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ABSTRACT
-

The Austin Independent School District received an
Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title III grant in 1973 to.
develop an internal research and.evaluation capability. Funding was
provided the resulting Office. of Research and Evaluation (ORE) for
three years. The foci of the original grant ware () to. develop a
district evaluation model, (2) to evaluate federal,and district /
developmental progr-amst (3) to Coordinate research dome in the /

district by outside researchers., and (4),to deVelcp the Texas Joint
Urban Evaluation Council to promote information-sharing among /the
seven large Texas citieg. Of seven objectives for the final y7ai' of
the project, six were achieved, including. refinement and

t-of thedocumentation Of the evaluation model, planning and refineme
instructional program evaluation data base, and' disseminatio
project informatibn locally and nationally. An evaluation in
that the project should be continued When federal fundins r
though some organizational changes may be required, Future
ORE include improving the technical,guality of evaluations,
internal efficiency of CRE operations, and the understandin
district of information provided hyvORE. A history of the c
ORE and a description of its organization and funCtions hel
the-evaluation of the, project. (Anthor/PGD)
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EVALUATION OF TITLE III EVALUATION PROJECT, 1975 -76

/
Description of Program /

The third year of a contihuing'ESEA Title III grant was awarded to the Austin
Independent School District in Septmeber,--1975, to continue the design and
implementation_of_a_model evaluation capability within the district. The
grant funds totalled $66,650 for the period September 1, 1975, to June 3D, 1976.
These funds upported evaluation personnel (1/2 senior evaluator,1 process
evaluator, evaluation interns, and 1-4scretary), operating expenses for
AISD evel ation activities (dap processing, office supplies, evaluation
materials, etd.), and travel expenses fof the Joint Urban Eyaluation Coudcil
of Texas.

Th original foci of the Title III valuation grant first awarded to AISD in
19'73 were: .

,

Ito /. 1) Development of an AISD evaluatio model.
2) -Evaluation of federal and district developmental programs.
-(30.-Coordination of research done in the district by persons external

!I ,. to the district. .

e.
-4) Development of Texas Join fban Evaluation Councir(JUEC) to promote

information-sh ring among 61e seven large Texas cities.-

.Three years of Title III fur* continued and expanded the work toward these
objectives (see next section for a listing of the specific 1975-76'Title III
objectives),.

Evaluation Purposes ' /

,

,

The major decision tiuestions'addressed for the third` year_, by this report are
'listed below: , .

.,
,

'
i r

,

,
stemrLevel

Should the prOjeet to design and implement a model evaluation
capability in theAustin Independent School District be continued,
_expanded, or

.
,

. ,

2) ''Sho, additional local 'funds be committed to this project effort? ,

V Program -Level

4
1) 4What should-be the optimal, internal organization of the evaluation

1

:unit?

What shoufd,be the project objectiyes for the 1976-77' school year.?
.>0
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The seven specific objectives set for achievement 141this year's project are
listed below:

1) Complete the refinement and docuTentation of the CIPO kvAmation
t

. °

*.2). Plan'and refine the instructional program evaluation data ase.
tr.

*3). Promote understanding of evaluation informatioh and p'rocadu amtng
4..i.

, AISD staff..
<

4'.
i
.

1 , 4
*4) Institutionalize the AISD-CIPO evaluation model. .,,-

%.7 \-...,

P 5) Administer and/or coordinate evaluationactivities pf the district.

. i..."..;<r L- ..

( . ' ;`,

*6)"-Disseminate,pA)ject information at state and natiOna evels.

7) Perform efficiently all other objectives outlined.

New O.R.E. foci for the 1975-76 Title III project are marked above by asterisks
,"

. The purpose of this final evaluation report is to present information and evi-
\dencelto help answer the above four decision questions and to assess whether
or not the seven project objeeti/es,for 1975-76 were achieved.

Another purpose of this evaluation report is to documcnt the,deVelopment of
,the Office of Research and Evaluation in AISD. This report therefore includes-:
a history of theavents which led to the creation pf the office;r, a-descrip-
tion of the organizational: structure and functions of the office which'have
evolved overdie last tPhr-ee years; and indications of future goals and direc-
tions which the office nowyaces. <t reading of this partibular report will
hopefully. ,serve as an orientation fbr current and new district employees and
other interested persons who wish to u9derstand---the--ph-H-asophrind impl L 7
tiont of evaluation in AISD.:

t,"4

Evaluation Activities °
I

Ttie events' reported on here are for the most part narrative documentation'by
O.R.E. sta,ff of-the"activities they 4ave'carried out during 1975-76 in order
toachieve the 1976=76 Title IIIobjeCtivee. In addition, events related to
:the development of the Office of Research and Evaluation are recorded here as
they were obsetved,by current O.R.E: staff members. It s certain thatjthere
were many other factors and events operating during the period-reported on here'

thaWritere havever-looked or have nbtemPhaeiZed.. Therefore,, 4t should
be made creAr to the reader tilat thig.report is written strictly from the view-

. point'of O.R.E. personnel and should not. be considered an unbiased evaluation
of the Title III project, nor o the effectiveness of the AISD Office-of Research
and Evaluation.

00t

A eeparate.eV luationof this project haS been contracted to Dr. Floyd Brandt,
aprolesSor f management and Direct6r,of Planning at The University of Texas ,

at Austin;' al is now in. progress. His report will be completed soon and is
,,;.1

.,3 . . published-as: an agpen0.1c;.,.
*,

:.
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Evaluation Findings' . .

..,..

Because O.R.E. personnel are probably the appropriatejadministrative.staff to
make tecommendations on the four decision questions addressed by this re rt,

remmmendatiOns are implicit,iwthe findings reported here.

1 .

,

.

I

The progress made toward establishing an-effective and productive AISD eve uation
..

° unit over the last three
.

years indicate that this unit shoUld indeed be continued
in AISD. Evidence for this recommendation includes the number and scope of eval-
uationuation projects carried Outby O.R.E. and the administrgti.e.and fiscal support

i

already givento the unit.

Because the current district resources.already allocated to O.R.E.. are adequate
to carry out the office's assigned responsibilities, there is no need for additional
local funds to be committed to O.R.E. at this time." This finding is augmented by
the fact that many pther,needs must be met br the finite-iinanciai resources of

. .

the district. Should, the office'be,essigned additional tasks for 1976-77, however,
there would have to be commensurate resources allocated for their completion,

Regarding the internal organization of 9 O.R.E., there appears to be some need for
a change from the 4iginal structure proposAd in the evaluation model developed
.by O.R.E. in 1971.-74.; This reorganization'will require:the creation df six sub-
units within O.R.E. compargd to the three subunits concet,tualized in the earlier
model. These six units are: Federal Erogram Evalda6ion Unit,,Systemwide Evaluation

.

Unit, .Evaluation Servides Unit, Local Project Evaluation Unit, Evaluation Training
and 'Dissemination Unit, and'External Research Liason Unit. This reorganization re-
quires ro additional pergnntel or resources, and possesses the following advantages' 41*
over 0% older structure: The activities of each evaluation project will be closely
supervised by a:senior level staff member who will have more time to devOte to this

> task than the 0,01.E. Coordinator would if she directly supervised all evaluation
project actlxities.. The evaluation activities for tale Federal programs being eval -&
uat4 ed by O.R.E.-calm be better coRt4nated

'"
by theione senior evaluator who head

up this.new Federaf program evalUVion subunit. Lastly,.this reorganization will
allow the evaluation training and dissemination activities to be.made more readily
available to all O.R.E. evaluation projects;, the increased emphasis on these two
functions inplicit in the creation'of the training and dissemination subunit will, .0

hopefully, increase the effectiveness of O.R.E:.evaluation'projects,in 1976-77.

The last decision question-addressed by this report concerns the future goals of
O.R.E. The general areas of improvement indicated for 1976-77 include: (1) im-
provingithe technical quality of Q.R.E.- conducted evaluations; (2) improving the
internal efficiency/of 0".11.E. operations; (3) increasing the in- district under-'
standing of O.R.E. - obtained evaluation information; (4) providing better'and more.

timely input evaluation for program design-prepared by the di, trict; and (5) es-
. tabilishing more realistic and relevant evaluation designi, especially titlelines.

Of the seven objectives for the 1475-76 Titie prOject, six-were judged as
r

achWed,per thejindings presented in this t. 'All 22 Title III activities ,

proposed to be implemented to'acheive these seven objectives were indeed carried
out by Title III and other O.R.E. staff. These are documented in detail in Chapter
ITV. These activities included: evaluating seven major instructidnal programs; .

assuming the administration of and making many needed improvements in the AISD
,group testing program; providing training in evaluation-to AISID personnel; develop-
ing district evaluation policie's and procedures; providing requested evaluation
services. to AISD 'staff; and making presentations on 0.r.E. 'a&tivities at state
and national levels.

r-
.3 6 .
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s. DECISION QUESTIONS' ADDRESSED

V

/

In proper context, the Opision-luesbions.for an-evaluation aVe formulated by
the decision makers inv9lved, with technical assistance from the evaluation ,

staff during the design phase of the evaluation. Evaluation then serves the
decision-making process by prO1iding information releirant to those questions'
and assisting tie appropriate administrators to'aFrive at a recommendation
concerning the decision. Ultimate'responsibility for, making the decisions
always tests with.the particular decision-makers charged with that responsibility.

For the 1975-1976 school year a' different procedure has been adopted regarding'
the recommendations. Formerly; the O.R.E.'staff made recommendations based on
their perceptions of the evaltation findings. This year the policy adopted
in AISD is foi.' O.R.E. to provide thecrelevant decision-makers and administrators
in the district with a copy of the decision questions and evaluation findings.
These administPators will have responsibility for making recommendations, which
will be forwarded to the. Board of Trustees along with the final repAt. However,
since O.R.E. is in this case the appropriate administrative unit to m the
recommendations, its positions on these questions are somewhat impliclitn the
findings presented. below.

A. SYSTEMLEVEL

1. Should thelpioject to design and implement a model evaluation capability
in the Aus -tin Independent School Distria be continued, expanded, or
didtontiniled?

1

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

'

-

During 1975 -76, O.R.E. was able to make considerablt progress,toward
V its programmatic objectives which included: conducting evaluations of

seven major instruct40nel programs,,refining the instructional program
data bdse, promoting understanding of evaluation information apd procedures
among AISD staff, and institutionalizing the AISD's CUD evaluation model.,

The capability to evaluate programs in AISD which has been detreloped over
the last three years has beeri utilized to evaluate the major Federal and
district-funded instruct4eal programs. The needs for accountability and
renewal are perceived so strongly in the district that the discontinuation
of O.R.E.1-s'activities would result in a real loss to the district, as
well as result in a loss of distribt credibility to the community.

,,RECOMMENDATIONS:
/II-

.

The Officf of Research and Evaluation should be continued.

4' -8
4
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2. Should additional local funds be committed to.this project effort?

