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TITLE VII EVALUATION, 1987-88

EXECUTIVE SIMMARY

AUTHORS: Nancy Baenen, Barbara Yonan

Title VII Federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance the
regular secondary bilingual and English as a second language (ESL) programs for
Hispanic LEP students. The four sec.indary campuses involved are those with the
highest concentrations of Hispanic LEP students--Martin Junior High plus Travis.,
Anderson, and Johnston High Schools. The overall budget of the 1987-38 Title
VII Prozram was $81,492; 223 students plus teachers and parents were impacted.
Title VII provided staff training, student tutoring, curriculum development, and
parent/family training. .

MAJOR FINDINGS

1. Title VII, in combination with AISD programs, appears to have a positive
impact for most students after three yeasrs (based on the performance of
those first served in 1985-86).

e [FEnglish proficiency improved steadily across time.

e Students narrowed the gap between their performance and the national
norm in mathematics and language (although not in social studies,
reading, or science).

e Spanish achievement has improved in all subjects.

® Retention rates are lower for Title VII than for other LEP students at
four of five grade levels. )

e Grade point averages (GPA’s) in language courses tended to be higher
for Title VII than for other LEP students (GPA’s in other areas were
similar for both groups).

e Title VII stu.:ants earned more course credits across the three years
than other LEP students. Three fourths of the Title VII students are
making satisfactory progress towards graduation.

2. Results for 1987-88 show more mixed results.

e English proliciency improved after one year.

e All 17 Title VII twelfth graders mastered the exit-level TEAMS (Texas
Educatiocnal Assessment of Minimm Skills) and graduated; 50% of the
eleventh graders mastered the TEAMS.

e ©English achievement improved in 17 of 23 ~omparisons by grade and
subject.

e Spanish achievement gains were found in 7 of 20 comparisons in
1987-88, fewer than last year (16 of 20).

e The annual dropout rate of 21.7% was still higher than for Hispanic
and all AISD students, but the gap between groups lessened somewhat.

3, Evaluation results do not support the overall effectiveness of the Title

VII tutoring program. Nontutored students show patterns of growth similar
or greater than those of tutored students after one, two, and three years.

5
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OPEN LETTER TO AISD

In combinatior with other AISD prougrams, Title VII appears to be working,
especially based on long-term results. Of course, as Cummins (1985) p-ints
out, English-speaking classmates arc not "standing still waiting for them to
catch up." Especially in AISD, where average performance tends to be above
the national average, Title VII must enable their students to "run harder
and faster" to catch up and succeed. While Title VIl does seem to be moving
in this direction, the evaluation process did suggest some areas for
possible improvement. Readers are invited to draw their own impressions
based on the data in this report and their own knowledge of the program.

e Tutoring. National research has found that well-designed ard
implemented tutoring programs can be a success. However, across the
three years of Title VII, positive effects of the University of Texas
tutors have not been found. Students not tutored have shown patterns
of growth similar or greater than those of tutored students. The
tutoring program appears to need revision. Two of the most apparent
needs are for training in tutoring and English as a second language
techniques (presently little or none is given) and for more
Spanish-speshing tutors. It also appears that tutors who do not speak
Spanish may need to be placed with students who have at least some
English ability (also see page 7 of this report).

e ESL Training. A total of 33 teachers in Title VII schools, plus 15
others, now have had ESL endorsement courses. Increased efforts to
disseminate their names to appropriate school personnel could increase
the number of LEP students scheduled into these classes. Also, efforts
should continue to publicize the availability of the training at all
schools. .

Principals also have expressed an interest in providing mandatory
workshops at the campus level that provide teachers with some of the
basics of using ESL techniques, as well as introducing them to
materials available to them for use with these students. A variety of
multilevel instructional materials, including computer hardware and
software appropriate for these students, have been purchased through
Title VII. One of the ESL teachers has also developed some organiza-
tional strategies for using the computers that may be appropriate for
others as well. These training workshops might be an excellent
dissemination tool.

e Cooperative-Learning Workshops. Since 1986-87, Title VII has been
sponsoring cooperative-learning workshops which have been well
received. Teachers approach the idea of group learning receptively,
and afterwards report using the techniques in their classes. Given
teachers’ reactions and supportive national research (Slavin, 1987),
these workshops could be made available to other teachers and
administrators (especially those who work with low achievers).

Fof
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Thus,

Parent/Femily Involvement. Parent and family support groups provided
through Title VII have begun to build a connecti~a between the parents
of the LEP students and the school. National research suggests parent
involvement is quite important to students’ success, even when the
parents have limited education or knowledge of the language of
instruction. Conveying support for efforts in school is also
important. Four successful Title VII students who were interviewed
this year pointed out that their parents wanted them to do well in
school and supporterd them. Many of the parents of these students may
be afraid to come to school or unable to for practical reasons. Child
care, as provided at some meetings this year, is a positive step.
However, home visits, perhaps by ESL teachers, could reach parents who
would not ordinarily attend workshops. Visits could establish a link
between home and school not possible to obtain in any other way.

High School Instruction. At the high school level, there appears to be
an unmet need in terms of helping those with very limited educational
experiences become successful in school. The Spanish for Native
Speakers class is primarily geared for those who have some academic
skills that can be transferred into English. Students with more
limited skills might benefit from a program, housed at a regular high
school campus, like the Transitional Bilingual or Sheltered Bilingual
programs that have been quite successful at the junior high level. If
a full prc -am is not possible, at least one extra class designed to
help these students might make a big difference.

overall, Title VII and AISD appear to be making positive strides with

these students. Continued refinements could result in an even more
successful yprogram.

vi
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TITLE VII EVALUATION 1987-88
FINAL REPORT

WHAT ARE THE KEY ISSUES ABOUT TITLE VII?

Overall, the key issue for the Title VII evaluation is how AISD has tenefitted
from it. More specific questions addressed in this report include:

® What services has Title VII provided? Illas Title VII improved
AISD’s ability to serve LEP students at the secondary level?

e Has Title VII made a positive impact on student progress?
e What are the implications of the results? Should Title VII be

continued as is or modified? Should AISD adopt Title VII
strategies at other campuses?

WHAT SERVICES HAS TITLE VII PROVIDED?

Title VII supplements AISD’'S regular bilingual and English-as-a-second-
language services at the secondary level for Hispanic students dominant or
monolingual in Spanish. The program, in its third year of implementation,
provides—- .

e Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops),

e Student tutoring (through university students),

e Curriculum development, and

® Parent/family treining.

The program is designed to help current LEP students and their perents as
well as build AISD’S ability to teach LEP students in the future.

The program operates at four campuses with the highest concentration of
Hispanic LEP students. For the past two years, the four campuses have been
Mu—hison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston High Schools. This
school year (1987-88) the Transitional Bilingual Education Program (TBE) at
Murchison was moved to Martin Junior High Schoel. Thus, Martin replaced
Murchison as the program junior high.




AISD-funded services at the campuses are shown below.

AISD-Funded Services Title VII Campuses -
Martin Travis Anderson Johnsron
Bilingual content area X
instruction
Literacy program X
English as a second language X X X X
Spanish for native speakers X

In 1987-88, a total of 223 LEP students monolingual or dominant in Spanish
(LEP categories A or B) were enrolled in these schools. Figure 1 shows the
number of students enrolled this year by grade based on spring counts. In
1986-87, and 1985-86, 266 and 218 students were served, respectively.

FIGURE 1
1987-88 TITLE VII STUDENTS BY CRADE

..............

XX ST

GRADE 10 (12X) N=26

STUDENTS BY GRADE
N = 223
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Staff Training

During Title VII’s three years of AISD implementation, the staff training
component has provided ESL endorsement courses and workshops for staff
working with Hispanic limited~English-proficient students.

Endcrsement coursegs. In 1987-88:

The second series of four courses leading to ESL-endorsement
certificaticn began in the fall. This year two courses were held
during the school year and the final two courses needed to earn
certification are planned for this summer.

A tota. of eight Title VII teachers were enrolled in one or both

endorsement courses, three teachers completed two courses, and five
teachers finished one course.

The Title VII teachers completing two classes taught students in:

Social Studies Spanish
Science English

The total cos:c to Title VII for tuition for 11 courses taken by 8
teachers was $2,750.

Er dorsement courses were also offered to teachers at nonprogram
schools. AISD funded tuition of these teachers.

During the three years Title VII has operated (1985-86, 1986-87, and
1987-88):

Two series of ESL-endorsement courses were offered, w&th the
completion of the second series projected for the summer, 1988.

The total enrollment over the semesters was 79 teachers (64 program
teachers; 15 nonprogram teachers) over the 3 years. Teachers were
counted each time they enrolled (duplicated count).

Overall, 33 individual Title VII teachers took one or more courses.
Of these teachers, three completed the four courses in the first ESL
series leading to endorsement; five program teachers finished three
courses and nine Title VII teachers completed two. One ESL course
was finished by 16 teachers.

Teachers completing two or more courses served students in:

Science Language

Art Social Studies

Vocational Arts Reading

Spanish Mathematics.
11




Cooperative-learning workshops. In 1987-88, a series of five cocperative-
learning workshops for teachers of LEP students was offered to interested
AISD staff at two Title VII campuses and one non-program middle school.
Workshops focused on developing small-group couperative-learning techniques
that can be used in teaching mainstreamed LEP students in content areas.

Of the participants, 12 completed a survey both at the beginning and end of
the workshop series. These teacher responses indicated that:

@ All teachers indicated more confidence in helping colleagues
structure cooperative-learning techniques; 10 of the 12 indicated
more frequent use of these techniques.

e All 12 teachers reported increased familiarity with cooperative-
learning research. By the end ¢f the sessions, all teachers hed
read 1-7 articles or books on cooperative learning.

® While three fourths (9 of 12) of the teachers indicated some
lmowledge of cooperative-learning techniques and strengzths on the
pre-survey, all post-surveys indicated more clearly defined
understanding. Responses on the pre-survey indicated great interest
in learning more about the techniques.

Unique items from the post-survey (14 respondents) indicated that:

e All used cooperative-learning techriques; half used them often {8 or
more times). All felt use of cooperative learning affected student
achievement.

e Almost all teachers (93%) indicated that they frequently or almost
always felt comfortable using coopzrative-learning techniques.

© About two thirds {64-71%) of the teachers felt comfortable
organizing cooperative-learning groups and selecting tasks and
materials for the groups at least sometimes.

® Teachers most often reported acting as facilitators (13 of 14), with
over half reporting assigning small groups specific roles, using
questions and probes to develop higuer order thinking skills, and
using froug. reporters.

® Five teachers were appraised while students were involved in
cooperative-learning activities; all reported positive feedback from
appraisers.
During the two years (1986-87 and 1987-88) that cooperative-learning
workshops have been implemented, teachers have responded positively when
surveyed.
e All were implementing cooperative-learning techniques.

e All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques.




Parent/Family Workshops

In 1986-87 and 1987-88, workshops for parents of Title VII LEP students were
held. This year LEP teenagers were encouraged to join their families and
those of others to discuss shared concerns in a social support format. The
focus of workshop sessions was helping participants in their adjustment to
life in Austin by increasing awareness of potential risks and opportunities
to be found in the school, work, and community settings. A total of 16
sessions was held at a location in the residential area of most of Title
VII's program LEP students and their families. Workshops were facilitated
by a bilingual educator with skills and experience in adult education. In
addition, other resource people assisted, including a parent involvement
specialist for AISD. Child care services were provided at scme of the
meetings. Attendance varied between 1 and 15 participants; half of the
sessions were ettended by seven or more family members.

It was hoped these workshops would increase families’ involvement in the
educational process as supported by national research. More information may
be found in Hewison & Tizard, 1980, and Tizard, Schofield, and Hewiscn, 1982
{(as cited in Cummins, 1985).

Tutor Assistance

During the past three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88), University of
Texas tutors from multicultural classes assisted program LEP students. In
1987-88, tutors were assigned to all four campuses both semesters. Thirty
tutors assisted program LEP students first semester and 21 tutors were
assigned second semester to Title VII students. In 1987-88, 155 progrem
students received tutoring services. Over the three years, 351 Title VII
students have been tutored (based on an individual count by year):

1985-86 76
1986-87 120
1987-88 155

Total 351

Evaluation findings examining the gains of tutored and nontutored program
students may be found in this final report under English Proficiency.

Curriculum Development
During the program’s three years:

e Multicultural instructional materials and computer hardware appropriate
for Hispanic LEP students have been purchased, and

e A curriculum handbook referencing materials and strategies appropriate
for teaching secondary mainstream LEP students was compiled. The
annotated bibliography contains approximately 500 entries. Plans are
to distribute the handbook to ESL teachers and school libraries in AISD.

—
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Budget

The overall budget of Title VII in 1987-88 was $81,492. This figure
represents expenditures for staff and parent training, multilevel
instructicnal materials/equipment, evaluation and administrative operational
costs. AISD provided funds to implement regular bilingual and £SL programs
at these campuses and facilitated receipt of Title VII services through
staff time and transportation.

It is important to note that Title VII is desisned to build AISD's ability
to serve students in the years to come as well as now. Thus, while AISD has
received federal funding for the past three years, the impact of the program
will continue in years to come (reducing the cost per student). Also, while
the focus has been on Title VII students, other students may be imracted,
including all younger sons and daughters of families involved in parent
workshop sessions and all students instructed by trained teachers. This
broader definition of cost is impossible to determine at this time. If
student costs are limited to calculations for this year’s budgec of $81,482
and the 223 Title VII Hispanic TEP students served as of Octoker, 1987, the
cost per student is $365.




HAS TITLR VIL HAD A POSITIVE IMPACT ON STUDENT PROGRESS?

English Proficiency

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is a language proficiency test used to
evaluate the English oral acquisition of Title VII studonts. In 1985-85 and
1986-87, program students were pretested in the fall and administered
posttests in the spring. However, in 1987-88, only those students not
tested in the spring were tested in the fall (to avoid overtesting). Thus,
LAB scores from spring, 1987 became returning program students’ pretest
scores; only students without the previous spring test results ..ere
pretested in fall, 1987. These students were nearly all new to the District.

Both raw scores and percentiles were examined. Raw scores on the LAB are
more sensitive to growth for students with very limited English

proficiency. Most of AISD’s Title VII students start at the first
percentile when they enter the program. The maximm score on the LAB is 92;
students must score 45 to 53 to score past the first percentile.

LAB results indicate that:

ry

e Title VII students showed highly $ignificant increases in LAB raw
scores overall and at all six grade levels (See Figure 2).

- Students new to the program made raw score gains of 30 points with
posttest scores of 42.

- Students returning to the program in grades 8 through 12- started
with scores ranging fr.m 43 to 63 and made gains of 8 to 16 points.

e For the third consecutive year, Title VII students tutored by
University of Texas students did not make significantly greater gains
than nontutored students. Based on regression analyses, gains for
those with the lowest pretest scores (the most limited English
ability) were actuslly smaller for tutored than for nontutored
students this year. Both groups did make significant gains,
however. (See Figure 3.)

e Title VII met its English proficiency objective of positive change in
LAB percentile scores pretest to posttest at five of the six grade
levels. Pretest percentiles ranged from 1-7, with posttest percentiles
from 1-i2.

e On the average, students who were in the program for two (1986-87 and
1987-88) or three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88) made percentile
and raw score gains (see Figure 4).

e Overall, students tutored one or two semesters, three or more
semesters, and not at all showed similar patterns of LAB scores based
on analysis of variance. Students in the three groups started out
with similar scores and ended with similar scores. These results do
not support the efficacy of the tutoring program overall.

7 15




FIGURE 2
LAB GAINS FOR PROGRAY STUDENTS, 1937-88 BY GRADE

PRE : POST
Grade N Mean Raw Score Percentile ! Mean Raw Score Percentile
] 7
% 14 11.8 1 : 42,0%% 1
8 32 42,7 1 : 50.6%x% 3
9 14 48.0 1 : 63.8%% 1
10 15 53.9 5 ! 64.9%x 10
11 11 62.7 7 : T1.7%% 12
12 7 53.6 2 ! 69.3%% 7
43.8 (weighted ; 57.5 (weighted
Total 93 average) 1-7 H average) 1-12
$
1
H

¥ Includes all students tested from spring,
grade 7 (fall, '87 to spring, '88).

87 to spring, '88 except

% Sign:iticant at .01 level

FIGURE 3
LAB MEAN RAW SCORES AND PERCENTILE RANGES
FOR TUTORED/MONTUTORED STUDENTS IN 1987-88, ACROSS GRADES 7-12

Title VII : H Mean Raw Scores { Percentile Ranges
Group i N1 Pre Post Gain } Pre Post

[) 1 [)

Tutored 1 67 ¢ 39.0 53.0 13.99%x| 1 2-4
$ ] s
T iR

Nontutored 1 40 | 50.6 65.3 14.62%%]} 1-3 5-8
[§ [ 1]

Note = Tutored and nontutored percentile range is based on all
students with pretest = spring, 1987 or pretest = fall, 1937

** P < ,01




FIGURE 4
1985-88 LAB CGAINS FOR TITLE VII
RAW SCORE THREE-YEAR PRUGRAM FARTICIPANTS
g0 N = 28 (Subjects with fall, 1985, pretests

and epring, 1988, posttssts.)
W0 r

70 66

o }- 57. ﬂ,__-—-"--—-—‘a
46 48 ””é"

g0 -

a0 f37

0r

MAXIMUM RAW SCORE = %2

20 -
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0
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SCHOOL YEAR
FIGURE 5

LAB SCORES FOR ‘TUTORED/NONTUTORED TWO- AND THREE-YEAR
STUDENTS WITH SPRING, 1988 PCSTTESTS

FALL, 1986 SPRING, 1988
i ! Mean Raw |%ile Range} Mean Raw ‘%ile Range;
Two-Year Group ! N IScore (Pre)! (Pre) 1Score (Post)i (Post) !GAIN
Tutored: : H t1 (all | H 1
Three or more i 51 38.20 | grades) ! 64.60 !5 -11 126.40
semesters H H H H H R
Tutored: H : i1 (all | i :
Less than three | 24 | 37.79 | grades) | 59.75 i 3-10 :21.96
semesters h : 1 H H L2
H H i 1 (all | ' :
Nontutored V9 41,78 | grades) | 64.89 it 5-11 123.11
L H H H P 3%
Three-Year Group FALL, 1985 SPRING, 1988
Tutored: ! H it 1 (all | ' \
Three or more i 8} 35.50 | grades) | 64.48 v 5 -11 ;29,38
semesters H H ! H H Poxx
Tutored: : : '1 (all | ! !
Less than three | 16 | 40,38 | grades) | 67.06 ! 6 - 22 }26.69
gemesters - H H ' L
' : 11 (all | : 1
Nontutored 14 38.00 |} grades) | 67.00 1 6 -22 ;29.00
H H H H | .
¥ =P < .05
% = P < .01




Implications. While students in Title VII do appear to be making gains in
English proficiency across time, Title VII tutors do not appear to be helping
most students in this effort. While some tutored students do show gains,
overall those not tutored do as well on the average. Students with very
limited English proficiency actually appear to do somewhat better, on the
average, if not tutored, based on one-year patterns. Tutors seem to be
differentially effective with students with the most limited English
proficiency, with a few students showing large gains but many showing very
small gains or even losses on L!B scores. Title VII students with better
English show about the same gains as those not tutored on the average.

The lack of positive results for the tutoring program for the third
consecutive year suggests that the program may need to be strengthened or
revamped. Survey responses from 16-17 teachers who had tutors in their
classes this year support this. Less than 40% of the teachers responded that
tutors:

e® Were knowledgeable (31%) and well-prepared (35%),
e Improved students’ English skills (31%)
e Improved students’ academic skills (38%).

Many other respondents were neutral, with about 20% responding negatively to
each item.

Principals and ESL teachers who were iuterviewed believed the tutoring program
was of benefit, but recommended more Spanish-speaking tutors be recruited and -
that tutors be trained in ESL techrniques. Most tutors know little or no
Spanish and receive little or no specific training in tutoring or ESL. The
following should also be considered based on the data.

e Dropping or reorganizing the tutoring program;

e® Providing more training to tutors in ESL techniques or encouraging
students with scme knowledge of Spanish to become involved in this
effort;

e® Incouraging teachers to assign tutors to Title VII students with at
least some knowledge of English and work with the most limited students
themselves;

e Providing training to tutors in terms of effective ways to interact and
teach these students (based on national research on learning and peer
assistance programs).

@ Providing teachers receiving tutors with training or orientation on hew
to use tutors effectively (tutor records indicate many students are
being used with the whole group or assist teachers with grading of
papers or other activities).

10




English Achievement

While growth in English achievement is an important long-term gocal of the
Title VII Program, it is more difficult to impact in a short period of time
than English proficiency. National research suggests that it may take 5-7
vears for students with very limited proficiency in English to develop the
deeper level of English competency necessary to handle academic tasks
{Cuwmins, 1984). However, students should show satisfactory performance on
criterion-referenced minimum competency tests ~more quicklr than
norm-referenced tests.

Exit-Level TEAMS. The exit-level Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum
Skills or TEAMS (Texas' minimum competency test) is a high-stakes test.
Students are required to pass both the mathematics and language arts
sections before graduation. All 17 LEP twelfth graders in Title VII this
year met the TEAMS requirement despite higher vassing standards this year.
Of 3,094 potential graduates districtwide, nine (less than 1%) did not pass
TEAMS by spring, 1988.

The: passing percentage for LEP A and B eleventh graders who took the test
for the first time in fall, 1987 was also checked. These figures provide a
measure of the program’s success with eleventh graders as well as
information on students in need of remediation at grade 12. Figure 6 shows
the mastery percentages for Title VII students and students dominant or
monolingual in Spanish in other high schools.

FIGURE 6
EXIT-LEVEL TEAMS MASTERY FALL, 1987
GRADE 11 LEP A AND B DCMINANCE

NO =9

TITLE VII SCHOOLS NON-TTTLE VII SCHOOLS

Of Title VII eleventh graders, (0% passcd TEAMS the first time they
attempted it; 33% of the non-Title VII students dominant or momolingual in
Spanish did. Differences in passing rates were not significant. Nire Title
VII students may still need remediation next year.

11
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One-vear follow-up-—~ITBS/TAP. Figure 7 shows the percentile scores cf
students in Title VII this year who were also tested in 1985-87 on tnese
norm-referenced tests. Of the 1987-88 Title VII students, 16 percent had
just entered AISD this yea» and therefore were not tested last spring. The
English achievement objective for the project was that percentile scores
would improve between 1986-87 and 1987-88 for these students--that students
would close the gap between their scores and the national average. Scores
could not be compared across yzars for students in grade 9 tested with <he
TAP in 1987-88 because they took the ITBS in 1986-87 and the norms are not
directly comparable. Information provided here will show the progress made
by 1987-88 participants since 1986-87 and progress of students served in
1985-86 in ihe two subsequent years (whether still served by Title VII or
not) .

e Overall, program participents were able to narrow the gap in 17
of 23 comparisons by grade and subject. No change was seen in
three areas, and percentile scores decreased in three cases.

e The change in performance across vears was most positive in
mathematics, reading, and language, with improvements at four
of five grade levels. Social studies and science showed the
least positive change.

e Students still score considerably below the national average in
all areas, with the highest 1987-88 rercentile scores in mathe-
matics (14-30)and the lowest in reading (4-13).

12
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FIGURE 7
TITLE VII STUDENTS
ITBS/TAP MEDIAN PERCENTILES
ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

61 NA NA
51 NA NA

26 23
21 16
18 10

Grade 1t TOTAL | Number | Spring, | Spring, |
in ' inGroup { Tested } 1987 ;1988 CHANGE
1987-88 !~ 1987-88 READING
7+ 6L 1 3 | 3 1 5 1  +a2%
§ ! 51 1 3 i 5 ! 16 !  +5%
0 i 26 ! =22 ! 8 i 8§ ! 0
11 ! 21 ! 16 i 10 ! 13 !  +3%
e
' ] ] ) ]
] ] 1 1 ]
! LANGUAGE
7 . 6 i 3 | 2 | 8 i  +6%
g8 ! 51 1 3 ! 9 ! 9 0
] ] ] ] ]
0 ! 26 ! 23 ! 12 | 15 }  +3%
11 21 {16 i 16 i 2 1 +4%
12 ! 18 ! 10 ! 7 i 10 !  +3%
: MATHEMATICS
7 . 6 1 3 1 7 1 19 1  +lz2%
§ ! 51 i 3 ! 20 ! 20 ! 0
] 1 1 ] ]
10 ! 26 ! 28 ! 17T 1 30 !  +13%
1 21 ¢ 16 ) 3 1 3 ! +4%
12 ¢ 18 ¢ 10 {17 ! 29 {  +12%
: SOCIAL STUDIES I
7 ¢ 6 1 3 | 3 1 10 1§ +7%
§ ! 51 ¢ 3 i 122 ! 1 | 5
] 1 ] ] ]
] 1 1] ] ]
10 ! 26 ! 23 ! 15 i 2 i +Ts
11 {22 ! 16 f 22 ! 18 ! -4
12 ¢ 18 ! 10 L 9 i 11 ! +2x
1 [} ] ] [}
; 1 ] |
§
]
]
]

-——— . - m— -

¥ Objective met NA = Not applicable at this grade

National average is 50th percentile. Grades 7 and 8 take ITBS; 9-12
take TAP; grade 9 scores .cannot be compared across years.

16% of the Title VII students (14% without 9th graders) were new this
year and therefore did not have pre- and posttests.




Three-year trends--ITBS/TAP. To see if the English achievement of students
in Title VII improved over several years, the achievement of those in Title
VII in 1985-86 and still in AISD in 1987-88 {(whether still in Title VII or
not) was studied. This group had the most time to show improvement. Growth
in the percentage of students able to be tested and the mean GE scores of
those tested all years were examined. To meet this definition, students
would have started in Title VII in 1985-86 in grades 7-10 and would have
been in grades 10-12 in 1987-88. Students in Title VII in grades 11-12 1n
1985-86 should have now graduated (unless retained). Overall, 123 students
fit this definition--81 were in Title VII high schools in 1987-88 (with most
but not all still served by Title VII), and 42 were in other AISD high
schools.

Percentage tested. Teachers are given the option to discontinue testing
after one subtest on the ITBS and TAP if they feel the students’ knowledge
of English is too limited for them to earn a valid score and the testing
experience is therefore very frustrating. Given this policy, one sign of a
successful program should be an increase in the percentage of students able
to take the ITBS or TAP over time.

However, it appears the schools seldom used this policy. Nearly all LEP
students involved in Title VII in 1985-86 were tested from that vear on. As
Figure 8 illustrates, about 90% of the students were tested in each of the
three vears checked. In addition, about the same rimber of students were
tested in each subject area. Thus, the percentage tzsted each year cannot
be used as a measure of success for the program. However, the data indicate
that nearly all students were tested each year, which makes anelysis of mean
scores more meaningful. .

