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-

FINAL REPORT SUMMARY

a

Project Title: Summer School Eilgc Project

Contact Persons: Perry Saiior, Nancy Schuyler

‘ A

Major Positive Findings:

All short-term ohjectives were mat- Scudenta in the regular
reading and math programs mastered 93% and 96%, respectively,
of the units taught. Limited English proficiency students
averaged 99% correct on tests in the English as a Sacond
Language program and 95% correct on math teasts. All LEP stu-
dents showed gains between che pretest and posttest in Spanish
reading.

Attendance averaged 92% among students who completed the 24~day
program,

Classrnom observations conducted in first-grade classes indi-
cated that students were on cask for 93% of the time spent in
basic instruction.

Teachers generally liked the organization, inservice, and
curriculum of the summer program.

Major Findings Requiring Action:

The first~grade classroom observations indicated that on the
average students spent 497 of the allotted classroom time
dir~atly engaged in reading and math instruction plus 2% in
other basic instruction. The remaining 49% of the time was
spent in other activities.

WHO ATTENDED SUMMER SCHOOL?

Students were eligible to attend the summer school for retainees 1if they
had been in first through sixth grade during 1982~83 and were recommended
for retention at the end of the year. A total of 516 students-—484 in
the regular program and 32 in the bilingual program-—-attended long enough
to take at least one mastery test. Some of the general characteristics
of the student body were that: ‘



83.02 !

~ About 0l% were male and 39% female. This is about the samec
' as the ovarall percantage of ratainees who are male and female.

~ The ethnic breakdown also matched that of all ratainces
closely, with 24X Black, 49% lispanic, and 2v% Anglo.

- Grade breakdowns match. all retaineea. fairly well, with 50%
in first, 21% in second, and 29% in third through sixth grade.

Students were an average of seven months below grade level in
‘“eading in first grade, based on ITBS scores. This difference
increased to two years below grade level in grade six. Students
were five months to one and a half years below grade level in

» math,

~

- About 74% were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch.

- About 40% of the students were‘eligible for Chapter 1
services, with 37% actually served.

-~ Fifteen perceﬁc of summer school participants received
special education services in 1982-83.

- Sixteen percent were classified as having limited English
proficiency (LEP).

- The attendance data available for 1982-83 indicate that summer
school students were present 94.2% of the days enrolled.
Attendance during summer school was 892 of the days enrolled,
or 927 when dropouts are excluded. Dropouts were defined as
those students who missed at least the entire final week.

WHAT WERE THE MAJOR FEATURES OF THE SUMMER SCHOOL PROGRAM?

The AISD 1983 elementary summer school for retainees was designed to pro-
vide additional basic skills instruction so that retainees would not fall
further behind their higher-achieving peers during the summer and would be
better prepared to benefit from the following year's instruction.

The summer school curriculum included 90 minutes of reading instruction and
90 minutes of math instruction, with an intervening 60-minute period of
Community School activities and a snack break. Some staggering of schedules
was necessary to allow smaller Community School teaching groups. The:
reading curriculum for English~dominant students was based on the Chicago
Mastery Learning Reading system (CMLR) and emphasized comprehension and
word attack skills at first grade and comprehension at grades two through
six. The CMLR program is organized so that students receive instruction

in a particular skill and are tested following instruction. Those students
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who thereby demonstrate mastery of the skill are given enrichment activitias,
while those who have not mastercd the skill are given further inatruction.

At the end of the additional instruction, thesa students are tested again

to see if they have mastered the skill (based on sat criteria).

Students with limited proficiency in English (LEP) received Spanish reading
instruction using the series Santillana Laectura Dos Idiomias, and instruction
in English as a second language (ESL) using tha I Lik~ English serilaes. A
mastery-learning approach was adapted to these materials also.

The math curriculum was based on the Math for Everyone series and emphagized
numeration and problem solving. Again a mastery-learning aepronch was usad,
with students to be taught a particular skill, tested, then” given enrichment
activities 1f they demonstrated mastery or rataught 1f they did nct. The
math curriculum was supplemented by a workbook, Succeeding in Mathematics,
and several kinds of "manipulative' materials such as calculators, pattern
blocks and Unifix cubes.

LEP students used a Spanish-language math series, Matematicas, conceptos y
practica. Number recognition and basic addition and subtraction facts were
Caughc. b :

Several aspects of the program were designed to increase motivation. Irde-
pendent reading was encouraged by awarding paperback books for good perfor-
mance. Scented stickers were awarded for good behavior and performance.
Finally, the calculators_used in math classes could be kept if che student
had no more than two unexcused absences.

Community School activities included various arts and craECS and physical
education activities as well as movies, table games, creative dance, and
typing. Many Community School activities were planned to enhance children's
selfoconcepts, teach socialization skills, and reinforce material taught in
the classroom. For example, the table games chosen (bingo, checkers, Concen-
tration, and so on) were selected to help build concencracion, memory, and -
numbet and leCCer identification skills.

Teachers aCCempCed to contact the homes of students in order to increase the y
information availablé to the teacher and to the parents.’ According to informa-
tion returned from the teachers, 218 homes were visited and 193 were telephoned..”
In seneral, teachers believed the home contacts were very useful, though they -

had no apparent effect on short-term performance overall. It 1s possible chat

this is a "ceiling effect"; the mastery performance of all participants was

very high. Parents were also sent information and materials for follow—up
activities to be completed by the children in the period between the eﬁé of

summer school and the beginning of the regular school year. It was hoped

that these activities would promote continued student learning for-the rest

of the summer. _ yd
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Summer school was held on six campuses: Becker, Brooka, Cook, Maplewood,
Rosadale, and St. Elmo. Classes lastad from Juna 6 through July 8 (24 class
days) from 8:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. Teachers were saelacted on the basis of
years of experience in AISD and at thair grade lavel, recommendations by
their instructional coordinators and principalas, and lack of experienca at
teaching summer aschool.  They attended a total of 24 days of inservice train-
ing.

A total of 49 teachers participataed, thrae of whom taught LEP classes.
Twenty teachers taught first grode and 10 taught second grade. Eighty-iour
percent were femala; the ethnic breakdown was 51% Anglo, 31X Hispanic and
18% Black. There were relatively fewer Anglo and more Black and Hispanic
teachers than last year. Community school activities were taught by about
)8 staff members. Each campus had a summar school director, librarian, and
secretary. One coordinator per subject met special compus needs on an "as
needed" 'basis.

Twenty~four percent of the teachers had master's degrees. All teachers
were certified at thae elementary level, 142 werae certified to teach special
education classes, and 27% were certified to teach bilingual classes.

The Director of Elementary Management was the overall supervisor of the
summer school program. Four instructional coordinators were responsible
for planning and developing curricula, and also for selecting and adhpting
appropriate materials, assisting directors and teachers during summer ¢
school, conducting inservice sessions for teachers and directors, and
developing and delivering the follow-up activities. — "
The Grants Planning Coordinator for Applications and Compliance was primarily
sesponsible for the grant proposal. The evaluation was carried out by a
District-funded evaluator and two grant-funded evaluation assistants In con-
sultation with others involved (mostly the instructional coordinators). ORE
staff also developed guidelines for home contacts and provided staff develop~-
ment on record~keeping for teachers. Staff members in Personnel,:Transpor-
tation, School.Plant, and Finance also had responsibilities for certain
aspects of the program.

WAS THE SUMMER SCHOOL IMPLEMENTED AS PLANNED?

Information about program implementation was obtained by examining project
records and teachers' records, classropm observations conducted at first
grade, and a survey of teachers. Y

In the program as it was originally planned, 800 students were expected to
enroll and the pupil-teacher ratio was to be about 15 to 1. Actual enrollment
was 516 students distributed among 49 teachers for a PTR of 10.5 to l. The
actual number of students present in first-grada classrooms on an average day
_ was about 10.5 based on observations done on all 24 days.
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Students were achedulaed to spand 90 minutes per day in reading and 90 minutes
in math, with an hour of Community Sciwol, snack, and break activities in
batwaan. Although class paeriods ganarally seamed to last 90 minutas, the
first-grade observations indicated that only about 49% of the allotted time
was actually spent directly in reading and math hasic skills inatruction,
with 2% spent in activitieas the obsaerver coded as basic instruction but not
raading or math and 49% spent 'in such noninstructional activities as raceiving
noninstructional directions (a.g., "Put away your calculators and gat out
your books.'"), housecleaning, class concrol, transition from one activity .
to another, lining up, and roll call. If clasa began lata or was dismiasged
early, the time was codad as noninatructional.

Because the math and reading programs both involved frequent assessment of
-scudcgc progress and because summar school teachers did not know their atu-
dents bafore tha first day, it’waa axpacted that assassmant would be one
noninstructional activity reducing basic instruction tima. Assessment,
howaever, accounted for only about 3.3% of total classroom time.

Future plannera of summer school.may want jo consider changes that would
reduce noninstructional time. First-grade observational data suggests
several areas for possible improvement.

o Staggered gchedules which result in split class periods for reading
or math should be eliminated if at all possible. Some cawpuses had
to use such schedules this year to accommodate two shifts of
Community School classes. This meant some students might have 75
.minutes of reading, 60 minutes for Community School and snacks,

15 more minutes of reading, and then 90 minutes of math. Split
schedules, (for reading in this dase) increase time needod for
classroom organization activities (settling in, lining up, etc.),

and reduce available instructional time. :

e Spending more of the first day of summer school on instruction would
be helpful. In the two clarsrooms observed, almost the entire first
day was devoted to noninstructional activities (welcoming Students,
explaining rules, describing the program). Shortening imtroductory
comments or building some of them into instruction would increase
time for direct reading and math instruction.

e Some teachers used classroom time more effectively than others.
For example, one teacher might have the children spend tiwe

cutting out pictures before matching them with words to build
vocabulary; another might have all materials cut out and ready to
match, or have students draw lines connecting pictures with words.
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Stating claama on time and continuing to teach the full 90
minutes maximizes availabla instructivnul time. While it is
difficult to make sura averyona {# (n thaeir seat and ready
to begin on time aevery day, waiting for students does take
up instructional tima.

Libravy time should be used as cfficiently as posaible,
Students spent about 12X of thelir reading time in the
library. While the transitional time needed to get students
to and frem the library may be unavoldable, efforts should
be made to make sure library time is used as wisely as possi-
ble. Only one~third of the firsc~grade library time observed
met the observacion ayatem's definition of basic instruction.
Ways to J-:reasa instructional time might include:
1) ing sure films shown sre generally short and clearly
ated to improving reading skills. This year, films
t..e only counted as reading instruction if there was
scwa followup or other clear tie to reading skills.

2) Minimlzing the wuat of time students spend waiting
for individual help and. making sure students are read-
ing during the allotted time.

3) Encouraging students to read seriously by building on
their library reading or having some followup on books
read (this may be primarily a first-grade problem) .

WERE THE SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES FOR THE PROGRAM MET?

In a word, yes. Short-term objectives were met for all components of the

program,

In the regular reading, program, students mastered 93% of the
units taught; the objective was 80%. Twenty-seven of the 29
required CMLR units were mastered by 80X or more of the stu-
dents taught them. ’

In hach. the mastery rate was 96% (the objective was 80% mastery).
Nearly all (94%) of the students mastered 80% or more of the units
taught, and 86% mastered 90X or more.

Reading and math objectives were met for each grade individually,
as well as for all students combined. .

Performance among the LEP students was also excellent. The objec~-

.tive was that they would average 75X correct on mastery tests in

ESL and math; the actual percent correct was 99X in ESL and 95% in
math. All unit (summary) tests in ESL and math were passed by aIl
students who took them. On Spanish reading, the objective was that
posttest scores would be higher than pretest scores for each instruc-
tional level. Every student's posttest score was higher than his or
her pretest score. Pretest means for the various readers ranged from
74% to 83%; posttest means ranged from 90 to 98X.
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HOW WILL ACHIEVEMENT OF LONG-TERM OBJECTIVES DE MEASURED?

A control group of ratainees who did not attend summer school will ba
compared with students who did attend. Nonparticipating retainees are
comparable to participants on ethnicity, gender and grade breakdowna,
Chapter 1 oligibility, LEP status, special education status, and ITBS
reading and math scores. These two groups of students will be compared
on April 1984 ITBS reading achievement and math achievemant. These
sources will bo usad to assess attainment of tha following long-tarm
objac: vass

Reading: Participants will show significantly higher
achiavement in reading comprehension than nonpartici-
pants (vocabulary at grade 1), based on spring 1983
and 1984 ITBS acores.

Math: Participants will show significantly higher
achievement in math concepts and problem solving than
‘nonparticipants, based on spring 1983 and 1984 ITBS
scores,

LEP students' long-term achievement will bae mnanured as follows:

ESL: A greater percentage of summer school students
‘than nonparticipant LEP A and B retainees will be
capable of taking the ITBS, based on teachers' percep-
tion of English proficiency. Reading Total scores will
improve from 1983 to 1984 for students who took thea ITBS
both years.

Spanish Reading: Scores for students in grades 2-6 will
{mprove on the Prueba de Lectura (first graders are not
tested) . .

LEP Math: Math Comphtation scores .for those students
- taking the ITBS in 1983 and 1984 will show an improvement.

WHAT WERE THE OUTSTANDING FEATURES OF AUSTIN'S SUMMER PROGRAM? WHAT
COMPONENTS ARE ESSENTIAL FO% REPLICATION?
L]

Summer school staff believed the outstanding features were:

e The reading, math, and limited-English mastery nurriculums
and manipulatives.

e Specific teacher training in the use of the curriculum and
manipulatives,

¢ Communication with parents through home visits and telephone
calls.
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e Low pupil-teacher ratio.

e Early careful planning and good cooparation amoug all
participating departments and schools.

e Reward systemsa used.
e Good racord keeping and evaluation after the program,

In replicating this program olsewhere, it would be essantial to use the
Math for Everyone and Chicago Mastery Learniag System. Supplementary read-
ing books might be replaced by library books. Duplicated math reinforce-
ment pages could ba used incread of the workbooks if a homework or followup
component was skipped.

All of the LEP materials were considered extremely effemtiv. and essential.
Additional supplementary materials would be a valuabi-. addition. Clustering
the children, having more than une site available for the LEP program, and
using one teacher for reading and math (especially to reinforce English
skills) would also be very helpful in reprating the program.

Early planning, specific staff training in using the curriculum, some form

of communication with parents, a low pupil to teacher ratio, and a reward
system of some kind ara also essential to successfnl replication. In addition,
some form of recreational break and snack would t extremely valuable.

The only problems which others might encounter in roplicating the program
are:

e Working out the logistics of student eligibility, identifi-
cation, and possible late enrollment; and

e The fairly high cost of instructional materials for each
teacher and student.

i2
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‘Which students or other individuals are Included on the file?

| . _ .
INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Summer School Studenc Characteristics File - -
Brief descr:ptlon of the data file:

The Summer School s:uden: Characteristics File is a colleccion of information from u:any
sources. It contains demographic information about students in the Summer School Pitot
Project, as well as information concerning cheir eligibilicy for special educa:ional

programs, attendance rate in summer school and during the preceding school year, number .

of years in AISD, .and most recent ITBS score. The information comes from AISD files and
from.records kept by teachers. T :

7
All students attending the 1983 AISD Summer Ss:ﬁéol- Piloc Program.

o

How often is information on the file added, deletsd, or updated?

Never. The fila was c.r:ea:ed onlyr for evaluating the 1983 Summer School Pilot Project.

Who is responsible for changing or adding information to thae fila?

Summer school data analys::

How was thae information contained on the file gatheréd?

Age, sex, grade level, ethnicity, and Special Educécion status were obi#ined from the

. Student Master File. ITBS scores ‘and eligibilicty for other spacial programs came from

other ORE files.. 1982-83 attendance aud number of years enrolled im AISD came from
cards filled out by the students’ 1982-83 teachers. Summer school -attendance - records
were obtained -from the summer school teachers.

Are there problems with the information on the f!la ‘hat may

,affact the validity of the data?

None known. . -

-What data are available concerning the accuracy and rallablllty of

the mformatxon on the file? , Py

Attendance data for 1982-83 could be checked against ac:endance records maintained by
Pupil Services., but it would be time consuming.
&

©

. Arae thera normative or hlstorscal data available for mtarprntmg

the resuits?

No.

Bgia? description of the file layout:

" See A:cachmen:}A-lr
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STﬁDENT CHARACTERISTICS FILE

Purpose
The SCudenc‘CharaCCeriscics File was created in order co answar - the
following decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Ques:ion Dl: Were the students served and -
staffing of summer school appropriate for future summer
schools? Are alterations necessary?

Evaluation Quescion Dl1-1: What were the chnrao— ' -
‘teristics of students served by summer school '
including.

- Age
- - Sex - ‘
-~ Grade Level
- Ethnicity
- Eligibility for Chapter 1, Chapter 1 Migrant,"
Bilingual, and SCE programs in 1982-83
~ Number of years enrolled in AISD
- Attendance rate. for 1982-83
- Atcandance in summer school -
- Eligibilicy for Special Education services
‘ ' - Historical achievement data: mean.grade
: equivalent scores on ITBS Reading and Mach
spring 1983.

Procedure
The Summer School Student Characteristics file was created from several
sources: T :

The Student Master File

The Spring 1983 IIBS File ' "
The Chapter 1 Master Service File

The Migrant Master File .
The SCE "ELE" File e ?
~-The LANG File (LEP status) : ~
The Specilal Education Master File _
Summer School teacher records ST e
Summer School Student DaCa Cards,

W& W

O O ~g

In order to access informacion about students atCending summer school, it
wag first necessary to identify them. Student Data Cards (see Attachment
A-1) had been filled out by the 1982-83 teachers for all students who were
potential retainees and whose parents had expressed an intention to send = ¢
them to summer school. The oards for those students who ac:ually attended

O . ‘ ' : ‘,,,_,..A,,;‘A"3 1()
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summer school were used by the .summer school teachers during the summer
and were sent to ORE at the end of classes on July 8. Each student's card
contained his or her ID number, grade, birthdate, parents’ names, addresses

- and phone numbers, the special programs which had served the student in

1982-83, his or her attendance rate for. 1982-83, reading and math basals
completed, ITBS scores,-and the student's specific strengths and weaknesses
as judged by"the teacher. »

The-only information for the Student Characteristics File taken directly
from the Student Data Cards was the student's ID number, years enrolled
in AISD and. l982-83 attendance rate. ID's were then matched against the

-Student Master File to obtain each student's date of birth, ethnicity, . sex,

and 1982-83 grade placement. ID's were also matched against the Chapter 1

Master Service -‘File, the Migrant Master File, the SCE "ELE" File, the LANG
File (LEP) and the Special Education Master File to obtain data pertaining
to students” eligibility for and service by each of these programs. Summer

school attendance rates were provided by the teachers.

A second attendance rate,- excluding dropouts, was calculated because this
figure is more comparable to the overall AISD attendance rate as calculated
by the District AISD computes attendance as a percentage of enrollment.

A student who is no longer enrolled no- longer enters into attendance cal—
culations. Because there was no official dropout procedure, students who
missed the entire last week were considered to be "no longer enrolled."
Schools had previously been advised to drop from the program students who
missed five consecutive days.

- h Results”

Summary statistics were generated for each of the variables. and are report-
ed below. The total number of students served was 516. Thirty-four of these
missed at least the entire last week of classes but were reported as parti-
cipants by the schools. "Almost all totals in the tables below (Figures A-1

"to A-10) are less than 516 because of missing data. The total number of

students in each table represents all students for which information is
available. -

Summagz

" About 6l/ of the 516 students served by the summer school program were male,

which is almost exactly the overall percentage of male retainees in AISD.
The ethnicity distribution also matches that of AISD's retainee population
very closely (less than 3% difference for any ethnic group). The greatest

' percentage of students served were in first.(50.5%) and second (20.9%)

grades. Among non-participating retainees, 59.6% were in first grade and
14.4% in second grade.

