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DEFINITIONS
Chapter 1 Regular_- The Chapter 1 Regular Program provides supple-

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

With high concentrations of students from law-income familieS.

Chapter 1 SChablWide Projects - Two schools; Allison and Becker, have

aSUfficient concentration of low-income-students to qualify as

Chapter 1 Schoolwide Projects. In these schools Chapter 1 and

extra local funds are used to lower the pupil/teacher ratio.

All students in the schools are considered Chapter 1 students.

Current ,i_grant = A current migratory child is one (a) whose parent or

guardian is a migratory agricultural worker or migratory fisher,

and (b) who has moved within the past twelve months from one

school diSthict taanother to enable the child; the child's

guardian,. or a member of the child's immediate family to- obtain

temporary or seasona: employment in an agricultural or fiShing

activity.

_Former Migrant = Students who remain in the District following their

year of current eligibility are considered formerly migratory stu-

dents (with the concurrence of their parents) for a period of

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

TypeS of Service -
Lab or PullautH Student is served outside regular classroom.

Classroom Service = Student is served in his/her regular class-

roan._
Special Class - Student is registered for a special program claSS;

e.g., Early Childhood ClaSses.
Other - Any other ways a student might be served, e.g.; tutoring.

MSRTS = The Migrant Student Record Transfer System ('VISRTS) is

national_ level recordkeeping system designed to maintain fileS
of_Oligibilityforms; health data, instructional data, and
achievement data on migrant students. These records are sent

as a student migrates from school district to school diStrict

to provide -each school district with information about _the

student. The District and the tvi5RTS Clerk are required to
maintain these files in a certain order and update various

recordS during the school year;
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Final Report

Project Title: Chapter 1 and Chapter 1 Migrant

Contact Persons: Karen Carsrud and Catherine Christner

MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS:

1. Chapter 1 and Migrant Program Early Childhood (prekinder-
garten) students made impressive achievement gains that were
even larger than last year's.

2. The achievement gains of 1982-83 Schoolwide Projects students
in reading, math, and language were generally greater than
those of comparable students in the Regular Chapter 1 Program
schools. A longitudinal examination of Schoolwide Projects
students' achievement gains also appears encouraging concern-
ing advantages of participation in the program.

3. There is evidence to indicate continued improvement in the
Regular Chapter 1 Program. The program met or exceeded
its objectives at every grade level.

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION:

1. The high school Migrant Program has several weaknesses:

little focus on low-achieving students;
o no discernible impact of the program on achievement;
o considerable disparity among the number of StuderitS

served by each teacher; and
o a lower proportion of eligible students served than

at the elementary and junior high levels.

2. Students in grades 2-12 who have been served from one
to four years by the Migrant Program did not make greater
achievement gains from 1981 to 1982, or 1982 to 1983,
than did other migrant students who have not been served.

3. There is some evidence that extremely low-scoring
Schoolwide. Projects students (those few who are more
than a year behind grade level) do not gain as much
in some cases as comparable students in Regular
Chapter 1 schools. If such evidence continues to
emerge, other forms of instructional grouping or
supplemental instruction should be considered for
these students.

1
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CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT EARLY. CHILDHOOD

PRE-K )

DID EARLY CHILDHOOD STUDENTS MAKE ACHIEVEMENT GAINS?

Yes! Both Chapter 1 and Migrant Program students made very good gains on
the Peabody Picture Vocabulary TeSt=Revised (PPVT-R). The Chapter 1
students showed an average gain of 17.4 scale score points from the pre-
to the posttest; Migrant Program students gained an average of 12;9

points. Over a period of time, scaled scores are expected to remain
constant, so these gains indicate real growth rates well above the
national average;

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

students with lower pretest scores made greater gains than did Migrant
Program students scoring at the same low levels. There also continued to
be more variety in average gains made across the Migrant Progcam classes
than across the Chapter 1 classes.

16-

L14-

12-
z.-.3

8-
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2-

Mir_;RY4IT

CHAPTER I

Figure 1. CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT PROGRAM GAINS ON THE PPVT-R IN

1981-82 and 1982-83.
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WHAT HAPPENS TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN
STUDENTS WHEN THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS?

Prekindergarten students in AISD's Early Childhood programs score at high
levels at the end of the prekindergarten year and at beginning of .
kindergarten. However; these high achievement levels have not always
been evident at higher grade levels; Figure 2 shows the springi 1983 _

Median reading total percentile for 1978 -79 prekindergarten students. It
suggests that tnoy might _be regaining some of their lost advantage.
However, .these_ data must be interpreted with caution, because medians for
these students have varied from year to year; not all former pre-
kindergarten students have remained in the District or been tested every
year, and the number of students in the analyses is quite- small in some
cases.

Ln.-;ITUNPINmL 1,-.CHIE')EMENT

FOR 1978-79 EARLY CHILTHOOD (PRE-X) STUDENTS

1 ! 1

FALL FALL SPRING SPRING SPRING
BOEH1 PAT ITBS ITBS ITBS

(SEGINVING OF READING READING READING

GRADE K) (END OF GRADE 3)

TIME OF TESTING

Figura 2. MEDIAN PERCENTILE FOR FORMER EARLY CHILDHOOD (PRE-K)
STUDENTS AS THEY REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS.
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HAVE ANY SPECIAL EFFORTS _BEEN AIMED AT FORMER PREKINDERGARTEN
STUDENTS TO HELP THEM MAINTAIN THEIR HIGH ACHIEVEMENT?

Yes, in 1982-83 elementary instructional coordinators worked with a
randomly chosen group of teachert to help the teachers focus on the needs
of former prekindergarten ttudentt and retained students in their
classes. The intervention was a fairly unstructured one, however, and
former prekindergarten studentt and retained students in those classes
did not gain more than a control group of former prekindergarten and
retained students whose teachers were not aided.

THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM IN AISD

WHAT IS THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM?
.

As part of the Educational Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA),
Chapter 1 was created to seive educationally disadvantaged students in
economically disadvantaged _a eat. The program was called Title I in

previous legislation. In AISD, the program is primarily a reading/
language arts program tervin K-6 students in 25 Regular Chapter 1
schools and two Schoolwide 'Projects. In addition, three nonpublic
schools, four institutions for neglected/delinquent (N & D) children, and
nine prekindergarten clatses were served by the program.

WHAT ARE SCHOOLWIDE PROJECTS?

In Schoolwide Projects, extra teachers normally provided by Chapter 1

funds, along with extra locally funded teachers, are all used as
classroom teachert to reduce the average class size for the entire
school. In the AISD Regular Chapter 1 Program, Chapter 1-funded teachers
provide service only to students who are below the 31st percentile in
their reading achievement test scores (or language scores, for
kindergartners). In a Schoolwide Project, all students are served.

CI t=1 0 =7-1

= C=1 I c=1
-t -F
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HOW ARE SCHOOLS AND INDIVIDUAL CHILDREN SELECTED FOR THE
CHAPTER I PROGRAM?

By law, AISD Chapter I Schools must be chosen by first ranking ail the
District's schools on the baSis of the percentage of low-income students
who reside in each schools' attendance area In order to do this, a
major effort is conducted each year to count all students and also the
number of low-income studentS who actually reside in various areas of the
city and to determine the areas of greatest economic: need. Then, the AISD
elementary schools with the highest percentage of low7income students
residing in their attendance area are selected to participate in the
Chapter 1 Program.

Individual children within Chapter 1 schools are also ranked on the basis
of "greatest need." Students with the lowest reading achievement test
scores are served first, with as many students (up to the 31st
percentile) Served as resources allow.

HOW MANY STUDENTS WERE SERVED IN THE CHAPTER 1
PROGRAM 1982=83?

The Chapter 1 Program provided service to 4,557 students in 1982-83.
Figure 3 illustrateS the proportion of students served by each component.

WERE. THERE CHANGES IN HOW REGULAR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM
SERVICES WERE DELIVERED FOR 1982-83?

There was a slight increase in the percentage of Chapter 1 students who
were "pulled out" to the reading lab for service. For 1982-83, 38% of
Chapter 1 StudentS were served in the lab, versus 34% for 1981-82.

WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS WERE SERVED?

Approximately 67% of eligible students in Chapter 1 schools were served
by Chapter 1. However, many students who are eligible for Chapter 1 are
served by other programs, such as Special Education, Bilings.**; or
Migrant.

5
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Figure 3. PROPORTION OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED

BY EACH COMPONENT IN 1982-83.

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

Three of the N & D (neglected and delinquent) institutions use Chapter 1

funds to hire aides to work with students, while the fourth uses the
funds to purchase instructional materials. The aides perform a variety
of tasks: tutoring, assisting students during supervised study halls,
and meeting with regular AISD classroom teachers. In structured
interviews, directors of the institutions reported that Students to be
served by Chapter 1 are selected on the basis of need, but that it is
difficult to validly test the children, becauSe many al-e emotionally
disturbed, volatile, or have short attention Spans.

There can also be considerable turnover in the student populations of
these institutions, as shown in Figure 4. One director reported
difficulty( in finding a qualified person to fill the aide position at the
relatively low salary (S5.63/hour). Another director felt that residents
at that facility were not academically oriented, but instead were focused
on learning the skills needed for independent living. In short, there
are many difficulties associated with providing services within these
facilities. However, all of the directors felt that the program was
helpful.

6
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Figure 4. NUMBER OF DAYS N & D CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS WERE SERVED.

WHAT TYPES OF SERVICES ARE PROVIDED BY THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM
AT THE. THREE NONPUBLIC SCHOOLS?

Supplemental instruction was provided in both reading and math to
students below the 31st percentile. A total of 91 students were served,
with some receiving Chapter 1 service in both subject areas. Figure 5
shows the number of students served in reading and math by the three
nonpublic schools.

Reading Math

St; Mary's 46 38

St; Austin's 11 9

St; Ignatius''s 18 17

Total 75 64

Figure 5. DUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED IN
READING AND MATH AT THREE NONPUBLIC
CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS.
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THE CHAPTER 1 MIGRANT PROGRAM IN AISIJ,

WHAT IS THE MIGRANT INSTRUCTIONAL. PROGRAM?

In 1982-83- the Migrant Program funded: eight fulltime and two halftime
Early Childhood teachers; seven fulltime and one halftime elementary
teachers; one fulltime and three parttime junior high teachers; and three
fulltime and one parttime senior- high teachers. -Twenty-four AISD
campuses were served by a Migrant Program teacher;

WHO WAS SERVED BY MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHERS?

Figure 6 shows the numbers of students served by Migrant Program teachers
across grade levels. The numbers confirm the relative stability of the
migrant student population in that 65% were seen for 91 days or more out
of the 165 day school year.

As has been reported for several years, there continue to be discrep-
ancies in the proportion of eligible students served at each level across
each six weeks: 87% to 95% of the eligible early childhood _(_,...-ekin_der-
garten) students; 69% to 77% of the eligible K-6 students; 65% to 81% of
the eligible junior high students; and 47% to 56% of the eligible senior
high students. Figure 7 illustrates this disparity for the fourth six
weeks of 1982-83.

Although the Migrant Program is not limited to providing instruction for
the lowest achieving students (those scoring at the 30th %ile or lower),
the focus is on students at these levels. On the average 86% of the
elementary and junior high low achieving migrant students were served by
a Migrant Program teacher, while only 58% of the low-achieving senior
high migrant students on the average were served by a senior high Migrant
Program teacher.

HOW WERE MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED?

In Figure 8 are given the various ways migrant students received
instruction from a Migrant Program teacher. The variation across grade
levels is considerable.

As has been reported for the last several years, the number of students
served by the senior high Migrant Program teachers varied greatly across
teachers. One teacher saw 13 students while another saw 37 students.
The only parttime teacher (60%) saw more students regularly than did one
fulltime teacher.



Grade

1-15 Days 16-30 Days 31-90 Days 91 or More

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

EC

3

4

5

6

Elementary Total

7

8

Junior ugh Total

9

10

11

12

Senior High Total

5 3.8%

4 8.2%

0 0.0%

1 2.3%

2 5.9%

4 11.1%

2 5.1%

1 4.0%

14 4.7%

5 11.6%

3 6.5%

8 9;0%

11.1%

14.7%

10;0%

0.0%

14 l'10,4%

Total

Number

1

1

0.8%

14;3%

8.2%

2;3%

9

4

14

5

6.8%

8.2%

19,2%

11.4%

1. 2;9% 10 29.4%

4 11.1% 5 13.9%

4 10.3% 12 30.8%

12:0% 5 20.0%

3 7.0% 11 25.6%

11 23.9% 14 30.4%

14 15.7% 25 281 %,

8 14.8% 13 '24.1%

2 . 5.9% 8 23.5%

4 13.3% 12 40.0%

6 35,3% 9 52.9%

20 14.8% 42 31.11

118 88.7% 133

34 69;4% 49

53 72;6% 73

37 84.1% 44

21 61:8% 34

23 63.9% 36

21 53.8% 39

AO 64.0% 25'

..
105

24 55.8% .
43

18 39.1% 46

2 47.2% 89

27 50.0% 54

19 55.9% 34

11 36.7% 30

2 11;8% 17

59 43.7% 35

AISD Total 41 6.2% 61 9;3% 131' 19.9,% 424 64;5% 657

Figure 6. NUMBER AND PERCENT OF MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED DURING 1982-83 BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM

TEACHER FOR VARYING LENGTHS OF TIME.
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This year, in an effort to work with the high school migrant students, a
pilot Dropout Prevention Program was instituted at two high schools,
Anderson and Crockett. BecauSe this program started late in the school
year, evaluation data are not yet available on the success of this
program.

Wit Served 27%
93% Served Not- Served

EARLY
CHILDHOOD

73%
Served

GRADES
K-8

51%
Not_Served

GRADES
9-12

Figure 7. PROPORTIONS OF ELIGIBLE MIGRANT STUDENTS BEING SEEN AT EACH LEVEL.

Lab/
Pullout

Classroom
Service

Special
Migrant
Class

Other
MethOda

EC 0% 0% 100% 0%

K=6 71% 29% 0% '.(1%

7-8 7% 29% . 49% 15%

9-12 3% 53% ' 18% 26X

Figure 8. AVERAGE PERCENTS OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE
MIGRANT PROGRAM VIA THESE FOUR INSTRUCTIONAL
METHODS.
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Chapter 1 Achievement Gains

WHAT %ERE THE ACHIEVEMENT CHINS OF STUDENTS IN THE REGULAR 0-1APTER I
PROGRAM?

The AISD Regular_ Chapter I _Program rret or. exceeded its objectives at

every grade level. The objectives were basecLon the ITBS achievement
gains made by Chapter 1 students from the previous_year (which had been
generally higher than fOE the year before that!). Thus, the gains of thi8
year's Chapter 1 students indicate that program improvement has continued

across the last two years. Figure 9 shows the average gains of Regular
Chapter 1 students in reading across the grade levels.
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Figure MEAN GAINS IN READING GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES FOR

CHAPTER 1 AND MIGRANT PROGRAM STUDENTS.
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HOW DID THESE CAMS CC PARE TO THOSE CF STUDENTS IN SCHCOLWIDE PROJECTS?

The achievement gains of students in Schoolwide Projects were compared to
the gains of Regular Chapter '1 students with comparable pretest scores;
A total of 19 comparisons were made with Language (grades K-6), Reading
.(grades 1-6), and Math (grades 1-6) Total ITBS scores. Five of these
19cOmparisons yielded nonsignificant results; For nine of these 19
comparisons, Schoolwide Projects students clearly gained signifiCantlY
more than Regular Chapter 1 students, regardless of their pretest' scores.

For five of these comparisons,_ SchoolwideProjects studentsgenerally
gained more than comparable Regular Chapter 1 students, except_ for those
few students with extremely low pretest scores. Students in these five
comparisons who had extremely low pretest scores (more than ayear behind
grade level on the pretest) gained less in Schoolwide Projectsthan_
comparable students in the Regular Chapter 1 schools. It is possible
that whole -class instruction may have some limitations for_these\
extremely low-scoring students; However, for the large majority Of
students, Schoolwide Projects were more effective:at increasing
achievement than the Regular-Chapter I_Rrogram.

WHAT HAS HAPPENED TO THE ACHIEVEMENT CF STUDENTS IN SCHOCCWIDE PROJECTS
FOR THREE. YEARS?

A matched group was drawn of students in either SchoOlWide ProjeCts or
Regular Chapter. 1 schools for all of the last three years. The sample

was matched on ethnicity; low-income status, grade, sex, pretest) age,

and retainee status; Comparisons were made of spring 1983 ITBS scores
for students who were in *grades K and 1 and who were attending the two
types of schoolS during 1980-81 and afterwards. Partially because the
numbers of students in the 'samples were small, only one Comparison
yielded.a statistically significant finding: Schoolwide Project students
who were in grade 1 during 1980-81 _had gained more in Language by the
spring of 1983 than comparable students in Regular Chapter 1. schools.

However; other_ comparisons approached statistical significante and all of
the comparisons favored Schoolwide Projects students.

J

12
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\WIAT_HAS HAPPENED TO THE ACHIEVEMENT CF STUDENTSAHaARE NO LCNGER

ATTENDING A CHAPTER 1 SCHOOL 6ECAUSE CF DESEGRECAMN?

Some studebtS that received TitleI_services prior to the District's

desegregation plan beginning in 1980781 nolonger receive these services

because their new schools do not have a high enough per-tentage of

low.-income_children to qualify- for -the Chapter 1 Program. _A comparison

was made of two groups of K -3 students who were served by Title_ I in

1979-80: thoSe who remained in Title I /Chapter 1 schools_and those who

did not These comparisons revealed t- hat spring 1983 reading achievement

test scores: were significantly higher in three of the four comparisons

for the group of StUdehtS no Longer attending a Chapter 1 school._

Research in thiS_Area has suggested that attending schools_Wh1th have

lower concentrations oflOw=indocre children can enhance achieVeteht

gains, which aey haVe_Offset any disadvantages to studentS who lost

Chapter 1 services. Furtheraore;.the former Title I students may have

been. served by the SCE Program in their new schools.

VERE_THERE OTHER ACHIEVEMENT FINDINGS CF INTEREST CONCERNING CHAPTER 1

STUDENTS?

There was a nonsignificant trend for low-achieving kindergartners in

Chapter 1 SthoOls to gain more:in language if their school served

kindergartnerS with the program. I< was the only grade level which was_

optional for SthOOls_to serve with the Chapter 1 Program. .Students who

were retained it kindergarten gained less if they were served by Chapter

1 than did studehtS WhO were not served; However, the two groups of

students may not have been comparable. No differences_ were found in

reading achievement between Chapter 1 and non - Chapter 1 retainee8 at

other grades. AlSO there was no consistent pattern in the reSUltS that

favored stUdentS served by the Regular Chapter 1 PrOgramrin_a particular

location such as the reading lab, regular classroom, or both.

13
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Chapter 1 Migrant Program Achievement Gains

Figure 10 (Grades 1-8) and Figure 11 (Grades 9 -12) i

generally low achieving the migrant students are;
based on a.il migrant students who had test scores;
comparison group is included since over 941% of:the
are Hispanic.

Ilustrate how
These figures are
The Hispanic

migrant students

4HAT ACHIEV3MENT GAINS ERE MADE BY MICRPNT STUDENTS \'H3 WERE SERVED BY A
NW-RANT PROGRAA TEAOHER?

Grades K-8

Kindergarten students served by a_Migrant Program_ teacher made an _

average 0.7 grade equivalent point gain on the Iowa Tests of BasiC
Skills (ITBS) Language Total from the fall of 1982.to the spring
of 1983; This gain is smaller than that made by all AM kinder-
garteners pre- and posttested but the same as allAdSD Hispanic-.
kindergarteners; The gain is one month better than Migrant Program
kindergarten students made in 1981-82.

Those first graders served by a Migrant Program Teacher_had an average
1TBS Reading Total grade equivalent score of 1.6. This is -two

months less than the national average for first graders -of 1.8.
The Migrant Program students' scores this year are slightly better
than the Migrant Program first graders' average scores last year.

In Figure 12 are presented the average grade equivalent:gains for
the Migrant Program students in_grades 2-8. Also included are the
the gains made by students in 1980-81 and 1981-82 for comparison
purposes. As can be noted from the figure,_the gains this year
are similar to last year's gains, but with less variation across
the grade levels.

In comparing the Migrant Program gains with the _gains made by Chapter 1
Regular students (see Figure 9), it can be noted that Chapter 1 students
made greater gains at some gradesi_ while the Migrant Program students'
gains were as good or better at other grade levels.

Grade 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83

0.7 0.7 0.8

3 1.0 1.0 1.0

4 1.0 0.9 0.9

5 0.9 0.7 0.9

6 0.5 1.1 1.1

7 1.6 1.2 0.9

8 1.0 0.8 0.9

Figure 1 AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS ON THE ITBS'READING TOTAL
FOR STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT PROGRAM TEACHER IN
1980=81, 1981=82, AND 1982-83..

14 .
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Grades

Grade 9 students who were served by a Migrant Program teacher had a_ _

median percentile of_31_on their spring 1983 STEP Reading scores.:This_iS
considerably_ below_ the AJSD'median percentile for 9th graders of 54 and

well below the nedian percentile for Hispanics 9th graders of 44.

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

percentile.iosSeS_On the average; For comparison purposes; in Figure 13

are given the median percentiles for the pre7_andposttests for Migrant
Program studentS, all AISD, and AISD Hispanic-students. The two compar-=

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

AISD is required by the TOcA8 Education Agency to offer services to

students in grades K=I2 before it can offer early childhood

prekindergarten claSSeS. Because the high school program has not been
particularly successful, new_%tys of implementing services to grades 9-12

students are being examined for 1983=84.

OVER TINE, DOES IT HELP STUDENTS' ACHIEVEVENT MD BE SERVED BY THE NUGRANT

PRQGRAM?

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

_to examine the long:teern benefits of receiving instruction. by a Migrant__

Program teacher. _A-thieves-tent gains examined were from the spring of 1982

to the spring of 1983. Th comparing the achievement gains of the- _

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

Migrant_Program teacher, no discernable differences could be found in

favor of students Who were served regardless of length of time served.

This was true even when gains were examined for just ,those students who

scored at- the 30th percentile or below. _ibis same type of analysiS was

done in 1981-82, and the results were consistent.

1982-83

Grnee Grade Grnde grade Grade Grade

9 10 i -1 ID II 12

AAISD .Students 60 53 -51

Tre--&-Nas-t-test -ed-- -0=23571_ (N=2115) (N=2242) (N2-257) (W=21113) 410224-21-

ALSO Ht4Parlies_ 50 4n ___ 4177 _ _-_4-'4-- 40 38

Pty- & Posttested (t3473) 1 iN=441/- 0,1=444)- (Ne478) (N=471) (N=444)

Migrant rrograin
Students (Served) 40 74- 31 . 36 29 24

Pre- & Past-tested (N=.20) (i1/22) (N.70) (N.-.20) (N=22) (N=10)

Figure 13. MEDIAN PERCENTILES ON THE STEP, READING TOTAL,_1978 NORMS

FOR MIGRANT STUDENTS SERVED BY A MIGRANT TEACHER AND TWO

COMPARISON GROUPS. These are MedianS from matched .(cohort)

groups.

24
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT-Charilerl 8 Migrant

WHAT HAPPENED WITH PARENTAL ADVISORY COUNCILS (PACs) IN 1982-83?

This year there was ,no legal requirement of the Chapter 1 and Migrant
Program that the Dittrict form PACs. The only specific requirement
regarding parental involvement in either program_ was a directive to
inform parents aboUt the programs and to get parental input on any
proposed changes /in the programs. Last spring both the Elementary
Chapter 1/Migrant Districtwide PAC members and the Secondary Migrant
DistrictWide PAC members had voted to continue with the PAC meetings as
their preferred way of parental involvement in the two programs;

In examining the documentation of the PAC meetings the following can be

noted:

Eight elementary meetings; four secondary meetings and one
elementary/secondary meeting were held;

The minutes/agendas of these meetings reflect compliance with
the law: both groups discussed the current programs,
possible funding cuts, regulation changes, and the programs
for the upcoming year.

A total of 104 Chapter 1 parents and 31 Migrant parents
attended the elementary PAC meetings. A total of 32. Migrant
parents attended the secondary PAC meetings-.

The attendance of migrant parents at PAC meetings
decreased sharply from 1981=82 levels (by 63 parents
at the elementary level and 54 parents at the secondary
level).

The attendance of Chapter 1 parents at PAC meetings
improved over the number/ attending in 1981-82 (91
parents).

Both the elementary and secondar'y persons responsible for the parental
involvment component indicated that improving parent attendance was one
of their highest priorities.

2
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IN WHICH PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES DD PARENTS EXPRESS THE GREATEST

INTEREST?

A survey was sent to 400 randoiMly chosen__ parents of elementary children

served by.Chaptey 1 with approximately 29% of the parents responding.

The activities'in which parents reported the most interest were Math and

Reading Rainbow Kits which_are take-home kits containing activities

parents:can do with their Children._ OVer 95% of the parents responding

were interested or very interested_ in these activities. Parents were

also interested in attending workshops -that would teach them how to help

their child in reading, math, or learning games that can be made at home.

Of leS's interest to- parents than RainbowKits or workshops were
activities such as helping with school events, attending PAC, meetings,

and working with children or teachers at the school.

WHAT ADDITIONAL INFORAATDON CO WE HAVE ABOUT RAINBOW KITS?

Thais' year; a survey of the parents of the:408 children receiving Rainbow

Kits was conducted; If the survey was returned; the student received a

free book, and the return rate was approximately_52%. Most parents (67%)

tlhought the kits were of the appropriate difficulty level and also that

their children had learned frOm_working on the-_kits; However, the

directions on some of the activities -were reported as too difficult. by

/approximately 40% of the parents. is an increase from the previous

/year, although the kits were hibt Changed. It may, hoWever, indicate an

/ area where modifiCationS Are needed.
/ _

/ Evaluations in previOUS_YearS have documented that Rainbow Kits are

somewhat expensive and do not generally have detectable short -term

effects on student achieVerreht, _However, parents continue to indicate

high levels of interest in activities that facilitate their working at

home with their children. 'In the event that Rainbow Kits become

prohibitively expensive, other take-home activities that are similar but

less expensive might be CariSidered.

RAINBOW KIT

18



82.37\

HEATH SERVICES

WHAT SERVICES WERE PROVIDED BY., THE MIGRANT NURSE?

The Migrant Nurse:

* Saw 372 different students during the school year,
Visited 54 different AISD campuses,
Made 566 contacts with parents,

o Conducted a wide variety of health related services
for students (see Figure 14), and

o Used over $17,000 to provide medical/dental services
to 393 migrant students (see Figure 15 ).

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

trator felt that theposition should definitely be fulltime for 1983-84.
This would allow time for serving more students and providing more
services. Migrant Program teachers surveyed in the spring expressed some
dissatisfaction with the Health Services provided. This may reflect the
decreased availability of the Nurse, due to the decrease in her position

from full- to halftime;

\ Activity
Nuthber of ittqs
AcLivLty wz,s P.eporced

V
Regularly Sohedulee 7x o=

Nonschedula-; '3zam 2S

Phdoe ContaCt 379

Referral to Medical Doctor :Is

Referral co Dehcist

ID,the Visit

Counaeliag/Teaching

Referral co Other ProfessiOdal

33

'75

36

Figure 14. TALLY OF VARIOUS NURSING ACTIVITIES FOR

SEPTEMBER, 1982 THROUGH MAY, 1983.
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lVoich

Duplicated Count

of Students Served Medical Dentist Pharmacy X-Ray Lab Cla6eS

Iota).

Spent

Average

Spent Per

Student

September 6 $ 66,00 $ 73,00 .00 $ .00 $ .00 $ 137,00 . $ 276.00 $ 46.00

October 29 598.00 356.00 40.00 .00 21.00 300.00 1,315.00 45;34

November 36 376.00 1,065.00 309.51 ;00 .00 150;00 1,900.51 5.79

Decemh 17 128.00 1,05.00 .00 .00 .00 200.00 1,453.00 85.47

-,1540ary 32 695.00 1,158.00 119;63 .00 28;00 150,00 2,150.63 67.21

Fehroa6, 32 567;00 421,00 181.51 .00 35.00 50.00 1',254;51. 39.20

March 40 691.00 1,133.00 285.22 45.00 35.00 36.00 - 2,825.22 70,63

Apra 45 907.65 1,256.00: 199.25 .00 24.00 100.00 2,486.90 55.26

Roy 56 958.00 1,594;00 411;42 130;00 12.00 210,00 3,695.42 65.99

-,
...._ --__-_- ......-

WIAL 293 $4,986.65 $9,141.00 $1,546.54 $175.00 $155.00 $1,353.00 $17,357.19 $ 59.24

Figure 15, SUMMARY OF MEDICAL EXPENSES PAID FOR, BY MIGRANT PROGRAM FUNDS FOR SEPTEMBER 1982

THROUGH MAY, 1983.
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Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRT:S)'----

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

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

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

There was often a lack of coordination among the MSRTS Clerk,
her supervisor, the community representatives, and their
supervisors--a problem which should be somewhat alleviated
by the staff being all located in one office in 1983-84; and

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

21
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ECIA Chapter 1

Appendix A

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

3rier descriotion of =he instrument:

The PPVT-R is an individually administered, untimed_standardized vocabulary test.
The test requires subjects to respond to cue words by choosing from among four
pictures the one that CurreapOhds to the cue word. The words get progressively
harder as the test proceeds. Specific cue words given depend on the subject's
age and performance Oft the first few Items. The subject reaches his or her
"ceiling" when he or she is performing ac chance level (defined as six errors in
eight consecutive responses). The subject's raw score is based on two factors:
how -high the ceiling item is, and how many errors are made on the way. See the
Test MAnlaAt for more.detailed information.

To-whom-was-the-instrument-administexed?
To students in the Chapter 1 and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten programs

!ow mahv times was the imst-r=emr. administered?

Twice co each student who was enrolled during both testing periods (September and
April); once to others. All analyses are based on only chose students with two
scores. Each student was randomly assigned to one of the two alternate
forms for the pretedt, then given the other for the posttest.
'.'hem was the instr=ent adtinistered?
The pretests were administered between September 20 and October 8, 1982, and the
posttests were administered between April 19 and May 5, 1983.

'Where -wes-the-instrhment-a&mtmistered7-
In the subjects' schools, either in cue hall or in an empty room or office.

7h9 administeredtheinstr.z.ment?'
migrant: The Chapter 1 Migrant Evaluator or an ex-reacher hired specifically

for PPVT testing.
Chapter 1: The Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant, or one of two ex-teachers and one

ex-Head Start/Home Start direcco: hired for testing.
',ilia= =lining did the administrators have?' _

All had extensive-previous experience With the PPVT.

;es -the imetr-men= -ad .mnistered under standardiMedcondi=ions?

NO. There was variation in the noise level and privacy of_the different settings.
However, most students seemed attentive and eager co do well, so the effect of the
potential distraction on scores is probably small.

%iere there problems with the inscrmnen= or :h-e-admtnt-rmattan _ha_ mid' t
affect the wa1-idi=7 of the data?
All norms are based on subjects who achieved a "basal", defined as 8 consecutive
correct responses. Many of the students we tested did hoc achieve basals, and
increased error of measurement is probably associated with their scores.

Lloyd M: Dunn, 17-11;D and Leoca M. Dunn.

what rel!_a1:11.1jt

Over the age range we tested; reliabilities range from .70 to .84 (split- half),
and from .76 to .77 (alternate forms). There ar"> no concurrent nor predictive
validity data available for the PPVT-R, except that it correlates .50 co .80
With che_PPVT,_which correlates strongly with other vocabulary tests and
moderately With other achievement tests;

Are-there-norm dalavailehle for -he -esut=t?

Yes. Standard score and percentile norms are provided for each month of chrono-

logical age.

A-2
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PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST-REVISED

Purpose

The Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) was administered to

Chapter 1 and Chapter 1 Migrant prekindergarten students to help answer

the following decision.and evaluation questions:

Chapter 1

Decision Question D3: Should_thd Chapter 1 Early Childhood Education

Program be continued, modified, or dig-continued?

Evaluation Question D3-1: WaS the objective of the Early

Childhood Program met?

Chapter 1 Migrant

Decision Question Dl: Should the Early Childhood Education Component

be continued as it is, modified, or deleted?

Evaluation Question DI-1: Were the achievement objectives met?

Evaluation' Question D1-2: How do the pre/posttest gains made
by the Migrant students on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

compare with the Chapter 1 and Title VII students?

Evaluation Question D173: HOW de the pre/posttest gains made
by Migrant and Chapter I students this year compare with gains

made in 1981-82?

Procedure

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

teachers and one former Head Start/Home Start director were hired to

help with testing. All Migrant testing was done by the Migrant Evaluator

and one of the former teachers. Chapter 1 pretesting was done by the

Chapter 1 Evaluation Assistant and another former teacher; the third former

teacher and the former Head Start/Home Start director helped the Evaluation

Assistant with Chapter 1 posttesting. All testers were fLmale.

In Septemper, a memo (see Attachment A-1) was sent to Chapter 1 and

Chapter 1 Migrant Pre -I'- teachers telling them the weeks during which

testing would be done and how to prepare students to do their best.

During the week before testing began, teachers were telephoned and

specific testing dates were arranged. Most testing was dOne between_

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

on their class' testing day were tested on September 30, October 1, or

October 4.

A-3
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Students were randomly assigned to one of the two alternate forms for the
pretest, then given the other form as the pogttest; Two students from each
program were inadvertently given the same form on the pre- and posttest;
Because the tests were administered seven months apart and the'children
had never been given the correct answers to the items, data from these four
students were included in the analyses.

Examination of pretest standard scores revealed a 14-point mean difference
in scores obtained by the two Chapter 1 testers (t = 447; p<i001, df 118.)
Although no tester effect was obtained for Migrant test AdMiniStratOrS, it
was decided to have each child in each, program posttested by the Same
tester by which he or she had been pretested, in the hope that gain scores
would be unaffected by any tester effects.

All testing was done in the students' schools,./in an empty claSgl:oom office,

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

In November, teachers were given their students' results in theform of
standard scores (age-corrected scores with a/mean of 100 and standard
deviation of 15 -- see Attachment A-2 for a sample. cIasS report); In
APril_1983; a memo (Attachment A-3) was sent to teachers and principals
advising_thet that poatteating would be done soon. Specific dates were
again_ scheduled with the teachers by telephone; Most children were post-
tested between April 19, and April 29; 1983; with makeups for absent
children on May 2-5. Most testing was again done in empty classrooms or
officeS; though children were tested in public hallways in two schools..

ne teachers received their students' posttest results and mean class and

program gains in mid-May, along with a memo explaining the results (Attach-

tent A-4);

All tests, pre and post; We-re-SC-died-by the testers or the-Chapter 1 Evalu-

AtiOn Intern, and each test was checked for accuracy by another ORE staff

member;

Analyses

Standard score gains from pre- to posttest Were evaluated separately for

each program with a paired-sample t-test. The programs were compared using.

A multiple regression approach to analysis of covariance, with pretest

score as the covariate. First; a "known-trUe"_MOdel is constructed; with

posttest score as the dependent variable and the six predictor vectors_

described in Attachment A-5 (as Model 1). This mddel Contains separate

linear,- curvilinear, and group membership comPOnentafOr each program; and

allows for independent curvilinear regression linda. SiJc other possible

models are than constructed (Models 2-7, AttachMent A -5) each having fewer

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

vectors in each model using the SPSS Regression package.
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A §Ystethati-c series Of_tedel comparisons is then done, until the model is
found whichCoMbindS the best prediction of posttest scores (i.e., the
lowest residual sum of squares) with the fewest predictor vectors. All

model comparisons are evaluated by an F test. See Attachment A-5 page 2

for the F formula andla flow chart of model comparisons.

ReSultS

All results reported include only thoSe students with both pre- and posttest
scores.

Were the Achievement Objectives Met?

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

expected made very small or no gain.

Interpretation of the bottom figure, which includes only thoSe students With

basals, is a little more difricult; It appears that many students in the
highest gain category were those who did not have basals on the pretest.
The overall pattern of these results; however, is still very positive.

Chapter 1 Migrant did not set expliCit achieliement objectives.

Were the-Programs_Effective in Improving. Student Achievement?

BecauSe PPVT-R Standard scores have the same mean and standard deviation
for all ages, any within-program pre- to posttest gain can be tested

against a null hypothesis of no gain. Figure 2 shows mean pre- and
posttest standard scores for each program, for all students and alSo for

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

gains.

How Do Gains Made-From-Pre- to Posttest Compare Among the Two Pro rams?

Figure 3 ShOwS_the results of the model comparisons described in the Analyses

section. As the table shows, Model 6 best describes the data, for all students

and alSe for the subgroup of students who achieved basals; Model 6 produces

parallel, linear regression lines and represents a statistically reliable

difference betWedh_prOgtatS: In other words; if pretest score'is controlled

for; Chapter 1 students made reliably higher gains than Migrant students.

Figure 4 siloWS the plot of_ the regression lines for all students. When the

regression lines for only those students with basals are plotted, the pattern

is the same.
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Row-de-thia year's Rains compare to last year's?

Figure 7 shows the mean pretest and posttest PPVT-R standard score; and the

mean gain; for each program in 1981=82 and 1982=83. For Chapter 1, this
year's mean pretest score is similar to That year's, but this year's posttest

mean is higher; representing'a larger average-gain this year. A similar pat-

tern was obtained for Migrant Students, but the increased gaih_from 1981-82 to
1982-83 was not as greet; Figure 8 sboWs thead gains in graphic form;

Other Findings-of -Intereat;

A very high negative correlation between pretest atandard_score and gain was

discovered (r=_-.59 for all students; -;65 for studehta_With basals, p<.001

for bdth correlations). The co:rrelations were similar in magnitude for

Chapter 1 and Migrant.

It is well khOWn that any correlation between pretest and gain will almost

always be fieg6.tiVe, because of regression to the mean. But the magnitude

of the obtained correlations seemed too great to be statistical artifact;

Moreover, participants in the prekindergarten program had been selected by

an earkier screening test,_not the PPVT-R pretest; There ere_those who

hold that measuring gains from the so- called "second pretest," as was done

here; effectively controls for the effect of regression to the mean. This

is a controversial matter, however, and it was decided to take_the_most

conservative approach and remove the regression effect statistically, using

the formula in Attachment A=6.

Correlations between pretest and gain, corrected for regression to the mean,

are -;68 and -.64 for all students and those with basals respectively

(p<.001 for both). Again, the separate correlation values for Chapter

1 and Migrant were very similar.

Children with lob pretest scores made bigger' gains than _those with higher

pretest scores even With regression effects: accounted for Figures-4 and

5 show this effect in two different ways. Figure 4.illustrates the regression

lines predicting posttest score from pretest score; for all Chapter :1 and

Migrant students., The thikd line, labeled "No Gain"; represents a theoretical

group of students whose posttest andA3retese scores were the same. Figure 5

shows the same relationshipa;_but illustrates the prediction of gain rather__

than posttest score. The hothontal line represents the theoretical "No Gain"

group;

One possibleexpIanation for this phenomenon is that the Early ChildhoOd

curriculum is tailored to the needs of the lowest-achieving participants

and that childrenwho_are relatively more advanced in September are not

benefiting as much; at least as measured by their vocabularies; Another

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

§tudents;

Another interesting finding was a wide variation in the average gains made

by claases. As shown in Figure 6, mean gains ranged from 14.0 to 23.7

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

A=6
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All-Students

Standard Score-Gain Objective Actual

More than 20 points 33% 35%

11-20 points 24% 34%

6-10 points 10% 15%

1-5 points 14% 8%

0 or fewer points 18% 8%

StudentS kt- h-B-a-S-a-lg

Standard Score-Gain Objective Actual

More than 20 points 33% 31%

11-20 points 24% 35%

6-10 points 10% 17%

1-5 points 14% 8%

0 or fewer points 18% 9%

Figure 1: COMPARISON OF CHAPTER 1 GAIN OBJECTIVES WITH ACTUAL GAINS.

