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PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS WITH LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY:
£VALW!TION 1986-87

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

AUTHOR: Nancy Baenen Schuyler

OTHER CONTACT PERSON: David Doss

The Austin Independent School District (AISD) served 4,143 students with
limited English proficiency (LEP) in 1986-87; 87% were Spanish speakers, 5%
were Vietnamese, and 8% represented 49 other language groups. LEP students in

.AISO are served through one of two basic programs--Transitional Bilingual
Education (TBE) and English as a Second Language (ESL). TBE, which provides
dual language instruction, is available to Spanish speakers at grades pre-K
through 8 and Vietnamese speakers at grades K-6. ESL provides intensive
English instruction to other LEP students. Only those who decline service by
these programs are not served.

Title VII federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance
the regular secondary program for Hispanic LEP students. The four secondary
campuses involved are those with the highest concentrations of Hispanic LEP
students--Murchison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson, and Johnston High

Schools. The overall budget of the 1986-87 Title VII Program was $87,893;
274 students were impacted (for a cost of $321 per student). Title VII

provided four additional types of service:

o Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops),
o Student tutoring,'
o Curriculum development, and
o Parent training.

MAJOR FINDINGS: AISD-FUNDED PROGRAMS

1. AISD LEP students tested in English on the TEAMS in 1986-87 compared more
favorably to the State than AISD students overall. The percentage of AISD
LEP students reaching mastery on the TEAMS exceeded the State average for
LEP students in 6 of 14 comparisons at grades 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11.

2. AISD LEP students tested in Spanish at grades 1 and 3 showed high mastery

percentages (86-96%) in all areas on the TEAMS. Mastery percentages at
grade 3 were higher than the averages for LEP students statewide in all
three areas. Grade 1 State results are not yet available.

3. The annual dropout rate for LEP students in 1985-86 (21.3%) was twice as

high as the overall District rate (10.7%).
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4. Spanish-speaking LEP students tested with the ITBS and TAP in spring, 1987
and 1986 scored closest to the national average in mathematics (with
grades 1, 2, and 3 above) followed by language and finally reading. Third

graders have shown strong growth towards the national average for the last
four years. During the same time period, fourth graders have not.

5. Once exited from LEP status, most students are able to maintain achievement
in reading and language above the 23rd percentile on achievement tests.
However, a small percentage of the elementary students exited in 1984-85
(15% in reading and 1.7% in language) did fall below this criteria in the
two subsequent years.

6. While the number of LEP students in need of bilingual education rose 26%
between 1985-86 and 1986-87, the supply of teachers endorsed to provide
bilingual education in AISD decreased 3%.

7. AISD's Title VII pre-K programs that operated in 1980-81, 1981-82, and
1982-83 do not appear to have had long-term effects on retention rates,
special education status, rates of exit from LEP status, and achievement.
Participants did not compare favorably to nonparticipants.

8. AISD fifth graders participating in the 1979-80 Title VII elementary
program (a five-year project) showed higher rates of retention, dropping
out, and failing course grades than Chapter 1, Hispanic, or all AISD
students in fifth grade that year.

MAJOR FINDINGS: TITLE VII

1. English proficiency improved significantly at four of six grade levels
from fall to spring (based on raw scores on the Language Assessment
Battery). Most individual students (78%) made gains.

2. English achievement improved in each of five subject areas at most
grade levels based on the ITBS and TAP; 1987 percentile scores were
higher than 1986 scores in 17 of 23 comparisons.

3. Spanish proficiency and achievement results on La Prueba Riverside de
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside) were generally positive.
The percent of students overall showing gains in language and content
areas increased over 1985-86; thus, objectives were met. Additionally,
when mean raw score gains were examined by subject and grade, 16 out of
20 comparisons were significant.

4. The number of LEP students tutored through Title VII increased from 76
in 1985-86 to 120 in 1986-87.

5. Four courses leading to endorsement to teach ESL were offered through
Title VII; three teachers completed all courses.

6. A total of 18 parent workshops were provided in 1986-87. Evaluation

ratings and comments were uniformly positive.

6
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LEP STUDENT FINAL REPORT

SECTION I -- DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION

WHAT IS A LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP) STUDENT?

A LEP student has limited language proficiency in English. All students who
indicate a language other than English is spoken in the home on their Home
Language Survey (HLS) are tested for language proficiency and achievement in
order to determine their English proficiency. The language proficiency tests
used are the IDEA Oral Proficiency Test (1986-87 on) and Primary Acquisition
of Language (PAL) (before 1986-87) at grades pre-K through 6 and the Language
Assessment Battery (LAB) at grades 7-12.

This was the first year that the IDEA was used for the identification of LEP
students. Consequently, the Teacher and Administrator Survey asked several
questions dealing with the IDEA. Most of the administrators (63.4%) but fewer
of the teachers (38%) surveyed in the spring were satisfied with the IDEA test
for screening LEP students. Over hale of the teachers (54%) were neutral,
with only 8% dissatisfied with the IDEA. One problem which has arisen
is that the test appears to be quite difficult for entering pre-K and K
students. This will be ameliorated with the introduction of the pre-IPT
(IDEA) in spring, 1988, pending approval of funds in the 1987-88 budget.

WHAT SERVICES ARE PROVIDED TO LEP STUDENTS?

Once identified, students with limited English proficiency are offered
Transitional Bilingual Education (T3E) or English-as-a-second-language (ESL)
services depending on their home language and grade level.

TRANSITIONAL BILINGUAL EDUCATION (TBE)

TBE is required by State law when the District enrolls 20 or more elementary
LEP children of a given language at a specific elementary grade level. AISD
is required to providc TBE to Hispanic and Vietnamese LEP students at grades
pre-K through 6. also provides bilingual service to grades 7 and 8 LEP
Hispanic students.

Most Hispanic elementary students receive bilingual services at their home
campuses. If a bilingual teacher is not available, transfers and transporta-
tion to other schools are offered. Vietnamese bilingual services are provided
at Wooten and Walnut Creek (K-6).

1-
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For grades 7-8, bilingual education 4s offered at Murchison Junior High for
Hispanic LEP students who are Spanish monolingual or Spanish dominant. A
self-contained literacy program for rekomt Hispanic immigrants with little
schooling and limited English skills is also available at Murchison.

The TBE program provides dual language instruction through teachers endorsed
by the State in bilingual education or English-as-a-second-language
methodology. St-dents are provided with:

e Basic concepts starting the student in the school environment in the
student's primary language.

o Basic skills of comprehension, reading, and writing in the student's
primary language and in the English language.

la Subject matter and concepts in the student 's primary language and in
the English language.

e Experiences to instill student confidence, self-assurance, and a
positive identi4 with cultural heritage.

The amount of time spent in primary language or English language instruction
for each LEP student is determined at individual campuses based on dominance
and proficiency in each language.

ENGLISH AS A SECOND LANGUAGE (ESL)

ESL is one component of the Transitional Bilingual Program. However, it is
also a separate program offered to LEP students with home languages other
TEE those eligible for TBE. In addition, ESL is offered to students
eligible for TBE if their parents refuse such service (to avoid a transfer or
for other reasons).

ESL is a sequential English language instruction program in the skills of
listening, speaking, and writing. This program also includes a component
which addresses the cultural heritage of both the primary language of the LEP
student and of the United States. The program is taught for a minimum of 45
minutes throughout the day, 20 minutes of direct teaching and 25 minutes of
lesson adaptation by teachers endorsed in ESL or bilingual education.
Secondary LEP students generally receive 50-55 minutes of ESL instruction
(one class period).

An enhanced ESL program called Sheltered Bilingual or Spanish for Native
Speakers was initiated in 1985-86 at Travis High School for Spanish-speaking
monolingual /dominant students. This provided an extra class period of ESL
support. Besides additional English instruction, students translated Spanish
to English and vice versa.

If parents at any grade level refuse bilingual and ESL services, the regular
all-English curriculum is provided.

2



Title VII federal funds have been utilized in AISD since 1985-86 to enhance
the regular secondary program for Hispanic LEP students. Title VII provides
four additional types of service--

e Staff training (through ESL endorsement courses and campus workshops),

to Student tutoring,

Curriculum development, and

o Parent training.

The four secondary campuses involved are those with the highest concentra-
tions of Hispanic LEP students--Murchison Junior High plus Travis, Anderson,
and Johnston High Schools. A total of 307 LEP students monolingual or
dominant in Spanish or balanced in English and Spanish (LEP categories A, B,
or C) were enrolled in these schools for part or all of 1986-87 and were
therefore impacted by Title VII services; 253 LEP students were enrolled at
these schools at year's end.

AISD-funded services at the campuses are shown below.

AISD-Funded Services Title VII Campuses

Murchison Travis Anderson Johnston

Bilingual content area X

instruction

Literacy program X

English as a second language X

Spanish for native speakers.

COMPENSATORY EDUCATION

LEP students may also be served by compensatory services such as Chapter 1 or
State Compensatory Education. LEP students are eligible to be served by
Chapter 1 if they score at or below the 30th percentile in reading on the
ITBS. In 1986-87, 1,234 (84%) of the 1,470 LEP students eligible for Chapter 1
received this supplemental reading help--1% higher than the 83% of all
students eligible overall who were served.
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WHAT ARE THE CHARACTERISTICS OF AISD'S LEP STUDENTS?

During the 1986-87 school year, AISD's LEP programs served 4,562 students for
part or all of the year. The number of LEP students being served at the same
time tends to increase until November and to decline thereafter during the year.

Official counts of the number of LEP students in AISD as of October are
calculated annually. The following trends in these LEP counts are interesting
to note.

October counts for the last
three years show that AISD's
count of LEP students is
increasing, K-12. The
increase between 1983 and
1984 was 2%; the increase
between 1984 and 1985 was
13% and the increase between
1985 and 1986 was 25%. The
total number of LEP students
served in AISD has risen 43.7%
between fall, 1983 and 1986.
( AISD's overall enrollment,
on the other hand, increased
at a much slower pace (8.4%)
during this same period).
Stabilization in the number
of LEP students next year
may occur because of the
new immigration laws.

MWERWSTIMENIM
4X41

sne
mta
ZED
2300
zno

imm 2590 2628
Szoo

seolto
too
Tea
sm
en

FIGURE i
FALL. LEP COUNT Ki2

includes all served (parent refusals excluded) .

The number of pre-K LEP
students rose dramatically,
tripling from 130 in 1985
to 421 in 1986 because of
an expanded program.

In the fall of 1986, 1,762 new LOTE students were processed; 1,386 or 79%
were identified as LEP.

o As in the past, the number of LEP students was highest at grade 1 and
generally declined through grade 12 (grades 7 and 9 are the two
exceptions). Counts increased the most this year over last year at pre-K
(224%), grade K (,40%), grade 7 (70%), and grade 9 (52%).
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The District's objective is to help its LEP students attain English
proficiency. The number of LEP students considered proficient enough to
exit status as LEP in 1986-87 was 446, which was 9.5% of the LEP
population. In order for a student to exit LEP status, he/she must
score at least at the Zad percentile in both reading and language on
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) or Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency (TAP).

There were 551 LEP students in 1986-87 whose parents requested that
their children not be included in any LEP-related instructional
program. This number reflects a decrease compared to 661 students in
1985-86. The decrease primarily reflects successful efforts to exit
eligible students with parent denials this year (this had not been done
previously). The percentage of the LEP population that parent denials
represent decreased from 18% last year to 12% this year.

o In 1986-87, 87% of the LEP students served were Spanish speakers. The
only other language group with over 100 students was Vietnamese (5% of
the LEP population). Overall, 51 language groups were represented, with
Korean, Chinese, Cambodian, Arabic, and iiotian students most common
after thd Vietnamese.

s Over half (57%) of the Spanish-speaking LEP students in AISD were
dominant or monolingual in Spanish; almust all (93%) of the Vietnamese
LEP students were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese.

Two thirds of the teachers responding (N.59, grades 1 through 0 to a
districtwide survey had at least one LEP student who had limited or no
school experience before entering AISD in 1986-87, 5% had more than 12
with limited or no school experience. There appears to be a considerable
number of these LEP students; they present a special challenge to
teachers.

FIGURE 2
LANGUAGES SPOKEN BY LEP STUDENTS

PRE-K TO i2 -- 1986-87

Spanish.
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FIGURE 3
LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF SPANISH- SPEAKING LEP

STUDENTS. PRE-K TO i2 -- i986 -87
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Balanced Bilingual--

Official October =rata
of these served.
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FIGURE 4
FALL. 198687 SIMARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS

OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUNTS*

GRAUE . .

lc to at

Regular LEP 421 544 610 397 331 299 244 227 283 144 169 97 54 33 3,853

f Special Ed. 0 9 9 12 25 34 31 .35 42 25 33 17 10 8 290

Total LEP Served 421 553 619 409 356 333 275 262 325 169 202 114 64 41 4,143

f of Students with
Parent Denial for 0 12 22 11 16 9 45 45 81 51 67 65 72 55 551
611./ESL Program

TOTAL LEP 421 565 641 420 . 372 342 320 307 406 220 269 179 136 96 4,694

f Students Served

Bil. Ed. Total 385 491 540 357 285 265 218 199 79 56 0 0 0 0 2,875
Hispanic 381 482 530 346 274 260 209 186 79 56 0 0 0 0 2,803
Vietnamese 4 9 10 11 '11 5 9 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 72

English as a Second
Language Total 36 53 70 40 46 34 26 28 204 88 169 97 54 33 978
Hispanic 1 10 12 7 7 1 3 2 163 65 132 77 34 22 536
Vietnamese 8 2 8 8 2 8 5 8 17 11 15 9 11 2 114
All Others 27 41 50 25 37 25 18 18 24 12 22 11 9 9 328

Special Education
Total 0 9 9 12 25 34 31 35 42 25 33 17 10 8 290

Hispanic 0 8 9 12 25 31 29 33 42 21 31 16 9 8 274
Vietnamese 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
All Others 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 3 1 1 1 0 13

Ili Status by
Ocminance

Hispanic
Ven7:75Minant 242 325 378 236 171 138 93 85 93 59 96 63 26 17 2,022
Balanced 8i1. 0 11 66 65 68 80 80 76 103 44 37 17 7 7 661
Eng. Dominant 122 156 107 63 65 73 64 57 86 36 28 12 8 4 881

Vietnamese
ilerliWilant 12 10 15 18 13 8 13 18 16 10 15 7 11 2 168
Balanced 811. 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 7
Eng. Dominant 0 0 1 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

SPRING, 1986-87 SUMMARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS

Number of LEP
Exits in 1987 0 19 43 67 53 49 40 35 40 28 29 19 14 10 446

Average Number
of Years to Exit 0 1.1 1.7 2.3 2.8 3.4 4.2 4.3 5.1 5.6 5.2 4.8 5.0 3.7 3.6

*The LANG Hasterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date information on all students
who have a "home language other than English" (LOTE). Of particular interest are those LOTE students who are of
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students be prcvided
special language instruction until such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency
improves to criterion levels. Identification and update information is ,ecorded on the Masterfila as a basis for
monitoring and meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils.
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IS STAFFING ADEQUATJE TO PROVIDE BILINGUAL AND ESL SERVICE?

STAFFING PATTERNS

Teachers who provide TBE must be bilingually endorsed (see definitions below).
ESL must be provided by ESL or bilingually endorsed teachers. The supply of

such teachers is therefore critical. Most of the teachers endorsed as

bilingual or "regular ESL" work with LEP students annually. Teachers generally

have both LEP and non-LEP students in their classrooms. However, only some

"Austin ESL" endorsed teachers work with LEP students. The adequacy of the

Austin ESL teachers' backgrounds in meeting the needs of LEP students varies

considerably.

Bilingually endorsed -- Teachers have completed a series of
college courses preparing them to provide dual language
instruction and passed oral and written Spanish proficiency tests.
Regular ESL -- Teachers have completed four college courses
ociTTOTIgon ESL techniques.

Austin ESL -- Teachers had one or more LEP students in their

1715:5W7oFior to 1980-81. TEA granted ESL endorsement to such
teachers statewide as long as the teachers stayed in the same

district.

FIGURE 5
BILINGUAL AND ESL-ENDORSED TEACHERS 1986-87

Endorsement

Elementary
TUNFEEFF----ORWEE

Secondary Teacher
TotalTeachers Students

Bilingual --
Spanish 321* 2,668* 8** 135* 329

Vietnamese 4 72 - - 4

Regular ESL 61 341 13 645 74

Austin ESL 357 63 - 420

4

*Official October Aunts for students. March count of teachers.

**Bilingual instruction was only offered at Murchison Junior High; the other
four bilingually endorsed teachers were assigned to high schools where ESL
was the only program offered. The average number of students per bilingual

teacher at Murchison was 33.8 (135/4). One teacher.at Travis provided dual
language instruction to Hispanic LEP A, B, C students (90 as of October)
for one. hour per day; however, this did not meet the requirements of TBE.

7
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The number of bilingually endOrsed teachers increased in 1983-84, 1984-85, and

1985-86. The supply of bilingually endorsed teachers decreased.from 342 in
1985-86 to 333 in 1986-87 (a 3% decrease). Thus, while the number of students
needing bilingual service increased by 26%, the supply of teachers decreased.

The number of Austin ESL certified teachers (420) far exceeded the number of
regular ESL teachers (74) in 1986-87. The supply of regular-ESL-endorsed
teachers increased by 6 (8%) in 1986-87 but the number of Austin ESL teachers
decreased substantially (26%) from 567 to 420.

