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PAINTING PICTURES OF DISTRICT PROJECTS 1984-85:
PROJECT BEST

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AUTHOR: Nancy Schuyler
OTHER CONTACT PERSONS: David Doss, Giynn Ligon

MAJGR POSITIVE FINDINGS

1. Two thirds of the teachers surveyed indicated BEST has reinforced
their teaching skills and helped them recognize the elements of good
teaching.

2. Teachers are implementing Project BEST in the classroom. Two thirds
of the teachers report applying Project BEST information usually or
often; 94% apply it at least sometimes.

3. Over three fourths of AISD administrators believe BEST has improved
their instructional leadership skills and facilitated better communi-
cation between teachers and administrators.

4. WNearly all administrators (91%) see a need for the strategies and
content of Project BEST.

5. A1l 1984-85 required staff development sessions and almost all
optional sessions were conducted. Attendance was high at ail
sessions. Makeup sessions were made available to those who missed

required sessions.

6. Session quality was rated high by teachers and administrators in
attendance.

MAJUR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION

1. Teachers are less positive than administrators in some of their
attitudes towards Project BEST. Less than half believe:

e BEST has made them more effective teachers,
o Campus administrators have provided better leadership this year.

2. A better system for keeping attendance at BEST sessions should be
considered for next year.
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WHAT IS PROJECT BEST?

General Description

Project BEST is:

¢ A long-range three-year staff development program base¢d on Basic

Effective Strategies for Teaching.
o TBased on the educational research and theories of Madeline
Hunter, others, and the Teacher Expectations and Student

Aciiievement project (TESA).

o Designed to provide teachers and administrators with a common
language and a way to think about and plan for instruction.
o Applicable to presentations in any subject arc¢a and any grade

level.

Project BEST 1984-85

Goals. During the first year,

primary goals were to:

o Improve administrative
leadership skiils, and

¢ Introduce the elements of
lesson design and factors
of motivation for effective
teaching to administrators
and teachers.

Required Sessions. Three sessions

were required 1n 1984-85:

¢ Two three-hour sessions on
lesson design, and

¢ One three-hour session on
motivation.

¢ Administrators were trained
first. They subsequently
provided training to
teachers and other profes-
sionals on campus. '

ELEMENTS OF LESSON DESIGH

1. Anticipatory set .

2. Stating the objective

3. Providing information

4. Modeling

5. Checking for understanding
6. Guiding initial practice
7. Independent practice

" FACTORS OF MOTIVATION

1. Concern
2. Feeling tone .

3. Interest

4, Success

5. Knowledge of results

6. Intrinsic vs. extrinsic

Opticnal Sessions. The following were planned for 1984-85:

¢ A one-week overview of BEST,

o Two Hunter Institutes for principal/teacher teams and selected

central administrators,

¢ Follow-up sessions on motivation with principals,

Follow-up sessions on motivation with campus professionals,
e Training on eight selected topics (as time allowed) such as using
the chalkboard, seatwork, and giving directions.
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Development of Training Modules:

The Administrative Leadership Committee was formed to guide the develop-
ment of the training modules and monitor the progress of Project BEST.
It included central and school administrators and teachers.

The Project BEST Writing Committee (a team of administrators) developed
the training modules. Some materials were purchased (e.g., Madeline
Hunter training tapes) with the rest developed by AISD. Materials were
piloted with a Teacher Review Committee.

Written materials, videotapes, and group and individual exercises were
used in the training. Administrators’ notebooks included instructions to
follaw in conducting campus training sessions.

Budget

Allocation 1984-8% . $67,442

Expenditure as of May, 1985: $45,954

Cost per Trainee : 10 (about 4,500 were trained)

These figures do not include staff time.

WERE BEST SESSIONS IMPLEMENTED AS PLANNED?

Sessions Held

'A11 required and optional sessions tock place with one exception. Time

did not allow the development of any of the eight optional modules on
selected topics like using the chalkboard, seatwork, and following
directions. Some of these topics were covered through tapes shown on
AISD's Cable Channel 8, workshops at schools, and in other ways. A
handbook of BEST coaching strategies was also developed and presented to
school administrators.

Staff Trained

A sample of half of AISD‘'s teachers and all school administrators were
asked whether they attended the required training sessions held on dates
from August through November. The percent reporting attendance i3 shown
below.

Percent Attending
Topic ‘Teachers Administrators
Lesson Design 1 93.4% 89.7%
Lesson Design 2 93.8% 89.7%
Motivation 91.9% 82.1% *

*Administrators were asked about attendance at the October 10
session only. The session was repeated October 1l and 12.

2y
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o About 90% of teachers and administrators reported attending all
sessions except motivation for administrators (82%). Lower
attendance was anticipated at the October 10 motivation session
bacause it was held on a regular school day. The session was
repeated October 11 and 12 for those who could not attend.

o Teachers' attendance rates were slightly higher than those for
administrators. Some administrators may have opted to receive
training at a later date on campus.

Staff Development sent notices of makeup sessions available in June and
August to professionals and administrators reported absent or not yet
hired as of training dates (based on Personnel Office records). This
system was not perfect, in that professionals not required to attend
sessions were sent notices of makeups, and some teachers sent notices
inaicated they did attend. Also, some teachers may have missed the
session who did not have an absence reported or who had their absence
processed with some later date's absence. A total of 688 staff missed
the three sessions based on these records. Of these:

e 477 (65%) signed up for makeup sessions;

o 129 (19%) indicated they had attended the session or made it up
elsewhere (Region XIII or on a local campus);

o 62 (9%) had left AISD (retired or resigned);

e 45 (7%) did not respond..

A better system for documentation of attendance should be considered for

next year. A “transcript" card similar to that used for time equivalence

credit or a computerized attendance form are two options.
Attendance had to be 1imited at the June Overview and October Hunter

Institute for space reasons. About two thirds of the administrators
surveyed reported they were able to attend.

HOW DID STAFF RATE BEST SESSIONS' QUALITY?

Staff Development Rating Forms

Teachers rated the quality of each session immediately after it took
place. Ratings were given for ten qualities of presenters and the topic
on a one (low) to five (high) scale. Average ratings for each session
and both combined are given below.

~Teacners’

Level Lesson Design Motivation Both
Elementary 4.63 4.6/ 4,65
Junior High 4.3C 4.36 4.32
Senior High 4.51 4.4Q 4.47
Total 4.56 4.59 4,58
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As the chart shows:

o All sessions were rated to be of very high quality.

o Elementary teachers rated BEST sessions the highest, followed by
senior high and finally junior high teachers.

¢ The lesson design and motivation sessions were rated to be of
about the same high quality.

Although all qualities were rated high,
¢ Clarity of ubjectives, ability to stay on task, and degree of
organization received the highest ratings;
o Usefulness/relevance of content received the lowest rat1ngs
(although stiil rated above 4.1).

Administrators’ ratings were available only for the motivation session.
They also rated session quality very high (4.4 on the average).

Districtwide Survey Items

Tvo items on the fall teacher and administrator surveys addressed the
quality of BEST training sessions.

o Over three fourths of both teachers and administrators believed
trainers were well prepared.

¢ Three fourths of the administrators and one half of the teachers .

liked the way BEST information was shared (videotapes,
presenters, exercises).

DID BEST IMPROVE INSTRUCTICNAL LEADERSHIP?

Districtwide Survey Items

Figure 1 shows administrator and teacher responses to survey items on
administrative instructional leadership.

¢ Most administrators believe BEST has improved their instructional
leadership skills (83%) and their instructional feedback to staff
(72%).

¢ Smaller percentages of teachers recognized a difference. Fewer
than half of the teachers indicated their campus administrators
provided more instructional leadership or more helpful instruc-
tional feedback this year as compared to last. A large percent-
age of teachers were neutral or unsure on these items (some
teachers may not have had the same administrators last year).

e By spring, about two thirds of the teachers indicated an admin-
istrator had provided feedback to them on at least one element of
lesson design and one factor of motivation.

Improving instructional leadership was a major goal for 1984-85. More
administrators believe BEST has improved their instructional leadership
than do teachers. Most teachers do acknowledge, however, that they have
received feedback on BEST from administrators this year. Ratings of

4 9
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staff development reported eariier also suggest most teachers felt admin-
istrators were well prepared as presenters for fraining sessions. Some
teachers may have felt their campus administrators already had strong
instructional leadership skills and therefore did not improve with BEST.

ey: Agree = Strongly agree, agree Reutral = Neutral, don' ¢ know,
Disagree « Disagree, strongly disagree not appiicable
Adninistrators Surveys: Fall = Fall Adms. Spring = Spring Adms.
- aurveys b4 3 I3
Agree Heutral Disagree

Project BEST has improved my Fall Adms. 83 19 Z
fnstructional Teadership skills. Spring Adms. 82 17 i
My principal has provided Fall Adms. 44 39 17
more instructional leadership Spring Adms. z8 43 3
this year than last year
because of Project BEST.
1 have provided more helpful Spring Adms. 12 22 6
instructional feedback to
staff this year than last
because of roject BEST.
My campus administrators Spring Teachers k31 43 36
have provided more helpful
instructional leadership
this year than last because
of Project BEST.
An administrator has given Fall Teachers 64 15 2
me feedback on at least Spring Teachers 67 15 18
one element of lesson design. .
An administrator has given Fall Teachers 51 19 31
me feedback on my use of Spring Teachers 61 17 3 *
at least one factor of
motivational theory.
Project BEST is facilitating Fall Teachers 39 33 28
better cormunication about Spring Teachers 44 33 24
instruction between teachers Fall Adms. 79 12 9
and campus administrators. Spring Adms. 78 17 . 5

Figure 1. RESPONSES TO FALL AND SPRING DISTRICTWIDE SURVEY ITEMS
RELATED TO BEST INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP.

BEST Observations

Administrators were given walk-through BEST cbservation pads to give
teachers feedback arter informal observations. Feedback could be on BEST
or other matters. Forms were used more extensively at the elementary
than the secondary level in 1984-85. A random sample of elementary and
secondary school administrators were asked to turn in the:e forms.

A review of these forms inaicated that:

¢ Administrators are incorporating BEST terminology in their
communications with teachers, Most observations received
included a mention of one or more elements or factors.

o Elements of lesson design were mentioned more often than factors
of motivation.

5 10
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WAS BEST CONSIDERED USEFUL? WAS IT APPLIED IN THE CLASSROOM?

Districtwide Surveys

Responses to survey items related to the usefulness and apnlication of
Project BEST information indicate that:

e Two thirds of the teachers believe BEST reinforced their teaching
skills and helped them recognize the elements of good teaching.
Two thirds usually or often applied BEST information in the
classroom--94% did at least sometimes.

o Less than nalf of the teachers believe BEST had taught them naw
skills (42%) or made them a more effective classroom teacher
(42%).

o While 91% of administrators believe AISD staff need Project BEST,
only 58% of teachers do.

Key: Agree = Strongly agree, agree Nei:tral = Neutral, don 't know,
Disagree = Disagree, strongly disagree not applicable

Administrators Surveys: Fall = Fall Adms. Spring = Spring Adms.
y/y = USuallyIOfEen Some = Sometimes S/N = Seldom/Never

S
» - - - - - - -‘ s
Ky

Surveys b3 4 1
Agree Heutral Disagree
Project BEST has helped me Fall Teachers 61 22 ]
recognize the elements of Spring Teachers 61 23 16
good teaching. Fall Adms. a4 8 8

Project BEST has reinforced Spring Teachers 67 2 11
wy teaching skills.

Project BEST has made me & Spring Teachers 42 35 Al
more effective classroom
teacher,

Project BEST has taught me Spring Teachers 42 29 29
new skills.

AISD staff need the content Fall Teachers 58 23
and strategies of Project Fall Adms. 91 h
BEST.

I have applied Project BEST Fall Teachers ~G63 k)3
information on lesson design Spring Teachers 66
to my classroom insctruction,

1 have applied Project BEST Fall Teachers 60 34
information on motivation Spring Teachers 62 32
theory to my classroom

instruction

[- X 4]

Figure 2. RESPONSES TO DISTRICTWIDE SURVEY ITEMS ON USEFULNESS AND
IMPLEMENTATION OF BEST.

i .
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The goal for this first year was simply to introduce lesson design and
motivation. High implementation was not expected immediately. Teachers
seem willing to say BEST has reinforced their skills but not that it has
improved them. It may be that teachers felt they already knew and used
much of the BEST information. Administrators may see greater need for
BEST than teachers because they:

Are further away from classroom teaching,
Need a way to assess teacher effectiveness,
Were more involved in BEST's development,
Generally received more training overall.

Check of Understanding

Teachers were asked to name the seven elements of lesson design at the
motivation session held one and two months after lesson design training.
A random sample was checked. The result< of this check of understanding
are showh below.

o Over three fourths of the teachers identified all seven elements
of lesson design correctly.
¢ Only 4% knew three cr-fewer elements.

NUMBER OF TEACHERS [DENTIFYING CORRECTLY
ELEMENTS N=253 NUMBER PERCENT CUMULATIVE %

0 0 -- 0

1 4 1.6 1.6

2 3 1.2 2.8

3 3 1.2 4.0

4 12 4.7 8.7

5 .10 4.0 12.7

6 21 8.3 21.0

7 200 79.0 100.0

HAS BEST ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOALS FOR 1984-85?

BEST has accomplished its goals for 1984-85.

e A1l required sessions were held.

o Session quality was ceasidered high.

e Administrators believe it has improved their instructional
leadership ability.

o Teachers indicate it has reinforced their teaching skills and
that they are implementing BEST in the classroom.

12
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BEST #rainers might work towards improvement of:

e Teachers' perceptions of the ability of BEST to:

-Make them more effective teachers, and

-Make their administrators more effective instructional leaders.
e The record-keeping system for attendance at sessions.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Schuyler, N. PROJECT BEST: 1984-85 final technical report. Austin, TX:
0ffice of Research and EvaTuation (Pubiication No. 84.45), Austin
Independent School District, June, 1985.

The final technical report provides information on questions
addressed, procedures employed, and results found in the 1984-85
evaluation of Project BEST.
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PROJECT BEST
DISTRICTWIDE SURVEYS

Purpose

Districtwide surveys of teachers and administrators provided information
on:

Decision Question D1: Should Project BEST be continued as is,
moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question Dl-1. To what extent was Project BEST
implemented? Uid staft receive training as planned?

Evaluation Question D1-2. Did staff consider the quantity and
quality of the training adequate?

Information Need I2. Did schools provide additional training or
Toilowup?

Information Need I13. Which training sessions have been completed
by each teacher and administrator?

. Procedure
Survey items on implementation of Project BEST were included in district-
wide surveys of teachers and administrators conducted in the fall of 1984
and spring of 1985.

Item Development

Fall Survey. The District Priorities evaluator met with the Adminis-
trative Leadership Committee early in the fall to discuss the evaluation
design. A small group of five was assigned to work as an evaluation
subcommittee. A meeting was held early in October to discuss possible
survey items for administrators and teachers. The group made some useful
suggestions. These draft items were shared with the evaluation sub-
committee (see Attachment A-1) and the Assistant Superintendents of
Elementary and Secondary Education. The Assistant Superintendents of
Elementary Education (the chairperson of the Administrative Leadership
Committee) also provided some valuable comments.

Spring Survey. In January, the results of the fall survey were shared
with the Administrative Leadership Committee
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A 1ist of possible items to repeat on the spring survey was also shared
and discussed (the Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education
received this information before the meeting). Attachment A-2 shows the
1ist of survey questions shared. After this discussion, a few wording
changes were made and a 1ist of questions was shared with the Assistant
Superintendent for Elementary Education, the Coordinator of Elementary
Staff Development, and ORE staff before being finalized (see Attachment
A-3).

Survey Administration

More complete details on districtwide survey procedures can be found in
ORE Publication Number 84.20. Basically, fall surveys were sent to
teachers November 8 and administrators November 14. Approximately half
of the teachers (randomly selected) and all of the school administrators
were surveyed as part of a districtwide survey. Spring surveys to the
rest of AISD's teachers and all school administrators were sent March 19
and 25, respectively. One reminder was sent both in the fall and spring.

The items were in a pool of items randomly assigned to teachers énd
administrators--sample sizes are shown for each item in Figure A-l
through A-4.

The number and percent of respondents giving each opfion was determined
by District Priorities' programmer/data analyst.
Results

Complete responses are shown in the following figures.

Figure A-1: Fall teacher responses

Figure A-2: Spring teacher responses

Figure A-3: Fall administrator responses

Figure A-4: Spring administrator responses
A comparison of the responses of teachers in the fall and spring and

administrators in the fall and spring follows. Questions sent out to one
or both groups in the fall and spring are shown.

16
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ITEM

Project BEST is facilitating better  FT2
communication (about instruction-- ST3
spring only) between teachers and FA4
campus administrators. SAS
Project BEST has helped me recog- FT

nize the elements of good teaching. ST

Al
39
44
79
78

61
61
84

Al = Strongly Agree, Agree N = Neutral, Don't Know, Not Sure,

= Disagree, Strongly Disagree
2=Fall teacher survey
=Fall administrator survey

My principal has provided FT#1
more instructional leadership ST#14
this year than last year

because of Project BEST.

Project BEST has improved my FA#5

instructional leadership skills. SA#11
An administrator has given me FT#46
feedback on at least one ST#19

element of lesson design.

An administrator has given me FT#47
feedback on my use of at least ST#20
one factor of motivational

theory.

I have applied Project BEST FT#55
information on lesson design ST#29
to my classroom instruction.

I have applied Project BEST FT#56
information on motivation theory ST#30
to my classroom instruction.

The Project BEST trainers were FT#3
well prepared. FA#2
I like the way Project BEST FT#4
information was shared (video- FA#3
tapes, presenters, exercises).

AISD staff need the content FT#10
and strategies of Project BEST. FA#10

2y/¢ - Usually/Often  .Some = Sometimes
ey

LY R L L e Y

3=Spring teacher survey
5=Spring administrator survey

A
34
28

83
82

64
67

A
51
61

U702
B3
66

60
62

77
86
51
79

58
91

N
39
49

15

3 17

15
15

23
7

S/N = Seldom/Never

A-4 1 4

-

21
18

31
23

S/
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Evaluation Questions and Information Needs

Evaluation Question Dl-1. To what extent was Project BEST implemented?
Did staff receive fraining as planned?

Information Need I3. Which training sessions have been completed by each
teacher and administrator?

Training. The fall surveys were distributed shortly after the last
requ1reg workshop. A1l teachers were required to attend three work-
shops. Nearly all (92-94%) of those surveyed indicated that they
attended.

