i - T T

n"
.

‘ O " DOCUMENT .RESUME .

t
L3

, ED 154 490 . . 8g , EA 010 581

* . \ . . , .
. TITLE The Design’and Iaplementatiop of a Model Evaluation
) ' ‘ Capability. 1975-76 Final Report. Tiﬁ{s\lrl " .
) . Project. - - : . . ‘
INSTITUTION . Austin Independent School District, Tex. Office of
. Research and Evaluaticn. '
SPONS AGENCY Bureau c¢f Elementary and Seccndary ‘Education
J : ‘ (DHBH/OB), Washington, D.C. .
" PUB DATE 30 Jun 76 . ' - h '
" NOTE v W47p.;-Figure II-3 may not reprcduce clearly
! AVAILABLE FRCM oOffice cf Research and 'Evaluation, }ustin Independent
: - School District,.6100 Guadalupe, Austin, Texas 78752
($1.85) - . . -

13

N

S ' . . : v
i anR#f;RIGE MF-$0.83 HC-$2.06 Plus Postage. @ = - : T l
.« - DESCRIPTORS *Educational ReSearch; Elementary Seccndary Ty R
o Education; Program Descripticns; *Program Evaluation; /
- : Research and Development Centers; Research -Projects;( .,
. : School Districts; School Systens ) *
i- . IDENTIFIERS _, Austin.Independent School District?TX . N /

ABSTRACT =~ * = . . . . ‘
o ) . The Austin Independent School District received an '
. = Elementary and Secondary Education Act Title III grant in 1973 to-
. develoﬁ an internal research and.evaluation capability. Funding was
provided the resulting Cffice.of Research and Evaluatign (ORE) for '
. three years. The foci of the original grant wére (1) tc. develop ¥
- district evaluation model, (2) to evaluate federal.and district -
. developmgntal‘programs¢ {(3) to c¢oordinate research done in the
' district by outside researchers, and (4) .to devekcp the Texas Joint
Urban Evaluation Council to pronote ifformation-sharing among fthe
seven large Texas citieg. Of seven objectives for the final yegar of
~—~ - - the projéct, six were achieved, including refinement and 7 .
’ documentation of the évaluation model, planning and refinement- of the
instrictional program evaluation data base, and dissemination of
; project information locally and nationally. an evaluation indicates
that the project should be continued when federal funding ryns out,
‘though some organizational changes may be required. Puture qoals for
" ORE include ipproving the technical.quality cf evaluations, /the " ) *
internal efficiency of CRE operations, and the understanding in the 2
district of information provided by‘ORE. A history of the c eation of
" ORE and a description of its organization and funEtions help document
+ the-evaluation of the, project. (Author/PGD) - . Ta

L4
.o

) ;‘" . / ¥

. . / Oy o

. ) '. . ) ‘ \\ 4'
- L ‘. . g ! o~
L . . A . . ' . ¢ P
TN st e b b E L e L L T R e o
* Repraductions supplied by-EDRS are the best that can be made *

. * o . .. - from the original document. *
: R e L L L el L L L L LTI LT e

-
-

s .
. .
- . . . .
.
.
B \ ’ .
B
- . Py
. . . S
] . . B 4
s .




V'S OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,

. N . OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
* . THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
: . ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATEO DO NOT NIFCESSARILY REPRE.
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION POSITION OR POLICY *

e

a . -

Cmee o =liie e .. .1975-76.FINAL-REPORT I .

TITLE IXII PROJECT

‘ The Design and Implementétion
of a Model Evaluation Capability .

.
.
. . . . -
.
\ . . N \ -
-~ . s .
B . B

) . _ ‘ ‘ C N
i Ann M. Lee, PH¥D. ‘ Suzanne Skinner
Sénior -Evaluator ", Evaluation Intern
‘ Jeannie Loving ; : o Diana Rodrigugz .
* , Process Evaluator - , ‘ -2 ) Secretary
A . A -' ' v . * -

. - ) " . .

. Approved: %‘/% W‘f ) .. g
‘ . Freda M. Holley, Ph.D.

Coofainato; of Research and Eyaluation

R . : v ' .

. June 30,1976 ’ A Division of Instruction and Development K
' . . ) "~ Office of Research and Evaluatién

. _ Publication Number: 75.54 6106 North Ggadalupe .
. ' 7 CoF : . Austin, Texas, 78752 * - ‘ . :

' : : , 4 [
. . S .. ° Telephone: 512-458-1227
{ .

Title III grant administered by the Texas Educition Agency. However, the
opinions expressed herein do not necessarily rkflect the position or policy
. of the Agency and no official enddrsement by thé Agency should be inferred.

L -
.

The project spresented or reported herein was p§rformed pursuant to an ESEA.

010 581

N

4
.
s

T‘ . ¥ ~ T e . EOUCATION & WELFARE o

) . . . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
. \\ho‘ EOMEATION .
THIS 'DOCUMENT, HAS BEEN REPRO-




T v ’ - . . ~- ° .
: v\ . . . . B
. B e . ~ |
© . e . . . , -
( . s + A . . - ke d * 4 . ‘
2 . - . V’ .
. . N . s . ‘
R T . S . ‘ “ .
- ' ¢ o oo ;
~ “ 8 . - - . |
’ - - ' ‘ !
2 ) . I ‘e ' ’
' * - ¢
. . . v ~ |
! < R - ) ~
-~ : . . . .
-’ . 4 ¢ . . . . . . ,
r'd v . - . : 9
. . . N [ - :
’ . PROJECT STAFF L
-y .o Y * -
A - . Y - -t Q./ . . (3 ) :' )
- ’ - v . . ¢
N » ’ i
¢
. . . . ,.
-4 - Py b : s ‘ c o
- Freda M. Holle & D.
. b
. : Project Director. .
N . Coordinator of Research and Evaluation ‘
. . LY - ° °
. M /‘
. ! * L
~ t : , .
. % - \ 7 . . -
. ~Ann’'M. Lee, Ph.D. . . / - Sandy Bruce
."Senior Evaluator . Evalnation Intern
\. ‘ L] ) 4
* ~ Suzanne Skinner / Jeannie Loving
. Evaluation Intern . Process Evaluator )
) r\ﬂ i "g c . N o ‘ - - ‘"
N .S d . > '
\ ', Diana Rodriguez - . .
. . ' Secretary d
. . . e - 4
] . - s ~~ - \ < - ,
. - . . 2 . -
- z
. s s " ’ R ’ : * .
- . . , . . /' R .
, o . ESEA Title III ‘Y -
: \ . . ' Evaluatior Project
} . - The ) . /
. " B ’ e v v
v N . N - .
. . . y
. M .
) N - . .
» ~ » . »
r '\' - — " -t
. . R . . ( ) ’ © - .
- 3 ’ 3y
- . . > }
. N M "W ' . &
AT * - LA S . w3 oo~
- . ~ . - ’ i ¢ * - .
3, e . * ! e~ - £
] - ’ . . . .
:‘;‘ a4 * . - ’ . N .
i “‘N,.!?" - t 4 ~" 12 . - -
' . ~ .
)9:. - - ) - f‘ il
N - PPN
o . \1‘ " . . iJ 28 - ’
#7e (8, —~
- Yy . . N \
: '.”‘:‘ L . B .
s " N Aoy * AR » ! \ ~ -




¢ A ¢ s, ¢ )
% -
. . B , * ’ . A . \
S - ¥ .
: .‘ﬁ ' . ) t ) ~ . <’
. _ KR . DEEREN
. : ' L SRV
o , . TABLE OF CONTENTS _
‘ . . ) - ? 1y “ \
. o {- “ &, L .
’ A .
v - - . -
LS 1) . N . . = ° .
13
. , N . . <
. Table of Contents . . /{ . \,a. . e B . & 1
" . \ . A\l . .“ 5 . - o,
) I cAbstract . .70 8 v v v v a Tee v s e e e s e e e e
» . L4 -
- II. Decision Questions Addressed’ .. % . . . . . v v v v v i% v v e . b
1)
. . . : ¢ N A - N
o III. Project Description . . . o v e'e v v i v v v tiv v v v v v v e .. W1l .
. A. P%xgram T .) IR |
*+ Y N . N
32 AP . N Teon s .
. . . B, Context . . o ¢« « . . o« e e e S T
' TC. Evaluation . .. . e L L o o e s e s e e e e .. W15
. . ¢ / - .
. 1] LY
. IV. Evaluation Findings . ; . . . . . . . ;/[\ B \.1'7 ’
. N - « ° . . ., -
A. -Objectives . . . . .+. . . ., . e e e e e e e et e e ,K,l? .
. @ : .
, Glossary . . . . . v . f. o 0. . R T ¥ | :
a rd A . ’ an £ , IS .
‘ - , . o, & . ‘\ . "
. * ) v . R .
.o @ . - L4 /‘,/)A ‘— '&
» . N . ) .. -~
¥ — . ‘ o . -. ‘l‘; “ gn s\
- - . . T <. 9
: ey, ’
. , . .. Fo N -
- . - ¥ ’ S
. ' A W\
. ~ . ! . . . * ¥ & '
. . ¢ A . 4 N - . 0
- A".. B B [ ha _;a hd * .
N . . < : v ’ ;
;-' - ; ° *)r ) Qf". . K
- - . . . : , - -t . . P . .Ja , . -
; R ' { A A IR -
: ‘ ' o ¥ N ERLE : '
. : R ’ [ > »:
= oo T : - 2w °
— : = . - L e . . ;
> . / v .
. - -, * ° 4 ] N - .o, /
. . N t N ror
R R R S
a TL" ~ . ‘ %t ' ’.‘ -. : . ﬂ,)- -
.~ - '\-':v ': . N ;' . ! 'a{\ .
- - 7 . R T , & .
. 3 . Y e S ~ .
-5 ") oo 3 L
. L e I N ot
/~—4r*‘ - . - . . ¢ R . . ‘la : , »
i R r » I3 r ., - "‘ .
. ).é? , . ’ .e_ ! . .Q-» ? e ‘ \A ' >
. . :; ’ ) . ’ “ox . 7. Q&
4 Y3 -, 7. Loaw Froe T , 4
% . . E —e 'u , . .
0T w .. , RPN N ot -

. Qo é . . 4‘11 :z N LY ‘a .' . .
ot B . » . N , . » . . L. . . . .
YERIC # - T T o
T . N o o . . . , - ok
. ’ A ,.§ L - ’ L &", i ” ~ o P




L4

L T
: , \ " ABSTRACT’

- ) . _/’ ) s ) W
. . . s
« £l

, ] .- , -~ ! , K ® v;o

- EVALUATION OF TITLE III EVALUATION PROJECIL719}5-76 “
- :/ . /f“ l _‘ ~ , )

Description of Program , V{ . . ’ ‘

’ The third year of a contihuing ESEA Title

III grant was awarded to the Augtiﬁ C F
Independent School Distrirt 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 30, 1976,
These fundg supported evaluation/personnel {1/2 senior evaluator,*l process ,
evaluator, 2 evaluation interns, and 1 Kecretary), operating expenses for oot
AISD eval@ation activities (da;a processing, office supplies, evaluation .
materials, etc.), and travel expenses for the Joint Urban Evaluation Coqﬁéll
- .of Texas. ’ ' .

The original foci of the Title III evaluation grant first awarded to AISD in

ar 1973 were: - g ¥ b
vré N i ..
.};' .. 1) Development of an AISD evaluation model. v
?vg - 2) —Evaluation of federal and district develoBmenta} programs. - VUt
; e B)-'Coordinatiop of research done in the district by persons external
} . Ny ", to the district. _ . <L b ' )
oA -4) Development of \a Texas Joint,ﬁfban Evaluation Council® (JUEC) to promote
information-sharing among the seven large Texas cities.. ’

- Three years of Title III funds continded and expanded the work toward these ' o8
objectives (see next section for a listing of the specific 1975~76 ‘Title III
objectives). ¢ . . S

> . o
) s Evaluation Purposes * / ) S . . 4 .
. - . . . ‘ - - ‘Q ~N . 9‘ . . ~
. . The major decision ‘questions addressed for the third year_by this repOft are
. /listed below:" - , ..
T 4 ' . s ' )
A / . . . L N . /e
. stem-Level ! s ! ‘ o .
Should the project to design and implement a model evaluatidn ! by
capability in the-Austin Independent School District be continued, .
- . _expanded, of’discontinged?' . . v e o "
S ./ 2) 'BhOﬁ}g additional local funds be committed to this project effort? .
. z, Rt
» Wt . , . ,
r' - Program-Level ) ;e L . A
) ¢ 1) ;What should be the optimal, internal organization of the evaluation” N
» i , A unit? ¢ ’ - - L ., ] .
. What should be the project objectives for the 1976~77 school year? .
’ . APl : ' y y : SChooL yea .