This year 17 elementary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at
every grade level they served. The goal for next year is to have the 16
priority schools (those with primarily lower income students) fully staffed to
provide bilingual service and have some designated cluster centers around the
city to which LEP students can transfer if their home school cannot serve
then. The best way to examine whether the supply of bilingual and ESL
teachers is adequate is to examine the number of bilingual student transfers
and gaps in service.

The number of pre-K to six schoqls which had LEP students this year at any
time but no bilingual or ESL teacher to serve them at their grade level was
checked by grade in March. Students had the option to be transferred to
another school or decline the service. It was found that:

o In 29 cases there were LEP students but no one to serve them at that
grade.

o The number of cases ranged from two at grade two to five at pre-K.

o In order to receive bilingual or ESL service, 183 students were
transferred.

Transfers at the secondary level were also checked. At the junior high level,
there were 91 bilingual transfers (mostly to Murchison for the TBE program).
At the senior high level, 33 students were transferred (mostly to Travis).

8
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BILINGUAL STIPENDS

In 1985-86, a salary supplement was instituted for bilingual teachers as a
recruiting tool. Teachers who met criteria all year were awarded $1,500;
others were prorated according to length of eligibility. Supplements were
awarded to pre-K through grade 12 teachers who:

1. Held a valid teaching certificate with a bilingual endorsement or a
bilingual special permit,

2. Engaged for'at least three hours during the day in basic or
supplementary dual language instruction through any or all of these
components of Transitional Bilingual Education: language arts,
mathematics, science, and/or social studies, and

3. Worked with LEP students dominant in another language or balanced in
English and another language (LEP categories A, B, and C).

There were 333 teachers with bilingual endorsement in AISD as of March, 1987.
The number of individual teachers receiving a stipend was totaled as of the
end of the year. Some teachers left mid-year and were replaced, increasing
the total number of individual teachers receiving a stipend. At year's end:

e 302 bilingually endorsed teachers (an increase from 271 in 1985-86) had
received a stipend (297 elementary, 4 junior high, 1 high school);

6 3,008 (up from 2,799 in 1985-86) LEP A, B, and C students were served
by these teachers. The median number of students served by these
teachers was six both years.

6 73% of the stipended teachers served 10 or fewer LEP A, B, and C
students (plus non-LEP students).

SMART

The LEP student population in AISD has been increasing. Until 1986-87, the
number of bilingually-endorsed teachers was also increasing. In 1986-87,
however, the number decreased. The bilingual stipend did not have enough
impact to increase teacher supply this year.

On the other hand, the percentage of bilingual teachers earning the stipend
increased this year. AISD appears to be utilizing bilingual teachers better
with the students in greatest need. This increase also supports personnel
reports that the stipend encouraged some endorsed teachers to work with LEP
students who had not previously.

16
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HOW MUCH DO SERVICES FOR LEP STUDENTS COST?

An attempt was made to determine costs incurred for bilingual and ESL services
above and beyond those for the regular AISD program. The cost components
analyzed are shown in Figure 6.

Most teachers' basic salaries were not included because LEP students are
simply assigned to teachers endorsed in bilingual or ESL, and they provide all
of the students' basic instruction. Teachers' salaries were only included if
teachers acted as resource teachers in addition to regular staff (Vietnamese
Centers), the programs were not required by State law (Murchison and Travis),
or the program operated outside of the regular school year (summer school).

Overall, the allocated costs for bilingual programs in 1986-87 were $1,792,260
($433 per LEP student or $199 per LOTE student). The allocated costs in
1986-87 compared to 1985-86 decreased by $453,364 primarily because two
components were dropped (Hispanic Curriculum Transfer Centers and bilingual
aides). However, costs for some other components did increase.

The highest costs were for components in which transportation of students was
required. While transporting students may be the most efficient way to
provide service, ways to reduce costs should always be explored.

e Although the cost for the Vietnamese program is high, the program is
required. There are insufficient teachers to provide bilingual
instruction for Vietnamese students throughout the District. Therefore,
students are transported to the Vietnamese Centers. Teachers act as
resource teachers, serving students for 1.5 to 2 hours per day.

o The cost per student for Murchison and Travis is slightly lower this
year because more students were served. The junior high bilingual
program will be at Martin rather than Murchison next year--this may
reduce transportation costs.

o Summer school allocated costs and expected student enrollment for 1987
were higher than in 1986. Actual enrollment appears to be lower than
expected (about 400) but final expenditures are not yet known (they
will probably be considerably lower than the allocation).

10 17



FIGURE 6
COST SPECIFICALLY FOR BILINGUAL/ESL SERVICES, 1986-87

I

OCT., 1986
STUDENTS

COMPONENT SERVED
BUDGET

ALLOCATION
COST PER STUDENT CONTACT COST PER
STUDENT HOURS PER YEAR FTE

Vietnamese 73

Centers
T=$119,330.00* $1,634.66 1-2 hrs. each day $ 8,104.17
B=$ 77,844.55 $1,066.36 25,550 hrs. total

Total=$197,174.55 Total=$2,701.02 (at 2.0 hours

Murchison 135 T4102,557.0,1 $ 759.68 1-6 hrs/day, $ 1,580.95
84110,871.60 $ 821.27 136,500 hrs. total

Total=$213,428.60 Total=$1 580.95 at 6 hrs/student

Travis 90**

**Official October Count,
LEP A, B, & C Students

T=$ 19,494.00 $ 216.60 1 extra $ 3,030.24
. B =$ 25,959.67 $ 288.44 (1 required,

Total=$ 45,453.67 Total=$ 505.04 2 provided)
15,750 total

Summer School 700
1987 (pre-k, pre-1)

$291,389 $ 416.27 4 hrs./day 8 wks. $ 2,731.69
112,00 total

Bilingual 3,008
Stipends

$387,500 Allocated
$445,509 Exierided

$ 128.82 3-6 hrs. per day
$ 148.11 'er student

Administration 5,909***
(Elementary &
Secondary)

Personnel etc. = $ 65.84
$389,054.00

Supplies, etc. = $ 24.47
$144,621.00

Total-4533,675.00 Total=$ 90.32

KEY
. _
t=Elementary T=Teachers
S=Secondary B=Busses

Evaluation 8,999 LOTE**** $ 65,629.83 $ 7.29
FTE=rull-time Equivalent
Student (Annual cost of
the services if provided
full time -- 6 hours/day
--for 175 days)TOTAL 4,143 LEP

8,999 LOTE
$1,792,259.65 $ 432.60

$ 199.16

*Allocated amount was not completely used up because only four teachers were hired rather than the five
the budget called for. ***Seven staff at 4,143 LEP and four at 8,999 LOTE students.
****As of March, 1987.
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SECTION II -- PROGRAM IMPACT

ARE BILINGUAL AND ESL PROGRAMS NATIONWIDE HAVING AN IMPACT?

BILINGUAL VERSUS IMMERSION PROGRAMS

The debate rages on nationally about whether bilingual or immersion programs
are more effective in promoting English proficiency and achievement in LEP
students. A number of reviews are now available synthesizing the results
of studies of programs for LEP students nationwide. Research generally
suggests that bilingual programs are effective in improving LEP students'
English proficiency and achievement and that bilingual programs may even be
superior to English immersion programs for LEP students in this regard.
Caution must be exercised in interpreting trends because of methodological
problems inherent in research with LEP students. The primary problem is
that policies vary on how soon LEP students are tested in English; those
with limited ability in English are often not tested with achievement tests
in English. Thus, those tested are often a subsample of the total served
and biased in favor of those in the program for some time. Two national

studies which will provide more definitive information on this question are
currently underway--longitudinal achievement results have not yet been
released thus far.

EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTIONAL PRACTICES

Considering the changes in school boundaries and staffing planned for next
_year, information on effective practices to use with LEP students are
particularly relevant at this time. The national literature indicates that
there is a great deal of overlap in practices effective with the general
population of students and LEP students per se. Thus, effective practices
taught through Project BEST, for example, apply to LEP students as much as
anyone else. Based on ORE observations of exemplary teachers of LEP
students in 1984-85, effective teachers:

Maximize student time-on-task,
Organize instruction clearly,
Handle transitions between activities efficiently, and
Adjust to students' needs.

Some specific practices appear effective for LEP students in particular
(Cummins, 1986; TEA, 1987; Wong Fillmore, 1983). The relevance of factors
must of course be considered in light of the characteristics of particular
groups of students. Wong Fillmore's work, for example, is extensive but is
based on students who generally had been exposed to English for two to
three years. She found qualities of teaching and instructional language
especially significant. A summary is shown in Figure 7.

44,0



FIGURE 7

QUALITIES OF EFFECTIVE INSTRUCTION FOR LEP STUDENTS

1. High-quality instructional language:

Conducting lessons in either the native language or English
(a single lesson seldom includes both);

Using the home language to explain concepts in an English
lesson that cannot be explained nonverbally and are difficult
to understand in English;

Integrating English language development with academic skills
instruction daily;

Planning oral activities in each lesson to help students
develop listening and speaking skills related to the academic
curriculum;

Using academic language to develop cognitive skills.

2. High-quality teaching:

o Utilizing clear, coherent language;

Providing context clues to students;

Paraphrasing and repeating information as needed;

Providing comprehensive instructions and explanations;

e Employing instructional material that matches students'
academic level and is challenging;

o Introducing potentially difficult vocabulary and structures
before the lesson;

Emphasizing high-level rather than low-level skills;

Teaching students to use a variety of methods beyond simple
decoding to enhance reading comprehension in English (e.g.,
noting or searching for salient detail asking questions,
concentrating, using context clues, rereading, imaging,
summarizing, predicting outcomes);

Watching individual students' reactions to learning
situations and adjusting accordingly (e.g., adjusting amount
of small group versus teacher-guided activity);

o Adjusting instruction and approaches as students learn more
English.

3. High-quality learning environment:

e Employing consistent, predictable structures and sequences
for formal lessons and the instructional day to help students
anticipate what is expected;

Utilizing effective classroom management techniques--ensuring
students are actively engaged in learning activities and
spending a minimum amount of time on procedural and other:

activities not related to lessons;

Focusing on content learning rather than non-academic

activities;

o Communicating high expectations for learning and a belief all

students can learn;

Providing a balance of teacher-directed activities (with
opportunities for language interaction) and individualized
activities (with chances to work independently).

4. Ample opportunities to practice English:

Providing all students litth chances for creative discourse in
English through expanded responses to teacher. questions

(rather than single words), heterogeneous small group
activities (e.g., using cooperative learning techniques),
peer tutoring, and other interactions between
English-speaking and LEP students (Hispanics especially

appear to benefit from working with peers);

Analyzing instructional language used for clarity, coherence,
context, paraphrasing, pace, vocabulary, and structures

(perhaps through audio tapes).

S. Utilizing information from the students' home, culture, and

language:

o Honoring the values and norms of the home culture while
teaching those of the majority culture;

Utilizing both verbal and nonverbal cultural information;

Organizing instruction to build upon natural communication
methods and patterns from the home culture;

'm Involving parents collaboratively as partners in the learning

process.
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ARE AISD'S BILINGUAL AND ESL PROGRAMS HAVING AN IMPACT?

Evaluating the success of programs for LEP students is difficult for
several reasons.

First, all students except those who deny service must be served--there is,
therefore, no adequate control group. Comparisons of a less exact nature
(with Hispanics in AISD, AISD overall, or the national average) must,
therefore, be employed.

Second, the lack of English proficiency makes it .difficult to test these
students for a valid score on English achievement tests. Teachers have the

option to discontinue testing after the first subtest on the ITBS and TAP
if students obviously cannot understand enough English to be tested. Some

students are tested in some areas (like mathematics) but not others (like
reading). It is, therefore, difficult to examine averages for the total
group; instead we rely on the progress of those able to be tested for a
certain number of years (e.g., one year follow-up) and longer longitudinal
studies which examine the percentage of students able to be tested and the
percentage scoring at certain levels.

Third, TEAMS scores for this year and last are difficult to compare because
of the new Spanish TEAMS at grades 1 and 3 and the exemptions available at
grades 1, 3, 5, 7, and 9. The LEP populations tested were, therefore,
quite different in 1987 versus 1986. Also, the percentage of LEP students
tested this year at grades 5, 7, and 9 is fairly small and, therefore, not
representative of the total population.

TEAMS ENGLISH AND SPANISH

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) is a statewide
minimum competency test. In the past, only an English TEAMS was available
and there was no exemption for LEP students from grade 3 on. This year,
Spanish-speaking LEP students at grades 1 and 3 could be tested in English
or Spanish, other first and third grade LEP students had th.e option of an
exemption from the test. All LEP students at grades 5, 7, and 9 could also
be exempted from the testing. Exemptions can be taken only the first time
LEP students are tested from 1987 on. Special Education LEP students can
also be exempted based on Special Education guidelines. The Language
Proficiency Assessment Committees (LPACs) at each campus decided students'
LEP status. Generally, however, students dominant or monolingual in
another language or balanced but limited in English and another language
took the Spanish TEAMS or an exemption. B,cause this is the first year for
the new guidelines, comparisons to last year will not be made.

14 23
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English TEAMS 1986-87

Grades 1-9. Results are illustrated graphically in Figure 8. The percentage
of AISD LEP students tested i7 English this year was:

Grade

February
Enrollment

Tested
Number Percent

1 560 216 39%

3 327 128 39%

5 272 158 58%

7 274 141 51%

9 192 77 40%

AISD LEP students tested in English show:

Lower mastery percentages than for AISD non-LEP students and Hispanic
students. Differences are greatest in reading.

Is The highest mastery percentages at grade 1 in all areas; mastery
percentages are lowest at grade 5 in mathematics and grade 9 in
reading and writing.

By subject, mastery rates are highest in mathematics (54% to 76%)
generally followed by reading (30 to 55%) followed by writing (16% to
74%). Grade 1 mastery is higher in writing than in reading.

AISD LEP students showed higher mastery than State LEP students in 5
of 12 comparisons (42%) at grades 3, 5, 7 and 9. (Grade 1 results for

the State are not yet available.) Grade 3 mastery for LEP students in
AISD exceeded that of up students in the State in all areas; grade 7
mastery was lower in all areas. The distance was greatest from the
State LEP average in mathematics at grade 5 and reading and writing at
grade 9. Mastery for AISD students overall does not exceed that of the
State in any of these same comparisons.

Particular emphasis must continue to be placed on LEP students mastery of the

TEAMS. Because the TEAMS focuses on minimum basic skills, low-achieving LEP
students should be targeted for additional help in areas of need. There is

some evidence that emphasis on TEAMS for LEP students has had an impact on
ITBS/TAP scores as well (see one-year follow-up).

Based on districtwide survey results, most teachers at grades 1, 3, and 5
appear to use TEAMS-style items on their own tests at least three times a

year. Use of TEAMS practice materials in English and Spanish was also noted

but by fewer teachers.
15

24



1

.11

a

n

A
S

ts.:\
N

M
.

N
t

O
S

n1.1

-'
.11111

'
.

-

.
..

.

9



86.43

Scaled Score Gaps 1985-86

One way to gauge the success of programs for LEP students is to compare the
performance of all bilingual/ESL students with th of non-bilingual/ESL
low-income students across grades. Because most bilingual/ESL students are
low income, this comparison basically measures the success of the bilingual
and ESL programs in teaching LEP students English for academic purposes. In

a successful, program, the gap between the performance of the two groups would
close across grades. This estima'ce of success is rough in that two factors
work against finding a smaller gap across grades:

o New entries at the higher grades (the percentage of AISD LEP students
who were new in 1985-86 was 26-30% at grades 5, 7, and 9),

o Exit of students successful in terms of achievement at the upper
grades.

The gap between bilingual/ESL and non-LEP low-income students in AISD and the
State overall is shown below in Figure 9. TEAMS scores for 1985-86 were used
because all LEP students were tested at these grades -- no exemptions were
allowed.

FIGURE 9
TEAMS SCALED SCORES (AVERAGES ACflSS AREAS) 1985-86

AISD

Grade All Bilingual
/ESL

Low Income
Non-Bilin.ual/ESL

Gap
Difference)

3 642 722 -80
5 653 726 -73

7 653 721 -68
9 642 705 -63

STATE

3 661 729 -68

5 669 740 -71

7 658 735 -77
9 645 726 -81

.

As this chart illustrates, the gap tends to close in AISD between grades 3
and 5, 5 and 7, and 7 and 9. These results are positive, especially given
AISD's fairly high number of new entries in the upper grades. AISD's results
also compare favorably to those of the State, where the gap widens across
grades. Based on this data, AISD programs for LEP students appear more
successful than is average for the State.

17
26
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Exit-Level TEAMS

The exit-level TEAMS is a high-...cakes test--students are required to pass both
the mathematics and language arts.sections to earn a diploma. Statewide, the
percentage of LEP students able to pass the exit-level test is lower than for
other identified groups. Students first take the test in October of grade

11. Those who fail to master one or both areas, plus anyone new to Texas, is
tested subsequently. Students have three additional chances to show mastery
(May of grade 11 and Octobe' and May of grade 12).

The percentage of AISD LEP students able to show mastery of the exit-level
TEAMS in October and May of 1986-87 is shown below.

FIGURE 10
EXIT-LEVEL TEAMS MASTERY- -1986 -87

Octo6ir, 1986
Grade

11 12 Total 11

May, 1987
Grade
12 Total

Language Arts
31

8

26%

LEP AISIFTEREa
N Passing

% Masterin'

26
9

35%

13

8
62%

39

17

44%

25

6

24%

,

2

33%

tate tr 0 'as ering
All AISD % Mastering

id

90%

, ,

83%

' A
N/A

1,

65%

IA
79%

. ,

N/A

Mathematics O
13

81%

P A ) Tested
N Passing

% Masterins
21

78%
9

90%
30

81%

,

11

79%

2"

2

100%

to e i ". 'as ering___ b , 1 , ' i , N/A
All AISD % Mastering 93% da ' '

.