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

O.R.E. currently Aks a good balance between,the resources neeUed-to ac-
complish 04E.'9..assignments and the amount of resources.which can be,
efficiently manidged at this time within the current internal structure,
of the office. The local district's fiscal support of O.R.E.'s efforts t

have grown considerably over the last three years, particularly during
the 1975-76 school year.-

The only area where O.R.E.*s resources are severely lacking'is in he
areaof "input evaluation". In this type of.evaluation, O.R.E. wou
conduct upon the request of AISD staff, extensive reviews of current and
past research, identify past and current projects which sought to Imple-
ment treatments of interest to the requester, and identify other sources
of information including consultants about the topic(s) requested.
O.R.E. hassubmitted an ESEA Title IV, Part C proposal to TEA this spring
forthis purpose, but no notification has been received from TEA at this
date regarding its funding status.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Since the office's present resources are adequate for carrying out its
current assignments for conducting accountability evaluations, and be-
cause the other financial responsibilities.of the district are such
that additionalallocation of resources to 0,R%E. is not- wafranted, it
is probably not wise at this point for'the district to do so.' This re-
commendation is, of course,-subjeCt to any changes dm the number and
scope of 0.k.E.'s current duties and to changes in the current internal
management structure of the office. Should the Title IV application men-
tioned above not Akapproved, current staff should incorporate this area
AS a priority consideration in fhture activities

B. PROGRAM-LEVEL QUESTIONS

.

1. What should be the optional

RELEVANT FINDINGS:

For the first three years of
on the following theoretical

internal organization of the evaluation unit?

rt

its 'operation, O.R.E. has modeled its activities
internal structure

,O.R,E. Coordinator

Systemwide
Evaluation

r
4 r , //:'

%V
Figure II-1: Theoretical Internal Structure of O.R.E. During 1973-76.

..
,
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However, the actual management structure of t)e office has, been much
less departmentaaized than is reflected in Figure 1I-1. Figure 11-2
represents a more true picture of the management structureof the
Office for these last three years:

ti

a.

O.R.E. COORDINATOR RESEARbH
LIASV

EVAL
PROJECT

EVAL.

PROJECT

EVAL.

PROJECT

EVAL.

PROJECT

EVAL.

PROJECT

,EVAL. EVAL.

PROJECT PROJECfl
EVAL.

PROJECT
EVAL.

PROJECT,

EVAL. EVAL.
OJECT PROJEC

Figure 11-2: Actual Interni Management Structure of 0.R.E1<auring,l973-,76.

The increasing number of evaluation projects assigned 'to O.R.E. over
the last three years culminated during 1975-76 in an awareness Ahat
a mid-level caf management between the O.R.E. coordinator and aC7east
some evaluation projects was.indicated. Since the majority of the major,

r projects evaluated by (four out of seven) Are compeniatory educe-
'on programs which operate in subsets of a,laiger subset of AISD elemen-

tary schools, a great deal of coordination must occur among these compen-
satory evaluation components. These two facts,define the proposed man-
agement subcomponenewithin O.R.E. for federal program evaluation coor-
dination which is shown in Figure II-3 on the following page.

V
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The need for the.office to improve ip-district understanding of_evaluation
procedures and information continues to be felt. The training and,dissem-
ination services developed in O.R.E. this,year through Title III *sources .

n to meet this need for seperal evaluation projects during 1975-76,
but his function needs to be extendato all O.R.E. projects. This
cont nuing need indicates a corresponding need for some type of unit.with-
in O.R.E..which would coordinate-evaluation training and dissemination
for the entire office.

The office has begun to deliver an increasing amount of "evaluation
services" to district personnel who request assistance in developing
obje'ctives, analyzing data, petforming small-scale evaluations, etc.
There are also, unfortunately, many requests_for services which can-
not be filled because of limited O.R.E. resources. As more resources
do become available to O.R.E., it salts appropriate that these service '
functions be carried out in a coordinated fashion. This currently small
but groWing number of service activities indicates another subunit of
O.R.E. which could be supervised at a level below the office coordinator
position.

The functions of liasoning with.external R.and E agencies, i.e., local
universities, other large city R and E officescontract agencies,
professional organizations, etc., are carried out and/or supervised
very closely by the Coor4inator. Therefore, any revision:in!
'0.R.E.!s internal managemenr Structure should reflect this close relation-
ship'between the CoRtdinator and these fUnctions.

. -

-The systemwide evaluation component already operat.ng in the current
Office organization has shOwn'no need of change.' Itsmajot'iunctions
will continue to be developing And,mLntaiiimg-'-an instructional data
bage 'for program evaluation, providing both short and long term looks
at the total initfUc ional program of the district, and pr7iding
ing and mother info tion to schools, to teachera,,and to individual
students when it is appropriate and/or requestedjiiy tiie instructional
leadership of AIS

. -

The district has directed And supplied an increasing number of,resources
for the office tb carry but evaluations of major district-funded prograMs,
e.g., the new quartet. system, local compensatory educationefforts, etc.
Although the local ptograms Assigned to O.R.E./tor evaluation in the past °.

have been so diverge as toLrequire minimal coordination among the evar=
uation efforts, there, is perhaps some merit in grouping'these activities
Under one subunit: This last grouping would complete the internal man-
agement'structure of 0:R.E. as it appears in Figure ZI-4

Y 0,.
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ADMINISTRATION
OF EVALUATION

FUNCTIONS

.1

IASON
ITH. EXT.

R&E AGE

FEDERAL

PROGRAM

EVALUATION

SYSTEMWIDE'

EVALUATION
TRAINING &
DISSEMINATIO

EVALUATION

LOCAL-PROGRAM

EVALUATION

.

. "'.Figure 11-44 Proposed1976-77.Internal Management Structure of O.R.E.

Figure 11-4 represents only a general view of the organizational and
management changes which will be made in O.R.E. Thedetails of this.

new structure will be worked out in the late--summer during a, planning.
retreat attended by senior level O.R.E. staff. ,'The major advantages
of this new structure ate:

- ' .
...

.

..)

(1) The activit s of'each evaluation - project will be olOsely
supervised,by enior level staff member who will have more
,
time to devote to this task than the O.R.E. Coordinator
would it she directly:esupervised all evaluation project
'activities. .4

-(2) The evaluation activities for the Federal programs being
evaluated .by O.R.E. cail be better coordiriatO by the one'
.senior'evaluatorwho. will head up the mew-ederal ,program
eli`aluation subunit.

8
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(3)
'

The evaluation.train4ing and dissemi ion activities can be
made more readily available to. all evaluation projects;
the increased emphasis on these...two_functions implicit in the
creation of the training and dissemination Subunit will, hope-
Tully, increase the effectilieness of these'O.R.A. activities
in 1976-77:

REO6NNENDATIONS:.-

Ie 'isTecvommend0 that the proposed tiucture outlined, above be
implemented. This Year, reammendations will be made bythe apPto-:

. priate adtinisirative staff:.
..

.

2. What qhOuld be the objectives for the 1976-77 school year?

'RECOMMENDATIONS:

Although there will be no Title III evaluation project in O.R.E.
next year, O.R.E. will of course continue to set objectives to help
improve its functioning in AISD. The specific objectives will be
established by 0.1.E. senior level staff during the planning re-

I4

treat scheduled
setting objectives

Improving

for late July, 1576. The anticipated.areas for
for next year are:

r'
the technical quality of O.R.E. - conflicted evaluations.

. 1

.2)- Impr ing the internal efficiency of, O.R.E. operations.-

6_ -

3)

.

Jncre
eva,

des

sing the in-district understanding of O.R.E.-obtained
uation information.

ing better and timely input evaluation for program
,gns prepared' 6y the district.

5) Establishing more realistic ana relevant evaluation designs,
4" esp cally timelines.

10
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PROJECT DESCRI,PTION

Overall Focus: The Austin -Independent School Di'strict's Office.of Research
and'Evaluation (O.R.E) wad awarded an ESEA Title III grant in gpting 1975.
This wanothe,third continuing year that the office had received Title III
monied. The original grant, awarded in 1973, was given to.tte.dtitrict
to establish a research and-evaluatibn capability in the-district which -

could oversee and conduct rogrard evaluations and-coordinate research,activities
within the district. ,Up until 1973, all program evaluations ,had bee' conducted
.by external'evaluation.agencies-on a contractual basis. I

. k
In 1973, the Austin 'Research and Evaluation unit which was created by this
Title III grant ssumed_the following tasks:

v.

Development of an AISD 'evaluation model.
Evaluation of federal and district developmental-programs.

'

Coordination'of research done in the district by persons external
to the district.

A. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Another focus df Austin'ajitle III grinewas to.fund in.part the activities of
the Texas Joint-Urban Evaluation Council, composed Of-the research directors
and other staff mdmbeg of R and E units in theseven 16:tge,Texas urban districts:
Austin, Corpus Christi, Dallas, El Faso,, Fort-Worth, Htniston,-,and San Antonio.
A San Antonio Title III grant provided the other funding for thas group.

The twooriginal purposes of the Council.were (1) to provide'the two newest
R and E units (Audtin and San Antonic+witb guidance from the more mature
units in the other five Texas cities, and (2) to facilitate information sharing
Along,. the-seven cities and promote'joint problem-solving during the 4-5 meetings
held each .year.

Activities direetTed toward the above major objectives. of the Office of Research
and Evaluation continued during the first two years: At the end of the second
year of the officers existet'de' (and.tiie end of the second. year of the office's
Title'LII.grant) it began to =be clear,where additional areas of develOpment
for the office were needed. ,Daring the first 'txroLyears-of the office's operation,
the aohievement.cesting program was managed by another department in the district.
This arrangement (meant that O.R.E. had no data quality control over the collecting ,

and processing of that information. It gradually bdcdNe obvious that O.R.E. was
among the-prime users in-the:district of the testing,inormation. It followed that

. O.R.E. should,otherefore, be
and

department,inatarge of collectiAg this data.
' By this time; data quality and data access had become problems which could no
7.x longer be ignored.

,

4

%

Another target. .area for, of\the office by the end the 1974 -75 school year was
the training-of ditrict.personnel to help them understand the workings and

pbilosqphy,of-the Office of-Research and Evaluation. It had begun to be,clear
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that district personnel wouldneNier make decisions based on evaluation informationwhich was derived.by a process that they did not understand.
. . 1 ,s .

Another area of,rieed was for O.R.E. to improve the.communicability its'eval-: uation "reports ": We were recognizing that all district personnel simply didnot understand the:information:Oat was being made available through the rather
standard report format adopted in 1973 -74.

.

Finally, because this was to be the fin1,1 year of, the Title III seed grant' under
which the office was funded, it seemerthe appropriate time to disseminate infor-
mation ab6ut the project and about th9 office at state and national levels.

Taking into consideration all of these concerns, the-objectives for the office's
third year Title III project were established. The new areas to be worked onin 1975-76 are marked below by asterisks: .

.

1. Complete the -refinement'and documentation of the CIPO evalukion
model, .

*2. Plan and refine, the instructional program data base.

*3. Promote undeistanding of evaluation information and procedures
among AISD staff.),

*4. Institutionalizekhe AISD-CIPO evaluation' model.,

5. Administer and/or coordinate evaluation activities of the district.

*6. Disseminate project irformation'at state and"nationaflevels.

7. 'Pirform efficiently all other objectives outlined.

Funding Level: The project was funded for a ten month peripd for a-total of
$66,650. The project employed,the following personnel:.