FIGURE 8
1985-86 TITLE VI S1UDENTS
TESTED IN 1985-86, 1986-87, AND 1987-88

Number Percent Total Group
1985-86 111 90% 123
1986-87 108 88% 123
1987-88 107 87% 123

Mean GE scores. Title VII traditionally enrolls more students at grades 7
and 8 than at the high school grades. Because students tested in grades 7
and 8 in 1985-86 (83) took the ITBS one or two years and then the TAP, their
scores are not comparable across years. Therefore, only 9th and 10th
graders’ progress will be discussed here; 22 students had scores in all
areas all years (see Figure 9).




FIGURE S
TAP SCORES FOR 1985-86 TITLE VII STUDENTS
IN 1985-86, 1986-87, AND 1987-88

MEAN GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES
Spring, Spring, Spring, 1986-1988 Mean GE

1
1
Test Area 1986 1987 1988 : Gain _Gain Per Year
1
1
Reading 6.09 6.94 6.98 | .89 43
Mathematics 7.74 9.15 10.03 !} 2.29 1.13
Language 5.75 7.30 7.82 | 2.07 1.04
Social Studies 6.13 8.01 7.99 1.86 .93
Science 6.58 7.67 7.14 | .56 .28
1
1

Includes 22 students tested all years in all areas.

To interpret the resulis, it is necessary to know that national norms are
based on average gains of one GE per year of instruction. Gains of .8 GE
are average for low achievers natiorally. The national average for 9th and
10th graders (the grade for these students in 1985-86) is 9.8 and 10.8. The
length of time these students had been in AISD was checked; 10 entered in
1985-86, 5 in 1984-85, 4 in 1983-84, and 3 before that time. Thus, 45% had
been in AISD for three years. The chart illustrates that:

e Students narrowed the gap between their performance and the
national average in mathematics and language with gains greater
than one year per year of instruction (1.15 and 1.40 per year).
However, social studies gains averaged .93 a year, above the
national average for low achievers but not high enough to close
the gap. Gains in reading and science were substantially
smaller than the other areas. )

® Students in Title VII in 1985-86 started out and ended up with
test scores far below the national average.

Mathematics achievement and gains are highest for these students. This area
is least language dependent. Language scores are improving. The other
areas may be more difficult to impact in three years (national research
suggests it may take five to seven years).
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Spanish Proficiency and Achievement

Spanish proficiency and achievement were measured bx La Prueba Riverside de
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside). The test measures achievement in
reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is designed
to be of comparable difficulty to the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills.
Performance can be examined based on raw scores (25 to 30 items per test ¢
percentiles (available for spring only). It is important to note that
percentile ranks generally increase several points for each additicnal
correct response. Title VII LEP students were tested one level downward
lappropriate for low achieving students based on the manual), excent for
grade 10, which was tested two levels downward (grade 8 is highest level
available on the test).

1987-88 results. La Prueba Riverside was administered at Martin and

Travis. At Martin, Title VII LEP students received bilingual instruction in
all content areas except mathematics. At Travis, all LEP students had one
period of daily ESL instruction and some Hispanic LEP students received an
additional daily period of Spanish for Native Speakers. Instruction in this
class provided assistance in mainstreamed content area assignments as well
as reinforcement in Spanish language arts and cultural history. La Prueba
Riverside was administered to all ninth and tenth graders at Travis to
evaluate school achievement in the students' more fluent language. In
1987-88, Spanish achievement and language proficiency of those ninth and
tenth graders enrolled in Spanish for Native Speakers was also examined
separately.

The objectives used to evaluate Spanish proficiency and achievement stated
that the percentage of students making gains in 1987-88 in Spanish language
and other content areas would be higher than that found in 1986-87. As can
be seen below, students at Martin met the achievement objective in three out
of five areas; Travis program students showed gains in science only. Thus,
the objective was met in 4 of 10 comparisons but not in the other 6.

Neither Martin nor Travis met the language objective. Therefore, if
examined across three years (1985-86 through 1987-88), both Martin and
Travis show gains in three of five areas.

PERCENTAGE OF TITLE VII STUDENTS SHOWING GATNS ON LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDR

i ' Martin/Murchison 1 Travis
‘" 1985-i  1986-:  1987-|  1985-{ 19861  1987-
SUBJECT N 1986 | N 1987 {N 1988 | N 1086 | N 1987 ! N 1os8
Reading 75 61% §1o1 73% 68 54% 12 33% 47 75% 34 59%
Language (Spanish)'f 75 59% 2101 72% ' 64 55% 13 54z 47 53% 31 16%
Mathematics 76 67% ?101 65% 66 71% 13 46% 47 81% 34 59%
Social Studies ' 76 54% '5101 60% 67 61% 12 75% 4T 12% 34 56%
Science : 76 57% : 99 57% . 67 67% 12 42% . 47 57% 33 67%

et —————
Gains for 9th and 10th graders from fall to spring.
16 N
24
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Mean raw scores provide another perspective and show that:

e Students made significant gains in 7 of 20 comparisons (see Figure 11).
Fewer gains were seen than last year, when 16 of 20 compariscns were
significant.

e Grade 7 showed the best performance, with significant raw score gains in
four of five subjects. Two significant gains were seen at grade §, and
one at grade 9.

e Language gains were significant at grade 7 only.

e The Spanish achievement of Hispanic LEP ninth and tenth graders at
Travis who were instructed in both Spanish for Native Speakers and ESL
classes was singled out and examined. No findings were significant for
any of the nine program students with matching pre- and posttests.

FIGURE 11
1987-88 PRUEBA RIVERSIDE MEAN RAW SCORES, BY GRADE

“READING ] LANGUAGE MATHEMATICS SOCIAL STWIES SCIACE
Grade  Pre Post Gain | Pre Post Gain | Pre Post Gain| Pre Post Gin| Pre Pcst &ain

7 16.5 18.9 2-;: 1.1 12.4 1.3%-13.9 17.2 3.3 14.916.4 1.4 13.5 1.2 2.7+=
ok

8 151 158 .7]127 131 .5]152 16.7 1.5¢ 14.314.9 .5 13.8 15.0 1.2*
9 19.6 20.5 .9]13.5 13.4 -.2|159 18.6 2.6%| 16.216.9 .7 16.9 16.8 -.1
10 224 223 9139 13.2 -.6[18.4 19.1 .6|17.419.1 1.8* | 16.9 19.4 2.4

* < '05’ **‘< 0010

At least in reading, ninth and tenth graders had little room for growth.
Prueba results suggest seventh graders showed the best growth in Spanish
achievement.
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Three-year summary. The Spanish achievement of 20 Title VII students who
started Title VII 1in 1985-86 as seventh and eighth ¢graders ar<d contimieda
through 1987-88 was examined. Students shoula now be in grades 9 and 1d.
Patterns of growth were examined based on percentiles for each sprinz (fall
norms are not available). Percentiles are based on the lower levels at
which students were tested. As Figure 12 illustrates:

e Fercentile scores showed positive changes across the three
vears from spring, 1986 to spring, 1888. Improvement ranged
from 2 percentile points at grade 9 in language to 30 points at
grade 10 in mathematics.

e Percentile changes were generally larger between 1986 and 1987
than betwesen 1987 and 1988.

e The highest percentile scores were seen in reading and
mathematics by spring, 1988.

Thus, students involved in Title VII three years have shown grcwth in Spanish
achievement. Growth may slow after the first year as instruction is provided
more frequently in English. In some test areas, students also have such high
average percentile scores that little growth is possible.

FIGURE 12
PRUEBA RIVERSIDE PERCENTILES
SPRING, 1986, 1987, ANM™ 1988 TITLE VII STUDENTS

H : H H H H Cnange
Subject Grade! 1986 | Change | 1987 | Change | 1988 | i¥8v to 19882
t 1 t 1 [] 1
1 t 1 [] [ 3
Reading 9 { 73 + +15 | 88 | -2 | 8 | +13
10 { 81 | #11 { 92 . +1 1 93 | +12
1 t 1 1 t )
1 1 1 ) t 1
Language 9 + 79 + +6 | 8 | -4 | 81 ! + 2
10 § 61 | +20 | 81 | -8 HEY < +12
) [] 1 ) ) ]
[] 1 1] 1 ] 1
Mathematics 9 ! 71 ! +#11 | 82 ' +5 | 87 +16
10 | 81 | +30 | 91 | 0 7 91 | +30
) t ) 1 1 1
[] ] 1 1 1 ]
Social 9 | 68 | +11 + 79 | +5 ' 84 |} +16
Studies 10 { 67 | +20 ¢V 87 | 0 i 87 ¢ +20
[] 1 1 ) [) []
1 [] t 1 [] t
Science 9 | 76 | -4 )V 72 +9 i 81 | + 5
10 |+ 67 ¢ +22 | 89 | 5 ! 94 +27
t [) [) 1 [] 1
= 8 ninth graders, 12 tenth graders -
18 20
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Dropout/Graduation Rates

There are a number of legitimate ways, but no perfect way, to count
dropouts. AISD methods are state-of-the-art for districts nationwide. In
AISD, a dropout is a student who has withdrawn from the district and whose
records have not been requested by another school or district. Students who
earn GED’s are counted in our system as dropouts. Nearly all high scheols
in the United States will request such records to award course credits for
work completed. However, junicr high rates overall and high school rates
for LEP students especially may be inflated to the extent that other junior
highs and foreign countries do not request transcripts.

Dropout rates are now available for 1985-86 and 1986-87. The time frame
used in calculations changed between the two years to better meet the needs
of AISD:

e In 1985-86, students were counted as dropouts if they withdrew
between September 1 and the end of school with no transcript
request received by July 1.

e In 1986-87, the time frame was expanded to a truer annual rate,
with students counted as dropouts if they left AISD between
September 1, 1986 and September 1, 1987, with no transcript
request by October 14, 1987. Some improvements were also made
in updating and crosschecking files at the schools for the
1986-87 group.

1985-86 and 1986-87 dropout rates thus cannot be compared directly, althcugh
differences in group rates can be discussed. The October rates allow more
time for transcript requests to arrive for students who left during the
previous year (tending to lower the school-year rate) but count as summer
dropouts those who finished the school year but did not return.

Research suggests certain types of students are at higher risk of dropping
out, including Hispanic students, LEP students, low-income students, and low
achievers. Of course, these factors are interrelated. Senior high data
indicate the following about enrollment status (sce Figures 14 and 15):

e Students served by Title VII showed a 21.7% dropout rate (as of
October). These rates are b gher than those for all Hispanic
(15.0%) and a1l AISD (12.1%), and other LEP (20.0%) stucents.
However, the difference between the rates for LEP and Title VII
students versus AISD and Hispanic students overall is smaller
this year than last. Thus, the gap does appear to be narrowing
glightly.

e A dropout rate of 21.7% indicates that 78.3% of the Title VII

genior high LEP students in AISD successfully completed the
1986-87 school vear and returned to school in AISD or elsewhere.
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e Of the nine Title VII twelfth graders in 1986-87, seven graduated
and two did not. The two who did not were new to the country and
AISD in 1986-87 and returned to AISD this year.

e TFor 1985-86, six of the seven Title VII seniors graduated; one did
i .. In 1987-88, all 17 of the LEP Title VII seniors graduated.

At the junior high level:

® As shown in Figures 14 and 15, junior high dropout rates appear
higher for all groups with the new time frame implemented in 1886-37.

e Title VII dropout rates were higher than AISD’s overall rates toth
years. Title VII may have impacted the 1986-87 rate for those
served, with a dropout rate 5% lower than that for other LEP
students. (The 1985-86 rate was similar for both LEP groups.)

Efforts are being made to provide alternative methods of documenting
enrollment in other school systems. Another ORE publication, Programs for
Students With Limited English Proficiency Evaluation, 1987-88 (Pub. No.
87.44) provides more information on dropout rates for LEP and former LEP
students.

As shown in Figure 13, most of the 1986-87 Title VII dropouts (N=28; 62%)
left during their first two years in schools in AISD. The greatest
percentage of program students who dropped out were in AISD two vears (N=18;
36%) .

FIGURE 13
LENGTH OF TIME 1986-87 TITLE VII DROPCUTS
WERE ENRCLLED IN AISD

1 YR, OR LESS N={2

7

LENGTH OF TIME ENROLLED

ERIC © 28
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FIGURE 14
1986-87 DROPOUT RATES AS OF CCTOBER 1, 1987
Senior High Dropouts
School Year —Suminer Total
Group No. % No. % No %
Title VII% (N=129) 19 14.7% 9 7.0% 28 21.7%
Other LEP (N=285) 30 10.5% 27 9.5% 57 20.0%
All Hispanic 472 10.8% 195 4.4% 667 15.0%
AISD 1,426 8.0% 731 4.1% 2,157 12.1%
Junior High Dropou®*g
School Year Summer Total
Group No. % No. % No. %
Title VII* (N=112) 8  7.1% 9 8.0% 17 15.2%
Other LEP (N=341) 38 1:.1% 31 9.1% 69 20.2%
All Hispanic 187 6.1% 179 5.9% 366 12.0%
AISD 405 4.2% 512 5.4% 917 9.6%
FIGURR 15

1985-86 DROPOUT RATES AS OF JULY 1, 1986

Senior High Dropouts

Dropouts Enrolled Dropout %
Title VII# 24 84 28.6%
Other LEP 46 244 18.9%
All Hispanic 661 4,316 15.3%
AISD 1,911 17,894 10.7%

Junior High Dropouts

Dropouts Enrolled Dropout %
Title VII* 10 109 9.2%
Other LEP 31 307 10.1%
All Hispanic 199 2,799 7.1%
“ISD 481 9,354 5.1%

* Title VII served LEP students dominant or monolingual in Spanish at
Murchison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston Senior
Highs. Other LEP includes all other LEP students in AISD dcminant in
English or anu“‘her language.
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Three-Year Profile: Other Measures of Success

Hispanic A and B LEP students (73) who were enrolled in Title VII in 1983-86
and still active in 1987-88 were followed up in terms of retention, credits
earned, and subject area performance. Because students still had to be in
AISD, students who started Title VII in 1985-86 in grades 11 and 12 and have
since graduated are not reflected. Thus, those included were in grades 7-10
in 1985-86 and grades 8-12 in 1987-88. This three-year follow-up group
consisted of students who:

e Continued in the Tacle VII program,
e Left the program because of upgraded language dominance, or
e Were no longer served by Title VII or ESL by parent request.

The three-year follow-up group was examined in relation to a LEP comparison
group (N=256) composed of other non-English proficiency students enrolled in
AISD in 1985-86 and still active in 1987-88.

Retention/Prcmotion. The following can be seen in Figure 16:

@ Overall, 78% of the Title VII 1985-86 participants were subsequently
promoted the next two years; 22% were retained.

e Compared to the LEP comparison group, the Title VII students shcwed
lower retention rates for every grade-level group (7, 8, 9, 11)
. except those in grade 10 in 1985-86.

FIGURE 16
PROMOTION/RETENTION RATES
1985-~86 TITLE VII AND OTHER LEP STUDENTS
1986-87 AND 1987-88

GRADE IN 1985-86

. — 85-87 ASTAINZES
7TITLE VII (N=21) | R oos B @ \

LEP (N=55) |

81171.5 VII (N=36) 3
LEP (N=52) [a

| | |e7-u8 mETAINEES

9 TITLE VII (Neg) | :
LEP (N=78) BO0R5000SXNc ¢ et T 5 LIRS
10 TITLE VII (Ne5) |

LEP (N=51) {534,
11 TITLE VII (Nw2) RSSO0
LEP (N=3) |

0 25 50 75 100

PERCENT
TOTAL VII (N = 73)
TOTAL LEP (N = 249)
N MISSING = 7 92




Grade point averages. High school grade point averages (GPA’s) across the
three years were examined for the 1985-86 Title VII and LEP comparison group
by subject. The GPA’s of students as they passed through high school were
examined for both the Title VII and LEP follow-up group. The grade levels
involved each year are indicated in Figure 17. All grades earned were
grouped into general categories of language, reading, mathematics, science.
social studies, and other. This last area, "other," was used for all other
courses, including physical education and electives. A grade of passing is
T70%.

FIGURE 17
GRADE LEVELS EXAMINED OVER TIME
{1985-88) FCR GPA AND CREDITS EARNKD

1985-86 1986-87 ’ 1987-88
(7) (8) (9)
(8) 9 10

9 10 11
10 11 12

) = Grades in parentheses were not examined for credits earned.

-

@ Both groups’ GPA's across the three years fell between 68 and 87.

e In 1987-88, over one-third (37-38%) of the students made "A" (90-100)
or "B" (80-89) averages. The percentage of LEP comparison students
with these grades was 43-45%.

@ Both groups showed their best performance in the subject category
"other."

e Language grade averages acrose the three years tended to be higher
for Title VII three-year follow-up students than for other LEP
students.

e Each group haa below passing GPA’s in social studies one semester of
the six checked.




FIGURE 18
MEAN GRADE POINT AVERAGES ACROSS THREE YEARS
FOR TITLE VII AND LEP COMPARISON GROUPS HIGH SCHOOL COURSES ONLY

standard for satisfactory progress.

Credits earned. Another measure of performance is the number of credits
students were able to earn over the three-year period, 1985-86 to 1987-88.
ATSD high school students need 21 credits for general graduation.

Completing 2.5 credits (five per year) most semesters will result in
attuinment of that goal. Therefore, 2.5 credits per semester was used as the

The percentage of each group earning at

24

least 2.5 credits & semester is given in Figure 19.

Title VII (E73) 15865-8 15c0-8/ 1337-85
SUsdell N1 Fall NT Spring N | Falli N | Spring N | Fatl N | Spring
Lanquage 17 a3 19 83 67 | & 167 83 9% | & |66 76
Raading 7 81 12 80 2|1 72 |30 76 2| 72 15 72
Hatnaratics 15 78 16 77 51| 80 |81 79 69| 75 67 72
Science 4 71 3 78 0| 75 |40 78 51| 72 55 73
Social Studies | 12 74 13 74 1] 69 34 76 52| 43 47 72
Otner 39 84 3 87 | & |8 85 124 | 8 |12t 82
LEP Camparison 1985-Co 1986-87l . 1987-¥3

Growp (4=148) | N T Fall NT Spring | N Fall N{ Soring | N Fall N | Spring
. Language 143 78 |136 77 18| 78 (a2 76 f255| 76 |272 74
Peading 58 75 59 77 41 75 61 78 60| 79 57 78
reuwaratics 121 74 12 75 19| 7 |19 75 23| 75 233 76
ience 95 74 {102 74 |125] 76 |136 73 165 | 74 |ic4 74
Sceial Studies | 79 68 78 72 1271 11 41 72 1% | & |18 73
Other 203 8l 197 8l 283 | 84 |06 82 98| & |42 8l

~urber taking Courses increases with time as more 1985-86 Title VLI stucents enter nign school .




® More Title VII students earned at least 2.5 credits than did
students in the coxparison group all three years.

e More than three quarters of the Title VII students appear to be
making satisfactory progress towards graduation.

FIGURE 19
TITLE VII AND OTHER LEP STUDENTS~——
PERCENT EARNING FIVE CREDITS OR MORR PER VEAR.

PERCENT
100

TITLE VII THREE YEAR
FOLLOW~UP GROUP

LEP COMPARISON
GROUP

1985-86 1986-87 1387-88
YEAR
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LANGUAGE ASSESSMENT BATTERY
Purpose

The Language Assessment Battery (LAB) is adm. istered

in English to provide a means of determining the English
proficiency of secondary pupils for whom English is not the
primary language spoken. The highest possible score is 92.
The LAB was used to provide information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as i1t 1s, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #1 - English Proficiency. By the end of each

program year, program students' average posttest percentile
scores on the English Language Assessment Battery (LAB) will
be higher than the pretest percentile scores. (All schools)

Evaluation Question D1-1. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet i1ts English proficiency objective that
participants would exhibit percentile gains, on the
average, in their English language proficiency?

Evaluation Question D1-2. What were the peycentile and
raw score gains, on the averadge, of participants who
were 1n the program for three years?

Evaluation Question D1-3. Did 1987-88 participants who
were tutored exhibit greater percentile gains, on the
average, in English proficiency compared to those not
tutored?

Evaluation Question D1-4. Did program participants who
were tutored for three or more semesters make greater
percentile gains than nontutored two- or three-year
participants in 1987-887?

Procedure

The LAB was administered only to new program participants
(Hispanic LEP A & B students) between September 14 and
October 1, 1987, to provide a baseline comparison with
results from the April and May, 1988 re=-evaluation. This was
a change from 1985-86 and 1986-87, when all students were
pretested in the fall and administered posttests in the
spring. To avoid over-testing, only those students not tested
in the spring, 1987 were tested in the fall, 1988. These
students were nearly all new to the District. A problem in
testing occurred at Martin, the new school location of the
TBE program. Most of the returning students in grade seven
were not tested, because the spring IDEA testing in grade six

APPENDIX A
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was o have been used as their pretest measure of language
proficiency. However, students were not tested because test
communication to sixth grade teachers was not clear. In the
fall these students were missed, because seventh grade
teachers assumed contlnuing students had been pretested.
However, new seventh and eighth graders at Martin were
administered the LAB group segments of the test by TBE
teachers; the Title VII evaluation associate gave the
individual part. At Travis, the evaluation associate and
cczrdinating counselor (LPAC chairperson) administered all
sections of the LAB to students. Title VII students at
Anderson and Johnston were tested by the ESOL teachers and
the school LPAC chairpersons.

From April 14 to May 7, the posttest was administered at the
four schools using the same procedures except at Travis the
LPAC chairperson administered all parts of the tests alone.

LAB scores were entered on a computer terminal by the part-
time clerk for bilingual programs and transferred to master
data file BARB87 by the programmer analyst. Thus, in order to
answer the evaluation questlons about English proficiency,
three master data files for each of the program's three years
were used, BARB87 (master file 1987-88), BARB86 (master file
1986-87), and BARB85 (master file 1985-86). Raw score gains
were calculated from these files for the overall group.
Tutor/nontutor comparisons were calculated from mergers of
current and past two year master data files with tutor data
files, Data Tutor85 and Data Tutor87. (Tutor data for 1986-87
was included on master data file BARB86.) Raw scores were
transformed into equivalent percentiles, using the LAB
Technical Manual (see Attachment A-4)as appropriate.

Specific SAS procedures are given in Attachment A-1, A-2, and
A-3. Significant differences between tutored and nontutored
groups over time were examined through regression analysis;
to do this, the programmer analyst created EV1PLOT, based on
SAS General Linear Models, (See Attachment A-3.)

A summary of results may be found under Language Proficiency
in the Final Report section of this report (pp. 7-10).
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.......'.U...o.ov......'..‘......'..‘..'....'...oo‘.v.vv.vv..ooo
THIS PRDGRAM PERFDORMS LAB ANALYSIS ON TITLE VII KIDS WHD WERE

IN THE PROGRAM FDR 3 YEARS. THEY MUST HAVE A PRESCDRE IN FALLSS
AND A PDSTSCORE IN SPRINGSS.

..........................-.‘.......................‘....‘.....:

TITLE ‘AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT’;:
TITLE2 ‘DFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN’;
TITLE3 ‘TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS - i988‘;
TITLE4 ‘01-2'; € Di—| (one (aec\r qaing

DATA BARB8T7; Mosier F:‘& 1994 -98

INFILE BARB87;:

INPUT  STUID 17

NAME  § 8-35 (rile oy Ood')
LOC $ 36-38

GRADES § 39-40

LEPST  § 42

LANGDOM § 43-44

FALLB7  45-46

SPRE7 47-48

SPRAS 49-50;

IF GRADE8 GE ‘09’ AND GRADE8 LE ‘{2‘;
DATA BARBS6:;
INFILE BARBSG;

INPUT  STUID 1-7 ] —
NAME $ 8-34 Master Fle 198637
Loc $ 36-38
GRADE  § 39-40
LEPST § 42
LANGOOM § 43

FALL8B6 45-46
SPR87 48-49
ENDORSE 51

TUTREAD $ S3
TUTLANG ¢ 54
TUTMATH §$ 55
TUTSDCS ¢ S6
TUTSCl § 57;
PROC SORT:
BY STUID:

DATA BARBS8S;
INFILE BARBS8S;
INPUT STUID 4-10

Moster File 14995-9L

NAME $ 11-30
GRADE $ 31-32
LOCS $ 33-35
FALL8BS 57-68
SPR86 59-60;
PRDC SORT:
BY STUID:

DATA BARBMRG;

MERGE BARBBS(IN=DNt) BARBB7(IN=DN2) BARB86(IN=DN3);

BY STUID;

IF FALL8S NE . AND (SPR88 NE . DR FALL87 NE B H
LABGAIN = SPR88 - FALLSS;
PROC FREQ:

TABLES SPR88 FALL87;
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;

00000210
00000220
00000230
00000270
00000270

00000630
00000640

00000630
00000640

00000630
00000640

(88-G861) 4eaj 334Y)
(88-£86() +e3)\ BuQ
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICY

PROC SORT:
8Y GRAOES:
PRCC MEANS:
VAR FALLBS SPRBS LABGAIN:
B8Y GRAOES;
PROC MEANS:
VAR FALLSS SPR8S LABGAIN;
PROC MEANS;

VAR FALLBS SPR86 FALLBG SPR87 FALLB7 SPRgs:

B8Y GRAOES;
PROC MEANS;
VAR FALLBS SPRO6 FALLB6 SPR87 FAw.

