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84.22
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

A LOOK AT STATE COMPENSATORY EDUCATION IN AISD
1984-85

AUTHOR: Maria Defino, Vivian Jenkins
OTHER CONTACT PERSONS: Jonathan Curtis
This report daﬁﬁaents the purpose, procedures, and results for each

information source used in the evaluation of the 1384-85 SCE program. It
contains seven appendices, each devoted to a single aspect of the program.

|
MAJOR POSITIVE FINDINGS: i

o In response to the central information need created by legislation
(H.B. 72) regarding Annual Performance Reports to the Texas
Education: Agency, a series of computer screens was developed
which contains information about each school on as many as 23
variables.

o Seventh grade Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) participants
made strong growth as evidenced by gains in the reading, language,
and mathematics ITBS subscale scores. Eighth grade (TBE) students
made greater than expected gains in the reading and mathematics
ITBS subscales.

o All SCE-eligible, Hispanic, LEP students in schools without
bilingually certified SCE teachers had access to other bilinguaily
certified classroom teachers.

o Crisis interventions accounted for only 4% of the total number of
counselor interveations. .

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION:

o SCE teachers served a small proportion of SCE-eligible students
(23%) plus a-significant number of students who were not
SCE-eligible. Thirty-two percent of the total number of students
served were not SCE-eligible. This raises questions as to whether
the program fully focused on the target population for which it
was funded.

o The majority of SCE teachers continue to use pull-out formats for
delivery of instruction, for a variety of reasons.

o Project Achieve appears to suffer from a lack of visibility.
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84.22
MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM ("INFOQ")

Purpose

The development of thé INFO screens was begun in response to the following
central information need:

Information Need Il1. What information is required for the annual
performance report specified in HB 72?

In addition to streamlining completion of the newly required performance
reports, the INFO screen component of the District's emerging management
information system is intended to address several other goals. First, the
INFO screens should become a single, readily accessible resource
containing a variety of data already collected but presantly reported
under several different covers. Second, the INFO screens may be updated
auring the year, thereby providing a degree of recency and accuracy
greater than that of most other codified forms of data. Third, and as a
natural consequence of the first two, the INFO screens are expected to
facilitate ORE's responses to recurrent questions at the campus level, and
generally to facilitate informed decision-making across the District as a
whole. Fourth, because of built-in flexibility, the INFO screens have the
capacity to expand to meet currently unanticipated needs.

The INFO screens are only a minor aspect of what eventually will become a
sin¢le major data base referred to as "SCHCHAR," or School Characteris-
tics File. The final goal is to have the SCHCHAR file serve as a core
data base for Annual Performance Reports to TEA, as required by H.B. 72;
INFO screens will be a handy display mechanism for some of the more useful
and/or needed information contained in the SCHCHAR file.

Procedure

In August and September of 1984, ORE staff (with the help of the
Information Services Committee) generated several 1ists of variables which
might be appropriate for display on the INFO screens. Many of these were
located in ORE reports and publications, such as the ROSE Report (ORE
Publication No. 83.L), the school achievement profiles, and so on. These
were distilled ints a priliminary 1ist of variables displayed un the
screens and accessible by the "001 Achievement/ Performance/ Context"
selection.

These screens were previewed at ORL and in meetings several times during
the fall, 1984, by a number of District administrators. Among them were
the Superintendent, the Special Assistant for Administrative Services, and
the Assistant Superintendents for Elementary and Secondary Education
(October 10, 1984); the secondary principals (November 21, 1984); the
supervising principals (November 2, 1984); and the Elementary Advisory
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Principais Team (December 12, 1984). The Director of High Schools, the
Director of Junior High Schools, the Director of the Department of Federail
and State Applications and Compliance, and the Director of Elementary
School Management also were invited and provided feedback at various times
on the screens.

Results

As a result of each of these interactions, revisions and additions were
made to INFO (OW-INFPT-0i-01).

A core of 23 variables was selected for inclusion. Drafts of definitions
for the variables were prepared for elementary, junior high, and high
schools (see Attachments 1, 2, and 3). These were distributed to all
principals in the District, together with hard copies of their respective
schools' 001 screea, by the first week of March. (See Attachment 4 for
hard copy examples of the 001 screens generated by OW-INFPT-01-01.) As a
result of these meetings and the input obtained, numerous corrections and
revisions have been made in the definitions.

Additionally, another .entire set of screens (the "003 Achievement/
Performance/Context Data by Characteristic") was developed as a
cross-indexed version of the 001 screens. That is, while the 001 screens
are organized by school (e.g., a school's performance cn every one of the
variables is displayed before going on to the next school), the 003
screens are organized by variable (each variable heads a 1ist showing
every schoo:'s performance on that variable before going on to the next
variable). (See Attachment 5 for hard copy examples of the 003 screens
generated by OW-INFPT-01-01.) Inaccuracies in the drafts of variable
definitions were identified through discussion ana corrected or clari-
fied. Some variables were added, most notably, "Students not receiving
any F's, most recent six weeks;" and TABS scsres for Reading and
Mathematics were broken out so they could be reported separately. (Note
that these will be broken down further to reffect the grade level tested,
since not every elementary school housez all the grade levels eligible for
TABS testing.)

In anticipation of the time when INFO screens may be accessed at each
campus (as part of the District's computer initiative), and to assist
vicitors to ORE previewing the screens, a simple guide was prepared with
step-by-step instructions (see Attachment 6). At present, only persons at
ORE and in che Superintendent's 0ffice may access the screens. Projected
devejopments for the use of INFO include distribution of updated hard
copies to nrincipals in August materials packets for use in long-term
planning for the 1985-1986 school year. Hard copies of the screens are
expected to serve as a component of the Annual Performance Report to Texas
Education Agency next August, as well.
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Recommendations

The undertaking and completion of the INFO screen system is a major
accomplishment, and the timely fashion with which the system is updated
enhances the usefulness of the data. INFO clearly meets the short-term
goals set down for it; it is a single, readily available, easily updated,
and flexible information resource.

However, the usefulness of the system can be greatly enhanced by extending
it beyond its current descriptive status. A data base that provides for
the statistical and logicai manipulation of the descriptive data to
generaie new variables and combinations of variables is even more
flexible, parsimonious and useful.

Feedback received from the school principals indicates that ORE should
consider changing its negatively stated categories to positively stated
ones (e.g. changing "non-minority students" to minority students;
"students not in Special Education" to "students in Special Education").
Their rationale is that variables shouid be stated the way that they are
normally used.
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Definitions for the INFO Screen
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For Elementary Schools
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Attachment A-1
84.22 (Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
0ffice of Research and Evaluation

December 4, 1984

Definitions for the INFO Screen “"Categories” of Variables
var tlementary Schools

1. Students at or above grade level, Spring 1984:
This 1s the percentage of students tested whose percentile on the

composite score on the ITBS is 50 or above (in other words, the 1
grade equivalent score was at or above the grade level at the time

of testing).

2. Students gaining one or more years in 1983-84:
Students' scores on the 1982-83 ITBS were compared with their
1983-84 scores. If the 1983-84 grade equivalents were higher by a
year or more, the students were counted. The number was then
changed to a percentage by dividing by the number of students who
took the test and multiplying by 100%.

3. Stuaents meeting or exceeding the ROSE prediction in 1983-84:
Basad on several variables (such as age, Grade, previous
achievement test performance, etc.), a prediction was made of each
student's performance on the 1983-84 ITBS. Then, students' actual
performance was compared to their predicted performance. If the
predicted and actual scores were equal, or if the actual
per formance was better than the predicted performance, the students
were counted. Here again, the number was converted to a percentage.

4. Students mastering TABS objectives, Spring 1984:
T erage percentage of students tested at grades 3 and 5 who
der . strated mastery at the state level was calculated.

5. Nonminority students, October 1984:
This figure 1s based on the October 5, 1984 count of students by
ethaicity. The percentage of all students who are neither Black
nor Hispanic (called "Other®) was calculated. "Others" included
American Indian and Asian students.

6. Average daily attendance in 1983-84:
This 1s the official ADA for the 1983-84 school year.

7.  Students not disciplined in 1983-84:
The number of students with no occurrences in the categories of
discipline used by the Office of Student Affairs (and recorded on
the 0SA green sheets) was divided by the total enrollment at the
school (for the entire school year).

11
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84.22 . Attachment A-1

Page 2 of 2
Elementary Definitions, p. 2 (Pag )

8. Students not eligible for free or reduced-price meal in 1983-84:
The percentage of studenis not enrolled in the free and reduced-
price meal program was based upon lunch counts completed on May 25,
1984, and the enrollment as of January, 1984.

9. Students not LEP in 1984-85:
The official LEP count at eacn school as of October, 1984 is
subtracted from the total number of students enrolled at each
school (as of Octoher 5, 1984}, the remainder is divided by the
total enroliment at the scho~i.

10.  Students not in special education in 1983-84:
The total number of students served through special education at
each campus is subtracted from the number of stucdents enrolled at
each campus (as of the Student Master File update completed on June
14, 1984); this remainder is then divided by the total enrollment.

11.  Students not in a compensatory education program in 1983-84:
The number of students served by special education, Migrant, or SCE
programs was subtracted from the total number of students enrolled
at the campus (as of the Student Master File update completed on
July 5, 1984). This difference (those not in any compensatory
program) is divided by the total enroliment (as of the Student
Master File update completed on July 5, 1985).

12.  Students not reassigned for desegregation purposes in 1583-84.
kacn student who 1S attending the school he/she would nave attended
prior to desegregation is divided by the school's total enrollment
(as of the June 1984 update of the Student Master File). Transfers
were counted as being among those students who were not reassigned
for desegregation purposes.

3. Students enrolled for the entire school year in 1983-84:
This 1s the number of students enrolled ox the first day of 1983-84
who were still enrolled on the last day of school, divided by the
total numver of students enrolled at ary time during 1983-84.

14. Pupils per teacher in 1983-84:
Th1s number was determined by dividing the total number of students
enrolled as of September,1983 at each campus by the number of
regular classroom teachers at each campus. Note that this entry is
a number and not a percentage; the lower the number, the higher the
assigned rank should be (that is, smaller class sizes are ranked
higher).

15. Students promoted:
This 1s the percentage of all students enrolled whose records show
them to be enrolled at any grade level in 1983-84 which is higher
than that for 1982-83.
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84.22 Attachment A-2

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (Page 1 of 2)
0ffice of Research and Evaluation

February 18, 1985

Definitions for the INFO Screen “Categories® or Variables
for Junior High Schools

1. Students at or above grade level, spring 1984:
This is tne percentage of students tested whose percentiie on the
composite score on the ITBS is 50 or above (in other words, the grade
equivalent score was at cr above grade level at the time of testing).

2. Students ga«ning one or more years in 1983-84:
Students' scores on the 1982-83 [TBS were compared with their 1983-84
scores. If the 1983-84 grade equivalents were higher by a year or
more, the students were counted. The number was then changed to a
percentage by dividing by the number of students who took the test
and mulitiplying by 100.

3. Students meeting or exceedin .  ROSE prediction in 1983-84:
Based on several variables (s.- S age, grade, previous achievement
test performance, etc.), a prediction was made of each student's
performance on the 1983-84 ITBS. Then, students' actual performance
was compared to their predicted perfo. -ance. If the predicted and
actual scores were equal, or if the actual performance was better
than the predicted performance, the students were counted. Here
again, the number was converted to a percentage.

4, Nonminority students, October 1984:
This figure 1s based on the October 5, 1984 count of students by
ethnicity. The percentage of all students who are neither Black nor
Hispanic (called “Other") was calculated. "Others" included American
Indian and Asian students.

5. Average daily attendance in 1983-84:
This 1s the official ADA for the 1983-84 school year.

6. Students not disciplined in 1983-84:
The number of students with no occurrences in the categories of
discipline used by the Office of Student Affairs (as recorded on the
0SA green sheets) was divided by the tote1 enroliment at the school
(for the entire school year).

7. Students not eligible for free or reduced-price meal in 1983-84:
The percentage of students not enrolled in the free and reduced-
price meal program was based upun Tunch counts completed on May 25,
1984, and the enroilment as of January, 1984.

8. Students not LEP in 1984-85:
The official LeP count at each school as of October 1984 is
subtracted from the total number of students enroiled at each schooil
(as of October 5, 1984); the remainder is divided by the total
enrollment at the school.

A-9 14
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Junior High Definitions, p. 2 7 3’

9. Students not in special education in 1983-84:
The total number of students served through special education at
each campus is subtracted from the number of students enrolled at
each campus (as of the Student Master File update completed on June
14, 1984); this remainder is then divided by the total enroliment.

10. Students nec* in a compensatory education program in 1983-84:
The number oF students served by special education, Migrant,
Chapter 1, or SCE programs was subtracted from the total number of
students enrolled at the campus (as of the Student Master File
update completed on July 5, 1984). This difference (those not in

any compensatory program) is divided by the total enroliment (as of
the Student Master File update completed on July 5, 1984).

11. Students not reassigned for desegregation purposes in
1983-84:
Fach student who is attending the school he/she would have attended
prior to desegregation is divided by %he school's total enrollment
(as of the June 1984 update of the Student Master File). Transfers
were counted as being among those students who were not reassigned
for desegregation purposes.

12. Students enrolled for the entire school year in 1983-84:

* This is the number of students enrolled on the first day of the
1983-84 school year who were still enrolled on the last day of
school, divided by the total number of students enrolled at any
time during 1983-84.

13. Pupils per teacher in 1983-84:
Th1s number was determined by dividing the total number of students
enrolled as of September 1983 at each campus by the number of
regular classroom teachers at each campus. Note that this entry is
a number and not a percentage; the lower the number, the closer to
1 the assigned rank should be (thatis, smaller class sizes are
ranked higher).

14. Students not failing any courses in 1983-84:
This 1s the total percentage of students who received no F's during

the 1983-84 academic year.

15. Students not failing any courses, most recent six-weeks:
This figure equals %Ee percentage of students with no F's during
the most recent six-weeks period. Updates generally will be made 1

to 2 weeks after the end of the grading period (Data Processing
needs that time to complete processing all report cards).

16. Students promoted:
This 1s the percentage of all students enrolled whose records Show
them to be enrolled at any grade level in 1983-84 which is higher
than that for 1982-83. .

[
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"Categories" or Variables
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
0ffice of Research and Evaluatior

December 4, 1984

Definitions for the INFO Screen "Categories" or Variables
for High Schools

Students at or above grade level, Spring 1984:
This 1s the percentage of students tested whose percentile on the

composite score on the ITBS or TAP is 50 or above (in other words,
the grade equivalent score was at or above grade level at the time
of testing).

Students gaining one or more years in 1983-84:
Ninth-graade students’ scores on the 1982-83 ITBS were compared with
their 1983-84 TAP scores. If the 1983-84 grade equivalents were
higher by a year or more, the students were counted. The number
was then changed to a percentage by dividing by the number of
students who took the test and multiplying by 100%.

Students meeting or exceeding the ROSE prediction in 1983-84:

Based on several variabies (such as age, grade, previous
achievement test performance, etc.), a prediction was made of each
student's performance on the 1983-84 TAP. Then, students' actual
performance was compared to their predicted performance. If the
predicted and actual scores were equal, or if the actual

performance was better than the predicted performance, the students
were counted. Here again, the number was converted to a percentage.

Students mastering TABS objectives, Spring 1984:
‘the percentage of students tested at grade 9 who demonstrated
mastery at the state level was calculated.

Nonminority students, October 1984:
This figure 1s based on the October 5, 1984 count of students by
ethnicity. The percentage of all students who are neither Black
nor Hispanic (called "Other") was calculated. "Others" included
American Indian and Asian students.

Average daily attendance in 1983-84:

ihis 1s the ofticia or the 1983-84 school year.

Students not disciplined in 1983-84:

The number of students with no occurrences in the categories of
discipline used by the Office of Student Affairs (and recorded on

the 0SA green sheets) was divided by the total enroliment at the
school (for the entire school year).

A-12 17
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(Page 2 of 3)

Senior High Definitions, p. 2

8. Students not eligible for free or reduced-price meal in 1983-84:
The percentage of students not enrolied 1n the free and
reduced-price meal program was based upon lunch counts
completed on May 25, 1984, and the enrollment as of January,
1984.

9. Students not LZP in 1983-84:
The ofticiai LEP count at each school as of October, 1984 is
subtracted from the total number of students enrolled at each
school (as of October 5, 1984); the remainder is divided by the
total enroliment at the school.

10. Students not in special education in 1983-84:
The total number of students served through special education
at each campus is subtracted from the number of students
enrolled at each campus (as of the Student Master File update
completed on June 14, 1984); this remainder is then divided by
the total enrollment.

11. Students not in a compensatory education program in 1983-84:
The number of students served by special education,-Migrant, or
SCE Writing Labs was subtracted from the total number of
students enrolled at the campus (as of the Student Msster tile
update completed on July 5, 1984). This difference (those not
in any compensatory program) is divided by the total enroll-
ment (as of the Student Master File update completed on July 5,
1984).

12. Students not reassigned for desegregation purposes in 1983-84:
each student wno 1s attending the school he/she would have
attended prior to desegregation is divided by the school's
total enrolliment (as of the June, 1984 update of the Student
Master File). Transfers were counted as being among those
students who were not reassigned for desegregation purposes.

13. Students enrolled for the entire school year in 1983-84:
This 1s the number of students enroiled on the first day of
1983-84 who were still enrolled on the last day of school,
divided by the total number of students enrolled at any time
during 1983-84.

14. Pupils per teacher in 1983-84:
This number was determined by dividing the total number of
students enrolled as of September, 1983 at ~ach campus by the
number of regular classroom teachers at each campus. Note that
this entry is a number and not a percentage; the lower the
number, the higher the assigned rank shouid be (that is,
smaller class sizes are ranked higher).

15. Students not failing any courses in 1983-84:
This 1s the total percentage of students who received no F's
during the 1983-84 academic year,

o | A-13 18
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(Page 3 of 3)

Senior High Definitions, p. 3

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Students not failing any courses, most recent six-weeks:

This figure equals the percentage of students with no F's
during the most recent six-weeks period. Updates generally
will be made 1 to 2 weeks after the end of the grading period
(Data Processing needs that time to compiete processing all
report cards).

Students not dropping out, 1983-84:

Of all the students enrolied 1n 1983-84, this percentage
includes those who remained enrolled, or transferred to
another school. Those who withdrew from school and had not
had a transcript requested by July, 1984 were considered “. be
dropouts.

Graduates attending college:
This is the percentage of 1983-84 graduates for whom a college
had requested a transcript as of June, 1984.

Graduates meeting competency in both reading and math:
This 1s the percentage of all graduates who met competency in
both reading and mathematics.