L . - . *L? ' T,
- - N v 7 ¢ ‘.. R . o’
“ . f-} A
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’ The seven specific objectives set for achiévement by_this year’ s project are . K

— T 1listed below: L I T '

- N . N ’ “ T e °

1) Complete the refinement and docugentation of the CIPO &valuation model. "

- o -

> *2)° Plan and refine the instructional program evaluatlon data™ase.

. -
b . y

* *3) * Promote understanding of evaluation informatidn and procgdu ambng
T - . . AISD staff, . - ;‘ %
< o . . . - - y, : . 8 g __A\
. *4) Institutionalize.the AISD-CIPQ evaluation model. . ;fxa ‘§F:

" » 5) Administer and/ov coordinate evaluation-activities of the district. = '
. . ¢ . . *. - H Lo
. *6)”»D135eminate.pfoject inforngtion at state and nationaLTievels.

7) Perform efflciently all other objectives out11ned . .-
a . e .

New 0.R. E foci for the 1975-76 T1t1e III proJect aré_marked above by asterisks.
6

.

- .

The purpose of this’ final evaluatlon report 1§ to present information and evi-
. denceMo help answer the above four decision questions and to assess whether -
, C\\or not ‘thé seven project obJectlves.for 1975-76 were achieved. . s
Another purpose of this evaluation report ds to document the development of
: .the Office of Research and Evaluation in AISD. This ‘report therefore includes:
a history of the: ‘events which led to the creation ¢f the office; a- descrip- N
tion of the organizational structure and functions of the office which have
evolved over the last fhree years; and indications of future goals and direc- .
. tions which the office now ¥aces. A reading Qf this particular report will
" hopefully .serve as an orientation fbr current and new district employees and

. other interested persons who wish to ugderstaaémehemphiiosophyf&nq'impiementaf
. tiom of evaluation in AISD., e ) ) .
L om . T o < ) v , . PR

* '+ Evaluation ACtivities o N ,

* ’ . ~/. %. ’ ’ Co
The events’ reported on here are for the most part narrative documentation' by
i 0.R.E. staff of "the activities théy have‘carried out during 1975- -76 in order T
> -+ 'to achieve the 197576 Title III.objective®, In additionm, eyents related to -
: . “the development of thé Office of Research and Evaluation are recorded here as
e ' = they were observed,by current O.R.E. staff members. It 4s certain that”there
S wére many other factors and events operating during the period -reported on here’
* ; which the-writers havelover-looked or have not emphasized Therefore,, it should
. be made cIear ta the ‘reader that this.report is written strictly from the view-
. point of O.R.E. personnel and should not. be consgidered an unbiased evaluation

. of the Title III project nor %ﬁ the effectiveness of the AISD pffice’ of Research
e . and Evaluation. : . ) . -

AN
? - - . .
. [ “e

A separatelzzaluation of this project has been contracted to Dr. Floyd Brandt,

a-professor 6f management and Directér of Planning at The University of Texas ,
v e at Austin, /amd is now in.progrese. His report will be completed soon and is

. . B - . v

‘.. i Y > % © L Vs ‘. . . A*

L Y ¢ < . .
: ' b,




Evaluation Findings~ ) . . .
. ‘ .o
Because O.R.E. personnel are probably the appropriate;administrative.staff to'
make recommendat1gns on the four decision questions aédressed by this regort,
recommendations are imp11c1t in-the findings reported here.

»
> . -

-

The progress made toward establishing an-effective and productlve AISD evaluation

» ° unit over the last three’years indicate that this unit should indeed be continued
in AISD. . Evidence for this recommendation includes the mber, and scope of eval-

o uation projects, carried out-by 0.R.E. and the adm1nistra2q§e and fiscal support
already given- fo the unit. )

‘e

- A t
.
[]
N £

"Because the current district resources already allocated to O.R.E: are adequate.
"to carry out the office's assigned respon51b111t1es, there is no need for additional
Jlocal funds to be committed to O.R.E. at this’time. - This finding is augmented by
‘the fact that many ether needs must be met by the finite flnanc1al resources of
_the district. ‘Should, the ‘office’ be e331gned additional fasks for 1976-77, however,
" there would have to be commensurate resources allocated for their complet1on
. Regarding the internal organlzatlon of®0.R.E., there appears to be some need for
a change from the qglglnal structure proposed in the evaluatlon model developed
by O0.R.E. in 1973-74 This reorganizatjon'will require ‘the creation of six sub-
units within O.R.E. “compared to the three subun1ts conceptualized in the earlier
model. These six units are: Pederal Brogram Evaluatlon Unit, . Systemw1de Evaluation ,
~ ‘Unlt, -Evaluation Seruices Un1t, Local Project Evaluatlon Ugit, Evaluation Tra1n1ng
_." “and Dissemihation Uri¢ , and‘'External Research L1ason Unit. This reorganizatien re-
quires €o additional per®onnel or resources, and possesses the folloqing advantages =
over the older structure: The activities of each evaluation project will be clpsely
supervised by a 'senior lével staff member who _will have more time to devbte to this

. > task than the QVR E. Coordinatar would if she directly supervigéd all evaluation

project activities.. The evaluation activities for the Federal programs ‘being eval-.

- --— "uatgd by O.R.E. cay be better cogriinated by the: one senior evaluator who wild head

up this .new Federal program evaggkfion subunit. Lastly, this reorganization will
allow the ewaluation training and disseminatién activit1es to be«made’ more readily

available to all O.R.E. ‘evaluation prOJects, the 1ncreased emphas;s on these two § .

functions inplicit in the creation'of the tralning and dissemindtion subunit will, »

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

0.R.E. The general areas of improvement indicated for 1976-77 include: (1) im-

L prcving ‘the technical quality of Q.R.E.-conducted evaluations; (2) improving the
internal eff1ciency f 0.R.E. operations; (3) increasing the JAn-district under-"~
standing of 0.K.E. Jobtained evaluation information; (4) prov1ding better'and more

. timely input evaluation for program design® prepared by the digtrict; and (5) es-

- tablish1ng more realistlc and relevant evaluation designs especially tlmellnes.
[J ot [}
Of "the seven obJectives for the f§75-;6 Title project, six-were Judged as -
achigred.per the findings 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

* IV. These activities included: evaluating seven m3jor instructiehal programs;
assuming the administration of and making many needed 1mprovements in the AISD

' .group testing program; providing training in evaluation to AISb personnel; develop- |,

- 1ing district evaluation policies and procedures providing requested evaluatlon
services to AISD, staff, and making presentations on O.RIE. aftivities at state
and national levels. oy e . . s

. .o 3¢
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.- DECISION QUESTIONS™ ADDRESSED - -

. ' . i v : \
. . ’ —,‘_ : . n - . ’
. In proper context, the dagcision—questionss for an -evaluation ake formulated by
the decision makers invglved, with technicdl assistarnce from the evaluation
staff dpringithe design phése of the evaluation. Evaluation then sérves the
*° decision-making process by providing information relevant to those questions” .

and assisting the appropriatg administrato:s to’a;rive at a recommendation

)
o

*  concerning thg decision. Ultiméte'qesponsibility for. making the decisions_ . .
alway$ rests with.the particular dé€cision-makers charged with that rééponsibifity.
. s . AN .

For the 1975-1976 school year a different procedure has been adopted regarding ’
the recommendations. Formerly, the 0.R.E. staff made recommendations based on

" ‘their perceptions of the evaltation findings. This year the policy adopted
in AISD is for O.R.E. to provide the(relevant decisjbﬁ-makers and administrators

- in the district with a copy of the decision un§tigns:End evaluation findings.

¥  These administmators will have résponsibility for making recommendations which

© will be forwarded to the Board of Trustees along with the final tepo¥t. However,

"~ since O0.R.E. is in this case the appropriate administrative unit to ma!ikthe ’
recommendations, its positions on these questions are somewhat implicit in the .
findings presented. below. ' ) ‘ .

wi
N

N -

A. SYSTEM-LEVEL ’ - o ,

-

:l._ Should the roject to design and implement a model ebaluatién capabflity~
o in the Austin Independent School Distriét be continued, expanded, or
diskontinued? .

- ¥ T

¥ - “ " RELEVANT FINDINGS: , ’ o . .
- . . 1 ¢« -
During 1975-76, 0.R.E. was able to make cdnsidéréblL progress, toward
- ¢ its programmatic objectives which included: conducting evaluations of
seven major instrucg&znal programs, refining the instructional program
A . data bise, promotingMunderstanding of evaluation information apd procedures

- among AISD staff, and institutionalizing the AISD's CIPO evaluation model.

- ¢ - The capapility to evaluate programs in AISD which has been deteloped over
“the last three years has been utilized to evaluate the major Federal and
district-funded instrqctﬁgnal programs. _ The needs for accountability and
rengwal are perceived so Strongly in the district .that the discontinuation
) : of 0.R.E."s activities would result in a real loss to the district, as
well as result in a loss of district credibility to the community.

-p r

*  ,RECOMMENDATIONS: O S,
. B ’ L4 . ] ’} »

The Officg of Reséarcﬁ'hnq Evaluation should be continued.

- . - ‘n
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1 .

2. Should additional local funds be committed to.this projeat effort?
Q . A . . ev

RELEVANT FINDINGS: | : .

O0.R.E. currently Hgs a ggod balance between,the'resources needed to ac--

: ) . complish OwgiE.' assignments and the amount of resources.which can be.
] \ efficiently manﬁégd at this time within the current internal structure _ :
! ) of the office. The local district's fiscal support of 0.R.E.'s effdrts .

. 7 .. have grown considerably over the last three years, particularly during

. the 1975-76 school year.- L H p . -

- . The only area where O.R.E.¥s resources are\severely lacking‘is in Ei:/ . ]
) area.of "input evaluation". 1In this type of .evaluation, 0.R.E. wou ’
¢ conduct Gpoh the request of AISD staff;, extensive rewiews of current and o
past research, identify past and current projects which sought to imple- “
ment treatments of interest to the requestor, and identify othér, sources
of information including consultants, about- the topic(s) requested.
. O.R.E. has'submitted an ESEA ?ix}e IV, Part C proposal to TEA this spring
e for -this purpose, but no notification has been received from TEA at this

date regarding its funding status. . T, c , ]

' RECOMMENDATIONS :

., Since the office's present reEources are adequate for cérrying out its
current assignments for conducting accountability evaluations, and be-
cause the other financial responsibilities. of the district are such
that additional allocation of resources to O0.R.E. 1is not wafranted, 1t
is probably not wise at this point for:the district to do so.* This re-
commendation is, of course, -subject to any changes 4n the number and .

) . scope of O0.R.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 B!’approved, cutrent staff should incorporate this area

———— -——--— a8 & priority consideration in future-activithask, v

B. PROGRAM-LEVEL QUESTIONS , cel T S .

¢ N .

R 1. What shthd be the,optionai inéerpal organization of the evaluation unit?

u RELEVANT FINDINGS: ’ ~ . :~ . . ) /

»

) ) For the first three yearg of its Bﬁefation, O0.R.E.. has médeled its activities
. on the following tpeQEftical internal structure: A :
A QV« -
. : I : * .S - t

. . " 0.R,E.- Coordinafor

.

Developmental \.
Piogran
Evaluation

Liason with
Externsl Re-
search Agencice

A

* . . .
A ¢, " .

. < - C N .
o y Pigure II-1: Thgoretical'Internal Structure of 0.R.E. During 1973-76. *.

ERIC , _ . - ‘5’,53 ; L : ‘
. . . v 4

. -~
gy, 7. P [ .
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i

However, the actual management structﬁrevpf 1
less departmentalized than is reflected in Figure II-1. Figure II-2
represents a more true picture of the management structure.of the °

°

office for these last three years: . 4
- ' ‘o . . t - N
[ 4 \ L]
. 5 ‘ . - .
. - ﬁ., w b )
¢ ~
B . -,
. 2

"EVAL,
PROJECT

EVAL.
PROJECT

EVAL.
PROJECT

EVAL. \
PROJECT

EVAL.‘
PROJECT

.EVAL.
PROJECT

the office has.been much .

Figure II-2:
The increasing number of evaluation projects assigned to Q.R.E. over -
the last three years culminated during 1975-76 in an awarerdess that

a mid-level df management betweeh the 0.R.E. coordinator and at~Jeast
some evaluation projects was.indicated. Since the majority of the major,
projects evaluated by O:R-E. (four out of seven) are compensatory educa-
tfon programs’ which operate in subsets of a_larger subset of AISD elemen~-
tary schools, a great deal of coardination must occur among these compen-
satory evaluation components. ]

agement subcomponent’within 0.R.E. for federal program evaluation coor-
dination which is~shown in Figure II-3 on the following page. >

- - . ‘
.