-10

A=.7

N=116

N=102
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All Students

Crap -ter -i_

Pretest
Posttest

Migrant

Pretest
Posttest

Mean Standard Score

72.87
90:23

Mean Standard Score

Students With Basals Only

Chapter r

Pretest
Posttest

Migrant

Pretest
Posttest

66.24
79.16

Mean----S-tandard_7Se_o_re

2
-14.32 <.001 116

t*
-8.61 <.001 102

t*
76.65 -12.86 <.001 102

92.78

Mean Standard -Se-ore

74.48
85.96

t* 2

-6.83 <.001 71

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

*t - test for correlated samples.

A=.8
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ALL STUDENTS Model 1 vs Model 5 = Curvilinear vs Linear
Model 1 ESS = 25684.25 F(2,212) = 0.29 (n.$)

Model 5 ESS = 25754.71

Model 5 vs Model 6 == COmMOn Linear SlopeS
Model 5 ESS = 25754.71 F(1,214) = 0.26 (n.$)

Model 6 ESS = 25786.43

Model 6 vs Model 7
Model 6 ESS =
Model 7 ESS =

-- Common Intercepts
25786.43 F(1,215)

28631.29

= 23.72 (p <.O1)

STUDENTS Model 1 vs Model 5 -- Curvilinear vs Linear

WITH Model 1 ESS = 16379.54 F(2,167) = 0.75 (n.$)

BASALS Model 5 ESS = 16525.88

Model 5 vs Model 6 -- Common Linear Slopes

Model 5 ESS = 16525.88 F(1,169) = 0.26 n.$)

Model 6 ESS = 16551.69

Model 6 vs Model 7 -- Common Intercepts
Model 6 ESS =
Model 7 ESS =

16551;69 F(1,170)
17959.41

= 14.46, p<.01)

Figure 3: OBTAINED F VALUES FROM MODEL COMPARISONS.

A=9
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MODEL 6 FOR ALL STUDENTS
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MODEL "5 FOR ALL STUDENTS

34

24

19

14

9

4
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Figure 5: PPVT-R GAINS AS A FUNCTION OF PRETEST SCORES, BY,PROGRAM,
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Chapter

Pr-e Post Gain N

72.9 90.2 17.4 116

School 1 74.4 88.6 14.2 12

School 2 70.7 90.0 19.4 13

School 3 76.4 90.5 14.1 15

School 4 80.9 97.6 16.8 8

School 5 67.2 88.8 21.7 6

School 6 77.3 91.3 14.0 15

School 7 59.4 83.1 23.7 15

School 8 73.9 92.4 18.6 16

School 9 75.9 91.8 15.9 16

Migrant

Tr-e Post Gain

79.2 12.9 102

School 10 72.3 82.4 10.1 12

School 11 64.3 72.0 7.7 10

School 12 75.2 86.1 10;8 13

School 13 60.2 82.2 22;0 6

School 14 62.9 65.9 1;0 9

School 15 58.8 72.2 13.5 8

School 16 65.4 67.0 1;6 8

School 17 71.9 90.4 18.5 12

School 18 60.8 79.2 18.4 ,13

School 19 63.0 84.6 21.6

NOTE: (Post-Pre) is not always equal to gain* dud to rounding.

Figure 6: MEAN STANDARD SCORES - STUDENTS BY SCHOOL.
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Mean Pretest Score Mean Posttest Score Gain

Chapter_ 1981-82 72.60 86.80 14.35
1982-83 72.87 90.23 17.36

Miarant 1981-82 66.15 77.67 11.16
1982-83 66.24 79.16 12.92

Figure 7: MEAN PPVT-R PRETEST, POSTTEST, AND GAIN SCORES FOR 1981-82 AND
1982-83, BY PROGRAM.

A=-13
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20-

15-

z

14.35

0
1981-82

PPVT-R MEAN STANDARD SCORE
GAIN FROM PRE. TO POST

_1736

11.16

12.-92--

1110{117111

1982 - 83

Chapter 1

1981-82 1982-83

Chapter 1 Migrant

Figure 8. COMPARISON OF GAINS FROM PRETEST TO POSTTEST FOR 1981-82 and

1982-83, BY PROGRAM.

A.=.14
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TO:

FROM:* Cather ne

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

September 7, 1982

Attachment A-1

Chapter 1 andMigrant Program Early Childhood Teachers

ristner and Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Early Chilahood Achievement Pretest

The revised version of the Peabody Picture
again this year to measure early childhood
from last year is an earlier testing date.
last two weeks of September: September 20

-first week of October.

Vocabulary Test (PPVT -R) will be used
achievement results. The only change
The pretest will be administered the
- October 1. Makeups will be the

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

attendance and poSitiVe Student attitudes on the day of testing. The children

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

be sure their child gets plenty of sleep and comes to school on the day of

testing;

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

possible and return to us so we can prepare the test records for each child.

In addition to the dhildren's name, please list the day, month, and year of

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

Chapter 1 teachers only, please list the screening score for each child.- We

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

completed original by Friday, September 10 to Catherine Christner.

We will be calling you very soon to set
conduct the testing in the morning; -Ea
be out of class five to ten minutes.

date for testing your class. We will

child will be tested individually and

Tour cooperation and help are appreciated. Please call if you have any questions.

CC:lg
Enclosures

Approved:
Director, Office of Reseai-6h and Evaluation

Approved:

CC:

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary-Education.

Anita Uphaus
Timy Baranoff
Lee Laws

Ambrosio Melendrez
Principals with Chapter 1 and Migrant
Early Childhood Teachers

A-15
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:PICTURT VOf0HIARY PESHLIS . CHAPTER 1 on MIGRANT - 11/01/P2

.

STANDARD POSSIPLY

NAME
scur LANG INVALID

CLASS TOTALS

TOTAL STUDENTS

CLASS AVERAGES

23

_a

9P

Ap

q4

73

70

06

79

75

81

6

lo

92

SPAN

cPAN

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

ENG

1065

15
STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES- 15

71.00

CHAPTER I PROGRAM TOTAL 91h7

TOTAL.SMENTS
126 STOWS WITH VALID SCORES- 126

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM AVERAGE 7L75

MIGRANT PROGRAM TOTAL 6006

TOTAL STUDENTS
104 STUDENTS WITH VALID SCORES- 104

MIGRANT PROGRAM AVERAGE 65.44

4
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L
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 11, 1983

TO: Chapter I and Migrant Program Early Childhodd Teachers

ek... --
..-

,) a(2..

FROM: Catherine Christner, Perry Sailor, and Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Early Childhood Achievement Postteat

AS in_preVions years, Early Childhood participants will be administered the
Peabody PiCtUte Vocabulary Test-Revised (PPVT-R) as a posttest to measure
aChieveMeht gains. Thig Spring's-testing will be done durihg the laSt two

weeks of April: April 18-29. Makeups will be administered May 26.

A high attendance rate and positive student attitudes on the day of testing

are important. To help_in these areas in the past, teachers have told the
children, about the testing_befOrehand, and sent notes home asking parents to
be Sure-their child gets plenty of Sleep and comes to school on the day of

testing.

We will be calling you very soon to set a date for testing your class; We

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

after breakfast as possible; As you know, each child is tested individually
and will be out of class from ten to fifteen mim,.teS,

Your cooperation and help are greatly appreciated. Pleaad call one of us

at 458-1227 if you have anyquestions.

APPROVED: ,
'-ffirector o

APPROVED:

PS:sc

et4.

Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education

cc: Anita Uphaus
Timy Baranoff
Lee\Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez
Principals with Chapter 1. and Migrant Program Early Childhood Teachers

A -17



82.37 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

May 13, 1983

Attachment A -4
(Page 1 of 2)

TO: Chapter I_and Migrant

C
Early Childhood Teachers

,

FROM: Catherine
C
Christner and Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-Revised Posttest Scores

Enclosed are:thd results from the posttesting of your students. For each
student posttested you will find a posttest standard score. If the student
was alSO preteSted he/she will have a pretest score listed and a gain score

listed. Student's language dominance at the time of pretesting is listed.
If we felt that for some reason a student did not have a valid score, that

is also indicated on_yOur print-Out (these students' results were not used

in the computation of dlaSS or program gains).

For each class and each program an average pretest score, an average post-

test score, and an average gain score were computed. These data. for your

class and program are listed.

Please call if you have questions.

CC:lg
Enclosure

cc: Anita Uphaus
Ambrosio Mel endrez
Lee Laws
TiMy Baranoff
Principals with Chapter 1 or Migrant Early Childhood Teachers

APPROVED:

APPROVED:

irector, Research and Evaluatiorro

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education

A-18
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PROG: 0G-I' DYPI

AUSTIN INDEPENDINI SCUM DISTRICT PAGE

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND LVALUATION

PEABODY STANDARD sun RESULTS

CHAPTER I AND MIGRANT

STUDINT STANDARD SCORES LANG

NAME PRE POST GAIN DOM

104 ENG

04 95 11 ENG

91 103 12 ENG

41 71 36 ENG

50 -,69 19 'ENG

32 72 40 ENG

32 55 23 ENG

71 93 22 ENG

69 81 18 ENG

94 99 5 ENG

33 00 41

32 85 53 ENG

45 14 29 ENG

69 74 5 ENG

10 94 2't ENG

78 90 12 ENG

94 ENG

CLASS AVERAGES :52iA0 JIU -.21./1

STUDENTS PRETESTED_ '14

STUDENTS POSTTESTED __ 16

STUDENTS WITH BOTH VALID

PRE AND POSTTEST SCORES /5

STUDENTS PRETESTED 128

STUDENTS POSTTESIED 128

VUI0jS. WITH00TH VALID

CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM AVERAGES 13,13 JL _11,0 PRE AND POSTTEST SCORES 117

r- POSSIBLY INVALID; GAIN NUT INCLUDED IN CALCULATIONS,

rt

0 0
Hi et



8237 Attachment A-5
(Page 1 of 2)

Models Used in TWo=Group Analysis of Covariance

Variables

U = Unit vector

1 = posttest

2 = pretest

3 = pretest if group 1; 0, otherwise

4 = pretest if group 2; 0, otherwise

5 = pretest squared (variable 2 squared)

6 = variable 3 squared

7 = variable 4 squared

8 = I if group 1; 0, otherwise

Modals Comments

Model 1 1 = U + 3 + 4 + 6 + 7 + 8 Allows independent curvilinear
regression lines.

Model 2 1 = U + 3 + 4 + 5 + 8

Modal 3 1= U + 2 + 5 + 8

Model 4 1 =u +2 +5

Requires quadratic component
of lines to be equal for each
group. Intercepts may differ.

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression lines. Intercepts
may differ.

Requires parallel curvilinear
regression lines with common
intercept.

Model 5 1 U + 3 + 4 + 8 Allows independent (different)
linear (straight line) regression
lines.

Model 6 1 U + 2 + 8 Requires common linear slopes;
and intercepts may differ.

Model 7 1 U + 2 Requires common linear slopes
common intercepts. -,,,v1.1.mntt-

A=20
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82.37 Attachment- A-5
(Page 2 of 2)

FLOW CHART OF MODEL COMPARISONS

Liodel I ,-re Model 5

(pc.05)

At. Least one regression
line curvilinear

i .

picd41_1,4__%,.=7 -0).m)

(pi.os)

Regression line, have
different shapes. Plot
fun nodal (Model 1 or 2).

Fodel 3 vs Model 4 1

(p>.05)

Where

(P>.05)

Re cession lines Linear

[-Madel-rsModel 6

Regressioc lines intersect.
Plot fUll model (Model 5).

(o< as)

(p..05)

05) Regression lines parallel
but groups differ-._
Plot full model (Node' 3 or 6).

Regression lines idenciCaL
Croups do not differ.
Plot- restricted mOdeI
(MOdia 4 or 7)

(p,05)

Calculation of F for Model Comparisons

F = (ES.St - ESSf) /df1

ESSf /df2

ESSi = residual sum of squares for the model with fewer

predictors (restricted model).

ESSf = residual sum of squares for the model with more
predictors (full model).

dfi = the number of independent predictor vectorg_ih the full

model minus the number in the restricted model.

df
2
= the number of cases minus the number of independent

predictors in the full model.

A-21
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82.37 Attachment A-6

rag

rxy
(1=rxx) *

1 /---(-_Y

6)(yrxx)
eJ2 - 62(1-r)-622(1-r z)

Where: rag = corrected correlation between pretest and gain.
rxy = observed correlation between pretest and gain.
rxx = reliability of pretest.
Tzz = reliabiliy of posttest.
(Sx = observed standard deviation of pretest scores.

= observed standard deviation of gain scores.
6i = observed standard devi-J,tion of posttest scores.

*Thomson, G.H. A formula to correct for the_effect of errors of measure-
ment or the correlation of initial values with gains. JOurnal-of

Experimental Ps:rchoiogy, 1924, 7, 321 -324.
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ECIA Chapter 1

Appendix B

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

B-=-1
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Instrument Descripcion4---16-Teati_a__BaSid Skills. 1978 Edition; Form 7

Brief description of the instrument:
_ .

The ITBS is a standardized multiple-choice achieyemenccest_baccery, Level 5 was

given to kindergarten student§ to measure skilIs_in che_areas_of listening (spring

only), language (fall and spring), and math (spring_ only). Levels 7 and:8_were given
co_grades 1 and 2, respectively, to measure Skills in the areas_of word analysis,_
vocabulary; reading comprehension, spelling, math concepts, mach problems, and mach

computation. ITBS levels 9-14 were administered to grades 3-8 with the test level:Rif'

StUdedtS in grades_4-6_chosen on the basis of their previous achievement scores (with

ceiChit review}: Levels 9r14 include subtests in allthe areas mentioned for levels 7

and 8, except fOr word analysis: In addition; levels 9-14_includesubtescs measuring
capitalization, punctuation, usage, visual Materials; and reference' materials.

To whom was the instrument administered?

Ail elementary and junior high students; grades K-8. Special education scddents were

exempted as pet Board Policy_5127 and its supporting administrative regulation. Stu-

denta of liMited English proficiency (LEP) were not exempt, but could be excused afce

one test on which chey coula not fUtietiatialidIy. Scores for students who were mono

lingual or dominant in a language ocher thin English were not included in the school

or District summaries.

How many times was the instrument administered?

Onte to each student in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarten.

When-was-the instrument administered?

Kindergarten students were tasted the weak of September 7-10. The elementary schools

administered the cesu April 19, 20, and 21 to students in grades K-6. Students in

grades 7 -and &mere tested on February 15; 16, and 17. Testswere administered in

the morning. .'fake -ups were administered the week after the regular testing.

Where -'as -tneins-trument administered?

In each AISO elementary and junior.high,school, usually in the student's regular

classroom.

Who adMinistered.the instrument?

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the junior high_schools,che
counselor or principal adminiateted the test over the public address system using

taped directions provided by ORE. Teachers acted as test proctors in their classroom

at these schools. .

What training did the administrators have?

Building Test COOtdinatOta participated in planning sessions prior -to-the testing.

Teacher training was the responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. _However,

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

selors received written 'instructiong from-ORE, incluaing a checklist of procedures

and a script to follow in test administration.

Were there problems with -the instrument or the-administration that-might affect

the validity of the data?

No known problems with the instrument; Probieng_in the administration are documented

in the monitors' reports which are available at ORE;

Who developed the instrument?

The University of Iowa; The ITBS is published by the Riverside Publishi-g Company.

That reliability -and validity data are available on the instrument?

The - reliability of individual subtests and area totals, as summarized by_Kuder-
RiChardson Formula -20 coefficients, ranges from .75 to .97, across test levels. -

Coefficients for the -total battery range from .94 to .99, across test levels._ Egni-

valent-fordla reliability coefficients, calculated for-grades 3 -8, range. from .71 co

.92, across subtesta and area totals._ The issues of_concent_and_conscrucc validity

are addressed in the publisher'S preliminary technical summary, pp.13-15.

Are there norm data available rot interoret-ing-the .esults7

NOtt data are available in the Teacher's Guide. The Teacher's Guide provides empirical

norms (grade equivalent, peraeteilei stanine) for ti;efalland spring. Interpolated

norms are available for midyear; NationaL large city, and school building norms are

available. _ _

B-2
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IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SKILLS

Purpose

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

Decision Question DI: Should the Chapter 1 Reading Improvement
Program be modified? If so, how?

EValnation_Questinn Were the objectives of the
Chapter 1 reading component met?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did students served in the
various locations (classroom, lab, or both):

a) appear to be different in pretest ability, or
b) differ in achievement gains?

Ei;ra-lUati6n-QUeStion-D1-4: For students who were
receiving Title I services prior to desegregation
(in 1979-80), were there differences in achievement
between students who attended a Title I/Chapter 1
school after desegregation versus those who did not?

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

Evaluation Question D1-6: Did low-achieving kinder-
garten students in Chapter 1 schools where kinder
garteners were served by the Chapter 1 program differ
in achievement gains from_kindergarten students in
Chapter 1 schools that did not serve kindergarten?

Decision Question D2: Should Schoolwide Projects be continued,
expanded, dt revised? If 86, how?

Evaluatiou_QuestIon_W-I: Were the objectives of
Schoolwide Projects met?

Evaluation Question D2-2: How did one=year achieve-
ment gains of students in the Schoolwide_Projects
compare with_the gains made by StudentS in Regular
Chapter 1 SchoolS for:

A) low=achieving_students, and
b) higher - achieving students?
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Evaluation Question- D2--3: How did the achievement
gains of students in Schoolwide Projects for three
years compare With gains ofstudents in Regular
Chapter 1/Title I schools for three years?

Evaluation Question D2-4: What has happened to the.
achievement and enrollment patterns of_stlidents who

were in either' Schoolwide Projects or Regular
Chapter 1/Title I sCheicil at the beginning of the
Schoolwide ProjeCtS; and in the same type of school
in subsequent years?

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

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

Decision Question D3: Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood
Education Program be continued, modified, or discontinued?.

Evaluation 0-Uetloici Da-3: Does special attention by
instructional coordinators to first grade classes
including former E.C. students influence their_

achievement? Can methods which help be identified?

Procedure

The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills were adtinistered to K-8 students; Classroom

:teachers administered the tests, although a standardized pre-recorded tape .

was played over the_public= addtd6S system in each school; Teachers were

provided a script of theSe instructions; in the event the tape was not

audible for some reason. In addition; time was provided on the tape for

teachers to answer students' questions concerning the instructions.

A longitudinal data file was built containing demographic and test score

information an students from the following years and grade levels:

Grades Year
106 1979-80
K-7 1980-81
K-8 1981-82
K-9 1982-83

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

that could be used to answer specific questions. The file contains information

about Chapter 1 status; school and teacher CbdeS, and Migtant; SCE; LEP, and

Special Education status for each year, ,Mbre details abOut the smaller files

are given in the sections of the appendix dealing with specific evaluation

and decision questions.

B-4
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Analyses

The major analyses used in this appendix were a series of regression model

comparisons. These analyses were conducted using "SORE_SPOT" on the U.T.
CDC computer (SPSS package.) Appendix A (Attachment A-5) of this report
discusses in detail the models and comparisons which were used. Brielly,

the comparisons test the following hypotheses:

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

4 If the relationehip is curvilinear, is the degree of
curvilinearlity the same for each group?

6 Are the regression lines for each group parallel or
do they have different slopes?
If the regression lines are parallel, are the lines
the same, or do they have different intercepts?

In all analyses, students who were missing either a pretest or posttest score

were omitted. In addition, students with special circumstances marked on
either their pre- or posttest scores were omitted; LEP and Special Education.

students with valid (not for experience only) pre- and posttest scores were
inclUded. Throughout the report; the dependent variable is the Reading
Total grade equivalent score for each student unless otherwise noted

(ei:tept at kindergarten; where Language Total grade equivalent was used.)

Because the Chapter 1 teacher at Bryker Woods died_during the year and the

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

in the analyses.
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Summary of Results by Topic

_ .

Were trze objeotiVeS of the tbo Chapter 1 components (Regular and Schoolwide

Projecte) Met for 1982=83?

In ordet to measure the objectives for each component, students were selected

if:

o they were served by the same component on both reports, and

o they had both pre and posttest scores;

Theni gains in achievement were measured for each student on the ITBS Reading

TOtal pertentile score. (The exception was grade.K, where a Language Total

percentile score was useC and grade 1, where_gains were not measured; but

posttest achievement levels were tallied.)

Attachment BI contains the computer output for these analyses. The results

indicate that the Regular Chapter 1 program exceeded itsobjectives at every

grade level, except grade C_ where the objectives were met or close to

being met. This ie encouraging since objectives are based on last year's

program reults. The results indicate that gains this year were even greater

than last year's (which were generally greater than for the previous year!)

For SchooIwide Projects, both Allison and Becker failed to meet their objec

tives at grade K, and exceeded their objectives at grades 173. Becker also

exceeded its objectives at grades 4 and 5 and, failed to meet its objectives

at grade 6. (Gains for Allieon and Becker combined are also included in

Attachment B=1, but were not computed last year.) Figure B-1 summarizes this

information.

ObjectiVes Met or Exceeded?

Grade Regular Chap-ter L Becker

K Yes No. NO

1 Yas Yes Yes

2 Yes Yee Yes

3 Yee Yes

4 '1 Yes

5 :re-s Yes
No

rfigure B . SUMMARY OflECTIVES MET/NOT MET
7YPF OF SCri,.1L.

It should be noted that c-,1,,,-) ',.--- .Aer's ,Cndergarten cl.a.ws has 23

students per class, while .::.v s: .., .-...:12-gr22,- classes had 2t.)-4:1 students.

Thus, he Schoolwide Pc-ic..v.i ,,, -). ,mo.:,:.: c..ass sizes was JI: imple-

mented at those grades and i:;7g ,..-,-,':.r.. - ,Zd :ot be considered tf, indicate

a failure of the _Schoolwide P.,c-ec - .:!..., -. but rather an indication of

practical difficulties in impleme&:,7.'io%

B-6
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Does serving kindergarten students with Chapter 1 help?

Low-achieving kindergartners 30th %ile) in two types of Regular Chapter 1

schools were compared: students in schools where the Chapter 1 program did_
not serve kindergarten; and schools where there was a kindergarten_ Chapter 1

program. Because the quest on .to be answered concerned the overall effect

on the student population f placing the Chapter 1 program at this grade
level; all low-achieving students in the two types of schools were compared.

(In general; schools with a grade configuration of Ki 4-6 were less likely

to serve kindergarten students.)

Ten Regular Chapter 1 schoelS were considered to have served kindergarten:-
(schoolth_1'02; 105; 109j_111, 116, 122, 135, 139; 141; and 145.) Three schools

served three or fewer kindergattnetS; and these school were considered to

have not served kindergarten. As in all analyses; students must have had

bOth pre7_and posttest score; with no "special circumstances" for the

testing. The dependent variable in each case was the spring_tanguage
Total grade equivalent score; and the pretest was the fall, 1982 Language

Total grade equivalent score;

The results indicated no statistically Significant difference between

kindergarten students in the two typeS or schools. Attachment B -2 contaj,

the F-tests for these comparisons. However, there wAs a nonsignificant

trend for gains_ to be greater in schools where kindergarten students were.

served, suggesting a need for a more in-depth look at this question in

future evaluations, so that guidance can be provided to school and proj_ct

staff on this question.

PreteSt-
_._

Schools Serving
Kindergarten --.507* .317 ;824 243

SchoolS Not .

Serving Kindergarten --484 .251 .705 236

Figure B-2. MEAN LANGUAGE TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENT GAINS FOR
LOW-ACHIEVING KINDERGARTEN STUDENTS IN TWO
TYPES OF SCHOOLS.

*(A grade equivalent of P.493 corresponds to a -.507 computationally.)

B-7
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Does the location in which Chapter 2 service occurs affect achievement gains?

Comparisons were made of achievement gains of three groups of Regular

Chapter 1 students: students served in the reading lab; students served_
in their regular classroom, and students receiving service in both locations;

To be included; students must have been- served in_the same way on both fall

and spring service reports. At- grade' 2 and 4, there were not enough students

served in both the classroom and_lab at this groupto-be included (see

Appendix C.) Thus; at thOSe grade levels, the comparisons were between

students served Only in the classroom or only in the lab.

The results of the regression comparisons indicated that there were_signifi=_

cant differences between groups at- grades 1; 4; and 5._ Attachment B*3 contains
the F-tests for the regression analySeS. At grade 4; the significant

difference was between students served in the lab_and the classroom, since no

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

shows the regression lines for the two groups, and indicates that extremely

low-achieving students gained -more when served in the lab; while there was

not much difference betWden the groups when comparing scores of students with

less extreme pretes ts._ At grade 1 and 5; differences were fOund only_between

students served in both class and laic; versus the other two groups: TheplotS

in FigUreS B-3 and B-5 show the regression lines for all_ three groups. The

lines indicate that fifth graders served in the_lab or the class_gained_

more than students served in both locatiOnS._ First graders served in both

locations gained less if they had extremely loWOreteSt scores, and more if

they did not; when compared with students served in other ways. Attachment B-3

has the F-tests from the regressionS.

TheSe results de, not prOVid such conclusive evidence for the benefits of any

particular- location Of Se. ; perhaps because the definitions of the

locationS haVe some problems associated with them; as discussed in- Appendix C.

Mcire detailed "process" data are needed if thiS type of analysis is to be

useful.
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Were the enrollment and achl,evement_patterns over the lases thr7r4 eart
different !bi-, the _students in SOhOoliJide versus Re-guLIT Title I/
chapteri schools?

Figures B-6 through 877 show the initial achievement levels for two cohorts
of students: K-1 students in Schoolwide Project schools in 1980-81, and
K -1 students in Regular Title I schools that year. The figures show the
initial achievement levels of these students; and their achievement levels
at the end of the 1982283 year; In addition; the figures show the percentage
of students who were still in the same type.of school after three years.

The results suggest that Schoolwide Projects were better able to raise
achievement_levels of the students remaining in_the_pr)dectt than were the
Regular Title I/Chapter 1 schOols._ In both grades K and 1, the Schoolwide
Projects had a_larger percentage of students below the 30th percentile in
1980-81 and a lower percentage (of those students remaining) below the
30th percentile in 1982-83. However, this information must be interpreted
with caution; because a gre -ter percentage of the Regular Title I/Chapter 1
cohort was no longer in a Title I school; This greater percentage of
"turnover" may be related to the lower achievement gains of the Regular
Title I/Chapter 1 schools' students. On the other hand, the lower turnover
in the Schoolwide Projects cohort might havereSulted from positive aspects
of the projects! The data must:be considered in the context of other
analyses and results presented in thiS report.
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Number
of Students:

< 30%ile

30%ile

No scores
or ina-:tive

NOt on Grade
Level

TOTAL

Number__
of Students:

< 30%ile

30%ile

No scores
Or inac.tive

Not on Grade
Level

Schoolwide Projects COhort

Grade K;
Fall,

Boehm;
1980

Grade_ 2_, ITBS Reading Total- pring 1983
_ _Remaining in SWP Not in SWP

134 (68%) 22 (17%) 10

31 (16%) 67 (52%) .8

32 (16%) 10 ( %) 42

30 (3%)

197 129
(65% of original 197)

Regular Title 1/Chapter 1 Cohort

68

Grade K, Boehill Grade 2, ITBS ReadingTotal-S.1_1983
Fall; 1980 RT1 Remaining in RT1 Not in RT1

734 (62%) 154 (23%) 78

220 (19%) 248 (38%) 134

217 (19%)` 86 (13%). 204

172 (26%) 95

TOTAL 1171

;RT1 -- Regular Titl: 1/Chapter 1
SWP Schoolwide Projects

660
(56% of original 1171)

511

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

8-13
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Ntimber
Of Students:

30%ile

> 10%ile

No Scores
or Inactive

Not on Grade
Level

Schoolwide Projects Cohort

Grade 1, MRT,
Fall,--1980

-Grade-3, ITBS Reading Total, Spring 1983
Remaining in SWPNot in SWP

102

92

33

(45%) 33 (21%)

72

29

25 (16%)

6

15

40

TOTAL 227

Number of
Students:

< 30%ile

> 30%ile

No Scores
or Inactive

Not on Grade
Level

159
(70% of original sample)

Regular Title I/Chapter 1 Cohort

68

Grade 1, MRT; Grade 3, ITBS Reading Total, Spring 1983

Fall-;---MO_RT1 Remaining in RT1 Not-in-RV.

495 (44%) 152 (22%) 54

433 264
.

118
.

199 III 232

149 (22%) 47

TOTAL 1127

RT1 -- Regular Title I/Chapter 1
SWP SchoolWide Projects

676
(60% of original sample)

451

Figure 8-7. ACHIEVEMENT/ENROLLMENT PATTERNS FOR FIRST-GRADERS IN 198C-81,
ACROSS THREE SUBSEQUENT YEARS;
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Does serving retainees with the Chapter 3 procram enhance their reading
achievement gains?

Figure B-8 shoWs the number of retainees in Chapter 1_.chools; and whether or
not they were served by Chapter 1. It should be noted_that " retainees" at
grade K are actually first graders who received their instruction in kinder-
garten, since kindergartners cannot actually be retained at a grade level
that is optional anyway. _There_ were insufficieht numbers of retained
students at grades 5 and 6 in Chapter 1 schools for comparison. However,
regression analyses were performed on reading scores at grades K-4 to determine
if Chapter 1 service was helpful. Attachment B-4 contains the F!-tests for

these analyses. No significant differences were found between the two_groups

at grades 174; At grade K; students who were not served gained more than
studehts who were served by Chapter 1; as shown in Figure B-9, However,

It is difficult to interpret this finding, because students who were retained

at grade K and not served by Chapter 1 may have been retained partially for

reasons of emotional maturity rather_than academic problems, or they may

have attended a paired school where kindergartners were not served.

rade

---Retainees in Cha ter 1 Sthools
Not Served by.
Chapter 1

Served by
Chapter 1

K 295 38

177 125

2 69 63

3 41 48

4 41 38

5 19 26

6 16 7

TOTAL 658 345

Figure B-8. FREQUENCIES CF RETAINEES IN
CHAPTT,? 1 SCHOOLS WHO WERE SERVED
AND NOT SERVED BY CHAPTER 1
(Regular Chapter 1 Studcnts Only.)

B-15
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Whdt hda herpperied to the achievement of students who were_served by TitlS I

prior to_desegregation when they were reassigned to schools With-out

Chapt=er 1 services?

Students who were served by Title I in 1979780 were follOwed to determine

their achievement levels three years after desegregation (in the spring

1983.) Two groups of students were compared on their reading achievement '

gains:

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

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

1979-80 Title I students in grades K-3 who were reassigned
to non-Title I/Chapter 1 school for all of the following

three years.

Attachment 8-5 has the results of the F7test that resulted from the -

regression analysesi and Figur-6S B=10 through B-12 show the results of,the

significant comparisons. There was a significant difference between the

1983 reading scores for the two groups of /students who were in grades 1, 2,

and 3 in 1980-81. No significant difference in 1983 scores was found between

the two-groups of 1980-81 grade 4 Stildents.AII of the significant differences

indicated greater gainS_for students wh6_ were reassigned to non-Title I/Chapter 1

SehocilS. Perhaps this is because these non-Title I/Chapter 1 schools have

A higher average SES level which the research literature SUggeStSjacili-

tate8 achievement gains of all students, even _the low - income, low-achiever;

In addition; t!ase students may have benefited from the SCE'program on their

new campuses; In any_eventi_the_former Title I students do not appear to have

be-- detrimentally affected by the desegregation plan.

B=17 bt1



rOMEO II ILL 1,611ildr. bu bi

LEgm

--v

44- Ill

890 I

1.000 1.600 2.20 2.800 3.400 4.000 4. 600 5.200 5.800 6.400 7.000

FRLL 1980 MRT iV Bs( 10

Figure B-M REGRESSION LINE F I979-80. TITLE I STUDENTS WHO REMAINED IN TITLE I SCHOOLS OR WHO

WERE REASSIGNED TO ON-TITtE I SCHOOLS FOR TILE SUBSEQUENT THREE YEARS. (GRADE I)



6.00

7.30a

6.600

5.9006

ii

z

5.200

Li
ct
U.!

(r)

4; 500

0
z

3.800

0-

3.10 6&-e4-494

2

! 700

IUIILi1 I, tiniiht. !I d1i

1

6

1:00 4 -4 f 4

-.100 .300 ; 700 I; !10 1; 500 1; 900 2; 300 2; 700 3; 100 3. 500

SIRING 110 .riEROING TOTAL G.E. (2N0)

Figure B-11. REGRESSION LINE FOR 1979-80 TITLE- I STUDITS WHO. REMAINED AN TITLE I SCHOOLS OR '4.10

WERE REASSIGNED TO NON-liTLE 1 SCHOOLS FUR THE SUBSEQUENT THREE YEARS. (GRADE



11, HI.

!.1 1,II!!

f I

f

'1.'1011

7 400

,

11:110 I, bill V,11111 ?,:00 3.10

(,irniNk; po,JJ FILMING 11 iii,

Figure B-12, REGRESSION LINE FOR 1979-80 TITLE ['STUDENTS WHO REMAINED IN_TITLE SCHOOLS_OR WHO

WERE REASSIGNED TO NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS FOR THE SUBSEQUENT THREE YEARS; (GRADE 3)



82.37

aJiiievement gains of_Schoolwid.e Pr;);:ctS students and students
in :?egular C;::ter 1 sc7'!bols compare?

Gains of the two groups -of students were compared in reading, math, and
language across gra!es K-6 using the regression analyses described earlier.
StUdents in- Regular ch-apt-et 1 schools were included if they resided in a
traditionally Title I area. (Attachment B-6 has the area codes that were
included.) Of the 19 comparisons made--6 grade levels of reading and math,
7 grade levels of language--14 yielded significant group differences,
as summarized below. (Attachment B-7 contains F caIc;:lccions.)

Language

There were significant differences between SehOO1Wide Project students and
Regular Chapter 1 students in language at grades 2, 3, 4, and 6. At grades
2=4, Schoolwide Project students made greater gains than Regular Chapter 1
!tUdentt with the same pretest scores. At grade 6; Schooiwide Project
Students gained more if they were no more than one year behind grade level
on the pretest; Fur students more than one year behind grade level on the
pretest, Regular Chapter 1 students gained more. Figures B-13 through B-16
illustrate these results;

Math

Although the Regular Chapter 1 program is a reading program, the sceduiing
of supplemental reading instruction can affect instruction in other areas
fOr Chapter 1 students, and for other students in their classes. In

additibri the smaller class size in Schoolwide Projects schools should
enhance math scores, as well as reading and language. Thus, math scores
for the students in the two types of programs seemed important to compare.
Significant difF-7-ences in achivement gains were found between_ the -two

groups at -4 and 6; All the differences favored Schoolwide Projets
stud -r size. -.c in Figures B- -22 through B-26.

Reading_

Significant -71-oup differences in reading gains were found for grades 1-3 and

5=-6. At gtad,:, 2, there was a clear advantage for Schooiwide Projects
students, regardless of the pretest score. However at grades 1, 3, and

5-6, the advantage for Schoolwide Prc'..2ct -:::Aidents is more noticeable at

higher pretest levels At glades 3, 5, 6, Schoolwide Project-students with
very low pretest scores gained less than students in RegUlar Chapter 1

schools; Nevertheless, Schoolwide Project studentS on the average gained
more in reading than Regular Chapter 1 students with the same pretest scores.

Figure B-17 through B-21 illustrate these results.
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How do the achievement gains of students in 4'dhorol.Wide Tojects for all three
years compare with the gains of students in Regular Title I schools for an
three years?

A matched sample was obtained of Schoolwide Projects and Regular Title I
students in grades' K''atid 1 during 1980-81. (the first year of S&hoolwide
Projects.) The sample included all Schoolwide Projects students whp.were
in:Schoolwide Projects all three years, and for whom amatch.could be. found.
The students in.Regular Title I schools were selected if they were-from a_
traditional Title I area and matched on ethnicity, low-income status, grade,
sex, pretest score _(within 1 raw score point), age (within 4 months), and
retainee status. Thus; the-final N's for the analyses were small, rangihg
from 77 to 102 per analysis. (A few_students were omitted on the posttest
because of missing subtestS but their "match" was not omitted under those
circumstances.)

Comparisons of 1983 IThS reading, language, and math ITBS scores for the
two cohorts.(grades K and 1 in 1980-81) revealed only one significant
difference--Schoolwide Projects students in first grade in 1980-81 gained
significantly more in language across the three years than did comparable
students in Regular Title I schools. However, other results that were'
nonsignificant also favored Schoolwide Projects students-;-the_lack of
statistical significance being due at least in part to the somewhat small
N's used for the regression analyses. All of the nonsignificant results
fe.vored Schoolwide Projects students, although the group differences in math
for the grades 1-3 cohort were small, with NRT scores as the pretest. A More
rotlevant'pretest measure tight have shown any program effects for math moie
reliably. Figures B-27 through B -31 illustrate the other results, and
Attachment B-8 contains the F statistics.

B-36
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How do Gains of Chapter 1 students compare with gains of dOmpoti4abte students

served by other programs?

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

groups of students:

students from traditional Title I areas who were served by
the SCE reading prograM.
students from traditional TitleI areas -who were served by
the Regular Chapter 1 Program.
students who were served by the Migrant Program:

The pretest at grades 1-6 was the_1982.ITBS Reading Total grade equivalent;

except. for first.grade where the-Language Total score was used For
kindergarten where the Language Total score was used for both pre- and
posttest. At kindergarten, only Chapter 1 and Migrant students were

compared, because the SCE .Program does not serve kindergarten. .

The results of the regression model comparisons indicated no significant_

differences between the groups at grades K-2, or 44 Figures B-32 through

B-34 show the results of 'the_ statistically significant comparisons at
grades 3; 5, and 6; and Attachment B-9 gives the P's for the Model comparisons.

Figures B-35 and B-36.are figures that were used in various other Chapter 1

reports and presentations. They are included here for documentation.purposes.
Figure B -35 shows the mean gains of Regular Chapter 1 and -Migrant'Program

students. These are unadjusted means--they dci not crintrol for pretest

differences between the two group's; Figure B-36 (requested ad a handout

for a meeting) showd the average adyaatage for Schoolwide Project students

(using Model 3) when compared with_Regular Chapter 1 Program sttidents; It

ignores any possible interaction of pretest and group membership.

2
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82.37

Ote=Year Comparisons

Grade .Reading Math .LangUage

.N/A N/A -=.14

(Average = +.14) (Average = +.26) (Average = +.31)

*This is significant because the advantage for high achievers was

: much larger than this._

Three-Year Matched Sample ComparisOnt
H -.(1980-81 throUgh 1982=83)

Grade* Reading- Math :Language

K (2)

1 (3)

+.24. +.30

+.23 +.07 71

(Average = +.24) (Average = +.14) (Average =.+46)

*This refers to the grade in 1980-81, with 1982.=83 expected grade

in parentheses;

ti

'Indicates statistically significant advantage.

136
Figure B-36. ACHIEVEMENT ADVANTAGE FOR_SCHOOLWIDE PROJECT STUDENTS (IN MONTHS).



82.37 Attachment B-1
(Page 1 of 12)

CA TEGORY .LABEL

10- OR MORE DOINTS

CODE

1

ABSOLUTE
FRED

72

RELATIVE
FR4-0
(PC 1)

43.6 (34)

ADJUSTED
FRED
CPC7)

.43i6

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

43.6

7 TO 9 POINTS a 4 2.4 (04) 2;4 46.1

TO 6 POINTS 3 3 1.8. (10) 1.8 47.9
..._

1 TO 3 POINTS 4 8 4;8 (17) 4;8 52.7

/ POINT .*.1R FEWER 5 78 47.3 (34) 47.3 100.0

TOTAL 165 100.0 100.0 i

VALID CASES 165 MISSING CASE'S 0

GRADE K, REGULAR CHAPTER 1

CATF0007 U59EL CnIF
r anSOLUTF

Fov,

17LATIVE
FRc-
(OCT ).