Date Topic Percent Attending
August 23 Lesson Design-- 93.4%

First four Elements

September 26 Lesson Design-- 93.8%
Last three Elements

October 26 Motivation 91.9%

‘0f course, with approximately 3,500 teachers in AISD, this suggests 231

missed Lesson Design I, 217 missed Lesson D2sign II, and 280 missed
Motivation. Personnel records (absence reports and hiring dates)
indicated that 688 professional staff missed one or more sessions. These
staff received notices of makeup sessions scheduled for summer of 1985.
Appendix G provides more details.

Administrators had two lesson design and one motivation workshop before
the teachers' training. Administrators served as presenters for teacher
sessions. The motivation session was originally held at the October 10
General Administrators' meeting (a regular school day); it was repeated
October 11 and 12 so that assistant principals and helping teachers who
had to stay on campus October 10 could attend. Although all eligible
returned registration forms, a few did not attend. The districtwide
survey only addressed the attendance of school administrators on August 2
and 3 for Lesson Design and October 10 for Motivation. The percentage
reporting attendance is shown below.

Date Topic Percent Attending
August 2-3 Lesson Design 89.7%
October 10 Motivation 82.1%

The Coordinator for Staff Development indicated some administrators (e.g.
some assistant principals) were not on contract August 2 and 3. All
received notices of the workshop, but some may have opted not to attend.
Some administrators may also have received the training at a school
presentation. Administrators who were absent or not yet hired on the
workshop dates received notices of available sessions in summer, 1985.

Aes 18
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Three workshops were also held for more limited audiences. Principal/
teacher teams plus selected central administrators were invited. The
percent of school administrators reporting attendance follows.

Date Topic Percent Attending
June 25-29 Project BEST Qverview 61.2%
September 1-3 Hunter Institute 37.7%*
October 3-4 Hunter Institute 64.2%

*The figure for the September Hunter Institute is probably low because
the location of the workshop was incorrectly listed in the survey item as
the LBJ Library rather than Eanes ISD--also, attendance was restricted to
200.

Implementation. The districtwide surveys addressed implementation of
roject B y teachers and administrators.

1. About two thirds of the teachers indicate an administrator had
given them feedback on at least one element of lesson design and
one factor of motivation.

2. Over three fourths of the administrators (84%4) and two thirds of
the teachers (61%) believed BEST helped them recognize the
elements of good teaching.

3. Most administrators (83%) felt BEST improved their instructional
leadership skills.

Smaller percentages of teachers recognized a difference. Last
fall, 44% agreed their principal provided more instructional
1eadersh1p this year than last because of BEST (with 39% neutral
and 17% disagreeing); this spring, only 28% agreed with 49%
neutral and 23% disagreeing. Some of those who responded
neutral or don't know may not have been with AISD last year.

In a related question this spring, 31% of the teachers indicated
their campus administrators had provided more helpful
instructional feedback this year than last because of Project
BEST (26% disagreed). On the otier hand, 72% of the
administrators believed their instructional feedback was more
helpful this year.

Two thirds of the teachers (67%) agreed BEST had reinforced
their teaching skills, (21% were neutral and 11% disagreed).

It may be that some teachers who already considered themselves
effective could agree with the third statement but not the first
two.
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4. About two thirds of the teachers said they usually or often
applied BEST lesson design and motivation theory to their
classroom instruction--94% applied BEST at least sometimes.

Teachers were asked which element of lesson design they applied most and
least often this year. Administrators were asked which they had seen
applied most and least often.

The percentage selecting each is shown below.

Teachers Administrators
Most Often Most Often
1. Setting objective (21%) 1. Providing input (30%)
2. Anticipatory set (21%) 2. Setting objective (21%)
3. Checking understanding (17%) 3. Checking understanding (20%)
4. Modeling (17%) ‘ 4. Guiding initial practice (13%)
5. Guiding initial practice (11%) 5. Anticipatory set (7%)
6. Providing 'nput (10%) 6. Independent practice (11%)
7. Providing independent 7. Modeling (2%)
practice (3%)

Least Often Least Often
1. Anticipatory set (37%) 1. Anticipatory Set (22%)
2. Independent practice (17%) 2. Checking Understanding (22%)
3. Setting objective (15%) 3. Setting objective (17%)
4, Guiding initial practice (12%) 4. Guiding initial practice (15%)
5. Modeling (10%) 5. Modeling (11%)
6. Checking understanding (8%) 6. Independent practice (11%)
7. Providing input (3%) 7. Providing input (2%)

After BEST training:

e Many teachers report applying and administrators report seeing
objectives set and understanding checked.

e Anticipatory sets are mentioned as the most often and least
often applied element by large groups of teachers. Admin-
istrators reported seeing anticipatory sets applied infrequently.

e Teachers' responses suggest that independent practice is used
infrequently.
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Administrators were also asked which factor of motivation theory they had
seen applied most and least often this year.

Most Often Least Often

. Intrinsic vs. extrinsic (50%)
. Knowledge of results (19%)

. Interest (15%)

. Success (7%)

. Feeling tone (6%)

. Concern (3%)

1.  Concern (27%)

2. Feeling tone (25%)

3. Knowledge of results (18%)
. Interest (12%)

5. Success (12%)

6. Intrinsic vs. extrinsic (6%)

AN WM

Concern and feeling tone appeared to be applied the most.

Evaluation Question Dl-2. Did staff consider the quantity and quality of

the training adequate?

Both the administrators and teachers were fairly positive about the
Project BEST training. However, administrators were more posicive than
teachers. This could be because administrators:

Were more familiar with the rationale for the training,
Were more involved in the development of the training,
Were able to attend more training than teachers and hear
Madeline Hunter in person in many cases, or

. Served as trainers themselves in many cases and therefore
studied the material more closely.

E=3 w N —
.

Overall responses for relevant items are listed below. Figures A-1 to
A-4 and staff development evaluations (Appendix B) also provide relevant
information.

1. Three fourths of the teachers and administrators (77 and 86%)
indicated trainers were well prepared.

2. Half of the teachers (51%) and 79% of the administrator: liked
the way information was shared (videotapes, presenters,
exercises) with one third (31% of the teachers) and 13% of the
administrators neutral.

3. Three fourths of the administrators and almost half (44%) of the
teachers (with 33% of the teachers and 17% of the administrators
neutral), indicated BEST is facilitating better communication
between teachers and administrators on campus. A smaller percen-
tage (38%) of teachers (38%) agreed that BEST facilitated
comunication among professionals on their campus.

4. Last fall, 58% of the teachers and 91% of the administrators
agreed that AISD staff needed the content and strategies of
Project BEST, 23% of the teachers were neutral and 20% disagreed
‘while 7% of the administrators were neutral and 2% disagreed.

L
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHUOL DISTRICT l
UFFICE UF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
84.45
RESPANSES TO THE FALL 1986 TEACHER SURVE: l
2.PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRUNGLY D{SAGREE
Be AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNUW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
RESPUNSES A 8 c 0 € F
TOTALS 244 /319 15 81 76 48 20 I
76-5./0 6-’.2 3302: 31.1: 1907: 8.2: 1.6%
ELEMENTARY 141 12 uh o6 27 6 .
8.5%  32.62 32,63 19.1%  4.3%  2.8%
JR HIGH 31 1 1t 14 3 2 0 l
3.2%  35.53 4%.2%  9.7%  6.5%  0.0%
HIGH SCH 72 2 24 6 18 12 0
2.82  33.3%  22.2% 25.0% 16.7T  0.0%
SECUNOARY 103 3 35 30 21 14 ) o
3.THE PROJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREPARED.
A. STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE ;
8. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMRER G©F
RESPONSES A B ¢ 0 € F l
TOTALS 232/;‘\ 75 103 34 11 7 2
G4y 3243% 44.4T 141X 4.7% 3.0% 0.9% .
ELEMENTARY 133 43 59 19 5 s 1
32.32 ‘04462 110032 6.52 3.8‘ 0.8‘
JR HIGH 28 9 11 4 3 1 0
32.1%  39.3% 14.3% 10.7% 3.6% 0.0% l
" HIGH SCH 71 23 33 11 2 1 1
32.4% 46458  15.5%  2.8% .43 1.42
SECONDARY 99 32 44 15 5 2 1
32.3% 44.4%  15.2%  S5.1%  2.02  1.0%
4.1 LIKE THE WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION NAS SHARED l
{VICEOTAPES, PRESENTERS, EXERCISES). .
A. STRONGLY iGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRUNGLY OISAGREE
B. AGREE 0. DISAGEE  F. DUN'T KNOW/NOV APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPUNSES A 8 C 0 £ F
TOTALS z«gfﬁll 26 97 7% 14 12 1
28.5% 10.7T  39.8%T  30.3%  13.9%  4.9%  0.4% l
ELEMENTARY 127 17 53 35 16 s . 1
13.42  4le7%  27.6% 12.68  3.9T  0.8%
JR HIGH 41 3 14 14 6 4 0
7.3%  34.1%  34.1%  14.63  9.8%  0.0%
HIGH S$CH 14 6 30 25 12 3 0
7.9%  39.5T 32.9T 15.8%T  3.9T  0.0% '
SECONDARY 17 9 44 39 18 7 0

T.7% 37.6% 313,32 15.4% 6.0% 0.0%

Figure A-1. TEACHER RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 1 of 4) :
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84.45
S.PRUJECT BEST HAS HELPEQ ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS
OF COOD TEACHING.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRUNGLY OISAGREE
B. AGREE D. OISAGEE Fe OON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUNBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 3 F
TOTALS 249/31 4 30 123 54 28 13 1
1q.3% 12.0%  49.4F  21.7%  11.2% 5.2% 0.4%
ELEMENT ARY 132 19 70 28 10 5 0
l4.4X 53,08 21.2% T.6% 3.8% 0.03
JR HIGH 31 4 13 8 s 1 0
12.9%  41.9%  25.8% 16.1% 3.2% 0.0%
HICH SCH 86 7 %0 18 13 7 1
8.1%  46.5% 20.9% 15.1% 8.1% 1.2%
SECONDARY 117 1L 52 26 18 8 1
9.4%  45.3% 22.2% 15.4%  6.8% 0.9%
1.MY PRINC IPAL HAS PROVIDEQ MORF INSTRUCTIONAL LEAOER=
SHIP THIS YEAR THAN LAST YEAR BECAUSE OF PROJECT BEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DfSAGREE
8. AGREE Ue DIZAGEE F. OON*T KNUW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E F
TOTALS 226 29/ 30 69 56 26 12 33
:/7'7070 13.3% 30.5% 24.8% 11.5% $«32% 14.62
ELEMENTARY 128 17 45 31 11 3 21
133  35.2%  24.2% 8.6% 2,33  16.4%
JR HIGH 31 3 7 7 6 . 4
9.7 22.6% 22.6%  19.43 12, 12.9%
HIGH SCH 67 10 17 18 9 5 8
14.9% 25.4%3  26.9% 13.4% 7.5%  11.9%
SECONDARY 98 13 24 25 15 9 12
1332  24.5%  25.5%  15.3%  9.2%  12.2%
10.AISO STAFF NEEQ THE CONTENT AND STRATEGIES OF PROJECT
BEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
8. AGREE 0. OISAGEE Fo. OON'T KNG.J/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 3 F
TOTALS 253/333, 34 112 S4 3l 19 3
76.a% 13443 44,323 2133 12.3% 7.5% 1.2%
ELEMENTARY 128 24 59 25 16 4 0
18.8%  46.1% 19.53 12.5% .12 0.0%
JR HIGH 42 5 8 12 2 4 1
11.92 42.9%  28.6% 4.8% 9.5% 2.4%
HIGH SCH 83 5 35 17 13 11 2
6.0%  42.2% 20.5% 15.7%  13.3% 2.4%
SECONDARY 125 10 53 29 15 1s 3

8.0% 42.47T 23.2% 12.0% 12.0% 2.4%

Figure A .. TEACHER RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 2 of 4)
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84.45

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

15.1% 30.1% 42.5% 8.2% 4412

SECONDARY 105 22 34 39 7 3
21.0¢ 32.4% 37.1%2 6.7% 2.9%

Figure A-1. TEACHER RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.

(Page 3 of 4) 1
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46, AN ADMINISTRTATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY [MPLE~
MENTATION OF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LESSON DESLGN.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY D1lSAGREE
8. AGREE D+ DISAGEZ F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E £
YOTALS z:yéta 48 100 20 28 21 14
AYYS 20.83  43.3% 8.7  12.1% 9.1% 613
712.8%
ELEMENTARY 127 34 61 9 13 6 4
26.8%  48.0% 713 10.2% 4.7% 3.1%
JR HIGH 3t 8 10 3 2 4 4
25.8%  32.3% 9.7% 6.5% 12.9% 12.9%
HIGH SCH 3 6 29 8 13 11 6
842T 39.7%T 11.0% 17.8% 15.1% 8.2%
SECUNDARY 104 14 39 it 15 1S 10
13.5%  37.5% 10.6% 14.4% 14.4% 9.6%
A47.AN AUNINISYRATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK UN MY USE OF
AT LEAST ONE FACTOR OF MOTLVATION THEORY.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
8. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF .
RESPONSES A 8 c D € £
TOTALS :zqu¢ 39 76 25 44 25 17
T4 a5, 17+33 33,63 11.13  19.5%  11.1% 7.5%
ELEMENTARY 114 24 42 12 20 1o 6
21.12  36.8% 10.5% 17.5% 8.8% 5.3%
JR HIGH 42 9 13 7 7 s 1
2142 31.0%  16.7%  16.7%  11.9% 2.4%
HIGH SCH 70 6 21 6 17 10 ‘10
8.6%  30.03% B46% 24.3% 14.3% 14.3%
SECONDARY 112 15 34 13 24 15 1t
13.4% 30.4%  11.6%3 21.4% 13.4% 9.8%
- 6541 HAVE APPLLIED PROJECT REST INFORMATIGN UN LESSON
DESIGN TO MY CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION.
A.USUALLY B.OFTEN C.SOMETIMES D.SELDOM E.NEVER
NUMBER 3F
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 €
TOTALS 229/571 66 78 71 9 S
(77,  28.8% 34,13 31.0% 3.9% 2.2%
ELEMENTARY 124 44 4% 32 2 2
35.5% 35.5% 25.82 1.6% 1.62
JR HIGH 32 it 12 8 ] 0
34.4%  37.57  25.0% 3.1% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 13 i 22 31 6 3




: BEST COPY AVAILABLE °
S56.1 HAVE APPLICD PRUJSECT UVEST INFURMATICON UN MOTIVA=~ ‘
TION THEURY TO MY CLASSROOM {NSTRUCT 1ON.
AJUSUALLY B.0FTEN C.SOMETIMES 0.%5ELOOM E.NEVER l
84.45 NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A 8 Cc 0 E

TOTALS ZSQé" 63 87 86 9 5

7:f'é:.:’ 25.2% 34.8% 34442 3462 2.02

ELEMENTARY 144 42 58 40 3 1}

29.2%2 40.32 27.8% 2.1% 0.7%

JK HIGH 38 131 14 10 2 H}

28.9% 36.8% 26.33 5.3%3 2.6%

HIGH SCH 68 10 15 36 4 3

14.73 2213 52.9% 5.9% 4.42

SECONDARY 106 21 29 46 6 4

19.8% 27.43 43.4% 5.73 3.8%

$7.1 ATTENOED THE AUGUST 23 PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP ON
THE FIRST 4 ELEMENTS OF LESSON OESIGN AT MY CAMPUS. .

A< YES B. NO
NUMBER OF
RE SPONSES A 8
TOTALS 589/;-'4? 550 39 -

TiLoy  93.4% 663

ELEMENT ARY 330 302 28
91.5% 8.5% .

JR HIGH 88 84 4
95.53 4.5%

HIGH SCH 19 8Y 164 7
95.9% 4o18

SECONOARY 259 248 11
95.53 4.2%

58.1 ATTENOED THE SEPT. 26 PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP ON THE
LAST 3 ELEMENTS OF LESSON DESIGN AT MY CANPUS.

Ae YES 8. NO
NUMBER CF
RESPUNSES A 8
TOTALS s92/764 555 37

77.0% 93.82 6.3%

ELEMENTARY 330 309 21
93.6% 6.4%

JR HIGH 88 83 S :
. 94.3% 5.7% X

HIGH SCH {74 163 11
93.71% 6.3%

SECUNDARY 262 246 16
93.92 ! a.1%
59.1 ATTENOEO THE OCV. 26 PROJECT BEST WCRKSHOP ON
MOY IVATION AT MY CAMPUS.

A YES 8. NO

NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A 8
TOTALS 592/149  s4b 48

Plogy 99T 813

ELEMENTARY 332 305 217
91.9% 8.1%

JR HIGH 8¢ 78 8
90.7% 9.3%

HIGH SCH 174 161 13 ,

9205‘ 70’: H ¢ . - « .
T AIEANAYA (60 2
SECONDARY 260 23¢ 21 "
91.9% 8.1%

Figure A-1. TEACHER RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. (Page 4 of 4)
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11.PROJECT DEST [S FACILITATING BETTSR CCMMUNICATION
ABWT INSTRUCTIGH BETWESN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS
SIMINISTRATCRS.

AT STRONGLY AGRZF ~ "C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
3. AJREE e DISAGEE Fo DON'T KNOW/NGT APPLICABLE
NUMBER QF o L
T "TTRESPONSEST T AT g8 T ¢” 0 E
TOTALS __b52/928_ 39 245 173 167 49 :
70.3% 6."° 37,63 27.33 16.4% 7453 5
ELEMENTARY 393 29 16l 196 55 26 __ 1
- To%% T 41,03 T27.0% 0 T14.0% 6.6% AN
JRHIGH 98 5 33 131 15 -
5.1% 77 33,7% 7 31.6%3 15.3% 6.12 8.
BIGH SCH 157 5 43 40 36 17 10 ™
32Y 731423 T 25.5%3 0 22.93 0 19.8% 643 -
)
SECCMDAKY 259 & 84 72 52 23 13 l»
3.9%7 T32.43° 27,3477 20.1% 3.9% 6.9% %

[T
s

12,PROJECT 28STIS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION
2anyYT INSTRUCTICM AMONG PROFESSICNALS CN THIS CAMPUS.
A. STARCNGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
8. AGREE 7T Co DISAGES "7 F 4 DON'T KNOWZMOCT APPLICABLE™
‘UMBER OF
RESPCONSES A 8 C D E

v

"

.
-. '{'-'
- X N

-
o___N
T S A LR,

v . ew Ny
e A R AR - D S 0) s

TOTALS 565 /936 27 223 213 118 44 35 .