Students promoted:

This is the percentage of all students enrolled whose records
show them to be enroiled at any grade level in 1983-84 which
is higher than that for 1982-83 (including all students who
graduated).
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Hard Copy Examples of the
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Data by Schools:
INFO Screens
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[}
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS FILE == MINFQ" SCREEN =~ L[STED DY SCHOOL == AS OF 04/25/85:
PROG: OW=INFPT=0{~01
1
AustiN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
ACHIEVEMENT/PERFORMANCE/CONTEXT DATA: RANK OUT SCHOOL  AISD
o L OF 60 _ % EL
STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE GRAOE LEVEL, SPRING 1984 35 50.7 $7.0
STUDENTS GAINING ONE OR MORE YEARS IN 198384 42 47,7 %2.3 .
—STUDENTS MEETINC/EXCEEOING ROSE PREDICTION IN 1983-84 T
HATH 35 4T.6  -49.2
_ REAOING 29 48.5 48.7 L
T STUDENTS MASTERING TABS OBJECTIVES, svﬁluc 1988 T T
s 15.0 8047
. ) READING A0 B2.4 84.8
AUSTIN TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SYSTEM
T KCHTEVERERT/PERFORRANCE/CUNTEXT DATA: T AKRK OUT T SCHbOL ™ A18D” ~ &~ 7 T T
OF 60 2 EL
e o ww emmeme——ees e NONMINORITY STUDENTS, OCTOBER 1984 7 26 7' 35,2 7 43.3 . -
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE IN 1983=84 39 93.7 94.0
STUDENTS NOT DISCIPLINED IN 19683=84 1 100.0 97.17 L -
~"STUDENTS HOT ELIG. FOR FREE/REDUTED PRICE MEAL1983-B8 34 8.7 55.07 ’
STUOENTS NOT LEP, OCTOBER 1984 39 92.4 93.5
STUDE'iS NOT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION IN 1983-84 13 92.8 904
= TTUDERTE ROT tH & COMPENSATORY BD. PROGRAM IN"1983=84 15 — a9.1 ™ 73.2
STUOENTS NOT REASSIGNED IN 1983=84 1 100.0 84.1
__STUNENTS ENROLLED FOR THE ENTIRE SCHOOL YEAR IN 1983=84 36 80.1 80.7 B
= RUPILS PER TEACHER IN '198%<B84 — 347 """ 25,377723.8 — ~ T
STUDENTS PROMOTEDe 1983=84 34 9.3 9.6
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'
_ SCHUOL _CHARACTERISTICS FILE = “INFO" SCREEN == LISTED BY SCHOOL == AS OF 04/25/85:
o T PROG: OW=INFPT=01=~01

T 777 AUSTIN CTNDEPENDENT SCHOUL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT INFORMATION SVSTEN

ACHIEVEMENT /PERFORMANCE/CONTEXT DATAs RANK GUT SCHOCL  AlSD
S e e - . .bFlo T ___ JR ]
STUDENTS AT OR ASOVE GRADE LEVEL, SPRING 1984 6 56.8 56.9
STUDENTS GAINING ONE OR MORE VEARS IN 1983=34 9 55.8 60.5
" STUGENTS MEETING/ERCEEDING ROSE PREDICTION IN 1983«84 T
. MATH & 54.1 52.7
READING 13 46.8 5i.6

- - PR, e e e—— P O

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHUOL DISTRICT MANAGEMENT [NFORMATION SYSTEM

T ACHIEVERENT/PERFORRANCE/CONTEXT OATA% RAMR DOT ™ 5CHODL ~~ AlSD — ) -
OF 10 2 JR
NONMENGRS 1Y STUDENTS, OCTCBER 1984 4 " 55.0 $2.8
AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE IN 1983=84 8 92.0 93.0
STUDENTS NOT DISCIPLINED IN 1983-84 9 78.2 85.8
“TT BTYDERTS NOT ELIG. FOR FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL 19838477 &~ "7"784.0 ~ 8.0 )

STUDENTS NOT LEP, OCTOBER 1984 4 97.9 97.0
STUDENTS NOT IN SPECIAL EDUCATION IN 1983=84 8 88.2 88.8
T TU3TUpENTS NDT IN A COMPENSATORY ED. PROGRAM IN 1983-44 ~ 10 °~~ 8.0 42.5
STUDENTS NOT REASSIGHED IN 1983=84 9 49.8 73.9
_STUDENTS ENROLLED FOR THE ENTIRE SCHOOL YEAR IN 1983=84 10 85.3 28.8
PUPILS PER TEACHER IN 1983-84 10 25.1 23.6
STUDENTS NOY FAILING ANY COURSES IN 1983=84 6 75.5 5.0
STUDENTS NOT FAILING ANY COURSESs MOST RECENT SIX=WEEKS 7 57.3 59.5

STUDENTS PROMOTED, 1983-84 i 88.3 91.0
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gl =

sC

__ACHIEVEMENT/PERFORMANCE /CONTEXT DATA

" AUHIEVEKEMT/PERFARMANCE/CONTERT DATA
._NOTE = THiS ¥ENU CONSISTS OF 2 SCREENS.

(]
Ve A

HOOL_CHARACTERISTICS FILE o=

NOTE = THIS MENU CONSISTS OF 2 SCREENS.

MENU FOR SCREEN 005, 003 FOR SELECTION OF CHARACTERISTIC OESIRED! |

ENTER "FWD® TO SEE THE REST OF THE SUBJECT SELECTIONS.

SUBJECT

i
“INFU" SCRFEN == {ISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC ==

SORTED 3Y CHARACTERISTIC

. TTT¥0 SELECT THE SUBJECT OESIREO, ENTER THE 3 DIGIT SUBJECT CODEL”

_ SUBJELT _CODE

STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL, SPRING 1984
STUDENTS GAINING ONE OR MORE YEARS IN 1983-84

STUDENTS MEETING/EXCEEDING ROSE PREDICTION IN 1983-84
STUDENTS MASTERING TABS OBJECTIVES, SPRING 1984
STUDENTS HASTERING YABS OBJECTIVES, SPRING L1984

NONMINORI TY STUDENTS, OCTOBER 1984
AVERAGE OAILY ATTENDANCE IN 1983-84

STUOENTS NOT ELIG. FOR FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL 1983«84
STUDENTS NOV LEP, OCTOBER 1984

-l
-
-

STUDENTS NOT DISCIPLINED IN 1983-84 "

STUDENTS NOTV IN SPECIAL EDUCATION IN 198358% -

TTTTSTUDENTS MEETING/EXCEEDING ROSE PREDICVION IN 198388 = NAYH

READ ING
HATH

s REAGING ~

002
003
094
005
006
o7
008
009
T 010

0i1

012

013

SORTED BY CHARACYERISTIC &

TO SELECT THE SUBJECT DESIRED, ENTER THE 3 DIGIT SUBJECT CUDE.

B SUBJECT

_ STUDENTS NOT IN A COMPENSATORY ED. PROGRAM IN 1983~-84
STUDENTS NOT REASSIGNED IN 1983=84

STUDENYS ENROLLED FOR ENTVIRE SCHOOL YEAR IN 1983-84
PUPILS PER TEACHER IN 1983=84

STUOENTS NOT FAILING ANY COURSES IN 1983=84

STUDENTS NOT FAILING ANY COURSES, MOST RECENT SIX=WEEKS
STUDENTS NOT DROPPING OUT IN 1983=84

) ’ GRADUATES ATTENDING COLLEGE
GRAQUATES HEETING COMPETENCY IN BOTH AREAS, 1983-04
STUDENTS PROMOTED, 198384

SUBJECY CODE
nl4
o015
(11 ¥
o1?
(Y]
019
020
021
022
023

AS OF 04/25/05¢

PAGE: 001

PROG:OW=INF53~01=01

o

22 ¥8
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(¢ 30 1 °bBeq)
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v

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS FILE == “"INFO" SCREEN == LISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC ~=

v " . ]

: " 0 -

| ACHIEVEMENT/PERFORMANCE/ CONTEXT DATA ~ LISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC = ELEMENTARY
TTTT 7T STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL, SPRING 1984 = "AtSD pCT = 57,0

' _ACHIEVEMENT/PERFORMANCE/ CONV EXT DATA = LISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC « ELENENTARY

STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL, SFRING 1984 ~ AlSD PCT = 57,0

o __RANK  SCHOOL NAME PCY o o L
31 BROWN 4.4 46  BARRINGTON 45.5
32 WE3SB 53,1 4T  BLACKSHEAR 45,2
7 337 READ 52.3 A3  GRAHAM 45.6
1 34 ORTEGA 50.9 49  CASIS - 44.9
' 35  ANDREMNWS 0.7 S0  CDAK 44.8

T TTTTTT387 BRODKE T 50.4 51 ZAVALA 44,2 7

g 37  ALLAN 49.1 $2  HARRIS 43.6
: 38  MAPLEWOOD 4r.7 $3  BLANTON 43.%
= I [ PECAN SPRINGS 48.3 54 GOVALLE 43,1
] 40  ALLISON 47.8 5%  BECKER 42.8
& 41  DAK SPRINGS 47.7 $6  RDSEWUNO 42.7
T T 3277 S1AS T A4T.4 51 RIDGETYOP h2.1
. 43 WINN 46.8 $3  WODLDRIDGE 39,8
23&5 g 44  METL 46.6 59  CAMPBELL 39,0
Y 1 ) DAMSON 45.9 60 WALNUY CREEK 32.7

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RANK SCHOOL NAME PCT ‘ RANK  SCHOUL NAME PCY
% R | HiLl ’ 92.2 15 " thAves HEIGHTS 63.%
s 2 DOSS 89.2 17 BRENTHWOOD 62.7
: 3 SUMMITY 82.1 18 BARTON HILLS 61.6
o 4" LEE 78.3 19 7 unsSuiN ’ 60.4
: S DAK HILL 76.8 20  WOOTEN 60.3
S 6 PILLOW T4t _20  IILKER _ 60.1
. T~ BRYKER wODDS’ 12,7 77 OTTTTT22TTRORMAN T T T 69,8 T
8  MATHEWS 72.0 23 HIGHLAND PARK 59,5
. .9 WILLIANMS T1.5 ) 24 0DOM 59,0
10~ PEASE 10.9 25 st. ELNO §6.9
11 PLEASANT HILL 69.9 26  REILLY 56.1
M 42 MENCHACA 67.5 21 HOUSTON 56.0
b T 437 SUNSET VALLEY 66,3 ° 77 T 28 TLANGFORD TTT T 85,87 77 T
o ' 14 GULLETY 64,3 29  LINDER 55.4
o , 1S _ CUNNINGHAM 63.3 30 SANCHEZ 5417

AS OF 04/25/85:

PAGE: 006
P PROGSOW=INFS3=-01~01
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'
SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS FILE == ®INFO" SCREEN == LISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC == AS OF 04/25/8B5:  PAGE: 003
...... . PROG 10N=1NF53-01-01

22°¥8

. ACHIEVENENT/PERFORMANCE/CONTEXT DATA = LISTED 8Y CHARACTERISTIC = HIGH SCHOOL

=== < STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL, SPRING 19847 = RS0 PLY = 58.5 o T .
g RANK  SCHOOL NAME PcY |, RANK  SCHOUL NAME , Pct

o [ S 1713 & | ¥ S T
T 2 MCCALLUN $8.4
A ___ 3 _ANOERSOMN s, ) e L
o 477 CROCKETY s1.1

S JOHNSTON 48.6
q 6 REAGAN 48,0 e L e e
oA 5 1 T LANLER T T 48,9 T T ) Tt -

8 IRAVIS © 4leS ROBBINS 3842
M 9 L.Beds 3646

> 14
' ! ——————— e - - an w .. e e e vae . - - - - = B = & i s s a e § B RS S Stats s wAFan  w = - - - .——— - b v M G w VLD E gwas e - ea = om mm e
3 " ) 3 . e )
._-I tl
'] . _ACHIEVEMENT/PERFORMAI CE/CONTEXT DATA = LISTED BY CHARACTERISTIC « JUNIDR HIGH T
' STUDEN™S AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVELs SPRING 1984 ~ AISD PCT = 56.9 ,
e RANK_SCHOGL NAWE___ _ pcY e

1 0, MENRY 64,1

- __ 2 _ PORTER . 6A0

q T 37 LARAR - 60,2 )
g 4  BEDICHEK 59.7

& S MARTIN 59.1

ETTBURNET TR LB U T T T S s mmamioe s s e . : Tt T
b 7 MURCHISON 54,3 =5
4 8 opoBiE 52,8 T
¢ 3  FULMORE 49.4 m o
g 10 PEARCE 444 w3
1] =T sewotoes - - - = . O g
% - ot
v w::>
g v vm

oo
&
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Beginner's Guide to Using INFO
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Attachment A-6
(Page 1 of 4)

BEGINNER'S GUIDE TO USING INFO

October 2,

.

) Yoy

1. Pull out knob on left gide
of the terminal.

2. Tvpe in: CSSN and hit

(¢énter]l, located at

lewer rinht-hand corner of

1984

£EMms
s"pra\\m%LE

 INSERT MODE

S ANPUT

gnJD-L—D
INRIBITED

CRT _(Displavy)

1. After a brief pause, a
little line will appear
at top left corner of
the screen (called
"oursor").

2. Light briefly will come
on next to "INPUT
INMIBITED" on right

kevboard. side of screen. It
goes off, and light by
"SYSTEMS AVAILABLE"
comes on while screen
displays:
CICS/VS SIGNON - ENTER PER-
SONAL DETAILS (one line)
NAME: ___
*3. Type in: —-—— e - - and (cursor moves as letters
hit the key on right side appear)
of the keyboard.
PASSWORD: ___
*4, Type in: . me- and hit (cursor moves, nothing
enter] (ignore the line shows on screen)
that says "NEW PARSSWORD'").
3. (INPUT INHIBITED light
comes on briefly, thens)
DFH35041 (time) SIGN -
ON IS COMPLETE
(SYSTEMS AVAILABLE
light comes on)
START HERE IF SOMEONE HAS ALREADY LOGGED IN

S. Type in INFO and hit

(erzen)

4, Letters "INFO" replace
first four which were
on the screen; when you
hit enter, the INPUT
INMHIBITED light is
triggered.

#This information is missing from nandout for security reasons.

A-23 3 j.
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84.22 (Page 2 of 4)

YOou CRT (Display)

When the SYSTEMS
AVAILABLE light comes
on, the screen will
show?

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL
DISTRICT MANARGEMENT INFOR-
MATION SYSTEM (one line)

001 PAYROLL

002 PERSONNEL

003 STUNENT

004 PLANNING

005 RESEAQRCH AND EVAL—
UATION

ENTER R THREE DIGIT CODE OF
INTEREST, PRESS ENTER. 7O
END, PRESS CLERR.

ACTION CODE:

.

6. Choose one of the five

categories shown on the

screen (at present, only

003 and 0€5 contain infor-

mation). Type in the

number and hit !enterl. S. The screen will
temporarily go blank, with
the INPUT INHIBITED light
on, and then it will display
a second selection list (all
choices being within that
broad category). At the
bottom of the screen is this

. nMessage:

ENTER THREE DIGIT CODE FOR

SPECIFIC REPORT, PRESS
ENTER., PRESS CLEARR TO END.

ACTION CODE ___

7. You will choose one of the
subcategories toc examines; type

in the corresponding number 6. The screen will go blank
and hit ienterl. again while the INPUT INHI-

BITED light is on; then the
SYSTEMS AVAILABLE light
comes on with the first
“soreen” of information.

O ‘ A"24

w
oo




PRESS CLEAR TG END.
ACTION CODE __

8. You may move forward (like

paging through a book) to see

more information by typing in

FWD and “itting the [enter| key. 7. The CRT will display the
next screen of information.

OR,

You can type in the ID number 8. The computer will sort
(see attached list) for a through ail the screens, find
particular school that you the one you are interested
want to know more about, and in, and display it on the
hit [enter]. screen with the same message

at the bottom of it.

AND,

You may go back to {the pre- 9, The computer will flip
vious "page" or screen of infor- back to the previous screen
mation by typing BWD and and display that, with the
hitting [enter\. same message as always at

: the bottom of it.

IF THERE IS NO PRIOR SCREEN

and you entered the action code
BWD, you may anticipate that
the computer will default back
to the same screen and ask you
to make a choice again.

IF THERE IS NO NEXT SCREEN,

the computer will come hack

with a message to that effect -----» 10, THIS SELECTION NOT

and ask you to make another AVAILABLE AT THIS TIME
choice, at which point you may

wigh to quit using INFQO.

WHEN YQU HAVE QBTAINED THE INFOR-
MATION YOU NEED or are tired and

wish to leave the terminal,

9., Press the SCLERR] key at the

upper left—hand corner of the 11, INFO TERMINATED BY

keyboard. OPERATOR~TO REUSE PRESS
ENTER

84.22 Attachment A-6
(Page 3 of 4)
) yaqu CRT (Display)
At tne bottom of the screen
are more instructions:
ENTER FWD TO BROWSE FORWARD,
BWD TO BROWSE BACKWARD.
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84.22 (Page 4 of 4)
You CRT (Display)

10. If you wish to take another
look at INFO, hit the [enter)

key once again and loop back 12. Computer will return to
through these steps, starting main selection list
at step #6. again.

11. If you wish to leave the
terminal, then type in CSSF and

hit the !enferl key. 13. Computer screen will
show:
DFH35061 (time)

SIGN-OFF IS COMPLETE

12. Push the knob on the left
si1de of the CRT in, thereby
turning the machine off.

34
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SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS AND SCE ACHIEVEMENT CAINS

Purpose

A sample of State Compensatory Education (SCE) teachers was included in
the fall 1984 District Survey. Information from this survey, plus

information generated from the Teacher Service File (Appendix C) and the
1984 and 1985 Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) Files was used to provide

some of the *.formation relevant to the following decision and evaluation
questions:

Decision Question D1: If SCE is refunded for 1985-86, should the
ETementary Instructional Compenent be continued as is, modified, or
discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-4: Were the achievement gains
realized by low-achieving students served by SCE teachers
greater than the achievement gains predicted for those
students?

Evaluation Question D1-5: Which schools showed the greatest
achievement gains by the students served by SCE teachers?

Evaluation Question D1-6: What teaching modes and structures
were used by the SCE teachers? Which were used by the
schools with the greatest achievement gains by SCE-served
students?

Evaluation Question D1-7: Did SCE teachers teach reading,
Tanguage arts, and mathematics? In what proportion?

Evaluation Question D1-8: What were the coordination efforts
directed specifically to SCE teachers?

Evaluation Question D1-9: How did SCE students' achievement
gains compare with Chapter 1 students' and Migrant students’
achievement gains?

Procedure

Several questions were included in the fall 1985 District Teacher/
Administrator Survey (see Systemwide Evaluation: 1984-85 Technical Report,
ORE Publication No. 84.20, Vol. 1I) to obtain descriptions of the teaching
modes and structures used by SCE teachers, and the reasons they were used
(Attachment B-1). Surveys were sent to SCE elementary teachers in
November. Analyses were run December 5.
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In order to determine the ranking of schoels with SCE teachers by average
achievement gains, in addition to predicted versus actual gains, the
Teacher Service File and the 1984 and 1985 ITBS Files were matched (ORE
program SC-SCEEF-01-01).

Data Analyses

The analysis used to generate the ROSE Report (ORE Publication No. 84.Q)
provided a predicted ITBS score for each student; those served by SCE
teachers were selected from the 1984 and 1985 ITBS files (file name
ESWITLO2) and their actual and predicted performances were compared.

Two different rankings were used. The first was based on the number of
instances in which low-achieving students served by an SCE teacher gained
at least .05 grade eguivalent (GE) more than low-achieving students not
served by SCE teichers (See Attachment B-2). The second ranking method
was based on tne size of the differences in gain between low-achieving
students served/not served by the SCE teacher in the same school/grade/
subject (see Attachment B-3). A third ranking method based on the ROSE-
type analysis, examining the size of differences between actual and
predicted achievement of students served by SCE teachers, is desirable.
However, the numbers of students are too smail to provide any useful
comparisons at the school. level. Therefore, this analysis was conducted
by grade for all SCE-served students served/not served by SCE teachers.
Results for this analysis appear in Figure B-1.

Finally, responses to the teachers' survey were tabulated and a general
description of SCE instructional delivery was produced and compared with
that for Chapter 1 and Migrant instructional programs. These results
appear in Figure B-5.

Results

Evaluation Question D1-4: Were the achievement gains realized by
Tow-acnieving students served by SCE teachers greater than the achievement
gains predicted for those students?

Figure B8-1 shows the ROSE report for all SCE-served students. The
discrepancy score is the difference between the expected and the actual
scores, no discrepancy score means the score obtained was the predicted

score.
“Grade Niscrepancy Score  (n)

1 €1)

2 -0.01 (959)

2 -0.03 (71)

4 0.07 (51)

5 -0.11  (69)

6 0.02  (40)

gure B-1: DISCREPANCY SCORES FOR ACTUAL VERSUS PREOTCTED
ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF SCE-SERVED STUDENTS BY GRADE.
B-3

37
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As can be csccn from this analysis, on the average, SCE-served students in
grades 4 and 6 made greater gains than those predicted for them.