1/2 senior valuator

,

1 process evaluator

3 interns

1/2 YOE typist clerk

r

1 secretary

)

1

WO
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B. CONTEXT DESCRIPTION

Background of the development of O.R.E.'

At,
In the early t70's, Austid'Indepet-ident School Dis ict had launched; into many,
dew programs, changing the direction of the district ward more individualized
_instruction, more emphasis on affective activities'and areas, and introducing at:
tiVities aimed toward easing the negative impaft of desegregation. After 1970
the district had sought and accepted many more Federal monies.

The) new programs'that had been Implemented in. the district were: CoMmunications
Skills (a joint project between Title I and Model Cities) in four East Austin'
schools, Individually Guided Educatign in eleven elementary schools, high school
'busing, Emergency School Assistance Program (Which later became ESAA), programs
sponsoring the work'of Student'Community,Liason rwresentativeS, the Human
tions Councils on each AISD campus, summer workshops in human relations for admin
istrators in the areas of racier attitudes, etc. By 1973, all these changes had-,
begun to cause majbt concerns in the district among some parents and staff members
about the direction that the district was taking and about the effects of those
changes. . _

A push for 'More basic eaucatioh" by several groups ofjarents appeared at the

...

end of*973-74 and rose to its Reakby'the end of-the 1974-75 school year.

The original impetus for the creation of.an AISD evaluation unit came from a
climate created by cit4 zen7 who Appeared before the School Board demanding
accountability of the new/programs. One Board,member respond d, "Let's don't

-put anymore programs in the district unless evaluate them. . All this led
) the district .to begin thinking about develaking an evaluation ca ability within

, .

the district.;
.

I,

. A

Its the fall of 1972, the district conducted inteviews for aCoordinator
1

of .

Evaluation.
.

.The Office of Evaluation which was then'envisioned was conceptuakized,

21

aN being Si ilar to the. current Office of Staff Development. This office was seen as
operating A a service mode, rathei than in an accountability mode. The Coor-',
dinhtor would perform some evaluation projects and would also function as a
coordinator of all other evaluation done in'the district, note all of which tior
even the majority of.which,'WO* be'supervised or done'by that office. .

. ,

-

Whexithe-interviews for this new job were concluded,, it was decided to 'offer

the job to a specific individual outside the district. This person, however, .

declined the job cater, and the creation of an Office of Evaluation and, the
corresponding Evaluation Coordinator position mere

\

shelved for the time being...

In the meantime, the district contracted two outside evaluations that year
(1972-73): *(l) n evaluation of IGE ($1200), and (2) an evaluation of the
CommunicationS ills project (approximately $26;000).

In the,Aprin of 1973, the+Texas Education Agency announClid the availability
of a verycla ge ESEA Title III fund source available to local school districts.

C
EZ\
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throngh proposals for new or innovative programs. A priority.area in which,
those funds were to be allocated was that of accountability. AISD wrote'
and submitted a Title /II proposal which was designed to establish an Office of
Evaluation in AISD. Austin Independent School District perkmnel,, particularly
Mr. Marshel Ashley (then Director of the Department of Educational Development)
lobbied at TEA for it. Dr. Vance Littleton, AISD Assistant Superintendent of
CurriculuM and Instruction, obtained-the support of the Chief anstructional
Officers for this project. The district gave this Title III proposal its
highest priority ranking among all the Title III proposals it submitted in the
spring of 1973.

At-this time public presgure for account ility was,inqunting all over the state.
Accountability was stop.TEA and St card of Education' priority. Certain
TEA personnel, partfCularly Dr. Walter Howard, had worked to have some Title III
monies allocated forthis priority. Also'at this time ,San 'Antonio submitted a
Title III proposal to fund the development,of an evalUation model bMy a consulting
firm and the subsequent creation. of an evaluation unit in the Sari Antoqlb
Independent School District. IndiViduals among the Chief Instructional Officers,
the urban superintendents, and staff at TEA 'conceived the idea of a-Tao;as Joint Urban
Evaluation Council (JUEC) as away to strengthL both Adstin's and San Antonio's
Title III propqsals. These individuals saw the purpose of the Evaluation Council,
as that of sharing evaluatibn information among,the seven cities, thereby-increasing
the p*off'throughout the state of all the urban cities' research efforts. ConT
sepuently, both Austin's'and San Antonio's Title III proposals which were submitted
to, TEA included funding of the JUEC. s" A

after AISD's proposal was submitted to TEA, indications were favorable that
the district probably Would receive the needed Title III monies to start an

.

evaluation unit. During this time strong evaluation components were also written
into other AISD federal proposals: ESAA Pilot, Esaa Bilingual/Bicultural, and
ESAA Basic.

In the late spring of '73, Austin received notice frOM TEA that their Title
III proposal had been funded. (San Antonio's, was also funded.) In addition,
all:41ree of 1-ie district's ESAA proposals/Were fundedi-twoof which had re-*
tgined their strong evaluation components (Pilot and Bilingual). Thus, in.
early July, 1973, the Office of Research and Evaluation was born/.

Related events folloying in 1973-74 and 1974-75 have.been documented in evaluations
of O.R.E. prepared, in past years which are available in O.R,E. files.

1975=76 Events Which Affected the Operation of-the Title III Pro ect.

During 1975-76 there were many in-distriCt events which affected the operation
of the Title III evaluation ptoje t.

4r,

Basic Skills Committee Activities: During the, fall of 1975, a Basic Skills
Committee'wes appointed by the Sc of Board for the piirpose of studying the.
status of basic skills in Au in ndependent School Districtand making quartrly
repbrtg to the Board oh this su ject. This.committeet requested from the admin-
istratfon a school ty school breakdown of all 1974-75 achievement test results.
Because O.R.E. had by that time assumed responsibility for the achievement
testing program, the responsibility Of providing this information fell to O.R.E.j 2

14
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'Ica was important, we felt, to provide this group and the fommunity with something...

more than just arank order lisfing of school level grade equivalent scores:
The'refore, the O.R.1., testing personnel and the Title I4 staff,devoteepracti-
calli all of November and December to developing and producing school Ot, iles

- which included n6i...snly achievement-test data-hut attendance, socio-economic. .

staffing, and.other school level data. an example of this shown in Figure IV-1.)
4 .. i '

.
,

.a.

. N /

Tfie major Point made\here is that this unanticipated task of producing
-:

.sthOol by school profiles early in,fke year detracted seriously..from the
,... 'prpOct resources, thereby depriving'the project of two months which had been

planfied to'be devoted to the insertrice activities outlined in the project pro-
posal.'0.

,

. ..
-. -...,

.
Curricular Context of the District In response' to community pressure for

6 .

,

"more.basic education", the Administration designated 1975 -76 as a.year of
reemphasis:on basic skills. This "reemphasis" was someghat of a compromise. '

response to',several groups in the community. which had requested that Austin
Independent School District establish some alternative fundamental schools.:

4
7

.

Most of ,the federal curriculum programs operating in the district continued
during-1975-76: Title VII Bilingual, EISAA Pilot, ESAA Basic, and several
smaller Title III projects. .

-

_ . .
.The largest curriculum innovation introduced'intoethe district this year

wad' at the high school level. Theostate-mandated qudrter.system was in-
troluced into the entire curriculum K-12 for record-keeping purposes. How-

. ever, at the high school level the new quarter system was accompanied by a
massiye curriculum revision which ireatly.increased the number and variety of

. courses offered to high'school students. O.R.E. conducted an evaluation of
this effort. 4

,

Personnel Changes in the District: Just priot to the start of Oils year's
Title III evaluation project, Deputy Superintendent'Dr. Vance Littleton,
to whom the office -had reported directly in the past, resigned and moved
to a superintendency in south Texas. This meant that s'.for the'rest of this'
year has reported directly to the Superintendent.

1975-76 was a School Board election year. snao bodtd, members, Jerry Nugent
and Will Davis, ran for reelection and.both werereelected. It might be ,A
noted here that the 1975 -76- school elections demonstrated a.somewhatconser-

\vative feeling among the dcilat board election voters. Thrs 1 in contrast
to the usually' liberal vots among the Austin citizenryr.in city nd state,
elections. , .

C. EVALUATION DESCRIPTION

The evaluation of.the 1975-76 Title III evaluation project was designed to \,

be contracted°to an outside consultant. The project director had antitipated
calling in one_or more national experts in public school evaluation, to con-
duct an audit of the achilWement'of all the projett objectives giving special
attention.to the objective', "O.R.E.ewill promote the institutionalization of
the AISD's CIPO evaluation model ".'

15

,20



by ci

t

.
f .

In early April, Dr.:Jim Jacob4.,_who developed and currently directs an out-
standing research-and evaluation unit inthe Clecieland,Public,Schools was
invited to conduct this evaluation. However, he was slated, to direct a three
month project in' Baghdad, Iraq, du54ng May,;Junel and July of 1976, and there-
fore was unable to come to Austin. In-May,and early June,O.R.E, invited hy
phone three more nationally-tecoinized evaluation leadei's but 411 were unable
to schedule time dway410rOm their current'projecas to perform-the neededO.R.E.
audit: Drs. James Popham (UCLO, Dan StufflebeAm ('Western - Michigan)', and Arnold
Ashburn (Texas Departmentof Public Welfare),

0 .

.. .

, ....
,

At this point-, the project director decided to segrch.in other circles for
a qualified.consultant-to-do the audit. Dr. Floyd Btanpt,,University of.
Texas professor of management, slso Direqtor of the Uniyersity of Texas' .

Office of Planning ands Assistant to President Lorene Rogers, was interviewed
and contracted to evaluate the project at a cost of $750.00. Dr. Brandt's
audit is in,prbgresSiat this date, and his-report will be submitted to the
Texas Education Agency under separate cover. ' .-! p`

.

I

I ,
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Thii year,-,AISDrs Office of iesean,dh`aneglialgion Title III ,pr ect had seven. / r- -objectives. Each of these objectives will ,be presented in4theLfo Ning pages
-along with a statement concerningthe levIl of attainment of that objet4ve.
The activities designedto lead tothe achieveinent ofHeach objective areunder-
lined and discussed under the cpr;esponding Supportive Data section for eaC1 ..objective:

q .

':4

o.
1. (OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will complete the refinement and documentation of die .

CIPO e'valuationmogel.
r
'

e

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:., Achieved.*

4
*Although this is stated here as,having,been;achieved, it diet be made clea;.
that such an objective will probably never jae attained iri an absoluteosebse. -
Any model,should be designed in sudh a way tha cOhtingus improveme t is
internally mandated. "Retihemellts will hlway have to be made iw the CIPO
planning and evaluation model., HoWever,_al tI activities proposedof
in the) Title III proposal to effect the4adhievement,of this objective have
been carried out.

SUPPORTIVE'DATA:
. 0

ro rfath decision' makers (teachers

,o
7 .

O.R.E. will review draf desi! fts with a
to administrators) and revise these designs as nec ary..

.
.

,Alt seven 0..R.E.-developed evaluation, design's fo1975-76,(see column 2,
Table IV71)'were reviewed with toine Ippropr.tatedecision,makers. In some.
cases, relatively few chdnges were made in evaluattonvdestOs-iiter these

,reviews/ 'signoffs by the decislonvmSkers were relbated by O.R.E. to docu-
ment that they had revieOgn.nd appr4ved tile Inplemeneation of that particular
evaluation

, ..aluation

design. 7 . . - :- ,

,
14*.