.

1

= Not Available

esuits reveale

AISD LEP mastery percentages were higher in mathematics than in
language arts.

AISD's LEP October passing rates' for 11th graders were higher than the
State's in mathematics but lower than the State's in language arts.
The mastery rate for all eleventh graders in AISD tested was higher
than the State's in both comparisons.

AIS6*LEP twelfth graders showed higher mastery percentages than
eleventh graders.

Only three LEP students tested in May failed the mathematics section
--none were twelfth graders.

In language arts, four LEP twelfth graders failed the TEAMS and were
denied diplomas--two were Spanish Title VII students and two were

. oriental. All but one had only entered AISD this year; the two
Sunisispeakers_reportedlulan to return to AISD next fall.
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In AISD overall, 17 students met all graduation requirements buc failed to
pass the TEAMS and, therefore, were denied a diploma. In addition to the four
LEP students mentioned above, three students were LEP but had denied ESL
service. LEP high school students can be caught in a graduation bind. ESL
can only earn graduation credit as English two years; students often deny the
service after this point in order to "make room" for courses that count
towards graduation in their schedule. This may have happened in two of these
three cases. The problem is that, if these students do not have sufficient
English skills to pass the TEAMS, ESL may have helped them more than other
English classes. A change in State policy regarding ESL graduation credit
might help this situation.

Spanish TEAMS

The Spanish TEAMS was first given this year at grades 1 and 3 only. The

English and Spanish tests are different so results cannot be compared
directly. However, skills covered are similar to those on the English TEAMS;
some items are translations. One important difference is that no writing
sample is included on the Spanish TEAMS; one extra objective measured by
multiple-choice items is included. The results (shown in Figure 11) are quite
positive.

Students tested with the Spanish TEAMS:

o Show high mastery percentages (86%-96%).

o Exceed third grade mastery percentages for the State in all three
areas. In addition, AISD students exceed third grade mastery for the
eight largest urban districts in Texas (big 8) in mathematics and
reading (but not writing).

Caution must be taken in comparing AISD to other districts in the State because
of possible differences in LEP populations served and exemption decisions.

28



86.43 FIGURE 11

LEP MASTERY OF SPANISH TEAMS 1986-87

Statewide Versus AISD Mastery Percentages
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ONE-YEAR FOLLOW -UP- -ITBS AND TAP

Because many LEP students are not tested in English, analyses which report
average scores from one year to the next are difficult to interpret. The
students are not the same in each analysis. Therefore, the progress of LEP
students in grades K-12 able to be tested with the ITBS in at least spring,
1986 and 1987 was monitored. Trends for Spanish and Vietnamese speakers will
be presented here; those for the total group and speakers of other languages
are available in the technical report (ORE Pub. No. 85.22).

Test scores reflected are Language Total (grades K-12), Reading Total (3-12 in
1986-87 and 1-12 in 1985-86), Reading Comprehension (1986-87 1-2), Mathematics
Computation (K-8), and Mathematics Total (9-12). Mathematics Computation is the
least language dependent of these scores. Comparisons of gains between 1986-87
and 1985-86 will not be made for grades K, K-1, and 1-2 because a new ITBS was
adopted this year and norms differ; comparisons of gains will not be made
between grades 8 and 9 because of differences between the ITBS and TAP norms.

Spanish Speakers

Less than half of the Spanish-speaking LEP students were able to be tested on
the ITBS or TAP in both 1987 and 1986 for a usable score in reading and
language; percentages were slightly higher in mathematics. Compared to all
Spanish speakers in AISD, those tested this yearand last have been in AISD
longer and have more English ability (see Figure 12). Of course, it must be
realized that kindergarteners are over-represented in the percentage in AISD
less than two years.

FIGURE 12
SPANISH- SPEAKING LEP STUDENTS: YFARS IN AISD AND DOMINANCE

Years in AISD Total . Reading Tested
LEP Program Grou 1986 and 1987

2

2 4

4 6

Number % Number

- 1,390 55%
618 25%
269 11%

212
425
208

20%

41%
20%

6-8.7 238 9% 196 19%
Total 2,515* -r-ON 1,041* TOU

Dominance

Spanish Dominant 1,460 59% 415 40%**
Balanced English

21 Spanish 477 19% 348 34%
English Dominant 553 22% 269 26%
Total 7770*** TUUT 1,032*** TIM

*A few students were excluded because entry or exit codes were in error.
**May be slightly lower than this in reality because students are not

always retested for language dominance unless eligible to exit. ,

***Language dominance was not available on some students.

30
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FIGURE 13
DISTANCE FROM NATIONAL AVERAGE BY GRADE

SPANISH SPEAKERS- -ITBS AND TAP

Above/At
Rational

6E "5 BELOW NATION4 AVERAGE
4.0-4.9 5.0-5.9.1 -.9 1.0-1.9 2.0-2.9 3.0-3.9

Reading 1,2,3 4,5 6,7,8,9 10 11 12

Language K,1,2,3,4 5,6,7 8,9,10 11 12

Mathematics 1,2,3 K,4,5,6,7,8 9,10,12 11

FIGURE 14
3986-87 ONEYEAR FOLLOWUP -- SPANISH

Grade Equivalent Score
9.0
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5.0
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3.0

2.0
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0.0
3. 4 5

Grade

All scores are based on students tested last
2 years except K K language reflects fall and

spring. K mathematics reflects spring only. (See Figure 16 for numbers.)
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0.0
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Scores are generally closest to the national average in mathematics followed by
language and finally reading. Spanish speakers score at or above the national
norm in grades 1, 2, and 3 in mathematics. The gap between the national norm
and LEP students' average performance tends to widen by grade (see Figures 13,
14, and 16). If examined with percentile scores, this trend is evident
primarily across the elementary grades.

Another way to examine these data is in terms of gains from one year to the
next. Gains of more than one year help LEP students score closer to the
national average--narrowing the achievement gap. Comparisons of gains between
spring, 1986 and 1987 can be made at grades 3-8 and 10-12. Pre-post
comparisons are not possible at K, 1, and 2 because of the administration of a
new version of the ITBS test at those grades; 9th graders cannot be compared to
8th grade because of the differences in the ITBS and TAP characteristics and
norms. Results reveal that (see Figure 15):

Elementary: Grade 3 students showed the strongest growth, with gains exceeding
1 GE in reading and language but not mathematics (.8). Mathematics mean GE
scores were at the national average. Grade 3 students have shown this same
pattern of strong performance the last three years. For the fourth year in a
row, grade 4 showed gains of less than 1 GE in all areas (about .7 GE).
Gains for all AISD students and AISD Hispanic students were also less than 1 GE
in all areas between 1985-86 and 1986-87.

The emphasis on TEAMS may be helping at third grade. The change in schools
which many students experience at grade 4 may help to explain the grade 4
trends. Teachers may not be as familiar with the students' previous learning
and therefore not capitalize on it (reteaching more than needed) or may not be
emphasizing basic skills measured by the TEAMS enough.

Junior Hi h: Gains were strong in reading and language, but smaller in
ma MA 1CS.

Senior High: Gains were strong at all grades in mathematics and language but
very small in reading except at grade 11. Emphasis that has been placed on
helping students pass the exit-level TEAMS may be having an impact at grade 11.

FIGURE 15
1986-87 GRADE LEVELS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN
1 GE AND 1 GE OR MORE--LEP SPANISH SPEAKERS

GE

Mathematics 3,4,6,7,8 5,10,11,12

Language 4,5,f 3,7,8,10,11,12
4

Reading 4,5,6,10,12 3,7,8,11

GE = Grade Equivalent
Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of
changes in tests.
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FIGURE 16
SPANISH ONE-YEAR FOLLW-UP -- 1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST)
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Vietnamese Speakers

The second largest LEP language group in AISD is the Vietnamese--159 LEP
Vietnamese students were enrolled in AISD at year's end. Caution must be
exercised in looking at trends by grade because of the small number at some
grades (ranging from 6-21 students).

Of those tested, in reading, 35% have been in AISD LEP programs two
years or less; 74% have been in six years or less (higher than for

Spanish speakers and lower than for the Vietnamese population overall).

s Of those tested, 92% were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese (higher
than for Spanish speakers), 5% were balanced in English and Vietnamese,
and 3% were monolingual in English.

As with Spanish speakers, mathematics was the Vietnamese LEP students'
strongest area followed by language and finally reading. This was also true

for other LEP groups. Average scores are generally higher for Vietnamese and

other language groups than Spanish speakers. Scores are above the national
average at grades 1-7 and 10-12 in mathematics and in language at grades 1-4

and 10 (see Figure 17).

In terms of one-year gains (see Figure 18), these were weakest in reading. By

grade, grades 10 and 12 were strong in all three areas. TEAMS may have had an

effect at grade 12.

Mathematics

Language

Reacting

FIGURE 18
1985-87 GRADE LEVELS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN
AN!) MORE THAN 1 GE--LEP VIETNAMESE SPEAKERS

6, 7, 8- 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12

4, 6, 11 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12

3, 4, 5, 8 6, 7, 10, 11, 12

GE = Grade Equivalent
Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of

changes in tests.

EXITED STUDENT FOLLOW-UP

The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) decides when LEP students

exit the program. By law, those scoring at or above the 40th percentile in
both language and reading on a standardized test must be exited, but the LPAC
considers other information on those scoring between the 23rd and 39th
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FIGURE 17
VIETNAMESE ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP -- 1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST)
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percentile in deciding when LEP students should exit. LEP students scoring

below the 23rd percentile in one or both areas cannot be exited.

The achievement of students exited from LEP status (and services) in 1984-85
was checked for a five-year period--two years before exit, the exit year, and
two years after exit. In 1984-85, 144 Spanish-speaking LEP students K-12 were
exited. Most of those exited (129 or 89.6%) were students in grades K-6; 10
(7%) were junior high and 5 (3.5%) were senior high students. The reading and
language achievement patterns of the 59 elementary students active in AISD all
five years (sprinn, 1983 through 1987) are shown in Figures 19 and 20. (No

kindergarteners and few first graders are in the sample because they could not
have scores for 1983 and 1984.) .The-assumption is that, in a successful
program, a smaller percentage of students will not know enough English to be
tested or will show low scores ( 23rd %ile) across time; a higher percentage
will score at or above the 40th percentile. Once exited, it is expected that
students will maintain or improve their achievement. In particular, it is
hoped students will not fall below the 23rd percentile in either reading or
language (at which point they must re-enter LEP status).

These expectations were generally met with the 1984-85 group. The percentage
of students untested or with low scores decreased in the two years preceding
exit. Most students were able to maintain their achievement level once they
exited. However, a small percentage of students (15% in reading and 1.7% in
language) did fail below the 23rd percentile after exiting LEP, programs.

In reading, where almost all drops in scores occurred, those exiting at the
23rd-39th percentile were more likely to subsequently score below the 23rd
percentile than those exiting with scores above 39 (although some in both
groups later dropped). The one student who fell below 23 after exit in
language scored between the 23rd and 39th percentile at exit.

FIGURE 19
ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS

EXITED IN 1984 -85 IN GRADES 2-6 -- READING

E> 40th Ills

023 - 39th Ills

59% 1E4 23rd %11e
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All of thus *attire sash Yew
MS through lS17.
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FIGURE 20
ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS

EXITED IN i984-85 IN GRADES 2 -6 -- LANGUAGE
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KINDERGARTEN FOLLOW-UP (PRE-K VERSUS NO PRE-K)

Title VII funded bilingual pre-K programs in AISD in 1980-81, 1981-82, and
1982-83. The project was designed to develop Hispanic students' language
skills, adapt instructional materials for AISD use, involve parents in the
educational process, and train teachers in pre-K and bilingual education. All

interested students were screened with the Primary Acquisition of Language
(PAL) oral proficiency test. Initial one-year results were quite positive.
Students in both groups would now be in grades 5, 4, and 3, respectively, if
never retained. There was no reason to believe those in pre-K or not in pre-K
started out at an advantage over the other group because participants were
randomly selected.

National research suggests that pre-K programs can have lasting effnts--
especially on variables such as retention rates and special education
placement. This study followed the progress of all LEP kindergarteners in
AISD in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 to see whether thcze who had attended an
AISD pre-K program the previous year showed an advantage over those who did
not enter AISD until kindergarten in terms of:

Retention rates,
Special Education placement,

o LEP status (dominance changes, exits), and

Achievement growth.

Because of the large quantity of data generated for the three groups, the
group we will focus on primarily here is the 1981-82 group (for which the
longest follow-up is possible). General tree. across the three groups will
also be included here; the technical report includes more information on all
groups.
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LEP and Special Education Status

AISD had 260 LEP students in kindergarten in 1981-82- 195 had not attended
pre-K in AISD the previous year and 65 had attended the program. Of those who

attended AISD's Title VII pre -t' program, 51 (78.5%) remained in AISD
1986-87; of those who did not ttend, 128 students (66%) remained. rigure 21

shows the percentage of those sill active from each group who are now:

Still LEP and in the regular program,
Special Education LEP students, and

e Exited from LEP status.

Regular LEP-63.

Sp. Ed. LEP--9.

Exited Silo 23-39--I3.

PREK STATUS 19E5 -137
Exited Total me 35.25
N Si

FIGURE 21
10i-412 KINDERGARTEN FOLLOWUP

Sp. Ed. LEP--i0.

Pier LP --42.SX

ited ails 40--2i.5S

Exited Silo 23-39 --f7.

Exited Total 48.92
N 128

ited Sill 40--29.71!

NO PREK STATUS 1986 -87

Of students still in AISD, these attending the Title VII pre-K, compared to
those not attending:

Were referred to special education about as often (with 9.8% of the
pre-K and 10.2% of the no pre-K group referred); and

is Exited less often (with 35% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K group
exiting).

In both groups, it was more common for students to exit with both percentile
scores on the ITBS above 40 than with one or both between 23 and 39. Those

exiting had been LEP for three to four years.

In the two previous years, special education rates ware slightly lower for the
pre-K than the no pre-K groups (15% vs. 17% for 1982-83 and 5% vs. 11% for
1983-84) but exit rates were lower as well.

Thus, there is no strong evidence that the pre-K group had lower rates of
special education placement or higher exit rates (as would be expected if the
program had a long-term impact). It is not known whether the fact that more
of "."e pre-K group stayed in AISD impacted these results.
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Dominance. If those served by pre-K tended to be dominant in Spanish more
often than the no pre-K group, this might explain why fewer students exited.
However, in the 1981-82 group, the pre-K group actually had fewer Spanish
dominant students (33% versus 45%). Across time, both groups had more students
become English dominant or balanced in both languages. However, the no pre-K
group showed a greater degree of change (19% versus 14%). By 1986-87, 41% of
the no pre-K and 50% of the pre-K group were English dominant. (It must be
noted that students are often not retested until they are ready for exit, so
these are conservative estimates.) In the other two follow-up years, those
served by pre-K tended to be Spanish dominant more often than the other group
initially, and to show a greater change towards English dominance over time.

Retention Rates

In both the 1981-82 pre-K and no pre-K groups, approximately 50% of the
students were retained. Students should have.been in arade 5 if not retained.
The actual grade breakdowns for each of the 1981-82 groups is shown below.

PRE-K NO PRE-K
No7---PFEentNo. percent

GRADE: 5 25 (49%) 64 (50%)
4 23 (45%) 63 (49%)
3 2 ( 4%) 1 ( 1%)
2 1 ( 2%) 0 ( 0%)

TOTAL: 51 (100%) 128 (100%)

In the 1982-83 group, 50% of the pre-K and 49% of the no pre-K group were
retained. I the 1983-84 group, 43% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K group
were retained. Thus, there is no consistent evidence that the pre-K program
resulted in fewer retentions.

Achievement Patterns

The progress of all students ifl both groups who were active in AISD all five
years was followed in reading, language, and mathematics (ITBS Total scores in
each area were utilized). The achievement patterns for those not retained will
be discussed here. The percentage of students scoring in three categories was
followed over time. This included those scoring:

o Below the 23rd percentile or not tested (it was assumed those not tested
would have earned a low score because of limited English ability);

e Between the 23rd and 39th percentile;

o At or above the 40th percentile.

It was hoped that the percentage of students in both groups who scored'below
the 23rd percentile would decrease, while the percentage scoring above the 40th
percentile would increase, over time. If the pre-K program had long-term
effects on achievement, pre-K groups would be expected to show larger changes
over time.

30 . 41



86.43

Two points must be kept in mind in reviewing these results:

e Reading is not tested at the kindergarten level, and

Even the first scores listed in each area are posttests since no scores
are available at the pre-K level for both groups.

Both the pre-K and no pre-K groups shored tne desired changes over time. Changes
were licit dramatic in language (see Figure 22), with the percentage of students
scoring above the 40th percentile rising 43.5% for pre-K and 51.9% for no pre-K
students. Mathematics changes were more moderate, with a 30.4% increase in the
above 40 category for pre-K and a 42.4% increase for no pre-K students. Reading
percentages showed the smallest changes, with 4.3% more of the pre-K and 7.6%
more of the no pre-K group scoring above 40. The percentages of scores in
reading, language, and mathematics in each range for both 1981-82 kindergarten
groups plus the percentage of change over time are shown in Figure 23.

FIGURE 22
FOLLOW UP ON i994-82 KINDERGARTENERS -- LANGUAGE
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Patterns were similar for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 kindergarten follow-up
groups. In terms of scoring above the 40th percentile, the degree of change
was more positive for the pre-K than the no pre-K group in only two of nine
comparisons (in reading and mathematics for the 1982-83 group). In terms of
scoring below 23, larger decreases were seen for the pre-K versus the no pre-K
group in three of nine comparisons.