87 SPR8S;

14-C2 TUESOAY. JUNE 7. 1988 2
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TPTILE VIL LAB AMALYSIS -_1988
N FALL 87 AND SPRING 88 LAB SCORES
VARIABLE 7] MEAN STANDARO MINTMUN RAX UM RANGE SUM VARIANCE _ STO_ ERROR ) PR>ITS
0EVIATION VALUE VALUE OF "MEAN
ceesveescevecscmcacman cemceccooocan ceccmccccccccean Pt teoded GRAOE®Q7 --ceccccoao cemmsemaaa semecceceas eccecccenmcccccana cememececaaa
FALLB? m 11.78571429 19.84237335 0.0O00C00 S56.0000000 56.0000000 165.000C00 393.719780 5.30309734 2.22 0.0446
SPRBB. 4 42.00000000 11.61863932 26.0000000__6§,.000000C _35.0000000 586 _000000__ 134923077 3 10441019 _ __ 13 _53__0_0001
LABGATN 14 fao 214285717 T17.85047507™ 2.0000000™ 5870000000 ~86.0000000 4237000000 308.335165 " 4.69296712" 6,44 07000 1=kt
AISESIIIARIII sExInsssomssscrocseesssenos TIIIInAn LLTIA L] 22 .GRARESQRB _=c=-cs=csccosmmncanos soos=oc L L L L L Lt kbbbl et S ket
SpR87 32 42.65625000 12.42684237 24.0000000 67.0000000 43.0000000 1365.00000 154.426411 2.19677613 19.42 0.0001
.SPR88 32 50.6250000Q__14.93156432 23 0000000_ 81, ooooooq___sg_.ooooogq_.ggzo 00000 222.951613 2 63955260 _ 13 _18_ 0 0001
LABGATN 327777.96875C00 6.69368684 - 1.0000000  28.0000000 240000000 " "255.000C0 " 44. 805444 1. 18328784 T 6773770.0001
bteiedebedodeleuied b ttedeete et orteoddedeteletedettetedelotededebetedobetedtelodrdetoeeded GRAOES09 =cavecsmcsccaeccnman m——aaa ettt seeemcecceccccccooccooaoaaao
SPR87 14 48.00000000 11.30690735 33.0000000 72.0000000 39.0000000 672.000000 127.846154 3.02189810 15.88 0.000%
LSPRBB . . .. ..34..63,78571429 _ _7.90499911_ 53,0000000_.76.Q000000 _23.0000000 . 893,000000, . 62 489011, .2,11269988 30,19 0,001 _
LABGAIN 147715.78571429 7.23430472°  4.0000000  33.0000000 29.0000000  221.000000 52.335165  1.93344926 8.16  0.0001
Srsessssssesececseecececereeccemcooe T ot srosssomm=== GRADE=40_====s=sssacuccascnancaaconc Secemcccaccec-aooa- Smeemecoaa- —m-at
SPR87 15 53.93333333 11.73192632 29.0000000 69.0000000 40.0000000 809.000000 137.638095 3.02917035 17.80 0.0001
.spres_ 15 64 93333333 __11,54164303 _ 450000000, a:: -0000000,_ 38, ..974_000000__133.209524_ 2 98003942 __ 21 79 0. 0001 _
LABGAIN “157 T11.000000007 1143552873 1770000000 340000000 51, 0070000 " 1657000000 124000000 287518115 ~37830" trxns
N
memseesstesocecevescmseseeteomsreoceemoocoearvoeasaanacesncs GRADES]] === mous ettt arescwoeecaoa- sssccececccccmcccccccerooloeaa
SPR87 11 62.72727273  8.45092787 53.0000000 77.0000000 24 000 'C0 sao 000000 71.4181818 2.54805062 24.62 0.0001
_SPRB8_ 11 "_7_1"72727273 ..5:79839553 630000000 85.0000000 _22,00006°0, 789 000000 46.2181818 2.04979338 34 99___0"_0001
LABGALN 1778780000000 "8.83172667 " =2.0000000 170000000 |é 70000000 997000000 30. 6300000 " 1.6678785 - 730 T 0.0003
Soimessssseeesesecesocecccsccccsco-o-oa- e eletet vt lebtotedeioaied =z GRADE®12 ==c-c--sccececcceccccccaa= seomoconoeoo steemccccccmccccccaa- --e
SPR87 7 53.57142857 14.69531833 27.0000000 69.0000000 42.0000000 375,000000 215.952381 5,55430825
.SPRE8  7_69.28571429  7.27356597 59 0000000 _81.0000000_ 22 0000000 . .2.74914953
LABGATN 7715071428571 779.56929614  8.0000000 " 36.0000000 " 28 0000000"
VAK FALLB5S 'SPRBG FALLBE SPRB7 FALLB?7 SPRSA:

PROC OELETE OATAZ2AR887 TUTOR; 00001070
AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT 15:00 THURSOAY, JUNE 9. 1988 2
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION .
WTITL -
VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARO L BININUM MAX THUR RANGE SUM VARIANGE__STO ERROR_ T PR>ITY
T ” DEVIATION™ VALUE VALUE OF MEAN
FALLBS 28 38.64205714 12,21175598__ 1$7.0000000 £8.0000000 _41.0000000  1082,00000 _ 149, 126984 2.30780496 .16 74 0 0001_
31" 46 40140747 i 1581194285728 ooooooo 660000000 41 '1243,00000 “"140.9423207 2.28475641 20.31 0.000i
10 48.00000000 9.36897955 35.0000000 63.0000000 28.0000000 480.00000 87.777778 2.96273147 16.20 0.0001
24 56.83333333  9.90681218 36 0000000  72.0000000 36.0000C00 1364.00000 98 144928 2 02221987 28 10 0 000%
¢ T N N . N N N N
28 €6.42857143 8.27503417 50.0000000 83.0000000 33.0000000 1860.00000 68.476190 1.56383446 42.48 0.000%

(2 40 2 abeq)
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THIS PROGRAM PERFDRMS LAB ANALYSIS ON THE VITLE VII KIDS WHD
HAVE BDTH A PRESCORE OF SPRING87 OR FALL87 AND A POSTSCORE OF

SPRINGB8. TUTORED AND NON-TUTORED KIDS ARE COMPARED.

BP0 LSLBIISNTROSNEIONINIEN SN ILNISINPIORINNIIIIRNINNNNNRNISRINRS

TITLE ‘AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DTSTRICT’;
TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION’;

TITLE3 ’‘TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS -

TITLE4 ’D1-3’;
DATA BARB87;
INFILE BARB87;

INPUT STUlD 1-7
NAME $ 8-35
Lac $ 36-38
GRADE8 §$ 38-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGDOM $ 43-44
FALLB7 45-46
SPRB7 47-48
SPRB88 49-50;

IF GRADE8 GE ‘09’ AND GRADES LE

DATA TUTOR;
INFILE TUTB7;

1988’ ;

1127

> INSUT  STUID 1-7
' ) GRADE $ 9-10
' o READ § 12
= LANG $ 16;
o O PROC SORT;
»: 8Y STUID;
DATA BARBS6;
e INFILE BARBS6G;
INPUT STUID 1-7
NAME $ 8-34
Lac $ 36-38
GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST § 42
LANGDOM $ 43
FALLBE 45-46
SPRB7 48-49
ENDORSE 51
TUTREAD $ 53
TUTLANG $ 54
TUTMATH $ 55
51;3 TUTSOCS $ 56
4 TUTSCI $ 57:
PROC SORT;
8Y STUID;
DATA BARBMRG;
| MERGE TUTOR(IN=ON1) BARBB7{IN=0ON2) BARBB86(IN=ON3):
| 8y STUID;
5 IF ON1 AND ON2 THEN TUTORED = ‘YES’;
Q ELSE TUTORED = ’NO’;

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

IF (SPRB8 NE . AND FALL87 NE .) OR {SPR88 NE . AND SPR87 NE .)
POST = SFRB88;
IF (SPREB NE . AND FALLB7 NE .) THEN PRE = FALLB7;

R e Gwmm. pwoik (SRAMatE i SPR NG - ). dibiih PRE siassRR07 ionwac  sumes.  mmmes

r

abs

00000210
00000220
00000230
00000270
00000270

00000630
00000640

00000630
00000640

4

~

v

88-4861
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PROC SORT;

8Y TUTORED;
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
YTITLE4 ‘TOTAL COLLAPSED’:

VAR PRE POST LABGAIN;

BY TUTORED;
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT:
TITLE4 ‘RAW SCORES BY GRADE-OVERALL’;

VAR SPR87 SPR88;

- BY GRADE;
/‘pnoc DELETE DATA=BARB87 TUTOR: 00001070
- . AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 14:40 TUESDAY. JUNE 7. 1988 3
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS = 1988 s coereeese oo = sosvomsss oo astess somssereecrssoossts oo ares | oon sossmerrens
TOTAL COLLAPSED
_VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM
‘ DEVIATION VALUE VALUE
4
---------------------------------------------------- TUTORED =N === === e o I ILIIIIIIITITSITIIITIIIIII L
<
PRE 40 50.62500000 17.42042347 0.0000000 77.0000000 77.0000000 2025.00000 303.471154 2.75441080 18.38 0.0001
POST 40 65.25000000 13,32964693 30 0000000  86.0000000 56.0000000 2610.00000 177.679487 2 10760223 = 30.96 ~0.0001__
33 LABGAIN 3071462500000 1123882633 <17.0000000 360000000 53.0000000 ~ 585.00000 126.086538 1.77543332 8.24 T0.000i
S ettt ateteiietoeirits TUTORED=YES === ---
= ,
~o PRE 767 39.04477612 21.43519680 0.0000000 72.0000000 72.0000000 2616.00000 459.467662 2.61872608 14.91 0.0001
S lpost . . .67.53.02985075 15.66212392 23 0000000 §1.0000000 68.0000000 3553.00000 245 30212€ 1.91343298 . .27.71 _Q 0001
- LABGATN &5 "15.98507463 13.46431033 ~2.0000000 58.0000000 ~60.G000000 ~ '937.00000 181.287653  1.64492731 8.50 0.0001
—_~
- Xad
o o
[{a e
e
=
~ 3
o
o>
-h o
N X
~ |
N
‘
&‘2 40
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.“‘00........‘..000..0000"0‘.00‘.‘000.00.‘0‘00.‘0‘.0...0000‘00

THIS PROGRAM COMPARES LAB RESULTS
TUTOREO FOR 3 OR MORE SEMESTERS WITH

STUDENTS.
.“.0.....‘......."‘.t.“.&.....‘....000“.0...#.0.0‘#&‘.0.000.;
00000210
TITLE ’AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT’: 00000220
TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION: 00000230
TITLE3 ‘TITLE VII LAB ANALYSIS - 01-4; 00000270
OATA BARB87;
INFILE BARBS87:
INPUT STUID 1-7
NAME $ 8-35 00000630
Loc $ 36-38 00000640
GRADE $ 39-40
LEPST $ 42
LANGDDM $ 43-44
FALLS? 45-46
SPR87 47-48
SPR8S 49-50;
PROC SORT:
8Y STUIOD;
OATA TUTORB7:
INFILE TUT87;
INPUT  STUID 1-7
GRADE $ 9-10
READ87 12
MATHS7 14
LANG87 16 .
sDcss87 18
OTHR87 20
SCIN87 22:
IF REAO87 = 2 THEN READ87 = 1;
IF LANG87 = 2 THEN LANG87 = 1;
IF MATH87 = 2 THEN MATH87 = 1;
IF S0CS87 = 2 THEN SDCSB7 = 1;
IF SCIN87 = 2 THEN SCIN8B7 = 1
IF DTHR87 = 2 THEN DTHR87 = 1;
IF READ87 = 3 THEN READB7 = 2;
IF LANGS87 = 3 THEN LANG87 = 2;
IF MATH87 = 3 THEN MATH87 = 2;
IF SDCS87 = 3 THEN S0CS87 = 2; — —_—
IF SCIN87 = 3 THEN SCIN87 = 2; D= o
IF OTHR87 = 3 THEN OTHR87 = 2; a3g &¢
PROC SORT: S oo ®q
By STUIO: o
DATA BARBEB6; “ 3 — 3
INFILE BARRS6; < oD
INPUT  STYID 1-7 3 ~hct
NAME $ 8-34 00000630 5 S
LOC $ 36-38 00000640 oe g g v&,
GRADE $ 39-4C 1 { >
LEPST $ 42 ;D<g
LANGOOM $ 43 gt
FALLB6 45-46 ~5 O
G PRPT——— ) B4 Y s
——._—S_S_—S—._S—,—,—"T,TTr — - °

OF TITLE VII STUDENTS WHO WERE
NON-TUTORED TITLE VII

\
|
|
|




SEMTOT3 + SEMESTER:
IF SEMTOT3 GE 3 THEN TUTORED = "YES’;
I1F SEMTOT3 = O THEN TUTORED= ‘NO‘;
LABGAIN = SPRs8 - FALLSBS;
PROC PRINT:
PROC SORT;
BY TUTORED:
PROC MEANS N MEAN STO MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT;
TITLE4 ‘THREE YEAR LAB GROUP’;
VAR FALL8S SPR88 LABGAIN;
BY TUTOREOD;
DATA TUTMRG2:
MERGE BARB85(IN=0N1) BARB86( IN=0N2) BARB87(IN=0N3) TUTOR8S(IN=0N4)
TUTOR87 ( IN=ONS) ;

8Y STUlO;
IF FALL86 NE . AND SPR8E NE .;
SEMTOT3 = O;
SEMTOT3 + READ87:
SEMTOT3 + LANG87:
SEMTOT3 + MATHB87;
. SEMTOT3 + SOCS87;
o SEMTOT3 + SCINSB7;
r’g SEMTOT3 + OTHR87:
= SEMTOT3 + READS86;
wo SEMTOT3 + LANGS6:
% SEMTOT3 + MATHB86;
SEMTOT3 + SOCS86;
= SEMTOT3 + SCINS6;

IF SEMTOT3 GE 3 THEN TUTORED = ‘YES’;
IF SEMTOT3 = O THEN TUTORED = ‘NO‘;
LABGAIN = SPR88 - FALLS6;:
PROC PRINT;
PROC SORT;
BY TUTORE"
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STOERR T PRT;
TITLE4 'TWO YEAR LAB GROUP’:
VAR FALLB86 SPR88 LABGAIN;
BY TUTORED;
y PROC DELETE DATA=TUTMRG2 TUTMRG3 BARB87 BARB86 BARB8S TUTOR87 TUTOR85;00001070
. 00001080

(p 30 ¢ abry)
£-Y 3uawysely
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TITLE VI

14:52 FRIDAY, AUGUST S,

1988

_____ VARIABLE N MEAN STANOARO L MINIMUM MAXIMUM RANGE SUM VARIANCE  STO ERROR T PR>!T!
DEVIATION VALUE OF " MEAN -
------------------------------------------------------------ TUTOREQE  s-=e= oo me oo oo oo acmmecme o oe o cneameemsseamcmemmeecmeenee
FALLSS 16  40.37500000 11.72390720 21.0000000 58.00000CO 37.0000000 646 .00000 137.450000 2.93097680 13 78
LSPRE8 16 57_05220000"" 8,77472697  50,0000000 83,¢ . 1073 00000  76.995833 2 19368174 30 57 g.ggg:
LABGAIN 16 26.68750000" 14777709376 " -6.0000006 427.00000 ~ 2187362800 48684273447 158 65U 8601
et L L L p . Smmeemaas TUTOREQTNQ =-=-==-==-=-=- N S e e Emeeea—aamcsmmeemean—= e e—- .--
FALLSS 4 38.00000007 1£.01850900 17.0000000 54.0000000 37.0070000 152.000000 324 666667 9,00925450 4 0.024
. . . . .0244
.LSPR88. . 4..67.00000000 7. 16472842 59 0000000 74 0000000 15 0000000  268.000000  51,333333 3 58236421 18 33 0 gooa
LABGATN 429.00000000 "12.27463509 2070000000 46 6600000 38 . 0000006 116 600005 150.666667 " 613731788 AT 0TGRS
----------------------------------------------------------- TUTOREQ=YES ==~ === e e mm oo oo o momaecmedcecmmamcocmmemammeeem——nae
FALLSS 8 35.50000000 11.09697513 24.0000000 52.0000000 28.0000000 284.000000 123 142857 3,92337318
. . 28. . . 9 05 0.0001
w3PRB8 .. 864, 87500000 . 8 55966455 _53,.Q0000000 -76.0000000, 23.0000000 519000000 Z§.2§2§§2 3.02629842 21.44.. .9.0001
LABGAIN 8 29.37500000  7.15017482 20.0000000 4 1.0000000 21.0000000 235.000000 S51. 155060 2.52796855 11.62"70.0001
" TWO YEAR LAB GROUP -
.................................... MEAN _ ...STANDARD MINIMUM - MAXIMUM - RANGE .SUM VARIANCE  STQ ERROR = T . .. PR2IT}
......................... DEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF MEAN
............................................................ LR ittt ettt ittt
.79166667 12.04332457 16.0000000 68.G000000 52.0000000 907.00000 145.041667 2.45833333 15.37 0.0001
75000000 13 43341065 34 0000000 85.0000000 & §1,0000000 143400000 180.456522 2 74208347 21.79 0 0001
-95833333 7 '9.47827293" -1.0000000 "36.5006000 * 37.0000000° " '§27.0600600"""89.780797 " 1793413189 11.3%° 0.0001
------------------------------------------ TUTOREQ=ND == == === == s~ o m e m oo oo e e s cmmme o mssoooo o nenon o
FALLB6 9 41.77777778 19.95481006  9.0000000 67.00000C0 S8.0000000 376.000000 398.194444 6.65160335 6.28 0.0002
SPREB e 2....64. 88888889 15 26797665, . 350000000  83.0000000 . 48.0000000  584,000000 233111111 5,08932555 12 75 _0.0001
"CASGATN” §723.71T11111177 18.03083778" " "9.0000000 " 65.0000000 ~54.0000000 308 000000 325 111113 €. 01057836 3.85 70.0049
----------------------------------------------------------- TUTOREDZYES oo -m= === m e emme e e o e mcecmemooeommoo oo oo ms
FALL86E S 38 20000000 22 09524836 0.0000000 56.0000000 56.0000000 191.000000 488.200000 9.88129546 3.87 0.0181
..2PRAG, -9 64.60000000 14,15273825 45 0000000 81 (000000 . 36.0000000 . 323.000000. _200.300000 .. 6.32929696 10 21 0.00095
1TABGATN § 26.40000000 12 56199984 16.0000000 ~45.,0000000 ~ 38.0022500 " 132. 000000 156, 300000 & .59 106430 4.72° 0.0092
- .
50 ;
Tt -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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SAS 10 49 TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 1988 2
v s asaimins e+ e e s e et e SENLRAL LINEAR MOOELS CROCEOURE s s
DEPENDENT VARIABLE. Vi
“~SOURCE " T S "qun OF SQUARES ™ ™™ MEAN SQUARE™™T T TTF vatue T eR > T R=SQUAKL. cv.
. MOOEL . « S. . . 19614 15599763 L3922,83319953 . .34.08 0.0001 0 730244 14 7051
ERROR 101 7245 56362854 71 738252375 RODT MSE Vi MEAN
""CORRECTEOYOTAL 1067 T T 26859 71962617 v T T 46984379 - $7.598 13084
S SOURCE™ T T DR Cor e gypETY BETT T UE VALUET O TBR > CFT T TTOF T T tveE 111 S5 7 T F VALUE oo F
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Table 1C. Percentife Ranks Corresponding to Number of Cosrect Htems—Totat English Level i1}

Total English—Lavet LIl

e
Shalne Raad ?

Numbes Correct
L ’ »

99 9192
S8 90

95 89

92 92 92
9 91 91

92

92

89 87

89

9

78 85

89

87

4
v XIGN.;lddV

61 81

87
67
1]

86
84

ERIC

54 79

51 78

83
8s

82 84

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

87

86

87

Table 1C. Percenule Ranks Corresponding to Number of Comect (tems—Total English Level U} (cont)
Total English—Level I
Nuwnber Corract
Porcontde Craée
Stanias Raan ? [ ] s 113 n
49 84
48 77
47 8>
. 4% 81 83 86
s 45
44 76 83
43
. 42 75 82
4 80 85
40 82 84
39 74
38 79
37 73 8t
35 83 84
38 78 81
34 72 80
33
4 32 7 80
3l 7n 82 83
30 79
2 70 76 79 81
28
27 69 75 78 82
26 78
25 74 80
24 68 77 81
23 73 77
22 67 79
21 72 £0
20 66 7n 76 76 78 79
3 19 75
18 65 70 75 74
17 73 77 78
16 64 69 72 76 77
15 63 74 7 75 76
14 68 73 70 74
13 62 67 73 75
12 61 6 72 6869 72
1 60 65 7 67 7071 74 —_
10 59 64 70 6566 69 73 4, Ot
09 ) 6263 69 6364 67-68 72 &
2 08 57 6061 68 62 6466 7071 <8
07 56 59 60-61 63 6 O
06 85 753 67 57.59 6162 66-68 -3
' 05 54 5 6566 54.56 5860 6365 5 _ D
_ 04 52.53 5455 62.64 5253 56.57 w2 _o 93
03 5051 5153 5961 4951 52.55 5659 = L; -
1 02 4559 4550 53-58 4648 50-51 s2s5 < — > , f)
______ o 144 144 152 145 149 NP §
—t . —_—— s
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Title VII Program
Appendix B

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS. (ITBS)/
TESTS OF ACHIEVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY (TAP)

APPENDIX B




87.19

IOWA TEST OF BASIC SKILLS (ITBS)/
TESTS OF ACHIEVEMENT AND PROFICIENCY (TAP)

Purpose

Academic achievement is the primary focus of education.
However, national research suggests that it may take flve to
seven years for students with very limited proficiency in
English--like Title VII Hispanic LEP A and B students--to
develop the deeper level o. English competency necessary to
fully comprehend academic tasks (Cummlns, 1984). Thus, norm-—
referenced tests such as the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) and the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP)
predlctably are not very sensitive to early s -dent galns
which usually are in the area of 1nterperso* - mmunication
skills. LEP students in AISD generally show gains on norm-
referenced tests after three or four years. Thus, the
ITBS/TAP provide a baseline and a means to measure the
narrowing of the academic gap over time between Title VII and
other students in AISD.

Decision Questlon D1. Should the Title VII Program be
continued as 1t 1s, modified, or disccuntinued?

Objective #2 - English Achievement: By the end of each
progr.m year, program students' average posttest percentile
scores on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and the Tests
of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) (as appropriate) will be
higher than average pretest percentile scores by subject

-~ +» (All schools)

Evaluation guestlon D1-5. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet 1ts English achievement objectlve that
junior and senior high program part1c1pants would
exhibit percentile achievement gains, on the average, by
grade and subject areas, when tested in English in:

a) Reading?

b) Language?

c) Mathematics?

d) Social studies?
e) Science?

Evaluation Question D1-6. Was the percentage of program
participants, entering in 1985-86 and able to take the
ITBS/TAP, greater after three years than after one or
two years? How many were able to be tested all three
years?

Evaluation Question D1-7. Did the grade equivalent
scores of 1987-88 program students who were in the
program and able to be tested in 1985-86 and 1986-87,
come closer to the national average in the third year?
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Procedure

Test Administration

The ITBS is administered to all AISD s.udents, grades K-8,
while its continuation, the TAP, is given to students,
grades 9-12. Both are administered as part of the regular
districtwide testing program in April and May of each year.

Teachers may have program LEP A,B, and C students attempt
the ITBS/TAP. However, if it is obvious students cannot
handle the level of English proficiency required on the
first test, they are permitted to discontinue. This is
based on teacher judgment that the student would be unable
to answer one out of four items correctly. A separate
decision is made for each subsequent subtest as a student
who may not be able to take a reading comprehension test
may be able to do reasonably well on a mathematics
computation test. Subtests with an insufficient number of
responses are automatically discounted when machine scored.
A program student may also not be tested if that student
was absent during the regular and make-up sessions of the
districtwide testing.

All tests were administered by classroom teachers. All
scoring was handled by the Office of Research and
Zvaluation (ORE).

Sample Description

The Title VII student population, upon which the ITBS/TAP
analyses are based, is uniquely restricted. Most
participants have not been in AISD or its programs for LEP
students for very long. Therefore, some did not have pre-
and posttest scores to assess growth.

Data Analysis

The follwwing evaluation questions were answered by SAS
programs based on the Title VII master files, and district
loryitudinal LEP, ITBS, and TAP data files.

E' a2luation Question D1-5 and Objective 2. Extrapolated
median percentile scores for pr.:~- and posttest ITBS (grades
7 and 8) and TAP (grades 9-12) scores of program students
on the 19287-88 master file were computed by the programmer
analyst in SAS program EV1 ITBS by grade and test area
(reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and
science). See Attachment B-1 for program statements and
sample output. Gains were then hand-calculated (posttest
median minus pretest median). Gains could not be
determined for 9th graders, b~cause they take the ITBS in
grade 8 versus the TAP in graue 9; norms vary considerably.
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Evaluation Question D1-6. The programmer analyst created
EV1ITBS3, examining the test taking patterns of 1985-86
master file participants over the three years with SAS PROC
FREQ procedures. See Attachment B-3 for the percerntage of
program participants akle to take the ITBS/TAP.

Evaluation Question D1-7. A SAS PROC MEANS procedure was
run on 1987-88 mastar file students with ITBS/TAP scores
for spring, 1985 (pretest) and spring, 1988 (posttest) by
subtest area in SAS program EV1ITBS2. In addition, this
program calculated a means for any spring, 1986 subtest
grade equivalent score these students had. See Attachment
B-2. (For sample output, see p. 9.)

Results may be found under English Achievement of the Final
Report section (see pp.1l1-15).
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//EVII1IBS JOB ,CLASS=A MSGCLASS=H,NOTIFY=0RSB

//JCBLIB DD DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIR,DISP=SHR

//PRTST1 EXEC ORTCNTL,CTL=PCSIMW,RCLASS=C

//SAS EXEC SAS,OPTIONS=‘MACRO’,USER=0RS,RCLASS=C

//ORSDIS DD DSN=SYS2.T"ST.DRSDIS.DISP=(SHR,KEEP)

//LEPFI). DD DSN=0RE.PRDU.LEPFIL,DISP={SHR,KEEP)

//MASTER DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.DRSLEP(SA@87VII) DISP={SHR .KEEP)

//118S DD DSN=UCC.ESWITLOS(0). .
/7 DISP=(OLD,KEEP ,KEEP)
//TAPS DD DSN=I!CC.ESWTPLD4(0).

DISP={OLD,KEEP ,KEEP)

/
//SYSIN DD

DPTIONS

ERRDRS = 0;

BPPIL DB 00000000 0099009050080 00040 30N 000080 0000 ¢80 000000800000
THIS PRDGRAM PERFDRMS A DNE YEAR I{BS FOLLOWUP ON TITLE VII
KIDS. 9TH GRADERS ARE EXCLUDFD.

.‘........‘................‘.’..............l...............;

TITLE1
TITLE2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT';
‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION’;

TITLE3 ‘TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 86/87 - 87/88 - Di1-5‘;

E

S
8 XIAON3ddv

O

RIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

DATA SCORES:
INFILE ITBS;

INPUT STUID $ 1-7
0813 READTGE? 203.1
©816 READTRC7 202.
©821 LANGGE? 203. 1
©824 LANGEPC7 202.
832 WRKSTPC?7 202.
0837 MATHTGE?7 203. 1
©840 MATHTPC?7 202.

GRADES 922-923

©953 REDCMGES 203. 1
0956 REDCMPCS 202.
€1025 MATCMGES 203. 1
©1028 MATCMPCS D2.
©1033 “ EADTGES 203. 1
1036 READTPCS 202.
1041 LANGGES 203.1
©1044 LANGEPCS 202.
©1052 WRKSTPCS 202.
©1057 MATHTGES 203. 1
©1060 MATHTPCS 202.;

IF GRADES GE ‘07

DATA TAPSCDRE;

INFILE TAPS;

INPUT STUID $ 1-7
©255 READGE6 203.1
6258 READPC6 202.
@262 MATHGE6 203.1
©265 MATHPCS 202.
269 WRITGE6 203.1
272 WRITPC6 202,
©283 SDCSTGE6 203. 1
6286 SOCSTPCE 202.
290 SCINCGES 203. 1
@293 SCINCPC6 202.
@355 READGE? 203. 1
©758 READPC7 202.
0362 MATHGE?7 203. 1
©365 MATHPC?7 202.
369 WRITGE? 203. 1
6372 WRITPC7 202.
0383 SOCSTGE? 203. 1
©386 SDCSTPC? 702.