AIJUSTc:n
FRFO .

(°CT)

VP,
epee.)
(ocrl

1.0 np Allovr 1 154 32.1 (17) 31.D. 32.c?

1.7 09 1.0 10.0 (07) 1 s.,4 43.7

/1.4 1, 1.5 59 13:7 (16) IT.7 a"? 4

1.1 TO 1.3 A 90 19:4 (22) 1 a,1 '5.2
1.1 rs0 0?..^y 11.'1 '3.4 (36)- "2.7.4

TOTAL aka I CO .0 . "!-.1

VALID cAss...41 474

GRADE I, REGULAR CHAPTER i!'

vISSIw; CASE'S

B-48

.



82.37 Attachment B-1
(Page 2 of 12)

, 405oLuTr
PELATTIr

Fart)
Ao.JUSTI-

corg _CUM
moss,

CATr.130Rw LAPFL COOT FP.1 (PC*) (PCT) fpcT)
10 OR moRE POINTS I .

31 5 (37) 31.5.
Tn 9 POINTS 2 11 5,, (02) 5.9 45.5

4 In 4 20T"ITS 12 5.5 (04) 71.1 5'2.2
L TO : POINTS 6 14 7.1 -(07) 70 52.2

1 POINT ^9 "rIVE2' c 22 41;8 (50) 41.4

TOTAL 220'. 110.1 13I.0

VALID CASES 22: mI5rING CASTS

GRADE 2, REGULAR CHAPTER 1

ABSOLUTE
RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FRED 'FRED

_. .

CUM
FRED

CATEGORT.LABEL CODE FREO (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

10. OR MORE POINTS I 127 50.6 (41) 50.6 50.6

7 TO 9 POINTS 2 20 8.0 (09) 8.0 58.6

4 TO 6 POINTS 3 13 5.2 (11) 5:2 63.7

1 TO 3 POINTS 4 24 9.6 (6M) 9.6 73.3

1 POINT OR FEWER 5 67 26.7 (29) 26.7 100.0

TOTAL 251 100.0 100.0

VALID CASTS 251 MISSING CASES

GRADE 3, REGULAR CHAPTER 1

Es=-49



82.37 Attacinnent
(Page 3 of 12)

AosILUTE
CATEGORY LABEL CO Dc FRED

10 DR mORE POINTS

7 TO 9 POINTS.

di TA 6 PAINTS

I TO 3 POINTS

-1 OoINT'OR rEwEF

14

o 24

TOTAL

aq

RELATTVc A^JUSTEn
c4En c0c1
(PCT) (PCT)

22.R (18) 2'4.4

4.8 (05) 4.9
4.a (06) 4.1

13.7 (16)

7. R (55) 4T.

2a5 10C.O 10C.1

VALID CASES 205 ,oTSSImG CASTS 3

GRADE 4, REGULAR CHAPTER 1

_CUM
porn
(o*:.'T)

22.R

,R.4

NO.g

52.2

RELATIVE ADJUSTS?) CUM
APSOLUTE rRED =RED. cora

CATEGORY LABEL CnDc FRcn tPCT) (17C7) t PCY)

ID OR MORE POINTS SS 27.5 (21) 27.5. 27.!
7 70 9 P01/4TS 23 9.6 (08) 9,,4 37.1

4 TO 6 POINTS T 16 15.0 (11) 14!.0 52.1

I , TO 3 PAINTS 1-3._ 13.3 (12) 13,:t 65.ye

1 POINT OR crtirR c 93 34.; (47) T4.6 133.4
_

.

y/nrat. 24O 130.1 1 ,7*!.0

(

vAL/0 CASES. ?40 MISSING CASES

GRADE 5; REGULAR CHAPTER 1



82.37

CaTEGOeiv LaRrt

10 OR MORE Dorn/Ts

cue=-

1

agslturr.
Fas.q

32

7 TO 9 POINTS .1 17

4 TO 5 POINTS 3 39

1 TO 3 POINTS a a7

1 POINT oR pruczo T Re:

4SLATIv5
Farr)
(PC?)

Attachment
(Page 4 of 12)

retrq

(PCT)

14.3 (19) 14.3

*.5 --(09)-------,*.5 ..

1*.1 (13) 1'.:O

21.3 (19) 21.J

-:40.2 (40) 41.2

TOTAL 224 110.1 11.C.1

VALID CASES ,24 14ISSING CASES

GRADE 6, REGULAR CHAPTER 1

u



82.37

CA7SG047 LARrt

CR NCRE POIM'S

7 TO 9 . POIVTS
TO 6 POINTS-_

1 TO 3 POINTS'

1 POINT OR gEWER

PSOLUTE
- CCng..7 FREn '.

3
A

TOTAL 65

VALIO CASES> 65 MISSING CASES

GRADE K, BECKER (NOT MET)

Attachment B-1
(Page 5 of -12)

DE LA ?I VE
.FREO
cPcT)

Al4t5 TT1
FREO\-
..coci'V,..-

_CUM
.rprn

(roCT)

15.4 (60) 15.4 3!.A

9.2 (08) 44.5
0.0 (07) 0.0 c°
9.2 (06) 0.2 6:Y8

45.2. (0m) 44.2. 101.0

IC0.0 490.0

;47tut.,4Y c4J-L C30_
.135:L;;TE

Foea

n2.ATZ vE
=IL,1
( ?CT)

A3Jt.,:.TE0
F9.-4
( ?CT)

F,;(.)

( ?CT)

.1 1.9 :k I *5 59.6 (52) 59.6 59.6

1.1 1.i II i:,i (13) 1:.:1- 3 4.7

1.9 -0 I.* 3 12. 1:.;.3 (09) 11;C1 --V.: .7

1.1 TC 1.3 IC- 7.2 (1S) i .2 :$9.9

1.; .1 3. II L:.; (12) 1;.1 12:.":

'..,T.L 10i 1;3.; I,.C.0

Id al.:: CJ:3:.; C4 :II::

GRADE 1, BECKER.

B-5
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82.37 Attachment B-1
(Page 6 of 12)

APSIL UTZ
'4'14T1gE 4nJUST51

c-qcq =4Fq
CUM

cRc'0

CATGCRT 00171 C"Or F?El (PCT); OTC71 0C*)

20 OR PORE 00INT-,5 . ?I 4.5 '.(11) ?t.1 24.5'

.1 TO q 40117S ? n 4.3 (03) 4.3 28.-T

4 TO 6 POINTS ... 4 4.1 (03)-' 4.1 .33.0

1 TC I POINTS . 2 2.1 (01) 2.1 35.1

1 POINT OR r7..".1rR c 41 44;9 (82) 44:9 13C.G

fOTAI oq 100.0 140.4

VALID CASES 44 MISrING CAS 7.5

GRADE 2, BECKER aler OR EXCEEDED)

C ATSM C0 L RrL rneyF
ARSOLUTC

corn

. _

PELATTUT 3' ':JUSTC2

FRCS cqr4
coCTI toCT1

_CUP
FREO
(00' ).

10 OR PCRF: 411NT S 1 . 27 33.1 (27) 33.7- 33.7

7 TO 0 pornrs n 2.s (03) 2..! 36.2_
.

a TO 6 C/rr.S. 'I 7'. 8.8 (08) -4,,R 45.0

1. TO 1 POMTS a c 4.3 ,(09) 4.3 51.3

1 FCIAT CR gEWE?
.

74 48.;.(53) 44.7 103.0

TITAL 8 "." t 40e 1 'ICC.1

VAL IC CASES 81 PTSSiA:1 C4V.75
:

GRADE -3, BECKER \ (HET OR EXCEEDED)

14Z
B -53



82.37 AttAthdlent B -1
(Page 7 of .12)

CATESO.IT 01% C3B
a: ;3OLU TI

FrtEJ
=9E2
tPCT)

13JUSTS2
R2'7G

tPCT)

-Zum

OCT)

10 33 43A_ "DINTS 12 13.4 (08) I5.4 1!4.4,

'7 T3 . PCIAITS 7 13.8 (02) IC.8 25.3

4 T3 6-P2:1TS 3 7 la.3 (08) IC.8 30.5

1 i: 3 r'ZI. i% i 9 :3.8 (11) I.2- 52.9

23:4T OR FE47.2 7:- 52 49.2 (71) 49.2 1-:1Er.

T3TAL 55 1C1.0. ISC.0

VALID :ASES 55 125:1S CASES

GRADE 4, SW? MET OR EXCEEDED)

CATEGORY LAREL COne
ActsiLurr

FRc:r)

RFLATTvE
0gro
tPCT)

41JusTrn
_ 0-4,0

tPCT)

_CUP
=3 °_o.
cpcT)

11 (10 AMPS 0(I1Nes

7 'TO q par47S

4 T1 A POVITS

I TO 3 Pornirs.

I 01!'T 1R crwro

I 1= 23.A

2 "! 4.q

/9,3

4 6.3

44.1

(21) 13.1 2-4.9

(07) f8 2P.6

(14) IQ.",

(10) 4.3 14.0

(48) 45.3 111.0

TOTAL 61 110.1 I1C.0

VALID CASSq 53 4TScIAIG CASF'S

GRADE 5, SW? (MET)

I4d

B-54
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. :1 LU7%
9TL:T:VZ

FRt 1
CATI431 Y LA1!.. CCCE FnEJ (?C:)

le 32 WORE P.:ZITS 1 le 17.2

70 S P :Ilr i 10 17.:

1 73 3 PCIITI 5 12.3

i PV.IT 1R P=.;.:ER 5 28 44.4

:744. sa :::.:r

vALz: :Ises -58 M::37.48 CASZS

GRADE 6, SW? (NOT MET)

B-55

1

Attachment 13-1
(Page 8 of J2)

(24) 17.2

(14) 17o2

(14) 13.3

(43) 43.3

133 oC



82.37

APSCLUTS

Attachment B-I
(Page 9 of .12)

of:LATTvE Anausrsm
spco con cpco

CATE901Y LAPTC Cr 15 FR"? (01:7) (POT) (OCT)

10 OP NagE Pavers
1 a

.37.5 (42) ?7.5 1.7.5

7 TI 9 P01NTS 2 2 : (OS) - 3.? 11.44
-

4 TO 6 POINTS 7 ., 1.1 (03) 3;1 35.3

1 TI 7 °I/NTS n 3 5.1 (19) r .91 41.2

1 POINT IP =EWER 3a nEc,:q (31) ."' a. 100.0

Tara'. 51
J

111. 11C.0

VALID. ChSES -7 51 !4/INC:- CASTS

GRADE R, ALLISON (NOT MET)

:A TZOGR

* . .

RTLAT I VT- A 34USTE3 _.:-.Jm,
Ao.-.01,:.7: .7.i3:i FRi....,._...__ F-i.:::a

CO3E. FRED] (PCT) (PCT) . (ACT)

t.i :Ft ..d0.z. 31 *1.9 (25) .t/. 41.9

1.7 .6 1.4 (13) .3.,, 47:3

1.4 3 13 17.b (15) 17.o O4./'

r3 1.3 4 I* t B. 9 (06) 1.-8. 9 iI.i

1.1 3TL3:i i 12 15.2 (40) I..2 11 i .5

r..: r.L. 74 1:3.0 Y;' .:

CA3:-S

GRADE 1, ALLISON

7. 4::b5: C..1E3

B-58.



82.37 Attachment B-I
(Page 10 of 12)

CATtGCRv LARFL CC^E
A9SOLUTE

FAIril

0FLA"IVE
FRED
(OCT)

A1JUST=7
07 1
(OCT)

Cu...

cREO
(o CT)

10 OR MORE 01INTS 1' 32:7 (08) 327 72.7

7 TO 1 POITS 2 2 3.8 (03) 3.R 36.4

4 TO q 0qI1TS 1 I I.? (03) I.q lo..!.

1 Tr 1PCINT1 i 7: 3.3 (05) 3.9 42.2

1 POIN7 OR cELIER 5 31 57.7 (80) 57.7 .111.0

TOTAL 42 1:1.1 1:1.2

vett?) CASES '4ISSING CASES

GRADE 2, ALLISON (MET OR EXCEEDED)

CATFGCRy LARFL

10 OR N1RE onvirs

con,-

1

ARSOLUTE
Fqro

2?

.:,

RELATIVE
cgrn
(PCT)

41.4 (38)

4lJUS7,:C.
FRro
(RCT)

41.!

_CIP.
mREQ
(PCTY

41.1

, Tc q ROINTS 2 1 1.8 X08) 3.R 45.3

4 Tn A PCINTS 3 4 /1.1 (12) .11.1 55.6

L TO 7 porNTs 4 13.2 (08) 13.2 64.9

I POINT mq FryrR =
I. 70.2 (33) 31.2 lac.ri---__

'0TAL 110..1 i01.0

r:-.sc,:s e3 0ISSI?1,1 CASES

GRADE 3 ALLISON (MET OR EXCEEDED)

B-57

1 4 6



82.37 Attathment B-1
(Page 11 of 12)

,

CAIE63AT LA2:::.
AesoLurr

C::E FREU

Pt:LAT:0:
FREO_
(PCT)

Al),JUST:3
F3EZ_
02GT)

:U4
F3FG_
(3:11,5'

IC 12 413E P2:1T5 1 37 31.9 31.9 31.9

7 71 3 P:11-: 2 3 6.1 6.5 33.9

4 73 6 e:I1:4 3 2 1.7 1.7 4C.3

1 71 ! P1:1TS ') 7.8 7.8 44.!

1 21:4T :R F= 6: 31.7 51.7 13:.4

rorIL 116 Izc.a 102.:

VALI: :A4ES 116 1:SS:1G CAGE1 a

GRADE K. BOTH SWP SCHOOLS COMBINED

CATrGCRY tAPFt

RrtATIVE
rREO
.(PCT)

ADJUSTEO
5REO_
(PCT)

CU"
rREO
(ACT)

52.5 51.5 52.5

P.2 ".2 61.7

13./ 13.7 74,3

13.1 11.1 07.6

12.6 11.6 133.1

1.x.0 101.3

__...

APSALUTS
CO Or FREI

94

15

:.!

24

21

1.9

1.7

1.4

1.1

-1.3

OR 490vE

GP 1.1

TO 1.5

/11.3

OR 9rLOW

2

/

4

x

Tt+TAL,

VALID CASES 193

GRADE I; SWP

/Al

mISSIN1 CASES

14,

B-58



82.37 Attachment_B71_
(Page 12 of 12)

fl--...

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

Fr;r0

RELATIVE
'FREO
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREO
(PCT)

CUM
FREO
(PCT)

la OR MORE POINTS 1 40 27.4 27.4 27.4

7 TO 9 POINTS 2 6 4.1 -4.1. 31.5

4 TO 6 POINTS '3 t- 3.4 3.4 34.9

1 TO 3 POINTS 4 4 2.7 2.7 37.7

1 POINT OR FEVER 5 91 . 62.3 62.3 100.0
.... ........

TOTAL 146 100.0 100.0

VALID CASES 1t6 MLSSINI CASES 0

GRADE 2, SWP

CATEGORY LABEL CODE

. _

ABSOLUTE
FRED

.

RELATIVE
FREO
(VT)

ADJUSTED
FREQ.
(PCT)

.

CUM
FREQ
:PCT)

10 OR MORE POINTS -ii. 49 36.8 36.8 36.8

7 TO 9 POINTS 2 4 3.0 3.0 39.8

4 TO 6 POINTS 3 13 9.8 9.8 49.6

1 TO 3 POINTS 4 12 9.0 9.0 58.6

1 POINT OR FEWER B 55 41.4 41.4 100.0

TOTAL 133 100.0 110.0

VALID CASES 133 MISSING CASES 0

GRADE 3; SW

B-59



82.37

1_ - - -

Attachment B-2

F VALUES F' OR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS TWO GROUP CASE

Oast are significant)

GRADE K

TEST 2. K Serve
NUM REK OF CASES a. 479

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 282.05756
OF a 2, 473 F 2.584333637432U15

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 22 285.13972

MOUEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 782.05755
DF 1, 473 F .8876163432740453

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 282.58686

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURnLINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 282.58486
OF 1, 474 F I-2559403505173.37

SJM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 283.33562

!.; 0 UEL I VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 282.05756
DF 2, 473 F I.U7.1529357474597

St:N OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 203.33562

YODELS VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC DITERCEPTS

S'.!M OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 263.33562
DF 1, 475

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 2. 284.55514

..0i1E.L 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, m013EL 5 285.13972 _

OF a 1, 475
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 2. 285.28329

MODEL 5 VS MODE,: --common LINEAR U:TERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 205.28821
DF 1, 476-

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 256.70503

F 2.144,4724114;567

F .2474953331550992

2.3654317377SS409



82.37 Attachment B-3
(Page 1 of 13)

F VALES FC.? SP3S RE:I.ZESSICN CASE

TEST S .TIC ` AIL 3
OF CASES = 163

Ct. EL 1 vs C.DEL 5C1.2,ILINE,A-2 VS LINEA,

L = 115.26242

SQ:..A;:ES, ,'3i;EL 5 = 116.76$23
3, 154 F = .670621351024.993

1 VS '..CDEL .:1.:ADR.NT1C FOR TICY

= 115.262=2
- CF = 2, 154 F = 1.005632,7112101I

CF S.Z."....A',ZES, 'OLIEL 2 = 116.767?5

C2EL 2 VS L 3--PAO.ALLEL SLCPE.5

SL Cf: -?ES, ':_"LL 7 = 116.7,735
CF = 29,156 F = .5307990.?12539592

CF ARES, V.Ct 3 = 117.63732

C. v. ....COE.L: 3P AtrZA LLEL LINEAR SLOPES

Cr SQL;AAES. CCEL I = 115.26242
OF = Li, 154 F a .79325J51Li191i

C.:.:EL 3 = 117.63732

L.TEEPTS
.7:17 SszfA,RES, 3 = 117.63732

= 2, 15:3 F .06332769226636495
St, `-*CCEL = 117.73162

5 v5 '.0 4.2.N'ON LINEAR SLCPES

sc. . 5 = I16.76323
CF = 2, 157 F .6329372724070591

SL CF L, 6 = 117.70972

F .0653912%29309576

75 .:..`LL L1NE,AR INTERCEPTS

CF SO.1: *.-.0!1EL 4 = 117,7072
= ?. 159

= 117.'10654

B-61
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82.37 Attachment B-3'
(Page 2 of 13)

F VALUES F.T1R SPSS itEZ:ZeSSICV 2E5L'L TSTii EL' Cu:', ':ASE

= 1

TaST LZ`.CATIC.. \ ALL 3
NL tkE.t CF C ASES = 339

1 VS ..,,_EL 5CLRVILINEAR. VS LINEAR

; VCI.;.:.L 1 = 131.=':4 I

DE =1 3, 330 F = 3.904362119`171.5'fl
St_ CF '.1C.L3EL i = 134.06808 T <.01

1 VS ....CDEL 2CCA".ON .21-A131: .1 TIC PCt \
CF 5(1.: ARES, V.:,'oaL 1 = .131.404

.'CL n: L 2 = 134.32'135
DF = 2, 30

C. EL 2 3F ALLE.L C'...;2VILU,'Z A 2 SLOPES

ZES, V.CL1EL 2 = 134;C 2635
= 2, 132 =

CF 3 = 13L.42115

.33EL I VS VC-TEL 3PARALLEL LINE AR SLOPES

51. . C.LE L 1 = 131;:134
OF = 4., 330

%::-DEL 3 = 134.42115

'..:L'SL 3 4E:UAL ZL'ACR. ATIC INT.ACEPTS

s;.. CF SQL vOi.)EL 3 = 134.42115
ilt 2, 334

'ACCEL = 134.7549r

CaEL 5 Vs `-. C.': L 6 CC's ':1CN LINEAR SLOPE'

sL. S1ZU RES, VOCE L 5 =. '136.C6303 -

DE = 2, 333
L CF 5.z.,ARES, 101.)EL 6 = 136.29677

,..CCEL 4 `:5 7---CC V.CS LINEAR. LN. TeRCEPTS

tL ' CF SQL-ARIES, vCCEL S = 136.29677
CF 2 335

CF S.1.:CARffS, VCCIEL = 136.47177

3.292r:5c:13544Y:3

? .4.05

F 1.S94271573S172LZ

.41461E186255230661

F .279S37012q719967

F .21506379057992



82.37 Attachment B-3
(Page 3 of 13)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 1

TEST LOCATION 1 VS 2
NUMBER OF CASES 306

MODEL I VS MODEL 5zCURVILLVEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 110.32674
DF 2, 300 F = 1.617948649620208

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 111.51676

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 110.32674
DF 1, 300 F 1.02622446743192

SUM OF SQUAREQ, MODEL 2 110.70414

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

UM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2.. 110.70414
DF 1, 301 F .2475068231413976

S M OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 110.79517

MODEL 1\VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 110.32674
DF 2, 300 F .6368764272378593

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 110.79517

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 110.79517
DF 1, 302 F .1428020734116813

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 110.84756

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 111.51676
DF 1, 302 .09221125147_467262

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 111.55081

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LZNEAR DITERCEPTS
1

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 11145081
DF 1, 303 F e .049653068408)0844 1

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 111.56909



82.37 Attachmefit B -3

(Page 4 of '3)

F VALUES FO.R SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

CR ADE 1

TEST o LOCATION. 1 VS 3
NUMBER OF CASES 226

MODEL I VS MODEL 5.-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 95.32622
DF 2, 220 F 4.231711904657504

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 98.99343 < pZT

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 95.32622

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 97.84478
DF I, 220

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILLVEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODE... 2 97.84478

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 98.01632

5.812495240029455

<

DF = 1, 221 .3874538835899069

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 95.32622
OF 2, 220.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 98.01632

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 98.01632
OF I 222

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 .98.32406

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 98.99343
DF 1, 222

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 99.14313

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7C 0 MON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 99.14313
.DF 1, 223

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 .j 99.32423

B-64

F 3.104193159028023
-.-?G,05

F .6970092327481809

F .3357131882388582

J .4073434034208902
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VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE - 1
TEST = LOCATION 2 VS 3
NUMBER OF CASES 146

MODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = .5.7.15504

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 61.62597..
DF 2,1.40

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 57.15504
DF 1, 140 F 2.828265013899038

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 58.30968 ? #10 Ctsi

F 5.475721826106674

? 01

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 58.30968
DP = 1, 141

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 58.92208

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 57.15504
DF - 2, 140

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 58.92208

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 58.92208
DF = 1, 142

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 59.0775

MODEL 5 vS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 61.62597

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 61.85394
DF 1, 142

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LniEAa INTERCEPTS

F 1.480858752783412

F - 2.164162600533566

F .3745563632512663

F e .5252938006493042

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 61.85394
DF 1, 143 F .19.60027121958588

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 61.93872

-2

B-65
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS TWO GROUP CASES

GRADE 7 2
TEST 7 LOCATION 1 VS 2 i SulgFg CPr53-=..5 '';-*.'orE. 40 P COI4
NU MISER OF CASES 236

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 7 70.93745
OF 7 2, 230 F 7 1.054053253958235

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 5 71.58764

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2C OM MON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 7 70.93745
DP 7 1, 230. F 7 1.531367422990249

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 7 71.40976

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 7 71.40976
DP I, 231

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 7 71.78525

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 7 70.93745
1717 7 2, 230-

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 7 71.78525

MODELS VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC ENTER,. 'S

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 7 71.78525
DP 3, 232

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 7 71.78529

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6CO M MON LINEAR S:.OFES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 7 71.58764

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 7 71.81712

F 7 1.21465455142266

F 1.374408017203885

" 7 1.292744679451669` -04

DF 1, ',;.77 F e .743694861.2916997

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COM MON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 7 71A1712
DF 1, 233

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 7 7 71.81818
F 7 3.4390128704711270-03

B=66 4.0j
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F 1ALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTHRE'S CROUP CASE

-C.:RADE 3

TEST --\1....3.0 A TION ALL 3
NUM 3E FV;OF CASES 251

MODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 101.22223

.341 OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 103.07489
DF 3, 2'42 1.47433651646152

"GDEL I VS MODEL 2COM MON QUADRATIC PORTION

sUm OF SQUARES, MODE- 1 101.22213
OF 2, 242

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 102;77394
F = L854897990413136

ii,'1

.?s CURVILL.:1 SLOPES

OF SQUARES, :!.)DEL 2 3; 102.77314
Dr 3; 2, 244 ; .4008977373057911

SU!! OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 103.11156

1 VS 1?ARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

.:r a1:......_, m0DEL 101.21223
OF ; 242 F 1.129302475343359

:UM OF ST.:ARES, MODEL 3 ' 103.11165

*.!Or.)EL.: "i MOOEL 4;EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERC7PTS

1 103.11166
nF 2, 246 F 'M19539383983596

SU!.! OF SQ,.;ARES: YODEL 4 ; 103.96641

O. 71- 3 VS MODEL 5 M MON ^A SLOPES

5U' OF SQL! RES, *t: O7L , 113.974E9
OF 33. ..245 .2444535715730579

3,n1 OF soluAkzs 5 - 112 '9n53

Nopet. 6 VS MODEL 7C3.,) MON t.:3E:,11::::ncEpTs

OF SQUARES, 1,7 DEL ;50

',Um
or - 2,

OF SQUARES,
F ; .13,3250346773)3073
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE
J

C ir1504Cic...revtl` Cages -'or -7411ree. rovp
GRADE 4
TEST LOCATION 1 VS 2

Conn Sond)
NUMBER OF CASES 3.. 192

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

Sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 61.01008

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 65.50663
DF 2, 186 F 6.85426325272642

?.<.0 I_

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUH OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 61.01008
DF 1, 186 F 5.955284766058334

Sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 62.96348 4.0).$

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

suH OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 62.96348
DF 1, 187 F 4.29541632705187

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 64.40976 ? <,0O-

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .1 61.01008

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 64.40976
DF 2, 186 F 5.182262340911535

p

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 64.40976
DF 1, 188 3.074793633759848

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 65.4632

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 65.50663
DF a 1, 188 L631847035941243

SUM OF SQUARrIS, MODEL 6 z. 66.07523

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR LMTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 66.07523
DF 1, 189

SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 7 67.42497
F 3.860763859618798



82.37 Attachment B-3
(Page 9 of 13)

F VALISES-FOR SPSS lEGRESSION RESULTSTRREE GROUP CASE

-
GRA2F:
TEST LOCATED?: ALL 3

M 3ER OF CASES - 240

OOF.L VS MODEL 17CURVIL1NEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 .* 79.74839

ST,'! OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 81.42125
DF 3, 211 F 1.61521778037(1239

MODEL I VS MODEL 2COM4ON QUADRATIC PORTIOr

3.1:1 OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 79.74839
DF 2, 231

;F SCARES, MODEL 2 FP.595:.8

'io'F.L 1PARALLEL C'.7RVILINEAR SLOPES

F 1.21118951,2951543

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 -
DF 2, 233 F A5253443449257148

OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 * SO:65553

IDDEL..1 S :OOEL 1PARA: EAR SLOPES

OF SQUARES, monFL

OF SQUARES, '10D-E:

7?74111
OF * 231

3:).5555A
* .55041052197144

VS MODEL 4EQUALQU.ADRATIC INTERCEPTS

:.:! OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 iD.6555.3
DF 2, 235 F 4.4459429t33732

OF SQUIRES, MODEL 4 * F3.74444

5 VS ODE1. 6COM LENEAR SLOPES

s".;,1 OE SQUARES, MODEL 5 * S1.=.2125
DF . F .2795451979919246

.51:1 OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 31.51579

5 vs MODEL 7COM :OF LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SU'l OE SQUARES, MODEL .5 S1.5157g

3i;! DE SQUARES, MODEL 7 - S4.49617
DF 2, 236 F 4.164449550754622

.03.5
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP. CASE

GRADE 5

TEST .* LOCATION 1 lb 3
NUMBER OF CASES - 136

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 41.6895

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 43.0481
DP - 2, 130 F = 2.118255196152509

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 41.6895
DP = 1, 130 F = 1.94335024406625

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 42.31271

- MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 42.31271

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 42.31462

I.

DF 1, 131 F 5.9136532217613120-03

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1-= 41.6895
DF = 2, 130 F = .97465309010662

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 42.31462

MODELS VS MODEL 4EQUAL ,QUADRATIC LNTEReEPTS

SUM OF 'SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 42.31462
OF- 11 132

SUM OF SQUARES, tiDEL 4 = 45.36818
F - 9.525547434905477

p <.ol

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR. SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 43.0481
DP - 1, 132 F = .5953294105895486

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 43.24225

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, 140DEL 6 43.24225

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 45.83912
Di's= 1, 133 F - 7.98718.1749330805

4.01
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/
k

Attachment B-3
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP !CASE

GRADE 5
TEST - .LOCAITQN_I VB_2
NUMBER OF CASES 225

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 73.71955

SUM OF SQUARES, MODZZ. 5 75.34542
DF 2, 209

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

F 2.304726697327915
?4,10 C NS)

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 73.71955
DF 1, 209 F 1.794910440988857

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 74.35266

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 74.35266
DF 1, 210 F .05312654584247117

SUS OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 74.37147

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, :IODEL 1 a 73.71955
DF 2, 209 F .9241190430489588

SUM OF SQUARES, KOBEL 3 74.37147

MODELI VS MODEL 4 EQUAL. QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SOH OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 74.37147
DF I, 211 F .01682405901080391.1'M OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 74.3774

M 1", 3 'eS MODEL 6COMMON UNE:4R SLOPES

Sk1M OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 75.34542
DF . 1, 211 a 36648234225782596

'10M OF SQUARES. MODEL 6 a 75.155:;

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON 7..:::5CAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAREI MODEL 6 75.36916
r,F . F . 2.109616187846363D-03-

SCM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 a 75.36911

1i;tl
E--/



82.37 At:-achment ]5-3.
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE - 5
TEST LOCATION 2 VS 3

, NUMBER OF CASES 129

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 44.08774
OF 2, 123 .5039101573362578

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 44.44898

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 44;08774
OF 1, 123 F .3743476077476407

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 44.1,2192

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 .22192
DF 1, 124 F .1420526291033965

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 44.27258

MODEL 1 vs MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 44.08774
OF 2, 123 F .2578417492028401

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 44.27258

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 44.27258
DF 1, 25 7.599173122506071

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 46.96406 ?.0(

MODEL 5 'IS MODEL 6 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

/SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 44.44898
DF - 1, 125 F J., .336425042824377

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 44.56861

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7CoMHON =YEAR IN:Enc EFTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 44,56861
DF 1, 126 F 7.459166888983075

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 47.20706 ?<.oi



82.37

/.;(AOE i
TEST LOCArt,..):4

JF CASES .6 224

Attachment B--3
(Page 13 of 13)

71 FE"i3 7.Z.SULT:3T!iREE

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5DURVILIMEA.2 'IS LT.NEAR

M OF SQCARES; `!ODF,.. A 70.77789
OF 1, 215 F 1.90515221451:.739

S'-'M OF SQUARES; 101*.3... 5 A 31.18517

:"JLEL t VS IODEr. ;11.iAC4.Y".CC PORTION

S'2 1 OF SlIJARES, 'tO('
OF 2, 215 F .7/,5114011.9347

.:'/M OF SlUAtFS, '10"C 79.e4319

',LEL, 7 C:R111.1:1EA8 51...77ES

_::- OF 79.::11?
DF = 2.17 F .721541536733471

IODEL 1 3.1.z.35

:,CnEL i VS MO DEr.. 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

,ARE', MO:::L 1 79;27759
OF 4, 215 F .S1355201002Q5355

:-`1= S-ZUA4ES, MOL::1. 1 '0.485

"3 '.JOEL OR INTERCEPTS

St1 OF SQUARES, *10DEL 3

OF A 2, '214
,i1:4 OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 F.1.36.35

1.10520(19591246,31

!1 0051., 5 75 !iODEL ,1 oN LINEAR SLOPES

SOLARE3, 0 OEI, 5 = 21.1'3517
OF 2, 213 1.39218721735:1734

3UM OF SQCARES, 52.4248

A iDh..L n VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR U:TERCEPTS

;C'1 OF S;JARES, MODE'. , = 32,424.3

S:7+1 OF SQL'AiESi MODEL 7 A".3.21.541
DF 2, 220 F = 1.C.5:108413972493

l(,
B -73'



82.37

ItADE IC

TEST ETAINEES
HUMBER- OF CASES 293

I.
//

//
DF = 2,287

At aehment B-4
age 1 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-71W 0 GROUP CASE

C Moota- 1"*"

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 214.46255

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 229.84913
F - 10.29538364623567

p 01

MODEL I VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORT:

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 214.46255
DF 1, 287 j_.-1*---.-494 945808254161

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 214.83184

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PAR.ALLEl. CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 214.83184
DF 1, .288 .1355731999502512

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 214.93297

MODEL, C.VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 214.46255
DF - 2, 287

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 214.93297

MODELS VS MODEL 4- -EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 214.93297

OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 215.75729
DF I, 289

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COM MON LLNEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 229.84913
DF I, 709

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 229.93999

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 COMMON LINEAR LNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 229.93999

.3147'48388961155

= .4495284273976231

F .1142425033325201

DF '1, 290 F 4.369662275796386
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 233.40468 p t. o5

B-74
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

TRADE 1

TEST RETAINEES
NUMBER OF CASES 180

:MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 8C1/002

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 88.44191

MODEL I VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 88.17002

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 88.3601

MODEL T nom- 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUm OF =;47y71Rf,:. MODEL 1 88.3601

SUM OF Sc40,7%;:,, MOYXL 3 88.55518

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 88.17002

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 88.55518

MODEL3 VS mnDEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 88.55518

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 88.86972

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 8,8;44191

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL/ 6 88.67393

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, morgl. 6 = 88.67393

DP 2, 174 F - .2682820078752401

DF = 1, 174 F .3751152602664716

1)F 1, 175 1 .386362170255:A03

DF .., 174 F .3800489100490175

DF 1, 176 F .6251361015809561

DF I, 176 F ,4617213726890562

DF 1, 177 F .5725747127707083
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 88.96078



82.37

GRADE 2

TEST FET&INEES
NUMBER OF CASES

Attachment B -4
(Page 3 a 6)

FVALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURV/LINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 19.80247

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 21.39192

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 19.8172+7

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 20.43399

MODEL 2 VS :WEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 2 20.43399

SUM OF SQUAaR5, K.'3EL 3 . 20.56604

MODEL t VS MODEL )--pkn-LLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 . 19.80247

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 20.56604

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF'SQUARBS, MODEL 3 . 20.56604

SUM OF SQUARES, 'MODEL 4 . 20.58569

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR 'SLOPES

'SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 21.39192

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 21.46441

MODEL 6 VS JP7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 21.46441

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 21.46443

DF . 2, 78 F 3.130344345932602

DF 1, 78 F 2.48749575179258

DF 1, 79 F .5105194824897127

DF 2, 78 F . 1.503813918162734

DF 1, 80 F .07643668883265963

DF 1, 80 .2710930108190388

DF J1 F 7.547377262988555D-05

B-76
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS --TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE - 3
TEST_! RETAINEES
NUMBER OF CASES ° 53

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 ° 18.07603

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .5 . 18.3204

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 18.07603

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 ° 18.29377

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 18.29377

SUM Cr SQUARES, MODEL 3 18.33049

MODEL 1 VS 140,6(. 3- PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 18.07603

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 18.33049

MODELS VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF ° 2, 47 F .3176966955666625

DF - 1, 47 F .5661519703164911

DF - 1 48 F .09634755438600217

DF ° 2, 47 F .3308143436362967

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ° 18.33049
DF 1, 49 F 1.864356053766156

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 19.02793

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON: LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 18.3204

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 - 18;33126

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-- COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 18.33126

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 19.04657

DF - 1, 49

DF 1, 50

B-77

F .02904630903255174

F 1.951066102384671

16u



82.37 Attachment B-4
(Page 5 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS -TWO GROUP CASE'

GRADE = 4
TEST = RETALNEES
NUMBER OF CASES = 55

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 29.54656
DF = 2, 49 F = .1745797141866934

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 29.7571

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 29.54656
DF = 1, 49 F .3317959857255806

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 29.74663

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 29.74663
DF 1, 50 F = .280098955747254

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 29.91327

MODEL I VS MODEL 3- PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL / 29.54656
DF . 2, 49 F - .3040758382701734

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 29.91327

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 -EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 29.91327
DF 1, 51 F .1284322977728631

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 29.9886

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 29.7571
DF = 1, 51 F .7133840327182431

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 30.:7334

MODEL vis MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 30.17334
DF . 1, 52 F .028797607424302

JM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 30.19005

F.-78



82.37

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS TWO' GROUP CASE

GRADE + 5
TEST RETAINEES
NUMBER OF CASES 37

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 10.57715
DF a 2, 31 F 1.329490458204715

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 11.48439

Attachment B-4
(Page 6 of 6)

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 10.57715
DF 1, 31 F 2.24054400287412

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 + 11.34162

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 7 11.34162
DF 1, 12 F .7477168164688988

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 + 11.60663

MODEL I VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 + 10.57715
DF + 2, 31 1.508623778617113

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 + 11.60663

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 + 11:60663
OF 1, 33 F - 1.002001442279112

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 11..95905

MODEL 5 VS, MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 11.48439
DF + 1, 33 F 1.016258591009187

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 11.83806

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 + 11.83806 :
DF - 1, 34 F + .7680549008874771

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 + 12.10548

B-79



82.37 Attachment B-5
(Page 1 of 4)

F VALUES FORSPSSREGRESSION RESULTS=-TWO GROUP CASE

cm °AA 3 --elo+tta..)
GRADE 1-3

TEST FORMER TITLE t
NUMBER OF CASES - 374

MODEL I VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

, SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 .257.34373
DF 2, 368 F 3.63914893127569

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 262.43347 p 4.05

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF .SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 257.34373
DF 1, 368 F .5612726604996336

. SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 257.73623

mozet. 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALT.EL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 257.73623
DF 1, 369 F .2015542013631526

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 257.87701

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--FARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 1 257.34373
DF 2, 368 F .3812936106894836

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 257.87701

MODEL) VS MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 257.87701
DF 1, 370 F 9.395896516715474

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 264.42562 4.01

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 262.49347
DP 1, 370 F . 1.883671697821166

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 263.76952

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LID0.1P. WIERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES/ MODEL 6 263.76952
DF 1, 371 F _8.279572711812956

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 269.65604

B=80

'e 4.0i



82.37 At tac hole 't B-5

(Page 2.1f 4)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO GROUP 1A.53

GRADE 2-4

TEST FT2
NUMBER OF CASES ...-237

( mad- 3 71

MODEL 1 "S MODEL 3- rILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MOL7.L 1 163.14125

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 '169.97558
DF 2, 231 F 5.838537862128678

p4.40

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 163.14125
DF 1, 231 F 1.455370974538937

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 164.16909

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 '= 164.16909
' DP 1, 232 F . .9406248155484144

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 164.8347

MODEL I VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 163.14125
DF - 2, 231 F - 1.198921027024132

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 164.8347

MODZL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 164.8347

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 169.27378

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMON LINEAR SLOP'

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 5 169.97558

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 170.1337

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 170.1337

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 174.75323

DF 1, 233 F 6.274805244284108

p 4.0z5

DF 1, 233 F - .2167485470559902

DF 1, 234

B-81

F 6.3536!0217446633

? .0 2.; 5

1



82,.37 Attachment B-5
(Page 3 of -4)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS --IWO GROUP CASE

14104.1.12. (42 -+

GRADE + 3-5
TEST £13
NUMBER OF CASES + 196

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 + 152.10787

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 + 155.00454

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 152.10787

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 152.25142

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 152.25142

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 153.56063

MODEL I YS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 152.10787

SUM OF SQUARES. MODEL 3 153.56063

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

. .