These two facts define the proposéd man- 13.

Actual Internal Management Structure of O.R:Edfnuring\l973676.

<
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, procedures and information continues to be felt. The training and\dissem-
ination setvices developed in O.R.E. this,year through Title III resources
o n to meet this need for seyeral evaluation projects during 1975-76,

N but }his function needs to be extendgd!to all O.R.E. projects. This’
continuing need indicates a corrésponding need for some type of 'unit.with-
in O.R.E. which would coordinate “evaluation’ training and disseniination
for the entire office.

a [l

. The office has begun to deliver an increasing amount of "evaludtion
) services" to district personnel who request assistance in developing .
objectives, analyzing data, performing 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
o do become available to O.R.E., it s&3ts appropriate that these servicde ©
functions be carried out in a coordinated fashion. This currently small
but growing numbér of service activities indicates another subumit of”
0.R.E. which could be supervised at a level below the office coordinator
position. .

. 5 "

The functions of liasoning with. external R.and E agencies, i.e., local
universities, other large city R and E offices,;contract agencies-
professional organizations, etc., are carried out and/or supervised
;7 . very closely by .the 0.R.E. Coordinator. Therefore, any revision An? )

3 ‘éJ " The need for the.office to improve in-district understanding of evaluation

*0.R.E.'s internal management structure should reflect this close relapion-'

. ship between the Co%rdinator and these functions.

‘e

'The systemwide evaluation component already operating in th\\current

e < office organization has shown no need of change. Its.major’ functions

will continue to be developing and\maintaigiﬁgwan instructional ‘data

' \ base 'for program evaluation, providing bath short and long term looks
. . 'at the total instflctional program of the district,, and providing testc..

. ing and other informdtion to schools, to teachers, and to fndividual

" students when it is appropriate and/or requested hy e instructional

- J

¢
e

R -
%

" The digtrict has~directed and supplied an increaging number of. resources
for the office t carry éut évaluations of major district- funded programs,
e.g., the new quartér system, local compensatory education efforts, etc. ..

. Although the local programs assigned to O.R.E, 'for evaluation in the past
have been so diverge as to' require minimal COordination among the eval~

.. vation efforts, there, is perhaps some merit in grouping ‘these activities

. under one subunit‘ This last grouping would complete the internal man- _

. 1§ agement structure of 0 :R.E. as it appears in Figure II-4..
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- L : ’ | ADMINISTRATION TASON :
" : ' S ' QF EVALUATION ITH. EXT.
" » . FUNCTIONS R&E AGE
- - ‘M‘ b
/ FEDERAL _
7 ¢ : SYSTEMWIDE .
PROGRAM :
° EVALUATION EVALUA’I:I ON
EVALUATION TRAINII‘_IG & ‘ . /'
- EVALUATION, . LOCAL- PROGRAM ,
' ' ) ¢ e < N ! . ’
- . 'SERVICES EVALUATION :
) : “
- .«
- \ ¢ - ‘
' Figure'II—44 Proposed'1976—7z.Internal Management Structure of 0.R.E. Rg
. ". ¢ z® N 1\\
. : Figure II-4 represents only a general view of the organizational and "l
. . i management changes which will be made in O.R.E. Thé details of this !
) . '"new structare will be worked out in £he late“summer during a planning ' '
B . retreat attended by senior level 0.R.E. staff .The major advantages L
' » of this new structure ate: =~ - ) . g
oo ’ + - D - y ) ' |
N ) |
e . (1) The activit s of each evaluation project will be closely . T
B . -supervised. by enior level staff nember who will have more . |
] ' - . - . time to devote to this task than the 0.R.E. Coordinator ﬁ
y . would- it she directlysupervised all evaluation project i T
'I , ‘activities. L . ;
z . ~(2) The evaluation activities for the Federal programs being . ’ )
; . evaluated by 0.R.E. caii be better coordinnted by the one
. . \ » senior‘evaluator who- will head up the new‘Federaléprogram -
- ' evaluation subunit. . . : ..
Y, - ‘ / ‘ [N
: . ’ 9. " .
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. ~RECOMMENDATIONS: |, o .

(3) The evaluation training and disseﬁiﬁﬁgion activities can be v
.made more readily available to. all O.R.E. evaluation projects; .
the.increased emphasis on these .two functions implicit in the
creation of* the training"and dissemination subunit will, hope-
'fully, increase the effectiveness of these 0. R.E. activities

..in 1976-77. . . .o

"REcdeNDATIONS .- A T

. - B
- - .

It ‘is recommended that the proposed Structure outlined, above be L
implemented., This Year, recbmmendations will be made by* the appro-
. priate administrative staff .

What should be the objectives for the 1976 77 school year?

. ®

.\‘

Although there will be no Title III évaluation 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.R.E. senior level staff during the planning re-—

. treat scheduled for late July, 1976. The anticipated.areas for
setting objectives for next year are. ‘ -

» ~

.

. ~
© ¢+ %) Improving the technical quality of O.R, E.-conducted evaluations.

12)— Impr' ing the internal efficiency of, 0.R.E. operations.-

- G

3) Incré sing the in—district understanding of 0.R. E.~obtained

‘e - eva uation information.

.
e 4) o Providing better and ‘more timely input eva1uation for program
tos designs prepared by the district. ¥

-
7

5) Estab ishing more realistic and relevant eva1uation designs,
.. esp cially timelines. : EIN .
©ow ‘.

et \

-
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A. ™~ PROGRAM DESCRIPTION . R L 8 TN -
L2 , N s . . L o e - .
. " Overalk Focus: The Austin“~Independent School District's Office.of Research .
i -, and 'Evaluation (0.R.E.) was awarded an ESEA Title III grant in Spiing 1975.
v ' This wag the, third continuing year that the office had received Fitle III
monies. " The original grant, awarded in 1973, was given to-the didtrict - '
’ " to establish a research and” evaluation capability in the-district which

could oversee and conduct progran evaluations and-coordinate research activities .
within the distrjct. Up until 1973, all program evaluations.had beert conducted
% . by external*evaludtion_agencies~on a contractual basis. A Y
, . X . . -
In 1973, the Austin Research and Evaluation unit which was created by this
* Title III grant dssumed_the following tasks: : ‘
. Vi . . .
Devefopment of an AISD'gvaluapion model, B ' ~
Evgiuation of federal and district developmental programs. ' .
Coordination' of research done in the -district by persons external

LI "

to the district.

.

- N

' ‘ ~

Another focus df Austin'a\?itle 111 grant®was to' fund in. part the activities of
- ‘the Texas Joint Urban Evaluatiom Council, composed Of" the regearch directors
and other staff memberé gf R and E units in the’seven large JLexas urban districts:
Austin, Corpus Christi, Dallas, El Paso, Fort-Worth, Hbiston,:and San Antonio.
A San Antonio Tiile IIT grant provided the other funding for this graoup..
L ' \ . »

The two, original purposes of the Council.yere (1) to provide the two newest
R and E units (Augtin and San Antonio):with guidance from the more mature
units in the other five Texas cities, and (2) to facilitate information sharing ,
< ° among thé seven cities and promote” joint problem-solving during the 4-5 meetings
- held %gch year. ' ‘ " ) '
-y s S }’ - : . 8
Agtivities'direéned toward the above major objectives. of the Office of Research
. and Evaluation continued during the first two yeagst At the end of the gpcond
‘ year of the office's eyistente’ (and-the end of the'second.year of the office's -y
+ Title III.grant) it began to :be clear where additional areas of development
’ for the office were needed. During the first ‘two* years of the office's operation,

—_—r -~

« ..~ the achievement testing program was managed by another department in the district.
’t$. This arrangement ‘meant that 0.R.E. had no data quality control over the collecting
B and processing of that information. It gradually bebdmg obvious that O.R.E., was ™~ .
) ® among the. prime users in the, district of the testing information. Tt followed that
.-+ O.R.E. should, , therefore, be the department ins@arge of collectifig this data.
. . By this time, data quality and data access had become problems which could no ]

% lodger be ignored. . ]
> 4 R - M « P

A . « = ' ._ .~
"t .. Anothet targei\areq for, the office by the end of\the 1974-75 school year was
7+ 7 the trainiqg'of district personnel to help them understand the workings and
TRy philosophy-of “the Office of -Research and Evaluation. It had begun to be,clear
.OX, - .

. ‘ ) . ¢ .8
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‘that distripf ﬁErSOBnél wouid-neﬁer make‘dedisiéps béseq on eviluation information -
which was derxived by a process “that they did not understand. .- ¢
) Anoﬁher arég»of,néég was for O.R.E. to improve the .communicability Of its eval-
uation "reports". We were recognizing that all district personnel simply did
not understand the. information -t t was being made available through the rather
“standard report format, adoptéd in 1973-74.° +

° 3 ) - . ' ‘\.‘” Fios ) ., . ¢
Finally, because this was to be the figﬁ} year of. the Title III seed grant“nder
which the office was funded, it seeme the appropriate time to. disseminate infor-
mation about the projectTand about the office at state and national levels.
< . . . e
, Taking into consideration all of these concerns, the objectives for the office's
third year Title IIT project: were &stablished.

in 1975-76 are marked below by asterisks:

1. Comgléte the refinemeng'énd documentation of the CIPO evaluation

The ney areas to be worked on

€.,

. model. . "y .
. o ‘ J.‘h s
'*2, Plan and refine the instructional program data base.
R N - Lo ) Coe - N e
» ™3, Promote unde¥standing of evaluation information and procedures \ -
. among AISD staff. ‘ '
w4, Institutionalizejghe AISD-CIPO evaluation' model.. *,

) ’ . .
*6. Disseminat% project information ‘at

state and national levels.

L .. \ Ko

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

‘ ~

7. * Perform efficiently all other objectives ouﬁlined.

Funding Level: The project was funded for a

$66,650. The project employed, the following

1/2 senior\éue%uator -

Y + 3
1 process evaluator

3 interns

" 1/2 VOE typist clerk
(A

1 secretary

Voo

7
ten month peripd_fofga*total'of
personnel: '

A .




L end oﬁ1?973 “74 and rose to its peak by’ the end of-the 1974-75 school year.

. \ . - L 4‘»\ Ao,

ict had launched into many:
tiew programs, changing the direction of the district ward more individualized
instruction, more emphasis on affective activities' and areas, and introdpcing ac-.
tivities aimed toward edsing the negative impact of desegregation. After 1970 '
. . the district had sought and accepted many -more Federal monies.

The)new programs ‘that had been implemented in the district weke: 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 %Zogram (which later became ESAA), programs
sponsoring the work.of Student Community , Liason rgpresentatives, the Human Rela= :
tions Councils on each AISD campus, summer workshops in human relations for admln-
istrators in the areas of raciaf attitudes, etc. By 1973, all these changes had- ..
begun to cause majdbr concerns ‘in the district among some parents and staff members
about the directlon that the district was taking and about the effects of those
. changes. - : .o . .
A push ﬁor more basic education by several groups of.parents appeared at ‘the . | il

The original impetus for the creation of an AISD evaluatlon unit came from a .
climate created by citizens who appeared before the School Board demanding
accountability of the new programs. One Board member respended, "Let's don't
“put anymore programs in the district unlessgwe evaluate them.g\‘gll this led - .
, the district Lo begin thinking about devel&ing an evaluztiqn cdpability within -
the district.
In the fall_ of 1972, the district conducted intexviews for a. Coordinator of .
Evaluation. .The Office ‘of Evaluation which was then” envisioned was conceptualized
as being Si?ilar to the. current QEfice of Staff Development. This office was seen ‘as
operating in a service mode, rathef than in an accountability mode. The Coor-"
dinator would perform some evaluafion projects and would also function as a .
' cooxdinator of all other evaluatlon done in’the district, not.all of which tor
even the majority of which’ would be stpervised or done "by that office.

-
’e hd

l( hY

When the interviews for this ‘new job were concluded, it was decided to offer
the job to a specifie individual.outside the district. This person, however, .
declined the job offer, and the Creation of an Office of Evaluation and the

corresponding Evaluation Coordinator position were\shelved for the time being. .
In the meantime,) the district contracted two outside evaluations that year )
(1972-73): (1) An evaluation of IGE ($1200), and (2) an evaluatidn of the . ﬁQ‘ -
Communication/s ills project (apprbxlmately $26 000). - " ;/ |

N -

« In the spri%g of 1973, the\Texas Education Agency announced the availability
\? of a veryg%a ge ESEA Title III fund source available to local school districts.