SCINCGE? 203. 1

69

00000010

00000020

00000030
00000040

00000080
0000C 170
00000190

00000240
00000250
04000217

00000248
00000249
00000275
00000276
00000278
00000279
0000028 1
00000282

00000287
00000288

00001093
00001112
00001113
00001115
00001116
00001118
00001119
00001124
00001125
00001127
00001128
00001112
00001113
000011°S
00001116
00001118
00001119
00001124
00001125
00001127

[o0]
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(e}
~~ >
o] ct+
2 S5
.
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=
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D
o 3
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w [o~]
~— I
—

(dnmo[ 104 4e3p BUQ -~ dVL /S9L])




ERIC

g XIGN3da¥Y

©393 SCINCPC?7 202.

©455 READGES 203.1
©458 READPCS 202.
©462 MATHGES 203. 1
®455 MATHPCS 202.
@469 WR1TGES 203. 1
©472 wR1TPCS 202.

©483 SOCSTGES 203.1
o486 SDCSTPCB 202.
0490 SCINCGES 203.1
©493 scisgecs 202.:
DATA MASTER;
INFILE MASTEP;

INPUT % ‘UlD $ -7
GRADE $ 39-40;
1f GRADE NE ‘09’;
PRDC SODRT;
8y STUlD;

DATA TAPMRG;

MERGE TAPSCORE(1N=ON1) MASTER(IN=DN2) SCORES(IN=DN3);

8Y STUIC;
1F DN2;

. IF READTPC7 NE . .AND READTPC8 NE
NE . AND MATHTPA7 NE . AND MATHTPC8 NE

WRKSTPCB NE .;
If READPC7 NE . AND READPCS NE
AND MATHPC7 NE . AND MATHPCS8 NE

PROC SDRT;

8Y GRADE;
DATA SEVEN:

SET TAPMRG;

IF GRADE = ‘07‘;
DATA EIGHT;

SET TAPMRG:

IF GRADE = ‘D8‘;
DATA TEN;

SET TAP4RG;

IF GRADE = “1D’:
DATA ELEVEN;

SET TAPMRG;

IF GRADE = “1t’;
DATA TWELVE;

SET TAPMRG;

IF GRADE = “12°;

“%INCLUDE ORSD1S(SASMDIAN):

+PRDC FREQ DATA a3 SEVEN;

«TITLE3 “7TH GRADE‘;

«TABLES READTPC7/DUT=DUTDATA NOPRINT;
*RUN;

«%MED1AN(OUTDATA ,READTPC?7):

+PROC FREQ DATA » SEVEN;

«TITLE3 ‘7TH GRADE’;

«TABLES MATHTPC7/DUT=DUTDATA NOPRINT;
*RUN;

%MEDLIAN(OUTDATA ,HATHTPC?):

*PROC FREQ DATA = SEVEN;

*TITLE3 ’7TH GRADE’;

+TABLES LANGEPC7/DUT«DUTDATA NDPRINT;
*RUN;

«%MEDIAN(OUTDATA ,LANGEPC?);

+pPRDC FREQ DATA = SEVEN;

«TITLE3 ‘7TH GRADE’;

+TABLES WRKSTPC7/DUT#DUTCATA NOPRINT;
*RUN;

. AND LANGEPC7 NE . AND LANZEPCS

AND WRKSTPC7 NE

AND WRITPC7 NE
AND SDCSTPC7 NE
NE . AND SCINCPC? NE . AND SCINCPC8 NE

AND WRITPC8 NE
AND SDCSTPC8

00001128

00000570
00000580

00000170

D0DO0EE0
00000650

00000660
00000650

00000660
00000650

00000660
00000650

(¢ 40 z 8beq)

-8 jusuwydselly



PROC FREQ DATA = TWELVE:
TITLE3 ‘12TH GRADE’;
TABLES SDCSTPCB/DUT=DUTDATA NOPRINT;

Qum;

¥MEG IAN(DUTDATA,SDCSTPCB);
PRDC FREG ODATA = TWELVE;
TITLE3 ‘12TH GRADE’;

TABLES SC
RUN;

YMED TAN(DUTDATA,SCINCPCE ;.

PROC TELETE DATA #sMERGE TAPMRG MASTER;

L
g XIAN3ddy

,ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INCPC8/DUT=QUTDATA NOPRINT;

00000660
00000650

00000660
00000650

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT
DFFICE DF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN
12TH GRADE

$1:37 FRIDAY, JUNE 17.

MEDIAN SCINCPC8
SCINCPC8 FREQUENCY CUMFRED MEDIAN

2 -
ONOONNDEN -
PRSP X R M
-
oVON&EWON

5.5

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT . 11:37 FRIDAY, JUNE 17,

DFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN
12TH GRADE
MEDIAN SDCSTPCB

SDCSTPC8 FREQUENCY CU''FRED MEDIAN

4 1 1
7 1 2
9 2 4
1 2 6
13 1 7
30 2 9
31 1 10

11

1988

1988

39

6L L8
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//EV1i1632 D8 ,CLASS*A ,MSGCLASS 1H.NDTIFY=DRSB 00000010
//9GBLI8 QD DSNaSYS2.PROD.LINKLIE.DISP=SHR
//PRTST1 EXEC PRTCNTL.CTL=PCSIMW,aJLASS®C
//SAS EXEC SAS,USER=DRS.RCLASS=’C,COPIES=1’ 00000020
//LEPFIL DD DSN=DRE.PRDO.LEPFIL ~ _P=(SHR.KEEP)
//RASTER DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.DRSL ™ ,A0B8SVII).DISP3(SHR.KEEP)
//178S DD DSN=UCC.ESWITLDS(D)
// DISP=(DLG .KEEP ,KEEP)
//TAPS DD DSN=UCC.ESWTPLD4(0).
// DISP=(DLD.KEEP .KEEP)
. //SYSIN DD e 00000080
00000170
DPTIDNS ERRDRS = O: 00000190
P08 0000000000 0000000008000 300000002000 000 000000088000 00000000008080,
THIS PROGRAM PEREOI'MS AN ITBS ANALYSIS ON TITLE VII KIDS IN GRADE
9 AND 10 IN 88 WHL ARE STILL IN AISD. THEY MUST HAVE PRESCODRES
FRDN 1986 AND PDSTSCORES FROM 1988. D1-7,
..‘....‘..‘........‘............C.......‘.......‘........3‘......:
TITLE1 ‘AUSTIN INDEPENDENT ScCHOOL DISTRICT’;
TIYLE2 ‘OFFICE DF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION’;
TITLE3 ‘TITLE VII IT8S ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 D1-77;
00000230
DATA SCDRES: 00000240 .
INFILE 1TBS; 00000250
INPUT STUID $ 1-7 00000217

0290 SCINCGE6 203.1
0293 SCINCPCG 202,

GR:DEG  § 482-483
0593 READTGEG 203.1
= 0601 LANGES Z03. 1
= 0617 MATHTGE6 203.1
) 0813 READTGE? 203.1
m 0816 READTPC? 202.
o = ©821 LANGE?7 203.1
S 0824 LANGEPC? 202.
o 0837 MATHTGE? 203.1
0840 MATHTPC? Z02.
w GRADEB $ 922-923
0953 REDCMGES  2D3.1
0956 REDCMPC8  ZD2.
01025  MATCMGES  203.1
01028  MATCMPC8  20%.
01033  READTGES 2031
01036  READTPC8  2D2.
01041  LANGES 203.1
01044  LANGEPCS 202.
01057  MATHTGES  203.1
01060  MATHTPCB  202.:
IF GRADE6 = ‘07’ DR GRAGEG a ’pg’:
DATA TAPSCORE;
INFILE TAPS:
INPUY STUID $ 1-7
0255  READGE6 203.1
0258  READPC6 202.
0262  MATHGEG 204.1
0265  MATHPC6 207.
0269  WRITGE6 203.1
0272  WRITPC6 202.
(2 f; 0283  SDCSTGE6 703. 1
. 0286  SDCSTPCG 202.
|
‘ 0355  READGE? 03,1
| 0358  READPC7 202.
| Q 6362  MATHGE? 203.1
ERIC 0365  MATHPC? 702.
0369  WRITGE?7 203.1
®372  WR1IPC7 2.

00000248
00000249
00000275
00000276
00000278
00020279
00000281
00000282
00000287
00000258

00001093
DOGO1112
0001113
00001115
*D0001 11,
D0001118
00001119
00001124
0000i125
00001127
00001128
00001112
00001113
00001115
00001116
00001118
00001119

(z 40 | 9beq)
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o0 eTee
0383 SOCSTGE? R
0386 SOCSTPC? %82_ ! 00001124
0390 SCINCGE? 203.1 00001125 ©
0393 SCINCPC? 202. 00001127 ~
0455 REAOGES 203.1 00001128 N
0458 REAO#C? 202. -
0462 MAThGES 203. 1 Yo
0465 MATHPCS 202.
0469 WRITGES 203. 1
0472 WR1TPC8 202.
0483 SOCSTGES 203. %
0486 SOCSTPC8 202.
0430 SCINCGES 203.1
0393 SCINCPC8 202.;
OATA TAP;
1F (SEInCCER NE.
CIN NE . AND SCINCGEG : .
NE .) AND (MATHGEG NE . AND MATHGLS ne o mehE zg D SOCSTGES
REAOGEG NE .) AND (MRITGES ME . AND WRITGEG NE ) o C NC - AND
DATA MASTER; ) = 0
INFILE MASTER;
INPUT STUlO $ 4-10
IF GRAOE GE .099“:% GR o: A
J ’ .
PROC SORT; A0F LE *10%;
8y STUIO; 00000570
OATA LEPS; 00000580
INFILE LEPFIL;
INPUT STUlO $ 3-9
IE.S%ZRY $ 43-45
IF LOC GT “000’; $ 76-79:
PROC SORT:
8y STUIO; 00000570
- OATA LEPS2; 00000580
MERGE MASTER(INsON{ EP - .
3 BY STUIO, ) LEPS(INsON2);
= 1F ON1 ANO aN2;
wrz" PROC FREQ; .
S TITSI-_%LEISJESCS:ROH 85/86 TITLE VI PROGRAM STILL ACTIVE I AISO’;
>"‘< PATA TAPMRG:
MERGE TAP(IN*ON2) LEPS2(iN=ON3);
o 8Y STUIO; ’
IF ON2 AND ON3;
PROC FREQ;
.
- T'{,‘ﬁéy g:ggsffou 85/86 TITLE VII PROGRAM WITH IT85 SCORES IN 86 AND
1 oROC EABLES ENTRY;
MEANS N MEAN STO MIN MAX .
! VAR REAOGEG MATHGES WRITGES 232‘25532"5‘5‘},‘3cz§gf““ T PRT;
| REAOGE? MATHGE? WRITGE7 SOCSTGE7 SCINGGE7
! c REAOGESB MATHGES WRITGES SOCSTGES SCINCGES:
,PROC OELETE OATA * MERGE TAPMRG MASTER LEPS LEPS2-
VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARD MINIMUM MAX IHUM RANGE sun VARIANCE  STO ERROR T PR>IT! —~
OEVIATION VALUE VALUE OF ME4N ;3 g
- REAOGE6 22 6.09020909  1.45664621 3.40000000 8.4000000 5.00000000 134.000000 2.12181818 0.31055802 19 61 0.0001 ‘g g
MATHGEG 22 7.73636264  1.77349412 4.90000000 11.1000(-30 6.20000000 170.200000 3.14528139 0.37811022 20 46 0.0001 2
WRITGEG 22 5.74545453 1.61711734 3.30000000 9.8000000 6.50000000 175.400000 2.301627192 0,32345050 17.76 0.0001 oS
SOCSTGE6 22 6.12727273  1.55293327 4.10000000 9.1000000 5.00000000 154.800000 2.4116¢ 3 0.33108G648 18.51 0.0001 o
SCINCGE6 22  6.58181818 80808669 3.70000000 9.3000000 5.60000000 144.800000 3.26917749 0.38548538 17.07  0.0001 oS
- REAOGE? 22 6.93636364 2.1C906105 3.500000C0 12.2000000 8.70000000 152.600000 4.44813853 0.44965333 15.43  0.0001 Th o
. MATHGE? 22 9.14545455 2.58612037 5.400000C0 14.7000000 9.30000000 201.200000 6.69116883 0.55149255 16 58 0.0CO01
WRITGE? 22 7.30000000 2.16245011 4.40000000 12.1000000 7.70000000 160.600000 4.67618048 0.46103591 15.83 0.0001 N o
SOCSTGE? 22 8.00909091 1.81577980 3.50C00000 11.2000000 7.70000000 176.200000 3.20705G28 0.38712555 20.69 0.0001 ~ 1
SCINCGE? 22 7.66818182 1.50535121 4.,20000000 10.900000C 6.70000000 168.700000 2.26608225 0.32094196 23 89 0.0001 N
- REAOGES 22 6,98161818 2.36031402 4.20000000 13.3000000 $.10000000 153.600000 5.57108225 0.50322064 13.87 0 0001
MATHGES 22 10.02727273 2.94184G17 5,30000000 15.2000000 9.90000000 220 600000 8.65445087 0.62720371 15.99 O 0001
WRITGES 22 7.81818182 2.43967921 5.00000000 14.2000000 9.20000000 172.000000 5.95203463 0.52014135 15,03 0 0001
SOCSTGEB 22 7.99090909 2.10620604 3.70000002 11.3000000 7.60000000 175.800000 4.43G10380 0.44904464 17.680 O €001
SCINCGES 22 7.13636.64 1.92119642 3,90000000 10.8000000 6,90000000 157.000000 3.69099567 0.40860045 17 42 0 0001
fed r~
o ﬂ Y,
.
AP }

. e sl




Ol
g XIAN3dddY

//EV1¥TBS3 JOB ,CLASS=A,MSGCLASS=H NOTIFY=ORSB

//JOBLIB DD DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIB,DISP=SHR

//PRTST1 EXEC PRTCNTL,CTL=PCSIMW RCLASS=C

//SAS EXEC SAS.USER=0R5,RCLASS=‘C,COPIES=1‘

//LEPFIL DD DSMN=0RE.PROD.LEPFIL.DXSP=(SHR, KEEP)

//VMASTER DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP{S5Ae85SVII).DISP=(SHR.KLEP)
//1TBS 1§D DSN=UCC.ESWITLOS(0),

7/ OISP=(0LD,KEEP,KEEP) )
//TATs DD DSN=UCC.ESWTPLO4(0).
1/ DISP=(0LD.KEEP.KEEP)

//SYSIN DD
OPTIONS ERRORS = O:

L Y N Y N Y T T T T Y Y Y Yo
THIS PROGRAM PERFOKMS AN ITBS ANALYSIS FOR THE TITLE VII KIDS
WHO HAVE BEEN IN THE DISTRICT FOR 3 YEARS AND ARE STILL HERE.
L L L Y Y Yy PP rrIY Yy Y Y
TITLE1 ‘AUSTIN INDENTNDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT‘:
TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION-:
TITLE3 “TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - D1-6‘;
DATA SCORES:
INFILE ITBS;

INPUT STUID $ 1-7
GRADE6 $ 482-483
©593 READTGE6 203.1
©601 LANGE6 203.1
6617 MATHTGEG6 203.1
©813 READTGE?7 203.1
@816 READTPC?7 ZD2.
€821 LANGE?7 203.1
2824 LANGEPC?7 202.
6837 MATHTGE?7 203.1
«840 MATHTPC7 ZD2.
GRADES $ 922-923
¢953 REDCMG"B 203.1
0956 REDCMPCS8 202.

©1025 MATCMGESB 2D3. 1
€1028 MATCMPCS 202.
1033 READTGES 203.1
21036 READTPCS 202.
®1041 LANGES 2D3. 1
©1044 LANGEPCS 2D2.
81087 MATHTGES 203. 1
©1060 MATHTPCS 202.;
IF GRADE6 GE ‘07‘;

DATA TAPSCORE;
INFILE TAPS;

INPUT STUID $ 1-7
©255 READGE6 203.1
©258 READPC6 202,
©262 MATHGE6 203.1
©265 MATHPCE 202.
©269 WRITGE6 203.1
©272 WRITPC6 202.
©283 SOCSTGE6 203.1
©286 SOCSTPC6E ZD2

©290 SCINCGE6 203.1
©293 SCINCPC6 ZD2.

0355 READGE?7 203. 1 .
o3s9 READPC? 202.

0362 “ATHGE? ZD3.1

©365 HATHPC?

©369 WRITGE?

00000010

00000020

00000080
00000170
00000190

00000240
00000250
00000217

00000248
00000249
00000275
00000276
00000278
00000279
00000281
00000282
00000287
00000288

00000230

00001093
00001112
00001113
00001115
00001116
00001118
00001119
00001124
00001125
00001127
00001128
00001112
00001113
oQuN1115
00001116
00001118
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

©383 SOCSTGE? ZD3. 1 . 00001124
€386 SOCSTPC? 2D2. 00001125
@390 SCINCGE? 2D3. 1 00001127
©393 SCINCPC?7 2D2. 00001128
©455 REAOGES 2D3.1

0458 REAOPCS 2D2.

©462 MATHGES8 ZD3.1

©465 MATHPCS8 ZD2.

©469 WRITGES 203.1

0472 WRITPCS ZD2. '

©483 SOCSTGES ZD3.1
©486 SOCSTPCS 2D2.

©490 SCINCGES ZD3. 1
6493 SCINCPCS ZD2. .,

. IF READGE6 NE . aAND MaTHGE6 NI . AND WRITGE6 NE . AND SOCSTGE6
NE . AND SCINCGE6 NE . AND READGE7 NE . AND MATHGE? NE . AND
SOCSTGE7 NE . AND WRITG"7 NE . AND REAOGE8 NE . AND MATHGES NE
. AND SOCSTGEB NE . AND SCINCGES8 NE . AND WRITGES NE .

AND SCINCGE7 NE .
DATA MASTER:
INFILE MASTER:

INPUT STUID $ 4-10
GRADE $ 31-32:;
PROC SORT: 00000570
BY STUIO; 00000580
DATA LEPS;
INFILE LEPFIL:
INPUT STUID $ 3-9
Loc $ 43-45:
IF LOC GT ‘GJ0’:
PROC SORT: 00000570
BY STUID; 00000580

DATA LEPS2;
MERGE MASTER(IN=ON1) LEPS(IN=ON2):;
BY STUID:
IF ON1 AND ON2:
PROC FREQ:
TITLE4 ’‘85/86 TITLE VII KIDS ABLE TO TAKE TEST IN 87/88°;
TABLES LOC:
PROC SORT: 00000570
BY STUID; 00000580
DATA TAPMRG:
MERGE SCORES(IN=ON1) TAPSCORE(IN=DN2) LEPS2(IN=DN3):
BY STUID:
IF DN3:
¢IF R 0NTGE6 NE . AND MATHTGLS NE . AND LANGE6 NE . ANU READTGE7 NE .

AND MATWTGE7 NE . AND LANGE7? NE . AND READGE8 NE . AND MATHGES

NE . AND WRITGE8 NE . AND SOCSTGE8 NE . AND SCINCGES NE .:

IF READGE7 NE . AND M4THGE7 NE . ANO WRITGE?7 NE . AND SDCSTGE7 NE
AND RE*NGEG NE . AND MATHGE6 NE . AND WRITGE6 NE ., ANO SDCSTGE6 NE .
ANO SCINCGE6 NE .

AND SCINCGE7 NE . AND READGE8 NE . AND MATHGES

NE . aND WRITGE8 NE . AND SOCSTGE8 NE . AND SCINCGES8 NL .;

PROC FREQ:

* TABLES READTGE6 MATHTGE6 LANI'E6 READTGE7 MATHTGE7 LANGE7 READTGELS
READGE8 MATHGES WRITGES8 SDC ;Gt8 SCINCGES;
. READGE6 MATHGE6 WRITGEG SOULSTGE6 SCINCGEG
READGE7 MATHGE7 WRITGE7 SOCSTGE7 SCINCGE7:

TABLES READGES MATHGE6 WRITGE6 SOCSTGES SGINCGE6 REAVGE?7? MATHGE?
WRITGE7 SDCSTGT7 SCINCGE7 READGE8 MATHGES WRiTGES S07STIES
SCINCGES;

PROC DELETE DATA = MERGF TAPMRG MASTER LEPS LEPS2 LEPS3:

/*
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 85/86 - 817/88
85/86 TITLE VII KIDS ABLE T0 TAKE TEST IN 87/88

10:35 HONDAY, JUNE 6, 1988 1

CUMULATIVE  CUNULATIVE

LOC  FREQUENCY  PERCENT  FREQUENC PERCENT
002 1" 8.9 11 8.9
.003 ). 16 13.0 27 22.0
4 2.4 30 24.4
005 7 5.7 37 30. 1
006 7 5.7 44 35.8
~0Qz". 41 33.3 85 69.1
008 ? 5.7 92 74.8
L009 ., 24 19.5 116 94.3
010 1 0.8 117 85.1
012 1 0.8 118 95.9
016 3 2.4 121 98.4
58 1 0.8 122 99.2
259 1 0.8 123 100.0

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
TITLE VII ITBS ANALYSIS 85/86 ~ 87/88
KIOS TESTEO IN 86

15:03 WEONESOAY. JUNE &, 1988 1

CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
REAOGE6  FREQUENCY  PERCENT  FREOQUENCY PERCENT
. 95 . . .
3.4 1 3.6 1 36
?S 36 1 3.6 2 79
o 3,9 2 7.1 4 14 3
m 42 1 3.6 5 ©7.9
= 4.5 1 3.6 6 21.4
— 5 1 36 7 25.0
N 5 1 2 71 9 32.1
> 5.3 1 3.6 10 35.7
5.5 2 7.1 12 429
@ 5.9 1 3.6 13 46.4
6.3 2 7.1 15 53.6
6.5 1 3.6 16 57.1
6.8 1 3.6 17 60.7
7 4 14 3 21 75.0
72 1 36 22 78.6
74 2 71 24 85.7
7.5 1 3.6 25 89 3
7.12: 1 3.6 3(75 92.9
8. 1 3.6 96 4
~_~
8 4 1 36 28 $00.0 o
a &
[la}
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE ® g—
MATHGEG  FREOUENCY  PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT w3
e ek e il cmemiavcaanen e ron——— .. o
95 . o
4,9 1 3.6 1 3.6 -+ F
5.1 1 36 2 7.1
5.6 1 36 3 10.7 w
5.8 1 3.6 1 14.3 -1
6 2 71 ° 21,4 w
6 2 ] 36 ? 25.0
n 6.4 2 71 g 32,1
’?th 6 6 1 3.6 10 35.7 Py
: 71 2 7.4 12 42.9 /D
7 4 2 7.1 14 s$C.0
78 1 3.6 15 53 6
8.7 2 7.1 17 60.7
8.8 3 10 7 20 71.4
9.1 2 7.1 22 78.6
Q 9.2 2 7.4 2 85.7
E lC 9.5 1 3.6 25 89.3
9.8 1 3.6 26 92.9
PR et rovseair e 10.3 1 3.6 27 96.4 -
11.1 1 2.6 28 100-0 S . _ e i

¢
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87.19

TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS

rpose

The Texas Educational Assessw-n1t of Minimum Skills (TEAMS)
tests are criterion-referenced tests (CRT). A CRT is
designed o measure a well-defined set of skills and
reference the students’ scores to a mastery criterion for
that set of skills. 1In the case of the TEAMS, the skills
measured are a subset of the Essential Elements adopted by
the State Board of Education. Passing the mathematics and
language arts subtests-of the TEAMS is an exit-level
examination requirement for students prior to receiving a
Texas high school diploma. Students who do not demonstrate a °
mastery of TEAMS in grade 11 may take it again in grade 12.

The TEAMS is an important measure of English language skills
for LEP students in the process of acquiring language
proficiency. 2according to national research, it may take 5-7
years for students with very limited proficiency in English
to develop the deeper level of English competency necessary
to handle academic tasks (Cummins, 1984). However, students
should show satisfactory performance on criterion-referenced
minimum competency tests more quickly than norm-referenced
tests such as t. e ITBS/TAP (results discussed in Appendix B).

Decision Quest .on D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as .t is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-19. What mastery level was
achieved by 1987-88 eleventh grade Title Program
students on the Texas Educational Assessment of
Minimum Skills (TEAMS)?

Procedure

The TEAMS was administered to eleventh and twelfth graders
(if mastery was not previously m.t) in October, 1987;
students at these grade levels had another chance to
demoanstrate mastery in May, 1988. The data for .ne evaluation
quest:ion was provided by ORFE Testing Staff.

Results for Octobeir, 1987 may be found under English
Achievement in the Final Report section (see page 11).

APPENDIX C vk
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87.19

LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE de REALIZACION EN ESPANCL
Purpese

La Prueba Riverside de Reclizacion en Espanol (Prueba
Piverside) is a Spanish achievement test developed by
Riverside Publishing which measures achievement in reading,
language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is
designed to be of comparable difficulty to the ITBS. The
highest possible r=w score varies from 25 to 30, depending
upon the subtest. L2 Prucba Riverside was administered to
LEP students to provide information concerning:

Decision Question Di: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Objective # 4 - Spanish Proficiency: By the end of each
program year, the percentage of program students exhibiting
raw score gains on the language portion of the Prueba
Riverside will be higher than “hat found in the previous
year. (Murchison and Travis or ly)

ObLiective # 5 - Spanish Achievement: By the end of each
program year, the percentage of project students exhibiting
raw score gains in reading, mdathematics, social studies, and
science on the Prueba Riverside will be higher than that
found the previous year. (Murchison and Travis only)

Evaluation Question Di1-9. Did the 1987-88 Title VII
Program meet its Spanish achievement and
proficiency nbjective (Martin and Travis only)

Evaluation Question Di1-10. Did the 1987-88 Title
VII Program participants (Martin and Travis only)
who received instructior in Spanish exhibit raw
scores gains fall to spring when tested in Spanish
in:

a) Reading?

b) Language?

Cc) Mathematics?

d) Social studies?
e) Science?

Evaluation Question Di~11l. Did three-year progran
students with gains on La Prueba Riverside also
make gains or the ITBS/TAP in 1987-88?

APPENDIX D 7»
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Procedure

La Prueba Riverside was administered to Title VII LEP
students at Mart.n and Travis in the fall and spring of
school year 1987-88. At Martin, Title VII LEP students
rzceived bilingual instruction in all content areas except
mathematics. At Travis, all LEP students had one period of
daily ESL instuction and some Hispanic LEP students received
an additicnal daily period of Spanish for Native Speakers.
Instuctic. in this class provided assistance in mainstreamed
content area assignments as well as reinforcement in Spanish
language arts and cultural history. La Prueba Riverside was
administered to all ninth and tenth graders at Travis to
evaluate school achievement in the students’ more fluent
language. In 1987-88, Spanish achievement and language
proficiency of those ninth and tenth graders enrolled in
Spanish for Native Speakers was also examined separately.