..1"
'

. 6 ..r. 44 4 " 4% ,..Problems with the evaluation design review.prOqfsst,shouldbe nofed that
getting the appropriate decision-makers.to reviewtXR.E.:s evaluation designs
continues to be a time-co uming, .Rnglamorous,t7asksNhich often is performed.

in a perfunctory-manner by administrative pex40nelo It is ptobable'that
4

many of the decision e s, even thoseWho-signed.off, On;a6design, did not
read the design before ing sot . ' a

'Perhaps the source of this problem lies in .6e2fOrm in which the evaluation.
design is presented, i.e., the evaluation design,,document i&too detailed, '

too thick,, demands too much time of already, o4ertaxed adminiitrators. (One
of the continuing sources of noncammunication between evaluation and program
personnel-isthe cdmplexiq-of the' evalution prothael):.

4.' "e

ft
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TABLE-IVrl: SUMMARY OF EVALUAkON REPORTSTRODUCED BY O.R.E. DURING 1975-76
(Boas not include occasional papers, brochures, instruments, etc.)

Evaluation.

Prb -ect

A

. Quartgr System

2. Title I

3. State Compdhsatory

4. ESAA Pilot
(Project Assist)

5. Title I Migrant

6; Regress(ion Analysis
of Pupil/Teicher Ratio

7. Data Services: External'
User and Internal Staff
Satisfaction

8. terliwide Evaluation

9. Title V Bilingual

10; Title III-Eva ation.
Project -

ABSTRACTS of 1975-76'
Evaluation projects

.: Total

-

Evaluation
Besi

F9mpative
Reports or
*mos

Final
tRe o is

Technical

Resort

1

1

3

3. /

1

1

1 1

N.A. '1 1

1 1

-N.A. Nak, 1

N.A. .N.-A.. 1 I

3 1

I 3 & 67* 1 1

.,

0
N.A.

N.A. . N.A. 1 N.A.

V
12 & 67** ',11 7

*'3 'formative reports, and 67 foriative.memos.,

- 12"f9rmative reports-and 67 fOrmatiVe memos.

4
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rO.R.E. will Continue to work on improving communication between evaluation and
project personnel in the early stages of every evaluation project. It Aay
wall be that future O.R.E. e aluation design doCuments will be very abbreviated
summaries of 1.) aecision tions, and 2) testing schedules.

O.R.E. will execute design plans.

sevenThe seven evaluation designs were executed daring 1975-76:

.1\
Quarter System Evaluation

.

Title I Evaluation
.

State dompensatory.Education Evaluation
ESAA Pilot (Proj ct Assist) Evaluation

Migrant Valuation
System Wide Evalua
Title VII Evaluation

O.R.Q. will prepare and pr ant formative evaluation repdi"ts.

During 075-76, 12 formative reports were prepared and released by the O.R.E.
(see Column 3, Table IV-1): One O.R.E. evaluation prqject (ESEA Title VII
Bilingual Project) began to experiment during tge year by sending "formative
tams" to project staff, rather'than producing iOrtative repots. (During the

g7 such memos were sent). The object of this' new approach is to break
he.evaluation information down into more confrontable smal.lepaeces of in-

4ormationo-tpd to achieve faster turnaround on evalpationdirformation fed to
.program statf. In the Title VII evaluation project, this formative memo
approach seems to haye been more successfurthan.the-fotative reportrapproach. '
This approach witl probably'be.utilized heavily by other fvaluation projects
in the future.

O.R.E. will- prepare and:present sumtativeevaluation reports.

This year, eleven summati.1)6 or final eyaluation reports_will be released by
O.RiE. They are: \-

1975-76 Final Evaluation Repirts

Systemwide Testing
Quarter System
Title VII Bilingual/Bicultural Project
Title I Project

State Compensatory 'Education Project
ESAA Pilot Project Assist
Title I Migrant Project
A Regression Analysis of Pikil/Teacher.Ratio
Data SerVices:. External User and Internal Staff Satisfaction \
Titld III Evaluation Report-

ABSTRACTS of O.R.E. Evaluation Final RepoNts

4 4
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These reports are planned for completion' by July 1,,1976 and will then be sub- ,

mitted to AISD dministrative staff for review and study. During July,, AISD
'administrative staff will make recommendations regarding the decision questions
addresptd by.these'rdports. Then in early August/ these reports along with
the administratiVe recommendations will be preserved to the AISD School Board.

. .
.

.

. .

In the previbup-fwo years, O.R.E. has maN de theserecommendations., However-,.
this year the recommendations Willbe made by adminiptrative personnel, based .

on the evaluation findfhgs reported in these studies. This change in procedure
was'suggested-by AISD's Cab±nei (Superintendent, Xssistant Superintendent, and
Directors of Ergmentary and.Secondlry Education).

O.R.E.. will revise the CIPO model and dISD Evaluation Guide as necessary.
.

,

i
.

.

Al

During the 1975-76 sch6b1 year, O.RE. developed a Pr osed Initial Set of 1.
Folic /Procedure Statements Coverin Research and Evatuation in ISD. These
proposed policy statements were presented to the Cabinet for their review and
input in late sprung, 1976. The nextstep involved in having these policies
legitimatized is for the Superintendent to present them to the Schoo1Board -°

for their approval. It is anticipated that this event will occur in the fall
of 1976. Once these policies have been approved and correspOnding procedures'
have been developed, they will be added to the AISD E;ialuaion Model document
under the Policied section and will also be inserted in the Admiiistrative Handbook.

.
,

. ,.
. .

There have been few written changes in the AISD Evaluation Model this year.
There-is.one area in the model, however, which will eventually probably be
changed: that is a change in emphasis from objectives to decision questi6hs.
It' \arid take a long treatise,, itdeed, to fully relate tile practical And

.

philosophical background surrounding the conflict in ourfthingrIl between
these two focuses.: However, it can be summarized briefly. Evaluations
which focus on program objectives alone wind'ip being didactic, fragmented ef \forts which which lose a central focus or- theme.- Further, an evaluation report
which reports on progress(or lack of progress) of a program toward the achie
ment of fol-ty outcome, process, and input'obj6ctives, does not easily encOur ge
renewal or acclountability in an4irganization which changes itself only wit
great difficul1ty anyway. However, evaluations which focus on thelewer p Iram de-
cisions which must be made at spedific points in the project's operation by varipus
levels of decision-makers are much more likely to.result in the evaluation information
actually being used by decisionlmaiers. This ip especially true when the de-.

cision questions have:been generated b)Lthe decision makers themselves.

B4cause the Austin definition of evaluation is "providing information for de-
cision making"1, the trend in evaluationkocus has been as follows:

i

1973-75 Focus mainly on objectives. -4

1975-76 Focus on both objectives and decisionsquestions.
1976-77 FocUs mainly, on dedision-questions. ,

------------

\.)

-/

4
s

1Freda M. Hblley,-,et al. The CIPO Planning. and Evaluation Model. Austin
Independent School District Office of Research and Evaluation: Austin, Texas.
1975 r ,
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2. ..,.(OBJECTIVE)' G.R.E. will plan and refine the instructional program data base., "2

., .-*. .

.LEVEL OF ANTAINMENT: Achieved
.. A 10. t

,7 ' . , ,,

All evidence indcates that great strides have(_been -made iwthe directi
indicated, by this objective. Again, iris doubtful that this objectiVe
cif eyet be ,attained in*any_absolute sense, since continuous improvements must
e

irsued.
'However, refi tiv to the, ast two years this objective mu st :1'

4,
de nitel e ascribed aa ac ieved. Y

. ,

- , , ." I :
. .

SUPPORTIVE DATA:"
a

N

A

-0.R.t. Assumed the AISD Gtoup TeitiAgyrogram.

During the 1975-76
the responsibiliti
past fib ?ears, t

hool year, the Office of Research ,and Evaluation aadume54
of the group testing pt.-6gram in the district For the

he Departs
o

-

,*

- . ,

Tile assumption of these responsibilities meant that O.R.E. supervised the
following test administrations with the following populations;

-.

e group,telting program had been administered

-71
went of Student pavelopment:

TABLE P4-2: AISD GROUP TESTII PR9GRAM, .1 5-76

TEST POPULA I

. .

f4.

DATES

PAL (Language Doklinance Test)

Metropolitan Readiness Test

Boehm Test-of Basic Concepts

- -

Primary Mental Abilities,
f

AlI K-2 etndents na al-
- reedylassilled as to
dominant language

All first g

All kinder
in T

1

studgfits

arten'students
i4 schools

411.

All third grade students
14COM 2 s 1r

Boehm Test of Basic Concepts"` 1 All kinde"garten students

California Achievemene Tests
(Reading and Math Subtests)

Sequential Tests of Ed
tibnal Progress Reading,
English ExpreOsiori,,Sckence,-
Math,'Social tiudies)

-School-Sentime-nt Index*

All studenfe,±hgrades.1-6
All itudents .in. grades 7 -8

All'students in grades 9-12
2.

6th grade - sample of
'Olaases .

4et wade - saMple'of
classes

. .

Aug -A-Oct 31,
4

'''75

Septem 1,5, '75

/
Sept 2-5, '75

Thtoughoutyear
.

Febrary 9-12; '76

April 5-15, '76
February 9-13, '76

April 12-23, '76

April - , '76.

*This year was the first time tlds test*was given, onliistrictwide sampling basi.s.\.
This was the district's firit attempt to collect information districtwide In the,
affective area.

21 26
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f Associated Duties Assumed by O.R.E.

1. The testing' program doubled in '75-76. The AISD.group testing program was
expanded in 1975-76 to about double its previous scope. This year, all students
in all grades (1 -12) were tested with an achievement test., In years past, only
students in grades 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, And some 9th gradershad been tested.

2. O.R.E. scored primary students' tests. Prior to thisyear, tests for students
below grade 4had been handscored by classroom teachers, and only the results had
been reported by teachers to the district testing officials. This year O.R.E.
assumed responsibility for hand-scoring all primary students' tests (grades 1-3).
The puposes of this added responsibility were (1)'to relieve overblirdened teachers
of this responsibility, and (2) to ensure accuracy of testing results at these
grades by eliminating errors due to teacher fatigue, misunderstanding of scoring
direction6, etc.

3. Pulpilication of school by school and district achievement profiles. During
the e4i1y part of this school year there was a good deal of public pressure
from both the Aral media, from individual lay groups, and from a Board-appointed
Basic Skills Committee for. the district,to release school by school achievement
test results to the public. This had not been done in Austin for a number of
years. Therefore, in November and December of 1975, O.R.E. staff developed school
by school achievement profiles showing the trend for each group over the last
threeyears.l. An example of these profiles is shown in Figure IV-1.

The statistics used in these profiles were: the median, the first quartile
point, and the third quartile point. Additional information about each group
was also provided on socioeconomic status of the student population, special
projects operating in that school; student attendance, etc.

O.R.E. Revised Test Administration Procedures To Improve Data Quality.