S
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throigh 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 TII proposal which was designed to establish an Office of
- Evaluation in AISD. Austin Independent School District personnel 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 Jnstructional -
Officers for this project. The district gave this Title III proposal its
- highest priority ranking among all the Title IX1 pr0posals it submitted in the
" spring of 1973.. . ' . ; N

- " At this time public pressure for accountgbility was/hqunting all over the state.
: Accountability was ?,top TEA and Sta card of Education priority. Certain . !
c

, TEA personnel, part ularly Dr. Walter Howard, had worked to have some Title III
mgnies allocated for-this priority. Also‘at th1s time San ;Antonio submitted a
Title III proposal to fund the development of an evaluation model hy a consulting
firm and the subsequent creation. of an evaluation unit in the San Antondd
Independent School District.  Individuals among the Chief Instructlonal Officers,
the urban superintehdents, and staff at TEA ‘conceived the idea of a “Paxas Joint Urban
Evaluation Council (JUEC) as a'way to strengtheén both Adstin's and San Antonio's
Title III proposals. These individuals saw the purpose of the Evaluation Council .
as that of sharing evalyatibn ipformation among the seven cities, thereby -increasing
the p@yoff ‘throughout the state of all the urban cities' research efforts. Con-

. sequently, both Austin's ‘and San Antonio's Tltle ITII proposals which were submitted’
. tos TEA included funding of the JUEC. . e ‘ .

‘ﬁfter AISD's proposal was sybmitted 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 writgen
into other AISD federal proposals: ESAA Pilot, Esaa Bilipgual/Bicultural, and

" ESAA Basic. * , e

.
v

In the late spring of '73, Austin received notice from TEA that their Title

III proposal had been funded. (San Antonio'’ 5 was also fufided.) 1In addition,

. all’ Qhree of the district' s ESAA proposals, were fundedi-two of which had re- *
- tained their strong evaluation components (Pilot and Bllingual) Thus, in.

- early July, 1973, the Office of Research and Evaluation was borni

Related events following in 1973-74 and l974 75 have.been documented in evaluations

A f of 0.R.E. prépared in past years which are available in 0 R.E. files. :
-L—”1975 76 Events Which Affected the Operation of the Title ITI ProJect. . = N
3' P During 1975-7é there were many in-districdt events which affected the operation '
. . of the Title III evaludtion projext. . . - )
« Basic Skills Committee Activitiess) During the_ fall of 1975, a Basic Skills

status of basic skills in Austin Andependent School District and making quartgrly
repbrts to the Board on this su ject. This.committeg, requested from the admin-
‘istration 4 school y school breakdown of all 1974-75 achievement test results. .
Because 0.R.E. had y, that time assumed" responsibility for the achievement
testing program, the responsibility of providing this information fell to O.R.E.

- ) , )

IS

Committee‘was appointed by t:Z~:jgbol Board for the purpose of studying the.

.
=
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(W)
N
.
.
.
(4
»
4




)
2 e .
.

-
[y -
.

I3
s

:"it was im%oftgnt, we félt, to provide this group and the ommunity with something

}’whggh ;nglpded,héﬁ\gnly achievement. test data-but attendance, socio~ecenomic, . J
"staffing, and other school level data. (An example of this shown in Figuxe IV-1.)

SN iTﬁerméjor point made‘here is that this unanticipated task of producing
- school by sthool profiles early in fhe year detracted seriously-from the

Curriéhlar Context of the District: In responsé)to communit’y pressure for °

Independent School District establish some alternative fundamental schools.

‘ever, at the high school level the new quarter system was actompanied by a

‘and Will Davis, ran for reelection and.both were ‘reelected. It might be

. -
— . ’
Gl 4

more than just a .rank order lisfing of school level grade equivalent scores.’ ..

Théfeﬁore, the 0.R.E. testing personnel and the Title II staff ;devote “practi- .
¢ally all of November and December to developing and ‘producing school profiles T

L *

- .
3

‘pProject regsources, thereby depriving'the project of two months which had been

planned tq be devoted to the inservice activities outlined in the project pro-

posal.;‘ . o, ) : - . .
Ny

R

"more .basic education”, the Administration designated 1975-76 as a .year of -
reemphasis.on basic skills. This "reemphasis" was somephat of a compromise, '
responseé to“several groups in the community which had requested that Austin

'
.

Most of the federal curriculum programs operating in the district continued

during-1975-76: Title VII Bilingual, BSAA Pilot, ESAA Basic, and several
smaller Title III projects. <. - : ’

vv ¥ - . - ) -
The largest curriculum innovation introhuced‘intgzthe district this year
was' ag the high school level. The®state-mandated quarter system was in- . |
troguced into the entire curriculum K~12 for record-keeping purposes. How- i;

massiye curriculum revision which greatly.increased the number and variety of
courses offered to high'school students. O.R.E. conducted an evaluation of
this effort. )

3

, Y

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

year O.R.E. has reported directly to the Superintendent. - A
1 vt . (3N

1975-76 was a School Board electton yeat. Two bodrd members, Jerry Nugent

noted here that the 1975-76 .school elections demonstrated a-.somewhat ,conser-
vative feeling‘among the shﬁb!i board election voters, This #§ in «contrast
to the usually liberal vote among the Austin citizenrysin city ®nd state.

electiops. N . ) ' . '

- . ’ ' A s :
C. EVALUATION DESCRIPTTON - . { \

. . ” .
» ‘l

The evaluation of the 1975-76 Title III evaluation project was designed to )

be contracted’to an outside consultant. The project director had anticipated '
calling in one_or more national experts in public: school evaluation, to con-
duct an audit of the achievement 'of all the project objectives giving special
atterition.to the objectivé, "0.R.E.“will promote the institutionalization of
the AISD's CIPO evaluation medel".’ ;

- e s




. In early Aprii Dr. Jim Jacobg who developed and currently directs an out- )
standing research and evaluatfon unit in ‘the Cleveland Public Schools was .
invited to conduct this evalpation. However, he was slated to direct a three ;
morith project in Baghdad Iraq, duydng May, Juney and July of 1976, and there-
fore was unahle to come to Austin.  In May, and early June ,0.R.E. invited by
phone three more nationally-yecognized evaluation leaders but 3ll were unable .
to schedule time away @rom their current’ proje ts to perform=the needed O.R.E,
audit: Drs. James Popham (UCLé), Dan Stufflebe (Western Mlchigan), and Arnold
Ashburn (Texas Department of Public Welfare)., ' ] .o

-
kY

. At this point, “the prOJect director decided to search.in other circles for
( a qualified .consultant to -do the audit. Dr. Floyd Bfangt, University of
Texas professor of management, -also Director of the University of Texas'
Office of Plannlng and* Assistant to President Lorene Rogers, was’ interV1ewed -
and contracted to evaluate the project at a cost of $750.00. Dr. Brandt's
) audit is dn prbgress'at this date, and his -report will be submltted to the /
: Texas Educatlon Agency under separate cover. ’ Xl , . »
. e )
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_Thié year, 'AISD"s Office of R%seqndh‘anaﬁkvaldgiion Titlé»IEIi roject had seven -
objectives. Each of these objectfves will .be presentéd ingther wing pages
-along with a statement concerning the level of attainment of that objestjive. -
The activities designed ‘to lead to'the achievement of. each objective are “under-

lined and discussed under the corresponding Supportive Data section for eac
* objective, Lo T - ) ,
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(OBJECTIVE) O0.R.E. will complete,the réfi%emqnt and documentation of Ahe . { -
< * . N X , : ’

CIPO ebaluation‘mc@el. .
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LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT:_ Achieved.* 4 % o . i s’

. . ‘o ~ \ ’ ¢ IR -~ T "
*Although this is stated here as.having\beenfach%fved, it mist be made clear ™ e
that such an objective will probably never be attained ird an absolute sehse. ~ °
Any model.should be designed in such g way thag contingus improvemept is °

internally mandated. eReﬁ{hémeﬁzts_ will Wlwayg have to be made iy thé CIPO . 4
Planning and evaluation model. . However, all of activities proposed ’
r <% in the Title III proposal to effect the ‘achievement,of this objective have
" been carried out. ' . oo T . g
"’ " ' % ' . a v /\_9 o L ’.. . h-’-‘v'
SUPPORTLVE ‘DATA: C s Tt s \
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J) i ment that they had reviewed and approved the implementation of that particular -
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O.R.E.,will reéiew~drafg>desfgns wiéh\gpﬁrqprfaﬁb débision‘mgkers (teachers-
to administrators) and revise these designs as necessary,
g : : -
AlT seven 0.R.E.-developed evaludtion.desiggé fogwl973-7§'(sq¢‘dblumn 2,
Table IV-1) ‘were reviewed with $ohme gppropriate'decision,mékersy tn some .
cases, relatively few chdnges were made in éyé%uation?dgsﬂEhs»éftqr these |
, Teviews, 'Signoffs by thege .decisdonrmakers were requ¢dted by 0.R.E. to docu-
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- Problems with the evaluation design review proc ss““:;z\should be nofed that
getting” the appropriate decision-makers to reviéw;@@B.E.;s.eﬁaluaE%on designs ..
continues to be a time-co:juming, ynglamorous, ‘task»which often is performed T e

evaluation design.’

in a perfunctory manner by)administrative penﬁéﬁnglm 'It"is ptobable’that
many of the decision- ers, even those’who"signed.off.ph:aédesign, did not
read the design before dping so, N2 e L o Lo

Y
)

'Pérhaps the source of this problem lies Iﬁ fhe;fofm in thcﬁ;tﬁe evaluation .
design is presented, i.e., the eya}ua;ion design document 1§ .too detailed,

too thick, demands too much time of already overtaxed administritors. (One

of the czntinuing sources of noncommunication bEtWéén'eValuation and program

Personnel’ is 'the complexit¥ -of the evalugtion process.). . > ., BN
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TABLE‘IV-1: SUMMARY OF EVALUAY¥ION REPORTS PRODUCED BY 0.R.E. DURING 1975-76
h ’ .~ (Does. not include occasional papers, Prochures, instruments, etc.)
I . 4
~ . T [ Fagmative"| 9
T Evaluation, ~ ~ Evaluation Reports or Final  Technical
- -~ Project - “l  Besign- Memos §Re@§ts Report- '~ %
_i o l.\Qharter System . 1 . 3. ] 1 ) 1 '
. ) o .\s )
2., TitleI -. 1 v, 3. 1 . 1
. . . . ’ 7 . ~ ,)i‘i, . .
’ 3. State Compénsator >t A - 1 1
o e pénsatory X - - ' p ‘
. , , D
4. ESAA Pilot = - N\ . R .
~, . (Project Assist) R IR N N.ALS L] f1 1
. . v o ' . < N . ’ ) -~ .
5. Title I Migrant U S o1, 1
B e © ”
7 6. ‘A Regressiion Analysis ’ L. . :
‘ of Pupil/Teachier Ratio - . "N.A. N:A., 1 / - N,
- 7. Data Services: External” . ' © { L :
* s User and Internal Staff i ‘ . . )
Satisfaction N.A. N.A, o1 ' -
s L | . . . . . a . . - .. ) .
, 8. Systemwide Evaluation - B ' -3 1 R S
oo A - : . . v . ~
- 9. Title VIT. Bilingual ‘1 C3&67% T° 1. o] 1
: / 10. Title III Evaluation. N R , S
T . Project . x ) - o ; L RN N.A, . :
= - N 4 = S R ‘:‘ . ’
. © 711. ABSTRACTS of 1975-76 ‘ S .
. Evaluation Projécts J -
. .. Total ¥ N
] ) %3 formative reports and 67 formative ‘memos .
a . 12‘fgrr,;ative reports ‘and 67 formative memos.
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L Title'I Migrant Kyaluation . -

'0.R.E. will continue to work on improving communication between evaldation and

project personnel in the early stages of every evaluation project. Itlﬁay
well be that future 0.R.E. eyaluation design documents will be very abbreviated

summaries of 1) &ecision tions, and 2) testing schedules. - .
’ -~

0 R.E. will execute des‘gngplans. /
. &

—_— - - v

N
j,The seven evaluation designs were executed during l97§-76:

. RN
Quarter Systém Evaluation .

Title I Evaluation *. . . = ° .
State—Gompensatory Education Evaluation .
-ESAA Pilot (Proj ct Assist) Evaluation " -\

System Wide Evaluabdgn . S T -
Title VII Evaluatioen ' ' ’
- ?
0.R.E. will prepare and pr

1

dformation”agg to achieve faster turnaround on evalpation.i
t

o -
ent formative evaluation repg?ts.

