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Fourth Year Final Evaluation Report

School Improvement Program

ABSTRACT

bescri tion: The School Improvement Program (SIP) was implemented in five
Columbus schools during the 1982-83 school year; 18 schools during the 1983-84
school year; 26 schools during the 1984-85 school year; and 15 schools during
the 085-86 school year. The SIP was partially funded by ECIA Chapter 2.

The goal of the program was to improve the effectivenes8 of the
participating schools by fostering the presence of those factors considered by
researchers to be crucial in the development of a school in which all pupils,
regardless of socioeconomic status, succeed in acquiring a mastery of basic
skills, partichlarly in the areas of reading and mathematics. Such crucial

factors include a sense of mission, stong instructional leadership, high
expectations for students as well as school staff, frequent monitoring of pupil
progress, a positive learning climate, sufficient opportunity for learning to
take place, and parent/community involvement in the school program. In

addition to the program director, SIP'liaison personnel were assigned to each
participating school on a part-time basis to assist school staff in

coordinating program efforts.

Time Interval: The SIP coincided with the school year. A pretest was

administered in late September, and a posttest in late April. Students
included in the pretest-posttest analysis must have taken both pretest and
posttest in the same school and must have had a valid score on each.

Activities: Providing building level inservice programs related to the
characteristics of instructionally effective schools was a key element in the
program effort. In addition, each participating school developed a mission
statement, which concisely stated the school's purpose as perceived by the

school staff, as well as a school improvement plan, which outlined the focus of
the school's efforts for the school year. Some schools made particular efforts
in certain areas, such as having staff members arrange home visits to better
acquaint parents/community with the school program.

Program Objectives: Objective 1.1 stated that each school would participate in
a needs assessment survey. Objective 1.2 stated that there would be a roster
from each school submitted to the program director Which lists members of the
SIP committee at each school. Objective 1.3 stated that there would be
evidence that pretests Were administered. Objective 1.4 stated that there

would be a 1985-86 mission statement provided by each participating school.
Objective 1.5 stated that a building SIP plan would be prepared with a copy
submitted to the program &rector. Objective 1.6 stated that there would be
evidence that posttests were administered. Objective 2.1 stated that there
would be evidence that a mission _statement was reviewed, revised, developed,
and adopted by each participating school. Objective 2.2 stated that 75% of a
random sample of parents responding to a parent survey would indicate that the
mission of the school was communicated to them. Objective 2.3 stated that
administrators of participating schools would attend at least two out of three
SIP academy inservice programs, and that 90% of the participants responding to

a SIP inservice evaluation form would indicate that the academy session was
successful or very successful in meeting stated objectives. Objective 2.4
stated that 90% of the participants at school inservice sessions who responded
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to a SIP evaluation survey would indicate that the inservice was successful or
very successful in meet2mg the stated objectives. Objective 2.5 stated that
the number of home visits ziade by school staff at participating schools would
be enumerated. Objective 3.1 stated that an evaluation design would be
prepared for the SIP Program.

Evaluation Design: Growth in pupil achievement in basic skills was measured by
the administration of the Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1981) in
both the fall and spring of the school year. The Needs Assessment Survey was
prepared locally, based on an interview schedule developed and used by the
Connecticut State Department of Education. Locally constructed forms, surveys,
and checklists were used to obtain evaluation data on other objectives.

Major_Findings/Recommendations: Pretest-posttest scores in both reading and
mathematics were obtained from nearly 4800 pupils in grades 1-8 attending the
SIP schools. Analyses of these scores, obtained from the Comprehensive Tests
of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1981), ahowed the pupils change in achievement was
slightly greater than expected in Reading Comprehension. The growth in
Mathematics Computation was substantial with 25.8% more of the pupils at grade
level on the posttest than at grade level on the pretest. The comparable
figure for Reading Comprehension was 3.1%. Analyses indicated that pupils from
lower income families continued to score consistently lower in both reading and
mathematics. This has been true for each of the four years that SIP has, been
implemented in the Columbus schools. In fact, the pattern of pupil growth in
mathematics and reading, regardless of which standardized test was used, also
has been consistent during the four years of SIP. The growth in pupil
achievement as measured by NCE points and the percent of pupils at grade level
from the fall pretest to the spring posttest has been consistently larger for
mathematics than for reading. For mathematics, the average achievement gain
for ail pupils is given for each program year, with NCE point gains in
parenthesis followed by the change in the percent of pupils at grade level from
pretest to posttest: (13.6) 31.4% for 1982-83, (10.8) 23.4% for 1983-84, (9.5)
19.2% for 1984-85, and (12.7) 25.8% for 1985-86. Comparable NCE point gains
and percents at grade level for Reading Comprehension are as follows: (4.2)
11.9% for 1982-83, (4.9) 11.7% for 1983-84, (0.6) 0.5% for 1984-85, and (2.9)
3.1% for 1985-86.

During the last four school years, (1982-1986) a considerable amount of
process and product data were collected through both formal and informal
means. The Project Director and the Department of Evaluation Services have
voluminous data regarding SIP. The following recommendations are based on
these data. First, the concepts underlying the School Improvement Program
serve as a conceptual framework for organizing other programs, and provide a
systematic means of obtaining management data. The School improvement Program
has demonstrated that the effective schools concepts can serve as a framework
for progrual management which is research-based, provides for state mandates for
competency-based education, provides for the identification of merit schools,
provides for the identification of low performing schools, and provides a
database of information for central office decision makers. Second, research
on effective schools should continue to be gathered with significant findings
shared with school administrators and professional staff. The Columbus School
Improvement Program was widely recognized as a major program effort in
effe,:tive schools research in Ohio. Third, efforts should continue to identify
and implement methods that will increase the acquisition of basic academic
skills of pupils from low income backgrounds.
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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

According to edczational research, an effective school is one in which all
pupils, regardless of socioeconomic status, succeed in acquiring a mastery.of
basic skills, particularly in the areas of reading and mathematics.
Educational research by Edmonds (1982), Brookover (1978, 1982) and others has
focused on a number of factors considered crucial to an effective school.
Research indicates that the degree to Which such factors are present in schools
may be related to the fact that some schools are more effective than others in
helping pupils achieve a mastery of basic skills. Consequently, the School
Improvement Program was implemented to maximize the presence of such factors in
the participating schools in order to improve the effectiveness of each school,
and hence, pupil achievement. The following factors are considered necessary
for an "effective school" by the State Department of Education Division of
Equal Educational Opportunities, 1981:

1. A Sense of Mission
2. Strong Building Leadership
3. High Expectations for All Students and Staff
4. Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
5. A Positive Learning Climate
6. Sufficient Opportunity for Learning
7. Parent/Community Involvement

The School Improvement Program (SIP) was initiated in five Columbus
schools during the 1982-83 school year. The program was expanded to include 18
schools during the 1983-84 school year and 26 schools during the 1984-85 school
year. In order to more effectively utilize available resources, the program
was implemented in the following 15 schools during the 1985-86 school year:

Crestview MS
Linmoor MS
Mohawk MS
Beck ES
East Linden ES

Heyl ES
Highland ES
Kent ES
Koebel ES
Linden ES

Medary ES
Pilgrim ES
Reeb ES
Trevitt ES
Windsor ES

The SIP was partially funded by ECIA Chapter 2. Each school in the SIP
was provided the services of a SIP liaison the equivalent of one and two-thirds
days per week on a schedule that was mutually agreed upon by principals sharing
the services of the SIP liaison. The SIP liaison was to coordinate program
efforts at the building level and to provide technical assistance to the
principal and staff as needed. The SIP liaison would report to the Program
Director concerning program efforts. The focus of program efforts was to
improve the academic achievement of pupils in the basic skill areas,
particularly in reading comprehension and mathematics computation, as well as
lessening the disparity in achievement levels between pupils of different
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socioeconomic backgrounds. Providing building level ,service
to the characteristics of instructionally effectiv
in the program effort. An evaluation design for t:114 1,1gram
measure the success of program efforts and is cArtline,i
1985-86 program plan.

Evaluation Deslm

ograms related
ts a key element
Tiat5 c.2veloped to

pre,eErated in the

The Department of Evaluation Services prov_ assistance in
terms of instrument development, data analysis, an4 t p,tparation of reports
for the following evaluation questions as described in thq, Evaluation Design of
the 1985-86 Program Proposal:

1.1 Question: (NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY)
Did each school participate in a needs ass ssment survey?

By September 1, 1985 a needs assessment survey would be conducted at each
project school. The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the
needs assessment document, provide an orientation for SIP staff, process
the needs assessment data, analyze the resulting data, and report the
findings to SIP staff in an organized and timely manner.