Evaluation Question D1-5: Which schools showed the greatest achievement
gains by the students served by SCE teachers?

The two ranking methods are summarized below (see Figure B-2). S3Schools
are referred to by a code letter. At the time of this report each school
was assigned a confidential code letter. The list of letters is on file
at ORE and only principals of each respective school and SCE coordinators
and administrators may be granted access to the file.

RANKING #1 RANKING #2
.05 GE advantage average GE
for SCE served difference (served/not)
Pro- GE
Rank School Portion [Rank School Difference
1 ] 100% 1 C .372
2 A 83% 2 D .338
3 J 69% 3 A . 324
4 K 66% 4 J .067
5 H 60% 5 E .063
6 B 50% 6 G . 055
6 C 50% 7 H .035
6 E 50% 8 K .023
6 G 50% 9 B .017
10 I 40% 10 I -.030
11 F 33% 11 F -.070

Figure B-2, SUMMARY OF RANKING METHODS TO SHOW
ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF STUDENTS BY SCHOOL.

Caution must be exercised when making decisions based on these rankings
because of the small and unequal number of students served at each
campus. Comparisons also need to be made with caution because each
program focused on aifferent combinations of grade levels and subjects.

Although not specifically addressed as an evaluation question, another
piece of informavion is contained within this set of analyses that
deserves notice. Figure B-3 on the following page summarizes the average
total gain differences between SCE-served and non-served stuaents by grade
level and subject area.

As can be seen, SCE-served students gained more than non-served in reading
across all grades; first and second grade SCE-served gained more than non-
served in language; and fourth and fifth grade SCE-served gained more in
mathematics than non-served SCE students.
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GAINS
GRADE SCE-STATUS R LA M*
1 Served .98 .97 .50
Not-Served .88 .91 .68
2 Served Wi 91 /4
Not-Served .72 A7 .87
3 Served .96 1.15 -
Not-Served .80 1.17 -
4 Served .84 Ol 1.2/
Not-Served 7 .62 .70
] Served .74 .54 1.30
Not-Served .73 .59 .74
[ Served .93 W73 -
nNot-Served 82 .30 -

‘R = Reading, LA = Language Arts, M = Mathematics

Figure B-3. AVERAGE ITBS GAINS: SCE-SERVED VERSUS
SCE ELIGIBLE, NON-SERVED, DISTRICTWIDE

Although a two-tailed t-test revealed that in general, the mean gain
scores were not significantly different for the SCE-sei'ved versus the SCE
non-served students, t-tests did reveal an interesting and noteworthy
trend. Figure B-4 below provides data that show six instances of the
average SCE-served students in a particular grade scoring significantly
Tower than their non-served age mates on a subscale of the 1984 I7BS.
However, in three of these instances, the SCE-served students were not
scoring significantly difrerently than their peers on the 1985 ITBS.
These results must again be viewed with caution, but the general trend
seems to indicate that SCE-served students are moving toward catching up.

1 TaiTed

Grade | ITBS (Subscale)* | Not-Served Served T Prob.
2 1984 (R) 1.6100 1.2987 2.52 .0125
1985 (R) 2.3263 2.1050 1.36 .0970
3 1984 (R) 2.3571 1.8867 4.10 .0000
1985 (R) 3.2014 2.8167 2.89 .0070
1984 (L/A) 2.3171 2.0544 1.99 .0375
1985 (L/A) 3.5857 3.3089 1.46 .0835

4 1984 (R) 3.1500 2.5729 5.44 .0000 .
1985 (R) 3.9171 3.5543 2.28 .0230
1984 (L/A) 3.6986 3.2071 3.46 .0030
1985 (L/A) 4.4114 3.9771 1.45 .0895
5 1984 (R) : 3.7817 3.3217 3.45 .0030
1985 (L/A) 4.4417 4.0917 1.98 .0375

*R = Reading, L/A = Language Arts, M = Mathematics.

Figure B-4: T-TESTS FOR SELECTED 1984 AND 1985 ITBS SCORES, SCE-SERVED
VERSUS NON-SERVED.
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Evaluation Questicn J1-6: What teaching modes and structures were used by
The SCE teachers” Which were used by the schools with the greatest
achievement gains by SCi-served students?

0f the ten SCE teachers responding to the teacher survey, nine reported
that SCE instruction was given in a location separate from the regular
classroom setting. Teacher preference and space considerations were most
often cited as reasons for this “pull-out" format. Eight of the ten
teachers reported t.at they function as a supplementary teacher for
SCE-served students, as opposed to a primary teacher.

Evaluction Guestion D1-7: Do SCE teachers teach reading, language arts,
and mathematics? In what proportion?

As can be seen in Figure C-1, SCE teachers served students in both
reading/language arts and mathematics. Reading/language arts contacts
constituted 93% of : .e total number of contacts for reading/language arts
; and mathem: tics combined. As is pointed out in the above Evaluation
Question D1-6, tha SCE teachers most often act as supplementary teache.s
in reading/laiig jage arts and/or mathematics.

Evaluation Question D1-8: What were the coordination efforts directed
specifically to SCE teachers?

Nine SCE teachers answered question number 93 concerning satisfaction with
coordin-tion between the SCE program and the regular instructional
program. Of these nine respondents, five "strongly agreed" and four
"agreed" that they were satisfied with coordination efforts.

Evaluation Question D1-9: How did SCE students' achievement gains compare
with Chapter 1 students™ and Migran® students' achievument gains.
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Figure B-5: COMPARISON OF ACHIEVEMENT GAINS FOR SCE-SERVED
STUDENTS AND OTHER COMPENSATORY STUDENTS.

Figure B-5 graphs the percent of students who gained a month or more in
grade equivalents by compensatory program and grade. As can be noted, the
patterns for the programs are very similar. A one-way analysis of
variance showed that the discrepancy scores for these groups are not
significantly different than each other,.
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Attachment B-1
(Page 1 of 2)

Teacher Survey Questions for SCE Teachers

Question 89: Where do students receiving compensatory instruction meet
with the compensatory teacher?

A. In the classroom where a regular teacher is teaching other
students, or
B. In a separate location.

Question 90: What considerations led to choosing this arrangement?

Class size

Space

Teacher prererence
Class schedules
Other reasons
Con't know

Question 91: How do you, the SCE teacher, function? -

A. As the primary Reading and/or Math teacher for SCE-served
students, or )
B. As a supplementary teacher for compensatory-served students.

Question 92: How often do you hold planning meetings with classroom
teachers?

A. More than once a week,

B. Once a week,

C. Every two weeks,

D. Once a month,

E. Irregularly, less than once a month, or
F. I don't know.

Question 93: I am satisfied with the amount of coordination on my campus
between the compensatory program and the regu’ ~ instructional program

. Strongly agree
. Agree
Neutral
Disagree
Strongly disagres
Don't know/not applicable
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(Page 2 of 2)

The possible responses for questions 94-99, in reference to the general
question: ‘hich teacher (regular or compensatory) does the above

provides the service for students receiving compensatory services:" were
posted on the following scale:

Compensatory Mostly Both Mostly Classroom
teacher compensatory teachers classroom teacher
teacher equally teacher

Question 94: Determines report card grades in area(s) with compensatory
education.

Question 95: Selects materials for compensatory teacher to address.

Question 96: Selects skills for compensatory teachers to address.

Question 97: Explain instruction in parent conferences.

Question 98: MWrite plans and lessons for vompensatory teachers.




SCE
Status

SCE Served

llot Served

-

SCE Served
Not Served

SCE Served
llot Served

P
. .

SCE Served
Hot Served

“SCE Served
Not Served

SCE Served

Hot Served

] W S

01-4

SCE Served
Hot Served

"SCE Served
Not Served

SCE Served

Hot Served

.66 <:73
A0 -6)

SCE Served
Hot Served

SCE Served
Not Served

14
.70

)
)

SCE Served
Hol Served

) .

.74

.87

454
7

ERANRA]
3 .59 \.74\.82/ .90

Reading
Language B-ts
Mathemativs

SCE School Ranking #1

Schools are ranked on the proportion of instances in which low-achieving students served by SCE
teachers gatined at least .05 GE more than lTow-achieving students not served by an SCE teacher in
the same school/grade/subject.

Grade 5 an
Proportion} #1
1.00 1
87VY.83
.83 2
39N 26/
9Vl
.09 1
51 /\.
.37
.66 4
.20
.80
.60 5
A7
.50 6
.50
.50 6
.50 6
.40 10
.33 1
.56

-

X
o+
I
o
0
-
3
o
3
o+
(o)
1
[\V)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Average Grade T Grade 2 Grade 3 Grade § firade 5 Grade 6 Ran

School |GE Bifferencel R L _H R L M| _R L_H R L Ml & L H R L M | #

c .372 1.10 1.60 -.28 -.35 =05 -.21 1

o .338 .35 .39 .35 .56 .22 .16 2

A «324 .40 .10 .50 .06 .42 .25 1 .66 .48 .57 -.12 -.14 3

J .067 .09} .06 -.02 34 -.23 .21 -.74 .08] .14 .28 .49 .14 .03 4

£ .063 -.05 .59 .67 -.36 5

6 055 ) .28 -.02 -.14 .10 6

H .035 -.45 -.5% A7 .21 .25 .02 .24 .26 -.13 .33 1

K .023 .23 .16 .06 -.13 .14 -.32 8

8 .017 0 .12 21 .23 -.07 -.39 9

1 -.030 -.0t -.07 12 -.36 .30 -.16 10

F -.070 -.65}-.18 -.85 .04}-.13 .42 -.09 .44 .35 11
*R = ReadTng

L = Language Arts
M = Mathematics

Schools are ranked on the avera

teachers and not served by SCE

SCE School Ranking #2

teachers in the same school/grade/subject.

ge GE difference between low-achieving children served by SCL

47

2c 8

£-9 JusuwydRI}y
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TEACHER SERVICE REPORT

Purpose

The State Compensatory Education (SCE) Elemantary Teacher Service Report
for 1984-85 provided information relevant to the following decision and
evaluation questions:

Decision Question D1: If SCE is refunded for 1985-86, should the
ETementary Instructional Component be continued as is, modified, or
discontinued?

Evaluation Question D1-1: How many students were served by
SCE teachers? What percentage of low-achieving students
actually were served by SCE elementary teachers at schoois
with SCE teachers?

Evaluation Question D1-2: What percentage of low-achieving
LEP students at schools with SCE teachers were served by a
bilingually certified teacher?

Evaluation Question D1-3: Did SCE teachers serve petween
40-50 students?

Evaluation Question D1-4: Were the achievement gains realized
by Tow-achieving students served by SCE teachers greater than
the achievement gains predicted for those students?

Evaluation Question D1-5: Which schools showed the greatest
achievement gains by the students served by SCE teachers?

Evaluation Question D1-6: What teaching modes and structures
were used Dy the schools with the greatest achievement gains
by SCE-served students?

Evaluation Question D1-7: Did SCE teachers teach reading,
Tanguage arts, and mathematics? In what proportion?

Evaluation Question D1-9: How did SCE students' achievement
gains compare wich Chapter 1 students’ and Migrant students’
achievement gains?




Data Collection

In August 1984, ORE generated a three-part print out listing all of the
students in schools with SCE teachers. The first part included all the
Tow-achieving students (i.e., all students with a 1984 ITBS score that was
at or below the 30th percentile in reading, language arts, and/or
mathematics). The second part of the listing included all the students
whose ITBS scores were above the 30th percentile, while the third part
included all students without 1984 ITBS scores. A space was provided for
the teacher to indicate whether a student was served for reading/language
arts and/or mathematics, whether a placement instrument was used, and t e
score(s) if available (see Attachment C-1).

Each of the sixteen SCE teachers (see Attachment C-2) received the listing
of students during the last week of August. It was accompanied by a
memorandum (Attachment C-3) instructing them how to use the list to
determine the students to be served, and how to keep the records for the
final evaluation.

In Februaiy, the SCE service records were retrieved through a memorandum
(Attachment C-4) requesting all the SCE teachers to update their service
records and return the updated listing to ORE by February 15, 1985. The
data from the print out listings were key- punched to create the SCE

"ELE-85" file (format shown in Attachment C-5).

Data Analyses

Frequency counts were obtained from the elementary teachers' service file
(ELE-85), the Student Master File, the LANG file, and the personn21]
records of bilingual certification. The number of students servea for
reading, la.g..;2 arts, and mathematics for each grade level was
determined. The numbers of limited-English-proficient students at each
campus, and the availability of bilingually-certified teachers also were
obtained.

Results

Evaluation Question Dl-1: How many students were served by SCE teachers?
What percentage of Tow-achieving students were actually served by SCE
elementary teachers at schools with SCE teachers?

The number of low-achieving students (those who performed below the 31st
percentile in reading or math on the 1984 ITBS) enrolled in grages 1-6 in
schools with SCE teachers was estimated tu be 1738 (student mobility may
make this figure fluctuate during the year). Out of those identified
students: 23.4% were served by SCE teachers for reading/ language arts
and/or mathematics.
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84.22

e 357 students with scores below the 3lst percentile in reading/
language arts were served. This represents 27.5% of the
identified students.

e 26 students with scores below the 3lst percentile in mathematics
were served. This represents 2.3% of the identified students.

it is important to be mindful that although only 23.4% of low-achieving
students in schools with SCE teachers were served by SCE teachers, the
other low achievers could have been served by other compensatory programs
in the District (see the Overlap Study, ORE publication 84.1).

Evaluation Question D1-2: What percentage of low-achieving LEP students
at schools with SCE teachers were served Dy a bilingually~-certified SCE
teacher?

e 23 (Spanish) LEP students were identified in elementary schools cr
grade levels without a bilingually-certified teacher.

e 10 of these 23 students were SCE eligible, but none of these 10
students were at schools served either by SCE or SCE

bilingually-certified teachers.

o The two SCE bilingually certified teachers did not serve any .
students in schools or grades without a biiingually- certified

teacher available.

e 10 LEP students (regardless of having access to another
bilingually-certified teacher at their school and grade) who were
jdentified as low-achievers in schools with bilingually-certified

SCE teachers were served.

When reviewing these findings, however, it is important to note that the
SCE teachers with bilingual certification were not hired for the express

purpase of providing bilingual instruction.

Eva]uation Question D1-3: Did SCE teachers serve between 40-50 students?

On the average, SCE teachers served 30 students each. The following
figure nresents the number of students jdentified and served, by school,
in each subject area (Reading,/Language Arts and/or Mathematics). Notice
that Cook, Houston, ard Langford each have two full-time SCE teachers.
Highland Park, Langford (in addition to the two full-time teachers), and
Webb each have a half-time SCE teacher.




. , R/LA MATH R/LA ana/or M
SCHOUL  (SCE Teachers) ident. Served {Ident. Served [Ident. Served

Barrington (BiT.) 111 39 83 0 134 39
Casis (1.15) (1 Bil.) 105 27 73 0 116 27
Cock (2) 194 76 167 0 228 76
Highland Park (1/2) 58 30 41 0 70 30
Houston (2) (1 Bil.) 232 35 171 0 280 35
Joslin 118 25 105 0 154 25
Langford (2 1/2) (1/2 Bil.) 169 51 165 0 233 56
Reiliy 75 28 70 0 98 28
Sunset Valley 94 45 64 0 110 45
Travis Heights (Bil.) 91 12 84 21 126 27
Webb (1/2) (1/2 Bil.) 158 19 121 0 189 19
Total 1405 387 1144 26 1738 407
Average* 102.9 28.4 83.8 1.9 | 127.3 29.8

R/LA: Reading and/or Language Arts

IDENT: Identified low-achieving students

Bil.: Bilingually-certified teacher

*Averages are based on 13.65 F.T.E. teachers.

Figure C-1: SUMMARY OF NUMBERS OF SCE STUDENTS IDENTIFIED AND SERVED, BY
SCHOOL IN READING/LANGUAGE ARTS AND/OR MATH
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School

Barrington

Casis
Cook

Highland Park

Houston

Joslin

Langford

Reilly
Sunset Valley
Travis Heights

Webb

SCHOOLS WITH SCE TEACHERS

1984-1985

Name of Teachers

Kay Monzingo

Joan Smith
Ysabel Pena (.50)

Diane Hernandez
Hilda Baker

Anne Gray(.50)

Naomi Galloway
Deborah Shaffer

Linda Donovan

O0felia Hernandez (.50)
Barbara Williams

Ruth Porter

Marilyn Jones

Malinda Walker

Susan Ronberg Marek

Sylvia Lomas (.50)

Attachment C-2

Certified

ESL

ESL

ESL

Bilingually

ESL

Bilingually




84.22 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment C-3
Office of Resesrch and Evaluation (Page 1 of 2)

August 27, 1984

TO: SCE Teachers, Principals, and Instructional Coordinators

FROM: Maria Defino, SCE Evaluator

SUBJECT: Student Eligibility

Enclosed is the SCE STUDENT ELIGIBILI' Y PACKAGE for your school. The package
contzins three printouts; each one has a different heading:

1. The Following Students Are ELIGIBLE FOR SCE Instructional
Services Based Upon Available ITBS Scores.

2. The Following Students Are NOT ELIGIBLE FOR SCE Instructional
Services Based Upon Available ITBS Scores.

3. The Eligibility of the Following Students for SCE Instructional
Services is UNKNOWN (No Scores Available).

The eligible student sectioun includes, in reading percentile ascending order, all
the students in your school who scored at or below the 30th percentile in reading,
language arts, or math. The printout shows Reading Total percentile (RT Zile),
Language Total percentile (LT Zile), and Math Total percentile (MT Zile) for each
student. ‘ Reading and language arts are combined in "R/LA SCE Eligibility." The
printout indicates "SCE" if the stident is eligible for R/LA, for MATH, or for both.
If the space under either R/LA or <ATH SCE Eligibility is blank, it means there

are no ITBS scores available for determining eligibility and other criteria should
be used.* )

The right side of the printout provides space for you fo indicate which students

are served on a regular basis. If an instrument was used for placement* and/or
end-of-progran agsessment, indicate instrument and s:ore in the appropriate column.
Bilingually certified SCE teachers should indicate in the last column which students
served are limited English proficient (LEP categories A and B). This column 1is also
for all SCE teachers to indicare any unusual circumstanres that would significantly
affect a student's achievement (e.g., prolonged absencs,. The originals will be
sent to ORE in February 198S.

Students suspected to be SCE eligible (i.e., poor school performance) and who are
not in the ELIGIBLE FOR SCE printout should be located in either of the other two
printouts. 1If the student is transferring in from another school in AISD, look
for his/her scores in the microfiche enclosed. If the student is not found (new
to the District) or is in the UNKNOWN eligibility printout, testing and placement
should be done by the school.*

*For those students for whom testing and placement are required, we récommend the
followiny procedure. which is used successfully bv the Chapter 1 Program.

C-9




Attachment C-3
84.22 (Page 2 of 2)

} OPTIONAL IDENTIFICATION PROCEDURES

i 1. Make « list of students who are enrolled, appear to be lew achievers, and are
| not in the ELIGIBLE or NOT ELIGIBLE lists.

2. Students ir grades 2-6 who do not have scores on 2ither the printout, the
microfiche, or their folder from a previous district, could be tested with the
proper test.

; Grade Test
| K TOBE~2 Level K
‘ 1 CAT Level 11
2 CAT Level 12 |
i 3 CAT Level 13
| 4 CAT Level 14
5 CAT Level 15
6 CAT Level 16 I

3. For grade 1 sctudents not on the lists or without scores from a previous district: 1

Ruben Olivarez

|

. If your school administers the MRT to all first graders,

| use the percentile score for the Pre-Reading Composite.

| . If your school dnes NOT administer the MRT to first graders,
‘ test the student using the CAT Level 1ll.

| . If a first-grade student enters your school AFTER the MRT

| testing takes place, administer the CAT, Level 11.