Dufing_l975—76, 12 formative reports wéré prepared and released by the 0.R.E.
(see Column 3, Table IV-~1). One 0.R.E. evaluation prqject (ESEA Title VII
Bilingual Project) began to experiment daring tHE year by sending "formative
memos" to project staff, rather’than producing formative repotrts, (During the
y@ar, 7 such memos were sent). The object of this' new approach is to break
he- evaluation information down into more confrontable smak%er'pieces of in-
rmation fed to’

program s . In‘the Title VII evaluation project, this formative memo
approach seems to have been more successful than. the-formative report approach
This approach wiil probably be.utilized heavily by other gvaluation projects
in the future. :

»
¢ A8
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’ 0.R.E. will‘prepare and;present summative evaluation reports.

~.

'This year, eleven Summativ% or final eyaluation reports.will be released by
0.R{E. They are:

’

« ) 1975-76 Final Evaluation Repigts . C
Systemwide Testing . ' - - ] .
Quarter System N ’ .
Title VII Bilingual/Bicultural Project . L R
Title I Project |,

State- Compensatory'Education Project

ESAA Pilot Project Assist , !
Title I Migrant Project -~ v . .
A Regression Analysis of Puﬁil/Teacher Ratio : L.
Data Senvices. External User and Internal Staff Satisfaction‘
" Titld III Evaluation Report- . Y N

ABSTRACTS of 0.R.E. Evaluation Final Reports SNy

. - «
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These reports are planned for completion by July 1, 1976 and will then be sub- . R

mitted to AISD administrative staff for review and study. During July, AISD
‘administrative staff will make récommendations regarding the decision questions
addresséd by.these’ reports. Then in early August, these reports along with

the administrative regommendations will be presensed te the AISD School Board.

In, the preéibus~£wo years, O.R.E. has made these‘recommendétions., qugvéra'.’
this year the recommendations will be made by adminigtrative personnel, based . -
on the evaluation findings reported in these studjes. This change in procedure
was' suggested by AISD's Cabtret (Superintendent, Assistant Superintendent, and .
Directors of Elpmentary and.Secondéry Education). , . oo .

0.R.E.. will revise the CIPO model and AISD Evaluation Guide as necessary. )
. . . . - N —_

During the 1975-76 schobl year, O.R.E. déveloped-a Pro&osed Initial Set of <,

Policy/Procedure Statements Covering Research and Evituation in AISD, These .

proposed policy statements wére presented to the Cabinet for their review and -

input in -late sprilng, 1976. The next‘step involved in having these policies

legitimatized is for the Superintgndent tQ.present them to the School Board

for their approval. It is anticipated that this event will occur in the fall

of 1976. Oncé these policies have_been approved and corresponding procedures’

have been developed, they will be added to the AISD EValua;ion Model document

under the Policies section and will also be inserted in the Administrative Handbook.

’

¥
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_There havé been few written changes in the AISD Evaluation Model this year. “~ ,

There-is, one area in the model, however, which will eventually prebably be -
changed: that is a change in emphasis from objectives to decision questions. )
It’ wguld take a long treatise,. indeed, to fully relate the practical and : ~
philosophical background surrounding the conflict in ourrthinkin between

these two focuses. However, it can be summarjzed briefly. Evaluations )

which focus on program objectives alone windfﬁp 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 achieye-

ment of forty outcome, process, and input ‘objéctives, does not easily encourgge
renewal or ac Quntability in anqgrganization which changes itself only.wit
great difficulty anyway. However, evalugtions which focus on the ‘fewer program de-
cisions which must be made at specific points in the project's operation by varipus
levels of decision-makers are much\more likély to result in the evaluation information
actually being used by decisioﬁ/ma ers. This i especially true when the de- )
cision questions have ‘been %enerated by the declsion makers themselves.
Bécause the Austin definition of evaluation is "providing information for de- .
cision'making"l, the trend in evaluation focus has been as follows: Ce T
‘ [ . . : .

1973-75 Focus mainly on objectives. N . -

1975-76 Focus on both objectives and decision' questions. ) ‘

- 1976-77 Focus mainly on decision-questions. ___//,—————“ ' ,
.« . \} . - { \ . [N )
0 T4 . T - i v\

-

1Freda M.'Holley,;gg_él. The CIPO<$1anning and Evaluation Model. Austin ‘
Independent School District Office of Research and Evaluationp: Austin, Texas.
1975 ) . ) - .. :
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2. »" (OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. wiLl plan and refine the instructional program data base e
v e .- -
JLEVEL OF ﬁTTAINMENT. Achieved . , ) : %z

: ) - . §“ '
7Y . ) ) - .
: Ali evidence indicates t,hat great strides’ have_been ‘made in,/ the directi
indicated by this objective. Again, it™is doubtful that this o‘bJectiVe

! - il ever be attained in~any absolute sense, since continuous imp ovements must .
L be{gnrsued However, relativ tq the past two years this objective must Y
> de itely'{e ascribed as ac%i[.e&red ¥ ' o v
SUPPORTIVE DATA: ~ ' . -~ .
, 0.R.E. Assumed the AISD Group Testing Program. : -
! ’ . ' < ) .
0 . ¢ . . < !
During the 1975-76 \§chool year, the Offj.ce of Re'search and Evaluation _,séumeﬁ .
the responsibilitie# of the group testing program in the district{ For the .
past fi&v,é y’ears, the group, testing program had béen administex'ed he .Depart;)
nt of Student Q,evelopment. . . e T
~ 2 - L
The assumption of these responsibilitjes meant that O.R.E. supervised the > %
foIlouing test administrations with the following populationst . ¥
5
TABLE ;}QA—Z AISD GROUP ‘TESTIM} PRQGRAM 1375-76 Gon - * ’ . .
o o e i '
~ _ TEST . . . POPULA IQN///‘ - DATES
. T . B . N
. ' f . . - o . .
. ., ' PAL (Language Dopinance Test) | All K-2 s’tndentg not al- Aug %é—Oct 31, "75
er e b Tyl . - ready’classified as, to ) 2 ‘
.- ] dominant lan'g)lage A e M

- t
. '—( _ . . v - ~ . .
, Metropolitan Readineés Test All first grack studqnts 'SeptemHetjl.-S, '75

~ 2

. ' Boehm Test-of Basic Con'c\'epts All kindergarten’ students Sept ,2’—5, '75 ¢
) T . [ in T If schools ) .
., . * Ry 0\ . . . -
Primary Mental Abilities 1 ARl third grade students Throughout_ year
¢ < \:.. T em— X N [ ;’v 1y - ¢ e . ' .
Boehm Test of Basic Concepts '} All kindeygarten students February 9-12; '76

- ' >
California Achievement’Tests All studentsifi grades.l-6 | April 5-15, '76 |
. (Reading and Math Subt;ests) All&étgdent‘s 4n. grades 7-8 February 9-13,. '76

b4

‘ Sequential Tests of Ed)wa-—\ All'students in grades 9-12 | April 12-23, 76
le ti6nal Progress gReading,

L . N
. English Expregsion, ,Scrence,: N . s
‘ Math," Soctal 6tudfes) SN ‘ v '
. -~ " : /
-School Sentimént Ind’éx* 6th grade - _sample of ) . April m-;,‘ '76
- | ‘classes s -
. . ’ 4th &;ade - sample of . . .
. ot ' classes : 1 .07
s L=/ - - : SR

»

*This year was the first time this test’ was givem on districtwide sampling bas,is
Thid 'was ‘the district s first attempt to collect information districtwide ipn the,
affective area. L ] s o

4

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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“cluded in the testing sample.

| ng

* . ! - -

Associated Dutie§4Assuned 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 graders-had been tested.
. !

.

2. O.R.E. scored primary students' tests, prior to this year, tests for students
below*grade 4 had been handscored by classroom teachers, and only the results had
been reported‘by teachers to the district testing officials. This year g R.E.
assumed responsibility for hand-scoring all primary students' tests (grades 1-3).
The puPposes of this added responsibility were (1) to relieve overburdened 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
directions, etc. . ) .

3. Pubiication of school by school and district achievemeng_profiles During
the egtly part of this school year there was a good deal of public pressure
from both the #cal media, from individual lay groups, and from a Board-appointed
Basic Skills Committee for the district to reléase school by school achievement
test results to the public. This had not been done in Austin for a number of
yéars. 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
three years. ™, An example of these profiles is shown in Figure Iv-1.

The sﬁatistics used in these profiles were: the median, the first quartile i
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 first taﬁich 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 tybes. of children would be
excused from the - testing program and, conversely, which children must be in-

te

. .
This issue’ and many others just as critical were settled by 0.R.E. staff work-w,
ing with Testing Committe€s. There were four such committees formed 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.) . oo - @ -

Each commitizz 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 school fevel, mainly counselors were, involved. In.most cases membership

in each committee was based on 2 random selection process. At the.elementary

levél, for example, the AISD faculty directory was -used to select most members.. -
{

haaa

1Wa_tkins, Jim, et. al.,, AISD School District and Schobl Campus Longitudinal
Trend$--1972-73, 1973-74, 1974-75. Office of Research and Evaluation. Austin

Independent Schbol'District; Austin Texas. December, 1975 '
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+ Grade 2 ..
1972~73 Through 1974-75 - .
. N , .
. READING VOGABULARY According To The CALIFORNTA ACHIEVEMENT TEST
. - TESTING OR YZAR;
. PERCENTRLE |1972- 1973- 19%- . ’ " | womy
. 2aNGT 1973 1974 1978 - GROTP
. . . ) (NATIONAL)
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‘It shpbid be reported here that each of these committees worked long and hard
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

s qunts' scores with parents, etc. During the many meetings of these committees
it was oftén heard, "There are ten different ways to do the testing. :Five ways .

are 0.K., and five ways are not 0.K. Our job is to all agree on which one of
the five good ways we are all 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 classroom teachers and other testers in the schools to make.use of
during the testing situations. These instructions were designed to make them
appear interesting, Iucid, and attractive to school personnel, most of whom

were not very excited about the subject of standardizéd testing.

At the elementaf& 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 wherelthe mpst standardized conditions had .
prevailed in years past. Counselors had, in general, already organized the
testing in their buildings so that it oc¢curred under relatively unstrained

circumstances. However, a copy of the districtwide testing guidelines were provided

for every junior high teacher in the district.. ¢

. o = N Lt .

Testing instructions at the high school level were tH& most extensive ones
provided by 0.R.E.” This was necessary here because standardized testing

-, was a brand 'new experience for most of the high school tedchers. /The high

school testing was also the longest, most comprehensive testing which oc-.
cured. in the district. 1Instructions for both teachers and building test

coordinators were color-coded for each day's activities. e .

[

At all three levels, copious usage was made of checklists for school personnel.
to follow, checking off dach activity as it was completed. . T4
3. O0.R.E. developed practicé tests for students' use. One of the biggest pro-
blems which was uncovered during the work with the Testing Committees was that
many elementary student's (and teachers) did not feel comfortable with standard-
ized testing. Much of this discomfort was ascribed to unfamiliarity with this
*kind of a testing situation. 1In response to this problem, 0.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
Qeveléped by O0.R.E. and disseminated for use by AISD teachers.

-

4. Massive staff ddbelopment conducted. O.R.E. staff (Title III staff mqinly),
other district administrative personnel (instructional coordinators notably),
and a core of teachers from the Elementary Testing Committee worked long and
hérd to_ contact every elementary teacher in the district before the testing
ocburrence. These persons presented ‘teachers with staff development sessions
designed to teach teachers how to get their students ready for standardized
testing, Poifnts were stressed like: have your students use’number two pencils;
uséxpractice tests before‘the real test to Hélp them be relax%d; have students .
do some of their seatwork prior to the testing situation in a ‘timed situation;

' . . o N 8
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assign some multiple-chqice"°homework prior to the testidg. A standard in~
service package (script with transparencies) was developed by 0.R.E. Title III

personnel. This package was used by O0.R.E. staff, central offjce administrators,

principals, and interested teéachers tb train elementary teachers in these topics.

At the junior high and high school leveﬁ » school counselors carried out the
needed teacher training with minor assistance from 0.R.E. staff.

0.R.E. Planned for Additional Systemwide Data Needs, Esgycially in Affective

Areas Related to Instructional Program Evaluation. s

. SUPPORTIVE DATA:  .g g o S

. ; - .,
The.unexpécted number of taskd assocviated 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 question of the desirability of utilizing a self-concept test was
investigated. This investigation resulted in a decision that a self-concept
test could not be recommended. In a parallel investigation, if* was decided ‘to

collect, on a sample basis, information on attitude toward ‘school.

At the sixth grade level, c1assrooms were randomly se1ected for testing with
the Intermediate Level of the School Sentiment Index (SSI)1l., At the fourth
grade, ten schoolst were Pandomly selected and all fourth graders_ in each of
those schools were tested with the Primary Level of the School Sentiment Index.

