth for the pupils who
attended the program for at least 80% of the instructional period will be 1.0
Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE) point for each month of instruction. Growth will
be measured by a nationally r-1-andardized achievement test of language/reading.

Evaluation Desiei The major evaluation effort was accomplished through the
administration of the Corprehensive Tests of Basic Skills. Analyses of the
data included comparison of pretest to posttest change scores in terms of grade
equivalents, percentiles, and NCE's.

EVALSRVCS/P502/ABSTCLE87 3



Major Findlaeljtecommeadations: The intormation collected on the Pupil Census
Forms indicated the program served 5457 pupils for an average of 3.6 hours of
instruction per week. The average dajAy memberohip the program was 4627.2
pupils. The average days of enrollment per pupil was 110.2 days and the
average attendance per pupil was 101.1 days. The average number of pupils
served per teacher was 54.6.

Tne attendance criterion was met by 3833 pupils, which was 70.2% of the
5457 pupils served. The evaluation sample consisted of 3425 pupils who met the
attendance criterion, took the pretest and posttest, and were English-speaking,

Analysis of pretest-posttest achievement data indicated an average gain of
5.9 NCE points for the 6.5 month treatment period, or 0.907 NCE point per month
of measurable instruction. This approached, but did not attain, the 1.0 NCE
point per month criterion sco-e for the program's performance objective. When
data were analyzed by grade, it was noted that the evaluation criterion was met
or exceeded in grade 3 (1.7 NCE's per month), in grade 4 (1.0 NCE per month),
and in grade 7 (1.0 NCE per month). The evaluation criterion score was not

met at grades 1, 2, 5, 6, or 8. Comparisons of achievement test data were also
made between pupils in the CAI/CMS projects and pupils in the same grade levels
of the regular treatment group. At the elementary level (grades 4-5), the

average NCE gains for the year were 5.2 for the CAI/CMS group and 3.9 for the
regular group. At the middle school level the average NCE gains for the year
were 7.4 for the CAI/CMS group, and 4.6 for the regular group.

Process evaluation was conducted in a series of observations and
interviews. Teachers used a variety of approaches to diagnosis and
instruction. They were concerned with building pupil self-esteem and positive
attitudes toward learning, as well as with actual improvement in reading.
Teachers conveyed their high expectatiops to pupils in various ways and made
liberal use of praise and encouragement. Concerns of program teachers included
low parent response to teachers' efforts for parent involvement, the perception
of having a lack of time to do coordination of program instruction with
classroom instruction, and tl?. need for more inservice. They also waned more
flexibility in the use of their $250 teaching materials budget, and were
concerned about the requirement of having to serve so many pupils.

Program recommendations were: (a) implement findings of focus groups; (b)
increase the involvement of program teachers in Districtwide Testing; (c) try
to determine cause for less growth at certain grade levels; (d) increase
inservice, with emphasis en reading comprehension; (e) study ways to increase
parent involvement; (f) schedule time for cooperative planning between program
and classroom teachers; (g) address existing problems in classroom environment
- space, temperature, etc.; and (h) continue use of CAI/CMS.

EVALSRVCS/P502/ABSTCLE87
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Education Consolidation and Improvement Act Chapter 1

FINAL EVALUATION REPORT
LANGUAGE DEVELCL dENT COMPONENT

COMPENSATORY LANGUAGE EXPERIENCES AND READING PROGRAM

July 1987

Program Description

The purpose or the Compensatory Language Experiences and Reading program
(CLEAR) was to provide assistance to selected underachieving pupils in grades
one through eight in order that they might attain more fully their potential
for and improvement of language and reading skills. To accomplish this purpose
the program featured individual and small group instruction arranged according
to pupil needs, as determined by continued cooperation between the program
teacher aad the classroom teacher. Instructional techniques and materials
based on skill-centered objectives were applied to fit individual needs.
Inservice was provided for program teachers.

The CLEAR program first operated in 1978-79 when previous Primary and
Intermediate Language Development Programs were combined to achieve greater
continuity and consistency of service for elementary school pupils. The first
CAI/CMS unit in the CLEAR program was piloted in the second semester of the
1981-82 school year in one elementary school. In 1986-87 the CLEAR program was
comprised of 100 teachers serving 88 public and five non-public Chapter 1

eligible schools. Of the 88 public schools, 24 were middle schools. Each
teacher provided services to a maximum of 50 elementary pupils or to a maximum
of 56 middle school pupils at any given time, with the exception of the CAI/CMS
units. Since the use of microcomputers was intended to expand the number of
pupils served, elementary and middle school CAI/CMS teachers served a maximum
of 60 pupils.

Within the CLEAR program two projects utilizing Computer Assisted
Instruction/Computer Management System (CAI/CMS) operated at the elementary and
middle school levels. The elementary CAI/CMS project, serving grades 4-5,
operated with 29 teachers in 25 schools, and the middle school CAI/CMS project
operated with seven teachers in seven schools. Twenty-two elementary labs
utilized Apple microcomputers leased from the Prescription Learning (PL)
Company, along with other teaching machines, educational and management
software and the services of an educational and a technical consultant. Four
elementary labs had Tandy TRS-80 microcomputers and were served by B&B Computer
Services. of these four labs, two also had Commodore PET computers which are
now owned by the school system. Ia two elementary labs Apple computers were
linked to a CCC Microhost and serviced by Computer Curiiculum Corporation
(CCC). One elementary lab and one middle school lab utilized the Sperry
Network System, and were served by Wasatch. The remaining si- middle school
CAI/CMS labs utilized Dolphin minicomputers and terminals which are now owned
by the school system, but still contract services with the Houghton Mifflin
Company. The Dolphin computers are hard-programmed with educational and
management routines. In addition to providing a technique to reading and
language instruction, the use of CAI/CMS was also intended to enable
participating teachers to sere more pupils than would be possible in a regular
CLEAR program unit. The use of CAI/CMS was also intended to be a

cost-effective alternative to replacing badly worn conventional equipment.
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The CLEAR program served a total of 5457 publ and non-public school
pupils, This included 5325 public school pupils in grades 1-8 and 132
non-public pupils in grades 1-3. The number of public school pupils in grades
1-3 was 1948, with a total of 2080 public and non-public pupils in the primary
grades. At the intermediate grades (grades 4-5) 1838 pupils received CAI/CMS
treatment and 235 received regular CLEAR program treatment, for a total of 2073
intermediate grade pupils. In middle school (grades 6-8) a total of 1304
pupils was served, which included 932 pupils in the regular CLEAR program
treatment group, and 3/2 pupils in the CAI/CMS group. A total of 3247 public
and non-public pupils in grades 1-8 received regular CLEAR program treatment.
Ir. grades 4 8, where comparisons can be made between CAI/CMS and regular
treatment groups, the totals by treatment group were 2210 pupils receiving
CAI/CMS treatment and 1167 pupils receiving the regular program treatment.

Evaluation Objective

The evaluation objective for the CLEAR program and CAI/CMS Pilot Projects
was as follows:

The average language /reading growth for the pupil; who attended the program
at least 80% of the instructional period will be 1.0 normal curve equivalent
(NCE) point for each month of instruction. Growth will be measured by a
nationally standardized achievement test of language/reading.

The program time period established for evaluation purposes was 130 days
beginning September 15, 1986, and ending April 3, 1987. This time period (130
days divided by an average of 20 school days per month) is equal to 6.5
possible months of instruction. Analysis of pretest-posttest performance was
contingent on pupil attendance for 104 days (80%) of the 130 day period.

Evaluation Design

The evaluation design provided for the collection of data in five areas of
operation for the overall program. The instruments used to collect the data
L.re found in the Appendix, with the exception of the standardized achievement
tests.

1. ECIA Chapter 1 Pupil Census Information

A Pupil Census Form (locally developed) was completed by program teachers
for each pupil served, to provide the follo-ging information: days of
program enrollment, days of program attendance, and hours of instruction
per week. The form also included information regarding the pupil's grade
and sex, provided for identifying those pupils who were non-English
speaking, provided for identifying any pupil who left the ECIA program
because he or she qualified for a special education program, and included a

question regarding a pupil's progress which required a subjective respc,:se
from the program teacher. Collection of these forms was completed in May,
1987.

2. Standardized Achievement Test Information

Frogram pupils were administered the Comjrehensive Tests of Basic Skills
(CTBS, 1981). This test series, which is published by CTB/MsGraw-Hill, has
empirical norms fDr fall and spring, established October 6-10, 1980, and
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April 27 to
grade level

May 1, 1981.
are l!sted below:

Pretest

The form, subtest, and test levels used for each

Posttest
Grade Test Form Level Subtest Form Level Subtest

1 CTBS U B Total Reading U C Total Reading
2 CTBS U D Comprehension V D Comprehension*
3 CTBS U E Comprehension V E Comprehension
4 CTBS U F Comprehension V F Comprehension*
5 CTBS U G Comprehension V G Comprehension
6 CTBS U G Comprehension V G Comprehension
7 CTBS U H Comprehension V H Comprehension*
8 CMS U H Comprehension V H Comprehension

*Estimated by administration of customized Form V

All testing was done on level. At posttest time, grades two, four,
and seven were administered customized tests that provided
norm-referenced as well as criterion-referenced scores. The
customized tests were developed by Columbus Public Schools personnel
in cooperation with CTB/McGraw Hill to match the Columbus Public
Schools Graded Course of Study.

The achievement tests were administered as follows: Program teachers
in grades 1-8 normally administered the pretest except in schools
where schoolwide testing occurred. Posttests for grades 2-8 were
administered as part of Districtwide Testing. iosttests for CLEAR
grade 1 pupils were administered by the classroom teacher along with
other grade 1 compensatory education pupils. Program teachers in the
five non-public schools (grades 1-3) had to administer their own
posttests. During schoolwide or Districtwide Testing, tests were
administered by classroom teachers with program teachers serving as
proctors. Pretesting occurred during tae week of September 22 -
September 26, 1986; posttesting occurred April 6-10, 1987.