- JJ1.0%  4.l%  33.5% 32.85 _17.7%  6.6% 5-.33...'3
ZLEMENTARY 414 29 153 134 73 19 15
e (L ae8%  37.0% 32.4%  17.6%  4.6% 3.6% '
JR HIGH 33 4 28 26 19 8 :

e W

4.5% 31.3%  26.5%  21.63  9.1% 3.4

et e e e i - — -- . z
KIGH SCH 159 3 41 56 26 17 16 l
e (2098 25088 35.2% 16,43 10,73 10.1% 4
SECCHDARY 251 7 76 84 45 25 20 W
e 2.85 27.9% _ 33.5% _17.9% | 10.9% _ 8.0%

Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 1 of 8)
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84.45

"13.PROJECT BEST HAS HELPSD ME REZCCGNIZE THE ELEMENTS
OF GOUD TFACKING.
A. STRONGLY AGREE
T T3JTAGREE T
NUMRER JF
RESPONSES A B C D E

C. NEUTRAL
"0s DISAGEE™

E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

TOTALS

78

12.43

63C/911
.. 89.2%

64
_10.2%7

121
_15.2%

72
3 _18.9%

35

ws s gen DT RENC R Py ey
Ge “ NG IR S A 5
) 7
- - 5

"ELEMEANTARY

ETE I ey
f

32
8.4%

3872 6C 16
K

15.83

JR HIGH 93 11 44 19 12 5
e e e MLeBE 4T.3% 20,43 12,97 5.4%

HIGH SCH 73 29 19

i e 363 4%.03 1%.13 12.5%3  9.2%
¢ SECLNDARY 250 18 128 49 32 15

Te2% 48,07  19.63  12.8% T«6%

14.4Y PRIGCIPAL HAS PROVIDED MORE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER=
SHI® THIS YZAR THAN LAST BECAUSE CF PROJECT BEST.
Ae STRCNGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL £« STRCNGLY DISAGREE
3o ACPFE D. DISAGEE
’ " NUMBER CcF ™~ = 7T 7T T
RESPOMSES A B C C E

5

S

TOTALS 776697965 T TS TS 174 T 104

‘ 69.3% 6.73 2173  26.3% 15.5% 7.0%
‘ FLEMENTARY " 412 7731 7788 T 107 77 se T 22
7.6%  21.5%  2641%  14.4% 5.43

"JR HIGH 86 297

33.7%

16
18.63 8.1

15
17.43

4.2%

23

5663  3.7%

11

2.9% %

S
=ty

Fo DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

F

154
23,03

103 <
25.1% %

16
18.62

HIGF SCH~ ~ 113 28 751 25 18
16.52  37.C% 17.1% 10.69%

256 TG

AT i
17.4%

"SECCNDARY 7 T 6T

25.9%

57
22.0%

9.7%

TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Continued, Page 2 of 8)
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L5UHY CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS HAVE PRCVIDED MCRE ELPFUL
INMSTRUCTIONAL FFEDBACK THIS YEAR THAN LAST BECAUSE OF
PROJECT REST,

A. STRONGLY AGREF ™~

TC. NEUTRAL 7 " E. STRONGLY DISAGRFE

8. AGREE D. DISAGEE Fo. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER QF L e
T Kk ESPONSES A TR T D B
JOTALS 675932 42 165 185 131 44 108
72.4% 6.2% 24,43 27.43 19.4% 6433 16.0%2
ELEMENTARY 423 29 i 115 719 27
6.93 . 26.2% 27.2% 18.73 6.42 14,723
JR_BIGH 92 b .24 21 18 S
5,52 26.1% 22.83% 19.6% 5¢47% 15.
RHIGH SCH 155 o D30 46 033 12
4,5% 19043 29.70‘; 21 032 707?' 170‘?2
SECCNDARY 252 13 54 10 52 17 _
5¢25% 21.4% 27.8% 20.63 6.7%3 13,

LE6GPRPIFCT 3EST "HAS MADE METATMCRE EFFECTIVE CLASSRCOM

TEACHER,

e STRONMCLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
TAe AGREET T T TV DISAGEE T TTF. DON'T KNCW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER QF
e .. RESPONSES A B C D
TOTALS 667 /946 47 232 299 108
e 70,5 _Te33% 3433  31.33 16.2%
ELENENTARY 414 34 154 127 65
_ 8.27% 37.23% Gel5
JR HIGH 90 S 31 26 16
e 15,08  34.4%  28.93  17.83
HIGH SCH 160 4 47 53 27
— 2. 554 29.43 33 .!.__Z___ __1_6_:9_75___
SECCNDARY 252 13 78 82 43
. . ...o=13 30.8% 32.4% 17.0%

Figure A-2.

(Continued, Page 3 of 8)
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TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
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‘17.PPOJECT BEST HAS REINFORCED MY TEACHING SKILLS. N
Ao STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE ;

8. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE ;

Tt T UTUMBER QFT T T T T ;
RESPONSES A B c D £ F s
TUTALS ™77 Te347924 T T TBITTTTUEASTT T 1187 T 51777 T 21 207 A
68.6% 13.127 54,33 18.1% 8.0% 3,3% 3.2% g
SLEMENTARY " ey T BT TTIRY6TT TThe T U ag”T T 11 19 ;
14012 56.83 16042 7.4?1 2.7% 2.5! ‘*:{,

JRTHIGH  ~ 777 " el” T T 13 TT3I9 T T T 1s T 97 T TTg” T2 éé
16,03  43.1% 22,23  11.1% 0.0%2 2.5% ¥

RIGR SCH 148 ~ 7 777713 7 13 T 3 T 12777 16 g &
3,94 50,03 20.5% 8,27 6.83 5,5% §§

' - e o L i

"SECCMDARY 231 ' 26 11's 49 21 16 13 R
11.3% 49.8%  21.23 9.1% 443% 4,33 =

Ae STRCMGLY AGRES Ce. KNE
3. AGREE™ IR R }
NUM3ER CF

UTRAL
SAGEE

TR,ORGJIECT 3EST HAS TAUGHT ME NEW SKILLS.

E.

__RESPONSES A B8 C b
TOTALS €84/955 39 251 172 148
e O T1.6% 573 36477 25.1%  21.6%
ELEMENTARY 423 30 152 115 93
N e Tel3 35.9% 27.2% 22.0%
JR HIGH 7 . 43 17 17
B | 6.2% 44433 17,53 17.5%
HIGF SCH 156 3 52 40 37
o 1.9%  32.73  25.23  23.33
SCCONDARY 261 9 95 57 55
_3.43 37,93 21.8% 21.1%

STRONGLY DI SAGREE
Fo. OON'T KMNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

E

Figure A-2, TEACHER RESPONSES TO SﬁhING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Continued, Page 4 of 8)
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84.45

TG AM ADMINISTRATCR HAS 'GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY IMPLEw
HENTATICN CF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LESSCN DESIGN
Ae STROHGLY AGREE C. MEUTRAL - E. STRONGLY DISAGREE o
T B. AGREE T "DV DISAGEE ~ "F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
MUMBER OF

e BESPONSES M B 0B
TOTALS €57/923 112 331 69 83 - 35
. M2%  17.0%  50.4%  9.13  12.6%3 _ 5.3%  5,5%
ELEMENTARY 395 97 208 23 32 17

______ 24463 52.7% _ 5.33  8.,1% 4,33  4.6%
JR HIGH 93 9 47 12 12 7
- 973 _30.3%  12.93 _12.9%  7.5%3 6.
HIGE SCH 16¢ 6 732 25 38 11
e o e e 200F %4028 15.23 0 23.0% 0 6.7%  7.33
SECCNDARY 262 - 15 123 37 51 18

5,75 4633 14.13

2) aAM ACMINISTRATCR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY USE OF

AT LEAST ONE FACTCR OF "MOTIVATIONAL THEORY., ~ T TrE T
L. STRONGLY AGREE Ce. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
8, AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNCW/NOT LPPLICABLE
T T NUMBED QR T T T s - ST e o SR
RESPONSES A 8 o D E
TATALS T T T 678/954 T T 9 313 © 7837777 'to8” 45 731
70.9% 14033 46432 12.1Z 16.0% 6.7% 4.6%
ELEMENTARY ~ 7~ 423 T TR T2 T TRl T T U s T T 19 T T
19.6%  59.7%  10.0% 12.3% 4.77% 2.7%
JRHIGH 777 7T T T T T 3T T T T T 1 T T e T T
12.6%  45.7%  10.63 19.1% 6.4% 7.4%
FIGK SCH T 1Yz T T TTTTTE TR T T3 T 39 T T TS5 13
4¢1%  36.9%  13.03  22.7%2  11.563 7.6%
SECCRDARY 2548 17 196 4T 7T T 58 T T2 T 20T

6.3% 39.6% 15.33

21l.6% 9.7% T.5%

TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.

Figure A-2.
(Continued, Page 5 of 8)
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"23.T HAVE APPLIED PROJECT 'BEST INFORMATION ON LESSON -

DESIGN

I MY CLASSR3IOM INSTRUCTIGN.

A.USUALLY B.OFTEN C.SOMETIMES D.SELDOM E.NEVER )
Tt ’\IU MBERTOF T T T ’ - )

ESPONSES A B c D E

TOTALS T~ 77 TTTeny/gee T 178 224 1727 25T T T
68.2% 29.3%  36.8%  28.3%  4.1%  1.5%
ELEMENTARY 7 73797 TTUTI25 U182 T 8T T T2 T T3
33.9% 43,13 23.0% 3,23 0.3%

JERIGH ~7 77 7Tz T 21 3 AT - B B
25.3%  32.5%  36.13  3.6%  2.4%

HIGH Scv 1427 7T TTTEY T a4 7T Tes T T T T 4
21.1%7  31.0%  33.7% 6,33 2.8%

SECCNDARY 229 7T TTTT 53 TTTTTTRRTT T RS 6
23.13  31.4% 37,13 5.73 2,59

p
i
A
z
%
y
¢
:
!
WY
LKy
3
.3
s
L
B
Y
.
P
r',‘
P
&
3
o]
€
2
2

301 HAVE AOPLISD PROJECT BEST IMFORMATION CN MOT VA= 3
TIONAL THEOPY TO %Y CLASSRCOM INSTRPUCTION. 5
AJUSUALLY " BJOFTEN C.SOMETIMES D.SELDOM E.MEVER 3

MUMBER CF :
L ESPONSES A B € . _.b_ B é

TOTALS 575/964 158 257 218 27 15 :

— 70,05 22.43 38.1% 32,3%7  4.0%  2.2%

ELEMENTARY 421 117 186 102 11 5

il 27.8% 44423 24428 2.6% | 1.2%

JR HIGH 95 17 27 44 4 4 g

e 17.7% 28,13  45.83  _4.2%  4.2% %

HIGF SCH 154 23 42 71 12 6 %

. . 14.95 27.3%  46.1%  7.8%  3.9% :
L 16.1% 23,03 45.73 .33 3.93 :

Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. b
(Continued, Page 6 of 8) X
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

"31 WHICA ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN HAVE YOU INCORPORATED
INTO YOUR LESSONS MOST OFTEN THIS YEAR?

A. ANTICIPATORY SET

‘Be SETTING THE ORJECTIVE

C. PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT)

D. MODEL ING

Note : Some feachsna’
Y&ponges had 4o ve-

€+ CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING - - A be-
F. GUIDING (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE c"“"'”‘d‘”"‘-"(‘fz‘
G. INDEPENDENT PRACTICE Cause (‘fef""' s
NUMBER “OF many or-a tments.
RESPONSES A B c D E F G
TOTALS 5757950 119 123 57 9s 99 64 18
60.5% 20.7% 21.4% 9.9% 16.5% 17.2% 11.1% 12
ELEMENTARY 354 70 76 32° 7 70 66 35 71
19.7%  21.3% 9,02 19.7% 18.5% 9.8% 2.0%
Jk HIGH 82 20 20 9 8 12 . 10 2
24,43 24.4% 11.0% 9.8% 15.9% 12.2% 2.4%
HIGH SCH™ 132 26 27 16 17 19 19~ 8
1972  20.5%  12.1% 12.9%  14+4%  14.42 6e1%
SECONDARY 219 %9 &7 25 25 33 29 11
22.4% 21.5% 11.4% 11.42 15.1% 13.22 5.0%
212.AHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON DESTGN HAVE YQU INCORPORATED
INTO YOUR LESSONS LEAST OFTEN THIS YEAR?
TTTTTATTANTICYPATORY SET
Be SETTING THE OBJECTIVE
C. PROVIDING INFORMATIGN (INPUT)
77D, MODEL ING
E. CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING
F. GUIDING (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE .
T TG TINDEP ENDENT “PRACTICE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c D E F G
TOTALS 567 /947 207 85 15 55 43 66 96
59.9% 36.5%3 15.0% 2.6% 9.73  7.6%3 _ 11.6%  16.9%
ELE MENTARY 335 135 53 10 15 19 43 60
e s 4033 15.8%  3.0% _ 4.5% _ 5.7% _ 12.8% _ 17.9%
JR HIGH 91 30 19 3 18 10 6 14
e . 33.0% 11.0% 3,37 19.8% _11.0% _ 6.63  15.4%
HIGH SCH 136 41 21 2 19 14 17 22
B 30.1%  15.4% 1.5 14,03 10.3% _ 12.5% _ 16.2%
SECONDARY 232 72 32 5 40 24 23 36
31.0% 13.8% 2.2%  17.2% 10.3%2 9,93 15.5%.
Figure A-2.

A-19

TEACHER RESPO T ING; SURVEY- I-TEMS ON BEST.
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COMMENTS ON BEST

1.

I feel this form would be greatly improved if respondents were given
the opportunity to add comments or elaborate on their answers.

Many principals, for example, are strong instructional leaders who
have long emphasized Madeline Hunter's 7-step approach. For these
principals and their teachers, Project BEST's greatest impact has
been the assurance that everyone understands the vocabulary being
used to describe and evaluate effective teaching and lesson olans.

It is difficult to distinguish an element of lesson design used
most or least often since they are all interrelated. These choices
were a bit easier for me because kindergarten teachers are constantly
modeling and their students do only a limited amount of independent
practice.

Please consider adding a "comment" section for each question. The
information you receive should prove much more valuable.

To sum up the survey, I think Project BEST is one of the best ways
of preparing children to learn, by using the seven elements of
Madeline Hunter's effective stages.

This evaluatory vehicle is not adequate. Project BEST has not
taught me to incorporate any of the items into lesson plans; it

has only given me another set of terms (jargon). This survey needs
a place for comments.

I worked under the "Hunter" model in Los Angeles, California before
it-was discarded there--twenty years ago. ?Reagan administrators
were always competent "before" BEST.)

Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
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(Continued, page 8 of 8)
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84.45
RESPONSES TO THE FALL 1984 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY
1. PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS
A. STRUNGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
) B. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
: NUMBER GF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E F e
=i
P4 (3
TOTALS sa//,p 13 33 7 % 1 0 l@
Q27 22.43  56.9%  12.1%  6.9%  1.7T  0.0% )
ELEMENTARY 33 8 20 3 1 1 0
24,23  60.6%3 9.1 3,03 3.0% 0.0% i
JR HIGH 10 2 7 0 1 0 0 o
20.0% 70.0%  0.0% 10.0%  0.0%  0.0%
; HIGH SCH 15 3 6 4 2 0 0 =
20.0% 40.0% 26.7% 13.3% 0.0% 0.0% L
SECONDARY 25 5 13 4 3 0 0 &
. 20.0% 52.0% 16.0% 12.0% 0.0%  0.0% l :
3
2.THE PROJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREPARED. ;
A. STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 5
B. AGREE D. DISAGEE  Fa DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 3
NUMBER OF {
RESPONSES A 8 c D E F S
=
TOTALS “sf5] 14 26 5 0 0 1 &
$43% 31a8%  S54.57  11.4% 0.0% 0.0% 2.3% 5
. '\,:\‘g‘
ELEMENTARY 22 .8 10 4 0 e 0 =
JR HIGH 9 3 s 0 0 0 1 8/
33.3%  55.63  0.0% 0.03  0.0% 11.1% g
HIGH SCH 13 3 9 1 0 0 0 "
23.1%  69.2% 7.7% 0.0%2  0.0%  0.0% &
SECONDARY 22 6 14 1 0 0 1 _
27.3%  63.6% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5% l
4‘%
3.1 LIKE THE WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED o
(VICEQTAPES, PRESENTERSs EXERCISES).
A. STROMGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OI SAGREE :
B. AGREE D. OESAGEE  F. DON®T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c D E F 3
TaTALS 58/@5 9 37 8 4 0 0 n:
J92% 15.5%  63.8T  11.8% 6.9% 0.03 0.0% ':;
ELEMENTARY 34 5 21 6 2 0 0 §
1478 61.8% 17.6% 5.9%  0.0%  0.0%
JR HIGH 10 2 7 0 1 0 0 l:
20.0% 70.0%  0.0% 10.0%  0.0%  0.0% 5
HIGH SCH 14 2 9 2 1 0 0 i
1432 64.3%  14.3% 7.1%  0.0% 0.0% lg
o
SECONDARY 24 o 16 2 2 0 0 g
16.7¢  66.73  8.3% 8.32  0.0% 0.0% 3
li
‘ :
" o Figure A-3. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
% ERIC (Page 1 of 4) ' lg
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4.PROJECT BEST HAS HELPED ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS
UF GODD TEACHINGe

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
8. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON®T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E F
TOTALS 41&55 24 - 17 3 4 0 1
83,172 49.0% 34.72 6.1% 8.2% 0.0% 2.0%
ELEMENTARY 20 12 1 1 0 0 0
60.0%3 35.03 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
JR HIGH 11 5 3 0 2 0 1
45.58  27.3% 0.0% 1B.22% 0.0% 9.12
HIGH SCH 18 7 1 2 2 0 0
38.9% 3B.9% ll.l%  11.1% 0.0% a.0%
SECUNDARY 29 12 10 2 4 0 1

41.4% 34453 6.9% 13.8% 0.9% 3.4%8

S.PROJECT BEST HAS IMPROVED MY INSTRUCTIONAL
LEADERSHIP SKILLS.

A. STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRONGLY DISAGRET
B. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON®T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 g - 0 € F
TOTALS 46 5] 15 23 7 1 0 0
ELEMENTARY 26 8 16 2 0 0 0
30.83 61.5% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
JR HIGH 6 2 3 1 0 0 0
33.33  50.0%  16.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 14 5 4 4 1 0 0
) 35.73  28.6%  28.6% 7.12 0.0% 0.0%
SECONDARY 20 7 7 5 1 0 0

35.0% 35.0%2 25.0%2 5.0%2 0.0% 0.0%

10.AISD STAFF NEED THE CONTENT AND STRATEGIES OF PROJECT

BEST.
Ae. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E~ STRONGLY OISAGREE
B8« AGREE D. DISAGEE Fe DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E F
TotaLs A 32 20 4 1 0 0
ELEMENTARY 29 16 9 3 1 0 0
55.2% 31.02 10.3% 3.4% 0.0%2 0.03
JR HIGH 9 5 4 0 ¢] 0 0
55.62 44.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 19 12 7 1 0 0 0
57.9% 36.8% 5.3% 0-0% 0.0% 0.0%2
SECONDARY 28 16 131 1 0 0 0

57.1% 39.3% 3.62 0.0%2 0.0% 0.0%

Figure A-3. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.

(Page 2 of 4)
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84.45 48.JUNE 25=29 SEMINAR AV AUSTIN HIGH.

1 ATTENDED THE ABQVE PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP: A. YES 8« NO
NUMBER QF
RESPONSES A 8

TOTALS t21//42 7% 47
95.2% 61.2% 38.8%

ELEMENTARY 60 37 23
6L.7¢ 38.3%

JR HIGH 23 16 7
69.6% 30.4%

HIGH SCH 38 21 17
55.33  44.7%

SECONDARY -1} 37 24
60.7% 39.3%

49.AUG. 2«3 ADMINISTRATOR WORKSHOP ON LESSON DESIGN
AT AUSTIN HIGH.

I ATTENDED THE ASOVE PRAJECT BEST WORKSHOP: A. YES Be NO
NUMBER QF
RESPONSES A 8
TCTALS 126//42 113 13

3579 89.71T  10.3%

ELEMENTARY 62 56 )
90.3% 9.7%

JR HIGH 25 21 4
84.0% 16.0%

HIGH SCH 39 36 3
92.3% 1.7%

+ SECGNDARY 64 57 7
89.1% 10.9%

50.SEPT. 1=3 (LADOR DAY WEEKEND) HUNTER INSTITUTE
AT THE L8J LIBRARY AT uT.

1 ATTENDED THE ABOVE PROJECT BEST WURKSHOP: A. YES  B. NO
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8
TOTALS 122 /142 46 76
1590 37.713 62.3% )N\/AL D -—
ELEMENTARY 60 32 28 -
53.3%  46.7% WRoN G
) JR HIGH 24 5 19 (PLA {3(‘&
20.8%  79.2%
HIGH SCH 38 7; zg L5120
23. 76.3 A
nALLY AT
SECONDARY 62 14 %8 “xx’c’ ) L‘
22.6%  77.4% 'T7+T>/L|QfSC>J\J
e\ T (&

Figure A-3. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 3 of 4)
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+ 51eUCT. 3I=4 HUNTER INSTITUTE AT THE LBJ LIBRARY AT UT.
{ ATTENDED THE ABOVE PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP:

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES
TOTALS 123/)42,
3b.6%
ELEMENTARY 61
JR HIGH 24
HIGH SCH 38
SECONDARY 62

52+.0CT. L0 GENERAL ADMINISTRATORSY MEETING ON MUTle=
VATION AT LBJ HIGH SCHOOL.

A

79
64.2%

53
86.9%

14
58.3%

12
3l.6%

26
41.9%2

44
35.8%

8
13.1%

10
41.7%

26
68.4%

36
58.1%

! ATTENDED THE ABOVE PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP:

NUMBER GF
RESPONSES
TOTALS 12344 2.
36,67
ELEMENTARY 61
JR HIGH 24
HIGH SCH 38
SECONDARY 62

Figure A-3.
(Page 4 of 4)

A

101
82.1%3

51
83.6%

18
75.0%

32
84.2%

50
80.62

ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
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'10.PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNIC AT [ON
ABOUT INSTRUCTION BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS

ADMINISTRATGORS. o : .
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY ODISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T XKNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF = =
RESPONSES A B C D E F
TOTALS .. S8/117__. . . .28 _. 48 | 12 1 5 :

. 4
83.8% 28,63 49.0% 12.2% 4012 1l.02 5.1%

ELEMENTARY 50 _ . . 20 20 3 4 0 3
40.0%3 40.03 6.0% 8.0% 0.0% 6.0%

B
IR " ' - - -
R .. . N . -

s P : "

S enBeboen o Sane

JR HIGH 222 14 s .0 1 0 i
9.1 63.63 22.7% 0.0% 4.5% 0.0% '
HIGH SCH _ 25 .. ... 6 13 4 0. 0 2 Ry
24.0% 52.0% 16.0%3 0.0% 0.0 8.0% l
SECCNODARY 48 8 28 9 0 . 1 2 s

16672 58¢3% 18.8% 0.0Z 2.12  4.2%

)
T oo
o ph 4y 4
53

ot S

[
]

-~
T &

n - gt aaa

11.PROJECT BEST HAS IMPROVED MY INSTRUCTIONAL
LEADERSHIP SKILLS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

B. AGREE D. DISAGEE Fo. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF
_RESPONSES. .~ A B ¢ D EF “
TOTALS 95/110 25 53 12 1 0 4 *

-‘ -‘. - -
My v R ) vt
- * WP T

86.4% . 2643 55.8% 12.6% 1l.13 0.0% 4.2%

Fes e s

ELEMENT ARY 46 12 24 8 0 0 2
- C e e e m——————— - ,26__01_2 — .52022 17.42 0. 02_ No.oz - 4.32
JR HIGH 21 5 13 1 0 0 2

23.8% 61.9% 4.8% 0.03 0.0%2 .53 .

¥

HIGH SCH 28 8 16 3 1 0 0
S 28.6%_5Te13 10.7%. 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%3
SECONDARY 49 13 29 4 1 0 2
© 2645% 59.2% 8.2%  2.0%  0.03  4.1%

on dpdte

Figure A-4. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 1 of 4)
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© . 12.1 HAVE PROVIDED MORE HELPFUL INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK  _
TQO STAFF THIS YEAR THAN LAST BECAUSE OF PROJECT BEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

B AGREE Do DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER OF -
. RESPONSES A 8 c D E F ;
TOTALS 03118 200 se& 15 e T T T o T 8
_ 87.29 1942 52.42 14462 5¢8% 0.0% 782
" ELEMENTARY S0 T i3 7 7 28 e T3 9T T2
26,02 56402 84.0% 6.0% 0.02 4.0%
JRHIGH 21 7T i3 T T T T 6 T T .
0.02 61,92 19.0% 0.0% 0.0% 19.02
HIGE SCH 32 77737 T T T 3T T T,
21,92 40462 21.9% 9.4% 0.0%  6.3%
SEC ONDARY I D Y VS 11 3 o 7T

6
13.2% 4%.1% 20.8% S5« 1% 0.02 11.3%

22.WHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN HAVE YQU SEEN APPLIED
MOST OFTEN IN CLASSROCMS THIS YEAR?
A. ANTICIPATORY SET
Be SETTING THE OBJECTIVE
C. PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT)
D. MODELING
E. CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING
Fo. GUIDING (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE
Ge INDEPENDENT PRACTICE

NUMBER OF _ . .- . .. ..

RESPONSES A 8, C )] E F

TOTALS . 82/106 B} 6 17 24 2 .16 11
77.4% Te3% 20473 29.3% 2¢4% 19.53 13.4%

ELEMENTARY 37 ____ . _ 2 9 10 2. 6 4
504% 24.3% 27.0% 5043 16.2% 10.8%

JR HIGH 19  _._ 1 4 5. . 0. .5 3
5¢3%3 21.13 26.32 0.0% 26.3% 15.8%

HIGH SCH 25 _ _ . 2 4 9 .0 . 5. 4
8¢0% 16.0% 36.0% 0.0% 20.0% 16.0%

SECONDARY 45 4 8 14 0 10 T

8¢9% 17.8% 31.1% 0.03 22.2%3 15.62

Figure A-4. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
(Page 2 of 4)
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23 .WHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN HAVE YOU SEEN APPLIED
LEAST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR?

A.
Be
Ce
D.
E.
F.

G

TOTALS
EL EMENT
JR HIGH
HIGH SC

SECONDA

ANTICIPATORY SET

SETTING THE OBJECTIVE
PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT)
MODELING = .

CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING

GUIDI''G (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE

INDEPENDENT  PRACTICE

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8
T Ter11s’ T 200 1S
717.1% 22.02 16.5%
ARY 46 9 8
19.6% 17.42
20 'S5 2
25.02 10.0%
H 24 6 4
25,02 16.7%
RY 45 T 11 7
26e4% 15.6%

C

2
2.23

0
0.0%

1
5.0%

1
4.2%

2
4e42

0 £

T 11 20
11.0% 22.0%

4 11
8.7% 23.9%

4 3
20.0%8 15.0%
2 6
8.3% 25.0%
"6 9

13.3% 20.0%3

24 WHICH FACTOR QOF MOTIVATION THEQRY HAVE YQU SEEN

_APPLIED MOST OFTEN IN CLASSROUMS
A. CONCERN 0. SUCCESS
- Be FEELING TONE E. KNOWLEDGE
C. INTEREST _ F. INTRINSIC
NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B
TOTALS 100/116 27 25
86.2% 27.02 25.02
EL EMENTARY 46 10 10
21,73 2).7%
JR HIGH 197 1 "5
36083 26432
HIGK SCH 34 " 10 9
29.4% 2645%
SECONDARY  S& 171 15
31.5% 27.8%
Figure A-4.

(Page 3 of 4)

A-27

THIS YEAR? .
OF RESULTS
VS. EXTRINSIC
c D E
12 12 18
12.0% 12.0%2 18.0%
7 9 6
15.2% 19.6% 13.0%
3 0 4
15.82 0.0% 21.1%
2 3 8
5.9% 8.82 23.5%3
s T T3 T 12
9.3% S5.6% 22.2%

40

14
15.4%3

10
21.7%

ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.
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“A. CONCERN __ De SUCCESS
C. INTEREST F. INTRINSIC
___NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A B

TOTALS J100/122 0 0 3 6
82% 3.0 6.0%

ELEMENTARY _ 46 2 2
4¢3 4433

JR HIGH 24 . . 0 0
0.0 0.0%

HIGH SCH 30 1. 4
333 13.3%

SECCNDARY 54 1 4
1.92 Tedd

Figure A-4. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES T0
(Page 4 of 4)

B FEELING TONE  E. KNOWLEDGE OF RESULTS

VS. EXTRINSIC

15.

15.0%

8
17.42

3
12.5%

4
13.3%

7
13.0%

SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST.

C ¢

PR

7
T.02

2

432

2
8.3%2

3
10.0%

5
9.3%

" 25.WHICH FACTOR OF MOTTIVATION THEORY HAVE YOU SEEN
APPLIED LEAST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR?

19
19.0%

.11 .
23.9%

3
12.5%

5
16.7%

8
14.8%

&

.

50
50.0%

21
45.7%

16
66.7%

13
43.32
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53.7%
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation
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- -r
ey
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October 19, 1984

VTR
57

A.- 3 -
< - ARSI
NE
b o

TO: BEST Evaluation Committee 'f
— P“;‘z@.ﬂ%ﬁ"" '.;;

&
SUBJECT: Project BEST Questions R

3
Your comments the other day were very helpful. I have revised the survey 'Eﬁ
items based on our discussion. Our timeline is tight (the survey will go §
out around October 30), so please look over the items and call me at \ g
458-1228 by October 24 {f you see any major problems. Put yourself in e
the place of a teacher and/or administrator as you review each item and -

e

see 1f you can answer them, i

< 2
Thanks for ycar help. %
NS:rrf l*
Attachment g

.

... :

R XA,
A

g
2o g R S

Persons Addressed: Mike Pool
Mike Hydak
Mike Perez
Yolanda Leo

-«

t

Approved: _. ¢ Sye———
Director, Office of Research and Evaluation

A-29 42
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' AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT ;
; Division of Iastruction -
Department of Elementary Education
N ,‘41

October 16, 1984

PROM: Ruth Mecallister MOV

Y [
SUBJECT: Another BEST Quution‘ for Survey

/"

l T0: Dr. Glynn Ligon

w My principal has provided" instructional leadership this year

(ar qcbn- .

. T A i Project BEST will facilitate better communication betweea principals
Y
and teachers.'!

i
' > oe
lr IMWMWW’.%’

lﬁ' T camn cormmmmionrtn ko bl i

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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T# H’ " project BEST will help teachergand administrators work together. "
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DISTRICTWIDE SURVEY QUESTIONS ) ‘
KEY: T = TEACHER SURVEY
A = ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY

FROM NANCY SCHUYLER

SA=STRONGLY AGREE
A = AGREE

N = NEUTRAL
Dﬁ AFT D = DISAGREE

SD ~ STRONGLY DISAGREE

N . 7

~oan

e

GROUP QUESTION RESPONSES

w drshew

T,A 1. There is a need for Project BEST. SA A N D SD NA

T,A 2. The content and strategies shared
Project BEST workshops have been
worthwhile. SA A N D SD ™A

3. v

T,A 3. I liked the method through which
Project BEST information was
shared (videotapes, presenters,
exercises). SA A N D SD NA

T,A 4. Project BEST has helped me to
recognize the elements of gocd
teaching. SA A N D SD MA

A 5. Project BEST has improved my
instructional leadership skills. SA A N D SD NA

6. Observations in my classroom
made by the principal amdfesr
. 'essistane-prinedpat have reflected

Project BEST concepts. SA A N D SD NA
I have applied Project BEST infor- OFTEN
mation on lesson design to my FREQUENTLY
classroom instruction. SOMETIMES
A FEW TIMES
NEVER NA
T 8. I have applied Project BEST infor- " "

mation on motivational theory to
my classroom instruction.

T 9. I accende’ijaayh‘&&h g oo det

BEST workshop on my campus covering
the first four elements of lesson design. Yes No Don't Know

T 10. T attended the September 26 Project BEST

workshop held at my campus covering the :
last three elements of'lesaon design. Yes No Don't Know T

T TOV U ».«w‘“".vw »w,.s

.
i . - 4 - Pan AN -y .
i N . . L 5, Bt 3 '

DAY , B . - . - P - .
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11. I attended the Oct. 26 Project BEST
workshop on motivation held at my campus. Yes No Don't Know

I attended the foliowing Project BEST workshops:

12, June 25-29 workshop at Austin High roon "
13. August 2-3 Administrator Workshop

at Austin High on Lesson Design "o "
14. ¥ Hunter Institute om Sept. 1-3 at

the LBJ Library and UT wom "
15. October 3-4 Hunter Institute at

the LBJ Library and UT " " "
16. October 10 General Administrators'

Meeting at LBS on Motivation woou "

%
o
5
73
A
&
L%
o ;
2

i
Y

.
Ly

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Attachment A-2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOQL DISTRICT (Page 1 of 2)
Office of Research and Evaluatign

January 10, 1985

Ruth MacAllister
.

Nancy Schuyler

Project BEST--
Possible Spring Survey Items

We are considering one new item for the districtwide spring
survey related to Project BEST.

Item : Audience

My principal/asst. principal has Teachers
provided followup information on

Project BEST beyond that provided

in districtwide workshops.

My suggestions for fall survey items that might be worth repeating
are shown on the attached sheet. We may not want to include cll of
them. What do you think? Please return the sheet with your
comnents or ideas.

NS:rg
Attachment

L B=T S
APPROVED: ' “— A ——
Director, Researchrand-Evaluvaticn
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(Page 2 of 2)

Possible Repeat
Districtwide Survey Items

- . .
BN S s #

‘ Item Audience¥®

l 1-‘%
\ My principal has provideu more instructional leadership Teachers #2 ”
this year than last year because of Project BEST. Administrators #5
l a. Strongly agree d. Disagree g
b. Agree e. Strongly disagree R
c. Neutral f. Don't know/not applicable %
%
l Project BEST is facilitating better communication Teachers #2 ‘::
between teachers and campus administrators. Administrators #1 R
l a=-f responses are the same as above. kd
P
| Projoct BEST has helped me recognize the elements of Teachers #5 é
good teaching. Administrators #4 g
l a-f responses are thz same as above. “a
An administrazor has given me feedback on my imple- Teachers #46 j;g
mentation of at least one element of lesson design. Y
a-f responses are the same as above. 3
o
An administrator has given me feedback on my use of Teachers #47 J:
l at lease one factor of motivation theory. P
a-f responses are the same as above. &
l 1 have applied Project BEST information on lesson Teachers #53 F
. . ' 3y
design to my classroom instruction. A
a. Usually d. Seldon 4
b. Often e. Never o
c. Sometimes ‘.
I have applied Project BEST information on motivation Teachers #56 :
l theory to my classroom instruction. E
a-e responses are the same as above. "
1 "%
l % Item numbers are from fall survey ?
l !
l G
47 ;:
. o : A-34 e
ey EMC »“’;?
B i . e e =5,

GEiy, T e O O S 11 s s o O ”. s
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‘ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

Es

January 24, 1985

TO: David D., Elaine J.

xS

Ty
KRR o0

FROM: Nancy

SUBJECT: BEST Survey Items

I have attached my recommendations of survey items on BEST for spring.

I put them on the fall list so you could see the cuts. Let me know if
there are "too many' teacher items or if there are other areas of concern.
Ruth MacAllister will have a chance to review these, right? 1I'd also

like to show them to Yolanda Leo (who's on the evaluation subcommittee)

if there's time once you've looked them over.