OF + 2, 190 F + 1.809134859360006

DF 1, 190 F + .1793102487070539

DF + 1, 191 F 1.642409049452535

DF - 2, 190

SUM O. SQUARES, MODEL 3 153.56063
DF - 1, 192

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 155.73654

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 155.00454
DF + 1, 192

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 + 157.37

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 + 157.37
OF + 1, 193

SUM OF SQUARES, -DEL 7 - 160.12897

B-82

F - .9073310933878665

F - 2.720584826983325

1 ;1

F 2.930032371955035

F - 3.38362591345238

p<. 05



82.37 Attachment 13.-5
(Page 4 -of 4)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -NO GROUP CASE

GRADE 4-6

TEST FT4
NUMBER OF CASES . 386

(Ncsue. sicIN(0(4"..ers)

MODEL 1 iS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 291.45605
DF

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 291.58248

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 291.45609
DF

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 291.4606

2, 380 F .08239354339790524

1, 380 F 5.88013103448471712:22

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODE: 2 1 291.4606

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 291.61502

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 291.45609

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 291.61502

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 291.61502

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 291.76212

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 291.58248

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 _ 291.78916

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 1-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 291.78916

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 291.90971

DF 1, 381

DF 2, 380

DF 1, 382

DF 1, 382

DF 1, 383

B-83

.2018592564413868

\

.1036063442695592

.1926930924202762.

F .2707699035964009

F .1582329172201027
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82.37 Attachment: B-7
(Page 1 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE - K
TEST_ LANGUAGE 1YR_ _

NUMBER OF CASES 247

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS IaINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL I ..' 141;9 _74

.4- DF
SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 . 152.35 0

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 141.92474

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 141.93703

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 141.93703

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 142.16685

MODEL I VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 141.92474

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 142.16685

MODELS ;S \MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

DF

OF 1, 242. F .3918388316283639

DP

,.. 2,

= 1,

241

241

F

F

8.854042924440099

p <:-0 I

0208694410854717

SUM 0 SQUARES, MODEL 3 = !42.16685
DF

SUM OF "QUARES, MODEL 4 = 143.22249

MODEL 5 VS MODE 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 152.35302

SUM OF SQUARES, MODE:. 6 - 153.53109

MOCEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEA INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 . 153 63109

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 7 153 31554

DF =

DF

B-85

; 241 F s .2055614475672139

1, 243 F = 1.804362409380246

1, 243 2.038495922168132

1, 244 .2945354355033208



82.37 Attachment B-7
(Pag,e 2 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SpSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 1

TEST - LANGUAGE 1VR
NURSER or CASES - 422

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 302.05655

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 302.84449

MODEL 1 vs MODEL 2 COMMON QUALRATIC PORTION

Sum OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 302.05655

SUM OF soUAREs, MODEL 2 - 302.5834

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--Pt;ZALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MOL''. 2 - 302.5834

SUM Ce SQUARES, ,DDEL 3 - 302.67905

*MODEL 1 VS MOLeL 3--P7ALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUABS, MODEL 1 - 302.05655

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 302.67905

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF WARES, MODEL 3 . 302.67905

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 302.70271

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 5 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 302.84449 .

SUM OF sQuAREs,.moDEL 6 - 303.11312

MODEL MODEL 7-- COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 303.11312

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 303.12923

DF - 2, 416 F .5425855522749011

DF - 1, 416 F .7255912841486085

DF A 1, 417 F .1318)83680929046

DF - 2, 416 F .4286614542872865

DF 1, 418

DF 1, 418

7\\\

.0326744 813119821

. \

F - .370775575279;692

OF - 1, 419 F .02226921091372102



82.37 AtachmeW-. 71.:7

(Page, 3 of IF)

F VALUES FOR ,. REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO GROUP CASE

MoDeL 3 1N.erT C1))
GRADE . 2
TEST_. LANGUAGE AYR_ -_
NUMBER OF CASES 326

MODEL VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 230.7107

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 234.86725

MODEL I VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 230.7107

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 230.96968

MODEL 2.VS MODEL 3- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 230.96968

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 231.35461

MODE' 3 MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

'7QUARES, MODEL 1 = 230.7107

SUM OF SQUARE' MODEL 3 231.35461

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 231.35461

SUM CF SQUARES; MODEL 4 . 240.92157

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 234.86725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 235.58707

MC.DEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUMHOF ,OUARES, MODEL 6 235:58707

SUM OF SOUARES, MODEL 7 245.71563

8=87

OF . 2; 320 F . 1.422605791582271

DF 1, 320 F .3592100409733888

OF . 1, 321 F .5349729453666779

DF 2, 320 F ..',46557528541152

DF 1, 322

\

13.31532196397557

< Lf) f

DF = 1, 322 F . .9868640263808579

OF 323 F = 13.88669114990054 ;.

I.7



82.37

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS TwO GROUP CASE

GRADE - 3
LANGUAGE 1YR

NUMBER OF CASES 337

C.A.toPe wi-corED)

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL t 201.5595

SUM OF SQUARES, MODE. 5 - 201.90622

MODEL 17S MODEL 2- -COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

Attachment B-7
(Page 4 of 19)

DF - 2, 331 F .284690225315541

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 201.5595
DF 1; 331 F .41496625066041,26

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 201.81219

mODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CI:Fyn/NEAR SLOPES

5I121 OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 201.81219

SUM SQUARES, VD DEL 3 202.12234

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR 'SLOPES

sUm 0' SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 201;5595

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL; 1 202.12224

mODEL3 VS MODEL 4- -EQUA. QUADRATIC IN .RCEPTs

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - ,202:12234

SUM OF SQUARE8, MODEL 4 225.24022

MODEL 5 Vs MODEL 6 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 20190622

SUM-OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 - 202.12301

MODEL 5 vS MODEL 7 -- COMMON LINER INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 202.12301

SCM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 225.37371

DF - 1, 332 F .5102258529130724

DF F .462,-45125682531

DF 1, 333 F A 38.08710130705987 24 X

F < '

DF I, 333 .3575475287487481

DF I, 334 F 38.42909226416131



82.37 Attachment B-7
(Page 5 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -TWO GROUP CASE

Crioael 4 11-o-1T-fp
GRADE - 4
TEST - LANGUAGE 1YR
'rIUMEER OF CASES 200

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL I - 114.49147

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 115.54275

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

sUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 1 114.49147

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 114.62539

MODEL 2 VS MODEI 3 PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 11.4.62539

SUM OF ,SQUARES; MODEL 3 - 114.90892

MODEL I VS MODET. 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPE!'

SUM OF SQUARES,-MODEL I - 114.49147

SUM OF SQUARES, NOFSL - 2

m00EL3 VS MODE,. 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 114.90892

sUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 121.74875

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MCDEL 5 = 115.64275

Sum SQUARES, MODEL 6 117.4012

MODEL 6 vs MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, moCEL 6 - 117.4012

SUM OF S'6U , MODEL 7 - 126.23955

DF 2, 194 .9753928393093388

DF I, 194 F .2269206605522632

OF 1, 195 F .4823394712114029

DF - 2, 194 .3536739461900544

DF 1, !I., F 11.6666894C931652

p < . 0 1 t< 5rt

'OR - 1, 196 F 2;980351853940257

DF 1, 197 F 14.83081050278873

B-8 9



82.37 Attachment B-7
(Page 6 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 5

TEST LANGUAGE 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES 237

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 137.162

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 137.32417

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 137.162

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 137.32208

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SrN OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 137.32208

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 138.78585

HTFL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 137.162

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 138.78535

MODEL:3.17S MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

OFSQUES, MODEL--3 . 138.78585

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 138.82941

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 137.32417

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 - 139.41429

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-- COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; mopel. 6 . 139.41429

SU7COF SQUARES, MODEL 7 139.63718

DF 2, 231 F .1365584855863896

OF 1, 231 F .269597118735511

DF 1, 232 F 2.472979145087229

231 F 1.367395306280166

1:1;:* m 1, 233 F .07313051006281031

DF 1, 233 F - 3.546338273881428

Cts15)

DF 1, ..34 .3741098563138679

B -90



-82. 37 Attachment B-7
(Page 7 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -7,40,GROUP CASE

(Mc Du_ 5 PLOT-et)
GRADE 6

TEST - LANGUAGE IYR___
NUMBER OF CASES - 222

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-- CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 118.21372
DF - 2, 216 .

F .7281753759208314

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 11901076

MODEL 1 VSMODEL 2 COITION QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 118.21372 gr

DF 1, 216 F + 7.08953241637041D-03

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 118.2176

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL CURVILINEAR 'SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 118.2176

S'..,;0 OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 121.97337

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 118.21372

SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 121.97337

MOOEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 121.97337

3UM OF SQUARES; MODEL 4 - 144.06507

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMm."4 LINEAR SLJPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 119.01076

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 122;06991

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAES, MODEL 6 - 122.06991

SUM ov SQUARES, MODEL 7-- 146.17224

DF - I, 217 F 6.894034114194841

DF 2, 216 F 3.43481450376487:
? or

DF 1, 218 F + 39.48395129199103

.01

DF = i. 218 F 5.603650459840772

< CIS

OF 1, 219 F 43,24087950912719

< , C) I
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P VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESi1LTS-77W0 GROUP CASE

(--iodei 1 75441rrb)
GRADE I

TEST MATH 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES 443

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-- CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES,'MODEL 1 81.15861

SUs OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 82.31955

MODEL I VS MODEL 2-- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 81.15861

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 2;. 82,.24751

MODZL 7 VSsAODEL 3 PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 . 82.24751

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 . 81.05067

MODEL 1 MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOP

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 81.15;61

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 83.06067-
MODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC EgTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 83.06067

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 93.37527

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM 0, SQUARES, MODEL 5 82.3195:

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 83.07454

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 83.07454

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 93.3834

DF 2, 437 F 3.125551189208386

DF - 1. ., F - 5.863201698501237

-p<

DF 1, 438 F 4.3303c.3467230801

Q5-

- 2. 437 F 50208:8195725626

DF . 1, 439 F y 54.51568594378062

? (

DF 1, 439 F - 4.02 -458

DF 1, 440. F 54.60034325799457

p c



82.37 Attachment B-7
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C ,,i.UES FOR SiSS !TSULTSTWO GROUP CASE

I rn6OLL6 94..../Trt.D)

GRADE 2

TEST " MATH 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES "

MODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 72.15357

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 72.34528

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.15357

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 72.32654

MODEL 2 VS MObEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 " 72.32654

GUM OF QUARES, MODEL 3 - 72.33092

/ MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, KO3EL 1 " 72.15357

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 72.33092

HODEL3 VS MODEL 4E;7.7AL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 72.33092

SUM OF SQUARES MODEL 4 - 7419489

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODk,L 3 " 72.34528

SUM OF SQUARES-, :MODEL 6 - 7235394

'MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

DF 2, 336 .4463712606320115

DF 1, 336 P - .8054753215953113

DE.'" 1, 337 F - .02040827613212231

OF 'm 2, 336 .412935908784f -14

DF I, 338 F 8.110270241274402

< 0 I

DF 1, 338 V .04980394021558682

SUM OF SOVAXES; MODEL 6 - 72.35594
- I; 339 8.796503507521301/

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 m 7423346

13 -93

/
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

pientri I -PLISTrth)
GRADE = 3
TEST = MATE! 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES . 316

MODEL I VS MODEL 5 CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 98.32596

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 101.54096

KIDEL I VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 98.32596

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 99.61403

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 99.61403

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 101;36382

MODEL I VS MODEL 1PARALLEL 1.7.EAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 98.32396

SUM OF .1'ES, MUDL1 3 101.36382

MODEL3 VS MODEI 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM 00 SQUARE:, MO EL 3 . ,j1.15382

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 101;54096

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 102.48881

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

;UM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 = 102.48881

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 110.731e

DF 2, 310 F 5.068091885398322

p<,o

. 1, 310 4.060999750388811

p<,

DF 311

DF = 2, 310

F 5.462932179312573

P <, C>vZ 5

1.

F = 4.788850269043903

Di = 1, 312 F 24.86287119013471

DF = 1, 312 F = 2.912412882446651

DF = 1, 313

-34

N5

25.1734142488336

< I
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGR.SSION RESULTS NO GROUP CASE

7/?;.','T 75)

GRADE 4

TEST MATH IYR
NUMBER OF CASES . 210

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF Sr MODEL 1 - 58.21002

SUM OF YODEL 5 58.25553

MODEL 1 VS MODL- :.COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUN OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 58.21002

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 58.22064

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 58.22064

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 58.77307

MODEL 1.1,s MODEL 3PNRALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 58.21002

SUM OF SQUARFS, MODEL 3 58.77307

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 58.77307

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 4 - 62.40593

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES
. .

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 58.255f,3

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 59.64261

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS .

DF o .".% 204

DF 1, 204

DF I, 205

F .07974606433738036

F .03721833457538857

. 1.945154673668992

DF .:2, 204 F .9366187986192062

DF a 1, 206 F 12.73319838490656

<.01

OF 1, 206' F 4.904915979650338

( °

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 59.64251
OF . 1, 207 F 7 13.77579552605092

SUM SF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 63.61181

B -95

J.
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F. VALUES FOR-SISS,REORESSION RESULTS--71C L.:;!:UP CASE

GRADE 5

TEST_- MATH IYR
NUMEER.OF CASES 237

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS ...7.:1EAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 72.S214

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL .5 . 73.o0t46

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

sun OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 . 72.99334

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 73.0051

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILI"-kR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 a 73.00591

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 73.40918

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 72.99334

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.41'918

.IODEL3 VS MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, YODEL 3 . 73.40918

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 73.41212

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 73.00646

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 73.53519

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 73.53519

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 '7.554-

DF 2, 231 F .02076025018173

DF 1, 231 F .03977993060736835

DF I, 232 F ° 1.281521454906873

DF . 2, 231

DF 1, 233

DF 1, 233

OF a 1, 234

B.-96

F .6579986612477266

9.3315304707029070-03

F 1.6874409470066

.06208374521097314



82;37 Attachment B=7
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F VALUES FOR SPSSREGRESSION RESULTS-IWO GROUP CASE

°44" .fir*4.eci)GRADE = 6
TEST = SAM 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES = 229

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR \

SUS OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.72638000000001
DF

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 81.70209
- 2, 223 F = 1.347659402044288

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2- COMMON QUADRATI..! PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.71638000000001
DF = 1, 223 F-0 2.320707307821794

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = Si 'J:648

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CUE 7 ',NEAR SLOPES,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = ' .56648
DF . 1, 224 F = .01661466818232714

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = A1.57253

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 80.72638000000001 1

DF\= 2, 223 F = 1.168709968166537
SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 31.57253

SODEL3 VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 81.57253
DF = , 225 F = 13.92488071658437

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 = 8662092 < 4)1

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MC'EL 5 = 81.70209
DF = 1, 225 F = .145736785S'55457

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81.75501

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7- COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS:-

SUM OP SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 81.75501

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 87.46946
DF = 1,226' F = 15.79677746966211

1 S u

B-97
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

016411 2 -?iCrtr-d

GRADE = 1

TEST READING 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES 415

MODEL I VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I = 149.7863

SUM OF SQUARES. 5 = 151.76037

MODEL I 2.:OMMON QUADRATIC PORTION ./

SUM OF SNARES, MODEL I . 149.7863

SUM_OF SQUARES, YODEL 2 = 149.86976

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 149.86976

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 154.04437

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-*PARALLEL LINEAR 'SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 149.78( !

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 154.04437

MODEL3 VS mODE.. 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 = 154.04437

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 159.41569

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 . 151

SUM OF sQuARis; MODEL 6 = 154.

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7 -COteloN LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL o . 154.58005

SUM. OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 . 160.1032

DF = 2, 409 F = 2.69515513100998

DF = 1, 409 F = .2278922705214091

DF = 1, 410 F 11.42051672065132

? <.0

DF = 2, 409 F 5.813450996519713

°

DF = 1, 411 F = 14.3':,101722575125

<:I t

411 F 7.636305051180353

DF = 1, 412 - .720772E2935282

, s)

iJ
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-NO GROUP CASE

(t1oct-00 3 plod -e4
GRADE 2

TEST = READING_IYR
NUMBER OF CASES 313

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 107.35307

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 111;55769

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 = 107.35307

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 107.86689

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUAKhS, MODEL 2 - 107.86689

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 108;06371

MODEL I VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL I - 107.35307

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 108;06371

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4- -EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 108;06371

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 110,53603

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-- COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL S - 111;55769

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 112.16885

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 112.16885

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 114.23306

DF = 2, 307 F = 6.012023410229435

DF = 1, 307 F = 1.46938266413805

DF = 1, 308 F = .5619941392581241

DF = 2,%307 F - 1.016116632714832

DF - 1, 309 F 7.06941192376238

E, cl

OF I, 309 F = 1.692832112246149

DF = 1, 310 F = 5.704837840452138
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--TWD GROUP CASE

(Moe 5 -1,164-4

GRADE - 3
TEST = READING 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES - 316

MODEL I VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR:VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 113.19111
DF - 2, 310 F = 1.177763872092375

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 . 114.05119

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-- COMMON QUADRATIC PORT1JN

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 - 113.19111
DF 1, 310 F 1.219118709941091

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 - 113.63625

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 . 113.63625
DF 1, 311 F .5902462462462494

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 113.85192

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 . 113.19111
DF . 2, 310

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 113;85192

MODEL3 VS `)DEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 - 113.85192
DF - 1; 312

SUM OF SQUARES, MOM. 4 114.78D29

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 114:05119

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 115.46321

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 115.46321

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 116.50488

B-100

DF 1, 312

DF = 1, 313

1 &

F .9046904105631637

F = 2.544106766051896

F 3.362741293102789

F 2.82378005946655!
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 4

READING_1YR
NUMEER OF CASES = 194

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 = 61.94336

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 63.0774

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2-- COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 61.94336

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 62.45533

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-- PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 . 62.45533

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 62.47785

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 61.94336

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 62.47785

HODEL3 VS MODEL 4 -EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 . 62.47785

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 . 62.72593

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 = 63.0774

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 . 64.06772

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 64.06772

SUM OF SQUARES; YODEL 7 . 64.51514

B-101

DF 2, 188

DF 1, 188

DF 1, 189

DF . 2, 188

F = 1.720923114277301

F 1.553844673585678

F .06814918758735272

F .8110967826091461

DF 1, 190 F .7544305701940753

DF 1; 190 F - 2.983014518670717

DF . 1, 191 F 1.333857674348328

1



8'2.37

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS--rWO GROUP CASE

(13644 Rod/su-S2. 5
GRADE m,5
TEST READING 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES 238

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 1 - 72.08808

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 - 73.18757

DF - 2, 232

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.08808
DF 1, 232

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 - 72.87424

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 72.87424
DF 233

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73.20073

MODEL I VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 72.08808
DF 2, 232

SUM OF SQUARES, 400EL 3 - 73.20073

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 73'.20073

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 73.20871

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--CommON LINEAR SLOPES

SUm OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 73.18757

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 74:49335

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-- COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 74.49335

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 74.71325

DF 1, 234

Attachment B-7
(Page 18 of 19)

F 1.769236189949849

F 2.530087082358139

F 1.043882859018495

F 1.790412506478187

F .02550958166673981

DF - 1, 234 F 4.174923692643444

f < c5

DF - 1, 235 F .6937377631694601

B-102 94.
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(Page 19 of 19)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS - -'NO GROUP CASE

6eLL-a ' 'lo+fe&)
GRADE - 6
TEST = READING 1YR
NUMBER OF CASES 224

MODEL I VS MODEL 5--CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 75.50181
DF = 2, 218

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 77.62613

MODEL I VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

F 3.066825550274884

<.°5

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 75.50181
DF = 1, 218 F 2.116426083030324

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 76.23481

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 76.23481
DF 1, 219 2.834209201806889

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 77.22141

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3--PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 75.50181
DF 2, 218 F 2.482541809262533

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 3 77.22141

MODELS VS MODEL 4--EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 77.22141
'DF 1, 220 .2867753-904001481

SUM OF SQUA.RES, MODEL 4 77.32207

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6 COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 77.62513
DF I, 220 F 12.25684701787916

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 - 81.95091

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 81:95091

SUM CF SQUARES, MODEL 7 84.90223

C.o I

DF - I, 221 7.95893199965687

B7103
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTWO GROUP CASE

GRADE - K-2
TEST SWPMLANG
NUMBER OF CASES - 101

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5 CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES,.' MODEL I 130.94725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 132.17943
DF 2, 95 F .4469628037244003

MODEL I VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL t 130.94725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 131.5354
DF 1, 95 F .4266928095091743

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 131.5354

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 131.96378
DF - I, 96 F .3126495224859598

MODEL I VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES.

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I 130.94725

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 131.96378
DF 2, 95 F .3687376023551466

MODELS VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC DITF.RCEPTS

Slim OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 131.96378
DF I, 97

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 4 134.17117

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6CO M MON L" TEAR SLOPES

F 1.622542412774172

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 2. 132.17943
DF I, 97 F .292204770439697

SUM OF SQUARES, :c3DEL 6 132.57761

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 700 M M ON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

S. OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 132.57761

Um OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 134.79182
DF I, 98 F = 1.636721162796645

B-104
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS-TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE -K--2
TEST P H-M ATH
NUMBER OF CASES 100.

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5-CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SLIM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 34.80312
DF 2, 94 F .967546013116065

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 35.51958

MODEL I VS MODEL 2-COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 34.80312
DF 1, 94 F 1.918265373909009

SUM :Ogr SQUARES; MODEL 2 35.51335

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL CURVILLNEAR SLOPES

SU!! OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 35.51335
DF .3 1,

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 35.54565
95 F .08640412689875362

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3-PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARF.S, MODEL 1 - 34.80312
DF 2, 94 F 1.002752339445428

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 35.54565

MODELS VS MODEL 4-EQUAL QUADRATIC FNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 35.54565
DF 1, 96 F 2.667533158065758

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 36.53335

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6-COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 35.51958
DF 1, 96 F .08491992303963235

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 35.551

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7-COMMON LINEAR DITERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 35.551
DF'- 1, 97 F 2.692731568732242

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 - 36.5379

1

B=105
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F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTST40 GROUP CASE

01 ocibri
ci,10.(4 ect .)

ocs:.1
GRADE ° K-2
TEST ° SWPM
NUMBER OF CASES - 402

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 49.70974

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 50.23084

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL I - 49.70574

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 49.79537

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 49.79537

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 50.26756

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 49.70974

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 a 50.26756

MODELS VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 ° 50.26756

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 51.76273

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 50 23084

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 50.6762

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 50.6762

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 °, 52.17452

DF v 2, 96 F .5031770433721856

DF - 1, 96 F - .1653696036229539

DF 1, 97 F .9198130267934538

DF ° 2, 96 F .5386340785520152

7

DF - I, 98 F a 2.914934800E93461

p , o civ)

DF 1, 98 F .8688940897663649

OF 1, 99 F n 2.927087666399611

11,==106



82.37 Attachment 8=-43
(Page 4 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTS=-TWO GROUP CASE

GRADE 1-3

TEST SWPM
NUMBER OF CASES = 84

MODEL I VS MODEL 5 CURVILINEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 56.72787

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 - 56.79929

MODEL 1 VS ,MODEL 2--COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 56.72787

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 2 56.73855

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL CURVILINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 = 56.73855

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 = 57.1226

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 3 PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF .SQUARES, MODEL 1 56.72787

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL ,3 57.1226

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4 EQUAL QUADRATIC INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUAxtS, MODEL 3 57.1226

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 58.18126

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6--COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 56.79929

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 = 57.13631

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7--COMMON LINEAR INTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 = 57.13631

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 = 58.20925

DF 2, 78 F - .04910073302593519

DF 1, 78 F .01468484538552309

DF 1, 79 F .5347325583752131

OF - 2, 78 F n, .271374017744717

DF = 1, 80

OF 1, 80

OF 1, 81

B-107

F = 1;482649599282945

F ;4746819898629025

F - 1.521080902844444

1 9 u



82.37 Attachment B -8

(page 5 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTti 0 GROUP CASE

(7106-129- Cf ("Vo410-41
GRADE - 1-3
TEST StiPM-LANG
NUMBER OF CASES - 83

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILVEAR VS LLNEAR

Slim OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 87.01667

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 88.75492
DF 2, 77 F .7690 7321 225 51924

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2 COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 87.01667
DF 1, 77 F 1.143655692639124

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 - 88.3091

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL k URVILLNEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 88.3091
DF 1, 78 F .3121709993647309

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 88.66253

MODEL VS MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL' 1 - 87.01667

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 88.66253
DF = 2, 77

MODEL] VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC LNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 88.66253
DF 1, 79

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 4 - 96.21899

MODEL 5 IS MODEL 6COMMON LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 38.75492
DF 1, 79

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 88;9698

MODEL 6 IS MODEL 7 COMMON LINEAR DITERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 6 - 88.9698
DF 1, 80

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 7 96.70617

F - .7282008148553608

F 6.732949533472595

.1912628618221561

F 6.956400936047961
< 0



82.37 AttaOhment B-8
(Page 6 of 6)

F VALUES FOR SPSS REGRESSION RESULTSTW 0 GROUP CASE

GRADE 1-3
TEST SWPM-MATH
NUMBER OF CASES a 77

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 5CURVILLNEAR VS LINEAR

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 44.57242
DF 2, 71 F .5162313376747331

SUM OF SQUARES, MOCEL 5 45.22058

MODEL 1 VS MODEL 2COMMON QUADRATIC PORTION

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 r 4;4.57242
DF .. 1, 71 F .. .8418865298316781

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 45.10094

;

MODEL 2 VS MODEL 3PARALLEL CURVILLNEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 2 s 45.10094
DF 1, 72 F .4339386274432431

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 45.37276

MODEL 1 '/S MODEL 3PARALLEL LINEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 1 - 44.57242
DF 2, 71 F .6374361095942306

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 - 45.37276

MODEL3 VS MODEL 4EQUAL QUADRATIC LNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 3 45.37276

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 4 45.45725
DF 1, 73 F .1359355260733514

MODEL 5 VS MODEL 6COMMON LLYEAR SLOPES

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 5 45.22058
DF 1; 73

SUM OF SQUARES, MODEL 5 . 45.50005

MODEL 6 VS MODEL 7COMMON LINEAR LNTERCEPTS

SUM OF SQUARES; MODEL 6 a 45.50005

SUM OF SQUARF.S, MODEL 7 45.56804

F - .4511510024860361

VIP

DF I, 74 F e .1105770213439326

B=109
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Attachment B-9
(Page i of 7)

GRADE K - LANGUAGE

(Two Program CompariSons)

Models Compared SS Error

148.8573
149.7974

148.8573
151.1125

r

1;4147

1.6968

Prob

.2351

.1858

2 149.7974 1.4679 .2275

3 150;7747

148.8573 2 1.4426 .2387

150.7747

3 150.7747 .0025 .9597

150.7764

151.1125 .0049 .9442

151.1158

151.1158 .0058 .9393

151.1196



S2.37 Attachment B -9
(Page 2 of 7)

GRADE 1 - READING

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error

179.6342
180.6073

179.6342
181.9598

F

1.2892

2.0542

Prob

.2765

.1050

2 180.6073 1.7429 .1762

3 181.9244

1 179.6342 1.5171 .1962
3 181.9244

181.9244 .5739 .5637
182.3594

181.9598 2.4034 .0913
183.7858

6 183.7858 .6338 .5310
7 184.2702



82.37 Attachment
(Page 3 of 7)

GRADE 2 - READING

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error F Prob

1 90.6641 .9211 .3994

2 91.2303

1 90.6641 .6370 .5921

5 91.2514

2 91.2303 1.5207 .2203

3 92.1645

90.6641 1.2205 .3023

92.1645

92.1645 1.0521 .3505

92;8131

5 91.2514 1.6857 .1871

6 92.2837

6 92.2837 1.0288 .3586

7 92.9167

B- 11 2



82.37 Attachment B79
(Page 4 of 7)

GRADE 3 - READING.

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error .F Prob

1, 98.5679 .7394 .4784
2 99.0903

1 98.5679 .4961 .6855

5 99.0937

99.0903 .0817 .9216
99.1479

98.5679 .4104 .8012

99.1479

99.1479 2.7198 .0673

101.0537

99.0937 .1186 .8883

99.1771

6 99.1771 2.8534 .0596*

7 101.1700

*(Plotted Model 6 - almost significant at .05 level.)

2 ti

B-113



82.37 Attachment B-9
(Page 5 of 7)

GRADE 4 - READING

(Three Group Comparisons)

Models Compared' SS Error

86.1079
87.1884

F

1.4934

Prob

.2266

1 86.1079 1.1470 .3302

5 87.3528

87.1884 .5655 .5689

87.5993

1 86.1079 1.0306 .3921

3 87.5993

87.5993 .4892 .6137

87.9535

5 87.3528 1.8852 .1542

6 88.7194

6 88.7194 .0364 .9643

7 88.7460

B=1.14



82.37 Attachment B -9
(Page 6 of 7)

GRADE 5 = READING

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error F Ptah

1 106.9811 1.7846 .1698

2 108.2289

1

5

6
7

*(Model 5 plotted.)

106.9811 2.4444 .0636

109.5449

108.2289 2.3312 .0988

109.8672

106.9811 2.0638 .0855

109.8672

109.8672 5.1415 .0066

113.5117

109.5449 4.5754 .0112 *

112.7890

112.7890 4.9250 .0079

116.3612

I3=-115

2U-i



82.37 Attachment B-9
(Page 7 of 7)

GRADE 6 - READING

(Three Program Comparisons)

Models Compared SS Error P Prob

92.3734 .5951 .5523
92.8097

1 92;3734 1.8654 .1353
5 94.4248

2

3

*(Model 6 plotted.)

92.8097 1.1775 .3097
93.6702

92.3734 .8844 .4738
93.6702

9?6702 2.9779 .0527
95.8495

94.4248 1.6226 .1994
95.6264

95.6264 4.0213 .0193*
98.6189

B-116
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Appendix C

CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORTS
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instrument Descriptimu_ Chapter 1 Service Report

3rief detCrittiOd Of :he imstrume= Three types_of Service Reports were used:

K-6 Chapter 1 students (except Allison and Becker). were counted thrbugh a
computer-generated roster on Which Chapter 1 schools were asked in the fall to

indicate which students were served by Chapter. 1 and whether the student was

served in the dIastroom; lab, or both. In the spring,corrections to that roster

were collected.
Nonpublid SChOOIS Were surveyed (as part of the low-income survey of nenpublic

schools) in ihe fall. Pretest achievement test scores were collected at that

time. These survey reports were then updated in the spring:

N & D institutions were surveyed in the fall (as part of the low-income survey)

and again in the spring. The spring service report included idfOrtation on

student progress.

.
Prekindergarten students Were counted at the time of PPVT-R testing in the fall and

spring.

To whom was theinstrument admipListered?"
Each Chapter 1 school or institution:_ 24 AISD schoolS (not counting Allison and

Becker; Wh6 Were Counted using Student Masterfile Records), 3 nonpublic schools,

and N & D institutions.

How many times was the instrument-administered?

Twice.

When was the instrument administered?
In November and May.

Where was the instrument administered? -

Report fOrtS Were tailed to each school, where they were completed and returned.

Who administered the instrument? _

The reports r:ere dor/pieced by varict:s school staff members -- usually the secretary

or Chapter 1 contact perSon.

What traiditg did the ac-t4disCracors-have?-
Written instructions for completing the reports were provided.

Was --the idstm-dment-administered Tinder atandardired condi:tons?

No;

Were the croblems with-they-inae.rmeenc ot-h-e-admimistratid- that miaht

affect the vaIiditv of the data?

The personnel completing the forms_wereoften employed by the program being

evaluated: subjective ratings were asked for on the N & D service report.

co instrument:1

ORE staff members deVelOped all the instruments.

'hat ability end-valid-1:v data are available on :he imscr.dment?

None.

Are -shere-tornita aVatIeble ftt a^ - 6 --- ."-=2 :he results?

No although data from pr6rious years are Available for comparisons.
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CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORTS

Purpose

Information from three service reports--the AISD Chapter 1 Service Report,
the Chapter 1 Service.Report for nonpublic schools and the Chapter 1 Service
Report for N & D institutions=-was used to answer the following decision
and evaluation questions' from the Chapter 1 Evaluation Design for 1982=83.

Decision -Question-D-1-: Should the Chapter 1 Reading improvement
Program be modified? If so; how?

Evaluation-Question D1 -2 :: How many students were
served at each grade in the following ways:

a) in the classroom only;
b) in the reading center or lab only; and
c) both the classroom and reading lab?

Decision Question D4: Should the N & D and non-public school
Chapter 1 components be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation- Question- =D4-2: How many students are
served by Chapter,1 in:

a) non-public schools; and
b) N & D institutions?

Summary By Component

Prekindergarten

Data on the number of students enrolled in the Chapter 1 prekindergarten

program are shown in Figure C-1. These data were collected from the PPVT-R
testing (See Appendix A), but the test forms'were supplemented by information

from the Student attendance data collected by theinstructional coordinator

for the program. Thia additional information indicated that there was one
student at Sims who entered the program after the fall PPVT-R testing and

withdrew prior to the PPVT-R spring testing. This student was added to the

counts of students served; and is included, in the totals in Figure C-1 below.

SohooL___ Students Served

Blackshear 16

Brown 20

Campbell 16

Maplewood 8*

Norman 16

Pecan Springs 17

Ortega 8*
Rosewood 17

Sims 17

TOTAL 135

*One-half of these two claSsea was served by the Migrant Program. The teacher

was split-funded.

Figure C-I. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AT EACH CAMPUS.
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bl±

Information concerning students served by Chapter 1 in_the three participating
nonpublic schools was obtained in the fall, and updated in the spring, Forms
and correspondence sent.to these schools are contained imAttathtent C-1; In

addition-to information about which students were served by the Chapter 1

program; pre- and posttest percentile scores were obtained on students who

were served..

AS shown in Figure C-2, 75 students were served in reading and 65 students

were served in math; across grades K-6; HoWever; some students were served
in'both reading and math, with a total of 91 individuals that weie_actually
served. The number of students served by each school is stioWn in Figure C-3.

Figure_C-4 summarizes the achievement gains of students in reading and math
by grade level. yercentile stores were converted to NCE's for this table.
TheSe figures are difficult to interpret because of the small "N's" at each
grade, but Are contained in Figure C-4.

St; Mary's
St. Austin's
St. Ignatius'

Number of Student; Served In
Readin Math

46 38

11 9

18 17

Total 75 64

Figure C-2. NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE NONPUBLIC SCHOOL

COMPONENT IN READING AND MATH, BY CAMPUS.

(DUPLICATED COUNT.)

Number

St. Mary's 49

St. Austin's 18

St. Ignatius' 24

91

Figure C-3. UNDUPLICATED COUNT OF STUDENTS SERVED BY

CHAPTER 1 AT EACH CAMPUS;

N D Institutions

As shown in Figure C-5, a total of 57 students were served by the N & D

component. This number is larger than the number for the previous year,

when 44 students were reported as being served. Part of the reason for

this increase is that Spectrum/Turning Point was able to serve five students

in 1982-83 with materials purchased with Chapter 1 funds. In 1981-82, funds

C-4



Grade

1-

2

3

4

5

6

X NCE Reading 2 NCE - Math

Pretest Posttest Gain -Pretes-t Posttest --___Gaim____
4.88

(S.D.=9.87)
51.92

(S.D.=17.44)
s

47.04
(S.D.=15.14)

N=14

13.46

(S.D.=13.38)
35.70

(S.D.=11.61)
22.24

(S.D.=10.12)
N=13

27.35 45.17 17.82 21.75 44.21 22.46

(S.D.=10.09) (S.D.=11.86) (S.D.=15.91) (S.D.=11.29) (S.6.=21.75) (S.D.=23.29)

N=13 N=10

30.19 40.74 10.55 28.57 54.73 26.17

(S.D.=8.62) (S.D.=11.57) (S.D.=9.74) (S.D.=8.95) (S.D.=15.28) (S.D.=17.17)

N=10 N=6

33.00 33.58 . 8 29.73 37.70 7.97

(S.D.=3.49) (S.D.=4.58) (S.D.=6.44) (S.D.=6.55) (S.D.=10.75) (S.D.=10.84)

N=11 N=10

27.38 29.22 1.83 68.46 29.82 -38.64

(S.D.=11.89) (S.D.=17.40) (S.D.=7.96) (S.D.=96.25) (S.D.=10.22) (S.D.=93.00)

N=6 N=5:

28.68 33.83 5.15 31.17 44.80 13.6

(S.D.=10.35) (S.D.=14.59) S.D.=7.66) (S.D.=7.11) (S.D.=14.49) (S.D.=17.27)

N=13 N=12

31.50 14.63 =16.87 , 31.18 34.63 3.45

(S.D.=7.48) (S.D.=5.17) (S.D.=7.05) (S.D.=5.90) (S.D.=11.87) (S.D.=10.78)

N=3 N=4

Figure C-4. NCE GAINS FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS IN READING AND MATH.



appropriated for that institution Were not expended before the end of the

school year;

Subjective progress ratings; made by administrators_or staff members familiar

with the students, were also obtained. (The forms and correspondence concern-

ing students served by the N & D component are contained in Attachment C -2.

Information collected in the fall with one form was updated and expanded

in the spring.) The Summary of these ratings is contained in Figure C -6.

The most frequent response was that students made "some progress;" while

the second most frequent response is that students made "much progress."

In the absence of a control or comparison grOup:it i8 difficult to tell

whether the progress was due to Chapter 1 participation.. However; admin-

istrators of the institutions felt the program was helpful (see also

Appendix G;)

Institution Number Served

Settlement Club Home 11

Junior Helping Hand Home 21

Salado House 20

Spectrum/Turning Point 5

57

Figure C -5 NUMBER OF STUDENTS SERVED BY THE N & D
COMPONENT AT EACH INSTITUTION.

Rating Frequency

No Progress 4

Little Progress 11

Some Progress 20

Much Progress 15

Very Much Progress -T
57

Figure'? C-6. SUMMARY OF STAFF RATINGS MADE
CONCERNING STUDENT PROGRESS
WHILE SERVED BY CHAPTER 1.

(continued on next page)

2f
C-6
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One concern to be addressed by the more extensive evaluation of the N & D
component conducted in 1982-83 was the amount of turnover in the student
populations served by the various institutions. Figure C-7 below indicates
that there is a wide variation.in the length of time students remain in the
institutions, with some students remaining for an extended period, while
others remain only a short time.

Number of Days Number of Students

0-30 2

31-60 16.

61-90 11

91-120 4

121-150 13

151+
57

Figure C-7. NUMBER OF N & D STUDENTS SERVED FOR DIFFERENT
LENGTHS OF TIME (NUMBER OF WEEKDAYS BETWEEN
"STARTING" AND "ENDING" DAYS OF SERVICE).

Regular-AMIapt-ar_l_Readinl Improvement Program.

Information on which students were served by the regular Chapter 1 program
was collected with the Fall Service Report (see Attachment C-3). This_

information was updated with the Spring Service Report (Attachment C-4).
Data on the number of students served at each school are presented in
Figures C-8 to C-9. (Data are also presented for each grade level.)

Information concerning the location in ihich Chapter 1 service was given
(lab, classroom, or both) was also collected with the Service Reports.
However, the distinction between locations or settings may not have always
been easy for school staff to make - -if students are served at a table
right outside the door of their regular classroom; is this a "lab" or
"pullout" getting? How does it differ from a setting in which that same
table is moved inside the door? Nevertheless, summary data on the location
of service are presented in Figures C-10 to C-13 for comp'rison to previous
years. Figures C-14 and C-15 summarize the data for the year as a whole.