3. ECIA Chapter 1 Teacher Census Information

The locally developed Teacher Census Form was designed to provide
information regarding characteristics of program personnel.
Information collected included total years of teaching experience,
years of Chapter 1 -aching experience, college degree level
attained, and certificate in reading. The form was completed by
Chapter 1 program teachers in September, 1986.

4. Parent Involvement Information

The Parent involvement Form was constructed locally to collect data
on the level and nature of parental Livolvement in Chapter 1

programs. Data were reported by program teachers on a monthly basis,
September, 1986, through June, 1987. Monthly data included number of
parents and number of hours involved in five categories of parent
involvement, including a monthly unduplicated count of parents
involved. In addition, a yearly unduplicated count of parents was
collected at the end of the school year.
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5. Inservice Evaluation Information

The locally developed General Inservice Evaluation Form was designed
to obtain teacher perceptions regarding each inservice session. The
form was administered to participants at the close of inservice
sessions neld for Caapter 1 staffs. A modified version of the form
was used for the orientation meeting of September 2, 1986. Dates and
topics of inservice meetings conducted by Chapter 1 in which CLEAR
teachers participated were as follows:

Date

September 2, 1986

November 14-15, 1986

January 15, 1987

January 27, 1987

March 25, 1987

March 26, 1987

April 13, 1987

April 27, 1987

May 18, 1987

May 22, 1987

May 28, 1987

Topic_.
Opening Conference (All Chapter 1 programs
and Secondary Developmental Reading
programs)

Whole Language Learning (Regular CLEAR-
Primary teachers, two groups; one day
each)

Dolphin Referral System (Middle School-
CAI/CMS teachers)

"Writing in the CLEAR Lab" and "Personal
and Professional Tine Management"
(Regular and CAI/CNS CLEAR-Intermediate
teachers)

Introduction of "Newsroom Software"
(Elementary-CAI/CMS teachers and selected
teachers from the regular CLEAR-Elem-
entary program and from the Middle School-
CAI/CMS program)

Introduction of "Newsroom Software"
(SDR-CAI/CMS teachers and selected regular
CLEAR-Elementary teachers and CAI/CMS
Elementary teachers)

CLEAR Coordinator's Meeting (Selected
regular CLEAR-Elementary teachers)

End-of-Year Planning (Middle School-CAI/CMS
teachers)

Planning for the 1987-88 School Year
(Regular CLEAR-Middle School teachers)

End-of-Year Planning (Selected regular
CLEAR-Elementary teachers)

Introduction of Educational Development
Laboratory Systems (EDL) (Selected
regular CLEAR-Elementary teachers)

Teachers completed inservice evaluation forms for all of the above meetings
exceps_ for the two Dolphin meetings of January 15 and April 27, 1987.
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In addition to the types of data specified in the evaluation design,
process evaluation data were obtained in a series of on-site visits to program
classrooms. Observations were conducted by personnel from the Department or
Evaluation Services. The purpose of these observations was to obtain teacher
input regarding the program's functioning. Observations were conducted during
the school year in 69.4. of the CAI/CMS units and in approximately 37.5h or the
regular CLEAR units. Data collected in the CAI/CMS observations included
teach..: responses to an interview instrument, CAI/CMS Evaluator's Visitation
Log. Data collected in the regular CLEAR observations included teacher
responses to an interview instrument, T aluator's Visitation Log. Both
observation instruments are found in the Appendix. Findings from these two
instruments are summarized in this report. The full interim reports are on
file at the Department of Federal and State Programs (Chamberlain, 1987b; Lore,
1987).

Major Findings

Pupils were selected for the program on the basis of previous achievement
test scores which indicated they were achieving at or below the 36th percentile
in reading skills. Selection testing occurred prior to the program pretest.

Pupil Census Information

A total of 5457 pupils, including 5325 pupils in public schools (grades
1-8) and 132 in non-public schools (grades 1-3), was served by the ECIA Chapter
1 CLEAR program during the 1986-87 school year for an average of hours of
instruction per week. Of the public school pupils, 4021 were in grades 1

through 5 and 1304 attended middle schools. Of the 5,325 public school pupils,
3115 elementary and middle school pupils received regular CLEAR instruction,
and 1838 elementary pupils (grades 4 and 5) and 372 middle school pupils
(grades 6-8) received CAI/CMS instruction.

The average daily membership in the overall program was 4627.2 pupils. The
average days of enrollment per pupil was 110.2 days, and the average attendance
per pupil was 101.1 days. The average number of pupils served per teacher
during the school year by the 100 teachers was 54.6, though the average
number of pupils enrolled per teacher at any given time was 46.3 (Average Daily
Membership divided by number of teachers). The attendance criterion was met by
3833 pupils, or 70.2% of all program enrollees. Data pertaining to enrollment
and attendance are presented in Table 1.

The evaluation sample was limited to pupils who had both pretest and
posttest administrations of the standardized achievement test, were
English-speaking, and who met the attendance criterion of at least 80% of the
130 program days 0104 or more program days).

Of the 5457 pupils served, 42 (0.8%) were non-English speaking. An
additional 1990 were excluded from the evaluation sample due to incomplete test
data and/or non-attainment of the attendance criterion. The evaluation sample
was comprised of the remaining 3425 pupils, which was 62.8% of the 5457 pupils
served. Data from testing are presented in Tables 2-5.

Standardized Achievement Test Information

Test dat1 in terms of percentiles are presented in Table 2. The median
percentile or the pretest ranged from 16.0 in grade 8 to 33.0 in grade 1.
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Table 1

Num.er of Public and Non-public Pupils Served; Averages for Days of Enrollment, Days of Attendance,
Daily Membership and Hours of Instruction Per Week; and

Pupils Attending 80% of Days
Reported by Grade Level

1986-87

Grade
Pupils
Served Girls Boys

Average Pupils
Attending

80% of Days

Days of
Enrollment

Days of
Attendance

Daily
Membership

Hours of Instruction
per Pupil per Week

1 113 46 67 118.2 108.6 102.7 3.1 90

2 1256 520 736 109.5 101.1 1057.9 3.7 871

3 711 327 384 110.0 101.4 601.4 3.7 506

4 1137 506 631 112.1 104.4 980.7 3.6 861

5 936 %16 520 110.6 101.4 796.2 3.6 656

6 1010 453 557 109.3 97.9 849.4 3.5 672

7 248 117 131 107.6 96.7 205.3 3.6 157

8 46 21 25 95.0 84.1 33.6 3.6 20

Total 5457 2406 3051 110.2 101.1 4627.2 3.6 3833
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Table 2

Minimum, Maximum, Median, and Standard Deviation
f the Pretest and Posttest Percentiles

Reported by Grade Level

1986-87

'-ride

Number
of Pupils

Pretest
Standard
Deviation Max.

Posttest
Median

Percentile
Standard
DeviationMin. Max.

Median
Percentile Min.

1 80 1.0 93.0 33.0 24.7 1.0 85.0 42.0 22.5

2 b54 10.0 82.0 23.0 14.6 1.0 97.0 26.0 24.8

3 484 1.0 68.0 19.0 13.7 1.0 92.0 31.,) 18.3

4 791 4.0 91.0 24.0 18.2 1.0 99.0 32.0 17.4

5 634 7.0 94.0 24.0 15.9 3.0 88.0 28.0 14.3

6 622 1.0 73.0 20.0 13.9 1.0 77.0 25.0 14.3

7 141 5.0 70.0 27.0 13.8 3.0 99.0 35.0 17.0

8 19 3.0 46.0 16.0 13.4 1.0 52.0 13.0 14.6

12
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Median percentiles in the posttest ranged from 13.0 in grade 8 to 42.0 in grade
1. The most noticeable gains in terms of the median percentile occurred at
grades 3, 1, 4, and 7. The median percentile scores indicate gains at all
grade levels except tor grade 8.

Table 3 presents pretest and posttest data in terms of grade equivalents.
All grades showed a positive change in the median grade equivalent score in the
6.5 month treatment period from pretest to posttest. The greatest changes in
median grade equivalent data are noted at grade 4 (pretest 2.9 and posttest
3.9), grade 3 (pretest 2.1, posttest 3.0), grade 1 (pretest 0.7, posttest 1.6),
grade 7 (pretest 5.2, posttest 6.0), a.d grade 5 (pretest 3.8, posttest 4.5).
The smallest chant,: in median grade equivalent scores occurred at grade 6

(pretest 4.3, posttest 4.9), grade 2 (pretest 1.6, posttest 2.1), and grade 8
(pretest 4.9, posttest 5.0).

The presentation of achievement data thus far has included results from the
analysis of percentiles and grade equivalents. Percentiles and grade
equivalents provide comparative information but are not equal units of
measure. Caution is advised in drawing conclusions about program impact from
any of the scores above. Normal curve equivalents (NCE's) are generally
considered to-- provide the truest indication of pupil growth in achievement,
since they provide comparative information in equal units of measurement. Data
for normal curve equivalents are presented in Table 4.

The overall average NCE change for the program was 5.9. The average NCE
gain per month in the 6.5 month period between pretest and posttest was 0.907
NCE point per month, which rounus to 0.9 of the 1.0 NCE point per month needed
to meet criterion. The evaluation criterion was met or exceeded at grades 3,
4, and 7. The NCE gain in grade 3 was 11.3 overall, or 1.7 NCE's per month;
the gain in grade 4 was 6.7 overalL, or 1.0 NCE per month; and the gain in
grade 7 was 6.5 overall, or 1.0 NCE per month. Smaller NCE gains were made at
grade 6 (5.3 overall, 0.8 per month); grade 2 (5.2 overall, 0.8 per month);
grade 5 (3.0 overall, 0.5 per month; grade 8 (0.9 overall, 0.1 per month); and
in grade 1 (0.2 overall, 0.0 per month).

