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Fourth Year Final Evaluation Report

School Improvement Program

ABSTRACT

Description:

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 1785-86 school year. The SIP was partially funded by ECIA Chapter 2. '

on: The School Improvement Program (SIP) was implemented in five

The goal of the program was to Iimprove the effectiveness 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,
regardlesg of socioeconomic status, succeed in acquiring a mastery of basic
skills, particularly in the areas of reading and mathematies. Such crucial
factors include a sense of mission, strong 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 coinclided 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 1nstructionally 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 sachool. 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 dicector. 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 sessiin 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 meeting the stated objectives. Objective 2.5 stated that
the number of home visite made 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 Lepartment of Education. Locally constructed forms, surveys,
and checklists were used to obtaln evaluation data on other objectives.

Hajcf{,Findiﬁgsikééamméndatians= Pretest-posttest scores Iin both reading and

mathematics were obtained from nearly 4800 pupils in grades 1-8 attending the
SIP schools. Analyses of these scores, obtalned from the Comprehensive Tests
of Basic Skills (CTBS; 1981), showed the pupils® change in achievement was
slightly greater than expected 1in 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%Z. Analyses indicated that pupils from
lower income families continued to score consistently lower in both reading and
mathematiecs. 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 beer consistent during the four years of SIP. The growth in pupil
achievement as measured by NCE pointe 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 all pupils 1is 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%2 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 followlng recommendations are based on
these data. First, the concepts underlying the School Improvement Program

serve as a conceptual frameswork for organizing other programs, and provide a
systematic means of obtaining mansgement data. The School Improvement Program

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 =chools 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 academie
skills of pupils from low Income backgrounds.

EVALSRVCS/P609/ABSTRFB6
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FINAL EVALUATION REPORT

SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

According to edc:ational research, an effective school is one in which all
pupils, regardless of socloeconomic 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 cruclal to an effective school.
Research indicates that the degree to which suech factors are present in schools
may be related to the fact that some schoolgs are more effective than others in
helping pupils achleve a mastery of basic skills, Consaquently, the School
Improvement Program was implemented to maximize the presence of such factors in
the participating schools in order to improve the =2ffectiveness of each school,

and hence, pupll achievement. The following factors are considered necessary
for an "effective school” by the State Department of Eduecation Divisien of

Equal Educatienal Opportunities, 1981:

1. A Sense of Misslon

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 1in 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
Vear. In order to more effectively utilize avallable resources, the program

was implemented in the following 15 schools during the 1985-86 school year:

Crestview MS Heyl ES Medary ES
Linmcor MS Highland ES Pilgrim ES
Mohawk MS - Kent ES Reeb ES

Beck ES Koebel ES Trevitt ES
East Linden ES Linden ES Windsor ES

The SIP was partially funded by ECIA Chapter 2. Each school in the SIP
wae 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 Progranm
Director concerning program efforts. The focus of program efforts was to
improve the academie achievement of pupils 1In the basle skill areas,
particularly in reading comprehension and mathematics computation, as well as
lessening the disparity in achlevement 1levels between pupile of different
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socioeconomic backgrounds. Providing building level i sevvine rogrsms related
to the characteristics of instructionally effective #¢ o0g0ils 23 a %ey element
in the program effort. An evaluation design for i:hs . ogFTar WS developed to
measure the success of program effa:ts, and ie outliney as pressated in the
1985-86 program plan.

Evaluation Design

The Department of Evaluation Services provide. Mateal asslstance 1n
terms of instrument <development, data analys,s, amd t.u p.&paration of reports
for the following evaluation questions as described in the. Evaluation Design of
the 1985-86 Program Proposal:

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

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

1.2 Question: (SIP COMMITTEE ROSTER)
Will there be a roster from each school submitted to 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 academlec 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 projeect school?

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

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86 6
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1.5 uestion: (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 schocl would develop a bullding SIP
plan based on analyzed data from the needs assessment nurvey, analyzed
data from the pretest, and other appropriate data. The Program Director
would colleect such plans, and ascertain that the plans 1ncorporate 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 1in student acadenic
growth, The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare :he necessary
test materials for distribution, prepare thie test data for processing,
analyze the results, and report the findings to appropriate SIP staff in
an organized and timely manner.

2.1 Question: (MISSION STATEMENT REVIEW)
Was a nission statement reviewed, revised, developed, and adopted by each
project school?

. By November 1, 1985 each participating school would feview, 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 misslon statements from
each participating school.

2.2 Question: (PARENT SURVEY)
Do 75%Z 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 mission statement would be
- communicated to students, parents, and community. In May, 1986 a random
sample of parents would be surveyed to ascertain thelr awareness of the
school mission, The Department of Evaluation Services would prepare the
survey instrument, and the Director of Staff Development/{luman Relations
would arrange for the distribution and collaction 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/RPTFINBG 7
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Do 90X of the participants responding to a SIP inservice evaluation form
indiecate that the academy session was sucecessful or very successful in
meeting stated objectives?

During the 1985-86 school year, the principals of SIP schools would attend
a serles of three SIP academy inservice programs. The Program Director
would malntain 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.

I
»
+,~

Question: (SIP SCHOOL INSERVICE)

Do 90% of the participants responding to a SIP evaluation survey indicate
that the 1inservice was successful/very successful in meeting the stated
objectives?

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

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

During the 1985=86 school year, teachers from partiecipating schools %Duld
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 progran
effectiveness. The Department of Evaluation Services would evaluata the
program objsctives related to 1.1 Needs Assessment, 1.3 Pretest of Student
Achievement. 1.6 Posttest of Student Achievement, 2.2 Parent Survey, 2.3
SIP Academy Inservice, 2,4 SIP Schoel 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
Aggegsment 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/RPTFINAG
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1.1 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 1in the
Columbus SIP schools, consisted of 67 i1items, each having five response
cholces. The response cholces for each 1tem consisted of brief narrative
descriptors, lettered "A" through "E" representing a continuum from less than
ideal ("A") to ideal (“E"), where 3ideal represents a school environment or
condition considered appropriate according to the literature of effective
schools. The items composing the NAS are divided into seven categorles or
factors, each representing an important aspect of "effective schools,”" as shown
in Table 1.