The data available from these instruments will provide a benchmark regarding
AISD stident attitude toward schoel at these grade 1eve1s in the years to come.
Correlations between students' SSI responses and other student data can also
be made. ’ SN - . .

o - - < ) - .
6. .
: ) o ) 2 . 2 *

(OBJECTIVE) O0.R.E. will promote unde;standing of evaluation information and
procedures amopg . ATSD staff

\ ' *

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: AAchieved. . ) .

All .activities designed to lead toward thesachievement of this objective~have
been carried out, and there is definitely more understanding within ‘the distritt
of what 0.R.E.'s function is, as well as iq;reased interest in O0.R.E, evaluation
findings. However, there is much room for Yurther improvement in this area.

4

-
- - . .
Y -

0. R BE. will consider alternative approaches te evaluation inservice in a system

already saturated with inserVice activities. .

° .

-

Just prior to the beginning of the 1975-76 project year\, the féeling of the '
district's administrators and teachers was, perceived as, "All our time is.
taken up with meeﬁings and shuffling papers.  There's no time to get ahy.work

-
» [

. l - ™ ?"1 '

2

1school Sentiment Index (SSI) ~-. Both the Intermediate and Primary Level forms ;.

are available from the Instructional Objectives Exchange (I0X), P.0O. Box G,
Regeda, Califorpia 91335 )

~
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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. O0.R.E.'s task °
of communicating evaluation information and the not uncomplex means by which that
information is collected could have been seen by many AISD perébnnel’as '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 toek shape,
Traditional inservice sessions were unavoidable for some target populations and
a féw of these were conducted: ~ .

.
- ’

. 1 . . -
Table« IV-3 below lists those groups who received traditlonal inservice sessions
in evaluation information and procedures. . 8
'. A
TABLE IV-3: "TRADITIONAL" INSERVICE SESSIONS CONDUCTED BY O.R.E. STAFF
DURING 1975-76

. LENGTH OF
TARGET GROUP ) - _TPOPICS ' __SESSION
4 \ v [
All Title I Principals ! School-level data available=for use in | 1 week
: | setting school gpals; The CIPO planning °
) ' and evaluation model; How to plan a \
Yo school—specific Title I program
All Elementary Area The CIPO planning ‘and evaluation model; 1 da&
Directors and Coordi- ; How to interpret standardized test < F

nators » ' scores

. | .
All Title VII Bilingual What is Research?; How to’plan a research- 2-3 hours
Program, Principalsy ‘based Title VII program )
and Teaching Staffs

’
.

e

.

One alternative identified was the creation of a monthly newsletter. which was |
sent to all AISD instructional and clerieal 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, -
etc. However, there were regular "columns » including the monthly testing schedule,

a 1isting of all 0.R.E. reports and documents to be completed that montl, and 'Dear
Freda" - a question and answer column written by the O.R.E. coordinator. .

At the end of l975 76 school year, Feedback had a circulation of 5,500 persons.

In addition to ARSD 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 writjng and editing time and about 96 hours (12 days) of: gsecretarial time to
mail the newsletters. The persénnel costs were indeed high, but considered .
well worth it for this year. ,The newsletter was received well by AISD staff
i.e., only positive written and verbal comments were réceived by the editors.

A survey of 300 AISD stafg members is planned fos late August 1976, to ascertain
whether or not Feedback's. continuing existence is warranted

S0 o ot B 26 \
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Another new approach which has been successful in some situatiops this year was |
the use 'of brochures and pamphlets-to communitate O.R.E. information and proce-
du;es. Three such brochures were*developed’phis year:
. . . - " 4

The New Quarter System:' What Parents, Teache;s,\;nd Studeitts Think
Title VII Bilingual Research in AISD . ; R o
The Office of Research and Evaluation: Providing Information for Decision

Makers . . .o .

°
s

Thié approach, liké slige-tabe shows, works\§ome of the time with some people.
.They are successful, as accompaniments to papers and presentations, as follow-ups

fal

K

to Tretings, and with persons w

have| time to read detailed repo

ho already want the information and/or do not
r/t/s . - ‘

i

just as invisible as memos and reports if used with great regularity. Like mogt
effective mass communiecation, the attention-getting potential of a communicatitn
is' determined by its novelty”or newness. b :

A word of caution: brochﬁres, pamphlets, and newsletters could easily become‘g '

LI . .
Another alternative to, inservite, especially at the' top 1e$e1 of decision-making,
'( was the involvement of key people in making présentations on 0O.R.E. philosophy, =

procedures, or findin§§. Quite frankly, this/ alternative was not premeditated.
It is recorded here merely to document what turmed out to be a successful method
of communication with very busy.and time-pressured decision-makers.
. . ) . :
Another alternative which was identified but which never came to fruition for .
lack of time resources, was the writing of a,School Based Planning Manual.
This manual was conceptualized as a plannifg handbook for principals' use int
setting school goals, for progtram staff tofuse in’ planning federgl programs, etc.
Their involvement 4n its devélopment phas¢ would be crucial to eventual use; time
pressures on these key people as well as ‘0.R.E. staff made postpﬁhemenq appear
advisable. However, a writing task force of AISD staff experienced in planning
and'whq were also familiar with the CIPO planning and evaluation model was organ=
ized.- This task force did much initial work, all of which is on file in O.R.E.
should the needed time Yesources become available in the future to complete this
. manual. S :
Another alternative which was used,with great success was the "train ng package
approach." This approach was used in situations where the target populations
were too large.and/or scattered to be.trained ‘directly by 0.R.E. staff. 1In
. these cases, particularly in the area of testing procedures and testing results,
0.R.E. developed "canned" ihservice packets including a detailed script, trans-
parencies, handouts, préctice materials, etc. Thesqumaterials were then modeled
by\Q.B.E. staff, and in one case the Superintendent, -for audiences of trainers
. (principals, iﬁsiructioga} coordinators, teachers, etc.)., These traipers then .
, received compléte copfes of the ‘training packet and used it later with more local~
©  ized groups, usually at the building or community level. The most coep‘eté sets’
of’ training packagles developed by Title III staff this year are: .

-~
»

.

Sharing School Level Test Scores with Your Community
Getting Your Students Ready for Standardized Testing (Elementa;y L;vel)

- The last alternative to traditional inservice used by 0.R.E. this .year to promote
understand of evaluation was, not new. It simply involved "being a consultant"
to thgp individuals and schools who requested evaluation services from the office.

> .
.

. .
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‘the same approach, neither can communication with teachers, pr

'This meant that when a Schoo asked for assistance in setting séhool goals, the

responding "0.R.E. staff person. taught that school faculty the components of the
CIPO planning and: evaluation model leading them to set their own goals and to
develop their own evaluation strategies. When a federal project staff asked for
assistance in designing proJect objectives and evaluation designs for the coming
year, the 0.R.E. consultant worked to increase understanding of the relationsh1p
between project outcomes, processes, and inputs.

The above seven techniques all demonstrated or promised some success in our stafﬁ'

development efforts this year. But we will have to find many other approaches

to achieve our overall goal of "promoting understanding of evaluation //ﬁformatlon

and procedure among AISD staff " Proselytizing for rational planning-and res-

ponsible evaluation can be a lonely and frustrating experience in an énvironment

where unexpected court orders, legal holds, and late famding are regular occur-

rences. Just as students in public schools do not all learn t same ,way from
ggclpals, admin-

istrators, and board members be standardized. The search for effective means

of communicatlon will continpe in our wo;k for years to come,

v

O.R.E. will draft and revise an 1nservice plan for 1975-76 subject to continuous
review and updating. <

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

> : * ~ v

{ - ’

- ¢
0.R.E. will acquire and create inservice materials in accord with the inservice
plan developed' \ }

e : N

We, anticipated that few evaluation materials were available on the market,, but
we were suprized to learn how few existed. Consequently, all of the inservice
materials used by 0.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. i ‘

. . -

’ R . .
0.R.E. will providedinservice sessions in acggrd with the inservice ptan 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.

H

“
’ ) @ - ' [ »
(OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will institutionalize the AISS\EEPO evaluation model.

L}

¢ ’

LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Not Achieved. | .

This is\andther one of those areas in which absolute attainment is not Rrobable

for several years, if ever, and although all ‘activities proposed: to achieve this
objective were completed, ‘it must Be conceded that only initial stdps have been .
taken in this area. T ,

v
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SUPPORTIVE DATA: - - e ﬁ/ SR

"0.R.E. will implement proposed signoff procedures (approvals) assuring that eval-
uation plans in accord Withjghe CIPO model are integral to all pr6éposed major

. district projects. ’

This year, the project director developed and submitted to the Superintendent

for his review several 0.R.E. policies and procedures. Among several of these
documents 'review (of) evaluatjion designs by appropriate personnel” (Participation
in School/Program Evaluation) is indicated. However, as indicated on the'first page
of this chaptez, there are problems associated with r quired signoffs. The future
of "signoffs on evaluation is at this point really t certain. . »

0.R.E. will assist central administrators in the selection and assignment of eval-
uation projects for the AISD’evaluation unit for formal evaluation in the 1976-77

school zear. &y - //// . _ ,

The selection of 1976-77 dietrict evaluation priorities was performed in three

phases. The first phas/ involved collecting through group meetings and inter-

views evaluation priorities from a) Central Office Directors, b) Board Members,
and ¢) the EYaluat n-Agvisory Committee. The areas suggested by thése groups

were then compil in&g,one list with an indication of the frequency with which
they had been saggested. , . ' .

In the secodd phase this listszzs/éé;mitteo to the Superintendent who with the
help of the Cabinet selected eral areas for final congideration by the Board

The third phase was carried out in a Board meeting held ﬁ;om 10:00 a.m. - 3100 p.m.
ond;aturday, May 1, 1976. The Cabinet, the mzﬁia, and the 0.R.E. Coordinator also -

attgnded the meeting which*had the twofold purpose of selecting district goals

+and selecting district evaluation priorities for 1976-77.. A complete packet of
idtroductory materials, worksheets, and exercises used in:that meeting by the

O.R. E. Coordinator is on file in 0.R.E. for interested readers. .

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

[

1976 77 District Emphases

. / .
Achievement in Basic Skills . /¥£/ g -
Achievement of Low Sdcioeconomic Studerits -
Testing of Teacher Basin Skills (Math Reading, Grammar/, etc.) |
Desegregation , |
. / .
1976-77 Eval/ation Priorities . o .

Achievement of Low Socioeconomic Students R
The Quarter System‘(Seionga Curriculym Evalua ion) - Year Two .

<&
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The activities proposed to attain this objective have beenrcarried out. * (:\<

(OBJECTIVE) 0. R E.-wile administer and/or coordinate e!aluation activities of
-1 AN ‘('/’

LEVEL OF ATTATINMENT: Achieved. . T Lo

“the district. . R ) . . Sl ’

v

3. « f.
SUPPORTIVE DATA: . . ~ : ® :

‘/ . 3 . b

T\~U\R.E. will prepare evaluation designs for prgjects selected for “evaluation

andpwill review these designs with/apprgpriate decision-makers.

L]
(S .

;s 0. R ‘E. will execute these design plans. . . .;J“g?** >

4

-
-

0.R.E. will prepare and;present formative evaluaéiqﬁ reports.

0.R.E. will prepare and present summﬁgive evaldatioh reports. *

.
[ (=4

Each of the above ‘four activities are reported on under Objective 1 in the first
several pages of this chapter. Each of the four activities wére carried out.

0.R.E. will provide consultation, ‘technical assistance and/or administration on
evaluation designs and evaluatioﬁs”for federal programs.

o

Early during the 1975-76 sthool year, O.R.E. employed a senior 1evel evaluator
through district monies to provide evaluation services to district personnel
on a request basds. One of the requests to our offict for‘assistance this '
year came from ESAA)staff who were ‘preparing ‘the Basic and Pilot proposals
for~l976-77 It was estimated that 120 senior evaluaZor hours and 80 intern- hours
were expended in assisting the ESAA staff to formulaté program objectives angd .
in writing evaluation strategies for the proposed project. -

. \ . . ~
The Title VII and the Title osals for 1976-77 were also the product of '
much O0.R.E, staff input, specific lly in terms of ‘clarification of- objectives with
program staff and in proposing evaluation strategies tio evaluate the achievev

]

ment of those objectives. ; o . -

~ ' ‘ L4
The Coordinator of O;R. E spent several days' )time offering advice on.progran
design and evaluation strategies to AISD staff th were preparing Title IV
proposals for 1976-77 funding. .

. . ) R

0.R.E. will monitor, all O.R.E.-contracted evaluatioﬁ efforts. ~:.

L
- ’ A
. .