It should be kept in mind that NCE's are based on percentiles, which
compare the pupil's performance in relation to the general population. For a
pupil's NCE score to remain the same at posttest as at pretest does not denote
a lack of absolute progress; on the contrary it means that the pupil has
maintained the same relative position in terms of the general population. Even
a small gain in NCE's indicates an advancement from the pupil's original level
of achievement.

Table 5 contains data related to the changes in NCE scores for the three
ranges: (a) No improvement in NCE scores (0.0 or less), (b) some improvement in
NCE scores (0.1 to 6.9), and (c) substantial improvement in NCE scores (7.0 or
more). The data indicate that 2218 (64.8%) pupils made gains in NCE scores.
This means that 64.8% of the pupils in the evaluation sample progressed at a
rate that was greater than normal for them. More specifically, 1584 (46.2%)
made substantial improvement and 634 (18.5%) made some improvement in NCE
scores, while 1207 pupils (35.2%) of the evaluation sample made no improvement,
as evidenced by a gain of 0.0 or decrease in NCE score.

Tables 6-10 present comparisons between the components receiving computer
assisted instruction/computer management system (CAI/CMS) in reading and those
groups receiving the regular program instruction. Comparisons are made for
only those grade levels where CAI/CMS instruction was available, grades 4-8.

EVALSRVCS /P502/ RPTFCLE87
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Table 3

Minimim, Maximum, Median, and Standard Deviation
of the Pretest and Posttest Grade Equivalents

Reported by Grade Level
1986-87

Grade

_

Max.

Posttest
Median

Grade Equivalent
Standard

Deviation

Number
of Pupils

Pretest

Min.Min. Max.

Median
Grade Equivalent

Standard

Deviation

1 80 0.0 2.6 0.7 0.6 0.6 2.6 1.6 0.4

2 654 1.4 3.2 1.6 0.3 1.3 5.7 2.1 0.8

3 484 1.5 3.7 2.1 0.5 1.5 5.7 3.0 0.8

4 791 1.7 6.4 2.9 0.9 1.7 8.9 3.9 1.1

5 634 2.1 10.9 3.8 1.1 2.1 10.7 4.5 1.1

6 622 2.1 8.9 4.3 1.2 2.1 9.6 4.9 1.2

7 141 2.6 9.1 5.2 1.2 2.5 10.9 6.0 1.5

8 19 2.6 1.7 4.9 1.2 4.0 8.8 5.0 1.5

15
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Table 4

Minimum, Maximum, Average, and Standard Deviation of the
Pretest and Posttest Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE)

Reported by Grade Level
1986-87

Max.

Posttest
Average
NCE

Standard

Deviation
Average
ChangeGrade

Number
of Pupils

Pretest
Standard
Deviation Min. .Min. . Max.

Average

NCE

1 80 4.0 80.0 41.7 17.2 1.0 72.0 42.0 16.2 0.2

2 654 23.0 69.0 32.8 10.0 1.0 91.0 38.0 18.1 5.2

3 484 1.0 60.0 29.3 13.4 2.0 79.0 40.6 12.4 11.3

4 791 14.0 78.0 33.8 13.5 4.0 99.0 40.5 13.1 6.7

5 634 18.0 82.0 34.7 11.2 11.0 75.0 37.6 10.0 3.0

6 622 1.0 63.0 30.2 13.2 2.0 66.0 35.6 10.2 5.3

7 141 15.0 61.0 35.7 10.2 11.0 96.0 42.3 11.3 6.5

8 19 11.0 48.0 28.8 12.0 2.0 51.0 29.1 12.4 0.9

Total 3425 32.7 12.6 38.7 13.3 5.9

1 7
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Table 5

Change Categories for NCE Scores for Tot.' CLEAR
Program by Grade Level

1986-87

Grade 1
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grade 2
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grade 3
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grade 4
Number of Pupils
9: of Pupils

Grade 5

Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grade 6
Number of Pupils
'4 of Pupils

Grade 7

Number of Pupils

% of Pupils

Grade 8

Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Total Group

Number of Pupils

% of Pupils

Pupils
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or less)

Some Improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improvement
(7.0 or more)

80 41 10 29
51.25% 12.51 36.25%

654 258 70 326
39.4% 10.7% 49.8%

484 99 86 299
20.5% 17.8% 61.8%

791 267 151 373
33.8% 19.1Z 47.2%

634 274 122 238
43.2% 19.2% 37.5%

622 219 156 247
35.2% 21.1% 39.7%

141 42 33 66
29.8% 23.4% 46.8%

19 7 6 6

36.8% 31.6% 31.6%

3425 1207 634 1584
100.0% 35.2% 18.5% 46.2%
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As indicated in Table 6, 2210 pupils received treatment in a CAI/CMS
component (1838 pupils in the elementary project and 372 pupils in the middle
school project). The total number of public school pupils in grades 4-8 who
received regular program instruction was 1167, which included 235 pupils in
grades 4 and 5, and 932 pupils in grades 6-8. The average daily membership
totaled 1900.2 is the CAI/CMS groups (1386.5 pupils in grades 4-5 and 313.6
pupils in the middle school project). Average daily membership in the regular
group totaled 965.0 (190.4 pupils in grades 4-5 and 774.7 pupils in middle
school).

Evaluation samples at the elementary (grades 4-5) level were comprised of
1264 pupils who received CAI/CMS treatment and 161 pupils in the regular
program group. Middle school samples consisted of 227 pupils in the CAI/CMS
treatment group, and 555 pupils in the regular instruction group.

Achievement data comparisons are presented in Tables 7-9. Grade 7 of the
CAL /CMS program had the greatest positive change in percentile (Table 7) of any
of the other grades. Grade 7 of the CAI/CMS program had the greatest positive
change in grade equivalent points (Table 8), and grade 7 of the CAI/CMS program
had the greatest positive change in NCE points (Table 9). All grades of the
CAI/CMS program, except grade 5, met the program's criterion, with 1.0 or more
NCE's gained per month. However, grade 5 comprised 37.4% of the total CAI/CMS
population which depressed the average NCE score for the group. Grade 4 in the
regular CLEAR program met the program's criterion with an average of 1.2 NCE's
gained per month. Grade 7 of the regular program also met criterion when the
NCE gain per month (0.969) is rounded to 1.0. The average NCE change (Table 9)
for the CAI/CMS group was 5.5 overall or 0.8 NCE per month and the average
change for the regulae CLEAR groups was 4.5 overall or 0.7 per month.

Comparisons of percentile at the middle school level show that the greatest
change in percentile (Table 7) occurred in grade 7 in both the CAI/CMS group
and in the regular CLEAR group. Comparisons of percentile at the intermediate
school level show that the greatest change in percentile occurred in grade 4 in
both the regular CLEAR group and in the CAI/CMS group. The greatest change in
grade equivalent data (Table 8) was made in grade 7 in the CAI/CMS group and in
grade 4 in the regular CLEAR group. Table 9 indicates that the CAI/CMS grade 7
group made a 9.3 NCE point change in comparison to 6.3 for regular CLEAR. The
regular CLEAR grade 4 group made a 7.8 NCE point change in comparison to 6.5
for the CAI/CMS group. The CAI/CMS grade 6 group made a 7.3 NCE point change
in comparison to 4.3 for the regular group. The CAL /CMS grade 5 group made a
3.5 NCE point change in comparison to a negative change of -0.4 for the regular
CLEAR group. Finally, the CAI/CMS grade 8 group made a 6.7 NCE point change in
comparison to a negative change of -0.1 for the regular group. Results for
both grade 7 and grade 8 should be interpreted cautiously because of the small
sample of pupils.

As indicated earlier, NCE scores are generally considered to provide the
most comparative information in equal units of measurement. Data for CAI/CMS
groups and the regular instruction group are presented by grade in Table 9, and
were included in the discussion above. A further indication of overall program
effect is possible by examining average NCE growth by group across grade level,
as presented in Table 10. At the elementary level, the average NCE change
across grade level was 3.9 NCE's for the regular group and 5.2 for the CAI/CMS
group. The comparison of groups at the elementary level indicated a difference
of 1.3 NCE points in favor of the CAI/CMS group over the program year. At the
middle school level the average NCE change was 4.6 for the regular group and
7.4 for the CAI/CMS group. The middle school CAI/CMS group showed an advantage
over the regular group by 2.8 NCE points.
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Table 6

Number of Pupils Served, Averages for Days of Enrollment, Days of Attendance,
Daily Membership and Hours of Instruction Per Week, and
Pupils Attending 80% of Days Reported by Grade Level

for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Groups)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

Grade
Pupils

Served Girls Boys

Average Pupils
Attending
80% of Days

Days of

Enrollment
Days of

Attendance
Daily

Membershi
Hrs. of Inst.