About 76i of ‘the students were low-income based on free- or reduced-price
lunch eligibility. About 40% were eligible for Chapter 1 services and 37%
‘were actually served by Chapter 1. Sixteen percent had limited English
proficiency. Fifteen percent were eligible for Special Education. Twenty=-
nine percent and 24% were eligiblz for SCE Reading and Math respectively.
See Figures A-1 to A~10 for complete breakdowns on'all data. -

-4 . *,cléSTf'f'ﬁfw'



83.02

°

The 1982-83 attendance rate for summer school participants was 94.27%. The
overall AISD attendance rate for grades 1-6 was 94.5%. The difference re-

" presents about one-half day per child. During summer school, mean attendance
.was 21.3 days (88.3%) when all students are assumed to have been enrolled
for all 24 days. When 34 dropouts (defined as those who missed the entire -
last week) are excluded, mean attendance is 22.1 days, or 92.1% (Eigures

A-7 to A-9). : '
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p
Grade - © Median Age
1 86.8 months (7 years, 3 months) °N = 236
2 100.2 months (8 years, 4 months) N = 106
3- -109.3 months (9 years, 1 month) N= 38
4 125.3 months (10 years, 5 mopths) N= 63
"5; 140.5 months=g}l years, 8 montps) N= 38
6  147.0 months (i2 years, 3 months) N= 3

Figure A-1. MEDIAN AGE ‘OF SUMMER SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS,
BY GRADE. :

B
Ve

A-6
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. Age Frequency 2
- T; .

Grade less than 6 yeafs 1 ) 0.4
6 years 52 - 22.0
7 years 178 75.4

~ more than 7 years 5 2.1
Grade lzss than 7 years 0 0.9
. 7 years 19 17.9
8 years 75 70.8

more than 8 years 12 1.3
Grade less than 8 years 1 2.6
8 years 12 31.6
9 years 19 50.0

more than 9 years 6 15.8 .

Grade less than 9 years 0 0.0
9 years 6 9.5
10 years 39 61.9
more than 10 years -18 26.6
Grade less than 10 §ears 0 0;0
: 10 years 4 10.5
.11 years 19 50.0
more than 11 years 15 - 39.5
Grade less than 1l years 0 0.0
11 years 1 33.3
12 years 2 66.7
more than 12 years 0 0.0

Figure A-2. FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR EACH AGE

(IN YEARS) AT EACH GRADE.
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Males Females -
Grade N Y4 N- Y4 Total N
1 155  59.4 106 40.6 261
2 67 62.0 41  38.0 108%
3 25  62.5 - 15 37.5 40
4 39 60.0 25  38.5 . 65%
5 2% 632 14  36.8 38
6 3 75.0 1 25.0 4
Total 313 60.7 202 39.1 516

Figure A-3. GENDER DISTRIBUTIONS, BY GRADE.

*GENDER INFORMATION WAS MISSING FOR ONE STUDENT AT GRADE
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Amer. ‘ Other

Grade Ind. Asian Black Hisp. (Anglo) Misging, Total %
1 2 5 67 129 58 0o 261 50.5%
2 0 17 25 49 32 e 108  20.9%
3 0 0 6 2 12 0. 40_ 7.8%
4 0 0 16 30 18 1 65 12.6%
5 0 0 7 17 14 0 38 7.4%
6 0 0 0 4 0 0 4  0.8%

Total 2 6 131 264 136 2 516 100.0%

4 0.4%2 1.2% 23.6% 48.6% 26.0% 0.4%7 100.0%

Figure A-4: ETBNIC DISTRIBUTION OF SUMMER SCHOOL
PARTICIPANTS, BY GRADE.

A9
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RN Grade
Overall N - .
% 1 2 3 4 5 6
Chapter 1 Eligible 40% 45% 40% 55% 22% 162 . 50%
Chapter 1 Served 377 42% 36% 527 22% 16% 50%

Limited English Proficiency 16% 16% 172 182 17% 112 25%

Migrant Eligible 4% 4% 42 2% - 3% 5% 25%
Migrant Served 22 1% 2% 2% 2% 52 25%
SCE Reading Eligible i 20% - 2% 57%  S8%  S4%  55% . 75%
SCE Reading Served 10z 8% 187 2% 82  11% . 0%
SCE Math Eligible 4% 2% 42% 48T S1Z 47X 75%
SCE Math Served 4% 4% 32 _2% 0% 8% Qz
Special Education | 152 15% 13% 207 207 _ g% 0%
Low Income 8% 772  71% 687 71z 663 100%

Total Students at grade: 261 108 40 65 388 4

Figure A-5. PERCENTAGES OF SUMMER SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS AT EACH GRADE ELIGIBLE
FOR AND SERVED BY VARIOUS SPECIAL PROGRAMS. N=516 :
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GRADE
1 Z 3 4 5 6
Mode 2 3 4 5 1,5,6,7 7
Range 1-3 1-9 1-5 1-6 1-7 7

Figure A-6. YEARS ENROLLED IN AISD--MODE AND RANGE FOR EACH GRADE.

n)

DO
o

A-11




83.02

/,ﬂ/f Grade

Overall

Attendance Rate 1 - 3 4 5 6 )4
less than 902  209%  10.3%  6.5% 13.5%7  15.4%  100.0%  16.4%
90-91.9% . 6.0% 4.4%  3.2%  5.8% 7.7% 0.0% 5,62
92-93.9% 18.7%. . 10.3% 3.22  5.87  11.5% 0.0z  13.3%
94-95.9% 14.8%  17.6%  12.9% 17.3%7  11.5% 0.02  15.3%
96~97.9% 23.6%  26.5%  45.2% 26.97  38.5%7  0.0%  27.5%
98-100% 15.92  30.9%7  29.0Z 30.8%2  15.4% .07 . 21.92
Total* 3 100.0z 100.0% 100.0Z 100.0% 100.0z . 100.0% - 100.0%
Mean Attn. Rate  93.1% 95.67  96.1%  95.1%  94.4%  89.1%7  94.2%

Total N 182 68 31 52 26 1 360

Figure A~7. PERCENTAGES OF SUMMER SCHOOL STUDENTS WITH VARIOUS ATTENDANCE
RATES DURING 'THE 1982-83 SCHOOL YEAR, FOR EACH GRADE. '

*Totals down may not add to exactl} 100, because of roﬁnd;ng.

A-12
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: Overall
Days Attended 1 2 3 _ 4 ) 6 A

Fewer than 19 days 14.02 13.22  7.9%2 7.9 28.9%7  0.02  13.6%

19 days 2.5 3.87  5.3T 3% -5.3% 1 0.02  3.7%
20 days 5.1 4.7Z 2.6 ' 4.8% 2.6  0.0Z  4.5%
21 days 11.02  3.82 0.0z  9.5%  5.37 33.3%  8.1%
22 days | 16.97  17.9% ; 28.9%7 17.5% 13:27  0.0% 17.8%
23 days . 19.12 20.8%2 21.1Z2 17.5%2Z 26.2 _0.0% 19.8%2
24_days 31.4%7 35.8% 34.2% 36.5%7 18.4%7 66.7%7 32.4%
Total .00.0% 100.0Z 100.0%- 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%z 100.0%

Mean Attn. in days 21,4 21.6 22.0 21.97 19.5 23.0 21.3days

v

Total N 236 106 38 63 - 38 3 484

3

)

Figure A-8. PERCENTAGES OF SUﬁMER SCHOOL STUDENTS WITH VARIOUS ATTENDANCE
RATES DURING SUMMER SCHOOL. Dropouts (those who missed the
entire last week) included.

2

-
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Inéludiug Dropouts ) Excluding Dropouts
) N x N %

Fewer than 19 days 66 ~  13.6% 37 . 8.2%

- .19 days 18 3.7% - 15 3.3z
? 20 days 22 4.5 22 4.9%

21 days . 39 8.12 . 139 8.62

22 days 86 17.8% 86. - 19.0%

23 dars S % 19.8% 96 21.2%

2 d 157 . 32.4% . 157 | 34.7%

Total o 484 100.02 - 452 100.0%

Figure A-9. COMPARISON OF ATTENDANCE RATES WITH AND. WITHOUT DROPOUTS.
Dropouts are defined as those who missed at least the
entire £final week.
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"Mean' G. E. Mean G.E.

Reading Total - N Math Total . | _N

Grade 1 1.1 200 RO R 17/

; Ggéde_% o 1.9 o 2.4 o
Grade 3 2.9 32 3.1 . 32
Grade 4 u 3.5 S 4y 3.6 55
Grade's 4.8 35 68 a3

" | Grade 6 - w2 a%.1 o 3

Figure A-10: MEAN ITBS READING TOTAL AND MATH TOTAL SCORES FOR SUMMER

S R SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS AT EACH GRADE.
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STUDENT DATA CARD FOR SUMMER SCHOOL 1983:
F{11 in each line: :

Attachmént A=2

Teacher

Summer Phone

Student (Last, First) ID Number
Grade____ . School Birthdate,
Address
Father (or Guardian) Mother (or Guardian)
lome Phone Home. Phone ‘
Business Phone Business Phone

- Living with: ___Father ____Mdther __Both ___Other
SPECIAL PROGRAMS.1982-83: __ Chapter 1 __Chapter 1.Miyrant _* SCE
___Sp. Ed. (Resource) Comments:_ _
Bilingual Program: LEP Category A___ 8___  C___ - 0__ E___
Spanish Reading Basal completed: Title Level

ATTCNDANCE 1982-83: Days Enrolled (full year = 175)

Days Absent

Years enrolled in AISD (to closest year) :

HEALTH ALERT (If any):

AREAS STUDENT NEEDS WORK ON:

A-18

. } (over)
SUMMER SCHOOL TEACHER: KEEP THIS CARD AND GIVE TO DIRECTOR JULY 8TH.
INSTRUCTIONAL INFORMATION
READING: MATH:.
BASAL COMPLETED: BASAL COMPLETED:
PUBLISHER: PUBLISHER:
RECOMMENDED INSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL: ‘| RECOMMENDED INSTRUCTIONAL LEVEL:
MOST RECENT ITBS AVAILABLE: MOST RECENT [TBS AVAILAGLE:
CHECK ONE: __ 1982-83 __ 1981-82 - CHECK ONE: __ 1982-83 __ 1981-82
G. E. SCORE:. voC. COMPREHENSTON G:E. SCORE: __COMP. __CONCEPTS . PROS.
STUDENT STRENGTHS : : STUDENT STRENGTHS: '
Z

\AﬁEAS STUDENT NEEDS WORK ON:

3U
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. Summer School Pilot Project
Appendix B

EMPLOYEE MASTER FILE




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

83.02

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Employes Mastar File

Brief description of the data flle:

The Employee Master File is a personnel file maintained by AISD's Office of Staff
Personnal., The fileé contains information on each employee'a date of employment,
poeition, sex, athnicity, aducation, certificetion, and years of experience in

.education. .

0

Which students or other individuals are Included on the file?

All district employees are.included in the file, but only summer school teachers were
included in tha analyses for thin appendix.

How often Is Information on the file added, deleted, or updated?

Data are collected and updated throughout the year.

Who Is responsible for changing or add.lng information to the flle?

Data are, entated .into thea computer file by the Department of Planning and Programming
after information is collacted by the O0ffice of Staff Personnel.

How was. the information containad on thae file gatherad?

The EMR File is a continuous project of the Offica of . Staff Parsonnal and the Departmant
of Planning and Programming.

Ara there problema with the information on the file that may
affect the valldity of the data? ]

Some :I.nfomacion in the file may bé' out of date, although it should be fairly accurate,

What data are available concorning the accuracy and rollability of
the information on the file? .

Paper records kept in personnel office.

Are there normative or hlstoncal data available for interpreting
the results?

Results can be compared to last year's,

Briaf dascription of the fila layout .
See Attachment B-1i. ‘




83.02

EMPLOYEE MASTER FILE

¢+

Purpose

The Employee Master File was created in order to answer the.following
decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question Dl: Were the students served and

staffing of summer school appropriate for future summer

schools? Are alterations necessary?

Evaluation Question D1-2: What were the charac-
teristics of participating staff by

4

- Sex
Ethnicity
Years of experience in education:
Educational background
Certification.

Procedure

A list of teachers accepting assignments for teaching the Summer School
Pilot Program (SSPP) was obtained from the Office of Staff Personnel.
These teachers® Social Security numbers were matched with the PERDATA
file to create a new file on AISD'S IBM 4331 computer. The PERDATA file
is an extensive computer file containing information such as Social Se-
curity number, date hired, and AISD salary of all AISD employees. Years
of AISD experience was added to Years of Experience Outside of AISD to
create the new variable, Years of Experience in Education. .Highect De-
gree Earned was the variable used to describe educational background.

" Three certification variables, Type of Certification, Level of Certifi-

cation, and Area of Certification, were used to describe.teachers' certi-
fication status.

Results

The resultS‘are narrative descriptions of data from the Emplcyee.Mester '

File. While last year's summer school program had a total -of 77 teachers
participating, this year there were only 49. This year, 84% of the teach-’
ers (41) were female while 16% (eight) wére male. Last year only 7% of
the 77 teachers were male. Twenty-five (51%) of this year's 49 teachers
were Anglo, 15 (31%Z) were Hispanic, and nine (18%) were Black. Out of

the 77 teachers last year, 51 (664) were Anglo, 18 (237%) were Hispanic,

and eight (114) were Black (see Figures B-1, B-2 _and B—3) '

~

-

"3-3 o i
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The following information concerning the participating teachars' years
of experience in education includes experience both inside and outside
AISD. For both this year and last year, teachers' years of experience
ranged from one year to 23 years. This year, the median years of expe~-
rience was 4.28 years as compared to a median of 5.85 years of experi-
ence for the 1982 summer school teachers. Of the 49 teachers this year,
24% held Master's degrees while 40% of last year's 77 teachers held an
advanced degree.

Teachers are listed on the PERDATA file as having one to four certifi-
" cates. There are four types of certifications issued by the Texas
Education Agency:

(1) Provisional~-entry level with Bachelor's degree
from approved teacher's education program;

(2) Professional-~three years experience in addition to
30 graduate level credit hours; ‘

(3) One-Year--valid out-of-state certification tem-
porary until City and State requiréments are met;

(4) Temporary--limited period of certification
pending‘completion of City and State documen-
tation. ' -

This year as last year most teachers had provisional types of certifications
in general elementary education (See Figure B-4). In addition, this year
most teachers (82%) had first or second certifications whereas only 187 had
third or fourth certifications., Thirteen of the teachers (277%) were listed
as certified in Bilingual education, four (8%) were certified in math, four
' (8%) were certified reading teachers, and seven (14Z) were certified as
special education teachers.

B=4
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Grade Number of. Teachers

1 20 .

2 10

3 I

4 . 7
1 5/6 ' 5

LEP 3 "

.Total 49

Figure B-1: DISTRIBUTION OF TEACHERS BY GRADE LEVEL.

i

T
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Male

Female

Total

ETHNICITY

Anglo
Hispanic

Black

Total

Figure B-2:

19832 1983

x N 3 N
61 5 16%’ '8
94% 72 84% 41

100% 77 1002 ° 49
1982 1983 .

A N 2 N
667% 51 51% 25
237 18 317 15
10% 8 18% 9

1002 - 77 100% 49

ETHNICITY AND GENDER BREAKDOWNS FOR SUMMER SCHOOL
TEACHERS, 1982 AND 1983. :

Note: Percentages do not always add to 100, due to rounding.

'B—6
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DEGREE(S): .
1982 o 1983
A N A N
Bachelor's 60% | 46 76% 37
Master's 40% 31 . 24% 12
CERTIFICATION(S):
* . ) ’
1982 - 1983
Type: Provisional 89% 98%
. Other 11% 2%
(professional,
provisional or -
one-year) ot
Level: Eleméncary 1007% - 1007
Special 27% 147
Education
Area: General 70% ) 74%
Bilingual 20% 27%
Reading 10% 8%
Math 6% : . 8%

|

Figure B-~3: DEGREES AND CERTIFICATIONS OF SUMMER SCHOOL TEACHERS.

Note: Teachers can be certified at more than one level and in
more than one area.
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Summer School Pilot Project
Appendix C

TEACHER SURVEY
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

83.02

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Taschar Survey @

Brief Ducrlptlén of the Instrumant:

The Teacher Survey was designed to learn teachers' opinions about the Summer School
Project's organizaction and curriculum, Teachars were aluo asked about che effactivenass
of their ineervice tratning and of the home contacte they made, and about the adequacy
of the information they received from their students' previous teachere. The survey
combined Likert, check=off, and open-ended iteme. ' '

A

To whom was the Instrument administered? Lo

All 198) sumer school tedchara.

How meny times wae the instrumant administered?

Once to each teacher., .

Whan waes the Instrument administered?

’

The surveye were placed in teachers' mailboxes on July L, 198), one week before the end
of summer school.

Where was the Instrument administared?

Teachers could complete the survey wherever chey chqse.

‘Who administered the instrument?

1t was self-adminiscered.

b v

What training did the administrators have?

Nll\l

-

Was the instrument administered undar standarcized condltlon_ﬂ"

No.

’

Ware there problems with the instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data?

None known.

Who deveicped the instrumant?

Summer School Pilot Projecc evaluation scaff.

‘¥hat reliability and validitywdata are available on the instrumaent?

None.

Are thera norm data Qavailabla_ for interpreting the results?

No, although iouelicems vere the sam. as last year's and responses could bYe Compared.

L c-2 39

1 . .
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TEACHER SURVEY

Purpoaae

The Teacher Survey was conducted and data from it were collected and
analyzed in order to anaver the following decision and evaluation
questions: .

Decision Question D2: Was tha structure of summer school

appropriate for future summer schools? Are alterations
necessary?

Evaluation Quastion D2-1: What training did
staff raceive? Did sctaff feel the training
was effective? . v

Decision Question D3: Should additional information be
provided to teachers about the students before the sctart .
of future summer school programs?

Evaluation Question D3-2: How valuable were
the home visits perceived to be by summer
school teachers? ,

Evaluation Question D3-3: Did teachers feel
they needed more information before summer
school began?

Procedure

Teachers had been told during inservice sessions that they would be sur-
veyed at some time during summer school. During the next to last week

of summer school, a memo was sent to the summer school directors to in- -
form them that the survey would be conducted soon (Attachment C-1)., The_
surveys were hand delivered to teachers' mailboxes on July l. Teachers
were asked to complete the forms and return them to ORE via school mail.
Another memo was sent to directors during the last week of summer school,.
asking them to remind teachers to return the survey. Forty-four of the 49
summer school teachers returned completed questionnaires (90Z). Of these
44, 20 taught reading only, 19 taught math only, two taught both reading
and math, and three were bilingual teachers. Of the bilingual teachers, o
one taught reading, one math, and one taught both. ' &

Information from the surveys was transferred to computer coding sheets

by an ORE Evaluation Assistant, then entered into a permanent file at

the University of Texas. Analyses wgéf done with SPSS subprograms FREQUEN-
CIES and CROSSTABS.. o :

¢-3

40
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Results o
See Attachment C-2 for a breakdown of results for each item. The:following.
“ds a general summary. : ) _ SR

o ALL TEACHERS

< General:

Ratings of the summer school program s overall organization at the individ-
ual schools were very positive, with 40 of the 44 teachers giving it the _
highest rating. Three of the four who said it was only "adequate" were at
. the same school. Teachers also rated’ théir schedule and planning time and
the pupil/teacher ratio very highly. Each was ratéll "very good" or ade—-'
quate" by 42 of 44 teachers, _ . . -

.'f-

o
Inservice.

Teachers were also, in general, pleased with their inservice training; each ,
topic at each session was rated either "

least 91% of the respondents. The May 14 session-on the. use of the basic»'
curriculum materials was most often rated: "essential. E ',»/

Home Contacts: - _ - . ;ﬁ,

'When asked to rate the usefulness of home visits and phonevcalls separately,
ratings were almost identical. Thirty-six teachers gave the two methods the
same’ rating, and the correlation between them was 0.66 (p=.00 b. However,
when asked directly which method was more useful, 597 of thos \who responded
said home visits, 23% saild phone ‘calls, and 18% said no’differences. Teachers .