1.2 22p2..tics: (SIP COMMITTEE ROSTER)
Will there be a roster from each school submitted ,o the Director of Staff
Development which lists the committee members?

By September 30, 1985 each participating school would organize a School
Improvement Program Committee comprised of an administrator, a liaison
person, representative staff and parents. The Program Director would
maintain a record of such rosters from each participating school.

1.3 Question: (PRETEST OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT)
Is there evidence that pretests were administered?

By October 5, 1985 a pretest of reading and mathematics would be
administered at each school to assess the academic ability of students.
The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the necessary test
materials for distribution, provide an orientation for SIP staff, prepare
the test data for processing, analyze the results, and report the findings
to appropriate SIP staff in an organized and timely manner.

1.4 Question: (SCHOOL MISSION STATEMENT)
Is there a 1985-86 mission statement provided by each project school?

By November 1, 1985 each participating school would revise a previous
mission statement, or would develop a new school mission statement6 The
mission statement would reflect the correlates of school effectiveness.
The Program Director would obtain copies of the new or revised mission
statements from each participating school.

EVALSRVCS P609 RPTFIN86
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1 5 Question: (SCHOOL PLANS)
Is a building plan prepared with a copy on file in the Office of Staff
Development and Human Relations?

By December 1, 1985 each participating school would develop a building SIP
plan based on analyzed data from the needs assessment ourvey, analyzed
data from the pretest, and other appropriate data. The Program Director
would collect such plans, and ascertain that the plans incorporate the
correlates of school effectiveness, and the analyzed data which were
provided to the schools.

1.6 Question: (POSTTEST OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT)
Is there evidence that posttests were administered?

By May 1, 1986 a posttest of reading and mathematics would be administered
at each school to assess the academic achievement of students and to
provide data Which would reflect pre-post changes in student academic
growth. The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the necessary
test materials for distribution, prepare the test data for processing,
analyze the results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in
an organized and timely manner.

2.1 uestion: (MISSION STATEMENT REVIEW)
as a mission statement reviewed, revised, developed, and adopted by each

project school?

By November 1, 1985 each participating school would review, revise, or
develop a school mission statement. The mission statement would be
written in behavioral terms and in language understood by the clients of
the school. The Program Director would obtain mission statements from
each participating school..

2.2 tion: (PARENT SURVEY)
Do 75% of a random sample of parents responding to a parent survey
indicate that the mission of the school was communicated to them?

During the 1985-86 school year, the school missi_ statement would be
communicated to students, parents, and community. In May, 1986 a random
sample of parents would be surveyed to ascertain their awareness of the
school mission. The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the
survey instrument, and the Director of Staff Development/Uuman Relations
would arrange for the distribution and collection of the survey. The
Department of Evaluation Services would process the data, analyze the
results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in an organized
and timely manner.

2.3 Question: (SIP ACADEMY)
Did program administrators attend at least two out of three SIP academy
inservice programs?

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFI_86
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4

Do 90% of the participants responding to a SIP inservice evaluation form
indicate that the academy session was successful or very successful in
meeting stated objectives?

During the 1985-86 school year, the principals of SIP schoola would attend
a series of three SIP academy inservice programs. The Program Director
would maintain an attendance matrix showing the presence and absence of
participants, and would distribute and collect evaluation forms at the
conclusion of each inservice. The Department of Evaluation Services would
process the data, analyze the results, and report the findings to
appropriate SIP staff in an organized and timely manner.

2.4 Question: (SIP SCHOOL INSERVICE)
Do 90% of the participants responding to a SIP evaluation survey indicate
that the inservice was auccessful/very successful in meeting the stated
objectives?

During the 1985-86 school year each SIP school would participate in
inservice sessions whose topics would be derived from analyzed needs
assessment survey data and other data based material. The Department of
Evaluation Services would process data from the inservice sessions,
analyze the results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in
an organized and timely manner.

2.5 Question: (HOME VISITS)
HOW many home visits were made?

During the 1985-86 school year, teachers from participating schools would
have the opportunity to make home visits. The Program Director would
obtain data on home visits from weekly logs submitted by liaison staff.

3.1 Question: (EVALUATION DESIGN)
Was an evaluation design prepared?

During the 1985-86 school year, the SIP activities as described in the
evaluation design would be evaluated in order to assess program
effectiveness. The Department of Evaluation Services would evaluate the
program objectives related to 1.1 Needs Assessment, 1.3 Pretest of Student
Achievement, 1.6 Posttest of Student Achievement, 2.2 Parent Survey, 2.S
SIP Academy lnservice, 2.4 SIP School Inservice, and 3.1 Evaluation
Design.

Major_Findings

The following is a report on those objectives that have received technical
support services from the Department of Evaluation Services to date: 1.1 Needs
Assessment Survey, 1.3 Pretest of Student Achievement, 1.6 Posttest of Student
Achievement, 2.2 Parent Survey, 2.3 SIP Academy, and 2.4 SIP School Inservice.

EVALSRVCS/P609 TFIN86
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Needs Assessment

Each participating SIP school staff completed the Needs Assessment Survey
(NAS) during the month of August, 1985. The NAS was prepared by the Department
of Evaluation Services, based on an interview schedule developed and used by
the Connecticut State Department of Education. The NAS, as used in the
Columbus SIP schools, consisted of 67 items, each having five response
choices. The response _choices for each item consisted of brief narrative
descriptors, lettered "AP through "E" representing a continuum from less than
ideal ("A") to ideal ("E"), where ideal represents a schnol environment or
condition considered appropriate according to the literature of effective
schools. The items composing the NAS are divided into seven categories or
factors, each representing an Important aspect of "effective schools," as shown
in Table 1.

Table 1

NAS Items Composing Seven SIP Fa- ors

Factor m Nos. No. of Items

Safe and Orderly Environment
Clear School Mission 6-16
Instructional Leadership 17-30

4. High Expectations 31-40
5. Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task 41=49
6, Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 50-57
7. Home School Relations 58-67

5

11

14
10
9

8

10

Factor profiles were developed for each of the seven "effective schools"
factors for: (a) each school staff responding to the survey (on file with
Project Director); (b) the combined elementary school staffs responding to the
survey (Appendix A); and (c) the combined middle school staffs responding to
the survey (Appendix 8).

Before the NAS was administered, the Department of Evaluaticu Services
provided an orientation session,for the principals and SIP liaisons concerning
the content and procedures for aiministration of the survey. After the survey
was conducted, Evaluation Services processed and analyzed the data, preparing
frequency distributions by item, factor profiles, and graphic representations
of the factor profiles for each participating school. On September 18, 1985,
Evaluation Services provided SIP principals and liaisons an inservIce program
regarding the interpretation of results and possible ways to utilize the
results. According to the SIP program design, the principal and liaison,
together with their respective building staff, were to use the results of the
needs assessment to prepare a prioritized list of needs for their particular
school in terms of the seven factors related ;to "effective schools." This
would enable the staff at each school to develop a School Improvement Program
Plan tailored to their particular needs.

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
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A frequency distribution of NAS respondents by position is summarized in
Table 2 for middle schools, elementary schools, as well as for the combined
total. As indicated in the table, a total of 321 SIP staff members responded
to the survey. Of ais number, 235, or 73.2% were regular classroom teachers,
and 226, or 70.4% were elementary school, staff members.

Table 2

Frequency Distribution and Percent of NAS
Respondents by Position and Level

Position
Level

Middle Elemen ar Total

Principal or Asst. Principal 2 2.1 4 1.8 6 1.8
Regular Classroom Teacher 64 67.4 171 75.7 235 73.2
Certificated Staff (e.g.
Special Ed., CLEAR, Counselo_ ) 26 27.4 48 21.2 74 23.2
Other 3 3.1 3 1.3 6 1.8

Total 95 100% 226 100% 321 100%

An overall analysis of factor profiles for elementary schools (Appendix A)
and middle schools (Appendix!) indicates that the majority of regular teacher
responses were positive ("C" to "E"). At both the middle and elementary
levels, factor profiles for Home7School Relations were less positive, with more
of the responses in the "A" or "B" category. At both the middle and elementary
school level, 37% of the responses were either "A" or "B". Item 60, regarding
the low percentage of parents attending parent-teacher conferences, was a
particularly negative item at both the elementary and middle school levels.