The Prueba Riverside was administered to program students
from October 13 ‘to October 23, 1987. At Martin, seventh and
eighth grauers were administered the test by TBE teachers;
make-ups were given by a bilingual consulting psychologist.
At Travis, the bilingual ESL teacher and the LEP chairperson
administered the group test to grade 9 and 10 program
students. Make-ups were handled by the LEP chairperson. Both
schools’ test results provided the baseline for comparison
with the spring results, administered March 28 - April 8,
1988. The only change in the second administration was that
at Martin the ESL teacher gave the make-up tests.

Hispanic students in the bilingual and transitional programs
at their respective schools function with varying proficiency
in two languages. Therefore, it was assumed that their
Spanish fluency would generally not be as proficient as
Spanish monolingual speakers. Thus, Title VII LEP

students were tested one level downward (appropriate for low
achieving students based on the manual), except for grade 10,
which was tested two levels downward (grade 8 is highest
level on test).

Becau.se Prueba Riverside has only spring norms, students’ raw
scores were used to co.ipare achievement gains. Pre- ana
posttest scores were Keypunched and entered onto SAS data
files PR87 and PR 88. In June, 1988, the prograiamer analyst
created SA-EV1PDR which merged students on the 1987-88 master
file with these two data bases to selent students with both
pre —~and posttast scores.

Evaluation Question D1-9. A SAS PROC TABLE and PROC MEa?
were performed to answer the this evaluation question.
See Attachment D~1 for program statements and sample out’ 1t.

APPENDIX D ()
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Evaluation Question D1-10. SAS program EV1PDR alsc was used

to calculate mean g&..s by overall grades and for the nine
Spanish for Native Speaker students at Travis.

Evaluation Question D1-11. Title VIZ’s achievement analyses
are performed after student testing «nds in May, and
evaluation reports must be completed by thz June 30th
deadline. 1In addition, this year’s evaluation was
particularly complex and time consuming due to inclusion of
findings across the program’s three years. Thus, cue to
limited time, this analysis was not performed. Instead,
1987-88 the La Prueba test scores of program students who had
been in the program for three years were examined.

Results concerning the objective and Evaluation questions D1-
9 and D1-10 are included in the Spanish Proficiency and
Achievement section of the Final Repori. The findings

of modified D1-11 may be found in Attachment D-2.
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//EViFOR JOB  ,CLASS=A . MSGCLASS=H,NOTIFY=ORSS

//JOBLI8 DD DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIB,CISP=SHR

//PRTSTi EXEC PRTCNTL ,CTL=PCSIMW,RCLASS=C

//SAS EXEC SAS,USER=DRS,RCLASS=‘C,CDPIES=1’

//MASTR88 DD OSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SA«87VII).DISP - {5HR,KEEP)
//PRS88 DD DSN=SYS2,TEST.ORWLEP(BYePRS88),DISP={SHR KEEP)
//PRF87 DD DSN=SYS2.TEST.DRWLEP(BYePRF87),DISP= (S EEP)
//SYSIN DD +

OPTIONS ERRORS = O;

FHELLE L8888 482 0888088088000 880R 00ttt it LT EEREE: HEARNREES S

THIS PROGRAM PLRFORMS A ONE YFAR FDLLDWUP ON THE PRUEBA “IVERSIDE

FOR TITLE VII 1988 KIDS. A PRESCDRE FROM THE FALL DF 87 aND A POST-

SCORE FROM THE SPRING DF 88 ARE REQUIRED.
““““‘.“..‘0““‘.““..“““““..‘.“‘““.““‘.‘.“.““.:
TITLE1 ‘AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHDDL DISTRICT:

TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATICN-:

TITLE3 ‘TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 86/87 - 87/88 - D1-9 AND D1-10;

DATA MASTRS8S8:
INFILE MASTRS8S8;

INPUT STUID 1-7
Loc $ 36-38
GRADC $ 39-40;
IF ((LOC = ’051’) OR (LDC = ‘007’ AND (GRADE = ‘09‘ OR GRADE = ‘10’))):
PROC SORT; .
BY STUID;

DATA PRS88;
INFILE PRS88;

INPUT STUID 4-10
READSS 36-37
LANGSS 38-39
MATHS8 40-41
COMPS8 42-43
SDCSS8 44-45
SCINSS 46-47;

PRDC SORT:
By STUID:

DATA PRF87;
INFILE PRF87:

INPUT STUID 4-10
READF7 36-37
LANGF7 28-39
MATHE 40-41
COMPF/ . 42-43
SDCSF7 44-45
SCINF7 46-47;

PRDC SORT:
BY STUID:

DATA MERGE;
MERGE PRS88(IN=ON.» PRF87(IN=ON2) MASTRB8{IN=0N3);
BY STUID;:
IF DN1 AND ON2 AND ON3;
IF READS8 NE . AND READF7 NE . AND MATHSS NL ., AND MATHF7 NE .
AND LANGS8 NE . AND LANGF7 NE , AND SDCS38 NE . AND SOCSF7 NE
AND SCINS8 NE . AND SCINF7 NE ;
+++THE FOLLDWING WAS COMMENTED DUT DUE TO THL FACLT THAT FEW KIDS
+«++HAD GAINS;
«IF LANGS8 GT LANGF7;
*1F MATHSB8 GT MATHF7;
+IF SOCSS8 GT SDCSF7;
+IF SCINS8 GT SCINF7;
READGAIN = READS8 - READF7;
LANGGAIN = LANGS8 - LANGF7;
MATHGAIN = MATHS8 - MATHF7,

00000010

00000020

00000080
00000170
00000190

00000230
06060240
00000250
00000217

00000243

-
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S0CSS8 - SOCSF7;
SCINS® - SCINF7;

SOCSGA IN
SCINGAIN
PRDC FRFQ:
TABLES GRADE LDC READS8 LANGSS MATHSS SOCSS8 SCINSS LANGF7 READF7
MATHF7 SOLSF7 SCINF7;
PRDC SORT:
BY LOC GRADE:
PO. C FREQ:
TABLES LOC*READGAIN LOC+LANGGAIN LOC*MATHGAIN LOC+SCCSGAIN
LOC+SCINGAIN:
PROC MEANS N MEAN STD MIN MAX RANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT:
VAR READF7 READSS READGAIN LANGF7 LANGS8 LANGGAIN MATHF7 MATHSS
MATHGAIN SOCSF7 SDCSS8 SCCSGAIN SCINF7 SUINSS SCINGAIN:
BY 1G6C GRADE: 00000570
PROC MEBNS ) %2sN STD MIM MAX PANGE SUM VAR STDERR T PRT:
VAIZ READF7 RFADS3 READGAIN LANGF7 LANGSS LANGGAIN MATHF7 MATHSS
NATHGAIN SOCSF7 SOCSS8 SOCSGAIN SCINF7 SCINS8 SCINGAIN;
PRCC DELETE DATA = MASTR88 PRF87 PRS88 MIRGE:
.

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT 10:39 TUESOAY UME 9
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVAIUATIOM ) - JUME 14, 19s8 2
TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 -~ 87/88 - 01~10

e =Y VARIABLE N MEAN STANDARO MININUM MAXIMUM RANGE S A iti
3 OEVIATION VALUE VALUE M VARTANCE SES 5?58“ TR
P 1 et e DR GRADE =09 === === == m e e e o o e oo e @ e e e o e

[ g

A REAOF7 8 2012500000  4.08612635 11.0000000 24.0000000 13.0070000 161.000000 16.6964286 1.- 4

S< READSS € 2012500000  3.90741054 16.0000000 26.0000000 10.0000000 161.000000 15.2678571 1 . | coaoa 19.57 05001
REAOGAIN 8  0.00000000 3 25137334 -5.0000000 5.0000000 10.0000000  0.000000 10.5714286 1. 14953207 0.00 1.0000

o LANGF7 8 15.12500000  2.10017006 12.0000000 19.0000000  7.CH00000 121.000000 4 4107143 ©.74259328 20.37 €.0001
LANGSS 8 15.62500000  3.0207G149 10.0000000 18.0000000  8.0000000 125.000000  9.4750000 1.06800047 14.63  0.0001
LANGGAIN 8  0.50000000 2.50713268 =-3.0000000 5.0000000  8.0000000  4.000000 G.2857145 . 88610526 056 0.5903
MATHF7 8 17.62500000  4.565006G5 12.0000000 23.0000000 11.0000000 141.000000 20.5302857 1 61397358 10.92  0.0001
MATHSS 8 20.00090000  5.52914357 12.0000000 27.0000000 15.0000000 160.000000 30.571426° 1 95484145 10.23  0.0001 X
MATHGAIN 8  2.37500000  3.33541602 =-3.0000000 §.0000000 11.0000000  19.000000 11.1250000 1. 17994764 2.01 C.0839 o &
50CSF7 8 16.62500000 4 37321392 10.0000000 24.0000000 14.0000000 133.000000 191250000 1. 54616461 10.°5  0.0001 @ s
SDCSS8 8 18.12500000  3.79614466 10.0700000 21.0000000 11.0000000 145.000000 14.4107143 1 34213982 13.50 0.0001 o 0
SCCSGAIN 8  1.50000000 2 56347973 -3.0070000 5.0000000 8.0000000 12.000000 6.5714286 0. 50632607 1.66 0.1419 =
SCINF7 8 16.0C000000  4.72077475 12.0000000 26.0000000 14.0000000 128.000000 22.2857143 1.6650:894 8’59 0.0001 =
SCINS8 8 17.12500000  2.90012315 13.0000000 21.0000000 8. ~J0000 137.G00000 8.4107143 102594827 16.70  0.0001 8
SCINCAIN 8  1.12500000  3.13676357 -5 COGOO00  4.0000000  9.UC00000  9.000000 9.8392857 1.10)01340 1.01 0.3442 S a
------------------------------------------------------------- GRADE= 10 === == cm e e e e memamae e -~ O

R ~

RE ADF7 1 12.00000000 . 12.0000000 12.0000000 0 12.0000000 . =
REAOSS 1 10.0000000¢ . 10.00000€0 10.0000000 0  10.0000000 .
REAOGAIN 1 -2.000C3500 . =2.0006000 =-2.0000000 0 -2.0000000
LANGF7 1 11.60000000 . 11.0000000 11.0000000 0 11.0000000 ;
LANGSE 1 11.00000000 . 11.C000000 11.0000000 0 11.0000000 .
LANGGAIN 1 0.00000000 . 000000  0.0000000 0 0.0000000 .
MATHF? 1 9.00000500 . 9 00C0000  9.0000000 v 9.0000000
MATHSS 1 11.00000000 . 11,0000000 11.0000000 0 11.0000000 .
MATHGAIN 1 2.06500CC0 . 2.0066000  2.0000000 0 2.0000000
SOCSF7 1 11.00000000 . 11.0000000 11.0000000 0 11, 1000000
S0CSS8 1 17.00000000 . 17.000uu00  17.0000000 0 17.0000000
SOCSGAIN 1 6.00000000 . 6.00G0U0D  6.0000000 0 ©€.0000000 ) : .

\ SCINF7 1 9.00000060 . 9.0000009 9.0000000 0 9.0000100 . . . .

F;z; SC1NS8 1 7.C0000000 7.0000000  7.0000¢00 0 7.0000C00 : ’ ) S5

SCINGAIN 1 -2.00000600 2.€050000  -2.0000000 0 -2.0000000 . ’ Mo

ERIC
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12} TOTAL '

LR R L L L

9

7

6

~

FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL PCT

B R R R it Sy L T T Ty .

007

-

L e Lt L L L L TR Sep e

R IR R S

L R Rt A R Lt 3

102
100. 00

0.98

12
11.76

TOTAL

.84

7.84

8.82
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VARIABLE

STANDARD
DEVIATION

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

f3AY

TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87/88 - UL1-40~

MINTMUM
VALUE

REAOF7
READSS
READGAIN
LANGF7
LANGS8
LANGGAIN
MATHF 7
MA[HSS8
MATHGAIN
SCLSF7
S0CSS8
SOCSGAIN
SCINF7
SCINSS8
SCINGAIN

19.57894737
20.47368421

0.89473684
13.52631579
13.36842105
-0.15789474
15.94736842
18.57894737

2.63157895
16.21052632
16.89473684

0.68421053
16.89473684
16.84210526
-0.05263158

.62576872
.89256301
. 14280018
.69502466
. 16597407
.87253581
.62449618
.30529913
.21914323
.77934151
87147312
40020639
.58663819
90531202
.68892764

11.0000000
12.0000C00
-5.00006000
7.0000000
8.0000000
-4.0000000
8.0000000
10.0000000
=7.000000GC
8.0000000
10.0000C O
-6.0000000
8.0000000
10.0000000
-8.0000000

READF7
REALSS
REAUGAIN
LANGF 7
LANGSS8
LANGGAIN
MATHF 7
MATHSS8
MATHGAIN
SOCSF7
S0CSS8
SOCSGA IN
SCI'F7
SC R
SCLw.AIN

READF 7
READSS
READGAIN
LANGF 7
LANGS8
LANGGAIN
MATHF 7
MATHSS8
MATHGAIN
SOCSF7
SOCSS8
SOCSGAIN
SCINF7
SCINSS8
SCINGAIN

21.42857143
22.28571429
0.85714286
13.85714286
13.21128571
-0.64285714
18.42857143
19.07142857
0.64285714
17.35714286
19. 14265714
1.78571429
16.92857143
19.357 14286
2 42857143

16.51724138
18.93103448
2.41379310
11.06896552
12.41379310
1.34482759
13.93103448
17.20689655
3.27586207
14.93103448
16.37931034
1.44827586
13.48275862
16.20689655
2.72413793

asmaadaagipnLQWRUT &

.28734754
.96802966
.30168122
.87849167
.82659864
.70632146
.6652778¢22
.08494959
-13423172
.61781072
.69734089
77844926
.63133171
.5704 1320
.81396576

.73301995
. 16119473
83495076
56501888
.38607697
.85427837
£4407302
43508182
.78760715
.32543172
.49137104
.06717001
.2004 1681
60883709
.47929006

12 0C00000
f0.000r 00
=4.00vy -000
8 0000000
7.0000000
-6.0000000
9.0000000
11.0000000
=3.0000000
11.0000000
12.0000000
-2.00000CO
9.0000000
$.0000000
13. 0000000

8.0000000
8.0000000
=2.0000000
6.0000000
6 0000000
=4.0000000
4.1000000
10.0000000
=9.0000000
7 0000U00
5.000C000
-7.00000C0
2 00C0000
7.0000000
-5.000C000

MAXIMUM
VALUE

LOC=007 GRADt=(9

.0000000
. 0000000
. 0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
. 0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000

LOC=007 GRADF=10

.0000000
. 0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
. 0000000
.0000000
.0C00000
.0000000
0000000
.3000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000

LOC=051 GRADE=07

.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.C000C00
.0000C00
.0000000
.0000000
.00000:30
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000

13.
14,
10.
12,
10,

3.
15.
17.
19.
16.
13.
1.
19.
14.
13.

7.
20.
1.
11
11,
11,
17
15.
7.
17.
16.
8.
18.
23.
23.

18.
21,
11.
14.
12
13.
9.
17.

RANGE

0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
G000G00
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000005
0000000

(000000
€000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
000000C
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000

0000000
0000000
0000000
0000000

.0000000

0000000
0000000
0000000

.0000000
.0000000
.0000000
.0CV0000
.0000000
.0000000
.0000000

SUM

372.0000C0
389.0000C0
17.000000
257.000000
254.000000
-3.000000
303. 000000
353.000000
$0.000000
308.000000
321.000000
13.000000
321.0000CO
320.000000
~1.000000

300.000000
312.000000
12.000000
194.000000
185.000000
-9.000000
258.000000
267.000000
9.000000
243.0C0000
268.000000
25.000000
237.000000
271.000000
34.000000

479.000000
$49.000000
70.000000
321.00000%
360.00000,0
39.000000
404.000000
499.000000
95.000000
433.000000
475.000000
42.000000
391.000000
470.000000
79.000000

7:59 WEDNESDAY,

VARIANCE

13.1461988
15. 1520468
9.8771230
7.2631579
10.0233918
8.2514620
21.3859649
28.1461988
17.8011696
22.8421053
14.9883041
11.5614035
31.2105263
15.2514620
13.6081871

27.¢560440
24.6513187
10.8010989

8.2857143
14.6428571

7.3241758
21.6483516
16.6868132

4.5549451
21.3241758
13.6703297

7.7197802
20.5329670
43.1703297
33.8021978

22.4014778
26.6379310
8 0369458
12.7093596
11.4655172
8.3768473
29 6379310
19.6699507
22.9211823
18.7093596
20.1724138
16.54 18719
27.0443350
21.2413793
20.0640394

STD ERROR
OF MEAN

0.83180839
0.89301520
0.72100781
0.61828106
0.72632426
0.65900491
1 06093218
4.217 1909
0.967°.3784
1.096456 14
0.88817685
0.78006084
1.28166270
0.89594002
0.84629804

1 41310307
1.32776178
0.88241142
0.76930926
1.02270150
0.72329483
1.24350747
1.09174870
0.57039742
1 23416183
0.98815592
0.74257180
1.21104934
1.75601679
1.553847 71

0.87889974
0.95840980
0.526437 14
0.66200739
0.62877871
0.53745400
1.01093898
0.82357402
0.88903633
0.80321251
0.83402666
0.75525451
0.965G93 6
0.855839%6
0.83178328

JUNE

.54
.93

1.24
21 88
18.41
.24
15.03
15 26

14.78
19.02

1938 1

0.0001
0.3920
0.0001
0 0001
0.9511

O 0001
0 0001
0 0001
0 0001
0.0001
0 0189
0 00u1
0 0001
0 0010
0 0001
0 0001
0 0654
0 0001
0.0601
0 0028

61°.8
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//EViFDR2 Jos

.CLASS=A ,MSGCLASS=H,NOTIFY-0RSB

//J08LIB DD DSN=SYS2.PROD.LINKLIB.DISPzSHR
//PRTST1 EXEC PRTCNTL,CTL=PCSIMW,RCLASS=C
//SAS EXEC SAS.USER=OR5,RCLASS=’C,CCPIES=1"’

//MASTRS88 DD
//MASTRSS DD
//PRS88 DD
//PRF87 DD
//PRS87 DD
//PRF86 DD
//PRS86 DD
//PRF8S DD
//SYSIN DD +

DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(5Ae8:VII) DISP=(SHR. LEE™)
DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SAe85VII ), DISP=(SHR KEEP)
DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWI EP(BYe"RS88) .DISP=( SHR,KEEP)
DSN=SYS2.TES: .ORWLEP (BYePRF87),015°" ( SHR.KEEP)
DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP(BY&PRS87).DISP - (SHR.KEEP)
DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP (BYePRF86),Di 51 =( SHR,KEEP)
DSN=-SYS2.TEST.ORWLEP(BY«PRS86).DISP-(SHR,KEEP)
DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSLEP(SA¢8SVII) ,DISF<(SHR, KEEP)

OPTIONS ERRORS = O;

L N O N N N N N N N N N N R N N N N N N Y W N YV YY Py

THIS PROGRAM PERFDRMS PRUEBA RIVERSIDE ANALYSIS FOR TITLE VII

STUDENTS WHD HAVE BEEN IN THE PROGRAM FOR 3 YEARS.

OF FALLS&S AND A POSTSCORE OF SPRINC88 ARE REQUIRED.

S0 00044000040000000 0000000980680 400000040080 20000000040 000000000

TITLEY ‘AUSTIN 1N PENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT‘;
TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN’
TITLE3 “TITLE VII PDR ANALYSIS 85/86 - 87 3 - Di-11';

DATA MASTRS8;
INFILE MASTRSS:

INPUT STUID
LoC
GRADES
PRDC SORT:
8Y STUID:

DATA PRS88;
INFILE PRS88;
INPUT STUID

READSS
LANGSS
MATHSS
coMP<8
S0CS.8
SCINS8
PROC SORT;
BY STUID:

DATA PRF87;

INFILE PRF87;

INPUT $TUID
READF?
LANGF 7
MATHF?
COMPF7
SOCSF7
SCINF7

PROC SDRT,
8Y STUID:

DATA PRS87:

INFILE PRS87:

INPUT STUID
READS7
LANGS?7
MATHS?
COMPS7
S0CSS7
SCINS?7

PROC SORT;
8Y STUID;

DATA PRF86;

1-7
$ 3€-38
$ 39-40:

4-10
36-37
38-39
40-41
42-43
41-45
46-47;

4-10
56-37
38-39
40-41
42-43
44-45
a6-47;

4-10
36-37
38-39
40-41
12-43
44-15
16-47;

A PRESCORE

00006010

00000020

00000080
000001770
000¢0190

00000230
00000240
00000250
00000217

00000248

~

pree +

61°L8

(2 30 1 8abeq)
2-0 juswydoelly




INFILE PRF86;

{ NPUT STUID 4-10
READF6 37-38
LANGF6 39-40
MATHF 6 41-42
COMPF6 43-44
SDCSF6 45-46
SCINF6 47-48;
PRDC SODRT;
BY STUID;
DATA PRS86;
INFILE PRS86;
INPUT STUID 4-10
READS6 36-37
LANGS6 18-39
MATHSG «0-41
CoMPS6 42-43
SDCSS6 A44-4%
SCINS6 46-47;
PRDC SORT;
BY STUID;

'DATA MASTRSS;
INFILE MASTRBS-
INPUT STUID 4-10

Et READFS  36-37
-0 LANGFS  38-39
om MATHF 5 40-41
S COMPFS  42-43
et SOCSFS  44-45
> SCINFS  46-47,
o PROC SORT;
BY STUID;
DATA MERGE

MERGE MASTR8S(IN=DN1) PRS88(IN=ON2) PRF87(IN=0N3) PRS87( IN=DN4)
PRSB6(IN=DNS) PRF86(IN=GNG) MASTRE8(IN=DNT):
BY STUID;
IF DN7 AND DM AND DN1;
IF (READFS NE . AND READSS8 NE ) OR (LANGFS NE . AND LANGS8 NE .)
OR (MATHFS ME . AND MATHS8 Nec .) DR (SOCSF5 NE . AND $S0CSS8 NE .)
OR (SCINFS NE . AND SCINS8 NE .);
. IF (READF6 NE . AND RCAD>8 NE .) AND (LANGF6 NE , AND LANGSJ NE .)
AND (MATHFGE NE . AND MATHS8 NE .) AND (SDCSFG NE . AND SDCSS3 NE .)
AND (SCINF6 ™ME . AND SCINS8 NE .):
PRDC SORT;
BY GRADES;
PRDC FREQ; .
TABLES GRADES;
PROC MEANS N MCAN MIN MAX RANGE STDERR PRT;
VAR READFS LAMNGFS MATHFS SOCSFS SCINFS RFADS6 LANGS6 MATHS6 SDCSS6
SCINS6 READF6 LAMGFG MATHIG SDCSF6 SCINF6 READS7 LANGS7 MATHS?
SDCSS7 SCINS7 READF7 LANGF7 MATHF?7 SOCSF7 SCINF7 READS8 LANGSS
MATHS8 SDCSS8 SC'NS8;
8Y GRADES;
PRDC MEANS N MEAN MIN MAX RANGE STDERR PRT;
VAR READFS LANGFS MATHFS SOCSFS SCINF: READSG LANGS6 MATHS6 SDCSS6
SCINS6 READF6 LANGFG6 MATHIF6 SDCSF6 S INi6 READS7? LANGS7 MATHS?7
~ SDCSS7 SCINS7 READF7 LANGF7 MATHF7 SUCSF7 STINF7 READS8 LANGSS
S) MATHS8 SDCSS8 SCINSS:
N PRDC DELETE DATA = MASTRB88 MASTR8S MERGE PRS88 PRF87 PRS87 PRF8G:
Q /s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

61" L8
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Title VII Program
Appendix E
TUTOR RECORDS
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TUTOR RECORDS

Purpose

University of Texas students who assisted LEP students on an
individual basis in the content areas maintained tutor
records which provided information concerning:

Decision Question D1: Should Al "D adopt the Title VII
Program Components when federal funding expires?

Evaluation Question D1-3. Did 198~ -88 participants
who were tutore” exhibit greater percentile gains,

on the average, in English proficiency compared to

those not tutored?

Evaluation Question Dl1-4. Did program participants
who were tutored for three or more semesters make
greater percentile gains than nontutored two- or
three-year participants? (English proficiency)

Evaluation Question D1-16. Who was served by the
tutoring component? PBow often? In which content
area did program parti ipants receiva tutoring
services?

Procedure

Students Served

For the third year, University cf Texas tutors from
multicultural classes assisted Title VII LEP stucents at all
four program schools.

Data Collection

In 1987-83, tutors were provided computerized logs and
directions for keeping track of pregram students and subjects
tvtored (see Attachment E-1) in meetings held during cl-ss

X t.me at the university. First semester the ORE Title VII

j evaluation associate instructed tutors; second semester
training was provided by the multicultural class teaching
assistant. Logs were collected and chacked mid-semester,
which made it possible to rocheck adherence to directions and
recapture data that might otherwise have been lost. Tutors
were reminded of log collection dates by the teaching
issistant after she had been contacted by the evaluation
associate.

APPENDIX E




87.19

Data Analysis

Procedures for answering the language proficiency evaluation
questions may be found in Appendix A. To determine how many
students were tutored during both semesters in 1987-88, the
Systemwide Evaluation secretary and evaluation associate for
Title VII entered tutor data onto the computer that was later
transferred to the 1987-88 Title VII master file. A district
progranmer ran an unduplicated frequency count of students on
the master file. Hand counts done by the evaluation
associate provided other information.

Results

Evaluation Question D-16. Who was served by the tutoring
component? How often? 1In which content areas did program
participants receive tutoring services?

During the past three years (1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88),
University of Texas tutors from multicultural classes
assisted program LEP students. In 1987-88, 30 tutors were
assigned to program LEP students firs.. semester, and 21
tutors assisted Title VII students second semester. Students
counted were served at least once during the year in the
following subject areas:

English Art Earth Science

Algebra World Geography ESOL

Biology Computer Literacy Texas

History Correlated

Language Arts Reading Improvement Child

Development

History Health Reading

PreAlgebra Mathematics Government

Home Economics Life Science American
Government

Results regarding tutoring and language proficiency may be
found in Appendix A.

APPENDIX E
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87.19

ENDOKSEMENT TEACHERS

Purpose

The second series of four courses leading to ESL-endorsement
certification began in the fall. This year two courses were
held during the school year and the final two courses needed
to earn certification are planned for the summer, 1988. Data
was collected to evaluate the implementation and impact of
impact endorsement teachers in terms of the fFollowing
questions:

Decision guestlon D1l: Snould the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, mo“;fled or discontinued?