There were pnly three O.R.E. ~contractpd evaluations by outside consultants’in 1975-76.
The largest one granted to ARBEC, (Applied Research for Business, Education, .
and Community Sep%ice) for the evalqation of Austin' s ESAA Basic grant.KB . .~

'i ?5«: . {. - *
O.R.E. assigned one of its senior évaluation staff members to oversee this v
specific contract with ARBEC.,, The tasks involved "prior to the award of this

contract were discovered to be: * . ¢ ¢ H —
Y . . ¢




' v .o ) ” )’ . L
— 7T s e, - ;' - « . ’ i
\ - Q2 ) 'f, - e o -
. . ) - N ~ * ,' ~
: PHASE ONE - Prior -to cétrab‘f award: ’ ’
) 1. Develop an RFP (Request for Ptgpoéals).% ' . v .
. 2. Develop a list of bidders. | ‘ R T ST - e
: 3. " Send out, RFP's. L. "; .« . ’
4. Hold bidder's meeting to clarify RFP. -, T o
' 5. Establish district readers committee to réview incoming bids.
6. Design rating form té use {;1 rating subn\littigg bdds .- Lo .
. 7. Qverske reading and rating ‘of bids submitted. T ) .o
8. Summarize ratings. . . . - o« .
9+ Hold decision-making session with reading. committee to come ;to concensus’
e * concerning award of b4M. 7 . s
- . 10. Notify winner (and losgrs) of bid. _ _— - - .
11, Award contract. v . Feo .o Ly L .t

L

° During this first phase, it was esf,imated that ,tge/z senior evaluat'or ;f.n ch%n"ge '
spent 1 1/2 days per week for a two month period, worTcing with both progxam
personnel, district readers, and bidders. Phase Ome was seen by O.R.E. as a

surprizingly expensive strain on O.,R.E. time resources. T e 3 2

Phasé Twa of this activity, occurring after ‘the -award of the contract involved:

P . - +

. - PHASE Two - Subsequent to’ contract award and during - .

i L the period of the contract: ]

i | , ~ ‘ S .
. 1. Visit venddbr's site of operatiohns to monitof work aoﬁe,ignd in ’pro%‘ress,
»2, Communicate info‘rmg%ion between vendor and program persgohnel. - .
© 3, Arbitrate disagreelents over evaluation procedures,-gtg., between vendor- & -
7 -and program personnel, . » . . )
* 4, - Perform other liason/comfunication activities between vendor and progra
personnel as were required during the. period of t}e contract. ‘
The senior evaluator estimated that 1/2 day every other week of his time fo’f&\ ’
the duration of the contract (16 weéks) was required to conduct the activities

of Phase Two. . _— . .
. "C6hsidering only the time invested by one senior evaluator. and one O.R.E. .
secretary, the 0.R.E.  personnel costs for overseeing this evaluation project .were:
. 21 days Senior Evaluator @ $73.00/day . . _$1,533.00-
< / " ) - , ‘/,4 ¢ L ¢

p * « 5 days Secretary @ $25.0b/day N 125.00 «
N § . . :
> : <Tocal * - * " $1,658.00 Lo
’\"’Qhese c¥sts-weére supplied by AISD district funds. ana’"were not supplemented by .
-any ESAA monies. s - . - < -
’ o L) . - -. ': R Lo - .

The other two contracted evaluations for the ESAA Pilot projgct were monitored"!

by a halftime evaluation intern who was also responsible for .conducting an out-

come evaluation of that project. Th.erefox:e, the majority’ of the costs of over-
- seeing these two contracts were covered 'by ESAA funds, ’

Vo

.
-
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. : for their respective program staffs.

@

. personnel, e.g.,/ make presentations to school faculties, or P.T.A. groups,

NAME OF REQUESTING DEPT. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE '
PROGRAM OR PROJECT ‘ REQUIRKD END PRODUCT DESIRED .
= . - Y ~ =
1. Developmental Program Mean CAT test .scdres for - Awlisting, by grade,
Title I Migrant identified migrant stu- of the Mean 1976 S
---------- - - - deritg in Grades! 1~6 in \, California Achieve-

? identified Title I Migrant ment Test scores for
0.R.E.-RESOURCES REQUIRED: . Schools (scores to be for Jidentified Title.I
Evaluator - 3 hrs. 1976); this is to be used . migrant students in
‘Clerical -~ 3 hrs. : '+ for a Needs Assessment to - Grades 1-6, reported

. ' prepare an application for in Grade Equivalents.’
e T RIS -~ the Title I Migrant Summ

" TOTAL COST: $37.65. R .

. . h ~ {’ i i . .
O.R.E. will provide consultation and technical services or assistance on -
evaluation to AISD staff persons. . o~ ) .

‘Throughout the y®ar, many requests for evaluation services were made of 0.R.E.

provide inserviée to school facplty‘priorlto school~level goal setting by

principal and teachers, “etc. At the beginning ¢f the year, a progedure was

established within the office for recording the number and extent of requested
services to 0.R.E. This procedure involved simply filling out and processing a ¢
"Service Request Form". As the year progressedy O.R.E. personnel became [tegli- :
gent in filling out these forms as‘servﬁces were requested of them and s mplx
sypplied’ the service to the requesting individual or schools™ However, one

senior evaluator did keep a rather complete record of services requested of

him. These requests are summarized-in Table IV~4. When queried regarding the
accuracy of the time estimates entered on these service request forms, the eval- .
uator indicated that the time dﬁd costs of meeting these requests probably were
underestimated by about ‘about half. All .eévaluators who were federally funded (and
thus prevented by guidelines from responding to requests from persons not imzloyed

by some project) performed substantial numbers of comparable service acFiv ties

-

TABLE IV-4: SAMPLE OF SERVICES REQUESTED OF 0.R.E. BY ATSD STAFF DURLNG 1975-76

- School Program.

. e . H
== = W . -

2: Reilly E. S. Meet with ppincipal to Draft of prqposal

Pilot'Projec;: ' ’ hélp plan project (1.5 sections.
" Project Increase _ hours) apd write a draft '
i T SO N of needs,  objectives, ac-
T T tivities, evaluation sec-
0.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED: tion (2.4 hours). ° :
Evaluator - 4 hrs. - :
e L _/// - )
——————————————— ] .
TOTAL COST: $37.00 . 2
- ~ -
v s
y 32 3 .
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“TABLE IV-4 (Zonc.)\!

{E OF REQUESTING DEPT.
PROCRAM OR PROJECT

DESCRIPTION OF SERVIC@ : . 3

REQUIRED

END PRODUCT DESIRED .

3. ‘Area I Asst. Director
Area I Staff Dev.

0.R.E. éESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 4 hrs.
Clericdl - 2 ‘hrs.

- et e wm wm m an w em em mm oem e

Prepare and present a talk
XIII Staff Develop-

on

Talk given., . -» : K

TOTAL CO%T: $46.00

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

L]
0.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:
Evaldator - 24 hrs.

- lmn e em e e e e e e

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 gssist in'interpret-

ing the data.

and ESC

XIII respongible for

5. Planning and Program-
ming Data Services

__________ \ - - =

0.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED?
Evalyator - 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 board's request
for thanager to
‘report back.on
chinges 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.

-
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“TABLE IV-4 (cont.)

NAME OF REQUESTING DEPT.

“PROGRAM OR PROJECT

DESCRIPTION OF SERVICE
REQUIRED

- 1
> END PRODUCT DESIRED

:6. Department of School

and Community Rela-

tions - Cook\Commun-

ity School (Community
~ Ed. Office)

- e e mm am = o= -

0.R.E. RESOURCE§ REQUIRED:
Evaluator - 2 hrs.
Clerical - 2 hrs.

- e e Em e o e = mm e = e

TOTAL COST: $50.00
Ve

Discussion of Cook Commun-
ity School Objectives of
the Advisory Board - 2 hrs,
Writing: Objectives - 3 hrs.
Presentation to Board and
follow-up - 3 hrs. 2

oo

® Written Objectives
for Community School.

Travis H. .
Project PAVE

- e e e T e mm e o an e

0.R.E. RESOURCES REQUIRED:

Evaluator - 48 hrs.

. Clerical - 12 hrs.

- e e mm e e e wm e e e e

TOTAL COST: $500.00

A

Consultagion and direct
service 7in developing an
evaluation design compa- -
tible with the AISD CIPO
model (1 man-day each~Nov-
ember, Decembetr, January) .
arid assistance- (to.average
.5 man-days February-July

.in selecting consultants,

designing instruments for
site visits, and monitoring

production of the eyéluation

report. -

(1)

(2),

Note:

?

Evaluation de-
sign acceptable to
Project PAVE,
Eyaluation -report.
The actual con-
duct of the evaluation
will be performed by,
ESC XIII which will -
provide at least 14
man—days service and
be partially reimburged
at $500 from Project

. PAVE consultation:

OBJECTIVE) O.R.E. will disseminate Title’fff/broject information a state and

this.objective
SUPPORTIVE DATA:

O0.R.E. will solicit

Achieved.

»
[

s

N\

%

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

prepare, and/or present at least one project report at a ]

national level meeting

This activity was, if t:‘anything,
about Title III prbject informatio

» !

Tt

verachieved,

« *

34 5359

/

[N

Not one, but four presentations
were made at national meetings.




o4

v

S

(=

The first presentation was a paper presented by AISD Superintendent Dr. Jack Davidson
at the February, 1976, annual meeting of the American Association of School Admin-,
istrators (AASA) in Atlantic City, New Jersey. The title of this paper was "The _

Research and Evaluation Unit: Helping Your School Board MakeéDesisions." K

;W \ -

A second presentation was made Py Dr. Freda Holley and Dr. Ann Lee at the annual
meeting qf the American Educational Research Assdciation (AERA) in San Francisco,

California, in April, 1976 This paper was entitled '"Model}s for the Delivery of :

School District EvaI%?tion: Service or Accountability?." f5#§5 .

. . s -

k third prese&?ﬁtion\wéé‘also made af AERA” 11, San Fréncisco in Apnif by Drs Ann Lee,

"Research and Evaluation in Jublic Schools." , slide show presented a generic
view of public school R and 'K units and what they do. 7Tt described the activities
of_the Austin ISD!s Office of Researéh and Evaluation, depicting many facets of "
the Qffice's operation which have been seeded by Title III monies granted to the .
district over the last three years. . .

.R.E./Title III staff member) in the form off&:ﬁ;:dio;visual presentation entitled
R

©

-

/o
g

-

Tﬁg/gourth piesentagion, also at AERA was ﬁ5ﬁ2<%yxng. Paula Matuszek. This'paaer'vqﬁ

described the results of an evaluation of the 1974-75 Austin ISD Pupil/Teacher -
_Ratio Reduction Program. Dr. Matuszdyk had conducted this study while empldyed
by Titlé III funds in P.RJE. during the 1974-75 school year. . <

O{R.E. will solicit, prepare, and present at least one project report-at 4the
state level. R ' / - . '
—~F - .

) . i -~ . . . ) . ‘.‘ - ' ( — .
ThiéthEZEfive was met by an O.R.E.-coordinated panel prese - &t the Texas
Assotiation of School Bpards/Texas Agsociatipoh of School Admiinistrators afinual ¢ ..
meeting in San Antonio, :Texas, in'?‘g

"Research and Evaluation Units: Helping School Boards Make Decisions". .*

y . v 9 . . e
The panel consisted of: .o i 2

e .
{

Will B. Davis, School Board Member, Austin, Texéé,‘gnd President df TASB
Dr. Freda Holley, Coordinator of the.0ffice of Research and EvaI%Ztion,
Austin I.S.D., Austin, Texas 3 . . L7 N
/ Nancy" Jully, Sthool Board-Member, Dallas I.5.D., Dallas Texas
Dr.- William Webster, Asgociate Superintendent, Research,éggaluatiqn,\and.
* P%anning, Dallas I.S.D., Dallas, Texas: e
Moderator: Dr. Ann Lee, Office of Researd® and Evaluation, AustimyI.S.D.,
- b . . - - )

oV Austin, Texas e . .
. . N \ - T o™, ’ -
> "

The panel was presented in two-time slbts. A total of about 400 persdns attended. .
efther one or the other of the two sessions. The first part of each session con- *

tember, 1975. The presentation was entitledy ', '

sisted of the panel answering prearranged questibns likg "What kind of information -

can research and evaluation units colleet?" "Wher® can a district get the resourcés -
to start a research and evaluatgon unit?'! '"What dekisions do school bdards have .

to make for whith research and dvaluation units can provide information?" Th : second
phase. of each session was/a question and answer period during which members of the
audience addressed questions to panelists. ) N e .

) 'ci: . . . ,
‘ e . . ¢ X
- ot s G

. ' . :
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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.