An analysis of individual school staff response to the WAS "effective
schools" factors revealed much variability from school to school in terms of
the percent of staff members from each school .Who gave a positive response
(markedresponse choice D or E) to the items composing the seven "effective
schools" factors. The percent of staff members at a school who marked the
items positively within a factor was calculated for each SIP elementary school,
and then for all SIP elementary schools. The difference between the percent
positive response for each SIP elementary school and the percent positive
response for all SIP elementary schools was then calculated. Those schools
with a positive difference from the total of all SIP elementary schools, had a
greater percentage of positive response to a given factor than did SIP
elementary schools as a Whole; those schools with a negative difference from
the total of all SIP elementary schools, had a smaller percentage of positive
response to a given factor than did SIP elementary schools as a Whole. The
results for SIP elementary schools is summarized in Table 3, while the results

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
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for SIP middle schools is summarized in Table 4. The same results for SIP
elementary schools are summarized graphically by factor in Appendix C, while
the middle school resOlts are summarized graphically by factor in Appendix D.

A review of Table 3 indicates, for example, that Koebel staff members were
more positive about their school in terms of "Safe Environment," with a
responae 40% more positive than the average SIP elementary school. Heyl staff
members, on the other_ hand, were less positive than the average SIP elementary
school on the factor "Safe Environment." Further review of Table 3 reveals the
relative position of each SIP elementary school on the seven SIP factors, and
how each school's percent of positive responses differs from the :average
percent of responses of all SIP elementary schools.

Similarly, a review of Table 4 indicates that Mohawk staff members were
more positive about their school in terms of "Safe Environment," with a 9%
difference, than the other SIP middle schools. Unmoor staff members, on the
other hand, were the least positive, with a 5Z difference from the average
middle school on the factor "Safe Environment." Further review of Table 4
reveals the relative position of each SIP middle school on the seven SIP
factors, and how each school's percent of positive responses differs from the
average responses of all SIP middle schools.

1.3 Pretest Admini tration

During the first week of October, 1985 a pretest of reading and
mathematics was administered to the pupils in each participating school, except
for those pupils in kindergarten and special education classes. The Department
of Evaluation Services provided extensive technical support for the pretest
administration. After ordering and re.:.!,eiving necessary testing materials, the
test booklets, test manuals, answer keys, and other documents were serially
stamped and numbered for distribution to school buildings. The serial numbers
of materials distributed to various school buildings were recorded to insure
the security of the test and the safe return of materials at the conclusion of
the test administration. In addition to numbering test materials, and
providing for the shipping and receiving of such materials before and after the
test administration, the Department of Evaluation Services provided orientation
sessions for key staff, edited the data for processing, and analyzed and
interpreted the test reports received from the test publishers. The criterion
specified in Evaluation Question 1.3 was achieved. A description of the
pretest results, the posttest results, and change score analyses are included
in the section of this report entitled "PretestPosttest Results."

1.6 Posttest Administration

During the fourth week .of April, 1986 a posttest of reading and
mathematics was administered to the'ilupils in each participating school, except
for those pimils in kindergarten and special education classes. The posttest
administration was conducted as part of the annual district testing program.
The Department of Evaluation Services again provided some technical support for
the posttest administration, particularly for grade 1. The Department of
Evaluation Services, together with the Department of Testing, provided

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
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orientation sessions for certain school staff, edited the data for processing,
and analyzed and interpreted the test reports received from the test

publishers. The criterion specified in Evaluation Question 1.6 was achieved.
A description of the posttest results, as well as the pretest results and
change score analyses are included in the section of the report entitled

"Pretest--Posttest Results."

2.2 Parent Survey

During April, 1986 a random sample of 1,688 pupils in participating SIP
schools were given copies of the Parent Survey Form (Appendix 1) to take howe
to their parents. The parents were to complete the survey and return the
Survey to the school with the pupil. A total of 658 questionnaires were
returned in this manner. The 75% criterion specified in Evaluation Question
2.2 was not achieved, with 39.9% of the 671 respondents to Item 2 indicating
that they were "aware of the school's educational goals and beliefs for the
current school year (Mission Statement)." Overall, the response to survey
items reinforced the results of the NAS analysis that home-school
communications could be improved. For example, in response to Item 1, only
44.8% of parents indicated that they were aware of the School Improvement
Program. In response to Item 9, 77.3% of the parents indicated that they
believed the School Improvement Program had helped their child during the

school year. Only 20.4% of the parents surveyed indicated that someone from
the school had talked with them about the School Improvement Program (Item 3).
The overall results are summarized in Table 5, while the results for the
combined middle schools, and the combined elementary schools are provided in
Appendix J. The latter results indicated that parents with children attending
elementary school grades were more aware of the program and responded more
favorably to the survey items than did those parents with children in the
middle schocl grades.

SIP Academy

Ei)v June, 1986 a total of three inservice sessions had been conducted for
principals of participating schools. A chronology of the inservice sessions is
summarized in Appendix F, including the location, inservice topic, and other
pertinent facts for each session. An analysis of the chronology indicated that
a total of 56 personnel (duplicated count across sessions) took part in 11.75
hours of inservice activities. By multiplying the total number of participants
by the total number of inservice hours, the number of person hours o; inservice
can be calculated. The number.of person hours expended for inservice related
to design Objective 2.3 was 658.0. *-

An analysis of the data obtained from the School Improvement Frogram
Evaluation Form (Appendix G) indicated that the first criterion specified in
Evaluation Question 2.3 was achieved with 100% of the 49 respondents indicating
that the inservice was "successful or very successful" in meeting stated

objectives.
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Table 5

Percent and Average Response to
Items of the Parent Survey Form

Item

1. Did you know that the school was
making special efforts to further
improve its academic program
(School Improvement Program or
SIP)?

2. Were you aware of the school's
educational goals and beliefs for
the current school year? (Mission
Statement)

Did anyone from the school talk
with you abo3t its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
year?

4. Do you_better understand the
school's academic program this
school year?

5. Do you think the school expects
enough of your child in learning
the basic skills of each subject?

6. Has your child's progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year by
the school?

7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this school
year?

8. Are you satisfied with your
child's progress in learning the
basic skills this year?

9. Do you believe the school's
efforts to further improve its
program (School Improvement
Program or SIP) helped your child
this year?

Percent of Reamnden
Average Yes
Response (1)

No
(2)

674 1.6 44.8 55.2

671 1.6 39.9 60.1

673 1.8 20.4 79.6

662 1.6 43.2 56.8

659 85.3 14.7

628 1.2 82.3 17.7

669 1.2 78.2 21.8

654 1.2 75.4 24.6

572 1.2 77.3 22.7
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2.4 SIP School Inservice

By June, 1986 the number of inservice sessions reponted from 14

participating schools totaled 32. No inservice sessions were reported from
Pilgrim Elementary School. A chronology of the inservice sessions is
summarized in Appendix H, including the location, inservice topic, and other
pertinent facts for each session. An analysis of the chronology indicates that
a total of 545 personnel (duplicated count across sessions) took part in 139.25
hours of inservice activities. By multiplying the total number of participants
by the total number of inservice hours, the number of person hours of inservice
can be calculated. The number of person hours expended for inservice related
to design Objective 2.4 was 75,891.25. Inservice sessions were conducted at
the individual school buildings.

An analysis of the data obtained from the School Improvement Program
Evaluation Form indicated that the first criterion specified in Evaluation
Question 2.4 was achieved with 94.2% of the 503 respondents indicating that the
inservice was "successful/very successful" in meeting stated objectives.

Pret;st7Postte t Resuits

A major characteristic of a school improvement program is the monitoring
of pupil achievement in the basic skill areas. As part of this process, the
pupils in SIP schools were administered tests of basic mathematics and reading
skills. The pretest was administered during the week of September 30, 1985,
and the posttest was administered during the week of April 21, 1986.

The two leading tests and two mathematics tests from the Comprehensive
Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1981) were used for grades 1-8. The CTBS tests
used were: Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Mathematics Computation
(not part of the test used to pretest first-graders), and Mathematics
Concepts/Applications. The Word Attack test was also administered to pupils in
grades 1-3. Form U of the test was used throughout all grade levels tested in
the fall, as well as for grade 1 in the spring. Form V of the test was used in
grades 3, 5, 6 and 8 for the posttest in the spring. At grades 2, 4 and 7
Customized Tests of Reading and Mathmatics were used for the first time in the
spring posttest. The customized tests provided estimates of performance on the
appropriate CTBS tests. The levels and forms of the test used for each grade
level, for both the pretest and the posttest, are summarized in Table 6. The

levels and forms of the test used were the same for both the reading and
mathematics tests.