SCHOOL K 01

101 ALLISON 90 118

102 ANDREWS 38 39

104 BECKER 91 138

105 BLACKSHEAR 24 1

108 BRUOKE 1 0

109 BROWN 28 27

.110' RRYKER WOODS 3 19

111 CAMPBELL 35

112 CASIS 0 39

114 DAWSON 0 43

116 GOVALLE 42 99

122 MAPLEWOOD 18 19

124 METZ 8 49

125 OAK SPRINGS 0 93

126 ORTEGA 0 0

127 SANCHEZ 0 54

129 PECAN SPRINGS 0

133 RIDGETOP 0

,39

8

134 ROSEDALE 0 0

135 ROSEWOOD 3531
139 SIMS 33 31

141 WALNUT CREEK 10 0

142 ALLAN 0 _82

145 ZAVAI.A 27 1

150 NORMAN 1 47

152 WOOLDRIDGE , .0 0

151 WINN 0 38

TrITALS 490 1016

2L)

02

88

7

117

0

0

17

5

32

23

49

20

35

29

0

33

_22

8

0

O.__

11

.0

46

0

16

0

28

602

GRADE
co

03 04 05

99 0 0

15 20 22

97 97 84

0 30 44

0 29 27

16 13 7

14 0 0

0 21 47

22 0 0

36 24 43

36 0 0

14 14 13

40 0 0

53 0 0

0 /8 13

30 0 0

13_ 0 0

7 7 7

0 13 15

9 0

13 0, 0

0 13 33

45, O. 0

0 11 21

29 0 0

0 35 57

27 38 0

616 389 433

04 TOTAL

0 395

25 161

78 708

34 133

76_
13 121

0 41

27 131__
0 93

39 208

0 226

18 116

0 132

0 175

15 46

0 117

0 14

6 43

15 43

0 88

29 85

0 173

18 78

.0 93

.27. _...119

0 131

363 3909

Figure G-8. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL

SERVED IN FALL 1982,43

21



SCHOOL

101

102

ALLISON

ANDREWS

97

40

129

34

104 BECKER 108 148

105 BLACKSHEAR 22 1

108 BROOKE 1 0

109 BROwN 30 28

110 BRYKER WOODS 3 18

111 CAMPBELL 33 3

112 CASIS 0 37

114 DAWSON 0 43

116 GOVALLE 49 .100

122 MAPLEW000 21 20

124 METZ 8 54

125 (JAK SPRINGS 0 94

n 126 ORTEGA 0 0

1 127 SANCHEL 0 51

129 PECAN SPRINGS 0 48

133 klOGETOP 0 8

134 ROSEDALE 0 0

135 ROSEWOOD 41

139 SIMS 35 30

141 WALNUT CREEK 10 0

142 ALLAN 0 82

145 ZAVALA 30 0

150 NORMAN 1 52,

152 WOOLORIDGE 0 0

157 WINN 0 41

TOTA1 S 529 1060

2ij

GRADE m
t.)

TOTAL_ ca

95 106 0 0

8_ .1.1.t23 24

130 105 98 90

0 0 34 42

0 0 _31 21
17 16 11 5

4 12 0 0

0 0 24 48

34 22 0 0

25 35 25 43

47 36 0 0

21 16 16 12

41 38 0 0

28 55 0 0_

0 .427

167

81 760

37 136

21 80

13 120

0 37

28 136

0 93

42 213

0 232::

21 127

0 141

0..._ 177-:

0 0 19 16 15 50

34

19

7

0

17

12

0

46

0

23

0

29

637

29 0 0

12 0 0-
9 7 8

0 16 14

10-- 0 0:0..__
14 0 0

0 13 36

42 0 0

0 I 11 1

29 0 0

0 58

27

.43

38

627 409 44

Figure C-9. NUMBER OF CHAPTER I STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL

SERVED IN SPRING 198283

0 120

0 79

6 45

17 47

101

0 91

30 89

o 170

21 83

0 105

32 133

0 135

388 4094

2.1



SCHOOL

101 ALLISON

102 ANDREWS

LAB

0

28

104 BECKER 0

105 BLACKSHEAR 101

138 BROOKE 2

109 BROWN 3

110 BRYKER WOODS 41

111 CAMPBELL 55

112 CASIS 93

114 DAWSON 16

116 GOVALLE 201

122 MAPLEWOOD 83

124 METZ 132

125 OAK SPRINGS 84

126 ORTEGA 0

127 SANCHEZ 0

129 PECAN SPRINGS 74

133 RIDGETOP 42

134 ROSEDALE 43

-135 ROSEWOOD 89

139 SIMS 8

141 WALNUT CREEK 44

_142L ALLAN 168

145 ZAVALA 43

150 NORMAN 93

152 WOOLDRIDGE 23

157 WINN 93

TOTALS 1559

LOCATION

CLOS.BPTH TOTAL

395 0 395

134_ 5 167

708 0 708

0 32 133

74 0 76

118 0 121

0 , 0 41

69 13 137

0 0 93

190 2 208

16 9 226

25 8 116

0 0 132

91 0 175

0 46 46

116 1 117

0 0 74

1 0 .43

0 0 43

0 . 2 91

36 44 88

41 0 85

0 5 173

35 0 78

0 0 93

54 42 119

0 31 131

2103 247 3909

Figure C-10. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL, LOCATION

SERVED.IN FALL 1982-83



LOCATION

LAB. .CLASS_ fiailL _TOTAL_

101 ALLISON

.1Q2 ANOREWS

104 BECKER

105 BLACKSHEAR

108 BROOKE

0

14

0

104

1

427

_133
760

0

79

109 BROWN 10 110

110 BRYKER WOODS 37 0

CAMPBUL 55 69-111

112 CASTS 93 0

114 °AVON 16 197

116 PAW 1-25

122 MAPLEWOOD 92 32.

124 METZ 141 0

125 'OAK SPRINGS 112 65

126 ORTEGA 0 0

127 SANCHEZ 0 120

129_ PECAN SPRINGS 79 0

133 RIDGETOP 45 0

134 ROSEDALE 47 0

135 ROSEWOOD 8 76

139 SIMS 7 35

141 WALNUT CREEK 45 12

.142 ALLAN 159 4

46 37145 ZAV4LA

150 NORMAN 105 0

152 WOOLDROG5 _
32_ _ . _

55_
157 WINN 94 0

TOTALS 1487 2291

0 427

0 167

0 760

32 136

9 80

0 120

0 37

12 136

0 93

0 213

47 232

3 127

0 141

0 177

50 50

0 120

0 71

0 45

0 47

17 101

49 91,

32 89

7 170

0 83

0 105

46133_
41 135

316 4094

Figure C-II. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS SERVED BY SCHOOL, LOCATION

SERVED IN SPRING 1982-83



GRADE

*** ALL CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS ***

LAB CLASS ROTH

K 126 293 71

1 470 495 51

2 298 304 0

12

4. 13b 225 28

5 146 253 34

6 117 195 51

TUTAL 1559 2103 247

TOTAL

490

1016 ,

602

616

38 9

433

363-------
3909

gufe G-12. NUMBER OF !GRAFTER I 'STUDENTS-SERVED

BY LOCATION GRADE SERVED IN FALL

1982-83

2 2L



** ALL CHAPTEE 1 SCHOOLS ***

G162E LAB CLASS BOTH TOTAL

100 346 i!.3 529

3-96 591 73 1060

2 288 344 5 637

3 278 340 9 627

4 146 139 24 409

152 225 .67 444

127 206 55 388

TOTAL 1487 2291 316 4094

Figure C-13, NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS

SERVED BY LOCATION, GRADE

SERVED IN SPRING 1982-83
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*** ALL CHAPTER 1 SCHOOLS ***

REG CHI

SWP LAB

REG CHI

CLASS

REG CHI

LAB & CLASS

SERVED

DIFFERENT

SERVED

ONLY
. _

61,;A1) E ALL YEAR ALL YEAR ALL YEAS ALL YEAR FALL C SPA FALL OR SPR TOTAL

K 187 91 100 68 33 61 540

1 255 335 198 48 131 157- 1124,

2 207 258 93 0 18 99 675

d4 141 128 29 38 41 461

6 78 113 112 49 6 31 395

11TAL 1104 1314 '865 218 271 502 4214

Figure C-14. NUMBER OF CHAPTER I STUDENTS SERVED BY GRADE

SERVED IN 1982-83
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Fall or Spring
Grade Fall Spring or Both

K 490 529 540

1016 1060 1124

602. 637 675

3 616 627 657

4 389 409 422

5 '433 444 461

_363 au 395

3909 4094 4274

Figure C-15. NUMBER OF CHAPTER 1

STUDENTS SERVED BY

GRADE FOR FALL AND

SPRING

22,



82.37

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

December 9, 1982

TO: Nonpublic School Principals and Directors

FROM: Karen Carsrud; Chapter 1 Evaluator AA...ijt /1/

SUBJECT: Enrollment Information on Students at Your SchoOl
\

Attachment C-1
(Page 1 of 5)

Each year, our office is charged with collecting two types'of informa-
tion that we must report to the-Texas Education Agency.

Information on the grade level of each student in
your school, and whether or not the student would
be considered "low income." (Names are not
necessary for this portion of the form; unZess
the students receive ECIA Chapter 1 service.).
This information is used to determine the
concentration of students actually residiag in
various parts of Austin.

Additional information on any students who receive
ECIA Chapter 1 service.

The form is easy to fill out, and instructions are attached. W
appreciate any information you can provide :Is. Please call me at

158-1227 if you have any questions.,

Approvd: a _

Director of Office of ResearCh and Evaluation

KC:sc
Attachment

cc: .A.IlLe Langdon



82.37 Attachment C-1
(Page of 5

t is the attach- The printout lists students that we believe are in your
printout?- school.

t_do I need to o If the information on the printout is correct, CheCk the

With the print= names Of students whose family income would qualify thdia

?
.

AS "loWittome:" Then return the printout to the address
ShoWn below. (See attached criteria;)

about stu-
ts receiving
vter 1 service?

,7irrecting
printout, who
I send it to?

is the inforrna=
,n needed?

If a student on the printout is not attending your school,'
draw a line through the student's name.

For students at your school who do not appear on the print=
out, please indicate their name or a code number (of your

own choice - just keep a list), grade level, and address

on the extra pages provided;

Indicate the subjects in whiCh they receive Ch4tet 1 service
and the pretest/selection test score that was used to qualify
them (a percentile score in reading, or math.) In the spring,

we_w7.1.11 ask you to update their information with ,a post-test
score.'

Send the printout to:

Karen Carprud
Austin Independent School District
6100 Guadalupe
Austin, Texas 78752

To. determine the number of school -age children residing in

various areas of Austin; Names of the children are not
used in any reports--only the number, grade level, and general

area of residence.

DON'T FORGET THE ADDRESS OF STUDENTS YOU MUST ADD TO THE PRINTOUT,



82.37

FOR USE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY;

--AttaChinent
(Page 3 of 5p

These guidelines should be used by the school
to determine eligibility for free or-reduced-
price meals.

i5 Cons iciert41
/111 CA) i C

FREE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE'
1982-1983 School Year

FaMily
family Sine Size Annual Income Prorated Monthly P-* Weekly

I

( ) 1 $0'..- 6,080 SO = 507- : ,-S0 = 117

( ) 2 '0 - 8,090 0 - 674 0 = 156

( ) 3 - 0 - 10,090 0 - 841 0 = 194

( ) 4 ' 0 = 12,090 0 - 1,008 0 = 233

( ) 5 0 = 14,090 0 - 1,174 0 - 271

)

6
.

7

0 = 16,090
0 = 18,100

0 - 1,341
0 = 1,508

0

0

- 309
- 348

( ) 8 0 = 20,100 0 - 1,675 0 - 387'

Each Additional
Fami ly Member 1,790 149 34

REDUCED PRICE. ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE

1982 -1983 School Year

Family
Family Size Size Annual- Income- Prorated Monthly Prorated Weekly

( ) 1 $ 6,080 - 8,660 S 507 - 722 $117 = 167
( ) 2 ,090 = 11,510 674 - 959 156 221
( ) 3 10,090 = 14,360 841 - 1,197 194 -; 276
( ) 4 12,090 = 17,210 1,008 - 1,434 233 - 331
( ) 5 14,090 = 20,050 1,174 - 1,671 ,271 - 386
( ) 6 16,090 = 22,900 1,341 = 1,908 309 - 440
( ) 7 18,100= 25,750 1,508 = 2,146 348 - 495
( ) 8 20,100 = 28,500 1,675 = 2,383. 387 - 550

Each Additional
Family Member 2,850 238 55

C-18



SLHO01: S1I IGNAIIUS

LOW-1NOF SU1AVLY

/ALL, 19111

FILL 13 UR CUKRELE THIS 1NFORMATIV II FILL IN THI'ONFURMA1104 UNLYFOR

FUK ALL STUDENTS IN VON SCHOOL 11 STUUENTS SERVE° 10 CHAPTER 1.

11

1- _ICHECK IICHECK AREAS OF IENTFR SELEL110111 ENTLI0o

NAML0 1;0.4 16NAOEIIi LOWII Cl .1 SERVICE
I TES SLORL IPHS1-101 co

I

KINIOrt1

I IINL0411. .1. ..1, 1_ I -I--
N11 , I IIREAUINGI MATH IREAOING1 MATH IREA01161 MATH

-I- --I II ...
I I I- --

1 1 11

I. 1- -II ......
1 I 11

.
- I- -1- "" I I 44 i44 44 10 OP PO '

I I 'II
,I. ..1 11.. .

!It 1 11

-1 1-- - -11
1 ' I 11. . -1. 1

I I

1

......
I I I

,

1 I II
1 I II

I 11 I-'I ,

(") I I 11
L 1.-I 11 I
z I 1 11 : I I I I 1. I. --,-.-1 -II

1 ..1._._ 11 .

- 1 I- 1 11 I
*400 401 04 00410/

I I I I
4.4

I I 11 I I I.
I __1_. II _. .

1- I II

'I I II
,

,

- I I II
-- -

1 I 11

II
1 I 11

1- -I- 11 ;
1 1 11

. J. I I I I

-- 1 1 11
hd et

1 \
1 I 11 I I I I I OQ fa .

d I II I
m rt ..

1 1 II I I I I I
41
am
410

.1 1 II I tet
I 1 II . - con..
I I II 1 ,

.
1.. . .1. .1 II.. .1. . .

I-

I .:I I 11 I . I

I.!-- -I- -1- 1 II I I- -I- I

.
I. .1

IsCIOE OR IA 4 LAN UF OSLO II Itolll uE MILO

.1 FOR SINN'S NiO 51.0E0 OY II I 11 11 SPR11611

1 LhAPTEP 1. 11 1 19u.
I
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82.37 Attachment C-1
(Page 5 of 5 )

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

May 12, 1983

TO: Principals. of Nonpublic Cpapter 1 Schools

FROM: Karen CarsiUdi Chapter 1 Evaluator

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Spring Service Report

Last fall, your school completed a form containing information on students
who were served by the Chapter 1 program. We now need to have posttest
scores on these Chapter 1 students, and are returning the form to you so
that you may add this information.

In addition, if you have any other students in your school who are served
by Chapter 1, but who are not on the original form; please add their
names and pre/posttest scores to the form. (If possible, use a different
color ink or pencil lead when adding either posttest scores or new students
to the form.)

Please call me at 458-1227 if you have any questions, or if we can assist
you in this process.

KC: sc

Approved:
Director of Office of Researcn and Evaluation

P

cc: AIlie Langdon
Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez
Sister-Loretta Raphael
Chao to ' Teachers



82..37

AUSTE; INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 22, 1982

TO: Superintendents of N & D Institutions

FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator

SUBJECT: Low-Income and Chapter 1 Service Report for N & D
InStitutions

Attachment C-2
(Pagel of 6 )

As you may know, our office is charged with reporting certain information
to the Texas Education Agency_ regarding the Chapter__1 programs in insti7
tutiOns for neglected and/or delinquent children. Specificallyi we need
to know which students received Chapter:1 Services, and also information
about any students at your institution who do not attend public schools.

Please complete the enclosed report and return it to ORE by December 6th.
If you have any questions or need additional materials, please call me,
at (458-1229).

Thank you.

Approved:

KC:sc

CC:

irector of/Office o

Lee Laws
AMbroSiO Melendrat
Allie Langdon

search and Evaluation



82.37
,1

'Attachment C-2
(Page 2,of 6)

FOVUSE BY SCHOOL PERSONNEL ONLY. These guidelines should be_used by the,school
ta_detertine eligibility for free'or reduced-

price meals.

FREE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE
1982=1983 School Year

Fmmily

Family Size Size Anaual____Incame Prorated Monthly Prarated Weekly

( ) 1 $0 - 6,080 $0 = 507 $0 - 117

( ) 2 0 - _8,090 0 = 674 0 - 156

( ) 3 0 = 10,090 0 = 841 0 - 194

( ) 4 0 = 12,090 0 - 1,008 0 - 233

( ) 5 0 = 14,090 0 - 1,174 0 = 271

i 7 0 - 18,100
0 - 16,090 0 - 1,341

0 - 1,508
0 = 309
0 = 348

( )
8 0 - 20,100 0 - 1,675 0 - 387

Each Additional
Family Member 1,790 149 34

REDUCED PRICE ELIGIBILITY INCOME SCALE

1982=1983 School Year

Family
_Family Size Size Annual -1 come Prorated Monthly Prorated Weekly

( )
1 $ 6,080 - 8;660 $ 507 - 722 $117 - 167

( ) 2 ,090 - 11,510 674 = 959 156 - 221

( ) 3 10,090 - 14,360 841 = 1,197 194 - 276

( ) 4 12,090 - 17,210 1,008 = 1,434 233 - 331

( ) 5 14,090 =-20,050 1,174 - 1,671 271 - 386

( ) 6 16,090 = 22,900 1,341 - 1,908 309 - 440

( ) 7 18,100 = 25,750 1,508 - 2,146 348 = 495

( ) 8 20,100 = 28,600 1,675 - 2,383. 387 - 550

Each Additional
Family Member 2,850 218 55

23.



Name of Institution',

\ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Office of Research and Evaluation
co

(Part I) (.4

Chapter 1 Sery ce Report for N & D Institutions (1982-83)

\--

_ \

Names of Students

Rece--iviq-Chpt-e-r-l-Services

First Date for

-Cha8E1 SeIlliss

_Last Date for

Chapter 1 Serviced*

-.......--

.
,

*If known,

237

23

cr,
rt



Name of Institution:

4)

on

Low-Income Survey

Ill

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT sepol DISTRICT

Office of Research mid Evaluation
co

(Part II)

A. Number of students in your institution who

DO NOT attend public school (by grade

level),

D. Number of students in Column A whose

family income would qualify ten for

free or reduced-price lunch.*

K

,

1
\

MIIIIIIIIIIIII

5

6

1111111111111111111
6

7 7

8 8

IIIMIIIIMMMIMI.
1010

12 IMIIIIIII"I
*See attached chart for income levels that qualify.



82.37

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT
Office of ReSearch

April 29,

SCHOOL DISTRICT
and Evaluation

1983

TO: Directors of N & D Institutions

Aidort)(1-04410-444-.
. FROM: Karen Carsrud, Perry ailor

SUBJECT: Students served by the Chapter 1 Program.

Attachment C-2
(Page 5 of 6 )

This year, the Taxas Education Agency is requiring a more extensive
evaluation_ of the N & component of Chapter 1 than in the past. Thus,

we have modified the annual service_. report somewhat to allow for

collecting this additional information.

Please have th'e appropriate person in your institution complete and
return the enclosed form to us -at the time you cease Providing
Chapter 1 services to your students. Normally, this would be no later
than the end of school ix May, 1983. In fact, some students Who
received services may have already left your institution or are no
longer served and information on the last datevof Chapter 1 service
for such students should reflect the actual dates.

From the interview we conducted earlier this year, we do realize
that some of the information on test scores may not be available
for all students. However, for any students where you have
information,. we would appreciate your including it on the form,
along with any explanatory comments you feel would be helpful.

If you have any questions, please call Karen Carsrud or Perry Sailor
at 458-1227. Your time and effort are appreciated.

KC:sc
Enclosure

p/

Approved: //
`5irector of Office of Resear&ti and Evaluation

cci All Langdcn
Lee Lam
Ambrosio ..klendrez

A

2-1u



MUMS: OR EACH STUDENT SERVED BY CHAPTER

RI ollIsiED IN COLUMNS I 5 AND q.

Coary I NAtt

Cow' 2 GRADE (IF AVAILABLE)

attli 3 FIRST DATE OF_CHAPTER_I SERvIcE.

COLON 4 IAST DATE OF GIAPTER I SERVICE.

coLtry 5 [1st TIE SCALE OPPOSITE TIE pikupis.

(sELECTING TIE NUM YCO THINK APPROPRIATE)

TO RAIE THE SMUT'S OVERALL EDUCATIONAL

PRESS WILE SERVE]) BY CRIER 1, ENTER

IILMBER IN Court 5,

Catty tlAft OF STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT TEST US D 10

SELECT STUDENT FCR CHAPTER 1 SERVICE,

(1)

NAHE

I DuRING THE 1912-83 SCHOOL YEAR PLEASE FILL IN THE

WHEN AVAILABLE; PLEASE SUPPLY TEST SCORE INFORMATION

COLLtv 1 4 DATE TEST IMINISTERD

aim 6B PERCENTILE SCORE

(0.LtV 6c IF, PERCENTILE SCORE NOT AVAILABLE,

LIST SCORE(S) YOU HAVE.

COLLtin 7 DF POSTTEST (IF klY) FOR 82-83

SCHOOL YEAR,

COM 7A DATE TEST ADMINISTERED

COLLVN 7B PERCENTILE SCORE

COLLVN 7c OTHER SCORE (IF PERCENTILE NOT

AVAILABLE),,

GOLIIV 8 GOERS

(2) (3) (Ii) (5) (6) (6A) (6B) (6c) (7)
GR. DATE DATE PRO,_ TEST

(7A) (70 (7c)

INFORMATION

IN COLUMNS 6 7c,

sou

J D PRESS

2 = Lira PAttilESS

3 Sot PROGRESS

4 = hi PROGRESS

5 r. VERY RiCH PROGRESS

(8)

- -
--,

- -

rs>trt
-fo rt
IN

(1)

cTi
0 (D

Cr% ft

'JO



82.37

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 11, 1982

TO: Principals of Chapter i Schools

41.1-rn
FROM: Karen Carsrud, Chapter 1 Evaluator

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Service Report

Attachment C-3
(Page 1 of 3)

Attached is the Chapter 1 Service_Report_for_Fall,_1982 along with a set of
instructions for completing it. It is -the firSt of two Chapter 1 Service
Reports for the 1932-83 school year. There are two major steps to completing
the form:

a: updating the roster so that it reflects current enrollment.

b. adding the chapter 1 information.

I suggest that the updating be done by someone at the school office who has
access to current class rosters. ft represents a task all elementary sChodls
will be asked to complete eventually.

The Chapter 1 teachers should add the Chapter 1 information next. Please

pass the report to , your school's Chapter I
contact person, who will see that the form is completed with the Chapter 1
information and returned to ORE by December 10th. If you have any questions
about the report, please call me at (458-1229).

Approved:

Approved:

KC:Sc

Director of Office of ResearcfrJand Evaluation

-17 7

=/-.,//7
Assistant Superintendent o

cc: Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez
Timy BaranOff_
Rerffielinda Radriguet
Chapter 1 Coordinators
Chapter 1 COntact Persons

Elementary Education



82.37 Attachment C-3
(Page 2 of 3 )

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLZTLNG THE CHAPTER I SERVICE REPORT

The instructions below are racher detailed, but please read ohem carefui2y;
They were written in detail in an attempt to anticipate problems that might
arise. It is important that the instructions be followed so that the resulcs
are accurate and comparable across campuses.

STEP 1: Updating the Roster

In order for che information to be useful, it is iMportanc that you:

add the name_and LD number for any unlisted students who
currently attend your school, and who are_receiving Chapter 1
services. You do not need to add names of students whb are not
receiving Chapcer 1 services.

Spaces have been left betweom grades for adding names of these students. Use
the instructions below far adding students and updating information;

Student Name: Use the scUdenc's official name; do not use
nicknames.

LIDO: Add the student's AISD identification number..

if_a student Listed on the repart no Longer attends your sChobI, mark a
"W' for "Withdrawn" beside the student's name.

ST_? 2: Adding Chapter 1 SeLvice Information

The information requested in this section is needed for the Chapter I evaluation.
It is important that cha information be provided for each student to be served
by Chapter 1 this year. The instructions that follow describe how to record
the Chapter 1 information.

"Check If Earved by Chapter In Place a-cheat in this colucen_
to show which students are being served_b_y_Chapter_l and also
a check to indicate where he/she was served, nultipie checks

should be made if the student was served in more than one Place.

A:: crude's= _being carved as of November 16 should _be checked,
regard:ea-a of ?Ma Length of aervice. If you have students who
will begin service by Chapter I after November 16 but before
December 1, you may include them if you know che Iocacion(s)
of service.

For example, the services -for the students described below are
coded on the sample or following.

Studen 1:

Student

Student 1

Student 2

He is seen by a Chapter 1 teacher in his
classroom.

She is seen by the Chapter 1 teacher in the
classroom in the tottiftg; In addition, she is
seen by the Chapter 1 teacher in che reading
center or lab twice each week.

Check If Served
By Chapter 1

Check 7:f Served In:
Lab Class

w"..

C.r. V''

Recur= to ORE

when the report has been updated and completed, send it to the following
address:

Sarah Conway, O.R.E.
Administration Building, 3oX ,9

2
C-28



COMM c 'Atioarws

GPAOII

AUSTIN INOFPFMENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

nrriff OFIFSEARCH AND EVALUATION

CHAPTER I SERVICE REPORT

FALL, I912

ojni

I MARK I CHECK IF I CHECK If SERVED INIs
I

I. .0 _IF I STUDENT NAK
I STUDENT GRADE I SERVED ICY I

klI1InRiwN1
I ID I I_COAPTER 1 I LAB I CLASS I

I I

1 1 I I I I I 1

1

I I I I 1 I I I

I ... , . _ I 1 I I I I

I I 1 1 I I 1 I

I I I I I I I

I I I 'I I I I I

I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I

II I I 1 1 1

11

I I I I I I I

I

II

I I I I

I I I I I I

I I 1 I I I I

I I I I I I I I

1 I I I I I I I

I I I I I I I I

1 I I I I I I I

i , -. 1 I I 1 I I

I I I 1 1 I 1 I

1 1 I I I I I

I 1 I I I I I I

II

I I I I 1 1 I

I 1 I I I I I

I I 1 I I I I

I I I I I I I 1

I I I I I I I I

I .1 I I I I I 1

I I

I

I I I I I I

i

I I I 1 1 1

I

I 1 I I I I

1 1 1 I 1 I I

I I I I I I I I

I I I I I I 1 I

I I I I I I 1 I

I I I 1 I I I I

I I I I I I 1 I

I I I I I I I I

4 IIIff K TII II APPE II An[r



82.37

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Readardh and EValuation

April 26, 1983

Attachment C-4
(Page 1 of 3 )

TO: Chapter 1 Contact Persons
, _ Ca.a;tjuathi

FROM: Karen Cararud, Chapter Evaluator

SUBJECT: Chapter 1 Service Report for Spring, 1983

In order to know which children are being_served by the Chapter 1

program; we must verify and update the information collected on

the Fall; 1982 Chapter 1 Service Report. Hopefully, this process
will be fast and easy for you, because nothing will need to be done

for students with correct information.

Enclosed_ia a printout-of students at your school; according to the

Student Maaterfile. The printout also indicates the information we

have about each student's Chapter 1 service.

Pleate read the enclosed instructions; complete the report, -and

return it to me May 6,.1983; If you have any questions, call
Karen Carsrud or John Hugg at 458-1227. Thank.you for Your help.

Approved:

Approved:

KC:sc

irector o bf ice of Res- h and Evaluation

Asaiatant Superintendent of Elementary Education

cc: Timy Baranoff
Lee Laws
Ambrosio Melendrez
Alicia Martinez
Ann Neeley
Kathryn Stone
Principals of Chapter 1 Schools

C-30



82.37 Attachment C-4
(Page 2 of 3 )

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE SPRING; 1983 CHAPTER 1 SERVICE REPORT
(SEE ALSO ATTACHED SAMPLE REPORT)

1) For students with totally correct information, do nothing!
additional information is requested;

2) For Chapter 1 students who have withdrawn entirely from the school
place a "W" under "Not SerVed."

3) For students who are still atyour school,-but who (contrary
to our records) are not receiving Chapter 1 service,_ place a
check ("V") in the column under "Not Served." Do this only
for students we Iist incorrectly as being served.

4) If the information about where the child is served_ (class, lab,

or both class and lab) is incorrect, please show the correct .

information in the two right-hand columns on the printout.

IMPORTANT: The information you check in\the three right-hand
columns will replace the previous information. For students
With incorrect information, the complete correct inforMation
should be placed in these columns. (See examples on the

sample attached.)

5) Add to the printout_ otly_those Chapter 1 students who are receiving
Chapter 1 service, but who are not listed on the printout. Non-
Chapter 1 students who are not on the list do not need to be added.

6) If you need a_copy_of the completed printout for your records,

please write "COPY" in the top right-hand corner of the first

page of the printout, and we well send you a copy. (r* carbon
paper was so messy and hard to read that this approach should be

easier.)

7) Send the completed report to:

Karen Carsrud
Office of Research and Evaluation

8) Please return them by May 6, 1983; Call Karen Carsrud or John Hugg

if you have any questions.

C-31
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Instrument Uescription: Parent Survey_

3riet descrintion of the instrument:

The Parent Survey_is a_seven-item survey_in English and Spanish. It was deSigned
to assess parents' preferences among different ways of involvement in their
children's education. Each item described avay in which parents could be
involved, and asked parents to circle one of four- responses corresponding to
their level of interest.

To vhcm vas the thStrument admimIttered?

The survey was mailed to parents of 400 randomly chosen Chapter 1 students, With
the restriction that parents who had participated in other ORE surveys were not
selected.

Rew-eamv -times vas -theIns-tr--t-admdmiet-ered?

On-ce A second form was sent to parents who failed to respond to the first one.

Shen vas the inst=hment ad=imistered?

May 1983.

Where vas the ihstrument adhitittertd?

The survey was mailed to the home address of the Studehtk in the ::ample:

WhiAdaimiatered the ihstmmment?-

It was seIf-administered. Either parent (or guardian) could fill it out.

-What traii-e did t.§-e--a-str.a:-tors 4.-ave?

None.

Was the instrmment administered czder scandardimed conditicts?
No.

.era there Ctnblems with the ihscr=heht or the ad=inis-trat'icn that mtzht
data?

Parents who chose to complete and return the survey may differ in their pattern
of interests from those who did not respond.

Who develooed the instr.tment?

ORE Chapter 1 Staff, with review and suggestions by other AISD personnel.

What t.To-iabiI'tv and data are available bh :he itstr.iteht?

None.

Are :here hc_ t. data available ft:- ih:artratima

No.
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PARENT SURVEY

Purpose

The Parent Survey was intended to help answer; the foil:owing questions:

Decision Question D5: Can improvement be made in the ways
the Chapter 1 program encourages parental involvement\in
their children's education?

Evaluation Dues tion_D5-1: Are there alternat\e
methods of participation that parents would prefer
to those currently offered (Rainbow Kits, District-
wide PAC's)?

Another evaluation question, focusing on more specific issues about
Rainbow Kits, was originally to be addressed by this Parent Survey.
However; a separate. Rainbow Kit Questionnaire (Appendix H) vas conducted
to address this question instead.

Procedures

After reviewing results of previous Parent Surveys and meeting with the\
Parental Involvement Specialist, ','Aert-type items for the Parent Survey
were generated to assess how int ted parents might be in a variety of\
activities, including Rainbow Kits and PAC meetings. Thus, parents' \

interest in a particular activity could be examined separately, and also
relative to other activities. survey requiring ordinal ranking of
most- to least-preferred activity might also have been confusing to fill
out )

In order to draw the sample for the Parent Survey, a list of all Chapter 1
students was first obtainers. Then, parents of students who were already
included in the Parent Survey samples of the District Priorities and Chapter'2
evaluation staff were eliminated from possible names in the Chapter I sample:.
Parents whoad children were receiving Chapter 1 Rainbow it Questionnaires
were not eliminated from this sample because almost all the Chapter 1 students\
at three achoola_would have been eliminated and it was felt that this would
distort the sample too much. A "random" sample of 400 students was then
drawn from the list of Chapter ?'students remaining, with the provision
that only one child per family was chosen. Thus, the final sample was some -.

what of a modified random sample.

Ih late_April, the surveys, stamped-return envelopes, and cover letters
were mailed, using the bulk_Mailing procedure. Copies of the survey_
and cover letter, which included a Spanish version as well as an English
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one, are contained in Attachment D-1; An identification number for each

student in the sample was placed under the stamp of the return_envelope

of each survey, so -that follow -up letters could be mailed to those parents

who did not respond. In late May; the follow-up letters Were mailed. A

copy of the cover letter is included in Attachment D -2.

Analyses and Results

Of the original 400 surveys mailed, two were not able td_be delivered due

to the student'S address being incorrect on the Family File. A total of

117 surveys were returned, although not all of those were completely filled

out Of the 398 surveys -that were deliverable, this represents a return

rate of 29.4 percent (which is slightly higher than that fOr the 1981 -82

Parent Survey.) , This return rate is relatively low, hoWever and results

should be interpreted with caution;

Analyses consisted of calculating frequencies of each response for each

item, and also talCulating mean and median levelS of interest for each

item. Missing data -are reported but were not included in the calculat'o

of means shown in- Figures D-1 to D-7. (The data_are stored on permane-_

file A020; control Cards are on file PSCCF, and data Are Stored on file

PARENT.)

The results indicate that all the activities wereof some interest

to parents, with item means ranging.from 1.351 to 2.229 (a value of "1"

indicates the greatest interest and a "4" indicates no interest.) The most

preferred activities, in order from greatest to least interest, are:

Mean Median

Math Rainbow Kits 1.351 1.212

Reading Rainbow Kits 1.372 1.234

Attending workstr,s co
learn to help th,-_ir child 1.759 1.684

Helping with school events 2.000 1.915

PAC Meetings 2.045 1.992

Working with children at
schOol 2.161 2.096

Helping teachers at school 2.229 2.149

It is clear that parents like activities that directly involve them in the

process of educating their child. If Rainbow Kits prove to be prohibitively

expensive in the future, similar but less expensive alternatives might be

considered, (Appendix H further indicates that parent§ find these activities

to be Valuable.)
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ITEM1 riELPINS TEACHERS AT SCHOOL

ABSOLUTE
CATEGORY LAHEL CODE FRED

VERY INTERESTED 1. 24 20.5 22.0

INTERESTED 2. 47 43.2 43.1

NOT VERY INTERESTED 3. 27 23.1 24.R

NOT AT ALL INTERESTE 4. 11 9.4 10.1

RELATIVE ADJUSTED
ffREO_

(PCT) I (PCT)

BLANK 3 6.8 MISSING

:TOTAL 117 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.229 MEDIAN 2.149

VALID CASES 109 MISSINS CASES d

Figure DI: RESPONSES TO ITEM 1.

ITEM2 ;,:)RKING WIT'1 CHILDREN 4T SCHDJL

2

10

MCOE 2.

RELATIV7 ADJUST.TO
ABSOLUTE FR 7D 'REO F

CATE1CRY LABEL CODE FR=O (PCT) (PCT) (

VERY INTE'STED li 2t 23.9 25.0 2

.1.TEEST=:i 2. 47 40.2 49.] 6

'10T VERY H-H:ESTED 3. 23 2'',;9 25.0

'4 CT AT ALL INTRESTE 14. 7..7 8.0 10

BLANK .3 1) MISSIN1

TOTAL 11! 100,0 lopa

MEAN 2.161

1ALID CA3;:;:;

MEDIAN

112 MIS'11ij;

Figure D2; RESPONST3 TO ITEM 2.;--/

- r
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ITEP2 MATH RAINBOW KITS

.

RELATIVE ADJUSTED C(

ABSOLUTE FREI FRED FRE

CATEGCRY LABEL CODE FRE' (PET) (PCT.) (PC

VERY INTERESTED 14 BO 6944 70.2 71.

INTERESTED 2; 29 2449 2544 95,

40T VERY INTERESTED 3. 4 3.4 3.5 9%

NOT AT ALL INTEREST_ 44 I .9 .4 100,

BLANK 3 2.6 MISSING

TOTAL 117 lemio 130.0

MEAN

VALID CASES

1.351 'MEDIAN 1.212 MTIDE 1.01

114 MISSING CASES

Figure D3: RESPONSES TO ITEM 3.

ITEM4 READIN5 RAINBOW KITS

RELATIVE ADJUSTED Cl

ABSOLUTE FPEO: FRED FR.

CATrOCRY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT) ( ?CT) (P,

VERY INTERESTED 14 77 65.B 5A.1 GB

INTERESTED 2. I I 2G.5 27;4 95

NOT VERY INTERESTED 34 4 3.4 34; 99

NOT AT ALL INTERESTE 4. I .9 4'9 100

BLANK 344 MISSIW;

TOTAL 117 10O.0 1904:1

MEAN 14372 MEr_IIAN 1.234 140

VALID CASES 113 CAS

Figure D4: RESPONSES TO ITEM 4.

4
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ITEMS ATTENDING WORKSHOPS

ABSOLUTE
CATEGCRY LABEL CODE FRED

VERY INTERESTED 1. 47

INTERESTED 2. 49

NOT VERY INTERESTED 3. 12

NOT AT ALL INTERESTE 4

5

117

MEAN 1.759

VALID CASES 112 IS.ZIW.-, CASE

Figur' D5! RESPONSES TO ITEM 5;

ITFM6 PAC MEETINGS

RELATIV7
FRc-cl

(PCT)

40.2

41.9

10..3

3.4

4.3

100.0

ADJUSTED
FRED
(PET)

42.0

43;3

10..7

3.6

MISSING

CUM
FRU)
(PCT.

42.0

35.7

--?,-S

100.0

RELATIV7 ADJUSTED CUI
A3SOLUTE F, ED FRE1 FRE''':

CATEGCRY LABEL COu!:-- FRED (PET) (PCT) (PCT:

VERY INTERESTED 1. 23 21.4 22.3 22.3

INTERESTED 2. 63 53.3 56.3 73.'3.

NOT iERY INTERESTED 3. 11 15.4 175. 4.

NOT AT-ALL I!ITERESTE 4. 5.1 5.4 100.0:

9LANK 5 4.3 MISSING

TOTAL 117 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.345

VALI: CA3E-, 112

.MEDIAN 1.2

Figure D6: RESPONSES TO ITEM 6.

D-7

2.00';
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ITEM? HELPING WITH SCHOOL EVEN

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CU

ABSOLUTE FREO FREQ FRE

CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCT) (PC

VERY INTERESTED 1. 34 2q.1 30.4 30.

INTERESTED 2. 53 45.3 47.3 77.

NOT LERY INTERESTED 3. 16 13.7 14.3 92.

NOT AT ALL INTER=STE 4. 7.7 8.0 100.

BLANK 4.3 M13SING
_........,
--

TOTAL 117 igp,.o--- loo.o
_ ----

MEAN 2.000 MEDIAN 1.915 MSDE 2.0C
.1

VALID CASES 112 MISSING CASES 5

Figure D7: RESPONSES TO ITE11 7.



82.37 Attachment D -1
(Page I of 4)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 26, 1983

'L'arents:

We are interested in finding out the ways in which parents
prefer to be involved with their children'S education. Your
answers to this questionnaire will help in the School District
to set up prograz. to help parents participate in Austin
schools.

