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. The state-funded compensatory education progran
instituted in the Austin Independent School DPistrict in Texas in 1975

. consisted of a basic skills cchponent (communication skills/reading
and math) for students ‘meeting ESEA Title I criteria, and a bilingual
component désigned to mesh vith the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Project. -
Enthusiasm for the 'program has been high because each school plans
its own strategy for implementation, with local school staff closely
involved in the process. Unfortunately, the éxtensive plannrhg'period'
required prevented timely implementation of the prograsz, and

- evaluation of- the results as of. 1976 is therefore not available, The
baseline information provided in this report will for that reason be
coordinated with information gathered in a fcrthecning report on the
1976-77 year, in order to evaluate program results, .(Author/PGD)
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Evaluation-of. State Compensafory Education, 1976-77 ' ¢ oo
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Description of Prog;am . . . . B %
3 ‘ \ - \ ~

+The .SCE Program fOr AISD in l975—76 was made up of a basic skills componeng

and a bilingual component.

According to. SCE guidelines, 6 administrative

persgdimel could be funded for.either component,
were therefore assigned supervisory responsibil

isting AISD personnel
ies for the program.

Title VII Bilingual Project personmel, AISD. Area Directors, and campus -
principals were td supenvise the bilingual component activities, and the
basic skills component was to be supervised by AISD Area Directors,
_Instructional Coordinators, and campus principals. .

/The ‘focus .of the basic skills component was gommunication skills/reading

and math, Eight Sixth Grade "Scheols "and two elementary (K-5) campuses par-
ticipated in this,component. Two hundred twenty-seven teachers and approxi-
hately 3,000 students wete designated tobe involved in the program, with
_a total o£i$2134369,Oﬂlapportiongditomthemten,campuses actording to the ... . .
number of students submitted by them as eligible for SCE services.

The criteriagfor detetmining elegibility of students for SCE services was
the same as that used by, Eitle I for, determiping educationally disadvantaged
‘students on Title I campuses. A’ math ¢riteria was developed by AISD

JInstructional Coordinators, . ! O

> . . - - -

L) ﬂk’ [ .
Bach school was permitted to plan its own program within SCE and AISD guide~
lines. . -

: . .
. fd » ~ '

» < 3

. The SCE biIingual component was designed to’ mesh with the ESEA‘Title VII
Bilingual ‘Project, which ‘provided classroom aides, assistance in the dtea of
paréntal involvement, staff training, apd bilingual materials to designated
Jitle VIT classtooms}? Due to the last. minute lapse.of ESAA Bilingual .funds
. in AISD, four schools had bg n added in%1975-76 to the Title VII Bilingual
Project and State Compensa ory Education funds were allotted to those schools
" as a. means- of providing additional . support for their bilingual programs.
(Title vViz bad been able to pick u’" only one classroom per grade level. )
A lengthy planning process at all levels o£ the Austin ISD system led to
“late implementation of the program.- Final approval was received from TEA .
on February 6, but’ earlier tentative approval had allowed schools in some

. caaes tq gét.their programb started in late Tanuary. Orders for SQE‘materials

,
e LY s , { w

Y . - ‘ \a

. s .
. i N “ . L N P . s .
» B B . v R \ N .
. , . % - . e

The‘campus—planned programsrthat resulted‘&@rétmade up of varying combinations'
. of staff development activities} materials acquisition, instructional aides,
i reading teachers .and videotape acquisition and activiﬁies. v

LK 2
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: Evaluation of the SCE Program in AIS]) was, coordinated with evaluation of . :

* the evaluation and.wah conducive to providing enhanced program planning
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could not be processed, however until the. final approval was received
The four month time span of the 1975-76 SCE Program therefore included the .
ordering of materials and equipment and the wait to 7eceive those suppiies.
- A¥

.« \ L3 . ‘ . _‘ ] ; ] -
Evaluation Purposes . A . : . . . .
Because of the diversity of the programs planned on the ten basic skills
component campuses, it was decided that an objectives-bas\\ evaluation
approach would not be feasible., It was decided instead to~plen the evaluation
around dicision questions regarding State Compensatory Education for which
decision-makers would need data-based. information, Input, process, and ~
outcome data were required from evaluation staff in order to provide the.
needed information for answering these questigns. .An indepth reports.to ,

" Texas Education Agency was also,prepared by’ SCE‘Evaluation. e,

' N 4
Some of the major decision questions addresse{ were: “‘f

What changes, if any, should Se made in the planning process for State
Compensatory’ ﬁducation in AISD? ¢ . : -

L . - .
. How should responsibiiities for administering the SCE Program be assigned’

Should the bilingual component’schools conpinue to/receiVe supplemental
assistance through SCE for their/bilingual program’ .
N

. v - ) ' s . P

q

‘
© '
. «
v .

Should’the Sixth Grade thools continue to receive SCE funds |

the District Tit1e’ 1 Program., This coordination was accomplighed through
assignment,of part of the ‘current Title I evaluation staff to SCE evaluation
on a part ‘time, basls, so that responsibilities were split hetween Title I
"and SCE,  An Assistant. Evaluator was hired to sork.full ti%e on the evaluation
of SCE under the snpervision of a Title I/SCE Project Eval ator. ,
i) ‘ -
This combined effort was advantageous from the standpoint of the cost of conducting

capabildties. Since the SCE"gnd the Title I programs were addressed to

very ‘similar neéds and were concerned with similar _populations of students,
the unification of the data bases avoided duplication of effort and

"allowed for development of a.comprehensive-data.base for AISD's educationally
dis%dvantaged students,

[ ¢ N

An Assistant ‘Evaluator to be in'é%ar e of evalygtion of State CompenSatory

‘Education was hired on February 6 1976, ancﬂan working immediately to

develop a working design that would guide efforts to evaluate the program.
R 4 «

The instruments used to "collect data for answering decision questtons weye
-* | e
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‘Evaluation Findings <

bt |

personnel involved with the program.

a

’

primarigiﬁiﬁestionnaire and interview instruments.directed at warious

.The California Achievement Test

was administered in{April as a pretest measure, and posttests will be

administered #n April of 1977,

’

-

)

— .

14

-

1’4

‘Because of the shortness of the program for'I975 <76, outcome findings

-,

werk not possible infdrmation about .the degree of implementatién and the
effectiveneSs to date of approaches:used was gathered as documentation of
processes. This process-information together with butcome information
that will be available at the end of the 1976-77 program will'yield
statements about the success Gf nonsuccess of the SCE Program in AISD

- s < .

Findings available at the end of the four month program-indicated that local .

. campus planning of SCE programs had been received enthusiastically by

campus personnel, There was much staff involvement in-the planning, and

ehthusiasm for the prégrams was also high. v \ ) , -
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DECISION QUESTIONS ADDRESSED - o
. . Ny T
INTRODUCTION - . L o S >

‘. - - <
Decision questions for an evaluation are quhulaged‘by the decision-makers
involved, with technical assistance from the evaluation staff dyring the
design phase of the evaluation, Evaluation. then serves the decision king
process by providing information relevant to those questions and assist .
the appropriate administrators to arrive at' a recommendation concerning the X
decision. "Ultimate responsibility for making the decisions always rests with

the particular Qecision-makers charged with that responsibility.

\

4

The decision questions listed below are ‘the product of numerous individyal
conferences with decision-makers involved in the State Compensatpry Educa-
tion Program., It is to be regretted .that becayse of the lateness in the
school year of implementation of the State Compensatory Education Program

in AISD, there was not time to include all decision-makers involved in the
program in the procegss of generating decision questions, The SCE Evaluator -
met with the Education Planner and with each of the fourteen SCE-principals

in individual sessions set up specifically to solicit decision questions

of them, and further questions were developed by the SCE .Evaluator in con-
junction'with the Title I/SCE Seniér Evaluator and the Coordinator of Research,
and Evaluation., Evaluatién plan§ for the coming school year will“include,more
AISD personnel in the generation of decision questions for the 1976-77 SCE .
Program,. o N . . ot

For the 1975-76 school year,. a different procedure from the past has beemd
ddopted regarding the recommendations to go witﬁ'eac decision question.-
Formerly, the-ORE staff made recommendations based on their pergeptions
of the evaluation findings. This yedr -the policy adbpted in AISD.is for -
ORE to provide the relevantdadminiptrators and decisivn-makers with a copy -
of the decision questions and evaluation findings. These administrators will

have the responsibility for making recommendations which will he forwarded to
N Vi

the Board of Trustees alohg with the final report. e
A. SYSTEM-LEVEL QUESTIONS\ . Yoo o ..'.

. e ’ »
1. What changes, if ahy, should be made in the planning process, for
_State,Compensatory Education in AISD? . . :

D - .

: RELEVANT FINDINGS: | .. : T
3 . - . ) ‘ . R s ,.i’
The ten principals of schools, in the Basic¢ Skills' Component of "SCE

were unanimously enthusiastic about the local campus planiding of

their SCE programs, and it appears that school staffs for the most . 2

. - . * - -

LR ' . . . v _ A

;o ' ’ _ . . -
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“ ey

, Cqmpensatory Education program for their campuses.

i

-~

part were very involved in the planning of scheol programs. Brinci<"
pals did point out certain problems that had occurred, however, and
made some suggestions for changes in the process, .These suggestions
centered primarily on the time allowed for planning at the sampus
level. Schools were given approximately a month to plan with their
staffs and deliver to the Department of Developmental Programs State
This allotted
month was during late November and early December, one of the

busiest times ‘'cf the school year. Schools were also encouraged to
solicit parertal input into the* planning process during that allotted
planning time. - e ‘ ’ r

'
v

Many principals stated that the Educatior Planner had \lone a more than
adequate job and was all that was needed in the way of \admintstrative.
personnel.,‘However, an often-mentioned suggestion by principals
for change in the planning process for State COmpensatory Educatign -
in AISD was telated to the. problem of communication between schools
and administration regarding the guidelines of the .program.. Guide-
.1ineg were vague, in ‘the opinion of several-principals, and 1t 'was
, difficult to get definite answers from administration about specifics.
*

Eighty-two percent of teachers responding to the Basic Skills Com~
" _pon n teacher questionnaire rated .local campus.planning as either

| an_ 'e; tremely effective" "quite effective" way to implement SCE
programs, and when asked if they had experienced any probléms during
the p anning-process, 427 responded that there had been "no; problems."
Forty‘five percent gave a fesponSe indicating that:they had'encdun-'
tered |either "very few! or "some" problems, and when asked to * =

describe the problems experienced, they most often mentioned the
shortnesS»of'time given to schools to plan thelr programs. .

\When asked to describe any problems that, they might have encountered
" in the local campus planning process, one Area Director mentioned the
difficulty of meeting timelines, while another Area Directér and

an’ Instructional Coordinator felt that there had been too 1little- Qa_
input from support: personnel.‘ , Ct

*

EVALUATION FINDINGS‘BBFERENCED:

‘Evaluation Questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6.

‘RECQMMENDATIONS:

.

..

This year'"s reconimendat{ons will

trative.staff

& . Aon

4

7

.

hj/tadE’by the appropriate adminis-
4 — *

-

3

o b -

!

-

o

How should responsibilities for administering the SCE Program be
'assigned? . v .-




RELEVANT FINDINGS:' . T .

. When principals in the Basic Skills Component were asked if they -
felt further adminjistrative personnel were needed to help imple-
. ment the SCE programs in their schools, all ten principals indica-
. ted.that they saw no further need for such help., - p\‘> ~
‘Teachers in the Basic Skills Component as a’group predominantl : .
felt that further personnel JWwere npt needed to help implement ihe—\\\
SCE programs on their campuses. - ) - *

-
. 3
- N

One SCE Reading Teacher indicated that she vwould have liked to have ~

someone with expertise in the area’of reading associated with the . (,

program. This response would seem to indicate that the Instructional \“

Coordinator for that school had not provided the information .and

guidance that this particular SCE Reading Teacher felt that she

needed v . . YR

- . ’ ;. - / .

When asked whether additional administrative,personnel, were needed

to help implement State Compensatory Education programs in AISD, ] . .
»all Area Directors and Instructiohal Coordinators responding to the !

“questionnaire (4 Instructional, Coordinators, 2 ‘Area Directors) gave,

a negative\reply. However, bdne respondent did state in an added

. comment~that the SCE Program nseded some oberseeing. e .
EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED g S R
[ ) N \ . . B ~
Evaluation Question J. K . !
o - .o~ N7 T . : ’ - *
' RECOMMENDATIONS: Y * -7 AR
This year s recommendations will be made by the appropriate adminis- v
o trative staff. ' - c . '
- ' y ; P ) . ' o :
" 3. Should Allison, povallé Metz and _Palm elementary schools continue
to receive supplemental assistance “for their bilingual programs’
: RELEVANT FINDINGS: ., - L vy
~ /‘/- 5 o ‘ - PR .
g g California Achieyment Test data. for Spring 1976 show that there S

continues to,be a néed for compEnsatory education funds in the four
SCE B“§ingual Component schools. '

Bilingual education through Title VII in the four schools shows !
acquisitfon by gtudents of effective Spanish reading and math<¢skills,

and statistically significant gains in English reading and math . L
dchieyement from 1974-75 to 1975-76 (exceptions at some levels in .
som?/ychools) Non-project students did better in reading at the /|

-
- . 4

. ' . . . = -~
A L e . ’
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lower levels than-did Title VII Project. students, and Title VII
* _Project'students did better in math. At the upper gfade levels
there were no differences.’ a

. . . v,

When teachers in the SCE Bilingual Compisgn:'were asked to Fate

the effectiveness of bilingual materialsYreceived through SCga
funds, 70% inmdicated ‘that ‘they had’ received no new SCE materfals.

v Staff development aspects of the program were “implemented \however,
and teachers gavé ‘fairly pos;tive ratings of those activities.
The guidelines for'ESEA'Tttie I allow Title I programs for -7 . .
bilingual/multiculturaﬁ education,’ and it is possible’ that funds
could-be acquired thrqggh that séurce if SCE funds were no lohger
avallable. - Tight budget conditions in the District make it unlikely .’
that District funds would be available\ and principals were not

_ yery positive about the likelihood of acquiring any other‘funds.

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCEDL,, N

Evaluation Questigns g, 9, 10,

RECDMMENDATIONS

-

-

kG

\\, .-

~

»

"

p

w3

]
[}
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v

~
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/ Cav e . . .
: ! hould the Sixth Grade.\Sc'hooIs continue tG. receive SCE fqnds? )

s

This year's recemmendations will 'be made by the appropriate adminis—
trative staff

-t

<.

1
A Y

. operate‘even after the lapsing of SCE funds.

_“RELEVAN? FINDINGS:

e

”

3

- ' A
Median percentile scores.onft
n Sixth Grade Schools fell

for subscales and totals.

LY

Achievement tests given i April 1976 will serve as

(The national norm is 50.)

e

C

v

)

»

NCAT (April.1976§/for'SCE groups .

the 35th percentile in all cases

t
retest! to

an April, 1977 adpinistration; and conclusions about ‘the effective~- .
ness aof SCE-funded activities at the sixth grade lével can be derived

when pretest-posttest analyses are completed in June of 1977

o/

Numerous questions regarding effecy on student achievement by
. SCE-funded activities were asked of supervisory and school pe:sonnqi,
and the results of those. questtods show that most of the pe%ple

involved with SCE believe that SCE- activities are effectiv

increasing student achievement,

"

~

-

-
.

_ Mast of the Sixth Grade Schools made’ choices of, programs with their
SCE funds that would.have-long term effects jnd could continue to

2!

LY

¥

o
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Evaluation'Questions 11
) RECOMMENDATIONS?
» is year s recommendat ns will be made by the appropriate

administrat{ve staff.
v,

5. Should Bréwn and.Pea%e elementary schools continue to receive SCE '

RN funds? - v . ) 9
1} ' - s~ = . \ ¢ v
RS "f{ELEVANT FINDINGS: . , . .
- * CAT scores for designated SCE students in Brown and Pease first . -

grades are either at, br well above, . the- national norm as measured
« by the April 1976 adminiatratioh of. the CAT. Pease-second graders-

also scored above the national norm in reading. Other grade levels
'ﬁere below national norms in both reading and math.

+
~

. /Achievement tests given in April 1976 will serve as pretests to
an April 1977 administration, and conclusions about the effective~ - .

R negs of SCE-funded activities at "Brown and Pease can be derived

when pretest-posttest anaiyses are completed in June 0f11977. ) -

|« .