Per Pu il Per Week

CAI/CMS

4 1017 451 566 113.1 105.1 884.8 3.6 774

5 821 357 464 111.1 101.8 701.7 3.6 576

6 329 154 175 112.4 100.6 284.5 3.5 212

7 34 19 15 91.7 80.2 24.0 3.7 12

8 9 1 8 74.3 66.8 5.1 3.4 3

Total 2210 982 1228 111.8 102.7 1900.2 3.6 1597

Regular Group

4 120 55 65 103.9 98.5 95.9 3.7 87

5 115 59 56 106.9 98.8 94.' 3.7 80

6 681 299 382 107.8 96.5 564.9 3.5 440

7 214 98 116 110.1 99.3 181.3 3.G 145

8 37 20 17 100.0 88.3 28.5 3.6 17

Total 1167 531 636 107.5 97.2 965.0 3.6 769
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Table 7

Minimum, Maximum, Median, and Standard Deviation
of the Pretest and Posttest Percentiles Reported by Grade Level

for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Groups)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

Grade

Pretest Posttest
Number of Median Standard Median Standard
Pupils Min. Max. Percentile Deviation Min. Max. Percentile Deviation

CAI/CMS

4 707 4.0 91.0 24.0 18.3 1.0 99.0 32.n 17.5

5 557 7.0 94.0 24.0 15.4 3.0 88.0 28.0 14.5

6 213 1.0 69.0 17.0 13.0 1.0 71.0 22.0 13.7

7 11 5.0 36.0 18.0 10.7 14.0 52.0 38.0 12.7

8 3 3.0 41.0 3.0 21.9 5.0 52.0 8.n 26.3

Regular Group

4 84 4.0 73.0 27.0 17.1 1.0 99.3 39.0 15.8

5 77 7.0 76.0 32.0 17.3 3.0 67.0 31.0 12.3

6 409 1.0 73.0 20.0 14.0 1.0 77.0 25.0 14.6

7 130 5.0 70.0 27.0 14.0 3.0 99.0 35.0 17.3

8 16 3.0 46.0 18.5 12.1 1.0 49.0 19.0 12.7
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Grade

Table 8

Minimum, Maximum, Median, and Standard Deviation
of the Pretest and Posttest Grade Equivalents Reported by Grade Level

for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Groups)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

- ------------ _
Pretest Posttest

Median Median
Num, i of Grade Standard Grade Stanaard
Pupils Min. Max. Equivalents Deviation Min. Max. Equivalent Deviation

CAI /CMS

4 707 1.7 6.4 2.9 0.9 1.7 8.9 3.9 1.1

5 551 2.1 10.9 3.8 1.1 2.1 10.7 4.5 l.1

6 213 2.1 8.6 4.0 1.2 2.1 9.1 4.7 1.2

7 11 2.6 5.7 4.6 1.0 4.5 8.0 6.2 1.1

8 3 4.0 6.9 4.0 1.7 4.0 8.8 4.4 z.7

Regular Group

4 84 1.7 4.9 3.1 0.9 1.7 8.9 4.3 0.9

S 77 2.1 7.4 4.3 1.1 2.1 7.9 4.7 0.8

6 409 2.1 8.9 4.3 1.2 2.1 9.6 4.9 1.3

7 130 2.6 9.1 5.2 1.3 2.5 10.9 6.0 1.6

8 16 2.6 7.7 5.1 1.2 4.0 8.7 5.7 1.3
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Table 9

Minimum, Maximum, Average, and Standard Deviation of the Pretest
and Posttest Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) Reported by Grade Level

for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction with Computers (CAI/CMS Groups)
and Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

Number
Grade of Pupils

Pretest Posttest

Average
ChangeMin.

Average
Max. NCE

Standard
Deviation Min.

Average
Max. NCE

Standard
Deviation

CAI/CMS

4 707 14.0 78.0 33.5 13.6 4.0 99.0 40.1 13.3 6.5

5 557 18.0 82.0 34.0 11.1 11.0 75.0 37.4 10.2 3.5

6 213 1.0 60.0 26.9 14.2 2.0 62.0 34.1 10.6 7.3

7 11 15.0 42.0 32.3 8.7 27.0 51.0 41.5 7.8 9.3

8 3 11.0 45.0 22.3 19.6 16.0 51.0 29.0 19.2 6.7

Total 1491 32.7 38.2 5.5

Regular Grout

4 84 14.0 63.0 36.4 12.3 4.0 99.0 44.2 11.0 7.8

5 77 18.0 65.0 39.6 11.2 11.0 59.0 39.1 7.8 -0.4

6 409 1.0 63.0 32.0 12.3 2.0 66.0 36.3 10.0 4.3

7 130 15.0 61.0 36.0 10.3 11.0 96.0 42.3 11.6 6.3

8 16 11.0 48.0 30.0 10.6 2.0 49.0 29.9 11.7 -0.1

Total 716 34.0 38.5 4.5
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Table 10

Minimum, Maximum, and Average of the Pretest and Posttest
Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) Reported Across Grade Level

for Pupils in CAI/CMS Projects and Pupils in Regular Instruction Groups
1986-87

Posttest

Max.
Average
Change

Grade and
Treatment
Group

Number
of Pupils Min.

Pretest

Max.
Average

NCE Min.
Average
NCE

Grades 4-5

CAI/CMS 1264 14.0 82.0 33.7 4.0 99.0 38.9 5.2

Regular Group 161 14.0 65.0 37.9 4.0 99.0 41.8 3.9

Grades 6-8

CAI, CMS 227 1.0 60.0 27.1 2.0 62.0 34.4 7.4

Regular Group 555 1.0 63.0 32.9 2.0 96.0 37.5 4.6
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Tables 11 and 12 compare the CAI/CMS and regular groups in regard to

numbers and percents of pupils who evidenced no improvement, some improvement,
and substantial improvement, as previously defined. The data indicate that
62.0% of the regular group pupils made positive gains in NCE scores, while
64.0X of CAI/CMS groups did so. Positive gains in the regular group included
38.7X who made substantial improvement and 23.3% who made some improvement.
Positive gains in the CAI/CMS group included 43.8% making substantial
improvement, and 20.2% making some improvement.

ECIA-Chapter 1 Teacher Census Information

Teacher Census Forms were completed in September, 1986, by the 100 teachers
assigned to Chapter 1 ECIA CLEAR units. All teachers had at least a bachelor's
degree and 52 teachers (52.0%) had a master's degree. The number of teachers
having certification in reading as a subject area was 52, or 52.0% of the
program's teachers. The average number of years of teaching experience was
22.6 overall, and 11.1 in Title I/Chapter 1 teaching experience. Of the 100
program teachers, 95 had assignments in public schools, and five in non-public
units. Thirty-six of the teachers in public schools were assigned to CAI/CMS
units and 64 were assigned to the regular program. All program teachers were
employed full-time in the program.

Parent Involvement Information

The Parent Involvement Form provided information from teachers at the end
of each month (September 1986 through June 1987) concerning program activities
involving parents who had children in the program. These data are presented by
month in Table 13. The month showing the most parent involvement was October
with a total of 2032 contacts in 1091.5 parent hours. Individual parent
conferences accounted for more parent contacts (4360) than any other activity.
Yearly totals for the other activities were: group meetings with parents, 2109
contacts in 1849.5 parent hours; parent classroom visits or field trips, 886
contacts in 522.5 parent hours; planning, operation, and/or evaluation, 298
contacts in 122.0 parent hours; and visits by teacher to patents' homes, 46
contacts in 34.0 parent hours. The yearly totals for all five types of parent
activity were 7699 parent contacts in 4265.0 parent hours. Since a parent
could have involvement in more than one contact, a yearly unduplicated count
was also obtained from program teachers in June. This count indicated a total
of 3672 parents of program pupils had one or more contacts with the program
during the school year.

A separate end-of-the year teacher survey was used to determine program
involvement by non-program parents. This survey indicated that an additional
803 parents who did not have children in the program were involved in 1105
contacts with the program in 669.5 parent hours over the school year.

Inservice Evaluation Information

The General Inservice Evaluation Form was completed by program teachers for
nine of the 11 inservice sessions which occurred from September, 1986 through
May, 198-/. Participants were asked after each session to rate four statements
about the inservice on a scale of one to five:

1 = Strongly Disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Undecided
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree
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Table 11

Changes in Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) Score Improvement Categories By
Grade for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction

with Computers (CAI/CMS Group) and Pupils Receiving
Instruction Without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

Pupils
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or Less)

Some Improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improvement
(7.0 or more)

CAI/CMS Group

707 242 134 331

Grade 4
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils 34.27. 19.0% 46.8%

Grade 5

Number of Pupils 557 232 109 216
Z of Pupils 41.7% 19.67. 38.8%

Grade 6

Number of Pupils 213 62 52 99
% of Pupils 29.1% 24.47 46.5%

Grade 7

Number of Pupils 11 1 4 6
7. of Pupils 9.17. 36.47. 54.5%

Grade 8

Number of Pupils 3 0 2 1

% of Pupils 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%
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Table 11 (Continued)

Changes in Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) Score Improvement Categories By
Grade for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction

with Computers (CAL /CMS Group) and Pupils Receiving
Instruction Without Computers (Regular Group)

1986 -87

Pupils
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or less)

Some Improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improvement
(7.0 or more)

Regular Group

Grade 4
Number of Pupils 84 25 17 42
% of Pupils 29.8% 20.2% 50.0;;

Grade 5

Number of Pupils 77 42 13 LL
% of Pupils 54.5% 16.9% 28.6%

Grade 6

Number of Pupils 409 157 104 148
% of Pupils 38.4% 25.4% 36.2%

Grade 7

Number of Pupils 130 41 29 60
% of Pupils 31.5% 22.3% 46.2%

Grade 8

Number of Pupils 16 7 4 5
% of Pupils 43.8% 25.0% 31.3%

EVALSRVCS/P502/RPTFCLE87 33



Table 12

Changes in Normal Curve Equivalents (NCB) Scores By
Grade for Pupils Receiving Reading Instruction

with Computers (CA1/CMS Group) and Pupils Receiving
`nstruc-ion Without Computers (Regular Group)

1986-87

Grades 4-5

CA1/ CMS

Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Regular Group
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Grades 6-8

CAI/ CMS

Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Regular Group
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Totals for Grades 4-8

CA1/CMS
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Legular Group
Number of Pupils
% of Pupils

Pupils
in Sample

No Improvement
(0.0 or less)

Some improvement
(0.1 to 6.9)

Substantial Improvement
(7.0 or more)

1264 474 243 547
37.5% 19.2% 43.3%

161 67 30 64
41.6% 18.6% 39.8%

227 63 58 106

27.8% 25.6% 46.7%

555 205 137 213
36.9% 24.7% 38.4%

1491 537 301 653
36.0% 20.2% 43.8%

716 272 167 277
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Table 13

Number of Parents Involved
and Total Parent Hoot-;

Reported by Month

1986-87

Items Sept. Oct.