1. Districtwide test guidelines developed. The firseta ich had to be
completed was getting each school in the district to agre on some very crucial
aspects of the testing program, e.g.,.deciding what tyloes of children would be
excused from the'testing program and, conversely, which children must be in-
cluded in the testing sample.

This issue-and many others just as critical were settled by O.R.E. staff work-..4
ing with Tepting Committed. There were four such committees farmed to work
with O.R.E. staff: a committee at elementary, at sixth grade,at junior high,
and at high school levels. (Each of these levels had unique testing situations
to ,be dealt with.) 4

Each committee was composed of people who-would be working directly with students
during the testing times. At the elementary level, teachers, principals, and
counselors were asked to serve on the committee. At the sixth grade, junior high, .

and high schooltg'vel, mainly counselors were, involved. Inmost cases membership
in each committee was based on a random selection process. At the-elementary
level, for example, the AISD aculty directory was used to select most members..

1Watkins, Jim, et., al., AISD School District and Schobl Campus Longitudinal
t'eTrend6--1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75. Office of Reseaech-and Evaluation. Austin

Independent School District, Austin Texas. December, 1975
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QUASI-LONGITUDINAL TRENDS
Grade2

1972-73 Through 1914 -75

READING VOCABULARY According To The CALIFORNIA ACHIEVEMENT TEST

1 mamma
RANGE

TESTING FOR YEAR;

NORM
GROUP

(NATIONAL)

1972-
1973

1973-
1974

1974-
1975

I

90-99.. 1

80-89 i

)0-79 1

60-69

50-39
40-49J,

30-19'r

20-29 1

10-19
1-9

NUElber of Students Tested (N),,lst Quartile Point (Q1), Median (M), and
3rd quartile Point (Q3),

. .

N 1 3994 1 3544_," 3981 i .

(13 537 2 -tie IA 2-tie 87 2 -ilej ' 1 .75

150

Z -tie

'2 -ileM 58 2 -ile 58 2 -ile 162 I -ilei

01. .110.5 2 ile t6 2 -ile 129 2 ...ler 125 2 -us

DISTRICT-RELATED FACTORS
TOTAL

IENROLLMMT
155861 58332

.

58457

PERCENT
ATTENDANCE

.

.

92- 91 91

.

PUPIL TEACHER . '

RATIO

ECONOMIC
tnzx

20.60 21.76

^

24.91

rrutc MA 31 A
DISTRIBUTION

'22, 15 63

MA B O.

1 15 64

MA 3 N MA 3 A

22 15 6

MA B A.

MAJOR SPECIAL/ITLE I
PROGRAMS: ESAA 'BASIC

AGE
, .0 IASSIS

.

ITLE / TITLE I
AA BASIC ,ESAA BASIC

IGE :ICE

ASSIST
*SAA(BI/151 ESAA 31/B2

TITLE VII

il_"

,

. .

Figure AN EXAMPLE OF SCHOOL PROFILES PREPARED BY O.R.E. STAFF IN
NOVEMBER AND. DECEMBER, 1975.
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L.
'It shOkd be reported here that eachof these committees worked long and heed'
hours hashing out some very complicated issues like testing dates, what help
students should (or should not) be given, how to give makeup tests, how to share
giu4nts' scores with parents, etc. During the many meetings of these committees
it was often heard, "There are ten different ways to do the testing. 'Five was
are O.K., and five ways are not O.K. Our job is to all agree on which One of
the five good ways we small going to use."

2. Testing guidelines provided. Following the adoption of distrietwide testing
guidelines by the Testing Committees, O.R.E. developed detailed testing instruc-
tions for classtoom teachers and other testers in the schools to makeuse of
during the testing situations. These instructions were designed to make them
appear interesting, lucid, and attractive to school personnel, most of whom
were not very excited about the subject of standardized testing.

At the elementary level, teachers received very detailed directions as well
as the Testing Manual for their level of the California Achievement Tests.

The junior high level was the area where the most standardized conditions had
prevailed in years past. Counselors had, in general, already organized the
testing in their buildings so that it occurred under relatively unstrained
circumstances. However, a copy of the distrietwide testing guidelines were provided
for every junior high teacher in the district.,

Testing instructions at the high school level were the most extensive ones
prbvided by.O.R.E: This was necessary here because standardized testing
was a brand new experience for most of the high school teachers. /The high
school testing was also the longest, most comprehensive testing which oc-.
cured. in the district. Instructions for both teachers and building test
coordinators were color-coded for each day's activities.

At all three levels, copious usage was made of checklists or school personnel.
to follow, checking off dach activity as it was completed.

3. U.R.E. developed-practice tests for students' use. One of the biggest pro-
blems which was uncovered during the work with the Testing Committees was that
many elementary students (and teacherS) did not feel comfortable with standard
ized testing. Much of this discomfort was ascribed to unfainiliarity with tHis '

kind of a testing situation. In response to this problem, O.R.E. developed
practice tests for use at the elementary level. Practice tests, which resembled
in format the four different leyels of the California Achievement Tests, were
developed by O.R.E. and disseminated for use by AISD teachers.

4. Massive staff dakrelopment conducted. O.R.E. staff (Title III staff mainly),
other district administrative personnel (instructional coordinators notably),
and a core of teachers from the Elementary Testing Committee worked long and
hard td,tontact every elementary teacher in the district before the testing
occurrence. These persons presented teachers with staff development sessions
deeigned to teach teachers how to get their students ready for standardized
teatingl Points were'stressed like: have your students use'number ewo pencils;
use practice tests before the real test to help them be relax1d; have students.
do some of their seatwork'prior to the, testing situation in a timed situation;

4

t
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assign some "multiple-scho,ice".homework prior to the testing. A standard
seriice package (script with transparencies) was developed by O.R.E. Title III
personnel. This package was used by O.R.E. staff, central office administrators,
principals, and interested teachers tb train,elementary teachers in these topics.

At the junior high and high school level]. , school counselors carried out the
needed teacher training with minor assistance from O.R.E. staff.

O.R.E. Planned for Additional S stemwide Data Needs 'ecially in Affective
Areas Related to Instructional Program Evaluation.

The.unexpected number of tasks' associated with assuming the AISD group testing
program .made it unfeasible to'do as much in this area as had been hoped at the
beginning of the'year. O.R.E. was able to collect information related to elemen-
tary students' attitude toward school and school activities at two grade levels.
However, the Oestion of the desirability of utilizing a self-concept test was
investigated. This investigation resulted in a decision thee a self-concept
test could not be recommended. In a parallel investigation, it' was decided 'to
Collect, on a sample basis, information on attitude toward School.

At the sixth grade level, classrooms were randomly selected for testing with
the Intermediate Level of the 'School Sentiment Index (SSI)1. , At the fourth
grade, ten schools~ were fandomiy selected, and all fourth graders, iii each of
those schools were tested with,the Primary Level of the School Sentiment Index.

The data available from these instruments will provide a b'enchmark regarding
.

AISD student attitude toward school at these grade levels in the years to come.
Correlations betimen students' SSI responses and other student data can also
be made. ,

.

..!7
0

,

(OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will.promote undeptanding of evaluation information, and
procedures among,AISD staff. :'

*. .

s

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved.

All activities designed to lead toward the achievement of this objective'have
been c4rried out, and there is definitely more understanding within 'the, digtritt
of O.R.E.'s function is, as well as increased interest in O.R.E. evaluation
findings. However , there is much room forlurther improvement in this area.

-
SUPPORTIVE DATA: 001,

O.R.E. will consider alternative approaches to evaluation inservice in a system
already saturated with inservice activities.

Just prior to the beginning of the 1975-76 project year, the feeling of the
district's administrators and teachers was, perceived as, "All our time is
taken up with meetings and shuffling papers. _There's no time to get any.work

1School Sentiment Index (SSI) -. Both

are available from the Instructional
Reseda, California 91335

GP

n

the Intermediate and Primary Level forms
Objectives Exchange (I0X), P.O. Box G,'

-
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done", i.e., teach, plan, think. Although perhaps not true in any absolute sense,
there was a great deal of truth in that expression of frustration. O.R.E.'s task
of communicating evaluation information and the not uncomplex means by which that
inforffiatiob is collected could have been seen by many AISD perabilnelas "just one
more unnecessary meeting" and "more paper to read". Needless to say, the task of
identifying. successful 'alternative approaches to evaluation inservice was a chal-.
lenging one. Gradually, however, several ideas toc shape.

.

Traditional inservice sessions were unavoidable for some target populations and
a few of these were conducted'.

Table. Iikr-3 below lists those groups who received traditional inservice sessions
in evaluation information and procedures.

TABLE IV-3: "TRADITIONAL".INSERVICE SESSIONS CONDUCTED BY O.R.E. STAFF
DURING 1975-76

LENGTH OF
TARGET GROUP

- TOPICS SESSION

All Title I Principals 1 School-level data available-for use in 1 1 week
I setting school goals; The CIPO planning

and evaluation model; How to plan a
school-specific Title I program

m All Elementary Area The CIPO planning'and evaluation =del; 1 day
Directors and Coordi- How to interpret standardized test
nators. scores

All Title VII Bilingual What is Research?; How to'plan a research- 2-3 hours
Program, Principals,-, 'based Title VII program
and Teaching Staffs

One alternative identified was the creation of a monthly newsletter.which was
sent to all,AISD instructional and clerical staff. The purpose of this publica-
tion (Feedback) was to share 'information about evaluation and research activities
of O.R.E. Each month the newsletter featured one of O.R.E.'s activities, e.g.,
the evaluation of the new quarter system, the expanded achievement testing program,
eta. However1/4 there were regular "columns", including the monthly testing schedule,
a listing of all O.R.E. repOrts and documents to .be completed that montle, and "Dear
Freda" - a question and answer column written by the O.R.E. coordinator.

At the end of 197.5 -76 school year, Feedback had a circulation of 5,500 persons;
In addition td AISD staff, it was mailed -to all University of Texas education
faculty, the major city public school R and E directors, the local media and
selected national, state, and local officials. The printing costs for 8 issues
are estimated to have been around $1,100. It required around 320 hours <40 days)
of writing and editing time and about 96 hduri (12, days) of- secretarial time to
mail the newsletters. The pers.dnnel costs were indeed high,_but considered

.

well worth it for this year. .The, newsletter was received well Vy AISD staff
i.e., only positive written and Verbal comments were received by the editors.
A survey Of 300 AISD. staff, 'members is planned fos late August, 1976, to ascertain
whether or not FeedbaCk's continuing existence is warranted.'

A
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Another new approach which has been successful in some situations this year was
the use'of brochures and pamphlets-to communicate O.R.E. information And proce-
dures. Three such brochures were zdeveloped this year:

The New Quarter System:' What Parents, Teachers, and Studedts Think
Title VII Bilingual Research in AISD o

The Office of Research and Evaluation: Providing Information fgr Decision
Makers

This approach, like sliAe-tape shows, works some of the time with some people.
They are successful, as accompaniments to papers and presentations, as follow-ups
to etings, and with persons who already want the information and/or do not
have time to read detailed reporit/s:

A,word of caution: brochures, pamphlets, and newsletters could easily become,
just as invisible as memos and reports if used with great regularity. Like mo t
effective mass communttation, the attention-getting potential of a communicati n
is determined by its novelty or newness.