Large percentages of teachers at both Brown and Pease felt that it

.was too soon to be ‘able to tell about the effects of SCE materials

on student achievement but “questions regarding effectiveness of

the igstructional aides at Brown brought extremely positive ratings

»

‘of their effecttveness in increasing gtudent achievement...Pease
" teachers were alse positive about the -effectiveness of their SCE ..
. ) Reading Teacher, but they did not give the extremely high ratings *
. hat- %rown teachers gave to their instructional aides. )
, \ . - ’\( . 4 .
T, \ While other schools in the basic skills program primarily made ¢
g ) " choices of ‘programs withatheir SCE ds that~wou1d not be damaged ,
L L by the lapse of funds that they'had‘been told“was probable,. Brown {
’ " . and Pease chdse-progrﬁms that required much of theizr SCE funds to | L
) _,Vg%&for salaries. With the lapse df SCE funds, these two schools ° L
T - 5 will probably have considerable difficulty maintaining the programs :
. ” initia ed with SCE funds, since they do not.have access to funds.
. o 'from any other major program and District funda dre limited.

. Jﬁ

’ 'EVALUA TON FINDINGS REFERENCED'

S~ ) //' . ‘
A Evaluat on gueations 14, 15, 16. . . .
‘ ’ - RECOMMENDATIONS: | | : :

-

, This ye r's recommendations will be made By the appropriate adminis-
. trative staff., _ . .. ‘ ’
' ) v Y ) . \
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N B. PROGRAM-LEVEL QUESTIONS I . L : 2

N . . :
1. Should the implied.requirement that emphasis continue to be placed
i, on one-time cost items (staff development, materials) rather than
. on continuing costs (personnel) be discarded’or more clearly.
~ " stated? { '

. v- )
&
. .

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

Vague guidelines were ¢ nsid ed tOube a planning“problem for
principals and school ﬁﬁfsﬁas indjicated.by Jnterviews with \
- prineipals and questitnnaires administered to teachers. ‘
The majority of personnel queried indicated that there was no
. further need for personnel in the SCE Program, but 327 of teachers
N indicated that they would like to see more'ﬁCE personnel in the
¢ - schools. _ SS :

&

-

Data, indicate that materials were made available to the majority.

of SCE*teachers ag a' total group, but on two campuses nearly one-

half of, the teachers had reteived none-of expected materiaiz by the ”

time of questionnaire distributton (Apr1l 23). Without classroom

’ 7 . observation data, however, it cannot be known whether materials were
actually being*utilized in thege classrooms where teachers indicate
they, had received. miterials. Teachers asBessed the SCE materials
very positively as contributing to the achievement of SCE students.
A large majority of: teachers listAd materials in one way ‘or, anoth
asathe most’benefipial aspect” ¢f the SCE programs in ‘theit schools
when asked to listuthe _most ben ficial aspects of the SCE Program,.

' Staff development activities ere carried out as planned, “with _some

\modification for late arrival of materials. Teacher assessment of
SCE staff development was’ generally positive, including the summeq
workshops, although there were isolated exceptions. ’ -~

,J, ‘x “ _“ rl - 3
. ‘EVALUATIGN FINDINGS REFERENCED.
%,
,
Evaluation Quest:ionszl’? 18, 19, 20, 21, 22. h
‘ RECOMMENDATIONS: | - . RN

v _ This year's recommendations will be made by the appropriate adminis-
T ‘trative staff, .

. . .
.
. . . -

2.. Should SCE funds be used in the future’ to provide substitutes for
SCE teachers in Govalle,.Metz, Palm, and Allison schools so that
they can attend Title VIiI staff development activities? (

RELEVANT anmcs-' ’ R \ ’
\ ' ] é ' - N "
« »éﬁ.' ]
- ° o ) - % ! « z
< % . -
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in the-.affirmative when asked if they thought Title VII staff~

development activities were a good use of their SCE funds, two

principals had some reservatians. Gne felt that too-much of the’

staff development was offered during school time, -removing

teachers from their classrooms. too mucly; the other principal indi- e
cated that her teachers felt some Of tfe Title VII gtaff develop- ' o
ment activities were far less helpful than others. -

éAlthoughgprincipals of S@E Bilingual Component Séhools answered

Teachér ratings of the belpfulness of’Title VII staff develbpmen
*activities were not particularly high, although they. were certainly

more positive than negative. ‘ .
Teachers ‘do indeedpseem to be attending most of the available .«
Title VII staff &evelopment activities. . . , , .

v
4 ~ * »

EVALUATlPN FINDINGS REFERENCED:

Evaluation Questions 23, 24, 25,
L ) ’ ’ p-J
RECOMMENDATIONS: o ‘ .

"This year 8 recommendations«will.be made hy the appropriate adminis-

Treeerdtive staff. . ' o . DRI

3.

. o~
A * . N =

Should the implied guidelines for Allison, Goyalle, Metz, and

Palm be more flexible-so that individual schools canp use SCE S
* funds in ways that the schools feel will be more effective? « N
. » )
RELEVANT‘FINDINGS -~ - ) Ly f
. .

According to the Education Planner, the supplementa§§ role of the
SCE Program in the Bi1ingual Component schools makes it inappropriate

to address, this question. SCE/AISD gufdelines and Title VII guidep e -

lines were to be one and the same. , #
\ .

However, when asked if the SCE guidelines were flexible enough tb .
allow their 'schools tq meet the needs of their students, three of
‘the principals responded that they were ind'eeﬁ flexible enough. The
fourth principal indicated that he wasn't sure what the guideélines -
were so could not respond to the question.

EVALUATION FINDINGS 'REFERENCED: . . .

Evaluation Question 27.

. A
. . ’ - - .
o .

’RECOMMENDATIONS:'

[ ’ ’ o
This year's recommendations will be made by the appropriate adminig-~
trative staff. \\\ . .

£ .




%,
.

N

SCHOOL-LEVEL QUESTIONS . L

l. Should school programs co ¢ nue to empbasize staff develqpment ; s
and materials (one-tim cost). rather. than personnel such as-
reading teachers an instructional aides (continuing costs)’

. . . . '

RELEVANT FINDIN ‘ SN - N
e"‘h S
The effectiveress in inczéasing student achievément of the.’ NP -
K _approaches used [by various campuses based on materials, staff .
*  development, an peréonnel should be a primary consideration y% ‘7(m .
"when addressing the above question., Considerable data wag collected ,* - .
from School and supervisory personnel regardihg the'eﬁiectiveness
,of the various SCE activities (programs:based on materials staff
development and/or¥ persofinel), and_in most. cases these activities .
were perceived by persofinel involved to be quite effective in _ -
ratsing student achievement. For more detail “about advantages »
and disadvantages of these approaches, see Evaluation Questions o

28-41

. Achievement tests given in April 1976 will serve as the pretests
. to“ar April 1977 administration, and conclusions about the effective-
ness of SCE activities and student achievement can be derived when
pretest~posttest analyses are completed-} héxt June. The achievement *
on campuses with unique SCE programs ~- the reading lab/reading teacher, P
approach at Read and Pease, the "floating" reading teacher at Blanton,'- ’
" the instructional aides- at Brown, and the various videotape.approaches
_.on the four campuses with videotape plans - will be viewed with i
.-+~ those approaches in mind .. ; .-

H .
. H 1

-

The reality of the situation for State Compensatory Education funding

in AISD must’be kept in mind. Pundsﬁmay not be available after the

1976-77 school year, and any personnel added to school staffs ‘would

haveto be funded through other -soupces or let go. - o

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED'

-

< Evaluation Questions 28:51, 45, 46, 47, 48.. ) o e .
- " "RECOMMENDATIONS: o - PR &
' N . / * . o “ \ v *

ms year's recommendations will be made by the al;propriate a;iminis-

;‘ trative staff, N
. -2, If SCE fiinds" are used for Reading Teachers, how should those
: ' Reaiing Teachers be used ~- in a reading lab), or "floating’" Lo
' | RELEYANT FINDINGS‘ - . \\ : e .
e
) o K * The main advantage to the Reading iﬁR/Reading Teacher approach .
Y .« ' according to school staffs, seems to be the concentration of materials
R - “into one area and the accessibility of special materials to students
’ T - owith need The main disadvantage is the-disruption of moving students
: 1 . to the lab, ffom the classroom and vice versa, Comminication between - v
, [N * ' . 'lab and clagsroom can also be a problem. . .
® ! “woo. ‘ . . Y . .
LA . 7 £ . 11 ) -
VA- \ : . v , . ‘ 1’8. s . ‘ :- L - . ‘

.
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__RECOMMENDATIONS:

. * ‘ *‘ - « . R 4
The main advantages of the "floating" reading teacher, according to
school staffs, is.t dsed communication between classroom

teacher'and reading‘teaeh and the lack of nécessity to move

. Both . the SCE Readjifig Teacher/Reading Lab and the "floating"
SCE-Reading Teagher received very high ratings from school staffs
iveness in increasing student achievement. The
ading teacher approach at B1anton received particularly
high ratings.

' L ‘5 v
EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED' EEE e L v . A
) T , R
Evaluation\Quegtions 30,.31, 32, . . \\\

t
Y

~ This year s recommendations will be made by the appropriate adminis~ \§
i" o

trative staff..

A a
*

Should SCE funhds be gpent for ekemplary school yisitations?
RELEVANT FINDINGS: ‘ - . Y A

‘Teachérs did not rate school visitations particularly high on
a questionnaire item asking them how effective these visitations
were inj helping them to acquire new téaching:skills “for working
‘'with educationally disadvantaged childién.. AYSD upervisors,

* however,.rated it ratHer positively. . X
| EVALUATION FINDINGS' REFERENCED: . - -, ' T e
'ﬁvalnation Question.33. ) . T L . -
-RECOPﬂiENDATIONS: oo B T

a

8 year's recomtgndations will be made By the appropriate adminis-
tra e staff - " , . . . ;(/(
- . , ‘

+

How should videotape equipment be used (taping lessons for’ Sstudents,
staff development, student-vidéo productions, KLRN programs)?

RELEVANT FINDINGS: . ' o o~
No data was collected regarding the effectiveness of various uses
of videotape in-the SCE aehools, due to: late arrival of equipment
d consequent nonimplementation of videotape activities during
the school year. P < ) A { ot
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- Travis Heights was the one SCE school that had sote existing
videotape capability prior to SCE funding; the use of KLRN programs,

e

Administration of

Y and student videqtapes were part if\its program.
index showed that students: at.Travis Heights .

X the School Sentiment
.exhibited the most posi

~ Grade School in the city.

tive attitude toward school of any Sixth -

i

L . ‘ IR AP .
. EVALUATION' FINDINGS REFERENCED: - S
N o - J ’ - -t
S - . . X . A
/i‘ . Evaluation Questions 34-41. AR
N . :
' RECOMMENDATIONS : ' _ ’ g ’
This year's recommendations’ will be made by the appropriate adminis-
trative staff, . . .
5 ° S
5. Should SCE funds in future be spent on summer workshops’
. Y
" RELEVANT FINDINGS. x ; .
w - * ' -
Workshop participanus rated all SCE summer workshops as above
o~ - average on the "Overall.Effectiveness" criteron of the . Workshop
N . 'Evaluation Scale, with the exception of one school which was
. W .,y Tated by teachérs as just below average in overall. effectiveness. .
v, - i, s
o EVALUATION Flyﬁ;NGS REFERENCED: B
¢ s \
o -Evaluation Question 42, = ® -
: RECOMMENDATIONS' '
) e 6. Should teachers be givenvmore preparation” for using new materials/‘
i equipment’ . . .
h - - v
RELEVANT FINDINGS‘ ‘ :
The amount of training éor use of new SCE materi ls varied widely .
from»campus to campud during the spring and vas flot widespread. :
SCE summer workshops were addresSed primarily to materials training.
. Teachers rated those workshops as above average in most cases.
o Teachers who received spring training for use of SCE materials .
by . rat d it fairlv-high in terms of helpfuiness to them.
5
;% When asked the‘areas.in which they bould like to receive initial '
: °  or more in-depth training to work with videotape equipment, teachers
s in thke; of the four schools using videotape rgsponded similarly,

with he majorrty requesting training in "potential use of video-
tape in the classroom." ' Teachers at the fourth -schoel predominantly
\requesred training on "mechanics of using the* equipment.

’
.

[ ) TSI

.t

~13*18. \. . T Q’ ' ° °.

T




N ’
\
e
[l
0
®
3 ’
J
PES
‘
¢
f
N
4
£l

& ~
AN

L}

) .
. . :
4 N B

-\6

.
°
° [

P
R
Y
-
oW
?
i i )
“
*
v
. l
v
~ ¥ b

EVALUATION FINDINGS REFERENCED::

* Evaluation Questions 43,44, 45{-

* RECOMMENDATIONS :
B

<
.

R ,

.

This year's recbmmendationsiwill be made by the abpropriate adminis~
N y [} .

trative staff.
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.7 AL Pitot';RAm DESCRIPTION . .o

. Planning for the State Compensatory Education Program in AISD was “coor-

. e
P IR .
o, v - b
. - > - v
.

3

The l9§5—76 school year was the ;}rst opportunity for Texas schools to

. take advantage of State Compensatory Education funds made available

through a recent act of the Texas Legislature. State Compensatory

Education funds are available only for a two year period, after which .
time Iegislation w6uld have to be enacted to Yenew the funds.

T -
- . s
‘ 3

dinated through- the Education Planner. She worked with administration, ’
school staffs, and Office of Research and.Evaluation . staff, while

school staffs worked with parents from school communities to plan the .
programs for their campuses. Each campus planned its own SCE program,
.and input from school staffs and parents was emphasized throughout the
planning, stages. .

In order to maintain the effects of the SCE Program bey nd the two )

year funding period,. participating campuses were instructed to keep . ,
new SCE-funded staff to a minimum. They were encouraged to spend their ‘:
SCE funds for the purchase of items which would extend the life of their
programs beyond the two year funding period Staff. development was

also encouraged as ‘2 method of refining teaching methods, which would .

have a sustained effect on SCE students after funds were withdrawn.ﬂh ;
‘),
Various problems .in' the planning and approvalvstages of the SCE proposal ;
led to late implementation of the SCE Program fot AISD in 1975-76. - Final |
approval was received fzom TEA.on Fébruary 6, but earlier tentative approval
had allowed schools in gome cases to get their programs started late in
Januarf Ordérs for materials could not be processed, however, until the
"final approval ‘was received. The four month time §pafrof sthis year's
program included the ordering of materials and equipment and the wait to
receiVe those\supplies. i -

‘. The SQE Program for AISD in 1975-76 was made up of a basic.skills coiponent

and a bilingual componént.’

According to SCE guidelines, no ‘administrative

personnél could be funded for either component.

Existing.AISD persannel were,

N therefore, assigned supervisory responsibilities for the program. Tiile VII
. Bilingual Project personnel, AISD Area Directors, and campus prinicpals.wexe '
to supervise the bilingual. component actévities, and the.basic skills. component

¢

- + N re
- . . ;l‘
. ,
c . < o 2 B H
. . : ’ i
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- and campus principals. R y i 4
’ Basic Skills Compbnent The 1‘focus of the basic skills‘éomponent as .,
communication skill“reading and math. “Eight- sixth grad~e schoole and two
elementary (K-S) campuses pg ticipated in th!;g compoqent. Two hurdred
~twenty-seven teachers and a;’ roximately 3,000 students v;ere designated to
i’—‘be ‘;I.'nvolved in the. program, ‘w with a total of $273,369.00 approtioned to the ten ﬂ
k campuse according to. the number of studenta submitted bz them as eligible
Q« for'.SCE, ervices. ot i . " '
,_—Table AII-1- below shows the umber of ‘designated students per campus. - )
/e Lt t- :/',c s o . ' -
Table IIIL-l' NUMBER OF DESIGNATED SCE STUDENTS ON EACH.BASIC SKILLS CAMPUS. /
« . ° \\ - (: ) (
) ' o a No. of desig-‘ No. of desig- { TOTAL - .
) o - . . {nated communi- ¢ nated math (dupli- e
SCHOOL | o Jidation gkills/ students - cated
e, ‘reading students LT courit) *
T : T -
. Allan-6th 227’ T 214 441 * .
. ” - .t .‘- . t
Baker . 220 221 ° 441 ! :
. . /’: - \
B B'lanton o 307-. 236 . 543
.. *stlin 336 . 215 551 4'\ g
v * s » . f . |
. Martin-6th 263 263 | s | 7 .
4 4 ~ .
7} Read 164 ° 80 ' 24% b
- + - ’
© : r ’ ! -
Travis o . \ ‘ N
Heights . 358 345 - 703 - -
Webb - 503 - }> 406 J 909 | ° o
ot . th . & .' ] Lo A -
Brown M 338 “313 0 .50 R,
- s N - /"‘.\/{ - S ,
Pease 116 £, 105, - 221 -
o TOTAL 7 2832 | \3598 : 5230 , .
. ) . ,.r t
.+ *Thig is the total number’ of students Jesignated as SCE, butgmany stqﬂents are
counted as designated reading studentg and also as designated math students, . N
therefore being counfed twice in the total.v- . . -
. . % N
o - i . . ¢ “\‘
. f . . .- 16 ’? ' _ X \’
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"
The, crite%ia for determining eligibility ok.studénts for SCE .