" were asked for comments on home contacts. These comments are listed in Attach-.“-
ment C-3, . A .. e : \ ’ T

°

Information about:students' SR ',. T \

Most teachers (28 of the 34 who responded) thought the informatﬂon on the
yellow Student Data Card was at least adequate. Two of the three bilingual
. teachers found it inadequate. This item appears to have had a confusing -

format-—ten teachers did not answer or gave uncodable answers.'

Teathets were. to indicate what information from the cards they found most
.. . . useful. The most frequently checked items by far were "student' s grade,
. home school, age," and "student's speéific_strengths and weaknessgs," while
"previous teacher's name and phone number' was checked by the  fewest teach-
.ers, Twelve teachers (287%) said there was information’ they wanted but
didn't have (see Attachment C-4). The most frequent complaint was that
the cards had not been completely filled out. - &,m¢_w;/,ﬁ\ -

Y

N

Cc-4

essential" or "very helpful" by at e '
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it; when asked to describe any problems cheyﬁ

83.02 ‘~

Curriculum: : : T | e —_—

It appears that méchrceechers had more difficulty than_ reading‘ccachers in .

“following the mastery learning sequence of "Ceach, test, reteach or enrich-

ment." On the average, math teachers reported that they followed the pre-

scribed sequence less frequently than reading teachers reported following -
lad with following the sequence
seven math teachers but only'chree reading te ichers responded. (See Attach-
ment C-S for.a lisc of problems reported.) : '

In the Ceachers opinionsl the relacive effec iveness of che various curric-
ulum components differed somewhat in both readiing and math. -Among reading
teachers, the Chicagp MHSCery Learning;Reading system was raCed highest,
with all the teachers rating it ''very effective," the highest rating. Text
Extenders, Suppiemencary Readers, and the library were next, each being
called very effective by about three fourths off the teachers. Journal

‘writing waﬁ/nsed by only half of the teachers, lalmost all of them at third -

grade and higher. Those who did use it raCed the least effective reading
component, on che average. '

>Calcu1aCors got che'highesc rating from the math teachers, chough one first

grade teacher called them "useless." Math workbooks were rated. lowest,
though even they were judged either very effective or somewhat effeccive
by -907_ of che rasponding math teachers.

\ -l
In general differences in ratings of the math and*reading\curriculum .
components showed up as differences in the ratio of ' effective" to
"somewhac effective' responses; no component received/e negacive ("not very
efgeccive" or useIess") racing from more chan two cggchers.

>
R .
o

BILINGUAL TEACHERS' RATINGS: o KR S

3
“

There were three bilingual teachers. One taught .reading, one math, ‘and one -
both. All'che bilingual curriculum ‘materials were unanimously rated ''very
effective." No bilingual’ teacher reported problems in,following the mastery
learning sequence, and all said they were usually able:.to use it. Both of
the teachers who responded to the question about the completeness of the
information chey received on the SCudenc Data Card called the informacion :
"inadequace : .

°
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"83.02° o | | .~ Attachment C-1

AUSTTN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

June 30, 1983

TO:, 'Summer School Directors
FROM: - Perry Sailor
SUﬁJECT: Teacher Survey.

Al R <

" As. part of the evaluation of this year s Summer School Program, we-

_ are surveying the teachers to learn their ‘opinions about how. well

the program operated, in-service training, the curriculum methods
and materials, and home contacts. ' B

fThe surveys will be placed in individual teachers mailboxes on

Friday, July. 1. They should send the completed surveys via -gschool
mail to: _ . . “

Perry Sailor : . ‘ : R
Administration Annex - Box 79 ' T .

3 . . / o

" ‘ee:’ Hermelinda Rodriquez



In general, how:would you rate the sumaer school'st (Cirele oue)

T , Very food
0 Organlzatlén 1n your ezbiovol? q 71! f
. b, Teachcr chedule and planning time: . gt

) Pupil -teacher mtio? fLn
In-service prepéintlon:

Please rate the folloving toples according to qhelr effecttveness In
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83.02 . - Ny : Attachment C-3
_ (Page 1 of 2)
Home Contact Comments: .

~

"It might be helpful to notify parents during S.S. registration process
that the teachers will be contacting them. .Some were not to be found:."

"Parents felt more comfortable on the phone than having the teacher in the
home. " : k

"I,believe home visits are essential in order.to clarify the goals.of the
summer school program to the parents. I encountered parents with several
‘misconceptions about the summer school program.. Examples: ‘One parent

told me she had signed her children up for summer but decided against

it because her child told her the children were only -going to play games
and go swimming. When I made the home visit and informed her otherwise,
she was thankful for the visit. I made the visit because the parent did

" not have a telephone.” .
_"It orients parents to- the program, it s a positive move to make parents
and student feel comfortable with the program

"I feel parents and teachers express fee’ings that we, as summer Ol
teachers, cannot deal with." . :

"I feel that ‘this is a very eye-opening experience."
"Many do not have telephones."

"On home visits, I had two who did not keep appointments and one who
refused to answer the door. This meant more home visits and extra mileage
and time. Perhaps a note to.parents before visit would help.— from either :
AISD or local school."” . S "o

"Iwo of my home visits were very unpleasant for me and more than likely

the parent, as well. Even though they were aware of my appointment to see
them, they were not prepared for my visit, when I arrived, and were
ill-at-ease in their surroundings with me being in the homes. I felt:

like I was walking into a dangerous situation and into dangerous neighborhoods.
The five homes I did visit in, I did not meet the student, they were not

at home at the time of my visit.

"We should have been paid extra for mileage. My gas bill was $100 in June.
Helpful." ' ‘ .

"List of rules to be followed for behavior anid what will be taught should
be given to the parents.'

"I think they create a positive feeling of parents toward’AISD‘summer,school."

30 -
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83.02. : . ~ Attachment C-3
: (Page 2 of 2)

"I had two children who were not going to attend until home visits
were made. They're a pain, but necessary.”

"Very rewarding experience, information collected was very useful.”

'ﬁhe phone call would have been adequate and safer. I hope we can
end home visits before someching happens that will warrant it." N

"Most home visits have to be done in my (sic) p.m. because of working
parents - that's the only concern."

"Both were extremely. beneficial and parenCS were very graCeful for the
time and interest." .

"I chink the phone calls were less stressful for parents and cqachers.>
I felt phony listening to parents state their child's needs when I knew
I already had a program laid out that didn't cover all those needs."

) Cf-ll 5 1



83.02 . . - 3 Attachment C-4

Responses to Item 4c: Was there any other ihformaCion about the students
that you didn't have but needed? .

"Reasons studernt retained. I had serious questions about why some of

these students were retained. It appears that there 1s still wide variation
from school to school and classroom to classroom in interpretation of the
promotion policy." R :

"Need for all cards to be completely filled in.
I

‘ B I :
"Things that worked to help with the student's problems (dcademic
behavior)." - _ .

"Perhaps some comments on work habits.

- "Skills." S '

"Were any 1in the process of referral."
"It would have been helpful if there would have been a picture of the
child stapled to the yellow card.”

"Yes —-pictures-~ also, several were not filled)buc."

WSpecial or specific information about a studentb background. Ex:
Emotional problems that are helpful to know so you can deal with the
child better." _ !

;

"Some were adequate some were not."
"Student's specific strengths and weaknesses./ Some teachers did not
comment at all. This should be a must for all students retained.’
\
t
"I wanted o know why some of them were reCained. Some were,only 1/2
year behind " e | -

' /
"Only that teachers had failed CO'compleCe."j

!
¢
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Responses to Item 5c: If. you had problems following this (mastery leatning)
sequence, please describe.

—

. "Student absences someciﬁes complicated the sequence; i.e., students absent
after the initial test whilelothers were in reteaching/enrichment groups."

"Some students were slower than others in understanding a skill that had
been taught." . )

~"A lot of curriculum -~ liotle time."

) “Many of the lst grade children could not work independently, which gave
little time to reteach according to our schedule."

"The time period for the students was not adequate. There was too much.
to teach and students needed more time. There are a lot of learning
- groups in students. Area of extreme difficulty: £fractioms."

"Reteaching - students really needed much more time than I had to give
in reteaching."

"The second group was alwafs cheated out of time bacause: 1) 4t required
more time to get them back from recraation, and 2) it always required more
time to gec ready to go home."

- ¥

"There were too many levels (in one of my classes) to keep up with."

"Time was a factor too. We didn't have much time to reteach and scill
complete required units." Lo _ '

"I did/need to elaborate on enfichmenc activities."

| - | Y
"The hard part was splitting the children into the different groups.
‘OfCen/ran out of time and didn't gec to use calculators especially wich the
second group." ;

/
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83.02 : : . ) Attachment C-6
» o (Page 1 of 2)

Teacher Survey: Unsolicited comments.

"I'm concerned that CMLR, while very well structured, appeared to be geared
to students other than. retainees. On the 5th grade level, the material
would seem to benéfit from one or two pictures to break the monotony of

the mimeograph style printing in the texts:. Students indicated that every.
page in the book looks alike."

"Would like to have had clocks for learning to tell time."

"Having these (reading) materials and facilities made the program very
successful. Each of the materials mentioned above played a big part in

" my reading classes this summer.

(1) Communication very poor in Houston, Langford, and Pleasant Valley con=~
cerning requirements to attend summer school and the purpose of- summer
school.

"la-- Summer school as a maintenance program was not stressed—-
some (many) thought they could go on the the next
grade.
~ "1b-- Student was told (by principal) it was okay to miss
’ the first three days due to vacation.
"lc~-- Students not retained attending 1982-83 (Inconsis-
tent with policy--not fair to all.)" K

"The math program was greatly improved from last summer:. I.felt the mater-
ials were good and the manipulatives were excellent I enjoyed the learning
environment/atmosphere at (my . school). _ » oy

"Concerns: \

(1) Inaccurate information ‘about retentions (from
Houston, Langford and Pleasant Hill). Ideas
‘that going to summer school meant you pass to
the next grade. In reality, some students actually
pass to the next grade.

(2) Information given by principals prior to summer
school conflicting with the policy of summer
school (example: missing three days for vacation
and being told that the child would get calcu-
lator prior to attending summer school-- by
home school principal) ~

(3) Children attending summer school for seven days
without being retained before being dismissed
(even then with a hassle).

(4) 1f parents are not sending children to summer
school, please notify the school. It takes' time
to track children down. It becomes individual
teacher's responsibility to locate students
(lots of wrong numbers and addresses on yellow
cards).

(5) If students miss two days of unexCused absences

"and two excused absences, still gets calculator.

o c-14 "¢
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-

(Page 2 of 2)

Once child misses days to get calculator, stops
coming to'school. Need for stricter attendance -
" check system. I feel four days is too much to miss.
(6) Look ‘at additional motivational devices."

" Wouldn't have been as successful in teaching were it not for the manip-

ulative mater&als 1 ‘ "

"MCP book (used for bilingual math) is excellent "

K]

. M"Used tests only, (Math for- Everyone) Workbooks do not have the same format

as tes CS

"Teachers did not have (student data ‘cards) completed "

)

."These 'report card' forms: should be given to us at least two weeks before .

e

the end of summer school." 1 N

"You have helped develop a very helpful and excellent program! Thank you

for caring'" _ . i . B
. . L : w o

‘(Referring to Journal Writing item): "I had first and second graders .who

"had difficulcty expressing themselves in written 1anguage without a tremen—
dous ‘amount of help ‘ ‘ ‘\:5 ‘

"Some teachers had filled out a minimum of information (on Student Data
Cards) ' . .

4

"Pacing of units didn't make sense. Spent a great deal of ‘time on sets, :
etc., but only a couple of units on the higher concepts (two-digit numbers,
word problems) Much of the supplementary material didn't fit my students

needs.

_'lC-.lS -‘ Lo
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© What training did the administrators hava?

_INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Project Records

Brief Description of the Instrument:

Project Racords include information from a numbar of sources which provided descriptive
information on the summer school program. These sources included the AISD grant appli~
cation to TEA, the'publishers' dascriptions of curriculum macerials, inservice materials |
developed by AISD staff, a survey-of summer school teachers, racords kept by teachers,
and personal communications with instructional coordinators and other AISD staff through
conversations and memos. ‘ ', .

To whbm was the instrument administered?

Administration and teachers involved in .summer school planning and implementation.

v
>

How many times was the instrument administered?

Information was gathered many times.

When Was the instrur;nnt 5dministarad?

. Information was gatherad at varic;us times béfore, during and after the summer school
"segaion. ‘ ’
Where was the instrument administared?

At various locations. N

Who _admi'nistornd the instrument?

Information was gathered and condensed by ORE summer school staff.

Not applicable.

)

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?
No. ' '

Were thers probiems with the instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data?

_None known. . o ‘ B

Who. developed the instrument?

ORE staff deveioéed questions.

.Whatroli'ability and validity data are available on the instrument?
Not applicable. '

Are thera norm data availablo' for interpreting the results? '

Not applicable. . R

ERIC - -

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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'J 83.02

PROJECT RECORDS

Purpose
Summer School Piloc Project records were reviewed in order to answer
the following decision and evaluation questions:

DPecision QJLscion D2: Was the structure of summer -school

appropriate for fuCure summer schools? Are alterations
necessary? .

'Evaluacion Question D2-1: What training did-
staff receive? Did staff feel the craining
was effective?

Evaluacion Question D2-2: How did the teachers
rate the summer school organization and schedul-
ing on the local campuses?

Evaluacion Question D2-3: What did the math
curriculum include (including materials. and
equipment needed)?

Evaluation Question D2-4: What did the read-
ing curriculum include. (including materials and
equipment)’

. Evaluation Question D2-5: What did the LEP
- i/, curriculum include? o ‘

Evaluacion Quéstion D2-6:. What activicies were
included in communicy schools? '

Evaluation Question D2-7: Who planned the pro-
grams? What aspects did each planner organize?'

D-3 58




83.02 | o
| Procedure

Project Records refer to a number of sources which provide descriptive.
information about the summer school program, both as it was planned and
as it was actually implemented. Sources of 'information about the pro-
gram as planned included: the AISD grant application to TEA, descrip-
tions contained in promotional materials distributed by the curriculum
publishers;  the materials themselves, information given to teachers at
inservice sessions, and personal communications from AISD staff members
in planning the program.

Descriptions of the program as planned are supplemented by descriptions
of the program as it was actually implemented. The sources of this in-
~ formation are: classroom observations (Appendix E), the Teacher Survey
(Appendix C), and personal communications with program administrators
and teachers. : ' ‘

After a general project description, results are discussed below by
Evaluation Question. :

Results .

General Description: The 1983 summer school for retainees was conducted
from June 6 through July 8, 1983, and enrolled 510 students from grades
1 through 6 1in the regular classes and another 34 in bilingual classes.
Clagses were held at Becker, Brooke, Cook, Maplewood, Rosedale, and

St. Elmo elementary schools.. Forty-six teachers taught in the regular
program and three in the bilingual program, making for pupil/teacher
ratios of 11.1/1 and %1.3/1 respectively.

Because the program was open only to 1982-83 retainees this summer, en-
rollment was smaller than last year's. Planning was directed toward
a possible enrollment of 800 students, but actual—enrollment was. 544 .

' The basic daily program included 90 minutes each of reading and math
instruction, and one hour of supervised recreational activity, (snack,
restroom break,.and a Community School activity of the student's choice).
The school day lasted from 8:30 to 12:30. '

" Summer school teachers were selected by the following criteria:

-years of experience in AISD;. .

~years of experience at their gréde level;

-recommendations by instructional coordinators, and principals;
-lack of experience in teaching summer . school.

The teachers attended a total of 2} days of inservice training, includ-
ing two sessions on the use of the curricular materials and sessions on
using instructional materials, required record-keeping, and effective
home contacts. . Inservice time was alse spent making the home contacts.
(home visits and phone calls) and preparing the classrooms.
After classes ended, parents were sent letters about workbook assign-
ments or exercises to be completed during the five weeks following the
‘end of summer school.

59



83.02

An award system was used again this year, Intermittent awards for per-
formance, appropriate classroom behavior, and attendance (usually scented.
‘stickers) were given. Independent reading was encouraged by. awarding
paperback books. Finally, children who had two or fewer absences were
allowed to keep the calculators they used in math instruction.

Evaluation Question D2-1: What training did staff receive? Did staff
feel the training was effective? . - ,

Teachers were instructed on use of the curricular and extension materials ~
during two half-day inservice sessions, on May 14 and June 2. 1In addition,
training sessions were held on the local campuses for a half day each on
May 31 and June 2. Topics for the local sessions varied, but usually
included training in making effective home contacts (five of six schools),
information about campus~level procedures, and further discussion of cur-
riculum (including . Community School) Teachers' ratings of each aspect

of theilr training are discussed in detail in Appendix C; generally these
ratings were quite positive.

Evaluation Question D2- 2 How did the teachers rate the summer school :
organization and scheduling on the local campuses? = -~ N

There were three items on the teacher survey related . to this evaluatioh :
question. Teachers were asked to rate the surmer school program's overall
organization at their campus, their schedule and planning time, and the
pupil/teacher ratio. Of the 44 teachers who responded, 40 gave - ‘the over-
all organization the highest possible rating; scheduling and planning time
and PTR were given the highest rating by 35 and 36 teachers, respectively..
Most of the low ratings on the first two items came from the same school.
‘For a more detailed breakdown, see Appendix C. .

Evaluation Question D2- 3: What did the math curriculum include (including
materials and equipment needed)?

The overall objectives of the math curriculum are contained in Attachment
D-1. The math materials Math for Everyone were developed by the Educa-~
tional Service Center, Region XIII, and were supplemented by a workbook,
Succeeding in Mathematics, and several kinds of’ supplemental materials
(e. g., calculators, pattern blocks, Unifix cubes)

Teachers at all levels were to emphasize units grouped under the the.
headings Number and Numeration and Problem Solving (see Attachment D-1).
Such areas ,as Addition and. Subtraction, Multiplication and Division,

and Measurement were left for the follow-up phase of the program.
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The curriculum was to be taught as follows.

- 10 minutes: lgroup motivational activities (e.g., number games),
- 30 minutes: whole class instruction using Math for. Everyone;
- 30 minutes: small group instruction/independent practice
‘ using the Succeeding in Mathematics workbook
P and the various manipulative materials..
‘=" 20 minutes: enrichment activities, using calculators 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 be considered to have '"mastered" the skill. Students
achieving mastery were to work on enrichment activities, while those who
did not were to receive additional instruction on the same skill: unit and
be retested with a "summative" test. (Students performance on these tests
is discussed in Appendix F ) .

Evidence concerning ‘the extent of adherence to the prescribed sequence

comes from two sources. First, the results of the Teacher Survey indicated
"“that 37% math teachers reported "always' .following it and another 42%

' "ysually" did. Problems in following the sequence were described by 37%e

Problems cited by teachers are listed in Attachment C-5.

Second, the ORE evaluation assistant who conducted the classroom obser-
vations in first-grade classes reported that in most cases teachers did
follow the suggested schedule. He did note that in four or five cases,
“_mostly in math, new skills were taught before a student met the mastery
- eriterion on a prior skill. Because of time pressure and student absences,
" the teachers thought it necessary to move: on. rather than hold students be-
\y hind for reteaching and testing. The rationale used by the math teachers
E was that the skills to be learmed this summer were not necessarily depend-
)z ent on each other. It should be emphasized again that the observations were -
.\ conducted in first-grade classes only and that the observer did report that
\\in most cases teachers had students who passed the formative test work on
\enrichment activities while the teacher retaught and retested the other
‘ﬁstudents. :
'Evaluation Question D2-4: What did the reading curriculum include (includv.
/Ang materials and equipment)’

The skill units to be taught under the Chicago Mastery Learning Reading
system are listed in Attachment D~2. The CMLR materials .were developed by
tﬂe ‘Board of Education of the City of Chicago and published by Mastery Edu-
cation of Watertown, Massachusetts. Materials used at each’ grade level are ,‘
listed in Attachment D-3.

g
o

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, comprehension
was to be emphasized. The specific required and optional units to be covered
‘are listed in Attachment D-2. -

';‘b. _ ;(;1..': 63 :
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1
.