. sAnother alternative tolnservite, especially at the'top level of decision-making,

I

Was the involvement Ofkey people in making p

P.

sgntations on O.R.E. philosophy,/ -7.

Procedures, or findings. Quite frankly, thi alternative was not premeditated.
It is.recorded here merely to document what turned out to be a successful method
of communication with -very busy. and time - pressured decision-makers.

1

Another alternative which was identified but which neVer, came to fruition for.
lack,of time resources, was the writing of a chool Based Planning Manual.
This manual was conceptualized as a planni g handbook for principals' use IA
setting school goals, for program staff to use in'planning federal programs, etc.
Their involvement:1n its development phas would be crucial to eventual use; time
pressures on these key people as well as O.R.E. staff Made postpbnement appear
advisable. However, a-Writing task force of AISD staff experienced in planning
and'who were also familiar with the C!PO planning and evaluation model was organ-
tzed.- This task force did much initial work, all of which is on file in O.R.E.
should the needed time resources become available in the future to complete this
manual.

.-

I

Another alternative which was used,with great success wus the "train ng package
approach." This approach was used in situations where the target po ulations
were too large,and/or scattered to be.trained-directly by O.R.E. staff. In
these cases, particularly in the area,of testing procedures and testing results,
O.R.E. developed "canned" inservice packets including a detailed script,, trans-
parencies, handouts, practice materials, etc. These materials were then modeled
by O.R.E. staff, and in one case the Superintendent, -Por audiences of trainers
(principals, instructional coordinators, teachers,,etc.)., These trainers then
received complete copres of the training packet and used it later with more local-
ized groups, usually'at the building or community level. The most complete sets
of'training packages developed by Title III staff this year are:

Sharing School Level Test SCIres with Your Community
Getting Your Students Ready for Standardized Testing (Elementary Level)

The last alternative to traditional inservice used by O.R.L. this.year to promote
understandflg of evaluation- was,not new. It simply involved "being a consultant"
to t.hos individuals and schools who requested evaluation services from the office.

r .
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This meant thaf when a tch okasked for, assistance in setting school goals, the
responding.O.R.E, staff person.taught that school faCult3i the components.of the
CIPO plann.irit and evaluation moOel,'leading them to set their own goals and to
develop their own emluttion strategies. When a federal prOject staff asked for
assistance in designing project objectives and evaluation designs fOr the coming
year, the O.R.E. consultant Worked to increase understanding of the relationship
between project outcomes, processes, and inputs.

The above seven techniques all demonstrated or promised some success in our staff
development efforts this year. But we will have to find many other apprOaches
to achieve our overall goal of "promoting understanding of evaluation information,
and procedure among AIS6 sta'ff.'! Proselytizing for rational planning and res-
ponsible evaluation can be a lonely and frustrating expedience in an environment
where unexpected court orders, legal holds, and late funding are regular occur-

, rences. Just as students In public Schools do not all learn t same.way from
the same approach, neither cat communication with teachers, pr ipals, ad4n-
istrators, and board members be standardize. The search for effective means
Tlf communication will continue in our work for years to come.

O.R.E. will draft and revise an inservice plan for 1975-76 subject to continuous
review and updating.

The Title III evaluation project's inservice plan was drawn up in late September,
1975, and it was continually reviewed and updated. A copy is available on file
in O.R.E. for review.

A

O.R.E. will acquire and create inservice materials in accord with the inservice
plan developed:

We, anticipated that few evaluation materials were available on Ibg_market,.but
we were suprized to learn how few existed. Consequently, all Of the inservice
materials used by O.R.E. this year were "home grown" products. This included
the training 'packages referred to in the previous section and exercises developed
for the CIPO model orientation inservices.

v
O.R.E. will rovideintervice sessions in accord with the inservice Ian developed.

Specific instances of the inservices and alternatives used by O.R.E. this year
have already been documented in the'first subsection of the Objective 3 activities.

4. (OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will institutionalize the IISD CIPO evaluation. model.

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved.

This is8andther one of those areas in which absolute attainment is not probable
for several'years, if ever, and although all activities proposed. to achieve thid
objective were completed,'it must e conceded that only initial, steps have been
taken in this area.

'a
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SUPPORTIVE DATA:

'O.R.E. will implement proposed signoff procedures (approvals) assuring that eval-
uation plans in accord witht -e CIPO model are integral to all proposed major

, 'district projects.
, .

This year',- the project director developed and submitted to the Superintendent
' for his review several O.R.E. policies and procedures. Among several of these
documents "review (of) evaluation designs by appropriate personnel" (Participation

- in School/Program Evaluation) is indicated. However, as indicated on the/first page
Of this chapter, there are problems associated with r quired signoffs. The future
of "sighoffs" on evaluation is at this point really t certain. ' .,4

O.R.E. will assist central administrators in the selection and assignment of eval-
uation projects for the AISD'evaluatiollunit for formal evaluation in the 1976-77
school year.

The selection of 1976-77 diptrict evaluation priorities was performed in three
phases. The first phase involved collecting through group meetings and inter-
views evaluation :priorities from a) Central Office Directors, b) Board Members,
and 0 the Eyaluat n-Advisory Committee. The areas suggested by these groups
were then compil in4one list with an indication of the frequency with which
they had been. gged4B.

. .

.,In the seco d phase this list was ubmittea to the Sup erintendent who with the
help of t e Cabinet selected -'eral areas for final consideration by the Board.

The third, phase was carried out in a Board me ting held firom 10:00 a.m. - 34P0 p.m.
on S turday, May 1, 1976. The Cabinet, the me ia, and the O.R.E. Coordinator also
att nded the meeting which'had the twofold pur ose of selecting district goals
an selecting district evaluation priorities for 1976-'77. A complete packet of
introductory materials, worksheets, and exercises used in.that meeting by the
O.R.E. Coordinator is on file in O.R.E. for interested readers.

The filial decisions made by the Board at the May 1 meeting are shown below:

-1976-77 District Emphases

Achievement in Basic Skills
Achievement of Low Sdcioeconomic Sthde ts
Testing of Teacher Basi Skills (Math, Reading, GraMma , etc.)
Desegregation

1976-77 Evaluation Priorities

Achievement of Low Socioecon99mic Students
The Quarter System (Secondafy Curriculqm Evalua ion) - Year Two

I.



'5. (OBJECTIVE) O.RX. wilN administer and/or coordinate evaluation activities of
' 'the district. .

1
LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved.

The activities-proposed to attain this objective have been carried out. 4'

4SUPPORTIVE DATA:

. .E. will re are evaluation designs for ecte. selected for
a
evaluation

:an will review these designs with approftiate decision-makers.

f O.R.'E. will execute these.design plans.

O.R.E. will prepare and present formativeevaluaei reports.

O.R.E. will prepare andpresent sumMdive evaltiati6h reports.

Each of the abo've 'four activities are reported on under Objective 1 in the first
several pages of this chapter. Each of the four activities ware carried out.

O.R.E. will _provide consultayon,st,chnidal assistance and/or administration on
evaluation designs and evaluations for federal 'programs.

Early during the 1975-76 Ohool year, O.R.E. employed a senior level evaluator
through district monies to provide evaluation services to district personnel
on a request bests. One of the requests to our office for'assistance this
year came from ESAA, staff who were'preparinthe Basic and Pilot proposals.
for-1976-77. It was estimated that 120 senior evaluapor hours and 80 intern-hours
were expended in assisting the ESAA staff to formulati'program objectives ang
in writing evaluation strategie's for thp proposed project.

".
The Title VII and the Title osals for 1976-77 were also the product of
much O.R.E., staff input, specific lly in terms of'clarification of-objectives with
program staff and in proposing evaluation strategies to evaluate the achieve-
ment of those .objectives.

The Coordinator of 0,1R.E. spent several days'
)

time offering advice on-program
design and evaluation strategies to AISD staff who were preparing Title IV
proposals foi 1976-77 funding. _ e. 1

O.R.E. will monitor. all O.R.E.-contracted evaluation efforts.
,. % _

' .- 4 -There were only three O.R.E.-contracted evaluations by outside consultants-in 1975-76.
The largest one w granted to ARBEC:(Applied Research for Bpsiness, Education,,
and Community Se ice) for the evaluation of Austin's ESAA Basic grant.

O.R.E. assigned one of its seniatIValuation staff members to oversee this
specific contract with ARBEC,, The tasks involved prior to the award of this

. AIM
. , f.

contract were discovered to be: " ,
4

)
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PHASE ONE - Prior .to cLtradt award:

1. Develop an RFP (Request for Propo;a1s).
2. Develop a list of bidders.
3. Send out RFP's.'

4.' Hold bidder's meeting to clarify RFP. .

5. Establish district readers committee to review Incoming bids.
6; Design rating form to use t: 'rating submittgd WAS.
7; gversee reading and rating f bids submitted.
8. Summarize ratings. s

4

. ,

9, Hold decision-'making'session with reading, committee to come to concensus
concerning award of bill.

. .
4,

- 10. Notify winner (and losers) of bid.
11. Award contract.

' - -4.5 - . IP

.
.

r

During this first phase, it was estimated that tee senior evalpator in chaige
,

spent 1 1/2 days per week for a two month period, working with both program
personnel, district readers,. and bidders. Phase One was seen by O.R.E. as a
surprisingly expensive strain on 04R.E. time resources.

'..

..., 4
.

. ,

Phased Two of this activity, occurring after the award of the contract involved:
, -',

: PHASE Twe< Subsequent to contract award and during,
the period of the contract: J

1. Visit vendbr's site of opellatidils to monitor workndoeand in-epro'iress.
.

12. Communicate j.nfo'rmktion between vendor and program personnel.
3. Arbitrate disagredinents over evaluation procedures,-etc., between vendor. It) 'and program personnel, &

.

-

' 4,- Perform other liason/c4miunicatio activities between vendor and program
personnel as were required duri the.period of the contract.

y
../

...t
.The senior evaluator estimated that

.

112 day every other week of his time foreL
the duration of the contract (16 weeks) was required to conduct the activities
of Phase Two.

'COlsidering only the time invested by one senior evaluator and one O.R.E.
secretary, the O.R.E.'personnel costs for overseeing this evaluation project_were:

21 daysSenior Evaluator @ $73.00/day

5 days Secgetary @ $25.00 /day
7

$1,533.00

1,25.0o

/Total $1,65.8.00

ese cdstg-were supplied by AISD district funds,andvwere not supplemented by
any ESAA monies. 10.

The other two contracted evaluations for the ESAA Pilot prolpct were monitored
by a halftime evaluation intern who as also responsible for-conducting an out-
come evaluation of that project. Therefore, the majority'pf the costs of over-
seeingseeing these two contracts were coveredly ESAATunds.

I
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O.R.E. will provide consultation and technical services or assistance on
evaluation to LjrISD staff persons.