Thus;, pre-K students did not show better long-term achievement than did
students not served. It is difficult to determine why more positive effects
were not seen for the pre-K Title VII students. If time and resources permit,.
we hope to observe and document more fully the nature of the bilingual
prekindergarten program as it now exists in AISD in the future. AISD's present.
program has had national recognition as exemplary and is quite different from
the Title VII pre-K program. The amount of instruction provided in Spanish
versus English would be one critical feature to document. Some national
literature suggests that all instruction should be in the native language at
this young age.

FIGURE 23
PERCENTAGE OF 1981-82 KINDERGARTEN LEP STUDENTS SCORING IN THREE

PERCENTILE RANGES ON THE ITBS: PRE-K VS. NO PRE-K STUDENTS

Percentile Ranges
Reading

. Percent in Each Category
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Change
1983-87

No Score Pre-K NA 52.2 34.7 39.0 47.7 47.8 - 4.(
or<23 No pre-K NA 36.6 17.3 19.0 19.2 15.3 -21.3
23-39 Pre-K 21.7 43.5 30.4 26.1 21.7 0

No pre-K - 17.3 26.9 17.3 28.8 30.8
26.1 21.7 30.4 26.1 30.4

+13.5
+ 4.3

pl

2.40 Pre -K

No pre-K - 46.2 55.8 63.5 51.9 53.8 + 7.6

Change
Language 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1982-87

No Score Pre-K 78.2 47.8 30.4 17.3 17.3 17.4 -60.8
or 4:23 No 're -K 73.0 40.4 15.4 11.5 7.7 7.6 -65.4
23-3 're -' '. : 1.7 .. +17.4

No 're -K - 9.6 13.5 9.6 17.3 13.5 +13.5
il

I
re-

.

43. .4 .60.6 b. 61. +'
No 're -K 26.9 50.0 71.2 78.8 75.0 78.8 +51.9

Change
Mathematics 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1982-87

No Score Pre-K 1376-76:17-7074-23177-7S.4 26.0 -43.6
or <23 Nc pre-K 51.8 11.6 7.7 30.8 21.2 21.2 -30.6

23-39 Pre-K 13:U 8.7 . ., J.J.0 . 413.
No pre -K 19.2 11.5 11.5 5.8 13.5 7.7 -11.5

12.40 're -K 17.4 65.2 4 .8 b. 43. . + .4
No pre-K1 28.8 76.9 80.8 63.5 65.4 71.2 +42.4

The 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in
AISO and not retained.

4
32



86.43

1979-80 FIFTH GRADE TITLE VII FOLLOW-UP

From 1975-76 through 1979-80, AISD received federal Title VII funds for a
bilingual demonstration project at grades K-6. The Title VII Project was to
build the District's capacity to implement bilingual education through staff
development, curriculum development, and parent involvement. The project
operated at nine campuses in 1979-80--eight elementary (K-6) and one sixth-
grade campus. All students on a campus, participated--all campuses had high
concentrations of LEP students. One' of the major findings at the end of the
five-year project was that fifth graderi who had participated since first
grade showed greater gains in English reading than those not participating.
Small but consistent increases were also seen in fifth graders' Spanish-
reading skills (gains greater than for non-project students).

Title VII students in fifth grade in 1979-80, unless retained subsequently,
should have graduated in the spring of 1986-87. A follow-up was done on all
fifth graders in the project in 1979-80 (92 were in the project since first
grade with 129 in varying lengths of time). Their progress was compared to
that of Chapter 1 students, Hispanic students, and all AISD fifth graders in
terms of the following variables:

Number still in AISD,
Number of dropouts,
Number retained,
Course grades of F earned.

The Title VII students would be expected to perform somewhat less well than
all AISD fifth graders, but this information provides a valuable reference
point. Title VII ?tudents would be expected to show rates more similar to
those of Chapter 1 and Hispanic students, although their limited knowledge of
English again puts them at a disadvantage (Title VII students were excluded
from those two groups in the follow-up). Thus, performance equal to any of
the other groups would be quite positive.

Current Status: Still in AISD Dropouts, Transfers

Figure 24 shows the number and percent of the original 1979-80 groups still in
AISD, dropped out, and transferred to other districts as of 1986-87.

FIGURE 24
1986-87 STATUS OF 1979-80 FIFTH GRADERS

-1:---11---TritleaL4221:
1 Nis anic A1? AISD

Total
1974-80 221 100 637' 100 924 '100 3,675 100
Status
1986-87

In AISO 124 56.1 204 32.0 363 39.3 1,899 51.7

Dropped Out 77 34.8 204 32.0 228 24.7 635 17.3

Transferred 20 9.0 249 39.1 333 36.0 1,141 31.0

Chapter 1 and Hispanic groups do not include Title VII students.
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The four groups differed significantly in terms of the percentage dropping out.
Title VII students had the highest percentage of students still in AISD but
also the highest percentage dropping out. The population appears quite
stable, in that only 9% transferred to other districts. The Title VII dropout
rate of 34.8% is double that for all 1979-80 fifth graders (17.3 %); it is
closest to the rate for Chapter 1 students (28.9%).

Retention Rites

Retention rates also varied significantly across groups. Of those still in
AISD in 1986-87, 60% of the 1979-80 Title VII group were on grade level (grade
12) but 40% had been retained at least once between 1979-80 and 1986-87; 18.5%
(?3 students) had been retained more than once. As Figure 25 illustrates,
these retention rates are over twice that of all AISD 1979-80 fifth graders
(15%). Retention rates were closer to those of Chapter 1 students (32%) and
Hispanic students (23%).

FIGURE 25
1986-87 GRADE LEVEL STATUS OF 1979-80

FOLLOW-UP GROUPS

Title vIr Chapter 1 Hispanic All AISD Grade 6
Grade 19tip-87 N % N % H % N %

12 74 59.7 139 68.1 280 77.1 1,614 85.0

11 27 21.8 43 21.1 48 13.2 174 89.2

40 19 15.3 18 8.8 25 6.9 87 4.6

9 4 3.2 4 2.0 9 2.5 23 1.2

8 - - - - 1 .3 1 .1

Courses Grades -- F's Earned

The percentage of failing and passing grades earned during the spring of
1986-87 was determined for courses taken by all groups. Courses in which
seven or more former Title VII students were enrolled were selected; course
grades for these same courses were then examined for the other groups as
well. The courses included are listed below.

English (IB, rIIB, IVB, IVB Academic)
Correlated Language ARts (IIIB)
Recordkeeping
Foods and Nutrition
Family Living
Informal Geometry
Introduction to Biology
Cooperative Training

34

Chemistry
U.S. History
U.S. Government
Sociology
Advanced Social Studies
Health
Vocational Office Education (VOE)
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Pass and fail rates for these courses combined are shown in Figure 26. The

Title VII follow-dp group had the highest failure rate (20.2%), again double
that of all AISD follow-up students (10.3%). Rates were more similar to those
of Chapter 1 (15.4%) and Hispanic (14.4%) students.

FIGURE 26
1979-80 TITLE VII FOLLOW-UP GROUPS

COURSE GRADES - -PASS AND FAIL

it a ' is.anic I AISD

Pass

Fail

42

166

79.8
20.2

193

35

84.6
15.4

379

64

85.6
14.4

1 2,190
251

89.7
10.3'

Total Grades
Earned 208 100.0 228 100.0 443 100.0 2,441 100.0

Includes common courses taken by all groups, spring, 1987. Grades

earned exceed number in each group because some students were
enrolled in more than one course included.

Failure rates were lower for Title VII students than for the other groups for

some of the 16 courses. The English IV8 academic rates were lower for the
Title VII than for any of the other groups. U.S. Government failure rates
were lower for Title VII than for Chapter 1 or Hispanic students. Overall,

Title VII failure rates were lower than Chapter l's in three courses, lower
than Hispanic's in five courses, and lower than all AISD students in four
courses.

Summary

The boost rwovided by Title VII did not appear sufficient to overcome limited
English ability in the fifth-grade folio* 4-up. Fifth graders in Title VII in
1979-80 had higher rates of retention, dropping out, and failing than the
1979-80 Chapter 1 students as well as the other two comparison groups.
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PRUEBA DE LECTURA

It is difficult to evaluate the academic achievement of Spanish-dominant or

monolingual students (LEP A and B categories) because they often cannot

comprehend enough English to take the ITBS. The achievement of these students

was monitored using the Spanish reading achievement of LEP A and B students in

grades 2-6 on the Prueba de Lectura.

The Prueba de Lectura provides a measure of level of comprehension, speed of

comprehension, and vocabulary in Spanish reading. It is administered each

March to LEP A and B students by ORE testers. The maximum raw score is 110.

The table below shows the performance in raw scores for 1986 and 1987 of those

tested both years.

e Mean scores increased by grade level;..

All groups showed increased knowledge of Spanish reading;

ito The most growth occurred for those who moved from second to third grade;

to The least growth occurred for those moving from fifth to sixth grade.

FIGURE 27
PRUEBA DE LECTURA PERFORMANCE FOR SPANISH
DOMINANT/MOHOLINGUALSTUDENTS 1986-8i*

GRADES IN 1986-87

3 4 5 6

1986
1987

51.0
63.2

62.6
70.7

68.2
75.5

73.7
79.9

GAIN 12.2 8.1 7.3 6.2 1

*Reflects mean raw scores only for those tested both years.

These results roughly parallel those found last year, except that students

appeared to show slightly smaller gains than last year at all grade levels.

The fact that gains declined somewhat across grades may reflect less time

spent on Spanish at the upper elementary grades or less room for growth (many

students show very high scores in grades 5 and 6). One caution for

interpreting these results is that students are not retested for dominance

each year. Therefore, some students may be more proficient in English than

their status implies.
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DROPOUT RATES

Figure 28 shows the 1985-86 high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex, and
grade for LEP students and for the District.

o LEP students' overall dropout rate (21.3%) was twice as high as the

overall District rate (10.7%).

t,4 Hispanic LEP students had the highest dropout rate (23.6%) which was
about 8% higher than for Hispanics at the District level (15.3%).

a 24.3% of the LEP males dropped out while 17.3% of the females dropped out.

o LEP ninth graders were most likely to drop out (29.4%), while 12th
graders were least likely to drop out (3..2%). This was also true for the

District.

FIGURE 28
ANNUAL 1985-86 HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND
GRADE FOR LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT STUDENTS AND THE DISTRICT

1 LEP STUDENTS DISTRICT

rou Lropou s nro men Dropout IropoutS nro men I r2221L____

Black 0 1 0.0 314 3,204 9.8

Hispanic 55 233 23.6 661 4,316 15.3

Other 15 94 16.0 936 10,374 9.0

Female 24 139 17.3 883 8,829 10.0

Mate 46 . 189 24.3 1,028 9,065 11.0

Grade 9 48 163
....

29.4 911 6,393 14.2

Grade 10 13 83 15.7 456 4,500 10.1

Grade 11 8 51 15.7 35A 3,713 9.5

Grade 12 1 30 3.2 190 3,288 5.8

Total .70 328 21.3 1,911 17,894 10.7

Although the dropout rate for LEP students is high, it may be a slight
overestimate. One reason is that if a student gas back to their native
country, that country is less likely to request a transcript than a U.S.

school. Since transcript request is the basis used for calculating dropout
rates, it is possible that some students who were really in school were
considered dropouts because a transcript was never requested for them. Thus,

caution should be used in interpreting the dropout rates.
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IS AISD'S SECONDARY TITLE VII PROGRAM HAVING AM IMPACT?

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND SERVICES

Costs

The overall cost of Title VII in 1986-87 was $87,893, or $320.78 per
student (274). Program implementation will be explored in terms of Title
VII's four components.

Staff Training \

Staff training provided ESL endorsement classes and teacher workshops. In

1986-87, teachers could take the third and fourth of a series of four ESL
semester courses leading to endorsement certification. Interested staff

could also participate in workshops at the program schools.

Endorsement Classes

The following is true about the endorsement implementation:

e This year 14 program teachers enrolled in the third ESL course
and seven enrolled in the fourth and final ESL endorsement course
(five finished the fourth course).

Three teachers completed all four courses offered in 1985-86 and
1986-87 leading to endorsement.

Three courses were finished by five teachers and six completed
two courses. One course was finished by 11 teachers. Thus, 25

teachers were involved overall.

The three teachers completing all four endorsement courses
instructed students in:
Language
Social Studies
Vocational Arts

o Teachers completing two or more courses served students in:
Reading Social Studies
Language Science
Mathematics Art

The total cost to Title VII for the tuition of the 21 teachers
who enrolled in the two endorsement classes in 1986-87 was
$4,235, or $201.67 per endorsement participant.
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The five AISD teachers who finished the last course were asked to complete a
survey; three of them were program teachers who finished all courses in the
ESL endorsement series. The following was expressed by these teachers:

.6 Of the five teachers, four responded they had learned "a lot" from
the last class; one stated that "some" learning had occurred.

o Four of. the teachers indicated the ESL courses were worth their
expenditure of time -- one did not.

While two teachers believed endorsement class participation had
improved their LEP students' English skills; two were more neutral.
One did not have any LEP students.

A count was done of the number of students served by teachers who had
completed two or more of the four endorsement courses in 1985-86 or 1986-87.
It was felt that teachers enrolled in more than one course were more likely to
use ESL techniques enough to have a measurable impact on students' learning.
Overall, 98 students were served. (See Figure 29.) Of course, other students
were or will be, impacted somewnat those served by teachers participating
in one class, non-LEP students, and students to be served in coming years by
all endorsement teachers. However, in terms of program students, most of
these served were at Travis five teachers completed two or more
endorsement courses. Most students were taught by one of two ESOL
teachers. She was bilinguar',:. e,dorsed through a grandfather clause in the
state law, and took the courses to formalize her training.

FIGURE 29*
TITLE VII STUDENTS SERVED BY

EUDDRSEMENT TEACHERS IH 19011-87

3Lnoo NumberTer1,2
8 '' .0 11 i 12 Total

Murct-71767.
Anderson
Joh,,ston

TraviLl

Tail------------7-17

C

0

0

i

0

0

% 0

%*) ------0

2

10

39

0

0

27

.

0
0 n

14

0
0

0

5

1

2

10

Fl

0 51 27 14 5
.

Includes 14 teachers in two or more endorsement courses

Teacher Workshops

Workshops were implemented as planned and focused on two topics:

6. Designing lesson plans for LEP students, and

46 Mainstreaming LEP students in secondary content area classes using
cooperative learning techniques.

*Figure numbers do not start with Figure 1, because this was taken from a
longer report, Pro rams for Students with Limited English Proficienc y:
Evaluation 1986- .
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The lesson plan workshop was held in December, 1986, and was attended by nine
teachers. In-service evaluation questionnaires were filled out by
participants. Teachers indicated overall satisfaction with the workshop
program and presenter in terms of:

o Presentation and meeting of objectives,
o Interest level,
of Presentation of infOrmation,
o Effective uses of printed materials,
o Usefulness of content,
o Knowledgeability and preparation of presenter.

Eight of nine respondents said they would like more related training..

The second group of workshops, which focused om using cooperative learning
for mainstreamed LEP students, was held during the spring of 1987. The
series of five workshops, repeated twice, was attended by 18 program
teachers. Teachers were asked to complete a pre- and post workshop survey.

Participants surveyed at the beginning of the series had a wide range of
familiarity with cooperative learning concepts and techniques. The seven
teachers responding to the survey at the end of the course provided generally
positive responses.

o All were implementing cooperative learning techniques,

o All felt adequately prepared to use the techniques.

The pre- and post-survey responses for these seven teachers were reviewed for
each of the 10 items. The number of responses which became more pcsitive
varied from 4 to 7 per item. All teachers felt more comfortable defining the
term "cooperative learning"; 6 of 7 believed they were able to organize
effective cooperative learning groups and select appropriate materials for
cooperative learning better. The two items for which only four of the seven
teachers showed improved ratings at the end related to their familiarity with
research on cooperative learning and their comfort in using the techniques.
The three who were somewhat familiar with the literature and almost always
felt comfortable with the techniques initially were the ones whose ratings
did not change after the workshop series. Thus, overall responses were
positive.

Tutor Assistance

During 1985-86 and 1986-87,, University of Texas tutors from multicultural
classes assisted program LEP students. Plans for 1986-87 were to assign
tutors to all four campuses both semesters. Tutors were assigned to all four
program schools first semester. Second semester, Anderson did not have any
tutors because of problems in assignment coordination and tutor
transportation. First semester, 1986-87, 39 tutors were assigned to program
LEP students at the four program campuses; 30 tutors were assigned second
semester to program LEP students at three schools. In 1986-87, 120 program
LEP students received tutoring services. This was considerably more than the
78 program students in 1985-86 who were served.

40
51.



86.43

Two data collection problems impacted counts of students served and
comparisons of tutored and nontutored students' performance. Both problems

may have resulted in some tutored students being assigned to the nontutored

group.

o First semester, no tutor records were received from one school and both
semesters data were incomplete from all schools. Also, some tutor

records lacked the last names of the tutored students. Attempts were

made to trace last names, but in some cases it was impossible and data
were lost.

This year other community groups have been tutoring at the four program

schools. This was not determined until spring interviews. Names of

those tutored by others were not available. Some program LEP students

who were designated as nontutored may have actually been tutored.

Evaluation findings examining the gains of tutored and nontutored program
students may be found in this final report under English Proficiency and
English Achievement. Significant differences in favor of tutored students

were not found for English proficicency on the LAB. While ITBS /TAP percentile

scores increased more for tutored students than flontutored in 6 of 8 compari-

sons, they could not be tested for significance because of small sample size.

