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SUMMER SCHOOL PILOT 1982: FINAL REPORT SUMMARY

- n

MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS ‘ "

.1.

The summer school was very populer. A large nuﬁber of students
enrolled (1,193 for at least part of the program), attendance was
high (94%Z), and staff and parents were enﬁhusiastic abou’ the pro-
gram. ) :

Math units were mastered at an average level of 87%. This exceeded
the objective of mastery of attempted units at an 80% level.

In reading, 36 of the 37 units were mastered by at least 80%. of the
students. Although the objective was that units would be mastered-
by 90%.of the students, these results show reasonably good mastery
of reading skills by most students.

In the fall of 1982, teachers rated the reading and math skills of

1981-82 retainees who attended summer school as higher than the skills

of those who did not. This was not true for 1980-81 retainees.
In math concepts, 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school
showed better gains than those who .did not at grades two and
five and six combined.

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION

1.

The attendance rates of a sample of summer school retainees did not

change between 1981-82 and 1982-83. However, the students showed
good attendance (about 95%), which closely matches the average for
the District overall.

/
In reading, retainees attending summer school did not show better
gains than those who did not.

In math, the 1980-81 retainees who attended and those who did not

attend summer school showed similar gains. The 1981-82 retainees

who attended summer school showed better gains than those who did

not in only two of ten comparisons of Math Concepts and Math Prob-
lem Solving ITBS scores. :

o
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WHAT WERE THE MAJOR FEATURES OF AISD'S SUMMER PROGRAM?

Austin's 1982 summer program provided 90 minutes of reading, 90 minutes
of math, and 60 minutes for a snack break and community school activi-
ties. Mastery learning was used in both reading and math.

¢ . The Chicago Mastery Learning System (CMLR) and ci..er
supplementary materials were used. for the regular
reading program.

e Three classes of limited-English-proficient (LEP A
and B) students received instruction in English and
Spanish reading using a variety of materials.

¢ Math for Everyone, Succeeding in Mathematics workbooks,
calculator enrichment, and other materials were used in
the math program.. :

A total of 1,193 students were enrolled in the summer school and attended

at least part of the five-week session. All students in grades omne through
six who had ever been retained were eligible to attend. Most of the 77
tegchers taught two reading or two math classes each day.

WHAT DID SHORT-TERM RESULTS SHOW?

Bﬁeﬂy, the short-term results were very positive.
e Staff and parents were enthusiastic about the program.

° Enrollment (1,193 for at least part of the session) and
attendance rates (94%) were very high.

" e Math units attempted were mastered at an average level of 87%.
This exceeded the objective of an average mastery level of 80%
on skill units attempted.

° In reading, 36 of the 37 units were mastered by at least 80%
of the students. While this did not meet the objective of
mastery of all units by 90% of the students, it does show
reasonable reading progress by most students.

e TFall teachers of 1981-82 retainees rated those who attended -
summer school higher in reading and math skills than those /
who did not attend. This’'difference was not found for the,
1980-81 retainees who did and did not attend, however.

8 ' - , . "': LT
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DID THE SUMMER SCHOOL AFFECT ATTENDANCE RATES?

The attendance rates of a sample of retainees who attended summer school
were checked for 1981-82, summer, and 1982-83. An equal number of stu-

dents had shown increases or decreases in absence rates between 1981-82
and 1982-83.
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Figure 1. CHANGES IN NUMBER OF ABSENCES: 1981-82 TO 1982-83.

Thus, the swmmer school appeared to have Z'Lttle impact on the attendance
rates of these students. However, these students also did not appear to
have an attendance problem, since their attendance (about 95/) closely
matched the average rate for the District overall.

WERE STUDENTS PROMOTED AFTER SUMMER SCHOOL?

‘Parents were informed that promotion should not be expected due to summer
school attendance. A check was done to see if any of the 502 1981-82 .
retainees who attended summer school had been promoted by March 1983. A
total of 26 students (5%) had been promoted. However, a higher percentage
(13/) of those who did not attend summer school were promoted
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WHAT LONG-TERM IMPACT DID THE SUMMER SCHOOL HAVE ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

Since 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school seumed to show better .
math and reading skills in the' fall But 1980-81 retainees did not, analyses

were done separately for the two groups. Matched groups were selected

last fall based on sex, ethnicity, grﬁﬁe,‘ége, Reading Total and Math

Total ITBS scores from spring 1982, and 1981-82 program ‘service (Title I, e
Title I Migrant, limited English proficient, and special education service).
Regression analyses were generally done by grade for the skill areas empha-

sized. Grades five and six were combined for 1981-82 retainees, and grades

J

three~-five combined for 1980-81 retaineces due to small sample sizes.

Reading

Vocabulary was emphasized at grade’one and reading comprehension at grades
two through six during summer school. Reading achievement of 1980-81 and
1981-82 retainees who attended summer school did not differ significantly
from those who did not attend in any of the 16 comparisons. Thus, the
long~term reading objective 'of better performance by those attending summer
school was not met.

4

Math

Summer school skills emphasized were math concepts and math problem solving.
No significant differences were found for 1980-81 retainees who did and
those who did not attend summer school in the skill areas emphasized.

Two significant differences in favor 'of 1981-82 retainees attending summer
school were.foufid in Math Concepts. Retainees in grades two and five and
six combined who attended summer school gained about one month more than
those who did not. Retainees who attended and those who did not attend
summer school showed similar achievement patterns in math problem solving.
Thus, the math objective was met at grades two and five/six for 1981-82
retainees in'math concepts, but not at other grades or in math problem
solving. ‘ ‘

Summary

Thus, while short~term results showed goodéwastery of reading and math
skills presented and better skills in the fall for 1981-82 retainees at
least, very few favorable results were found over a one-year period. The
most likely explanation is that five weeks is not long enough. to impact
retainees' long~term achievement (especially in reading). It is also
possible that the fall teachers were unable to capitalize on the extra
skills students came in with in the fall, or that the ITBS tests used

still did not match the summer school curriculum closely enough to measure
gains in skills emphasized specifically. ’

’
o

Q0



. 82.25 ' .

h B

DID EXTRA INFORMATION HELP ACHIEVEMENT?