Table 1

~___________ Factor ~ Item Nos. No. of Iltems
1. Safe and Orderly Environment 1-5 5
2. Clear School Mission 6~16 11
3. Instructional Leadership 17=30 14
4. High Expectations 31-40 10
5. Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task 41-49 9
6. Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 50-57 8
7. Home School Relations , 58=67 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 te
the survey (Appendix B).

provided an orlentation 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 graphle representations
of the factor profiles for each participating school. On September 18, 1985,
Evaluation Services provided SIP prinecipals and liaisons an inservice program
regarding the interpretation of results and possible ways to utilize the
results. According to the SIF program design, the principal and liaison,
together with their respective bullding staff, were to us= the results of the
needs assessment to prepare a prioritized list of needs for their particular
school in terms of the seven factors related %o "effective sachools." - This
would enable the staff at each school to develop a School Improvement Program
Plan tailored to their particular needs.

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86 s
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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 this number, 235, or 73.2% were regular classroom teachers,
and 226, or 70.4% were elementary school staff members.

Table 2

Frequency Distribution and Perc
Respondents by Position and Level

m
L]

Position Middie Total
- . N % N %
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, Counselor) 26 27.4 48  21.2 74 23.2
Other 3 3.1 3 1.3 6 1.8
Tntal 95 100% 226 100% 321 100%

and middle schools (Appendix B) indicates that the majority of regular teacher
responses were positive ("C" to "E"). At both the middle and elementary
levels, factor profiles for Home-School 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", 1Item 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 schoul staff response to the NAS "effective
schools" factors revealed much variability from school to school in terms of
the percent of staff members from each sachool who gave a positive response
(marked response choice D or E) to the items composing the seven "effective
schoolg" 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

greater percentage é%irﬁésitive 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
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for SIP middle schools 1s summarized im Table 4. The same results for SIP

more positive about thelr school in terms of "Safe Enviromment," with a
reaponse 40Z more positive than the average SIP elementary school. Heyl staff
school on the factor "Safe Environment." Further review of Table 3 reveals the
relative position of each SIP elementary school on the seven SIP facters, 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 Enviromment,”" with a 9%
difference, than the other SIP middle schools. Linmoor =staff members, on the
other hand, were the least positive, with a -5% 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.

1.5 Pretest Administration

During the first week of October, 1985 a pretest of reading and
mathematics was administerasd to the pupils 1n each particlpating school, except
for those pupils in kindergarten and special education classes. The Department
of Evaluation BServices provided extensive technical support for the pretest
administration. After ordering and rezeiving necessary testing materials, the
test booklets, test manuals, answer keys, and other documents were serially
stamped and numbered for distribution to school bulldings. The serial numbers
of materials distributed to varilous school bulldings 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 zre included
in the section of this report entitled "Pretest—-Posttest Results,"

1.6 Posttest Administration

During the fourth week .of April, 1986 a posttest of reading and
mathematics was administered to the’pupils in each participating school, except
for those puplils 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 i
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Table 3

Percent, of Feaitive Responses for Each SIP Elementary School by Fector, and

Percent Difference from Average Percent of Positive Responses of ALL SIP Elementary Schools by Factor
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Table 4
Percant of Poattive Responses for Each STP Middle Sehool by Factor, and
Percent; Difference from Average Percent of Positive Responses of ALL SIP Middle Schools by Factor
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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
publighers. 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 coples of the Parent Sufvey Form (Appendix I) to take houe
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% ceriterion 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.

By 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 sessi@n: 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 oi: inservice
can be calculated. The number. of person hours expended for inservice related

to design Objective 2.3 was 658.0. °

Evaluatinn ‘Form (Appendix G) inﬂicated that the first criterion Epecified in
Evaluation Question 2.3 was achieved with 100%Z 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

11

_Item

Average

Percent of Respondents
- Yes No )
(2)

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

. 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 abont its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
year?

Do you better understand the
school’s academiec program this
school year?

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

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

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

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

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

674

671

673

659

628

669

654

1.6

1.6

1.8

1.2

44.8 55.2

39.9 60.1

20.4 79.6

43.2 56.8

82.3

21.8

75.4 24.6

77-3
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2.4 SIP School Inservice

By June, 1986 the number of Inservice sessions reported from 14
participating schools totaled 32. No inservice sessions were reported from
Pilgrim Elementary School. A chronology of the 1nservice sessions 1is
summarized in Appendix H, including the location, inservice topic, and other
pertinent facts for each Eéssion. An analysis of the chronology indicates that
a total of 545 personnel (duplicated count across sessions) took part in 139.25
hnurs of inservice activities. By ﬁultiplfing the tatal ﬁumber of participants
can bE calgulated- The nﬂmber of persan hours ex pended 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 Fafm indicated that thé first criterion specified in Evaiuaticn

inservice was "suczessful/very su;cessful" in meeting stated abjégtives.

o

retest-Posttest Results

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 administerad during the week of September 30, 1985,

and the posttest was administered during the week of April 21, 1986.

A major characteristic of a school improvement program is the monitoring

The two ieading tests and two mathematics tests from the Comprehensive

Tests of Basiec Skills (CTBS; 1981) were used for grades 1-8. The CTBS tests
used were: Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Mathematies 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 comprehenzsion test. Th=
comprehension test of Level C, which was administered to first-graders in tk=a

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 indiecator 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 Llevel

S ___Pretest _ ~ Posttest
Grade Level Form Level  Form
1 B ] c U
2 D i D* V*
3 E 1] E v
4 F 1] F* A
5 G 4] G \Y
6 G U G \Y
7 H U H* v*
8 H U H \Y

*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 Iin the same school and had to have a valid score on both
the pretest and the posttest. Also, pupils 1n kindergarten and special
education classes were not included in the evaluation sample. Of the 5987
puplls pretested, 4799 (80.2%) met the selection criteria and were included in
the evaluation sample.

The remainder of this report 1is a description of the pretest-posttest
results, The reader 1s 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 1g not an error Iin computation. Also, in intarpreting these results the
reader should be aware of the typaes of scores used in carrying out the data
analysis. First, the raw score 1is 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 norming group. A percentile score of 70 Indicates that the pupil did as
well or better than 70%Z of the pupils in the norming group. The percentile is
not an equal unit of measurement, but does provide comparative information
regarding the pupll’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 1s 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 puplils 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 contalns a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the
Word Attack Test (grades 1-3) for all SIP schanls 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 i1s zero NCE points during the course of a school year,
the total average change for S5IP 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 galn 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 average
would be 50.0. .