National research (Cohen, 1982) suggests peer tutoring programs are most

effective when:

Highly structured with well-planned curricula and methods,

Focused on basic content and skills, and

Relatively short in duration (a few weeks or months).

Title VII and UT staff should explore whether more extensive training of
tutors could strengthen the program still further. More training of students

in the use of ESL techniques might be particularly helpful, because most speak

only English. Also, lots indicate tutors often worked with the whole

class--this does not really constitute "tutoring."

Parent Workshops

This new 1986-87 component was implemented as planned. A series of six

workshops, repeated three times, dealt with the following topics.

Helping your children learn
Extracurricular activities

o Preventing runaways
Helping your children say "no" to drugs and alcohol

o Sexual problems of adolescence
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o Ethnic differences in the role and authority of police in assisting
students

o Importance of communication
co Adjustment to a new culture and country
o Hispanic conflicts and acceptance
o New immigration law

Parent workshops were given by a Spanish/English speaking clinical
psychologist, with a background in education and counseling. Evaluation forms
completed at each meeting indicated that parent attendance varied between 3
and 100. Attendance was reportedly even higher at some sessions based on
staff reports (all may not have turned in evaluation forms). Overall, the
evaluations were uniformly positive.

Parents wanted more discussion about the folldwing topics:

o Approaching sex education with their children
o New immigration law
o Drugs in adolescence
co Helping children take advantage of school
to Signs and causes of homosexuality

Curriculum Development

Handbook sections on philosophy methodology/techniques, lessons, and
videotapes were written and reorganized. The bibliography has been revised
with new entries added. Also, a consultant prepared a synthesis of different
ESL methodologies with sample lessons.

ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

The Language Assessment Battery is a language proficiency test. Title VII
project students were administered the English portion in the fall and spring
to evaluate progress in English oral proficiency. The f,ghest possible score
is 92.

The English proficiency objective was that students' average posttest
percentile scores on the English Assessment Language Battery (LAB) would be
higher than the pretest percentile scores. The objective was met by students
at grades 10, 11, and 12 (see Figure 30). AISD Title VII students in grades 7,
8, and 9 had such limited proficiency that their scores remained at the first
percentile despite raw score gains. Percentile norms are more sensitive to
proficiency gains in the middle and upper ranges of scores. LAB norms are
based on English speakers in New York City. Students with little English
proficiency must earn 45 to 53 points to get beyond the first percentile
(based on grade). Because percentiles were not considered an accurate measure
of growth at these grade levels, raw scores were also examined.

Four out of six grade levels showed significant growth in raw scores-- grades
8, 9, 10, and 11.
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GRADE N

8 10

9 27
10 21

11 9

12 5

FIGURE 3(

LAB PERCENTILE AND MEAN RAW SCORES
FOR PROGRAM STUDENTS, 1986-87 BY GRADE

MEAN RAW SCORE PERCENTILE

34.80 1

39.50 1

51.95 4

58.67 5

58.20 3

K
MEAN RAW SCORE PERCENTILE

313744

42.60* 1

52.18* 1

60.00* 7

65.89* 8
67.20 6

* = Gains significant at p-=.05 level

In.terms of English proficiency the following was also found:

A slightly greater percentage of pt3gram participants made gains in
1985-86 than in 1986-87. Of the program students with both pre- and
posttests, 109 of the 131 (83.2%) 1985-86 participants made gains in
the English LAB; in 1986-87, 71 (78%) of the 91 participants showed
gains.

e In terms of meeting District standards for showing English
proficiency (23rd percentile on the LAB), this year four students of
the 91 with pre- and posttest scores reached proficiency. None
reached proficiency last year.

e The mean raw score gains of both the program students wno were
tutored by University of Texas students and those who were not
tutored were highly significant (at the-.0001 level).

e Regression analysis revealed that there was no significant difference
between the patterns of growth of the tutored and nontutored groups.
Both groups showed raw score gains at all grade levels. In the
tutored group these were significant at one out of six grade levels;
nontutored raw score gains were significant at three out of six grade
-levels. (See Figure 31.)

e The percentage of tutored students making gains in 1986-87 (86.4%)
was considerably higher than that found in 1985-16 (47.2%).
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TUTORED

FIGURE 31
La PERCENTILE AND MEAN RAM SCORES FOR

TUTORED/NONTUTORED STUDENTS IN 1986-87, BY GRADE

FALL 1986-87 SPRING

GRADE ' ' 'I I" 1 Kt V RUN 1 h WI RAW I Kt ' '

7-7-747171----r 37743----T-
8 5 31.00 1 36.80 1

9 16 38.88 1 53.31* 2

10 9 52.44 4 59.56 6

11 5 54.20 3 65.20 8

12 2 42.00 1 57.00 3

NONTUTORD ----PALI 1985 86 SPRING

-GWAUErTht:AinMrSnTir .. , .1 .71 in

38 Ito

48.40

i . .

2
7 11 3b.91 ---------1
8 5 38.60 1

9 12 40.33 1 50.67* 1

10 12 51.58 3 60.33* 7

11 4 64.25 8 66.75 9

12 3 69.00 7 I 74.00* 11

* = Significant at p-c.05

In summary, English proficiency mean raw score gains were seen at all grade
levels; these were significant at four out of six grade levels. Most
individual students showed gains (78%), and a small group were able to show
Enslish oral proficiency this year.

While no significant difference between the tutored and nontutored groups in
LAB gains from pre- to posttesting was evident, several factors may have
affected these outcomes. All tutor records were not returned, so some
students in the nontutored group may actually have been served. Also, this

year other service groups offered tutoring to students at the program schools;
some LEP students may have been served but this is unknown. Some students

were at schools that had tutors for two years, while others were part of a
newly implemented tutoring program this year. How these variables influenced

the outcomes is unknown.

ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT (ITBS/TAP)

Most Title VII students have not been in AISD or its programs for LEP students
for very long. Two-thirds (65%) of the 120 junior high and 59% of the 132 .

senior high students in Title VII at year's end had been participating less
than two years. Students had to be in AISD a minimum of 1.1 years to be in
the achievement analyses since scores for May,7746ind 1987 were required.
Overall, 56% of the Title VII students could be validly tested both years.
Students in AISD LEP programs less than two years represented 42% of those

tested.
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Grade Equivalent Scores--1986 to 1987

Most analyses were.performed using percentile scores as required by program
objectives. However, grade equivalent scores offer another perspective on thl
growth students demonstrated. Gains at the three Title VII high schools
combined and Murchison Junior High are shown in Figures 32 and 33.

. Students scored below the national norm in both 1986 and 1987 in all areas.
Students scored closest to the national average in mathematics. Gains of
greater than 1 GE help these students close the gap between their performance
and the national norm.

e Murchison 7th and 8th graders showed average gains exceeding 1 GE in
reading, language, and mathematics at grade 7. Grade 8 avenge
mathematics gains were considerably less than 1 GE (.69). Last year's
mathematics gain was also below 1 GE. Murchison had no 8th grade
bilingual mathematics teacher for part of last year; this year
Murchison was still understaffed in mathematics--one period each of
seventh and eighth grade bilingual mathematics was taught. Thus, many
Title VII students had mathematics with an English-speaking teacher.

o Title VII high school average gains exceeded 1 GE in mathematics and
language at all grades (10, 11, 12) but were considerably less than 1
GE (.2 GE) in reading at grades 10 and 12 (.4 GE). Grade 11 reading
gains were strong (1.6 GE). The number tested was less than 20 at
gradet 11 and 12. The reason for the low reading gains is unclear.
Grade 9 gains cannot be disc.Issed because students are tested with the
ITBS in grade 8 and the TAP in ,rade 9. Test characteristics and norms
are too dissimilar to allow valid comparisons.

Percentile Scores (1986-87)

Overall English achievement outcomes were evaluated in terms of the formal
objective which stated that program students average posttest percentiles
(spring, 1987) would be higher than their average pretest percentiles (spring,
1986) ..

Figures 34-and 35 show that the objective was met in each subject by most
.grade levels; percentiles increased in 17 of 23 comparisons by subject and
graCe:

e By subject, mathematics was the best area, with gains at all grade
levels. Reading and social studies showed the least improvement.

gl By grade, grade 7 showed the best performance, with gains in all
areas. Grades 10 and 12 improved in the fewest areas (3 of 5).
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FIGURE 32
TAP MEAN GE SCORES

TITLE VII HIGH SCHOOLS ONE-YEAR FOLLOW -UP--
1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST)
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FIGURE 33
GRADE 7 MURCHISON TITLE VII
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FIGURE 34
PERCENTILE GAINS OF TITLE VII STUDENTS ON THE 1987 ITBS/TAP

Reading I Langua. Mathematics Social Studies Science

tirade ' '-s an
,

'rn an ' len ' '-.tan N Median 1

Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain Pre Post Gain Pre Post IGAin
___
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8 32 8 13 5 31 12 17 5 31 18 25 7 31 14 13 -1

.
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FIGURE 35

GRADES MEETING THE ACHIEVEMENT
OBJECTIVE ON THE 1987 ITBS/TAP

pikrargairm mtiftwoiraroilmi
Reading ,8, I,

Language 7,8,11,12 10

Mathematics 7,8,10,11,12
Social Studies 7,10,11 8,12

Science **10,12 11

* Ninth graders were excluded from all analyses, because they took the ITBS

in 1986 and the TAP in 1987.
** Grades seven and eight do not take the science test.

Additionally, the overall student gains were examined for tutored and

nontutored students. Grades 7-8 and grades 10-12 were collapsed to adjust for

the small numbers tutored at individual grades. As can be seen in Figure 36,

tutored students exhibited more improvement than nontutored in 6 of 9

comparisons. Sample sizes were too small. for significance testing.

FIGURE 36
PERCENTILE GAINS OF TUTORED AHD NONTUTORED
TITLE VII 'TENTS ON THE 1987 ITOS/TAP
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Only students tutored in each area with pre- and posttests are included; no one tutored in social studies at

grades 7 and 8 had both scores.
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Also, the percentage of those students with gains in 1986-87 was compared to
thoseith gains in 1985-86. The results are shown in Figure 37. In 1987, a
greater percentage of tutored students made gains in reading, mathematics, and
science. However, caution should be noted in interpreting the findings; the
number of tutored students with ITBS/TAP scores (excluding grade nine) in
1987, was much smaller than in 1986. (The N was so small in both social
studies and science that no real comparison can be made.)
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FIGURE 37

PERCENTAGEOF TUTORED STUDENTS WITH
ITBS /TAP GAINS 1985-86 AND 1986-87
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SPANISH PROFICIENCY AND ACHIEVEMENT

Spanish proficiency and achievement was measured by La Prueba Riverside de
Realizacion en Espanol (Prueba Riverside), which measures achievement in
reading, language, mathematics, social studies, and science; it is designed
to be of comparable difficulty to the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The
highest possible raw score varies from 25 to 30, depending upon the
subtest. La Prueba Riverside was administered at Murchison, because Title
VII LEP students received bilingual instruction in the content areas plus
ESL. At Travis, LEP students received one daily period each of Spanish for
Native Speakers and ESL; content areas were taught in English. In the case
of Travis, La Prueba Riverside was administered to evaluate school
achievement in the students' more fluent language.

The two objectives used to evaluate students' Spanish proficiency and
achievement stated that the percentage of Titih VII Program students making
gains in language and other content areas would be higher in 1986-87 than in
1985-86. Overall, the percentage of students making gains increased in
every subject area. As can be seen below, both schools met the objective in
three of five areas, narrowly missing the objective in the other areas. It

should be noted that Murchison has had limited bilingual mathematics
instruction over the past two years.

FIGURE 38.
PERCENTAGE OF TITLE VII STUDENTS SHOWING

GAINS LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE

B ' R H ON IRA

Reading
N 1985-8. N 986-87 N

12

985 -86

33%
N

47

1986-87
767--75 61% 101 73%r

Language 75 59% 101 72% 13 54% 47 53%
'Mathematics 76 67% 101 65% 13 46% 47 81%
Social Studies 76 54% 101 60% 12 75% 47 72%
Science 76 57% 99 57% 12 42% 47 57%

Mean raw score gains were examined by grade level; 16 of 20 comparisons were
significant (see Figure 39). Actual scores are shown in the technical
report.

41) Grade 7 showed significant gains in all subjects, with grades 9 and
10 showing significant gains in four of five areas. Grade 8 showed
significant gains in three areas.

Significant gains were seen at all four grade levels in reading acid
mathematics; gains were significant in language and social studies at
three grades and in science at two.

62
50



86.43

Thus, Prueba Riverside results were quite positive.

FIGURE 39
GRADE LEVELS WITH SIGNIFICANT AND

NOT SIGNIFICANT GAINS ON LA PRUEBA RIVERSIDE -- 1986-87

I. CT S a NOT SIGNIFICANT
Reading $969 0
Language 7,8,9 10
Mathematics 7,8,9,10
Social Studies 7,9,10 8
Science 7,10 8,9

Gains significant at p <.01 level'or greater

DROPOUT RATES

Figure 40 shows the 1985-86 secondary dropout rate of program LEP A and B
students (English monolingual, or Spanish dominant) and other LEP C,D,
and E students (bilingual, English dominant, and English monolingual)
attending litle VII program campuses. Rates cover the period of
September through July of 1985-86. Students are considered dropouts if
they leave AISD during the year and a request for a transcript is not
received by July 1. LEP dropout rates are overestimates to the extent
that students return to other countries that do not request transcripts.

e The LEP dropout rate for Spanish speakers at the four Title VII
schools overall (18%) was well above the District rate (10.7%) and
slightly above the District's Hispanic rate (15.3%).

The rate for program students (LEP A and B) was slightly lower
(18%) than.that for LEP C, 0, and E students (20%) at the Title
VII schools.

The LEP dropout rate wasiignest at grade 9 (37%) with little
difference between program and other LEPs at the schools for both
pebgram students and for other LEP students at the schools.

co Murchison Junior High LEP students were less likely to drop out
(90%) than Title VII senior high schools, regardless of their LEP
status.
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FIGURE 40
ANNUAL 1985-86 SECONDARY DROPOUT RATE FOR TITLE VII SCHOOLS

SPANISH DOMINANT/MONOLINGUAL (LEP A&B) VERSUS
OTHER SPANISH LEP (A, 6, & C) STUDENTS

Grow LEP A & B STUDENTS LEP C,D,E STUDENTS COMBINED LEP STUDENTS (A,B,C,D,&E)

School Dropouts Enrollment Dropout % Dropouts Enrollment Dropout % Dropouts Enrollment Dro,out %

Murchison 10 109 9% 4 40 10% 14 149 9%

Travis 20 58 34% 5 17 29% 25 75 33%

Johnston 4 17 24% 5 21 24% 9 38 24%

Anderson 0 9 0% 6 24 25% 6 33 18%

TOTAL 34 193 18% 20 102 20% 54 295 18%

Grade
.

7 3 42 7% 2 17 12% 5 59 8%

8 7 67 '10% 2 23 9% 9 90 10%

9 17 45 ,,.-. 38% 13 37 35% 30 82 37%

10 6 27 22% 2 14 14% / 8 41 20%

11 I 12 8% 1 11 9% 2 23 9%

12 0 0 0% 0 0 0% 0 0 0%

TOTAL 34 193 18% 20 102 20% 54 295 18%
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IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test

Introduction

This appendix provides information on the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test
(IPT). The following decision and evaluation questions are addressed:

Decision Question 02: Should staffing be changed or increased to better meet
the needs of LEP students?

Evaluation Question D2-3: What is the domimace of this year's new LEP
students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus
secondary)? How many haw LEP students .sere classified as limited in both
English and Spanish?

Procedure

The IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test (IPT) replaced the Primary
Acquis4 ion of Language (PAL) in 1986-87 as the oral language proficiency
screen.;.:1 instrument for Limited English Proficient (LEP) students in the
Austir Ihdependent School W.strict (AISD) at grades pre-K through 6.

It is difficult to truly evaluate the effectiveness of the IDEA as a
screening tool after only ore year of use. Thus, what we have done is
present information that was available this year.

The first thing that was done at the beginning of the 1986-87 school year was
to send out IDEA materials to the schools. Materiels for ldrinistering the
IDEA Oral Proficiency Test were sent to the principals at each of the
elementary schools on August 13 and 19, 1986. The number sent to each school
was based on the number of PACs Primary Acquisition of Language Test) given
the previous year. Only one Examiaer's Manual was sent per school and one
set of pictures was sent for every 25 students tested. Answer sheets were
sent according to the number testei in 1985-86. Other pieces of information
sent were:

o How to admilister and score the IDEA (pages in handbook),

Appendix A (Rationale of test items),

o ALERT (Spanish Pre-K norms), and

Pre-K labels.

68
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Materials for the test were also sent in Spanish. An Examiner's Manual in
Spanish was sent only to those schools with at least 50 Spanish PAL's given.
The picture booklets and the answer sheets were distributed as for the English.

The number sent to each school was well documented. Sign-out sheets were made
to record what was sent to which school (see Attachment A-1).

There were problems, however, with sending out materials too early in the year
because in most schools the person responsible for the identification of
limited-English-proficient students was either not assigned or not working
yet. Consequently, some of the test materials were misplaced and in a few
cases never found. It was decided that in 1987-88 the test materials would
not be sent as early and that when they were the packages would be better
labeled to 'insure that they would go to the appropriate person.

A concern addressed in this appendix results from several school personnel who
administered the IDEA questioning test results. It seems a considerable
number of pre-K and as LEP students scored as non-English and non-Spanish
speaking or as very limited in both. To get a better grip on the situation, a
count of LEP students falling into each of the score categories was run and
looked at more closely.