1

Two approaches were tried in 1982 to give teachers extra information on
students' learning styles and needs before summer school began.

. One sample of students received home visits from the reading
and math teacher pair. These provided information about
Student needs and built rapport with the family.

e For another sample, the former teachers were called by the
summer school teachets for more information about student needs
and styles.

. Some ‘students were in both groups. For the rest, no extra
information was collected. i

All studehts were to have a data card provided by the spring teacher list-~
ing basal "placement and ITBS scores. However, all cards were not complete
and students who enrolled after the regular school year was over usually
did not have this card available.

Mean scores in reading and math for students receiving a home visit, tele-
phone call, . home visit and call, or neither contact were examined. Compari-
sons revealed that: :

e Students in both the home visit and telephone call to former
teacher groups seemed to show the best gains.

] Students receiving just home visits showed better gains at
a few more grades than those who just had the summer school
and former teachers talk to one another by phone.

s ' o Students in either the home visit or phone call groups showed
better gains than those with no extra contacts.

Thus, extra information did seem to help teachers serve student needs a
= little bhetter. .

DID FOLLOW-UP ACTIVITIES HELP STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT?

%
w ]

Summer school students received either general or specific’ follow-up in read—’
ing and math after the regular session ended.

° In reading, the general follow—up was a letter giving general
ideas on how to help the child with reading for the rest of .
-the summer. The spacific follow-up group received this letter
. plus five fun read gractivities ‘for parents to do with thelr
****** e children weekly.'

N
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e In math, all students were allowed to take home their workbooks.
The general follow~up group received a letter on the last day of
class indicating activities parents could do with their children
in certain areas. The specific follow-up group received this .

letter,plus five sets of special instructions for workbook pages
‘to complete weekly,

Parent survey results (returned by 24% of the sample) indicated that those
who recetved specific follow-up in math were more likely to complete the
workbook pages. However, ITBS achievemeni scores in reading and math
showed no difference in the gaine of those who received general and struc-
tured follow-up, The percentage of parents completing the assignments may
haye been too small to impact the average gain for the entire group, or

the follow~up may not have been extensive enough to have an impact on
achievement, '

iv
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Summer School Pilot
Appendix A

IOWA TESTS OF BASIC SXILLS (ITBS)*

e

*Subsection of ITBS appendix covering
all analyses related to retainees.
Complete report in: RETENTION AND
PROMOTION: 1982-83 Final technical
report (ORE Publication No. 82.42).
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lova Teets of Basic 3kills, 1978 rdicion., Form 7

Inecrument Deecripciog:

Briaf descrineion a¢ che toscrumanc:

The (T30S Le a standardized multiple-choice achievamant teet battery. Llavel 3§ was
diven to kiodgrzarten students to measure skills {n the areas of liscening (spring
oaly), language (fsll and spring), and math (spring only). Levels 7 and 8 ware given
to jradse 1 and I, reepectively, to measure ekills in the areas of word agalysiz,
vocsbulary, resding comprehension, spelling, math concepte, math problams, and math
Compucation., ITBS levele 9-14 were administared to gradee 3-8 with the teec level for
students ia zradee 4~4 chosen on the Sasis of their previous achievement scores (with
teacher review). Lavels 9-14 {nclude subtests inall the sreas mentioned for levele 7
H and 8, axcept for word analveis. In addition, lavels 9-14 {nclude subCests measuring
capitalization, punctuation, usage, visual materials, and reference materials.

To wvhon was the inecrumant adminiscered?

All elemencary and junfor high students, grades X-8. Special education etudente warae
examptad as per Board Policy 5127 and its supporting adminiecrative regulation. Sty
dents of linited ¥nglish proficiency (LZP) wera not exespt, but could be excused afcart
one test on which chey coulg not funcziou validly. Scoree for students vho were zono—1
lingual or Jominant {n a language other t i~ English vers nor included fn tha scnool
or Discrice eummaries.

How many times was the instrument sadministersd?
Once to ea:h studeat in grades 1-8, twice to students in kindergarten.

Jhen was the insdtrument adminiscered?

Kindergarzen students wera tested the veek of September 7-10. The wlemenfuc— schoola
adzinistered the cest April 19, 20, and 21 to scudents {n grades K-6. Scudeacs in
* 8rades 7 and 8 weze tasted on february 15, 16, and 17. Teacs vere administered in
' the moraing. Make-ups were adminiscered the waek after the ragular teeting.

Where was tha instrument administered?

In sach ALSD alenentary and juhior-hi;h-ochool. usually i{n%che scudent's regular
claasroon. .

who adminiscered the {astrunent?

Classroom teachers in the elementary schools. In the junior high schools, cthe
counselor or pringipal adminlstured che cest over the public address system using
taped direccione provided by ORE. Teachars acted aa test proctors in their classroom
at cthese schools. .

What training did the admiziscrators have?

Suilding Tast Coordinators parsicipated {a planning sessions prior to the testing.
Teacher Iraining was che responsibility of the Building Test Coordinator. Hovevaer,. -
teacher inservice training was availalle from ORE upon request. Teachers and coun=
selors receivad wrfccen iastzuccions from.ORE. fnc uding a checklist of procedures
and a scripe to follow {n test adminiscracion,

Were chera problems wicth the ins:rument or the admin{scrition that might affect
the validity of cthe data?

No anown problems wich rhe inscrument. Problems in the administration are documentad
' o . in the zonitors' reports which are available ac IJRE.

“ho develooed zhe Lﬂs::umen:? .
Tae Universicy of Towa. The ITBS 4s published Sy cthe Riverside Publishing Cozpany.

. Jhat relfabilfsv and validisy daca are available on the {nstrurentc?
The railabilizy of individual sul tests and area totals, as suzmarized by Kuder-
Richardson formula 20 coefficiler: ., ranges from .75 to .97, across test levels.

Crefficients for che total battery range from .34 to .99, across test, levels. Equi-
valzne-forns reliability zoefficients, calculated for grades 3-8, range from .71 &3
+92, across subtascts and area tosals. The issuas of content and conscruct validiey
are addressed In the publisher's prelimirary technical summary, »p.l3-15.