CMLR macerials were to be taught to the entire group. As in the math
program, "students were to be given a formacive test on the unit just taught.
Students answering at least 80% of the items correctly were to be considered
to have mastered the unit and were to receive CMLR enrichment activities,
while those who did not were to receive corrective instruction, after which
‘they.were to-be retested. Eighty percent was again the mastery criterion on
~ the .second, "summative' test. For those who failed to master a unit, review
. material was bullt into the next anit. Students engaged in enrichment
. activities could also serve as peer tutors, or chey could read supplementary

‘materials.

CMLR was to be used for:one hour. For the other half hour, activities could - —..

include journal writing, library visits, independent reading, or story read-
ing in groups. - Again, the observer reported chac, at leasc at first grade,
the schedule was usually followed.

Evaluacion QuesCion D2-5: Whac did the LEP curriculum include?

The Sancillana Lectura en Dos Indiomas was used for Spanish reading’ inscruc-.
tion. Students were administered a placement test to determine specific
skills to be taught. Typically, each day students were to read both orally’
and silently from a basal reader and complete tasks in their workbooks.

Both word attack and comprehension skills were. emphasized.

Other curricular activities included having students listen to stories read
by the teacher or from tape recordings, and reading a daily riddle and try-~
ing to solve it. Students were also encouraged to read supplementary readers
and library books. .

Spanish reading was to be taught for one hour. The other half hour each day -
. was for instruction in- English as a second language. The core material for
ESL was the I Like English program from Scocc Foresman, which emphasized
vocabulary development. The DLM Photo Library was also used to refine
vocabulary.

The math program in Spanish from Scott, Foresman, Matematicas, conceptos vy
practica, was-used for math instruction. Number recognition and basic
_addition and subtraction facts were taught. The DLM photo library was again
used to reinforce mathematical concepts, as were manipulatives. Math instruc-
tion lasted 90 mitutes daily. - : '

A mastery-learning approach was adepced to the entire LEP curriculum, both -
reading and math. Attachment D-4 describes ESL and Math curriculum content..
Evaluacion'QuesEion D2-%: Who planned_thebprggram?"Whac”aspecCs did each
planner organize? ' A '

The Director of Elementary Management was the overall supervisor of the
sumer school program. 'She appointed a committee which helped in setting
up the mechanical opération of the program, including enrollment, student
record forms, -transportation, buildings, assigning students to campuses,
. and overall organization and policies for the program. The committee in-
cluded representatives of the Departments of Transportation, Food Servicés,

- - .«
o
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Community Education, Applications and Compliance, the Office of Research

and Evaluation, and the elementary instructional coordinators and teachers.
Four instructional coordinators-on the committee were responsible for plan-
ning and developing curricula in reading, math and bilingual , respectively.
These members were also responsible for selecting and adapting . appropriate
materials, assisting directors and teachers 'during summer school, conducting -
inservice sessions for teachers and directors, and developing instructions -
for and delivering the followup activities. ORE developed guildelines for
making home contacts.

The Grants Planning Coordinator for Applications and Compliance developed
the grant proposal in consultation with others. The evaluation was carried
“out by a district-paid evaluator and two grant-paid evaluation assigtants,
in consultation with others involved (mostly the Instructional Coordinators)..
ORE staff also provided some staff development for summer school teachers.

Other AISD administrators and secretaries assisted with some aspects of
the program. Personnel's primary duties related to hiring and payroll;
transportation helped with assigning and busing students; the school plant
handled utilities and custodial services; and finance worked on monetary
paperwork. Community school staff organized their activities. -

Evaluation Question D2-6: What activities were incluﬂed in community schools?

Attachment D-5 gives a complete 1list of community school activities ac,eaéh
campus.” These activities included various arts and crafts and physical edu-
cation activities, as well as movies, table games, creative drama, and

typing.

The Director of the Community Educacion'Program reported that in addition
to providing a break between the intense reading and math classes,

"many of the Community Education activities were planned to en-
hance children's self-concepts, teach socialization skills,

and reinforce material taught in the classroom. For example,
table games such as Bingo, checkers, and Concentration (a memory -
game)  were selected to help build concentration, memory, number
and letter identification skills; at St. Elmo, the Summer School
Director selected a 'word, of the day' such as 'nutrition' and
this word provided the theme for all classroom and community
education activities; art classes helped build self-awareness
through discussion of drawings of self and home, (and) creative '

- drama was used to reinforce material covered in reading classes."

The Director also reported that the instructor/student ratio improved from
last year's 1/26 to 1/15 and that discipline and class management improved.

Materials Summary: .

Attachment D-6 summarizes the materials emphasized in this summer's program
on a form provided by TEA.

D-8 63.
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Name :

Teacher:

- Attachment’ D~1

.(Page 1 of 5)

First Grade: Individual Student Record

Teachers highlight objectives which have been mastared;

Number and Numeration Addition and Suberaceion Measuroment
N 1 Members of Secs +# 1* Meening of Addition M 1*  Time: to half-hour
N 2° One~to-One Corree=- - 20 Meaning of Subtraction 4 2° Money: Coins
pondence ‘
N J  Number of a Sat: € + ) Combinacions: Same Sum 4_1° Monay: Value of
five . Coins -
N4 Numbac Rgcagnicion. * 4(*) Order Propercy M 4° Langth: Compare
* 20 %
N 3 Zeto ¢ 3(*) Idencity Clamenc: Zcro M 3*  Longth: Qrder
N 6§ Number of a Set: to .6 Related -+ and - Sentencss M §° Weight: Compare
12 ‘ ’
N7 Construct Set of + 7(*) Building a Ten M 7* weight: Orders
Cliven Number . .
N 9 * QOrder Sets > Q: * know Addition Facts M 8 Volume: Compare
N 9 Nunber: One More, + 9(°) Grouping Praperty M4 9* “Volume: Ordex
One Lasa . .
N 10 Numerals: | co S # 10% ' Know Subtraction Facts M 10° Temperatuze: Compare
N 123° Count: to §, 12 Problem Solving MLl Temperature: QOrder
N 13* Number Recognition, ? l° Claaseify by Atctributes 4 12* Time: Vocabulary
0 o 12 ' ‘
N 14° Numerals and words, 2__2° Complete a Pattern M 11* Money: Tquivalent
0 zo 12 Coin Sets
N 13° write Numercals: to P ] word Probdlem ~ Number LIPS Money: Probleme
12 Sentence -
N L6i*) Compare Numbers: io GaomelLry M 15 Length: Nonstandard
12 Units
N 17 Befoce,. After, Uetwean G 1l Position and 4 16(*) Langeh: To Inch,
Comparison Yard
m QOrder Numbers - G _2(*) Circle and Polygons n 17 Weight: Nonscandard
v - Unics
N 19(°) Uee Ordinal Numbers G__1(°) 3-0Oimensional Figurcs M ;8152 Weighet: To Sound
N 20° Gzoup and Count dy M 19 voluma: Nonstandard
Tens. - Units
N 21(°). 2-0igic Numersls Prerequisice ubj«-..-:x'vu tor M 20(*) Voluma: to Cup,
° PARS are underlioed.’ Objece o Quarse
. tives Jirrcely tesced dy TASS
N 22 Name Fraction Models aro<rlnq333) M 21(*) Time: Use Calendar

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

D-9

64




83.02

Tosacher:

Attachment D-1
(Page 2 of 5)

Second Grade:

Individual Student Record

Teachers highlight o'blj'cct'ivas which have been mastered.

Numbear and Mumaration Addition and Subtractioca Msasurement !
N 142 Cuunts ko 20 + 2% Meaniny of Hubtraatlon M 1* Time: to halfshoUr
|
N 13* MNumber moénitiou. + 4* Order Property M 2* Money: Coins
0 to 12
¥ 13* ¥rite Numerals: to + 35* Identity Element: Jexo M 3* (Mopay: Value of
23 . Coins
|
4 1l6* Compare Numbers: to + 6 Ralatad + and - Sentences M 12* Time: Vocabulary
12, to 100 . ’ .
17 Bafors, Aftsr, Between + 7* Building a Tea M 13*  Monay: Equivalaent
ey ~ Cain Sets
@ Order Numbers +_8* TXnow Addition Facts u 14* Money: Problems -
N 19* Use Ordinal Numberxs + 9(*) Grouping Propexty M 16* Tungth: To Inch,
: * ) Z.hJ:d' F“t
N 20* Group and Count by "#.10* Know Subtraction PFacts M 18(*) Waight: To Pound,
. Tens . ' ’ - Ounce )
9 21l* 2~Digit Numerals + 11 Supply Bnuan Addends M 20 Voluma: To Cup,
' !v , ) Quazt, Pint
N 22 Name Fraction Modals * J2* +: 2 Dilgits, No Regzrouping M 21l* Tipe: Use Calendar
M 23(%) 3-Digit Numaerals + 13* -t 2 Digits, No Regrouping M 22  Tizae: To Pive
) . Minutas
@ Read ¢ Writs Numerals > 14(*) +: 2 Digits, Ragrouping M 23 Tine: Vocabulary
to 100 '
N 2% Count by 2's, S's, + 15(*) -: 2 Digits, Regrouping M 24 Time; Read and
10's L ¢ L Write
.Identify, Name, Writs n +: 3 pigits, Ragroupli-=g M 25* ﬁonqy: Problems with
Fractions ‘ Coins .
g Problem Solving M 26 Length: To Centi-
Jetar, Matey
) P 3* Word Problem 9 Number M 27 Weight: To Kilegrar
Prearequisics Objectives for Sentenca ‘
. TABS ar derlined, O0Djec~ ! .
® ives dirlrrered ,,.,I ®/ p 4*  Read Picturw & dar Graphs M 28  Volume: To Litar
TA3S are(ringed.) o - L
P.S Make Picture & Bar Graphs M 29 Temperature: To 10
Degraes i
\ 2 Gacnetry
- G " 2* Circle. and Polygens
63 |
G 3 3-Dimensional

' Dpe10
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Name:

Teacher:

Attachment D=1
(Page 3 of 5)

Third (rade:

Individual Student Record

¥ ar and Numeration - Multiplication and Division - Measuremant
N 16+ Compare Numbers: X l* Meaning of Multiplication M 3* Monay: Value of
_— to 100 , . ‘ Coins
. e
@ Order Numburs ® 2 Detarmine X facts M 16* Length; To Inch,
B St = Yard, Foot
N 23w 3j-0({gic Numerals X 3* x by Zare . . M 18* Weight: To Pound,
ounca
Raad and Write
X 4 x by One M 20* volume: TO Cup, Pin:
Numerals to 3999 : Quart, fallon
No2Y Yg?:‘ by 2's, 5'8, X 5 Order Property M 22 Time: To Five
- Minutes
. ;‘:z:zi:z;(__:ms Know x Facts M 23 Time: Vocabulary
No27t :':;‘g.:zﬁ’-“' X 7(*) Maaning of Division M 24  Time: Read and Write
N_ 48 © D+, 0r = . X 8 % and < : Inverses M 25* Money: Problems
with Coins
N 29 Even or Odd X -9 Supply Misasing Pactor | M 26 .Length: To Centi=-
: ' J - nater, Mater
N J1(*) Tenths and X 12(') 1 Di p :
N_J2 ) git x Multiple M 29 Temperature:
Hundradths . of 10 To 10 Degrees
Addicion and Subtraction % 13 1 Digit x 2 Digit, M 30 Money: Equivalant
. ~ No, Reqgroup ing ; L =3 - Coin Sers. . RN
. » 2*% Mganing of £ 14(" 1l Diqi . .
, , git x 2 Digie, Monaey: Relative
| Subtractipn Rogrouping valuas
i . /
+ 4° Ocder Property X 15(*) x by 10, 100, 1000 M 32(*) Money: More? ox
! ' T ‘Change Dua?
+ 8 g:‘;-""d““" X 16(*) x by Multiple of 100 "M 33(*) Weight: Use Scale
. / . Balance
+/ 9*  Grouping Property % 17 .+ 2 Digit by L Digit, M 34  Temp.: Dagreas.
/ No Remainder - — Boil, Preezea
+ Lo ::2:'Subczaction X 18(*) 3 Digit x L Digit M 35 Temp.: To Nearust
: . , Degzee '
* + 1l Supely Missing “ Problam Solving $
. g9 Appropriata Units
Addends of Maasure
» l4” #: 2 Digits, B4 . i ’
e ? 4* Read Picturs and M 37 Perimecers
Regrouping ——  Bar Graphs ' '
+ 1l8* ~-: 2 Digits, . ' : Geomet
Ha P 5 Make Picture and TY .
Ragrouping — Bar Graphs //
I:‘:--;;,'ug:a?r::)n’ Estimaco: for + and - G 2 Circle and Polygons
-: } Digits, . ;e G 3= ‘-Dimens:ional
@ Reqrouplng Patiterns,, Sequences ;iquras
- ) . N i -
*...]i‘_) U'f Monay Notation Word Problems: + and - Prerequisite Qbjectives
PY for TA8SS are underlined. 3
*) +: 4 Digits, B . Objaccives direct YT
~ 199 ;'qmup‘z;q Word Problams: x and <+ ad by TABS are(Tiaged. '
o : D-11
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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83.02 _
: Co | .. (Page 4 of 5)
Nemo? Teecher!
FOURTH GRADE: (NDIVIDUAL STUDENT RECORD .
Teachera highlight ubfectives that have been madened.
Nusber asd akion MWaltipilansion and Oivision, Cone. m'nun-u
s o ¢ e @
. : ‘o ) M Lé*  Lenqens TO Inah,
Ovder Numsbece X 10 - _by 0t Mot Poauible Yagd, Yoot
N 13  J=0igit Numerals X 11 Gxouping Propexty M 18° Weigha: To Pound
ounar
N 24°  Raed & Write Numazale X 11* L digit x Multipla ot 10 K 20° Volume: To Cup, o
to 9999 Quazg, Pint, Gal,
N 16°  ldancify, Neme, Write X 14 1 Oiqgin x 2 Digie, “ 22 Time1 Ta Pive '
Fragtiona Ragzouping Hinutam
LI ¥ A :Hln oollaze and X L3® 2 by 10, 100, ox 1000 L] Time: Aaad m& Neite
ancs ' :
N 28 >i ¢, OF = X 1¢* x by Multipls of 100 “ 26 Length: To Cantie~
mmter, Meter
N 19 Even or %dd £ 18% 1 Oigit x 1 Diqix R 10 Monsys Rquivalent
' Coin Sets
@ Asad & Nrita Numerals X l3* 2 oigit x 2 Digie M J1*  Monayi Relative
. . Values
Tenths end llundendthe X 20+ 1 nhigic by L vlaie, n 11%  Money: Mote? or
NO t. Chanqge Qua?
N2 Round Nusmbecw 4 410) 3 vagat x 1 Ougat # 3% Waisgne: Uea Soale
Balancga
3(*) tquivalenc Prectione X 22(°) -+ ) Digit by l.0igie, L pX] Temp.: Degrees,
with ¢. . - 8ail, Ireess
N J4(*) rractiones =~ Osaimala < 4 Diqit by L Oigice, n3s Tamp, 1 TO Nearest
with r. Degree
Addition and Subersceion X 14 x by multiple of & Powar M_36%) Appropriacs Uniea
of 0 : . = of Measure
, + 0§° fnow Addition Paces X 13 + Multipiea of 10 " 37 Perimetera
+ 9° Grouping Property Probles S0Llving . M 38°  Time:, TO Nesreat
. Ainuce o
. 10° Xnow Subtraction Read ?icture & 8ar Crepha M 39 Unize of Mecric
7acta . Measure
e 17 <5 3 Digita, P ¢* Catimates for » and - # 40 Volume: TO Liter,
Reqrouping Millilicar
v lue liee Mongy MNotation P 7° . Petctofiu, Sequances LI LI{LF)
LN Prmamns @ We o C—
e 190 *1 4 Vigitas, P ¢* Word Problems: Cecmatry
Reqgrouping * and ~
@ -1 4 Digits, Ward Problema: Circls and Polygona
S~ Asqrouping % and -
+1 newPiting ?.100  Use map 1-0imensional
Vartically ) . Piguces
e 32° <1 Rewriting .. P li*  Use Chare or Table G 4  Paine, Line, My,
Vervically Anqgls ‘
. 23 e Oor =3 o-clu.l_n 12(*} Read Llne Graphe c S Lines
multiplicacion and Divieion P 13 Construct Grapha
X 1° meaning of miltipli- P4 Latimata: for .
cation .
x 2 Latermine x Pacts word Problame:
. e, = R, >
z e =z by Zaro e ls Prodleme with
' Meamures
X2 4°* g by One P17 Problime: Excra=
heoua Dare
x 9 Qrdar Property ? 10 Predless. Miseing
Paata
| S 14 know x racts P19 Averages
X 7e Meanimt of Mvieion’ -\ 6 : )
' ' frarng N D-12
PO PET I Invecaos tor rAsn Afeel (ned,

Q
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. e 1ereivee Jiracrl, ot
ad by TASH ocm (rlnlcd.‘,
L e ———— * .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



83.02

Nomay

tene e

| Vyrﬂl GRADK ¢
I

Attachment D=
(Page 5 of §)

(-

INDLVLINING, STUDENT REGURD

1
i
)

Teachens Mighlight\ubfeetives that have beow mustoaed. <}
Number and Numevagion \w Mulitiplicacion and Nivielon cont. Measiirrmenc e
A
N18%  Urder Mumbers X 39" F ) blgst by L Otaur, M I8% Leneth o tneh
L Mo F. ' Y Yerd, Finet \
N 28 P ’ © 3 Olgle » /7 Dugie M A vistume  Ta Gup, .
7€ - @ ¢ ¢ oaee, Mine, Gal.
! +
Kead & WriCe Mumsrais X 22¢ + 1 blgit by | Dlgie, M 26 lanpih: To Uenche
do wich ¢, meter, Metue ¢
P .
Tanche aad llundgedchs 4 A Digdt hy L Diatr, Money: More! or .
f i with r. Chanaw Dual
.M Round Numbers / X 2  x by Miltiple of e Prver ¥ )14 Welzne: iise Yanle )
| i of 10 Jalange
| |
Tquivaleat Fraccione X 23 - Multiplee of LO A} Appcopelacs Units
i ! of Measuce
¥ J4(®) Fraagions = Lc!.nh X 26 3 oigie = ) Oigdc, LIS Y Pertimecers
/(' ’
I :
N3s*  9,¢, or =/ Decimals x 17 n; up to & Otgics M9 Untes af Metric .
Heasuce
M 38(*) Peaccions on Number | X 8%  x: Money M ) Voluse - To Licer, s
Line i ] ' Miilil(cen, ,
N 3T ». €. o L: Feac- ! X 29% o Muney M AL Atea
Cions . ’ ' . ,
¥ J8(*) rrsccioas’ in fovesc %30 6 Dtle by 2 Diste M A2 lunkth, To Half. ‘
Texme i lach ' |
F 39¢*) Mixed Mumersl é==b xu v Fowt o, Mael M Ahte  valwae: Tusspuon.' l,
Fraation Tablaspoon . ‘n
¥ 40  Frsccion ss Nevielun xn % Hut b M he  Clrcusferenge g
X 3 . Pracehas aul Wuic Ruver :
Addielon snd Suberscsian } x. Praceha vie LY ] tuble Valume
. X x: Mludd tunhers
) M A Lo
+ 8%  Know Addicion Faccs . g 1gw x Dveimal 10 e Fagtor ] M: -‘:'“ _
+ 10"  Kaow Subcraceion | _Problem Sulving " Ceomecey

~—
. 22"

- 23

* ("

Fauts

-l Dtgics., Regroup~
lng

+: Rawricing
Vegtically

-: Rewriging 5
Vaecically

# ot =: Oecimals

+ or «: Freactivna

Malciplicacion and Divieion

X &

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Xpnow x Fsces
Supply Minsing
Fautues

* by U: %t Pusaibie

1 bigic x Multtple
ol 13

t Olxie x 2
Rep touping

x by tU, LUU, ar (UW

nigie,

x by Mulegiple of 100

) Oigie x L Digit

<&

Read licture & Sar (iraphs Clrele and
. Palyrons
r 6" Cocimatu: for » and -« @ Yol imynn lonel
Flgures
P 10"  Use Map ¢ o Poine, Line,’
Ray. Angle
P L1*  Uge Chart or Tadle fuadrilacarals v

Read Line & Clrels
Cenpln . .