'Throughout the y ar, many requests for evaluation services were made of O.R.E.
,per'sonnel, e.g. mike presentations to school faculties, or P.T.A. groups,
provide iservie to school faculty'prior:to school -level goal setting by
principal and teachers,'etc. At the beginning Of the year, a procedure was
established within the office for recordLng the number and extent of requested)
services to O.R.E. This procedure involved simply filling out and processing a
"Service Request Form". As the year progressed, O.R.E. personnel becameNegli-
gent tin filling out these forms as serv4ces were requested of them and s:mply
supplied'the Service to the requesting individual or schoo11-"However, one '

senior evaluator did keep a rather complete record of services requested of
him. These requests are summarizedin Table TV-4. When queried regaiding the
accuracy of the time estimates intered on these service request forms,, the eval- ,

uator indicated that the time aMd costs of meeting these requests probably were
underestimated by abOut'about half. All.evaluators who were federally funded (and
thus prevented by guidelines from responding to requests from persons not employed
by some project) performed substantial numbers of comparable service activities
for their respective program staffs.

TABLE IV-4: SAMPLE OF SERVICES REQUESTED OF O.R.E. BY A1SD STAFF DURING 1975-76

NAME OF REQUESTING DEPT.
PROGRAM OR PROJECT

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE
RE UI D

1. Developmental Program
Title I Migrant

O.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:.
Evaluator - 3 hrs.

.Clerical - 3 hrs.

TOTAL COST: $37.65,

Mean CAT test-scdres for
identified migrant stu-

1,
' identified Title I Migrant

Schools (scores to, be for
1976); this'is.to be used .

for a Needs Assessment to
prepare an application for
the Title I Migrant Sum
School Program.

dents in Grades } 1 -6 in

END PRODUCT DESIRED

A\isting, by grade,
othe Mean 1976
California Achieve-
ment Test scores for
.identified Title.I

migrant students in
Grades 1-6,'reported
in Grade Equiiialents.'

2: Reilly E. S.
Pilot 'Project:

Project Increase

0.k.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 4 hrs.

TOTAL COST: $37.00

Meet with principal to
help plan project1.5
hours) ay write a draft
of needs,` objectives, ac-
tivitieS, evaluation sec-
tion (2.4 hours).

/

f

Draft of prqposal
sections.

.4
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-TABLE IV-4 (cont.NN

E OF REQUESTING DEPT.
PRO OR PROJECT

DESCRIPTION OF SERVIC
REQUIRED

3. 'Area I Asst. Directof
Area I Staff Dev.

O.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 4 hrs.
Clerical - 2 `hrs..

a

TOTAL COST: $46.00

4

END PRODUCT DESIRED

P are and present a talk
on XIII Staff Develop-
ment N dp Assessment
Survey.

falk given.. _ 7

4. Williams E. S.
Williams E. S. Parent
Survey

O.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaldator 24 hrs.

TOTAL COST: $220.00

Meet with principal.to

plan the conduct of the
survey; to assist in
writing items and for-
mating instrument; and
to,Assist in:interpret-
ing the data.

NA (P ncipal, UT
professo and ESC
XIII respo ible for

. tangible pro ts)'.

5. Planning and Program-
ming Data Services

O.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED!
Evaluator -160 hrs.
Data Specialist - 8 hrs.
Clerical - 24 hrs.

TOTAL 'COST: $1,200.00

Select/develop' a measure
of (a.) "User'Perception-

of Service Quality" and
(b.) "Staff Perception of
Effective Organizationa
Functioning." Collect
user and staff baseline
data and write report for
manager.

Written report in
partial ,fulfillment
of boaNT1's request
for tanager to
report back,on
changes in Data Ser-
vices. Repoxt is
seen as a brief doc-
ument that will allow
manager and the dis-
trict to decide if
any further alterna-
tive actions, need to

be'considered at
this time.

.4

4
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TABLE IV-4 (cont.)

NAME OF REQUESTING DEPT.
'PROGRAM OR PROJECT

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE
1

REQUIRED .',END PRODUCT DESIRED

,6. Department of School
and Community Rela-
tions - Cook\Commun-
ity School (Community

. Ed. Office)

O.R.E. RESOURCE3 REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 2 hrs.
Clerical - 2 hrs.

TOTAL COST: $50.00

A
Discussion of Cook Commun-
ity School Objectives of
the Advisdry. Board - 2 hrs.

WritingObjectives - 3 hrs.
Presentation to Board and

. t

follow-up - 3 hrs. q,

I

Written Objectives

for Community School.
fl

411117. Travis H. S.
Project PAVE

O.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 48 hrs.
Clerical 7 12 hrs.

TOTAL COST: $500.00

1\

Consultation and direct .

service 1n developing an
evaluat on design compa- .,
tible with the AfSD CIPO
model (1 mari-day eactr,Nov-

ember, December, January).
and assistance (to,aversge
.5 man-days February-July
in selecting consultants,
designing instruments for
site visitst and monitoring
production of the evaluation,
report.-

(1) Evaluation de-
sign acceptable to
Project PAVE;
(2) Eyaluation-report.
Note: The actual con-
duct of the evaluation
will be 'Performed bY..

ESC XII which will
provide at least 14
man-days service and
be partially reimburAed
at $500 front Project

PAVE consultation:

p

.(OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will disseminate Title'lli-Project information
na onal levels.

LEVEL 0 ATTAINMENT: Achieved.

All four m
this.objec

j

ive

a state and

activity areas proposed in the Title III proposal for meeting
ve been fulfilled.

SUPPORTIVE DATA:

O.R.E. will solicit re Lre, and/or resent at least one
national level Ideating.

This activity was' if anything,
sboUt Title III prbject informatio

I /9
ect report at a

rerachieved. Not one, but four presentations
were made at national meetings.
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The fitst presentation was a paper presented by AISD SUpprintendent Dr. Jack Davidson
at the February, 1976; annual meeting of the American Association of School Admin-,
lstrators (AASA) in Atlantic City, New Jersey. The title of this papet was "The
Research and Evaluation Unit: Helping Your School Board Make Desisions.".

A
1";

.
A second presentation was made ,ky Dr. Freda Holley and Dr. Ann Lee at the annual.
meeting of the American Educational Research Association (AERA) in San Francitco,
California, in April, 196*: This paper was entitled "Models for the Delivery of
School District Evaliction: Service or. Accountability ?,."

. .

.
.

.4. - - . . .
A third preser-ikion wat also made at AERA" in, San Francisco in April by Drx Ann Lee,
J.D.R.E./Title III staff member) in the form of auAio-visual presentation entitled

1So
'"Research and Evaluation inAublic Schools." , h 4 slide show-presented a generic
view of public school R and 1.,units and what they

. 'It described the activities
of_the Austin ISDJs Office of Research and Evaluation, depicting many facets_gf
the Office's operatiOn which have been seeded by Title III monies granted to the .

district over the last three years. -
.

The fourth pi-esentation, also at AERA was radeiry-ar. Paula Matuszek. This
.
paper"

,described the results of an evaluation of the 1974-75 Austin ISD Pupil/Teacher °
Ratio Reduction Program. Dr. Matusz* had conducted this study while empl6yed
by Title III funds inp.R:E. during the 1974-75 school year.

. , .. .

.O.R.E. will solicit re are and resent at least one ro ect re ort-at h
state level. P cr /

'.415- -. . l. . . . .
ThiS'TOZZ'efive was met by an O.R.E.-coordinated panel. prese t the Texas

r

Assotiation of School Bpards/TexasAesociatiph,of School Addanistrators annual V
meeting in San Antonio,Texas, inTIPptembert 1975. The presentation was entitled'.
"Research and Evaluation Units: Helping School Boards:ilake Decisions ".,'

The panel consisted of:

Will B. Davis, School Board Member, Austin, Texas,hand President if TASB
Dr. Freda Holley, Coordinator of the.Office of Research and Evalu tion,

Austin I.S.D., Austin, Texas N
/Nancyjudy, Sthool BoardMember, Dallas Dallas Texas
Dr.- William Webster, Asqociate Superintendent, Research,4aluation,.and ..

' Manning, Dallas I.S.D., Dallag, Texas,
Modetatcit: Dr. Ann Lee, Office of Researd* and Evaluation, Austi4)I.S.D.,

Austin, Texas t
The panel was prebented in two-time sibts. A vital of about 400 perS6hs attended.'
either one Or the othelc of the two sessions. Th first p t of each session con-
sisted of the panel answering pfearranged questi ns lik% "What kind of information
can research and evaluation units, collect?" "Whe can a district get the resources
to start a research and evaluatpn unit?" "What rd idipnt do school bdards ,have
to make for whibh research and:41/41uation units can provide information ?" Tho:second
phase-of each session was/a question and answer period during which members of the
audience addressed questions to panelists. f
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The Joint Urban Evaluation Council will meet five times during the year to
share evaluation information and to engage in cooperative ventures.

..

The Council actually met six times during 1975 =76 to share evaluation information
-.,. .(see Table-IV-5 below).

-...

-. i

TABLE IV-5: TEXAS JOINT URBAN EVALUATION. COUNCIL 1975-76 ACTIVITIES
1..,J

.:' i

k4,....

MEETING DATES
.- '14

MEETING PLACES
-

TOPICS COVERED °

1. Sept. 25 &
26, 1975

,

' ,

Austin, Texas
,

.

, .... .

Reports from each of the 7, districts
on evaluations conducted in -fheir
districts.
TEA and accountability.
Plans for comin: ear.

2.

.

.

Dec. 4 & 5,

1975 ,

.

.

..4

El Paso, TexaS

.
,

-

Y

.

o.

JUEC position paper on accountability-
past and, future position papers.

Accountability Legislation- -past and
present.

Upcoming evaluation topics in the 7 .
, >

districts., ....,."01' P

AReview of Title IV proposal, Project
META. ,,,,

3. -Jan. 29 &

30, 1976

.

.

Houston, Texas
,

Reports from each of the 7 districts .4*

°Neal-dation in progress in each dis-
trict.
JUEC Title IV project discussion.
Miscellaneous-.

4.

.

.
.

March,l8 &
19, 1976

.

.

_.,./,..,

-.14

.

San Antonio, Texas

t,

i--'-':

.

.
.

Reports froieeach of the 7 districts
on evaluationreportip released re-.
cently in their districts.

The new accreditation scheme by TEA.
Next yearts'title IV JUEC Project

.META.

5.

,

.

4pril 12-13,

1976
...

.

.

Houston, Texas
(Expenses born
by 'Districts)

N'2----....)

.

Met with Chief State Instructional
Officers to discuss potential account-
bility legislation and to define a-
common, urban approach to the, new state
accreditation' model.

6. May 12, 13,
14, 1976

-

%../ -,

,,

.

Fort Worth, Texai

.

.;3.

Review of JUEC statement to-legisla-
tive subcommittees on accountability
legislation. , - :

Election, of new JUEC officers.

Minimum Competency Testing - yes or
no? ,:''-

One/half day joint meeting with thief
'State fhstrudtional Officeis--account-
ability in the seven urban districts.
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This third year of the Council's existence has been marked by strengthened commu-

ations among the members between regular meetings. There has also been a grow-
awareness on the part of the seven cities' superintendents and Curriculum

chiefs that the Council members have much information to provide in statewide
'' decision- making situations involving these groups. For example, the Council met
twice in joint sessions with the Chief InstrUctional Officers to discdss cooper-
atip among the seven urban districts on upcoming state accreditation procedures .

and on pdssible competency level testing procedures. In fact, the latter of these
joint meetings resulted in a Title IV, Part C application to the Texas Education
gency for funds to design a competency level test appropriate for students in
the Seven large Texas cities. (At the publication of this report, it is.not
known whether or not this Title IV application will be approved by TEA.)