B )
Are there aota daza avaiiable for interpratiag she results?

*Yorm data are available in the Teacher's Sulde. The Teacher's Guide provides eapirical
aorms {grade equivaleat, percentile, stanize) for the fall and spring. >ncerpolaced
uoTas are available for aidyear. National, large citr, and school buliding scrms are
available,

@ | 2 . . i ym— . '1'22
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Purpose- C o -

Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) results brovided~inf0rmation relevant to
the following decision and evaluation questions: . :

. Decision Question D2: How effective have efforts- been directéad towards
fetainees? Should they be continued and/or modified? ) -

Evaluation Question D2-4: How did the achievement of retainees
who did and did not attend summer school compare on emphasized
math -and reading skills? ‘

-

Evaluation Question D2~5:. Did the achievement of summer school
retainees who received home visits, phone calls to former teachers,

E o Or no extra contacts differ on skills emphasized?

'Evaiuégion Quééfibn D2~-6: Did the achievement of summer school
students who received follow-up activities'in the mai} differ_-

from other students on skills emphasized? e
. .

Procedure

. Because 1981-82 retainees who attended summer ‘school seemed “to.show better
*~ math. and reading skills in the fall but 1980-81 retainees did ‘mot, analyses
"~ were done separately for the two groups..Matched groups were selected
- last fall based-on sex, ethnicity, grade, age, Reading- Total and Math
Total scores from spring 1982, and 1981-82 program service (Title I, Title

I Migpant;-limited English proficiéncy, and specialoeducatipq.service).

-

¢

Regression analyses~ware-gene§§lly done by grade. Howaver,‘gfé&és 5 and 6
were combined for 1981-82 retainees and grades 3-5 were combined for 1980-81

'~ retainees because of®small sample sizes.

The skill areas 'efiphasized in reading were vocabulary and'word—;tfack'ski}ls
at grade l-and comprehensiqn'at‘grades 2 through 6. Therefore, ITBS-Vocab~
plary and Reading Comprehension scores were checked at the appropriate grades.
" Math Problem Solving arid Math Concepts ITBS scores were analyzed in math,
since these were the skills emphasized. Mean scores in Math Computation
were.also calculated. - :
Figure numbers in this appendix begin withfhelélbééausg summer school anal-
yses .represent one part of a larger ITBS appendix discussing all retention
analyses found in-the overall technical report on retention.

>
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Results

SUMMER™SCHOOL FOLLOWUP - , “ Lo

2: How-effective have .efforts been directed towards

Decision Question D
retainees? Should, they be continﬁéd'and[g; modified?

Evaluation Question D24: How did the achievéﬁéht“of”repainees
who did and did not attend. summer school compare on emphasized-.

math and reading skills? E S ) T e

Because 1981~82 retainees who attended summer school seemed to show better e
reading and math skills in the fall but 1980-81 retainees did not, analyses
were done separately for the two groups. 1In reading, Vocabulary scores

- were examined at grade -one through six .as the skills emphasized. Math

skills emphasized were those tested by Math Problems and Math Concepts on
the ITBS. = . : ' ' ' ;

1981-82 Retainees

Reading: Five regression analyses in reading revealed no.significant
differences between 1981-82 retainees who attonded summer school and those
who did not. A linear relationship was found between pre= and posttest
scores. . The gains of 1981-82 retainees who attended summer school ‘ranged
in size from .49 (at grade four) to 1.17 (at grade six) GE years. Third-
and fourth-grade gains were considerably smaller than those made at.the
other grade lezels. ' : '

“o

Math. No significant differences were found in math problem solving skills
‘based on ITBS scores. Gains for retainees who attended summer school
ranged from .52 (at grade four) to 1.04 (at grade three) grade equivalent
years {see Figure A-~17). : : : : :

- Two significant differences in favor of retainees who attended summer

school were found in Math Concepts. On the average, retainees who attended
summer school after repeating second grade gained. about .87 GE years com-
pared to .74 GE years for those who did not. TFor students with low pre— _
test scores, retainees who attended summer school showed better gains than
those who did not. At grade five/six, retainees who attended summer school
gained .58 GE years compared to .52 GE years for those who did. not (see
Figure A-18). Retainees who attended summer school with higher pretest
scores showed bettér gains than those who did not attend. Both the slopes
and intercepts for the two groups at grades two and four differed. Line
plots are shown in Attachment A~5. A linear relationship was found between
pre—~ and posttest scores in both math concepts and problem solving.
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Math Computation was not emphasized during summer school but scores are
° shown in Figure A-19 for informational purposes. Retainees who attended
summer school at grades one, two, and three. appeared to have slightly e
higher (one to two months) meah GE scores than those who did not. These
may or may not be significant differences. Students who attended.summer
' school gained about .67 GE years overall in Math Computation while those
who did not gained about .61 GE years.

2
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Tigure A-17, MATH PROBLEM—SOLVING SCORES TOR 1981-82 RETAINEES Mean grade equivalent
. scoves on the 1978 ITBS Form 7 are shown for those who attended and did
‘n ' not attend summer school, ‘ ‘ :

B



- 8l-82 -

" SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S): Math Concepts - GROUP: Retainees Attending Summer School

-~

11982 SéPP " DPRETEST  POSTTEST  CORR(r)  CGAIN  GAIN  GE SCORE  T1pS JITEMS ON 7

o]
GRADE n MEAN GE  MEAN'GE  PRE/POST MEAN GE S RANGEécAINS LRVEL, ~ SUBTEST ‘.Sig.‘ g
L0 13 18 B8 - dwws B s
)W 1B 1% 8 6 - frag g % g
yo® s asm s B - 410 429 R
T R T PR H.1 .10 e
5 % 4.33] B 5.09 T3 (5/6) 61 . N8 - g m L (5)
- R AN NI ', | )
S 5.07‘ y4.57‘ | -.50’ S - 8-d0 1 40
251 |
> SUBJRCT AND SUBTEST(S): Yath Concepts | CROUP; - B1-82 Retatnees Mot Attend#ng Summé; School
- 1982 SSpP PRETEéT _ POSTTEST CORR(r5 GAIN . GAIN "Gﬁ SCORE. . TTBS L i LTENS ON -
GRADE n MEAN GE HEAN GE PRE/POST MEAN GE 5D RANGE=GAINS  LEVEL SUBTEST.
ol L i.76  3 8 6 - By 7 3
)W 196 §.7ot | 63 .74 - ;52..:- 2 to +2.1 x - -36
yoom o s M- dwong 9o 'y
N R R N I T T I T ]
S % 4% 4 ': S5O0 5. M Llehl 1 . g
SRR N (| R ¥ B -dwed n L W -

- Figure A-18, MATH CONCEPTS‘SCORES FOR 1981-82‘REIAINEES. Mean GE scores 6n-the.ITBS (1978 Form 7) V'l
are‘shown for those attending and not attending summer school.