' services was the same as that used by Title I for deté%mining ‘educationally

-
B

disadvantaged students on Title I campuses, A math criteria developed by
AISD InstructionalsCoordinators. ° . : . N .

. ‘ * ~

- Each school} was permitted to plan its own program with SCE and AISD \ ,

guidelines. - (See Figure III-],f‘On the’ fol ing page~-)

¢ ¢, - !
The campus- planned programs’ that resulted were made .up ‘of. varying
cpmbinatlons of staff development actﬂvities, materials acquigjition, ’ ) )
instructional aides, reading teachers, .and yideotape acquisition and. - .. - -
activities. Each schpol s program was designed. to deliver supplemental " -
geading and math instruction to designated SCEystudents according to ‘
the.ﬁollowing allecation‘*of resources.

¢ ¢ ¢ /
Allan: The sixth grade at Alan Jr. High choser to expend’ its - g
. SCE funds 'on two instructional aides, materials, and staff
development time to organize materjals into scope and sequence
charts. " A supmer, workshop)was p]sanned, for further materials- .
.organization and training for use of the materials., ¢ e
-% -

_ Baker: Thé’Baker SCE program,caled for acquisition of materials .
and videota&é equipmenit, and staff eloment activities wo train o -
teachers. 'in the use, .of the materialg andythe ‘'videotape “equipment. -

, A summer workshop was plannea to-d veIop eaching skills in T
" remedial reading and math., . . . .
. / -t . ‘ .

Blanton. The SCE plan developed bx\Blanton was based on a R
""floating" SCE Reading Teacher that was to give students supple- 4
mental reading instnuction e('ry other day in their classgpoms.
Videotaped reading lessons and staff develqpm%nt through uge of
.videotape wWere also major parts of Blanton's plan, as was the. it
acquisition of suppleme tary materials, A symmer workshop to °
be focused on videotape tra}ning was pléhned bx,Blanton fer June. -

w

an

g ot :
Joslin: The chgplan for Joslin revolVed completely arqund the v e
acquisition of Plementary materials and .a’'reading lab experi-

ence for 'designated students (the' rzading teachenq@p tids® case, )
however, was ‘not to.be paid from SCE funds), * $taff. development o
activities geared to learning‘hbw to: tse ﬁEchquiﬂaent and

. materials were ‘planned for a summer workshgp” ' ) o *

. 2 '
Martin Martin Jr, High's plans fon«&ts siXth gzade included .
a support component for increasing: the attendance ‘of SCE . )//-\\\\\ :
students, For that purpose, foup part-time Qommunfty Repregen- = - )
‘tatives were hired to work on Attendance pro slems. .As part of . ‘

the staff development activity iovltheir sc ooi, sixth grade




Yo e

‘s

—

_should be eatabliahed.. Staff deve;opmbnt is permissible. .
- }’. . ’ ) L]
‘ 3
4 ) 4 .« .
’ . . r . . ) ‘

'3.‘ SCE funds must\he uged for supplementary :program qptivities

> areas as determined by educational needs assessment will be given:

f

‘n&‘:. » &y .
Q‘:_ ~q. gﬁ . B . .
1. Program must be designed tp meet the priority edueational needs
of-disadvantaged pupils enrolled 4n. district's,public’ schoo

- 2 1

2. SCE activities gust be réftricted to educationally disadvantaged
pupils. N

ed to supplement thd regular school program.
A Y
4, The priority focus of State cémpensatory fynds must Be for
- educationally disadvantaged students in'the areas of reading, '*
mathematics, langusge development and/or bilingual multi-cultiral QI/).
development. Those children with the greatest needs in those acade

» and"may fnot be

first priority . - -

SCE Punds may be used for staff development and for instructional
materials and/or equipment esgential to carrying out the compen-
satory program to be conducted.

v
+

Funds may not be used for administration, construction, remodeling,
or any Activity not directly a ‘part of reinforcing the instructional
process for the. educationplly disadvgntaged children to be served.

., . both in terma of the planning process and guidelinea. ©

to maintain comgarabilitz . !

Each diatrict will involve parents in the pi;nning of 1its SCE
program. . o

The SCE program format is almost identical to that of Title I Coe

\-
sef funds may be used o}'ﬁitle I campuses or non-Title I campuses
or both but in the event BF the latterthoice,. care qgat be taken

An educational needs aaaessméntumust be-completed based on specific

“ critéria in each instructional area selecte

children whq may participate in the prograim.

for identification of

”

9 Limits and directives set by the Cabinet and Dr, Davidson 10-28-75 were!

v
Each campus will de.ign ita oun program in collaboration
Wwith the arey team, . “

14
Program should bc‘deaigng§§to have an impact ~after. the {gfo year
fundihg period ends.

‘»

;} Peraonnei costs ghould be Iimited a reaaonable limit on materials

F III-1:  SCE AND AISD, GUIDELINES FOR PLANNING LOCAL CAMPUS PROGRAMS,
. " AS OUTLINED DURING OCTOBER CABINET: MEETING AND DISTRIBUTED
! .»+"BY THE EDUCATYON. PLANNER TQ. SCE. PRIWCIPALS AND OTHER PROGRAM

-~ " s

PLANNERS ,

’ e

?& ' .

Y ’
N v
- D o

aet




teachews were- to -make visits to other schools in the. city,
and a summer' workshop was planned to provide training for:
the teaching of eédial reading apd math. Bilingual
teaching techniques were also to be covered in this summer
workshop. New aterials and equipmént were to be acquired,
and training for the use of such-was to be given in a series
of Saturday workshops, in the spring.

Read ‘The SCE program at Read was plarned to be implemented

¢ through~an SCE Reading Lab run'by an SCE Reading Teacher. ’
Materials and equipment for the lab and videotape ac;ivities
" were impoftant parts of the ‘Read plan. Staff development
was'%o inclu inservice conducted by the SCE Reading Teacher,

. as well as a s er workshop.

Travis Heights: ravi§ heights also chose to ggar its SCE

* program to videotape activities along with acquisition of
a wide variety of materials. Staff development -for the spring
and summer was planned’ accordingly.

v -~ w

“ Webb ; Webb's SCE pro ram was to be, baSed on extensive"acquisition
of materials and dtaf development acﬁivities for use of the
materials. Teacher’visitations to other &chools yere' included as

a staff development activity for Webb teachers, o "

. 1

Brown:

The SCE plan at Brown Elementary called for the hiring: of

seven insttuctional aides, to be used in the classroom for
delivering, supplemental instruction to SCE students.” Supple-
mentary materials were also included in the plan, .and a summer -

No other

wdrkshop was planned for making instructional materials.

staff development Was planned.

Pease:

. -

-

Pease Elementary School chose to spend its SCE funds for . '

an SCE Reading Zeicher and materials and equipment for an SCE
An*

Reading Lap.
the reading teacher.

nstructional aide was to work in the lab with

LY

A

4

r

Bilingual Component. The'SCE bilingual component was designed to mesh
with the ESEA Title VII Bilingual Project, which provided classroom

-aideg, assistahce in the'grea of parental involvement, staff training,

and bilingual materials, to ‘dégighated Title VII classrooms. Due to
the last minute lapse of ESAA Bilingual funds in AISD, four “schools had

" been added in 1975-76 to the Title VII 'Project, and State Compensatory

.. able to."pick up" only one classroom per grade level.)

Education funds were allotted to those schools as a means of providing
additional support for their bilingual programs. (Title VII had been
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Allison‘Elementary added. 13 teacﬁefs to.its'bilingual program through ,

SCE funds; Govalle added 9 teachers; Metz added 10 teacherg; Palp

added 11 of -its_teachers. Approximately llOO students were designated

‘ag SCE students in those four schools. ’ N
- -Q

Each schoo], received an allotment of SQE funds to use for bilingual

materials,” consultants, and substitutes (so that SCE teachers could —

attend Title VII and local bilingual staff development activities).

Only twa of the schoolsichose to use theit §unds for consultants --

Allison and Palm ~- and both.planned to hire parents from the community

to as8ist- teachers in ‘making instructional materials. T v
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B. CONTEXT DESCRIPTION : _ .
) B e .

€ ML o Chmbm P emmem e ey T oy &« D p

year in a context of uncertainty. This ‘uncertainty was based'on a pending
desegregat{bn ruling and on the uhstable nature of SCE funds. Two years-
of SCF funds were all,that could be counted on, so that program planning .

//had ‘to bé based on therrealities of that imminent discontinuance of funds
and the-probable loss ﬁt he,’end of that time of—any personnel hired with’

. those funds. 3 - - -

N - —_—
. . . . . N . » -

. ' o~ NEF N BN ~ - .
Desegregation and the Sixth Grade Schools: Established in .the fall of
1973 as agents foft desegregation, the Sixth Grade Schoels in"AISD operated
under the shadow of a pending desegregation. ruling.by the Fifth Circuit of

" Appeals., If t:Sé court were to find Austin ISD's integration plan ungccept—

LI
. able, the Sixth/Grade Schools could well be disbanded. That, An fadt, was

the decdsion tHat the count ‘handed down during the final monti\of the 1975- .

" =76 school year, and thé~futuxe of the Sixth Grade Sthools at the > time of o]
~3 pubﬁlcation 6t this report is uggertain. . - . 3 '
.

. .
’ .

.

s v

+ In spite of the pogsibidity that the Sixth Grade School§ would be a tran-

sitory phenomenon, it was decided in the fall.-of 1975 that the. need for
h in those schools was 60 strong that Stat Compenshtorg'funds were
rranted The reorganization/of scho thagfh
esEablishment of Sf&th Grade Schools t tha
‘adequate materialg to effecthely deal wit e educationally disadvantaged.
. This wa$ particularly true for thase campus that had functionﬁd as junior
‘s highs previohgly. -Too, .many téachers found, hémselves working with larg )
groups of low= ieving stugents for the fi¥st time in their teaching -careers.
Staff development) and off-level materials were therefore ﬁrioritykjj;ds ,

Some schoold! were without

P

- for the Sixth Grale Schools. } -
/ N I

-

materials were in keeping with the f g of AISD Administration that,
QL’K‘EecauSe of the uncertaine future of unding,‘SCquunds should not be
sed to tnvest heavily in added personnel. At the erid of two, years, the
. funds wouldypo longer be available unleiﬁythe Legislatuge should act to’ .
continue them, and the‘newly hired pers8nnel woild have to be let go. . v
. A directive to hire only "limited pejéonnel" with SCE funds was thetefore
communicated'in\vgnjunction With SCE gui/’lines to school planners.

" Emphasis on Limited -Personnel: Th:;;;ieeas for staff development and

Local Camgus PlanningA A natio agatrend'%oward local campus planning was
reflected in thesge guidelines sg! by AISD administration. Each school in
the basic skills component was diregt d in the guidelines to "design‘I“b
3 " own prognam in collaporation with the area team.

. ~ - R . ' , *y ."V
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1This national trend was evidenadd at the 1?75 Ameriéan Education Research
-/ Association meé”ing in Washington, D.C., where a .symposium entitled "School
Level ongnamAPlanning Is That Where It's At?" was presented: See
\ Local School Program Planning Organizational Implications, a paper

presented at® the American)Educational Research Association, 1975, by o
RV IR Mary T. Moore“ ) ) -
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. Bilingual Component: .

Borderline Title I Schools:

2

.y -
LS

Local campus planning -had been tried to a certain extent 6n Some Title I
campuses, but this directive to ten schools, comprising all sixth grade
students in AISD dnd two K-5 elemdntary schools was the first large scale
effort in the District to implement loégl campus plaag;p N

The four schools in the SCE bilingual component weze also” a lowed a certain
amount of flexibility to plan their SCE activit}es within guidelines.

The four schoels in the SCE bili{ngual compenent

were included in the program only after a concerted effort on the
~part of the principals to obtain funds of some kind for their bilingual

programs. The lapse of ESAA Bilingual funds to these schools (and the
District) at the beginning aof the 1975-76 school year had left each

of the schools with only one classroom at each grade’level receiving
the services of the Title VII RBilingual Projbct. This was considered
inadequate by the four principals, and théy had petitioned to receiye
available funds to supplementR\heir bilingual program. SCE funds were
therefore made awailable to then.

These four schools are characterized by a multiplicity of programs
operating within them. 'All four receive Title I as well as Title VII
,services, and three of the schools have had a Teacher Corps program as
‘well. The addition of SCE funds to these existing programs added
further management responsiblities for the principals.

‘J

’ N *s 4

The two elementary schools included in the
basic skills domponent were elementary ‘'schools that wére naturally
desegregated and "borderline" Title I. “In other words, they had both

long been just below the priority schools in AISD to- qualify for Title I '
funds. ., .

i
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C. EVALUATION DESCRIPTION ° - , . ’
Evaluation of the SCE Program in AISD was coordinated with evaluation of
the District Title I Program. This coordination was accomplished
through assignment of part of the current Title I evaluation staff to
SCE evaluation op a part time basis, so that responsibilities were ‘split
between Title I and SCE. An Assistant Evaluator was hired to work fuli- .
time on the evaluation of SCE under the supervision of a Title I/SCE

) Project Evaluator. Figure III-2. below shows the organizational structure

. . of the combined Title I/SCE evaluation staff, ¢ .

v
'

Title I/SCE
Project
Evaluator*

£,

‘'SCE
~ Asgistant ’
Evaluator**#* ’

-

Y

Title I Title I Title I/SCE [ Title 1/sCE] [ Title I/scE
. g Process . Process Programmer* °Data ‘Secretary* . ~
! %%} | Evalyatoxa*|’'| Specialist*

~

el

*
a

) - Total Title I Evaluation staff (full-time equivalents) = 5.2
™Y Total SCE Evaluation staff (full-time equivalents) =1.8
Combined Title I and SCE evaluatian staff » 7

*These positions were funded 80% from Title I, 202 from SCE
*#These positions were funded 1007 from Title I .
***This position was fiinded 100% from SCE : ' ‘
A

.
. 1 . . . -

A

Figure III-2: scr:/rm.i: I EVALUATION STAFF

This combined effort was advantageous from the standpoint of cost.of
conducting the evaluation and was conducive to providing enhanced program
planning capabilit}es. The availability of the Project Evaluator, ’ -
Programmer, ‘Data Specialist, and Secretary on a part-time basis to the
SCE Evaluator allowe omprehensive evaluation services to ‘be performed

. with a relatively sma proportiop of the total program budget. Moreover,

by assigning some.of the SCE evaluation responsibilities to already

existing staff members, it could be expécted that SCE evaluation would

become fully operational much more quickly than would be possible with a

totally new evaluation staff.’ .




- . - . AN

Since the SCE and the Title I programs were addressed to very similar
/peeds dnd were concerned with similar popuiations of students, the . . .

. unification of the data bases avoided duplication of effort.and allowed .

' for development of _a comprehensive data base for AISD's educationally
disadvantaged students, . .

RRTI J © : o )
An Assistant Evaluator to_be in charge of evaluation of State Compensatéry
Education was hired on Febraary 6, 1976, and began working immédiately to

develop a working evaluation design that would guide efforts to evaluate
the program. Because of the diversity of the programs "planned on‘ the ten
basic skills component campuses, it was decided that an objectives-based
evaluation approach would not be feasible. It was decided instead to plan
the evaluation around decision questions regarding State Compensatory

Education for which decision-makers would need data-based information,
*Input, process, and\outcome data were required from evaluation staff in .
order to provide the needed information for answering these questions.

—

-

[}

Decision questions were generated by the fourteen SCE principals during
individual conferences with the SCE Evaluator and-‘during’a session with
the Education Planner. Further.questions were posited by the SCE Evaluator
in conjunction with the Title I/SCE Evaluator and the Coordihator of
- Regsearch and Evaluation. These questions ‘were school-specific in some
- ingtances and programmatic ‘or system-oriented in*other cases. ' Lot :\3\

_Becausé of the shortness of time, it was not possible: to include all:of
the people that should have been involved in the development of these
« ‘decision questions for this first. "year" of SCE.