It should be noted that the comprehension test of Level B, which was
administered to first-graders in the fall, is an oral comprehenzion test. Thn

comprehension test of Level C, whtch was administered to first-graders in the
spring, is a reading comprehension test. Since these two tests represent
different skills, caution should be used in interpreting the results for

reading comprehension for first-graders. The best indicator for reading
achievement for first-graders is the total reading score. Level B was used for
grade 1 on the pretest because Level C reading tests, especially comprehension,
proved too difficult for the first-graders at pretest time last year.
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Table 6

CTBS Test Levels and Forms
by Grade Level

Grade
Pretest

Level Form
Posttest

Level Form

1

2

3
4

5

6

7

8

V*
V
V*
V
V
V*
V

*Customized Tests of Reading and Mathematics provided estimates
of performance on this CTBS test.

To be included in the evaluation sample a pupil had to have taken a
pretest and posttest in the same school and had to have a valid score on both
the pretest and the posttest. Also, pupils in kindergarten and special
education classes were not included in the evaluation sample. Of the 5987
pupils pretested, 4799 (80.2%) met the selection criteria and were included in
the evaluation sample.

The remainder of this report s a description of the pretest-posttest
results. The reader is advised that the values in the change columns in Tables
7-17 may vary by one-tenth of a point from the values obtained from subtracting
the pretest values from the posttest vzlues. This variation is due to rounding
and is not an error in computation. Also, in interpreting these results the
reader should be aware of the types of scores used in carrying out the data
analysis. First, the raw score is simply the number of items on which the
pupil marked only the _correct response. Second, the percentile (%ile) score
indicates how the pupil's raw score compares with the raw scores of the pupils
in the forming group. A percentile score of 70 indicates that the pupil did as
well or better than 70% of the pupils in the norming group. The percentile is
not an equal unit_of measurement, but does provide comparative information
regardthg the pupil's performance. Third, the normal curve equivalent (NCE) is
a standard score with a mean of 50 and a standard deviation of about 21.
Unlike the percentile, the NCE is an equal unit of measurement. This means
that the distance between any two points in the NCE distribution is the same
and represents the same amount of change (see Appendix E for the distribution
of different types of scores). .A major advantage of NCE scores is that
arithmetic operations can be done with them. For example, pretest-posttest
change scores can be computed and averaged. While percentile scores are used
in this report, the NCE score represents the most accurate picture of pupil
growth. The pretest-posttest analyses also provide the percent of pupils who
scored at or above grade level and the percent of pupils who scored above the
36th percentile. The latter analysis was done to depict the percent of pupils
considered to be far enough below grade level to require remediation according
to ECIA Chapter 1 state guidelines.
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Table 7 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the
Word Attack Test (grades 1-3) for. all SIP schcols reported by grade level. The
data in Table 7 show that the total average growth in Word Attack skills for
all pupils was greater than expected. While the expected NCE change for the
normal school population is zero NCE points during the course of a school year,
the total average change for SIP schools was 4.3 NCE points. The greatest
average gain in NCE points was achieved at grade 3 with 10.5 NCE points, while
the smallest gain was achieved at grade 1 with 0.6 NCE points. The average NCE
score on the posttest was 45.8, whereas the norm group, or national avarage
would be 50.0.

For the Word Attack Test, 29.6% of the pupils were at grade level on the
pretest, While 44.3% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest for a
gain of 14.6%. Grade 3 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level
from pretest to posttest with 29.6%, While grade 2 showed the smallest increase
in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 5.8%.

Table 8 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the
Reading Vocabulary Test (grades 1-8) for all SIP schools reported by grade
level. The data in Table 8 show that the total average growth in Reading
Vocabulary skills for all pupils was greater than expected. While the expected
NCE change for the normal school population is zero NCE points during the
course of a school year, the total average change for SIP schools was 3.4 NCE
points. The greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at grade 4 with
9.1 NCE points, While no gain was achieved at grade 3. The average NCE score
on the posttest was 45.9, whereas the norm group, or national average would be
50.0.

For the Reading Vocabulary Test, 31.6% of the pupils were at grade level
on the pretest, While 38.9% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest
for a gain of 7.3%. Grade 4 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade
level from pretest to posttest with 20.7%, While grade 3 showed the smallest
increase in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 0.9%.

Table 9 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the
Reading Comprehension Test (grades 1-8) for all SIP schools reported by grade
level. The data in Table 9 show that the total average growth in Reading
Comprehension skills for all pupils was slightly greater than expected. While
the expected NCE change for the normal school population is zero NCE points
during the course of a school year, the total average change for SIP schools
was 2.9 NCE points. The greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at
grade 2 with 5.3 NCE points, while grade 8 showed a loss of -0.5 NCE points.
The average NCE score on the posttest was 47.1, whereas the norm group, or
national average would be 50.0.

For the Reading Comprehension- Test, 37.5% of the pupils were at grade
level on the pretest, while 40.4% of the pupils were at grade level on the
posttest for a gain of 3.1%. Grade 7 showed the greatest increase in pupils at
grade level from pretest to posttest with 13.9%, while gtade 8 shcwed a
decrease in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with -5.1%.
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TABLE 7

AEDIAN PERCENTILE* MEAN N)RMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL* AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36tH PERCENTILE

FOR THE POSTTEST* PRElEST* AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTBS WORD ATTACK (GRADES 1-3) REPORTED OT GRADE LEVEL

POST TEST (4=---- pRE TEST CHANGE

GRADE N. MEDIAN MEAN % AT % loon MEDIAN MEAN % AT % ABOVE MEAN % AT % ABOVE

LEVEL TESTED ZILE NCE GR. Li/. 36 ZILE ZILE NCE GR. LV. 36 %ILE NCE GR. LV. 36 %ILE

1 837 3940 42.7 19.1 50.2 33.0 42.0 21.4 41.8 .6 10.6 8.4

Z 747 36.0 43.6 32,3 49.5 32,0 40.7 31,6 42.7 2.8 5.8 6.8

3 669 52.0 52.2 58.6 78.0 36.0 41.8 29.0 48.9 10.5 29.6 29,1

TOTAL 2253 45,0 45.8 44,3 58.2 3340 41.5 79.6 44.2 4.3 14.6 14.0
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TABLE 8

MEDIAN PERCENTILEo MEAN N3RMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT'

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FoR THE POsTTEST0 PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTBS READING VOCABULARY (GRADES 1-8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

GRADE

LEvEL

NO,

TESTED

(- ---

MEDIAN

%ILE

POST

MEAN

NCF

TEST

% AT Z ABOVE

GR. LV. 36 ZILE

MEDIAN

IRE

PRE TEST

MEAN % AT

NCE 011.

Z ABOVE

V. 36 ZILE

CHANGE

NEAR % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR. LV. 36 ZILE

835 37.0 43.6 36,6 50.8 36.0 42.2 32.3 46.0 104 4.3 4.8

2 675 39.0 47.9 40.3 51,9 33.0 42.3 32,4 46.7 5.6 7.9 5.2

3 668 34.0 40,9 29,0 48.1 34.0 40.9 28,1 48.1 .0 .9 .0

4 670 44.0 48,2 43.4 61.3 31.0 39.2 22,7 40,1 9,1 20.7 21.2

655 41,0 46,3 40,6 54,8 38.0 43,1 53.4 50.4 3,2 7.2 4.4

436 42,0 47.2 39,7 60.6 39.5 45.7 37.4 52,8 1.5 2.3 7.8

420 47.0 49.6 45,2 67,4 41.0 45,5 39.8 56.4 4.2 5.9 11.0

8 413 44,0 46.0 39.5 60.8 36.0 43,7 31.2 49,2 2.3 8.2 11,6

TOTAL 4772 41.0 45.9 38,9 55,8 36.0 42.5 31.6 48.0 3.4 7.3 7.8
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TABLE 9

MEDIAN PERCENTILE, MEAN NDRMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTBS READING COMPREHENSION (GRADES 1-8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

GRADE

LEVEL

NO.

TESTED

MEDIAN

%ILE

POST

MEAN

NCE

TEST =>
% AT % ABOVE

GR. LV. 36 %ILE

MEDIAN

%ILE

PRE TEST .)