TN
Po—n




SUBJECT AND SUBTEST(S): Math Computation | GRoup:  81-82 Retainees in Summer School
1982 ssep PRETEST ~ POSTTEST  CORR(r)  GAIN GATN - CE SCORE ITBS I TIENS ON
GRADE o MEANGE  MEAN GE  PRE/POST MEAN GE  SD  RANCE-CAINS LEVEL  SUBTISY

s ce

|

L oL 8 b He 7 2%

Y B85 -hwHd 8
ol oum R IR TN o
TR S - S8 - Tt 1\9 W

R X Y, 8 lwwe 5
: I 500 W% -0+ 12& 5

W | | |

> SUBJECT AND SUliTEST(S): Math Computation | (‘ROUP 81-82 Retainees Not in Sumer School

0

— ]
1982 ssep PRETESY ~ POSTTEST  CORR(r)  GAIN CAIN GE SCORE™ TBS\ # TIGHS ON

GMDEn MANGE. MEM GE. PRE/POST MEANGE SD  RANCD-GAINS LEVEL|  SUESI
1w 134 1.93 55 - 6to+2.1 o # %

LR 293 % -wnd %
3”""""-"2'9 L5 3 B - b4l 9' B
Y T R Y, o2 10 g
5 % 4,51 5,21 AN - Swa 0 ) 45/,"
1 ‘4 5.3 5.65 g 2B+l to+.] 12 - 45

Flgure A-19. MATH COMPUTATION ITBS SCORES. Mean grade equivalent scores for students taking

Form 7 of the ITBS (normed in 1978). Scores for retainees attending and not
02 l/ attending summer school are shown.
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1980-81 Retainees

Regression analyses for the skills emphasized were also run for the 1980-81
retainees who did and did not attend summer school. ' Analyses were carried
out for grades-one, two, and three~five combined. None of the 1980-81
retainees who had sgores available were in the sixth grade.

No significant differences were found in either reading or math’ between

the groups. All sample sizes were small (6 to 33 per group) so gains
varied widely by grade. Scores are shown in Figures A-20. through aA-23.

The chart below shows the range of mean gains made by those‘'who did and did
not attend summer school who were retained at the ‘end of the 1980-81 school
year. . :

'1980-81 RETAINEES-~-MEAN GAINS IN GE'S
Area - Attended Summer School Did Not Attend Summer School

Reading .29~-1.63 . .12-.87

. Math
Problem- .45-.82 .0-1.66 .
Solving . .

. Math

Concepts .60-1.12 .23—1.20

[A]

* Summary

Overall, ‘the summer session appeared to have little long-term impact on stu-
dent achievement--at least as measured by the ITBS. There is some indication
that math’ concepts skills were improved slightly. Since 1981-82 retainees
who attended summer school did appear to have better skills than those who
did not based on teacher judgements in the fall, it may be that this advan--
tage was largely lost during the year. TFive weeks may not be long enough to
have an impdct on long~term achievement, or the ITBS subtests chosen may not
have matched.the curriculum closel; enough to be sensitive to the change.
The impact on math concepts may reflect the greater time spent on math rela-
tive to the regular school year per day. Reading scores’also tended to be
somewhat lower initially, which could have made it a little more difficult
for teachers to impact skills in five weeks. Reading is generally more dif-
ficult to remediate based on AISD's high school tutorial classes. ' '

A-10
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Figure A-20, MATH CONCEPTS SCORES FOR 1980-81 RETAINEES. Mean GE scores on Forn 7 of

the ITBS (1978) for those attending and not attending summer school are
shown,
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Reading Objective

As of April 1983, retdinees participating in the 1982 summer school will
show higher achievement in reading areas emphasized than will retainees
who did not participate based on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS).
This objective was not met. Retainees who attended summer school did not
_show higher-achievement—in- reading skills_ emphasized compared to those who
did not based on spring 1982 and 1983 ITBS scores. T

—————

Math Objective

As of April 1983, retainees participating in the 1982 summer school wiil.
show higher achievement in math areas emphasized than will retainees who
did not participate _based on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS).

| ~Retainees§ who attended summer school scored higher than those who did not
in Math Concepts at grades two and five-six. They did not score higher in
Math Concepts at grades one,. three, and four. °

Retainees who attended summer school did not show significantly higher
achlevement in Math Problem Solving than those who did not at any of the
grade levels. »

e i

Spanish Reading

It was hoped that the summer school would improve LEP participants'
. ability to read in Spanish. This was difficult to measure for several
reasons: . .

e The Prueba de Lectura, a Spanish Reading test, is given
each spring but only to students in grades two through.
s ix R —— - T

e Only nine of the 39 LEP summer school partlcipants had
pre- and posttest scores,

'o‘fAnfvgains mademﬁ§~thé‘sﬁmmer’schooi participants from
spring to spring are probably due to a combination of
.summer school and regular school-year instruction..

® -A good comparison group is not available, in that scores
are only reported for all students tested each year at
each grade.  Scores are hot reported on a pre- and post-
test basis.  Also, scores are reported separately for, '
. . those LEP students who did and who did. not receive
- : Spanish instruction during the year. It is not known , .
whether the summer school participants received this
" dnstruction or not during the regular school "year.