_ The instruments used to collect. this’ data, and the dates of administration, .
are sﬁown in Figure III-3 below. : -

. i - 6’ R .
3 - _ :
INSTRUMENT "¢  ° ‘ DATE OF ADMINISTRATION
. (1) teacher questionnaires April 23-May 10, 1976 ’ -
. (2) principal interviews, May, 1976 ,
(3) SCE Aide questionnaires - " April 23-May 3, 1976 T |
- (4) 'SCE. Reading Teacher interviews . May, 1976 , o
h '.(5). Area Director/ Instructional : ' - - :
Coordiqﬁtot Questionnaire S " Jupe, 1976 .
(6) Education Planner Interview . June 17, 1976 ... . S
(7) cCalifornia Achievement Test April 5-8, 1976 Ly ’
(8) .School Sentiment Index . April 20-23,°1976 -
(9) Workshop.Evaluation Scale: June, 1976
Figuré III-~3:¢{ DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENxs USED IN SCE EVALUAIIO?.

e L
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] . Co s
oDhlhenever appropriate and possible, information derived from the .
instrumeﬁ;s,was,fed back to principals so that it could 5en¥e
them in their local campus planning efforts. Another aspect of
_ the evaluation design that was meant '$6 help principals in program
s planning was initiation of searches ffr available research information

that would.be pertinent td campus programs, i.e., use of videotape, C
ingtructional aides, and reading labs in educationm. :

°
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A, EVALUATION QUESTIONS

+
[

v
EVALUATION FINDINGS = . \

\

- y
-~ e . »

'u(according to teacher questionnaire resporises) yere the “schools which

-

»

How extensively&%as local campus planning carried out in the SCE

Program for AISD? - . . .

ANSWER: Quite extensively on most of the’ campuses in the Basic

. Skills Component. . ) . 8
suppox'riv; DATA: '., o L. . e
Teacher Questionnaires ot . o : -

.

. . [}
Responses to an SCE Teacher Questionnaire distributed to all teachers

"in the Basic Skills Component showed that there was extensive -teacher

involvement in local campus planning of SCE programs. Forty-eight
percent of all responding teachers indicated that they were "very
involved" in the planning of their school's programs, and 35% indicated
that they were "somewhat involved." Some schools had substantially more
involvement than others, however, with 73% of Pease teachers.and 722 of
Blanton teachers requpding that they were "very involved" while ‘only
26% rof ‘Reatt teachers gave that response. .

Mo N

SCE Reading Teacher ‘Interviews

All three SCE Reading Teachers said during formal interviews that they
had been quite inyolved in the planning of the SCE programs on their
campuses.‘ oo

s - . -
How effective was the local campus plarning process judged to be by °
those involved?

ANSWER: Very effective.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: | . = L

Teacher Queationnaires - I

Teachers responding to the SCE Basic Skills Component teacher questionnaire
’generaﬂly'assessed local campus planning quite positively, with 827

of them responding that loeal campus glanning was either an "extremely
effective" or "quite effective" way to implement the SCE- programs on .

their campuses. The two schools which showed most‘teacher jnVolvement

showed highest ratings of the effectiveness of local campus planning.
Seventy-eight percent ‘of responding teachers at Blanton and 64% of

-
-_) -,

w_'

~ - &

M £

«2631

I I . - s -

:

s . Ry 7

r o2t




i

) \know the needs of“their students better than anyone else can know them.
-~

Pease teachers rated local campus planning as extremély effective.”
Teachers on campuses with least teacher involvement tended to rate
the effectiveness of local campus planning’ lowex than teachers on”
campuses with more teacher involvement in the planning process.

»

Principal Interviews

. The ten Basic Skills Component principals were unanimously enthusiastic
about local campus planning when asked to list its advantages, with the
-main advantage cited by them being the fact that local campus personnel

This more accurate assessment of needs leads to more effective utilization
of the resources of ‘a program, according ‘to these principals, and.the
involvemeng of the total staff in the needs ' assessment and planning .
stages leads to a higher lével of commitment on the part of school staff )'
to make the program work, The principals felt that teacher morale had
been heightened significantly by this process on their campuses.

n .

Another positive effect of the local campus planning process mentioned
by several principals was the increased communication between teachers
that the planning process encourages,

Area Director/Instructional Coordinator Questionnaire
e : ) < .
Responses of Areé Directors and Instructional Coordinators showed that
they felt local campus planning was an effective way to implement State
Compensatory "Education in AISD, The ?ﬁofresponding Area Directors saw,
local campus planning as "extremely effective," as did one of the
Instructional Coordinators. The, thzge other responding Instructional
Coordinators 83w it as "quite effec ive." ,* .

-

~

~

Education-Planner Interview

L ’ Vi

’

When asked what advantages she perceived in lpcal campus planning, based
on her ‘experiences with SCE and otherwise, the Education Planner cited
strong support and enthusiasm for the program because principal
more ownership in it. The same‘is true for teachers, she went n to say-..

T

3. Were there problems eécountered during the planning process? .
ANSWER: Yes, . S R
- - ¢ : -..r
“.SUPPORTIVE DATA: - -

. e D . ) r -

Teacher Questionnaires

P

Forty-two percént of responding teachers said that there had been "no
problems" experienced during ‘the planning process, while 45% gave a .
response indicating that they had encountered either "yery few" or some
1 Y o
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‘problems. Only 1% haé\expegienéed "many problems."
. ' . . . ’ A
When asked to déscribe the problems experienc d, teachers most often
mentioned the shortness of time given to schools to plan their programs.
Confusing and vague guidelines were also mentioned by several. Other
problems -experienced during the planning process were: lack of agree-
ment on directions to take, not enough knowledg€ and expert advice
available, and cooperation and identification of needsobetween teachers. "
Many teachers, however, ve no response to this questionnaire item
soliciting descrip;iqns problems encountered during the planging

process. . . , . _ A

r

Principal Interviews C4 ' --°

1

- . - ’ ¢
When,piincipalé of schools in the SEF Basic Skills Companent were asgked
what the disadvantage$s to local campus planning were, the most often *

_ stated disadvantage was the amount of time that the planning with teacher

involvement requires. This was paxticularly a disadvantage for schools
this previous year because of the shortness of time allowed schools to
go through the whole planning process. Local campus planning with,
teacher involvement is time~consumipg, most principals agreed, and mgre
time should be allowed in future to do.the job with maximum effect., J
The proﬁlem of inadequate time was again focused on by aost principals
when asked what changes, if any, they felt should beMpade in the 5
planning process for State Compensatory Education in‘AISD. 5

Vague guidelines Qer% also a'problem, according to several prindipals.

N »”
Area Director/Instructional Coordinator Questionnaire

3

' When asked to desoribe any problems that they might have encountered
in the local campus planning process, one Area Director fentioned the
difficulty of meeting timelines. Another Area Director and an.Instructional
Coordinator felt that there had been too little input from support
personnel. It is presumed that by "support", the respondent meant
Instructional Coordinators and Area Directors.

2

— . £y

Educati®n Planner Interview

According to the Education Planner in a foiéﬁl interview, the use of ° .
the Program Coordination Advisory Committee (PCAC) -during early stages

of the planning process had been too time-consuming and too insular.

\She applauded the dropping:0f the PCAC requirement for future plangini

of externally funded programs. A new process outlined ii"the Policies *
for External Funding will enable program parameteis to be established

o




more expeditiously, thus allowing participating campuseg

be brought- in
much earlier in the planning process. ' E

. -
-~

e

SCE guidelines are published by TEA as part of the Consolidated Application. :

for Federal Assistance, she wen
by.the legislature, SCE funds w
with allowable expenditures for

..on to say, and as originally conceived
e to be "flexible compensatory monies"
taff training and no specific requirements

for parent advisory councils. 'However, in drafting application forms,
TEA used the Title I application form as a model, one which requires the
‘more rigid identification process of students tp be served, .a process not
required~by .other compensatory grants such as;}ﬁtle IV C. Thug, the rigid
Title I application form coupled with loosene guidelines in the areas of
' staff development make the guidelines ambiguous. ' .
I . -
In order to accomplish the objectives of a school based planning model, . .
it is important that guidelines remain flekible, ip the opinion of the
Education Planner. Were they to be totally defined (as with Title I), - )
undoubtedly the typical Title I model would also characterize SCE programs,
It is actually -advantageous to the schools not to have rigidly defined
guidelines, although because of a lack of experience with federally funded
programs, the SCE schools may not be aware of their unique situation.
A

P ’
< ‘ . » L t

-"Has the usé of an Educafion Planner facilitated planning and imple-
mentatioh of the SCE Program? i :

-

ANSWER: Yes, but some improvement in procedures‘is needed,

N
A |
Principal Interviews ) . -
7
When principals 4t both components ;¥ SCE were asked if fung_}r adminis-
.trative persqnnel were needed to help implement the progiams on their a
campuses, all 14 principals replied in the negative. Many stated that
the Education Planner had done a more than adequate job anJ was all
that was needed in the way of administrative personnel. However, an
often-mentioned suggestion hy principals for change, in the planning
process for State Compensatory Education in AISD was related to the .
problem of communication between schools and administration regarding
the guidelines of thetprogram. Guidelines were vague, in the opinion
of several principals, and it was difficult to get definite answers from ]
administration regarding specifics, This communicatfon of guidelines |
and coordination between the schools and administratio falls'within '
the responsibilities of the Education ‘Planner, |

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

~
’

Do SCE planners indicate a need for clearer guidelipes?

' . KNSWER: ° Yes.

SUPPORTIYE DATA:

Yo
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Teacher'Questionnaire

. -

e

‘k R 'l -

When teachers were asked to describe on the teacher questionnaire any.,-,

problems encountered dufing the planning p ocess, several teachers’

mentioned confusing and vague guidelines s a problem

/, s T
S . AR
s 3.\ \.“
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L Principal Interwiews

planning process for State Compensatory Education in AISD related to
the guidelines ofkthe program, ‘Guidelines were vague, in the opinion
: of several principals, and one principal® felt that a definite written
statement outlining exactly what could or couldfdnot be done with SCE

An ofteh mentioned. suggestion by SCE princiPals for change in the . ' ot

should be published for principals.

he wasn 't sure. exactly what the SCE/AIS

Education Planner Interview

®

gther ptincipal indicated that .
guidelines were, -

A

[ 4

According to the Education Planner in a formal interview, the SCE/AISD
,guidelinés are not as clear as they possibly could be.

>

& - :
6. Do local campus planned SCE programs lead to increaséd student
achievement? . “ °
° ANSWER: This question cannot be answered ag yet, due to the lateness oo
- - . in the school year of program implementation. Achievement .
—~ tests given to fifth graders in April 1976 will serve a pretests to

! " .an April 1977 administration, and cpnclusions about ,the effectiveness
Y of local campus planning. in terms of student 5chievement can_
be denied when pretest-posttest analyses are completeg
E} /k\. \ ~
7. Are Area Directors and Instructional Coordinators monitoring the

SCE Basic Skills Component programs to .the gﬁtentvthat it is considered
) necessary by themselves and scho?l staffs? ' .

N

Y

° ANSWER: Yes,%but not completely: . i

. -

SUPPORTIVE DATA: - A T ‘

< - — . , :
When principals in the Basic Skills Component were asked if they felt.

further

’ progranms

s in their schools, all ten principals

no further need for such help..

Y

dministrative personnel were needed t:?gebp implement the SCE __

i?ated that they saw

13

Prinqipal'Interviews ‘ : ‘ / , Cot /

~h

. Teacher Questionnaires) T3 ;“u ‘

“Usaew

¢ !

One question'on the Basig Skills Componept teacher.guestionnaire asked
teachers whether they felt that SCE funds should continue to be spent
mainly for mater{als and staff development while another question asked

PR S s " . ‘ g
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whether more personnel might be needed to, help implement’ the program,
Responses to these ,two questions showed.that teacherd as.a total group
predominantly felt that fufther personnel were not needed, Although
32% did indicate that further perrgnneg were needed, the many extra .
comments offered by teacliers regarding these two quesktunnaire items
showed that the further personnel that most had in’mind when giving a

yes response were’ more teachers and aides, not administrative personnel.
AN f‘" - : ’ »

-

SCE Reading Teacher Interviews ) . -

2 K . -

In response to the guestion, "Do you feel that additionai administratiye
personnel are needed to help implement the SCE program in your sch081’

one of the SCE Read!ngh¥eachers indicated that she would have 1 keg

have someone with expertisé in'thé area o reading associated\yith the .
SCE Program. This response would seem td indicate that_;he Insttructional
Coordinator for that school had not provided the information and guidance
that this particular SCE Reading Teacher felt that shé needed

a

Area Director/InstructionaI Coordinator Questionnaire - 2

When asked whether additional administrative personnel were needed to
help implement.State Compensatory Education programs in AISD, a11
responding Area Directors and Instructional Coordinators replie

the negative, However, one‘gespondent did state in an added comment
that Jthe SCE Program needed'some overseeing.- @ * . -, .

I

4
s ’

R L4 . . / S

> . ‘ ° . *

Are the activities Currently funded by'SCE in the bilingual component

schools effective in raising student achieVement in reading and math? -

-

L]

ANSWER. Yes, but the 1ong range achievemenﬁ ggals of the Title VII

Project have so fat not been met. . Y -
’ > . I\- . ¢ ¢
SUPPORTIVE DATA: . R

Cali fornia Achie\;ement Te‘st‘ '_ ' S,

on by students of effective Spanish reading and math skillg,
istically significant gains in English reading and math

ent from h974—75 (exceptions at some\levels in some schools) .
Non=project studerts did.better in reading at the lower levels than

~did T tle VII Project students,’ ‘and Title VII Project students did.

v

bétter in math. At the upper grade levels there were no differences.

St o
‘Because the meshing of the Title VII and” "the SCE bilingual rograms
makes it impossible to discuss separately the achievement of students

in the programs, the scores for both are discussed as a total program-
in the Title VII Evaluation Final, and Technical Reperts. The detailed
evaluation conducted by the Title VII Evaluation.Staff included SCE

classrooms; ‘therefore SCE Evaluation chose not to. duplicate Title VII
efforts in this area. R i
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Teachég'Qoestionnaires \
Teacher™questionnaire résponses for teachers in the Bilingual Component
"+ schools /indicate, that bilingual materials purchased with SCE funds °

”’

*

9.

were n

> for the most part yeceived by teachers by the time of distribu-

tion of thé teacher questionnaires (April 23). Wher! asked to rate the
effectiveness 'of the materials in helping to increase the achievement
of their gtudents, 70% indicatéd that they had received no new SCE
materials’, Staff development aspects of the programs were implemented,
however, and teachers gave fairly positive ratings of those activities.“
.Only 5% saw the staff development as being 'extremely helpful'™ in
helping them to do their job as a teacher in'.the Title VII Bilingual
Project, 352 saw them as "quite helpful," and 40% saw the activities

as "somewhat helpful.™ Fifteen percent-felt that the activities were .

}

_mot at all helpful ¢

4

Does there continue to be a need for compensatory funds for schools in
the SCE Bilingual Component?

FX

Yes. The table below shows the pecent of student at each grade
level in each school that scored below the 50th- ‘percentile
on the California Achievement Test given in the spring of 1976.

~

ANSWER:

A]

Table IV-A-1: PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN BILINGUAL COMPONENT SCHOOLS
SCORING BELOW THE S0TH PERCENTILE IN READING AND °
MATH ON THE SPRING 1976 ADMINIST ON OF THE CAT.

- .
N ' ' ‘
. .
!

* lerade =" Allisén Govalle * 1 Metz Palm
) ding JMath adiﬂng/- Math | Reading | Math |Reading | Math
1 - |88 552 42% ' | 40% 432|362 | sex | 3ex
i -« - ~ ¥
2 |93z 8% 712 | 59% 72% | 63% 692 | 552
S 3 822 77% ‘/ 822 | 73% 827 |85z 642 | 772
: ‘.’ . : % N N A ‘. -
4 | 8% 85z | o0z |77% fr-94% - | 872 852 | 95% '
a? ’ . -
5 953 o6z | 93x |83z | 93z |92z | o7z |93z
- \.‘ - »" -
i - . )
[ .
g ! . ¢
r‘;;w ,MP“%" 32.. 37 %
e'\) u\( N o, '

«t
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SUPPORTIVE DATA. .

[

funds be extended to cover the areas now covered

Could other'hvailabl
ﬁon, Govalle, Metz, and Pglm? .

by SCE funds in Alli
ANSWER: The guidelines for ESEA-Title I alﬁ'ﬁitle I programs for
* ' bilingual/multicultural education, it is possible that
: funds could be acquired through that source. Tight budget
"conditions in the District make it unlikely that District
funds would be available. .