Much of the credit for the success of the Council and of past and future contri-
butions it has made in providing informatiort for-decision-making on an intercity
basis is due to the hard work of several staff members of the TexapA8ucation

la
Agency, particularly Dr. Walter Howard, Dr. Dorothy Davidson, Dr. Ha ' Ford,
Mr. James Hill, and Dr. Maurice Dutton (no longer with the Agency). ' ese indivi-
duals, especially Dr. Howard, have spent hundreds of hours over the past three
years interacting with the Council.members. Of inestimable value has been the
information shared by these and other TEA officials with R & Estaff members at
Council meetings.

Earlier in the yeail(December, 1975) the Cduncil wrote a proposal and was sub-
sequently funded for a Title IV, Part C project from the Texas Education Agency.
This project will operate from July 1, 1976,'to June 30, 1977 (or 1978). Project
META,Materials for Educational 2pining in Accountability is summarized below:

14-
-

This project addresses the state priority of accountability. Ther
is a strong need )for educational evaluation research information to be
more effectively used by educational decision-makers to improve public
school programs. The Texas,Joint Urban,Evaluation Council will address
this need thr2ugh planning, developing, piloting, and refining training
materials designed to train the users of educational research information
(teachers, administrators, and board members) how to more effectively use
evaluation research information for the improvement of schools.'

The major objectives of Project META during 1976-77 are:

. (1) The training needs of Texas educators in the area of more
effective utilization ofd evaluationevaluation research will be identifipd,
anSI the training topics and formats will be planned.
.

(2) Training approaches wilile`developed to help evaluators improve.
the utilizationvof evaluation research by decision-makets.

'Joint Urban Eyaluatibn Council's Title IV'. PartC Application to the Texas
Education Agency (Project Abstract) for Project META, Materials for Educational
Training in Accountability. DeCember, 1976.

.342 .



(3) Guidelines and training 4,111 be developed for evaluators, to
help them make evaluation 'resea h information more understandable
and communicative to decision- ers.

('4) 'Project training materials developed will be dissemina,ted on a
-.local, state, and national,level, as measured by project records. 1

Austin's Office of Research and Evaluation will serve as the fiscal agent of
the Counciliduring the opeva.r5lin of Project MIA. The grant was awarded in
the sum of $67,588.

O.R.E. will write and disseminate on a statewide basis,Am papers on: (1) models
for the-delivery of services to school districts, and (2) on potential problems
encountered in the establishment of school district evaluation services. Drafts
of these papers will be reviewed with Texas Education Agency prior to publication.

These activitiee' were performed in a variety of ways. The first paper, "Models
for the Delivery of School-District Evaluation: .Service or Ac6ountability?"
was delivered 1,y the Title III Project Director, Dr. Freda Holley, and Title
III Senior Evaluator, Dr. Ann Lee, at the annual meeting, of the American Ed-
ucational Reael7ch"Association in San Francisco, California, in April, 1976.

lisubcommitfee of the J oint Urban Evaluation Council prepared a position pap er
for the Council, "A Position Paper and Recommendltions Proposed by the Texas Joint
Urban Evaluation Council For a State Supported Research and Naluation System For

0/ Texas School.Districts." This position 'paper along with statements of testimony
were presented by invitation to the following committees and subcommittees of the
Ie?cas Legislature during the 1975-76 school year:

Subcommittee_of the Texas House Public Education Committee oliGoals
for Public Education - April 20, 1976

Joint Texas Legislative Committee'on Intergovernmental Operations,
Renewal and Accountability Systems - May 14, 1976O

A paper on potential problems encountered in the.establishmenf of school district-
.evsluatiOn services was' repared by Dr. Frgda Holley, JUEC-chairman and Title III

e- project, director, and was presented to a subcommittee of the Texas House Public.
Education Committee on Goals for Public Education on April 20, 1976, by Austin,:.s
School Bolird President, Carols Keeton McClellan.

1Joint"Urban Evaluation Coo0111-8 Title
Education Agency (Project Abstract) for
Training in `Accountability. --)December,'

q, '
; ,--"IY.L,

-.. '

/.. I ... I

".' 0 4.
38

IV, Part C Application to the Texas
Project META, Materials for Vocational
1976.
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7. (OBJECTIVE) .O.R.E. will perform efficiently all activities designed to achieve
the other project objectives outlined.

t

.

. ,.:k.

/ -.LEVEL OF'AtTAINM'.ENT:' AchielTeri.'

The twenty -five activities prgposed to jachieve the previous six Tit} III
evaluation project objectives were all carried.out.

°
%

SUPPORTIVE DATA:.
. , ,

.

The broject director will provide project management and fulfillment of reporting
requirements for the Title III project.

)

The project director (.as coordina torof 6.R.E.) was a ble to oversee the project's
. activities. All planned evaluatIons.,were carried out to completion'by the end

of the var. She wrote the evallatiOh policies and procedures and submitted them
'..to the Superintendent Lir his rel.riet,ic-supervised the testing program, helped

to plali and supervised the evaluation dissemination and inservice subcomponent,
met with the School Board to assist them in setting 1976-77 district priorities,
prOVided technical assistance on 1976-77.evaluation designator both local and
Federal programs, and secured state.and national audiences,for O.R.E. presenta=
tions on the Title III evaluation project. Regarding reporting resuirements of
the Title III project, she contributed to and reviewed this report.

.,

'
. .,

O.R.E. will proi.ride inservice training for its staff .(including professional
meetiugs)..

Five of the seven senior evaluation staff attended the annual meeting of the
American.Educational Research Association in San Francisco in April, 1976
(only two were supported on thtl(trip by Title III fund01. This meeting is viewed
as thmost imurtant protessiofial meeting of the year for O.R.E. senior staff
members. If iliperhaps of interest' that O.R.E. coordinator Dr. Holley is program
chairman of AERA's Dlyision H (School Emaluation an Program Development) for
the 1977 annual meetiNg. The award of this responshbility is evidence of the
national reput iorwhich O.R.E. has earned in less than three year's of operation.

O.R.E. staff atte ance at other professional meetings was also encouraged when
it was appropriate. The following table summarizes staff attendance and parti-
cipation at various conferences during 1975-76:

TABLE O.R.E. STAFF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL GROWTH ACTIVITIES

.fig 1975-76

O.

NO. OFO.R.E. NO. OF PAPERS OR
CONFERENCE MEETING STAFF ATTENDING PRESS ATIONS GIVEN

. .y,
1. ,National Staff Development Cdnference 3 \:____ 3 ..:

Council (Austin, Texas)
;

,
. ,

2., Texas Association of School Boards/ .

Texas Associatiohof SchoollAdmiir'r
,istratprs Annual Meeting (San
tonio, Texas)

.

3944
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TABLE IV-6 (cont.

¼;

CONFERENCE MEETING

American Association for Supervision
and Curriculum Development (Miami,
Florida)

. . 4. International Bilingual/Biculturat'
Education Conference (San Antonio,
Texas) . ..

,.
. e

5. Texas School Public Relattons Asso-
. ciation Winter Seminar (Austin,

Texas)

NO. OF 0,R.E. 'NO; OF PAPERS OR
STAFF ATTENDINt PRESENTATIO S GIVEN

1 1

4 2

2

6. Statewide Conference on Evaluation 3 2
of Title VII Projects, (Waco, Texas>

7. Edutation Service Center XIII Confer- 6 0
ence an. Achievement Testing (Austip,
.Texas) ' .

-.

. .

8? American Educational Research Assoc- .47'5
,

# .3
iation Annual Me")..g- (San Francis-
co, California)

9. Five meetings of the Texas Joint,
Urban Evaluation Council

Total Number of Papers or Presenta-
tions Given by O.R.E. during 1975-
76 at State or. National Profession-
al Meetings

11

7* N.A4c

*Every senior O.R.E. staff member attended at least one of the 1975-76 JUEC'
meetings. At each of these.meetings, O..E. reported on wofic'in progress,but they were not papers as such.

ler
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, GLOSSARY

V
1: Affective-behavior - Thbse learningydealing ritharily with motivation,

feelings, e interests,appreciations and
values.

.2.
V

Assessment - The process by which dita,are,gathered and used for systematic
descriptive and predictive purposes with respect to a person,
group, organization, and/dr some other object being studied or
examined.: The results of assessment often provide the4,data and, .

information needed for evaluation.

3. Boehm Test of Basic Concepts - Fifty items arranged in order of Vieir
difficulty. Each item consists of 'a set of
pictures about which statements, are read to
the students .(usually in kindergarten). These
statements briefly describe. the pictures and
ask the-child to mark the one illustrating
the concept area.

4. California Achievement Tests (CAT) -'A standardized achievement test battery
with norms. It covers Mathematics and
Verbal, /Comprehension areas.. The test.
provides assessment, of achievement levels
comparable to percentiles on a national
level.

5. CIPO - An evaluatio? model designed by the AISD Office of Researdl and
Evaluation. Its purpode is to provide procedures for evaluating
the special programs of thedistrict through use of inputs, processes,
and outcomes concepts. The evaluation is aimed at proVidipg informa-
tion to decision makers.

6. Decision making - Making choices among a ternatives.

. 4

7. Decision Questions - A formulation of decision, alternatives or explorations
for decision alternatives in interrogative terms which
can serve as formats for the later presentation of
decision recommendations based on evaluation information.

, .

8. Evaluation, Conteit

,Evaluation Design -
41r.

0

10. 'Evaluation,'InP4k- Anglysig:bf'the resources available -to a program. .

,,,. h4 , ,

11. -EValuation, Process - Judging the .effectiveness of the activities and pro-
. A, . .

. . cedures of a program.
. ,

- Evaluating the planning of the program in ;elation to
theenvironment in whiCh it will or did operate.
.,t

Apredetermined strategy for judging the effects of a
program.

4 6
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12. -Eyaluation,'Outcome -'Judging the effectiveness of the products of a program
'0.n.the CIPO model, this means student behaviOrs.)\.:

13. Joirli'Urban Evaluation Council 01.19 -

14., Median

15. OutComes

A committee-consisting of representa-
tives from'the 7 largest urban school
districts in Texas. The purpose is to
share evaluation information arid ideas,
and to consider evaluation problems
and goals of evaluation in these,
districts:

The middle score or number in a distribution.

- The term refers _to any student behavior whether affective,
cognitive, or psychomotor, whether covert or overt, intended or
unintended.

16. Percentile - A score below which:a given percentage of scores

17. Priority - What activity Or item to which resources are allocated in
preference to others.

18. 'Quartile - Quarters of a population; the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles.

S hool Sentiment Index (SSI) - A collection of questions about a student's

, ..

4

attitude toward school such.as, "Do you like
being at school?".,The stAdent marks the
answer that best deecribes-ffift.

20. Sequential Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) - A battery of achievement
tests designed to measure

. student skills in the aca-
demic areas of RAding,
English ExpressAd, Mechanics
of Writing, Mathematics
Computation and Concepts,
Social Studies and Science.
0

21. Staftinei - Anhit of a standard score scale that divddes the norm population
into nine groups. ,.

o
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