NS:1lg
Attachment
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

TTEALT R ek 3T Shn ehes DD
< o

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUAT 1ON
RESPONSES TO Tug FaL( 1984 T

(', 2.PROJECT BEST IS FACILIiTATING BETTER COMMUNICATION ARouT 1 s TereT ad)

BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS.

el4¥h&4we
TP
EACHER SyRVE;\>

——

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL €. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B« AGREE . D. DISAGEE Fo DON'T KNOW/NGT APPLICABLE
NUMBER QF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 € F
TOTALS 244 15 81 16 48 20 4
6.1 33.22 31.1% 19.7% 8.2%  l.6%
ELEMENTARY 141 12 46 46 27 ] 4
8.5% 32.6% 32.56% 19.1% 4.32 2.5%
JR HIGH k) 1 11 14 3 2 0
3.23 35.53 45.2%3 9.71% 645% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 72 2 24 16 18 12 0
2.82% 33.3%  22.2% 25.0% 16.7% 0.0%
SECONDARY 103 3 35 30 21 14 0
2,93  34.0% 29.1% 20.4% 13.462 0.0%

Xe. T's ov,
EReTecr REST 1s FACILITATING

ABoUT | USTRUCTION [AMONG PrOFEsSio4ts

eeTTEE. CommuniCATTON)

N THS CB/V\‘PWC .

){me RROJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREPARED.

Ae STROWGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL

8. AGRE D. DISAGEZ _F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

- NUNBER 0OF
RESPONSES A 78 c o € £
TOTALS 232 75 .7 103 34 11 7 2

~.

ELEMENTARY 133 % 59 19 6 s 1
.-32.32*“ 14.3% 4,53 3.8%  0.8%
JR HIGH 28 9 it 4 3 1 o
K 32,13 39.3% 14.3%3 10.73  3.6%  0.0%
HIGH SCH " 23 33 11 2 1 1
4 32.43  46.5% 1}._5:\ 2.8 1.43 1ag
secnusasy 99 32 44 15N, s 2 1
- 32.3% 4443 © 54183 2.02 1.03

15.2%

’
’

E< STRONGLY DISAGREE

N\ .
I LIKE THE WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED

(VIGCEQTAPES, PRESENTERS, EXERCISES).

A. STRONGLY ASREE _ C. NEUTRAL  E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

B. AGREE N D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES ™\ A ) c 0 € £
TOTALS 244 S 26 97 T4 34 12 1
m..\zz 39.8%  30.3%  13.9%  4.9%  0.4%
ELEMENTARY 127 RN 53 35 16 5 1
. 13.4% \41.78 27,53 12,63  3.93  0.8%
JR HIGH - 3N\ l4 14 6 4 0
7.32 34\1: 34,13 14.6% 9.8% 0.0%
i \
HIGH SCH 76 6 3 25 12 3 (]
‘ 7.9%  39.5% \ 32.9% 15.83  3.93  0.0%
. AN
SecONDARY 7 111, 9 N\ 39 18 7 0
7e7%  37.6% 3353T  15.4%  6.0%  0.0%
\
49\
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84.45 (Page 3 of 7)

@ROJECT BEST HAS HELPED ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS
OF COQD TEACHING.
A. STRONGLY AGREE Co NEUTRAL €< STRONGLY OISAGREE

8. AGREE Do DISAGEE Fo DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICASBLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 < o € F
TOTALS 249 30 123 S4 28 13. - 1

12.02 49.4% 21.7% 11.2% $.2% 0.42%

ELEMENT ARY 132 19 10 28 L0 5 0
14.4% 53.0% 2l.2% .63 .82 0.023
JR HIGH 31 4 13 8 S 1 9
12,98 4l.7% 25.8% 16.1% 3.2 .02
HIGH SCH 86 49Q 18 13 ? 1

4
8.1%  46.5% 20.9% 15.12 8.1% 1.2%

SECONDARY 117 11 53 26 18 8 1
.43 45.3% 22.2F 15.4% 6.82 0.92

)@ PRINCIPAL HA3 PROVIDED MORE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERe

\):y" HIP THIS VEAR THAN LAST YEAR BECAUSE OF PROJECT SEST.

¥ Nﬁ' A. STACNGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRAL  E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
L

o B. AGREE D. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
N NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c D € F
TOTALS 226 30 29 56 26 12 23
13.32  30.58 24¢8% 11.5%  5.3%  14.6%
ELEMENTARY 128 17 %5 l 11 3 21
13.33  35.2% 24.2% B+6%  Za3T 1643
JR HIGH 31 3 7 7 6 4 4
9.73 22.6% 22.6% 19.4% 12.9% 12.9%
o
- HIGH SCH 67 10 17 18 9 5 s
el 14098  25.4%  2%.92  13.4%  7.5% 11.9%
bW _~SECONDARY 98 13 26 25 15 9 12
o -, 13.3% 24,58 25,58 15.3% 9.2%, 12.2%
;‘ . s ' . WL M
= eV ol W yean Voo, laat”
é:‘ %J veanse oF Py S€EsT, N
e :}é;%tso STARF NEED THE CONTENT AND STRATSGIES OF PROJECT
i ESTe
T A STRONGLY AGREE  C. NEUTRSL  E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
- 8. AGREE N 0. DISAGEE  F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CP~

RESPONSES \\\\\\\ A 8 g 0 € F
TOTALS 253 4 1z 54 - 3l 19 3

13.4 44.3% 21.3% 12.32 T.5% 1.22

ELEMENTARY 128 24 €3 2s 16 4 Q
JR HIGH 42 s 7 18 N\ 12 2 4 1
11.9% /42.9% 26T 4.83  9.53 2.43

\.
HIGH SCH 83 s/ 35 17N 13 11 2
6.0F 42.28 2058 15.7T 1333 2.4%

SECONDARY 125 io 53 29 15, 15 3
8.03 42043 23.2%  12.0% 7 .12.03  2.43
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AN AOMINISTRPATOR HAS GIVEN HE FEEOBACK ON MY [MPLE=

MENTATION OF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LESSON OESIGN.
A. STRONGLY AGREE €. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE

8. AGREE 0. DISAGEE Fo DON®T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 € F

TOTALS 231 48 100 20 28 21 14
20.8% 43.3% 8.72 12.12 9.1% . 6.1%2

ELEMENTARY 127 34 61 9 13 6 4
26.8%  48.02 T.1% 10.2% 4.72 3.12

JR HIGH 31 8 10 3 2 4 4
25.8% 32.3% 9.72 6.5% 12.92 12.9%

HIGH SCH 73 6 29 3 13 1t 6
862% 39.7% 11.0% 17.8% 15.1% 8.2%

SECUNOARY toe 14 39 11 ts 15 10
13.5% 37.5% 10.6% 14.4% 14.42 9.63

G:::QéN AOMINISTRATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY USE OF
AT LEAST ONE FACTOR OF MOTIVATION THEORY.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISACGREE

B« AGREE 0. DISAGEE Fo. OUN'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 3 F

2

TOTALS 226 39 76 25 44 25 17
17.3% 33.6% 11.12 19.5% 11.12 7.52%

Krnass iy

£,

x
220

BERE

ELEMENTARY 114 24 42 12 20 10 6
. 21.1%2 36.823 10.5% 17.5% 8.8% 5.32

-

g

o
33 7%,

4

JR HIGH 42 9 13 7 T S 1
21.4% 3t.02 16.72 16.7% 11.92% 2.4%

R,

HEGH SCH 10 6 21 6 17 to 10
8.63 30.0% 8.6% 24.3% 14.32 14.33

B

T

£k 2 s

SECONDARY t12 15 34 13 24 15 11
13.43 30.42 1146% 21.42 13.43 9.82%

I
P

"),y g

5531 HAVE APPLIED PROJECT BEST INFORMATION ON LESSON
OESIGN TO MY CLASSRODOM INSTRUCTION.
AJ.USUALLY B.OFTEN C.SOMETIMES 0.SELDOM E.NEVER
NUMBER QF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 3

Surud A T,

-

i

S

S0 P e
R PR

TOTALS 229 66 78 7l 9 S
2843% 34.1i% 31.0% 3.9% 2.2%

ELEMENTARY 124 44 44 32 2 -2
35.5% 35.5% 25.8% 1.6% 1.6%

JR HIGH 32 11 12 8 1 Q
34,43 37.53 25.02 3.1% Q.03

HIGH SCH 73 11 22 31 6 3 s
1512 30.1%  42.52 8.22 4.1%2 '

3}8» *A{A SEE&SAR -{8 105 22 34 39 7 3

2le.0% 32.4%T 37.1% 6.7% 2.9%

PEVIEA ot Y ‘: “ . - - ’
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uave APPLIED PROJECT BEST INFORMAT(CN ON MOTIVA= (Page 5 of 7)
T1ON THEORY TO MY CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION.

AJUSUALLY B.OFTEN C.SOMETIMES D.SELDOM EJNEVER

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E
TOTALS 250 63 87 86 9 s
25427 34.8% 34,42 3.62 2.0%
i ELEMENTARY 144 42 58 40 3 1
29.2% 40.3T  27.8%3 2.12 0.7%
JR HIGH 38 11 14 10 2 L
28.9% 36.8%  26.3% $.33 2.6%
HIGH SCH 68 10 15 36 4 3
1472 22.1%3 52.9% $.9% 4.4
SECONDARY 106 21 29 46 4

6
19.88 27,43 43.43  S.7%  3.8%

ATTENDEOD THE AUGUST 2 PROJECT BEST WURKSHOP ON
THE FIRST 4 ELEMENTS OF LESSON OESIGN AT MY CAMPUS .«
Ae YES 8. NO

NUMBER OF

RESPONSES A 8

TOTALS 589 39
6.63
ELEMENT ARY 28
8.8 Pc.ow S48
JR HIGH : s 6""3‘0"5“‘"""
/ 4.5% 1. Mddt met o Mo~

- W
wign s/ 1 ol vin Lr DY
/ ) & 2. Lau '—“l.m
ECONOARY 259 . 248, 1L Rg ¥ -
\‘ 9%5.823 4,2% taly 3. T WM\

N3 ATTENDEO THE SEPTL 26 PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP 0N THE

7 LAST 3 ELEMENTS OF LESSON DESIGN AT MY CAMPUSe

AJ\YES 8. N
\\ NUMBER CF/
ESPUNSES A 8
TOFALS 2 585 37
93.43  6.33%
ELEMENTARY 30 309 2L
93.6%  6.4%
/
JR HIGH as 83 5
9433%  S.7% . .
HIGH SCH 174 163 i1
: 93.7% .38
SECUNDARY 262 246 16

~he 913.92 ! sa12
=t ATTENOED THE OCT. 26 PROJECT BEST WCRKSHOP ON
HOTLVATION AT MY CAMPUSS
A YE§ 8. NO
OER QF

RESRUNSES A "B
TOTALS 592 . Sek o8 )
« 91e9% 812
™~
ELEMENTARY 332, 308 27

91.9% 8.13
JR HIGH g6 1 . 8
/ 90.7% 9:32

HIGH SCH 174 161 1;‘\ BEST COPY AVAILABLE

92.5% 7.58

~

SECONOARY 269 239 21
1.9 8.1%
Q
2.
5 ERIC
VA o roviedy emc |
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Attachment A-3

41Qr\6vak4V\£~n¢QJL¢0 L°4
“AUSTIN® fﬂDE?ENQENT SCHooL OISTRICY -
/ OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EYALUATION —
5 [ Y Cuale
?*l RESPONSES TO THE FALL 1984[ADH(NISIRATOR SURVEY '~( <! "u“)

1.PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMHUNICATION AfouT 1wsTeUCTIoN
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CANPUS ADMINISTRATORS~
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL €. STRONGLY OISAGREE
B« AGREE D. DISAGEE Fo OON®T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 < 0 € £

TGTALS 58 13 EX] 7 4 | - 0
22.43 56.9% 12.1%8 6.93 .73 0.0%2

ELEMENTARY 33 8 20 3 1 1 0
24.2% 60.63 9.1%3 3.0% 3.03 0.0%3

o
\vé(x‘v.:‘. 52,

iy o# "
P R gL

JR HIGH 10 2 4 0 1 0
20.0%3 70.02 0.02 10.023 0.0%3 0.02%

e B WY

HIGH SCH 15 k) & 4 2 0 0
) 20.0%  40.0% 26,72 13.3% 0.0% 0.0%

SECOHNARY 25 ] 13 4 3 0 0
20.0% 52.0% 1603 12.02 0.0%3 0.02%

2.THE PHOJECT BEST TRAIMERS WERE WELL PREPARED.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL "E. STRONGLY O{SAGREE

B« AGREE D. DISAGEE-" F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

nuue}& oF

-

,
L 33 b o)
AW N

”

RESPOISES A 8 c 0 E F
\n

e
»

TOTALS 44\ 16 24 5 0 0
31.8% 5457 11.43  0.03  0.0%  2.3%

l ELEMENTARY 22 v 8 10 4 0 0 0

RO E
2SS e i

36443  45.5°% 18.2%3 0.03 . 0.0% 0.0%3

JR HIGH 9 3. s 0 0 0 1
33,38 55.6%  0.0% 0.03  0.0% 11.1%

HIGH SCH .. 13 3 EN 1 0 0 0
- 2313 69.28 N T.73  0.0%  0.03  0.0%

N
sccouo/nv 22 6 1% 1 0 0 1
27.3% 63.46% 4.5% 0.0% 0.0% 4.5%

'/
Rd
, i
3.1 LIKE THE_WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED
{VIQEOTAPES: PRESENTERS, EXERCISES).
A. STROMGLY AGREE Ce NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

B. AGREE : D. DISAGEE Fo DION'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE

MUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 € F

TOTALS s8 9 37 8 4 0 0
15.5%  63.8% 13.8% 6.9% 0.0% 0.0%

ELEMENTARY 34 5 21 6 2 0 0
1472  61.8% 17.62 5.923 0.0% 0.0%

JR HIGH 10 2 7 0 1 0 0
20.023 7002 0.0% 10.02 0.02 0.0%3

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

. HIGH S$CH 14 2 9 2 1 0 0
| 1432 64433 14.35% 7.12 0.0% 0.0%

' Q SECOMDARY 24 4 16 2

. Q 0 EXN .
! 16,72 66.7% 8.3% a.a:t gioz T 0Jek .7 .
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?_* \@-PROJE T BEST HAS HELPED ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS
OF GOOQ TEACHING.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE

Be AGREE'. D. DISAGEE F. DONT'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE
NUNBER CF
aesvbu\ses A 8 c 0 E F
. .
TOTALS 49\ 4 o 3 4 o 1
49.0: 34. 6.1% 8.22 0.0% 2.0%

V&Lﬁneuuav 20 g i 1 e 0 0
- 6o.ozq .08 508 0.08 0.0 0.08
JR HIGH 1 4% 3 0 2 0 1

45.5'43' 27.33 0.0%  18.2%  0.0%  9.1%

HIGH SCH 18 7 4 2 2 0 0
38.9% 'F8.98 11.1% 1t.12 C.0% 0.0%
\% '

SECONDARY 29 12 10 2 4 0 1
41.43  34.5%2 6.9% 13.38% 0.0% 3.4%

EADERSHIP SKILLS.

<‘/ ROJECT BEST HAS I[MPROVED MY INSTRUCTIONAL
A
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OlSAGREE

8. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NQGT APPLICABLE
NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A ) c 0 E F
TOTALS 46 15 23 1 1 0 0
32.62 50.0% 15.2% 2.2% 0.0% 0.02
ELEMENTARY 26 - 8 16 2 0 0 0
30.83 6152 T72 0.0% 0.0% 0.02
JR HIGH 6 2 3, 1 (] (] 0
33.3%2 50.0% 16.7%2 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
HIGH SCH 14 . S 4 4 1 0 0
35.7% 28.63 28.62 Tel% 0.02 0.0%
SECOMDARY 20 7 7 5 3 0
T 35.0% 3%5.0 25.0% 5.0% 0. x 0.0%
v MBI T nowve w-w«h—d W""'a— -& Qb cle
0‘“ﬁ fo st a " y cav lagt becarenr a-é
lo.Also\srAFF NEED rHé ‘C&}ENT AND STRATEGIES OF PROJECT
BEST. ‘
Ae STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E,-/STRUNGLY DI1SAGREF,
8« AGREE ™ O. OISAGEE Fo DON'T KNOW/NOT A"PLICABLE
NUMBER OF o
RESPONSES A 8 c 0 E F
TOTALS 57 . 32 20 4 3 0 0

oai 56.1% 35.1% 7.02 1.8%2 0.0% 0.0%

e ELEMENTARY 29 16 9 3 1 0 0
e JR HIGH 9 5 4 ‘oo 0 0
:7: 55.6!' &L4.4% 000: 0.0: 0.0: 0-02
- HIGH SCH 19 11 7 1 0 0 0
W 57.9% 36.8% 5.3% 0. 0% 0.0% 0.0%
o

N SECONDARY 28 16 11 1 0 0 0
- 5ST.12 39.3% 3.6 0.0% 0.0% 0.03
\)

/ q_-.:m.‘:,’(»}.\' 4Htl4§u‘[ iy
[ . .

o BEST COPY AVAILABLE o4
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PROJECT BEST
STAFF DEVELOPMENT EVALUATIONS
Purpose

Staff development evaluations provided information for the following
questions.

Decision Question D1: Should Project BEST be continued as is,
modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question Dl-1. To what extent was Project BEST
mplemented? U1d staff receive training as planned?

Procedure

A standard form is used by the Office of Staff Development to rate
participant satisfaction with training sessions. Teachers were asked to
complete such forms at the end of the two lesson design and one
motivation workshop. The Data Processing Department prepared summaries
of the number and percent of respondents giving each option as well as
average responses. The first and second session of lesson design were
combined in the summary. Administrator's evaluation ratings were ready
in summary form only for the motivation session. Lesson design forms
were collected but not summarized by Data Processing as this report went
to press. ORE obtained the summaries from the Ofvice of Staff Devel-
opment. Mean ratings for sessions across questions were calculated by
hand by the District Priorities' evaluator.

Results

Evaluation Question Di-1. To what extent was Project BEST implemented?
D1d staff receive training as planned?

Evaluation Question D1-2. Did staff consider the quantity and quality of
the training adequate?

Teacher Ratings of Sessions

Figure B-1 shows the summary obtained from staff development. Mean
teacher ratings for sessions at each level were as follows (on a five
point scale with five as high and one as low):

Level esson Design | Motivation Both
Elementary 4,63 4.6/ 4,63
Junior High 4.30 4.36 4.32
Senior High 4.51 4.40 4.47
Total 4.56 4.59 4.58
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As the chart shows:

e All groups rated the sessions to be of high quality.

¢ Elementary teachers gave the BEST sessions the highest ratings,
followed by senior high, and finally junior high teachers.

e The lesson design and motivation sessions were rated about the
same in terms of quaiity.

The items receiving the highest and lowest average ratings for each group
were as follows.