The four schools have three major sources of materials
" other than’SCE that could possibly be extended to cover
the areas now covered by.SCE when funding lapses: Title I,
. Title VII,.and the local budget. Bilingual materials acquired‘
rough ESAA Bilingual, which operated in the schools fo¥
{two years.previous to 1975-76, are still in those schools.
. v ’

7 Priricipals, however, were not very positive about the like-

o lihood of acquiring any other funds.-

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Principal Interviews

All principals-interviewed in both components of the SCE Program .
indicated that there were no other funds available to- them that they
were aware of that could”cover the areas nbw covered by SCE funds. /¢
One principal qualified that response, however, by’stating that any .
moving of funds from another area to pick up SCE <ctivities would
damage the program from which money .was moved.

[y

Are the activities currently funded by SCE in the Sixth Grade Séhools
effective in raising student achievement in reading and math?

Thig question cannot be answered as yet due to the lateness
in the school yeat of program implementation. Achievement
"« tests given in April 1976 will serve g pretests to an.April

ANSWER:

1977 adminiatration, and conclusions ut -the effectiveness
&« of-SCE-funded activities at.the sixth grade level. can be
, addressed when pretest-posttest "analyses are completed.

! -

Numerous questions regarding effect on student achievement

by SCE-funded activities were askeéd of supervisory and

school personnel, however, and the results of- those questions
/ show that. most of the people involved with SCE believe that

SCE activities are effective in increasing student achfevément.

e T .t -

e ¢ V4
© . "
\

i 4
Teacher Questionnaires

:Teachers were asked on the teacher quastionnaire how effective they

believed the new SCE materials had been in helping to increase the

achievement of designatéd SCE sty ts in their classrooms. -The P

- . ’
ab . -

ﬁ }33 38
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‘responses of teaphers in the Sixfﬁ Grade Schools are listed in B
Table IV-A-2 below: ! ‘
C g ( , ‘ .
Table’ IV-A-2; SIXTH GRADE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE REEPONSES TO ITEM
v o REGARDING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND SCE MATERIALS. °
\
: i -~ N M}
" *
N . " t : ) N ¢ ’
Item: How effective do you believe these matérials Percent - | * |
! have been in helping to increase the achieve- Response- . 7
+sment of designated SCE students.in your 6th Grade . -
" classrooms? . Schools e 1
/" r'g . 7
NN 4 7
Reading ’ g ]
. Extrebely_effective . ' 102 .
- Quite effective \ 20% .
-i;; éga : Somewhat effectivet, " 6%
T 2> Not very effective 1%
= Not at all effective 0% . J
No SCE materials in use yet % - 257 .
J Too .soon to tell 27% .
- No Response 117
Math
- - - . e ‘\
Extreriely effective 7% . !
b Quite effective . 11Z '
Somewhat effective Ky @ .
Not very effective ) - 1% T
__Not at all effective 0% .
s . No SCE matftiéls in usé yet 332
: Too soon to tell ™ .~ 212 _
No Response . 24%

’ T . ‘
~a . »
L] N 2
> .
o ' r

Another teache;_qugptionnaire item asked teachers how effective they

believed the staff dédelopment had been in helping them to. increase the ..
' achievement OF their-students, Responses are listed in Table IV-A-3 "’,r )
on the follgw@ng page. : S ' ’ )

- N

It can be seen from the responses given by sixth grade teachers to ' .
theses items that many SCE materials had not been put into use '

yet and that teachers were reluctant to assess the materials that N
had been- bsed. Those teachers that did rate the effectiveness of

SCE materhals in he ping to increase student achievement tended to

rate them | "quite effective'” or "extremely effective." .

¢ . N ¥
s < N -

E |

o © 34 39
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Table IV-A-3:

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES TO ITEM REGARDING

.
\ . * s . .
H

;L - STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND STAFF DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES . i
/ . el - .
T — Eas— - - B .
Item'//gow effective hés this staff d&velopment bken Percejt =~
in helping you in your efforts to increase Re§5%§se~
~ “the achievement of your students? - _6th Grade
y .. Schools *°
~ N [N
Extreme®y helpful -~ . ° \ 132
_Quite helpful . 287 -/
-~ . Somewhat helpful . , w0z T -
.Not very helpful : ’ 27 ! -
Not at all helpful . . b -
) I did not receive any.st v, /é} .
* development . 327 - . 071 .
- I.am hot sure whikh staff oL~ - "
' “development activities were SCE - 57
N6 Response - L et o 92

- SO ,
Thirt -two perc¢ent of responding teachers had not rqceived any SCE T g
staf development at the eNof questionnaire distribution - .
(April 23), but of those who had participated, in-SOE staff, e J?
—development activities 41% assessed ‘thém to tremely o e L.

helpful” or "quite helpful" to them in their efforts to . . ST

increase student achievement.

-Principal Interviews

-
N

*

4 ’

<

*
4

When principals were asked if there had been.any positive effects as -
> yet from their SCE programs, “the principals of schools-wheré SCE Reading A
Teachers had been hired spoke of increased student . achievement as posi- ' e

aiée effects already felt on their campuses by impleﬁnntation-of‘scz o

SCE Reading Teacher Interviews

_..‘\

.

P

-

: S I '
\ ~auk‘ o]

When asked how effective they feft‘

helping to increase the achievement of‘the design
schools, tH® tso SCE Reading Teachérs in Sixth Gra
satisfaction that effective achievément
schools.

testing verified/their claims.. iy

ﬁ\ 1 v \ ° ®
¢ [
fgs=* - N 3 »
~
“ t — 7
. \
. - -
' 35
<
/_) by

the’ SCE materials had beenwdn o

iins had béen made ‘in their - |
.Some testing, was'being conducte' by Reading Teachers at the “ e A
time of<the interviews, and they,indicated' that the results of this o -

d students in tbeir
é Schools expressed
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Area Dirqctor/Instructional Coordinator Questionnaires : D

When asked how effective, in their opinion, the SCEggtaff development
activitiés had been in helping to increase achievemént of designated’
SCE students, four of the responding supervisors replied that it was.

"toa soon th tEll " One Area Director assessed the staff development
. activities as quite effective" in helping to increase SCE student
- achievement, ) ¢ g )

° -

Because the SCE activities varied considerably from campus to campus
v+ due to local campus planning of SCE programs, it is necessary to
discuss certain school-specific activities in addressing the effective-
. . ness of SCE, activities in increasing student achievement. —~

> Two Sixth Grade Schools chose to expend their SCE funds on SCE Reading

T Teachers. One school, Read Sixth Grade School, chose to\nse that .
Reading Teacher in a Reading Lab situation and the other school, -
Blanton, chose*¥o use the Reading Teacher 4n a "floating" situation.
Table IV-A-5 and Table IV-A-4 below show how the teachersd in those
: schopls rated the effectiveneqs of those Reading Teachers in terms
{ of increasing student achievement.:
o, . . e S
% o= k4
‘ Table IV-A-b: RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-SFECIFIC TEACHER * 4
, - -QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS DEALING WITH T e
- ‘ QFLOATING" SCE READING TEACHER et
’ S, . .] Blanton
~ 7 % Response
. » Question . (n=18)
’ How éffective do you feel the use of : - !
_ - | "floating" Reading Teachers is.in in- . )
A *. | creasing student achievement? . Y T
. — Ext;pmely'effective L 72%
“N __ Quite effective ' . 22%
- — Somewhat effective . 0z
" Not Wery effective - ' Y4
—_ Not at all’effective 0z i
( . __ No Response g A 6% o
- VI > ‘lf ..
t.;‘ . . A
. X . ’ ) '
- Table IV~-A-5 is on following page. SN
k ” . , . e N . .
“f o e . * ~ N e
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Table IV-A-5: RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-SPECIFIC TEACHER QUESTION‘IAIRE
K ITEMSX \LLING WITH SCE READING.LABS
RN '{‘ P ) LN
P -% RESPONSE BY SCHOOL
Read Pease Combined
" Question _|(n=20) (n=11) - (n=31)
How effective do you feel the SCE ) \
-| Reading Lab in your school is im hélping
to increase student achievement in v
reading? ,
_Extremely effective .0 o ]1se 452 267
_ Quite effective ' "25% 18% 232
 Somewhat effective ° | 1sz 0% »@gz
__ Not very effective 10% 0% RO
_ Not at all effective & 0% 0z | 0z
— I do not know enough about the i +
N Reading Lab to have an opinion 1 25% 9% - 19%
_ No Response ) ‘ -1 0% 27% 92
Do you feel that there is need for *
* . N 2
1~ _= More communication between -the .
Je ~Reading Lab/Reading Teacher” and .
and the classroom teacher? .- ) 55% 272 /55 .
Less communidation’ between tt.)e( .
‘Reading Lab/Reading Teacherignd Co.
the ¢lassroom teacher? 0% 0% 0%,
— Neither, communication is adequate 40% 73% 522
— No Response - | 102 (174 62
| \

»

-

~

}

. *Some teachers gave }:T than ‘o;xe response to this item.

5

°

- It can bé seen from the abovJ/ tables that the SCE Reading Teacher

. .. activities at Blanton were conaldered highly effective in helping

‘to increase “sthdent achievement, in reading om that campus. Although
"7 » teachers at Read were less enthusiastic about the Reading Lab in ‘
’ their school and 1its éffectiveness in increasing stuf!ent achievement,
59% of responding teachers saw the Lab as at least "somewfxat effective,"”
witﬁ 26% of. those fonsidering the Lab to be "extremely effective."

. I4

- . -

<
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Another school-specific-SCE, activity was the use of instructfqnal -
. aldes, Only one Sixth Grade School invested SCE funds in the Riring T
‘&‘ of instructional aides, and 62% of teachers responding to the teacher
, questionnaire were receiving the sérvices of .an instructional aide v
at the time of distribution of the teacher questionnaires. That 62% ‘ .
considered the-atdes to be either "extremely effective" or "quite
- effective" in increasing student achievement -
Travis Heights Siﬁ(crade School used its SCE funds in part to increase
its videotape capability, and the use of KLRN programs was an important
part of their SCE instructional program. Responses to a school-specific
teacher questionnaire item regarding the effectiveness of these KLRN
.programs in raising student achievement showed lukewarm ratings of
this instructional tool by teachers Their responses are shown in ~
'fable IV-A-G below:
, . .
Table, IV-A-~6: RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-SPECPFIC 'I’EACHER i
QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS DEALING WITH, USE :
-0 ) Y. OF KLRN PROGRAMS IN CLASSROOM v
. ‘ NS Travis Heights -
t - . ) 4 Response
Question ) (n=30)~ < C
How effective do you feel the use .
N of KLRN programs is in increasing
student achievement in reading? ’
LR . , ':‘t‘%
. ) — Extremely effective® 7%
- ’ . Quite effective ; 30% . . : '
__ Somewhat effective N 1L ’ .
. __ Not.very effective © 3% *
Not at all effective, 7% ¢ . o
No Response 17%2 - ’ ,
L d - ~ !
. N
B . How effective do you feel the use
of KLRN programs is in increasing :
. . | student” achievement in fiath? .- ’
. . Extremely effective', 7% R
: _ Quite eéffective “17% i
'__ Somewhat effective ‘%432
— Not very effective Y 4
— Not at all.effective .- 102
¢ \ — No Response . 202




' * ) . ' ’ ¢ \ \ . ' , -
12. Does there cpntfque‘to be a need for compe?satbr& funds in the.Sixth o fi . -
.Grade Schools? ’ SR .

v
-

o ANSWER: Yes. . - i

e -
S ¢

SUPPORTIﬁ DATA: - 3N (\ '

California Achievement Test » . K

edian percentile scores on the CAT (Apyil, 1976) for SCE groups in Sixth Grade
’\\\_,///g;hools fell below the'35th percentile in all cases for subscales and

totals. (The national norm,is 5Q.)

Scores for the total populations of the SCE "schocls at the sixth

grade level show that Allan, Martin, and Travis Heights had populations

v A\ that scored well below the national norm in réading math for, all

' subscales and totals. (These'are the three schools that -have the highest
proportions of SCE students to total populations.) )

¥

v
£

13. Could other avatilable funds be ;xtended to coverp the areﬁp now covered
by SCE funds in the Sixth Grade Schools? - , :
T ¢ ' L . Ll P - R \‘ - .
SWER: - Probably not, but. most of the Sixth Grade Schools made &hoices
- of programg with their SCE funds that would have, long term
. . effects and could continue to operate even after:the lapsing
: - of SCE funds. / ' /
i ‘SUPPORTIVE DATA: LoD Y . ey
+ // .

7 = ‘ ]
Pringgpal Interviews L - /// : -

iJﬂd priﬁﬁi s interviewed indicated that there were no other funds
available to their schools that they were aware of that could cover the
areas now covered by SCE funds. ' _/

* .

. Education Planner Interview . .

-

- 'The Education Planner stated in a formal interview that at the end of the
SCE funding ,schools in the. Basic Skflls Component should be able to
continue their programs without - further, funding. Materials, equipment,
and training will have been provided, and principals will have been
given a structure for planning with their staffs. The needs-that were
% /. addressed by the SCE Pregram will have been fulfilled..
, . ' : : Tr

. .
1 . - . -

Al

e

'14. - Are the activities currently funded by SCE in Brown and Pease elementary
schools effective in raising student achievement in communication skills/
reading and math? B . AR B -

- . £

v SuT . a ¢
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'ANSWEg: This question cannot be answered as yet, due to.the lateness .

dn the schogl year of program inplementation Achievement'
_tests given in April 1976 will‘éervq as pretests- to an April
1977 administ¥ation .and conclusions about the effectiveness
.of SCE activities and student achievement can be derived ¥
-at that time, o R ‘

’ - >

Teacher Questionnaires a : . .

: , - . T v .
Teachers were asked 6n the teacher questionnaire how effectivgfthey .
believed the new SCE materials had been in helping to increase the- I

achievement of designated SCE students in their classrooms. The responses
of teachers in Brown and Pease are listed below in.Table 1IV-A-7. '

» . . .
o,
[

As can’be seen in the table on-the fdllowing pages, very large percentages
‘teachers at both Brown and Pease felt that it was tobd seon to be able to tell:
about the effects of SCE materials on student achievement., However, e
the teachers who.did feel that-they céuld assess the effect of, the

" materials gave high ratings. . o

, . Nz 3 4 i
N D o Tk, ~v LT L .

Brown Elementary chose to hird seven'instructional aides with its SCE

funds, so Brown teachers were’ queried in a school-gpecific questionnaire
item about the effectiveness of these instructional aides in increasing .
achievement of students. Teacher response to this'question (How effective -
do you feel thesé instructional aides are in helping to increase student
achievement?) was extremely positive. Ninety-six percent of responding
teachers indicated that instructional aides in their school were either

Tsble IV.A-T: BROWN AND PEASE ‘QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES. ITEM = [ )
° REGARDING STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT AND .SCE MATERIALS - *
. - . . & .
- . PR * ) .
Item: How effective do you believe these Percent * Percent -
4 ’ materials have been in helping * Response 7/ Response
to increase °the achievement Brown Pease 1
.- of designated SCE students in > Rnly a2
your classroom? Vo - ‘< . .
N -
Reading . ) : .
, ) - N .
. Extremely effective . 162 122 , ¢ ~
. . Quite effective () 4 402 . '
Somewhat effective LY S 0z
Not very effective ° 0z oz
. Not at all effective 0z 0z n )
B ) No SCE materisls in use yet 0z 0x . .
N " _Too soon to tell T 4ax * a0z P
. No Response oz 82
Mathematics °
- Extremely effective "o 18%
. . Quite effective . 92 (174
Somevhat effective 0z 0z
Not very effective ..oz : (174
Hot at all effective . 0% . 92
- No SCE materiale in use yet \Qg\' . o 92
. : Too #oon to tell L, gl - 64% :
No Response X 0z 0z - ..
—0 . . - P
5 , . . .
- ‘ |
TS NN~ - 2 ' L v
¥ . N - — s ) S
P . )

K . — ‘0 " R .
. , . v {. ' .