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR. LV. 36 ZILE

<-- CHANGE

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NEE GR. LV. 36 %ILE

1 829 42,0 44,5 37,6 50,5 27.0 40.8 35.2 47.4 3.7 2.4 3.1

2 618 44.0 48.4 45.3 57,8 34,0 43.1 32,5 45.3 50 12,8 1205

3 670 41.0 47.2 38.7 60,1 37.0 43.0 33,3 53.6 4.2 5.4 6.6

4 669 42.0 46,9 37,5 57,8 40.0 44,9 38.3 54,4 1,9 .7 3,4

3 38.0 44.9 34,9 53,1 37,0 44,8 37.4 53.9 .2 =2,5 *.6

436 39.0 47.2 34.9 50,7 38,0 44.7 36.2 50,7 2,4 1.4 0.0

2 409 53.0 5202 55,5 74 8 43.0 47.5 41,6 62.8 5,2 13.9 12.0

8 413 45,0 48.8 45.5 59.8 50.0 49.3 50,6 65.4 -.5 -5,1 -5.6

TOTAL 4697 42.0 47,1 40.4 57.2 38.0 44.3 37,3 53,1 2.9 3.1 4.1
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Table 10 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
To al Reading (grades 1-8) for all SIP schools reported by grade level. The
data in Table 10 show that the total average growth in Total Reading skills for
all pupils was greater than expected. While the expected NCE change for the
normal school population is zero NCE points during the course of a school year,
the total average change for SIP schools was 3.2 NCE points. The greatest
average gain in NCE points was achieved at grades 2 and 4 with 4.7 NCE points,
while the smallest gain was achieved at grade 8 with 0.6 NCE points. The
average NCE score on the posttest was 46.2, whereas the norm group, or national
average would be 50.0.

For Total Reading, 32.9% of the pupils were at grade level on the pretest,
while 38.8% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest for a gain of
5.9%. Grade 2 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level from
pretest to posttest with 11.3%, while grade 5 showed the smallest increase in
pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 2.0%.

Table 11 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
the Mathematics Computation Test (grades 2-8) for all SIP schools reported by
grade level. The data in Table 11 show that the total average growth in
Mathematics Computation skills for all pupils was greater than expected. While
the expected NCE change for the normal school population is zero NCE points
during the course of a school year, the total average change for SIP schools
was 12.7 NCE points. The greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at
grade 4 with 18.8 NCE points, While the smallest gain was achieved at grade 8
with 0.7 NCE points. The average NCE score on the posttest was 51.7, Whereas
the norm group, or national average would be 50.0.

For the Mathematics Computation Test, 27.5% of the pupils were at grade
level on the pretest, While 53.3% of the pupils were at grade level on the
posttest for a gain of 25.8%. Grade 3 showed the greatest increase in pupils
at grade level from pretest to posttest with 32.8%, while grade 8 showed the
smallest incresse in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 3.6%.

Table 12 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
the Mathematics Concepts and Applications Test (grades 1-8) for all SIP schools
reported by grade level. The data in Table 12 show that the total average
growth in Mathematics Concepts and Applications skills for all pupils was
greater than expected. While the expected NCE change for the normal school
population is zero NCE points during the course of a school year, the total
average change for SIP schools was 8.5 NCE points. The greatest average gain
in NCE points was achieved at grade 1 with 14.2 NCE points, while grade 8
showed.a loss of -2.1 NCE points. The average NCE score on the posttest was
49.7, whereas the norm group, or national average would be 50.0.

For the Mathematics Concepts and Applications Test, 31.1% of the pupils
were at grade level on the pretest, while 48.8% of the pupils were at grade
level on the posttest for a gain of 17.7%. Grade 7 showed the greatest
increase in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 25.2%, while
grade 8 showed a decrease in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest
with -8.6%.
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TABLE 10

MEDIAN PERCENTILES MEAN NORMAL CURVE E001VALENTs

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL/ AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FoR THE POSTTEST# PRETESTo AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTBS TOTAL READING (GRADES 1-8, REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

GRADE

LEVEL

NO,

TESTED

MEDIAN

IRE

POST TEST

MEAN % AT Z ABOVE

NCE GR, LV, 36 ZILE

=-

MEDIAN

%ILE

PR( TEST

MEAN % AT Z ABOVE

NCE CR, LV, 36 ZILE

<---== CHANGE

MEAN % AT I ABOVE

NCE 0R. LY, 36 ZILE

1 32? 40.0 43,8 38.1 52.9 33.0 40.8 300 45.7 3,0 7.8 7.2

2 711 9a 45,9 42,1 53,9 29,0 41.2 30,8 40.6 4,7 11.3 13,2

665 40.0 44,9 36.2 53.7 37,0 41.5 31,0 50,7 3.3 5.3 3.0

677 42.0 47.0 36,2 61.3 36,0 42.3 31.3 49.3 4,7 4.9 12,0

5 652 39.0 4505 36,5 54,6 38,0 43.5 34,5 11,8 1,7 2,0 2,8

6 436 39,0 47.2 56,9 52.8 37.0 45.0 34,2 10,7 2,2 2.8 2,1

7 423 4740 50.9 46,8 70.2 41,0 46.4 38,3 60,3 4.5 8.5 9.9

8 413 43,0 47.4 40,4 58,6 40,0 46.8 37,5 55.9 .6 2,9 2,7

ToTAL 4799 41,0 46.2 38,8 56,6 36,0 43.0 32.9 49.6 3,2 5,9 7.0
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TABLE 11

MEDIAN PERCENTILEt MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTRS MATH COMPUTATION (GRADES 2.8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

POST TEST --.4'=) PRE TEST NEVW.P7, (--- CHANGE

GRADE NO. MEDIAN MEAN 2 Al 2 ABOVE MEDIAN MEAN 2 AT 2 ABOVE MEAN % AT % ABOVE

LEVEL TESTED ZILE NEE GR. IV. 36 ZILE ZILE NCE GR. LV. 36 ZILE NEE GR. LV 36 ZILE

2 737 51.0 48.0 50.7 66.8 31.0 41.1 24.7 37.9 7.0 26.1 2809

3 674 50.5 49.6 50.0 62.9 18.0 31.9 17.2 27.3 17.8 32.8 35.6

4 626 44.0 51.0 44.7 56.5 19.0 32.2 16.9 25.4 18.8 27.8 3142

5 653 60.0 54.5 58.7 70.4 81.0 39.3 26.5 40.4 15.1 32.2 30.0

427 57.0 52.4 58.5 65.6 36.0 41.9 31.9 49.2 10.5 26.7 16.4

7 389 71 0 61.5 71.0 76.6 53.0 49.0 55.5 67.6 12.6 15.4 9.0

8 302 43.0 47.1 42.7 60.6 42.0 46.4 39.1 58.6 .7 3.6 2,0

TOTAL 3308 53.0 51.7 53.3 65.4 31.0 39.0 27.5 40.3 12.7 25.8 25.1
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TABLE 12

MEDIAN PERCENTILE; MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTOS MATH CONCEPTS t APPLICATIONS (GRADES 1=4) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

GRADE

LEVEL

NO.

TESTED

MEDIAN

%ILE

POST TEST C

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR, LV. 36 %ILE

MEDIAN

tILE

PRE TEST

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR. LV. 36 %ILE

CHANGE ==

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR. LV. 36 %ILE

1 839 44.0 46.0 49.7 _6.0 21.0 33.8 18.0 25.9 14,2 31,7 30.2

2 663 50.0 50.4 50.4 60.6 31.0 39.9 30,0 40.4 10,5 20.4 20.2

3 676 41.0 47.2 39.2 58.1 33.0 40.2 25,9 42.9 7.0 13.3 15.2

4 639 484 52.8 46.6 66.0 57.0 42.3 31,1 50.2 10.5 15.5 15,6

649 50.0 47 4 51.6 63,9 41,0 43.5 37.6 57,2 3,9 13,9 6.6

426 50.0 49,3 50,9 66.4 42.0 44,1 37,1 $6.3 5,2 13.8 10.1

7 408 65.0 59.3 67,4 80,4 46.0 47.4 42.2 63.2 11.9 25.2 17.2

8 303 40.0 44.5 35.0 55.1 46.0 44.7 43.6 57.4 =2.1 =8.6 q.3

TOTAL 4603 48,0 49,7 48.8 62.6 35.0 41.2 31 1 46.5 805 17.7 16.1
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Table 13 contains a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
Total Mathematics (grades 2-8) for all SIP schools reported hy grade level.
The data in Table 13 show that the total average growth in Total Mathematics
skills for all pupils was greater than expected. While the expected NCE change
for the normal school population ie zero NCE points during the course of a
schcol year, the total average change for SIP schools was 10.3 NCE points. The
greatest average gain in NCE points was achieved at grade 4 with 15.6 NCE
pointa, While grade 8 showed a loss of -0.5 NCE points. The average NCE scOre
on the posttest was 50.5, whereas the norm group, or national average would he
50.0.

For Total Mathewatics, 28.8% of the pupils were at grade level on the
pretest, while 50.6% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest for a
gain of 21.7%. Grade 2 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level
from pretest to posttest with 28.8%, while grade 8 showed a decrease in pupils
at grade level from pretest to posttest with -4.0%.