? Pacca of e Clecle

3 Kinrs of Anglsa
9 Kinds of Telsnwies
I Cunstruct Congeuear
Line Nepments
R toast rurt Aagle,

Clven Degrses

12 Conacruce Clerte,
Clven Radius

P13 Conscruce Ceaphe
[ T Es¢imuca. for )
Yord P'roblome: P, - 8, =
Pt Peoblieme with Maseures
P17 Peublrme: Exeraneuun
. Data
BN ¢ Peeirloms r‘l.n-lm'. Fiaets |
r-L9 Avecuayee
22 Cutimare: for =
[ 38 Glaseify; Order: Form
Sets '
P2 Prablems: 2 Operscions
k .
223 Typue ol tGicapha
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bl d
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT . o _
- Division of ‘Instruction CooLa N
_Department of Elementary Education - . L,
CHICAGO MASTERY LEARNING READING -
| SKILL UNITS TO BE TAUGHT T
GRADE.1 - LEVEL 1 - RED
« ' ' Nord Attack/Study Skills :
) ) ‘Required Units ‘_
Unit 4 Sfght Words I - e Lo
Unit § Sight Words II '
- Unit 7 Sight Words III . R ‘
. -Unit 9 Sight Words IV
‘ Unit 14  Compound: Nords
0pt10na1 Unit:
Unit 4 Titles
Comorehension
“Qptional Units:
Un.i.t § How and Why Questicns
P “ Unit 6 Context Cluas [
. Unit 7 Context Clues [I -
- - ) ] Synonyms/Antonyms
k Unit 8 - Words That Describe
’ o GRADE 2-- LEVEL 2 - GREEN - S
’ ) ‘  wwrehension : | -
) ) - - zquired Laits: )
* v ' ' , Unit 3 Picturing Detaﬂs in .Reading
- ’ Unit 4 Cause and Effect -
Unit 10 . Inferance [ el o
. UNft -5 - Using Context Clues——r+-> 5 oo movsm e oo
v o . Unit. 7 Sentence Neaning : . '
Optionai Units: ' }
Unit 12 Inference II )
Uriie 6  Catagorizing
.Ut 2+ Sentanges in Sacuenca
| ,_ 63 -~ .
Q : R : © Iel4 - '




1 . . U

83.02 | L . . Attachment D-2
' ' ' o (Page 2 of 2)

N

¥ C . GRADE 3 - LEVEL 3 - ORANGE

’

- Comprehension” . . o o I
" Required Units: . ‘

a7 i -Unit 2  Sequencs in Stories ] »

- ' S : ’ Unit 4 Topic Sentencas .. oo s "
T ' Unit §  Fact and Opinion : ‘ .
Optional Units: '

Unit .3 - Predicting Outcomes

R IR Unit '§ = Cause and Effect S :
’ %
| e s -imea-se | [ craoes 5 Ao 6 - LEVEL 5 - TN
 ‘Coriorehension . : . Ccmorshension -
Required Unfts: . . Required Units:
Unit -1 Topic Sentancs . : . . ‘Unit 1 The Five 'W's
Unit 2  Sequence - T Unit 2 Main Idea and Datail ‘
Unit® 3" Fact and Opinfon } ¢ Unit 5 Analyzing Informatiaon
Optional Units: - . optional Units: _ '
Unit 4  Compare and Contras: . Unit & Summarizing. -
, .Unit 5 Using.Cantaxt Clues . Unit & Sensory Images
2
3

1?__15' o .: 70
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Attachment D=3~/

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Instruction -
Department of Elementary Education

SUMMER SCHOOL MATERIALS BY GRADE LEVELS

MATERIALS g 11213 5 A 556
CMLR (Mastery'E&ucation Corporation) , _ L) .'.;v |.} ]  .v.L?
.Text Extendgrs (S;holastic) B ' ‘0 '} "| s | ¢
LitéTé Trolley (Eéonomy) ' : ' - if (] 1,‘0 IO{
Real or Make Be]jevg'(Moaern Curricu]um'Preés) e
Primary Books (Modern Curriculum Pfess) 1 s
Pets (Béwmar-NobIe) - IR ’
'Mjhi-aooks,(Houghton-Miffiin) S o [0 |0 : 0
Triple Takeél(Reader's.Digest) | o o . | 8 b}
coldOust (Bowmar-ab1e) . L1 | le | e
71 o
Ry | o
) 16
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. Attachment D-4
" (Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHODL DISTRICT o
-Diwision of Instruction - = -
Department of Elementary Educat1on

SCOTT, FORESMAN'S I LIKE ENGLISH

- Lesson Ty e

To 1dent1fy people and th1ngs

Lesson 2

To learn the present tense of have and short answers;

- To express possession. and to ask and answer quest1ons

Lesson - 3

~ To use the’ pronouns, he/she with have and in short answers;

To 1dent1fy things be]onging to others

'-Lesson 4

To learn the verb want, To express a desire for certain
foods: S D

Lesson § i '
To learn the interrogative pronoun what; To ask quest1ons
about-what others have or want o

-Lesson &
- To learn negat1ve .sentences; To express what one doesn' t -

Unit 2 -

age -

have or want
Lesson 7 )
To learn pTura] nouns; To 1dent1fy sets of obJects

Lesson 8 . -
To Tearn questions and answers with 11ke/11kes, To ask about
what others 11ke and to express. what one likes and disI1kes

“Lesson 9

To learn mass nours and negat1ve sentences with 1ike;

To identify foods that one 1ikes and d1s]1kes

Lesson 10 o ' |

To learn patterns with some and any; To identify what one
has or wants

Lesson 11 ‘
To learn infinitives; To- 1dent1fy activities

Lesson 12 '
To .Tearn diract obJects fo]low1ng 1nf1n1t1ves To 1dent1fy
activ1t1es that one enjoys -

| e | D-l7
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- AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT -
.. Division of Instruction o
Department of Elementary Educatnon Tmm—

N

SCOTT,-FORESMANFS MATEMATICAS; concspTos Y PRAGTICA

Un1t I -Chapter 1 - The Numbers 0 Through 6

v . Los- Numeros 0 -6
Chapter 2 - Bas1c Facts: Sums of 2. Through 6
T | l'Noc1one; bas1ca5'(5umas del 2 al 6)
Unit 2 - Chapter & - Basic Facts: . Minuends of 2 Through 6
| Nociones basicas (M1nuendos del 2 al 6)
,Chapter »5 -_The.Numbers 7 Through 10
' Los Numeros 7 - 10°
- Chapter 6 - Bas1c Facts: Sums and Minuends of 2 Through 6
| Noc1ones basicas (Sumas y m1nuendos de] 2 al 6)

' ﬁhapter 'Z - Numer§t1on . Order of Tens, Place Va]ue lhrough 50

- Numeracion: Orden de las decenas,Vanr pos1c1ona]~
hasta 50

Chapter 8 - Basic Facts: Sums and M1nuends of 7, 8,9
| - ggﬁdgjgnesfbas1cas: Sumas y Minuendos del 7 al' 9
Chapter 9 - Time ‘ :
Tiempo

| age

73
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83.02 Sl - L L " (Page 1 of 2) .-

‘ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCcHOOL DISTRICT . -
AUSTIN, TEXAS

TO:. ' Perry_Sailor . Lo DATE: August 19, 1983

"FROM: - John Moore II

SUBJECT' Report on Commu ty EducatidnﬁSummef‘School Activities

The Community Education Program provided classes and activities,K for 571 students

who attended AISD summer school. The! following is a summary of the community

school activities provided at each campuS' ’ . - o
Z i ' : )

School ; © Activities fg_
N . e ) / ;
Becker o Arts & Crafts e-painting macrame

Physical Education - indoor and outdoor sports :
Movies on Fridays

Brooke . , Arts and Crafts - painting, drawing, paper cutting
: Physical Education - sports - kickball, softball
. Game Room - table games, ping pong, four square

. - Special Activities -~ talent show, ecology assembly

Cook - .: ”Physical Educatlon - soccer . badsketball, kickball
. .. Arts;and -Crafts .
Typing
Spanish
Maplewood g . “.,,Art - clay; paper meche, ‘drawing, weaving

Creative Drama
Physical Education - indoor and outdoor sports
lable Games E

Rosedale™ - . Gymnastics - trampoline, tumbling, balance beam
- Arts and Crafts - pottery, painting
- Physical Education - sports
Table Games |
St. Elmo. Physical Education - indoor and outdoor sports ,
" Arts and Crafts - drawing with paint, pencil, crayon,
paper cutting
) Creative Dramatics - acting out stories from reading class
Ty L , 'Special events - crime prevention with Austin Police Department
<t
Many of the Community Education activities were planned to enhance the child s
self-concept, teach socialization skills and reinforce material belng taught ‘in
the classroom. For ekample,- table games such as Bingo, checkers gnd Concentration
(2 memory game) were selected to help build concentration, memoryé number and letter
"identification skills; at St. E1mo, the Summer School Director selected a '"word
of the day" such as Vnutrition" and this word provided the ‘thege for all classroom

- pe19 7"4
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Perry Sailor . ' L : ,
‘August 19, 1983 : . R o (Page‘Z of ?)
.'~Page 2

~ smoother operation of the program

L . , { o - ,
and community education activities; art classes helped build self awareness
through discussion of drawings of self and home; creative drama was.used to
reinforce material covered in reading classes. '

Reaction to community education activities from teachers and Summer school
directors seems to besgood. Early and continuous inclusion of Communtiy .
Education staff in Summer school planning was very advantageous. With .
additional planning involving instructional coordinators and community education.
staff, the community education activities can reinforce to.an even greater extent
content being taught in the classroom. :

Last year the Community Education instructor student ratio averaged 1:26. This
year the ratio averaged 1:15 and there was a significant improvement in: discipline
and overall student management The staggered schedules ‘also, contributed to the

er

cc: Dr. Gonzalo Garza ‘ : 3
W. C. Akins :
Hermelinda Rodriguez

Ruth McAllister
Dr. Timmy Baranoff

S
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TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY

" Inter-Nffice- Memcrandm ° 7 e

TO: DrOj?-“ Evalﬁator - SﬁﬁmariScnabl ?ilst'Projec

FRet Office of Planning and RﬁScJ:cﬁ

DATE: August 17, 1923 ' : - -

SUBJECT: 1923 SSPP Informacion R

Initially, this office did not requ:st uhut 1983 Suvner School
Pilot Projects report on' the instructional materials or computer
software that was us=d in the project. - At the Pr01=ct Paview

- Confer=nce the .issue was raised! and an interest was axpressad.in
sharing this information. - To facilitata that orocess, projects
whos2 summer ‘scnool curriculur emohasized particular
instructionzl materials or computer softwards are invited to o
provide tﬂls office with information for dessimination rc other ’

districts. If the district decides to share this 1nformat10n,_a—f~—f""f“—"~’f’—
fomar 1s enclosed for its use. _’I‘p,l_ipiqx.,camoa'su nittad as a

part of the Dralelnavy~P*0j*cE”P por* tnis Septamber..

part of =he Trall

1f there are any 1Uﬁst10ﬂs ccacerning this page or any sart of
the Preliminary Projzct Qﬂooru, pleasa do not hesitata to call
this office.

o , o . -D-2?6'
ERIC ™ : : '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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83.02 o 4 (Page 2 of 2)
A. Instructional Macarials. ’ : : :

If the 1983 SSPP curriculum emphasized the use of one or more commercially
-available instructional materials (basal readers, kits, etc), please list
them below and indicate the grade(s) and subJect area(s) for whichnghey
were used.

Name of i i language .
Material - grade reading arts ‘writing math counselin other
—-Chicago.Mastefia 1-6 % x
--Math for Everyone | 1-6 . , X

--Santillana Lectura| 16 (Spanish)

en Dos Indlomas

--I Like English | 1-6 |- (ESL) (ESL)
i . . s ] I
--Matemacicas. ) . e
ticos 1§; e : (Spanigh)
//""’—,—— - .

B. Please use the table below to lisE any»compucer software that was used
by the 1983 SSPP for instruction.

Name of’ ' language .
Software raading ares math other

77

g»fﬁ D-22




83.02

Summer School Pilot Project

Appendix E

CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

83.02

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Pupil Activities Record-Revised (PAR-R)

Brief Description of the instrument: The Pupil Activities Record-Revised (PAR-R) is a
systema>{c observation instrument designed to racord all the activicies of a scudenc~-
including the amount and kind of instruction received--during an inscruccional day.

One student is observed for an entire day to provide an inferential measure of che in--
struction delivered to dll students. The variables observed during the 1983 summer
school were decermined by the specific Evaluaction Questions to be answered, and in-~
cluded whaether instruction occurred, the type of instruction (reading or math), che num~
ber of adult contacts, group size), whether the student was on~ or off-task, mode of
inscrucgion (liscening, teading, e:c.), and whather the student's level of knowledge
was® assessed. R - .

.. To whom was tha ins:ruc:ion adminiscered?
Twenty~four first-grade students were observed.

How many times was the instrument administared?

One full-day observation per student. (A "full day" of suxmer school consisted of
three scheduled hours of instructional cime). - .

When was the mstrumont admmlstarad’

One observacion pet dav for each school day between June 6 and July 3, 1983.

o

Whare was the instrument admim‘stercd?

Or each of the six school caxnpuses' Becker, Brooke, Cook, Maplewood, Rosedale,
and Sc. Elmo. .

. Who administared the instrument?

The observer was a graduace student Irom the Univetsi:y of Texas Denattmen: of
Educational Psychology.

< 4
What training did the administrators have?

The observer had extensive previous experience in making structured behavioral
coservations and received several hours of training with che PAR-R, coding videotapes.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No. Clagssroom situations varied.

Were there problems with the instrument or the administration that

mignt affect the validity of the data? It vas sometimes unclear whether an activicy was
assessment or instruction. This was usually clarified by asking che teacher at the end
of class. As is always true in behavioral observacions, che subject of the observation
may alcer his “or her behavior while being observed. The observer tried to minimize chis
.effect by not idencifving the student under observation to the student nor to tha teacher.
However, some cteachers may have figured uut which student was being observed, or may have
alcered cheir behavior toward the class as a whole.

Who developed the instrumenc?

ORE scafgf. ¢

What rsiiability and validity data are availabla on the ins.trument?

Interrater agreement on thea Basic Instruction variables was .77.

Are there norm data available for intarprating the results?

Data were collectad on the same variables during che 1982 Summet School ?ilot Project; '
in recent years, other orograms have used the PAR-R during the regular school year.

E2 73
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CLASSROOM OBSERVATIONS

" Purpose

The Pupil Activity Record-Revised was used to conduct classroom obser-
vations, the data from which were used to answer the following decision

" and evaluation questions:

Decision Quéstion D2: Was the structure of summer school
appropriate for future summer schools? . Are alterations
necessary? ’

. Evaluation Question D2-8: How were students'

learning needs assessed and monito;ed?

Evaluation Question D2-9: What was the plan-

ned and actual pupil/teacher ratio? '

Evaluation Question D2-10: How much time did

students actually spend in reading and math

per day? by campus?

Evaluation Question D2-11: How much of the ; A
allotted math and reading time was spent on

task?

Evaluation Question D2-13: How much time did
students interact with the teachers? How much
time did students work on their own? How much
time did students work in small groups?

Evaluation Question D2-14: How much time did
teachers spend in, assessing students' skills?

5

Procedure

The Pupil Activities Record-Revised (PAR-R) was used to obtain information
regarding classroom instruction. This instrument provides an estimate of
the amount of time a chiild is engaged in specific instructional activities.
An interval-rating system was used to record behavior every minute of the

- instructional class time. After each minute, the predominant observed

classroom activity was recorded. The Summer School program's instructional
component included only math and reading classes. It was decided that this
year's observations would be done in first-grade, non~LEP classes only.
(Most retainees are first graders.)

Sixteen of thé 20 first-grade summer school classes were observed once
and four were observed twice. One observation was conducted on each of

. the 24 days of the program. An observation schedule was developed

as follows: The teachers were randomly assigned to an observation day,

-

E-3
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~ with the restriction that all had to be selected once before any could

be chosen again. The observer randomly selected (with a random numbers
table) a student for observation amd two 31Cernates from the students
present. The occupied seats in the classroom were assigned numbers by
the observer. A number was chosen from a random numbers table; the
student sitting in the corresponding seat was observed for the entire
instructional day. After the class, the teacher was asked for the names
of the observed student and the students in the two succeeding seats.

'The observed student was never identified to the teacher or the student.

Complete. details of the variables recorded and scoring system are con-
tained in the Manual for the Use of the Pupil Activities Record-Revised
(PAR-R) (ORE, 1979:.78.48). The variables chosen for observation were
the following: : '

1. Child is engaged in a non-instructional activity (child
is given directions, child is engaged in housecleaning,
teacher is engaged in class control (discipline), there
is a transition in instruction, or other non~-instruction).

2. Child is engaged in basic’ skills instruction (reading,
math).

3. Child is in direct contact with the classroom teacher;
with another teacher (1ibrarian) with peers, or working
alone.

4. Child is on~task or off-task.

S. Predominant mode of instruction (reading, writing, listen-
ing, speaking, or a non-language activity such as manlp-
~ ulating blocks or using the calculator).

6. Group size (the number of students in the child's instruc-
tional group).

One observer was hired to conduct daily observaticns., This observer was
a Ph, D. student in Educational Psychology at the University of Texas
and had completed advanced training in behavioral assessment and class-
room observation. In addition, the observer had previous teaching ex-
perience. For this project, the observer’ received five hours of train-
ing in using the PAR-R system to record classroom instruction’ from video-
tape subsequent to studying the PAR-R manual. During the first week of
observations, another evaluation assistant accompanied the observer for one
instructional day of co-observation, for the purpose of calibrating
observers' responses to similar classroom events. During the last week
of summer school, an inter-rater agreement check was made by having the
second evaluation assistant co-observe with the observer for a full day.

Following each day's observation, the teacher was asked to clarify the
nature of any activities about which the observer was unclear. This
usually occurred when the observer couldn't tell if an activity was .
meant as assessment.

Observations were recorded on the PAR-R scoring sheet contained in

Attachment E-1. The form was designed to be read by an optical scanner;
however, technical problems in production made the batch of sheets used

E-4 5 1
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-in summer school unscannable and necessitaﬁed ftansferring the data to

punched cards.

Each form was checked for logic errors. For example, if "Non-instruction”

. was coded for one minute, "Basic Skills Instruction" could not be coded

for the same minute. Corrections were made by the observer and the forms _
were agaix checked. When all errors had been corrected, summary statistics -
were generated, using a computer. program developed by ORE staff for scoring

Results

Results are discussed in terms of evaluation questions.

Evaluation Question D2-8: How were students’ learning needs assessed and
monitored? ‘

Project Records (Appendix D) as well as observations will be used to an-
swer this question. ’

To heip»assess learning needs, reading teachers had information about

their students' Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) Comprehension and Vocab-
ulary scores, the reader the student used during the 1982-83 school year,

and the reading level recommended by the 1982-83 teacher. Math teachers

had ITBS Computation and Concepts scores as well as information on basal
placement during 1982-83. Both the math and the reading curricula assessed
and monitored students' progress with testing after each unit, and retesting,
after further instruction, of students who failed the first test.

Obgervations were conducted in first-grade. classes only. There were 24 full-
day observations (one per day), with 16 clasees observed once and four
twice. Of the total 4,320 minutes of activity coded, 3.3% were spent in
written assessment activity, or about six minutes per three-hour day. The
observer reported some difficéulty with this category; often what "looked
like" assessment had an instructional purpose, as when students did a work~
book exercise on their own while the teacher walked around to check their
work. These situations were usually clarified bv asking the teacher at the
end of class. In any case, although frequent asasessment was an integral
feature of the mastery learning programs used this summer, students did not
appear to spend an iqordinate amount of time in assessment activities.

Evaluation Question D2-~9: What was the plaﬁned and actual pupil/teacher

ratio?