1. Parents involved in the
planning, operation and/
or evaluation of your
unit
Number of Parents
Total Parenc Hours

2. Group meetings for
parents

Number of Parents
Total Parent Hours

3. Individual parent
conferences

Number of Parents
Tot-1 Parent Hours

4. Parental classroom
visits or field trips
Number of Parents
Total Parent Hours

5. Visits by teacher
to parents' homes
Number of Parents

Total Parent Hours

Total Parent Contacts
Total Parent Hours

Months Totals
Nov. Dec. Jan. Feb. Mar. Apr. May June for

Year

139.0 15.0 2'4.0 43.0 11.0 14.0 13.0 7.0 20.0 12.0 298.0
23.5 4.5 11.5 11.0 15.0 17.5 14.0 4.5 12.0 8.5 122.0

165.0 959.0 89.0 158.0 27.0 239.0 98.0 74.0 258.0 42.0 210.0
227.5 681.0 73.0 166.5 48.0 153.0 123.0 49.5 284.0 44.0 1849.5

349.0 723.0 924.0 218.0 300.0 956.0 311.0 225.0 267.0 87.0 4360.0
125.5 247.5 382.5 92.5 107.0 420.5 119.0 95.5 110.0 37.0 1737.0

53.0 333.0 55.0 65.0 45.0 119.0 98.0 34.0 47.0 37.0 886.0
30.5 157.5 39.0 5045 34.5 64.5 67.0 13.0 38.5 27.5 522.5

6.0 2.0 0.0 6.0 5.0 6.0 2.0 2.0 10.0 7.0 46.0
18.0 1.0 0.0 3.5 3.0 1.5 0.5 1.0 3.5 2.0 34.0

712.0 2032.0 1092.0 490.0 388.0 1334.0 522.0 342.0 602.0 185.0 7699.0
425.0 1091.5 506.0 324.0 207.5 657.0 323.5 163.5 448.0 119.0 4265.0
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Generally, workshop participants rated Chapter 1 inservice meetings
,positively. Overall ratings by participants are summarized in Table 14.

Table 14
Average Response and Percent of Response
For Reactions to Inservicc Statements

Statements

Percent
Number Average SA A U D SD

Responding Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1)

1. I think this was
a very worthwhile
meeting. 271 4.5 57.6 41.0 0.7 0.4 0.4

2. The information
presented in the
meeting will assist
me in my program. 270 4.5 57.4 39.6 2.2 0.4 0.4

3. There was time to ask
questions pertaining
to the presentation. 267 4.5 60.3 37.1 0.4 1.5 0.7

4. Questions were

answered adequately. 264 4.6 60.2 38.3 0.4 0.8 0.4

Open-ended comments on the General lnservice Evaluation Form -sked
participants to comment about the most and least valuable parts of the
meetings, and about information they would like to have covered in future
meetings. Only those open-ended comments which were made by four or more
participants at any single session will be summarized here. However, the

evaluation reports on individual sessions have been forwarded to the Department
of Federal and State Programs and are available on request.

In regard to the most valuable parts of inservice meetings, the following
items were notable from regular CLEAR teachers' comments: displays of vendors;
being able to order materials at orientation; information given during
evaluation mini-session and coordinator's mini-session at the orientation
meeting; receiving information, techniques and methods, illustrations,
materials, and examples of writing in CLEAR primary labs; making, getting ideas
for, learning about and using Big Books; receiving information about Reading
Recovery Program; sharing of materials, and inservice dealing with
recommendations, information, and direction for CLEAR program for next year.
Among elementary CAI/CMS teachers, the following comments were frequently
cited: information given during the Prescripti-n Learning mini-session at the
orientation meeting; the writing process session, the time management session;
sharing, seeing, talking, and brainstorming with fellow CLEAR teachers, and
hands-on participation with the "Newsroom" software session.

The question regarding the least valuable parts of meetings frequently
elicited the non-answers of "none," "not applicable," "all was valuable," or
"no complaint." No other answers to this question had a frecn.ency of four or
more at any one meeting.
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The question dealing with suggestions for future meetings had only one
topic that had four or more responses: Teachers expressed a need for more
workshops in which "sharing" is major emphasis.

School Visitation Information

In addition to the types of data specified in the evaluation design,
process evaluation data were obtained in a series of on-site visits to regular
CLEAR and CAI/CMS classrooms. Visits were conducted by program evaluators
during the month of March, 1987. The purpose of these observations was to
obtain input from program teachers about the functioning of the program.

In the regular CLEAR visitations, the locally developed instrument,
Evaluator's Visitation Log, was organized around questions designed to gather
information about the major facets of the regular CLEAR program. The
instrument was composed of open-ended questions and rating scales. Program
goals as perceived by CLEAR teachers included helping children feel successful,
building self esteem, and developing a positive attitude about learning,, A
variety of formal and informal diagnostic tests were cited by teachers as tools
to determine strengths and weaknesses of pupils. Many teaching methods and
materials were cited as being used to teach reading comprehension; however,
program teachers showed some confusion in differentiating between methods of
teaching comprehension and materials for teaching comprehension. Teachers
promoted maximum use of academic learning time by having daily routines, good
lesson plans, and having materials organized. Teachers let pupils know they
had high expectations for their learning and behavior by telling them, having a
positive attitude towards them, and by expecting good behavior and quality
work. Praising and giving concrete rewards were ways teachers gave recognition
and provided feedback to pupils; and checking, grading, recording progress, and
keeping pupils' work were ways they monitored pupils' progress. Almost
two-thirds of the teachers (65.4%) had mixed responses about their pupils'
progress the previous year. They liked inservice meetings which featured guest
speakers and meetings where CLEAR teachers shared ideas. Most of the
coordination and communication between program teacher and classroom teacher
were on a casual or informal basis.

Teachers were asked to rate some questions on a five-point rating scale
where the lowest descriptors (Unimportant, Very Poor, Inadequate) were rated as
"1" and the highest descriptors (Very Important, Very Good, Very Adequate) wera
rated as "5." Teachers giving low ratings to certain items on the Evaluator's
Visitation stipulated they were pinpointing specific problem areas and not
expressing a general dissatisfaction with the CLEAR Program. These questions
dealt with the importance of coordinating instruction with the classroom
teacher, communication with classroom teachers, parent responses to program
teachers' efforts at program involvement, environmental temperature and noise
level, selection procedures, scheduling, testing procedures, evaluation
feedback, facilities, space, and materials. The facets of the regular CLEAR
program which received less than a "3" rating by middle school teachers were
Parent Response to Efforts at Program Involvement (1.5 rating) and
Environmental Temperature (2.8 rating). CLEAR-Elementary teachers gave a "3"
or above rating to all items on the rating scales. Facets of the regular CLEAR
program receiving a "4" or above by both the elementary and by middle school
teachers were Materials, Importance of Coordinating Instruction with Classroom
Teachers, and Communication with Classroom Teachers. Coordination of program
instruction with classroom instruction tended to be on an informal basis and to
be complicated by the lack of common planning times.
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In addition to the questionnaire items, program teachers were concerned
about the need for more inservice and supervision, the need for more
flexibility in the use of their $250 teaching materials budget, and the
requirement of having to serve so many pupils. There was some concern in two
schools where the Reading Recovery program :,:rved firsr grade pupils over the
curtailment of services to other grades served by the regular CLEAR program.
Another area of concern dealt with special education pupils and with the
perceived slowness with which they were identified and assigned co special
classes.

Another locally developed instrument, the CAI/CMS Evaluator's Visitation
Lo,E, was used in interviewing teachers in the CkifeMS portions of the program.
The interviews dealt with general program concerns, as well as items specific
to the CAI/CMS setting. The interview sample included twenty-one of the
twenty-nine elementary CAI/CMS teachers, and four of the seven middle school
CAI/CMS teachers.

Although technical difficulti' had occurred with computers, nearly all had
been satisfactorily resolved. For the most part there was no problem getting
printed materials to go with the computer programs. Using a five-point scale,
elementary Leachers rated computer effecC.veness an average of 3.8 in regard to
diagnosis, and 4.3 in egard to instruction. Averge ratings by middle school
CAI/CMS teachers were 4.0 in regard to diagnosis and 4.25 in regard to
instruction.

Program goals as perceived by CAI/CMS teachers included the elements of
individualized instruction, starting instruction at the child's present stage
of development, raising the child's reading level, and getting children to like
to read. Labs were generally well organized, using set routines and schedules
to make maximum use of learning time. Praise and encouragement, as well as a
variety of reward systems, were frequently used to motivate pupils. Ongoing
pupil diagnosis is one of the features of computer assisted instruction, but
CAI/CMS teachers also used a variety of other diagnostic tests and methods as
well. Many methods and materials are also used to teach comprehension in
addition to that which was available (a the computers.

Pretest Observation Information

Process evaluation also included on-site observations of testing
procedures. Observations w e made during the pretest administration of the
achievement tests for the overall program, in order to vin first-hand
information in regard to testing environment and test administration.

ElemenLs of the testing environment were generally judged to be good or
very good, Aspects of testing environment that were checked included lighting
in the testing area, space for each student, sound or noise level, and
temperature.

The presentation of to -' directions was generally rated as v3c1 or very
good. In most cases the test directions were read by the Leacher. In
addition, some teachers demonstrated cn the board an example of the method for
marking the answers.
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During the testing sessions the appropriate materials were generally judged
to be available in most cases, and it was determined that assistance was
limited to the mechanical aspects of marking answers, clarifying directions,
and finding the right place on the answer sheet.