For the Word Attack Test, 29.6% of the puplils were at grade level on the
pretest, while 44.3% of the puplils 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 Iincrease
in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 5.8%.

Table 8 cantains a summary of prétest, pasttest, Snd change scores for Ehe
13?31. The ﬂata in Table 8 EhBW‘ Ehat the total average grﬂwth *n Reading
Vocabulary skills for all pupils was greater than expected. While the expected
NCE change for the normal school population 1s zero NCE points during the
rourse 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, whercas the norm group, or national average would be
50.0. .

on the pretest, while 38.9% of the pupils were at grade level on the posttest
for a gain of 7.3%Z. Grade 4 showed the greatest increass in pupils at grade
level from pretest to posttest with 20.7%Z, while grade 3 showed the smallest
increase in pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 0.9%.

For the Reading Vocabulary Test, 31.6% of the pupils were at grade level

Table 9 contalns a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for the
Reading Comprehension Test (grades 1-8) for all SIP schools reportad by grade
level. The data in Table 9 show that the total average growth in Reading
Comprehension akills for all pupils was slightly greater than expected. While
the expected NCE change for the normal school population 1is 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 poilnts.
The average NCE score on the posttest was 47.l1, whereas the norm group, or
natiocnal average would be 50.0.

For the Reading Comprehersion- Test, 37.5% of the puplls 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 grade 8 sghecwed a
decrease in puplls at grade level from pretest to posttest with =5.1%.
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GRADE
LEVEL

TOTAL

TABLE 7

SEOIAN PERCENTILE, MEAN NIRMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,
PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL: AND PERCENT ABOVE THE J6TH PERCENTILE
FoR THE POSTTEST» PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
(78S WOED ATTACK (GRADES 1=3) REPORTED DY GRADE LEVEL

(eaeses  POST TEST  wewem=d  eemmse PRETEST  wmem=s

N NEOIAN MEAN % AT % ABOVE MEDIAN NMEAN X AT X ABOVE
TESTED LILE NCE GRy LV, 36 RILE VILE  NCE G6R. LY. 36 AILE
837 19,0 42,7 31 50.2 31,0 42,0 284 41,8
W B 43,6 I3 WS 12,0 40,7 b 427
669 570 5.2 S84 T8.0 16,0 1.8 2.0 489
2253 450 45,8 4,3 5B 1.0 415 204 4.2

{mmmas

MEAN
NCE

o6
2.8
10.5

b3

{HANGE

1 AT
GRa LVs

10.6
5,8
9.6

16,6

% ABOVE
34 YILE

8.4
6.8
29,1

14.0

ST



TABLE 8

YEDIAN PERCCNTILEs NEAN NIRMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT.
PERCENT AT GHADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE JOTH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
(TBS READING VOCABULARY (GRADES 1-B) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

geemsn=  POST TEST  mesms=d  (esmmam PRE TEST  semesa)  msese CHANGE ====-=)

GRADE NO. MEDIAN MEAN 1 AT % ABOVE MEDIAN MEAN X AT % ABOVE MEAW % AT % ABOVE
LEVEL  TESTED YILE  NCE GR, LV. 36 XILE LILE  NCE GR LV. 36 ZILE NCE Ry LV, 36 3ILE
1 B35 7.0 3.6 36,6 50,8 36,0 4.2 343 46D 1 43 he

2 875 9.0 679 40,3 1.9 L0 443 34 4T .6 1.9 5.2

3 b6d 3,0 40,9 20,0 48,1 1,0 40,0 28,1 4B I .0

4 670 ke 4B2 434 61,3 1.0 39,2 2.7 401 0.1 20,7 2.2

5 655 . AND W6 408 548 18,0 430 3h4 504 .2 1.2 hak

§ 436 2,0 47,2 39,7 60,4 19,5 457 14 5.8 1.5 3 7.8

7 420 0.0 49,6 45,2 6T.4 01,0 455 3.8 S6.d L2 55 1.0

§ 413 L0 66,0 39,5 60,8 16,0 4L7 T 492 2.3 8.2 M.
TOTAL 4772 M.0 45,9 389 55,8 16,0 42,5 3.6 48,0 L1 7.4

24
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GRADE
LEVEL

1

2

TOTAL

NO,
TESTED

§29
618
670
669
653
36
409
413

4697

TAGLE 9

SEDIAN PERCENTILE, MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,
PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABQVE THE 38TH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
CTBS READING COMPREWENSION (GRABES 1-8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

(======  PQ§T TEST s=mess} {zzmas=w PRE TEST =emams} {mmnes  [HANGE ======}
MEGIAN MEAN % AT ¥ ABDVE MEDIAN MEAN % AT ; ABQVE NEAN % AT % RBOVE
WLE  NCE GRe LYy 36 BILE GLE  NCE 6R. LV, 36 XILE NCE GR L. 36 2ILE
20 W5 36 505 M0 408 B2 Al L7k L
W a6 453 ST TBGARE SRS L3 12,8 1L
.0 2 BT 60, .0 4L0 3D 536 WS bt
G0 W6 IS ST 0.0 b9 383 Sk R I W
3.0 49 3.9 Sh .0 W3 4 5L 25 =
9.0 4.2 W9 507 38,0 G 362 507 24 0,0
53.0 S0 555 76,8 (0 45 b 628 5.2 109 120
5.0 8.8 655 508 50,0 493 506 654 5 S0 5.
4.0 4 W04 ST R ARER 29 3 dd

LT
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Table 10 contalns a summary of pretest, posttest, and change scores for
Total 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 achleved at grades 2 and 4 with 4.7 NCE points,
while the smallest gain was achieved at grade 8 with 0.6 NCE polnats. 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%Z 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
puplils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 2.0Z.