Rated
Level Highest 1 Lowest
Elementary B
esson Uesign 4,72 Clarity of objectives 4.48 krtective use of
audio-visual
equipment
Motivation 4.73 Degree of organization | 4.56 Usefulness/rele-
4.73 Clarity of objectives vance of content

Junior High

Lesson Design 4.43 Clarity of objectives 4.2]1 Responsiveness to
questions

Motivation 4.46 Ability to stay on task| 4.13 Usefulness/rele-
vance of content

Senior High

Lesson Design

Motivation

4,60 Ability to stay on task
4,60 Degree of organization
4,54 Ability to stay on task

4.35 Usefulness/rele-
vance of content
4,12 Usefulness/rele-
vance of content

BEST sessions were given the highest ratings for clarity of objectives,
ability to stay on task, and degree of organization.

The lowest ratings were received for usefulness/reievance of content
(especially the motivation session). It should be noted that even the
lowest ratings were above "four" oa the five point scale.

Administrators' ratings on the motivation session are shown in Figure
B-2. They also rated quality very high (4.4 on the average).
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Figure B-1.

TEACHER RATINGS OF PROJECT BEST TRAINING
SESSIONS. Fall sessions on lesson design
and motivation were rated. (Information
supplied by the Office of Staff Development)
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DATE: December 17, 1984

SUBJECT: Teacher Evaluations of Project BEST

NP Y .
3 2o i ey e,

Attached you will find the tabulations of the teachers' evaluations of the o
three Project BEST campus sessions. The breakouts are as follows: <4

-  Totals for Pirst Session Elementary
(Lesson Design Part I and Part II were combined)
Totals for Second Session Elementary

- Totals for First Sesssion Jr. High
Totals for Second Session Jr. High

Totals for First Session Senior High
Totals for Second Session Senior High
ton T

Totals for First Session All Schools
Totals for Second Session All Schools
Totals for Both Sessions All Schools

The information includes number of people responding in each of the 5 point
categories, the percentage this represents and the average response for each
question. With 5 being the highest rating please note that the average

responses ranged as follows:
Low

. High
Elementary 4.48 4.73
Jr. High  4.13 445 4+ 46wy
Sr. High  4.12 4.54

B nt e BT ¢ e o SNl 5 e B3 WL R Cendle B

These calculations, of course, do not include the many comments on the
evaluation sheets. These provide extremely valuable information. We are in
the process of categorizing these comments into a usable form.

I think we "done good™!

YL/kl

Figure B-1. TEACHER RATINGS OF PROJECT C€ST TRAINING SESSIONS. Fall
sessions on lesson design and motivation were rated.
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Figure B-1. (Page 2 of 14)

IN-SERVICE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Please complets each item and return to the session monitor as you leave the session.
A. SESSION IDENTIFICATION
Session Title:

Date: Location:

Presenter(s):

8. YOUR POSITION/LOCATION

Job Title: [_]Teacher [JAide [JAdninistrator [Jotner school # (see Back)

D K D1 D 2 D 3 D 4 D 5 D 5 D Secondary Dé}blevel DOther

ementary
C. PROGRAM/PRESENTER(S)

Please circle the number on the scale which best describes your assessment of the
program/presenter. LOK K16H

wn

1. Degree of praparation

2. Knowledge of content

3. Responsiveness to questions

4, Sensitivity to group needs

S. Ability to stay on task

6. Degree of organization

7. Usefulness/re{avance of content

8. Clarity of objectives

9. Effective use of audio-visual equip.
10. Effective use of printed materials

ot ad emd sk sad eed b wd ok d
N NN NN NN DD D NN
Gl W W W W W W W
L - IR IR LR R - - B - A o
LS IS TS RS LTS RS ) BRSBTS ) S ) )

0. FUTURE PLANNING

Please indicate whether or not you would 1ike additional training on this subject.
Clws One

E. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Please add any questions, comments, or suggestions regarding this session and/or
future requests.
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: 84.45 Figure B-1. (Page 3 of 14) :
|
/7 TLBL CARDIN,'TESTMROS 4 i
—//_EXEC..¢SIZE=129K __ ;
1 | - v
': PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE :
*_TOTALS _EOR_EIRST SESSION FLEMENTARY ;
: QUESTION 1: ¢
g 3003 cocs 0084 0454 1105 3
——00% 202 052 212 672 AAVERLGE_RESBDNSEJ_A-éo ]
, QUESTION 2 S L S 4
% 1901 €005 0060 0405 1181 - . :
g 00X 0% - 042 25% 71T Av_aAsE_assenmSEz_s.Az.'
K QUESTION 3: ;
0003 c0cs 0094 0405 1130 A
Ny 802 062 25% 69%.._ ..._AVERAGE. RESPONSE: 4,61}
QUESTION 4: .
0301 2699 3096 0344 1199 : :
002 012 0562 212 733_____AN£RAGE_RESEDNSE‘_A‘AS_
QUESTION §: :
35GC co01 0063 0366 1219 :
202 002 043 222 742_.___AihRAGE_RESRO&SE._k.éa—
QUESTION 62 . :
c002 0009 0077 0405 1162 , :
L% 01z N5 243 702 Jx.e&ms_&ssznussz_a.“..f
QUESTION T7: :
9504 9618 0194 0376 1143
;! 202 ne 062 232 692_____AMERAGE~£ESBONSE~4&.AQ_E
< QUESTION 8: i 3
& £000 €006 0666 6316 1269 :
i 00z 023 04% 192 722 AVERAGE_RESPONSE._k‘IZ_
X QUESTICN S: ) ,
a 0023 0025 0l4l 0381 1043 :
a a1 222 193 _sz_____65z~___.AMeaAcs_nssao&se..a.Aa_.
" QUESTION 10z _
0001 0011 2089 0356 1193 5
J02 fod B4 082 222 132 AVERAGE_&ESP_QNSE:_Q.,QA_:
x OVERALL AVERAGE = 4.63
, .
]
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84.45 Figure B-1. (Page 4 of 14)

. /7 TLBL CARDIN,'TESTMRCS "
~//_EXEC ,STZE=120K

- PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE
_,;IOTALS_EDR_SECQuD.SESSlON_ELE&ENIARY
CUESTION 1:
;) 0001 €094 0045 0366 1222
= 002 _0ce 03g 223 152 Ausggss_assaouss‘_AnJi.,

SNGS SRPRUS ST |

by QUESTION 2:. o _ :
e 9001 €003 0047 0375 1209 :
003 - 03% 032 233 243 4AVERAGE_RE$RON852—A.JGm;

QUESTION 3: -

0203 €039 coss 0366 1166

002 212 053 22%- 7Ul————AMERAGE—RESPONSE‘—k'bkm
QUESTION 4: :

20038 colLv 0098 0347 1166

cu QL3 D62 ’13—————312————-AVERAGE~RESRONSE~—4'6L-~
CUESTION 5: 5

0001 9002 ocs8 0330 1241

tor e

903 0032 3473 ooz_____zs._____AvsRAGe_aespowss._4.22-
QUESTION &3 ' :
0002 6002 2045 0335 1250 o ' "
602 00 232 212 762—————AVERAGG—REQPO&SE-—A«JB -
QUESTION 7: i
0608 0019 c121 0378 1110 ;
002 913 1% 233 622 AVERAGE-RESPONSE2 4456~
QUESTION 8: : . ‘
ccol 6006 0051 0313 1260 &
(83854 002 022 192 171= AVERAGE RESPONSEL. 473
QUESTION 9:
0011 0014 0989 0363 1143 :
0Nz Nz 0s3 223 112_____4vznacs_RESPcmse;.4.61~,
QUESTION 10: . ¢
6002 co10 0071 0355 1195 r

____QOa_m___ﬂla_____ﬂbz___—-z22~—«——132m——--AVERAGE-RESPONSEo—A~6la
{

g
r

OVERALL AVERAGE = 4.67
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i
. /7 TLBL CARDIN,'TESTMROS W' | i
—t L EXEL 4 SIZE=120K : i
PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE : :
—.JOTALS FOR BOTH SESSICNS ELEMENTARY , ;
‘ QUESYION 1: i :
0004 c012 2129 0820 2327 ) t
ah]- 0O 043 253 712 AVERAGE RESPONSE: 4 +65-! ;
QUESTIUN 2: . R , i
0002 00908 0107 0780 2390 . . ' ;
093 00% 032 243 733 _AVERAGE RESPONSE2 4.68_; %
QUESTION 3: ' 5
0006 0015 0182 0771 2296 { N
SR Ve ) - 003 562 243 70%. AVERAGE-RESPONSES -4+63- | ;
QUESTION 4 - 5
0C09 0026  Ol%4 0691 2365 : k
— -.£03 sl 263 213 72% . AVERAGE-RESPONSE:- 463 -. %
CUESTION 5: : 3
0091 0093 2121 C636 2460 b £
——L02 J03 063 21% 253 Avsaass_assaunsaz_a.zx_i i
QUESTION &3 - j !
000% 0511 0122 0740 2412 i “
coz co._.__..nu____-.22..___73.__.4%&455_&55?0&35.-4..63.7 t
QUESTION 7: _; F
0012 2037 3225 0754 2253 ‘ 3
£33 cl3 073 2323 692 AV_EMGE__RESPQNSE‘__I,.S&_;
QUESTION 8: :
0001 ac12 o111 0625 2525 : :
00% oz 03 192 172 AVERAGE _RESPONSE2 422! )
QUESTION Sz . f
0034 €039 0230 0744 2186 :
013 a1z 073 233 --_baz___._usmc&.asspous&.-a.sa- ¥
QUESTICN 103 L
0003 co21 2151 0714 2388
——0% 012 05% 223 233 A¥ERAGE-RESP0NSEzu4.66_4j
t.
QVERALL AVERAGE = 4.65
H
— ~ i
|
{
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// TLBL CARDINs'TESTMROS,wW? L
—//_EXEC_,S12E=120K 3
.. i
PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE i
, —JOTALS_FOR.EIRST SESSION JUNIOR HIGH $
QUESTION 13 ;
; C003 0006 9047 0118 0148 ic
. 012 022 152 arg 463 — _ AVERAGE RESPONSE: 424"
i QUESTION 2: £
i 0002 c005 0950 0117 0150 v
a £12 922 152 362 661____.AVERAGE—RESPONSE~_4.25-'
QUESTION 3¢ §
0003 2091 0252 0127 0133
012 o2 172 402 422._.__AVcRAGE-RESPONSE.-4.21_
. QUESTION 4: :
‘ 0052 2003 0059 0l1l4 01644 ;
‘ 013 213 182 353 45% ~AVERAGE"RESEONSE:—5022—:
CQUESTION S5: ;
0600 €003 0036 01C3 0181
Falolid 01z 112 323—————56.——_——AVERAGE-RESRONSE.—4-43-;
QUESTION 63
0091 coey 0048 0120 0147 I
022 02z 152 372 463 AVER AGE- RESPONSE2 4425,
QUESTION 7: j
: 2006 - 0024 0043 8099 0164 , {
o Q22 Ny 142 a1z 522 AVERAGE RESPONSE L 4..30_;
‘ QLESTION 8: A ;
0091 0003 €033 ° 9102 0184 .
002 012 122 322 $12 AVERAGE RESPONSEZL 4o43_ :
CUESTIGN 9: ‘
3001 colo0 0048 0101 0162 :
cog 032 153 313 . S5C3.——  AVERAGE_RESPONSE:-4.28..
QUESTION :0: -
: €002 0094 £045S 0094 0173 ;
- 01z 1% 142 303 __.543 ~AVERAGE -RESPONSE3.-4+-35 ..
]
t
OVERALL AVERAGE = 4.30
B-10
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// TLBL CARDIN,*TESTMRQS,u"
// EXEC..sS [ZE=120K

F)
+ e e a e maem e
.

PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE .
~“_IBIALS_EQR_SECQND_SESSLDN_AuNID&_Hlﬁﬂ - :
QUESTION 1: - ' ' .4
0000 0001 0021 0063 0098 %
‘ 003 01 112 342 54%_ . _AVERAGE RESPONSE: _4e40_. -
QUESTION-. 2: ‘ . : .
0020 €002 0025 3059 0037 . . - - 3
Qa2 01z 142 32% 53% _AVERAGE_RESPONSE: 4,37 ¢
QUESTION 3:
0009 c003 0024 2056 6o9e
002 022 132 312 54% AVERAGE- RESPONSE: - 4..31_~
QUESTION 4:
3992 0003 0925 0054 00$8
01z 022 143 30% 562_____A¥ERAGEMRQSRONSEA.kaaa_.

QUESTIGN 53
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¥ o

9630 €00l 0023 0049 0109 : 3
pose 012 132 2712 602 AVERAGE RESPONSE:-4ad6—. &

QUESTION &3 - , J
eJe]e o} 0004 09020 0050 Q108 . .E
0o N2 112 272 s5% AVERAGE RESPONSE2 4443 =

CUESTION 7: _ : B
0005 0013 0023 0053 0088 P !
032 071% i3z 292 482 AVERAGE RESPONSEZ 4613 ;

gd01l coo3 g01s¢ C054 0103 -

013 022 113 3Q0% 572 AVERAGE _RESPONSE :_4__4]_,_.-.
CUESTION 9:

0000 0002 0031 0048 0102

003 212 172 261—____562_____ANERAGE_&ESEONSE:.4.36-{
QUESTION 10:

0002 cool 0031 0049 0l00

012 Q12 172 212 _552_____AMERAGE_RESPUNSE‘~4.33_.
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OVERALL AVERAGE =336 P ;
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// TLBL CARDIMy*TESTMROS ¢

~//_EXEC.

PRCJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE
—ICTALS FOR 8QTH SESSIONS JUNIOR HIGH

+SIZE=120K

Figure B-1. (Page 8 of 14)

QUESTION 1:

-_-
H

0003 €aQ7 0068 0181 0246 .

012 012 132 362 452 AyERAGELRESBQNSEz.Q.3n~j
QUESTION 2: : ' ie

0002 0007 Q075 0176 0247

o e384 152 352 ‘592.____AMERAuE_RESPONSE‘_§‘28~
QUESTION 32 ) K

00G3 0004 0077 0183 0231 .

013 o} B4 152 aze 463 AVERAGE.RESPONSE:Z 4+27-
QUESTION 4 . :

0004 00Gs 2084 0168 0242

012 n1g 172 332, 48%  AVERAGE_RESPONSE:_ 426
QUESTION 53

GG0oo 5004 0959 0152 0290

e bt 01z 122 302 572 AVERAGE _RESPONSE: 4o44.
QUESTION 6: .

0001 0011 €058 2170 0255 :

cox N2 132 142__.__50..__-.AVERAGE_RESPDNSE._A.Bz.
QUESTION T7:

GC1ll 0017 2066 0152 0252

€232 232 132 313 512_____AMERAGE_RESEDNSE‘.4.23.
QUESTION 8:

0002 €006 3052 0156 0287 )

fofob4 2 4 102 312 5712 AVERAGE.RESRDNSER.&;AB_{
QUESTION 9 ’

0001 co012 0079 0149 0264

1202 o34 1573 303 _52._____AvERAGE"RESPCNSE..4.3l-ﬁ
CUESTION 192:

0004 0GosS 0676 0143 0273 Ll

— 0212 212 152 29% 542 AVERAGE_RESPONSEZ 4.34 .
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' /7 TLBL CARDIN,'TESTMROS W* :

A _/A,Exsc-,SIZﬁalch . :

PROJECT BEST TRAINING xnsrxturs . . . ;

___IQIALS_EDR_ElRSI.SESSLDh_SENIDR_HIGH . :

QUESTION 1: T !

€001 0000 0036 0153 0298 s i

203 00% 0132 312 612,____AVERAuE_RESEONSE‘_A‘ﬁa-. A :

QuEStXON 2' . ._: ‘7

0001 0001 0029 0161 0294 ' »” #

Q0% Qﬂa_____ﬂﬁzu___*332____.602___,.AYEBAGE_RESEONSE*_A.53_ 5

CUESTION 3: 4

0000 0008 0954 0138 0271 X

coz n22 112 293 582.____AVERAGE.&ESPONSE~_5¢42- 3

QUESTION 43 i 3

0001 0008 0049 0132 6254 2

Q02 922 102 272 612 AVERAGE RESPONSE 2 4e.46.. 7

QUESTICN St ' P

G090 0002 0032 c122 0331 ki

(sXs4 £02 Eak &4 253 — 8% AVERAGE RESPUONSE2 _4.50.
QUESTION 63 : j

Q000 co02 0021 0144 3314 . :

00X 5 oo | SN 17 | 03 653 AVERAGE_RESPONSE 2 460

el

< .
e s
hede s

: QUESTION 73 A

I - 0005  CC06 0365 0153 G256 B
" 012 Mz 112 32% 53 _AVERAGE RESPONSE: 4435 i

, QUESTION 8t , ;. ;

: 0000 €055 2037 0130 0314 R L :

l ' nez 01z~ 28% 272 452 AVERAGE_RESPONSE . 4455
_ QUESTION 93 : :

. 0002  COC4 0047 0135 0299 - ;

' N 002 nz 122 233 612 AVERAGE—RESRONSE: 4448 :
o QUESTION 103 ° ; :

¥ - 000l 0063 0033 0138 0308 : 3

i - 002 012 07T 29% 648 AVERAGE-RESPONSE 3455} A
' o
' ' OVERALL AVERAGE = 4.51 : 2
1 - §

ll : ) i A
‘ —‘2 ¢

. i _

B-13 5

o 67 '




.,‘}}; = i | Ty A ot ST LT N toT - -~ N " - -
gj{ g i g N s rem M. m S ue v e m e amed e o o, - s SO =7
A — !
. 84.45 Figure B-1. (Page 10 of 14)
/7 TLBL CARDIN,*TESTMROS ,W? ;
. s SL EMEC ,SIZE=120GK :
PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE . 2
—TOTALS_E0R SECOND SESSION _SENIOR HIGH . 2
' QUESTION 1: :
g QQ0c 6oo1 0039 9136 0267 . 3
b 00% Q0% 393 31 502 AVERAGE-RESPONSEz 4 oS1—
) QUESTION-. 23 2 s
. 0000 0002 0337 0165 0242 ' o ¥
“ 002 falov 4 082 372 54%—.—— AVERAGE _RESPONSE: 445 l’
QUESTION 2: . o

0002 0007 3952 9159 0213

ooz 822 122 323 49% — AVERAGE_RESPONSE: -4+32-. - r

QUESTION 4: . -
0003 €017 9056 0122 0245 Lo
012 %3 133 288 55%..— AVERAGE_RESPONSE:-4+32-- b

QUESTION S: b
0990 coos 0027 0135 0277 %
co3 c13 063 303 623 AV ERAGE-RESPONSE2 4 oS4 =

QUESTIGON &3
: 0301 cool €36 0135 G269 .
— 002 _____C0Z 283 a2 612 AVERAGE RESPONSEz-4451—
QUESTION 7:
0013 Go17 0072 Cl39 0209

J,\

R e

i
1
S A

1

RN TN

032 0e2 162 323 45%.. . _AVERAGE.RESPONSE: 4.12 — ;

: QUESTION 8: _ y e
" 0000 0004 0046 0145 0246 lg;
Q03 01z 192 332 _56% _ _AVERAGE _RESPONSE: 4.43_:- i
QUESTION 93 ; o5

0001 0006 €260 0118 0257 ¥
003 Nz 143 2713 588 ..~ AVERAGE _RESPONSE:.-4+41..-: B

' QUESTION 1C: . )
- 0002 0019 0043 0143 0242 - o
: 003 022 102 333 55%— - — -AVERAGE-RESPONSE2- 439! I“

A -
T
SRR ey

OVERALL AVERAGE = 4.4

- ‘
1t gmedmpe ke
5k w0 24T e,

Jrryx
AL SIS N

1
N

- cpm—

-
Tytn, wmr e VT
i e Tl

-— -

g T F At
WEE by sta N

——— e ———te e = ae ———

]

\
- -
. SRS s

.

b o T A Py
SEHE B0 A A AN U I e Y

e
w
[}
—
rS
!
oy
Cb;
H
1
]
;
!
[)
|
i B

tod

,‘
‘

P‘i"‘{’ .