Objective #3 - English Achievement--Students of Enhdorsement
Participants: By the end of each program year, average
posttest percentile scores in appropriate subject areas on
the ITBS or TAP will be higher than average pretest scores
for program students in the classes of ESL endorsement
participants.

Evaluation Question D1-8. LCid the 1987-88 Title
VII Program meet its English achievement objective
that program students in classes of teachers
participating in the endorsement program exhibit
higher average posttest than pretest percentile
scores?

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1987-88.

Evaluation Question D1-15. How many teachers
completed one,two, three and/or four classes in the
endorsement series? What were the teachers’
subject areas? How many program students were
placed in endorsement teachers‘classes?

Procedure

Title VII data files supplied the names of teachers, subjects
taught, and the number of endorsement courses taken. Further
analyses were not performed, because the majority of Title
VII students were served by endorsewent teachers who also
were their TBE or ESL teachers. Thus, the effects of
endorsement training could not be separated from on-going
AISD programs.

Results may be found in the Final Report section, p.3.

APPENDIX F
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87.19

Purpose

Administrator interviews wore conducted by the evaluator to
provide information concerning:

Decision Questicn D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as 1t 1s, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #6 — Activities: Major components will
be implemented as planned in 1937-88.

Evaluation Question D1-13. What concerns/strengths
about the implementation of the program were
identified by:

a) Program administrator?
b) Campus administrators?

Evaluation Question D1-17. What was done in the
area of curriculum development?

Procedure

To address the evaluation questions associated with the Title
VII Program's implementation and effectiveness, interviews
were conducted with the program's central administrator and
campus administrators, together with the LEP teacher
specialists (usually the campus ESL teachers) who coordinate
the Title VII Program at their schools. All interviews were
conducted by the program's evaluation associate in the
offices of the staff.

Parallel interview forms for campus and program
administrators (as shown in Attachments G-1) were developed
by the ORE staff to guide the interviews.

From March 3 to April 7, 1988, campus administrators and LEP
teacher specialists were interviewed at the four program
schools; at Travis, both ESL teachers (one the teacher
specialist) were included in the interview. The program
administrator was interviewed on May 29, 1988, in the
District Office of AISD. Notes from the four campus
interviews were summarized and entered on Attachment G-1.

APPENDIX G
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87.19

Results

Overall, all campus and program administrative personnel
interviewed believe that Title VII has positively impacted
Hispanic LEP students. Interview comments can best be
characterized by "it's better than before, but we still need
more.!" Parent training and cooperatlve-learnlng workshops
were praised on one hand and more sessions at more campuses
requested on the other; coordination of LEP services at the
staff level has increased but still needs 1mprovement. The
same pattern of responses was found in instructional
modification for LEP students. Their needs are better met
but more content and instructional adaptation centinves to be

- needed.

Tutor effectiveness generated mixed responses from
interviewed staff. While schools usually were glad to have
extra classroom help, enthusiasm was dampened somewhat by
tutor problems of scheduling, lack of training, and limited
number of tutors who spoke Spanish. Another unclear picture
was presented in terms of Title VII's impact on dropout
prevention. Interviewed staff indicated that the rate was
decreasing and that Title VII has contibuted. Yet, they saw
Title VII as having little potential impact on unlque dropout
record keeping concerns. An example given was that of junior
high students who rotate school enrollment, depending on
parents' seasonal employment; because schools know these
students, often they do not request transcrlpts. Students
are counted in AISD as dropouts if transcripts have not been
requestad until they re-enter.

Reoccurring weaknesses were dlqsemlnatlon of information and
lack of content teacher involvement in selection of
appropriate LEP instructional materials. Some of the srhools
expressed unawareness of parent and teacher workshop
sessions. Also, schools stated that they would like lists of
teachers who had endorsement training so that LEP students
could be scheduled with themn.

Original notes from each interview are available in program
evaluation files at ORE.

APPENDIX G
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87.19 Attachment G-1

(Page 1 of 7)

Campus and Program Administrator Interview Questions

low well have endorsement teachers implemented Title VII
program objectives with LEP students 1n terms of
suciesses or problems in the following:

Adapting the content areas to meet the needs and levels
of the LEP students?

Administrators and teacher specialists were highly
positive about endorsement teachers' instructional
adaptation for LEP students. At one school, the
administrator stated that trained teachers were able to
do this without additional help from the ESL teacher.
Another school administrator noted that some content
areas were harder to modify than others for LEP students.

Developing appropriate and varied strategies for
evaluation of LEP students?

All interviewed thought that this was being done. A wide
variety of evaluative strategies were mentioned,
including cooperative-learning activities, lab
demonstrations, oral exams, translated tests, and
graphic/pictorial representations.

Decreasing the dropout rate of LEP students?

Although all interviewed expressed beliefs that ESL
trained teachers were helping to decrease the dropout
rate, tbh2 consensus was that this was hard to measure for
many reasons. Some factors cannot be impacted by
increasing the skills of teachers. At the junior high,
members noted that some students are "“permanent"
transients, because their families are employed in
seasonal jobs and return to the same areas of the
country. Since the schools know the students they are
less likely to request transcripts; thus, students are
counted as dropouts until they re-envoll.

Demonstrating increased competency in instruction of LEP
students?

Staff at three interviewed schools agreed that endorsed
teachers had developed increased competency and gave
specific examples. According to them, endorsed teachers
are using bilingual communication more effectively in
instruction. Teachers are varying lecturing with hands-
on and group experiences, while generating student
responses through demonstrations and illustrations. The
program administrator stated that videotapes of endorsed
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87.19 Attachment G-1

(Page 2 of 7)

teachers in classroom situations show encorsed teachers
using what they have learned.

Do you feel Title VII has impacted LEP student

attendance?
N/A
Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
e F (O 3

Comments:

Interviewed staff stated that Title VII has impacted LEP
attendance at least to some degree. .At the junior high,
Title VII and the TBE program have interacted to keep
students in school by helping them feel they belong. The
program Aadministrator stated that attendance has never
been a problem. One school staff felt that LEP student
attendance is often affected by non-school related
factors.

In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the
self-concept and school attitude of LEP students?

Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
1 (f) 2 3

Comments:

All interviewed felt uniformly positive. A member of one
school's staff expressed belief that without Title VII,
students "wouldn't come to school."

In your opinion, has Title VII positively impacted the
acquisition of Englisia language skills and academic
content achievenent of LEP students?

Yes, A Lo To Some Extent Not At All
1 5" 2 3

Comments:
All interviiwed felt uniformly positive. Success in the

content areas was largely credited to special assistance
LEP students received.

Are you aware of increased coordination among ESL and
content area teachers since the beginning of Title VII
three years ago?
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87.19 Attachment G-1
(Page 3 of 7)
Yes, A Lot To Some Extent Not At All
e 10 ;
Comments:

All noted increased coordination; most felt it was
substantial. One staff stated that asking for help was
affected by personality differences and sometimes stymied

by the competitiveness of career ladder striving. a £/
0, P Haay
Is coordination now adequate? Yes Ne Always
" room +oin

Most interviewed staffs also expressed the continuing
need for improvement.

This year did any problem(s) occur which could impact
Title VII program outcomes?

Both the program administrator and junior high school
staff felt that the physical move of the TBE program to a
new school location brought initial adjustment problems
but those have been smoothed out. Another staff stated
that they were short of appropriate LEP instructicnal
materials in one situation so they modified the regular
text, and 80% of the LEP students passed.

How successful do you believe each of the following
Title VII activities were this year?

Completely Mostly Somewha Not At 8f§
1 2 3 4

Endorsement Classes
Cooperative Learning Classes
Tutors

Curriculum Development
Parent Workshops

0) 20 3
®

R
[3S]
®
)
PN

Comments:

Most comments were about tutors. While they were seen as
generally beneficial, problems were mentioned. One
administrator stated that scheduling uaiversity students
sometimes meant two or three tutors being assigned to the
same period and class. In contrast, another staff member 2
stated that teacher attitudes impro- 1 toward students E
when tutors were assisting them. Commenting about the
curriculum development, the program administrator
\
|

mentioned that she has had requests for the handbook from
Texas English Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) members
who say that "there is nothing out there on the market
like this." One school's staff felt strongly about
teacher input being used to select apprupriate LEP
instructional materials.
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(Page 4 of 7)

What recommendations do you have for modifications or
improvement of the Title VII program in terms of:

Endorsement Classes?

School administrators requested a list of teachers who
had taken endorsement training to be used in scheduling
of LEP students.

Cooperative-Learning Workshops?

Two school staffs reported high interest and support.

One school staff and the program administrator mentioned
holding woxkshops during the summer. However, one school
was unfamiliar with cooperative-learning training
session. Another asked for more advanced warning of
scheduling. (The central program administrator indicated
all were notified of workshops.)

Tutors?

More seemed to be the key word--more tutors, more of them
bilingual, more training. One staff suggested a language
lab somewhere so that tutors could work privately. "Two
acts" going on at the same time was described as
distracting. Scheduling times of tutor availability with
class needs also was mentioned as a problen.

Curriculum Development?

The program administrator stated that the resource guide
was 1n the final stages. Copies have been requested from
members of outside educational agencies. The program
administrator also mentioned continuving work on teachers'
training videotapes.

Parent Workshops?

Three of the school staffs and the program administrator
felt generally positive about parent sessions; one staff
was unaware of them. Reaching more parents was seen as
the most pressing need.

What differences do you see in the 1987-88 Title VII
Program as compared to the Program during the first two
years?

Comments varied from “no difference' to "“Now the campus
is aware of the program." Two school administrators and
two teacher specialists were not with the Title VII
Program for all three years and thus, could not fully
respond. The program administrator stated that Title
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(Page 5 of 7)

VII's experiences wele guiding the development of a
similar program for Vietnamese at Dopie Middle School.

How have these changes impacted the program?

Staff comments included Hispanic LEP students being more
noticed, respected on campus. Less teacher frustration
with instruction was mentioned. oOne school staff stated
that while there was scme impact, they had no feedback
yet.

10. overall, do you feel Title VII has had an impact?

All interviewed were uniformly positive. One staff
stated that even if students never catch up and graduate,
they now have survival skills. Another school staff felt
they couldn't meet all requests toc serve more LEP
students.

What are its best features?
The following were given:

High-risk students are addressed,
Extra coordination time,

Lower Title VII pupil-teacher ratio,
Personalizing teachers,

Extra materials,

Framework for action,

Network of resources,

Opportunities for training, and
Students in need are targeted.

00000OO0OO0O0O

What are its weaknesses?

According to school staff these problems were inherent in
the program:

o No written explanation of goals, objectives,

o Communication of information,

o Limited involvement of teachers in selection of
LEP instructional materials,

o Lack of sufficient appropriate LEP instructional
materials, and

o Tutor training.

11. What components of Title VII (if any) warrant its being
continued in the futare if federil funding is available?

Although staffs enumerated all four Title VII components,
parent and staff workshops were mentioned most often.

One school staff suggested that the ESL teacher make
visits to LEP student families for which she would
receive compensation.
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(Page 6 of 7)

If federal funding is not availakle, with AISD funding?
The following were stated:

o Extra conference periods for ESL teacher to
act as liason with teacher and students,

o All present component:s,
o TBE and Migrant programs,
o Endorsement classes, and
o ESIL.

12. What do you think the best features of AISD's Bilingual
and ESL programs are (regardless of funding)?

School staffs felt that having a concentration of
Hispanic LEP students at certain campuses allowed staff
to focus on special needs while students are mainstreamed
as much as rossible. Students are more responsive and
one schoo. staff stated that attendance was the best ever
this year. The program administrator felt that different
program options met student need more adequately.

13. What areas of these AISD's programs cculd be
improved?

The most frequently mantioned areas were staff
coordination, dissemination of information, and training
of parents and teachers.

14. Are there presently unaddressed areas of concern
regarding education of LEP students that should be
included if the program is continued?

In general, those interviewed believed the present
program was adequate. However, one school staff
reiterated the need for teachers to be involved in the
selection of appropriate LEP instructional materials.
Others suggested more counselor time to address LEP
students' graduation needs and increased efforts to help
content area teachers modify instruction for LEP
students.

15. (Program administrator only) What are your plans for
continuing the Title VII Program after the third year?

The program administrator announced that fourth-

year funding has been approved. She was applying
for an academic excellence grant.
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What is the present status of funding?

(No response necessary.)
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WORKSHOPS

Purpose

Two groups of workshops were offered by Title VII in 1987-88.
The first was for families of Hlspanlc LEP students. It
dealt with adjusthg to 1life in Austin by 1ncrea51ng
awareness of potential risks and opportunltles to be found in
the school, work, and community settings. The second group,
cooperat1ve~learn1ng workshops for teachers of LEP

students, focused on developing small-group cooperative-
learning techniques appropriate for teaching mainstreamed LEP
students in content areas.

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or
discontinued? .

Objective #6 - Activities: Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1986-87.

Evaluation Question D1-14. What training was offered to
parents? When and where was it held? How many parents
participated?

Procedure/Results

Data concerning the parent/family workshops were provided by
the program director. (See Attachment H-1 for workshop
proposal memo.) Attendance counts used in the Final Report
section are based on lists signed by participants at each
meeting.

The 1987-88 evaluation planned for teachers to be
administered revised surveys at the last cooperative-learning
meeting. Howcver, at the first meeting teachers mistakenly
were given "pre-surveys,' forms used to evaluate 1986-87
cooperative learning workshops. This change in the data
collection resulted in an examination of pre-and posttest
common item responses for the 12 teachers who took both
tests. In addition, the unique item responses found on the
14 post-surveys were reviewed. Findings are summarized on
page 4 of the Final Report section. (See Attachments H-2 for
form used.)
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87.19
Results

Evaluztion Question D1-14. What training was offered tc
parents? When and where was it held? How many parents
participated?

In 1986-87 and 1987-88 workshops for parents of Title VII LEP
students were held. This year LEP teenagers ware encouraged
to join their families and those of others to discuss shared
concerns in a social support format. A total of 16 sessions
was held at a location in the residential area of most of
Title VII's program LEP students and their families.
Workshops were facilitated by a blllngual educator with
skills and experience in adult education. In addition, other
resource peoble assisted, including a parent involvement
specialist for AISD. Chlld care services were provided at
some of the meetings. Attendance varied between 1 and 15
part1c1pants, half of the sessions were attended by seven or
more family members.

Also in 1987-88, a series of five cooperative-learning
workshops was offered to AISD staff at two Title VII campuses
and one non-program middle school. Of the part1c1pants, 12
completed a survey both at the beginning and end‘of the
workshop series. these teacher responses indicated that:

o All teachers indicated more confidence in helping
colleagues structure cooperative-learning
techniques; 10 of the 12 indicated more frequent
use of these techniques.

o All 12 teachers reported increased familiarity
with cooperative-learning research. By the end of
the sessions, all teachers had read 1-~7 articles
or books on cooperative learning.

o While three fourths (9 of 12) of the teachers
indicated some knowledge of cooperative-learning
techniques and strengths on the pre-survey, all
post-surveys indicated more clearly defined
understanding. Responses on the pre-survey
indicated great interest in learning more about
the techniques.

Unique items from the post-survey (14 respondents) indicated
that:

o All used cooperative-learning techniques; half used
them often (8 or more times). All felt use of
cooperative learning affected student achievement.

o Almost all teachers (93%) indicated that they
frequently or almost always felt comfortable using
cooperative-learning techniques.
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o About two thirds (64-71%) of the teachers felt
comfortable organizing cooperative-learning groups
and selecting tasks and materials for the groups at
least sometimes.

o Teachers most often reported acting as facilitators
(13 of 14), with over half reporting assigning
small groups specific roles, using questions and
probes to develop higher order thinking skills, and
using group reporters.

o Five teachers were appraised while students were
involved in coooperative~learning activities; all
reported positive feedback from appraisers.

During the two years (1986-87 and 1987-88) that cooperative-
learning workshops have been implemented, teachers have
responded positively when surveyed.

o All were implementihg cooperative-learning
techniques.

o All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques.

Discussion

The objectives of both groups of workshops are supported by
national research. During the past two years of
implementaticn in AISD, cooperative-learning workshops have
been well-received. Teachers approach the idea of group
learning receptively and afterwards report using the
techniques in their classes. Given teachers' reactions and
suppc.tive national research (Slavin, 1987), these workshops
could be made available to other teachers and administrators
(especially those who work with low achievers).

National research (Hewison and Tizard, 1980; Tizard,
Schofield, and Hewison, 1982) also suggests parent
involvement is quite important to students' success, even
when the parents have limited education or knowledge of the
language of instruction. Conveying support for efforts in
school is also important. Four successful Title VII students
who were interviewed school and supported them. Many of the
parents of these students may be afraid to come to school or
unable to for practical reasons. Child care, as provided at
some meetings this year, is a positive step. However, home
visits, perhaps by ESL teachers, could reach parents who
would not ordinarily attend workshops. Visits could
establish a link between home and school not possible to
obtain in any other way.
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(Proposal Memo)
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Froposal to Dr. Imelda Rodriguez, DeceEmbsr 14, 1987 1
TITLE VII FPAREMT/FAMILY IMVOLVEMENT FROGFAM

FROGRAM GOAL: TO ASEIST FARTICIFANTS IW THEIR ADJUSTMENT
TO LIFE IM AUSTINH BY INCREASING THEIR
AWARENESS OF RISES AND COFPPORTUMITIES
THEY ARE LIKELY TO ENCOUNTER IN SCHOOLS,
WORPFLACER, AMD IN THE COFMUNITY.

OBJECTIVES:
TO FROVIDE A SUFFORTIVE FORUM FOR COMION CONCERIS

TO FPROVIDE INFORMATION AND GUIDANCE TO ALTERMNATIVE
SFECIALIZED SERVICES TO MEET INDIVIDUAL MEEDS

TO FROVIDE AM OFFORTUNMITY FOR FARENTS AMND TEEMAGERS TO
INTERACT WITH OTHER FAMILIES THAT FACE SIMILAR
CONDITIONS

TO EMFOWER PARTICIPAMTS TO MAMAGE OFFORTUMITIES TO
SUCCEED AND EMNRICH THEIR LIVES

STRATEGY:

WEEKLY MEETINGS OF FARENTS AMD STUDENTS IN A
CONVENIENT LOCATION, FACILITATED BY A EILINMGUAL
BRICULTURAL FROFESSIONAL, USING AFFROFRIATE AUDIOVISUAL
MEDIA AND ACTIVITIES TO ENCOURAGE FARTICIFATION.
MEETINGS AND INTERACTIONE ARE EDUCATIONAL RATHER THAN
THERAFEUTIC, AMD ARE DESIGMNED TO HELF FARTICIFANTS
MOVE FROM LEARNING AROUT FREVEWTING RI3ZES TO LEASRMNIMG
HOW TO EXFLORE AND TAEE ADVANTAGE OF OFFORTUNITIES
AVAILABLE IM AUSTIN, IN TEXAS. AMD THE NATION.

THE SFECIFIC CONTENTS OF EACH SESSION WILL RE
DETERMINED WITHIM A GENERAL FLAN FROM THE CONCERMS
AMD INTERESTS EXFRESSED BY FARTICIFANTS

FACILITATOR:

RIENATO ESFINDZA IS A BRILINGUAL EDUCATOR WHO

HIMSELF IMMIGRATED TO THE UMITED STATES. HE HAS SEILLSE
AND EXFERIENCE IN DIFFERENT kINDS OF ADULT EDUCATION
SETTINGS, BOTH WITH INDIVIDUALS AND GROUFS.

ADDITIONAL RESOURCES:

IM ADDITION TO MRS. EVA BARRON, FARENT INVOLVEMENT

SFECIALIST FOR THE DISTRICT, AISD REFRESENTATIVES

AND FRESOMNEL FROM OTHER COMMUNITY AGENCIES WILL

BE FEATURED IN THE FROGRAM FORTION OF SOME SESSIONS.

A SOCIAL SUFFORT GROUF FORMAT THAT WILL BE A REGULAR

FEATURE OF THE FROGRAM.
APPEN%IX H
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Froposal to Dr. Imeida Rodriguss, December 14, 15927 z

LIST OF AUDIOVINUAL RESOURCES:

l. Choices...For Students (Part 1, in Englizh) Z5°, VHS
Dirug Frevention VYideotape from Cross Cultural
Comnunications.

2. Choice=z...For Farents (Fart 2, 10 Spanish) 5%, VHS
Drug Frevention Videotape from Cross Cultwral
Communications. ’

Z. How to Waitch TV. Four modul®s in caszettosz and
tilmstrips on how to get more fror watching a) mews and
documentaries, b) drama and comedy. c! advertising., and &)
learning +rom television. 8% each {(In Enqglish) from Asron
Educational Fublications.

4. "El mananz =s hoy." A Farent Education Frogram in
Spanish fram Farent™s Magazine., Inc. Four sessions. wiith
tilmstrips and cassettss: a) Learning Begins at Home. b)
Ow~ Languane, ow Culture, Ourselves, c©) From Home to
Echool, and d) Farent-School Relationships.

S. "El Artista" and "Los Apuros Familiares", Z/4°
videotape, produced by SEDL.
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Name

School

Cooperative Learning Workshop Survey

Please respond to the first two questions using this scale:

Very Much Somewhat A Little Not At Al
1 2 3 4

1. I feel comfortabte defining the term "cooperative
learning", 1 2 3 4

2. I am familiar with research concerning the effectiveness
of cooperative learning upon student achievement. 1 2 3 4

Use this scale to answer the following questions.

Almost Always Frequently Sometimes Rarely Almost Never
1 2 3 4 5

3. 1 feel comfortable using cooperative learning
techniques. 1 2 3 4 5

4. 1 am able to organize students into effective
cooperative learning groups. 1 2 3 45

5. I am able to select appropriate tasks for cooperative
learning groups. 1 2 3 45

6. 1 am aple to select appropriate materials for
cooperative learning groups. 1 2 3 4 5

Use this scale to respond to tnese questions.
Many (8 or more) Some (4-7) Few (1-3) None
1 2 3
7. Hov many books and/or articles about cooperative
learning have you read? 1 2 3 4

8. How many times have you used cooperative learning
tecnniques? 1 2 3 4
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Name

Use this scale to answer the following questions.

Strongly agree Agree Disagree Strongly disagree
1 2 3 4

Y. I feel confident instructing a colleague in the
structuring of cooperative learning groups. 1 2 3 4

10. I felt adequately prepared to use cooperative learning tecnniques in
the classroom. 1 2 3 4

If you've used these techniques, answer the following questions with the
strongly agree to strongly disagree scale listed above:

11. I am able to use cooperative learning to affect

student achievement. 1 2 3 4
12. I assigned specific roles to each student in

every group. . 1 2 3 4
13. My role as a teacher was that of facilitator. 1 2 3 4

14. The reporter from each group reported to the large
group. ‘ 1 2 3 4

15. I was able to incorporate content information and use
of higher arder skills through questions and probing. 1 2 3 4

16. The groups consisted of 4-6 students. 1 2 3 4

17. I was appraised during a time when my class was
participating in cooperative learning activites. 1 2 3 4

18. My appraiser(s) liked what was going on in my
classroom. 1 2 3 ¢4

19. My appraisat w~s higher when I was a cooperative
learning facilitator than when I was a traditional
teacher. 1 2 3 4
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Name

Attachment H-2
(Page 3 of 3)

20. List tnree cooperative learning techniques.

a.)

21. List three strengths of cooperative learning.

a.)

b.)
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87.19

CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT

Purpose

The curriculum development is one of the four major
components of AISD's Title VII Program. In 1987-88, it's
purpose was to complete a resource handbook of appropriate
instructional materials for LEP students.

Decision Question D1. S*ould the Title VII Program be
continued as -t 1s, modified, or discontinued?

Objective #6 -~ Activities: Major components will
be implemented as planned in 1986-87.

Evaluation Question D1-17. What was done in tue
area of curriculum development?

Procedure/Results

A curriculum handbook A Resource Guide for ESL and
Mainstream Teachers of LEP students, referencing materials
and strategies appropriate for teaching secondary
mainstreamed LEP students was completed by the program
director at the end of school year 1987-88. Prior to
compietion, the director described the handbook as belng in a
final draft stage in the April administrator interview. (See
Appendix G for more information.) Afterwards, the evaluation
staff was prov1ded a copy of the draft although input was not
requested. The finalized handbook focuses on language
survival, literacy, and academic language skills. It is
divided 1nto two parts; Section I describes AISD's different
LEP programs and the theoretical basis for both their design
and that of the enhanc1ng Title VII activities. Section IT
is a comprehen51ve bibliography of approximately 500 entries
dealing with language needs of LEP students and their
teachers. (See the Table of Contents in Attachment I-1.)
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DROPOUTS

Purpose

The AISD dropout rates were examined in terms of Title VII
LEP students at the four program schools.

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be
continued as it is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-18. (a) What effect did
the program have on the 1986-87 dropout rate of
LEP students? (b) How many Title VII students
dropped out? (c) Compared to non-program
students? (d) Compared to the year before? (e)
How long had 1986-87 dropouts been in AISD?

(f) How did the dropout rate of Travis’/Spanish for
Native Speakers class compare to that of other
Title VII high school students in 1986-877?

Procedures

District records provided the information for the data
analysis of Title VII 1986-87 dropouts, performed in

January, 1988. Procedures for how dropouts are counted may
be found in Attachment J-1, taken from DMI Publication, 1986-
87 Annual Performance Report, Dropout Section. This
information is based on data precedures used by the Office of
Research and Evaluation (ORE) evaluation associate in charge
of dropout analysis. Rates cover the period of September 1,
1986, through September 15, 1987; students are considered
dropouts if they leave AISD during this period and a request
for a transcript is not received by October 14, 1987. This
is a change from the preceding year when both the T.tle VII
and District rates considered students as dropouts if they
had withdrawn ketween September 1 and July with no request
for transcript received during this period. Another change
in calculating Title VII dropout rates should also be noted.
During the second year (1986-87), the program was extended to
include Hispanic LEP students classified as Bilingual,
language dominance category C. This decision was made
because students sometimes go from LEP status B to C during
the year and/or have equal but limited proficiency in both
English and Spanish. However, during the third year of the
program (1987-88), the LEP classification of Title VII
program students was the same as the first year; the only LEP
status C students included were those who changed from LEP
status B to C during the year. Therefore, to be consistent
with the first and third year, the data analysis examined the
same three language groupings -- (1) LEP status’ A and B
(Title VII Program students), (2) categories C,D, and E, and
(3) the combined statuses. These procedures were vsed by the
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Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) evaluation associate
to summarize and analyze the data for the second annual Title
VII dropout rates (1986-87), based on SAS program EV1BY014
and EV1BY012. Both programs were modifications of the
district data analysis program run by the programmer analyst
to separate out Spanish-speaking LEP students at the four
program schools in the dropout frequencies. (See Attachment
J=-2 and J-3.)