. A student who was retained at the end of the 1983-84 year,
and dces not have spring 1984 scores should be tested with
the CAT level and norms for the grade he would be in, had
he not been retained. .

4, Kindergarten students will be given the ITBS by the District in September, and
percentile scores will be available soon thereafter. Those students who do
not take the ITBS in September would be given the TOBE.

Testing materials may be requested by calling Maria Defino at 458-1227.

MD:1if

Enclosure ‘

e — -
Approved: _ i "‘:?‘tr'—“' " e
Director of Re¢ arch and Evaluatioa

s ST LM

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education

|
|
|
\
‘ cc: Timy Baranoff
|
|
|
\
|
|
i
|
|
|

o ’ c-10 5 J




84.22 Attachment C-4

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Office of Research and Evaluation

January 25, 1985

TO: SCE Flementary Teachers
FROM: Maria Defiio

SUBJECT: Service Records

Near the start of the school year you recvived a computer printout
which listed the students at each grade lavel in your school, rank
ordered according to their achievement test performance. At that
time you were asked to place a check mark by the names of students
you served on a regular basis during the year.

Please update these service records as much as possible and send
them to me at ORE, Box 79, Room C, by Fridav, February 15, 1985.
I am requesting them somewhact earlier than usual to facilitate
production of the Overlap Study for 1984-85.

Pleuse feel free to call me at 458-1227 if you have any questions.

MD:bw

cc: Kathryn Stone
Ann Neeley
Elma Berrones

Approved: /&Zumxﬁ/ *ﬁ:g—dh C(—(’ )

Directo¥, Office of Recearcirand £valuation

Approved:

Asslistant Superintendent for Elementary Education
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84.22
" COUNSELOR SERVICE RECORD
Purpose
The SCE Elementary Counselor Service Records for 1984-85 provided
Decision Question D2: If SCE is refunded tor 1985-86, should the
Guidance and Counseling Component be continued as is, modified, or

information relevant to the following decision and evaluation questions:
discontinued?

Evaluation Question D2-1: How many students were served by
the Guidance and Counseling.Component of SCE?

Evaluation Question D2-2: What proportion of SCE counselors’
services were devoted to crisis situations versus all other
reasons for interventions?

Procedure

Data Collection

On November 5, 1984, each of the 38 regular counselors (serving 49
schools) received a packet of 125 scannable Counseling Record forms
(Attachment D-1). The form was designed by the SCE Evaluator and revised
by the Guidance and Counseling Steering Committee. Directions for filling
in the Counseling Records were sent to all participating counselors (two
counselors funded by Special Education did not participate) in a
memorandum prepared by members of the Steering Committee (Attachment
D-2). Additionally, all of the participating counselors (Attachment D-3)
met in January to review the definitions, clarify areas of coding
disagreement, and so on, in an effort to obtain greater consistency in

3 coding. However, no data pe: taining to interrater agreement were

| collected. (NOTE: The Records were not distributed until November

| because they were not ordered until September, soon after the SCE

| Evaluator was hired. The company with the lTowest bid needed several weeks

‘ to produce and deliver the sheets to AISD.)

Briefly, the Counseling Record is a scannable sheet which counselors were
responsible for completing themselves-at each school, entering as many of
their activities as possible. Each entry was coded, as appropriate, in
the follcwing categories: type (subcategories: whole class, individual,
or small groups); reasons (subcategories: crisis, developmental/
preventive, academic, behavior, attendance, LST/ARD, assessments, family/
health, other); direct contact (subcategories: student, teacher, AISD
staff, other agency, parent/guardian); and coordinatior (subcategories:
Parent Involvement Program, hearing/vision screening, LST/ARD, group

Q D=2
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testing, Aim High, LEP, agency programs, Project Pride, student records,
other). Counselors were instructed to turn in their records at the end
of each six-weeks' grading period; they were sent reminders about this
just prior to the end of each grading period. Feedback about records was
sent as deemed necessary (Attachment D-4). In the last week of April,
counselors were asked to turn in all remaining Counseling Reccrds to ORE
by May 15. No other standardized conditions for completing the Records
were required. No reliability or validity data, and no norms, were
established for the Counseling Record form.

Data Analyses

A computer program (SC-CSF02-04-01) was utilized to obtain frequency
counts, by school and for the total sample, for each coding category and
subcategory. The percentage that each subcategory contributed to the
total count for a category was calculated for each six-weeks' period, as
well. Looking across all schools, the program determined the lowest
individual frequency for each subcategory and the highest individual
frequercy for each, over both the given six-weeks' period and cumulatively
(Attacnment D-5),

Several factors contribute to the necessity for viewing these data as a
piloting of the Counseling Record form. First, the Records were
distributed so late in the year that the data cannot in any way be
"presumed to reflect a “normal® year's work on the part of counselors.
Second, it was clear at the January counselors' meeting that, at least up
until that time and possibly even beyond then, discrepancies existed in
the ways counselors chose to code their activities. Both of these
situations can be corrected for the 1985-86 year; the Supervisor of
Zlementary Guidance and Counseling (there will not be an SCE Evaluator to
take this responsibility) will need to reorder the Counseling Records in
the summer, and should hold review sessions with the counselors focusing
on how the forms are to be completed. (Ideally, interrater agreement data
could be obtained in such sessions.) Keeping in mind the need for
implementing these recommendaticns and the limitations of the current data
base, the following results may be presented.

Evaluation Question D2-1: How many students were served?

A total of 17,979 individual student contacts were made in one-to-cne
sessions with counselors during the coding period. There were «1,960
student contacts made in the context of small group sessions with
counselors. Finally, 3307 whole-class interventions were made by
counselors between November 6 and May 15. Thus, a grand total of 43,246
student interventions were reported for the coding period.

Indirectly, counselors intervered on behalf of individual students (e.g.,
conferred with teachers, parents, and so on) a total of 35,590 times. The
Towest frequency of such interventions reported by a counselor was one;
the highest was 1297; and the average for all 35 participating counselors
was 1017.

et
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Not only does this data not reflect an entire year for the counselors, it
also does not reflect the work of all the counselors at all the schocls.
0f the 38 counselors, twc counselors (representing three schools) did nct
participate in reporting counselor service, one additional counselor
(representing one school) returned incomplete records for her school
(these incomplete records were used in the totals and this counselor
represents the 1FTE) Attachment D-6 provides the counselor information by
individual schools.,

Evaluation Question D2-2: What proportions of SCE counselors' services
were devoted to crisis situations versus all other reasons for
interventions?

A total of 69,577 reasons for intervening were coded by counselors across
the nine subcategories. Of these, 2768, or 4%, were related to crisis
situations. (See Attachment D-5 for a breakdown of percentages for all
nine subcategories, together with lows, highs, and averages.)

57.7% of these crisis interventions were made by participating SCE funded
counselors. These crisis interventions accounted for 3.6% of the
participating SCE counselors' total, number of interventions per school.
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84.22 Attachment D-2
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (Page 1 of 2)
Division of Instruction
Elenentary School Management
Zlementary Guidance and Counseling

1984-85

Instructions For Completing The
COUNSELING RECORD

Use a #2 pencil - NOT black ink! Do not punch holes or staples on sheets
because it will not go through the machine.

1. School: Your school
2. MName: Counselor's name
3. Date to left of columm

4. When you work with an entire :lags on a specific topic such as:
respongibility, study skills lesson,; etc. enteor the name of the
teacher and grade, then bubble in WHOLE CLASS and DEV, (developmental).

S. If you comsult with a teacher and the principal about Johmuny's behavior,
bubble in Behavior, STUDENT, Teacher, and AISD Staff.*

6. If you confer with a mother and child about child's absence because
of family problems, buhble in Individual, Attendance, Family, Parent.

7. Organizing materials for TABS Preassessment - bubble in Grp. Teesting.

8. Teacher reports Peter crying. You visit with him and find he has been
abused by stepfather. You file report with police and DHR. Bubble in
Indiviiual, Family, Teacher, Other Agency.

9. Friendship Group which includes Sara, Salina, Frances and Janey - mark &
times under Small Group and 4 times under Developmental.

10. Consultation with Visiting Teacher and/or Home Visitor re: medical
aprointment for child - bubble Family, Student and AISD Staff.

11. Parent Conference re: child to refer to Psychotherapy Agency. Bubble
Behavi_r, STUDENT, Agency, Parent.

12. Local Support Teasm for Mary, James and Elicio. Bubble in Academic,
LST/aRD, STUDENT, Teacher, AISD Staff, Parent.

13. Rene (behavior) after conference you place bim in In-School Suspension
for 3 days. Bubble 12 individual, CRISIS, A~ademic, Behavior, STUDENT,
Teacher, AISD Staff, Parent.

14, Vision and Hearing co-ordination.
15. Sent invitarions to LPAC. Bubble in LE?.
16. Sent Cum Fnlders -~ bubble in Student Records.

17. Parent Group - setting up with principal. Bubble in AISD Staff and P.I.P.
(Parent involvement program)

D-6




84.22 Attachment D-2
(Page 2 of 2)

18. Shoe card - bubble in Family/Health, STUDENT, Other Agency, Parent.
19. L.D. Observation of Tom - bubble in Academic, Asgcessments, and STUDENT.

To save paper you may continue with the following day's record ‘on the same sheet.

20. Hall Duty - bubble in Other.

21. Phonme- call or school visit with Gloria Richards re: guidance materials, etc.
bubble in AISD Staff and Other under cocrdinationm.

EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES:

Under '""Reason’

DEV/Prev. - Developmental/Preventive
Family/Hlth - Family/Health

Under '"Contact"

Oth. Agency - Other Agency

Parent/Grdn - Parent/Suardian

Under "Coordination".
P.I.P. - Parent Involvement Program
Hrg/Vsn Scrn - Hearing/Vision Screening
Grp. Testing - Group Testing
Agency Prog - Agency Program
St. Records - Student Records

* If you actually'see the child in a direct counseling situation mark Individual
under Type.
# If you make an indirect contact for a child, then mark STUDENT under Contact.

COUNSELING RECORD SHEETS:

The Counseling Record sheets are due in the 0ffice of Research and Evaluation
at the end of each six weeks:

Monday, November 19, 1984
Thursday, January 17, 198°
" February 22, 1985
" April 18, 1985
" May 30, 1985

(It might be wise to keep a xeroxed copy of Counseling Record Sheets and
the date it was sent to ORE.)

Contact Persons: Maria Defino, Office of Research and Evaluation, 451-8411 Ex. 229
Glori. Richards, Elementary Guidance and Counseling, 451-8411 Ex. 325

BN D-7
69

IToxt Provided by ERI
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School

Allan
Allison
Andrews
Barrington
Becker
Blackshear
Blanton
Brooke

Brown
Campbell
Casis

Cook
Cunningham
Dawson
Govalle
Graham
Gullett
Harris
Highland Park
Houston
Joslin
Langford
Linder

Map lewood
Mathews

Metz

Norman

Oak Hil

0ak Springs
Odom

Ortega

Pecan Springs
Pillow
Pleasant Hill
Read

Reilly
Ridgetop

St. Elmo
Sanchez

Sims

Sunset Valley
Travis Heights
Walnut Creek

Elementary Counselors<

1984-1985

Name of Counselor

Melba Davis
Rosemary Rodriguez
Jan Thoumas
Carolvn Sullivan
Brenda G. Brooke
Sarah Firestone
Nicholas Noy
Wayne Norris
Frankie Brown
Thomas Ounn

Jane Hembree
Christella Cain
Clara B. Walker
Minnette Mueller
Kathryn Moore
Cornalia Tolley
Sylvia Nichols
donna Sparr
Wayne Norris
Aurora Zerrien
Jack Brock
Eunice Houston
Rosemary Rodriguez
Tanya Hubbard
Judith Scott
Mary Caldwell
Harriett Franks
Suzie Ramon
Ouida Bohac
Orphalinda Bazin
Judith Scott
Ouida Bohac
Elizabeth Colop
Margery Johnson
Carolyn Sullivan
Tanya Hubbard
Elizabeth Colop
Lorna Pe*ch
Cornelia Tolley
Sylvia Nichols
Janet Leeth

Eva Ornelas
Harriett Franks

D-8
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Attachment D-3
(Page 1 of 2)

Funding
AISD SCE
1.00

.40 .10
1.00

.40 .10
1.00

.60 40
1.00

.40 .10

.80 .20

.80 .20

.30 .20

.70 .30
1.00

.80 .20

.80 .20

.40 .10

.30 .20

.70 .30

.40 10
1.00
1.00

.80 .20

.40 .10

.30 .20

.40 .10

.80 .20

.40 20
1.00

.40 .20
1.00

.40 .10

.40 .10

.40 .10
1.00

.40 .10

.30 .20

.40 10
1.00

.40 .10

.30 .20
1.00

.70 .30

.40 .20
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School

Webb
Williams
Winn
Wooldridge
Wooten
Zavala
Zilker

Totals
Total Allocation

Name of Counselor

38

Sandra Baran

Mabel Jean Schmer

Birdie Caldwell
Jill Winn

Special Education Counselor

Jane Hembree
Adeline Hamilton

D-9°

Attachment D-3
(Page 2 of 2)

Funding
AISD SCE
1,00
1.00

.70 .30
.80 .20
.30 .20
.80 .20
32.4 5.6




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment D-4

Office of Research arnd Evaluation

December 1384

TO:

FROM: Maria Defino, SCE Evaluator

SUBJECT: Counseling Records

Thank you for having returned your counseling record sheets to
my office. While processing the sheets, I noticed the
following (marked as they apply):

E] Recording is not bein~- done continuouslyj; that is, not
all of the rows on a page were used before you went on
to another.

™ The school name was not written at the top of each
L sheet (moszt important for counselors who work in twa
schools).

Events occurring at two schools were recorded on a
single page, rather than on separate record forms.

[

Bubbles were not filled in for each student seen irn a
small group (they need to be).

]

Other:

Please call Gloria or me if you are unsure of any aspect of
coding your activities onto the revord forms. I'11 be happy to
help vou-—especially before any “systematic" codivrg errors
occur and any time is wasted. These days, every minute counts!
Again, thank you for your cooperation and participation in the
evaluation process.

MD:bw

cec: Ruben Qlivarez

[¢
Approved: - C77~—*—“ :;e,?r—“\;
D1rector’ Off1ce of Heséaroh and Evaluation

Approved: M

Assicstant Snpevxutendent for Elementary Education

[ O R 444 ' T R T 2T R e 9 I 9 9©EmeeE T = e

0-10
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84.22 Attachment D-5

SUMMARY TABLE OF COUNSELORS' REASONS FOR INTERVENING

Individual Individual

Total - % of Low High Individual
Subcategory Frequency* A1l Reasons Frequency Frequency Average***
CRISIS 2,768 3.98 3 475 79
Developmental/
Preventive 22,445 32.26 5 1,521 641
Academic 9,883 14.20 5 578 282
Behavior 14,583 20.96 26 875 417
Attendance 1,046 1.50 0 498 30
LST/ARD 4,421 6.35 0 621 126
Assessments 3,061 4.40 0 251 87
Family/Health 6,542 9.40 6 752 187
Other 4.828 6.94 0 754 138
TOTAL 69,577 99.99%=* 1,987

YFrequencies do not include Allison, Linder, and Webb; data for Zilker
is incomplete.

**Does not total to 100% because of rounding.

***This average is based on the 35 participating counselors, representing
46 schools.
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COUNSELOR SERVICE RECORDS BY SCHCGL
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Note: The counseling data presented here for the following schools does
not include the sixth six-weeks period because the records were not
available at the time of this scanning:

Allan

Becker
Dawson
Joslin

The counseling records for Zilker are incomplete.

The counseling records for the following schools are unavailable for the
entire year, and therefore not included here:

Allison
Linder
Webb

73
D-13
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF C5/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 142 = ALLAN

BAW PERCENTAGE

IYPE
WHOLE CLASS 7 12.07
INDIVIDUAL 40 68,97
SMALL GROUP 11 18.97
YEAR=END TOTALS 58 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 58
BEASONS RAW PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 10 10.42
DEV./PREV, 4 4417
ACACEMIC 17 17.71
" BEHAVIOR 23 23.96
ATTENDANCE 6 6425
LST/ARD 7 7.29
. ASSESSMENTS 3 3.13
FAMILY/HLTH. 11 11.46
CTHER 15 15,63
YEAR=END" TOTALS 96" " 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 96
" CONTACT RAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 30 39,47
TEACHER 23 30.26
"AISD"STAFF . -~ 12 7 15.79
OTH. AGENCY 3 3.95
PARENT/GRDN. 8 10.53
YEAR=END TOTALS 76 °  1060.00
RUNNING TOTAL 76
" COORDINAYION - BAN™ PERCENYAGE
| P.l.P. 3 6.67
' HRG/VSN SCRN 4 8.89
" “LST/ARD 4 " 8.89°
GRP. TESTING 2 4e44
AIM HIGH 2 4.44
“LEP v T T - 15.56
AGENCY PRGC. 2 444
PRIDE 0 .00
ST. RECORDS™ ~ ~ 4 ~ 7" '8,89
QTHER 17 37.78
YEAR=END TOYALS 45 100,00

" "RUNNING TOTAL =~ = 45 ~ "7 77~




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=~01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 102 = ANDREWS

IYPE RAN PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 11 2.33
"INDIVIDUAL 254 53.70
SMALL GROUP 208 43.97
YEAR=END TOTALS 473 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 473 )
REASQONS RAY PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 49 6.67
DEV./PREV. 227 30.88
ACADEMIC 97 13.20

« BEHAVIOR 128 - 17.41

1 ATTENDANCE 25 3.40

i LST/ARD 61 8.30

'~ ASSESSMENTS 60 8.16

. FAMILY/HLTH, 72 9.80

. OTHER 16 2.18

TTYEAR=END TOTALS ™ ~ 735 - ~ 100400
RUNNING TOTAL 735
CONTACT RAW PERCENTAGE

. STUDENT 364 32.38

.+ TEACHER 274 24.38

""AISD"STAFF "~~~ 7290 - 25.80

+ OTHe AGENCY 49 4.36
PARENT/GRDN. 147 13.08

" 'YEAR=END TOTALS 1124 100.00
RUNNING TQTAL 1124

" COORDINATION °~ —~ RAW  PERCENTAGE
PeloePo 21 3.54
HRG/VSY SCRN 66 11.13

“"LST/ARD ’ 143 T 24011
GRP. TESTING 98 16.53
AIM HIGH 38 6.41

I 3 - B 7 S
AGENCY PROG. 5 «84
PRIDE 4 «67

i " 'ST. RECORDS =~ — 8 T T 1.357
OTHER 208 35.08
YEAR=END TUTALS 593 100.00

" RUNNING TOTAL "~ 593~ - - —=-—'"

D-15
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
CFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 149 <= BARRINGTON
JYPE RAY G
WHOLE CLASS 107 18.64
INDIVIDUAL 227 39.55
SMALL GROUP 240 41.81
YEAR=END TOTALS 5T4 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 574 ST
REASONS BAW PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 48 4.40
DEV./PREV. 272 24493
ACACEMIC 274 25.11

" BEHAYIOR 202 18.52
ATTENDANCE 7 64
LST/ARD 180 16.50
ASSESSMENTS 52 477
FAMILY/HLTH. 24 2.20
OTHER 32 2.93
'YEAR=END TOTALS 1091 —~ 100.030"
RUNNING TOTAL 1091

- LONTACY RAY PRERCENTAGE
STUDENT 296 35,24
TEACHER 225 26.79
"AISD STAFF — 143 77 IT7.02°°
O0THe AGENCY 32 3.81
PARENT/GRDNe 144 17.14
YEAR=END TOTALS 840 "100.00 ~
RUNNING TOTAL 840

" COORDINATION ™ RAY " RERCENTAGE

i PelePe 0 «00
HRG/VSN SCRN 1 «29
"LST/ARD 169 T 48.99
GRP. TESTING 48 13.91

+ AIM HIGH 1 29

" LEP 7T 1227 7 7T 7 64387

'+ AGENCY PROG. 38 11.01

.+ PRIDE 0 .00

T"53Te RECORDS © " 7°77 7732 77 77 94287
OTHER 34 9.86

» YEAR=END TOTALS 345 100.00

TTRUNNING TOTAL 7777773457777 & 7 77

D-16




84.22

JXPE RAN PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 16 2.56
INDIVIDUAL o 451 12.04
SMALL GROUP 159 25.40
YEAR=END TOTALS 626 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 626
BEASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 85 8.74
DEV./PREV. 311 31.96
ACADEMIC 287 29.50
BEHAVIOR 165 16.96
ATTENDANCE 1 10
LST/ARD 92 9.46
ASSESSMENTS 6 62
FAMILY/HLTH. 15 1.54
OTHER 11 1.13
YEAR=END TOTALS 973 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 973
CONTACT BAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 289 29.02
TEACHER 248 24.50
© AISD STAFF— 313 "31.43
CTHe AGENCY 30 3.01
PARENT /GRDN. 116 11.65
YEAR=END TOTALS 996 "100.06
RUNNING TOTAL 996
p.I L] P. 1 .42.
i HRG/VSN SCRHN 31 13.08
" LST/ARD - 72 ° ° 30.38
GRP. TESTING 29 8.44
AIM HIGH 18 T.59
LEP - - SR ¢ T .00
AGENCY PROG. 5 2.11
PRIDE 0 GO
ST. RECORDS 42 T 17.72
OTHER 48 20.25
YEAR=END TOTALS 237 100.00
" " RUNNING TOTAL - 237 T
D-17
79

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04~01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHuOL 104 <= BECKER
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESZARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 0:/17/85
SC=CSF02=C4=3J1 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 105 = BLACKSHEAR.