It should only take a f w mini...Les to answer the enclosed
questionnaire. To returning it as easy as possible,
we are enclosing a stamped, self-addressed envelope. Please
return your completed questionnaire as soon as possible.
Your ansvers are very important to us.

It .fou have eny questions; please call Perry Sailor or. Wanda
Washington at 458-1227. Thank you very much for your time;

sincerely,

Freda M. H011ey, Ph.D.
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

FMH:PS:sc
Enclosure

D-9
6100 GUADALUPE; AUSTIN, TEXAS 78752 512 1 458-1227
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

Parent Survey

Attachment
(Page 2 of 4\)

There are many ways in which parents can be involved in their children's

education: example, this year Reading and Math Rainbow Kits and Parent

AdviScry Council meetings are in use in some schoolS.

TO help us plat next year's activities, we would dike to know how interested

parents would be in various kinds of activities. For each activity listed

below, please circle the responses that shows how interested in it you would

be if it were available next year;

1. Helping teachers at School (preparing materials, decorating room, etc.).

very
interested interested

2. Working with children at school.

very
interested interested

not very
interested

not very
interested

not at all
interested

not at all
interested

3. 77s?:ng Math Rainbow Kits. (Rainbow Kits are takehome activities, with all

provided, on whIc'n parents and children work together).

ve:y
interested interested

4. Using Reading RainboW Kits.

very
interested interested

not very
interested

not very
interested

not at all
interested

not at.all
interested

Going to workshops tc learn how to help my child with reading and math,

how to make up learning games, etc.

very
interested interested

_ildt very

interested:

6. Going to Parent Advisory Council meetings.

very not ,,e-Ly

interested interested inter,,s'7'

7. Helping With School events (carnivals, plays, trips, etc.).

very
interested

Please return

interested.
not very
interested

2 6

not at all
interested

not at all
interested

not at all
interested

this survey in the enclosed envelope. Thank yb...1 for -.our



82.37 Attachment D71
(Page 3 of 4)

26 de Abril de 1983

Padres de familia:

Estamos interesados ei saber como los padres de familia quieren
involucrarse en la educaciEin de sus niaos. Sus respuestas a este
cuestionario le ayudargn al Distrito Escolar a establecer programas
que puedan aumentar la participaci6n de padres en las escuelas de

Austin.

Le llevara solamente unos minutes contester este cuestionario. ?or

favor contestelo y a.gndelo lo atiteoSible. InCluimos un sobre
rotulado con estampille oara ayudarle a regresarlo. Sus respuestas

son tnuy importantes.

Si rested tiene preguntas, por favor Name a Belinda Olivgret Turner
al 453-1227.

Sinceramente;

Freda M. Hdlley, Ph.D.
Directora de Evaluaci5n e Investigaci5n

FMB:PS:sc.
junto

D711
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Oficina de InVestigadi6h y EValUaci6n

Cuestiondrio Para Los Padres

Attachment D71
(Page 4 of 4)

Hay muchas maneras en que los padres se pueden involucrar en la

educaciOn de sus niaos. Por ejempIo, este afio las juntas del

Consejo de Padres de FaMilia y los "Rainbow Kits" de lecture y
matemAcicas se estga USando et algunas escuelas.

Para ayudarnos a planear las actividades del ailo que viene

queremos saber que tan interesados estaa los padres en varies

clases de actividades. Para cada actividad, encierre en un
circulo la respuesta que indique que tan interesado estarla
usted si ofrecieran esa actividad el ano entrante.

L. Ayudar a las maestras ea la escuela (preparar materiales,

decorar el cuarto, etc.).

muy
inter.,sado interesado

2. Trabajar con ninos en la escuela.

muy
interesado interesado

no muy no estoy de ninguna
interesado manera mnteresado

no muy
interesado

no estoy _de ninguna
manera interesado

3. Usar Rainbow KitS de MatethgtiCA_(Rainbow Kits son F.ctividades que

se llevan a casa en las cuales loS padres y ninos :rabajan juntos.)

muy
interesado interesadO

4. Usar "Rainbow Kits" de lecture.

muy
interesado interdSado

no muy
interesad6

no estoy de ninguna
manera interesado

no muy no estoy de ninguna
interesado manera interesado

5- it a clases de entrenamianto_para aprender como ayudar a mi niao

leer y cnn matemgticasidotho hacer juegos de aprendiiajL; etc.

muy
interesado interesado

no muy
intr.resado

é. I: a las juntas del Consejo de Padres de Familia.

muy
interesado ,..ncereaddd

a

no eatoy_de ninguna
manera interesado

no muy. no estoy de ninguna
interesado manera interesado

. Ayudar con eventos escolares (carnavales, piezas dranaticas,

viajes, ctc.).

For

muy
interesado interesado

no muy_
intategadA?f;---

no estoy de ninguna
manera interesado

re;rese este cuettidtario en el sobre incluid . Gracias por



82.37 Attachment D-2
(Page 1 of 2)

ALISTINJNDEPENDENT_SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
May 20; 1983

Dear Parents:

A short time ago we sent you a questionnaire to find out how
parents would like to be involved with their children's edu-
cation and with the Chapter 1 and Migrant programs in AISD

If you have not sent your questionnaire in yet; we would still
like you to do so. Enclosed is another 'copy of the guesttori-
naire; along with a return envelOpe for your_convenience.; Of
course, if you have sent it in already, you c!,:, not hoe to te*Id
another!

If you have any questions, please call Wanda Washington at
4581227.'

Your answers are very important to us.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.
Director; Research and Evaluation

FIKEI:ww

Enclosure

26
D -13

6100 GUADALUPE; AUSTIN; TEXAS 98757 512 / 458-1227
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19 de mayo de 1983

Padres de familia:

Race poco tiempo cue les enviamos un cuestionario pare enterarnos

COMD los padres de familia quieren ester involucrados en la educe-

ci8n de sus nifIs y con los programas del Capitulo 1/Nigrante en

el Distrito Escolar de Austin.

Si ustad.no ha mandado tU;diletieitario todavla, nos gustarla que

10 hiciera. Inciudo data Otte copia del cuestionario junto con

Ut sobre rotulado con estampilla Para que los regrese.

sz usted ya Zo no e8 necesario cue usted ervza

otro.

Si andSO_usted tiene :OTeguntas, Tor favor llama a Belinda Olivarez

Turner al telefono 458-,1228.

Sus respuestas son muy importante Para nosot=os.

Muchas gracias por su tiempo.

Sinceramente,

Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.
Directora, Oficina de EvaluaciOn
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File Description: Prekindergarten Longitudinal File

3rief description of the data file:-

This file contains information on students who were at one time in a District pre-
kindergarten program (beginning in 1978-79). Scores from the prekindergarten year,
as well as available scores from subSequent years, are included on the file; with
information on student ethniCity and later participation in Migrant and Chapter 1/
Title I programs.

Which students or other individuals are included-an-the-fileT
Any student who participated in an AISD prekindergarten class during the past 5 yearS.
The_programs included are Title I/Chapter 1, Migrant, Happy Talk, At-Home, and
TitIt VII.

How often is information on the file added, deleted, oz undated?
The file was created in 1981-1982, but is now updated yearly.

.'ho is responsible for changing or adding information to the-file?

The Chapter 1 or Chapter I Migrant ew.duation staff.

HAW was the information contained on the file eathered?_

The file was merged with the various achievement test flies prekinde.%arten
program files, and program service files.

Axe there arobl.-ms with the information on the file that mav-affea-the

validity of the-in-as?

It is sometimes difficult to find student ID numbers for some students on the file.
Often, this occurs when a pre-k student did not attend school in AISD'aUbaequent
to prekindergarten. However; in some cases, achievement data might be omitted from
a student's record merely because no ID number could be found. For the earlier
years of prekindergar:en, records for students who were missitg either a pre- or
posttest score were not available.

What -detearc available-concerhine the accurac and reliability of the

information on the file?

The reliability of the achievement test information can be found in technical reports
fur each year. a test x:as given.

Are there hormaciye-or hisco_ical-data a-ailable for intermrecine the

results?

Yes: This file_itself is a historical record. There are national norms available
for all of the tests, as well as disrrictwide data for AISD Students who took the
tests.

Brief descriocion cf the file la.:oot:-

The file contains student information (ID, name, birthday, ethnicity), and a.code to
indicate which pre-k program a student attended. The year a student attended Ore-k,

and his_or her pre-k pre- and posttest scores (if available) are included. Spring
(and fail) achievement test scores for years subsequent to the prekindergarten year
are also included. (Migrant and Title I/Chapter 1 status for subsequent years is also
included.)

r.=2
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PREKINDERGARTEN LONGITUDINAL FILE

Purpose

The prekindergarten longitudinal file was created to provide information'
relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions:

Chapter 1 Regular

DoolstIou_stIonDa: Should the Chapter 1 Early Childhood
Education Program be continued; modified; or discontinued?

Eital4Aturestian_D3-2: Do former E.C.* students
score higher than comparable students in their schools
When they reach higher grade -evels?

*Pre-Kindergz...rten

Chapter 1 Migran

Decision Question DI: Should the Early Childhood Education
component be continued as it is/modified, or deleted?

Evaluation-Quetin-D1-4_: What have been the long-
term effects of participation in Migrant Early Childhood
Education component on migrant students' achievement?

Procedure

The folloWing_ it a list of prekindergarten programs that were included on
the file at the time of this report:

4 year of Title I (78-79, 79-80; 80-81; 81-82)
4 years of Migrant (78-79; 79-80; 80-81, 81-82)
3 years of Happy Talk (7.8-79 79-80, 80-81)
1 year of At -Home (80-81)
2 years of Title VII (80-81; 81-82)

The individual files from various programs had been previously combined into
one large longitudinal file (called PREKL). The student ID number, name,
program type, program year, pre- and posttest scores were also moved from
the individqal prekindergarten data files to PREKL. StudeTtt Masterfile
information (from yeart subsequent to the pre-k year) was also added with
"current School, " birthday, and ethnicity. Systemwide Testing files were

used to update each record (see Figure E-I.)
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Yeart...est

_Crade 78-79 78-80 -80-81 81-82 82-83

EC x x k:

K Boehm/Boehm_ BoehM/Boehm ITBS/ITBS ITBS /ITBS

MRT/ITBS- MRT/ITBS ITBS

ITBS_ ITBS

Figure E- SUMMARY OF TEST SCORE INFORMATION CONTAINED -ON PREKL

FOR EACH COHORT OF PRE-K STUDENTS.

Analyses

For students who had participated in an AISD prekindergarten ptgram, the

pre-k longtudinal file (PREKL) was used to calculate their medi, n percentiles

for the spring of 1983. For the comparison group, -tudens who! reSided

in traditional Title I areas, attended Chapter 1 st. .1s, and who had no

AISD prekindergarten program were chosen. The Dist% ctwide medians were

obtained from Systemwide Testing reports.

Results

Figure E-2 shows the medians for each cohort of pre-k students as the

students reach higher levels. Figure_E-3graphically depicts the scores

of the 1978-79 pre -k cohort, and tentatively suggests, that longztetth

benefits to the students may be.re-emerging as they reach higher grade level's

&;-4



ABD Pie-L Pro:rum

Pry-Y. Year_._ .

k!'.11 hire--
... .....

--Te81. TIOO '1.1.111:1191-._. JI.012! VOIOKilit,k_

1(0-29 50 30._ N/A

Fall, 1919 IIIIIC (N.28) (1H2)

, 30 36 ., N/A 51

Fill, 1980 MR (8.51) (0.83)

13 41 _ 47_. 0

Spring, 1911I 118S (11,1%) (W)) 0)6) (N.135)

18. 40 38 62

1-prie- 1982 IIIIS (ILL) (N=41) (N-16) (N'916)

44 49 40,0 59

SOHO:, 1983 InS (I1J.) ( W) OHO (8'913)

. ....._________. .....,... _________ _........ ,.........._ _....

it;)-81)
. . . . . _ . . . . .

4C i 10 N/A N/A

Fall; 1980 RIM (8,.19) (11 .92)

41 36 42 .
55

Fall, 1981 MU (N.16) (N.75) (11 .862)

. 50.. _AL. 41 62

SPrIng. 1982 ms (R,1',) (N72) (N=71) (N.922)

46 42 40 63

tijii.10,, 1981 ITRS 00:) (844) (N .85) (8.926)

.
_

1980-81 23 IB 17 29

1,411; 1981 ITIIS (!;:'F:) (N.112) (N.I61) (8.647)

26 26 21ii 50

Spring; 1982 1115 (I,.1%) (N.126) (1H/8) (N.811)

46 42 _. 47 .

62

8priii.,, 1981 11115 (h,1%) (-N-11) (1116) (MOO

...... ... ..... '.. .... : .........
........... ._... .

i981-82 28 _29._ 23 42

Fail, 1942 ITI6 (1..1%) 0:92) 0.681 W(IO)

31 __26 .. 26._ S2

;;prIng, 1987 ITN (1',:T:' (N.,-.15) (8,85) 0.8901

Fiore E-2; MEDIAN PERCENTILES FOR COHORTS OF
PREKINDERGARTEN STUDENTS AS THEY

REACH HIGHER GRADE LEVELS.
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inscrumeni. JCZLLI-g,".

-Z---'44.-fd-e-s-c-riocion re the imstrument:

The coo:dinacor/teacner study was designed to focus attention on retainees and
former pre-k students in first-grade classrloms. Nine primary instructional
coordinators were_given rendomly_chosen teat .rs r.c) work with (usually five

teachers each.) COordinators were incei-!iewed at the end of the school year to
see what they had done and to obtain ideas on ',:ossibie futute interventions for

these students. ihe torn used to guide the tnterviews included six questions.

hcm vas- 1-.-micisr:ered?

EIeven instructional coordinators.

71ov -acv :yes vas t!te ins:17=e= admiciscered?

Once.

adMiciatered?

May 1983.

'.:here vas :he

In ORE or instructional coordinator officas.

Vho aCticiS.rerec. :he thsccramenc?

TWO ORE evaluacrrs and chr Director of ORE.

:ratram^. a,d :he aCffir!.stra:rrs :aye?

Administrators discussed the survey questions and the study prior to irtterviews.

?as :he thsrr.rat, under 1:r rardirer rondt:irhS?

No.

era :here otabIams vt:h :he roser-aen: cr :he
- :he a. :3

Non.- that are known.

-.7ho ieveicted :he ihatr-arrem:7-

O RE evaluar2,-.

;.vatlalle

No: available.

.1_re :here harm :a_a tl rlsuLto:

No.



COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY

Purpose

The coordinator/teacher study supplied information relevant to the follow-
ing retention decision and evaluation questions:

Decision_Questlon D2: How effective have efforts been directed
towards retainees? Should they be continued and/or modified?

PALTiltintinn Qrneactinn n9-10.. Does focusing special
attention on retainees have an impact on their
achievement?

Evaluation Question D2-11: If so, what methods
seem most effective in meeting the needs of the
retained child?

This study was motivated by a desire tc_see wto. her having coordinators
1:ocus special attention on retainees and forme pre -k students in first-
grade classrooms could have an impact on student achievement. These
groups have special ne?h 7 -_pre4( students_often make gains which do
not seem to be maintained in_kindergarten and firSt-grade and students
are most often recakned at the first-grade level,

Procedure

Development

The Director of ORE suggested the study_in October 1982 to the Director of
Elementary Curriculum. She liked the idea and invited the Director, eval-
uators for the retention and Chapter l evaluations to meet with the coor-
dinators at their first November meeting to discuss the proposal. The ORE Di7
rector and evaluator for retention met with the coordinators November 4.
The discussion guide fdt the meeting is included as Attachment F71. De=

cisions made at the meeting were that:

-Primary coordinators were willing to participate.
ORE would determine how many classrooms included pre-k and
retained students and randomly assign each primary coordinator
a maximum of five teachers to work with.
Coordinators would only be required to provide -the lists to
the teachers and offer their help in dealing with the students
as a group or on an individual basis. Beyond this, coordina-
tors would keep notes of further contacts made and help pro-
vided throe ,h ffri the school year.
-The Project-i'ASS crdinator said she and her trIlrl; would
like to participate: These classes were also served by
regular instructional coordinators.

F-3



-Most coordinators felt they had ideas on what to recommend for
retainees but that a list of ideas on helping pre-k students
would help. The Director of. Elementary Curriculum said she
would try to develop a list with the help of a coordinator
committee if she had time (this was not accomplished during
the 1982-83 school year).
-Three coordinators volunteered to meet with the evaluators
again to finalize details once the number of pre-k and re-
tainee classes was known.

The programmer for the retention study then developed a computer listing
by school and class Of all retainees and/or prek students. A problem
was discovered at this point_- - teacher_ assignments for studenta_were
only available for those students who had taken the Metropolitan Read-
mess Test (MRT) in the fall (an optional test). The only information
available for the rest of the students was school assignments. This
necessitated calling or visiting approximately 30 schools to find out
which classrooms the students were in. Schodls were called if a small
number of students were unassigned (the MRT was given_atthe school but
the Students were absent or the teacher_cOde was missing) and visited if
none -of the stur.:cnts were assigned to classes. The evaluation assistants
for Chapter 1 and Retention completed -this task._ The evaluators and the
coordinator subcommittee met and_finaliZed details of the =study once an
approximate number of classes had been established.

A total of 45 of the 61 elementary schools had retainees or pre-k students
in their first-grade classrooms. About 200 classrooms included retainees
and/or pre-k students; 132 inclUded both_types_of_students. The sample
was drawn from the 132 classes which inclUded both types of students. A
random sample of 5 clr-'sses was then drawn for each of the 9 regular coor-
dinators. Some , ger pools of classes to choose from tnan others
because of th- ....isrr...atron of retainees and pre-k students in the DiSttict.
Seven clas:. v.ere randomly chosen for _the regular coordinators that Were
also serv(,:d by one of the four Project PASS trainers.

Distribution

The primary coordinators were sent final study details, lists of classes,
and an optional recording form on Dec2mbel 1st (see Attachment F-2). Coor=
dinacors were asked to contact the teachers just after the winter break.
Class lists showed the teachers' name and scnooland those students who
were retained and/or pre-k students in each class. Two coordinators called.
about classes on their list that were really served by other coordinators, appro
priate adjustments were made. This resulted in the addition of one coor-
dinator to the study, for a total of 11 coordinators. A master-.list of
coordinators and class assignments is included as Attachment F-3.

Part I Interviews

The survey form was developed by the evaluator f the retention study,
discussed with the Project PASS and Chapter 1 e .tors and Director; and
finalized early in May (see Attachment F-4). , ri.ators were randomly

split into two groups of six and five for intervicws. The DItrectr inter-
viewed six coordinators and District Priorities evacuators interviewed five
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(the retentiOh evaluator interviewed four and the Project PASS evaluator
one). Responses were then discussed in a meeting June 6.

AftaIvses-and-R&SAlltS

There was a wide_variety in the types of answers or comments which were_given
in response to the interview fbrm. In addition, three different individuals
conducted interviews._ Thus, mathematical "tallying" of the results_was_diffi=
cult On some items. Quantitative -data were available and of- special relevance
to the_study on the topics -noted below. Of the eleven coordinators that were
interviewed, eight reported that they had supplied the targeted teachers -with
the liSt Of former pre-kindergarten and retained students. One of the three
remaining coordinators reported that she_did no additional intervention -with
these teachers (and did not provide -the lists because she was not certain
whether not she was supposed to do so). The students of those teachers were
omitted from the analyses._ The Project PASS coordinator reported that the
trainers did not provie their teachers with lists of retainees -and former
pre-Pindergarten students, although these lists were available from the regular
c.:ordinator. Trainers work on special plans for all 3,-ick retainees but not
as part of this study. A third coordinator did not-provide lists, but_asked
teachers if they knew which students in their class were retainees or former
pre-kindergarten students. In addition, she reported several other special
activities with the teachers, and students in those classes were included
in the analyses.

Only one coordinator actually reported that she vc7 the targeted teachers
-rare than she usually .:.7nuld. Four coordinators that they discussed
with teachers ways to work with parents of ret ree coordinators
discussed with teachers ways to improve retainc, concept and at7.itude
toward school; while the same number discussad Jai skill" work with these
students; Two coordinators referred teachers to the tapes available on _iagnosis,
direct-instruction; and self-concept of retainees.

The coordinators who were interviewed as part of this study had several
suggestions and comments about working with_these =wo student populations.
fn general; they felt that callirg teachers attention to these students was
helpful; and that more specific suggestions and/or a more structured interven-
tion would be useful; It was that there was a need for this "focusing" to
occur at the beginning of thesc )1 year, with some individualized instruc-
tional or enrichment activities considered for these children. For example,
retainees might benefit fl.= using a different basal reader when they reP't a
grade level. It was suggested that lists of these students, .7r all low-

achieving students. could be given to both teachers and coon' nators.
teachers need to be made aware of the curriculum covered in k-indergarten and
pre-kindergarten classes;

I:here were also some recurring comments about teaching methods for retainecs.
One concern was the need for smaller class sizes and more awareness of the needs
of retainees by teachers of these students; There is a need to avoid teaching
the same material twice in the same way; New teachers appeared to have greater
difficulty in the area of working with retainees. .Teachers appeared to be more
aware of who the retainees were than of forme- pre-k students; AIso; the
coordinators seemed to find it easier to give suggestions for helping retainees
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than for helping former ;Sore suggestions and comments are

included in Attachmenr

roS n.17()111 t -I on

Analyses

Since many of the students on the 7)tiginal list did_not have teacher assign-
ments, the District Priorities' a analyst first determined class assign-
ments by a match with the student Master File._ This was necessary to divict. the

students into a treatment and- control group--the process basically duplicated
what was done by hand in the fail.

Regression analyses were then run using Jenning's MODEL program and AISD's
IBM 4341 computer. In math, Math Total ITBS scores fbt spring 1982 and spring
1983 were compared. In reading, Reading TOtal scores for the two years were
used for the retainees. However, Language Total scores had to be used as a
pretest for former. pre-k students since kindergartenerS do not take a reading

test; The regression analyses tested whether there was any difference in the
achievement of former pre-k and retained students who were in classes where
"target" lists were distributed and those classes where they were not. The

coordinator who did not distribute the lists to her teachers or do additional

intervention with the teachers was not included in either group,_ One regression
analysis was run for reading and one for math with both groups (former pre-k

and retainees) Dmbined; Means were also calculated for forMet pre -k_ students,
retainees, and Dormer prc-k retained Students in both reading and math.

ResU1ts

NO significant differences were found in the achievement of_siUdents in target

obraDdiVd with controls; This was true both in reading and math. A

linear relationship was found between:pre- and posttest scores in math with

curvilinear relationship in reading, The correlation between pre- and posttes.

scores was .38 in reading and .53 in math.

Mean_:-::eteSt and posttest scores are shown for fOrmer pre-k, retained; and forme-.

prek_StUdenta who were also retained in Figures P-1 through F-4, There figures

reveal very little difference in gains or achievement patterns for either pre-k

or retained students.

Overall, it appears that this intervention was not sufficient to impact student

achievement. IL could be that _a more structured intervention provided earlier i]

the school year might be helpful; Some alternative strategies might also be

considered. O the administrator survey, administrators indicated that more

direct he] from instructional coordinators to the teachers of retainees might

be very helpful.

4.,
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N Preteet*(K)
.5143

167 ;4641
Treatment ' 63

Posttest(lst) Gain
1.8889
1.6467

Figure F-1; SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(PRETEST: LANGUAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT; POST-
TEST: READING TOTAL GRADE. EQUIVALENT ;)

*Na gain computed; since a reading pretest
score was unavailable.

in
Treatment
Contro-L

68
184 40 6

1-;6706
L4402

1.3191
L-232-6

Figure -2; SCORES FOR FORMER PRE-K STUDENTS IN GRADE 1
(MATH GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES; SPRING 1982
AND 1983;)
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Group N Pretest Posttest _Gain_

Retainees Treatment 51 1.0078 1.8056 0.7980

Contral 138 1;0400 :.:'.^0. 0.8775

Retainees Treatment 9 1;2000 .E2:L2 0.6222

WI Pre-K-Gon-tro1. 25 1.0360 600 0.7240

Figure -3. READTNC SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH
PRE lEADING TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS, SPRING
1987. '983.)

Group -N-__ Pretest Posttest Gain

Retainees Treatment 52 1.1673 1;8519 0;6846 -.4.

Contrdl --12 1.1757 1.8257 0;6500

Retainees Treattent 9 1.4222 1;9778 0;5556

w/ Pre=K Control 31 1-23$17 _1.8226 0;5839

Figure F=4. MATH SCORES FOR RETAINEES AND RETAINEES WITH PRE-K.
(MATH TOTAL GRADE EQUIVALENTS; SPRING 1982 AND 1983.)
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Now.mb 1982

3:00-4:00

COORDINATOR STUDY

1. What is the study designed to d

- to determine whether calling teacher attention to fir:-.L7grade students

with spetial'needs (retainees and former pre-K Students) and offering

help in dealing with these students makes a difference to student

achievement;

to determine what coordinators di' with teachers that might account

for this differeftLe (advice given, actions taken, etc.)

2. What must coordinatorS do for the study?

- The study is designed to be "taturalistic,"and capture normal coor-

dinator interaction with teachers as much as possible. The only

things coorinators must dc are:

A. Call selected teachers' attention to retainees and former

pre-K students in their classrooms.
B. Offer to help the teacher on reqUe§t with addressing the

needs of these students (individually or as a group).

C. Report to ORE on visits made_and advite given (through

calendar notes, observation formS, other forms, and/or

interview) .

Coordinators do no_t_ have to:

A. AStett individual student problems through testing or

other means unl-ess they normally would.
B. ViSit a Set number of times beyo:Id the first contact.

Meeting Questions

1. How many classes should coordinators be assigned?

2. Should Project PASS SchobIS be_treated separately? Are Project PASS and

regular coordinators working with the same classes?

3; Do the efforts of regular coordinators overlap with those of Special Ed

and special program coordinators at the first -grade level?

4. Do coordinators need a form to record--advice given and visits? If so, of

what type? Should use be optional? Wbuld April interview be sufficient?

Should a checklist of possible intervention§ be created?

5. Do coordinators need or want past that given through the retention

cane script?
6. Will coordinators know what to suggest to do for pre-K students? Sn.nuld

a liSt of suggestions be devel:ped?

2,J



82.37 Attachment F-2
(Page 1 of 3)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

December 1, 1982

TO: Primary Coordinators Addressed

L2c52/x-c.,
,grA

FROM: Nancy aenen Schu Ler, Karen Carsrud

SUBJECT: Working with First-Grade Teachers
I.

We met with the:SubcOttittee (Rita Gibbs, LaVonne Rogers, Etta Hollins) -set
U0 to Work out details on the coordinator/teacher study. We -made some deci-
sions about how coordinators should u rk with the teachers, of first-grade
retainees and former pre-K students. Vm sorry it has taken thiS long to
get all the materials together, but ycu know how it goes sometimes!

Attached are a summary guide, your Li.;-t of five classes to work with and an
optional recording form which you L use if yon want. The -ommittee decided
the retention scripts and your owl& -,q3erience and research were sufficient to
give you ideas on how to work with -atainees. The group felt some ideas on
working with pre-K students might helpful, and Timy may have contacted
some of you about developing a list. You can recommend any techniques you
think will be effective to the tFt.hers.

Start contacting your teachers right after the winter break. The lists pro7
vidc should be right, but don't be too surprised if a child has transferred
in out of a class.

NBS.C:trf
Attac.hments

Persons Addressed:

Approved:

Cecile Banks
late Gibbs
Yolanda Leo
Maria Elena Martinez
GracieIa Morales
LaVonne Rogers
Ana Sal:, as
Graciela Zapata
Paola Zinnecker
Etta Hollins

Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

cc: Ruth MacAllister, Timy Baranoff



32;37 Attachment F -2
(Page 2 of 3)

COORDINATOR STUDY
GUIDE

What is the purpose of the study?

The general purpose is to find out whether calling teacher attention to
first7grade students_with_special needs (retainees and former pre-K stu-
dents) and offering help in dealing with them makes a, difference to the
students' achievement. If so, the advice given and actions taken by
coordinators will be examined to see if effective techniques can be iden-
tified.

That must coordinators do for the study?

The study is designed to be "ntu-':.a'stic" and capture normal coordinator
interaction with teacher" a5 atuo ;.-s possible. The only things yciu must do

are:

. Visit the classroom of the five selected teachers at least once.
Call_their_attention to the retainees and former pre-K students
in their classrooms

2. Offer_tO help the teacher address the needs of these studes
individually or as a group on request.

3. Keep track of advice given to teachers ot_studenta individually
or in general, on -the number of visits made, on any evidence
that the teacher followed through (rrom self-port or observa-
tion): You can keep notes on your calendar, observation .forms,.
the optional form attached,_or in ar,other convenient wai. -Just

have the information available in April or mey when you i:;.-1.J1

interviewed by an ORE evaluator.

What is optional? What do coordinators noL have to do?-

1. Coordinators do not have to visit a set number of times.past the
first contact, Do what you normally would and respond to teacherS'
requests for help.

Cdordiftators do not have to assess indiv!.:dual student problems
through testing or other means ur'

3. Ideas can be taken from the "Foci'
retailleas based on the tape hilt

normally would do so

.Action" , sheets for

to be. Suggest

whatever techniques :;11 think a7e approptiLlte.

What about classes also served by special area coordinators?

You may have classes also served by special_education or Chapter I

tors or a Project PASS specialist, Serve these classes as you normy
Special Education and Chapter I coordinators will not receive tae lit of stu-
dents but the Project PASS specialist will. Coordinaeo your efforts with her

to the extent you normally would; 'ge will ask how Lhi-s worked out ne:-ct Sprin

in the inter-tiew,

J Iv
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(Page 3 of 3)

COORDINATOR/FIRST= RADE TEACHER STUDY

OPTIONAL RECORDING SHEET

DATE OF VISIT:

TEACHER:

STUDENT(S):

AREA OF NEED:

PROPOSED SOLUTION:

$_OLLOW-UP

DATE OF VISIT:

PROGRESS REPORT:

F-12
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COORDINATOR:
LA-vONNE-RGGERS

TEACHER

WILLIAMS, MARY
FELL. ANNA
ACOSTA, LstELDA_
CAROLYN CLEMONS
NINA ARNOLD

Attachment

M.
jethedf70- .00ORDINATORI--GRACIELA MORALES

SCHOOL

ROSEWOOD 40-

!

RIDGETOP / 6-
TRAVIS HEISTS
TRAVIS HEIGHTS/ }

COORDINATOR: GRACIELA. ZAPATA

TEACHER SCHOOL

SEPULVEDA, DELORES ZILKER
JACKSON, ALICLA. ZILKER
MTERS-ORTIZ, CATHY LINDER
SAENZ, SYLV/A SANCHEZ
ZOCH, JERRILYN LINDER

COORDLNATOR: RITA GIBBS

TEACHER SCHOOL

LOPEZ, DORA_
OLVERA, MARTHA '*

GIL, RICHARD
SANCHEZ, CYNTHIA
MACARI

COORDINATOR: ANA
TEACHER
KELSO, BEULAH
REED, JAYNE
ALLEN, JEAN
POWERS, ROSE
BROWN, AVENELL

BECKER
CAS/S_
DAWSON
BECKER
ODOM

SALIN S

TEACHER

.ROBLES, VICKI
BROWN, MARY
NELSON; JUDITH:
NEWMAN, LUDEESA
HERNANDEZ, MARY

SCHOOL

ALLAN
ALLAN
ALLAN
opvALLE
ALLISON

COORDINATOR: YOLANDA LEE'

TEACHER. SCHOOL

MISENHELMER, ELIZABETH JOSLIN
2 RUST, LORI_ -_ OAK SPRINGS

KILLER, BETTY WILLIAMS
HOLEKAMS, GEORGE LANGFORD
COURTNEY; TERESA LANGFORD

COORDINATOR: ANITA MAUS

/ 44
I

1,3
14,4

5

HIGHLAND. PARK 5-

ANDREWS
ANDREWS ;3
HIGHLAND PARK 3 3-
-MAPLEWOOD J /

COORDINATOR: PAOLA ZLNNECKER

TEACHER

YAZDANPANAHI, RUBY
MC SHEA, ELLEN .

RAMSEY.; REBECCA
FARTENSTEINi JOYCE
BURSTYN, ADALINE

-SCHOOL

HARRIS
METZ
HARRIS
PECAN SPRINGSZL. /
METZ 4r

TEACHER

KINGSBURY4_MARY\
GUNTER, GLORIA
LUCCHESE, MARGARET

SCHOOL

3
7

SUNSET VALLEY
SUNSET VALLEY
SUNSET VALLEY

COORDINATOR:- MARIA ELENA MARTINEZ

TEACHER SCHOOL

ANDERSON, LINDA BROWN

EREDLEY, PHYLLIS BROWN

DEUSER, CAROLE BROWN

HOUSTON, GOLDIE ST. ELMO

BRYANT, MAZY NORMAN

COORDINATOR: CECILE BANKS

-47

1

.3

/

TEACHER SCHOOL

MARTINEZ, JANIE HOUSTON 24

SMOTHERMON, DIANE HOUSTON 2-

COORDINATOR: ETTA HOLLINS

TEACHER SCHOOL

(CUNTER_, G.
1-"'-7-1LUCCHESE,

KLNGSBLTRY , M.
Cfrvc2-0. WILLIAMS, M.
L'e't.45 LFELL. A.

rione4 BRYANT, M.
144.1-10USTON, G.
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IP c. r I
INTERVIEWE(Page 1 of 2)

COORDINATOR/TEACHER STUDY - -COORDINATOR INTERVIEW COORDINATOR--

. WERE YOU ABLE TO PROVIDE THE LIST OF PRE=K AND RETAINED STUDENTS TO
THE TEACHERS IN YOUR GROUP? DID YOU TALK WITH THEM ABOUT GENERAL
INTERVENTIONS-WITH PRE=K AND RETAINED STUDENTS? ABOUT SPECIFIC INTER=
VENTIONS FOR SOME STUDENTS? WHICH TEACHERS REQUESTED SPECIAL HELP
DURING THE YEAR? HOW OFTEN?

CHECK OFF: NO. RET. SPECIAL HELP PROVIDED
TEACHER OR PRE-K (BRIEFLY DESCRIBE)

SPECIAL
VISITS

SUPPLIED
LIST

.GENERAL
TALK

'REQUESTED'
SPECIAL
HELP

1;

5.

6.

7.

WHAT SPECIFIC HELP DID YOU PROVIDE TO TEACHERS DURING THE YEAR? DID
HELP VARY BY TEACHER (IF SO, NOTE SPECIAL INTERVENTIONS GIVEN.TO ONLY
SOME TEACHERS ABOVE)?

RETAINEES

TAPES: DISCUSSED:
diagnosis working with parents
direct instruction ways to improve self-
self-concept concept/attitude toward
oarent-teacher conference school

specific skill work
(what areas, materials?)

OTHER & COMMENTS:

PRE-K STUDENTS:

special assignments to maintain skills
ways to chedk status and progress
what pre-K curriculum covers

OTHER-AND-CGMMENTS:



82.37 Attachment F -4
(.Page 2 of 2)

3. FOR THOSE CLASSES ASSIGNED TO A PROJECT PASS AND REGULAR COORDINATOR:

DID YOU WORK INDEPENDENTLY OF THE OTHER COORDINATOR ASSIGNED TO THESE

CLASSES? DID YOU COORDINATE EFFORTS? IF SO, }OW?

4; DID YOU END UP WORKING WITH THESE TEACHERS MORE THAN YOU USUALLY WOULD?

YES

5. WHAT-CAN BE DONE THAT WILL BENEFIT PRE-K AND RETAINED-STUDENTS THE MOST?
WHAT DIRECTION SHOULD WE MOVE IN? WHAT INTERVENTIONS RAVE THE BEST CHANCE

FOR SUCCESS?

R2TAINEES:

PRE -K:

6. REFLECT ON YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS EXPERIENCE. WAS IT HELPFUL TO

TEACHERS AND STUDENTS? WHAT PROBLEMS DID YOU ENCOUNTER? DID THE LISTS

HELP TO FOCUS ATTENTION ON THESE STUDENTS? DID TEACHERS WANT HELP?

SHOULD THE INTERVENTION BE MORE STRUCTURED?

F=15



82.37 Attachment F75
(Page 1 of 3)

This list represents a compilation of ideas taken from the interviews. Comments

are paraphrased and meant to act as a starting point for possible brainstorming

of ideas in the fall.

Ratainees

Recommend additional enrichment activities for students (e.g. word
cards, sentence strips, supplemental books, things to do at home).
"Centers" to work in when regular work is finished.
Use teacher's voice on instructional tapes.

o Build student's self concept.
Do not retain a child and make him Special.Education at the Same time.
Continue special services to low achievers regardless o.,7 "financial"

status of campus student is assigned to!
to Increase communication between paired schools--standardize curriculums.
Teach alphabet and sounds to all kindergartners--some teachers lower
their expectations for 1st graders who don't know the alphabet.

o Capitalize on and nuture love of learning students exhibit entering

first grade.
Special meetings with first-grade teachers.

o Staff Development.
Consider placing retainees with more experienced teachers rather than

new teachers.
o Publish newsletter for teachers of retainees.
o Place in group other than low. This will enhance student's chance for
challenge and success.

6 Change basals if students move laterally..
Do not cover same material twice.
Smaller class sizes.
Stronger parental support.

o Develop greater sensitivity in teachers working with retainees
(guard identity of retainees, treat them as normal as possible,

etc.).
4 Adapt child to academic program rather program to child.

4 Create a list of at-home activities for retainees.
Make Sure Students know the purpose behind lessons and assignments.
Look_at learning styles early in year to prevent problems.
Mixed emotions about retention -- not big on retaining kindergartners.

I know and parents know first-grade retention is best because of basic

reading and math instruction.

Prevention

o Kihdergarteh.curriculums need to be standardized across schools -7

especially in paired schools; Some students are better prepared air
lst_grace than others and teachers sometimes give up on those already

behind.
Cater to child without singling him out too often.
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PrOVide ditett instruction and practice with minimal independent

Work. .

Concentrate on reading and math and teach these basic§

during science and social studies as well --lst and 2nd are last

chante for these basics.

Former Pre -K

Continue in current direction.
More structured situation building on known skills.

Provide more direct teaching.
Monitor centers students use during kindergarten to detect

whether academic§ centers are being avoided.

Don't just focua on-volunteers, call on those who do not raise

hands or ask_questions.
Provide staff development in individualized instruction.

RIndergarten teachers should raise their expectations.

Assess at first- -don't teach again.
Criteria Should be followed in identifying children to be

served by pr.-6=k and teachers should be told who had pre-k.

Increase kindergarten teachers' awareness of pre-k class-ea.

Higher level things need to.,go on in kindergarten--only tool

to help teachers in form of seminar to enhance kindergarten.
Alphabet and sounds should be taught systematically in

kindergarten.
Kindergarten§ across the District need to standardize what they

teach more--new guide may help.
Capitalize on am. nurture the love of learning that kids come into first

-grade with.
Use new DLM materials being used at Gullett--balanced analytic

and experience approach.
a Use grouping in kindergarten ( . like at Campbell).

lather Comments

Teachers new to AISD seem to have difficulty coping with

retainees and pre -k.
These students should be placed with more experienced teachera.

Kids' attitude must be kept positive. Some kids get very

negative, especially retainees, who can't understand the purpose

of working on the same thing. Change kids' attitudes from

"I can't" to "I can."
Closely monitor §tudent§ progress. Use different series and

forms of reinforcement.
Let teachers enter information on special activities done with

students on cumulative folders.
Black kids onlyz=didn't make much difference if pre-k or not--most

frequent topic was language--sOmetimes dialect problem--other

times communication suggested teacher use tape recordingS and

lave child listen=-§uggested teachers use poetry to help develop

students' language skills. Tried not to locus on just coordination

of pre-k skills. Tried to use holistic rather than linear

approach.