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 puplls was greater than expected., While
the expected NCE change for the normal school population 1is 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%Z., Grade 3 showed the greatest increase in pupils
at grade level from pretest to posttest with 32.8%, while grade 8 showed the
smallest Increzse 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 Jevel. 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 scheol
population 1s zero NCE poilints 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 less 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, 31.1Z of the pupils
were at grade level on the pretest, while 48.8%7 of the pupils were at grade
level on the posttest for a gain of 17.7%Z, Grade 7 showed the greatest
increase In pupils at grade level from pretest to posttest with 25.2%, while
grade 8 showed a decrease Iin pupills at grade level from pretest to posttest
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TABLE 10

MEBIAN PERCENTILE, MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT.
PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE J6TH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, FRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
(78S TOTAL READING (GRADES 1-8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

L H TEST; wwmmun} (m=e===  PRE TEST sem===} {meem= CHANGE ======
GRADE N, MEDIAN MEAN 2 AT % ABOVE MEDIAN MEAN % AT 2 ABOVE NEAN X AT T ABOVE
LEVEL TESTED YILE  NCE GR. LV, 36 ZILE YILE  NCE GRy LV. 36 XILE NCE GR, LVa 36 RILE
1 22 40,0 433 384 1.9 15,0 40,8 30.3 h5:7 .0 7.8 1.2

2 " 9.0 45,9 424 3.9 29.0 412 0.8 40,6 LT N3 11,2

3 665 0.0 44,9 34,2 53,7 7.0 4.5 L0 50,7 1.3 53 30

4 67 <420 1D 362 61.3 16,0 4.3 33 49,3 b7 49 12,0

; 652 . 39.0  45.5 363 3ha6 18,0 438 345 §1.8 1.7 4D dsB

6 434 | 39,0 47.2 36,9 52.8 37,0 45,0 3.2 i0,7 .2 A8 2.1

1 623 §7.0 50,9 46,8 70.2 (1,0 464 38,3 60,3 L5 83 9.9

8 413 63,0 7.4 40,4 58,6 40.0 46,8 303 §5.9 b9 2.1
TOTAL 4799 4.0 46,2 38.8 56.6 16.0 43,0 3.9 49,6 .2 59 7.0

&1



GRADE
LEVEL

2

3

TOTAL

NO.
TESTED

137
674
626
633
427
389
302

1308

{amn=s=

MEDIAN
*ILE

51.0

1.0
43.0

53,0

POS

MEAN
NCE

58,0
9.6
3.0
54,5
5244
61.3
47,1

i

TABLE 11

YEDJAN PERCENTILE, “EAN NIRMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT.
PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
£TBS MATH COMPUTATION (GRADES 2=8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

TOTEST  memensd
AT % ABOVE
@R LV, 36 HILE
507 66,8
50,0 6L9
Wt 56,5
8. 0.4
58,5 85.6
MO 768
62,7 60,6
5.3 b5k

. {memEans

HEDLAN
LILE

1.0
18.0

19,0

36,0
53.0
2.0

31.0

PRE TEST =es===}
MEAN % AT X ABOVE
NEE GR. LV. 36 XILE
.0 4.7 31.9
.9 7.2 7.3
32,2 169 2304
9.3 2,5 4044
41,9 31,9 b9.2
9.0 55,5 67.6
6.4 19.1 58.6
9.0 0.5 40,3

(umsmn [HANGE =menen)

HEAN % AT X ABOVE
NCE GR, LV, 36 YILE
7.0 2641 28,9
17.8 3.8 35,6
18,8 27.8 .2
15,1 32.2 30.0
10.5  26.7 16.4
12,6 154 9.0

g Lé 2,10
1.7 258 2541

J1
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GRADE
LEVEL

1
2

TOTAL

NO.
TESTED

839
bb3
676
639
649
L26
408
103

6603

TABLE 12

PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCENT ABOVE THE 34TH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR

(785 MATH CONCEPTS E APPLICATIONS (GRADES 1=B) REPOATED BY GRADE LEVEL

{iﬁ’!ﬁii

MEDIAN
AILE

44,0
50,0
1.0

48,0

. 50,0

3050
63.0
40.0

48,0

POS

MEAN

48,0

T OTEST  mememsd
T AT % ABOVE
NCE GR, LVs 36 XILE
9.7 56,0
50,4 6.6
19.2 58.1
46,6 66,0
51,4 63,9
5.9 6644
67.4 50,4
15.0 55,1
48,8 62,6

MEDIAN
LILE

21,0

.0

PRE TEST Summnn}
MEAN X AT X AROVE
NCE GR. LV, 36 %ILE
LY a0 25,9
19.9 30,0 40,4
(0.2 25.9 42,9
2,3 3 30.2
43,5 3.8 5742
T30 B 1A 58,3
TR TN 63,2
b6,7 43,6 57.4
.2 i 46,5

(anmnn CHANGE =omee
NEAN % AT 1 ABouE
NCE GRa LV, 36 HILE
16,2 3.7 1.2
10,5 204 20,2
00133 15,2
0.5 155 15,8
B9 139 el
.20 158 10,1
M9 8.2 12
20 eBb L]
S 1T 16,1

it e
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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 by 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 iz =zero NCE pointe during the course of a
scho,1l 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
points, 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 be

For Total Mathematics, 28.87 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%Z. Grade 2 showed the greatest increase in pupils at grade level
from pretest to pnsttest with 28.82 wﬁile grade 8 showad a decrease in pupils

A major theme of most of the literature on effective schools 1is that a
school 1is effective 1f the economically disadvantaged pupils in the school
learn the basle s8kills to the same extent as pupils not economically
disadvantaged. Analyses of the pretest-posttest SIP data were made to
determine the degfee tg which thé achievement gains Df pupils in Ehé S;h@@l
the 1gnch program. A pupil ﬁﬁase Studgnt Haster File rgcgrd indicated that the
pupil was receiving either a free or reduced price lunch was included in the
subsidized lunch group. The achievement galns 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 Ilunch
category. At many grade levels the difference between the means for the two
categories was substantial. 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.

slightly 1argar 1n g:ades 1 3, 4 ﬁ, and S far the pupils in the subgidised
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
preteat and the posttest.