IYPZ BAM PEBCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 151 13.45
INDIVIDUAL 326 29.03
SMALL GROUP 646 57.52
YEAR=END TOTALS 1123 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL -~ 1123 - °
BEASONS RAHM PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 3 22
NEV./PREV. 551 39.55
ACADEMIC 230 16.51
oEHAVIOR 346 T 24484
ATTENDANCE 2 ol4
LST/ARD 72 S5.17
ASSESSMENTS 12 T «96
FAMILY/HLTH. 120 8.61
OTHER 57 4.09

"TYEAR=END TOTALS 1393 ~ " "100.007
RUNNING TDTAL 1393

- LONTACT RAM PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 245 30.21
TEACHER 269 33.17

TTAISDTSTAFF T T T 14T TTUU18.IF
OTH. AGENCY 31 3.82
/AREKT /GRDN. 119 14.67
YEAR=END TQTALS 811 "7 100.00
RUGNING 7OTAL 811 :

- - BAH T RERCENTAGE

P.l.P. 11 4.74
HRG/VSN SCRN 21 9.05

T LST/ARD T 407 T 17024
GRP. TESTING 43 18.53
AIM HIGH 2 1.29

TLEPTTT T T T mm2Q T T 12,50
AGENCY PROG. 0 <00

- PRIDE 0 .00

" STe RECAORDS -~~~ = "14 "7~ §,03°
OTHER 71 30.60

+ YEAR=END TOTALS 232 100.00

""RUNNING TOTAL™ """ ""232 """~ ~=-

D-18
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 106 = BLANTON
IYPE BAY PRERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 24 1.32
INDIVIDUAL 1047 57.72
SYALL GRUUP 743 40.96
Y EAR=END TOTALS 1814 100.00
RUNNING 70T*L 1814
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 9 4.75
DEVe./PREV. 861 43.55
ACADEMIC 134 6.78
" BEHAVIOR 492 24.89
ATTENDANCE 9 «46
LST/ARD 162 8.19
ASSESCMENTS T4 3.74
FAMIL /HLTH. 75 3.79
O7HER 76 3.84
"YEAR=END TOTALS 1977 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1977
- CONTACT "RA¥ PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 705 42.50
TEACHER 263 16.21
" "AISD STAFF 357 " 21.52
OTHe .AGENCY 73 4.40
PARENT/GRDN. 255 15.37
YEAR=END TOTALS 1659 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1659
- w .
PelePe 0 «00
HRG/YSN SCRN 4 1.73
LST/ARD | 168" TTT72.73°
GRP. TESTING 44 13.05
AIM HIGH 0 00
LEP -~ : -0 - T <007
. PRIDE Y 00
' "STe RECORDS = ~ ~°°@ "= 00~
"~ OTHER 15 6.49
YEAR=END TOTALS 231 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL TTo231™ ) ”

0-19
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENTY SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS /S GF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 108 = BROOKE

RAd PERCENTAGE

0-20

IYPE
WHOLE CLASS 34 4.24
INOIVIDUAL 188 23.47
SMALL GROUP 3719 72.28
YEAR=END TOTALS 801 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 801 - i ’
BEASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 3 .38
OEV./PREV. 538 68.80
ACADEMIC 40 5.12
" BEHAVIOR 189 24.17
ATTENDANCE 2 26
LST/ARD 4 .51
ASSESSMENTS 0 «00
FAMILY/HLTH. 6 o717
OTHER 0 00
YEAR=END TOTALS 782 100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 782
CONTACT RAY PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 170 31.66
TEACHER 113 21.C4
“"A1SD STAFF - "105 T 719,55
OTHe AGENCY 4 T4
PARENT/GRDN. 145 27.00
YEAR=END TOTALS 537 " 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 537
© COORDINATION- RAW PERCENTAGE
PeloPe 0 200
HRG/VSN SCRN 4 4465
LST/ARD 38 44.19
GRP. TESTING 10 11463
AIM HIGH 0 «00
LEP - T -0 T T W00
+  PKIDE 2 2,33
77" ST. RECORDS 3T T 3449
OTHER 28 32.56
. YEAR=END TOTALS 86 100,00
" TRUNNING TOTAL ™ 86 T T -

<P
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFIC= OF RESEARCH AND. EVALUATION
CGUNSELOR LOGS AS QF 05/17/85
SC=CSF(02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 109 = BROWN

IYPE RAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 60 2622
. INDIVIDUAL 1785 66406
' SMALL GROUP 857 31.72
YEAR=END TOTALS 2702 100.00
! RUNNING TOTAL 2702
REASONS RAYW PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 32 <95
DEV./PREV. 1141 33.77
ACADEMIC 440 13,07
" BEKAVIOR 876 25.92
ATTENDANCE 439 1477
LST/ARD 16 -47
ASS ESSMENTS 6 .18
FAMILY/HLTH. 299 8.85
OTHER 70 2.07
YEAR=END TOTALS 3379 160. G
RUNNING TOTaL 3379
P T GUNTACT RAW PERCENTAGE
. STUDENT 409 16 665
. TEACHER 1257 52.81
~ AISD"STAFF T 230 T 9436
OTH. AGENCY 98 3.99
PARENT /GRDN. 422 17.18
YEAR=END TOTALS 2456 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2456
T COORRINATION™ ~° BAW™ PEKCENTAGE
P.x.P. 1 .25
HRG /VSN SCRN 10 2.52
- LST/ARD 16 4403
GRP. TESTING 57 1436
AIM HIGH 1 e25
CLEP T — ot 0 T Tt 00
AGENCY PROG. 2 <50
PRIDE 18 4,53
ST. RECORDS Tt 4 7T 71,01
OTHER 288 72.54
YEAR=END TOTALS 397 190.00
~ RUNNING TOTAL - U Y AR

D-21
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 111 = CAMPBELL

IYPE RAXW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 91 4.71
INDTVIDUAL 753 39.00
SMALL GROUP 1087 56 429
YEAR=END TOTALS 1931 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1931 -
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 86 3.98
DEV./PREV, 1471 68.01
ACADEMIC 81 3.74
BEHAVICR 206 9.52
ATTENDANCF 4 .18
LST/ARD 22 1.02
ASSESSMENTS - 33 1.532
FAMILY/HLTH. 109 5404
. OTHER 151 6498
“"YEAR=END ‘TOTALS 2163 - ~°100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 2163
CONTACT B RAY " PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 84 13,33
TEACHER 347 55.08
“ATSD-STAFF -~ "= ° 127 "~ 20.16
OTHe. AGENCY 23 3.65
PARENT/ GRDN. 49 7.78
"YEAR=END “TOTALS °~ 630 ~ ° 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 630
» TCOORDINATICON “° 1AW PSRCENTAGE
. PellP. 0 .00
. HRG/JVSN SCRN 23 9.09
~~LST/ARD ' 26 "7 T 9,49
GRP. TESTING 14 5e353
. AIM HIGH 0 00
—mLEP— T - = s 0 T T.00°
AGENCY PROG. 6 2.37
PRIDE 0 00
~"STe"RECORDS ~~— " -~ 0 ~— ~~7,00"
OTHER 186 73.52
YEAR=END TOTALS 253 100.C0
“~“RUNNING~TOTAL - ~ = 253 e

D-22 g4




84.22

AUST IN INDEPENDENT SCHGOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/717/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 112 = CASIS

IYPE SAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 5 1.62
INDIVIDUAL 155 50416
SMALL GROUP 149 48,22
YEAR=END TOTALS 309 100.00
“RUNNING TOTAL 309
REASQONS BAY R2ERCENTACE
CRISIS 32 2.35
DEV./PREV. 28 2.06
ACADEMIC 340 25.00
BEHAVIOR 485 35.66
ATTENDANCE 25 1.84
LST/ARD 31 6469
ASSESSMENTS 93 6484
FAMILY/HLTH. 259 19.04
OTHER 7 .51
YEAR=END TOTALS 1260 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1360
CONTACT BAYW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 149 40.14
TEACHER 500 26480
AISD STAFF TOBT2 T 19.94
OTH. AGENCY 23 1.23
PARENT/GRDN. 222 11.90
YEAR=END TOTALS 1866 100.00
RUNNINSG TOTAL 1866
TTCOORDINATION © °~ ' RAW™ PZRCENTAGE™
PeloP. 0 .00
HRG/VSN SCRN 7 .97
~ LST/ARD ° - 339 46495
GRP. TESTING 67 9.28
ATM HIGH 87 12.05
LEP" - Rk - - 0 T ".00"
AGENCY PROG. 9 1.25
PRIDE 3 42
ST. RECORDS = = = ~ 0 T &00
. GTHER 210 29.09
| YEAR=END TOTALS 722 100.00
- RUNNING TOTAL - 722 -

D-23




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE QF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSFLOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01

SCHoOL 161 =

YEAR=END TOY S

CooK

[ 1 SR e M [ ]

IYPE RAW PERCENTAGE |
WHOLE CLASS 113 10.02 l
INDIVIDUAL 703 6232
SMALL GROUP 312 2T.66
YEAR=END TOTALS 1128 100.00
" RUNNING TOTAL "™ 1128 — o
REASONS RAN PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 132 11.62
DEVe/PREVe 513 45,16
ACATEMIC 174 9.15
"BEHAVIOR 198 17.43
ATTENDANCE 14 1.23
LSY/ARD - 31 273
ASSESSMENTS 43 3.79
FAMILY/HLTH. T1 625
OTHER 30 264 :
"YEAR=END TOTALS 1136 100.00—
RUNNING TOTAL 1136
CONTACT RAH PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 719 63,97
TFACHER 269 23.93
~“~AISD STAFF - 47 T 4918 T
OTHe AGENCY 12 1.07
PARENT /GRDN. 17 6¢85
“YEAR=END TOTALS -~ 1124~ ~ 100,00
RUNNING TOTAL 1124

TCOORQINATION = RAW ~ PERCENTAGE™
PelePe ¢) «00"
HRG/VSH SCRN 7 12.96

“TLST/ARD ~° © ¢ 14 7 25.93 77
GRF,» TESTING 28 51.85
AIM HIGH 0 «00

TTLEPT T s mem e ST T T T W00
AGENCY PRCG. 1 1.85
PRIDE 0 «00

" fTe RECORD V' 0 7 T .00
OTHER 4 T4l
YEAR=END TOTALS 54 100.00

TRUNNING TOTAL 77~ 7754 ==~ 7 = =7~

D-24
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFTCE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS GF 05/17/85
SC=CSFQ2=04=1] YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 113 = CUNNINGHAM

JYPE BAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 59 4415
INDIVIDUAL 476 33.50
SMALL GROUP 886 62.35
YEAR=END TOTALS 1421 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1421 -
REASQNS RAM PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 46 2.45
DEV./PREV. 698 37.11
ACADEMIC 120 6.38

" BEMAVIOR 239 12.71
ATTENDANCE 6 022
LST/ARD 51 2.71
ASS ESSMENTS 66 3.51
FAMILY/HLTH, 189 2305
OTHER 466 24.77

YEAR=END TOTALS 1881° -~ -700.00 -
RUNNING TOTAL 1881
CONTACT BAY PERCENJAGE
STUDENT 381 27.16
TEACHER " 383 27.30

—AISD STAFE -~ — 422 *°° © 30.08°
OTH. AGENCY 38 2.71
PARENT/GRDN. 179 12.76

" YEAR=END TOTALS 1403 -~ 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1403
CAOEDINATION BAY™ PERCENTAGE"
PaloPe 0 .00
HRG/VSN SCAN 24 9.16

. " LST/ARD 28 10.59
GRP. TESTING 59 22.52
ATM HIGH 3 1.15

TLEP T m m o eeges - - g0
AGENCY PROG. 20 7463
PRIDE 0 .00
ST. RECORDS ~~~~ T 7T 2467
OTHER 121 46.18
YEAR=END TOTALS 262 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL " ="~ 262 ~— — -

7




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALJATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR~END TOTALS

SCHOOL 114 = DAWSON

IYPE BAY PRERCENYAGE
WHOLE CLASS 215 25.23
INDIVIDUAL 113 13,26
SMALL GROUP 524 61450
YEAR=END TOTALS 852 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 852 B o
BEASONS RAW PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 22 1,92
DEV. /PREV. 212 18.50
ACADEMIC 138 12.04

" "BEHAVIOR 3990 34.03
ATTENDANCE ) 15 l.31
LST/ARD 142 12.39
ASSESSMENTS 28 2.44
FAMILY/HLTH. 147 12.83
OTHER 24 4.54
YEAR=END TOTALS 1146 - 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1146
CONTALY RAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 245 23469
TEACHER 432 41.78

~ AISD STAFF TT162 T 7 T15467
OTH. AGENCY 56 542
PARENT/GRDN. 139 13.44

" "YEAR=END TOTALS 1034 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1034

"~ COOBDIZATION ™ BRAW" BERCENTAGE

. PelePe 60 14.81
HRG/VSN SCRN 12 2.96
LST/ARD 154 77 3BeJ2
GRP. TESTING 23 5.68
AIM HIGH 4 <93¢

T LEP Tt 10 77 72477
AGENCY PROG. 7 l1.73
PRIDE G «00
ST. RECORDS 9 T 2622
OTHER 126 3l.11
YEAR=END TOTALS 405 100.00

RUNNING TOTAL " 405 7




AUSTIN TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL

DISTRICT

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

YEAR=END TOTALS

g -

b-27

89

18.73
47.25
34.02
130.00

RERCENTYAGE
2.23
20.07
26.91
"30.07
23
6.04
2456
10.55
1.35
100.00

RERCENTAGE
42.29

17.38

T 21.25

3.98
14.50 .

100.00

" PERCENTAGE "

7.51
2.42
9.69
8.47
1l.45
T.51
3.15

57
T 77194

56.90

100.00

SC=CSF02=34=01
SCHOOL 115 = GOVALLE .
IYRE RAM
WHOLE CLASS 245
INDIVIDUAL 618
SMALL SROuP 445
Y EAR=END TOTALS 1308
RUNNING TOTAL 1308
REASCNS RAY
CRISIS 48
DEV./PREV. 432
ACADEMIC 579
BEHAVIOR 647
ATTENDANCE 5
LST/ARD 130
ASSESSMENTS 55
FAMILY/HLTH. 227
OTHER 29
YEAR=END TOTALS 2152
RUNNING TOTAL 2152
CONTACT RAH
STUDENT 414
TEACHER 176
~ AISD STAFF 208 -
OTHe AGENCY 39
PARENT/GRDN. 142
YEAr=END "TOTALS 979
RUNNING TOTAL 379
" TCOORDINATICN RAN
PelePo 31
HRG/VSMN SCRN 10
LST/ARD 40
GRP. TESTING 35
AIM HIGH )
“tLEpT - T 31
AGENCY PROG. 13
PRIDE 4
" ST. RECORDS”
OTHER 235
YEAR=END TOTALS 413
“"RUNNING 'TOTAL ™ 413




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIGON
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFNZ=04=C] YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 159 = GRAHAM

IYPE RAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 1 33
INDIVIDUAL 179 58.69
SMALL GROUP 125 40.98
YEAR=END TOTALS 305 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 305
REASONS BAY PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 20 2.38
JEV./PREV. 52 6.18
ACADEMIC 73 8.68
BEHAVIOR 355 42.21
ATTENDANCE 5 59
LST/ARD 69 8.20
ASSESSMENTS 24 2.85
FAMILY/HLTH. 149 17.72
OTHER 4 11.18
~ YEAR=END TOTALS 841 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 843
CONTACT BAH PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 522 43.00
TEACHER 353 29.08
TTAISDTSTAFF~— -~ -~ 235 ° T °19.36
OTH. AGEANCY 15 1.24
PARENT/GRDN 89 7.33
" "YEAR=FND TOTALS 1214 = "100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1214
T LOOBDINATION - BAM" PEBCENTAGE
PeloPe 2 1.23
HRG/VSN SCRN 2 1.23
TTLST/ARD ; T 87T 4494
GRP. TESTING 67 41.36
AIM HIGH 3 1.85
CLEP T i 5. - 31.48 -
AGENCY PROG. - .00
PRIDE 0 .00
T ST.RECORDS ~ ~ °~ 3~~~ -"1,85"
CTHER 26 16.05
v YEAR=END YOTALS 162 100.00
TRUNNING TOTAL ~ - 162 -~ -~
D-28
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

RUNNING TOTAL

SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR<END TOTALS
SCHOOL 117 = GULLETT
IYPE RAY PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 36 2.80
INCIVIDUAL 258 20.05
SMALL GROUP 993 77.16
YEAR=END TOTALS 1287 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1287
2EASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 55 2.53
DEV./PREV. 51.01
ACADEMIC 21.36
"BEHAVIOR 11.69
ATTENDANCE <69
LST/ARD «55
ASSESSMENTS .83
FAMILY/HLTH. 4405
OTHER Te27
YEAR=END TOTALS 100,00
RUNNING TOTAL
CONTACY BAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 662 42.74
TEACHER 628 40454
AISD STAFF 156 T 710.07
OTHe AGENCY 21 1.36
PARENT/GRDN 82 5.29
YEAR=END TOTALS 1549 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1549

" LOORDINATION sAH
PeloP. 11 8.97
HRG/VSN SCRN 12 9.68
LST/ARD 1 Y- 3
GRP. TEST 6 4484
AIM HIG 0 .00
TLEP - - - 1 T .81
AGENCY PRUL. . 12 9.68
PRIDE 4 3.23
ST. RECORDS 5 4.03
OTHER 72 58.06
YEAR=END TOTALS 124

100.00




84.22

!