Given these precautions, the best comparison available seems to be that
of LEP summer school students' versus Spanish~dominant students who
———-received Spanish instruction- during the-regular- school year,———

"~ A-15
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GRADE 81-82 . 82-83
82 AND 83 =
ALl 48,0 (N=77) © 61.9 (N=52)
0 3-4  ss(N=2) 50.0 67.5
T T A e 605N 37) 694 (N=33)
4-5 " $5 (N=2) 48.5 © 6640
All C 617 (N = 32) 70.2 (N=22)
5-6 SS(N=1) 71 ‘, 87
. ALl  69:6 (N = 15) 72.1 (N=18)
Total (Mean) - J 51.25 ' . 66.9

59.95 68.4

Figure A-24., PRUEBA DE LECTURA SCORES FOR 1981-82 AND 1982-83,
‘ Raw scores are shown for those attending summer
school with pre- and posttest scores (SS) and all
those receiving Spanish instruction during the
regular school year (All).

a

,,-Although‘extreme caution. must. be_taken in interpreting these scores, this

information overall suggests that LEP students in summer school scored
closer to ‘average after the program. The only grade a: which thlS pattern
does not hold is for those in grade three in 1982-83.

LEP Readlng,and Math

. : v
No formal objective was set for English reading ability, but the general °
questions of interest were: What were the average GE scores of retainees

in summer school in April 1982 and April 19837 How did they compare to
those of all LEP retainees? Was there an increase in the number of these
students able to take the ITBS in 1983 compared to 19827

There were three classes of LEP A and B students in the program. Reading
for these students was a separate curriculum for Spanish reading and English
as a Second Language. Math for Everyone (in English) and the rest of the -
regular math program were used. One bilingual teacher taught both reading’
and math to the students and helped the children by telling them what the
English directions were in Spanish. One class operated ba51cally at the
kindergarten level, one at grade one, and one at an intermediate “evel
(grades four - six). . : -

Very few studénts”had Reéading Total and Math Total scores on a pre- and

posttest basis, but those that are available .are shown in Figure A-25.

.t
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Y

It is difficult to compare these scores to those of all LEP students by
grade since summer school grade assignments did not necessarily match
regular school year assignments. However, a look at overall scores
across grades suggests that: .

e LEP students who attended summer ‘school scored below the
average for all LEP retainees in spring 1982.

"o ~“Summer School-LEP-students.. stiii-score below the LEP

retaince average in 1983, but close the gap somewhat in the
reading area (but not in math), '

¢

- READING TOTAL

ﬂ Grade N 1981-82 1982-83
0 2 ‘ .60 .95
1 5 ¢ A 1.20 2.20
46 . 2 2,60 . 3,60
Mean 9 1.38 2.23
Mean for 118 o 1.70 . 2.44
all LEP -
...... . . Retainees .-
MATH TOTAL
Grade N 1981-82 1982-83
0 4 - 1.13 - ) 1.75
1 15 1.55 . 2.37
4—6 7 ‘ 2.89 3,73
Mean 26 1,85 2.64
Mean for . 148 | ' 1,99 2.74
Retainees !

[ - ,
Figure A-25. SUMMER SCHOOL LEP A AND B STUDENT SCORES.
. - Reading Total and Math Total mean GE .
scores on the 1981-82 (Pre) and 1982-83
(Post) ITBS.

A-17"
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One final measure of improved English skills was the abllity of these
'students to take the ITBS. Teachers have the option of exempting stu-
dents from taking the ITBS after they have attempted one subtest
(usually in math) i1f they feel the students' command of English is not
great enough to handle the remaining tests. A check was made to see
now many valid scores were available for these students in reading.

. *  Overall, there:was an -increase from 10 students with 1981-~82 scores to
23 students with 1982~83 scores. Thus,' it appears that these students did
show some 1mpfbvememﬂ in their command of the English language. How much
of this improvement is due to summer schoolkis impossible to say. ‘

Evaluation Question D2-5: Did the achievement of summer school retainees
who received home visits, phone calls to. former teachers, or no extra
contacts differ on skills emphasized?

Before summer school began, teachers called the former teachers of about
half of the students and visited the homes of about one fourth of the stu-
dents. These groups were randomly Selected, so some students fell in both
groups. About one fourth had no contacts made. The home visits and phone
calls to former teachers were. designed to give the summer teacher more
information about the students' needs and interests.and build rapport with
the homes.

" Teachers reported completing aBout two thirds of the randomly assigned
phone calls and 98% of the assigned home visits. Incomplete calls or
‘home visits were included in the group receiving "neither" contact.

Figures A-26 and A-27 show the reading an& mafh scores of summer school
students in the areas emphasized. ’ .

In reading, students whose teachers both called former teachers and visited
the home seemed to show better gains at grades 1, 3, and 5/6. Those receiv—
ing just home visits showed the best gains at grade two and those receiving
just phone calls gained the most at grade four. The group which had no con-
tacts did not show the best gains in any case. o

In math concepts, ‘students who had both a home visit and call to the former
teacher showed the best gains at grades 1, 2, and 5/6. Those receiving just
home visits and those receiving no visit or call made the best gains at
grade 4, while those receiving no visit or call showed the best gains at
grade 3. In math problem solving, those recelving home visits showed  the
best gains at grades two and three, those whose former teachers were called
did best at grade one, those receiving home visits or both did best at

grade four, and those receiving both did best at grade 5/6.

Thus, those students for whom teachers had additional information did seem
to make slightly -larger gains in reading and math. A phone call to the
‘fotmer teacher and a home visit seemed to have the most impact. (eight 4
cases), followed by home visits only (five cases), and phone calls only"
‘(two cases). There were only two cases in which the group for which the
teachers had no advance information did as well or better than the other
groups. -

A-18
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Evaluation Question D2-6: Did the achievement of summer school students
who received follow-up activities in the mail differ from other studenty
on skills emphasized?