Evaluation Question D2-3 is also answ,red in this appendix.

Results

The IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Tests if taken in Englisn and Spanish can
produce a combination of scores resulting in seven different dominances based
on the AISD LEP Dominance Guide (see Attachment A-2).

The four score combinations of concern were:

Non-English Speaking (NES) + Limited-Spanish Speaking (LSS)
Limited-English Speaking (LES) + Non- Spanish Speaking (NSS)
Non-English Speaking (NES) + Non-Spanish Speaking (NSS)
Limited-English Speaking (LES) + Limited-Spanish Speaking (LSS)

The District Priorities data analyst ran a count of all the Hispanic LEP
students (Pre-K through 6) tested with the IDEA as of January, 1987. The
complete count of LEP student scoring in each of the combinations is listed in
Attachment A-3.

Figure A-1 shows the number of students scoring in the four score combinations.
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Figure A1
IDEA TEST SCORES FOR HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS.

Only Only
Total
1-6

Total

Pre-K to 6

NES + LSS 111 29.1% 97 23.9% 60 19.3% 268 24.4%

LES + NSS 99 25.9% 79 19.5% 24 7.7% 202 18.4%

NES + NSS 104 27.2% 37 9.1% 30 9.6% 171 15.6%

LES + LSS 39 10.2 68 16.7% 21 6.8% 128 11.6%

=Tag. 353 92.4 281 69.2% 135 43.4% 769 70.0%

OTHER
COMBINATIONS 29 7.6% 125 30.8% 176 56.6% 330 30.0%

TOTAL 382 100.0% 406 100.0% 311 100.0% 1,099 100.0%

o The majority (92%) of pre-K Hispanic LEP students and over two-thirds
(69%) of Kindergarten LEP students fell into one of the four categories.

o Almost three-fourths (70%) of all Hispanic LEP students tested with the
IDEA scored in one of the four categories.

Ballard and Tighe, the publishers of the IDEA were contacted to inquire if
they had received any similar feedback from other districts using the test.
Phyllis Tighe, the publisher, in turn contacted several school districts to
see if they had had the same problem as we had and passed along the
information she received (see Attachment A-4).

The data sent were for kindergarten students tested with the IDEA in the Santa
Ana Unified School District. Looking at the test scores for a sample of the
information sent in, it was found that:

so Only 24% of the 1,577 Hispanic students tested fell into the four
categories.

o Of 1,577 Hispanic students tested,

- 13 (.8%) were NES + NSS,
- 62 (3.9%) were LES + LSS,
- 291 (18.5%) were NES + LES, and
- 13 (.8%) were LES + NSS.

They did not appear to have had the same problem. It is unknown why this may
be. The possibilities are that:

o The test may reflect more of a California dialect of Spanish than a
Texan dialect;

o Pre-K may be more common; or

o All students may be tested rather than just new students being tested.

The new pre-IPT or IDEA will be normed for 3-4- and 5-year -olcs. This should
ameliorate the problem. Austin Independent School District (AISD) was in the
sample.

APPENDIX A
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District Surveys

Evaluation Question D2-3: What is the dominance of this year's new LEP
students comparedWt year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus
secondary)? How many new LEP students were cic..3sified as limited in both
English and Spanish?

There were several questions regarding the administration and effectiveness of
the IDEA test on the Districtwide Teacher and Administrator Survey. The survey
results are summarized in Appendix H of ti.is report. Overall, teachers were
satisfied with the IDEA.

The differences in the dominances based on the PAL and IDEA are as follows.

Figure A-2
DONINANCES BASED OH THE IDEA (1986-87) AND PAL (1985-86)

FOR HISPANIC AND OTHER LEP STUDENTS.

A AL EL TOTAL

IDEA - Hispanics
%

PAL - Hispani:s
%

247

23.6%

440
50.2%

285

27.3%

76.4%

208

19.9%

. 227

25.9%

15

1.4%

108

12.3%

75

7.2%

29

3.3%

13

1.2%

72

8.2%

202

19.3%
1,045

876

IDEA - All Other

%

PAL - All Other
%

67

37.0%

57

51.8%

- 89

49.2%

37

33.6%

14

7.7%

12

10.9%

8

4.4%

3

2.7%

2

1.1%

1

.9%

1

.6%

181

110

a There were considerably more new LEP students this year than last.

o Approximatt.ly 75% of the Hispanic LEP students were identified as A or
B studercs on both tests.

Fewer bilingual (Dominance C) Hispanic students were identified with
the IDEA than with the PAL. A reason may be that the IDEA reflects
only those fluent in both--the PAL reflected balance in language but
with varying abilities in both.

e More D and E students were identified with the IDEA than ,pith the PAL.

o Dominance AL and EL are new this year--they include students limited
in both languages.

o On the Other LEP students, more B students were identified with the
IDEA and more A students were on the PAL, otherwise, not much was
different.
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IDEA Pre-K Pilot Test

Ballard and Tighe, the publishers of the IDEA Oral Language Proficiency Test
asked if AISD would help them pilot in May, 1987, their pre-K version of the
IDEA due for publication in the spring, 1988. We -,.)re asked to test the
students and provide any suggestions we had for improving the test. In returA
tney would furnish the District with $1,200 worth of pre-IPT materials when
they are published (see Attachment A-5).

The letter summarizing who we would test is included as Attachment A-6.

Two of the Bilingual Coordinators arranged and conducted most of the pilot
testing. There was some problem in finding students to fit in the language
categories that L.2eded to be tested. Once it was known who would be tested,
the testing went very well.

The tests were graded by the person administering the test.

Once tree testing was completed, the data was assembled and sent to the test
publishers. A copy of the suggestions made for improving the test and the
total number of students tested is included as Attachment A-7.

APPENDIX A
6



86.22
IDEA Oral Language Proficiency

Materials (IPT)

Attachment A-1

We are happy to provide the following IDEA materials to you. Because the
materials are expensive and our supply is limited, we have kept a record of
those sent to your school. You will be held responsible for these materials,
so please list on this sheet who received which materials at your school and
keep this form on file. Booklets are numbered for your convenience. Please

handle them with care and keep them in a sate place! If any additional answer
sheets are needed, please call Belinda Olivarez Turner at 458-1228.

NAME:

POSITION:

SCHOOL/WORK LOCATION:

DATE:

Indicate
# of copies
Received Item

English Examiner's Manual

English Form B Answer Sheets

English Form B Test Pictures

English Level Summaries

Spanish Examiner's Manual

Spanish Answer Sheets

Spanish Test Pictures

Spanish Test Summaries

Xerox copy of Spanish/Test Rationale

Copy 'of information on how to
administer and score IDEA

Pre-K ALERT sheet and labels

APPENDIX A73
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AISD LEP DOMINANCE GUIDE

Attachment A-2

IDEA IDEA AISD
LOILJUIALLT111111 Spanish IPT Designation LEP Categories

NES

*NES

LES

PreK-Ist
FES 'Determination of language

category for .PreK, K and
1st grade students is
determined by IDEA-IPT scores.

2nd-6th

FES
ID both scores are, at or
above the 40%ile, pupil is
LOTE, but not LEP.

.

If either score is below the
23%ile, this pupil is LEP

FES For other combinations of (+

scores, LPAC must decide LEP
status.

*LES

*NES

*LES LSS --Classify as 8 or 0
based on Teacher
Observation - Home
Language Survey, and
Language Sample

B = If parents speak
suggested no English

guide' D = If parents speak

both.languages
*Above combinations indicate need for special diagnosis.

sesemaommx,

FSS A

LSS = A
L
(limiti

FSS

FSS

LSS

NSS

"L

NSS --Cla ssify en Bilingual
Teacher Observation

IMPORTANT

. For Spanish speakers, AISD LEP Categories are determined only after the IDEA
Proficiency Test has been administered in both English and Spanish.

. For non-Spanish speakers, th., IDEA English Proficiency Test and the Parent Interview
Protocal are used to determip language dominance.

A
L
or E

L
- L indicates "Limited"

NES: NON English Speaker/LES: Limited English Soeaker/FES: Fluent English Speaker
NSS: NON Spanish Speaker/LSS: Limited Spanish Speaker/FSS: Flqent Spanish Speaker

APPENDIX A
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January 30, 1987

BALLARD & TIGHE, INC.
Oral Language Programs

480 Atlas Street
Brea, CA 92621
(714)990-IDEA

(800)321-IDEA (outside CA)

Dr. Nancy Schuyler
Austin Independent Schrol District
Office of Research and Evaluation
6100 Guadalupe
Box 79
Austin, Texas 78752

Attachment A-4
(Page 1 of 2)

Enclosed please find the Kindergarten testing data from Santa Ana
Unified School District (37 K-12 schools), 1405 French Santa
Ana, California 92701, (714) 558-5501. Betty Poggi, the bilingual
director, gave it to us in response to my request for testing
information for you. Betty said that I may share it. I did ask
betty for the specific information you need, but she said she.
would prefer to give copies of all the test scores rather than
searching for your specific information. So, I hope this will be .

helpful!

I asked Betty, Judy Beach and Leila Langston if they have encountered
the same students testing both NSS and NES. They all said that only .

a small number of students test this way and that this does not
present a problem. Judy is the bilingual diictor for Garden Grove
Unified School District (59 K-12 schools), Ge...rden Grove, California,

(714) 638-6000, and Leila is our Southern California sales representa-
tive. Both Santa Ana and Garden Grove School Districts have a large
language-minority population of mostly Hispanic and Asian students.

Enclosed please also find a set of recently-published Spanish IPT I
pupil test sheets. We added two supplementary questions to test items
#10 and #11 in this recent printing in response to criticism from the
field. The criticism indicated that the two items were not accurately
eliciting the underlying skills. Our technical Director, Dr. Enrique
Dalton, approved the addition as not affecting the norming of the test.
I have stapled the new sheet to the original so that you may readily
e^e the difference. I feel that these additional supplementary
sentences may help you with your problem of over-identification of
students as Non - Spanish Speaking.

APPENDIX A
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January 30, 1987

Attachment A-4
(Page 2 of 2)

Gilda Lopez suggested that you call Dr. Cha Guzman for Texas
information. She is very knowledgeable about our test and materials
and should be helpful. Gilda feels that she may also be able to
give you additional references for other Texas educators to contact.

Dr. Cha Guzman

Goose Creek Consolidated School District
Baytown, Texas 77522
(713) 428-2553

I do hope that this information will be beneficial. Please call if
I can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

,947

Phyllis Tier!
President

PT:sr
cc: Gilda Bazan-Lopez

APPENDIX A
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June 22, 19J7

Attachnitrit A-5

BALLARD & TIGHE, INC.
Oral Language Programs

480 ATLAS STREET .- -
BREA, CA 92621

714-990-IDEA
(800) 321-4332 (Outside CA)

Dr. Nancy Schuyler
Austin Independent School District
Office of Research and Evaluation
P. 0. Box 79
Austin, TX 78752

Dear Dr. Schuyler:

We want to express our appreciation to you for your kindness
and cooperation in allowing us to field test the Pre-IPT
Test with pre-school children in your district. We also
appreciate the cooperation and assistance of Belinda Turner
and the many teachers who tested the children.

In recognition of your efforts we will furnish you with
$1,200.00 worth of Pre-IPT materials as soon as they have
been published.

Your assistance in the testing project will benefit students
throughout the United States. We do thank you for your
efforts.

Sincerely,

Phyllis L. Tighe
President
PLT/va

APPENDIX A
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April 20, 1987

Dr. Nancy Schuyler
Ms. Belinda Turner
Austin Independent School District
Office of Research and Evaluation
6100 Guadalupe
Box 79
Austin, Texas 78752

Attachment A-6
(Page 3. of 2)

BALLARD & TIGHE, INC.
Oral Language Programs

480 ATLAS STREET

BREA, CA 92621

714-990-IDEA
(800) 321-4332 (Outside CA)

Dear Nancy and Belinda:

Enclosed please find the following Pre-IPT items for our
norming study:

- test
- Pictures 1;2 and 3 (given to tester so s/he will know
proper positioning of story pieces as they are moved
from place to place)
-answer sheet (testers score on this sheet which is on
the back of pupil questionnaire)

- pupil questionnaire (one of these filled out for each
child tested. If you cpn't get all of the requested
information, just get what you can)
-content of test items (skills assessed)

We have not enclosed the following essential parts of the test:

- 28" wide and 16" high story background
- story pieces of: father, mother, girl, boy, clown,
3 trees, dog, cat, 2 presents, cake and cloud. (Tallest
piece is approximately 7" high. For the field study
these pieces will be xeroxed in color on pape14.
For the published test they will be on thick card stock
and the background may be on folded cardboard like the
board in a commercial 1i rd game. In any event, the
finished r,roduct will be of professional quality.)
-Pre-IPT test summary ("A level B student can etc")This
level summary sheet must be given to the child's teacher
for the teacher to predict the level of the Pre-IPT
upon which the child will score.)

APPENDIX A
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Attachment A-6
86.22 (Page 2 of 2)

We hope you like the appearance of the test. It has gone through
a Pilot Study of approximately 40 students. Wanda and 1 each gave
ten tests to 3,4 and 5-yr. olds. We felt pleased with the test
itself and with the results.

We would appreciate your testing 48 children for us sometime in
May and approximate 30 next Fall (incoming Kindergartners only).
The following chart outlines our needs for the May study:

Monolingual English Speakers (English-Only: E0s)

Ages 3-0 through 3-11: 7 children
Ages 4-0 through 4-11: 8 children
Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 9 children

Limited English Speakers (Langu;-ge Other Than English: LOTEs)

NES
LES
FES

NES
LES
FES

NES
LES
FES

Students:
students:
students:

students:
students:
students:

students
students:
students:

Ages 3-0 through 3-11:
Ages 3-0 through 3-11
Ages 3-0 through 3-11:

Ages 4-0 through 4-11:
Ages 4-0 through 4-11:
Ages 4-0 through 4-11:

Ages 5-0 through 5-11:
Ages 5-0 through 5-11:
Ages 5-0 through 5-11:

2 children
3 children
3 children

2 children
3 children
3 children

2 children
3 children
3 children

EO students have to be given the entire test while
the LOTEs are only tested until the Score Box tells
the tester to stop. The entire test can be ad-
ministered in approximatek 8 minutes once the actual
testing has begun.

In returnfor yc'ir help we will furnish you with all of the Pre -IPT
materials that you will need for your district-wide August testing
at no charge to you. It is understood that these will oe in an
unpublished form. The background and figures will probably be
color-xeroxed nn paper so that there will be some color.

After you've had a chance to look this over, please get back to
Wanda or to me. We know you'll have questions. You may not
agree with some of what we propose. In any event, we can use this
as a starting place if you desire changes.

We will be personally available or will have someone take our
place here during the time you're testing so that you may get your
questions answered promptly.

Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,*
( ,

Phyl Tigb3

APPENDIX A
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Atlachment A-7
(Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Eleme.ary Education

June 25, 19A7

MEMORANDUM

TO: Ballard and Tighe

FROM: Graciela Zapata and Ana Salinas

SUBJECT: Pre- IPT Test

Please consider the follouing comments in revising your test:

1. For Item #4, add the uterisk for the examiner.

2, Differentiate (color) between the apple and the
orange.

3. "Glove" should be another acceptable answer for

question #15.

4. List #18 and #19 after #13.

5. For item #24, delete "he has three . . ."

6. For item #29, delete "What is this?" and use

the question "What is father wearing?

7. List item #30 before item #29.

8. For item #30 state: Look at the animals in the

big picture. Point to what barks.

9. For item #32, use a different clown. The clown
must be tall and lanky with a top hat. He must
appear as tall as the balloons.

10. For 138, we could tell the children When they

got home from the park, they had the party at

their home. Tommy wanted to open his

presents. Mary wanted a balloon. Mother began

to cut the cake."

11. "His sister" should be . another acceptable

answer for #39.

4salinas/iptestfils
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Attachment A-7

This is the number of students we ended up with in each
category(Page 2 of 2)

.

Monolingual English Speakers (English-Only: EOs)

Ages 4-0 through 4-1i: 7 children

Ages 5-0 through 5-11: 9 children

Limited English Speakers (Language Other Than English: !_OTCs)

NES students:

LES students:
FES students:

NES students:
LES students:
FES students:

Ages 4-0 through 4-11:
Ages 4-0 through 4-11:
Ages 4-0 through 4-11:

Ages 5-0 through 5-11:
Ages 5-0 through 5-11:
Ages 5-0 through 5-11:

2 children
4 children
3 children

4 children
4 children
2 children
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix B

DISTRICTWIDE ACHIEVEMENT TESTS (ITBS, TAP)
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Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS)
Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP)

Introduction

Academic achievement is the primer., focus of education. Programs are
effective or not based primarily on the acadeillic performance of participating
students. For bilingual education, center stage must be shared with English
language proficiency since that is the key to other learning. Thus, both
academic achievement and English proficiency are important goals of the
Transitional Bilingual Education (TBS) and English-as-a-Second Language (ESL)
programs.

Purpose

Decision question Dl: Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual EdwAtion
(TBE) and English-as-e-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is
or modified?

Evaluation Question D1-1: Of those LEP students attending AISD
-kindergarten in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84, how many attended an
AISD preK program the previous year? Has progress varied for
those with and without pre-K?

- --Achievement growth (fall K to present)
- --Retention rates

- --Special Education referrals
- --Lr? status (dominance changes, exits at 23rd vs. 40th

percentiles)

Evaluation Question D1 -2: How have LEP students who started in
AISD's Title VII pre-K program in 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83
progressed compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)?