. 45 ) .
. Ean) " N )

.t . ’
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"extremely effective" (607) or "quite effective“ in helping to increase
/atudent achieveméent,

4

Pease Elementary hired an SCE Reading Teacher with its SCE funds and
placed that teacher in a Reading Lab situation. * When teachers were
asked how effective the SCE Reading Lab in theiy school was in helping
to' increase student achievement ingyyéding, 66% responding teachers

o~ ;
7 .
~/

gave a response indicating that they felt the Reading Lab was either
. - "extremely efféctive" or "quite effective." Twenty-geven percent of;
teachers, at Pease_did not answer this question.’
AR | L . < Lo N

15. Could other available funds be extended to cover the areas now covered
\ . by SCE’funds in Brown and Peasef"

1ANSWER: While other schools in thé basid\ skills program primarily made
%: choices of programs with their SCF .funds that would, not be'
. damaged by the lapse of funds that they had been tol P
probable, Brown and Pease chose* ograms that required‘much
‘of their SCE funds to go for aries. With the lapse of
SCE funds, these two schools 47111 probably have considerable
-difficulty maintaining the frograms initiated with SCE funds,
gince they do not have accéss to funds from any other major
progtam and District funds are limited.

¢
-

SUPPORTIVE DATA:'. . ' b

Principal Interviews ) : s R
§ ‘A1l principals iﬁterviewed in both components of the SCE Program indi-
cated that there were no other funds available to them that they were
aware of that could cover the areas now govered by SCE funds.

13 "- . .
5

. ., -~
16. Do achievement test scotes indicate that there continues to be_a need

st,cpmpensatory funds for Brown-and Pease? ) N

ANSWER: Comipensatory funds for..Brown fnd. Pease should be cut back
}1// ' for first grades at both schools and for second grade at
e Pease, v .l

“~

/SUPPORTIVE DATA:

——— ‘ v

o California Achievement Test SRR

©

-

. CAT_ scores for deaignated SCE studenta in Brown and Pease first grades

: T, are either at, or well above, .the natienal nors as-measured by the
- ' ApM1 1976 administration\of the ‘CAT. Pease SCE second graders also
S & scored above Ehe national norm in reading. - Table Iv-A-B on the following
: "+ . . page preseats first and second gsage median percentilea for SCE students
é ) . in those grades. The national fiorm s 50, . .- ‘

“ . R -
[ . . M - N ¥ %
. - ’

¥
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Table IV-A-8: MEDIAN PERCENTILE SCORES FOR SCE STUDENTS IN PEASE

y AND ERQWN FIRST AND SECQND GRADES, CAT 1979 ) \\:
i : i --;----------q
. R ; .
& . Subscale/ = Brown Brown Pease Pease .
Total’ . ) . 1st grade 2nd grade 1st grade 2nd grade. f/
. Reaﬂing'Vbeabulary . 68 34 © 70 56
, ReadinglCompxghension ’ 60 - - 28 , 60 51
Reading Total - ] 68 35 66 56 ‘
e : ' Math Computation. ' T o6l 40 ‘ 71 . 38
. ’ . Y >
Math Concepts & Problems ' 32 31 55 .43
v . ] '
Math {Total * 50 . 32 67 38

N — ” _! ‘ - . -
N / . - - . . .
17. Do personnel involved with the SCE Program feel that additional personnel
. are needed? : 7 :

.

ANSWER: The majérity of personpel queried indicated‘téas thEre w&s/
8 no further need for personnel in the SCE Program, but 322

.0f teachers indicated that they would like to see more
< o SCE personnel in the schools. . :

.. SUPPORTIVE DATA: - _ S
. .k . ’ ' ' \
Teacher Questionnaires o |\

b N

~

‘teachers whether.they felt that SCE monies shou&ﬁ ‘continue xo be spent o
mainly for-materials and staff development, while ,another question asked
whether more personnel might, be needed to help implement the programs.
L~ Responses to these two huea&ions showed that teachers as a‘total group
predominantly felt that further personnel were not needed. - Thirty-two
percent did,.however, indicate that Further pérsonrtel were needed. Many
extra comments were offered by teachers regarding these two questionnaire
i items, “and these comments showed that the furt personnel\that most
’ teachers had in mind when giving a yes responezjiere were more teachers
' and aides.. .

. SCE Reading Teacher Interviews<‘ ‘ ~
3. -4 i o
fhE'Pease Reading Teacher would have liked according\to her response
to the qqution "Do you fee1 that qdditional administrative personnel are

’ .~ < s - [N

. EN . N
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needed to help implement the SCE program in your school?' to have

someone with expertise in the area of réading be associated with the -
SCE Program. The two other SCE Reading Teachers ,at Reatl and Blanton
gave a negative regponse to,the question. .- ) B} ) ) 5.

Education Planner Interview '

-
’ ]

When ‘asked if she felt there was need for more supervisory personnel

in the SCE Program in AISD, the Education Planner stated that there was

need for someone to handle the very large amounts of SCE paperwork, .
especially the purchase orders from the schools. g

Area Directors/Instructiénal CoordIifators -

6 -

_When asked\hhether addi7iona1 administrative personnel were-needed to
help: implement State Compensatory Education program#® in AISD, all
responding supervisors replie in the negative., .However, one respondent
did state in an added'comment that ‘the SCE Program needed some over-'
seeing. ¢

'DoeS\there continue to be a perceived_ need for more materials in the
" designated schools?

. ANSWER: 1Insufficient data were collected to answer this question .
with any degree of ‘confidente. The two sources that were
consulted gave opposing views.

N . ’ ‘ b3

SUPPORTIVE DATA: SRR -

SCE Reading Teacher Interviews ’ L
In responsé to amerview question asking the SCE Reading Teachers
whéther there was ther need for materials in.their schools, the
Pease teacher indicated that there was definitely further need for - -
materials in.her school because no math materials had been.ordered with
. the first year‘s allocation of funds: The Blanton teacher felt there
. might be a need for further workbooks, and the Read teacher responded

. that her school had-not' yet reached -an "absorption point," so there was
definitely still a need for further matdrials. 2

4
“ -
]

’

Education Planner Interview

, According to- the Education Planner, the emphasis on materials in e .

the SCE Program should be continued to the same degree as this nent.

past year. - N .
\/ .

-

Are sthe SCE materials being utilized in the classrooms?

v

. ANSWER: Partial data indicate that materials ‘were made available to Lt
. the majority of SCE, teachers as a total grdup, but on two PR
v campuses nearly one-half of the teachers had received none T

of expected materials. Without/classroom observation data,

l

’
-
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: Teacher Questionnaires .

. s . .

o s s - . N . ¢

v i ~ . - \
BN

howeveJ it cannot be known whether. materials were actually being

utilized in those classrooms where teachers indicated they had received
materialsi’

\

L )
¥ '

SUPPORTIVE DATA: . e ; . : o

Teacher Questionnaires

Most of the SCE materials appear to have been ‘made available to teachers
by the time teacher questionnaires were distributed (April 23). Seventy-
one percent of téachers.gave a response that they had received (or had
made available to them) "all," or "most," or "some," of expect€d SCE
materials. However, on two of the campuses nearly onezhalf of the

. teachers had xeceived none of the expected materials. :

SCE Reading Teacher IbtervieWs Tt . ¢S ..

-

.

Responsegrto questions about materials showed that most,materials had

been received in the thtee 'schools by the time of the interviews” (one .°

school had received all materials), but the degree of implementation

wof those materials varied greatly among the' three schools. One échool

had put all of its SCE materials into use, according to the SCE E?ading
Teacher, while another school had put most,into use, and another had
put only very few into use, . . .

.

*

Have the materials met expectations of teachers? -, N

ANSWER‘ To the extent that teachers could make judgments about,}ew
materials only recently put into use, 'their assessments of
‘the materials were faitly positive., .
i w - s -
SUPPORTIVE DATA: oL . e < : -

s

* L}
[ : . s

A large majority of teachers. listed materials in one way or another

" as the "most beneficial aspect" of the SCE programs in their schools
y

when asked on the teacher questionnaire to list the most beneficial -
agpects of the SCE Program. '

4

.- When, asked to ‘render “an aasessment of the effectiveness of the new

5CE materials on the reading and math achievement of their students;
teachers in the basic skills component.were either positiv%éor else
.reluctant to assess until the materfals had been in’'use a while longer.
Thirty-two percent responded that "it was 'too soon to texlﬂ about the

. effect of the materials on reading achievement; and 26% %esponded thus

with regard to math achievement, < - . .- -
/“ LI
#fhen teachers in éhe bilingual component were asked to assess the
:r- %,‘ Jo W .
A ) I I . Lo B
7 . /:1/ {‘i ";;‘
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ss of the new bilingual materials’ received through SCE

70% indicatled that they had received no SCE materials. The six

- ¢

“ s . ¥ ‘ .
Teachers at\Iravis 1l ghts Sixth Grade School were-agked to rate ther
effectiveness RN prograns- in increasing stident achievement, since
videotaping materials and ‘equipment were made, available to Fravis
Heights through SCE funds:,+ Their responses were rather lukewarm, with
. . only 7% seeing the KLRN programs as "extréemely effective’ in increasing
§ student achievement in reading and math. Thirty-seVen ‘percent saw
| the programs as only ''somewhat effective" in reading, and 43% saw them .
/7 ‘ , as "somevwhat effective" -in.math., - .,

t -t -
+ f' +

21. Were planned staff de elopment activities delivered to teachers?

-

0y ‘ £\ ‘
ANSWER: Spring 8 ff development activitiea °were carriéwm /'/ .
-a =

some mydifications for the late arrival or‘non al’of
‘maferiils and equipment) on-Allan, Baker Blanton, ’Iravis ', -
Heights, Martin, .and Webb campuses. Staff development activity
‘was not‘planned for the spring at Joslin, Brown, or Pease. -

v > \

L, Summer workshops were planned anﬂ carrigd out on x{‘ifne“of the
. ' , & ten SCE Basic Skills _campuses. ' , 2

.3

' . - ; e,
¢ : Teachers. in t"hg Bilingual g omponent were' able .to take part
- .. invirtually- gil- Title VII staff development activities.
’ . ° . /_.: e 07."7.,, . £
SUPPORTIVE DATA. "y '@5’ T Lo .
T '“G; {,\gg'wu e . ) s Lt

. Teacher ggest:ionn res‘” B T ; ' Ty

when asked to give qhe nufnb x jurs of st:aff devefopment received in
four categories (After s chood, J mg School, Saturdays, and Uther),
many teachers ob’&iousl%mié de;cstood the question and ‘responded by
" " checking the categori'es ins;te of giving numbér of hours. in each cate-
. .gory. The results of that i were therefore not included in the data.
) , However, another questionnait 91 tern \w \ihich asked teachers how effective
- they felt that staff deve"lopm it activities had been in helping them
to increase student®achieviém in reading and math, gave some indication
of amourit of staff development received by SCE teachers. Thirty-eight ~
percent checked the response chtegory that indicated that no staff
developpment had been receiE:Na e time of completion of" the questionnaiy .
+  There was much variation i nae from school to scﬁ::}, ranging from
b ’ " '82% of teachers at one schb sponding that they, had reéceived no staff
" development to 0% at two other dchools. It phould be noted, however,® - :
. that-no staff development activity had been planned at the schoof w:l.th
L 82% indicating no staff development received. ’ )r . .o

» . .
“ . &
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Questions related to staff development activities made available’ to
" SCE teachers 'in the bilingual component. showed that 352 had taken
. the "free" staff development day allotted to them for ,participation .
— in a staff development activity of their own choice, while a little
- less tham half had definite plans to take the "free" day before:the - . |
end of the.school year. Thig day was spent in a variety of activities, .
including visitations to other schools, attendance at a bilingual ‘ L
" conference, or using the day for planning activities. ! )

. Each respon&#&g~teacher in the bilingual component received an average .
of 13.1 hours of Title VII staff development, according to their

‘e ', responges to a questionnaire item, but this average is istortgd by
the fact that Metz teachers received an average of 20.8 hours. School
> averages for the other three schools were much lower. Table IV-A-9

below shows average Title VII staff development received by teachers
responding to the teacher questionqaire. -

‘ /

*

LA S v
Table IV-A-9: AVERAGE NUMBER OF TITLE VII STAFF DEVELQPMENTKEOURS
- -, RECEIVED BY RESPONDING SCE TEACHERY IN BILINGU ‘

- COMPONENT ~

\

- . | . Average No. of Title VII .
- Staff. Development Hours

All
Allison .Govdlle Metz Palm Schools

rQuestion\ (a=5) . (nw5) (n=6) (n=4)  (n=20)
~ : . T
*| Please give the total number of hours| - . . 1 . e . . -
. | (approximate) of Title VII staff o ‘ : ’ »

development that you have received
-8ince January 1 in each category .

- below: o -0 ) . .-
' __ After school . 40 7, 2.5 Tt ).
During School ~ - . 8.6 9.2 , 20.2° 9.0  12.3 w
’ __ sat¥rdays Lo ~8 L0 0 0o
— Other 4 .0 0 0 0 .
K Total - 5 [ -9.0 - 9.2, 208 1.5 ‘13.1
\J . L oo - o -
%,-~ ’ ™ - . * - s . -

.
.
°
. \W
*
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According to interviews with principals, the following staff development
activities took place in the spring: ‘ )
Allan ha ten days of gtaff development for setting up of scope and
sequenceé charts for materials, Thisg staff development took place
- . during’school hours with substitutes provided through SCE funds.

\ Baker had three Saturday workshops that‘included learning how to
.. operate new equipment, making new instructional materials, and -
reYiewing and annotating of the new SCE materials. .

ton held a éaturday worishop on April 10. '

A

in teachers made visitations to other schools to learn different
to gain exposure to di{ferent teaching materials. A Saturday )
rkshop was held to plan Martin's SCE program. oo

) -
ravis Heights held one Satyrday workshop in the spring and also held
a series of mini-workshops, where tegp,leaders and Fhe principal worked
ogether with new materials. ’ . . '

.

ivity. ‘

-
-
. -

-

gbb hade visitations to other schools as a spring staff developmeﬁé

. Principals of Bilingual Component schools indivated that their SCE
teachers had been able, in most cases, to attend all Title VII staff-
development activities. Some teachers were also able to attend bilingual
conferences in other cities and Region XIII Service Center bilingual
staff development activities. : } ‘ ’

L}
.

Bdgiﬁese Office Recbrds - Y

R <L .o 0 . .
According to SCE budget printouts from the AISD Business Office,
$1,282,50 had been expended by May 31 on substitutes for staff develop-

- ment in Basic,Skills Component schools. A total of $2,118.50  had been .
. expended in thé Bilingual Component schools for staff development / v
substitutes. It should be kept in mind, however, that Saturday work-

- shops and after-school staff development would not require subsgtitutes, -

and these printout figures probably reflect the fact that all Title VII
v. staff development was planmned to take place during the schopl day.

.
r ’

- 8CE Summer Wofkehope - . '

,4&? re‘IV-A-1 on the following page summarizes the SCE summer workshops
ag conducted throughout the mopth~of June, ~. '

I 4
. -

\Princtgal Anterviews ) (Lg D e S |
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fDaEes of
Workshop

‘~No. of . |

Teachers
Attending

.

Brief Pescription of Workshop Activities '

Allan

G—\

Baker

Blanton
N

1

Joslin ‘-

\ May 31-June 10

June 1-June 18

/

-

)

~17

26—

jjon reading (three earlier Saturday workshops had bten spent on reading).

e

Four Allan teachers and one afde worked together for the first week of’
the workshop, and’ the whole sixth grade.staff plus the aide worked
iogether for the next two weeks.- In-service activities were in the afea“
of: oral language in all disciplines, management of objectives, manag~ -
ing programmed materials, aide management, behavior management. ' The
Resourse teacher served as a consultant for the length of the workshop,

and Dr. Anna Chamot gf the University of Texas conducted a one day~
session. b, . ‘

>,

—_—

The first six days of 'the workshop were spent on math and the-last three
The main activity was annotating SCE materials in special files, and
teachers worked independéntly much of the-time. The Helping Teacher , .
served as a copsultant throughout the workshop, and an AISP Instructional
Coordinapor was a consultant for one day. Dr. Ruth Hoffman of Qenve;{‘.
Coloradd, also served as a consg}tént in math for one day. _

Workshop days of June 10-18 were gpent in in-depth staff development in
the area .of videotape. Don Zirkel of AISD Media Services was in charge’
of videotape learning activitdies and made drrangements for other consul-
tants to appear as well. Eaah teaching team at Blanton learned to works:.
with videotape equipmgnt, and each produced at least one videotaped ™
lesson. A group of,eight teachers, the principal, and a clerk made up a
writing commfttee that attended the wazkshop on June 21-22 and worked

to produce a bullétip for Blanton teachers on the use of teaching by TV
tapes. Other activities of the writing committee. included organ{Eatioq'

P .

of materials, kits, and TV tapes.

techniques conducted by Don Zirkel and the Joslin ptincipal. Company
consultants were used._to orient teachers’ to new SCE matérials and - .
equipment, and an AISD Instructional Coordinator worked as a cdnsultant@
during part(of the workshop, Muchi time was also spent in independent
activities, as teachers familfarized themselves with new materials, prac-
ticed,video;gping, and studied cata%ggues and materials displays.