Follow-up activitles wero designed to provide additional practice in reading
and math for summer sachool vetainces for the rest of the summer. Classes
were randomly assigned to receive a guneral or specific form of followup to
allow comparisons of effectivencss, '

In reading, the "genecral" follow-up group received a letter giving general
ideas on how to help the child with reading the rest of the summer. The
"structured" group received this letter plus five weekly fun reading activi-
ties for parents to work on with their children. In math, all students were
allowed to take home their workbooks. The "general" follow-up group received
a letter on the last.day of class indicating recommended activities in spe~
cific areas to work or in the workbook. The "structured" group received

this letter plus five weekly letters with specific instructions for workbook
pages to work pn. '

It should be noted that all students were assigned to a group but about one-
third of the parents said they had received no follow-up information in at
least one area. Since parent surveys were anonymous, the groupings shown

in Figure A-28 are based on those assigned to receive structured or general
followup. The fact that some parents reported that they had not received
the materials must be considered in interpreting results.

_Pnreﬁt‘survey results indicated- that those who received specific followup
in math were more likely to complete workbook pages' than those who received
- general or no followup.
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Figure A-~28 shows the mean gradé equivalent scores in reéding areas "emphasized L
in summer school for those assigned to receive general and specific followup. .

’

e STRUCTURED - cENERALY
. S o 82 - 8% .. 82 ; 83
Grade - N Mean Gain Mean @ N Mean © Gain Mean
Gr. 1.(v) 101 1.06 .8 ' 1,90 | 90 . 1.18 91 2,09
Gr. 2. (RC) 80 1.88 - .85  2.72 | ‘66 2.04 92 2,96
3 (RC) 49 2.77 .51 3.28 | 41 2.90° . .75  3.65
4 (RC) 56 3.63 .67  4.30 | .46 3.13 _ .63 | 3.75 3
© 5& 6 .(RC) 7T 4,39 .85 5.24 | 64 4.19 - .92 5,10
Figure A-28. ITBS READING SCORES FOR SUMMER SCHOOL ‘RETAINEES
RECEIVING STRUCTURED AND GENERAQJFOLLOWUP ACTIVI-
. TIES. 'Mean grade equivalent scores are- shown for
areas:emphasized in the summer program—-vocabulary -
at grade 1 (V) and reading comprehension ‘(RC) at
grades 2-6. Fifth and sixth graders used the same
- , materials and were often in the same classrooms. °
Gains for the two groups éppéar to be quite similar except at ‘grade 3-where
the general followup group appeared to gain more. Thus, those who received
_structured followup activities *for five weeks did not appear to gain any
more tpan the other students in the reading areas emphasized.
- ' | ,
- . ’ ((A
- R -
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MATH PROBLEM SOLVING

STRUCTURED | : . GENERAL

82 - 83 82 . © 83
. GRADE- N Mean Gain  Mean - N Mean Gain - Mean
Gr. 1 104 1.27 .75 2,02 | 8 ~ 132  .76. 2.08 R
2 © .8l 220 .60 2.8 66 2.2 .63  2.87
/ 3 s> 278 .e6 344 | 45 2.8 90 3.78
4 59 342 .66 4.09 | 52 337 31 3.8
5/6 82 4.35 .89  5.25° | 69 s 417 .70 4.88 o

- e,

MATH CONCEPTS

| . STRUCTURED . . GENERAL -
N ' . 82 , 83 : 82. : ‘ 83
M GRADE ' N Mean Gain Mean N Mean Gain . _ Mean
1 v 106 1.27 .75 2.02,| 8 ° 1.35 .71 2,06 :
- 2 81 2,00  .83- 2.83 | 67 - 2.24 .89  3.13
3. 54 2,78 .79 3,51 46 - 3.10 .74 3.84
4 58 3.69 61 4,31 52 3@&7 U599 4.06°
5/6 . 82 483 .76 5.59 | 69 436 .77 5.2
Figure A-29. ITBS MATH SCORES FOR SUMMER SCHOOL RETAINEES RECEIVING
GENERAL AND SPECIFIC FOLLOWUP. Mean grade equivalent
scores are shown for the two areas emphasized in the
summer program. :
As these charts reveal, gains in math problem solving were similar for the two -
groups at grades one and two, greater for the general group at grade three, and
greater for the specific followup group at grades four and five/six. In math.
_ concepts, gains were similar for the two groups at all grade levels.
7’
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COSTS

Purpose ‘-

Finance figures provided information on how much the 1982 summer school
cost overall, by funding source, and by student. A list of consultants
used was also compiled from Finance figures. -

S

Procedure

Finance ‘supplied the Department of Federal and State Compliance with final
budget figures. One of the grant planners compiled the figures and calcu—
lated per pupil costs. Per pupil costs are based on the 1,193 students
served during at least part of the program. Figures could also be based on
the June .14, 1982 enrollment figure of 1,064 students if desired ($248.63).
Evaluation costs of $7,458.01 were excluded from the per pupil cost. The
evaluator compiled a’'list of all consultants used and the amount they were
paid. ‘ ’

Results
Austin's 1982 summer school for retainees cost $272,006. The Austin ISD
spent $191,639 in local and $80,367 in TEA funds on the program. The per
pupil cost (excluding evaluation expenses) was $221.75 based on 1,193 stu-
dents served (see Figure B-1). Figure B-2 shows consultants used during
the 1982 summer program.- A total of $3,024.23 was spent, primarily to pay
observers. ' . ’ ' - - \
: o)
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Program Description

The 1982 summer school for retainees, conducted from June 7 to July 9,
1982, enrolled 1,193 students in grades ‘one through six for at least part
of the session. Sites were Becker, Brooke, Cook, Maplewood, and St. Elmo
elementary schools. -These students were served by 77 teachers fof'an over-

all ratio of 15.5 students for each teacher.

Enrollment was originally to be done at the regular 1981~82 schools until
mid~May with an opportunity to sign up on the fifst day at the summer
school campuses on a "first come, first served" basis based on space
available. It was felt, however, that it was important that all retainees
from 1981-82 or previous years be served no matter when they enrolled.
Enrollment was therefore opened indefinitely. The response to ‘the program
was greater than expected and the original estimate of 900 students to be
served at three campuses was exceeded. Brooke and Becker were added as
summer school campuses about three weeks before classes began.

The school day lasted from 8:30 = 12:30 and consisted of one-and-a-half
hours of reading/language arts, one hour of recreational activity (snack,
restroom break, and a community school activity of the student's choice),
.and .one-and~a~half hours of math/applied skills.