!

i AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
| OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
|

I COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

| SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR<END TOTALS

SCHOOL 118 ~ HARRIS

IYPE BAH BREBCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS3 165 15.93
INDIVIDUAL 458 44.21
SMALL GROUP 413 39.86
YEAR=END TOTALS 1036 100.20
RUNNING TOTAL 1036 ’
BEASONS 3A4W PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 233 12.33
DEV./PREV. 619 32.75
ACADEMIC 103 5.45
, ~BEHAVIOR 209 11.06
. ATTENDANCE 4 21
. LST/ARD 204 10.79
ASS ESSMENTS 139 T.35
FAMILY/HLTH, 166 8.78
OTHER 213 11.27
"YEAR=END TOTALS 1890 - 7 100.00°
RL 'NING TOTAL 1890
CONTACT BAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT S67 47.64
TEACHER 371 18.23
"~ AlISD STAFF~ " . 365 - 17.98
OTHe AGENCY 149 T.34
PARENT/GRDN- 178 8.77
YEAR=END TOTALS 2030 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2020
- COORDINATION RAYM PERCENTAGE
PelePe 149 20.00
HRG/VSN SCRN 13 1.74
LST/ARD 202 T 2T.11
GRP« TESTING 55 7.38
AIM HIGH w 1.2¢4
T LEP T R S 13
«  AGENCY PROG. 46 6.17
+ PRIBE 0 «00
+ © STe RECORDS T 69 T 9426
+ OTHER 200 26.85
+  YEAR=END TOTALS 745 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL -~ 745 o
Q D-30




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOCOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RFSEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOK LDGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFO02=04 01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 119 = HIGHLAND PARK

IYPE RAY PRERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 36 heT2
INDIVIDUAL 212 27.79
SMALL GRCUP 515 67.50
YEAR=END TQOTALS 763 100,00
RUNNING TOTAL 763
REASONS BAW PEBCENTAGE
CRISIS 12 154
DEV./PREV. 480 61.70
ACADEMIC 5 64
"BEHAVIOR 219 28.15
ATTENDANCE 1 013
LST/ARD 0 .00
ASS ESSMENTS 1 - 13
FAMILY/HLTH. 53 6,81
OTHER 7 «30
YEAR=END TOTALS 778 - 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 778
CONTACT BAY PEBCENTAGE
STUDENT 145 38.87
TEACHER 85 2279
" "AISD” STAFF ’ 45 7T 12.06
OTHe AGENCY 6 1.61
PARENT/GRDN. 92 24,66
"YEAR=END TOTALS 273 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 373
. COOBDINATION™ BAW "RERCENTAGE
! PeleP. 16 - 28457
- HRG/VSN SCRN 1 1.79
LST/ARD - 0 7T TT.00 ¢
GRP. TESTING 18 32.14
. AIM HIGH 0 .00
TLEPT T T e T 6 T TTI06 T
AGENCY PROG. 2 3.57
PRIDE 1 1.79
" ST. RECORDS 0 77 .00
OTHER 1? 21.43
YEAR=ERD TOTALS 56 100.00
" "RUNNING TOTAL -~ 86~ “° = :
D-31
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84.22

'

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOUL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIQN

COUNSELCR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 162 = HCUSTON

IYRE BAYW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 0 «00
INDIVIDUAL 635 33.26
SMALL GRGUP 1274 6674
YEAR=LEND TOTALS 1909 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1902
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 190 6040
DEV./PREV. 1521 51.23
ACADEMIC 189 637
BEHAVIOR 101 3.40
ATTENDANCE 5 el7
LST/ARD 130 4.38
ASSESSMENTS 47 1.58
FAMILY/HLTH, T2 243
OTHER T14 24.05
YEAR=END TOTALS 2969 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2969
CONTACT BAHN PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 562 24052
TEACHER 969 42.28
AISD STAFF 384 1675
OTHe AGENCY 36 1.57
PARENT/GRDN. 341 14.88
YEAR=END TOTALS 2292 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2292
{ COORDINATION BAY PERCENTAGE
i Polopo 0 «00
. HRG/VSN SCRN 80 10.90
LST/ARD 267 36,38
GRP. TESTING 300 40.87
 AIM HIGH 0 .00
T LEP . 0 T 400
AGENCY PROG. 0 «00
PRIDE 0 00
! ST. RECORDS 8 "1.09
t  QOTHER 79 " 10.76
. YEAR=END TOTALS 734 100.00
' RUNNING TOTAL 734 ; T
D-32
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DiSTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01

SCHOOL 120

i
WHOLE CLASS
INDIVIDUAL
SMALL GROUP
YEAR=END TOTALS

""RUNNING TOTAL

REASONS
CRISIS
DEV./PREV,
ACADENMIC
BEHAVIOR
ATTENDANCE
LST/ARD
ASSESSMENTS
FAMILY/HLTH.
OTHER
YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

CONTACT
STUDENT
TEACHER
‘AUSDT'STAFF - -
OTH. AGENCY
PARENT/GRON.

“YEAR=END TOTALS

RUNNING TOTAL

——

|
i

-

P.I.P.
HRG/VSN SCRN
"LST/ARD

GRP. TESTING
AlM HIGH
AGENCY PROG.
PRI DE

" 73T. RECORDS -

01iER

YEAR=END TOTALS

JOSLIN
BAN PERCENTAGE
110 12.10
338 37.18
461 50.72
909 100.00
303 — - )
RAH 215
353 34.47
102 9.96
156 "7~ 15,23
5 «49
35 3.42
34 N 3.32
281 2T e 44
36 3.52
1024 -~ "~ 100.00
1024
BAY °~ PERCENTAGE
502 52.51
204 21.34
“114 T 711492
20 2.09
116 12.13
956 100,00 ©
956
RAH EEE&ENI%%E
ll 5016
55 " 2582 -
126 59.15
1 47
T T T T T 00
0 «00
0 «00
5T 235
15 T.04
213 100.00
T 2137 oo

YEARWEND TOTALS

“RUNNING TOTAL

g¥P-x




84,22

AUSTIN INDEPENDCENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIGON

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 168 = LANGFORD

IYRE BAH PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 1.15
INDIVIDUAL 185 - 14,24
SMALL GROUP 1099 84 .60
YEAR=END TOTALS 1299 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1299 -
REASONS RAH PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 35 2.45
DEV./PREV. 939 65.85
ACADEMIC 63 4442
"BEHAVIOR 198 13.88
ATT ENDANCE 3 .21
LST/ARD 5 .35
ASSESSMENTS 96 6.73
FAMILY/HLTH. 75 5.26
OTHER 12 <84
~-YEAR=END TOTALS - 1426 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1426
CONTACT i "RAY PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 481 72.22
TEACHER 103 15.47
" AISD STAFF = ~ = 45 =~ 5,716
OTH. AGENCY 5 .15
PARENT /GRDN. 32 4.80
- YEAR=END TOTALS ~ 666 100 .00
RUNNING TOTAL 666
~-COORDINATION ~— ~~ * 'BAW ~RERCENTAGE’
P.I.P. 0 .00
HRG/VSN SCRN 0 «00°
' LST/ZARD ~~ ~—~° "TTTTT@ T TUTTTTTTL00
| . GRP. TESTING 45 93.75
; . AIM MIGH 1 2.08
1 —~LEP— - Tt — S TTmQ T T ,00
| AGENCY PROG. 0 .00
| | PRIDE 0 .00
| l--eT, RECORDS =~ ~~— "~ 0" - %00
| OTHER 2 4,17
; YEAR=END TOTALS 48 100 00 -~
! "RUNNING TOYAL - =~ 48 ~—— = — -
D-34
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFF ICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01

SCHOOL 122 =

IYPE

WHOLE CLASS
INDIVIDUAL
SMALL GROUP

Y EAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

REASONS
CRISIS

DEV. /PREV.
ACADEMIC
BEHAVIOR
ATTENDANCE
LST/ARD

ASS ESSMENTS
FAMILY/HLTH.
OTHER
YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

CONTACTY

STUDENT

TEACHER

" AISD"STAFF

OTHe AGENCY
PARENT/GRDN.
YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

COORDINATION
p.t.P.

" HRG/VSN SCRN

LST/ARD
GRP. TESTING
AIM HIGH

CTLEP T

LosT,

AGENCY PROG.
PRIDE

RECORDS
OTHER

YEAR=END TOTALS

"RUNNING TOTAL

1273 C

YEAR=END TOTALS

MAPLEWOQD

EEBEENI%%E

29.13
T0.73
100.00

RAM

1
215
522

738
738

8AW PERCENTAGE
64 3.07

33.29
274 13.12
415 19.88
3 ol4
149 Tel4
91 4.36
218 10.44
179 8.57
2088 100.00

2088

RAY PERCENTAGE
438 34.41

270 21.21
296 T 23425
148 11.63
121 9.51
"100.00

695

1273

~ BAW -

9 1.63
41 T.41
1317 - 23.69
30 16,27
24 4e34
0T T .00 -
164 29.66
0 .00
13 "7 772.35
81 14.65
553 100.00
553 - -

D-56'7




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFN2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

§CHO0L 123 = MATHEWS

IYRE RAW RERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 149 17.80
INDIVIDUAL 157 18.76
SMALL GROUP 531 63.44
YEAR=END TOTALS 837 10C .00
""RUNNING TOTAL 837
BEASQONS RAY PREBCENTAGE
CRISIS 26 2.03
DEV./PREV. 386 30.16
ACADEMIC 229 17.89
. BEHAVIDK 313 24445
ATTENDANCE 58 4,53
LST/ARD 52 4.06
ASSESSMENTS 87 T 6480
FAMILY/HLTH,. 100 7.81
OTHER 29 227
" YEAR=END TOTALS 1280 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1280
- CONTACT RAW PRERCENJAGE
STUDENT 323 32.73
TEACHER 242 24452
“AISD STAFF = - 180 = 18.24
i PARENT/GRDN. 223 22459
“YEAR=END TOTALS " 987 = 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 987
" "COORDINATION - RAW "RERCENTAGE
- PelePe 4 2.08
HRG/VSN SCRN 21 10.94
""LST/ARD i 83 43,23
GRP. TESTING 40 20.83
AIM HIGH 2 1.04
LEP " Tt T T T T TG00
AGENCY PROG. 4 2.08
PRIDE 0 «00
- ST. RECORDS T 28 77 "14.58
OTHER 10 S.21
YEAR=END TOTALS 192 100.00
““RUNNING TOTAL —° 192" T
D-3€




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELGOR LOGS AS CF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 124 = METZ

IYPE BAN PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 35 3.07
INDIVIDUAL 332 29.10
SMALL GROUP 774 67.84
YEAR=END TOTALS 1141 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1141
BEASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 40 2.58
DEV./PREV, 282 18.21
ACAREMIC 255 16.46
BEHAVIOR 770° 49.71
ATTENDANCE 7 45
LST/ARD 68 4.39
ASSESSMENTS . 20 1.29
FAMILY/HLTH,. 67 4.33
OTHER 40 2.58
YEAR=END TOTALS 1549 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1549
CONTACY RAW" PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 264 24449
TEACHER 452 41.93
AISD STAFF 7146 13.54 -
OTHe AGENCY 35 3,25
PARENT/GRDN. 181 16.79
YEAR=END TOTALS 1078 - 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1n78
) RAY RERCENTAGE
{ P.I.P. 6 2.36
' HRG/VSN SCRN 16 6.30
LST/ARD 29 © ° 11.42°
GRP« TESTING 52 20.47
AIM HIGH 0 «00
T LEP T 719 T Te48"
AGENCY PROG. 7 276
PRIDE 0 «00.
ST. RECORDS - 26 ~ ‘1024
OTHER 99 38,98
YEAR=END TOTALS 254 100.00

" "RUNNING TOTAL T 254




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
QFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR L0GS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFN2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 1850 = NORRAN

JYPE BAH PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 103 36.14
"~ INDIVIDUAL 140~ 49.12
SMALL GROUP 42 14.74
YEAR=END TOTALS 285 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 285
REASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 21 402
DEV./PREV. 130 24.86
ACADEMIC 118 22.56
BEHAVIOR 40 7.65
ATTENDANCE 5 +96
LST/ARD 15 2.87
ASSESSMENTS 25 4.78
FAMILY /HLTH. 49 7.65
OTHER 129 24467
YEAR=END TOTALS =~ 523° 100.00"
RUNNING TOTAL 523
CONTALT" "RAM PERCENTAGF
STUDENT 214 31.15
TEACHER 214 31.15
“"AISD STAFF- "~ "~ 152 '~ 22013
0TH. AGENCY 19 2.77
PARENT/GRDN. 88 12.81
' "YEAR=FND TGTALS 687 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 687
——COOBDINATIud ~~°  “RAW™ PERCENTAGE
| Pel.P. 1 29
© HRG/VSN SCRN 53 15.27
'LST/ARD 7 7T T18°TT T5319°7
| GRP. TESTING 14 4.03
i AIM HIGH 25 7.20
P LEP —T C T T T 4 0 U TTTLLLST
| AGENCY PROG. 12 3446
| PRIDE 0 .00
""" ST: RECORDS TTU23 7T 64637
i OTHER 197 56477
| YEAR=END TOTALS 347 100.00
t--RUNNING TOTAL  ~ 347 ~— = =
D38
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84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOUL DISTRICT |
GFF ICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04m=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 148 = O0AK HILL

IYPE RAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 26 l.71
INDIVIDUAL 524 T 34.38
SMALL GROUP 974 63.91
YEAR=END TOTALS 1524 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1524 )
REASONS RAY PERCENTAGE
CRISIES 59 2,21
DEVe /PREV. 1176 44,03
ACADEMIC 298 11.16
BEHAVIOR - 450 - " 16485
ATTENDANCE 4 15
L5T/ARD 35 1.31
ASSESSMENTS 94 352
FAMILY/HLTH. 334 12.50
OTHER 221 8.27
VEAR=END TOTALS =~ 2671 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2671
CONTACT "BAH PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 475 37.37
TEACHER 355 2T .93
AISD STAt*® -~ =~ - 217 =~ "17.07
OTH. AGENCY 35 2.75
PARENT/GRDN, 149 14.87
YEAR=END TOVALS 1271, 100.60
RUNNING TOTA. 1271

* CODRDINATION ~ ~ RAH PERCENTAGE
PelePeo 49 T.58
HRG/VSN SCRN 6 l.14

" "LST/ARD i TTT 4 T T T L,T6
GRP. TESTING 103 19.51
AIM HIGH n .00
LEP — - . 0"~ " 400

' AGENCY PROG. 5 «95

* PRIDE 4 oT6

"~ ST. RECORDS 7T 407 0 T 7,58 7
OTHER 326 61.74
YEAR=END TOTALS 528 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL ~ - s28 - - -~ -

C-39
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84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCH
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF

00L DISTRICY
EVALUATION

05/17/85
R=END TOTALS
INGS

PERCENTAGE
«35
9.58
90.07
100.00

BERCENTAGE
.17
47.67
2.24
44451
.00
<58
<92
.58
3.34

100.00 -

47.02
47.79
T 22T T
«68
2.33
100.00

1.22°
2.44
T T .00
23.17
1.22
o 5007
2.44
.00
e e 00 -
69.51
100.00

SC=CSFO2=04=01 YEA
SCHOOL 125 = OAK SPR
I{PE BAN
WHOLE CLASS 3
INDIVIDUAL 82
SMALL GROUP 771
YEAR=END TOTALS 856
" RUNNING TOTAL 856
RFASONS RAN
CRISIS 3
DEV./PREV. 829
ACACEMIC 39
BEHAVIOR 774
ATTENDANCE 0
L3T/ARD 10
ASSESSMENTS 16
FAMILY/HLTH. 10
OTHER 58
YEAR=END TOTALS 1739
RUNNING TOTAL 1739
"CONTACY RAH -
STUDENT 827
TEACHER 839
-AISD-STAFF - 40’
OTHe AGENCY 12
PARENT/ GRCN. 41
' “YEAR=END TOTALS 1759 -
RUNNING TOTAL 1759
- COORDINATION™ = *° RAW™
P.I.P. 1
HRG/VSN SCRN 2
" LST/ARD - 0
GRP. TESTING 19
AIM HIGH 1
B B ¢
AGENCY PROG. 2
PRIDE 0 -
" “ST. RECORDS ~ ~" "~ @
OTHER 57
YEAR=END TOTALS 82
~~RUNNING “TOTAL — ™~ 82
D-40
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84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
! OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=C SF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 156 = (ODOM _
IYPE BAN PERCENTAGE

WHOLE CLASS 150 18.47
INDIVIDUAL 448 55.17 "
SMALL GROUP 214 26.35
YEAR=END TOTALS 812 100.00

. "RUNNING TOTAL 812 '
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 119 5.26
DEV./PREV. 444 19.61
ACADEMIC 388 17.14
BEHAVIOR 704 31.10
ATTENDANCE 19 .84
LST/ARD 132 5.83
ASSESSMENTS 7 3.40
FAMILY/HLTH. 359 15.86
OTHER 22 97

" YEAR=END TOTALS 2264 — 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2264

CONTACY BAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 527 42.57
TEACHER 290 22.42
“AISD STAFF ~—— " 216 "~ "17.45 -
OTHe AGENCY 70 5.65
PARENT/GRDN. 135 10.90

" TYEAR=END TOTALS ~ 1238 100.00 °
RUNNING TOTAL 1238

| NATION™ ~~ -~ RAW  PERCENTAGE
PeloPo 21 644
HRG/VSN SCRN 21 6.44
L3T/ARD T 357 7 10.74
GRP. TESTING 18 5.52
AIM HIGH 0 00

TTLEP T e g e = 4029
AGENCY PROG. 1 .31
PRIDE 1 .31

" STe RECORDS ™ =~ "~~~ = §5 1.53

| OTHER 210 64442

| YEAR=END TOTALS 326 100.00

{ T RUNNING™TOTAL ———~'326 ~— "~ ~—

i

n-41

e 103




84.22

i

i AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL ODISTRICT
: CFF ICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
i
)

COUNSELOR LOGS A4S OF 05/17/85
; SC=CSFO02=04=01 YEAR=ENC TOTALS

SCHCOL 126 <= ORTEGA

JYPE RAW PERCENTAGE
AHGLE CLASS 163 19.78
INDIVIDUAL 153 18.57
SMALL GROUP 508 61 .65
Y EAR=END TOTALS 824 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 824
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 38 2.80
DEV./PREV. 611 45.06
ACADEMIC 221 16430

- BEHAVIOR 199 14.68
ATTENDANCE 18 1.33
LST/ARD 90 6.64
ASSESSMENTS 86 634
FAMILY/HLTH. 49 3.61
OTHER 44 3.24

- YEAR=END TOTALS 1356 ©100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1356
CONTACT RAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 318 29.86
TEACHER 246 23.10
AISD"STAFF 245 23,00
OTH. AGENCY 26 2.44
PARENT /GRDN. 230 21.60
YEAR=END TOTALS 1065 "100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1065

. "COORDINATION "~~~ RAW™ PERCENTAGE
p.I.p. 0 ‘oo
HRG/VSN SCRN 8 4.04

"LST/ARD - "T85 T 42493
GRP. TESTING 29 14.65
AIM HIGH 0 .00

- LEp - m 0 T G007

. AGENCY PROG. 0 .00

i PRIDE 0 00

' '“ST. RECORDS © 68 34434

i OTHER 8 4,04

' YEAR=END TOTALS 198 100.00

~ RUNNING TOTAL ~— 198 - e




84.22

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CS FO2=04m=01
SCHOOL 151 = PILLOW
IYPE RANW
WHOLE CLASS 45
INDIVIDUAL 161
SMALL GROUP 266
YEAR=END TOT ALS 472
RUNNING TOTAL 472
BEASONS RANW
CRISIS 7
DEV./PREV. 311
ACADEMIC 87
" BEHAVIOR 140
ATTENDANCE 6
LST/ARD 37
ASS ESSMENTS 4
FAMILY/HLTH. 8
OTHER 52
YEAR=END TOTALS 652
RUNNING TOTAL 652
CONTACT BAY
STUDENT 121
TEACHER 72
"~ AISD STAFF 66
OTH. AGENCY 1
PARENT/GRDNe 44
"YEAR=END TOTALS 304
RUNNING TOTAL 304
 pIgERINATION Ay
HRG/VSN SCRN 0
“LST/ARD - 2
. GRP. TESTING 12
AIM ' 1GH o
QEPT T v mt e
. AGENCY PROG. 0
PRIDE 1
—ST. RECORDS ="~ ~ "14°
. OTHER 66
YEAR=END TOTALS 96