F=17
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If students do not learn by traditional method, teacher should
develop alternate method of teaching.

o Staff development workshop could be held to help teachers in
selecting and preparing materials for alternate teaching
methods.
Not sure some teachers are aware of the difference between
former pre-k and regular students.
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App radix 6

INTERVIEW WITH _D RECTORS OF CHAPTER I

NEGLECTED AND D LINQUENT INSTITUTIONS.
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Instrument Description: Interview with Directors of N & D Institutions.

lriaf-descrintion *f -

The 'interview form consists of 15 open-ended questions administered orally.
The items cover such areas as services provided, extent of contact with AISD
schools, standardized testing and resident population characeeriseics.

To wham was the instrumene ae-rf,mstered?

The four N & D directors whose institutions received Chapter 1 funds. At one
institution the executive director and administrative director both participated.
Some directors referred some questions to their inseitution's Chapter 1 teacher
or aide, who responded later in writing.

ae4 man4-times-was--cha-tmv==ems-administeree
_-Once to each director.

Vre.n-wasthe-.etv: administered?
Three of the directors were interviewed in December 1982. The executive and
administrative directors of thelfourth were interviewed in April 1983.

her was che thser=ent admitileared?
In the direceOr'S offices.

Who =ministered; the instrxzeme?
The Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern.

What. =alai= did th-e-adminitratorhee?
Note.

J.
as the inser=enc-aoministered under seandardt=ed condi:ions?r

\ ,

The settings were,all similar. Alihough the interviewer someeimes asked a
director co clarify or further explain an answer, the order of the questions
Was the saine Even when the subject answered a following question in the
course of answering a preceding one, all questions were asked.

Werm there ot:oblems with the imszrumene-or rhea:ion-thecInizho
alfec !eh-e aLd the -.-1-ara-?-

l
No.

'who deveIoced the f..-tttt=ettf

The Chapter 1 Evaluation Interni_with review by the Chapter 1 InseruceionePw
Administrator and the Chapter I EvaInator.

What- relial-7 and vaIiait-.. data are available on -che- ins'trumen

None;

Are :here morr iaca available for

No.
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INTERVIEW WITH DIRECTORS OF CHAPTER I
NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT INSTITUTIONS.

Purpose

--

Interviews with directors of four Chapter 1 N & D Institutions were conducted
to help answer the following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Qi-leqtion D4: Should the N & D and non-public school
Chapter 1 components be modified? If so, how?

Evaluation Question D4-I: What Chapter 1 services are offered to students
in N & D institutions?

Because infoiwation about the services and activities of the N & D institutions
was not readily available, the interviews were not confined to questions

directly pertinent to Chapter service, but also asked about student
population characteristics, contact between the institutions and AISD schools,
and standardized testing done at the institutions.(See Attachment G -1 for the

interview form)

Procedure

The Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern conducted interviews with the Administrators of

Salado Hcuse and Settlement Club 'Home, and the Clinical Director of Junior
Helping Hand Hare, on Deceinber 2 and 3, 1982. The Executive Director and

'AdMinistrative Director of Middle Earth Unlimited were interviewed April 15,

1983. (The directors at Settlement Club Hone and Junior Helping Hand Hare
referredithe questions about Standardized testing to the on-site AISD teacher
and the 'Chapter 1 tutor, respectively. The-Se responses were obtained by

telephone by the Chapter 1 Evaluation Intern and are noted where they occur in
the results section.)

After the interviews were completed, the tapes (for the first three interviews)
or notes (for thelast) were reviewed by the Chapter 1 tyaluation Intern.

Paraphrased summaries of responses are presented in the results section of this

,Appendix.

Results

Summaries of the directors' responses follow. To improve coherence, questions
and response summaries are grouped by common theme;

I. MAT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED TO CHAPTER 1 STUDENTS HERE AT EACH
FACILITY? HOW MUCH TINE PER DAY ARE STUDENTS SERVED By CHAPTER 1?
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Three of the institutions use Chapter 1 funds to hire aides to work with

students. The institutions differ in the number of hours budgeted for Chapter

aides. _The_position at Salado House is half-time, or a total of 740 hours

for 'the 185=day school year. The aides at. Junior Helping Hand Home and

Settlement Club Hans -are budgeted for 504 hours and 357 hours, respectively.

Salado House tiad trouble filling the position this year and had just_ hired the

Chapter l aide at the time of the interview. Planned services at Salado HouSe

were:

Individual tutoring from 4:00 to 5:00 p.m. for students who are

not doing well in school, as determined by weekly progress reports

from the schools.

to A supervised study_hall for-all retidents from 6:15 to 7:15 p.m.

The Chapter :1 aide assists students with problems during this

time. _

oFrom1:00toil:00p..m., the Chapter 1 aide visits schools anc

meets with eArhers.

Settlement Club Home operates a full-day classroom, taught by an AISD Special

Education teacher, for eight students. For part of the day, the teacher is

assisted by the Chapter 1 aide, who works with individual students as needed.

The aide also takes over the class for one hour per day. It should be noted

that the 357 hours budgeted for the aide is, an average ofitwo hours per day for

the 185-day school year.

At JUnior. Helping Hand Home, children are served individually for twenty

minutes at a time, twice a week. They are also served in groups of two or

three twice a week, The director eStimated that each resident is served for

about 30 thinutes per day, combining her individual and small group work.

Middle Earth Unlimited did not have an aide whose salary was paid with Chapter

1 funds, but they did employ a tutor from other 'funds who used materials

purchased with Chapter 1 funds. ThiS tutor had recently resigned and the

position was vacant at the time of the_interview. Residents had been receiving

tutoring in reading, writing, Imath, and independent-living skills, and, had been

givenassigmentstodotetweensessions.Thetirrespentaveraged about an

hour per day per* student.

II. aaw DO YOU SELECT STUDENTS TO RECEIVE CHAPTER 1 SERVICE? DO YOU

ADMINISTER STANDARDIZED READ) ACHIEVEMENT TESTS? IF SD,

WHICH ONES AT WHAT GRADES? WHEN (2 ENTRY? AT EXIT? BOTH?)

None the institutions are

select thapter 1 Students.
Achievement' TeSt (CAT) until
resiqents. They were looking

using standardized reading achievement tests to

Junior Helping Hand Home used the California

this year but-felt it was too hard for their
for a more-appropriate test and in the meantime
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are , basing their decisiont about service on a combination of criteria,

including the school's placement of the child (Special Education or regular

classroom) and teacher judgement.

At Settlement Club Hcme, whether or not a student is served by Chapter 1

depends on where the student is placed: those in regular schools are not

Served (they are high school age), while thote attending school at SCH are all

served. ThES major factor in the student's placement it emotional stability,

not academic functioning, although the director pointed out that emotional and

learning problems often occur together. At the tine of the'interview, the

director estimated that six of the eight students in the SCH classroom had

learning' problems, and said that the Chapter 1 aide gave more attention to

those six. The AISD teacher said that Settlement Club administers the

Wtodcock-Johnson test .to each student as he or she enters and to all residents

during the spring of 4v=ery third year, but they do not use the retults to

determine Chapter 1 eligibility.

Salado House residents are given a battery of tests at the statewide reception

center, before they are referred to Salado House. The director was not certain

which reading achievement tests are ministered at the statewide center, but

thought that both the Wide Range Achievement Test (MAT) and Metropolitan

Achievement Test (MAT) are given. The school plans to start giving the %RAT to

students just before they leave Salado House, as a posttest. Test scores are

not used to determine Chapter 1 eligibility; all Salado House residents are

served by Chapter 1.

All Middle Earth residents are served by Chapter 1 materials unless they have a,

GED (as did three of the eight residents at the time of the interview). A11

residents are administered the NRAT at entry and at exit. Middle Earth also

receives achievement test results from residents' past schools.

All four institutions receive scores from any standardized tests administered

to their residents in AISD schools. Only Junior Helping Hand Hale receives

scores from other districtt the students might previously have attended.

III. IF YOUR STUDENTS ATTEND AISD SCHOOLS,, DESCRIBE THE RIND OF CONTACT YOU

HAVE WITH THE SCHOOLS. DO YOU WORK WITH STUDENTS' AISD CLASSROOM

TEACHERS IN PLANNING YOUR SERVICES?

Eighteen of Salado 'house's 2TretidentS , attend AISD schools. Salado Holite

receives weekly written progress reportt! from teachers. Each AISD teacher

rates each student on attendance, effort,' and behavior, gives a "grade for the

week,fland may write in additional commentt. Salado House staff confers with

teachers ..f _problems occur. Also, the Director planned for the newly hired

Chapter l'aide to' spend three hours per day visiting schools and meeting with

residents' teachers.

At 'Settlement-Club flame, eight residents attend school in the AISD classroom

29t
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located on the grounds. AISD's Special Education liaison visits_once a week to
supervise the teacher. The remaining SCH residents attend regular AISD schools
at least part time. Social workers assigned to these students have contact with
the students' schools.

All Junior Helping Hand residents attend AISD schools. The case aide is a

liaison between AISD schools and JHH staff. The Chapter 1 tutor Meets ueekIy

with each resident's AISD,teacher.

At the time of the interview, no Middle Earth residents were attending school.
Tuo had recently dropped out. Middle Earth has traditionally had contact with

counselors, not teachers. The Director said that, they needed to work with
teachers more in the future.

IV; WITAT ARE THE BIGGEST PROBLEMS YOU EWE IN PROVIDING EFFECTIVE CHAPTER 1
SERVICE AT THIS INSTITUTION?

The director of Salado House said that his biggest problem was that the pay it
so low ($5.63/hour, half-time) that it was hard to hire a Chapter 1 tutor.

The position was not filled until the last week in November.

The director of Settlement Club Home and the Chapter I tutor at Junior Helping
Hand Home both said the students' emotional and behavioral problems are the

biggest difficulties.

The Executive Director of Middle Earth noted that lately more people were being

referred to the institution by their families and by the Juvenile Justice
system rather than the Child Welfare system, and that these people tended to be
more capable academically. As _a result, many of the Chapter 1. materials in use

were inappropriately easy and needed to be replaced. In addition, the

Administrative Director noted several problems. First, all the current

residents had full-time jobs. They were.not very motivated to spend free time

on academics; moreover, most residentt have had bad experiences with school

systems in the past.

Second, both programs run by the Middle Earth organization, "Spectram" and

"Turning Point," are short term by design, with an average duration of 17 days

and 3 months respectively. Clients' primary goals during that time are to work
and save some money while they learn skills they need for independent living.

Traditional academic skills are not the highest priority. Finally, it is

difficult to maintain a good learning environment in the midst of "home". The

institution is designed to be a residence, not a school, and the physical and
behavioral settings reflect this.

V. DO YOU FEEL THE CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM IS BENEFICIAL TO YOUR STUDENTS?

All the directors thought that, despite the problems, Chapter 1 was very

beneficial. Me director of Salado, House qualified his answer because he was
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new to the position and because the Chapter _1 tutor had just been hired,but he

said that based on his experience in a similar pOSition in Corpus Christi, be.

thought Chapter I was beneficial.

VI. HAVE YOU MADE ANY CHANGES TN YOUR CHAPTER 1 PROGRAM IN .THE PAST TWO

YEARS? HOW SATISFIED HAVE'YOU BEEN WITH THE RESUTTS OF THE CHANGES?

Each institution has made changes. ,Salado House was planning to extend Chapter

I service to residents who are riot in school but are studying for the GED.

Because they had not begun Chapter 1 service at the time of the interview, the

director could not evaluate the results, but he thought it was a good idea.

Settlement Club Home lost funding for a Chapter 1 aide for evening tutoring,

which forced an involuntary reduction in service and which the darector

regretted very much. Settlement Club Honie haa also begun teaching with

specific_vocational and school goals in mind; as the director _put it, 1107e

measure ourselves more." For example, at the time of the interview the Chapter

1 tutor was working with four of the residents with the specific goal of

helping them get Saturday jobs; then she planned to evaluate their success

within 'those jobs.

The director at Junior Helping Hand Home replied that they were doing more

individual instruction than in the past, and that she was very satisfied with

the results.

MideTe Earth Unlimited had made some procedural ch:anges. They now adminiSter

the WRAT instead of the CAT as a diagnostic instiusrent, because the CAT took

too long to adminiSter, had too many subareas and gave them more debailed

information than they needed. They are also having someone other than the

teacher administer standardized tests.

VII. WHAT IS THE AVERAGE LENGTH OF STAY FOR A STUDENT AT THIS INSTITUTION?

WHAT IS TdE RANGE?

Salado House: The average in four to _six months; Some students

stay eight months; seldom does a student stay fewer
than four monthS.

Settlement Club: The average is a 'little over-nine months. The range
is one to two months to 2 1/2 years.

Junior Helping Hand: The average is one year the range is six monQlsito

two years.
/'

Middle Earth: For the Spectrum program, the average is seven days,

with some clients staying as long as 30 days. Ibis is

designed as an'Energency Shelter program. Cli, is in

the Turning Point program stay from one to six months,

with an average of six months.



Summary and Conclusions

; .

Because the four institutions differ in the age range of their students, in the

amount of Chapter 1 service budgeted, and in the setting in which students

spend. the school day, it is somewhat difficult to reach general conclusions

that are meaningful. Each institution has designed its Chapter 1 program to

accommodate the conditions under which it operates.

Obvious probe result en one trys to evaluate such diverse programs. No
grade Ieve, has a saffi lent number of statisticalstudentS to allow for Statistica

analysis, and aggregation\ of data from such different settings and funding

levels wo41 probably not by apprppriate in any case.

All the instituions provide at least some one-to-one tutoring. The Chapter 1

tutor at eac institu "on except _Middle Earth Unlimited has contact at least

weekly with each wt's AISD teacher.

The director at one institution and the Chapter 1 tutor at another mentioned
that the resident's emotional and behavioral problems sometimes interfered with

effective Chapter 1 service ("It's difficult to help a kid with reading when

he's hallucinating"), but all four directors though that the Chapter l program
was very beneficial to their students and wished that more service were

available.

None of the institutions used scores from standardized achievement tests to
-select students for Chapter 1; residents of N & D institutions are automatically
eligible. However, because of the nature of the resident populations and the

criteria for assignment to these institutions, it is very likely that most if

not all of the students being served would qualify for Chapter 1 service if

test scores were used. One director said, "All of our kids are behind in

school - two grades, four grades whatever." Another director said that her
institution's residents were almost always placed in Special Education by AISD
schools, and that only these students receive Chapter 1 service: (Special

Education students are automatically eligible for Chapter 1 service within AISD
Chapter 1 schools.)

Nevertheless, the absence of standardiZed achievement test scores for many of

the students creates more difficulties for the evaluation. Same students have

such scores from the admissions process for the ninstitution, but may not have

recent scores or exit/past-test scores, ,making it difficult to assess gains.

It is also questionable whether pretest or selection scores would accurately
measure educational need for these students who may be distraught at the time

of testing. In short, meaningful evaluation of achievement gains in 'these

settings appears difficult, if not impossible. In addition, achievement gains

may not be the most important measure of the success,of the program.

G=8
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N & D-Iaterview

at services are provided to Chapter 1 students here at this facility?

How uch time per day are StudentS served by Chapter I?-

If your students attend AISD schools, describe the kind of contact-you.
have wth the schools.

Do you work With the Students' AISD classroom teachers in planning

your services?

3. How do you select students to receive Chapter 1 services?

Do you administer standardized reading achievement tests?

.G-9
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If t4hich ones at whatgrade?

Attachment GI
(Page 2 of 4)

N

Do you typically receive achievement test results from AISD or

other districts the student may have attended?

4. What is the average length of stay for a student at this institution?

What is the range? .=

0-10
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(Page 3 of 4)

5 What are the biggest problems you have in providing effective Chapter 1
service at this institution?

. Do you feel the Chapter 1 program is bendficial_to your students?



82.37 Attachment G71
(Rage 4 of 4)

7, Have you made any changes in your Chapter 1 program in the past two

years? Please'describe.

How satisfied have yOu been with the results of the changes?

G=12
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ECIA Chapter 1

Appendix H

MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE

3u4



82.37

Instrument Description: Math Rainbow Kit Questionnaire

1
Brief:dtspripetonol the-instrumemn:

_

The questionnaire contains seven items about Math Rainbcv Kits, and was_intenned

to gather information about such areas as the Kits' difficulty; directions;_help-
fulness,_ and parental enjoyment level. It was proVided_by_ ORE to -be sent home

by the students' school. The child received a free book when the survey was _

returned to the school. .Three schools participated in the-Kits, and AISO in the

questionnaire;

To when was the instrument ae-14,ist-erent

Parents of students receiving Mach RainbOW Kitt. If more than_one child in a

family received the Kits, a questionnaire.was sent for each Child;

Sow-manv.--t lures -wa-s-the-ims-tr-Imetzt-a-dminisp-ered I

Once.

when -psi-the-instrument administered?

May of 1983.

There was the instrument administered?

It was sent home with each student.

Who administered the Lmstrunent?

Self-administered.

Mhar-rrainimst did rhe-admiaistratort :a-:e?

None.

.-
7as toe instrument amMinistaret under standardized conditions?.

No.

Wert there Problems with the instrument or t administration that night
affect the vaIidiev of the data?

Parents who failed to return the:iitves. tay_have different perceptiogs_than_
those who did 'return it.. SoMe students probably completed the survey themselves,

rather than their parent.

no developed the instrememt?

Items were taken from preNhousIy administered_ ORE questionnaires, and were

those the:administrator of the Kids ftlt Woad be' otekal:

1:11A-reltattlitv-and-validitv-data-are available in the instrunent?

None.

Art-there ::Ora data available :or internretinz the results?

S6Me data exist from previous-years for comparison.

14-2
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MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESTIONNAIRE

Purpose

.1

Although a separate Rainbow Kit Questionnaire was mot part of the original
Evaluation DeSigt_fint 1982-83, the Chapter 1 evaluation staff agreed to
CO-Ordinate with the instructional staff to collect and tabulate more
specific information about the Math Rainbow Kits that was originally
planned; Nevertheless; the questionnaire was also intended to help address
the following decision and evaluation questions (originally part of the
Parent Survey effort; see Appendix D):

Decision Question D5: Can improvement be made in the ways the
Chapter 1 program encouralis parental involvement in their
children's education?

Evaluation. Ques_tion D5-I: To what extent do parents
whose children receive Rainbow Kits:

a) enjoy the activities?

b) actually implement the activities?

c) encounter problems when using the kits?

Procedure

The Math RainbhowKits are a series of lessons for parents and their

children to do at home together. The lessons cover basic mathematics

concepts such as time and money. A kit appropriate for each grade

level, K-6, is available. Three schools received Math Rainbow Kits
to distribute to their 1982-83 ChaRter 1 students: Brown, Campbell,

and Maplewood. In April of 1983; rosters with the names of students in
these schools whc were actually receiving the kits were obtained from the
Chapter 1 coordinator for the schools. When the rosters were received,
the name, school, and grade level of each child receiving the kits was
keypunched and used to prepare cover letters and questionnaires for
the parent's and each child receiving a*its. For parents who had more
than one child receiving the kits, a sieparate questionnaire and cover
letter were prepared with questions pertaining to each specific child.

/
The cover -letter VS parents and the actual questionnaire are contained

in Attachment H-I. Items on the questionnaire.kiere contained on various
Reading or Math Rainbow Kit Questionnairesin peevious years' evaluations

and were those requested by the project staff member who is administra-
tively responsible for the kits As in previous years, the questionnaire
and cover'letter were sent home/with each participating child, and the

child received a free book when the questionnaire was returned. (Delays

H-3
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in receiving the books from the publisher were partially responsible for

the lateness of the data collection.) Questionnaires and labels for

the cover letters were computer - generated with each child's name inserted

in the appropriate sentences (where blanks appear on the samples in

Attachment H-1.)

ORE Staff delivered the cover letters and questionnaires to the school

principals, along with the memo contained in Attachment H-2, in_darly_

May These were sent home by school personnel as soon as_posSible. Schools

requested replacements when students lost their original letter/question-

nairei, and these were provided, The additional names of participating
students who had not been on theoriginal rosters were also submitted and

.letterstqUestionnaires_Werd provided for these students; Any questionnaire

that was returned -by the_laSt day of school was accepted and included in the

analyseS, land entitled the child to receive the free book.

Analyses and Results

Of the 408 questionnaires that Were diSttibuted by the schocils, 210 were

returned; for an overall:tetUrn_rate of 51.5 percent. In at least two

cases; the survey's had_clearly been filled out by -the (third-grade),1

students rather than the parents: However;all questionnaires that were
returned were included in the analyses; since it was not possible -to deter-

mine'all cases when students rather than parents might have filled out the

questionnaire. Return rates by school and grade are shown in Figure H-1.\

Analyses:consisted of frequency counts_for each response oweach item;
Figures H-2 through H-8 show the overall responses to each item; Project

staff also indicated an inteit in responses that were broken dOwn by

grade level. These_gtadd level figures are included in Attachment H -3.-

However, the small- "N "s -at grades 1-3 make interpretations of these grade

level_datadiffidult. Shrife COMmetitg were also made by respondents to the

questionnaire. These are shown in Attachment H-4.

The results indicated'that most respondents (67AZ) thought the difficulty

level of the kits was "j_ust right;" although difficulty with the directions

was reported by 39.7% of the parents on "some," of the activities and 4.9%

thought many or almost all the directions were too difficult. Most (67.5%)

respondents thought the student had learned very mach or mach from the kits a

large percentage (91.7%) enjoyed working with their children on the kits at

least somewhat, and 52.8% enjoyed it very much. There was a variety of

responses to the question about how much time was spent on the kits, but the

most common response (45.2%) was that the student spgnt 15-30 minutes on

the last activity. Respondents also reported that a few activities were

done more than once (45.5%) or many of the activities were done more than

once (24.8%). A large majority (89.1%) reported that activities were being

kept in the box provided. Comparion of these data with data from last year's

Math Rainbow Kit parent questionnaire indicated that about the same percentage

of parents thought the activities were "just right," in terms cf difficulty

H-4
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v

(69% in 1982; vs 65% in 1983.) ReaultS Were also similar for the question

about how, much the chiIdlhad.learned\(64% in 1982, vs 65% in 1983; said
the:child had learned very much or MUCMtOt doing the activities.) The

overall return rate for the two years was also quite similar (50% in 1982,

vs 52% in 1983.) The only major area of\differente came on the question

about the difficulty 'of the directionS. In 1982; 41% Of the_parents_said

none of the directions were too hard. 08,3, only 24% of the respondents

said none of the directions were too hard, 76% gave a response_

indicating difficulty with the directions' of one or more of the activities.

GRADE

K

1

2

3

4

.5

6

TOTAL

School

Brown Campbell Maplewood __TOTAL

# Sent/-Ill-Returned 11 Sent/# Returned # Sent/# Retutfted--#:Sent/# Returned

32 .. 2.5. 36 16 ':f21 . 4 89 45 (50.6%)

30 12 0: - 0 17 : 9 47 21 (44.7%)

16 11 0 0 19 6 35 17-(48.6%)

15 11 0 0 14 4 29 15 '(51.7%)

i5 2. 9 29 14 14 ';;:7. :58 30 (51.7%)

8 3 58 32 15 6 81 41.(5_0.6%)

-15 8 31 20 23 13 69 41 (59.4%)

131 79 154 82 123 49 408 210 (51.5%)

- (60.3%) (53.2%) (39.8%)'

Figure H-1. NUMBER OF RESPONSES BY SCHOOL AND GRADE.

3u
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ITEM1: --How hard do you think these activities have been for

CATEGORY LABEL . CCOE
AES1LUTE

Hard 2. ...;15

Jdat Right 3: 135

Easy 4. ,1./7

TOO Easy _ 1E'

MrAN 3.2!6

VALID CA'.3ES 2;3'

TZTAL

. 7

YISZ/N:: CIS:3

Figure H-2. RESPONSES TO ITEM 1.

RELATIVE
FRE'l
cPqr-i

64.2

17.6

_ 7.1

3.3 MICSING

AO4CSTED

( ?CT)

CUM
FREE)
(PCT)

7.4 7.4

67.0 74.4

122 92.6

7.4 I0O.0
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ITEM2: Were the directions for the activities hard to follow?

CATEGCRY LASEL

- REL.e.Tt VE A1.11137E3'
aest.t.irS FR E.:.+ PcfC

CCOZ FREG (PCT) ( PC T )

CUM
FR]
(PCT)

- Almost All 1. 2.4 .2.5 25
Many 2.. - 2.4 2.5 4/)

Some . - 3. Isl. . 3i.5 35.7 44 .6

Very Few - 4. 52 29.5 3C.4

None 5. 31. 24.3 25.0 1C9.1

. C 5 2 . 3 M : .5', S I l'.2

T:TAL 212 125 *:. I : : C

MEAN 3.71n
-MODE 3-.-: - -

VALID CASES 2:4 PAISSING

Figure 11-3. RESPONSES. TO ITD1 2.

31u
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ITEP3: How much do. you think
Kit activities?

haS learned by doing the Math Rainbow

CA TE:GCP Y .

ABSOLUTZ
FP.E0 .

3..1:LATI V

FM:1
(PCT)

ADJUST :0
FiCC:
IPCT)

CUM
FR Zt1

IPCT)

Very:Much 1. . . :: 71. 33.3 35.: 35 .0

Much 2. 55 . ..31.4 32.5 67.5

Some 22.9 1 Z.a.) 91.1

Little o. 13.. 6.2 S .4'. 97.5

Very Little _
,. 3 2.4 Z.3 102.:

2 7 3.3 Mr.SSI:.0

ICI-1C 212 130.) 1::.0

MEAN 2.0E5
MOD:: 1 ...11-..o.

VALID CASES .'2 CI- ---"1:SI-1N e - C'5,iz"-S- - 7 -----

-- --- -- --- --

Figure H -4. RESPONSES TO ITEM 3.
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IT? Ma : How much haVe you enjoyed working with on these activities?

CATEGORY LABEL

-

CCDE
ABSZLUTE
= FREI

RELATIVE
FR:2
(PCT)

AO4LSTED
FzELI

(PCT)

CUM
FR:1
(PCT) '

Very Much 1._ 122 49..6 520A - 52.A

Much 2.. :43 22.3 24.9 77.7

_Some 3. - _27 12./ 14.0 91.7

Little 40 H 3.3 4.1 95.9

Very Little 5. 4 3.3 4.1 123.0

0 17 3.1 mIZZ:NG

TCTAL 212 132.3 1::.:

MEAN 1.819
MODE I.aca
VALID CASES 193 MISSING CA3E3' 17

Figure H-5. RESPONSES TO ITEM 4.

312
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ITEMS: How moth time did spend working on the laet activity?

CATEGORY LABEL.

MEAN
MODE
VALID CASES

APSDLUTE
COCE. ..FREJ: .

15 mine: I. s

16-30 mine. - 2. L-.: n

31-60 tint.-- 3. 45

> 60 mins. 4. A

_11

2.125
2. Cu

lin

TCTAL '13

ELAY:V:1
FRED
(PCT)

AD.:I.:ST:7
FR=I
(?CT)

CUM
FREI
(PCT)

26.7 24.1 24.1

42..9 ... 45..2 73.4'

21.4 22.6 96.2

3.3 4.:: 10:.2

F.2 :112.1:1.1

112.3 1:C.0

mIS.-.ING 01171 11

Figure R-6; RESPONSES TO ITEM 5.

H-10
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ITZM6A: Are you keeping the activities has received in the box?

CATEGCRY L35EL

rat A4

:TOE
VAL:0 CASES

Yes

No

_ RELP.TIVZ ACJUSTrc CUM
155 1LUT:: rR=.1 FR=r; FR =O

CCD E FR_) (PCT) c?CTI (PCT)

1. :::: 85.7 Q9.1 89.1

2. 22 LC.5 13.5 10C.0

(I ; 3.4 MISSING

7CT4L 111 111.3

Figure H-7. RESPONSES TO ITEM 6A.
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ITEM6B: Are you doing the activities more than one with

CATEGCRY 143EL

E.1%

MODE

YALIO C:=:ES

RE:L1T17E 1CJUSTE0 CUM
4232.07E FRE3 FPED FREC_

CCD? 4.---:::::1 (PCT) .CPCT) (PCT)

None I; 35: 17.1 17.e 17.9

A Few 2. 51 43.3 45.-.0 :62.9

Many 3. : 50 _ 23.3 24.2. 97.6

All 4. 25 11.9 12.4 13C.0

P 3..4 -1:.3S;;;G

JCT.% 21: IJC.::: ID7..C.-

2.317

--Figure H=87--RESPONSES-TO-ITEM 6B.-:



82.37 Attachment H-I
(Page 1 of 2)

RAINBOW KIT

Dear Parents:

We are very_excited about being able to offer the Math Rainbow Kit
Program to some students in our school this year. We hope you are,-
enjoying working on the activities with your children.

Before we make the kit available to more parents and children we
need to know some things abo4t how it is being used. This information
is very important in helping us decide whether the kits are worth
continuing and Wthey have been helpful.

Please complete the enclosed form and_have_your_child return it-to
hit/hee teacher. Your child will receive a free book of his/her
choice when you return the form to the scho67--

. -

Once again, -we hope you-ha-Ve enjoyed working with your child using
the Math Rainbow Kit.

Sincerely,

Your school principal

H -:13

316



82.37 Attachment H-1
2 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOLDISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

MATH RAINBOW KIT QUESIIONNAIRE FOR THE PARENTs of

0/RSCTICNS: PLEASE TELL US ABOUT HOW YOU WCRK WITH BY ANSWERING
THE QUESTIONS BELOW.

1. HOW HARD'OC YOU THINK MOST OF THE ACTIVITIES-HAVE BEEN FCR
(PLEASE CHECK CNE)

TOU HARD HARD JUST RIGHT EASY TOO EASY

2. WERE THE DIRECTIONS FOR THE ACTIVITIES HARD TO FOLLOW?
(PLEASE CHECK CNE)

ALMOST ALL MANY SOME VERY FEW _NONE

3. _HOW AUCH_OC_YOU THINK. HAS LEARNED SY DOING THE MATH RAIN3Ow
KIT ACTIVITIES? (PLEASE CHECK ONE)

. .

VERY MUCH MUCH SOME --LITTLE VSRY LITTLE

4. HJi muCH HAVE YOU ENJOYED WCRKING WITH ON THESE ACTIVITIES?

(PLEASE ChECK ONE)

VERY HUCH ---MUCH SOME LITitS

S. HOW 4(.1CH TIME;DIC .sPSND WORKING CI THE LAST 4CTIVITY?

(PLEASE C'HECK''CNE)
_

15 MINUTES BETWEEN 16 BETWEEN 31 MCRE THAN

CR LESS AND 30 MINUTES MINUTES AND ONE HOUR,
ONE Het.A ,

S. THE PLASTIC 2.0x AND ALL .T.F THE RAINBOW K:T ACTIVITIES APE YOURS TO <74E3.

TrEY OC ICT SEED TO PETUPNE1 TO THE SCHOOL.

A. ARS__YOU KEEPING THE ACTIv/T!;ES HAS RECEIVED IN THE BOX?

(PLEASE CHECK CNE)

YES NO:

3. Al:F. YOU DCImG Ti'! ACTIVITIES MO! THAN ONCE WITH

NONE DONE A_FEW_DONE _ ---MANY DONE ALL -DOME

MGR! THAN ONCE MORE THAN ONCE 'MORE THAN ONCE mCE THUAN CNCE

v---YeJ HAVE ANY_CTHER COMMENTS ASCUT THE RAINBOW KITS, .RITE THEM ON THE 5ACK

CF THIS PAG= THANK IC.. PC' YOUR
122

a 1 1'



82.37 At tadhment
(Page 1 of 2)

MS= INMPUIDENT SCdCOL_DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaaimation

May 2.; 1983

TO: Principals of Schools Using; Math Rainbow Kits

ERag: Karen GM:Sinai

SUBJECT: Survey of Parents qlose Children ReceivedMadaRainbcw Kits

the.request of instructional staff who are =calmed:with conrinnmtly
itsprovi.ng the Math Rainbawlatsi we have agreed to he by collecting
information on the attached ;arm= survey. -The toveriletter-and survey
farm are the same as those used in the prividUayearstevaluation, so
that results can be compared across the two years. /.

Specific things you shotldnote goat= the survey:

You are asked to .sign the cover-letters i to help ensure
a good rat= rate.

Children. who return the sumveyWdll be ill//Owed to
. choose a free bock. iltip1e children from each
familycan.participate. Your teachers can_ select the
books by -calling Bernaralltrris at 458-1291,orthe Ch; 1
coordinator can assist in selecting thlt.

Each Child's 4aestioniaire is preprintedwith_his or her
name- andth are-in alohabatical-order-Withit:eadi--7-----------

eve . cc SiluiCrlp_yo or
teachers distribute them.

We_hope_that asting your sitrature on the cover letter does not
cause you to_mperience severe, writer's cramp. Hopefully, the books
ChildritiWill receive through this process wilt rake itwarthwhile,
for dnihn and their parents, and that all parents will, be encouraged

to_ respond.. Calif = at 458-1227 if I can assist in this prctess in
any way Teie_wouId like aIl_ccmpleted rp-stionnaires returned to us
by the end of School (May 26th.) Thank-youl

KC: lg

cc: Timy Baranoff Ann Cumala*Imn
Lee Laws Asbrosio Meleldrez

Approved: ,t

-Director of Office of Research end z-.val-uacinn

Approved:
Assistant Superintamc or c.1..:.encar7 =ounatidn

11-1 5
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8 2. 37 Attachment
(Page 2 of 2)

Additional Helpful Hints

1. QUestiotnalmes are included only for. students on the rosters provided

by the instructional coordinator. Children may have altered or left

;your sdiool after these ]its were obtained, and there may be students

uho received surveys that;are not receiving Math Belabour Kits. If 80;

please do not distribute the surveys to these children, but return then

to O.R.E., noting the discrepancy.

2; If you have students receiving the Math RaihOOV: Kits who did not

receive a survey, please provide us with a List of these students,

including their grade levels, and we will provide surveys for then.

3. Your Chapter 1 teachers can select the books by contacting Barbara

Harris at Turin Towers (410 East), but shemld call first to make

-Stci4 -ttlera-to the arDroPFLate roan.

Ydur Chapter 1 coordinator will be happy. to provide assistance in

selecting:the books, or can select dhen far!i6a, if you desire.

Return the completed surveys to the Office of Researth and

Evaluation when all have been returned, or at the end ofschool.

If you would prefer, youlmay-return batches of returned surveys

sooner, but please do remeMber to return:any that might have.

been received at the liSibiMute- Call Rerun Carsrmdc-,' INbtda

Washington at 458-1227 if you need assistance or have questions.
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(Page 1 of 28)

/TEA' made K)

Difficulty

CATEGORY LABEL

MEAN.
MODE

RELATIVE
ABSOLUTE FREQ.

CODE FRED (PCT)

Bard 2. 1 2.2

just Right 3. 35 77.8

Easy 4. 5 11.1

Tod Easy 5. I 2.2

1 3 6.7

3.143
3.000

ADJUSTED
FREO
(PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

2.4 24
83.3 85.7

11.9 97.6

__.2.4 100.0

14110srivG"

TOTAL 45 100.0 1110.01

VALID CASES 42 MISSING _CASES

ITrM2 (Grade K)

Diteetions

CATEGORY LABEL

mEAN
MiDE-
VALID CASES

RELATIVE ADJUSTED- CUM
ABSOLUTE FRE_O FfmG_ FRrO

CODE FRED (PCT) 1PCT) (PCT)

Some 3. 16 35.6

Very Few 4. 10 22.2

None 5. 17 37.8

0 2 4.4 MISSING

VITAL 45 103.3 100.0

4.023
5.300

43

37.2 37.2

23.3 60.5

35.5 100.0

MISSING CASES 2

H-17

32U
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ITEM3 (Grade K)

Alum= Learued
______ .___ _

ABSOLUTE
CATEGORi LABEL- 7CODE FREQ

VerfMach I. 12

Much 2. 9

_.... . .

Same 3. 16

Little 4. :6

0 2 4.4 MISSING'

Attachment 11=3
(Page 2 of 28)

RELATIVE
FREa
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED
(PCT)

_CUM
,-;_FRSI

'(PCT)

25.7 27.9 27.9

20.0 20.9 48.8

35.6 37.2 06.0

13.3 14.0 I00.0

TOTAL 45 103.9 100.0

MEAN 2.372
MODE 3.000

VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES 2

ITrM4 (Grade K)

Ehj optient

CATEGORY LABEL,

RECATIVS ADJUSTED _CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREE FRED

CODE FREO (PCT) -(PCT) (PCT)

Very Much 1.

Much 2.
Sothe 3.

Little 4.

Very Little 5.

0

TCTAL

MEAN 1.767
4ODE 1.000

VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES

H-18

3,2

23 5I./ 53.5 53.'5

11 24.4 25.6 79.1

6 13.3 14.0 93iC

3 4%4 4.7 97.7

I 2.2 2.3 100.2

2 4;4 MISSING

45 . 10C.0_ 13C.0
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(Page 3 of 28)

ITEM5 (Grade K)

;Sore Spent

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FREa_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREO/
(PCT)

J

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

3 15 mrr/s. I. 7 15.5 1%51 17.5

16-30 mina. 2. 17 37.3 42.5 60.0

31-60 mins. 3. 13 23.9 32.5 92.5
j

> 60 mini-, 4. 3 6.7 7.5 100.0

5. 11.1 4. SSI G
-.;.-....,

TOTAL 45 I00.3 1C0.0

MEAN 2.300
MODE 2.000

VALID CASES 40 MISSING CASES 5

ITEM6-A-(0rad-e-K)-

In Box?

CATEGCRY LABEL

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

Yes

No

1.347
1.003

43

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FRED- FREO_ FRED_

CODE FRED (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

1. : 41 91.1 . 95.3 95.3

2. 2 4.4 4.7 100.3

T 2 4.4 MISS/NG
.

TCTAL 't5 100.0 100.0

MISSING CASES

S=19

32Z
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(Page 4. of.28)

ITEMEI8 (Grade K)

More_Than ChIC e?_

CATEGORY LABEL
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FRED_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREQ_
(PCT)

CUM
FR ECI _

(PCT)

None 1.. 5 11.1 11.6 11.6

A Few_ 2. 20 44.4 .46.5 58.1

Many . 22.2 '23.3 81.4

. a .17.8 IP46 100.0

0 2 4;4 MISSINOL

TCTAL 45 103.0 100.0

MEAN 2.488
MODE 2.020

VALID CASES 43 MISSING CASES
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(Page 5 of 28)

ITEMS (Grade 1)

Difficulty

CATEGORY LABEL CODE

Bard 2.

Jus-t Right 3.

-Easy 4."

TCTAL

\
RELATIVE !MISTED CUM

ABSOLUTE FRED F ED FRED
FRED (PCT) CP T) (PCT)

4 19.0 19.0 19.0

71.4 71.4 90.5

9.5 9.5 100.3

100.0 100.0

ME: 1

MODE
2.905
3.303

VALID CASES. 21 MISSING CA:ErS

ITM2 (Grage 1)

Directions
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

ABSOLUTE FRED FRED FREI
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FRE'D !PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

Many 2. 1 4.R 4.8 4.8
Some 3. II 52.4 52.4 57.1

Very Few 4. 5 23.3 23.8 81.0

None 5. 4 19.0 19.3 100.0

TOTAL 21 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MO3E

3.571
3.CCO

H-21
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Crate 6 of . 28)

ITEM3 (6rade I)

Amount Learned
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

ABSOLUTE FRED FRED FREa

CATEGORY LABEL CO OE FRED (PCT) C FCT/ (PCT)

Very Much I. 7 33.3 35.0 35.0

Much 13 39.1 40.0 75.0
J

Some 3. 5 23.8 25.0 100.E

0 1 4.8 MISSING
.....---

TOTAL 21 100.0 100.0

_ MEAN 3010
'`MODE 2.0 CO

VALID CASES :0 MISSING CASES 1

ITEM4 (Grade 1)

Enjoyment

CA TEGCRY LABEL

MEAN
MODE

RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUM
ABSOLUTE FRED FRED FRED

CODE FR CO (PCT/ (FCT) (PCT)

' Very Much 1. 10 47.5 50.0 50.0

Much 2. 5 29.6 37.0 BC .0

Some 3. 2 9.5 10.0 90.0

Little 4. 9.5 I0i3O 100.3

0 1 -4.9 MISSING

TCTAL 21 100.3 100.0

1.300
1.000

VALID CASES 20 MISSING CASES 1
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MS_ Grade 1)

Time Spent

CATEGORY LABEL

//

Attachment EI-3
(Page 7 of 28)

_

. = RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

ABSOLUTE' FAN_ FREQ FREQ
FRO (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

CDOE.