Tables 15 and 17 contain a summary of the pretest, posttest, and change
scores for the CTBS Total Mathematics Test (grades 2-8) reported by subsidized
lunch category. Of the 3869 pupils tested, 75.9%Z (2936) were counted in the
subsidized lunch category. At each grade 1evel 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, MEAN NIRMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT,
PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL, AND PERCERT ADOVE THE 347TH PERCENTILE
FGR THE POSTTEST: PRETESTs AND CHANGE §CORES FOR
(185 TOTAL MATHMATICS (GRAOES 2-8) REPORTED BY GRADE LEVEL

gemmmx=  POST TEST  me=m==d ¢e=====  PRE TEST snsman) g==me=  [HANGE ====="

GRADE NO, MEDIAN MEAN X AT X ABOVE MEDIAN MEAY 1 AT % ABOVE WEAN 1 AT 1 ABOVE
LEVEL TESTED YILE NCE GRy LV, 36 MILE YILE  NCE GR. LV. 36 BILE NCE GR. LVa 36 RILE
2 41 50,0 48,3 59 62,1 29.0 40,0 232 62.2 8.4 28,8 19.9

3 670 (4,0 483 hhib 6142 26,0 35,7 199 H.) 12,6 24.8 2643

4 660 43.0 50,6 43,8 58.8 22,5 150 214 33,2 15.6 22,4 2546

3 649 Co5h,0 b 542 §7.0 1,0 40,5 201 45.1 10.9 251 21.9

b I TN I T 58,3 66,7 40,0 42 380 5646 7.7 183 10,1

? W15 65,0 58,7 66.7 76:1 18,0 7.6 447 63.1 1.1 20,0 13.0

8 302 0.0 45,6 374 57.0 (.0 460 61 58,6 =5 =40 =17
TOTAL 3869 50,0 50.5 0.6 63,8 13,0 40,2 288 45,3 10,3 2.7 18,5

£Ea



B TBLE 46

© MEAN NCE» PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL AND PERCENT ABOVE
16TH PERCENTILE FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
" UU(78S TTAL READING TEST (GRADES 1-8) )
REPORTED AY SUBSIDIZED LUNCH CATEGORY WITHIN GRADE LEVEL

{mmman POSTTEST  mmm==s} gms===  PRETEGT  =mm===d Cammna  CHANGE  ====-=
GRADE  SUBSTDTZED N0, MEAN X AT % ABOVE MEAN  TAT % ABOVE MEAN % AT % ABOVE
LEVEL LUNCH TESTED NCE  GR., LV. 36 3ILE NCE GAR. LV, 34 ZILE NCE  G6R. LV, 34 1ILE
I ¥ES Bh6 A20 Thd o 4O 8 %2 420 L2 B2 74
NO 176 503 517 659 .6 5.5 507 20 6.2 b2
GRADE TOTAL g2 4B 381 59 W8 WS 457 W00 T8 7.2
2 S 90 437 380 493 19,7 4 3.8 SRR 1/% SRR R
NO 121 567 6.0 760 3 6.3 S B4 15,7 205
GRADE TOTAL A R A 2 WB 406 Wl 13 1L
1 TES s34l 39 4902 19,7 .6 46k RN 2.9
NO 139 50,6 525 0S5 . W5 669 .9 5.0 5,6
GRADE TOTAL 665 4h8 3.2 537 M. D 50,7 3 50 1,0
L YES 62 458 36 540 0.8 M 4b] W0 kb 109
NO ' 15 5L2 539 B2.6 9.7 4B 4542 L5 b1 17.4
GRADE TOTAL g7 470 3.2 613 2.3 13 93 ' 2P B PN
s oy s b0 %2 504 w2 WS A 6 1,0 S
N 130 St 53 TMLS 0.7 0.8 6N TR N 1.8
GRADE TOTAL 652 455 36,5 Shib 9.8 W5 S8 1,7 a0 X
6 YES W bS5 0.9 462 .3 M2 438 2,0 T 2.4
NO W 553 S0 655 50,2 59 662 20 6.8 1ok
GRADE TOTAL 36 47,2 369 58 5.0 %2 50,7 2,0 b 21
7 ¥ES A T L. Wl Y6 STaB RAE N 8.2
NO 167 558 569 Thi S0.1 48,5 b4 IR W X
GRADE TOTAL @1 50,9 k68 7042 b B3 603 L5 8 9.9
8 YES %2 46,5 32,5 AN 3,8 0.2 dbd 6 Al 2,8
NO 161 S0 S8 T3 1,5 49,1 708 5 T 2,5
GRADE T0TAL Y A W04 5B B S 559 b9 2.7
ToTAL 1799 462 B8 566 (.0 1.9 49,6 2 5.0 7.0
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TABLE 15 i

 NEAN NCE, PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL AND PERCENT ABOVE
A4TH PERCENTILE FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
SUUEUOTHS TOTAL MATHEMATICS  TEST (GRADES 2:8)
REPORTED Y SUBSIDIZED LUNCH CATEGORY WITHIN GRADE LEVEL

gemm=s POSTTEST  wmme==d ga===s  PRETEST  ======} gummnm  [HANGE  ======}
GRADE  SUASIDIZED NO.  YEAY B AT ADOVE NGAN T AT ¥ ABOVE NEAN Y AT X ABOVE
LEVEL LUNCH TESTED NCE  GR, LV, 34 JILE NCE  GR. LV, 36 RILE NCE  GR. LV, 14 1ILE
2 ¥Es g7 4b,7 83 800 .8 19,9 39.2 7.9 W4 27
N 150 560 9.2 T3 154 B, 562 0,6 30,8 18,2
GRADE TOTAL w1 48,3 SO 6l W B2 A 8,4 2.8 109
T YES s 42 5 58,0 10,5 1.0 39 12,7 .5 2k
N Mo 524 Sbk 70,0 0.2 W7 bk 1,0 8.0 7
GRADE TOTAL 0 483 4k B2 16,7 19,9 36,9 12,6 28 203
G e 6 48,9 41,0 562 11,5 8.7 9.9 153 2,3 2.4
N we S8 S0 T 2.0 %2 49 16,7 2.8 29
GRADE TOTAL g0 50,6 43.B 58.8 1.0 b 332 156 2.4 258
5 YES 519 40,8 50.7 68 19,5 2.0 b 10,3 2.1 24
NO o 5 685 80.0 Wt N7 562 13,5 0.8 23,8
GRADE TOTAL 60§14 56,2 6N 0,5 B 45 10,9 5.0 M8
Y T N 1M R N 2.8 B Sk 200 154 106
N0 12 56 85,5 TAS .0 40,8 b3l 9.5 .t %2
GRADE TOTAL @6 52,0 563 667 2 380 568 7183 10
7 YES %2 8§55 4.3 T8 5.6 6.7 ST 10,0 0.6 k7
NG 163 637 136 BB 50,8 Sk T2 12,9 19,0 104
GRADE TOTAL s 587 667 76 .6 W 631 Mo 0.0 10
B YES B8 bbb M 532 W W2 532 -3 4,8 -0
NO STTRRY JURT Y0 B . N B3 49,1 675 R N T
GRADE TOTAL w2 45,6 3N 57,0 46 WL 5Bu6 N
TOTAL 149 50,5 0.6 638 W0, BB 453 10,3 2,7 1S
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TABLE 16 '
MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT: PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL:
AND PERCENT ABQVE THE 3&TH PERCENTILE
FOR THE POSTTEST, PRETEST, AND CHANGE SCORES FOR
CTRS TOTAL READINS (GRADES 1=8)
REPORTED BY SURSIDIZED LUNCH CATEGORY
Gua=e=  POSTTEST  ======) Cewosn  PRETEST  =mmm=s) gusu==  [HANGE  ==we=s)
SUBSIBIZED No.  NEAN  %AT 1 ADOVE MEAN % AT % ABOVE MEAN Y AT % ABOVE
LONEH TESTED  NCE GR. LV, 36 XILE NCE GRa LV. 36 RILE NCE GR, LV, 36 MILE
YES 1642 b 11,9 51,4 0.9 2043 45,0 3,2 5,7 6.6
NO 157 52,7 54,1 72.3 9.6 4T §4,2 3.1 6.7 8.1
T0TAL L7199 46,2 18,8 56,6 3.0 39 49,6 3,2 5.9 7.0
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SUgsIpIZED
LUNCH