The summer school program was origiually planned to have one teacher for
every 15 students, but with 522 students distributed among 49 teachers,

the actual ratio was 1 per 1l0.4. Based on first-grade classroom observa-
tions, the average class size was 10.5, about what one would expect based.
on average summe: school attendance, reported in Appendix A, of 92.1%

(11.1 x .921 = 10.2). This 1s perhaps a more meaningful estimate of pupil/
teacher ratio than is one basea on enrollment.

E-5
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Evaluation QucstiJR'DZ—IO: How much tire did students actually sper ' ‘=
rveading and m:th per day? ' , :
" Ninetry %inutes each were allocated for reading and math instruction

day. A4bout 49,27 of the allocated first-grade instructional time was
,actually gjent ian Lasic skills instruction in either reading or math. Of
the time schedulad for resding, - .students spent 46.3% in basic reading *
instruction (41.6 minutes per day), and of the scheduled math’instruction’
time students actually spent 52.1% in basic math instruction (46.9 minutes
per day) Another 1.8%.(3.2 minutes per day) was spent in "other instruc-
ttion' '--acxivities which seemed to the observer to be instructional but
which ‘could not be classified as reading or math. The remaining 49.0%
(86.2 minutes per day) of class time was spent in such noninstructional
activities as receiving directions, housecleaning, class control, transi-
tion betw:ien activities, and other noninstructional activity (roll cﬁll
settling in, and so on) - .

.o

Written assessmernt, thcugh it has an instructional purpose, was coded as’
noninstrictional rime. This accounted for 3.3% of class time, on the
average. Last summer's obiervations indicated that about 64% oflthe

. students' time was spent in basic instruction. The difference may be in

. part caused by the fact that all of this year's observations were conducted
in first-grade classes while only abouf a third of last year's observations
were conductced in first grade, although observations tonducted in past years
in Title I classes did not show large between—grade diffefences in noninstruc-
tional time. Figure E~2 gives a complete breakdown of time spent in each "
category. . RS

Evalvation Question D2-11: How much of the allotted math and reading time

' was spent on, task? . " . oo -
Whether or nat the student was on task was recorded only when the teacher
was engaged in basic skills instyuction or when the studgnt had an assigned
ingtructional task. Therefore, "percent of time on task" does not refer

. to the percent of allotted math or reading time spent on task, but the
percentage of the time when Basic skills instruction was actually occurring.
of the time spent in basic skills instruction,. students spent 92.1% on task.

_Fvaluation Question D2- 13: How-much time did students interact with the
téacher? How much time did students work on their own? How much time did
students work in small groups7 . J - ‘

Again, "adult contact" could be coded only during those minutes in which
.~ basic skills instruction was- also coded. ‘Of- the time spent in basic skills, .
b T 72.3% was spent interacting with the teacher and another 2.2% with the
: Alibrarian (Figure E—3).g“

,'It is difficult to say precisely how much time students spent working alone,
. ., but a good estimate can be made. A group size of "one" was coded for 26.6%
’ {of the instructional time, and the observer, reported that for almost all of
" . that time the student was truly working alone; only very occasionally did a
student work 'one-to-one with the. teacher. '

¢ ) » “
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Small group instruction was seldom recorded by the observer. Group sizes
from two to seven accounted for only 6.9% of the time spent in instruction.
Although it would be conceivable that small-group instruction occurred more
frequently and that it just happened that the students who were randomly
selected for observations were not chosen for small-group work, the observer
reported that almost no small-group instruction occurred and that the low
figure recorded is representative of the classes in which he observed.

It could be inferred from this that there was very little "reteaching' of
students who failed to master skills on the first try. This interpreta-
tion is confirmed by the observer's repcrt that reteaching seldom occurred.
Teachers would often instead assign homework to students who failed to dem-
onstrate mastery on the first test, and would have them do the same activi-
ties as those students who did achieve mastery. Also, very few students
failed mastery tests on the first try (about 12% at first grade), so when:
reteaching did occur, it would often involve only one student ln the class
and would not be coded as "snall group work.

‘.A”conplete group-size frequency breakdown is shown in Figure E-4.

Evaluation Question D2-14: How much time did teachers spend in assessing
students' skills? '

As noted above in the section concerning assessmint of‘students' learning
needs, students spent about 3.3% of their time'in assessment activities,
or about six minutes per day.

A note on reliability:

Because co-observations occurred on only two occasions, the usual measure

of reliability, intraclass correlation, was an unstable and unsatisfactory
one. Instead a measure of interrater agreement, Cohen's kappa, was used to -
measure propertion of agreement across categories (with chance agreement
statistically removed from consideration). The most important categories
were judged to be ‘math basic skills instruction, reading basic-skills
instruction, other instruction, and no instruction. These categories are
independent, mutually exclusive, and exhaustive, as the statistic requires.
The value of kappa for these categories was 0.77, where 0.00 represents

. chance agreement and 1.00 represgnts perfect agreement. Formulas for com-
puting can be found in Cohen (1960) .* T .

> s . . !

*Cohen, J. A coefficient of agreement for nominal scales. Educational and
Psychological Measurement, 1960, 20, 37-46.
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% of total ﬁime Minutes per day
Place ,
Classrdom ' 88.4% _ : 159.1
Library 6.1% “11.0
Other (e.g., early " 5.5% ’9.9
lunch, restroom) : '
Total 100.0% ' 180.0

Figure E-1: PERCENTAGES OFITOTAL TIME AND MINUTES PER
. DAY SPENT IN VARIOUS LOCATIONS. Total num-
ber of minutes = 4320.

) % of total time Minutes per day-
Basiq,lnstruction:
Reading | | 23.1% | 41.6
Math ' 26.17% 47.0
Other or Uncodable | 1.8% ° - 3.2
Total Instruction | ﬂ,‘EITﬁi’_ _—Bitg_;
Non-Instruction:
Directions ' 4.7% | - 8.5
Housécleaning; ‘ 0.1% ‘ 0.2
Transition 1.3z . : 20.3
Class Control. H" 0.6% - ‘l.l
Other 32.4% 58.3
Total.Non;instrﬁct;on ' "7Z§TTZ‘ : T 88.4
"Total Time  100.0%* © 180.0%

- wEégggglE—Z: PERCENTAGES OF TOTAL TIME AND MINUTES PER DAY
P v “§ ' SPENT IN VARIOUS ACTIVITIES. Total number of
v minutes = 4320 ,

*Totals not exact becapsavof rounding.
A oLt \
T . E-8
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% of Basic

Skills minutes - . Minutes per day
‘Adult Contact: - : .
Tgacher - 72.37% < 64.4
Librarian - . 2.2% 2.0
Nome . _25.5% - | - 22.7
' © 100.0% 89.0%*
On or Off Task:
On task . 92.1% | 82.0
0ff rask _7.9% o 7.0
.. :100.0% . o 89.0
Predominant Instruc-
tional mode:
Reading 93 o 8.3
Writing Coi1e.1% . 14.3
Listening ' ‘ CL8Ll.1% . o - 54.4
Speaking ' i 1.1z -+ 1.0
Non-Language : 12.4% ' . . 11.0 , P

Figure E-3: PERCENTAGES OF BASIC INSTRUCTIONAL TIME AND NUMBER
OF MINUTES PER DAY SPENT IN ADULT CONTACTS ON OR
OFF TASK, AND. NGAGED IN VARIOUS INSTRUCTIONAL MODES.
Number of’ basic skills minutes = 2137.

'
¢

*#Total not exactUbecause of rounding.

T

_E-9




83.02

% of Basic

Gfoup Size Total minutes" Skills minutes

1 Coses . 26. 6%

2 27 1.3%
3 ‘ 12 : 0.6%
4 - 3 0.1%
5 8 : 0.4%
' ' 6 o 20 S 0.9%
;7 78 | | 3. 6%
8 - | " 302 14.1%
I o2 - 9.0%
| 10 226 | " 10.6%
11 210 | 9.8%
L | 12 140 ; _—
/// | | 13 182 o 8.5%
B % 70 : 3.3%
15 4 R 0.2%
16 - 95 4. 4%

Figure E~4: NUMBER OF BASIC INSTRUCTION MINUTES AND PERCENT
' 'OF BASIC INSTRUCTION TIME SPENT IN GROUPS OF
VARIQUS SIZES. . '

87
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

83.02

INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Mastery Tescs

Brief Dascription of the instrument:

Mastery tedts assessing students' attainment of instructional objectives ware included

wich the math (Mach for Everyone) and reading (Chicago Masterv Learning Reading)
curricula. Non~LEP students' performance was assessed with these tescs. LEP students’'
achievement in math and ESL was measured with Spanish-language criterion-refarenced

cests,
The caests are brief-~five or ten items=-and cover only the specific objectives taught
in the unit just completed. Students' scores on thess tests were recorded by teachers
on pre=printed record forms. . ‘

To whom was the instrument adminiscered?
To students in the 1983 Summer School Pilot Project.

How many times was the instrument administared?

One mastery test was administered to students aft:er each instructional unit was conm~
pleced. If a student achieved mastery (usually defined as 80% correct), he or she
was not tested again on that unit. Students who failed to achieve mastery were given
the test a second time aftar receiving more instruction.

Whan was the instrument administared?

The first adm;nistracion of each test followed the completion of basic instruction for
that unitc..  The second administration, for students Wwho failed to demonstrate mastery.
on the first try, occurred when the teacher completed corrective instruction for that
unic.

Whera wis the instrumaent administered?

The mastery tests were administered in the classroom.

Who administared the instrumeﬁt?

Classroom teachers.

What training did the administrators hava?

Classroom teichers attanded inservice sessions concerning curricula and assessment
procedures On tiree different days; they also received detailed instructional manuals.

Was the instrument administered under standardized conditions?

No.

Wara there problems with tha instrument or the administration that
might affect the validity of the data?

None known.

‘Who daveloped the instrument?

The CMLR tests were developed by staf? ac the Boavrd of Educacion, City of Chicago Public
Schools. The non-LEP math tests wer: developed by Education Service Center, Region XIII
staff.~ The LEP math and reading tests were developed by Education Service Center, Region

XXX scaff. )
‘What raliability and validity data are available on . - P

None availlable.

Are thare norm cdata available for intarprating the r s v’

Students' performaiace 13 measured relative to a standa, . .ccuracy on test of
nastery of a specific objective, rather than rélative to rerrrmance of other students.

AR Lnalint b,
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-

MASTERY TESTS

Purpose

Mastery test records were reviewed in order to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions:

Decisjion Question D2: Was the structure of summer school
appropriate for future summer schools? Are alterations .
necessary?

Evaluation Question D2~12: How much material were the
‘teachers able to cover in math and reading?

Decision Question D4: Should retainees be encouraged to
attend summer school?

* Evaluatijon Qﬁestion D4~1: Did students meet short-
term objectives? -

Short-term objectives:
Reading: At the end of summer school, 80%

of the participants will have mastered the
reading units taught, at the specified level.

LEP reading:

English as a Second Language:-

At the end of summer school, students will

have mastered nunits taught at an average
level of 75%.

Spanish Reading: At the end of summer
school, scores on the posttest for stu-
dents' instructional level will be
higher than their pretest scores for
the same level.

Math: By the end of summer school, 807%

of participants will have mastered the
math skills taught for their instructional
level. '

LEP Math: Ar the end of summer school,
students will have mastered the units
taught- at an average level of 75%.

Evaluation Question'gé—é: Did home visits have any .
short~term or long-term effects on achievement? Did
phone calls to homes? '

F-3
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Procedure

The mastery tests used in this year's non~LEP Summer Schooi. Program

were included in curriculum materials for the Chicago Mastary Learning Reading
system for reading and Math for Everyone [or math. 1hLis procedure

section will include four subscctions: In-Sérvice Training, Reading

Mastery, Math Mastery, and LEP Mastery,

In~Service Training

In~service training sessioi.'s dealing with the mastery
learning curricula, the test themselves, and/or record-
keeping were held on May 14 and June 2 for all teachers;
most local campus in-service sessions on May 31 discussed
the mastery tests as well. At the districtwide sessions
the Director of the summer school: program and the Instruc-
tional coordinators for teading, math and bilingual were
introduced and discussed their areas. Teachers also met
with outside consultants who had helped develop the re-
spective programs. Required units, procedures, schedul~
ing, planning, application;,and record-keeping were em-
phasized during the sessions. Instructional manuals and
materials were distributed. :

' Reading Mascery

Instructions for keeping mastery records were received dur-
ing the local in-service and printed on the record forms.

For each of their students, the teachers were asked to follow
the following procedure:

1. 1In the appropriate space on the top of class
progress forms teachers were to write unit
numbers:- = ° names for all required and op-
tional -3 .
Studen. ' to be listed alphabetically ,
(last nawe sirst) down the left-hand margin.
3. If a child mastered the unit (as defined in
the unit--usually 80% correct) on the first
("formative'") test a check was to be ‘placed
under the column headed "F'", if the student
failed the first test but passed the criterion
test, a check was to be placed under the
column headed "C." If the student did not
‘master the material even on the criterion
test, the teacher was to place a check
under the "No" column. (A copy of the CMLR
Class Progress form is in Attachment F-1.)

N
.

Math Mastery

Mastery testv tuiit iunto the math materials were used to assess
students' mastery ¥ with skills. A color coded (by grade level)
sheet contalniqg & iievdin;. 4w the top, of the math skills to be
taught was se*ected for *ach ¢rudent, Mastery criterion was 80%
or greater on a unit. Th: tearhi:. s were to follow thlS procedure:

93
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l. Teachers were to list the names of the
students (last name first) down the left
margin.

2, After initial instruction, the formative
test was to be glven and a percent correct
score was to be recorded in black ink under
the appropriate skill's column if the stu-
dent achieved mastery.

3. 1If a student did not reach criterion, the
student was retaught while the remainder
of the class had some type of enrichment
activity such as working with calculators.

4., Math teachers were then to administer a
second test to those students who did not
reach criterion. Tests were to be scored
and percent of items answered correctly
recorded in red ink under the appropriate
columns. All students participating in
the learning activity for a particular
ski1ll should have ‘had, at this point,
one score marked on their objectives list.
On July 8th teachers were to send their
mastery records to ORE.

The ORE classroom observer noted that in a few first-grade classes
mostly in math, students were sometimes taught new skills without
reaching mastery on a prior skill. Teachers reported that this oc~
curred baecause of absences and the large amount of material to be
covered; some math teachers were of the opinion that ‘the skills in-
volved were not necessarily sequential anyway. Attachment F-2 con-
tains a sample record form.

LEP Mastery ‘ .

The LEP program consisted of three components: Spanish reading,
English as a second language (ESL), and math. The three LEP classes
were a2t Brooke (two) and Becker (one) elementary schools. Math
skills taught were similar to those taught in non-LEP classes, but
used Spanish-language materials.. LEP reading classes, however,
differed from non-LEP classes 1in that LEP classes focused more on
basir~ English language skills development (e.g., use of the verb
Mwant"; use of "he" and "she'). Detailed descriptions of the LEP
math and reading curricula are included in Appendix D.

LEP Readiné Mastery

The Spanish reading program used a basal series entitled Santillana
Lectura en Dos Indiomas. Students were administered a pre- and
rosttest for each basal reader covered. Teachers were to record
-he pre- and posttest scores for each student on each reader. See
Attachment F-3 for a sample record form.- :

I Like English was the text used for ESL instruction. Students were
.tested on each unit covered. For each student on each test, teachers
wer: to record the number of items correct in the column headed "C,"
The number of items on the test under column "T," and the percent of
correct responses under "%." Attachment F-4 contains a’sample record

form.
e F-5 34
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LEP Math Mastery

Math mastery records were slso maintained by each teacher, and
were recorded in muci the samwe way as the ESL records-~teachers
recorded, for each student on each unit, the number of items
correct, the total number of items on the test, and the percent
correct. See Attithment F-5 for a sample record form.

} Analysis
An ORE Evaluation Assistant coded and reco: .. mastery data on IBM
coding sheets for keypunching. Because the :..  yrogram was designed to

assess students' mastery of smaller chuni s u. waterial, students had many
more math test scores than reading test scores. (The mean number of on-
level math tests taken was 18.8, while there wére unly three to five
required reading units, depending upon grade level.) For thig reasom, the
mastery results were coded differently ror :nthk and reading.

Each reading unit was coded separately, so that the percentage of students
achieving mastery could be assessed separately for each unit. In addition,
an overall mastery percentage was calculated for each grade level and
for the program as a whole by computing the ratio of total units masterec
ty total units taught. These totals were obtained by summing the number

of units .taught and the number mastered by each student, across all stu-
dents.

The® large number of math units at each level made it impractical to code
each uE%t separately, so math performance was coded by recording for each
student the number of math tests taken and the number mastered. The over-
all math mastery percentage was computed in the same way as the reading
percentage, by calculating the ratio of total units mastered to total
units taught, across all students. In addition, the large number of units
covered made it possibie to compute the percentage of units mastered for’
each student, and to generate a frequency distribution of these percent—
ages for each grade.

Because the performance objectives were stated differently, the data from
the LEP progress records were analyzed differently from the non-LEP data.
For ESL and math, it was expected that the overall percent correct (total
number correct divided by total items, across all tests) would be 75% or
better. For Spanish Reading, it was expected that-posttest scores would
be higher than pretest scores. Because not all students covered the same
material, this was measured at the level of the individual student, i.e.,
by counting the number of students who met the objective.

°

Results»

The approprtate measure of whether the short ‘term objectiyes of the regular
(i.e. non-bilingual) reading and math programs were met depends upon the
interpretation of the objectives. A very .strict interpretation would re-
quire that 80% of the participants master all the*objectives tz .ght. This
would be a poorly formulated measure of program effectiveness, however,

Q | : F-f6 9 5
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because such a measure would fail to discriminate between a student who
magtered, for example, f£ive of 20 math units and one who mastered 19 of
20.

The 1intendea objective, as concelived by the AISD staff members who set it,
was that students would average 80% mastery; that is, that the ratio of

the total number of units mastered to the total number of units taught

would be equal to or greater than .80, for both math and reading. As Figures
F-l1 and F-2 s w, the objective was met at every grade in both math and
reading; fuueced, Zor three of the five grades in reading and four of the
five in math, as well as for each program as a whole, the average mastery
rate was well over 90%. (Fifth and sixth graders were taught the same units-.
and were in combined classes. The three sixth graders are counted as fifth
graders throughout this Appendix.)' All but two of the 19 required reading
units across all five grades were mastered by at least 807% of the students
taught them (Figures F-3, F-4), Thirteen of the 19 units were mastered by
more than 90% of the students taught,

On the optional reading units, students averaged 94.3%, with 460 of 488
units mastered across all grades.

In math, because of the large numbers of units taught at each grade level,
the data are presented in an additional, somewhat different way. As Figure
F-5 shows, 94.5% of the students mastered at least 80% of the units, with
86.37% exceeding 90% mastery.

LEP Mastery Results:
There were 34 students enrolled in the summer school LEP program, which had

three components: English as a Second Language (ESL), Spanish Reading, and
Math, '

All short term objectives were met. In ESL there were six lessons per unit,
Students at one campus covered two full units while those at the other

school covered one full unit and the first lesson of the second unit. Pooling
all items for all lessons-at both schools, the students scored 98.8% correct
(Figure F~5). All students at each school scored 80% or better on the sum-
mary test for each unit taught, with an overall mean score on the summary
unit tests of nearly 1007 (Figure F-6).

In Spanish Reading all 30 students who took both the pretest and the post-
test for their instructional level scored higher on the posttest. Figure
F-7 shows pre- and posttest averages for each basal reader used.

LEP studeats also exceeded the math .objectives. Seven chapters (two complete
units and part of a third) were taught at one school; eight chapters (three
complete units) were taught at the other. Pooling all items, across both
schools, students scored 94.9% correct (Figure F-8). All students scored
‘better than 80% on the summary tests for each unit; the average for each
school, and for both combined, was better than 90% ou each unit (Figure F-9).