- -- Achievement growth

---Retention rates
- --Special Education referrals

5valuation estion 01-3: How have fifth-grade LEP students in
ATE sieVil program in 1979-80 (and 1976-77) progressed?
Compared to Chapter 1 students? Hispanic students? All AISD
students?

- --Number still in AISD
- --Nu aiber of dropouts
- --Number retained

- --LEP status, years to exit
- --Prueba de Lecture scores ( compared to 1985-86)
---High school Spanish (number of years taken)

---Grade point average (with CAT as predictor)
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Evaluation Question 01-5: What are the mean grade equivalent (GE)
achievement gains of LEP students able to be tested in English in 1986-87
and 1985-86? By grade (especially grades 2 and 4)? What are these
students' characteristics -- years LEP, dominance, percent exited?

Evaluation Question D1 -7: What are the achievement growth patterns of
Hispanic and other LEP students who exited in 1984-85 between 1982-83 and
1985-86 (2 years before and after exit)?

Evaluatioogmestion 01-8: Based on the 1984-85 exited groups, au
students who exit the LEP program at the 23rd percentile versus the 4Gth
percentile show different rates of progress? What percentage of those
exited fall below exit criteria subsequently?

Evaluation uestion D1 -13: Wnat percentage of Murchison apd Travis'
L.& an students courd take the ITBS or TAP for a valid score? How
long had participants been in AISD? What were the mean GE scores of
those who could be tested the last two years on the ITBS and TAP? What
was their achievement on the PrueDa Riverside (raw scores)?

Decision Question 03: Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction in
their native anguage?

Evaluation .Question D3-2: Does, the achievement of first- and tnird-gradeCede LEP students vary significarK:ly based on the number of LEP
students in the classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much Spanish is
used in each setting?

EXITCD STUDENT FOLLOW-UP

Evaluation Question 01-8: Based on the 1984-85 exited groups, do
students who exit the LEP program at the 23rd percentile versus the 40th
percentile show different rates of progress? What percentage of tnose
exited fall below exit criteria subsequently?

Procedure

The project data analyst created a data set (ELB FPR 87) which included scores
of all LOTE students from 1981-82 to 1986-87. A few students no longer on
AISU's Student Master File were elWna-ad (a sign of bad ID numbers). He then
sel cted students exiting in 1984-85 (LEP Status 7) as the sample of interest.
SAS was used to generate descriptive information on students' active status
each year i.,us grad:: breakouts (see SA-JF081 04 01). PROC TABULATE was used
break down resuP.s for Spanish and Other exited students in several ways in
reading and language (using Reading Total and Language Total scores).

1. All exited in 1984-85 (regardless of active status other years)

6 Total gr up
6 Those exited with both reading and language scores above 39
e Those exited with one or both scores between 23 and 39.

2. All exited in 1094-85 also active in AISD each year 1982-83 through 1986-87.
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In each case, ITBS or TAP perceh.:ile scores were broken into percentile ranges
for those in (in 1984-85), 7-3, and 9-12. The analysis which included
only those active each year eliminated kindergarten ,nd most first graders.

Results

The acnievement of students exited from LEP status (and services) in 1984-85
was checked for a five-year period--two years before exit, the exit year, and
two years after exit. The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC)
makes exit decisions. By law, those scoring at or above the 40th percentile in
both language and reading on a standardized test must be exited, but the LPAC
considers other information on those scoring between the 23rd and 39th percen-
tile to decide whether the LEP students should be exited or not. LEP students
scoring below the 23rd percentile 4.n one or both areas cannot be exited.

In 1984-85, 14 "Other" language speakers were exited; 12 were active in AISD
all five years. All remained above criteria once exited.

In 1984-85, 144 Spanish-speaking students were exited. Most (129 or 89.6%)
were elementary students--11 at K, 28 at 1, 15 at 2, 3^, at 3, 25 at 4, 11 at
5, and 6 at 6; 10 (7%) were junior high and 5 (3.5%) were senior high students.
Of the 15 secondary students exited in 1984-85, only one fell below the
criteria of the 23rd file in reading and :anguage subsequently (only four were
active from 198283 through 1986-87). The main focus for discussion nere will
be the elementary Spanish 1984-85 exits.

/Wong the Spanish elementary exits, 59 were active in AISD all five years of
interest. The achievement patterns are similar for all 1984-85 Spanish
Flementary exits and this subgroup, so only the results for the 59 will be
discussed here. Attachment B-1 ?rovides the results for the total Spanish
group of 129, Attachment 8-2 focuses on the subgroup of 59 active all years.
These attachments also show results for grades 7 and 8 and 9-12 plus results
for the two types of exits (above 39th percentile in both and one or both
scores less than 40). It should be remembered that all K and most grade 1
students were the primary ones eliminated from the K-6 group.

The number of students in the final sample of 59 included:

Grade Number Students

1 8 (2 pre-K, 6 retainees)

2 5

21

15

3

4

5

6

6

4
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Figures 8-1 and B-2 show the reading and language acnievement patterns of
these students.

FIGURE B-1
IDS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS

EXITED IN 1984-85 IN GRADES 2-6 -- READING
PERCENT
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FIGURE B-2
ITBS ACHIEVEMENT OF SPANISH LEP STUDENTS

EXITED IN 1984-85 IN GRADES 2-6 -- LANGUAGE
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The assumption is that a successful program will show a smaller percentage of
students not tested or with low scores ( 23rd %ile) across time and a signer
percentage of students with scores at or above the 40th percentile. Once
exited, it is expected that students will maintain or improve their achieve-
ment. In particular, it is hoped students will not fall below the 23rd
percentile in either reackim or language (at which point they must re-enter
LEP status).
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For the most part, these expectations are met in AISD based on the K-6 sample.
The percentage of students showing no or low score., decreased in the two years
preceding exit. Most students were able to maintain their achievement level
once they exit. However, a small percentage of students (15% in reading and
1.7% in language) did fall below the 23rd percentile after exiting the LEP
status in 1984-85. In reading, where almost all drops in scores occurred,
those exiting at the 23-39th percentile were more likely to subsequently score
below the 23rd %ile than those exiting with scores above 39 (although some in
both groups later dropped). The owe student who fell below 23 after exit in
language scored between the 23rd and 39th percentile at exit.

Only three junior hith students and one senior high student were exited in
i9G4-85 and active all five years in AISD. Only one c' the four students fell
below the 23rd percentile (in reading) after exit.

ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP

Evaluation Question D1-6: What are the mean grade equivalent (GE) achieve-
ment gains o LEP students able to be tested in Englisn in 1986-87 and
1985-86? By grade (especially grades 2 and 4)? What are these students'
characteristics -- years LEP, dominance, percent exited?

Evaluation Question D1-13: What percentage of Murchison and Travis' LEP A
ana B s u en ould to e the ITBS or TAP for a valid score? How long had
participants been in AISD? What were the mean GE scores of those who could
be tested the last two years on the ITBS and TAP? What was their
achievement on the Prueba Riverside (raw scores)?

Procedure

Because many LEP students are not tested in Eng115, analyses which report
average scores for all students tested in two school years are difficult to
interpret. The students are not the same in each analysis. Therefore, the
progress of LEP students in grades K-12 able to he tested with the ITBS in at
least spring, 1986 and 1987 was also monitored.

Test scores reflected are Language Total (grades K-12), Reading Total (3-12 in
1986-87 and 1-12 in 19 :5 -86), Reading Comprehension (1986-87 1-2), Mathematics

Computation (K-8), and Mathematics Total (9-12). Mathematics Computation is
the least language dependent of these scores.

SAS program SA-JF080 0101 provided mean grade equivalent scores for those LEP
students able to be tested in English on the ITBS or TAP in both 1986-87 and
1985-86. All active LEP students (statuses 2, 4, 8, 7--if exited past October
1986) were included; special education LEP students end special circumstance
scores were not. Results were provided for Spanish, Vietnamese, and Other LEP
students plus all LEP students combined. In addition, results were run for
Title VII (Murchison, Travis, Anderson, and Johnston) and non-Title VII junior
and senior high schools. Descriptive information was also provided on the
number of LEP students at each grade (to compare with the number tested).
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Descriptive information was calculated on the total group and those tested in
terms of the number of years they had been LEP, the dominance of those still
LEP, and LEP student status.

Test scores reflected are Language Total (K-12), Reading Comprehension 1986-87
(1-2), Reading Total (3.12 in 1986 -Cl and 1-12 in 1985-86), Mathematics
Computation (K-8), Mathematics Total (9-12).

The following comparisons should not be made because of differences in tne
tests from 1985-86 to 1986-87 (at K from fall to spring, 1986-87).

Grade Spring, 1986-87 Areas

K, 1, 2 All

9 All

Results

Attachments provide more complete data for Spanish, Vietnamese, Other LEP, and
the total group of LEP students than can be discussed here.

Attachment Content

'8-3 Scores for all testes (not
matched groups)

B-4 LEP status, dominance, years
in program for those tested
pre-post in reading

B-5 Pre-post scores for other LEP
and total group

[

The Title VII rep t provides similar information for LEP A, B, and C students
districtwide.

Spanish Speakers

Less than half of the Spanish-speaking LEP students were able to be tested on
the ITBS or TAP in both 1987 and 1986 for a usable score in reading and
language; percent_ges were slightly higher in mathematics. Compared to all
Spanish speakers in AISD, those tested this year and last have been in Ain
longer aid have more English ability (see Figure B-3). Of course, it must be
realized that kindergarteners are over-represented in the percentage in AISD
less than two years.

90
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FIGURE B -3

SPANISH-SPEAKING LEP STUDENTS: YEARS IN AISD AND DOMINANCE

Years in AISD
LEP Program

Total
Group

Readinr Tested
1986 and 1987

Number Number

2 1,390 55% 212 20%
2 4 618 25% 425 41%
4 6 7.69 11% 208 20%
6-8.7 238 9% 1S6 19%
Total 2,515* /oaf 1-041* MU
Dominance

Spanish Dominant 1,460 59% 415 40%**
Balanced English

& Spanish 477 19% 348 34%
English Dominant 553 22% 269 26%
Total 2,490*** TUDI T717/*** Taff

*A few students were excluded b.cause entry or exit codes were in error.
**Nay be slightly lower than this in reality because students are not

',Nays retested for language dominance unless eligible to exit.
***Language dominance was not ay.ilable on some students.

Scores are generally closest to the national average in matnematics followed
by language and flnally reading. Spanish speakers score at LI* above the
national norm in grades 1, 2, and 3 in mathematics. The gap between the
national norm and LEP students' average performance tends to widen by grade
(see Figures B-4, 8-5, and B-7). If examined with percentile scores, this
trend is evident primarily across the elementary grades.

FIGURE B-4
DISTANCE FROM NATIONAL AVERAGE BY GRADE

SPANISH SPEAKERS--ITBS AND TAP

.ove
National -..

f :4 I." AA i IWUrr"1""

_.! -_.9 2.0=2.9 3.0-3.9 4.0-4.9 5.0-5.9

Reading 1,2,3 4,5 6,7,8,9 10 11 12

Language K,1,2,3,4 5,6,7 8,9,10 11 12

Mathematics 1,2,3 K,4,5,6,7,8 9,10,12 11
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FIGURE B-5
1986-87 ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP -- SPANISH

Grade Ekluivalent Score
9.0r

8.0

7.0

6.0

5.0

4.0

3.0

2.0

1.0

0.0

Rational Average

athematic'

tame
Reading

3, 4 5 6 7

Grade

All scJres are based on students tested last
2 years except K K language reflects fall and
spring. K mathematics reflects spring only. (See Figure 16 for numbers.)

Another way to examine.this data is in terms of gains from one year to the
next. Gains of more than one year help LEP students score closer to the
national average--narrowing the achievement gap. Comparisons of gains oetween
spring, 1986 and 1987 can he made at grades 3-8 and 10-12. Pre-post compari-
sons are not possible at K, 1, and 2 because of the administration of a new
version of the JIBS test at those grades; 9th graders cannot be compared
to 8th grade because of the differences in the ITBS and TAP characteristics
and norms. Results reveal that (see Figure 8-6):

Elementar : Grade students showed the strongest growth, with gains
exceeding 1 GE in reading and language but not mathematics (.8). Mathematics
mean GE scores were at the national average. Grade 3 students have shown
this same pattern of strong performance the last three years. For the fourth
year in a row, grade 4 showed gains of less than 1 GE in all areas (about .7
GE). Gains for all AISD students and AISD Hispanic students were also less
than 1 GE in all areas between 1985-86 and 1986-87.

92
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The emphasis on TEAMS may be helping at third grade. The change in schools
which many students experience at grade 4 may help to explain the grade 4
trends. Teachers may not be as familiar with the students' previous learning
and therefore not capitalize on it (reteacping more than needed) or may not
be emphasizing basic skills measured by the TEAMS enough.

Junior High: Gains were strong in reading and language, but smaller in
mathematics(.9 at grade 7 and .8 at grade 8).

Senior High: Gains were strong at all grades (10, 11, and 12) in mathematics
and language (1.3-1.6 GE) but very small in reading (.4) except at grade 11
(1.7). Of the three areas, reading is the area which is taught least
directly at the high school level. TEAMS may help expl>in these patterns
as well. Emphasis that has been placed on helping students pass the
exit-level TEAMS may be having an impact at grade 11.

FIGURE 8-6
1986-87 GRADE LEVELS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN
1 GE AND 1 GE OR MORE--LEP SPANISH SPEAKERS

<1 GE >1 GE

Mathematics 3,4,6,7,8 5,10,11,12

Language 4,5,6 3,7,8,10,11,12

Reading 4,5,6,10,12 3,7,8,11

GE = Grade Equivalent
Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of
changes in tests.

Vietnamese Speakers

The second largest LEP language group in AISD is the Vietnamese--159 LEP
Vietnamese students were enrolled in AISD at year's end. Caution must be
exercised in looking at trends by grade because of the small numuer at some
grades (ran ig from 6-21 studee;).

o Of those tested, in reading, 35% have been in AISD LEP programs two
years or less; 74% have been in six years or less (higher than for
Spanish speakers and lower than for the Vietnamese population overall).

e Of those tested, 92% were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese (higher
than for Spanish speakers), 5% were balanced in English and Vietnamese,
and 3% were monolingual in English.

As with Spanish speakers, mathamatics was the Vietnamese LEP students'
strongest area followed by language and finally reading. This was also true
for other LEP groups. Average scores are generally higher for Vietnamese and
other language groups than Spanish speakers. Scores are above the national
average at grades 1-7 and 10-12 in mathematics and in language at grades 1-4
and 10 (see Figure B -8).
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FIGURE B-7
SPANISH ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP -- 1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST)
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FIGURE 8-8
VIETNAMESE ONE-YEAR FOLLOW-UP -- 1986 (PRE) AND 1987 (POST)
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In terms of one-year gains (see Figure B-9), these were weakest in reading.
By grade, grades 10 and 12 were strong in all three areas. TEAMS may have had
an effect at grade 12.

FIGURE B -9

1986-87 GRADE LEVELS WITH GAINS OF LESS THAN
AND MORE THAN 1 GE--LEP VIETNAMESE SPEAKERS

<1 GE >1 GE

Mathematics 6, 7, 8 3, 4, 5, 10, 11, 12

Language 4, 6, 11 3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12

Reading 3, 4, 5, 8 6, 7, 10i 11, 12

GE . Grade Equivalent
Examination of gains at grades K, 1, 2, and 9 are not possible because of
changes in tests.

Procedure

KINDERGARTEN FOLLOW-UP (PRE-K VERSUS NO PRE-K)

Evaluation Question D1-1: Of those LEP students attending AISD
kindergarten in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84, how many attended an AISD
pre-K program tne previous year? Has progress varied for those with and
without pre-K?

---Achievement growth (fall K to present)
- --Retention rates
- --Special Education referrals

- --LEP status (dominance changes, exits at 23rd vs. 40th percentiles)

Title VII funded bilingual pre-K programs in AISD in 1980-81, 1981-82, and

1982-83. The project was designed to develop Hispanic students' language
skills, adapt instructional materials for AISD use, involve parents in the
educational process, and train teachers in pre-K and bilingual education. All

interested students were screened with the Primary Acquisition of Language
(PAL) oral proficiency test. Initial one-year results were quite positive.
Students in both groups would now be in grades 5, 4, and 3, respectively, if
never retained. There was no reason to believe those in pre-K or not in pre-K
started out at an advantage over the other group because participants were
randomly selected.
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National research suggests that pre-K programs can have lasting effects- -
especially on variables such as retention rates and special education
placement. This study followed the progress of all LEP kindergarteners in
AISD in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 to see whether those who had attended an
A!SD pre-K program the previous year showed an advantage over those who did
not enter AISD until kindergarten in terms of:

o Retention rates,
o Special Education placement,
o LEP status (dominance changes, exits), and
e Achievement growth.

The following steps were taken.

1. A file was created (SA-JF067) which included all students identified as
LEP in kindergarten in 1981-82, 1982-83, and 1983-84 (based on end-of-year
LANG files). St. 'ents listed as denying LEP service or as special
education LEP wer, exchded.

2. This file was merged with EC 1 PREEKL to see
in an AISD pre-K program.

3. Current LEP status, active status, and grade
the LEP file for 1986-87.

if students had participated

level was then obtained from

4. The master file ELBFTR87 which included all available test scores for the
last six years was used to obtain ITBS scores on the students.