YES

Na

TOTAL

fiiiiﬁ

NO, HEAN
TESTED NCE

2936 48.6
933 5644

3869 50.5

TABLE 17

MEAN NORMAL CURVE EQUIVALENT, PERCENT AT GRADE LEVEL,
ANp PERCENT ABOVE THE 36TH PETRENTILE
(T35 TOTAL YATHEMATICS (GRADES 2-8)
REPORTED BY SUBSIOIZED LUNCH CATEGORY

POSTIEST  ememmee)d (annes  PRETEST  ==meeed
Y AT % ABOVE MEAN T AT % ABOVE

6R. LV, 36 RILE NCE GR. LY, 36 TILE
46,6 60,7 8.5 29 41,0
63,1 3.6 5.6 41,2 58,8
50.6 3.8 40,2 29,8 45,3

NEAN
NCE

10,1

10,8

CHANGE

M
GR, LV,

2.7

22.0
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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 fol".ovi.g summary provides evaluation Information for the major School
Improvement Prusgram activities during the 1985-86 school year:

1. During September, 1985 a needs assessment 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 ldentified 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

2. By June, 1986 a total of three inservice sessions ware
conducted for building principals to provids support and
strateglies for the implementation of the School Improvement
Program. A total of 56 participants (a duplicated count)
took part 1in 11.75 hours of i1nservice activities. The
ingservice sessions were rated by all of the 49 respondents
as belng successful or very successful in meeting stated
objectives. The 90Z evaluation criterion was achieved.

3. By June, 1986 a total of 32 dinservice 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 1nservice activities. The 1inservice
sessions were rated by 94.2% of the 503 respondents as being
successful or very succesaful in meeting stated objectives.
The 90Z evaluation criterion was achieved.

4. During April, 1986 a survey of 658 parents with children at
program s&chools razvealed that 39.9%Z 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, 44.827 were aware of the School
Improvement Program, and most parents (77.3%) indicated that
they belleved the School Improvement Program had helped
their child during the school year.

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 Basiec Skills (CTBS; 1981), showed the
pupils’ change in achlevement was slightly greater than
expected in Reading Comprehension. The growth in
Mathematics Computation was substantial with 25.82 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. 1In 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 pupll 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 achlevement gains for all pupils in
reading and wmathamatice for each of the four years the SIP
program has been implemented.

Table 18
Achlievement Galns as Measured
by Change in NCE Points and Percent
of Pupils at Grade Level from Fretest
to Posttest in each Program Year

____READING _ ___MATHEMATICS
Program Average NCE % at Grade Average NCE Z at Grade

Year Change Level Change Change Level Change

1982-83 4.2 11.9 13,6 31.4

1983-84 4.9 11.7 10.8 23.4

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86 46
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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
gerve 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 1dentification of 1low performing schools, and provides a
database of informatien 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 recognlzed 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 o¢f baslic acadenmic
skills of pupils from low income backgrounds.

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86
10/08/86

IToxt Provided by ERI



References

Brookover, W. B., Schweitzer, J. H., Schneider, J. M.
Beady, C. H., Flood, P. K., and Wisenbaker, J. M.
Elementary school climate and school achievement.
American Educational Research Journal, 1978, 15,
301-318, = :

Brookover, W., Beamer, L., Ethim, H., Hathaway, D.,
lezotte, L., Miller, 5., Passalacqua, J., and
Tornatsky, L. Creating effective schools: An inservice
program for enhancing school learning climate and achieve-
ment. Holmes Beach, Fla.: Learning Publications, 1982.

California Test Bureau. Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills,

Monterey, Calif.: MeGraw-Hill, Inc., 1981.

Edmonds, R. Programs of school improvement: An overview.
Educational Leadership, 1982, 40, 4-12.

EVALSRVCS/P609/RPTFIN86

Q 'H;QIOBISEH-:”.V-,:

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI



Appendices

i

NAS Factor Profiles for Elementary Schools

NAS Factor Profiles for Middle Schools

Graphs of NAS Factor Profiles for Elementary Schools
Graphs of NAS Factor Profiles for Middle Schools
Comparison of Various Scores to the Normal Curve
Chronology of Inservice for SIP Academy

Inservice Evaluation Form

Chronology of Inservice for SIP Schools

Parent Survey Form

Parents Survey Analysis for Combined Middle Schools,
and Combined Elementary Schools

EVALSRVCS/P609 /RPTFIN86 49

10/08/86



Appendix A

NAS Factor Profiles for Elementary Schools
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l thnél: SIP Elementary 3chools

Date: 09/85

School Inmprovement Program

NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY PACTOR PROFILR

Item No. of
Fagtor Nos,  Ifems X

1 Safe and Orderly Environment 1-5 5 i 1 9 W 37 12
2 (lear School Mission 6=16 11 1T | 8 21 W 29

0 23 ¥ 2

-

i Instructicngl Leadership 17=30 14 170
4 High Expectations 31=40 10 m y 12 28 2
5 Opportunity to Learn and Time on Task =49 9 M o100 29 W A
6 Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 5057 8 M 2 6 W 3T R

7 Home~School Relations 58-67 10 170 9 28 21 % N
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NAS Factor Profl les for Middle Schools
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School: SIP Middle Schools

Date: 09/65

Sehool_ Improvement Program

" NEEDS ASSESGSMRNT SURVEY FACTOR PROFIU

{ Safe and Orderly Environment 1-5 b g1 oW 3N

5 (lear School Misslon b=16 11 & 1 1 B30

3 Instructional Leadership 1730 1 g 8 10 % 33 2

§ High Expectations 31-40 10 ST L 17

5 Opportunity to Learn ind Time on Task 4119 9 Bl 3 (1 3 A

6 Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress 50=57 8 bl

7 Home-School Relations 58-67 10 o 12 = % 0 9
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dppendix— C

Graphs of NAS FactotProfiles . for Elementary Schools
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Factor 2 Clear Sthool Mission
Percent of Foadtive Responses ()
W17 Overall Elemertary Aversge = 708

o )
. — i
-~
L

EVALSHCYR0Y/ TSRS 60
O?I1B£$

ERIC. .