\
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Home Contacts: _ -

Home contacts appeared to have no effect on reading or math performance,
either when the home-visit group was compared to the phone-call group or
when the home-visit and phone-call groups combined were compared to the,” - K
no-contact group.' Because students were not -randomly assigned to groups:
(specifically, the no-contact group was made up of students whose parents,
could not be reached by.teachers), it would have been invalid to attrib- ./
ute to the contacts any achievement differences between students who were ’
and were mot contacted. See Figure F-11 for mastery performance for each
group. - . . o

[}

All but three of the reading teachers were able to cover all the required
units (five units at grades one and, two and tl.ree-units at grades three-
- ~. six). In addition, half of the reading teachers covered one or more
- optional units., el : » ‘

There was no explicit goal concerning the number of math units to be
covered; teachers were to cover as much material as they could. The
mean number of units covered ranged from 16 at second grade.to 22,6 it
first grade. N
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"

Number of .~ Total Units Total Units % Units

Grade Students - Mastered Taught : Mastered
1 25 C 1299 0 1386  9a7z

2 109 484 509 95.1%
340 | 155 182 . 95.7%
4 66 | 226 252 89.7%
S and 5 * _ 41 | 8L . 97 83, 5%

fotal - 510 . 2245 2406 - 93.3%

Figure F-1: PERCENT OF CMLR (READING) UNITS MASTERED, BY GRADE.

-

Number of Total Units Total Units 7% Un.ts

Grade Students Mastered . - Taught ‘Mastered
1 219 B . 4376 - . 4523 . °96.8%.
2 10 N 1547 1592 97.1%
3 39 597 627 95.2%
- 52 1040 . 1058 . 98.3%

5 and 6% 17 . 256 304 . _84.2%
Total 431 : 7816 - 8104 496.4%

_Figﬁre F-2: PERCENT OF :ON-LEVEL MATH'UNITS MASTERED, BY GRADE.
*Fifth”%nd‘sixth graders worked at the same level.i Théugﬁfé;”qwﬂm
sixth graders were in combined - fifth -and sixth-grade classrooms.

F-9
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- Number of Number of % of
Students Students .+ Students
Grade 1 Mastering Taught Mastering
: : . .
Sight : ' . : '
Words 1 221 * 227 ) ’ 97.4%
Sight S oo
Words IT 210 o221 -95,0%
_Sight - , .
Sight - : '
Words IV 191 . 208 - " 91.8%
Compound o .
Words 154 . 173 - 89.0%
Grade 2-
i;
Picturing ‘ , ' .
Details . 99 105 - . 94,3%
Cause and | a oo . .
Effect 96 103 : . 93.2%
Inference v .
I . 100 102 98.0%5
Using Con- '
text Clues 94 98 - 95.9%
Sentence . ) .
Meaning 83 85 : 97.6%
cGrade 3 e e e N
Uniti
Sequence . . : ’ _
-in Stories 37 ' 37 . 100.0%
Topic .
Sentences = 27 34 ‘ 79.42%
Fact and ° ’ ' . -
Opinion C wd 36 _ '100.0%

"

Figure F-3: NWMBER AND PERCENT OF STUDENIS MASTERING EACH
REQUIRED READING OBJECTIVE, GRADES 1-3.

pio 99
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Number of , .»Numbéf'of % of

Students Students Students
Grade 4 Mastering Taught Mastering
Unit: '
Topic — ‘ o
Sentences 53 o 62 . 85.5%
Sequence 52 - 61 - 85.2%2
Fact and d
Opinion 57 . .59 96.6% -

- Grades 5 and 6
- : : .

Five W's 31 37 : 83.87%
Main Ideas. M .
and Detail 29 ' 30 96.7%
Analyzing : : .
Information 20 . 29 69.0%

Figure F-4: NUMBER AND PERCENT OF. STUDENTS MASTERING EACH
REQUIRED READING OBJECTIVE, GRADES 4-6.

S 10g
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|
. \
PERCENT OF MATH UNITS MASTERED

less \ C Students with
Grade . . than 607 60-69% | 70-79% 80~-897 . 20-100% on~level scores

|

1 0.4% 1.427 1 4.1% 0 5.0% 89.0%7 219

2 - 0.0% .02 1.5% 10.6% 86.5% 104

3. 0.0% 2.6% 2.6% 10.3% 846.6% 39

4 0.0% 0.0% 1,97 9.6% . 88.57 52

5 0.0% 11.8% . 17.6% .’zs-;sz 47.12 17
‘Toralt” .0.22 - L.6% 3.7%  8.1%  86.3%

N 1 7. 16 35 372 431

Y

Figure F-5: PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTIS MASTERING VARIOUS PERCENTAGES
OF ON-LEVEL MATH UNITS TAUGHT, BY GRADE.

*Percentages across do not add to 100 because of rounding.
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School © Unit No. No. Items Correct No. Test Items 2 Correct

1 1 365 i 368 99.2% -

2 AR 7 3 Y 794  98.4%

1 -2 398 . '400# - 99.5%

3 2% 165 | 168 98, 2%
Total Unit 1 1146 - 1162 © 98.8%
Total Unit 2 563 568 99.1%

Overall Total - 1709 1730 98.8%

Figure F-6. LEP STUDENIS' PERFORMANCE ON ESL MASTERY TESTS,
BY SCHOOL AND UNIT. (SCHOOL 2 COMPLETED ONE OF
SIX LESSONS OF UNIT 2.)

 Uait 1 ' Unit 2
School 1  100% " 1007

School 2 982 L —

Figure F-7: MEAN PERCENT CORRECT ON UNIT (SUMMARY) ESL
MASTERY TESTS, FOR EACE SCHOOL.

*School 2 did not complete Unit 2.

tll)zé

_.”y-ig' B )



83.Q2

BASAL READER - Yo .GTUDENTS  PRETEST MEAN' POSTTEST MEAN '
Cascabel. 12 82% 98% “
“Trampolin 10 : 83% - 95%
Lucero , 6 : 74% 90%
Adelante 1 75% T
Umbral 1 83% 95%

Figure F-8: MEAN PRE- ANy POSTTEST SCORES ON TEST USED
WITH SPANISH READING BASAL READERS. INCLUDES
ONLY THOSE STUDENTS WITH BOTH SCORES.

1'03
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‘Number of Number of
Items ' Test,

School Unit __Correct Items " % _Correct

1 1 273 282 96.8%

2 1 842 887 94.9%

1 2 . ,637 - 684 93.1%

2 .2 1427 1485 96.1%

1 3 442 . 495 89.3%

2 3* 776 _800 97.0%
Total
unit 1 , 1115 1169 95.4%
Total ’
Unit 2 2064 2169 95.2%
Total "~
Unit 3 1218 ' 1295 94.12
Total Overall 4397 ’ 4633 94.9%

Figure F-9: LEP STUDENTS' PERFORMANCE ON SPANISH MATH
MASTERY TESTS, BY SCHOOL AND UNIT. SCHOOL 2
COVERED ONLY TWO OF THE THREE CHAPTERS OF UNIT 3
Unit 1 Unit 2 Unit 3

School 1 952 _ 942% 92%

School 2 97% 96% o —t
' _ : ' 6
Figure F-10: MEAN PERCENT SCORES ON UNIT (SUMMARY) SPANISH
MATH MASTERY TESTS, FOR EACH SCHOOL.

*School 2 did not complete unit 3.

¢
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%7 Reading Mastery ¥ . % ¥Math Mastery

Home Visits 0.92 168 0.96
: Phone Call 0.94 131 0.97
No Coutact 0.91 126 0.96

Figura F-ll: READING AND MATH MASTERY PERFORMANCE OF
STUDENTS RECEIVING HOME VISITS, PHONE CALLS,
OR NEITm. o
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Summer School Pilot Project
Appendix G

HOME CONTACT FORMS




'NSTRUMENT DESCR'PT‘ON Y Home Contact FOl‘lill

Brief Description of the instrument:

The Home Contact Form was designad for teachers to racord the results of "their attempts
to contact the homes of the students in their homaroom class. It provided space for the
taacher to racord his or“her nema, school and grade, each student's name and ID numbar,
whathar the student was schaduled to receive a home visit or phone call, and whether
the studant's home was actually visited, called, or could not be rnchcé.

-

To whom was the Instrument administered? All summer school tsachers were given a form'

to use. All atudents' homes for which talephone numbers wers available wore to be con=
. tacted, aithef by phone or by visic (with a phone call preceding the visic, to arrange a
tima.) Some students had np phone number available or could not be reached. Two
hundrad aightean home visits and 193 phona calls ware mads. No phone numbar was avail=
'able for 105 students and 85 homas could not be contacted in spita of attempts co do so.

How many times was the instrument administered?

.Once. Taachers attempted to reach homes at least twica if,a first attempt was
unsuccesaful, . : B

When was the instrumont administered?

'Time was sat aside for home contacts during local campus insarvice on May 31 and Junae 1,

1983. The forms were to be cturned in on Juna 10, so it is possible that some contacts
occurred after June 1, . T

e °

Where was the instrument administerad? .

~ Visits waere conducted by phone or in students' homes. Home Contact Forms wera
. ' completad wherever the teacher chose.

Who administared the instrumaent?

Summer school taachers.

What training did tha administrators have?

Procedures for conducting home visits and phone calls were discussed at local inservics
sessions at most campuses, All teachers were given detailed writcten instruction on
the procedure to-be used in scheduling and executing the contacts. The Home Contact
Form was also- discussed biiefly. ' :

" Was the Instrumant administered undar standardizad conditions?
No. - k

o - ) . °

Wara there problems with the instrument or-the adminis‘tratioﬁ that
might atfect the validity of the data?

No, assuming teachers kept an accurate record of whom they contacted and how.

" Who davelioped the instrument?
: 5 ,

ORE staff.

~WHat " reliability and validity data are available on the instrument?
N.4. T '

[}

Ara there norm data available for intarprating the rasuits?

No.

ERIC TR

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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HOME CONTACT FORMS

Purpose

The Home Contact Forms were reviewed in order to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions:

Decision Question D3: Should additional information be
provided to teachers about the students before the start )
of future summer school programs? ' . '

Evaluation Question D3-1: To what extent were
teachers .able to visit the home of assigned
retainees? '

Decision Question D4: Should retainees be encouraged Y N
to attend summer school?
3
Evaluation Question D4-4: Did home visits have
any short-term or long-term effects on achieve-
ment? Did phone calls to homes?

P

Precedure

Teachers were given detailed instructions concerning the home contacts

and use of the Home Contact Form during inservice training. (see Attachment
G-1). A total of 10 hours.of inservice time was set aside-for making home
contacts on May 31 and June 1. L

‘Although it 1is not known how closely this procedure was followed, teachers
were supposed to use the form as follows:.

1. List all homeroom students alphabetically.
2. Check student data cards for the telephone number and address
" of each.student. If this information is missing, try to get it
from the spring school, registration form, or phone book. All
students for whom no telephone number is available should be
placed in the "No Contact" group.
3., The remaining students should be assigned alternately to "phone
" call" and "home visit" groups.
4. After each home visit or phone call is completed, check thé
‘ , . . appropriate column on the form. When all are completed, turn
" in the form to the campus director (by June 10)

. All forms were,received frou the directors -by June 13. Information from the
Home Contact Forms was added to the Student Characteristics File (see Appendix
;Lif”:;"”A)'"and ~gummary-statistics were generated ANOVAR, part of the EDSTAT pack~ -
age on the AISD computer, was used to assess the impact—of home-wvisits.on.._____
achievement The number of home contacts carried out was tallied. by hand.

o e, 1290
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Results

Two hundred eighteen .home visits and 193 phone calls were made. No phone
number was available for 105 students and 85 homes could not be contatted
even though phone numbers were listed for the students. About 83% of contact
attempts vere successful.

Te&chers"beliefs abo:t home contacts are described in detail in‘Appéndix
C. Teachers generally believed that the contact with parents was beneficial.

As Figure G-1 shows, home contacts had no apparent short-term effects on
achievement. Analysis of variance comparisons between .he home-visit
group and the phone-call group, and between the combined home-visit and
phone-call groups and the no-contact group, revealed no significant d’€f-
erences. It is possible that a ceiling effect is operating; achievement
)among all groups was very high.

In any case, however, one could not validly attribute any differences be-
tween contact and no-contact groups to the contacts themselves, because

|students were not randomly assigned to groups. To be specific, the no-con—
)tact group was made up of students whose homes the teachers were unable to

f N - . . B

o | ‘ 3 . o

. ‘There was a significant relationship between home contacts and attendance;
i . | mean attendance for the combined home-visit and phone-call groups was 21.7

., | days, compared to 20.9 days for the no-contact group Fey 423)-4.31, p-.Oﬁ).
/ Again, however, one cannot attribute this difference to the contacts them-

;f selves. | X . : .
\ % Reading Mastery N ¢ Math Mastery
;‘k . L
! ‘Eome Visits 0.92 - 162 ~0.96
" Phone Calls 0.94 131 T 0.97
No Contact - 0.91 126 ©0.96

Figure G-1: READING AND.MATH MASTER PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS
RECEIVING HOME VISITS, PHONE CALLS, OR NEITHER.
N's reflect the number of students for which all
data are available. - :

o

[

Attachment G-1 contains a copy of the Home Contact Form, including instruc-
tions to teachers. v - :

130
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' - ORGANIZING HOME VISITS

INSTRUCTIONS TO THE TEACHER

\

PURPOSE: The purpose of the home visit is,to build.rapport with the

o student and parents and to find out more about the child's
~ , interests, academic needs, and academic strengths befora
summer . school begins. : ' '

FORMS OF CONTACT: Since an average class will have fifteen s:ﬁdents, you
probably could not visit all your students in the 10 hours allotted. There-~
fore, students will be divided into two groups:

Group 1: Homes will be visited.
Group 2: Homes will be called.

This group assignment will also allow ORE to follow up on whether -achievement
of students i3 affected by different forms of contact. -

FORMS: The Home Visitation form (Attachment 1) lists topics you may want to
cover during your phome calls or visits to the homes, . These questions are
only a guide--feel free to vary the content. The .information, is supposed to
be helpful to you-~-you are the oply one who will see the forms.

- Tha. Home Contact .form (Attachment 2) will be'used to assign students
to contact groups and check off those you were able to reach. This is the
form ORE will need at the end of the first week of school (along with your
attendance form) so student achievement can be checked later om. To assign
students to groups, do the following: o .

1, List all yoﬁf'first-hour students alphabetically (last
name’ first) and their identification numbers on the
- Home Countact form. '

2, Get out the student data cards ‘for these-stddents. 
. Registration forms should also be kept handy.

.3, Check through the student data cards for your. £irst-
" hour students-—each should have a telephone number
. and address for the parent(s) or guardian(s). If
7"""this information is missing, check the registration -
i form or call’the school office of-the spring school
(properly identify yourself) or check the telephone
book for the information. IF NO TELEPHONE NUMBER
IS AVAILABLE, set the cards aside and mark the "¥o
Phone' column on the home contact form. These stu-
dent homes will not be assigned to a contact group.

=131 ..
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4, Assign students to groups., Oun the Homa Contact' form,

.o altarnately chaék the '"to receive phone call” or tha"~
"eo receive home visit" columns (e.g., the first stu-

_ dent receives a call; ths sacond a homa visit, the
‘third a call, the fourth a home visit, atc.). REMEMBER
TO SKIP ANYONE WHO BAS NO TELEPHONE NUMBER--these ara
the only students you will not comtact, '

You should now &Hvw who to contact. To complate your phone calls dnd visits
to the homes, follow these staps: . ’ .
1. Call all of those you will be visiting at home to schadula a
tima., Try to be as flexlble as you caa. Each family should
be called AT LEAST TWICE AT DIFFERENT TIMES OF THE DAY before
you give up on trying to contact them. O
_ {0, .
You must complete AT LEAST FIVE HOME VISITS. I# you can ounly"
raach three or four parents, substitute one OT two (to total
. five home visicts) from your "eo raceive phone call' group.

- 2. Next, start calling those to be visited by phone. Complete
. at least ome or two before going om your first home visit 1if
at all possible to help you get used to the questions. The
R Test can be completed between visits or whenever it's most con=-
venient, Try to call each family AT LEAST TWICE AT DIFFERENT
TIMES OF THE DAY before giving up.

\

3, Review your-HamexVisi:ation form before visiting a home and
leave it in your car. If possible, try to visit with the
parents and student. The visit should be more a conversation

o0 . . than a structured interview. Jot down notes for yourself om
~ « ‘'the form once you return to your car. '
~ ’ 4., Afcer ‘completing a phone call oz .home visit, check off the g

appropriate column on thewHBome.Contact form. Turn this form
. in along with your attendance form at the end of the first
week of scHool, '

5. Share the important informatiom you gain with the other
L teacher who will have your students during the rest of the
R - day. ~ .
Once classes begin, you can resume your normal methods of communicatiAg with
parents, The only difference will be the advance information you had on soze
students. Hovefully,- this information will help you plan for the.s:uden:s'
peeds and make the parents feel, more comfortable .and committed to suumer
school as wall. ) . )

t
.

*#1f you have only seven oOr eight studgnts in your clasé, try to* | - I
visic all of them. o PO

132
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$TUDENT: | ADDRESS ; __

PHONE.: R N 'INTERVIENER ! \
GRADE : % " pERSON(S) mmvxmeo | \
DATE. & — — |

TIME: . e -

What are your‘chifd's spacial 1nterest§? \
v ‘ ’ Q

What does your child do best? .(art, music, athletics, drama, mathJ read1ng,\§¢c.)

o

. ) . . ‘
3 : ' . ‘
" In what subject (area) does your child need to impraove? ‘ \\&

} - | . \\_
. — _\\

What does your child Yike to read?

| .
“

Does your child have an interest in numbers?

"

 Does your child like to play games (card games; dcmindes, chinege'checker§,'etc,)?

e o

What do yéu‘expect surmer schoqllwili'do for ybur child?

’

- Parent Concerns: . ' = X . N

' ‘ \
. \

Shared Ccmmitment: (Ir any of these areas seem problematic discuss poss1b1e shared
L solutions.) .

' SHARE RULES FOR SUMMER SCHOOL ' '
.1) Attendance 4) Reading at uone 10, 20, 30 minutas

, 2)- ‘Rewards (home % schoal) §) Math Homework i
~ 3) Adequate Reéthutrition . 6) Public Library

7) Culminating Activities

Interviewer Ccmments:

G~7
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School:

Grade:

HOME CONTAQT FORM

Teachar:

STUNENTS
(Last Name First)

Actachmant G-l o
(Paga 4 of 4)

1st Hour:

TO RECEIVE

Phone Home
call  Vvisit

ID No
Number Phone

Could
Phone Home Not

“RECEIVED W
call  Visit Reach

\

134

Turn this form in to your director by June 10 (a1onq with the back copy .

of your attendance form.

' G~8
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'INSTRUMENT DESCRIPTION: Compatison Group

Brief descrlptlon of the data file e

The comparison group :I.ncludes curr ne ret:ainees who d:l.d not attend summer school.
Informar.:l.on on students' ethnicity, 'sex, free lunch, and LEP status was collected
by, ‘grade. Information on 1982- 83 service by special programs was also collected, -
as well as ITBS scores. .

[N . C -

- ’
Which students or othor mdw:duals are lncluded on the file?
All first through- si.xt:h graders recomended for /rer.enr.ion at the end. of 1982-—83
who did not attend summer school. Studeats had’r.o still be enrolled in AISD and
. still be lisr.ed as ret:ained as of: September, 1983,

How often is lnformatlon on the flle added, delotod or updated?

At the end of each year, the schools send in l:l.st:s of retainees for the next
school year. Updates are done twice,in the fall and spring, to see if sr.udenr.s
are sr.ill listed as retained on r.he Student ‘lasr.ar File.

. e
Who is responsible for ch'anginé or adding in.fo;-rnatﬁm to the fila?

Data Processing collects information from the schools anévpasses it on to ORE.
ORE adds additional information and runs updates.

v . f -

How was the lnformatxon contalned on the flle gathered?

'In:ormat::l.on from the Student’ \Lasr.er F:I.le, ITBS. files, and program service files.

Are there problems with the mformatxon on the .:Io that may
affect the val:dlty of the data?