The most common problem in the testing process was found to be that
teachers neglected to c:rculate continuously around the room to monitor
pupils. One specific problem involved a teacher's having children erase wrong
answers on the Scoreze Answer Sheet rather than Xing out unwanted answers
because the Practice Test directions in the Examiner's Manual instructed
students to erase. Another teacher administered both the Vocabulary subtest
and the Comprehension subtest because she thought the program needed the Total
Reading Score. These problems were corrected during process evaluation. A
copy of the observation instrument, Chapter 1 and DPPF Testin &_Observation
Scale, is found in the Appendix.

Cost-Benefit Analysis Information

The program evaluation included one further analysis not in the original
evaluation design: 1 cost-benefit analysis (Chamberlain, 1987a) comparing the
CAI/CMS groups and comparable grade levels in the group receiving regular
program instruction. The results of the cost-benefit analysis are summarized in
Table 15. The cost per pupil used in Table 15 is based on average daily
membership. Costs included in the analysis included average salaries for
elementary teachers, middle school teachers, and elementary and middle school
CAI/CMS aides, and the contract costs for computers and equipment used in the
elementary and middle school CAI/CMS labs. Normal supplies and incidental
costs were not known in regard to separate treatment groups, but were assumed
to be evenly distributed. Any error of cost estimate would probably be in the
direction of underestimating costs for the regular group, since many
instructional materials for the CAI/CMS group, were included in the lab
contract costs.

The cost per pupil was greater in the two CAI/CMS groups than in
corresponding grades of the regular program. The cost per pupil was $256.41
more in the elementary CAI/CMS project than in grades 4-5 of the regular
program, while the cost difference at the middle school level was $220.09 per
pupil. The CAI/CMS groups sarpassed the regular groups in NCE gains at both
the middle sct,o1 and elementary levels. Tne CAI/CMS group surpassed the

regular group by 2.8 NCE's at the middle school level, and by 1.3 NCE's in
grades 4-5. Based on Average Daily Membership, elementary CAI/CMS teachers
served an rage of 11.4 more pupils per teacher than did teachers in the
regular elementary program. At the middle school level there was little
difference in Average Daily Membership, with the regular group serving 0.8
pupil per teacher more than in the CAI/CMS group. As judged by the percent of
pupils meeting the program attendance criterior and by the ratio of pupils in
the evaluation sample to total pupils served, ...dere appeared to be slightly
better attendance in the CAI/CMS groups than in the regular groups. This was
true at both the elementary and the middle school levels.
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Table 15

Cost-Benefit Analysis for 1986-87 CLEAR Program
Comparing Groups Receiving Computer Assisted Instruction/Computer

Management System (CAI/CMS) and Groups Receiving Regular Program Instruction

Program

Percent
of Ratio of

Pupils Sample
Number Program Cost Average Daily Membership_ Cost Meeting to Average

of Per In Per Per Attendance Pupils NCE
Teachers Total Teacher Program Teacher Pupil Criterion Served Gain

CLEAR-CAI/CMS
(Grades 4-5
with CAI/CMS)

CLEAR
Grades 4-5
(Public Schools

Regular Group)

CLEAR-CAI/CMS
(Grades 6-8
with CAI/CMS)

CLEAR
Grades 6-8
(Public Schools
Regular Group)

29 1,87!.,297.91 64.630.96 1586.5 54.7 1181.40 73.4 68.8 5.2

4.4 176,118.40 40,026.91 190.4 43.3 924.99 7_.1 68.5 3.9

7 324,585.88 46,369.41 313.7 44.8 1034.70 66.4 61.0 7.4

17 630,993.08 37,117.24 774.6 45.6 814.61 64.6 59.5 4.6
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Summary

A total or 5457 pupils was served by the CLEAR program during the 1986-87
school year. Average daily membership in the overall program was 4627.2.

The evaluation sample consisted of 3425 pupils wlo met the program
attendance criterion, were English-speaking and received both the pretest and
posttest. Analysis of pretest-posttest achievement data indicated an overall
average gain of 5.9 NCE points for the 6.5 month treatment period, or 0.9 NCE
point per month of measurable instruction. This did not meet the performance
objective of an average growth of 1.0 NCE point per month for the overall
program. However, when data were analyzed by grade, it was noted that the
evaluation criterion was met or exceeded in grade 3 (1.7 NCE's per month),
grades 4 and 7 (each 1.0 NCE per month). The smal. st NCE gains per month
occurred at grades 1, 5, and 8 where the gain was less than or equal to
one-half NCE point. All grades made some positive change. It was evident that
there were some problems meeting the program's objective of 1.0 NCE average
gain per month at specific grade levels, which depressed the NCE point change
for the overall program.

As stated earlier, the overall average NCE change for the CLEAR program was
5.9 NCE points which averaged to 0.9 NCE point per month. The primary sample
(grades 1-3) of the regular CLEAR program had 1218 pupils in the sample. 'the

primary sample had an average change of 7.3 NCE points overall or 1.1 NCE
points per month. Grade 1 was comprised of 8U pupils or 6.6% of the primary
sample, grade 2 had 654 pupils or 53.7% of the primary sample, and grade 3 had
484 pupils or 39.7% or the primary sample. The evaluation objective was
exceeded at grade 3 (11.3 overall, 1.7 NCE points per month). Smaller NCE
gains were made at grade 2 (5.2 overall, 0.8 per month) and at grade 1 (0-2
overall, 0.0 per month).

Looking just at the data from the CAI/CMS component and from the regular
CLEAR component, the CAI/CMS component met the program objective of 1.0 f.verage
NCE for every month of instruction in every grade except for glade .3. The
greatest positive change in NCE's (9.3 overall, 1.4 per month) occurred in the
CAI/CMS component at grade 7 (11 pupils, 4.8% of the middle schooi CAI/CMS
sample). In the regular CLEAR component, grade 7 (130 pupils, 23.4% of middle
school regular sample) made 6.3 NCE points overall or 1.0 NCE point (rounded)
per month. Negative changes in NCE points occurred in the regular program at
grade 8 (16 pupils, 2.9% of the regular middle school sample) and at grade 5
(77 pupils, 47.8% of the regular intermediate sample). Comparisons of other
NCE score changes at the other grade levels were as follow: grade 4 (regular
7.8, CAI/CMS 6.5), grade 5 (CAI/CMS 3.5, regular -0.4), grade 6 (CAI/CMS 7.3,
regular 4.3), and grade 8 (CAI/CMS 6.7, regular -0.1). The grades which met
the program's objective in both the regular CLEAR and in the CAI/CMS program
were grades 4 and 7. In the case of grade 7 of the regular program, the gain
per month was 0.969, which rounds to the criterion gain of 1.0 NCE per month.
The overall average change for grades 4-8 in the CAI/CMS program was 5.5 NCE
points; in regular CLEAR, 4.5 NCE points.

As already noted, however, NCE scores are based on percentiles, which
compare the pupil's performance in relation to the general population. Even a
small gain in percentile or NCE score indicates that a pupil has progressed
over the school year at a somewhat greater rate than would be expected from the
pupil's original position in terms of the general population.
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Process evaluation conducted during the pretest verified that proper
testing procedures were followed in most cases. The few cases where problems
wer.! noted involved proctors not circulating continuously, elements of the
physical environment which the teacher could not be expected to control, and
two minor individual problems.

The total number of program teachers was 100.0. The number of teacher,'
having master's degrees was 52, or 52.0% of the teaching staff. The number of
teachers having reading certification was 52, or 52.0% of the program
teachers. CLEAR teachers reported an average of 11.1 years of Title I/Chapter
1 teaching experience, and an average of 22.6 years of overall teaching
experience.

CLEAR teachers reported a total of 7699 contacts with 3672 parents of
program pupils involving 4265.0 parent hours. An additional 1105 contacts were
made with 803 parents who did not have children in the program involving 669.5
parent hours.

Positive ratings were given by CLEAR teachers to the Chapter 1 inservice
sessions in which they participated. Inservice features receiving positive
comments by program teachers included receiving information, sharing with
peers, displays of new materials, and hands-on experience during workshops.

The 1986-87 CL2AR program included two projects utilizing Computer Assisted
Instruction/Computer Management System (CAI/CMS). Twenty-nine teachers in 25
schools participated in the elementary CAI/CMS project, and seven teachers in
seven schools participated in the middle school CAI/CMS project. The number of
pupils served in these projects was 1838 in elementary grades 4-5 and 372 in
middle school grades 6-8. The CAI/CMS evaluation samples consisted of 1264
pupils in the elementary CAI/CMS project, and 227 pupils in the middle school
CAI/CMS group. Comparison of achievement test data was made between pulils in
the CAI/CMS projects and public school pupils in the same grade levels of the
regular treatment group. At th_ elementary level (grades 4-5), the average NCE
gains for the year were 5.2 for the CAI/CMS group and 3.9 for the regular
group. At the middle school level the average NCE gains fo: the year were 7.4
for the CAI/CMS group and 4.6 for the regular group.