}

1" "RUNNING TOTAL — — =

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

YEAR=END TOTALS

100,00

BERCENTAGE

PERCENTAGE
TTTTTZ2.08 7
14047

"T14.58

NTYAGE

9.53
34.11
56.36

1.07
47.70
13.34
21.47

92
5.67
61
1.23
T.98
100.00 "

39.80
23.68
21,71
«33
14.47
100.00 "

.00
.00

12.50
«00

«00
1.04

68.75
100.00~




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPEND
CFFICE CT RESEA

COUNSELOR LGG
SC=CSF02=04=01
SCHOOL 127 =

IYPE

WHOLE CLASS

INDIVIDUAL

SMALL GROUP

YEAR=END TOTALS
“"TRUNNING TOTAL

REASONS
CRISIS
DEV./PREV.
ACADEMIC
"BEHAVIGR
ATTENDANCE
LST/ARD
ASSESSMENTS
FAMILY/HLTH.
CTHER

" "YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

CONTACT
ST'UDENT.
TEACHER
" "AISD STAFF
OTH. AGENCY
' PARENT/GRDN.
"“"YEAR=END TOTALS
RUANING TOTAL

ENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
RCH AND EVALUATION

S AS OF 05/17/85
YEAR=END TOTALS

SANCHEZ
BAW PERCENTAGE
6 2490
83 40.10
118 57.00
207 100,00
207 ’ o
RAW PERCENTAGE
11 2.08
43 8.13
22 4.16
147 - 27.79
4 - « 16
82 15.50
86 16.26
75 14,18
59 11.15
529 100.03
529
BAW PERCENTAGE
456 45.65
288 28.83
156 - "15.62
18 1.80
81 8.11
999 7 100.00
999

~ COORDINATION™" "~ RAW "PERCENTAGE

. Pal.P, 0 .00
HRG/VSN SCRN 38 14402

" “LST/ARD 81" ~  29.89 -
GRP. TESTING 92 33.95
AIM HIGH 15 5.54

< EEPT - T <t 19 o 7,01

' AGENCY PROG. 2 T4
PRIDE 0 <00

“~$T. RECORDS ~~ ~ 0 " """ .00
OTHER 24 8.86
YEAR=END TOTALS 271 100.00

TTRUNNING TOTAL —— =271~~~ -—— =~

D=4t
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84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 129 = PECAN SPRINGS

IYPE RAW PE
WHOLE CLASS 87 13.00
INDIVIDUAL 367 54.86
SMALL GRQUp 215 32.14
YEAR=END TOTALS 669 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 669
REASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 199 8.07
DEV. / REV. 438 32.42
ACADEMIC 93 6.88
BEHAVIOR 543 40.19
ATTENDANCE 3 22
LST/ARD 53 3.92
ASSESSMENTS 27 2.00
FAMILY/HLTH. 29 2.15
OTHER 56 4.15
YEAR=END TOTALS 1351 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1351
CONTACT BAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 601 4l.11
TEACHER 585 40.01
A1SD "STAFF - 121 -~ "8.28
OTHe AGENCY 20 1.37
PARENT/GRDN. 135 9.23
YEAR=END TOTALS 1462 " 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1462
"COORDINATION BAW " PERCENTAGE
Pel.P. 0 00
HRG/VSN SCRN 0 <00
" LST/ARD - T T Te957
GRP. TESTING 23 26.14
AIM HIGH 17 19.32
LEP - TT0 T T .00
AGENCY PROG. 10 11.36
PRIDE 0 «00
" ST. RECORDS - 71 TTT1e14 T
OTHER 30 34.09
YEAR=END TOTALS 88 100.00

_"TRUNNIKG TOTAL 88 -
|




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFQO2=04=01 YELR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 13C = PLEASANT HILL

JYPE BAN RPERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 43

4.05
INDI VI DUAL 445 = 41.98
SMALL GROUP 572 53¢96
YEAR=END TOTALS 1060 100.00
"RUNNING TOTAL ~ 1060 T
REASONS RAY PRERCENTAGE
CRISIS 24 1.12
DEVe/PREV. 261 12.21
ACADEMIC 431 2017
! BEHAVIOR 422 - 19.75
' ATTENDANCE 20 e 94
LST/ARD 123 5.76
ASSESSMENTS ' 101 4,73
FAMILY/HLTH. 152 35.19
OTHER 3 ol4
~ YEAR=END TQTALS ~ 2137 "~ ~100.00"
RUNNING TOTAL 2137
CONTACT " RAM PRERCENTAGE
STUDENT 1018 37.06
TEACHER 644 23 .44
© "AISD STAFF™~" "™ 446~ ~ ~ 16+24
| OTHe AGENCY 151 5450
PARENT/GRDNe. 488 17.76
" YEAR=END TOTALS 2747 ~~ 100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 2747
TCOORDINATION "~ = RAN PRERCENTAGE
| PelePe 173 17.60
i HRG/VSN SCRN 50 5.09
“"LST/ARD ~  ~ 7 ITT T T18.01 7
| GRPe TESTING 174 17.70
i AIM HIGH 11 lel2
mT LEP o o e g oq
AGENCY PROG. 36 3.66
| _PRIDE 3 «31
STe RECORDS™ "~ ~"34 "~~~ 73,46
OTHER 322 32.76
| YEAR=END TOTALS 983 100,00
T RUNNING “TOTAL ~~~—983 "~ =~ =~
D-46
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84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT™
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSCGLOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TCTALS

SCHOOL 131 = READ

BAW PERCENTAGE

IYEE
WHOLE CLASS 111 22.65
" INDIVIDUAL 202 41.22
SMALL GRULUP 177 36.12
Y EAR=END TOTALS 490 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 490
REASONS BAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 12 1.15
DEV./PREV, 250 23.97
ACADEMIC 255 24445
BEHAVIOR 243 23.30 °
-ATTENDANCE 2 19
LST/ARD 233 2234
ASSESSMENTS 17 - 1.63
FAMILY/HLTH. 6 58
OTHER 25 2.40
" YEAR=END TOTALS 1043 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1043
CONTACTY ) BAW BEBCENIAGE
STUDENRTY 310 35.27
TEACHER 223 25.37
~* AISD "STAFF - © 180 - 20.48
OTH. AGENCY 23 2.62
PARENT/GRDN. 143 16.27
~ YEAR=END TOTALS ~ 879 ~ 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 879
T "COUBRINATION™ “77° BAW "RERCENTAGE™
Pel.Pe 0 00
HRG/VSN SCRN 4 1.27
TLST/ARD ™~ ° 7 7194 7 6l.39
GRP. TESTING 2 63
AIM KIGH 1 32
TLEP— T 0 0 T 26 T T 8623
AGENCY PROG. 10 3.16
PRIDE 0 .00
ST. RECORDS T T 46 T T 14456
OTHER 33 10.44
YEAR=END TQOTALS 316 100.00

“RUNNING TOTAL— - - 316 "~




84,22
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFO2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 132 = REILLY
IYPE RAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 1 .18
- INDIVIDUAL 360 66442
SMALL GROUP 181 33.39
YEAR=END TOTALS 542 100.00
-~ RUNNING TOTAL 542
REASGONS BAY PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 61 3,08
DEV./PREV. 472 23.83
ACADEMIC 366 18.48
* BEHAVIOR 360° ° 18.17°
ATTENDANCE 9 <45
LST/ARD 211 10.65
ASSESSMENTS 60 3.03
FAMILY/HLTH. 262 13.23
OTHER 180 9,09
“YEAR=END TOTALS - 1981 100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 1981
CONTACT RANW
STUDENT 430 34.68
TEACHER 331 26 .69
~~AISD"STAFF~— -~ 316 — - "25.48
OTHe. AGENCY 56 4.52
| PARENT/GRDN. 107 8.63
~ ~YEAR=END TOTALS™ 1240 "~ "100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1240
T CODNRDINATION = ~ ° RAW ~ PERCENTAGE™
| PelePe 0 <00
| HRG/VSN SCRN 28 5,98
~-LST/ARD 171 " " 36.54 °
| GRP. TESTING 139 27.78
i AIM HIGH 1 .21
— LEP- T e g — 400"
| AGENCY PROG. 37 7.91
| pRIDE 0 - 00
F=$Ts RECORDS ~ "~ 7° 21 "™ 4,49~
| OTHER 80 17.09
| YEAR=END TOTALS 468 100.00
[TRUNNING TOTAL™ ~ 468~ "~ '~
|
L .
D-48 .
S



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC-CSF02=04=0] YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 133 = RIDGETOP

IYPE RAW PRERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 71

25.27
INDIVIDUAL 157 ° ~ 55.87
SMALL GROUP 53 18.86
YEAR=END TQTALS 281 100.00
"RUNNING TOTAL 281 ’
. BEASONS BAM PERCENTAGE
v CRISIS 44 10.09
+  DEVe/PREV, 124 28.44
ACADEMIC 37 8.49
BEHAVIOR 145~ 33.26
ATTENDANCE 3 69
LST/ARD 16 3.67
ASSESSMENTS 1 ) 23
FAMILY/HLTH, 20 459
OTHER 46 10655 °
YEAR=END TOTALS = 436 100.00
. RUNNING TOTAL 436
|
" CONTACTY RA¥ PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 79 3T .44
TEACHER 49 23,22
T AISD™STAFF* ~——— -~ "§4 ~—--2§,59
OTHe AGENCY 3 1.42
PARENT/GRDN. 26 12.32
YEAR=END TOTALS - 211 -~ -"100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 211
\""COORDINATION © - - "RAW ~PERCENTAGE
P.I.p. o .00
HRG/VSN SCRN 3 2.13
T ELST/ARD TTOTTTITYITTT T OI2.06
GRP. TESTING 15 10.64
AIM HIGH 0 «00
TTLEPT 0 s - i 21 o 714,89
AGENCY PROG. 0 .00
PRIDE 4 2.84
~STe RECORDS - 728 7 19486
OTHER 53 37.59
YEAR=END TOTALS 141 102.00
TRUNNING "TOTAL ~ - - 141 -~ — - ----

d-391
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84.22

AUST IN . INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF(C2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 136 = ST. ELMO
IYPE RAW PRERCENIAGE
WHOLE CLASS 1 o1l
INDIVIDUAL 833 90.74
SMALL GROUP 84 9.15
YEAR=END TOTALS 918 100.00
"RUNNING TOTAL 918 T
REASONS BRAY £
CRISIS 476 27.63
DEV./PREV. 267 15.50
ACADEMIC 279 16.19
BEHAVIOR 318 18.46
ATTENDANCE 35 2,03
LST/ARD 68 3.95
ASSESSMENTS 48 2.79
FAMILY/HLTH. 204 11.34
OTHER 28 1.63
"YEAR=END  TOTALS 1723 "100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 1723
CONTACT BRAHW RCENTAGE
STUDENT 487 3l.26
TEACHER 631 40.50
r-AISD" STAFF =~ "~—" 7 294" T 18.87"°
OTHe AGENCY 39 2.50
! PARENT/GRDN. 107 &.87
' YEAR=END TOTALS "~ 1558 = ~ 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1558
"-COORDINATION = =77 BANW - )
PeloPo 0 «00
HRG/VSN SCRN 6 l.16
- LST/ARD T 143 27.71
GRP. TESTING 66 12.79
AIM HIGH 5 «97
—LEPTTT T 25" 7T 4.84 7
" AGENCY PRQG. 12 2.33
PRIDE 0 «00
- *$Ts "RECORDS "~~~ 7"~ 3T 7~ TV T
OTHER 222 43.02
YEAR=END TOTALS 516 100.00
'~ RUNNING TOTAL — ~ 516 ettt T
U=-ou
112




AUSTIN INDEP ENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 139 = SIMS

IYPE RAW PERCENYAGE
WHOLE CLASS 40 5.65
" INDIVIDUAL 281 ~ 39,69
SMALL GROUP 387 54.66
YEAR=END TOT ALS 708 100.00
"RUNNING TOTAL 708
REASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 23 2.01
DEV./PREV. 463 42.40
ACADEMIC 179 15.62
BEHAVIOR 15 6.54
ATTENDANCE 3 206
LST/ARD 96 8.38
ASSESSMENTS 60 5.24
FAMILY/HLTH. 128 11.17
OTHER 119 10.38
YEAR=END TOTALS 1146 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1146
CONTACT - RAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 385 30.56
TEACHER 456 36.19
"AISD"STAFF - 241 T T19.13
OTHe AGENCY 40 3.17
PARENT/GRDN. 138 10.95
" YEAR=END TOTALS ™ 1260 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1260
T BAY" PERCENTAGE
PeloPe 43 10.46
HRG/VSN SCRN 69 16.79
LST/ARD - 93 T 7722463
GRP. TESTING 27 6.57
AIM HIGH 0 «00
LEP -~ - - T 56 T "13.63
AGENCY PROGe. 2 «49
PRIDE 1 24
"ST. RECORDS TT 77597 U TTI4G36
OTHER 61 14.84
YEAR=END TOTALS 411 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL - - 411 -~ ’
D-51
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84.22

~ AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

j OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSFO2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS

! SCHOOL 158 = SUNSET VALLEY

IYPE RAYW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 52 4.24
INDIVIDUAL 476 J8.86
SMALL GROUP 697 56.90
YEAR=END TOTALS 1225 :00.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1225 T
BEASONS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 43 1.65
DEV./PREV. 885 34.03
ACADEMIC 542 20.84
BEHAVIOR 542" = 20.84
ATTENDANCE 32 1.23
LST/ARD 134 5.15
ASSESSMENTS 189 T2T
FAMILY/HLTH. 213 8.19
CTHER 21 .81
YEAR=END TOTALS™ 2601 ° "~°100.00°"
RUNNING TOTAL 2601
CONTACY BAH ™ BERCENTAGE
STUDENT 435 3T7.44
TEACHER 285 24,53
AISD STAFF ™~ ~ 777771937 77 16.61
OTHe AGENCY 67 5.77
- PARENT/GRDN. 182 15.66
“ YEAR=END TOTALS 1162 "~ 100,00 "
RUNNING TOTAL 1162
" "COOKDINATION ™" ° °" RAW ~RERCENTAGE -
PeloPe 1 24
HRG/VSN SCRN 15 3.66
" "LST/ARD - TT 8277 7T 20.00
GRP. TESTING 63 15.37
AIM HIGH 20 4.88
TULEP T T T T TS T T T T 4987
AGENCY PROG. 9 2.20
PRIDE 1 24
TSTe RECORDS ™ 777 77 7987777777 23.,90
OTHER 117 28.54
YEAR=END TOTALS 410 100.00
TTRUNNING TOTAL " 410~~~
D-52
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84.22

AUSTIN TNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02=04=01
SCHOOL 140 =
IYPE

WHOLE CLASS
INDIVIDUAL
SMALL GROUP

YEAR=END TOTALS
" RUNNING TOTAL

REASQNS

CRISIS

DEV./PREV.

' ACACEMIC

| BEHAVIOR
ATTENDANCE
LST/ARD

| ASSESSMENTS

. FAMILY/HLTH.

OTHER

YEAR=END TOTALS

RUNNING TOTAL

LONTACT
STUBENT
TEACHER
AISD™STAFF -
OTH. AGENCY
PARENT/GRDN.

| "YEAR=END ‘TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

-

| PelePe

. HRG/VSN SCRN
LST/ARD
GRP. TESTING
AIM HIGH

T LEP tmTm - e
AGENCY PROG.

~ PRIDE

"~ ST. RECORDS -
OTHER
YEAR=END TOTALS

" RUNNING TOTAL -

11%%

YEAR=END TOTALS

TRAVIS HEIGHTS

BAN PRERCENTYAGE

123 11.99
265 25.83
638 62.18
102¢ 100.00
1026 S
BAHd PERCENTAGE
48 3.79
334 26.36
219 17.28
219  ° 17.28
7 .55
13 1.03
149 11.76
160 12.63
118 9.31
1267 100,00 -
1267
BAY PERCENTAGE
114 26495
147 34.75
83"  ~19.62"
12 2.84
67 15.84
423 T100.00 -
423
RAW PRERCENTAGE
4 .87
13 Z.83
3 T T.65
159 34.57
63 213.70
43° ~--9.35
1 .22
0 .00
2977 6.30°
145 31.52
460 100.00
- g0 ——-m2200.