None that are known., Some sr.udenr.s will probably leave AILSD or be promoted before
spring and will be dropped rom the comparison group.

- ¢

' _‘a . A.'
What data are available concarning tha accuracy and reliability of
the information on the file? - ]

‘

" pata is carefully collected and verified and should be accurate.
. . ) .

e}
o
o
.

Are there normative or hls.oru:al data avallable for intarprating
the results? .
Last year's summer school long-term results could be compared to this year wit:h

- appropriate cautions. However, grade equivalent scores were reported last year
instead of normal curve equivalents (NCE's) and the compar:l.son group vas derived
from a matching program last yaar.

Brief desor:ptlon of the file layout ‘ ’ : d

Descripc've and testing in:orma.r.ion on each student is included (see Accaehmeur. P-‘)

.
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'COMPARTSON GROUP -

Purpose
The Texas Education Agency (TEA) requested that the. long-term achievement of
tetalnees attending summer school be compared to' the achievement of retainees .
who did not attend. As part of the first report required by TEA, a variety
of information ofi those served and not served was requested' ' .

.Ethnicity,
Sex,
Free or reduced—price lunch eligibility,
Limited English proficiency (LEP) status, :
Duplicated counts of service in 1982-83 by Chapter 1,
J SCE, Migrant, "Special “education, and bilingual programs,
‘e ITBS scores in areas emphasized,by the program."- :

Descriptive statistics on those servad are shown in Appendix A. This appen-
dix will show the descriptive characteristics for the comparison -group and
.the NCE scores on the spring 1983 ITBS for both groups. Characteristics
and scores will also be compared here.

‘Procedure
.The following steps'were taken:

1.: Names and identifying information on 1982-83 recommended
- retainees were secured from Data Processing. .

2. Information on students ethnicity, sex, free— or .reduced~.
lunch status was added from the Student Master File. . ’

3. ~Students' participation or nonparticipation in ‘summer school =

' - was noted based on, final student attendance forms indicating
whether they attended the -progranm.. :

. 4. Information on program service and LEP status in 1982—83
: was added from Chapter 1, Migrant, SCE, bi1ingual, and
special education files. : L :
5. ITBS percentile scores for spring 1983 in Vocabulary at .
' grade 1, Reading Comprehension at. grades 2-6, and Math Con-
cepts and Math Problem Solving at grades l-6 were added to
the file. .




183.02

- Frequency distributions were then computer-generated for retainees who
attended "and did not attend summer school. Ethnicity, sex, free or
reduced-lunch eligibility, LEP status, and -ITBS scores were all done
separatély by grade; program service in 1982-83 was not. Mean percen-—
tile scores were then converted by hand to normal curve equivalents
(NCE's) using a conversion chart. ' T :
Characteristics of those who attended summer school and those who did not .
were then compared. o

It was discovered that 64 students attended summer school who were not listed -
as retainees in the spring.” Descriptive statistics and ITBS scores for these:
students were also run .(as described above) to see if their characteristics '
were similar to those of the retainees served. '

_" o 5 Results
Ethnicity
. Amer. . ) o  Anglo L
Grade " Ind. Asian Black Hispanic- & Other Total
1 2 12 87 . 139 67 307
2 4 1 18 LV 20 77
3 2 3 7 13 18 . 43 -
4 ;0 4 12 21 13 - 50
5 0 1 4 17 8 30
6 O 1 2 4 8 15
Total: - 8 22 130 . 228 136 522
% 1.5 4.2 2449 © 43,7 .25.7 - 100%

Figure H-1: ETHNICITY OF RETAINEES WHO DID NOT ATTEND SUMMER SCHOOL, .
* BY GRADE. - : | e

e Slightly less than half (44%) of the retainees who did not
attend summer school were Hispanic. , One fourth were Black
(25%) and one fourth were Anglo (26%). . i

e Based on data in Appendix A (Figure A-4), tHis closely métches
the ethnic makeup of those who attended summer school. About

49% were Hispanic, 24% Black, and 26% Anglo.

- ¢ About 44%. of the nonretainees who:participated in summer‘schbol
were Hispanic, with 32% Black and 22% Anglo (again similar).

138
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sender -’ N S o ' e
Grade ‘Males - Females ‘ Total .
N - N ' . N
1 178 129 . 7307
2 48 . 29 LT
3 27 . o167 - 43
4 32 | 18 50
5 23 L7 30
6 8 7. . 15
TOTAL . 316 (60.5%f . 206 (39.5%) 522 (100%) -

vFigure'H-i. ‘GENDER OF RETAINEES WHO DID NOT ATTEND
SUMMER ' SCHOOL, BY. GRADE.

@ Almost two thirds of the retainees who did not attend summer
school were male (61%). - :

- @ The same percentage (61%) of those served in the summer pro-
gram were male (Figure A-~3, Appendix A).
e About 70% of the 64 students served in summer school who were
not recommended retainees were male. This is slightly higher
than retaineeS'served. " .

Program Service

Of those served by the summer program.

407% were eligible for Chapter 1' 37% were served'

16% had limited English proficiency;

About 2% were eligible for and served by Chapter 1 Migrant' N
About 29% were eligible for SCE Reading with 107 served;

- About 24% were eligible for SCE Math with 47 served" :

- About 15% were special education,

- About,78/ were. low income.

) Figure H=-3 shows program service for the retainees who did not attend summer
school. Program. service was fairly similar except that: ‘

" a The percentage served by Chapter 1 was slightly higher (467
compared to 37%).

e The’ percentage eligible for SCE services was slightly lower.
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1 3 4 5 6 Overall
¥ 1 8 % N % N & N % N % N

zo"€8 - .

o éhapter"l Bligiile | 160 73.4 ) 133]10 &6(10 467 322 K | us L8|
| chapter 1 served - |13 724 | % w2 | 1 5.0 11 Cuel7 29208 1 48|

@ - | % o6 616 6 135 56| ) 22 o 14|
.jﬁigrantyEligible o609 | 4 i 4. Al w30 - o - 1 Aéj fé;é";
| wigrant soved | 8 T ) v18;é 10| 5' (NI r-;l.'}'z;il-ff
. | 08 Reading Eltgible | 1 - olw w1l 138 11 19,3 2.0 |10 9.2.'f1d9:ff26;9f}f
SCE Reading Served | 10° '23.3 Bomalaon0] 7 163]8 186 | 3 7.4 '; 45vff;éi2 l
| SCE‘ﬂath'Eliéible 11 120 .71 1|13 15519 22;6’r10i119; -safiiiefi
\ SOE Yath Served | 3 gal e wal o= |0 - | LY To- |

| spectal Bacatton [ 45 5.6 |13 160w 13| s 62]3 a1|1 12| 81 15)

| ow Tncome e s s | 6919 002 S48 20 | 30 W

Total Students at 307 spp 77 148 43 8.2 50 9.6 30 5.7 15 29 52 100
- grade (N) | i | e R

N'figuie'H-3 RETAINFES NOT IN SUMMER SCPOOL ELIGIBLE AND SERVED BY VARIOUS SPECIAL
PROGRAMS, 'BY GRADE, Duplicated counts. Y ,
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Figure H~4 shows program service ‘for’ those in summer school who were not
’ listed as retainees Compared to all summer school participants.

" e A slightly lower percentage were’ eligible and served by
' SCE programs

e A slightly lower percehtage (63% rather than 787) were
classified as low income. . '

- Program Service— Overall Z% "Total

1 2 3 4 5 76
Chapter 1 Eligible . 40.6 14 5 5 2 0 0. -26
Served 40.6 13 5 5 2 o 1 26
LEP. ' 18.8 © 5 2 2 1 1 1 12-
Mig. Eligible - 1.6 0 o o0 1.0 0 1.
Served B . 1.6 .0 0 0 1 ‘0. O 1
SCE Reading Eligible 21.9° 1 .4 3 6 0.. 0 14
Served © 1.6 0 o~ 0 1 o ‘o0 1
SCE Math Eligible 15.6 1 3 2 4 0 0 10
_ Served , 0.0 0 0 0. O 0 0 0
- Special Education . 14.1 4 2 2 1.- 0 O 9
Low Income 62.5 14 - 8 6 9 .2 1 40
21 15 8 14 5

Total at Grade

—

64" _

Figure H-4. PROGRAM SERVICE FOR THOSE PARTICIPATING IN
THE SUMMER PROGRAM WHO WERE NOT LISTED AS
RETAINEES AS OF SPRING 1983. Duplicated
., counts. ' ' .
The characteristics of all those in summer school were considered close .
" enough to those of the 64 students not listed as’ retainees in the Spring

of 1983 to include them in the long-term. followhp analyses.) -

.ITBS

Figures H~5 and H-6 show the pretest data for summer school participants
and -the retainees who did not attend summer school in teading and math,
respectively Figure H~7 "shows reading and math,scores for those summer
school participants not- listed as . retainees as of spring 1983

° Reading pretest scores for the treatment and comparison
groups are very- similar except at grades five and six.
. However, these two grades will be combined- in posttest
analyses.since: students. -were instructed" together (this
~also makes pretest means more similar)
" .e® The; same pattern is found for math. Again, grades five
. and six will be combined in posttest analyses
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RegresEion analyses will be used for long-term achievement comparisons
which will take. Pretest scores into account. '

Students who were mnot official retainees as’'of spring 1983 but attended
g . summer. school had slightly higher scores than all summer school partici~
: pants in .three of five cases in reading and seven of ten-cases-in.math .-
- (see Figure H~7). However, differences are relatively small and sample
sizes at each grade are small enough to not greatly affect group mean,
for summer school participants.-




Fvaluation:

A. Pre—teal nntn. LumplPle the following tablea for each subjoct, area, for both the trenlncnt
and cnwplrlsun groups. S . _ ‘

Subject area: Readlug: Vucahulnry (V) Gr, 1, Reading Comprehension (R), Gr. 2-6

1. Treatment Croup: . : x N S e
(All Participants) Nome and . .
Post-test Fdittons of : Total # of Raw  Post-test v
Pre-test Pretest §.D. for r pre-/ Post-test ltess on - Score  mean standard
Grade n' Mean NCF__MHean Zile NCE  Post-test NCE used lLevel Sub-test  Sub-test ° Raqggur geore
I ja0f 37.0" | 26.8 NA - M s, | 7 v +30 NA NA
2 | ol 35.5 | 24.6 | 1978, 8 R-. ] e
' ' v ;
3| 32| 38.3 28.9 | Form 7 9. R ]
4 el e o | S N T R 49 B
5 35| 333 | 2.4 . : ;| | n R | 54 . o
6 | 3 253 | 12,0 ' | - 12 R 56 |

v

wvr— —— e e aam s [ —— o R s &

.

PRETFSY SCORES OF SUMMER SCHOOL PARTICIPANTS AND RETATNEES NOT IN SIMMER SCHOOL, ON THE 10WA TESTS OF BASIC
SKILLS (ITBS). Summer school grade asslgnments were used for trentment group; Student Master File nssignmenrs
were used for the comparison group. The ITBS was glven In April 1983, At present. participants include stu-
dents who did not complcte the last week of classes. (Page 1 of 2) '
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) .".
" - - s e
‘V ¢ ¢ w
:i 0 !
‘f ' ‘ . e -
o . | »
i z. 9_9_'!""“90_'_‘..‘:..":.‘.’.‘.'11.:. ' Sllbj ect Area: Readlng
' I . , Vocabulary Grade | (V)
_ Reading Comprehension _
_ ' - .. Crades Z-6 (RC) ’
;- * _ Name and ‘ . o
. Post-test r pre-/  Editions of Total § of Raw, ~ Post-test
. Pre-test Pretest $.0. for Post-test Tosl-test ‘ {tews on Score mean standard
rade  n_ Heal NCF -Mean lile - NCE NCE " used level Sub-test sub-test _HRange seore
A psa) 6 foc2s8 oo | owa_f oms, 2 L.\ T 7 S T S
2 ter| w9 | 22 | 1978, 8 R 67 ,
3 |0 34 | 24 R Form? | 9 | " ® “ - B
s a2 w00 TR . 10 R T
5 Lo 26.6 13.3 o T R 54 -
' i . . ' ’ l - 12
6 |13} N9 -28.3 : ' 12 R 56 ' :
o~ . 5 : .. — -




V. FEvaliation:

.

A. Pre-test.Data, Complete the folloving tahles for each subject area, for both the treatment 5&5
and comparfison groups. ' T .
I MC = Math Concepts . : o
Subject arent __Hath . _> - P = Hath Problen Solving . | .

e e -

1, Treatment Group:

. tinme and : ' e Ve
Pogt-test - . Fditions of . Total f of  Raw  Post-test
Pre-test Pretest 5.0, for. g pre-/ Post-~test ~ .items on  Score mean standard
Grade - n Hean Ncﬁwq_ﬂéﬁn_ggl_ NCE - Post-test NCE uged Level Sub-test  Sub-test _ Range __ scove e
L s | 50 NA A ITRS, 1| L M 1 |-m [ m ]
2 | 9 8.5 2.3 1978, 8 HC 3 - B
3w ows | oua Porm? | 9 | e 128 }
4| sel 32.3 200 10 MC 32 -
5 | 3 3.4 | 2.5 1] .M Ji .
6 | 3 21.9 14.7 12 MG |40
y Lol a6s |20 | L 2
) 2 | 99 42.1 3.4 | 8 HP 2
y | ws | vy | 9 HP 2) .
4 |51l 9.2 16.2 10 P 25 I
s | ) s | 9.3 u HP I
6 | 3 29.7.1 167 . n HP ¥ | ~

Figure 11-6, -1TBS PRETEST SCORES FOR SUMMER SCHOOL PARTTCIPANTS AND THE CONPARISO“ GROUP, Summer school grade

assignments were used for the treatment group; Student Master Flle grade asaignments were used for the
comparison group (retainees who did not attend summer school). The Towa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) -

were given-{n April 1983, (Page 1 of 2)

.d
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b
. : Math
2. Comparlson Group! Subject Area:
\ . N ' e oo ' Math Concepts (MC) .
. . . : . Hath Problem Solving (1P) . '
Name and o . ,
Vost-test r pre-/  Editlons of Total # of Rav Post-test
Pre-test Pretest s.0, for Post-test [lost-teat . items on  Score  mean standatd
rade  n  Mean NCE_ Mean ¥fle ~ NCE NCE used . Level Sub-test sub-test = Range score
Lol na2 |oua |l om, NA wes,» |° 1. | M 3 NA NA
2 [n] 9.9 28. | fazs, 8 MC 3 _
3 {n] %9 26. - Porn7 | 9 | M 28 T
6 |as] 0.2 ] e - | o | o } o2 |
s |26 29.7 68 | n | .me, | ' B
6 |13] 36,7 26.4 12 MC - |° 40
g 1. -
j . v
Lobas | 364 -] 25.9 | I I
2 |68 40.0 31.8 | S s | w ] w
j |32 %0 | 253 : 9 HP 23
4 |45 0.2 3 |- , | 10 | 25
5 |26 30.1 17.2 A WP 27
6° |13]-35.6 ) 2h.0 | .. . - 12 Hp 29
. Figure H-6. (Contlnued;‘Péée 2 of 2) '

"
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Commm

|
ITBS Reading (Summer School Participants Not Retained)
» .
V = Vocabulary .
R = Reading Comprehension
Pre Mean . Pre - . 1TBS
Grade : N NCE ‘Mean Zile ~ Test
1 17 s 40.1 32.0 v
’ - 2 12 43.0 .37.0 R
¢ 3 4 37.1 27.0 R
4 7 24.8 11.6 R
5 3 41.3 34.0 R~
6 - - -
Math Concepts
_ Pre Mean Pre :
* Grade N NCE Mean Zile
1 16 37.3 . 27.3
2 12 46.8 44.0
3 4 48.7 47.5
4 10 29.4 16 .4
5 3. 31.5 19.0
6 - - -
B -Math Problem Solving
. Pre Mean Pre
Grade "N NCE ‘Mean Zile
1 e an16 . 39.5 30.9
2/ 120, 48.9 - 47.9
3! .4 T 416 34.5
4 10 28.1 ' 14.9
5 3 i} 32.8 ' 20.7
6 - - -
- ' . Figure H-7. PRETEST SCORES OF SUMMER SCHQOL . PARTICIPANTS
' NOT LISTED AS ‘RETAINEES IN SPRING 1983.
.Summer school grade assignments were used.
N * Normal curve equivalents (NCE's) range from
\ : . " 1 to 99 and are an equal interval scale.
\ . - . : . ’

\ R 1,48"

\ Lo R H-13
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\ . L FILE LAYQUT. ‘
a3zled  [JUNLABELED - N o . PAGE _L_0OF L
LABEL 1D Zpofragd TAPE NO. sv: _Cawg, Bk
LocKS1ZE _ %3 _ CHARACTERS —_— DATE CREATED: _Z=¢=¥3
\_RECORD S1ZE 3 ___ CHARACTERS 'SUG. SCRATCH DATE: ‘
BT DENSITY _ 3P1
_ ' SEQUENCE _
 DESCRIPTION __ ZR-FD Reficiuy Ailw ‘ : .
REMARKS Sl e et e comr—chr B == .
. 5 = T
Ne/oo/ ) ) . ' , .
NOOF| [COLLMNS | DaTA FORMAT |  FIELD NaME | - REMARKS .
7 ) 7 , ol s T :
3l g1 s | ldems NV A -
‘ 2 oy Lzl ¥ N 483 ' :
L /3 ' g - ' -
! 2 | Stz ~
27 | 17| i ¥ -
Ly 42 |- & E0 “ ' :
Lz | | 47 _ T Sermes JaSun  ld Suid ke Fama L
N3 Vs L | 2232 fedeps |\ 2380 T, B3, rar) L
N 2 g dwp L ] feg  lza e M CChL)
) L | 45 | 54 | b.0.8. R !
] s ‘ ¢ ' ) s el 2 Fdf-‘v%& b
Ll lse R VY.~ TP
l |57 Ly~ Gl - ol Hagies |
! l boh éj-m;ﬁmw) /A
i =7 L3l o sadp'sal i sty oo |
| Lo ' N s Ba U  dAy TTas
i Lol % ‘ e K
1 152 L i - . C’a“-ﬂl Az : l‘ .
| 3 . Dot 2 B R
- fe4 S " LY N S a— : ;
P | by ! " . Tad i
) R lols | _ o Mot Vg, *
b 4 lealae fe 04y
L g g Lol | » Ro ] -
- o e | 78 - . 1. W3] I
A L 19l 290" [ Do ddar 1K i
IRV E K R | ‘
! o127 | ap | R /{‘T N : :
TR EN K T ] . .
’ . o T P ‘4£9<
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, Attachment H-1 .
83.02
' (Continued, Page 2 of 2)

: FILE LaYouT :
(OuaszLed  [JUNLABELZD - PAGE __0F ____
LABEL, D TAPE NO. . 3Y:
GLOCKSIZE CHARACTERS —— DATE CREATED: .
ECORD §1ZE ... CHARACTERS P SUG. SCRATCH DATE!:
‘ : —_— DENSITY BRI
SEQUENCE
DESCRIPTION
REMARKS
NOLOF| GALUMNS | para rorMAT | FIELD NaME REMARKS f
[ %‘l <%44£4:£ éul-.I /-"_4 ; .
[ 7 d . ] ., ¢ wa ‘ !
I 77 N Sy k : = ?
J | 24 : G «‘Lml_z) A~ E
R i s@ L%__W&) 72 : '
! : /o0 N ’ Ly 2 |
. ] | or | ~ - Masd, P Al o i
‘ ) N2 [ - /ﬂ,ﬂ...x : ' i
SN2 L s03 ' W ' 2/ ) ) '
B o~ 7 | pd e B Pt nog ol EA .
2 271 /08 | % 0z : Vauviﬂu { i =52 ITds_é
& w9l yo | r Lo ]_Adl 2o ’ !
. AR IR A - Orise 5
2 Lzt | ' o Prett o L
7z L aus ) e | : S g 2 =
PN AVTEN - /&Qj | ol {
2. g | i2s o W LY A% Y y !
| -
P l :
. l f
- ) i
- | j
| | '] i
| : ! ' !
{ | f A :
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