ERIC g

IToxt Provided by ERI



Factar 3 Tnstructiotel. Leadersidp
Percent of Positive Responses (D+E)
B! Overall Elerentary Average = 608
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SIP Needs Asseasment Suwvey  Fall, 19%
Factor & High Expectations
Percent of Poadtive Responses (DiE)
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STP Needa Assesament Swvey  Fell, 195
Factor 5 Oopartunity to Learn and Time on Task
Percent of Fositive Responses (D+E)
Neift  Overall Elementary Average = 56§
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Factor 6 Frequent Monitoring of Student Progress
Percent, of Posttdve Responoes (D)
171 Overall Elementary Average = 70§
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STP Neods Assesament Srvey  Fall, 195
Peroent of Positive Responses (+E)
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Appendix D

‘ Graphs of NAS Factor Profiles for Middle Schools
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STP Nesds Assesement Savey  Fall, 1965
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M54 Overall Middle School Averege = 56%

12 Crestiy 2 5

I T T T I

fffff

R/

ENCR

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

77



Pervent of Foaitive Resporses (D+E)

25 Mk 3 it x|

EVALSRCY/FE09/IBSTRTS
02/14/%
ERIC



' O __ta L and e Tk
Rrct o * Poive Reonses (1)
B OrerglLL Middle Sehool Average = 563

12 Cetdw 24

Bot, Ros,

T e s e o e e e e LA S

Responses 0 10 I 0 G 60 0 W ® 1MW

62 |

Go/18/6
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Appendix E

Comparison of Various Scores to the Normal Curve
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Crennlogy of SIP Ackivities Related to Pfbjmtivese 2,3
Tnclising Locatien, Inservice Topde, Mugd (hrtdoti—ents,
Langth 0 Hours, and Geals and Objeotdvgiln 1905-386

S L ey

e — ‘a " e - e = —— = — ’:'_ — - M = — S i C——
R N ey N 1 DN . |1 S——

Soptember 1§ Northgate  SIP Principels’ 2 500  jlistrgttcors will recetve informtion related to achool climete,
cedership Acadeny i ases==wment, and & distrdet plan o assist then In inplenent-
S pezogran,

Docember 4 Northgte  SIP Primcipels 1 3% (o gt the area of perent and comnity imvolvenent ad
Center Leedership Academy (lin @  understanding of anelyed STP achdevenent data,
tjeal g vhen dlsaggregated,

Mereh 13 Harley Hotel  SIP Princdpels' 2 300 e sie=ategles implenerted in using nom referemce test
Leadarshdp Acadeny fingtion  and to shere awoess events during the 8586 year,
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A Ingset~-vice Evaluation Form
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e e e
For
T — s~ office
School Type Month Dasmy Year  use only
Code

[ e e SR

R — -

Columbus PyblicSchocsls
Schoel Improvemet Program

EVALUATION fORM

Inservice Toplc ]

Presenter(s)

e — e NN — e e e S

SehnglAssignmenté_ﬁi o o o Date e e

lrections: Foeor Iltems 1-4, circle i nmi>er that best irdEdicates the
e guraccess of this Insefviw ses=dion.

Very ILit=tle No
Successful Sutessfral Undeeided Sycl=c.s8 Success
= — S St e = e = -

1. The objectives of the
progan were clegr—1ly ]
Btated. 5 4 3 22 1

2. The inservice Proi=ram
achleved its statt. =d ) ) )
objectives, 5 4 3 e 1

3. The {nformation prt—esented
increased my undel:—standing
of the School Impt:—ovement
Program, 5 § 3 2

"

4. The information ptv—esented
will assist me i - the
implenentation of - the
School Improvemept - Program )
at my school. 5 4 3 2= 1

5. What vas the most T helpful part of the fmrvice pfagt‘am?r ) o ] 7

—_— = e — e & A i e T -

6. What s the leagt _ helpful part of the iservice progrm! R

%

— - e _ e N

7. What additionsl itt-formation or toplecs wild you 1like tosee cO-evered in
fut.re meetings?

e e

S S — e = e

93

Thank youfor your assistance. = SIE’ES 85/86
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Chronology of Inservice for SIP Schools
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(ronclgy of 5P hokdvities Relatd to Dostgn hjeoke 2.
Trelucing Lacatin, Joervice Tgte, Maber of Partcdpatts,
Lingthin s, md Gl nd (v for 19065

Jate

" aber of

amry of
(pels and Chiectives

* Ootober 16

Oatober 17

October 21

(otober 2
cutobﬂ‘ 3
” December 4 a.m,
December | .o,

~ Roehel

eyl

Home Visdts

Home Vistts
Newspeper 1n Edwcatin
Computer Software for Reading
Report of Pretest Results

Math Inservics and State
Evaluation Information

1

1

1

1

f1

19

1.5

3.00

2,50

3.5

3%

3,00

6.0

6.0

To asaist teachers in planring effective reading progrems,

Mastgfmmmmmmmmmm
r conferences end hape visits,

ﬁnhbataﬁﬁatﬂﬂﬁmtaafﬂﬁrsnﬂmﬁinﬂﬁr
hones to pramte positive bume-schoo] relations,

The Kocbel staf? used the rewspaper &5 a aares of dnstction
e Robel taf? exploved using coputer suftare to tooch
Ibmltﬂﬁmtahﬂﬂtstattsfaﬁhadﬂfthm

teamdeemwm{;yfwﬂmtnplmﬂm
followeup activities,

mmmmmmmammmmgm;
presaure with difficult people,

To present Math materials and heve teechers deelopa planto
reediate akills met often missed on CTBS and to present state
ﬁﬂﬁﬂf-ﬂﬁtﬁdﬂlﬁ. ;