» i ’

- . ] }

Al .,
. -
. .~
. R - ~ >
N
» . . »

“ ' ’ . e . 4 1
The Joslin workshop included staff development activities in videotape ..|.
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Dates of
Workshop

Mo, of
‘Teachers’

Attending

\ Brief Description of Workshop Activities

Read

('Travis
Heights .

_Webb

9]

Brown:

*\
.

L]

2

.June 7 -

June 25 -~

K

May 31-June 4

.| May 31 =°

June 11

12

7w
g

. achievement test results and school objectives.

[ Y

Martin teachers worked together as a group on numer:rw
d

13

activities in
preparation for the coming school, year. Curriculum’ development activi-
ties, development of a classroom management system, and the labeling
and inventorying of all SCE,materials were among the activities. ‘The.
Reéading Specialist and a Martin classroom teacher served as consultants,~
as did the Reading Specialist Coordinator.
JI——
Thé first two days of the Read workshop were conducted by the SCE Read-
Jing Teacher in sessidns geared to familiarizing classroom téachers with
the activities, materials, and equipment used in the SCE Reading Lab.
‘Dr. R.C. Bradley of, Nofth Texas State University was a consultant: for,
‘one day, and the Help&gg Teacher conducted. activities for one morning.
Don Zirkel of AISD Media Services gave an orientation to use of video-
‘ tape equipiment on the last day of the workshop. Part of one day was
spent in making materials. ‘o N

‘ 4

The Travis Heights summer" workshop utilized numerous consultants. These
consultants included company representatives, KLRN rep esentatives, an
AISD coordinator, and Travis Heights team leaders. Tﬁ};team leaders
chaired committees that gtudied and made presentations in areas such as
There was little work~
shop time spent in.independent acti¥vity." S . . )

’

Fon

The first five days of the summer workshop at Weébb were spent on staff
developméent activities in_.the area of math, and the next.five days
were spent on staff development in reading. Two' consultants were used—
a company representative from Holt and Dr. Hal De Shong of the Region
XIII Service Center.’ Much workshop time during the two weeks was
spent in independent activity (making materials, familiarizing activi-,
tie$ with new SCE materials, etc.), and various teachers gave demonstra-
tions on use of particular materials. ° 5

L)
L]

Teaphers at -the BrownmElementary summer workshop spent the}Lntire week
giaking various instructiogal materials of their own choosing.
consultants wére used,

No
Y . »
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22. How effective were SCE-funded staff developmenf activities?

ANSWER: As assessed by teachers, the staff aevelopment activities
"7 1ip Basic Skills Component schodls were generally above
+ average in effectiveness, "quite helpful," ‘or "extremely
helpful."” Tsolated instances were exceptions, Bowever, and
P two of the summer workshops were rated by participants as S R
‘¢ , below average on most criteria. ' :
. Teachers in the Bilingual Component assessed the staff - TN
development they received through Title VII/SCE to be .
in most cases only "somewhat ‘helpful."

- SUPPORTIVE DATA: - \ :
e - ‘ )

Teacher ggestionnaire§ *

Thirty-six percent of responding teachers in the Basié Skills Component’
indicated that staff development received had been eithér "extremely:
hélpful” or "quite helpful" to them in their efforts to increase the « .
achievement of their students. Nine percent felt- that the staff _/)/ \
. . development had been "somewhat helpful;" and only 1Z saw it as "not :: //‘
;// at all helpful." Thirty-eight percent had not received any staff .
’ . development.- <7 A - , . :

EC

, When teachers in the Bilingual' Component were asked to assess the
effectiveness of Title VII/SCE staff dévelopment activities made
available to them, 40%Z judged them to be bnly "somewhat helpful,"
vhile only one teacher saw them as "extremely helpful." Three teachers, -
15%, saw these activities as "not very helpful.” (Only 1% of responding - . °
teachers in the Basic Skills Component judged ,the staff development - '
received to be "not very helpfuléf - .

/-

School~specific questions on the Basic Skills Teacher Questionnaire
. dealt with the visitations to other campuses that were. conducted by - . _ .
-the SCE teachers as a staff development activity. Two schools conducted
) these visitations, and approximately three-fourths of the teachers on
) ‘each of those campuseg weére able to e the visitations. The "some- '
N what effective" category received the.largest number of respondas- from -
B tquggrs on both campuses in answer to a question’ about the effectiveness .
of this approach ‘for learning new approaches to teaching basic skillg.' °
Four teachers listed these school visitations as the "most- beneficial
aspect” of the SCE programs-in their schools. '

N . ’ S :

o ' Workshop Evaluation Scale ., . o . , ) . q;‘
¥ . The Wbrksﬂbg Evaluation Scale, a systematic measure, with nérms, of 3
T ) workshop effectiveness was administered to all SCE summet workshop . .. -

# " participants on the last day of each workshop. Results showed that: . .

+




Allan, Baker, Blanton, and Brown wor participants rated their ° ‘

workshops above ‘average on all evaludtion riteria. - . . '
‘ 3. - : . .

Martin participantq r&ted their workshop»above’qverqge on all criteria

‘except "Orggnization" which they rated as'only slightly below average.

&

Joslin participants rated their workshop somewhat balow average on
' all criteria except "Overall Effectiveness' and "Organization." The
"Work of Presenters" criterion at Joglin received particulayly

1

ratings by teachers., = . ¢ N\ U

Travis Heights participants rated their workshop as below average in. -
all criteria except "Bedefit" and "Overall Effectiveness) with. "Work
of Presenters" and "Ideas and Activities" receiving particularly low
ratingqi. y o ! .

.
14

The only criterion r;cgi%ing aﬁpvé average ratings from Read teacher
was "Objectives," with "Ideas and Activities" receiving lowest ratings.

. It 1is inferesting to note that' the workshops rece;viﬁg the highest
ratings by teachers -- Allan, Bakér, Blanton, and Brown -- were char- )
actertzed by much teacher-directed activity. °

. Area Director/Instructional Coordinator Questionnaires

Four of the six responding sﬁpervisors indicated that no SCE staff

development activities'had been conducted in the schools in which they

were involved. The one Area Director and the one Instructional Coordina-
: tor who were assigned to schools that did conduct staff development

activities judged them to be "quite effective." Whén asked how

effective, in their opinion, the SCE staff development activities had

been in helping to increase achievement of designated SCE students,

four respondents replied that it wal "too soon to tell.” -One Area

Director agsessed the stdff development activities as "quite effective"

in helping to increasé SCE student achieévement. . CL
Three responses to the open-ended question goliciting  "most beneficial
aspects"” of State Compensatory Education in AISD mentioned staff develop~
ment as moat beneficial: & [ . " '

. ,

" 23. Do principals feel that the provision of substitutes for bilingual
" “-program teachers .to attend Title VII, activities is a good use of their

" . SCE funds? . | .

. .. ANSWER: Yes. .
¥ SUPPORTIVE DATA:

-’

* Principal Interviews

.

-
2

ol " When Bilingual Component principals were asked if they felt that v
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25.

: i ~ 7 ' g 't ,ﬁ' f
SUPPORTIVE DATA: ~ C e Apaggrtoee - .

. Principal Interviews ) '

.
L]

substitutes for Title VII.staff developmetn activities were a good : Ul
uge of SCE funds-all?§esponded in the affirmative. Two principals,
however, had some reservations. One felt that too. much of the staff
development was offered during school time, removing teachers' from
their cl entirely too muchj the other principal indicated: -
that her;teachers felt some of the Title VII staff development -atti-

vities yere far less helpful than, others.

Do teachers feeL that the Title VII staff development activities are
an effg€tive use of their time?
. ANSWER: Although teacher ratings of the helpfplness o ] Title VII i Sl
~ gtaff development activities were not particularly,high ’

they were positive enough to warrant a cantious ‘yes answer .
to-this question.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: - DR /\

ﬁhen asked to assess the effectiveness of all staff development _l

activities received through Title VII/SCE, 40% of responding teachers s

in the.Bilingual Component judged them to be only ."somewhat helpful," .
whilé“only one teacher saw them as."extremely helpful." Three teachers,
15Z, saw these activities as "not very helpful "

It should ke noted that the response rate from teachers‘in:the ) - Y s
Bilingual Component was quite. Tow. oL . N
X . . ‘ { ) .5./
.Aré teachers attending the Title VII staff development actigities}!ﬁk’ '
. thereby utilizing the allocation for such?, . o

-

¢ .

ANSWER: Yes., ' -

[ T » ‘ . Ll z
. .

According to principals of Bilingual Component schools, their QEE
teachers attended virtually all of the Title VII activities made
available to them. .

* - .

Teacher Questionnaires" ‘ oL

" Questions ;eiated to staff development activities made available(to

SCE teachers in the Bilingual: Component showed that 35% had taken the -

‘"free" staff development day allotted to them for participation in a ;

staff development activity of. theif own choice, while a little less

than half had definite plans to take the "free" day before the end of .
the school year. This day was spent in a variety of activities, .
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. including iis;tations to other schools, "attendance atja biliggéil
e;;nference in dnbther city, or using the day for planning activities, .
- Forty-five percent of responding Bilingual Component teachers indicated - -
that although they had not taken the "free" day as yet, they. had *

definite plans to do so before- the’end of the school year. -
. B . ., . . . . . .

- Each responding teacher in the bilinguil component received a
"average of 13.1 hours of Title VII staff development, according .
to their responses to a questionnaire item, but this average is dis- —
torted bythe.fact that Metz teachers received an average of 20.8
"« hours. School averages for the other’ three schools were nuch* lower.
N ) ] .

‘Business Office Records . Cooa . ‘ B S ‘ k;\
. - ’ - R - ‘
* , pAccording to budget printouts from the AISD Business Office, the

j Bilingual Component schools expended $2,118.50 on substitytes by the - = .
end of May. . :

-Qk - (‘ o & _‘ /\.‘

. N ) L . v

26. Have the AISD/SCE guidelines.for the Bilingual Component been commpnﬂi
cated adequately to the principalsg? - - - )
' Voo .- ¢
ANSWER: No, in at leasg one case. N

,SUPPORTIVE DATA: o e e
" Education Planfer Interview o ’ . . '
¥ . . -] \/ ‘

According to the Education Planﬂer, this question is inapprbpriate,
since the Title VII and SCE guidelines were to be one and the same. }

v
1S . - ' [ ’_) . .
'Ptincgpal Interviews ) )
. Wth questiénedfabout the buiéélines_fb: Scﬁawith regard t& the ,~"‘

Bilingual Component, one of the four principals indicated that he .

vasn't sure what the guidelines were. ORI ) '
27.' Do prinéipals feel- that the‘gqidelines are flexIble enough to allow

their schools to meet the needs of students? . /

ANSWER: Yes., pL T T '
" SUPPORTIVE DATA: - - - .

. - ’ 5 ¢ . : P&"

- Principal Interviews . -~ - .o Low ‘ * ®
. ' . ' - ' . A f . 0

+ . When asked\if'the SCE guidelines were flexibie enough to gllow their "
’ .8schools to meet the needs of their 'students, three of ‘the principals

responded that they were indeed flexible enough. . The fourth principal, -
. . however, indicated that he wasn't sure what -the guidelines were so ‘o

‘could not ‘respond to the question.. . -y s NI

Ve 4, - . .- . - - ¢ ' :
. { G

4 .

. 28. How effectfbe do chobl personnel perceive the existing ICE Reading
Teachers to be? | .- . '

4

e ’
. . ‘ \-' “ . . - , * '6 . o . .
; MC' L L L. 53 0 ' . . . v
o v I S g . . e .o o, ' 4 .
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-ANSWER: . School personnel rated Reading Teachers as highly P
! effective in increasing student achieverment. ,

SUPPORTIVE EfTA:

-~

L]

o Teacher Qgestionnaires L

'When asked to rate the effectiveness of their Reading Labs in helping
. ’ to- increase. student achievement teachers in one of the schools rated
. the 1ab considerably higher than did teachers in the other. Teachers
- \ in the gchool with "floating" SCE Reading Teacher gave extremely high ,
ratings of the effectivéness of that approach in their school. ‘Reading
N Teachers were glso mentioned often by teachers as a "most beneficial
c aspect" of the SCE programs in their schools.

29. Does reading achievement of SCE students increase in those schools
with SCE Readin% Teachers? . . , 5

ANSWER‘ It would not be appropriate to-address this question at .; °
, this time,‘since 1976 achievement tests were given
* / only two month aftgr implementatiogfof the SCE Program
) in AISD. Tests given in April 1976 will serve as ,
pretésts to an April 1977 administration, and conc¢lusions
\ about the effectiveness of SCE activities and student
) achievement can be derived at _that tAme, '

. : . ‘ e . -
30, What do research'studies “and the,literature say ‘about the effpctiveness ¥
. of Reading Teacher/Reading\Labs in increasing student achievement?

N  ‘'ANSWER: A search of the 1iterature has been initiated and results
o . will be disemminated at a later date. !

-
]

31. What are the advantages and disadvantages 'of the,Reading Teacher/
Reading Lab approach as perceived by school staff? —~\\\\ ’

.

¥
SN

ANSWER:_ The main advantage' to. the Reading Teacher/Reading Lab
- apprzgch seems to be the concentratien of materials into
. one #rea and the accessibility of special materials to all
/  students with need.. The main disadvantage is the disruption
of moving.students to the lab> from the classroom and vice - . )
versa. Communication between lab and classroom can also be a proBlen.'

-~

\

s




. SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaires’

A question regarding communication between the Reading Teacher and the
regular ¢lassroom teacher was‘asked of teachers in the schools with SCE
2 Reading Labs. This quéstion was asked in order to ascertain any communi-

“ cation problems that might go along with the Reading Lab approach, and
‘résults showed that in one‘of the two schools more' than half of the
classroom teachers did indeed feel a need for more communication. At
the other school 73% of clasaroom teachers felt communication was adequate.

.

-

Principal Interviews ' , , #

One of the tweeprincipals in schools with SCE Reading Labs.discussed
the concentration of materials as a major advantage of the Reading Lab
approach. Any problems could be taken care of in this area of concen-
trated materials without the shuffling of papers and materials all . //
overs the school that a "floating" reading teacher would require. S .
other principals with SCE Reading Labs spoke of the advantages iahggg;: s

% in providing the services to students of a highly trained teacher .
already familiar with the lab approadh. . 7 A,

Diaadvantagea mentioned by these principals included the problem of
moving students back and forth between the lab and classroo and,-mote
s - importantly, the problem-of the classréom teacher possibly.not feeling
¢ reaponaibility for reading progresa of the students thag‘ are sent to
- the ‘readfhg lab for instruction. - '%ﬁi
/

14

.

L < R - 4 ja
,  Reading Teacher Interviews : T

Both of the SCE Reading Teachera that worked in reading lab,sit tiona L
' _« . -responded that concentration of materials was the main advantage of .
, > the reading lab approach. The Read Sixth Grade School teacher went

on to say that the lab approach was "organizationally better” and <o
that students with diverae'needs could come to .the lab and use various v
materials and equipment simultaneously, She also felt.that one can

get to "know the atudent better in an isolated situation., - . n

— . The Read( teacher 8aw no diaadvantages to the reading lab approach, v
whereas the Peahe teacher admitted that moving the children from
A rc&aaaroom to lab and back. again could be. a problem.

) ‘32, at are the advantages and disadvantages of the "floa ing" SCE Reading
T eacher approach? ~° ///;

"ANSWER: The main advantages of  the. "floating" reading teacher approach
o according to personnel familiar with it, are the increased

M Y ication between classroom teacher and reading teacher .
nd” the lack of necessity to’ move children fron classrbom to

1 .and back again. - . L .




‘
¢ .

i L 'y

" .

-~ -

33.

SUPPORTIVE DATA: e LT ~

&

Principal Interviews ’ . . . ) J

C
The Blanton Sixth Grade School principal stated during her interview
that the big advantage of having the SCE Reading Teacher "float' from
assroom to classroom on a structured and regular basis was that the
" regular classroom teacher kept better informed aboyt her students' - -
progress in reading. Often, according to that principal, regular class- - ‘3\;\
room teachers will absolve themselves of responsibility for the reading
progregs of their students that leave the room to attend a-reading lab. -
OQO Py
The disadvantage stated by the principal was the fact thafi classroom
teachers sometimes prefer sending the student out ‘of the rhom to a
lab gituation rather than sharing the room with a "floating" ‘reading
teacher.,. . , PO
/ .