A summary of results may be found under Dropout/Graduation
Rates of the Final Report (pp.19-21).
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87.19 Attachment J-1
(Page 1 of 3)

What Is the Dropout Rate for 1986-87 High School Students as of
October?

Figure 2 shows the dropout rates for 1986-87 hlgh school students,
broken down by sex, ethnicity, grade, and by time of dropping out.
Note that from the October perspective, the number of school-year
dropouts drecps from 1,809 to 1,426 (reflecting returners and late
records requests), but that another 731 left during the summer.

FIGURE 2
DROPOUT RATE FOR 1986-87 HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS,
INCLUDING SUMMER, BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND GRADE

School-Year Summer Total

Dropouts Dropouts Dropouts -
Group N % N 3 N 3
Black 280 8.3 158 4.7 438 12.9
Hispanic 472 10.6 195 4.4 667 15.0
Anglo/Other 674 6.8 378 3.8 1,052 10.6
Female - 641 7.3 317 3.6 958  10.9
Male 785 8.8 414 4.6 1,199 13.4
Grade 9 616 10.5 262 4.5 878 15.0
Grade 10 376 8.3 194 4.3 570 12.5
Grade 11 296 7.8 136 3.6 432 11.4
Grade 12 138 3.9 139 3.9 277 7.8
Total 1,426 8.0 731 4.1 2,157 12.1

What Percentage of Students Who Enter Ninth Grade in AISD Fail
to Graduate?

This is probably the most significant single questlon akout
dropouts in our District, and we are now approaching an answer.
The group who entered nlnth grade during the 1983-84 school year
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87.19 Attachment J-1
(Page 2 of 3)

are assigned to each student on the file. Possible
statuses are:

-~Currently enrolled as of September 15.

--School-year dropout (withdrew during a school year,
with no records request by the end of the first six
weeks) .

. --School-year transfer (withdrew, records request).

--Graduated.

--Died.

--Summer dropout (completed a school year, but did not
enroll in the fall by September 15, and no records
request by the end of the first six weeks).

--Summer transfer (completed schocl year, did not
enroll in fall, records requested.)

® The dropout rate is calculated by dividing the total number

of dropouts (school year plus summer) by the total,
enrollment. This can be done for any subgroup of 1nterest.

The Annual Rate As It Looked in July (for Comparison Only)

Although (as explained above) the numbers available in July are
necessarily incomplete and inadequate, to give a sense of the
trend across time, Figure 1 shows the dropout rate for the 1986-87
school year using the old July 1 cutoff date for transcript
requests, compared to the three years previous. By this measure
the annual rate declined for the second .consecutive year for high
school students. A lower rate among Hispanics and Anglo/Others
accounted for the drop:; the rate for Blacks increased.

FIGURE 1
ANNUAL DROPOUT RATES FOR FOUR SCHOOL YEARS BY ETHNICITY,
AS OF JULY 1 OF THE FOLLCWING SUMMER

1983-84 1584-85 1985-86 1986-8/
Group N % N % N % N %
Black 286 9.7 322 10.6 314 9.8 355 10.8
Hispanic 554 13.8 663 16.0 661 15.3 608 13.7
Anglo/ 754 7.5 963 9.1 9356 9.0 846 8.5
Other
Total 1,594 9.4 1,948 11.0 1,911 0.7 1,809 10.2
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(Page 3 of 3)

of the preceding school year.

The second important change involves the definition of cohorts for
the purpose of longitudinal tracking. In the past we have
reported longitudinal dropout rates for the entire group of high
school students from a given base year. Unfortunately, such 2
rate has little if any lntrinsic meaning. A better longitudinal
rate is ‘for the ninth graders from a particular base year, which
we also reported in past years. Finally we realized that this
meant that retainees--a group particularly likely to drop out--
were counted in more than one cohort of ninth graders. Now we
think we have the single best number for expressing the
longitudinal high school dropout rate: the rate for each year’s
group of entering nintb graders. We believe this is the best way
to define a cohort for three reasons. First, it is the base group
of which people intuitively think when they want to know the long-
term, or ultimate, dropout rate. Second, no student is counted in
more than one group. Finally, it gives us a number which is
somewhat comparable to the longitudinal rate published in our
original dropout study, Mother Got Tired of Taking Care of My
Baby, which found a 24% dropout rate among the group of all AISD
14-year-olds from September, 1978, after four and one half years.

Definition and Method

one aspect of our dropout system that has not changed is the
definition of a diopout. A dropout is a student who has withdrawn
from AISD and whose records have not been requested by another
school or district. Students who earn GED’s are counted as
dropouts in our system.

In July, 1986, a longitudinal computerized database (the Secondary
Student Longitudinal File, or SSLF) was constructed that enables
us to answer questions about the enrollment status of any group of
students at any point in time, beginning with the 1983-84 school
year for high school students and the 1985-86 school year for
seventh and eighth graders.

our method for assigning dropout status code is as folliows:

o Each year’s cohort includes all students enrolled in an
AISD high school at any time during the school year.

e Any student who withdraws from AISD is first considered a
dropout.

e If the student’s records are requested by a district,
school, or other institution offering a high school
diploma, the student is judged to be pursuing an education
and his/her classification is changed from "dropout" to
"transfer."

e In the fall following each school year, dropout statuses
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210- A DROP*GRADEB? : . Sl e - cLes 0000 00002270 ..
211 * BY GROUP; 00002280
212 00002290
213 *PROC FREQ; 00002300
214 - 7 ..+ TABLES:DROP*LOGBY" . 00002310 -
S 215 . ;) - DROP4ET;INIC o . < 00002820 . T
w216 7.0 Lo T DRQPBEX .. S T .. Q0002330 T Lol W e
217 . OROP+GRADES7; 00002340
218 00002350
219 *0ATA OROP7; . 00002360
220 -0, -+ BET- OROPY:.." R - :
221 E - GRDUP » 1 OR- GQOUP ® 25
223 e :
227 'PROC SORT DATA=DROP7
22~ s BY STUIO;
225
» 23Q... - aDATA TRANSJUL: ’ .
1227 4+ INPUT- ¥ ST UID .- 23-29;
228 . ...1 .*AROS; L
229 'INCLUOE>SA PSO|70|OI
b 230
o] 231 'PROC SORT;
O |' 232 » BY STQTD\-
— | 203 - L0600 .
NDS - .234 ‘_t[_lﬁh\ TRANS\JUL. L e . R 0 -, 00002510,
— 23¢ * SET TRANSJUL; 00002520
>< 236 s BY STUIO; 00002530
237 . lF FIRST STUlD 00002540
& | 238 - - . v S e T . 00002SL0 .
239 ’ ADATA dULYRATE. : el 00002560 -
240 4~ MERGE 'DRDP?  (IN=ONDROP} TRANSUUL (INIONTRANS): ™ . . wbeiol 70 70, .07000028700:
2414 * BY STUIO; 00002580
242 * 1F ONOROP; 00002590
243 * TRANS87 = * /; 00002600
. 244 4 IF ONTRANS _THEN TRANSG'I LR e R Vol .. Q0002610
. 245 L : - 00002620~ T
.48 s L4 “GRAD 2UN T '-:.; J R , 00002630
247 s DIED = 'N’; 00002640
248 « If DROP84 = 3 OR OROP85 = 3 OR DROPB6 = 3 & DROPE7 = 3 THEN GRAD=‘Y’;00002G650
249 + IF DROP84 = 4 OR DROPBS = 4 OR DROPBG = 4 OR DROPB'] = 4 THEN DIED=’Y’ 00002660
260 L L. . _00002670 -
- 261 Lo . " DO0D2680-
. 252, » QROP- = 9; . 0000269Q "
253 ’ 00002700
254 00002710
255 sssecsssscvevessCREATE DROP CODE O (STILL IN AISD ) eceessssssnsssses: 00002720
256 : v IF ENTRY87 NE . ©AND WITHBY = ., ANO GRAD s, ’N‘ <t - 000Q2730
287 - AND DIED = (N’ THEN-DROP=0: < : Q0002740 -:
258 -n-har--nunq)0-0-oo-oa)-o-h-hq’-t(aﬂ-oq)o-"ﬂnQ)o-trqd-ﬂ)04’q+t~)ﬂrt+ 00002750
259 © 00002760
260 sessssrseseessssCREATE OROP COOEL 1 (DROPOUTS DURING SCHOOL YEAR)+ee+; (0002770
261 s IF (WITHB7 NE , AND TRANS87 = ¢ /) 00002780
262 + ANO GRAD » “N’ ANO DIED s "N’ THEN OROPx1; ., . - e e e 00002790 |
263 4014.0tvn.:;oa\«Ao.t‘-cvn-.an-crn.va.-cwn..a. ovnoa&.-tv»aaaratv»..aw QDOO2800 -
1 4 i 264 SRS - 00002810
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6
265

"'266
287
268 ,°

269
270
271
272

273
274 -

275
276
277

T 278

279
280
281
292
283

284
NOTE: THE PROCE
NOTE SAS. USEOD 7eox MENORY,

NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC.
SAS CIRCLE

PO BOX 8OO0

* CARY. N:iC. 27511-8000

S¢~(R) LOG

MVS/XA JOB EVIBYD14 STEP SAS PROC SAS
sesseesssensssCREATE OROP COOE 2 (TRANSFER OURING SCHOOL YEAR)ooooo 00002820

) IF (WITH87 NE . .AND TRAMSB7- - Y2y - 00002830
+ AND-GRAD = °N’ AND OFED: . 1 TOEN. 0RDP=2. ' SR Q0002840 ~
Y LY P T T L ST PRI L EPS XY R AR XX Y !i’y+p1+ii’i*51:m;-000028903“
00002862
seasenssssenseessCREATE OROP COOES 3 AND 4 (GRADUATEO, OIED)esessscss; 00002870
. IF GRAD THEN OROP=3: . 00002880
£ IF DIED = fY! THEN OROP¥4:-l f e Ls S e 100002890 < o
»-’\‘uq&»-’q*oat»-i«iuqvn-)m4tq¢pc~«0 b»qr«‘anﬁ-r« 00002900 .
= e T < 00002910 o oty
KEEP STUIO STUNAME GRAOEB? Locs7’ ENTRYB? wlTH87 TRANSB? 0ROP87 OROP 00002920
. ETHNIC; 00002930
00002940

ZI.APROC FREQ;
.+ TABLES BROPQETHN!C

NN

.

onopocnaoéav
+PROC OELLTE DATA= JULYRATE TRANSUUL DROPT:

00002960 .

00002980
00002990
00003000
100003010 :

15.08 THURSOAY, JANUARY 14,

00002050 &, 71T

Thooazere f YL
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SAS 15:08 THURSDAY, JANUARY 14, 71988 1
TABLE OF DROP BY LOCE7

prROP  LOGAY

6178

1A
{ XIQW3ddy

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

FREQUENCY

PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL, PCT

ses -4

o~ dmem e

126. {+

23.38

ynrﬁ¢b%§-4l
69 1
1.03

rOwp~¢p~r¢~p~on~(p+a\o¢~1¢~¢~vﬁ~g-~q}on~1f~p~*

T U747

TOTAL

2074

40,95 1, .

1.eg )

2356
35,45

28.89 | 41.67 | 26.67 2.78
2.51 3.18 2,75 0.95

26,07

STy
65.61

. 625 ° 6702
270837 100.0Q- -

(g 40 g obery)
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1 SAS(R) LOG OS SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EViIBYO012 STEP SAS

NOTE: COPYRIGHT (C) 1984,1986 SAS INSTITUTE INC., CARY, N.C. 27511, U.S.A

NOTE: CPUID ° VERSION '« 03 'SERIAL ¥ 015624 MODEL « a381 .-

NOTE: SAS OPTIONS SPECIFIEO ARE:

SORT+4
. ) R
2 OPTIONS ERRORS * O:
3 OATA LEPBY87:
4 INFILE TAPEIN:
5 INPUT FILIO $ 1-2
¢ S oL sl 3-9
7 7 STUNAME $ 10-3G
B8 BIRTH § 37-42
9 10C $ 43-45
10 GRAOE $ 46-47
1 ENTRY $ 76-79
12 [2.33] $ 80-83
13 REENTYR - $ 84-07
14 - REEXIT 4 88-91
15 LANGCODE $ 57-59
16 LANGNAME $ 60-69
17 EYHNIC $ 48
18 ’ STATUS $ 70
19 « LPACGOOE ¢ 13

| 20 LANGDOM  $ 71-72

ol 21 EXITYR $ 235-238;

Ol 22 KEEP STUIO STATUS GRAOE EXITYR LOC LANGOOM LANGCOOE ETHNIC;
- ;g 23 ‘¥ STUIO = 9003141 OR STUID = 1184353 OR STUID a 9105098
=1 I Y THEN-OELETE: '

—| W IF aTATUS = ‘2° OR STATUS - ‘3’ DR STATUS = ar DR STATUS . ‘5'

>¢{ 26 - - OR STATUS = ‘8/;

27 IF LANGCOOE = ‘002’;
G| 28 IF LOC = *003’ OR LOC = ‘007’ O LOC = ‘GO9’ OR LOC = ‘052‘:
29

NoTE: INFSLE IAPEIN 15:
© 77 OSNAMEZELBLANGT.TAPE.
UNIT=TAPE , vOLaSER=2000953, LABEL®2,DISPs0LO0,
OCB-(BLKSIZE'4000 LRECL =264 ,RECFM-VD)

NOTE! 15466 LINES WERE REAO FROM INFILE TAPEIN.

THE HINIMUM LTNE LENGTH IS 260.

THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH 1S 260. '
NOTE: OATA SET USER.LEPBY87 HAS 285 OBSERVATIONS ANO 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OUBS/TRK.
HOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USEO 5.66 SECONDS ANO 532K

29 OATA Af:

30 SET LEPRYRT;

31 IF LANGOOM = ‘A’ ORf LANGDOM = ‘B’ OR LANGOOM = ?AL’:
32

MOTE: OATA SET USER.AB HAS 207 OBSLRVAYIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 0BS/TRK.
NOTC: THE DATA STATEMENT USED Q.14 SECONDS AND 472K.

PROC SAS

00000120
Q0000130
00000140
00000160
..00000170
1100000180

00000210
00000220
00000230
00000240

.00000250

00000260 |

00000270
00000280
00000290

T 00L030G T .
00002310 . .

" 00000320
00000330
00000340

©T0000Q35Q
00000360
00000370
00000380
00500400

00000400
0000041Q

00000190". = °
0000200~

15:42 THURSOAY, JANUARY 14,

‘NQTE: THE JOB EV1BY0i2 HAS ogsq RUN UNDER RClEASE 5.16 OF Sas AT Ausr;n INDCPENDENT scuooL pisTRICT (01386001)
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91
'P XI1aN3ddY

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREG USEQ 0.22 SECONDS AND 760K AND PRINTEO PAGE 1.
35 ] PROC DELETE DATA = Ag;__
< NOTE; THE' Pnocecuaaf sEo”
36 "DATA CDE:

NOTE: DATA SET USER.CDE HAS 77 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK.

"NOTE THF. DATA STATEMENT USED ‘0. 14 SECONDS AND 472K

’4931'

.‘NOTE THE PROCEDURE PREO HSED -Q.22 SECQNDS AND 760K AND. PRINTEQ PAGE 8;

60 '~ DATA DROPRYST; . e s e ,
AN SET pROP7; . ] ST T 00000800 T

O

IQ\L(:;{;;i,}

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2 SAS(R) LOG 0S SAS 5.16 1MVS/XA JOB EVIBYO12 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15:42 THURSDAY, UANUARY 14,
32 PROC FREQ;
83 v " TITLE FACL-TITLE VII LEPS WITH LANGODN DF A7IB L AND ALY o]
34 . .. . Lo YABLES L0G GRADE; . s
. 38

37 SET LEPBYS7;
38 .. IF_LANGOOM
39 Lo L. vt LT

NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 0.13 SECONDS AND 472K.
"PROC :EREQi o N e, R
7the TALL TfoE v11 LEPS wer LANGDOM 0%'Gc, -
Wi IrTABLES LOC GRADES | .7 :

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 0.20 SECONDS AND 760K AND PRINTED PAGE 2.

a4 DATA ALL;
45 SET LEPBYST7:
a6, . . . IF LLANGDOM <7A¢ OR LANGDQM = ‘B’. '
R "LANGDOM by "7AL’ ‘DR LANGOUM '9 OR LANQU#
CA8. - e -LANGDOM .. tEL4; S LR e L
19

NOTE: DATA SET USER.ALL HAS 284 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES 1676 OBS/TRK

_ N PROC FREQ; - 7" T T 3t s R L L
50 TITLE ALL TITLE VI1 LEPSY: a
51 TABLES LOC GRAOE;

’52-’"1 e ?RUC DELETE DATA.5 ALL;. oL : STl e . . .

53 0‘00‘0"“0‘0‘“‘0#0‘)‘000‘0‘0!tl“‘00‘00“00“““!‘0!!0‘0“‘0'!0 as 700000420 2
54 THIS PROGRAM (SA-8Y0120101) WILL PRODUCE ANNUAL DROPOUT CODES 00000430

55 FOR ALL HISPANIC LEP STUOENTS, 9-12 DURING THE 1986-87 SCHOOL 00000440
13 YEAR AT TRAVIS, JOHNSTON, .0 -ANOERSON.. . . . 000Q0450 -

L87  c, 0’4touulxK*.\(»J#u‘htx0-&4:&0‘4!;:4.*#‘0 puu’uw»»irly.'iq-vptuao:«x:.xqu:tw-uqut .. 00000480

s8 .. B s e e e 00600470

ig M. M. . B A . : L 00000480

60 00000490

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED O.14 SECONDS AND 484K.
.7 QDOCOAKO

~
R

1988

61°L8
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62

63

64

- 6%

66
67

68

" NOTEY
‘NOTE:

SAS{R) LOG OS5 SAS 5.i6 MVS/KA JOB EVIBYOIZ PROC SAS i5:42

00000510

¥ IF. (LBCEZ:-= 003! OR LOC8T. = ‘007’ :0R LOC87
i LOCB7 = ‘OS“’)

) *E .+ 1F . {GRADEST GE *O7¢ ANG GRADEST LE ¢

') R GRADEBT

OATA ‘SET, US‘R onopavsv HAS 6703 OBSERVATIUNS AND §
THE DATA- ST~ FEMENT USED .88 SECQMDS -AND, 472K.

PROC SORT OATA=LEPBY87;
8Y STUID'

00000560
00000570

4'CYLINDERS UYNAH]CALLY AtLOCATED-ON SYSQA FOR EACHZOF 3-:SDRT- WDRKnQ ATA SE.
OATA SET USER.LEPBYS7 HAS 285 OBSERVATICNS AND 8 VARIABLES. 1676 OBS/TRK.
THE PROCEOURE SORT USED O 47 SECONDS AND 1488K.

-‘PROC- SQRT: UATAébROFBYBI
-‘. BY: SIUID’

: OATA SZT USER.DROPBYS7 HAS 6702 OBSERVATIONS AND 11 VARIABLES. 558 085/TRK
TﬁE 9RDCEOURE SORT ussp 1,35 seconos ANO :4aax._5 . i

(IN=ONLEP) DROPBYS7 ~~ (IN-ONOROP):

MERGE LEPBYST
BY STUID; 00000630
IF ONLEP=1 AND ononop 1

00000640

PROC FREQ:
TABLES.DRovaoceT

OROP » GRADEB?

--DROPASEX;".

: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USEQR 0.34 SECONDS AND 764K AND PRINTEO PAGES 4 TO 6.

DATA ABLEP;
SET .LEPOROPT;
IF DROR = 1 OB NROP = 53

IF LANGOOM = ‘A’ OR LANGDOM = /8’ OR LANGOOM = ’AL’;

; DATA SET USER.ABLEP HAS 22 QBSERVATIONS ARD 17 VARIABLES 474 OBS/TQK-
: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 0.18 SECANDS AMD 472K, -

PROC FREQ: ’ . -
TITLE ‘ALL TITLE VII LEP DRGPOULTS WITH LANGDOM OF A, B, AKD A ‘/;
TABLES LOC87 GRADEST7;

: THE BROCEDURE EREG-USED 0.10 SECUNDS AND 764K AND PRINTER -PAGE V.

THURSDAY , JANUARY

00000620"“'“'. P

14,

1988

(€1 40 ¢ abeq)
£-0 juswyoelly
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L

"NOTE: DATA SEY USER.LECOROP? - ‘WAS 205 OBSERVATIONS aND 17 VARIABLES. 474 CBS/TRK.

ERIC

4 SAS(R) LOG  0S SAS 5.16 HVS/XA JOB EVIBYO12 STEP SAS PROC SAS 15:42 THURSOAY. JANUARY 14, 1988
88 PROC DELETE DATA = ABLEP: .

T T i

NITE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE lJSED 0. 13 SECD‘JUS AND 484K

89 DATA CDELEP;

a0 SET LEPDROP7;

a1 IF DROP = 1 OR DROP = S: L

82 - IF LANGDOM'= 7C‘ OR LANGOOM = /D‘:OR LANGDOM < ‘E¢ QR

3 LAHGOOJ 2 ‘EL“ . - .

94 . T : )

NOTE: DATA SET USCR.CDELEP HAS 11 CBSERVATIONS AND 17 VARIABLES. 474 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE DATA _ <ATEMENT USED 0 18 SECONDS ANO 472K.

84 «. - pgoc g;:cq.,{i e s :
9% .. TITLE “ALL TITLE vif LEp DROPCUTS unH J.ANGDnM.-QE CS DLCE, ANDIBLAES T T L T L e,
86 TABLES LOC GRADE;

97

POTE: ?HE PROCEOURE FREO L'SEO 0 19 SCCONDS ANO 764K AND PRINTEO PAGE 8.

57 S PROC OELETE DATA = COELC, »
NOTE: THE PROCEOURE DELETE usso 0. 13 SECONDS ANO 404K,

98 DATA ALLLEP:

a9 - SET LEPOROR? ;- . 7

100 .  JE.QROP = f 0(‘ hRnP = ‘a' sl
101 . .- ,I.E LLNGOON =.YA! OR LANGDOM .€ /B¢ OR :LANGDOM z:.:C% Of
102 LANGCOM = D’ JR LANGOOM = ‘E‘ OR LANGOOM

103 LANGOOM = ‘EL‘;

104

NGTE: OATA SET USER. ALLLER HAS 93 QBSERVATIONS AND 57 VARMBLES- 474"
MOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT-USED O 15 SECONDS AND RT2K:

104 PROC FREQ:

105 TlTLE ‘ALL TIILE VII LEP OROPOUTS’;

106 - '; D TABLES LOG GRADES : .. .

107 MEACH

NOTE: .

107 PROC DELETE DATA = ALLLEP;

108 ’
NOTE: THE PROCEOURE DELETE ussn 0.34 SECONDS M.D 484K, i

108 PROC SORT. PATA & LEPOROPTS * L

1062 BY LOCS7 GRADE STUNAME' STUID-

110 00000720

111 00000730

NOTE; THE PROCEDURE SORT USED 0.3G SECONDS AND 1488K. ) B TR

111 PROC PRINT DATA:LEPCROPT; 00000730
112 BY LOCS7;
113 PAGEBY LOC87-

114 FITLE" 'TITLE Vll HISP ANTST LCP STUDEN" 3¢
11s )

159
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1 THE

PO BOX 8000

SAS(R) LOG 0S SAS 5.16 MVS/XA JOB EVIBYO12 STEP SAS

PROCEDURE DELETE USED 0. 14 SECONDS AND 484K.
. USED 1488K MEMORY.