(hronslogy of SIP Actdvibdes Beltd t Doesign v 24
Tncluting Location, Toervice T, hetver of ettt pents,
Length 4n How, a0 Gels s tfrEves e 1506

Inseervice Topde Prticlpants _fifors

Smayof

4 00

Pretest Results [l

Math Tneservice on Mdan- 16
Wealey Miatertals and Instrun

Inprovineg Readirg Onpretinsion §

Bow to Deeal With Difffelt 18
hults

To én pretest reults bo teashers and provide thuem the backe
grond b {rsterpret them; to allow toachers to develoop dnstrie
tlor] palss end strategles to follow wp in classrcomms,

To rwide partinipants with information that 1) help then
1dentify howr t0 irerease time on task and nprove thee quality of
Clasyon instrotion,

maregig end chaging stress oo the Job and in thelr persomal
1ife,

T e Eeectrs with beckgound ad inforaation wadrich vuld
enable i to interpret pretest reparts and allow them tims to
exante e el results,

o daltp an dstruntion plan, using Addiso Vesley materdsls,
b0 raalste the dcllls et frequntly nlssed on thes CIBS pree
tes,

b vice the tath serdes and help renediate the ssid1s met,

Reviey uif check out reading resource materdals end Xearm sme
strelegles for fereasing student reading conprehenslon

lbamlmeteﬂmmﬁfpmiﬂmmmralaﬂm
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Ay

e of S hottvitled o to Destgn Chjive 2
o og; Loiidon, Tnoervioy b, Natroer of Patldpants,
Lexat Y s, e Goadg i Objectives o 56

° e e

" Wber of

g
g

Hay 1

Roebel ES

el Mt Tnfsotin 20

Hath Tnservice .10

Bntencirg the School's 0

SIP Hath Movitordng by Coputer 3

Learnirg Styles 21
SIP Conmittee Assesement 1
Altermative Approaches to l

Mtermative Approaches 12

99

s Duticputy by,

100

fid

To dterit the methenaticy 8-teeching matarisls and thein
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Chrenclogy of SIF Activities Related to Design (bjeotive 2.4
Including Location, Inservice Tople, Muber of Participants,
Length 1n Hours, and Goals and Objectives for 1985-8

T WNamberof  Llength T Smmary of
__ Particirents intows  GoalsadObjectives

] 7.00 Selected teachers have the opportunity to review coguter
programs deaigned to reinforce math and language sidlls,

Trevitt Writing Evaluation 6 5.00 Aoquaint teachers with writing evaluation methods,

Medary Students' Special Needs 2 1,00 To present a brief overview of identifying and selecting
techniques to yse in the classroom with students with special
reaeds,
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Appendix I

Parent Survey Form
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School Improvement Program
PARENT SURVEY FORM
1985-86
Tis year we ar—e conducting a special program at our school. It ia called the

Sohool Improveme==nt Program (SIP). TYou can help us with the program by circling
your answer to esach quesation below. Please answer the questions today and

return this sur<erey to the school without delay. Thank you for your assistance,
1. Did you k=cnow that the school was making special Yes No

efforts o0 further improve its academic progiam
(School MCmprovement Program or SIP)?

2. Were you aware of the school's educatlional goals and Yes No
beliefs £ or the current school year? (Mission Statement)

3. Did anyor—me from the school talk with you about its ] Yas No
academie program (School Improvement Program or SIP)
this year—7?7

4. Do you be=tter underatand the schocl's academic Yes No
program t=hias achosl year?

5. Do you tE=ink the school expects enough of your child Yes " No
in learnXE ng the basic skills of each aubject?

6. Has your «child's progress in learning the basic skills Yea No
been revi= ewed frequently this year by the achool?

7. Has your <child been assigned enough homework during Yesa No
this schc>ol year?

8. Are you =satisfied with your child's progress in Yea No

' learning the basic skills thias year?

9. Do you bemlieve the school's efforts to further improve Yea No
its progr—am (School Improvement Program or SIP) helped
your chil__qd this yvear?

{0, Comments vyou wish to make about the School Improvement Program:
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Appendix J

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

. - . T ~ Percent of Respcndents
Average Yes ~ Ne )
. Item , _ . N__ Response 1) (2

1. bid you know that the school was
making special efforts to further
improve its academic program
(Sckool Improvement Program OF
SIP)? 261 1.6 42.1 57.9

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

Statement) 259 1. 37.8 62.2

[+u]

3. Did anyone from the school talk
with you about its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
vear? 260 1.9 14.6 85.4

4. Do you better understand the
school’s academic program this
.school year? 256 1.6 38,7 61.3

5. Do you think the school expects
enough of your child in learning
the basic skills of each subject? 251 1.2 82.1 17.9

6. Has your child’s progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year by
the school? 240 1.

b
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7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this school
year? 259 1.2 78.0 22.0

8. Are you satisfied with your
child’s progrese im learning the
basic skills this year? 258 1.3 69.8 30.2

9. Do you believe the school’s
efforts to further improve its -
program (School Improvement
Program or SIP) helped your child
this year? 213 1.3 71.8 28.2
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Appendix J

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

T o B - ~ Percent of Respondents
Average  Yes = No
) Item o e N Response Qy 2

1. Did you know that thke school was
making special efforts to further
improve its academic program
(S5chool Improvement Program or
SIP)? 413 1.5 46.5 53.5

2. Were you aware of the school’s

educational goals and beliefs for

the current school year? (Mission

Statement) 412 1.6 41.3 58.7

3. Did anyone from the school talk
with you about its academic program
(School Improvement or SIP) this
year? 413 1.8 24.0 76.0

4, Do you better understand the
school’s academic program this
school year? 406 1.
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5. Do you think the school expects
enough of your child in learning
the basic skills of each subject? 408 1.1 87.3 12,7

6. Has your child’s progress in
learning the basic skills been
reviewed frequently this year by
the school? 388 1.1 85.1 14.9

7. Has your child been assigned
enough homework during this school
year? 410 1.2 78.3 21.7

8. Are you satisfied with your
child’s progress in learning the
basic skills this year? 396 1.2 79.0 21.0

9. Do you believe the school’s
efforts to further improve its
program (School Improvement
Program or SIP) helped your child
thig year? 359 1.2 80.5 19.5
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