RS

The Council actually met six timés during 1975~76 to share evaluation information

.- {(see Table~IV-5 below).

by

« - }&

TABLE IV-5:

<

L

L

TEXAS JOINT‘URBAN EVALUATION_COUﬁCIL 1975-76 ACTIVITIES

¢

¢ MEETING DATES

T w
MEETING PLACES

TOPICS COVERED -

1. Sept.-25 &

»

Austin, Texas

—

Reports from each of the 7 districts

~

26, 1975 . on evaluations conducted in -their
- . ﬂ"\\\ districts.
' TEA and accountability.
Plans for coming year. 3
2. Dec. 4 & 5, El Paso, Texas JUEC position paper on accountability-
1975 ' past and, future position papers.
Accountability Legislation--past and
N present,
) Upcoming evaluation topics in the 7
3 . " districts. e
% - iReview of Title v proposal Project
. META s
- <o [ o
‘13. dan. 29 & Houston, Texas Reports from each of the 7 districts Y-
30, 1976 on,evaliiation in progress in each dis-

trict. -
JUEC Title IV project discussion.
Miscellaneou,s1

4. March 18 &

San Antonio, iexas

<« 19, 1976 - ] on evaluation: 'TepoTys released re=
~ 8 - cently in their districts.
_ ‘ The new accreditation scheme by TEA.
ING i Next year's Title IV JUEC Project)
= . META.

Reports frow each of the 7 dﬁstricts

5. April 12-13,
1976

T

Houston; Texas
- (Expenses born
by Distriats)

-

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

6. May 12, 13,
14, 1976

Fort Worth, Texas

3

' One/half day joint meeting with Chief
"State Instruétional Officetrs--account-

I" ability in the seven urban disfricts.

accreditation’ model.

Review of JUEC statement to-legisla-
tive subcommittees on accountability ,
legislation. -
Election of new JUEC officers
Mindmum Competency Testing - yes or
no?

36 °
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This third year of the Council's existence has been marked by strengthened commu-
) nications among the members petween regular meetings. There has also been a grow-
’ é?i’ ayareness on the part of the séven cities' superintendents and curriculum
S o T, h

iefs that the Council members have much information to provide in statewide
ﬁHepision-making situations involving these groups. For example, the Council met
twice in joint sessions with the Chief Instructional Offfcers to disciss cooper-
atign among the seven urban districts on upcoming state accreditation procedures
S and on possible competency level testing procedures. Inm fact, the latter of these

joint meetings resulted in a Title IV, Part C application to the Texas Education
Agency 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'info;matioﬁ for.decision-making on an intercity
basis is due to the hard work of several staff members of the Texas~Education
Lo~ Agency, particularly Dr. Walter Howard, Dr. Dorothy Davidson, Dr. Ha ¥ Ford,
s . Mr., James Hill, and Dr. Maurice Dutton (no longer with the Agency). “These 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 & E staff members at
Council meetings. ~ - - - ‘ ;

Earlier in the yeaf‘q;ecember, 1975) the Council 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 Ixaining in Accountability is summarized below:
y W ' . : . - )
" This project addresses the state priority of accountability. Ther
N | 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 thrgugh 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.l

- *

The major objectives of Project META during 19?6-77 are: .
) . (1) The training needs of Texas qdﬁcators'in the area of more
effective utilization of evaluation research will be identified,

and the training topics and formats will be planned. >

’ (2) ~iraining approaches will !e developed to help evaluators improve_
. the utilization of evaluation résearch by decision-makets.
» . /
. Lioint Urban Evaluation Council's Title IV Part.C Applicatién to the Texas

Education Agency (Project Abstract) for Project META, Materials for Educational
Training in Accountability. December, 1976. : -

x ’
. - .
. . - .

@

-
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Guidelines and traiping&gg;l be degéloped for evaluators, to:
help them make evaltuation ‘rese

areh Information more understénda@le
= and communicative to decision—mgg ) . .

ers.
(4)

'
s

‘Project training materials developed wtll be disseminated on a '1
-local, state, and national, level, as measured by project records.
Austin'é Office of Research and Evaluation will serve as the fiscal agént of

the Council™during the ope on of Project MEBTA. The grant was aw§rdqd in
the sum of $67,588.

BN

0.R.E. will write and disseminate on a statewide basis_two 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 activities were performed in a variety of ways.

The first paper, ''Models

for the Delivery of School-District Evaluation:

. Service or Acdountability?"

was delivered by the Title III Project Director, Dr. Freda Holley, and Title

IIT Senior Evaluator, Dr. Ann Lee, at the annual meeting, of the American Ed-
ucational ResedTch ‘Association in San Francisco, California, in April, 1976.

. . . /
"A subcommittee of the Joint Urban Evaluation Council prepared a position: paper.
for the Council,

"A Position Paper and Recommendgtions Proposed by the Teéxas Joint
Urban Evaluation Council For a State Supported Research and Evaluation System For

Texas School.Districts.” This positior paper along with statements of testimony
were presented by invitation to the followin

g committees amd subcommittees of the -
Texas Legislature during the 1975-76 school )

year’: .

\d
1

'Subgommitteejof the Texas House Public Education Committee on™Goals
for Public Education - April 20, 1976 ’ '

L1

_ Joint Texas Legislative Committee 'on Intergovérnmental 0
. Renewal-and Accou

perations%
ntability Systems - May 14, 1976

A paper on pofentiél prohlems encountered in the  establishmenf of school district -
evaluation services was prepared by Dr. Frhda\Holiey, JUEC..chairman and Title III

pfoject‘director, and_was presented to a subcommittee of the Texas House Public.
Education Committee on Goals for Public Education on A

School Board President, Carole Keeton McClellan,

.'N
i - ) .
; .-
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(OBJECTIVE) .0.R.E. will perform efficiently qil activities designed to achieve
the other project objectives outlined, v ' _ V‘; .o .
- . LEVEL OF ATTAINMENT: Achieved.® e T _ .
The twenty-five activiq}és proposed to achieve the previous six Titég III
. ~evaluation project objeéFivgs were all carried .out. N -

| SUPPORTIVE DATA:. = e , . N .

The Project director will provide project management and fulfillment of reporting
requirements for the Title IIL project.

»

i

The projeéct director'CQB coordinator, of O.R.E.) was able to oversee the project's
activities. All planned evaluations,were carried out to completion 'by the end
of the year. She wrote the evaluatioh policies and procedures and submitted’them
r*to the Superintendent for his review, supervised the testing program, helped
" *to plan and supervised the evaluation dissemination and inservice éubcomponent,«

met with the School Board to asgist them in setting 1976-77 district priorities,
provided technical assistance on 1976~77 evaluation designs for both local and
Federal programs, and secured state and national audiences for 0.R.E. presenta*
tions on the Title III evaluation project. Regarding reporting negg}rements of
"the Title ITII project, she contributed to and réviewed this report}

: " > . . L

hd)

0.R.E. will provide inservice trdaining for its staff .(including professional
meetings). . R . i .

.

. . . »
Five of the seven senior evaluation staff atteqded the annual meeting of the

American-Educational Research Association in San Francisco in April, 1976

{only two were supported on thizftrip by Title III funds)p. This meeting is viewed
as the most impgrtant professiofal meeting of the year for 0.R.E. senibr staff
members. It' i®¥perhaps of interest ‘that” O.R.E. coordinator Dr. Holley is program
chairman ‘of AERA's Division H (School Evaluation and Program Development) for

the 1977 annual meet$fg. . The award of this responstibility is evidence of the

national reputat{id which O0.R.E. has earned in less than thfj; nearé of operation.

0 i *

Q0.R.E. staff attendance at other professional meetings was also engouraged when
it was appropriate. The following tdble summarizes staff attendance.and parti-
cipation at various conferences during 1975-76: . -

-
-

TABLE IV~6: O.R.E. STAFF PARTICIPATION IN PROFESSIONAL GROWTH ACTIVITIES
P N DHRING 1975-76 T

. 1
3

c L < . NO. OF.0.R.E.  NO. OF PAPERS OR
CONFERENCE MEETING . " STAFF ATTENDING PRESENTATIONS GIVE
- — g ) ‘ ) cr.
1.  National Staff Development Conference 3 \\L\\ 3 '
Council (Austin, Texas) i '
2, Texas Associatién of School Boards/ . 2 N
Texas Association’of School, Admfh~ ¢ | ‘. L PR
.istratprs Annual Meeting (San An~ 2
t9nio, Texas) . - ] . .
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TABLE IV-6 (cont.} ‘ P . ) L - ) - ,
T .. : 'NO.* OF O.R.E. NO: OF PAPERS OR
CONFERENCE MEETING STAFF ATTENDINE PRESENTATIQ@S GIVEN
3. American Association for Supervision 1 ’ 3 .1
and Curriculum Dévelopment (Miami, . s = . -
Florida) . . L . .
* ,' .
4, International Bilingual/Biculturadl 4 '

- Texas) . C ‘

Education Conference™ (San Antonio,
Texas) ) ‘

- v
N b

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

,
N . " ’ >
> B

6. Statewide Conference on Evalqatién 3 . 2
of Title VII Projects (Waco, Texas) T

7. Edutation Service Certer XIII Confer- ) . 0
ence on Achievement Testing (Austfp, .
.Texas) - -, . ’ ’
8> American Educatiohal Research Assoc~-

.+ iation Annual Meetipg- (San Francis—

co, California) ) P v .
9. Five meetings of the Texas Joint : 7% . N.Ax ",
Urban Evaluation Council ’ .t . RN

~

. Total Number of Papers or Presenta-
tions Given by O.R.E. during'1975- . - )
v 76 at State or.National Profession~- -

al Meetings . . . . ... ..., . ....... e o ]

p— » *

-~
b

*Every senior O.R.E. staff member attended at least one of the 197?-76 JUEC»

meétings. At each of these meetings, 0.R,E. reported on work in progress, o~
but they were not papers as such. ) :
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1. Affective~behavior - Tnose learning~v§yues.dealinhﬁprimarily with motivation,
, feelings, attitudes, interests appreciations and
’ ’ values. ) .
s o . R . w .
. . 2. / Assessment - The process by which data_are Lgathered and used for systemasic
’ descriptive and predictive purposes with respect to a person,
. " group, organization and/or some other object being studied or
{ \ examined..’ The results of assessment often provide the+data andg
' L . information needed for evaluation.
=~ -3, Boehm Test of Basic Concepts - Fifty items arranged in order ofd/Qeir
. ' difficulty Each item consists a set of
.- pictures about’ which stétements 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
Y . with norms. _ It covers Mathematics and

) . . : Verbal/Comprehension areasg.: The test.
provides agsessment, of achievement levels
comparable to percentiles on a na ional
. 4 ’ level . .

5. CIPO - An evaluatiodf model designed by the AISD Office of Researcé and
' Evaluation. Its purpoge is to provide procedures for evaluating .
the special programs of the.district through use of inputs, processes,
and outcomes concepts. The evaluation is aimed at providing informa-
N\’ tion to decision makers. X N

Decisiop making - Making cﬁoices among aI:ernatives. .

*~= 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 Context - Evaluating the planning of the program in gelation to
- the ‘enviromment in which it. will or did operate.

i 5 ‘ ¢ o A A . ¢
iy . 9yquvaluation Design - & predetermined strategy for judging the effects of a
SR ,  program. '

f . €, 10, - Evaluation, Ihpﬁt‘ Analysis bf ‘the’ resources available ‘to a program. &

ﬁe
Evaluation,gProcess - Judging the effectiveness of the activities and pro—
o ] cedures of a _program. ’

.
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12. -Bvaluation, Outcome -* Judging the effectiveness of the products of a program

13.

14,

15.

20.

21.

. ' answer that best describes

(in the CIPO model, this means student behaviors.)\*

Joint Urban Evaluation Council (JUEC} - A committee” consisting of representa-
’ - tives from' the 7 largest urban school
districts in Texas. The purpose is to
share evaluation information and ideas
and to consider\evaluation problems
' ’ and goals of evaluation in these-.

districts’

- Y .

¢

Median - The middle score or number fn a distribution.

»
hd ¢

Outcomes ~ The term refers_to any student behavior whether affective,
] cognitive, or psychomotor, whether covert or overt, intended or
' unintended.

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

Priority - What activity or item _to which resources are allocated in
preference to others. . - i

.

" Quartile ~ Quarters of a population; the 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles.

S hool Sentiment Index (SSI) ~ A collection of questions about a student's
attitude toward school such.as, "Do you like
being at school?" ,The stydent marks the

im.

Y
-

Sequential ‘Tests of Educational Progress (STEP) - A battery of achievement
g tests designed to measure
- . student gkills in the aca-~
A : demic areas of Reading,
. English Express
. of Writing, Mathematics
. ' Computation and Concepts,

«
l
\ * [

Stanines ~ A ‘Unit of a standard score scale that divddes the norm population
into nine groups. -

bn, Mechanics -

Social Studiés’ and Science._

~
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