',wsnTuIE T
<CIRGLE .. Sme

CARY. N.C. 27511-8000

PROC‘DURE PR NT USED 0 66 SECONDS AND SSGK AND PRINTED PAGES 10 70 17

PROC SAS

QOON0T760 .
+00000770
00000780

15.42 THURSDAY,

JANUARY 14,

J88

61°L8

(€1 40 g obed)
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ALL TITLE VIl LEPS WITH LANGOOM OF A, B, AND AL

CUMULATYVE  CUMULATIVE
LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT
003 5 %.4 5 2.4
007 80 38.6 85 41.1
009 23 11 1 108 52,2
052 99 47.8 207 100.0
CUMULATIVE  GUMULATIVE
GRADE  FREQUENCY PFRCENT  FRFQUENCY PERCENT
07 56 26.6 55 26.6
08 44 21.3 99 47.8
09 49 23.7 148 71.5
10 32 15.5 180 87.0
11 18 8.7 198 95.7
2 9 4.3 207 100.0
SAS
TABLE OF OROP 8Y GRAOES7
OROP GRADES7
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
o ROW PCT
o coL pCT ;GR lo7 log 109 110 111 112
- eeeeeeea- fmmmmnena R L LT T $ommeeee- P e 4=
n = o o 225 197 i 1616 1265 1083
oo .00 3.36 2.94 | 24.13 18.89 16.17
< .00 5.11 4.47 | 36.68 26.71 24.58
.00 81.82 79.12 | 76.19 $51.61 81.37
<SS esse=as=- fommeean $ommmnnan LR L LTS fommmmen. PEE L T fuemmmmnna o=
) 1 0 15 29 | 23s 108 104
00 0.22 0.43 |  3.55 1.61 1.55
00 2.79 5.39 | 44.24 20.07 19.33
00 5.46 | 11.65 | 11,22 6.97 7.81
mmmeman - fmmmmmmn $mmmmman~ $ommerena $omemmeen- LLE R $ommcmccaa f--
2 0 14 3 i 102 62 53
0.00 0.21 0.04 | 1.52 0.93 0.79
0.00 5.47 1.17 | 39.84 24.22 20.70
0.00 5.09 1.20 ; 4.81 4.00 3.98
memrese=- fmrmmmmnn $o= mee-- 4ocmm=n-- 4mmmmm=e- $ommmneaa $omcmmea- $--
. 3 1051 0 0 o o! 9
15.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13
98.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.84
100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.68
EELE LT LR P 4mcmcmrenfecmccccefeccnnen- fmrmmmcee e $un-
4 0 o} o o} 1 1
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50.00 50.00
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.08
cevmmeean $renmvrnabrnmcnan. fovmmmnn LEEEE R T $ommmma e fommmccana 4=
5 0 i 18 18 i 85 54 46 !
0.00 0.27 0.27 §  1.27 0.R1 0.Cy
ltg"" vo | 7.38 2.38 | onend 22.13 18.85
- 3 0.00 | 6.55 7.23 | 4.01 3.48 3.46 | ,
memere——- pmmmmmema fommmrnne EEET TR RS fomwmenn- LR LY P LR 4.
Q G o i 3 2 i 80 60 35
: 00 | 0.04 0.08 | 1.19 0.90 0.52
]:MC 00 | 1.67 1.11 | 44.44 33.33 19.4¢
.00 ; 1.09 0.80 ; 3.77 3.87 2.6%
--------- fmevmmcccfrmccenccfone ccccfeccnanaa e N e =
TOYAL —— 1051 "275 2492121 15501331

10:58 TUESOAY, JANUARY 19,

10:38 TUESOAY, JANUARY 19,

TOTAL

4406
65.78

538
8.03

25
3.82

1072
16.00

0.03

244
3.64

1988

1988

2
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10:38 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19,

10:58 TUESOAY, UANUARY 19,

1980

1988

1

2

e

61°.(8

(¢1.40 £ 9beg)
£~ juswydelly

¢
SAS
TABLE OF DROP BY LOC87
0ROP L0C87
FREQUENCY
CERCENT
ROGW PCT
coL pPCT 3} 7} 9} 52} TOTAL
msmmmsevejmemmacinpummmmnanfenmnscnnbuncnenend
o 1401 1417 1166 422 4406
. 20 92 21,16 17.41 6.30 65.78
, 31.80 32,16 26.46 9.50
67.62 6O. 14 6G.78 80.33
P LI e e e R P P R L A L AL L R L LR L]
1 126 263 105 44 538
1,88 3.93 1.57 0.66 8.03
23.42 48.88 19.52 8.18
G.08 11.16 6.0 8.40
- emefemcemmmefmmmaneonpenmmnans bmnamanen
2 90 108 a1 17 256
1.34 1,61 0.G61 0.25 3.82
35.16 42,19 16.02 8 G4
4.34 4.58 2.35 3.24
sAmsEmsEmjrmmmsErmjEnansnanjenmenmanfanananmnd
3 342 409 321 0 1072
5. 11 G.11 4,79 0.00 16.00
31.90 38.15 29,94 0.00
16.51 17.36 18.38 0.00
mremmm- = memenvssfumsmnsenjonvencmnbuonnnnand
4 1 1 (] i L0 2
P 0.01 0.01 0.00 { 0.00 0.03
3 50.00 | 50.00 0.00 0.00
o 0.08 0.04 0.00 { 0.00
. ;; ---------0--------o--------0--------:--------0
[ w0 83 65 36 244
=o c.90 1.24 0.97 } 0.54 3.64
24.59 34.02 26.6" | 14.75
>< 2.90 3.52 3.72 | 6.87
o semsesessfemmmmmsmgremmasasfenmmen e nanan
6 52 75 48 i 5 180
0.78 1,12 0.72 | 0.07 2.69
28.89 41,67 26.67 | 2.8
2.51 3.18 2.75 § 0.95
tmmssmmsejmemmmmenpmenmaa i m srrpomemnman
TOTAL 2072 2356 1746 324 6698
30.93 35.17 26.07 7.82 100.00
AL TITEE V1T LEPS WITH tanuuum GF €, D, E. ANO EL
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
LOC FREOULMCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT
003 10 13.0 10 13.0
007 25 32.5 35 45.5
009 21 27.3 56 72.17
¢ oh2 21 27.3 77 100.0
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
GRADE  FRTQUENCY  PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT
07 1 16.9 13 16.9
08 8 10.4 21 27.3
09 29 37.17 50 64.9
10 16 20.8 66 85.7
i1 3 3.9 69 89.6
Q 12 8 10.4 77 100.0
Wi;ﬁﬁ 1539
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S: bscencossd. b “owom:

ALL TITLE VII LEPS WITH LANGDOM OF A, B, AND AL 10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1998 o
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE ~
LOC  FREQUENCY  PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT -
-------------------------------------------------- [Ve]
003 5 2.4 5 2.4
007 80 38.6 85 41.1
009 23 11.1 108 52,2
052 99 47.8 207 100.0
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
GRANE  FREQUENCY  PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT
o 55 26.6 55 26.6
08 a4 21.3 99 47.8
09 49 23.7 148 71.5
10 32 15.5 180 87.0
1 18 8.7 198 95.7
12 9 4.3 207 100.0
SAS 10:38 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1988 2
TABLE OF DROP BY GRADES7
DROP GRAOEB7
FREQUENCY
PERCENT
ROW PCT |
CUuL PCT [GR 107 los lo9 110 111 112 | oTaL
--------- R R L L T L L SR P
0 0 225 197 1616 1265 1083 ! 20 4406
0.00 3.36 2.94 24.13 18.89 16.17 0.30 65.78
0.00 5. 11 4.47 36.68 | 28.71 24.58 0.45
i 0.00 81.82 79.12 76.19 | 81.61 81.37 16.53 |
T T S L L) tmmmmonmen tocmemnan pummm———- tmemmm—a L R L +
1 o 15 ! 25 236 108 104 44 538
0.3C 0.22 0.43 3.55 1.61¢ 1.55 0.66 8.03
0.00 2.79 5.39 44.24 20.07 19.33 8.18
0.00 5.4 11.65 11.22 6.97 7.81 36.36
--------- E Rt L Y N et L L T PPy
2 0 14 3 102 62 53 22 256
0.00 0.21 0.04 1.52 0.93 0.79 0.33 3.82
0.00 | 5.47 1.17 39.84 24.22 20.70 8.59
0.¢"Y ) &.09 1.20 4.81 4.00 3.98 18.18 P
--------- P e L R EEE R LY e L R LA R L P 4 0
. 3 1051 o} h) 0 o! 9 12 1072 &g e
15.G3 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 0.18 16.00 ® O
98.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.84 1.12 =
100.00 0.00 0 0N 0.00 0.00 0.68 9.92 (o ‘SD
--------- tmemammrmrfeccmreccafuanas  sfmcmmmrccfeccmcrmmfmmenmccetonnsnaont o3
4 0 o] 0 0 1 1 0 2 ~+ ot
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.03
0.C0 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 50.00 | 50.00 0.00 oS
0.00 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.06 ~.08 0.00 N
--------- fmrmmmmmeedemecenccdons tmecdmrmerronfmencrneaboer semempammmenn}
5 0 i 18 18 i 85 54 46 23 244
0.0n 0.27 0.27 § 1.27 0.81 0.€4 0.34 3.64
w0 i 7.38 2.88 | ws ! 22.13 18.85 9.43
0.00 | 6.55 7.23 | 4.01 3.48 3.46 § , 19.01 1p -
--------- T Y e L E LT S Y L & | pe
6 0 i 3 2 i 80 60 i 3s o} 180
0.00 | 0.04 0.03 1.19 0.90 0.52 0.00 2.69
0.00 |  1.67 111 | 44.44 33.33 19.44 0.00
0.00 | 1.09 0.80 { 3.77 3.87 2.63 0.00
--------- I ey Ll L T
. A 7% Dbl 2.4 AGSGem 404 sbte i . N
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ALL TITLE VII LEPS 10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1988 3

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
LocC FREQUENCY  PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

003 15 5.3 15 5.3
007 105 37.0 120 42.3
009 44 15.5 164 57.7
052 120 42.3 284 100.0

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
GRADE FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

07 68 23.9 68 23.98
08 52 18.3 120 42.3
09 78 27.5 T8 69.7
10 48 16.9 246 8G.€
11 29 7.4 2€7 94.0
12 17 6.0 284 100.0
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ALL TITLE VII LEPS 10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY 19, 1988 S

TABLE OF DROP BY GRADE8S7

DROP GRADESB7
FREQUENCY |
PERCENT
ROW PCT
coL PCT jGR lo7 lo8 109 110 111 112 i TOTAL
--------- R hs R T L e ek it Skt tddatebdded 4
0 0 i 51 i 46 i 68 39 19 i 2 235
0.00 21.48 | 16.20 23.94 13.73 6.69 | 0.70 82.75
0.00 25.96 | 19.57 28.94 16.60 | 8.09 |  0.85
0.09 89.71 ; 88.46 87.18 81.25 ; 90.48 ; 100.00
--------- R L i et e el s 4
1 0 1 i 0 3 1 0 i 0 5
0.00 0.35 ;  0.00 1.06 0.35 0.00 0.00 1.76
0.00 20.00 | 0.00 60.00 20.00 0.00 0.00
0.0¢ 1.47 ; 0.00 3.85 2.08 ; 0.00 0.00
--------- R e S E e D e e Suiutiadlallet ittt 4
3 15 ; 0 i 0 0 0 0! 0 15
> 5.28 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.28
h 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.0 0.00 0.70
- { 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Nz seemmae- Fommmm—-- Focmommne Fommmmmo Fommm———- Fre-=----- Fommmm—— Formmmema-e +
o 5 o} 6 6 | 7 6 | 2 0 27
>< 0.00 2.11 2.11 2.46 2.11 0.70 0.00 9.51
o 0.00 22.22 | 22.22 25.93 22.22 7.4% 0.00
0.00 8.82 ; 11.54 8.97 12.50 9.52 0.00
--------- B e e T e i ks Al aidad 4
6 o) 0 0 0 p] 0 o) 2
0.00 0.00 0.0d 0.00 0.70 0.00 0.00 0.70
0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 100.00 0.00 0.00
0.00; 0.00; 0.00 0.00 4.17 0.00 0.00
--------- L Rt T et b bt Dl el b e Sl 4
TOTAL 15 68 52 78 ;] 21 2 284 —_—
5.28 23.94 18.31 27.46 16.90 739 . 0.70 100.00 o o
-
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ALL TITLE VII LEPS

TABLE OF DROP BY SEX

DROP SEX
FREOUENCYi
PERCENT |
ROW PCT |
CoL PCT F iu I ToT2L
--------- E e it |
o} 95 140 235
33.45 49.30 82.75
40.43 59 57
81.90 83.33
--------- E R btk &
1 2 3 5
0.70 1.06 1.76
40.00 60.00
1.72 1.79
--------- fumemecm e}
3 i 8 7 i 15
2.82 2.46 5.28
53.33 46,67
6.90 4.17
--------- frwmmmmmepm e}
5 11 1€ 27
3.87 5.63 9.51
40.74 59.26
9.48 9.52
--------- EE LR TR
6 0 2 2
0.00 0.70 0.70
0.00 | 100.00
0.00 1.1¢
--------- $=== mmmmfeceec~e~}
TOTAL 116 168 204

40.85 69. 15 100. 00

ALL TITLE VII LEP DROPOUTS WITH LANGDOM OF A, 8, AND AL

CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
LOC87 FREQUEMCY  PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT

7 9 10.9 9 40.9
9 1 18.2 13 59.1
52 9 40.9 22 100.0

CUMULATIVE CUMULATIVE
GRADES87 FREQUENCY PERCENT FREQUENCY PERCENT

10:58 TUESDAY, JANUARY i9, 1988

10:58 TUESDAY,
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ALL TITLE VII LEP OROPOUTS

(oo}

~
-
0

10:58 TUESOAY, JANUARY 19, 1988 9
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE
LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT
003 A0 3.1 O 3+ QO _
007 11 34.4 a2 37.5 3,3
009 7 21.9 19,¢ §9.4 &g.b&
052 13 40.6 32 100.0 s
3l i’
., : ‘-
- 4 Lt {)5\}
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE i \
GRADE  FREQUENCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT " ¢
07 7 21.9 7 21.9
o8 6 18.8 13 40.6
09 10 . 31.3 23 71.9
10 7% 21.9 30 93.8
11 2! 6.3 3z 3/  100.0
I,
> . C
/)Zru 2 (JQLJ"( o ""
3/ r/‘*v (7” R /,»-»a-u j & ; e g e
NS e O (Y . M e } ’J ' . .
I‘,,. . _”““‘“_‘ /‘/‘_,V.ML('MJ i’,,.,( e v /
PO B N 3 ., ""’((,q,,{ ..LJ,
) S ,,, € teus v 2t /
/4" & 7
ALL TITLF VII1 LEP DROPOUTS WITH LANGOOM OF C, D, E, AND EL 8
, 10:58 TUESOAY, JANUARY 19, 1988
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE .
, LOC FREQUENCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT ey
------------------------------------- Nkt el o o
003 40 8.0 0,0 g 10-0 OO @
007 2 20.0 22. 3 F2 7 30.0 23 % Q.
009 3 30.0 23, % ps 60.0 T (G —3
- 052 a  40.0 44, I 309 100.0 7, ~ D
O ct
<
[«
CUMULATIVE  CUMULATIVE =
GRAOE  IREQUENCY PERCENT  FREQUENCY PERCENT ®
o7 1 10.00 1.4 I 10:0° Q-:’
08 3 30-0° 23.& AGI 40.0° 23,2
09 1 10.0 1. ¢ .6 "rb 5070, ¢4 Y 1 e
10 3 30.0 333 8§ 8070 4.3 (Y
11 zl 200 4,1 10 ¢ 100.0

e e
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87.19

THREE YEaR STUDENT PROFILE

Purpose

Hispanic A and B LEP students (73) who were enrolled in Title
VII in 1985-86 and still active in 1987-88 were followed up
in terms of the following questions:

Decision Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be
~ontinued as it is, modified, or discontinued?.

Evaluation Question D1-22. (a) Of these students who
were in the Title \ .I Procram for three years or exited
LEP status, how many were retained durincg this time?
(b) If so, when? (c) How many credits were earned by
this student population? (d) In what content areas did
they show the best performance?

Procedure

In preparation for further analyses. the programmer analyst
created EV1PASTL that identified Ti .le VII three year
students and a comparison group of ther LEP students at
nonprogram school. (Se2 Attachment J-1.) The programmer
analyst then created EV1BYSGR, EV1CREDT, «nd EV1RETEN to
calculate averages, grades, retention. (See Attachment J-2
for program notes and sample output.)

For results and discussion, see Three-Year Profile: Other
Measures of ‘uccess of the Final Report section (pp. 22-25).

APPENDIX K
2




F/EVIBYSGR  uOB LCLASS>A MSGCLASS-A NOTIFY~0ORSS
//SAS EXEC SAS.USERSOR1,RCLASS-C

77+APE1  OD DSN=SGRQ2MST.TAPE.

7 LABEL~(2.8LP),

7K UNIT2REEL,O1SF=(0LD KEEP ,KELP).

1/ voL 2#SER=0006627 .

7/ 0CB-(RECFMzFB, LRECL =+ 178 ,BLKS12E74094)
//T12PE1 0D DSM:UCC.SGRHSR(=1).

// DI1SP-{0LD .KEEP ,KEEP)

7/SGRFIL 00 OSN-SGR.PROD.SGRF Il 015P=(SHR KEEP)
//5¥SIN 0D

€
A XIAGN3ddy

I providea oy i
N

OPTIONS ERRORS : O
PROC OELETE DATA = SEM:

000.0.000000000000000.00.0000.0.000.00..0...0..0.00.0.0‘0.........-.
THIS PROGRAM REAOS THE SGRFIL AND PRINTS AN AVERAGE OF AVERAGES

8Y COURSE COMTENT £Gik rurur! SCHOOL TITLL VII STUDENYS COMPARED WITH
MIGH SCHOOL LEP STUOENTS, UART OF 3-YEAR STUDY

200000000001 000 000000000 000000100000 0000008000 00000000000 sNtRe]

0ATA SEM:

INFILE TAPE1;

INPUT Loc $ 1-3
STUIO 4-10
GRADE $ 31-32
PRECOURS $ 82-83
GR1 $ 95-97
GR2 $ 99-101
GR3 $ 103-10L
GR4 $ 107-109
GRS $ 111=-113
GRG6 $ 115 117
AVERAGE 131-133
ACTIVE ¢ 138;

GROUP = ‘OTHR’;
If PRECOURS = ‘95’ OR PRECOURS = *85‘ OR FRECOURS » ‘97’ OR

PRECOURL = ‘98’ OR PRECOURS = 9w’ THEN DELETE:

IF PRECOURS = /10’ OR PRECT'RY, - ‘11 OR PRECOURS - “12‘ OR
FRECOURS = ‘147 OR PREr RS - 19’ OR PRECOURS = ‘17’ OR
PRECOURS & ’187 THEN GROUP - ‘LANG’;

IF PRECOURS = ‘20 OR PRECOURS = ‘31‘ GR PRECOURS = ‘32’ OR
PRECOURS < *33° OR PRECOURS # ‘34’ OR PRLCOURS = ‘35’ OR
PRECOURS = ‘36° OR PRECOURS = “37‘ THEN GROUP = ‘MATH;

IF PRECOURS = ‘13’ THEN GROUP - ‘READ’:

IF PRECOURS ¢ ‘40’ OR PRECOURS = ‘41 OR PRECDURS = ‘42’ OR

PRECOURS » ‘45’ OR PRECOURS = ‘44‘ OR PRECOURS®< ‘92’
THEN GROUP = ‘SCIE’!
IF PRECOURS * ‘45’ OR PRECGURS ™
PRECOURS = ‘42’ OR PRECOURS
#ROC SORT,
By STUID,
#ROC SORT DATA - BIGMRGE;
By STUID,
OATA MERGE.
MERGE BIGMRGE(IN=ON1)
SEM( Iy ON2):
BY STUID;
IF ON1 AND ON2,
PROC SORT DATA - MERGE:
BY GROUP;
PROC MEANS,
TITLEY ‘TITLE VII GROUP - FALL 19087 GDPA’;
VAR AVERAGE:
8Y GRJUP;
PROC SORT DATA = LEPMRGE;
8Y STUIO:
DATA MERGE,

175

*40* OR PRECOURS - 47’ OR
7194 THEN GROUP  ‘SOCS’;

00000010
00000020

00000050
00000130
00000140

00000200
00000230
00000250
00000260
00000300
£0000330

00000340

Q001800
00001820
00001830
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MERGE LEPMRGE( IN=ON1)
SEM(IN=0N2);

BY STUID;

IF ON1 AND ON2;

AVERAGE 397 '83.64102564
AVERAGE 7 80.57 142857

. AVERAGE | . ...

~aVeERAGET g . 333333
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" 107920167117 $1.60066006° 160 000000007 1

PROC SORT DATA = MERGE: 0000
8Y GROUP; 1800
PROC MEANS; 00001820
TITLE1 ‘LEP GROUP - FALL 1987 GPA’;
VAR AVERAGE: 000018
BY GROUP; 001830
PROC DELETE DATA = MERGE; 00002310
/+ 00002320
. = TITLE VII GROUP - FALL 1985 GPA 10.08 THURGDAY, JUNE 23, 1988 1
VARIABLE Y MEAY. STANDARD uINLHUY MAXIMUM. . STO ERROR VARIANGE.. . €2V
_ LVARIABLE : STANDARD. . Ity AR 10, ERRO
el
el ]
[x2}
ae AVERAGE 17 82.52941176 6.62033020  70.00000000  95.00000000 1.
Bl veservessestenenonen XYSRSRCIAU HYSSE SYKENE ADS KAENVPORGFEOUCAESSORITSSuSS STS Yo SNsfseesy SSORNSSSK TILL T Siteers o drissstessscsiviwinests e Seseer - 50 se epe SRSTOZUIITOCT TROUS MRS
<
= 15 77,800 3000, 10.32472760 . 57.00000000 9600000000 .32

------------------------ GROUP=0THR ========mmmsm-c-smmcmemoorooooaenn

6.754.8741 70.00000000 88.00000000 2.55284289 564.00000000

. 11,00000000 ..

050916623 50..0000000 8506006000 " 2.74505984" 892.00000000°

5600000000 ...93.00000000.........7..884584 12, 284..00000000

GROUP=S0CS ======m=mmmm=msasmc=ccccsmemmaanax

45.61904762 8 383
3
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"0 ct+
248 66666667 . . 22 210 o o
v
_________________________ ® O
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J/EVICREDT  J0B .CLf3S%A HMSGCLASS=H.NOTIFY=0RSS
//SaS EXEC SAS . USER<DR1,RCLASS:C

7. WPEIN DD DSN:UCC.EVITESTG(O/.

17 DISP=(0LD KEEP KEEP)

7/5vSiti 0D o

CPTIDONS ERRORS ¥ O

400000000000 00000000000000
7HIS PROGRA! CALCULATES 7.i€ TOTAL NUMBER DF CREDITS PER SEMESTER.

THE CREQIT DATA IS READ FRDF THE SGR HISTORY FILE AND LOADED DNTO

A CARTRIDGE - PROGRAM LE$SGRHS(DRSLEP).

seen e -(..0.A....‘O...0......00000.0000000000..000...00..00.0.0.:
TITLE1 *..oSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICT’:

TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION':

0000900000000 0000000000000000000%0000000r

DATA CREDITS:
INFILE TAPEIN:
INpUT STUID 1-7
YEARQTR $ 8-1D
GRADE  § 11-12
SILNZme $ 13-3C
CREGITS  22-47
A8S 38:
PRDC S{RT:
8y SYuIL:
PROC SORT DATA = LEPMRGE:
8y STUID:
DATA MERGEX:
MERGE CREDITS(It1=0M1) LEPARGE(IN=ON2):

= By STUID;

o IF ON1 AND ON2:

m . IF DN2 AND NOT ONY THEN MISS = ‘YES’:

= . IF ON1 AND CN2 THEN MISS = ‘RO‘;
o +DATA NOTMISS:

— . SET MERGE:

> . IF MISS = ‘NO‘;

PRDC FREQ:
~ TITLE3 ‘LEP GROUP - SFRING 88 CREDITS’:

TATLES CREDITS:
+PROC SORT:
. 8Y STUNAME:
+PROC PRINT:
« VAR STUID STUMAME GRADE YEARQTR CREDITS 4ABS;
« DATA ABSENT;:
. SET MERGEX;
. If CREDITS = O AND ABS GT O:
+PROC FREQ: .
+ “TLE3 ‘TITLE VUI GROUP - FALL 87 CREDITS’;
. TABLES ABS+GRADE:  *
PROC SORT DATA = BIGMRGE:
BY S.UID:
DATA MERGEX:

MERGE CREDITSYIN=OM1) BIGMRGE(I: s0N2)3

eY STUID:

IF o1 AND ON2:
PROC FREQ:
TITLES ‘“ITLE VIl GROUP - SPRING 88 CREDITS’;

TASLES CREDITS; .

o DATA ABSENT:
. SET MERGEX:
. IF CREDITS * O AND ABS GT O;
+PRDC FREQ;
oTITLE3 ‘LEP GROUP - FALL 87 CREDINS’;
. TASLES ABS»GRADE:
*DATA MISS:
o S’{ MERGE:

. 1+ MISS « “viS’.
. PRGC PRINT
pRIC DLLETE DATA « MURGEX CRLOIIS MISS  ALLENT.

/e
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J/EVIRETEN 08 . CLASS-A MSGCLAS3~-it NOTIFY=0ORSB

//SAS EXEC SAS.USER=OR1,RCLASS=C

//LOCATE DO DSN=SYS2.TEST.ORSSUT(SA¢I OCAT) ,DISP=(SHR KEEP)
J/LEPIIL 00 OSN-ORE.PROD.LEPFIL,.DISP=(SHR.KEEP)

//SYSIM pD -

0PTIONS ERRORS = O
PP AP sPPPa NP PEPD R INNS LB NNNNPROINIS T NENIIRLPIY '.0“..00.‘....:
TITIE1 “AUSTIN INDEPEWOENT SCAUOL DISTRICT;
TITLE2 ‘OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION‘:

TITLES ’
OATA LEPS:
INFILE LEPFIL;
I1MPUT STulo 3-9
STUNAME $ 10-36
Loc $ 43-45
GRADE $ 46-47
STATUS ¢ 70
ENTRY $ 76-79;

I¥ GRADE GE ‘09’ ANO GRAOE LE ‘127;
IF ENTRY LE ‘8509°;
IF LOC GT ‘000‘;
IF STATUS = ‘2’ OR STATUS = ‘4’ OR “TATUS = ‘8’ OR STATUS = ‘0’;
PROC SORT;:
BY $\UI0;
P0C SORT DATA = BIGMRGE;
By STUID;
OATA LEPMRGE;
MERGE LEPS(IN=ON1) BICMRGE( INSON2):
BY STUID;
IF ON1 ANO NOT ON2;
PROC FREQ;
TABLES GRAOE;
PROC SORT;
BY S1JID:
PKOC SORT DATA = RETAINB7;
8Y STUID;
PATA MERGE2:
MERGE NPETAINS7(IN=0N1) LEPHRGE(INSCN2);
BY STUID:
IF ON1 AMO ON2:
PROC FREQ;
TITLE1 ‘LEP GROUP - RETENTION 198G/87 - 1987/88’:
TABLES GRAOE2;
+0ATA MERGES:
*» MERGE RETAINS7(IN=CN1) BIGMRGF(IN=UN2);
» BY STUID;
« IF ON1 ANO ON2; *
sPROC FREQ:
*TITLET “TITLE VII GRCUP - RETENTION 3:2386/87 - 1987/88°;
»  TABLES GRAOE2;
PROC SORT DATA = RETAINSG;
BY STUID: .
OATA MERGE2;
MERGE RETAINBG( IN-ON1) LEPMRGE (IM=0ON2);
BY STUID;
IF ON1 ANO ON2;
PROC FREQ;
TITLE! “LEP GROUP - RETENTICN 1985/86 - 1986/87':
TABLES GRuDE2:
+0ATA MERGES3,
+ MERGE RETAINS (IN3ONi) BIGHRGE(IN-0N2);
< BY STulD,
» IF ON1 AKD ON2;
*PRDC FREQ;
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«TITLE1 ‘TITLE VII GRGUP - RETENTION 1985/86 - 1986/87°;
. TABLES GRADE2;
/PROC DELETE DATA = LEPS MERGE2 MERGE3:
»
TITLE VII GROUP - -RETENTION 188b/86 - 1986/87 13 59 FRIDAY, JUNE 24, 1988 2
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DISTRICT RECORDS

Purpose

District records provided information concerning:

Decis.’on Question D1: Should the Title VII Program be

continued as it 1s, modified, or discontinued?

Objectlve #6 - Act1v¢t1es Major components will be
implemented as planned in 1956-87.

Evaluation Question D1-15. How many teachers
completed one, two, three and/or four classes in
the endorsement series? What were the teachers'
subject areas? How many program students were
placed in endorsement teachers' classes? (See
Appendix F for procedures and results.)

Evaluation Question D1-19. What mastery level was
achieved by 1987-88 eleventh grade Title VII
Program students on the Texas Educational
Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS)? (See Final
Report, p.1l.)

Evaluation Question D1-20. Of the 1987-88 program
participants, what was the percentage of students
at each grade new to the district? What was the
average number of years a student held LEP A and/or
B dominance status while in AISD? (See Appendix K
for precedures and results.)

I'valuation Question D1-21. How many students
p-rticipated in the Title VII Program for one year?
Two years? Three years? How many participants
left the program? Of these studens, how many
remained in 3ISD? (See Appendix K for procedures
and results.)

Evaluation Question D1-22. Of those students who
were 1n the Title VII Program for three years or
exited LEP status, how many were retained during
this time? If so, when? How many credits were
earned by this student population? In what content
areas did they show the best performance? (See
Appendix K for procedurs<; see Final Report, pp.
22-25 for results.)

Evaluation Question D1-23. What was the 1987-88
budget for Title VII? What was the cost per
student? (See Final Report, p. 6.)
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