A major theme of most of the literature on effective schools is that a
school is effective if the economically disadvantaged pupils in the school
learn the basic skills to the same extent as pupils not economically
disadvantaged. Analyses of the pretest-posttest SIP data were made to

determine the degree to Which the achievement gains of pupils in the school
district subsidized lunch program were comparable to the gains of pupils not in
the lunch program. A pupil whose Student Master File record indicated that the
pupil was receiving either a free or reduced price lunch was included in the
subsidized lunch group. The achievement gains of these pupils were compared
with the gains of pupils not involved in the subsidized lunch program.

Tables 14 and 16 contain a summary of the pretest, posttest, and change
scores for the CTBS Total Reading Test (grades 1-8) reported by subsidized
lunch category. Of the 4799 pupils tested, 75.9% (3642) were counted in the
subsidized lunch category. At each grade level, for both the pretest and the
posttest, the mean NCE was lower for the pupils in the subsidized lunch
category. At many grade levels the difference between the means for the two
categories was suhqtantial. The difference between the percent at or above
grade level and the percent above the 36th percentile for the two categories
was consistently in the same direction as the NCE results.

When pretest-posttest change was compared, mean NCE change was found to be
slightly larger in grades 1, 3, 4, 6, and 8 for the pupils in the subsidized
lunch category. Based upon the data contained in Tables 14 and 16 pupils in
the subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) score lower on the pretest; (b)
score lower on the posttest; and (c) show slightly greater growth between the
pretest and the posttest.

Tables 15 and 17 contain.a summary of the pretest, posttest, and change
scores for the CTBS Total Mathematits Test (grades 2-8) reported by subsidized
lunch category0 Of the 3869 pupils tested, 75.9% (2936) were counted in the
subsidized lunch category. At each grade level, for both the pretest and the
posttest, the mean NCE was lower for the pupils in the subsidized lunch
category. The difference between the percent at or above grade level and the
difference between the percent above the 36th percentile for the two categories
was consistently in the same direction as the NCE results.
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TABLE 13

MEDIAN PERCENTILE/ BEAN N)RMAL CURvE EQUIVALENT/

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL/ AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FoR THE poslasyl PAETE$T. AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CTBS TOTAL NAIHMATICS (GRADES 2=81 REPORTED 8Y GRADE LEVEL

GRADE

LEVEL

NO.

TESTED

MEDIAN

ZILE

POST TEST

MEAN Z AT Z ABOVE

NCE GR, LV. 36 ZILE

<--

NED1AN

%ILE

PRE TEST

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR. LV. 36 XILE

CHANGE --*",

MEAN % AT % ABOVE

NCE GR@ LV0 36 %ILE

2 747 50.0 48,3 51.9 62.1 29.0 40.0 23.2 42,2 8,4 28,8 1949

3 670 44.0 48.3 44,6 61.2 26.0 35.7 19.9 36.9 12,6 24.8 2403

4 660 43,0 50.6 43,8 5808 22,5 35.0 21.4 33.2 15,6 22,4 25,6

5 649 54'0 51.4 54.2 67.0 34.0 40.5 29.1 45.1 10.9 25 1 21,9

426 59.0 52,0 56.3 66.7 40.0 44.2 38.0 56.6 7.7 18,3 10.1

7 415 65.0 58,7 66.7 7661 48.0 47,6 46,7 63.1 11.1 20.0 1300

8 302 41.0 45.6 37.1 57.0 43,0 46.0 41,1 58,6 =05 =4,0 1.7

TOTAL 3869 50.0 50.5 50.6 63.8 33.0 40,2 28.8 45.3 10.3 21.7 18.5



TABLE 1,4 I

_
MEAN NtEo_PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL AND PERtENT ABOVE

36TH PERCENTILE FOR THE POSTTESTt PRETEST AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

C1E15 TOTAL READING TEST (GRADES 14)

REPORTED ny SUBSIDIZED LUNCH CATEGORY
WITHIN GRADE LEVEL

GRADE
LEVEL

SUBSIDIZED
LUNCH

NO.

TESTED

<=---7

MEAN
NCE

POSTTEST

% AT

R. LV.

...)

Z APOVE

36 %ILE

<==-

MEAN
NCE

PRETEST

% At

GR, Lti.

.=0

% ABOVE
36 ;ILE

MEAN
NCE

CHANGE

X AT
OR, LV,

X APOVE
36 %ILE

1 YES 646 42,0 34.4 49.4 38,8 26.2 42,0 3.2 802 744

NO 176 5043 51.7 6549 4844 45.5 59:7 2.0 6.2 6.2

GRADE TOTAL 522 43. 8 38,1 52.9 4(1.8 30,3 45.7 340 145 7,2

2 YES 590 4347 38,0 49.3 39,2 27.6 37.8 3,9 10,3 11.5

NO 121 5647 6240 7640 48,3 4643 54.5 8,4 15,7 21=5

GRADE TOTAL 711 4549 4241 5349 41,2 3045 40.6 447 11.3 13.2

3 TES 526 43,4 31.9 49,2 3947 266 46.4 3.7 5.3 249

NO 159 50.6 5245 7045 48,7 47.5 66.9 1.9 5,0 5.6

GRADE TOTAL 665 44.9 36.2 53,7 41,5 31.0 5047 3,3 5.3 3,0

4 YES 562 4543 3246 5649 40,8 2749 4641
4.9 446 1049

NO 115 53,2 53,9 82,6 49,7 47.5 65,2 3.5 6.1 17.4

SPADE TOTAL 677 47.0 36,2 6143 42,3 31,3 49.3 447 449 12.0

5 YES 522 4440 32,2 5044 42.4 3045 4749 146 142 2.5

NO 130 51.4 53.8 71.5 49,7 50,8 6747 1,7 3,1 345

GRADE TOTAL 652 45.5 36,5 54,6 43.8 34.5 51,8 1,7 2,0 2.8

6 YES 288 44.5 29.9 4642 4243 29,2 43.8 2.2 .7 2.4

No 148 52,3 50,7 65.5 50.2 43.9 64,2 241 648 1.4

GRADE TOTAL 436 47,2 36,9 52.8 45.0 34.2 50.7 2,2 2.1 241

7 YES 256 4747 4042 66.0 4440 31.6 5748 3.7 5.6 8.2

NO 167 55,8 56.9 7646 50.1 48,5 64.1 5.7 8.4 12.6

GRADE TOTAL 423 50.9 46.8 70,2 46,4 38.3 60.3 4.5 8,5 9,9

5 YES 252 44,5 32,5 4942 43,3 30.2 46.4 .6 2,4 2.5

NO 161 52,0 52.8 73,3 51,5 49,1 70.8 3.7 2,5

GRADE TOTAL 413 47,4 40,4 58.6 4648 3745 55.9 .6 2,9 247

TOTAL 4799 4642 38.8 56,6 4340 3249 49.6 302 5.9 7.0



TABLE 1,5

MEAN NCE, PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL AND PERCENT ABOVE

36TH PERCENTILE FoR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST AND CHANGE scoREs FOR

CTOS TOTAL MATHEMATICS TEST (GRADES 2-87

REPORTED BY SUBSIDIZED LUNCH
CATEGORY WITHIN GRADE LEVEL

GRADE
LEVEL

HONORED
LUNCH

No.

TESTED

(..--7 POSTTEST

VAN : AT

NCE GR$ LV,

------)

: APOVE
36 ZILE

--.-

MEAN
NcE

ppETEST

% AT

GR. LV,

= =>

% ABOVE MEAN

36 %ILE NC!

CHANGE

% AT
GR. LV.