5 HE& A

1




¢ mmsoacmrw

.

¢RI a e N Sxoe or

retibraad o,

« it Sl

. e et e & ¢ S oS

O o vt s

84,45

// TLBL CARDINg *TESTMROSsW*
/1 EXEC.. SIZEFLZDK‘

Figure 8-1,

(Page 11 of 14)

PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE
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PROJECT BEST INSERVICE - MOTIVATION
Session Evaluation Results
Administrators
SESSION LEADERS : TOTAL QF ALY SESSIONS
179 returned evaluations

AVERAGE FOR SESSION
(out of possible 5.0)

1. Degree of preparation 4.5

2. Knowledge of content 4.4 .

3. Responsiveness to questions 4.3

4. Sensitivity to group needs 4.3

5. Abilfty to stay on task 4.5

6. Degree of organization 4.4

7. Usefulness/relevance of content 4.5

8. Clarity of objectives 4.4

9. Effective use of audio-visual equipment 4.4 .

10. Effective use of printed matertals 4.5

COMMENTS :

o Change handout #3!

¢ Good presentation!

s Handout #3, Using Cloze Technique Value, dis. cts from what's important.
o I wish we weren't so rushed in doing all of this!

¢ Good information.

¢ The presenters werc well-prepared and did an excellent job.

o Presenters did a good job; enjoyed it tremendousiy!!

¢ I was very pleased when Verginia Stevens dignified a response that was not correct--it
was a perfect use of BEST.

o Please don't read the transparencies or script to us.
o Time constraints really limit flexibility.
s Noise level was a little high.

o Packaged presentations are not very motivating.

Figure B-2. ADMINISTRATOR'S RATINGS OF MOTIVATION SESSION. Comments

also included. (Page 1 of 4)
BEST CGPY AVAILABLE
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Total of all Sessions Comments, continued

»

E)

o Ar. Perez did real well!

vy &

o Appropriate for group needs.

2
L S0 L

o No preparation by presenters; we could have read at home.

o Very good!

Jadv i

o Very well prepared and presented. Of great value.

No modeling by presenters.

o You didn't model.

RIETIE
AL S0

3

I am glad this was abbreviated. These things are so self-explained, just a
brief ovarview is all that is needed.

e
ALY

¢ % ¥
RTINS

o A helpful overview. The quick timing was effective. We experienced at taste.

i R s
% e A S Y 5 A e
Greni 2o

Very good presentation. Very helpful suggestions for our own presentations.

A

Very good job, Estellai Ruth, you are a master teacher and it is wonderful
to see you--an assistant superintendent doing this with us. Thank you both.

o Group next to us a little too loud.

o Open area environment had distractions from group next door; leader was
sensitive to suggest we move closer.

o It was easier to follow and understand since the content organization is .
familiar to lesson design. [ enjoyed it--helpful!

o Ms. Wills did not make her objectives clear for the activities which she
presented. [ could not follow the first half of the presentation with ease.

o Helpful and well-done; also informative.

¢ Enjoyed the presentation. Room too cold.

¢ Well done. Time passed very quickly.

o Both presenters did a super job.

o Five factors on film; six in presentation and 1ite. .re is confusing.

¢ Where's the beef? There should te more time spent on the factors and clarity.

o John, I enjoyed your "paraphrasing” of information rather than reading.
Your "role playing" added interest.

o Preserters were well-prepared and stayed on task.

o Very positive.

o Have the next session in A room that isn't so cold; it was not very motivational.

Figure B-2. (Page 2 of 4)
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Total of all Sessions Comments, continued

Very good particularly Penny who consistently brought in the factor or
difference in students and people in general,

The materials were very well prepared and sequenced.

The materials are great! Thank you for focusing on instruction.

Appreciate the time and effort to share the "how to* with us.

They followed the text but related the examples and information to us very
well. It's the best presentation that I've attended on this subject. They
were good.

We a2ppreciate your energy into this inservice.

Good job! Both really knew their stuff! .

A very comfortable session., Coverage of subject mattar very good.

I believe we should make an extra effort to make lesson design, motivation,
and reinforcement work together or interrelate.

Just hope I have sufficient time to complete with my teachers.
I appreciate the way you walked us through without belaboring the point.

I feel this is too much information to be done all in one morning. It would

probably help to divide this into two or three presentations.

Appreciate the practice in what we'll present to faculty. Hope faculty will
get to hear erch presentation in various times, several times over the next
three years. Everyone need to hear this at least five times for it to "stick."
Gocd "feeling tone!” .

I appreciate your help in modeling the sessions that we will be doing on
October 26.

I appreciate the help.
Very good presentation.
Very well done within time limits.

Your suggestions for presenting the workshop to teachers were helpful. You
both did a super great job. Thank you for your preparation.

Super presentation. Thank you! You kept it at a nice level and paced it
well.

Very good!

Very appropriate information.

Figure B-2. (Page 3 of 4)
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Total of all Sessions Corments, continued

o Thank you!
o Very good--organized extremely well,
o Super!

o You two were great! 1 enjoyed the session.

o
Y]

Figure B-2. (Page 4 of 4)
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Project BEST
Appendix C

CHECK OF UNDERSTANDING
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PROJECT BEST
CHECK OF UNDERSTANDING

Purpose

The “Check of Understanding” provided information on recognition of the
elements of lesson design. This addressed two questions.

Decision Question D1. Should Project BEST be continued as is,

moditied, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-1. To what extent was Project BEST
impTemented? 01d staff receive training as planned?

Procedure

Teachers were asked to fill in the seven elements of lesson design during
a Project BEST staff development session from memory as a check of
-understanding. The District Priorities evaluation associate checked a
random sample of the forms to see how well teachers knew the elements.
The rules for acceptable responses which follow were drawn up by. the
project evaluator and Coordinator of Elementary Staff Development.

The elements did not have to be in order.

Not accepted in place of anticipatory set were the words antici-
pator check, A.S., and attention.

Stating the objective, setting the objective or just objective
were acceptable but not behavior objective.

Providing information, providing input, intrcducing material,
presenting lesson, input and information were all acceptable;
instruction was not acceptable.

Modeling was okay but not role model.

Checking for understanding, checking comprehension, and
evaluation were acceptable., Understanding, feedback, and
allowing input from students were not.

Guiding practice, monitoring (initial, optional) practice were
correct but not just practice or G.P.

Independent or individual practice and independent study were
all right but independent or [.P. were not acceptable.
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Results

The total number of questionnaires checked was 253. The chart below
shows the number of teacher identifying various numbers of elements
correctly.

NUMBER OF TEACHERS IDENTIFYING CORRECTLY
ELEMENTS NUMBER PERCENT CUMULATIVE %

0 0 -- 0

1 4 1.6 1.6

2 3 1.2 2.8

3 3 1.2 4.0

4 12 4.7 8.7

5 10 4.9 12.7

6 21 8.3 21.0

7 200 79.0 100.0

Thus, over three fourths of the teachers identified all seven elements of
lesson design.. Only 4% knew three or fewer elements.

Figure C-1 provides more results; this memorandum was shared with the
evaluation subcommittee of the Administrative Leadership Committee in
November.

c-3 79
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

November 19, 1984

TO: Persons Addressed

FROM: Nancy uyler

SUBJECT: Lessoh-Design Review

We have good news on Project BEST!

As a check of understanding, teachers were asked to list the seven elements
of lesson design during the recent staff development session on motivation.
A random sample of 253 questionnaires were checked. We found that:

® Over three fourths of the teachers (79.1%) knew all seven of
the elements of lesson design,

e 18.2% knew three to six of the elements,

o Very few (2.67%) knew only one or two of the elements.

This information is to be included in the February Staff Development newsletter
(the next issue is already set). Staff Development may also have tabulations
of session ratings ready at that time. You might announce this at the next
Administrative Leadership Committee meeting if one is scheduled before then.

If you think staff could use some good news before February, call me at
458-1228. It could be announced in ADMinformation.

P.S. We found that 91% of the teache-=~ mastered lesson design at a 70%
level or better (5, 6, or 7 elements correct).

Persons Addressed: Ruth MacAllister Yolanda Leo
Freda Holley Michael Hydak
Mike Pool Mike Perez

,f/ P
APPROVED: _— o T224/:-3”,.’ )

g~

" Director, ReSearch afid E¥aluation

Figure C-1. LESSON DESIGN CHECK OF UNDERSTANDING. Memorandum sharing

results,
C-4 80
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PROJECT BEST
BEST OBSERVATIONS
Purpose

BEST walk-through observations provided information for the following
questions,

Decision Question DI. Should Project BEST be continued as is,
modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question Di-1. To what extent was Project BEST
implemented? Did staff receive training as planned?

Procedure

After the optional June BEST orientation workshop administrators re-
quested walk-through observation pads (with small NCR carboniess forms)
on which ta give feedback to teachers after informal observations. A
memorandum from Ruth MacAllister August 2 to all principals, assistant
principals, and coordinators indicated that, “Thes2 forms will be
effective if used to reinforce the appropriate use of lesson design and
motivation theory which are the focus of Project BEST for 1984-85."
Administrators were also told they could use the forms to comment on
other classroom activities not necessarily related to BEST. Forms are
blank except for the teacher's name, date, the administrator's name, and
the notation Basic Effective Strategies for Teaching. A junior high
assistant principal turnad in some alternate forms used the fall that had
elements of lesson design listed (plus other things) whi~h could be
checked off if observed--space was also provided for comments. Use of
these forms was discontinued during the year--they were considared too
specific to use this early in implementation.)

The following steps were taken in evaluating whether administrators noted
use of lesson design elements and motivational factors in walk through
observations.

1. A random 20% sample of elementary schools, 20% of secondary schooi
administrators, and 20% of the regular instructional coordinators
was selected for the sampie. This included 17 elementary and 18
secondary administrators.

2, The memorandum shown in Attachment D-1 was sent March 25, 1985
asking those selected to send in walk-through observations completed.

3. Response rates wefe low--particularly at the secondary level. A sam-
ple of nonrespondents was called.

D-2 82
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,il Reasons given for nct responding were varied. At the elementary
; level, one parson indicated she did not use them becaus« they had
‘ to be positive; ano.her said she did not have time to pull them .

from each teacher's folder but would try. Another principal had .
l left the District.

At the secondary level, many nonrespondents indicated that they |
were not encouraged by Secondary Education to use the forms until
teachers wer2 more comfortable with BEST concepts--most had there-
fore not used them. The Assistant Superintendent for Secondary
Education indicated use of the forms was only discouraged in terms
of any regative impact they could have on evalvations. Some non-
respondents indicated they did not have time to do both walk-through
and formal abservations so they concentrated on the formal ones.

One assistant principal had become principal at another school; the
0id school indicated his files were difficult to get to because of
construction.
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The load on everyone this year was very heavy with new State legis-
lation--this may have also played a part in low response rates.

Several in the sample indicated they had mentioned BEST concepts in
formal observations and would he happy to send them. However, a
decision had been made not to use these far confidentiality and
other reasons (they ar. used for personnel evaluations which were
in progress).

4. A substitute teacher content coded all observations; the evaluator
reviewed them and retallied them as needed. Initi-! tabulition
took about four hours; review took about two hours.

S0y R e A

The evaiuator checked through one set initially to test the systam
and as a training tool. The teacher was given a Project BEST

Overview of Instructional Practices guide to use as a reference in
marking eiements of iesson design and factors of motivation. Each
time the name of an element or an approved substitute phrase (noted
in Figure D-1) was founa, it was tailied and underlined. The

teacher also tallied use of a few key phrases related to an element
or factor separately. Instances did occur in winich administrators
wrote about ideas presented. in BEST but did not mention an element :
or factor specifically--these were not tallied. General notes weie 5
made regarding the t,pes of information mentioned. 3

an a Pl A

The teacher resolved any questions she had with the evaluator (the
evaluator also skimmed all observations afterwards). ¥

5. A summary sheet showing responses at the elementary and secondary
level was then created. Percentages of all responses of each type
were computed with a hand calculator.
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6. Administrators* observations were returned to the schools with the
memorandum shown in Attachment D-2 and a tally of their responses
only.

Results

Evaluation Question Dl1-1. To what extent was Project BEST implemented?

Return Rates

Number Responding
Level Sampled Number Percent
Elementary 17 8 a7%
Secondary 18 2 11%
Overall 35 . 10 29%

Roughly 20% of elementary and secondary school administrators and
coordinators were surveyed.

Ten administrators sent in walk-through observations--eignht elementary
(fepresenting twelve schools), one junior high, and one senior high.

The total number of observations sent in was 224 at the elementary level
(ranging from five for one administrator to 55 for another). At the
secondary levei, 50 observations (43 junior high and 7 senior high) were
returned; most were from fall, 1984,

Responses

Lesson Design. Figure D-1 summarizes the number of times lesson design
eiements and motivational factors were mentioned. The percentage of all
elements and factors of each type is also noted. What can we conclude?

1. Administrators are incorporating BEST terminology within
comwunications with teachers, Almost 60% of the elementary and
96% of the secondary observations received included a mention
of one or more elements or factors.

2. FElements of lesson design were mentioned more often than
factors of motivation (this was somewhat expected because
motivation training was offered to teachers late in October
after lesson design training and because almost all sacondary
observations were from the fall).
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3. The pattern of responses was different at the elementary and
secondary level (note small secondary samplej. The 1ist belcw
ranks the frequency with which elements of lesson design were
mentioned (from most to least frequent):

Secondary Elementary

State objective (35%) Modeling (29%)

Check understarding (23%) Guided practice (19%)
Anticipatory set (18%) Anticipatory set (14%)
Guided practice (14%) Check understanding (14%)
Modeling (12%) Input (13%) :
Input (-) Independent practice (9%) g
Independent practice (~) . State objective (2%)

SNOY O W N
SO0V e PN

v..
"
S, W8 o a

¢ We cannot really say whether this reflects these elements'
occurrence in the classroom--it could indicate which elements
administrators watch for most, believe are most important, find
easiest to comment on, feel the most improvement is needed in,
etc.

vk

¢ It is interesting that anticipatory set, checking under-
standing, and guided practice were in the top Four both for
elementary and secondary. Stating objectives, on the other i
hand, was first for secondary and last for elementary adminis- 3
trators. Modeling ranked first for elementary but fifth for ‘
secondary. Input and indeperdent practice weire mentioned less
frequently at both levels (especially at the secondary level).

b s
a4
PP s T
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o Nearly all of the comments pointed out how the teacher was
incorporating elements of lesson design and why it was impor-
tant. A few suggested ways elements could be incorporates.

Motivation. The two secondary administrators did not mention any motiva-
tional factors specifically, although feedback and positive reinforcement
were mentioned a few times. Again, this could be because nearly all
observations were done in the fall and the junior high form used listed
elements of lesson design but not factors of motivation.

At the elementary level, the word "motivation" was mentioned 35 times.
Factors are ranked below according to frequency (most to least frequent):

Feeling tone (34%) 4
Success (23%) o
Interest (21%)
Concern (14%)
Knowledge of results (8%)
Intrinsic/extrinsic (0%)

Oy LN B LN =
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Administrators often mentioned that the feling tone in the classroom was I
excellent and promoted learning, that conveying children's success was
motivating, that level of interest in the lesson was high. Few admin-
istrators specifically mentioned knowledge of results and no one men- l
tioned intrinsic/extrinsic motivation. Administrators did, however, use
other terms related to success and knowledge of results: feedback,
praise, reinforcement, and incentive. l
Other BEST Concepts. Administrators also mentioned:
¢ Use of effective questioning strategies /e.g. using signals to i
check understanding, calling first on students who probably
know the answer, asking for a choral response),
o Communicating the "what and why" of the lesson (objective), l
¢ Presenting well organized lessons,
e Providing opportunities for practice,
e Making sure students comprehend concepts, I
o The importance of writing legibly. 3
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Name: Secondary (mostly fall observa- Name: Elementary
School: M=2 L10nS) School: Ne8 Resp. #Schools = 12
Level: 7-12 Level: K-6
# Observations: 50 (43 j~. 7 sr.) # Observations: 224
# with one or more # with one or more
glement or factor: 48 (96%) element or factor: 130 (58%)
LESSON OESIGN: LESSON DESIGN: 2
1. Anticipatory Set 15 17.9% 1. Anticipatory Set 20 14.3%
{Setting the Stage) (Setting the Stage)
2. Set Objective 29 34.5% 2. Set Objective 2 2.1%
:. input - - 3. Input 18 12.9%
(Providing Information) (Providing Information)
2, Modeling 10 11.9% 4. Modeling 40 28.6%
£. Check Understanding 19 22.6% 5. Check Understanding 19 13.6%
6. Guided Practice 11 14.0% 6. Guided Practice 27  19.3%
(Monitoring Performance) (Monitoring Performance)
7. Independent ®ractice 7. -Independent Pracctice 13 9.3% .
Totai: 84 100.9% Total: 140 100.1%
MOTIVATION: MOTIVATION: 35
1. Succsss - 1. Success 21 23.1%
2. Interest . - 2. Interest 19 20.9%
3. Feeling Tone - 3. Feeling Tone 3 4%
4. Concern - 4, Concern 17 14.3%
5. Knowledge of Results - 8. Knowledge of Results 7 7.7%
6. Intrinsic/Extrinsic - 6. Intrinsic/Extrinsic - -
Total: 0 Total: 91
feedback 1 pos. rein: § setting the stage 3 incentive
feedback 14 signals 3
reinforcement 2 praise 14

Figure D-1. USE OF LESSON DESIGN AND MOTIVATION TERMS. Notes number of
times the;name of elements and factors were found in walk-

through %bﬁer¥a§}cns. 'The percentage of all ment1ons of
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'AUSTIN-INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
0ffice of Research and Evalvation

March 25, 1985

T0: Principals, Assistant Principals, Coordinators Addressed

FROM: ‘Za(ncy ghuyler 7

SUBJECT: Walk-Through Observations and Project SEST

One of the projects we are collecting information on this year is Prcject
BEST. Most of the information on BEST's effectiveness will be taken from
responses to the districtwide surveys sent out last fall and this spring.
In addition, we will fe Tooking for more concrete signs that Project BEST
has had an impact on instructicnal leadership and teacher effectiveness
by reviewing a sample of RBEST walk-through observations. e will not
review formai observations ccmpieted for teacher evaluation purposes.