Summer school teachers telephoned one-half of their students' former
teachers to obtain information about the students' skills. A sample of
children's parents were visited by summer school teachers to establish
rapport between school and home.  Follow-up activities were conducted in
which parents were sent letters about workbook assignments or exercises to
be completed during the five weeks following the end of summer school.

Summer school teachers were selected on the basis of length of their
experience with the District, length of experience at their grade level,
recommendations by instructional coordinators and principals, and lack of
experience teaching in previous summer schools. After being selected and °
accepting their assignments, two in-service sessions were held: one, a
.general overview of the program held at the central administration building,
and a second dealing with specifics of the local program and assignment of
students to classes held at the local campuses. The general overview ses-~
sion was done twice to accommodate staff added late. "
What did the math curriculum include?

The math materials (Math for Everyone) were developed by the Educational
Service Center, Region XIII, and were supplemented by a workbook (Succeed-
ing in Mathematics). Hispanic students of Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
received instruction in Spanish using the same materials. Calculators and
other enrichment materials were also used. -

.
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The Math for Everyone series contains a '"scope and sequence" plan for each
grade level. Specific instructilonal objectives are provided with the
scope and sequence and are grouped according to instructional "strands."
Teachers were to give priority to problem solving and .numeration, and to
teach geometry and measurement as time permitted.

Originally, students wére to be assigned specific strands based primarily

on their performance on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and/or the

Texas. Assessment of Basic Skills (TABS). The information actually used to

‘make these decisions included ITBS subtest scores in reading and math,

’ reading basal and math text ,levels completed, previous teacher recommenda-
tions made by telephone, parent ideas based on home visits, and informal
assessments done by the. summer 'school teacher.

Thé curriculum was to be tatght as follows:

¢ 5-10 minutes: group motivational activities.
° 30 minutes:, large group instruction using Math for Everyone.
' 30 minutes: small group instruction/indépendent practice:

, using the Succecding in Mathematics workbook.
° 20 minutes: enrichment, usingvéalculators and teacher
resource books.: ..

After completing instructional activities for a unit, students were to be
given a "formative" test. Students were required to answer 80% of the
items .correctly to 'master' eaxh skill. Students achieving mastery were to
work on enrichment activities while those who did not received additional
instruction on the same skill unit and were retested with a "summative"
test. .
N . s
Information regarding whether the sequence of math instiuction was imple-
mented as planned was gained from three observers with a combined total of
108 hours of observation in summer school math classrooms. Observers were
asked what the typical sequence of math instruction was. - All three agreed
that generally teachers asked questions, had students practice math skills
independently, reviewed math skills with students after practice, gave work-
book assignments, and then engaged in enrichment activities. The daily
"group motivational activities" originally planned did not occur every day.
The test-retest sequencing was not as obvious to the observers during the
last two weeks as it was during the beginning. Testing did occur, ‘however,
and teachers' records were checked during the ‘program to make sure they were
being kept correctly. There seemed, to the observers, to be less enrichment -
activity occurring in first- and second-grade classrooms. Overall, the
observers did not notice any great systematic differences between the planned
>'énd actual math program. Most math teachers (65%) responding to the Teacher
Survey said the materials should be used again. ‘
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What did the reading curriculum include (including materials and equip- .
ment)? » . .
The- Leading materials (Chicago Mastery.Learning ReadinngMLR) were .
developed by the Board of Education of the City of Cihilcago.and published
and supported by Mastery Education of Watertown, Massachusetts.

At the first~grade level, about half of the CMLR time was to be spent in -
developing word attack/study skills, while the other half was to be spent
in improving comprehension skills., At grades two through six, -comprehen-
sion was to be the main emphasis.

CMLR materials were toube presented initially to the entire group. Within
each unit, skills vere sequenced so that each subskill would be mastered
before moving to the:next. As in the math program, students were to. be
given a férmative test on the unit on which they received instruction.
Students answering at least 80% of the items correctly were #0 receive
CMLR enrichment activities, while those who did not were to receive ''cor-
rective" instruction, after which they were again tested. Students avail-
able for enrichment activities could also be available as a peer tutor for
students needing more remediation or could read a book from the Reading is .
Fundamental program. A student must have attained 80% correct on the sum-
mative test to have mastered the skill unit. For those not achieving this
criterion, review material was built into the next unit.

» CMLR was to be used for one hour; For the other half hour, miscellaneous.
activities related to language arts could be undertaken: journal writing,
library visits, independent reading, story reading in a group, wereeall

- suggested act1vit1es '

Impressions of the observers were that teachers most often spent the non-
CMLR time reading aloud. .This was supported by Teacher Survey results,

on which 77% of teachers reported spending at least ten minutes a day in
reading aloud during non-CMLR time. Other activities mentioned by teachers-
were: Independent reading, phonics instruction; and vocabulary instruction.
Materials from Scholastic (Text Extenders), Modern Curriculum Press (Grade 1),
and Houghton-Mifflin (Grades 2-6) were used for reading activities. About

80% of the reading teachers judged the quality of the- materials to be good

or excellent, and 77% responded that the mater1al should be used again.

Hispanic students with Limited English Proficiency (LEP) in categories A
and B were not instructed with the CMLR materials, but were given instruc—
tion in Spanish reading, oral language development, vocabulary (on Monday,
Tuesday, and Wednesday), and English as a Second Language (ESL) (on Thurs=—
day and Friday), using the following materials: Elena y Dani, Caracolitos,
Stepping Into English, I Like English Teaching Cards, Language V1suals, and
Scholastic Colleccion

What community school activities were offered?

Offerings varied by campus. Generally, a variety of arts, - crafts, table
games, and physical education (1ndoor and outdoor) were'available. Some
campuses offered creative dramatics and typing The community school also
- staffed school libraries so they‘could be open.
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How many students were promoted after attending summer school? '
An extra breakdown was done to see if the promotion rate was higher for

those attending the 1982 summer school or not by March 1983. Figure C-1
shows the results.. . :

Summer School Attenders Non-8S Attenders  Total
N . % N % N %
Promoted - 26 - 5.2% 97 12,67 | 123 9.7%
Not : . . o k o
Promoted 476 94 . 8% 670 87.4% |1146 90.3%
Total 502 100. 0% 767 1100.0% [1269 .~ 100.0

. Figure C-1. . PROMOTION RATES FOR 1981-82 RETAINEES

- WHO ATTENDED AND DID NOT ATTEND SUMMER
SCHOOL. Figures are based on all stu~
‘dents still on the Student Master File
as of March 1983. Figures include eight .
.Students on AISD Student Master but in
Austin private schools.