....00

% ABovE
36 %ILE

2 YEs 61? 46,7 48.3 60.0 38.8 19.9 39.2 7.9 28. 4 20.7

NO 130 56.0 69.2 72.3 45.4 38,5 56.2 10.6 30.0 16,2

GRADE TOTAL
747 48.3 51.9 62.1 40.0 23.2 42,2 8.4 23.8 19.9

3 YES 530 47,2 41.5 5849 34,5 17.0 34,9 12.7 24.5 24.0

NO 140 52,4 56.4 70.0 40.2 3007 44.3 12.1 25,7 25.7

GRADE TOTAL
670 48,3 44.6 61.2 35.7 19.9 16.9 12.6 24.8 24.3

4 YES 546 48.9 41.0 56.2 33.5 18.7 29.9 1 SE3 22,3 26.4

NO 114 58,7 57.0 71.1 42.0 34.2 490 16.7 22.8 21.9

oRAof TOTAL 660 50,6 43,0 58.8 35.0 21.4 33.2 15,6 22.4 25,6

5 YES 519 49.8 50.7 61,8 39.5 27.0 42,4 10.3 23.7 21.4

NO 130 57,8 68.5 80.0 44.4 37,7 56.2 13.5 30.8 23.8

GRADE TOTAL 649 $1,4 54.2 67.0 40.5 29.1 450 10.9 25.1 21.9

6 YES 284 49.8 51.8 63,7 42.8 36.6 53,2
7.0 15,1 10,6

No 142 56,4 65,5 72.5 47.1 40.8 63,4 9.1 24.6 9,2

GRADE TOTAL
426 52.0 56.3 66,7 44,2 38,0 56.6 7.7 1803 1001

7 YES 252 55,5 62,3 7148 41.6 41.7 57.1 10,0 20.6 14.7

NO 163 63.7 73,6 82,8 50,8 54.6 72.4 12.9 19. 0 10.4

GRADE TOTAL
415 58,7 66.7 76,1 47,6 46.7 6341 11.1 20.0 13.0

8 YES 188 44.4 3144 53.7 44.7 3642 53.2 ..3 .4.8 .40

NO 114 47.4 46.5 63,2 48,3 49.1 67,5 ..8 -2.6 -4.4

GRADE TOTAL 302 45.6 17,1 17,0 46.0 41.1 58.6 -.5 -4.0 -1.7

ToTAL 3869 50.5 50.6 63.8 40.2 28.8 4503 10,3 21,7 18.5
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TABLE 16

MEAN NORMAL CURVE EBOIVALEN1 0 PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL#

AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE

FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST# AHD CHANGE SCORES FOR

.
CTOS TOTAL READINS"(GRADES 14)

REPORTED BT SHOSIOTIEO LUNCH CATEGORY

m''.==
4----- CHANGE

POSTTEST (.-.... .==.... PRETEST ".. .m....)

SUBSIDIZED NO, MEAN i AT I ABOVE MEAN 7. AT 7. ABOVE MEAN I AT 1 A001,1

LUNCH TESTED NCE GR. LV. 36 ZILE NCE GR. LV, 36 IRE NcE GR. LV, 3 IRE

YES

no

TOTAL

3642

1157

4799

44,1

52.7

46.2

33.9

54.1

38,8

51.6

72.3

56.6

40.9

49.6

43.0

21.3

47,4

32,9

450

64.2

49,6

3.2

3,1

3.2

5.7

6.7

5.9

6.6

8,1

7,0

41
42



TABLE I?

MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT, PERCENT AT GRAPE LEVELo

AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PETRENTILE

FOR THE POSTTESTe PRETESTe AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

CT3S TOTAL MATHEMATICS (GRADES 2*8)

REPORTED BY SUBSIDIZED LUNCH CATEGORY

4-==. POSTTEST PRETEST 4* --* CHANCE

SUBSIDIZED NO, MEAN Z AT Z ABOVE MEAN % AT Z ABOVE MEAN % AT % ABOVE

LUNCH TESTED NCE GR, LV. 36 ZILE FICE GR. LV, 36 ZILE NCE GP, LV. 36 ZILE

YES 2936 4846 46,6 60,7 38,5 24 9 41,0 10.1 21.? 1947

NO 933 56.4 63.1 7346 45.6 41,2 58.8 10.8 22.0 1448

TOTAL 3869 50.5 50.6 63,8 40.2 28,8 45,3 10.3 214? 1845

44
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When pretest-posttest change was compared, the Mean NCE was found to be
larger for the pupils not in the subsidized lunch category in all grades but 3
and 8. Based on the data contained in Tables 15 and 17, pupils in the
subsidized lunch category tended to: (a) score lower on the pretest; (b) score
lower on the posttest; and (c) show less growth between the pretest and the
posttest

Summary

The for.ov.. summary provides evaluation information for the
Improvement Przigram activities during the 1985-86 school year:

ajo

1, During September, 1985 a needs asse _ment was conducted at
each participating school, in order to assist school staff
in the development of a School Improvement Program Plan.
The instrument used, Needs Assessment Survey, was prepared
by the Department of Evaluation Services and focused on the
seven factors identified as key ingredients of an effective
school program. While results varied from school to school
on each of the seven factors, one in particular, home-school
relations, was identified by most schools as an area where
improvement was needed.

2. By June, 1986 a total of three inservice sessions were
conducted for building principals to :provide support and
strategies for the implementation of the School Improvement
Program. A total of 56 participants (a duplicated count)
took part in 11.75 hours of inservice activities. The
inservice sessions were rated by all of the 49 respondents
as being successful or very successful in meeting stated
objectives. The 90% evaluation criterion was achieved.

30 By June, 1986 a total of 32 inservice sessions were
conducted for building staffs at 14 participating schools A
total of 545 participants (a duplicated count) took part in
139.25 hours of inservice activities. The inservice
sessions were rated by 94.2% of the 503 respondents as being
successful or very successful in meeting stated objectives.
The 90% evaluation criterion was achieved.

4. During April, 1986 a survey of 658 parents with children at
program schools revealed that 39.9% of the respondents
indicated that they were "aware of the school's educational
goals and beliefs for the current school year," thus falling
short of the 75% criterion specified in Evaluation Question
2.2. Results from the survey were generally positive. Of
the parents surveyed, 4408% were aware of the School
Improvement Program, and most parents (77.3%) indicated that
thoy believed the School Improvement Program had helped
their child during the school year.

45
EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
10/08/86
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5. Pretest-posttest scores in both reading and mathematics were
obtained from nearly 4800 pupils in grades 1-8 attending the
SIP schools. Analyses of these scores, obtained from the
Comprehensive Tests _of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1981), showed the
pupils' change in achievement wus slightly greater than
expected in Reading Comprehenfon. The growth in
Mathematics Computation was substantial with 25.8% more of
the pupils at grade level on the posttest than at grade
level on the pretest. The comparable figure for Reading
Comprehension was 3.1%. Analyses indicated that pupils
from lower income families continued to Score consistently
lower in both reading and mathematics. This has been true
for each of the four years that SIP has been implemented in
the Columbus schools. In fact, the pattern of pupil growth
in mathematics and reading, regardless of Which standardized
test was used, also has been consistent during the four
years of SIP. The growth in pupil achievement as measured
by NCE points and the percent of pupils at grade level from
the fall pretest to the spring posttest has been
consistently larger for mathematics than for reading. Table
18 summarizes the achievement gains for all pupils in
reading and mathamatics for each of the four years the SIP
program has been implemented.

Table 18

Achievement Gains as Measured
by Change in NCE Points and Percent
of Pupils at Grade Level from Pretest

to Posttest in each Program Year

READING MATHEMATICS
Program Average NCE % at Grade Average NCE % at Grade

Year Change Level Change Change Level Change

4982-83 4.2 11.9 13.6 31.4

1983-84 4.9 11.7 10.8 23.4

1984-85 0.6 0.5 9.5 19.2

1985-86 2.9 3.1 12.7 25.8

EVALSRVCS/P609/ -TFIN 6

10/08/86
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During the last four school years, (1982-1986) a considerable amount of
process and product data were collected through both formal and informal
means. The Project Director and the Department of Evaluation Services have
voluminous data regarding SIP. The following recommendations are based on
these data. First, the concepts underlying the School Improvement Program
serve as a conceptual framework for organizing other programs, and provide a
systematic means of obtaining management data. The School Improvement Program
has demonstrated that the effective schools concepts can serve as a framework
for program management which is research-based, provides for state mandates for
competency-based education, provides for the identification of merit schools,
provides for the identification of low performing schools, and provides a
database of information for central office decision makers. Second, research
on effective schools should continue to be gathered with significant findings
shared with school administrators and professional staff. The Columbus School
Improvement Program was widely recognized as a major program effort in
effective schools research in Ohio. Third, efforts should continue to identify
and implement methods that will increase the acquisition of basic academic
skills of pupils from low income backgrounds.

4 7
EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
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Appendix A

NAS Factor Profiles for Elements y Schools
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School: SIP Elementary Schools

Date: 09/85

School ImproveMent Program

NEEDS ASSESSMENT sum FACTOR PROFILE

Item No. of

Eids2E 12.1. Uemis 1=10/Sehg1ahrintg

1 Safe and Orderly Environment 1-5

2 Clear School Mission 6-16

3 Instructional Leadership 17-30

4 High Expectations 31-40

5 Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task 41-49

6 Fr pent Monitoring of Student Progress 5047

7 Bome-School Relations

EVALSRVCS/P609/PROPI86

10/7/85
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58-67

5 171

11 171

14 170

10 171

9 171

8 171

10 170

A BCDE
1 9 41

1 8 21

7 10 23

4 12 28

4 10 29

2 6 14

37 12

40 29

36 24

34 21

34 23

37 42

9 28 27 26 11

52



Appert_, -adix B

NAS Factor Profiles f__ Middle Schools
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&hoop SIP Middle Soho° la

Date: 09/85

School_ Improvement Program

E ASS SUENT SUM! FACTOR FROFIL1

Item No, of

Wit Wont 1,14m; 11 .111421Witit9442=1...