: 5q5 mina; I. 4 19.3 20.0 21.0
i

42.9 45.0 55.0
/ 1

31-60 mins; 3. 7 31-.T1 35.0 10.0

_ /16-30 mins. 2.

0 1 4.8 MISSING

TOTAL 21 100.0 100.0

ME AN 2.150
MODE 2.000

VALID CASES 20 MISSING CASES

ITEM6A (Grade 1)

In Box?
RELATIVE ADUSTED CUM

ABSOLUTE FREQ. FREQ FRE4

CATEGORY LABEL CODE FREQ (PCT) (PCTS (?CT)

Yes 1. 17 81.3 P5.0 85.0

No 2. 3 14.3 15.0 100.0'

T 4.3 HISSING

TOTAL 21 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

1 . 0 C

20 MISSING CASES 1
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ITEM68 (Grade 1)

Mora Than Once?

..

Attachment H-3
(Page 8 of 28)

R-ELAT-I-VE----7AO-JUS-T-E78---e-
ABSOLUTE :FREO FREO FREO

CATEGORY LABEL CODE FRO (PCT) (PCT)
.

(PCT)

None li 2 -9.5 10.0 10.0

A Few 2. 9 42.9 4510 55.0

Many, 7 3343- 35.0 90.0
1

All 4. 2 9.5 10.0 100.0

4 0 1 .446 MISSING

TCTAL 21 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

24450.
2.0 00

VALID CASES 20 MISSING CASES
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__urpti (Grade 2)

Di f f cy
1-0jUSTED

FREC
(PCT)

. CUM
FREI
(PCT)--CATEGORY LABEL ---= CODE

ABSOLUTE
FREQ

kELWT/VE
FREE)
(PCT)

Just Right 3. 16 94.1 94.1 94.1

Mug. 4: 1 5.9 . 5.9 100.0

TOTAL 17 100.0 100.0

MEAN 3.059
MODE 3.300

VALID CASES 17' MISSING CASES

ITEM2 (Grade 2)

Directions

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE
FREE

:., . .

RELATIVE;
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED-
,(PCT)

CUM
FR=01
(PCT)

Many 2. I 5.9 5.9 5.9

Some S. 6 35.3 35.3 41.2
.....

Very Few 4. 7 41.2 41.2 S2.4

None 5. 3 17.6 17.6 100.0

TOTAL 17 100.0 100.0

MEAN 3.706
MODE

VALID CASES 17 MISSING CASES

H-25
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ITEM3 (Grade 2)

Amount Learned

CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

.RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREO_
(FCT)

CUM
FRED_
(PCT)--CATEGORY LABEL.

Very Mach 1. 5 29.4 29.4 29.4

Much 2. 8 47.1 47.1 76.5

Some 3. 2 11.8 11.8 88.2

tittle 4. 2- 11.8 '. 11.8 100.0

TCTAL E7 100.0 100.0
: .

MEAN 2.059
MODE :2.000

VALID CASES 17 MISSING CASES 2

ITEM4 (Grade 2)

Enjoyment

CATEGCRY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE
FRED

RELATIVE
FRED_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED-

;(PCT)

CUM
FRET
(PCT)

Very Much 1. 3 47.1 47.1 47.1'

Much 2.. 5, 47.1 47.1 94.1

Some'. 3. 1 5.9 5.9 101.0

TCTAL 17 100.0 100.0

MEAN 1.328
MODE 1.100

VALID CASES 17 MISSING CASES
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ITEMS (Grade 2)
_ .

Time Spent

CATEGORY LABEL

i

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CU-M
ABSOLUTE FRED FREQ. FRED_

CODE FREO (PCT) (FCT) (PCT)

s 15 mins. J. 5 29.4

16-30 mins. 2. 9 :52.9

31-60 mina. 3. 2 11.8

0 I 5.9 MISSING

. MEAN 1.813
MOOS 2.030

31.3 31.-3

56.3 87.5

1.2.5 100.0

TCTAL 17 100.3 100.0

VALID CASES 16 MISSING CASES 1

ITEM6A (Grade 2)

In Box?

CATEGCRY LABEL

MEAN
mODE

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FRED FREC 'FRE°

CODE FRED _(PCT) (PCT) :PCT)

Yes 1. 14 82.4 e2.4 82.4

No 2. 3 17.6 17.6 :00.3

TCTAL 17 100.0 100.0

1.176

VALID CASES 17 MISSING CAS7S C

33u

H-
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(page 12 af 281

r

\\

ITEM68 (Grade 2)

More Than Once?__........,. . .., ._ .._ ......._____ _
-RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUM

ABSOLUTE FRED__- FRED FRED
CATEGORY LABEL 'CODE \ FRED CPCT) CPCT) (PC?)

None 1. 3T 17.6 17.6 11.6
..,

_ . -
, A Few 2. 12 I 70.6 70.6 68.2

-141any . 1 , 5.9 '5.9 9441

A11 4. 5.9 5.9 100.0

TCIAL 17 100.0 100.0

KEAN
?ODE

VALID CASES

2.000
2400

17 MISSIlG CASES7 0



82.37

/TEM1 (Grade 3)

Difficulty

Attachment H-3
(±)agell:3 of 28)

R LATIVE
ABSOLUTE REd

'CATEGORY LABEL- CCD .E. FRE3

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

IT=M2 (Grade 3)

Directions

Hard 2. 4 26

Just Right 5 33

Easy 44 2 -1343

Too Easy 5. 4 26.71

TOTAL 15 100.0

3.400
3.C30

15 MISSING CASES

CATEGCRY LABEL

Q

ADJUSTED
FRED
(PCT)

- -

CUM
FRO
(PCT)

26.7 26.7

'613.0

' 26.7 100.0,

) 100.0 ',.

1 'CODE
ABSOLUTE
FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED
(ACT4

_CUM
FREO
(PCT)

A/Moat All 1. 1 6.7 E.7 6.7
_,...

some 3. 2 13.3 13.3 2C

Very Few ,I. .5 33.3 33.3 53.3

None 5. 7 46.7 46.7 10C.3

TCTAL 15 -100.0 100.3

MEAN 4.133
MODE 5.1Z0

VALIOCASES 15 mISSING CASES



82.37 Attachment H-3
(Page 14 of 28)

ITEM3_ (Grade 3)
.

Amount Learned .

_ .__ ..... . _ _ - ..._.. _ _

-CATEGORY LABEL-

.___ ._. .

ABSOLUTE
CODE FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED
(PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

Very Much 1. 7 46.7 46.7 .46.7

thidh 2. 6 40.0 40.0 66.7

Some 3 1 6.7 6.7 93.3

Very Little 5. 1 6.7 6.7 100.0
------

TCTAL 15 100.0 100.0.

MEAN 1.8CD
MODE 1.000

VALID CASES 15 MISSING CASES 0

ITEM4 (Grade 3)i _._

Enjoyment
RELATIVE

ABSOLUTE FRED
CATEGORY LABEL COD:: FRE.0 (PCT)

Very Much 1. 53.3

Muc 2. 4 26.7

Som 3. .2 . 13.3

0 1 6.7

TCTAL 15 113010

1

Mr-AN 1.57
MODE . 1.04\

--/

VALID CASES 14 lo/SSING CASES 1

ADJUSTED:: -CUM
I

FREO_ FRrO_
FCTil (PCT).

57.1 57.1

.28.6 85.7

14.3 100.0

MISSI1;03

1 0 41 . &

H=30



82.37 Attachment-H,1
(Page 15 of 28)

ITM5 (Grade 3)
... -.. ........ _ . ...

Time Spent
.........

"CATEGORY LABEL CODE

. .

ABSOLUTE
FREO

RELATIVE
FREO_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED_
(PCT)

CUM
FRE(*)

(PCT)

S 15 talts; 1. 3 20.0 20.0 20.0

16-30 mins. 2. b 40.0 4C.0 60:0

31 -60 mins;" 3. 4 26.7 26.7 867

> 60 mina 4. 2 133 13.3 1D0.0

TCTAL 15 100;0 100.0

MEAN 2.333
NODE 2.0 CO

VALID CASES 15 MISSING CASES 0

ITEMSA (Grade 3)

In- Box?..-_-
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

CATEGORY LABEL
ABSOLUTE

CODE FREO
FREJ
(PCT)

FRED
(FCT)

FiRriT,

(PCT)

1. 12 80.0 80.0 50.:

No 2. 3 2C.0 20.0 103.0

TCTAL 15 IOC..? IV:.0

MEAN 1.200
MODE 1.000

VALID CASES .15 MISSING CASES

33,7



82.37 Attaclunent 11=3
(Page 16 of 28)

1TEM613 (Oracle 3)

More Th,,, Once?
RELATIVE ADJUSTED

ABSOLUTE FRET 7 FRED
--CATEGORY LABEL CODE FRE3 (PCT) (PCT)

None I 6.7 6.7

A Few 2. 8 53.3 . 53.3

Many .3. 2 13.3 13.3 :

Al]. .

4. 4 26.7 26.7

TOTAL 15 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.60C
MODE 2.000

VALID CASES 15 MISSING CASES

_CUM
FRED
(PCT)

6.7

60.0

73.3

100.0

:_

H-32
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82;37 Attacbment_11,T3_
(Page 17 of 28)

ITEMI (Grade 4)

Difficulty_ .

CATEGORY LABEL

Hard

Just Right

Easy I

/

Too Easy

MEAN 3.200
MODE 3.000

RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUM
ABSOLUTE FREO_ FREn_ FAEO_

CODE FRS! (PCT)- (PCT). (POT)

: 3.3

80.0'

96.7

100.0

2.' 1 3.3 3.3

3i6 23 76.7 76.7
J

4. 5 16.7 1e.7

5. 1 '3.3 3+3.

TOTAL 30 100.3 100.0

VALID CASES 30 MISSING CASES a

I TEM2 '(Grade 4)

Directions

CATEGORY LABEL

MEAN-.
MODE

Ai.ost A.u.

Some

Very Few

None

3.633
4.300

CODE
A8SOLUTE

FREa

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREE
(PCT)

1. 2 6.7 6.7

3. 10 33.3 33.3

4. 13 43.3 43.3

5. 5 16.7 16.7

TOTAL 30 IOC.J 100.0

VALID CASES le MISSING CASES

CUM
FRED
(n1)

6.7

40.0

83.3

100.0

}1=33
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82.37

ITEMS _(Grade 4)

.

Amount Learned .

Attachment -1 -3_
(jage 18 Qf 28)

._. . ....._ .

-CATEGORY LABEL CODE

.... ,.. .

ABSOLUTE
FREE

RELATIVE
FRE5

-(PCT)

'ADJUSTED
FRED
(PCT)

_CUM
FRED_
(PCT)

Very Much 1. 12 40.0 40.0 40.0

MUCh 2. 9 30.0 30.0
,

70.0.

Soine 3. 9 30.0 30.0 100.0

TOTAL 30 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

1.900
1.0 C0

VALID CASES 30 PISSING CASES 0

ITEM4 (Grade 4)

Enjoyment
RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM

ABSOLUTE FRO_ FREG FREG
CATEGORY LABEL CODE FRED (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

Very Much 1. 16 53.3 55.3 59.3

Much 2. 7 23.3 25.9 85.2

Some 3. 2 6.7 7.4 92.6

Little 4. 1 3.3 3.7 96.3

Very Little 5. 1 3:3 3.7 100.0

0 3 10.0 MISSING

TCTAL 3C 100.0 10.0.0

Mr-AN
MOD=- 1.000

VALID CASES 27 MISSING CASES

-34



82.37 Attachment H-3
(Page 19 of 28)

ITEMS (Grade 4)

Time Spent

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

FREQ

RELATIVE
FREQ_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREQ
(PCT)

CUM
FRED_
(PCT)

S 15 mins. 1. 4 26.7 26.7 26.7

16-30 mins. -2. 15 50.0 50.0 76.7

31-60 rains. 3 6 20.0 20.0 96.7

> 60 mins. 4. 1 3.3 3.3 100.0

TCTAL 30 100.0 100.0

MEAN 2.000
MODS 2.000

VALID CASES 30 MISSING CASES 0

ITEM6A (Grade 4)

In BOX?

CATEGORY LABEL

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

Yen

1.G CO
1.000

30

RELATIVE ADJUSTED _CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ FREQ FREQ

CODE FREQ (PCT) (FCT) ( =CT)

1. 30 100.0 100.0 100.0

TOTAL 30 100.0 100.0

MISSING CASES 0

33)



82.37 Attachment -H -3
Gage 20 of 28),

I TEM68 (Gracia 4)

Mare Than Once?

CATEGORY LABEL
_

CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FRED_
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED_ ,

(PCT)

CUM
FREO
(PCT)

None 1. 4 13.3 13.3 13.3

A Few 2. 15 50.0 50.0 63.3

Many 3. 4 26.7 261.7 90.0

Ail 4. 3 10.0 10.0 100.0

TOTAL 30 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE 2.000

VALID CASES ZO MISSING CASES

H=36



82.37 Attachment H-3
(Page 21 of 28)

'ITEM (Grade 5)
. .

Difficulty

-CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED
(PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

Urd 2. 2 4.9 4..3 5.3

Just Right 3. 21 51.2 55.3 60.5

Easy 4. 8 19.5 21.1 91.6

Too Easy 5. 7 17.1 Ia.,. 100.1

3 7.3 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.3 100.0

MEAN
MOOr

VALID CASES

ITEM2 (Grade 5)

3.526
3.000

38 MISSING CASES

Directions

CATEGORY LA9rL. CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREC
(PCT)

_CUM
.FR?D
(PCT)

Alittiat All 1 i 2 4.9 5.3 5.3

Many 2. 2 4.1 5.3 10.5

Some 3. 15 36.6 36'.5 50.0

Very Few 4. lo 24.4 26.3, 76.3

None 5. 9 22.3 23.7 103.0

3 3 7.3 MISSING

TOTAL 41 100.3 100.0

mr.IN
mODE

3.579
3.i CO

vaLro CASES 39 m:SZING CASE:, 3

34u

H=37



82.37 Attachment 11=3
(Page 22 of 28)

ITEM3 (Grade 5)

Amount Learned

--CATEGORY LABEL .---CODE

.

__ .._

ABSOLUTE
FRED
_

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED
(FCT)

CUM
FRI
(P T)

Very Much 1. 13 31.7 34.2 34.2

Much 2. ,,I3 31.7. 34.2 68.4

Some

Little

3.
i.,

4.

8

3

19.5

7.3

21.1

7.9

89.5

97.4

Very Little 5. 1 2.4 2.6 100.0

O 3 7.3 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.3 10C.7

MEAN 2.105
MODE

VALID CASES 38 MISSING CASES 3

ITEM4 (Grade 5)

Enjoyment

CA TEGOR Y LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREC
(PCT)

_CUM
FR_()
(PCT)

Very Mucli I. IS 43.9 50.0 50.3

Such 2. 5 12.2 12.9 63.q

Some 3. II 26.3 30.6 94.4

Very Little S. 2 4.9 5.6 100.0

5 12.2 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.Z 100.0

MEAN 1.q72
MODE 1.C:3

VALID CASES 26 MISSING CASES 5



82.37

-

Attachment H-3
(Page 23 of 28)

T EM5 (Grade -5)-

Time Spent

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE
FREQ

-RELATIVE
FREQ
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREG
(PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)i 15 mins. 1. 10 24.4 26.3 26..3

16-30 mins. 2. 20 48.8 52.6 78.9

31-60 alias. 3. 7 17.1 .18.4 97.4

> 60 mins. 4. I 2.4 2.6 100.0

1 3 7.3 MISSING

TOTAL 41 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

1.9/4
2.000

ITE.P6A (Grade 5)

In Box?

CATEGCRY LABEL

MEAN
m00?

-8

Yes

No

1 379

MISSING CASES I

_

RELATIVE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FREQ ' FRra FREO-

CODE FR EC) (PCT) (PCT) (PCT)

1. 35 85.4 92.1 92..1

2. 3 1 7.3 7.9 ICo.a

C 3
. 7.3 MISSING

TOTAL *I IOC.0 100.0

VALID CASES *.!13 MISSING CASES

W=39



82.37 Attachment_H3_
(page 24of 28)

ITEM613 (Grade 5)
. _

More Than Once?

-CATEGORY LABEL CODE

. ...,... _.

ABSOLUTE
FREI

RELATIVE'
,FREO
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREI.
(PCT.)

CUM
FREI
(PCT)

None i. 9 22.0 24.3 24.3

A Few 26 14 3461 3768 62..2

Many 7_ S. IO 24.4 27.0 8962

An 4 4 9.8 10.8 100:0

4 9.8 HISSING

TOTAL 41 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

2.243

VALID CASES 77 MISSING CASES

3,1

H=40

a



82.37 Attachment H-3
(13age 25 of 28)

ITEM1 (Grade 6)

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRED

RELATIVE
FREQ_-
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FREC
(PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

Hard 2. 3
=

7.3 -7.5 7.5

Just Right 3. 21 51.2 52.5 60.0

EasY 34.1 35.0 95.0

Too Easy 5. 2 4.9 5.0 100.0

3 i 2.4 MISSING

TOTAL 41 100.0 100.0

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

3;375
3.300

ITEM2. (Gtade 6)

40 MISSING CASES_ 1

Directions

CATEGORY LABEL CODE
ABSOLUTE
.FRO

RELATIVE
FREQ
CPCT)

ADJUSTED
FREG_
(PCT)

CUM
FREO_
(PCT)

Many 2. 1 2.4 2.5 2.5

Some 3. 21 51.2 52.5 55.0

VerY Few 4. 12 29.3 30.0 85.0

None 5. 5 14.S 15.0 100.0

0 1 2.4 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100;0 100.0

MEAN
mOOE

VALID CASES

.30 30

39 MISSING CASES

H-41

344

2
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17E43 (Grade 6)

Amount Learned
_ .

CATEGCRY LABEL

MrAN
MODS

VALID CASES

ITEM4 (Grade 6)

Enjoyment

CATEGORY LABEL

MEAN
mODE

Attachment H-3
26 of 28)

RELATIVE ADJUSTED\ CUM

ABSOLUTE FREO FREO \ FREQ

CODE FREO (PCT) (PCT) '(PCT)
\

Very Much 1. 15 36.6 37.5 37.5

Much 2. 13 31.7 32.5 TC.0

Soie 3. 7 17.1 17.5 87.5

Little 4. 2 4.9 5.0 92.5
I

Very Little 5. 3 7.3 7.5 100.1
t

0 1 2.4 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.3 10C.0

2.125
1.3 C O

40 MISSING CASES 1

RELA*/VE ADJUSTED CUM
ABSOLUTE FRE3_ FRO FREO

'COOE FRE() (PCT) -(PCT) (PCT)

Very Much 1. : 1° 46.3 52.8 52.8

Much 2. 7 17.1 15.4 72.2

Scme .3. 3 7.3 E.2 SCiS

Little 4. 3 73 83 SS.°

Very Little 5. 4 9.5 nil 100.0

3 5 12.2 M/SSINO

TCTAL, 41. 100.3 100.0

2.0E6
1.310

yALID CASES 26 MISSING CASES

H-42

'1 0



82.37 Attachment
(Page 27 of 28):

ITEMS (Grade 6)
. _

Tina Spent

ABSOLUTE
--CATEGORY LABEL CODE- FRED

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED
FRED_
(FCT)

CUM
.!COR.
(PCT)

:c-1511mius. 1. 19 46.3 47.5 47.5

16-30 xiins 2. 14
_

34.1 35.0 82.5

31 -60' mina. 3 6 14.6 15.0 97.5

> 60rairLs. 4. 1 2.4 2.5 100.0

0 1 2.4 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.3 100.0

MEAN
MODE

1.725
1.000

VALID CASES MISSING CASES 1

ITEM6A (Grade 6)

In Box?'

CATEGORY LABEL.

MEAN
MODE

VALID CASES

Yes

No

1.2C5
1.3 CD

40

CODE =,:.:1

1.

2.

3

TCTAL

MISSING CASES

H-43.

RELATIVE
FRED
(PCT)

ADJUSTED' CUM
FRED FRED
(FCT) (PCT)

7S.5 7.4.5

19.- 20.5 100 ;0

MISSING

101.3 100.0
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ITEM6B (Grade 6)

More Than Once?

CATEGORY LABEL

MEAN
MODE

Attachment 11..3
(Page 28 of 28)

CODE
ABSOLUTE

FRE3

RELATIVE ADJUSTED
FR E7 FRED
(PCT) (PCT)

CUM
FRED
(PCT)

None 1. 12 29.3 3C.0 '3C.0

A Few 2. 13 31.7 32.5 62.5

Many 3. 12 29.3 30.0 92.5

All 4. 3 -d-7.3 7.5 100.3
1_

1
_2.4 MISSING

TCTAL 41 100.3 ICC.:

2.150
2.0 C0

VALID CASES 40 MISSING CASES 1



82.37 . Attachment H-4
(Page 1 of 2)

--PARENT COMMENTS
Comments (provided by parentS) were unedited.

has been working on the kit with his sister. I was not
working with him on the kit but his sister said he was doing
alright.

I haven't been helping with the kit but she said She has been
doing O.K. with it.

Some of the Rainbow Kits could do by himself; The only
problem he had was with the money. He knows one from another
like quarter; nickle, dime; and penny; but it is a little hard
for him:to count from one to another. The rest of the activity
was not-hard for him. He enjoyed them very much. I am very -

pleased that he can keep them so he can work on them through
the summer.

4 needs to practice her time (on the clock) and money mor:,

These are nice activities for us to go over with him through nh
summer.

I think this kit was very ideal; especially for us parents chat
really can't afford to buy any materials for them to work at
home. Keep-it up.

a None. She enjoy them and so do we,

I wish RAitibot4 Kits were used in all subjects from K-12th grade
and also in foreign languages:- Also, kids could use these kits
in the summer to give them something to strengthen them during
the 21/2 months.

This was a great project for She likes working- with

money the most Towards_the end, she became_a little bored.

1

I think it was the length Of time on the whole project. She

learned some things she didn't know, like counting money; etc.

I feel this is very beneficial to help them Achieve their
goals in reading skills.

checked the questionnaire herself because she said her
mother never helped her with the Rainbow Kit. (Teacher's comment.)

I know, for a fact, that the Rainbow Math has helped her a lots.
Her grades in Math came up from last time.

I think the Raitibbt4 Kit can help many children. I enjoyed seeing
learn about money. This kit has helped a lots.

I think the Rainbow Kit has been very helpful. Even to my

5 year old son, who has not yet started to school.

H-45 3 4



82.37 AttachMent H-4
(Page'2 of 2)

I think the Rainbow Kit_iS a very good activity: It_ lets

we know hoW much knows or needs to learn, and most
of all, it is a lot of fun and.she has enjoyed it very much.

,

I am SO sorry I cannot help . But last_time I did,
Because now I'm working in a restaurant, I have_less time -to

work with him. But however, I can'help him on Sundays only.

Father cannot read! (Teacher's comment.)

and I both enjoyed the kit very much. She will continue
being drilled over certain exercises.

I think the kit was a very nice thing for children to do when
at home on weekends.

I think the Rainbow kit helped her very much.

Very helpful kit == helped his Math skills.

4 Out younger child attempts to work them He enjoys them.

We had difficulty with "Problem Solving #5," where the child
would make up their own problem.

I think it's terrific and sht.uld be continued. Good Luck!

Is Yes, please s more.

They are very good for kids. I hope they keep them for other

kids.

really enjoy working with and the Rainbow Kit. It

really has helped her!

It's nice to haVe and keep the kit. I will keep working with him

On the kit during the summer.

think the Rainbow Kit has helped a lot; I think that other
children will enjoy the different selections. They will
learn if someone is there to work with them, someone who haS
time and patients. I enjoyed it very much.

8=46
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82.37

__LaitStiMent_Dettriptfena Attendance Records

Brief description of the instrument:
The "Attendance Records " _used in this appendix are actually published reports,
prepared_by:ihe Department of Student Records and Reports, which summarize the
average daily attend-Shed and membership_foreach school; The_portion_of_info _-
tion in the reports concerning Chapter I schools was subjected co anzIyais, with_
consideration made for the percentage of low-income students in each school. (110-t

low-income data ware obtained from the Student Hasterfile and Lunch File.)

To whcm was the instrument adv,4nIstered?

Data from each_Chapter_l elementary School were used to calculate a regression .
IIne_with predicted attendance_Ievels for each school.

How many times was the instrument administered?
Attendance_data_are cr,:lected.daily_an each-schoolsent_to Student_ReCords_and '-

Reports each six weeks; summarized at that_time,_and then again_for_the year as a
whole. (Data on the Lunch File are updated continuously,_ but the figure used as
the percentage of low-income students was as of a particular period in April.-)
Uken-waa-the-instrument-afgvqe4stered?

The attendance summary for the entire, year was the one chosen for the analyses.
It Was based on the data collected throughout the year.

Where74,ms the-inscrumenc administered?

At each school.

qao-administered the inscrume:m?

Clerical staff at each school filled out the attendance registers '(and alSO
collected the lunch applications).

:That- traircing-di-clthe-a-da-rors have?

There are instructions for all forms.

'tau the instrument administered°under standardized conditions?

No

.4,1t2 there problems with the instrument or the administration that miqhc
nfect the-ViliditV of the data

In- general, th.l.attendance data appear to be fairly accurate. However, the
:v:tendance forms are complicated for the school stref co complete. The Lunch
:Fit:: may have been inaccurate to some degree dua to_a time :!,ag in schools sending
iv applications to Food Services, or a delay in adding tha data to the file.

Attendance data 'are collectec: on Tosas Daily RegietL=z of Pupil Attendance,
Whith is a form developed by T.E;A. The format for t..?orts is one

developed by Student Records and Reports.

--r ta ere-Avail-able on t4 'nsrr<sme:tt?

NOne.

Vic: :here norm d.vP .!.'_able for interprec :n: tna results?

Summaries have been l_repared every si-c week.:, and annually for many years.

(Anaiy.tes of this tyre. are nme, nowevtr;)

AANYII01.117. ....VWN.

I -2 351



82.37

ATTENDANCE REPORTS

Purpose

Information from the District's attendance reports was used to help answer
the following decision and evaluation questions.

DetiSion-QUestion D2: Should schoolwide projects be continued,
modified, or revised? If so; how?

Evaluation Question _02-5: How did pupil attendance
at schoolwide project schools compare with_attendance
at Chapter lischOOIS-VitlY-C-Ottiparahle-p-ettentages-of-------
low-income students?

Procedure

Average daily attendance and average daily membership for the entire 1982=83
school year for each school were obtained from AISD's Department of Student
Records and Reports in late June. The number of low-income students in each
school was obtained from counts of all active students in each school who
were either eligible for free or reduced-price lunches, or were a sibling
of such a student. These data are updated continuously b' Food Services,
Data Services, and ORE; the data used in this Appendix were dated April 26,
1983.

Analyses

.

The percentage of low-income students for each school was obtained by dividing
the number of low-income students by the average daly membership. The
percentage of students in attendance t-4 COMputed by dividing the aggregate days
of attendance by aggregate days of membership.

SPSS subprogram REGRESSION was used to determine the relationship between the
percentage of low- income students and the percentage attendance for the 25
regular Chapter A. schools (without schoolwide projects) and to obtain the
weights used to plot a regression line. Membership was also tested as a
predictor of attendance but did not add'significant predictive power. SPSS
subprogram PLOT was used to plot the regression line along with the actual
data points representing each school.

In addition to the regression analys, a test for proportions was calculated.
A combined average percentage attendance was computed fdl..the two campuses
with schoolwide projects (which ranked first and second in percentage of low-
income students,) and for the two schools which,ranked third and fourth in
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percentage of low-income students. The hypothesis of "no difference" in
attendance rate was tested with the statistic:

(1)

-xi x2

n1

p (1 ni

1

Where:

x
1 = the sum of the avera3e daily attendance for the school

ranked first and second in percentage low income (the
schoolwide projects);

(1)

x
2

n

n2

p

= the sum of the azrage dct.,.r attendance for the school
ranked third and fc-h in percentage low income:

= the sum of the aver8,.:-= daily membership fo-r: the schools

ranked first and serld in percentage luN4 income (i,he
schoolwide projects);

the sum of the average daily membership for the schools
ranked third and fourth in Percentage low incoe;

n + n
1 2

(continued on next page)

I

Reference: Freupd, J.E. Statistics; a first course. Englewood Cliffs,

N>J.: Prentice-Hall, 1981,
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Results

Using the_regression equation derived from. percentage low income/andpercent-
age attendance for the 25 Chapter 1 schools without scheelwideAjrojects, the
predicted percentage attendance for Allison and Becker are 9227 and 92.53,
respectively, while the actual attendance rates for thesetwO schools
were 93.75% and 94.12%. These differences may appear small/abut actually
represent differences of 875 and 1925 Stndent7days_of instruction, respec-
tivtly. Figu-,..e 1 shows a plot of the regreaSiOn line for//the25 Chapter 1
schools without schoolWide projects; the data points ropxesenting Allison
and Becker are indidated.

Two proportions tests were done. The first compared ,the combined attendance
rates for the two schoolwide projects campuses with the combined attendance
rate for the two schools which ranked third arl fourth in percentage of low-
income students; for this comparison z=1.28(p=_.10)A The second test comp
the combined attendance rate for the campuses with' schoolwide projes.-tAZo-the
school which ranked third in percentage of low=income stuslent-s-vTEis school
is closer to the schoolwide projects schools in percent-age of low-Income
students than is the fourth ranked school: For this comparison z=1.57(0.06).

These differences are not statistically significant. (Kowever, the unit of
analysis for these analyses is "School" rather than individual child. School-
level measurement usually provides more stable measures, but may not be as
powerful statistically as measuring individual Students. A sample of Regular
and SWP students should perhaps be followed next year if the attendance
question remains important.
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ECIA Chapter 1

. Appendix J

EMPLOYEE RECORDS

J-=1
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laterite-ant Description: Employee Records

Brief description -o-ftile-lastrumerm:

Two types of employee records were used for this appendix:

Board agendas concerning personnel actions (for information on resignations).

Files on requests for transfers (regardless of the action taken on the

request).

Data on resignations and requests for transfers from elementary schools was of

interest in determining u4ether Allison and Becker had lower "turnover" than

expected;

To whom-was -the -instrument-admlniitered?

Copies of the_Board agendas are_maintained by a Sectetery in the Office-of Staff

PettotineI; _Files on requests for transfers are maintained by individual assistant

directors of peratinnel..

How an tines was the instrument administeredT

Cumulative data over the three years of SthOdIvide projects was used.

Whet was the instrument administered?

Data was gathered once, for the three-year period, in June of 1963.

Wberemas the i34trUent id:hint-stared?

Data were examined' and tallied on 4.spare desk in the Office of Staff PeraonneY.

Mho administered-the-instrument?

An evaivation assistant tallied the data. She was 7tovided assistance by

Personnel staff.

-What training-did-the-ad-minis trator s have?

An explanation of the type_of:ditato be c011ected and the typs.i Of analyses

to be planned. Also, Personnel staff explained their record keeping.

Was the instrument-administered- under-standardized cnnditiOne

Records Of resignations are handled in a standardized way. Requests for

transfer are on a Standard form but are kept by various assistant directors.

Wert there problems with the instrument or-the admizistration that-might
affect the vaiiditY of the data?

\None were noted.

.

Mbe-deveLooed-the-in&rrumenc?

The actual forms for - requests fortransfer/resignacion are those developed by

the Office of Staff Personnel. Board agenda items, however, are written in a

format determined by the Boatd.

'What-tellabilitv-and validity data are eva4rabIa on t!,e inttt-_merit?

None.

Are there norm dats available for inter-reting :he results'?

The data are longitudinal in nature.
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EMPLOYEE. RECORDS

Purpose

Information from the District's employee records was used to help answer
the following decision and evaluation questions.

De
expanded, r revised?

Should schoolwide projecti be continued,
If so, how?

Evaluation Question-W-6: Were there differences
between schoolwide project and regular Chapter
schools in the frequency of teacher resignations
and requests for transfer across the three years
of the project?

Procedure,

In_June of 1983 records on teacher resignation and requests for transfer,
Which are kept by the Office of Staff Personnel, were obtained for use in
assessing the_turnover rate in Schoolwide Project schools; when compared
to that in other. elementary schools. The records for each year of Schoolwide
Projects_were obtained (July 1, 1980 through June 30; 1981; July 1; 1981
through June 30, 1982; July 1, 1982 through June 30, 1983.) ResignatiOns
were tallied from Board agendas during those periods; requests for transfer
were tallied_from_the forms kept by_the Assistant Directors of Personnel
who work with assigning elementary teachers.

Analyses

In intrepreting the number of resignations and requests for-transfer, the
actual number of teachers at each school must also be considered: two
requests for transfer might have a much different meaning at a school with
6C teachers than at a school with 20 teachers. Thus, all data were
converted to percentages -- derived from the number of requests or number
of resignations, divided by the number of teachers on each faculty. (The

number of teachers was obtained from the Staff Directory for each year.)
Data accumulated across the three years were considered a more stable
measure than for any single year. Thus, the exact formula was:

(Total Number of Requests for Three Years at a School) +
(Number of Teachers at that School the First Year +
Number of Teachers the Second Year + Number of Teachers
the Third Year)

Two types of analyses were undertaken. The first was simply two rank-
orderings of all elementary schools by the percentage rates of: a) requeSts

for transfer, and b) resignations.
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A second type of analysis was also conducted, to try to- adjust for a

possible confounding variable.. Specifically, teachers in schools with a

high percentage of low-income students may experience greater stress. This

might affect the rate of turnover in these schools. In order to adjust for
this effect, a regression line was derived to predict" the percentage:cif_

.
requests for transfer and percentage of resignations as a function:of the
percentage of low-income students in the school, averaged across three years.

Results

Figures J-1 and J-2 show the rankings of elementary schools by the percentages
of requests for- transfer and-resignations. Figure-J-8-shows-the-regression
line and each data'point used to predict the percentage of requests for
transfer as a function of the percentage of low-income students in the,school.

The relationship between the two variables was statistically significant

(F1,59 = 7.82; p5..007). The multiple "r" was .34205, indicating that approxi-

mately 12 percent of the variance in requests for transfer is accounted for

by the low-income variable. (The relationship between percentage of resigna-
tions and percentage of Iow-income students was not significant: F1,59 = /.13858

p1.711.)

These results indicate that Allison and Becker do have relatively low staff

turnover tate§ across the last three years. It is unclear whether these low
turnover rates are loWet than they would have been without Schoolwide Projects,

since data from previous years were not obtained.
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SChOti1

Percentage of ;<2.-v*,.t.,:.

tir TT.nsf.:r

Sommict 0

2 Doss 0

3 Hill 1.6393
4 Oak Springs 2.0408

5 Lee 2.7".22

6 Casis 474

7 Webb
8 St, Elmo 4.'.$643

9 BrOWn 5.0000
10 Oak Hill 5.0000
11 Pleasant 5.4945
12 Iravi 6.3636
13 Dawson 6.6667
14 Pillow 6.6667

)a1=con 7429
16 Seeker 7,6433 1

17 Brentwood 7.8947
18 Linder 8.3333
19 Odom 8.5271
20 Williams 8.8889
21 Cunningham 8.9286
22 Harris 9.2784

23 Maplewood 9.3023

24 Cuiiecc 9.3333
25 Zavala 9.6386
26 Allan 10.3774

27 Mathews 11.2903

28 Blanton 11.4943

29 Barton HMS 12.2449
Allison 12.5000

31 Pease 12.5000

32 Wooldridge 12.5000

33 Cook 12.9630

34 Ridgecop 13.6364

35 Sunset Valley 13.8298

36 Houston 14.0940

37 Bryker Woods 14.2857

38 Ortega 14.7059

39 Highland Park 14.9254

40 Metz 15.2941

41 Graham_ 15.6863

42 Pecan Springs 15.7143

'43 Wooten 16.1290

44 Sanchez 16.2162

45 Read 16.2162

46 Andrews 16.6667

47 Reilly 16.9492
48 Langford 17.0370

49 Menchaca 17.6471

'50 Govalle 17.6991

51 Rosewood 17.9487

52 Zilker 18.0723

53 Campbell 18.1818

54 Brooke 18.5185

55 Joslin_ 18.8525

56 BIadkahear 20.9302

57 Walnut Creek 23.6364

58 Winn' 27.1739

59 Rosedale 29.1667

60 Norman 29.1667

61 Sing 53.0612

Figure 1 -1. RANK-ORDERING OF SCHOOLS BY ?ERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS
REQUESTING TRANSFERS ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81;
1981-82, 1982-83).
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Dank School Percentage of Resig:tations

2

3

4

5

6

7

Norman
Hill
loslin_
WOOldtidge
Winn
Pleasaitit Hill
Bryker.;Yools
Allison
Bee ker

0
3.2787
4.0984
4.1667
4.3478
4.3956
4.7619
5;2083

-5=7325-

11
12
13

14

15

16
17.

IS

19

20
21

22

23
24
25
'26

27
28
29
30
31

-32

33
34
35
36
37'

38

32
40
41
42

43
44

45
46
47

48
49

50
51

52
53
54

55

56
57

58
59

60
61

Menchaca
Barrington
Sims
Travis Heights
Cook
Odom
-Brown
Mett
Cunningham
Walnut Creek
Webb
Dawson
Highland Park
Rosewood
Graham
Gullett
St; ELMO
Langford
Rosedale
Pillow
DOSS.
Pad= Springs
Wooten
Brooke
Summits
Williams
TRidgetop
Zilker
Reilly__
Czmobell
Brentwood
Casis
-Andrews
Lee
Allan
Harris
Govalle
Linder
Oak Springs
Suaset Valley
Read.
Blackshear
Maplewood__
Barton HMS
Sanchez
Houston
Zavala
Pease
Ortega
Mathews
Oak Hill
Blanton

5.8824
5.9524
6.1224
6.3636
6.4815
6.9767
7-0000
7.0588
7.1429
7.2727
7.3171
7.4074
7.4627
7.6923
7.8431
8.0000
8.0357
8.1481
8.3333
8.3333
8.4337
8.5714
8.6022
8.6420
8.8235
8.8889
9.0909
9.6386

10.1695
10.2273
10.5263
10.5263
10.7843
11.1111
11.3208
11.3402
11.5044
11.9048
12.2449
12.7660
13.5135
13.9535
13.9535
14.2857
14.8649
16.7785
16.8675
17.5000
17.6471
17.7419
19.1667
21.8391

Figure J-2. RANK- ORDERING Oi SCHOOLS BY PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS
RESIGNING ACROSS THREE YEARS (1980-81, 1981-82.
1982-83).
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PERCENT REQUEST TRANSFER
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Figure Jz
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QePERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS REQUESTIN TRANSFERS ACROSS THE LAST THREE YEARS ,FOR 01P1
EACH SCHOOL; BY THE PERCENTAGE OF LOW-INCOME STUDENTS IN THE SCHOOL.