3

1 4 A
_ Teacher Questionnaires

Teachers gave extremely high ratings of the effectiveness of the
"floating" reading teacher approach in their school.

_Readiqg,Ieacher Interviews ) ) | ‘T,'

When asked to ‘list the advantages and disadvantages of the.''floating" . ’
" reading teacher approach, ;the Blanton SCE Reading Teacher referred to - - : -
. thejstident movement‘proﬁlem ‘by stating that it was easier for her to
move around than for the students. She also felt: that the "floating" L
approach keeps the.reading téacher in tune with the classroém teacher. L
However, when discussing disadvantages of the approach, the Blanton -
teacher :stated that she would prefer to have a room of her own because
of the logistical problems involved in moving madterials from c¢lassroom

to clagsroom and having to share chalkboard space. . -

[
. . . 13 . .
». r . + .

2 . ’

Are school visitations effective m::i:jj/bf staff develobment?

ANSWER ¢ This may not be the best of staff development monies,
since teachers did not rate it particularly high on a = .
quesﬁionqpire item. Supervisora however, rated it rather positively.

ORTIVE DATA: . . o /( : o

" Teéacher Qhestionnaires .
. Two schoola conducted exemplary school visitations, and app;oximately
three-fourths of the teachers on each of those eampuses were able to
make the visitations. The ""'somewhat ‘effective" category received tbe
largest nunber 'of responses from teachers on hoth campuses in answer
to' a question about the effectiveness of this approach “for learning -
new approaches to téaching basic ‘skills. Four teachers listed these
school visitations as the "most beneficial aspect". of the SCE programs

in their nchools. .

’ Q 4
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Two supervisors responded to a questionnaire item, hat this type of ) '
staff development activity -- exemplary school visitations ~- was P '
"extremely effective," while:another “thought.the vigits were "quite :
effective." One Instructional Cqordinator mentioned the schoo]‘ visita-
tions specifically as a4 "most beneficial aspect" of-the SCE Program in
AISD. However, another Instructional Coordinator -saw the visitations
as "not very effectiVe. . . . —

. «
~ 4 o . R . s

—’—\
34. Doestachievement increase in schools where videotaped leasons are

" used for teaching stud’en{s? - . , R

'y,

» 7 . ANSWER: No videotaped lessoms were .produced during the l975-76 school

—~

-
w ~ ~ » *

A

yqar, due to late arrival of videot,ape equipment and materials.

y .

N

35. Do teachers perceive the videotape equipment' to be useful inetructional

36. How ad students feel: about videotaped lesso_na? About KLRN programs?

4 - e « o
g~ ,“.QQ:.~“. A A herts % ¢ vmn amem w43 P2 e . - . . . -

tools? C . oo ' .
. ANS vid tape equipment did not arrive'in the SCE- schools until
Wﬁay and was not used during the 1975-76 school year.
- Travis Heights was the one exception, since some existing .
-, . videotape capability was_ already present on the Travis ‘Heights’
campus. One aspect of videotape use at Travis Heights was
the use of KLRN programs, and teachers did not rate the

prograns particularly high as effective teaching tools. ‘ Q;
SUPPORTIVE DATA: . . s . - .
Teacher Queationnaires T
When asked on‘ the teacher questionnaires to 'rate the effectiveness of e

.. KLRN programs in increasing‘student achievement in reading and math

(KLRN programs were taped with SCE equipment and materials), teachers

s gave rather lukewarn.ratings. Only 7% gaw the KLRN programs as
extremely effective’ in increasing ‘student achievement’ in math ,and s

reading. Thirty-seven percent saw them as only."somewhat effective" -

+ in reading, and 43% saw theh as "somevhat éffective" in math.

- ‘ 7 . .

——

’ ANSHER No data ~was collected due to late-arrival of videotape
-+ —  equipment and consequent nonimplementation of the videotape 7
activitiea during the echool year ‘in most of the SCE schools..

, ,
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. Does achievement increase in 's®hools where videotape equipment is used ]
for staff development? . .

\ . tests to an April 1977 administrqtion, and conclusions ,
vord § . about the effectiveness of video/tape activities and

' ANSWER: Achievément tests given in hpnii}l976 will gserve as pre-
s \ student achievement can be addressed at that time.

- PR
- \ . -
. ' 38. Do teachers perceive that videotape techniques are effective in
v . increasing teaching skills? \
“ ANSWER: No data_collected, due to late artival of videotape equip-

ment and consequent nonimplementation of the videotape
- *activities in most of the SCE schaols: :

. ] - . ] . .
/- _ * . * 4 &
39. student videotapé productions imprege student attitude toward school?

. - ANSWER: Travis Heights was the olle SCE school that had some existing
. <L s videotape capability prior to SCE funding. The use of KLRN
¢ - programs and student videotapes were part of its prog?am.
' . " Administtatlon of the School Sentiment Index (SSI) showed that
\\\\\\\\ S students at Travis Heights exhibited thzghost positive attitude =
NS >%~A/ toward school of any Sixth Gnade School in the city.

* Fl ’
‘ [} P . . . b

ﬁ» .
: 40. Does student achievement increase in schools where student videotapes ’
v * are produced? T . .

tANSWER f% would neot be appropriate to address, this questionlat 3

. 5 this time, singe 1976 achievement tests were given only !

o i * two months after implementation of the SCE Program in- ° ! o
“AISD,. Tests #iven in April 1976 will-serve as pre-tests_ .
to an April 1977 administration, and conclusions about3= / C
the effectivepess of SCE activities and student. achieve- .

. . ‘ment cai be essed at that time. - :

L » ' ° .

E
-

.

- . 41, What does the liter "e say about*use of vidé;_tapé 4n the clusr'oom?. )
. -~ » . : ’
¢ ’ KN N - - Cy
ANSWER: A review of the-literature has been initiated by the Office ~

- ' .- @of Research and Evaluation. - ) ..
! L] ~ ~ . . Y L3
o . - .

£

- %: 42, Did teachers perceive %he summer workshops to be an effective approach
[ to staff developm%nt?
. W, < - - - ‘
. ANSQEE._ Yes. R o . -

‘r

- SUPPORTIVE DATA:-
. B} R .oy 2 ) ’% .
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L . ‘ ] ‘ ' L4 . . ! : » . \‘
— ‘ Workshop Evaluation Scale ) ‘
. e Workshop participants fated all.SCE summer workshops as above avgra\ge
S ) on the "Overall Effectiveness" criterion of the Workshop Evaluation Scale,
' with the exception of one school which was rated by teachers as just
below average in overall effectivengss-. - 5

- - oSN
43. How much training for use of tiew SCE materials* did teachers. and a:l.ées
- + receive? " . - : - : v
‘ . .. . - ] g .
) ANSWER: The qmount’of training for. use of ‘new SCE materials varied
; : widely from campus to campus during the spring and was not wide~-
E spread. SCE summer workshops were- addressed primarily to

a -

N . * materials training. . . ,
i SUPPORTIVE DATA: ' o ' o
.\ i PS e N r
= Teacher Quéestionnaires ‘ P
There was much variation in :espm;es to the item querying .teachers ‘-
~ about training that they might have received for use of the new SCE . *

. materiat8. On six of the ten campuses there wag obviously very little

S - training conducted in the use of the materials. (Some of these schools,

it should be noted, had:‘io plans for such training; others were unable -’
to carry out materials-training plans because of late”arrival of B
. materials.) A Forty~six percent .of SCE teachers in the Basic Skills.
/ - Component did not receive training on use of nﬁw SCE mate%als. ¥
~ . . b ] N hd - ’ r‘
", Nidety percent of responding teachers'in the SCE Bilingual Component
"had, received no. training to-use new bilingual materials purchased with -
s ) SCE funds. ~ . . ‘

SCE*Reading -Téécher Interviews N . : {

[

' . ;fhe‘y&ead‘SCE’Re/ading Téa_cher receiggd sbme'tt_'a'liniﬁg: from the EDL..
+r~~ ~ ¢ fepresentative, and the Pease teacher made a trip to San Antonio to

.'learn how to use.the Systems 80 machines that were ordered for the = - d
N . Pease SCE ,Reading Lab. . T v !
“ - Adde Questionnaires_ Ky oL
. . T . . . s . 3( ) . N . _
N More than half Jf the:aides at Browr irdicated that they,had received

" no training to work with new SCE materials, while 29% responded _that:
they did not ‘know if training received was through SCE. :
, . * i . LT .

E i 1y ' g
. . - : ) g
. Summer Workshops .- - .
’ . ) - ’ ’ ) . [ . . - - ”t
.~ See Figure IV-A-1l., . - . ) . - .
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44.

>

_ ,of new SCE laterials/equipment?

<

t

How effective was the'training given to_ teachera and aides for use °

A

'S

/’

4

ANSWER.

Teachers who received spring training for use of "SCE materials

. rated it fairly high in terms,o
, workshops, which had.a materi

helpfulness to them. . Summer

-

[s. focus, were rated as above
N average‘on most campuses. ‘ . ’ i

- . - -~

SUBPORTIVE DATA: :

-~

-

~ Teacher Questionnaires - - .

In response to-a questionnaire item asking them to rate‘the effectiveness
of the~training they received for. use of new SCE materials; 387 of !
responding teachers rated the training as "extremely helpful” or
"quite helpful." Two pergent felt that the ‘trai#iing had been "not 4t

.- all helpfq& " and '46% -had received no training~for use of the naterials

t . .
at all -

)

@

When teachers in the SCE Bilingual.bdﬁpodent were

rate the

training they had received for effective use of %
materlals, 80% responded that they vere not aware

»

traininé_yyr use of new SCE bilingual materials. .

ecetving specific

Alde Qgestionnaires ) T e . .

—

. s More -than half of the aides at Brown .indicated that they had received
no training to work with new SCE materials, while 297 respondéd’ that
theydid not know if training received was through State Compensatory
Education.- .

ﬁ%rkshqp Evaluation Scale -

w

SCE Suumer Workshops were focused- in most cases. ‘on materials training

and familiarization.
evaluation of those wTrkshops.

:'$

b4

i

.

See Evaluation Question #22 for results of the

N
»

Do teachers and/or aideg/iidicate particular areas intGhich they ~* ©
wculd like to receive further materials/equipmeﬁt training?

ANSWER: Yes. —~ N A

- ) - . ‘i “‘ (w'
RN e ‘ {e
Teacher ggggtionnaires .o : '

When asked the areas in. which they would like to receive initial or
nore in-depth ‘training to work with videotape equipment, teachers in:
three of the four schools using videotape responded similarly,.vith
the majority requesting traiping in "potential use,of videotape in “the

SUPPORTIVE DAIA:

<l

p &

classroom.'  Teacheré at the fourth school predoninantly requested
training on-''mechanics of using the equipment o, )
. PN
. - 3 “ ‘ *,;, »
. N . a 60 N ://Li‘ .




. ] achievement, according to the literature and research studies? K

48. Did“achievemént 'inore&ﬂﬁ Brown Elementary School where seven

|
!
\H

46. Do instructional aides in the classroom lead to increased student

3

ANSWER' A search of the literature has been initiated a‘d results -
" will be disseminated at a,later date. _ LS

\ . ’ \\ K ¢ ” LM . * ’ .
47. Were ffstructional aides at Brown Elementary Schopl truly used. in .
an instructional mode? . _ . . rug :

s ~ ANSWER: It cannot be known with complete assurance whether the .
. - instructional aides at Brown were in fact used in an instructional

mode_without .classroom obsewatma. But .queationnai're data . <
can give good indications of th 4 amount and type- oi’ activities ’\/

" the aides engaged in. _ .
\ . . . “x * 2 . . 4

/

' SUPPORTIVE DATA: L - > Y
, Aide Questionnaired BT N e / '
/‘ s v , I
s 'Ades at Brawn spent mogt of their time giving reading instruction,
with 432 indicating that they spent one-half to three<fourths of th€ _ . ) ,
time between 8:00 and 2:30 giving direct instruction to students in.

reading. Fifty-seven percent in%cated that they spent -one-fourth
d

~

~

of their school day giving readi ingtruction. ‘None of the Brown °
- aides, however, gave responses i icating &hat they spent as-much as ‘
. one-half of the- time betwéen 8:00 and 2:30 in math instruction. .- i
o~ Seventy-one percent™responded that they spent one~-fourth of the". e
‘ instructional day in direct instruction in math, and the other 207 . L
indicated that they spent approximately oné-fourth of the instryctional ° .- .
day in direct instruction.in math, and the other 292 indicated that -
they spent hardly any tine in math instruction. ot ~—

&

Brown aides spent, according to their responses, far less time in .-
preparing materials than in instructional activity. Fifty-seven . i
percent indicated that they spent "hardly any time' preparing matefials,
4 indicated that they spent approximately.fne-fourth of fthe school "’ .

y in such,activity, and 14% (one aide) responded with' "about‘illlz .- s
of school day " . \ N - R

P .

Comparison of Brown aide remes regarding their’ dctivities with * ,
.the responseg of instructional aides at Allan Sixth Crade School and e

Pease Elementary School shows that Brown aides acted in an inst:ructional “ o

~ mode far more than did those othet aides. ) . :

[ { . '

. » . \

B .
instructional aideg wereiifred f}th SCE fundsg? - ) - Lo

© ANSWER: It would not be appropriate to address this question aQ,thia - L
.- s time, since 1976 achievement tesfs were given only two months - '
o~ Ol after implementation of,the SCE Progras in AISD. Testg given :
t April 1976 -will serve as pfte-tests an“April 1977 ad-
istration, and conclusions abett the effectiveness. of.SCE .
tivities -and student achivement ca}n e derived at that time.”

x N
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To what extent were teachers involved invthe ordering of materials
for their schools and claserooms? - PR

-

ANSWER: .Teachers on the whole were very much involved in the ordering -]
of materials for their schools and classrooms. ’

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

Teacher Questionnaires ' '. , . .

Responsea to questionnaire items -dealing with materiala showed that
ine majority of SCE teachers in the Basig Skills Component were
volved in the selection of materials for their school or classroom.

. Only 132 indicated that they were "not at all" involved, while 55% ‘o
respgn:gd‘that they were "very involved." One school was a noticéable . - .
exception, however, with 79% of its teachers responding that they

- were not at all involved in the selection of SCE materials. - . ’

’.q ’ . -‘ Y B

0.

t

-

/

Responses to the 'teacher questionnaire items asking teachers in the
Bilinguhl Component about the extent of their 4nvol t 4dm selection
of materials for their classrooms showed that one school had much
teacher involvement, two others had some involvement, and the fourth

had very little teacher involvement. - .

SCE Reading Teacher Interviews o ' e o
/ ¥ > .

All three’ of the SCE Reading Teachets indicated that ‘they had’ been '’

‘very much involved in the aelection of SCE materiala for their schools. ! -

IS - - Vs 8

, Did attendance increase at Martin Sixth Grade, where a concentrated ! // ;
. effort was made through\bommunity representatives to lower the rate of !
absenteeiéﬁ at the sixth grade level? .> . - o Lo
_ANSWER: No, but a rapid decline in attendance was checked during the * ‘ d‘
fourth six weeks. . o < . ‘
snpponnvz DATA: - o | S
. . ! _ R ~ . * \
Attendance Records LT A

e o
Comparison of Marti;shixth grade attendance qf 1974-75 with 1975-76 "~ Y
figures shows a steady, decline in attendance in 1974-75°that was J
checked only briefly during the fourth 6-weeks. .The, leveling process . -
that occurred in 1925-76 during fourth, fifth, and sixth 6-weeks did ..- I
.not occur in 1974-75 Martin sixth grade attendance ia 1973-74 ' . ®
exhibited a‘similar trend.to that of other Sixth Grade Schools--downvard
until the:fifth 6-weeks, at which time a dranatic increase in attendance

took. place. (See Table IV-A-10.).

[
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x S Table IV-A-].O. PERCENT AﬂENDA!fCE FOR MARTIN-Gth GRADE, 1st-6th
. * SIX WEEK PERIODS, 1973-74, :,97&-75 and’ 1975-76, -
b . - . - ) )
¢ I X "1st | 2nd [ 3rd |-4th | Sth' | 6th .
. Six | six | Six | sSix | Six | Six
‘ p School, Year Weeks. | Weeks | Weeks | Weeks | Weeks |Weeks
o Martig - -6th . :
1973-74 947 897% 837 7% 847 81% -
‘ Martin-6th Grade, . ) N .
. 1974-75 ' 90% 872 82 ga2%.| 78% 76%
' Martin-6th Grade, . , _ o
v . 1975-76 91% 877% 8472 81% 812 |-81%
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