-e and Orderly Environment

2 Clear School Mission

1-5

6-16

3 Instructional Leaderahip 17-30

4 High Egeotations
31-40

5 Opportunity to Learn and Time on Taak 41-49

6 Frequent Monitoring of Student Progren 50-57

E C

5 611 1 !S 34 113

11 61i 1 7 21 42

14 8 1 26 33

10 53 4 IV 34 31

8 34 34

8 II 14 35

7 Home-Sohool Relations
58-67 10

EVALSRVCS/P609/PROFV36

10/7/85
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E

17

30

23

17

21

45

12 Z5 26 29 9
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Appezuii C

Graphs of NAS PactorProfil s - for Siemer' ary Schools

5 6
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Appendix D

Graphs of NAS Fa tor Profiles for Middle Schools
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Appendix E

Comparison of Various Scores to the Normal Curve
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PERCENT OF SCORE'S

UNDER THE NORMAL CURVE

10 20 3,0 40 50 60 0

NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT INCESI

40 .50 60 70

PERCENTILES

4 5

STANINES

BO 90

I%

99

7 8 9
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Appendix F

Chronology of Inservice for SIP Academy
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Appendix G

Inservice Evaluation Form
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For
office

aol Type y Year use only
Code

Inservice Topic

Pre enter(s)

School Assig en

Columbus Public Sehofz)le
School Imwrnvetsent Program

EVALUATION FORM

The objectives a the
Proram were cleasrly
stated.

Very
Successful uctessfs/i Undecided SnCc_f_=(-.,ss Success

he nimilzver
e aes

ti.t_=tle No

4

2. The inservice pro& ram
achieved its stste-md
objectives. 5 4

3. The information pr.-m-esented
increased my under; -standing
of the School Its9r.-r7ovement
Program.

The information pq..-esented
will assist me lii the
irsplementation of the
School Improveserst Program
s't my school.

5

5 4

the most r helpful part of the inservia. pro

t was the lea0- - helpful part of OM lnnervLce progra.

7. Whaadditionl fformation or t
fut -re meetings?

would yo.0 like to see ao-wvered in

Thank you for ycacur assis nee SiifE 5 6
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imam and atragthm maritemim and =Mau 11E2

stuido.

3.3 bents staff on devalcying Witt= to there Wive
parent *kr oxfaturis nal bze

Tro Finb staff visitei the pits of their alibis tkir
lures to wade gnitive labLeirol relation.

The Lobel ataff ad tin raw as ante of instaticn

in ami

To3 rcetel toff mimed dm totenh

Wag Cantheasion.

LUO To pot the pretat ma to the forth ad in pia
team sal Ind& an 'nodality hr. them to plal alas=

follattp eatiritice,

lb Mire to 1:medelpants myete ftr =batik der
mare with difficult people.

prent Math rated& and have delft a plan to

radiate dills tost oftal Ldsed on CMS ani to present state

eveluatiol retrials.
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Akio Iming Tim

6 itimic Stress Managmt

Jaw 17 Fixity Pintast Molts

?,5) lb ride partitipta with Wanda: tint 411 help Um
tat to lmisse taic Igoe the qmlity of

damn instratiat

640 lb posica tke ataff of ittaik ittdde Salnal stratqles fa.

=Mai eingig strew m tin job ard in their partut

111 3 lb de Wan dth twigruni azii Mtia: skid mild
enable tan to &pet [retest rept, sal aLlcv %an tins to

eats tio aloas molts.

3kw 21 kW kith larsevioe m halm 18

tfttelals a1 1113ft-
timit Plartdag

lkot MI 3 Lits Natation 12

'Wary 5 Lb* Isiroting keg Cattliblat

Mtn 13 1nab lkoftg WrItimg emetics 25
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teat,
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si *Kit cat mlling rearm deals mi learn am
atzattiles fcr harmaIng staid

lb ate the Itatimoizip Ma ming ma warg iastrap
tim ard aids Opt at Id% wit* prceass,

M5 lb mkra tech* of Wive haw rebid=
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raothirof W18 aml Mr mad
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BUTO.109/C16390

tilS
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I,C0 To stir pod enclea (=it *Ada Id% disdain) problem

al ther conogiml teri moms,

12 I,Cia lb J.. alteroatire apir=riss stuisnt
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Appesiix

thraiü of MP Activities Belated to resign Cbjective 2.4
Irir Lccaticn, Ineerrice Tboic, tinker of ParticiPerts,

tallith in lime, end Goals and Cbjectives for 191546

Sclool Igrovammt

ting Evaltatiai

Special Web

0 1

4

6

7.00 Selected teachers have tie oppatutty to recrimi muter
prevails &signed to reinferce math KA language skills.

5.00 Acquaint teathers idth writing emaltatice anthods.

.00 Tb I:pliant a hid overview of inmt ni
tedmIqmo to use In the class= with students with special
not.

0 2
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School Improvement Program

PARENT suRva FORM

1985-86

This year we ar--45 conducting a special program at our school. It is called the
School ImProvemmtnt Program (SIP). You can help us with the program by circling
your answer to each question below. Please answer the questions today and
return this surlarey to the school without delay. Thank you for your assistance.

Did you Narnow that the school W23 making special
efrorts 'Et.° further improve its academic program
(School Wmprovement PrOgram or SIP)?

Yes

Were you aware of the school's educatIonal goals and Yes
beliefs ltror the current School year? (Mission Statement)

YesDid anyox=me from the school talk with you about its
academic program (School Improvement Program or SIP)
this year=?

4 Do you bematter understand the school's academic
Program t=his schol year?

Yes

Do you tt=xink the school experts enough of your child Yes
in learrM-ng the basic skills of each subjec

Has your child's progress in learning the basic skills Yes
been reviewed frequently this year by the school?

Yes7. Has your child been assigned enough homework during
this sche=1,cl year?

Are you ematisfied with your child's progress in Yes
learning the basic skills this year?

9. Do you bemlieve the school's efforts to further improve Yes
its progrEm (SChOol Improvement Program or SIP) helped
your chiid this year?

10. Comments you wish to make about the School Improvement Program:

No

No

No

No

EMUMVCS/._ 09/- _09PS6
0/24/86
:4;94te,-4

1 n 4
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Parents Survey Analysis for Combined Middle Schools and
Combined Elementary Schools
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Appendix J

Percent and Average Response to
Items of the Parent Survey Form
for Combined Middle Schools

Percent of_Respondents
Average Yes No

Item N _Response (1) (2)

Did you know that the school was
making special efforts to further
improve its academic program
(School Improvement Program or
SIP)?

2. Were you aware of the school's
educational goals and beliefs for
the current school year? (Mission
Statement)

Did anyone from the school talk
with you about its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
year?

4. Do you better understand the
school's academic program this
school year?

Do you think the school expects
enough of your child in learning
the basic skills of each subject?

6. Has your child's progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year by
the school?

7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this school
year?

8. Are you satisfied with your
child's progress in learning the
basic skills this year?

9. Do you believe the school's
efforts to further improve Its
program (School Improvement
Program or SIP) helped your child
this year?

261 1.6 42.1 57.9

259 1.6 37.8 62.2

260 1.9 14.6 85.4

256 1.6 38.7 61.3

251 1.2 82.1 17.9

240 1.2 77.9 22.1

259 1.2 78.0 22.0

258 1.3 69.8 30.2

213 1.3 71.8 28.2
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Appendix

Percent and Average Response to
Items of the Parent Survey Form
for Combined Elementary Schools

Item
Average
Res ons

Percent_o
Yes

ppndents
No

Did you know that the school was
making Special efforts to further
improve its academic program
(School Improvement Program or
SIP)?

Were you aware of the school'
educational goals and beliefs for
the current school year? (Mission
Statement)

Did anyone from the school talk
with you about its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
year?

4. Do you better understand the
school's academic program this
school year?

5. Do you think the school expects
enough of your child in learning
the basic skills of each subject?

6. Has your child's progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year by
the school?

7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this school
year?

8. Are you satisfied with your
child's progress in learning the
basic skills this year?

9. Do you believe the school's
efforts to further improve
program (School Improvement
Program or SIP) helped your child
this year?

43 1.5 46.5 53.5

412 1.6 41 3 58.7

413 1.8 24.0 76.0

406 1.5 44.7 52.4

408 1.1 87.3 12.7

388 1.1 85.1 14.9

410 1.2 78.3 21.7

396 1.2 79.0 21.0

359 1.2 80.5 19.5
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