84.22

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFF {CE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=C3F02=04=~01 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 141 = WALNUT CREEK

IYPE RAYW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 83 - 17.26
INDIVIDUAL 186 38.67
SMALL GROUP 212 44.07
YEAR=END TOTALS 481 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 481
BEASQNS RAW PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 53 4.41
DEV./PREV. 327 27.18
ACADEMIC 189 15.71
BEHAVINR 225 18.70
ATTENDANCE 11 91
LST/ARD 67 557
ASS ESSMENTS 115 9.56
FAMILY/HLTH. 52 4.32
OTHER 164 13.63
" YEAR=END TOTALS 1203 100.20
RUNNING TOTAL 1203
CONTACY RAW PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 397 31.63
TEACHER 413 32.91
AISD STAFF 279" ° 22.23
OTH. AGENCY 33 263
PARENT/GRGN. 133 10.60
" YEAR=EMD TOTALS 1255 ~~ 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1255
CODRDINATION - BAW' PERCENYAGE
p.x.P. 1 .20
HRG/VSN SCRN 25 4.99
LST/ARD 61" 7 " 12.18
GRP. TESTING 34 6.79
AIM HIGH 0 «00
“LEP -~ - T 749 "7 "7 9,78
AGENCY PROG. 7 l.40
PRIDE 0 «00
"ST. RECORDS ~ " ~ 53 =~ —-10.58
OTHER 271 54.09
YEAR=END TOTALS 501 100.00

RUNNING TOTAL -

12 S




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/717/85
SC=CSF02=94=9]1 YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHAOL 166 = WILLIAMS

BAW PERCENTAGE

IYPE
WHOLE CLASS 1: 2.03
INDIVIDUAL 287 53.05
SMALL GROUP 243 44 .92
YEAR=END TOTALS 541 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL - 541
REASONS : BAY PERCENTAGCE
CRISIS 40 2.11
DEV./PREV, 117 6.18
ACADEMIC 378 19.98
BEHAVIOR 197 ° 7 10.41°
ATTENDANCE 16 «85
LST/ARD 621 32.82
ASSESSMENTS 251 13.27
FAMILY/HLTH. 138 T.29
CTHER 134 7.08
YEAR=END TOTALS 1892 - "100.00°
RUNNING TOTAL 1892
STUDENT 931 47.09
i TEACHER 414 20.94
C TAISD STAFF = ="'~ 346~ - 17.50"
OTHe AGENCY 62 3.14
PARENT/GRDN. 224 11.33
"YEAR=END TOTALS ~ 1977 ~~ "100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1977
‘LOORCINATION ~ ° ~RAW "PERCENTAGE
PelaPeo 29 2.83
HRG/VSN SCRN 57 557
"~ CLST/ARD - 542 - 752,93
GRP. TESTING 233 22.75
AIM HIGH 20 1.95
TTREPTTTT e e e T T 00
+ AGENCY PROG. 3 <29
. PRIDE 1 .10
CTTSTeTRECORDS  ~7 7 77 2T TN " 2,64
OTHER 112 10.94
«  YEAR=END TOTALS 1024 100.00
" TRUNNING "TOTAL 1024 — T 77
D-55
Q 1;17
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AUSTIN YNDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE (F RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFO2m04m=C1 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 157 <« WINN l
IYPE BAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 337 12.30
INDIVIDUAL 1273 46448 I
SMALL GROUP 1129 41422
YEAR=END TOTALS 2739 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2739
EEASONS BAW PERCENTAGE 4
CRISIS 100 3.90
DEV./PREV. 453 17.65
ACADEMIC 338 13.17
BEHAVIOR 325 12.66
ATTENDANCE 14 55
LST/ARD 326 12.70
ASS ESSMENTS 88 - 3.43
FAMILY/HLTH. 169 6458 .
OTHER 754 29.37
YEAR=END TOTALS 2567 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 2567
CONTACY RAH PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 690 38.90
TEACHER 443 24497
AISD STAFF - 384 2165
OTHe AGENCY 64 3.61
PARENT/GRDN. 193 10.88
“YEAR=END TOTALS 1774 = ~'100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1774
COORDINATION " BAY PLRCENTAGE
P e I * P L g 7 * 96
HRG/VSN SCRN 32 %4440-
[LET/ARD - - T 5§ - - - 7,98
GRP. TESTING 226 31.09
AIM HIGH 68 9.35
LEP T s ses g 00
AGENZY PRGG. 12 1.65
i PRIDE 2 .28
" ST. RECORDS ~ - -28 3.85 °
| OTHER 294 40,44
| YEAR=END TOTALS 727 100.00
{ "RUNNTNG TOTAL - 7127 A
D-56
Q 1 1 8




AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSFO2=04=01 YEAR=END TOTALS
SCHOOL 152 = WCCLORIDGE
IYPE BAW PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 80 10+34
INDTVIDUAL 572 73.90
SMALL GROUP 122 S.3
YEAR=END TOTALS 774 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 774 '
REASQNS BAHM PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 59 4,79
DEV. /PREV. 290 23,52
ACADEMIC 138 11.19
BEHAVIOR "294 23.84

, ATTENDANCE 33 2.68
LST/ARD 28 2.27
ASSESSMENTS 48 3.89
FAMILY/HLTH. 308 | 24.98
OTHER 35 2484
YEAR=END TOTALS 1233 160.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1233
CONTACY BAHM PRERCENTAGE
STUDENT 443 34,97
TEACHER 266 20.77
AISD ‘STAFF = - 209 ‘16.32
OTH. AGENCY 102 7.96
PARENT/GRDN. 256 19.98
YEAR=END TOTALS 1281 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1281

" CRORDINATION BAW PERLENIAGE

: Pe 1 oPe 0 «00

| HRG/VSN SCRN 35 8.12

" LST/ARD 1T - 25075

' GRP. TESTING 111 25.75

~ AIM HIGH 8 1.86

FCLEPC - v o3 = (707

. AGENCY PROG. 1 .23

| PrIDE 16 3.71
ST. RECORDS “4 .93
OTHER 142 32.95

| YEAR=END TOTALS 431 100.00

""RUNNING “TOTAL" T431 ¢ o

D-57
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL OISTRICY
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

COUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85
SC=CSF02=04=01 * YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 145 =~ ZAVALA

JYrE RAM PERCENTAGE
WHOLE CLASS 1 34
- INDIVIDUAL 231 79.11
SMALL GRQUP 6C 20.55
YEAR=E\D TOTALS 292 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL - ° 292
REASONS RAHM PERCENTAGE
CRISIS 46 3.40
DEV./PREV. 43 3.18
“CADEMIC 299 22.12
BEHAVIOR 446 32.99
ATTENDANCE 69 5.10
LST/ARD 160 11.83
ASSESSMENTS 56 4.14
FAMILY/HLTH. 219 16420
OTHER 14 1.04
" YEAR=END TOTALS 1352 100.00
RINNING TOTAL 1352
CONTACY ’ RAY PERCENTAGE
STUDENT 747 37.41
_ TEACHER 489 24449
AISD STAFF 491 24 .59
OTH. AGENCY 30 1.50
PARENT/GRDN. 240 12.02
YEAR=END TOTALS 1997 100.00
RUNNING TOTAL 1937
T CNORDINATION RAH
| #elePa 1 .13
" HRG/VSN SCRN 0 .00
LST/ARD 369 - 49.60 °
GRP. TESTING 116 15.59
ATM HIGH 1 .13
~ LEP - o -1 W13
. AGENCY PROG. 4 <54
i PRIDE 24 3.23
‘- ST.- RECORDS . o " .00 T
OTHER 228 30.65
YEAR=END TOTALS 744 100.00
~- RUNNING TOTAL 44 :
D-58
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENY SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFF ICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

CNUNSELOR LOGS AS OF 05/17/85

SC=CSF02-94=01

YEAR=END TOTALS

SCHOOL 146 = ZILKER

IYRE

WHOLE CLASS
INDIVIDUAL
SMALL GROUP
YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

REASONS
CRISIS

DEV./PREV,
ACADEMIC
BEHAVIGR
ATTENDANCE
LST/ARD
ASSESSMENTS
FAMILY/HLTH,
OTHER

YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

CONTACT
STUDENT
/EACHER

;T TAISD STAFF

i "RUNNIZNG TOTAL™ -

|

OTHe AGENCY
PARENT/GRDN.
YEAR=END TOTALS
RUNNING TOTAL

COORDINATION
P.! .P.
HRG/VSN SCRN
LST/ARD

GRPe TESTING
AIM HIGH

“LEP 7

AGENCY PROG.
PRIDE

ST. RECORDS
OTHER

YEAR=END TOTALS

12 1 0-59

RAH
13

221
639
879
879

RANM
44

453
243
106
5

57
203
108
69
1288
1288

BAY
541

459
183
42
114
1339
1339

288

288°

RERCENTAGE
2.16

25.14
72.70
100.00

BERCENTAGE
3.42

35.17
18.87
8.23
«39
4.43
15.76
8439
5.36
100.00

REBLCENTAGE
40,40

34.28
"13.67
3.14
8.51
"7 100.00 "

PERCENJAGE

«00
2.78
17.36
59.72
«35
.00
.00
«00
6.00
13.19

100.00 .
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PROJECT ACHIEVE

Purpose
Project Achieve is one of the programs constituting the Secondary
Component of SCE. The major goal of Project Achieve is “to raise the

reading achievement test scores of students who read at all levels of
reading proficiency."

Procedure

Project Description

Project Achieve provides for two reading specialists on each secondary
school campus wito work in close liaison with the Instructional Coordi-
nator, Secondary Reading, in planning and implementing an effective
reading program on each secondary campus. SCE provided $176,269 for 18 of
the reading specialists and three project aides.

The reading specialist teach four class periods in read.ng and use one
class period to implement Project Achieve. During this period, they
team-teach or plan with language arts teachers and other content area
teachers who share the identified (same) student population. In addition,
Project Achieve staff provide systematic inservice training for local
campus area teachers in helping to raise the reading achievement test
scores of students.

Project Achieve was designed primarily for students enrolled in grades 8
and 9 who have not attained a minimum competency lcvel of 9.0 as measured
by the TEAMS criterion-referenced tests or by other AISD-administered
standardized reading achievement tests.

The Reading Specialist teaches mini-sessions in TABS skills, study skills,
and test-taking skills in language arts classes. In addition, the Reading
Specialist 1is responsible to:

o Study scope/sequence of the English/Language Arts Curriculum for
8th and 9th grades and recommend strategies for including TABS
skills in the program.

® Assist language arts teachers in identifying optimal means of
teaching the TABS skills in CLA and other 8th and 9th grade
language arts classes.

o Keep records on all students who have not attained reading
competancy and track their progress from grade 8 through Basic
Reading Skills I & II and Intermediate Reading Skills I and II
through Reading Tutorial.

IC “Z 123




Diagnose and evaluate students referred by counselors or content
teachers and maintain records on diagnostic test results.

® Assess materials for reading level; assist, when possible in
seeking/designing materials to meet assessed needs of students in
all curricula areas.

e Serve as a diagnostician for teacher/counselor referred students.

e Maintain materials 1ibrary for teachers on current research on
teaching reading.

Data Analysis

The 0ffice of Research and Evaluation conducted a districtwide survey of
administrators and teachers which included questions about Project Achieve.

Results

" The results show that:
® 5,109 students were served, but

e Over one-fourth of the administrators and one-half of the teachers
did not know about or did not utilize the program.

o Less than 25% of the teachers agreed that Project Achieve services
were effective.

o No data is available for the impact of the Project on reading
proficiency.

It is suggested Project Achieve suffers from a lack of visibility and that
teachers may be receiving Project Achieve services without being aware of

iék them. But the negative responses from those who do know about the Project
is indeed disturbing.
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PLANNER LOG

Purpose

The Planner Log provided information to address the following decision and
evaluation questions:

Decision Question D4: If SCE is refunded for 1985-86, should the
Planning Component be continued as is, modified, or discontinued?

Evaluation Question D4-1: What activities were documented by
the Grants Planning Coordinator?

Evaluation Question D4-2: What activities in the District were
funded with SCE monies?

Procedure

The Planning Component consisted of a grants planning coordinator and a
secretary. The grants planning coordinator was responsible for the
planning process for the overall SCE Program, completion of forms to TEA,
budget planning with component coordinators, and general technical
assistance to different SCE components as requested. The grants planning
coordinator is also responsible to assist in the monitoring process for
compensatory grants.

Results

Attachment F-1 contains a copy of the Planner's Log submitted for the
period of August 1, 1984 to April 12, 1985. The log provides a brief
description of the Planner's activity, the population impacted by the
activity and the end product of that activity.




Attachment F-1
(Page 1 of 3)

PLANNING COORDINATOR'S

PLANNING ACTIVITIES DURING3/1/84-4/12/85 (Flanning

ACTIVITY POPUTATION(S) END PRODUCT
IMPACTED

1Developed and received funding Junior high school handbook (to be completed

for a career education grant students | in May, 1985) with activ-
from TEA ; established budgets ities to integrate into
and oversaw implementation of science and language arts
grant, (by Office of Vocational instruction.

Education, Margaret Lindsey)

2. Developed and received funding elementary school curriculum guide for teacH-
fér a grant from the Texas students (5-6 grades) ing Native American story,
Committee for the Humanities entitled "Who Speaks for
to have a cooperative effort Wolf," presentacion by
with the school district, consultant to teachers and
brining consultant on Native elementary students

American contributions into
the school district.

3. Wrote and got funded a grant | parents (Winn and parent workshop, reading
.from the the B.Dalton Book~ Pecan Springs); motivation program at
sellers to bring in consultant | students, elem. Winn and Pecan Springs,
Bill Halloran, expert on and junior high sch.] administrator/teacher
children's literature to work teachers/adminis-- workshop
directly with teachers and istrators
low-income parents

: L.students development of grants for
madnet Schoots, “Tatnsciencd,
on the federal level to get funds appropriated; contacts
leaisiation passed, appropria- ' w’Eh our Cﬁngr$ss1o?aloeg1e-

tions passed, etc. to benefit gation on key legislati
disadvantaged students efforts for our district.
5Developed a grant with the students (secondary);| grant for submission on

University of Texas and AISD secondary teachers 5/15/85
for a National Endowment for
the Humanities grant to providd
sunmer institutes and follow-up
during the year for teachers
teaching world literature

POPULATIONS IMPACTED (SPECIFY GRADE LEVELS:

1. Title I students 7. Elementary students
2. Title I Migrant students 8. Secondary students
3. Bilingudl Students 9. Community members
4. SCE students 10. Selected d'strict persoannel
5. Special Education students (specify)
i 6. Writtea Composition students 1l. Other (specify)
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Attachment F-1
(Page 2 of 3

PLANNING ACTIVITIES DURING 8/1

PLANNING COORDINATOR'S FORMS

pianning coordinator:

/34-4/12/85 .

Joan Burnham

ACTIVITY

POPUTATION(S)
IMPACTED

END PRODUCT

6. Worked with the Department of
Elementary Education and the U.T.
Department :f Children's Drama
to develop a program using
theater arts to address:essential
elements in social studies and
Wlanguage arts

7. Coordinated committee efforts
to establish a "key school,
[collaborative experimental
school site with the University
f Texas School of Education

L

Assisted with Office's effort
the actions of the SBOE

Lﬁ. Developed planning documents

to district use in implementing
.B. 72 and drafted revised
olicies in some cases

10. monitored legislative efforts
pn the federal level, developing
legislative analyses for district
se

1.
to other staff members in distri
n grant funding sources

2. Designed and implemented a
omprehensive study for the
eorganization Task Force on

to monitor state legislation and .

Provided technical assistanck

teachers (training)

elementary, middle,

L2

ary students

administrators,
teachers, and student
(a1l levels)

district administra
ctstors

Reorganization Task
Force members, Citiz
Advisory Task Force

entral office resource allocation(Reorganization),

0 the campuses

Cabinet

elementary students

and secondary studentscommittee of AISD and U.T.

elementary and secondiplanning documents, policy

grant to be submitted in
July of 1985 to the National
Endowment to the Arts

establishment of an ongoing.

9

staff members to meet durin
a planning year, 1985-86

drafts

wrdte legislative updates,
scommunicated district view
points on issues to Cong.
delegation members

-grant applications developed -
by other staff persons

completed written study
]
PNS for Task Force

POPULATIONS IMPACTED (SPECIFY

GRADE LEVELS:

1. Title I students 7. Elementary students
2. Title I Migrant students 8. Secondary students
3. Bilingual Students 9. Commmity members
4. SCE students 10. Selectsd district personnel
5. Special Education students (specify)
6. Written Composition studerts 11. Other (specify)
' 178
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Attachment F-1

(Page 3 of 3)

sources for district priorities
Trom externzl funding sources
on an ongoing basis

14. Met with staff members on
math/science new monies, magnet
school funds, NSF monies, and
began planning efforts for
major district grants

15.Began establishing a meeting
schedule for development of
of training grant for school
team in alcohol and drug
prevention

16Deveioped and set up a major
visitation trip of secondary
principles to Eastern public
and private high schools

17.Served on Volunteer Handbook
Committee -to design handbook
for compuses

9/1/84-4/12/85 :
PLANNING ACTIVITIES DURING PLANMXING COORDINATOR: Joan Burnham
ACTIVITI PQPUTATION(S) END PRODUCT
IMPACTED
13. Reviewed possible funding all divisions of contacted appropriate distri

school district

elementary and second
ary students; teacher
at both levels

(staff development)

gifted students
(elem. level).

junior and senior
high students

at one junior high
school and a senior
high school

secondary principals

elementary and second
ary students, parents
staff

ct
personnel on funding sourceq
and in some instances wrote
grants

-overseeing development of

s major district grants

in these areas (3-4), which
will be submitted in late
spring, early summer to
funding sources

grant will be submitted
to the Dept. of Ed. Southweg
Regional Training Center
on May 6 to provide training
funds for this purpose.

t

trip visitations to 6 schoo]
in Qctober

S

LVolunteer Handbook for distrﬁct

POPULATI.ONS IMPACTED (SPECIFY GRADE LEVELS:

1. Title I students

2. Title I Migrant students
3. Bilingual studeunts

4. SCE students

5. Special Education students
6.

Written Composition students

7. Elementary students
Secondary studeants
Community members

Selected district personuel
(specify)

Other (specify)

8.
9.
10.

u

F-5
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TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION (TBE)

Four transitional bilinguai education teachers (See Attachment G-1) served
LEP junior high school students. The entire program is currently housed
at Murchison Junior High. Funds were provided for staff and materials. A
full-time ESOL bilingual aide was also available for the TBE progran.

There were 88 Spanish-dominant LEP students served by the Murchison
Bilingual Program this year. To determine their progress in learning
three anlayses were conducted.

o t-test of Language Assessment Battery (LAB) gain scores (See
Figurz G-1).

o t-test of ITBS gain scores (See Figure G-2). Only those students
with an ITBS score from both last year and this were used.

e Frequency distribution of program participants' ITBS scores
(Reading, Language, Math computation) in 1984 and in 1985.
(Included in these distributions is the percent wno did not take
the subtest--presumably because their English was limited to the
extent they could not take the test.)

LAB t-Test

In the fall, the LAB was administered to determine the English preficiency
of all secondary students with a nhome ianguage other than English who were
new to the District and those students in the Murchison TBE Program.

The spring English LAB posttest was administered to all the LEP students
in the Bilingual Program at Murchison and to those LEP students at other
schools whose LEP status might change as a result. Students tested
included those who scored at the 23rd percentile or above on both the
reading and language subtests of the District's achievement test (ITBS for
grades 7 and 8; TAP for grades 9-12) except those with both scores at or
above the 40th percentile. Only Murchison, with its Bilingual Education
Program, had enough LAB scores to calculate the basic statistics.

Because many of tnese students do not take districtwide achievement tests
due to their limited English proficiency, the LAB is our best means of
determining English language develcpment. The information provided in
Figure G-1 indicates that the English proficiency of the two groups is
essentially equal and tnat their growth in English language skills was
essentially parallel.

G-2
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-+- JTth grade | — 8th grade

no
[
|

ENGLISH LAB RAH SCORE

[
1

! T
PRETEST POSTTEST

Figure G-1: ENGLISH LAB RAW SCORE PERFORMANCE OF STUDENTS IN THE
MURCHISON BILINGUAL PROGRAM.

ITBS t-test

The information from Figure G-2 indicates strong growth in all the areas
measured for the 7th grade participants with ITBS scores in both 1984 and
1985. The growth rangrd from a Tow of 1.36 years in math to a high of
1.46 in reading. Because these students' scores are typically well below
the nalional norm, it is essential that they gain at a rate greater than a
year for each year in school. Otherwise they will fall farther behind
rather than “catch up." While the achiz2vement of 7th grade students in
the program is progressing well, the progress of 8th grade participants is
not as satisfactory.

-1 32




Grade N Posttest Pretest Gain ~ SE t P
Reading 22 5.11 3.65 1.46 .10 15.59 <.0001
7 Language 16 5.67 4.24 1.43 .26 5.46 <.0001
Math 32 7.19 5.81 1.38 17 g.21 <,0001
Reading 9 5.64 4.67 .97 .18 5.41 .0006
8 Language 9 5.34 4.66 .68 .20 3.37 .0098
Math 10 7.72 6.66 1.06 .39 2.73 0231

Figure G-2: MURCHISON t-TEST ON GRADE EQUIVALENT GAIN SCORES IN READING, LANGUAGE,
AND MATH COMPUTATION

149
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Frequency Distribution of ITBS Scores

Another measure of the success of the program is the percent of students
able to take the ITBS and atain a score above the chance level. foove
this level, students have gained enough English to allow them some
comprehension of the subtest. Of the 7th grade students who did not take
the math subtest in 1984 or with a score below chance level 77% (23 of 30)
scored above the chance level in the 1985 test administration. In
reading, the figure for T"th graders wes 47% (26 of 55) and in language it
was 42% (22 of 52). The percents of 8th graders to move from untested or
chance levei to higher levels were respectively 56% (9 of 16) for math,
44% (11 of 25) for reading, and 25% (5 of 20) for language. It is
apparent from the data provided that the program was much more effective
for 7th grade students than for its eighth graders. Seventh graders
demonstrated good progress toward the national norm. Eighth grade
students “neld their own" against the national norm in reading and math,
but fell farther behind ‘. language.

Further details or. the procedures followed in the evaluation of the TBE
program, as well a: <he data analyses and results can be found in
Local/State Bilingual: 1984-85 Final Technical Report (ORE Publication

Number £4.32).
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Transitional bilingual Education Teachers
1984-1985

Evaristo Barraca
Mary Polsky

Manuel Raymond III
Ruperto Reyes Jr.

Hope Cardenas -~ Bilingual Aide
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