Process evaluation was conducted in a series of observations and
interviews. Teachers used a variety of approaches to diagnosis and
instruction. They were concerned with building pupil self-esteem and positive
attitudes toward learning, as well as with actual improvement in reading.
Teachers conveyed their high expectations to pupils in various ways, and made
liberal use of praise and encouragement. Concerns of program teachers included
low parent response to teachers' efforts for parent involvement, the perception
of having a lack of time to do coordination of program instruction with
classroom instruction, and the need for more inservice. They also wanted more
flexibility in the use of their $250 teaching materials budget, and were
concerned about the requirement of having to serve so many pupils. There was
some concern in two schools where the Reading Recovery program served first
grade pupils over the curtailment of services to other grades served by the
regular CLEAR program. Another area of concern dealt with special education
pupils and with the perceived slowness with which they were identified and
assigned to special classes.
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A cost-benefit analysis (Table 15) indicated that costs per pupil were
greater in the CAI/CMS groups than in the regular groups. At the elementary
level the difference in cost was $?56.41 per pupil. The cost per pupil at the
middle school level was $220.09 more fur the CAI/CMS group than for the regular
group. Comparison of average NCE gains showed greater gains in the CAI/CMS
groups than in the regular gruups. The CAI/CMS group surpassA the regular
group by 2.8 NCE's at the middle school level, and by 1.3 NCE's in grades 4-5.
The cost per pupil is also affected by the number of pupils served per
teacher. Based on average daily membership, elementary CAI/CMS teachers served
54.7 pupils per teacher compared to 43.3 pupils per teacher in the regular
group. At the middle school level, CAI/CMS teachers served 44.8 pupils per
teacher, compared to 45.6 pupils per teacher in the regular group. One of the
premises of utilizing computers in the program was the capability of serving
more pupils per teacher. One further finding of the cost-benefit analysis was
that there was slightly better pupil attendance in the regular groups than in
the CAL/CMS groups, as judged by the percent of pupils meeting the program's
attendance criterion.

The findings above indicate that the 1986-87 CLEAR program did not attain
the program performance objective in terms of NCE points. The overall average
change (Table 4) was 5.9 NCE points or 0.907 NCE points per month. Grades
making the most progress in terms of NCE points were grades 3, 4, and 7.
Grades making the least progress in terms of NCE points were grades 1, 8, 5, 2,
and 6. Comparisons were also made across grades in regard to treatment group
(Table 10). Grade 6-8 of both the CAI/CMS and the regular CLEAR did better
than grades 4-5 of both treatment groups. Comparisons by grade level (Table 9)
show the CAI/CMS group making a greater average positive change in NCE's (5.5)
than the regular treatment group (4.5).

the overall findings for the program it is interesting to note how
teachers rated their pupils' progress as students exited the program. When
teachers were asked their opinion about whether their pupils had progressed
while in the CLEAR program, program teachers felt that 79.5% of their pupils
had made much or some progress. Only 20.4% of their pupils were rated as
having made little or no progress in CLEAR.

Recommendations

It is recollimended that the CLEAR Program be continued during the 1987-88
school year, with special consideration given to the following:

1. During the 1986-87 school year, eighteen teachers were chosen to
form focus groups, to identify effective educational practices.
Practices identified by these groups should be applied to the
program wherever possible.

2. Administrators and staff should play an important role in the tn.ting
program to assure that testing procedures are followed carefully
and that interruptions are kept to a minimum. Program teachers
should have joint responsibility with building test coordinators
to monitor testing conditions during the posttest.

3. Selection procedures, instructional methods, class size, and
test content should be reviewed to determine why pupils at some
grade levels are not showing desired growth.
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4. More inservice should be provided for program personnel. Methods of
teaching reading comprehension should be especially stressed in the
inservice.

5. New ways of encouraging parent involvernont need to be studied. Efforts
such as having evening meetings, visiting homes, or rewards such as
door prizes might be some possible approaches. An inservice where
teachers could "brainstorm" might be fruitful in generating creative
sohtions to this problem.

6. Most of the coordinating with classroom teachers was done in an
informal manner. Schedules need to be constructed to assure regular
blocks of time where teachers can sit down together and plan.

7. Temperature, space, noise levels, and facilities in general at some
sites need improvement. Most problems mentioned come under the
"working conditions" category and probably should be discussed with the
building administrators.

8. The use of CAI/CMS should be continued at both the middle school and
elementary levels.

6
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1986-87
Teacher Census Form

Social Security Number

Name

School Assignment

Circle only the program you are in:

ECIA Chapter 1 Programs: DPPF
(1) ADK (6)
(2) CLEAR-Elementary (1-5) (7)
(3) CLEAR-Elementary-CAI (4-5) (8)
(4) CLEAR-Middle School (6-8) Other
(5) CLEAR-Middle-CAI (6-8)

Program Code

Cost Center

Programs:
SDR (9-10)
SDR-CAI (9-10)
HSCA
(Specify)

aNumber of Years of Teaching Experience

bNumber of Years of Title I/Chapter 1 Teaching Experience

CI am certified in reading as indicated by the subject area on my teaching
certificate.

Yes No

Highest College Degree Received

Full-Time Employee
or

Part-Time Employee

aTotal all years of experience, including those which may have occurred
outside of the City of Columbus. Please include_ present school year.

bl. For every full year taught in Title I/Chapter 1 giva yourself 10
months experience. Please include the present school year.

2. For every summer term you taught in Title I give yourself two
months experience.

3. Add in any miscellaneous experience, a part-year perhaps.

4. Add the totals for 1, 2, and 3 and divide by 10. Place the
resulting quotient in the blank for question b above.

cCertification is defined as having one of the following:

1. reading specified on Bachelor degree.

2. reading specialist certificate.

3. M.A. in reading as a subject.
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CHAPTER 1 EVALUATION
PARENT INVOLVEMENT SURVEY

Name

School

For the month of MAY, 1987

mailing label
goes here

(A) (B)

Number of Total
Parents Number of Hours

1. Parents involved in the planning operation
and/or evaluation of your unit

2. Group Meetings for Parents

3. Individual Parent Conferences

4. Parental Classroom Visits or Field Trips

5. Visits by you to Parent Homes

6. Totals

7. Estimated Unduplicated Count of Parents

DIRECTIONS: 1. Complete all information; fold o zIr so back is showing;
staple; and place in school mail.

2. Place a parent in only one activity for any one meeting.

3. Total hours equals the number of parents times the number
hours spent, e.g., a group meeting for 10 parents which
lasts 3 hours would result in 10 parents (Column A) and
30 hours (Column B); 15 parent conferences each for 30
minutes would result in 15 parents and 7.5 hours. Please
round all figures in Column B to the nearest half hour.
Enter half hours as .5; no fractions please.

4. Item 7 This is total parents seen not total in 6A. If

you had 16 parent conferences but 10 conferences were with
1 part.nt the unduplicated count is 7 parents - you saw 7
parents but had 16 conferences. Do not count a parent more
than once. The figure in Item 7A should not exceed the
figure for Item 6A.

Please return by Fridaill_iMay, 29, 1987.
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CHAPTER 1 EVALUATION

PARENT INVOLVEMENT SURVEY

Mailing Label Her.2

IM2ORTANT
Enter on the line to the left the annual unduplicated count

ANNUAL of the number of parents you have involved in any of the
UNDUPLICATED Activities 1-5 below. COUNT EACH PARENT ONLY ONCE FOR THE

COUNT YEAR. If you have questions regaL(iing this count, pl-ase
call Snaron Bermel at 222-3011 or bring your question(s)
to the end-of-the-year inservice meeting.

COMPLETE THE REST G1 THIS REPORT FOR JUNE ONLY

Activities

1. Par_nts involved in the planning operation
and/or evaluation of your unit

2. Group Meetings for Parents

3. Individual Parent Conferences

4. Parental Classroom Visits or Field Trips

5. Visits by you to Parent Homes

6. Totals

7. Estimated Unduplicated Count of Parents

DIRECTIONS

(A) (B)
Number of Total
Parents Number of Hours

. Complete all information; fold over so back is showing; staple;
and place in school mail.

2. Place a parent in only one activity for any one meeting.

3. Total hours knoals the number of parents times the number hours spent
e.g., a group meeting for 10 parents which lasts 3 hou-s would result
in 10 parents (Column A) and 30 hours (Column B); 15 patent conferences
each for 30 minutes would result in 15 parents and 7.5 hours. Please
round all figures in Column B to the nearest half hour. Enter 1f
hours as .5; no fractions please.

4. Item 7 This is tonal pa. tts seen not total in 6A. If you had 16
parent conferences but 10 conferences were with 1 parent the
unduplicated count is 7 parents - you saw 7 parents but had 16
conferences. Do not count a parent more than once. The figure in
Item 7A suould not exceed the figure for Item 6A.

RETURN RIGHT AWAY BUT NO LATER THAN FRIDAY, MAY 29, 1987
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Name

Mailing Label Here

CHAPTER 1 EVALUATION
PARENT INVOLVEMENT SURVEY

SCHOOL YEAR ESTIMATE OF PARENTS

NON-CHAPTER 1 STUDEN1S

School

Activitiec

1. Parents involved in the planning operation
and/or evaluation of your unit (do not include
Parent Advisory Council members).

tA) (B)

Number of Number of
Parents Parent Hours

2. Group Meetings for Parents (do not include
Parent Advisory Council rreeting).

3. Individual Parenr Conferences

4. Parental Classroom Visits or Field Trips

5. Visits by you to Parent Homes

Estimated Unduplicated Count of Parents

DIRECTIONS: Please complete all information; indicate a 0 if the number of
parents or hours is actually zero--otherwise enter the number.

Column A (Number of Parents) lines 1-5: Please place a parent in only
cae activity for any one meeting.

Column B (Number of Parent Hours) lines 1-5: Indicate the sum of the
hours each parent spent in an activity. For example, a group meeting
with 10 parents which lasted 3 hours should result in a 10 on line 2/
Column A and a 30 on line 2/Column B (each parent met with the teacher
3 hours and there were 10 parents). Please round all figures in
Column B to the nearest halt-hour. Enter half hours as .5. no fractions
please.

For the Estimated Unduplicated Count of Parents do not count a parent more than
once (even if a parent is listed in more than one activity).

Having completed all the information on this survey; fold it so the back is
visible; staple and place it in the school mail.

Thank you.

5 4
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Inservice Tupic:

Presenter(s):

Date:

Session:

GENERAL INSERVICE EVALUATION FORM

a.m.