Thus, 26 (5.2%) of the 502 1981-~82 retainees who attended summer school were
promoted. However, 97 (12.6%) of the 767 1981-82 retainees who did not
atterid summer school were promoted. The source of this difference in pro-
motion vate is not clear. ‘It could be that those who went to summer school
were the lowest achievers, or that parents of those who attended summer

school did not push for promotion because they had been told summer school
would not lead to it. ~ : ‘ L
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lnstrument- Description: Attendance Registers

Jriad descriszion o9f =%a {nssrimanc:

The inatrument {3 1 compucar-generated form by school with the List of students to ba
checkad at that school and space to racord the number of days anrolled and the number
of days absent for each of five alx-week periods and sverall, The {nformation was
taken from the attendance ragiszers ac each of the schools fn the sampla.

To _whom was <he {assument adainiszered?

The {nsctruzenc “as administered by ORE staff wich che help of the person in charze of
keeping the actendance reglsters at the school,

dow zan% timas vas the instrument adminiscarad?

Once. . !

When was the inscsument adminlzszevad?

The last week in April and the firgc week in May.

whare was =ha {nstruzent adminizceved?

At aAllam, 3arringeon, 3rown, 3reatwood, Qak Hill, Pacan Springs, Rosewood, Zilker,
Cock, Sunset Valley, and Yaplewood. )

¥ho adoinistered sha fastrumenz? .

The evaluation assistanc for Districec Priorities.

r-

~nat raining 444 she adminiscracors have?

Yerbal ZLastruccions.

das the instrument administarad undar standardizad aondizions?

.

No, although all reglsters are 2o be kep: in a standard wav.
3 :

were thaece problems wish che instyumenz or =ha ad=iniscracisn shar aighs affage
sha 7alidiew of =ne Zaca? -
Ne.

N,

“ro _dewvaslcsad =h

)
o
H
N
n
]
i
M
3
n

District P?rioricias’' evaluaccr.

Are thersz norm daca avallable  f57 iacerdreszing rha resules?

Yo.

what reliabilicvy and validiszv daca ave available sn the instrumens?

Reliatilisy could e zhecked dv double-checking atcandance -agister. Validicy is
noc applicable. . : P ‘ ‘
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AttendancevRegisters

\\

Purpose \

The purpose of this appendix is to provide information to answer  the follow-
ing decision and evaluation questions from the 1982-83 Retention/Promotion
Evaluation Design: ' %
\
|
Decision Question D2: .(How effective havelefforts been directed
towards retainees? 'Should they be continued and/or modified?

Evaluation Question D2-3: What were the attendance rates of
1981-82 retainees who attended summer school during 1981-82,
summer school, and 1982 83?

TEA'reques:ed this information to determine whether summer school attendance
"had any impact on retainees' attendance. -

Proceduvre

The study started with the random selection of ten schools. The schools
selected were Allan, Barrington, Brown, Brentwood, Craham, Oak Hill, Pecan
Springs, Rosewood, Summitt and Zilker. Sunset Valley; Cook, and Maplewood
were later added to the sample. Once the schools were chosen the next step
was to find retainees for whom the needed attendance information was avail—
able. e-students selected met the following criteria: they attended one
of the schools selected in April 1983, and thevy had summer school. attendance
data and ‘attendance data for 1981—87 available from summer school records.

Grahan and Summitt had no summer school retainees who had complete attendance
data a-ailable. Sample sizes at the other schools were also reduced because
of this. Information from 1981-82 was often missing. A small number of
students had also left AISD by April 1983. The total numbar of students
checked was 84,

The form used to gather the data was developed by a District Priorities
evaluator and generated by .the AISD computer. -The forms are by school with’
the 1list of students to be checked at that school and space to. record the
number of days enrolled and the number of days absent for each of the five
six weeks and for the total number of days enrolled and absent (see Attach-
ment F-1). . - e

'/
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[

/

The proredure for getting the information was to have the evaluation
assis;ang/for District Priorities call each of the schools and either
arrange a time when she could come out to the schools and gather the
informatdon or get the information over the telephone. Getting the
information by telephone was done when there were three or less students
per schbol. In one case the list was sent to the school and the person
in charge of the attendance register filled in the information and sent
it back to the office. If a student had Just transferred, we called the
prevgéus school 1f the school registrar knew what it was.

!

/

/

/ Results

Thé average number of days enrolled and absent for retainees in the sample
séhools are shown in Filgure F-1. The average absence rates were 5.1% for
11 of 1981-~82, 5.2% for summer gchool, and 4.9% for the first five gix
weeks of 1982-83. Since absence rates typlcally increase, slightly the
last six weeks of the school year, absence rates seem fairly stable over=-
all for the three periods.
Another check was made to see how many students' attendance had increased
or decreased by more than 1% from 1981-82 to 1982-83. The number of

‘ absences went up for 33 students (39.3%), down for 33 students (39.3%),

and did not change more than 1% for 18 students (21.4%) % (See Figure F-2).

Thus, summer school appeared to have little impact on the attendance of
these students. Average attendance rates changed only slightly from

1981-82 to 1982-83, and equal numbers of students' attendance increased and
decreased. These results must be interpreted in light of District atten~
dance rates. The average absence rates were 6% in 1981~82 and 5.4% for the
first five six weeks of 1982-83. The average absence rate for 1982-83 over-
all was. 5.5%. Thus, the retainees who attended summer school appeared to
have average. attendance--they did not miss school .any more often than other
AISD students.

DAY
Zia

g

.
G Snang
A

39% decraszsad

Figure F~2, PERCENT OF STUDENTS FOR WHOM THE NUMBER OF ABSENCES
VARIED OR STAYED THE SAME FROM 1981-82 TO 1982-83,
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