As you may recall, last October we asked that you keep a copy of any

BEST walk-through observations you completed this year. We would like

to ask that you send these copies to us at iiis time. We realize they

may be limited in number., If for some reason the copies are not available,
cal! me at 438-1227. These will not be used for personnel evaluation.

e will simply be reviewing them to counft:

¢ The number of times lesson design elements and motivational
factors are mentioned as occurring,

¢ The number of times suggestions for improvement are made
reqgarding certain elements and factors.

Information will be summarized for the elementary, junior high, and senior
hign levels. The forms you send will be considered confidential and we
will return them as soon as we are through,

de realize this approach is not perfect, but it will p.ovide some infor-
mation ain the impact cf Project 3EST on leadership and instruction with-
out disrupting classroom operations or causing you too much work.

1 y { ( . . i i
Piease send your forms to me at ORE (Adm. Bldg.) by April 2. We appreciate

your help.
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Memo to Principals, Assistant Principals, Coordinators Addressed
March 25, 1985 .
Page 2

Persons Addressed:

Elementary Principals and Assistant Principals at: Coordinators Addressed:
Allan Ortega Emma Lea Mayton

Becker Pilluw Cecile Banks

Bryker Woods Pleasant Hill Ana Salinas

Campbell - Sunset Valley Yolanda Rocha

Hill Williams Francas Nesmith

Joslin Zavala

Mathews

Junior High and Senior High Administrators:

Vela (Travis)
Flowers (Travis)
Ewing (Bedichek)
Gonzalez (Burnet)
Smith (Fulmore)
Goethe (Martin)
Bera (0. Henry)
Ball (Porter)

. Perez (Anderson)
Breitan (Austin)
Crist (Crockett)
Bellinger (LBJ)
Smith ?Johnston)
Elliott (Lanier)
Lopez (McCallum)
Leonard (Reagan)

) o &

.
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APPROVED: 7> m e e
~ S

Oirector
Department of Management Information

APPROVED: g/%é ZZZaﬁ:éQM.
ssistant Superintendent

Elementary Education

APPROVED:

sistant Superintendent
Secondary Education
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84 .45 . Attachment D-2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Information Management
O0ffice of Research and Evajuation

April 25, 1985

T0:

‘FROM: &ancy Sﬁyl’e{ 2

‘SUBJECT: BEST Walk=-Through Observations

Thanks so much for sending in your walk-~through obsarvations. We have now
finished our review. For your information only, we nave attached a suuwmary
of the number of times you used specific BEST terms for the elements of
lesson design and factors of motivation. Please note that:

o We 4id give credit for some parallel terms.

o You probably wrote about BEST ideas more often that this inqicates
-= this just reflects use of the names of elements and factors.

o We realize you .sed these forms for a variety of purposes.
o The Dlue we usad should not photocopy.
Your report on 8EST will simply reflect overall use of tarms by elementary
"and secondary administrators. HWe'll try tc note use of other Kinds of BSEST
information in a general way. Information from survey resprnses and other
) data sources will 2iso be included.
Thanks again.

NS:1g
Attachment
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Project BEST
Appendix E

INSTRUCTIONAL NOMINATIONS
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PROJECT BEST
INSTRUCTIONAL NOMINATIONS

Purpose

Nominations of schools for exemplary implementation of Project BEST were
used in respense to an information need.

Information Need I5. Which schools implemented BEST in an exemplary
manner?

Procedure

Early in May, the Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education was
asked via telephone to name the schools she believed had implemented
Project BEST in an, exemplary manner. She replied the next day.

At the secondary level, a memorandum was sent to the Assistant Superin-
tendent for Secondary Education and Directors of Junior and Senior High
asking for this information (see Attachment E-1). The Assistant Superin-
tendent believed coordinators might be able to respond better (coordi-
nators, however, tend to see only certain groups of teachers in each
schaol). The Directors of Junior and Senior High did provide nominations
of schools they felt implemented BEST in an exemplary way.

Results

Elementary and secondary staff did nominate some schools as implementing
BEST in an exemplary way. However, staff did not feel very confident in
their choices because of their limited observation of implementation at
all campuses. They were afraid some schools who had done an excellent
job may have been skipped. The nominations are on file at ORE but were
not published for this reason. The elementary supervising principals
plan to watch more closely- for this next year.

Identification may allow comparisons of student and/or teacher achieve-
ments at these exemplary schools versus others in the system in the
coming years. Of course, changes in principals and/or teachers must be
considered.

P
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Attachment E-1

84.45
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Information
Office of Research and Evaluation
May 14, 1985
TO: Freda Holley, Rodger Wiley, Gloria Williams

~,
FROM: é“nc’y" 2@{\5““‘7 “—

SUBJECT: BEST Implementation

One information need included in the BEST evaluation design asks:

Which schools implemented BEST in an exemplary manner?
I have already mentioned this to Sherilyn Howze, Yolanda Leo, and
Michael Hydak, but they did not feel they had enough contact with all
schools to addiess this need. Could you nominate some secondary schools
you feel have really done a good job in implementing BEST this year?
This question was included with an eye towards the future. Because aill
schools have implemented the project, knowing which schools have done a

particularly good job may make assessment of achievement impact more
feasible.

Thanks for your help. Please let me know your nominations by May 24.

NS:1g

APPROVED: _/‘3/7/‘#—%‘\& -
Director

Department of Management Information
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ACHIEVEMENT--TABS, ITBS, TAP
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PROJECT BES™
ACHIEVEMENT--TABS, ITBS, TAP

Purpose

Achievement patterns were briefly reviewed in response to an information
need.

Information Need I4. What was AISD's student achievement in
-84 an -85?

Procedure

ITBS, TAP, and TABS results for 1984 and 1985 were reviewed based on
Systemwide Testing's and State Compensatory Education's final report
summaries (ORE Publication Nos. 84.58 and 84.25). This information _
provided a base line for possible future examination of BEST's impact on
achievement,

Results

Rather than repeat information already available in ORE Report Numbers
84.58 and 84.25, the reader is directed to these reports. Composite
scores from these reports are attached in Figures F-1 and F-2.

ITBS achievement is generally up slightly again this year, especiaily at
the high school level. AISD students achieved above the national average
consistently across grades 1-12 in all areas for the first time.

Overall, TABS mastery declined slightly between 1985 and 1984. However,
TABS mastery declined in other large urban districts as well, The test
appears to have been more difficult. Next year, the TABS will he
replaced with the Texas Educaticnal Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS).

It is difficult to measure BEST's impact on achievement because it is
being implemented in all schools. Instructional nominations of exemplary
campuses, perhaps combineuy with teachers' and administrators' reports of
use on the districtwide survey, may help in identifying a group which is
implementing BEST in an exemplary way. If so, ITBS and TAP scores will
be used because base line data is available, the tests are given annually
to students, and the difficulty level does not vary from year to year.
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COMPOSITE SCORES
PERCENTILES GRADE EQUIVALENTS

GRADE ETHNICITY 80 84 85 80 84 85
1 BLACK 43 49 S0 1.65 105 L.77
HISPANIC 46 51 52 1.69 1.80  1.83
OTHER 73 71 17 2.40 2.54 2.5
TOTAL 60 64 64 2.5  2.15  2.16
2 BLACK 37 46 46 248 273 272
WISPANIC 3 47 49 2.42 2.76  2.82
otHeR . 12 72 74 3.81  3.51  3.56
JOTAL S5 60 6L 3.4l 3.z 317
3 BLACK 29 45 44 3.4 3.66  3.64
WISPANIC 35 51 49 3.2 3.8  3.80
O7HER 69 7 74 4.48 4.77, 4.67.
ToTAL 55 64 61 3.9 4.28 4.20
.4 GAC: 25 33 39 3.86 437 436
HISPARIC 34 845 4 417  4.63 4.6
OHEK 70 7L 72 5.60 5.6  5.70
T5TAL S5 57 58  4.97 5.07 5.10
5 BACK 29 39 39  4.83 530 5.32
HISPANIC 32 43 44 501 5.49  5.56
OTHER &7 12 12 6.57  6.18 6.8l
TOTAL 52 56 56 5.8  6.07 6.0
6 BLACK 21 38 37 537 6.01 6.6
HISPARIC 26 & 42  S.61  6.34  5.38
oTHER . 65 100 71 1.8 .01 1.7
TOTAL 48 S5 56 6.1 7.00  7.04
7 MACX 18 3% 35 5.5 6.80 6.8
WISPAHIC 23 40 41  3.09 7.06  7.08
OTHER 65 73 10 B.40 8.78  8.65
TR & 57 54  T.az 1.9 1.82
8 BLACK 18 33 3 6.57 7.53  1.79
HISPANIC i3 42 41 7.04 8.11 8.04
OTHER . 65 75 75  9.40  9.9%  9.3C
T0TAL 46 60 59 8.31  9.12  9.07

Figure F-1. ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT
SCORES, GRADES 1-8.BY ETHNICITY, 1979-80,
1983-84, AND_1984-85, 1982 NORMS.
LA BAY 1900 L3l

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




COMPOSITE SCORES
GRADE EQUIVALENTS

GRADE ETHNICITY 84 85
9 BLACK 7.95 3.2
HISPANIC 8.39  8.96

OThER 12.06  1Z.46

TOTAL 10.28  16.37

10 BLACK §.88  9.45
HISPANIC 9.51  10.29

CTAER 13.06  13.90

TOTAL 1.6l 12.41

il BLACK 877 - 9.52
HISPANIC 0.22  10.79

0T-ER 13,88 14.48

TOTAL 12,43 13.17

12 BLACK 9.46 9.3
HISPANIC 10.36  11.09

0T=€R 13,98  13.88

TOTAL 12,50 13.41

Figure F-2. TAP MECIAN PERCENTILES AND GRADE EQUIVALENT

SCORES GRADES 9-12 BY ETHNICITY, 1983-84

AND 1984-85, 1982 NORMS.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Project BEST
Appendix G
DISTRICT RECORDS
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PROJECT BEST
DISTRICT RECORDS

Purpose

District records provided information on the nature of Project BEST and
the following information need:

Information Need I1. What training was required for administrators
and teachers? wWhat was optional? ’

) -
b
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Procedure

e
PSS

Information was gathered throughout the year on training sessions and
attendance. Most information was shared by the Office of Staff
Development and Student Teaching or the Department of Elementary
Education.

oo

The number of teachers and administrators who missed one or more training
sessions was supplied by staff development. Their count was based on
personnel records of those who were absent on the training session days
or those not on staff as of the training dates. These counts are not
perfect, however, since some administrators and professionals not invited
to the training initially were counted in those not attending (but onl

if they were absent those days). An estimate was also available based on
districtwide survey responses.

Results

Project Description

Project BEST is a long-range (three to five years) staff development
program which emphasizes Basic Effective Strategies for Teaching.
Sessions focus on ways to increase teachers' effectiveness in promoting
student learning. Project BEST literature indicates that it:

o Recognizes and reinforces the GOOD TEACHING AISD already has' in
its classrooms.

¢ Puts the BEST OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND THEORY into practice as
exemplified by Dr. Madeline Hunter and others.

¢ Provides training for all K-12 TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS.

e Can be integrated into any presentation ON ANY SUBJECT AREA FOR
ANY AGE GRUUP.

¢

5
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» Provides administrators and teachers with the SAME TRAINING.
¢ Gives teachers and administrators a COMMON LANGUAGE.

) Gives teachers and administrators a way to THINK ABOUT AND
PLAN FOR INSTRUCTION.

9 Is "IN PLACE OF" not "on top of" some of the previous staff
development efforts.

) Is ? LONG RANGE PLAN (three to five years) and not a "one shot
deal."

) Sets all training sessions during the REGULAR AISD STAFF DEVEL-
OPMENT DAYS AND DURING SELECTED FACULTY MEETINGS.

During this .irst year, 1984-85, primary goals are to :
. Improve administrative instructional leadership skills, and

8 Introduce teachers to the elements of lesson design and
factors affecting motivation.

Training Sessions

The schedule of required and optional sessions for 1984-85, 1985-86, and
1986-87 is shown in Figure G-1. The only change for 1984-85 was the
presentation of all motivation information to administrators in cne
workshop in the fall rather than three in the spring.

The Project BEST Writing Committee (administrators) prepared the mate-
rials for the workshops. They were piloted with the Teacher Review
Committee before being presented to all administrators.

Campus-level administrators (some teamed with central administrators)
then presented the material to the school faculties. Admninistrators were
given inservice training packets as guides for the sessions (along with
handouts and transparencies). Taped portions were viewed over Cable
Channel 8 or videotape.

Required sessions were all held. Taped portions were later replayed on
Cable 8. Schools also received materials for optional followup sessions
on motivation. Followup information on Project BEST was also included in
the Developments newsletter published periodically by Staff Development.
However, optional follow-up sessions on additional topics (e.g. using the
chalkboard, giving directions, effective examples, task analysis) were not
developed in 1984-85. Planners hope to develop these modules next year.
Tapes on some of the special topics listed were shown on Cable 8 in
1984-85.

Training Sessions

Survey results indicated the following percentages of teachers and campus
administrators attended required sessions:

| -3 100
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Personnel records indicated that, of the school administrators and profes-
sional staff, 219 had missed Lesson Uesign I, 218 had missed Lesson

Design II, and 251 had missed Motivation. Some may have missed more than
one session. Notices were sent to each campus indicating who had missed
sessions and when makeups were available. In addition, 25 central staff
were notified of sessions missed and makeup sessions available.

The original goal was to have all teachers and administrators attend
Project BEST training. Those who missed sessions were sent notices in
February of makeup sessions scheduled for June and August (see Attachment
G-1 for a sample). Of the 688 notified:

o 477 (65%) signed up for makeup sessions;

o 129 (19%) indicated they had attended the session or made it up
elsewhere (Region XIII or on a local campus);

o 62 (9%) had left AISD (retired or resigned);

o 45 (7%) did not respond.

This documentation system was not perfect because:

e A1l professionals' records were checked and not just teachers
(other professionals could attend if they wanted to);

¢ Absences are not always »<corded on the day taken;

o A few staff not reported absent may have skipped the sessions;

8 A variety of makeup opportunities were available but
accountability for attending was limited.

A "transcript" card similar to that used for time equivalence credit or a
computerized attendance form might be considered for next year.

California Research or Madeline Hunter

A training program based on Madeline Hunter's work has been in operation
in two schools in Napa/Vacaville, California since 1982-83 (1981-82 was 2
planning year). Jane Stallings and others evaluated project effective-
ness (see references). Basic findings were that:

¢ Teachers' use of elements of lesson design did improve in both
reading and mathematics. The twelve teachers in the schools all
three years showed high implementation of strategies. It should
be noted that teachers were implementing strategies to some
extent even before training.

¢ Student engagement rates improved in both reading and
mathematics.

e Student achievement improved in reading two years (1982-83 and
1983-84) and in mathematics 1982-83.

G-4
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Figure 5-1

PROJECT BEST TRAINING SCHEDULE FOR 1984-85,

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Project BEST REVISED DRAFT (3-2234)
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RECEIVED

' MAR 61335
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Division of Instruction

MEMORANDUM /
TO: 0. R. £, - Pr. L:'ban
FROi: Mike Pool, Ccordinator W == H D

Dr. Yolanda Leo, Associate Coordinato

RESEARCH & EVALUATION

Ofiice of Staff Development
& Student Teaching

WMay/
THROUGH: Ruth MacAllister, Elementary Education
Dr. Freda Hollew;™Secondary Education

SUBJECT: Make-Up Sessions for 1984-1985 Project BEST

DATE: February 28, 1985

According to records provided us by the Department of Personnel,
the following teachers missed the indicated 1985-1985 Project

BEST training either because of absence or the fact that they
were not hired as of that date.

August 23, 1984 AM, Lesson Design I

September 26, 1984 PM, Lesson Desian II

October 26, 1984 AM,Motivation Theory

Make-up sessions for these topics are scheduled to providg these teachers
an opporiinity to acquire this required training. At;end1ng the make-up
sessions will bring them to the same level of the Project BEST training as

other AISD teachers prior to Yeginrning the 1985-1986 training.

Those attending these sessions may receive 3 day TESD credit per session.
either regular or special education credit.
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Make-up Sessions for Project BEST

1984-85

The make-up sessions are schedu1ed'§s follows:

Jure 4. 1985
8:30 - 12:00
1:00 - 4:30
June 5, 1985
8:30 - 12:00
1:00 - 4:30
June 6, 1985
8:30 - 12:00
1:00 - 4:30

AM
PM

PM

AM
PM

August 21, 1985

8:30 - 12:00 AM

1:00

- 4:30

PM

Augqust 22, 1985

8:30 - 12:00 AM

To enroll, teachers should call the Office of Staff Development, 451-8411,

Session'A - Lesson Design I
Session B - Lesson Design II
Session C - Lesson Design I
Session D - Lesson Design II
Session E - Motivation Theory
Session F - Motivation Theory
Session G - Lesson Design [
“Session H - Lesson Design II

Motivatior Theory

Ext. 322 and indicate which session(s) they will attend.

The location of the sessions will be determined later.

XC: Teachers listed

Mp/mab
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