(e.g., 03/05/86)

and/or

Circle only the program you are in:

p.m.

ECIA Chapter 1 Programs:
kl) ADK
(2) CLEAR-Reading Recovery
(3) CLEAR-Elementary (1-5)
(4) CLEAR-Elementary-CAI
(5) CLEAR-Middle School (6-8)
(6) CLEAR-Middle School-CAI

DPPF Programs:
(7) SDR (9-10)
(8) SDR-CAI
(9) HSCA

Other (Specify)

Circle the number that indicates the extent to which you agree with statements 1-4.

1. I think this was a very worthwhile
meeting.

Strongly
Agree

5

2. The information presented in this
meeting will assist me in my
program. 5

3. There was time to ask questions
pertainiig to the presentation. 5

4. Questions were answered
adequately. 5

5. What was the most valuable part of this meeting?

Agree Undecided Disagree
Strongly
Disagree

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

6. What was the least valuable part of this meeting?

7. What additional information or topics would you like to see covere in future
meetings?
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55



28

ECIA CHAPTER 1
ORIENTATION 1NSERVICE EVALUATION FORM

September 2, 1986

Circle (mix the program you are in:

ECIA Chapter 1 Programs:
(1) ADK
(2) CLEAR-Elementary (1-5)
(3) CLEAR-Elementary-CAI (45)
(4) CLEAR-Middle School (6-8)
(5) 'ThEAR-Middle-CAI (6-8)

DPPF Programs:
(6) SDR (9-10)
(7) SDR-CAI (9-10)
(8) HSCA

Other (Specify)

Circle the number that indicates the extent to which you agree with statements 1-4, in
rating the overall day of inservice.

1. I think this was a very worthwhile
inservice.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Undecided Disagree Disagree

5 4 3 2 1

2. The information presented in this
inservice will assist me in my
program. 5 4 3 2 1

3. There was time to ask questions
pertaining to the presentations. 5 4 3 2 1

4. Questions were answered adequately. 5 4 3 2 1

Circle the number that indicates how you would rate each of the following portions of
today's inservice in regard to interest and usefulness of presentations.

5. Large Group Session

Superior Excellent Good

a. Interest 5 4 3

b. Usefulness 5 4 3

6. Commercial Exhibits
a. Interest 5 4 3

b. Usefulness 5 4 3

7. Mini-session with main speaker
a. Interest 5 4 3

b. Usefulness 5 4 3

EVALSRVCS/CHAPTER 1/ORIEN86

Fair Poor

2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1

2

2 1



8.

9.

Chapter 1 mini-session

Superior

a. Interest 5

b. Usefulness 5

c. Clarity of instructions 5

Evaluation Presentation
a. Interest 5

b. Usefulness 5

c. Clarity of instructions 5

Excellent Good Fair Poor

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

4 3 2 1

10. What tl.e most valuable part of this meeting?

29

11. What w_ls the least valuable part of this meeting?

12. What additional information or topics would you like to see covered in future
m.?etings?

7
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School

Program Teacher Evaluator

A. Questions 1-11 (Open-ended Comments)

1. Does your program have goals and objectives? Explain.

Columbus Public Schools

ECIA Chapter 1 and DPPF -SDP. Programs

EVALUATOR'S VISITATION LOG

CLEAR-Elem (1-5)
CLEAR-Mid (6-8)
SDR (9-10)

Date

2. What diagnostic test(s) or methods do you use?

3. How have the results of the diagnostic resC,$) or methods been helpful
in adjusting your approach to instruction?

4. What instructional methods and materials have you found particularly
effective in improving reading comprehension?
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5. What do you do to promote the maximum use of academic tear -ing time?
(Time on Task)

6. How do you let pupils know that you have high expectations for their
learning and behavior?

7. How do you give recognition and provide feedback to pupils? What seems
to work best?

8. How de you monitor student progress?

9. Did your pupils make as much progress in reading last year as you had
hoped? If yes, why; if no, why not

10. In what way has current research and/or inservice been helpful in your
approach to instruction?

11. What, if anything, do you regularly do to coordinate your program with
the reading program the pupils receive from their classroom teacher?

lieEVALSRVCS/P502/VISLOGS87
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Clrcle the number that indicates the extent to which the program teacher agrees.

B. Questions

12.

13.

12-23 (Racing Scale)

Importance of Coordinating

instruction with Classroom Teacher

Communication with Classroom
Teachers

Very Important

5

Very Good

5

4

4

3

3

2

2

Unimportant

1

Very Poor

1

Very Good Very Poor
14. Parent Response to Your Efforts

at Program Involvement 5 4 3 2 1

15. Environmental Temperature 5 4 3 2 1

16. Envirolmental Noise Level 5 4 3 2 1

Very Adequate Inadequate
17. Selection Proc dures 5 4 3 2 1

18. Scheduling 5 4 3 2 1

19. Testing Procedures 5 4 3 2 1

20. Evaluation Feedback 5 4 3 2 1

21. Facilities 5 4 3 2 1

22. Space 5 4 3 2 1

23. Materials 5 4 3 2 1

C. Question 24 (Yes No)

24. Do you have aay Pupil Census Forms or Acid Forms you would like to give me today?
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Columbus Public Schools

ECIA Chapter 1 and DPPF-SDR Programs

CAI/CMS EVALUATOR'S VISITATION LOG

1.Type of school (check one): Type of computer Company Servicing Computers

Elementary Apple Prescription Learning----
Middle School PET Houghton-Mifflin--
High School Dolphin Other

2. Computer Technical Difficulties

a. Minor difficulties
b. Major difficulties

Other None

Were the Problems
Frequency of Occurrence Resolved Satisfactorilx

Seldom
or Never Occasionally Frequently Yes No Partially

3. Are there any problems getting printed materials that go with the program?

4. Does your program have goals and objectives? Explain.

EVALSRVCS/P506/VISITCAI
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5. How important is it to coordinate instruction with the classroom teacher?

Very Important Unimportant
5 4 3 2 1

6. What, if anything, do you regularly do to coordinate your reading program with the
reading program the pupils receive from their classroom teacher?

7. In general, how would you rate the degree of communication between you and the
classroom teacher?

Very Good
5 4

Very Poor
3 2 1

S. In general how would you rate parent response to your efforts at parent involvement?

Very Good
5 4

Very Poor
3 2 1

9. How would you rate the following?

Very Adequate Inadequte
Selection Process 5 4 3 2 1

Scheduling 5 4 3 2 1

Testing Procedures 5 4 3 2 1

Evaluation Feedback 5 4 3 2 1

Facilities 5 4 3 2 1

Space 5 4 3 2 1

Materials 5 4 3 2 1

Computer Effectiveness
1. For Diagnosis 5 4 3 2 1

2. For Instruction 5 4 3 2 1

Very Good Ver Poor
Environmental Temperature 5 4 3 2 1

Environmental Noise Level 5 4 3 2 1

fi2
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10. What do you do to promote the maximum use of academic learning time (Time on Task)?

11. How do you le). pupils know that you have high expectations for their learning and
behavior?

12. How do you give recognition and provide feedback to pupils?

13. What instructional methods and materials have you found particularly effective
in improving reading comprehension?

14. Did your pupils make as much progress in reading last year as you had hoped? If

yes, why; if no, why not?

EVALSRVCS/P506/VISITCAI C3



15. What diagnostic test(s) or methods do you use?

16. How have diagnostic test(s) or methods been helpful in adjusting your approach to
instruction?

17. *low do you monitor student progress?

18. In what way has current research and/or inservice been helpful in your approach to
instruction?

19. Do you have any Pupil Census Forms or Add Forms you would like to give me today?

EVALSRVCS/P506/VISITCAI
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CHAPTER 1 AND DPPF TESTING OBSERVATION SCALE

Observer School

Time of Day Day of Week

Date____

Number of Students_

Program Grade Test

Testing Environment

Use the following key to rate the conditions of the testing environment.

VG = Very Good
G = Good
A = Acceptable

P = Poor
VP = Very Poor

Lighting in the testing area VG G A P VF

Space for each student VG G A P VP

Sound or noise level VG G A P VP

Temperature VG G A P VP

Type of Room: Classroom Library_ Lunch )om

Other

Test Directions

How were the directions given? Read by Proctor

Other

Written on the Board

1. Audibleness of the instructions VG G A P VP

2. Extent to which proctor provided for
students' questions VG G A P VP

3. The clarity of proctor(s) answers to
students' questions VG G A P VP

4. Clarity of directions for marking answer VG G A P VP

5. Extent to which proctor followed direc
tions in the examiner's manual VG G A P VP

6. Attitude of the proctor toward the
testing process VG G A P VP

7. Accuracy of the procedure for timing
the test VG G A P VP
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.

Testing_ Materials

were available:During the testing session the following materials

1. A test booklet for each pupil with answer
sheet where applicable Yes No NA___

2. A copy of the test booklet fur demonstration
purposes Yes No NA

a
3. Teacher's Directions Yes No NA__-

4. A pencil with eraser for each pupil, plus

___

extras to cover breakage Yes No NA-____ _

5. A stopwatch, or a watch or clock with a
second hand, to be used for timing the tests Yes No NA__

6. A "Testing--Do Not Disturb" sign for the
door Yes No___ ___

7. A paper or cardboard place marker, approxi-
mately 2" x 4" for each pupil, plus extra:;
(required for kindergarten, suggested for
grades 1-3) Yes No NA

During the Tests:

1. Proctor circulated continuously around the room
monitoring students

2. Proctor limited assistance to mechanical aspects
of marking answers, clarifying directions, and
finding right place on answer sheet

Yes No--_ NA_-

Yes No NA

3. Were there interruptions or disturbances during
the testing period. If yes, please specify
(what and how many times): Yes No NA___
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