5. SAS PROC FREQS and PROC TABULATES were then utilized to obtain a variety
of information for those kindergarteners who had and had not participated
in an AISD pre-K program. First, the number still active as of the end of
each year was determined. Next, for those still active in AISD at the end
of 1986-87, the following information was determined:

o Original and current (1986-87) LEP status,
to Achievement scores for those exiting (23rd-39th percentile or 40tn

percendle in both reading and language),
Original and current LEP dominance,

o Grade levels each spring through 1987,
o Special education status,

Sex,
o Ethnicity,
o ITBS percentile scores in reading, language, and mathematics for

several categories- -
1) No score
2) Scores below the 7th percentile
3) Scores between 7 and 22
4) Scores between 23 and 39
5) Scores at or above the 40th percentile.
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Percentile score ranges were run for all those still in AISD in 1986-87 and
for those active each year. Percentile score ranges were also run separately
for students never retained versus those retained one year. This was done to
avoid mixing percentile scores for students tested on different levels on the
tests. Invalid scores were counted as "no score."

One problem with identification numbers affected sample sizes slightly. In

1981-82 through 1985-86, temporary numbers were assigned to students initially
and later changed to permanent numbers. If a kindergarten student still nad a

temporary number at the end of 1981-82, 82-83, or 83-84, he or she was lost
because the number would not match that for 1986-87. Also, once students left
the district, their numbers were sometimes reused after a certain length of
time. Checks were made of students who had an inappropriate or unlikely grade
assignment to make sure they were the same students.

Because of the large quantity of data generated for the three groups, the
group we will focus on primarily here is the 1981-82 group (for which the
longest follow-up is possible). General trends across the three groups will
also be included here plus attachments with data on all groups.

LEP and Special Education Status

AISD had 260 LEP students in kindergarten in 1981-82--195 had not attended
pre-K in AISD the previous year and 65 had attended the program. Of those who

attended AISD's Title VII pre-K program, 51 (78.5%) remained in AISD by
1986-87; of those who did not attend, 128 students (66%) remained. Figure
B-10 shows the percentage of those still active from each group who are now:

Still LEP and in the regular program,
Special Education LEP students, and
Exited from LEP status.

Regular LEP--53.0

Sp. Ed. LE2-9.

FIGURE 8-10
1981-82 KINDERGARTEN FOLLOW-UP

Exited Sale 23-39-13.

Exited Total 35.221
11 Si

SP. Ed. UP-10.

*Exited Ma 40--21.SZ

Exitei Ma 23-39-17.

PREK STATUS 1986 -87

Exited Total 48.92
N JO
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Attachment B -6 shows the number of students in kindergarten in 1981-82,
1982-83, and 1983-84 remaining in AISD each year (pre-K and no pre-K groups)
along with their grade level.

Of students still in AISD, those attending the Title VII pre-K, compared to
those not attending:

o Were referred to special education about as often (with 9.8% of tne
pre-K and 10.2% of the no pre-K group referred); and

o Exited less often (with 35% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K group
exiting).

In both groups, it was more common for students to exit with both percentile
scores on tne ITBS above 40 than with one or both between 23 and 39. Those
exiting had been LEP for three to four years.

In the two previous years, special education rates were slightly lower for the
pre-K than the no pre-K groups (15% vs. 17% for 1982-83 and 5% vs. 11% for
1983-84) but exit rates were lower as well.

Thus, there is no strong evidence that the pre-K group had lower rates of
special education placement or higher exit rates (as would be expected if the
program had a long-term impact). It is not known whether the fact that more
of the pre-K group stayed in AISD impacted these results.

Dominance. If those served by pre-K tended to be dominant in Spanish more
Weii-Tin the no pre-K group, this might explain why fewer students exited.
However, in the 1981-82 group, the pre-K group actually had fewer Spanish
dominant students (33% versus 45%). Across time, both groups had more students
become English dominant or balanced in both languages. However, the no pre-K
group showed a greater degree of change (19% versus 14%). By 1986-87, 41% of
the no pre-K and 50% of the pre-K group were English dominant. (It must be
noted that students are often not retested until they are ready for exit, so
these are conservative estimates.) In the other two follow-up years, those
served by pre-K tended to be Spanish dominant more often than the other group
initially, and to show a greater change towards English dominance over time.
(See Attachment B-7.)

Retention Rates

In both the 1981-82 pre-K and no pre-K groups, approximately 50% of the
students were retained. Students should have been in grade 5 if not retained.
The actual grade breakdowns for each of the 1981-82 groups is shown below.

PRE-K NO PRE-K
No. Percent No. Percent

101

GRADE: 5 25 (49%)

4 23 (45%)

3 2 ( 4%)

TOTAL:
2 1 ( 2%)

-n1- (on)

APPENDIX p,e

64 (50%)

63 (49%)

1 ( 1%)

0 ( 0%)
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In the 1982-83 group, 50% of the pre-K and 49% of the no pre-K group were
retained. In the 1983-84 group, 43% of the pre-K and 47% of the no pre-K
group were retained. Thus, there is no consistent evidence that the pre-K
program resulted in fewer retentions. (See Attachment B -6.)

Achievement Patterns

The progress of all students in both groups who were active in AISD all five
years was followed in reading, language, and mathematics (ITBS Total scores in
each area were utilized). The achievement patterns for those not retained
will be discussed here. The percentage of students showing performance in
three categories was followed over time. This included those scoring:

co Below the 23rd percentile or not tested (it was assumed those not tested
would have earned a low score because of limited English ability);

o Between the 23rd and 39th percentile;
o At or above the 40th percentile.

It was hoped that the percentage of students in both groups who scored below
the 23rd percentile would decrease, while the percentage scoring above the 40th
percentile would increase, over time. If the pre-K program had long-term
effects on achievement, pre-K groups would be expected to show larger changes
over time.

Two points must be kept in mind in reviewing these results:

o Reading is not tested at the kindergarten level, and

o Even the first scores listed in each area are posttests since no scores
are available at the pre-K level for both groups.

Both the pre-K and no pre-K groups showed the desired changes over time.
Changes were most dramatic in language (see Figure B-11), with the percentage
of students scoring above the 40th percentile rising 43.5% for pre-K and 51.9%
for no pre-K students. Mathematics changes were more moderate, with a 30.4%
increase in the above 40 category for pre-K and a 42.4% increase for no pre-K
students. Reading percentages showed the smallest changes, with 4.3% more of
the pre-K and 7.6% more of the no pre-K group scoring above 40. The percent-
ages of scores in reading, language, and mathematics in each range for both
1981-82 kindergarten groups plus the percentage of change over time are shown
in Figure B -12.
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FIGURE 8-11
FOLLOW-UP ON 1981-82 KINDERGARTENERS -- LANGUAGE
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Patterns were similar for the 1982-83 and 1983-84 kindergarten follow-up
groups. (See Attachment B -8 for complete frequencies on all three groups not
retained; Attachment B-9 is the same information for those retained one year;
8-10 reflects all active students.) In terms of scoring above the 40th
percentile, the degree of change was more positive for the pre-K than the no
pre-K group in only two of nine comparisons (in reading and matnematics for
the 1982-83 group). In terms of scoring below 23, larger decreases were seen
for the pre-K versus the no pre-K group in three of nine comparisons.
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Thus, pre-K students did not show better long-term achievement than did
students not served. It is difficult to determine wny more positive effects
were not seen for the pre-K Title VII students. If time and resources permit,
we hope to observe and document more fully the nature of the bilingual
prekindergarten program as it now exists in AISD in the future. AISD's present
program has had national recognition as exemplary and is quite different from
the Title VII pre-K program. The amount of instruction provided in Spanish
versus English would be one critical feature to document. Some national
literature suggests that all instruction should be in the native language at

this young age.

FIGURE B-12
PERCENTAGE OF 1981-82 KINDERGARTEN LEP STUDENTS SCORING IN EACH OF FIVE

PERCENTILE RANGES ON THE ITBS: PRE -K VS. NO PRE-K STUDENTS

Percentile Ranges
Readin 1982

Percent in Each Category
1983 1984 1985 1986 1987

Change
1983-87

No Score Pre-K NA 52.2 34.7 39.0 47.7 47.8 - 4.4
or<23 No pre-K NA 36.6 17.3 19.0 19.2 15.3 -21.3

23 -33 Pre-K - 21.7 43.5 30.4 26.1 21.7 . 0

No re-K - 17.3 26.9 17.3 28.8 30.8 +13.5

>40 're-K - b. 1. 0.4 I. + 4.3

No .re K - 46.2 55.8 63.5 51.9 53.8 + 7.6

Change

Language I 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1982-87

No Score Pre-K 78.2 47.8 30.4 17.3 17.3 17.4 -60.8

or <23 No re-K 73.0 40.4 15.4 11.5 7.7 7.6 -65.4

23- 9 Pre-' 4.3 :./ 17.4 '1./ .1 1. + /.4

No pre-K - 9.6 13.5 9.6
.

17.3 13.5 +13.5

>40 Pre-K 17.4 43.5 52.2 60.9 56.5 60.9 +43.5
No pre -K 26.9 50.0 71.2 78.8 75.0 78.8 +51.9

Change

Mathematics 1982 1983 1984 1985 1386 1987 1982-87

No Score Pre-K .. . 6.0 0.4 4.7 .4 .0 - .
or<23 No pre-K 51.8 11.6 7.7 30.8 21.2 21.2 -30.6

23-39 Pre-K 13.0 8.7 21.7 8.7 13.0 26.1 +13.1

No pre -K 19.2 11.5 11.5 5.8 13.5 7.7 -11.5

>40 Pre-K 17.4 65.2 47.8 56.5 43.5 47.8 +30.4

No pre -K 28.8 76.9 80.8 63.5 65.4 71.2 +42.4

Tne 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in
ALSO and not retained.
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The 23 pre-K and 52 no pre-K students included were active all five years in
AISD and not retained.

Evaluation Question D1-2: How have LEP students who started in AISD's
Title VII pre-K program in 1980-81, 1981-82, and 1982-83 progressed
compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)?

- --Achievement growth

- --Retention rates
---Special Education referrals

Procedures and results for this question can be found in the Chapter 1 Final
Technical Report (ORE Pub. No. 86.03).

Evaluation Question 01-3: How have fifth-grade LEP students in AISD's
Title VII program in 1979-80 (and 1976-77) progressed? Compared to
Chapter 1 students? Hispanic students? All AISD students?

- --Number still in AISD

- --Number of dropouts
- --Number retained

---LEP status, years to exit
- --Prueba de Lectura scores (compared to 1985-86)
---High school Spanish (number of years taken)
- --Grade point average (with CAT as predictor)

From 1975-76 through 1979-80, AISD received federal Title VII funds for a
bilingual demonstration project at grades K-6. Tne Title VII Project was to
build the District's capacity to implement bilingual education through staff
development, curriculum development, and rarent involvement. The project
operated at nine campuses in 1979 -8Q- -eight elementary (K-6) and one sixth-
grade campus. All students on a campus participated--all campuses had high
concentrations of LEP students. One of the major findings at the end of the
five-year project was that fifth graders who had participated since first grade
showed greater gains in English reading tnan those not participating. Small

but consistent increases were also seen in fifth graders Spanish-reading skills
(gains greater than for non-project students).

Title VII students in fifth grade in 1979-80, unless retained subsequently,
should have graduated in the spring of 1986-87. A follow-up was done on all
fifth graders in the project in 1979-80 (92 were in the project since first
grade with 129 in varying lengths of time). Their progress was compared to
that of Chapter 1 students, Hispanic students, and all AISD fifth graders in
terms of the following variables:

Number still in AISD,
Number of dropouts,
Number retained,

e Course grades of F earned.
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The Title VII students would be expected to perform somewhat less well than all
AISD fifth graders, but this information provides a valuable reference point.
Title VII students :ould be expected to show rates more similar to those of
Chapter 1 and Hispanic students, a'though their limited knowledge of English
again puts them at a disadvantage (Title VII students were excluded from those
two groups in the follow-up). Thus, performance equal to any of the other
groups would be quite positive.

Data Files. The 1979-80 Title VII masterfile provided the names and identifica-
tion number of all fifth graders participating. It was not possible to
determine how long each had been in the program, so all were followed. The

file was named FRYTITLE7; as a SAS input file, it was called LEPFIL. A file of
Chapter 1 fifth graders (FRYCHAP1) was also created from BIGG file. Program

SA-JF082 (variations 04 01, 05 01, 06 01) produced needed data. Program

statements are shown with relevant results in Attachments B-11 (grade levels,
drop status).

The program which produced data on those dropping out is shown in Attachment
B-12 (SA-PS014 1101).

It was not possible to monitor LEP status and exits because this information
was not kept on record until 1982; many of these students probably exited prior
to this (only 13 students overall had an exit score and status of 7 on the
1986-87 LEP file).

Retention rates were based on current grade assignments and a knowledge of the
grade they would be in if not subsequently retained. Current grade was taken
from the student Master File.

Course grades and F's earned were determined based on the Student Grade Report
(SGR) File. Programs utilized and relevant output are shown in Attachment B-13.

Results

Current Status: Still in AISD Dropouts, Transfers

Figure B-13 shows the number and percent of the original 1979-80 groups still
in AISD, dropped, and transferred to other districts as of 1986-87.

FIGURE B-13
1986-87 STATUS OF 1979-80 FIFTH GRADERS

IIIIMOILMIIIICIIMIEStil ILIRIlililEall
11411111111

A

Total

1979-80 221 100 637 100 924 100 3,675 100
Status
1986-87

124 56.1 204 3t.0 363 39.3 1,899 51.7in AISD

Dropped Out 77 34.8 204 32.0 228 24.7 635 17.3

Transferred 20 9.0 249 39.1 333 36.0 1,141 31.0

Chapter 1 and Hispanic, groups do not include Title VII students.
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The four groups differed significantly in terms of the percentage dropping out.
Title VII students had the highest percentage of student_ still in AISD but
also the highest percentage dropping out. The population appears quite
stable, in that only 9% transferred to other districts. The Title VII dropout
rate of 34.8% is double that for all 1979-80 fifth graders (17.3%); it is
closest to the rate for Chapter 1 students (28.9%). (See Attachment B-12.)

Retention Rates

Retention rates also varied significantly across groups. Of those still in
AISD in 1986-87, of the 1979-80 Title VII group were on grade level (grade
12) but 40% had been retained at least once between 1979-80 and 1986-87; 18.5%
(23 students) had been retained more than once. As Figure 25 illustrates,
these retention rates are over twice that of all AISD 1979-80 fifth graders
(15%). Retention rates were closer to those of Chapter 1 students (32%) and
Hispanic students (23%).

FIGURE B -14

1986-87 GRADE LEVEL STATUS OF 1979-80
FOLLOW-UP GROUPS

Title VII C.','er 1 mtspant All AISD Grade
Grade 1980-81 N % h % N N %

12 74 59.7 139 68.1 280 77.1 1,614 85.0

11 27 21.8 43 21.1 48 13.2 174 89.2

10 19 15.3 18 8.8 25 6.9 87 4.6

9 4 3.2 4 2.0 9 2.5 2:.; 1.2

8 - - - - 1 .3 1 .1

Courses Grades -- F's :arned

The percentage of failing and passing grades earned during the spring of
1986-87 was determined for courses taken by all groups. Courses in which
seven or more former Title VII students were enrolled were selected; course
grades for these same courses were then examined for the other groups as
well. The courses ineuded are listed below.

English (IB, IIIB, IVB, IVB Academic)
Correlated Language ARts (IIIB)
Record keeping

Foods and Nutrition
Farily LiviA

'mai (wometry
action to Biology
tive Training

Chemistry
U.S. History
U.S. Government
Sociology
Advanced Social Studies
Health
Vocational Office Education (VOE)
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Pass and fail rates for these courses combined are shown in Figure B-15. The

Title VII follow-up group had the highest failure rate (20.2%), again double
that of all AISD follow-up students (10.3%). Rates were more similar to

those of Chapter 1 (15.4%) and Hispanic (14.4%) students.

FIGURE B -15

1979-80 TITLE VII FOLLOW-UP GROUPS
COURSE GRADES--PASS AND FAIL

Title VII Chapter 1 Hispanic All AISD

N % N % N % N %

Pass

Fail

42

166

79.8
20.2

193

35

84.6
15.4

379

64

85.6
14.4

2,190
251

89.7
10.3

Total Grades
Earned 208 100.0 228 100.0 443 100.0 2,441 100'.0

Includes common courses taken by all groups, spring, 1987. Grades

earned exceed number in each group because some students were
enrolled in more than one course included.

failure rates were lower for Title VII students than for the other groups for
some of the 16 courses. The English IVB academic rates were lower for the
Title VII than for any of the other groups. U.S. Government failure rates
were lower for Title VII than for Chapter 1 or Hispanic students. Overall,

Title VII failure rates were lower than Chapter l's in three courses, lower
than Hispanic's in five courses, and lower than all AISD students in four
courses. (See Attachment B-13.)

Summary

The boost provided by Title VII did not appear sufficient to overcome limited
English ability in the fifth-grade follow-up. Fifth graders in Title VII in
1979-80 had higher rates of retention, dropping out, and failing than the
1979-80 Chapter 1 students as well as the other two comparison groups.
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Attachment 8-1
(Page 1 of 14)

READING

All Exits From 1984-85 Regardless
of Active Status Other Years
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IPERCENT
4. .......

N.3 rn SCCREGRP I I I I I I I 1 I

I. .

INUSCR
I

I

I

31
I

60.01
I

II
I

20.01
I

I

I

I

I

II

I

20.01
+ + 4.... -4. -- . 4. 4. .......... 4. + +

2SCRC6
I 11 20.01 I I I I I I

+ + + +- + + .4.----- + --..+
3SCX22 I I I 21 40.01 I I I I

+ + + + +- + -+ +
4SCR39 I II 20.0: I I 21 40.01 II 20.CI

+ + + + + +------- -+ 4. ... ..4.

5SCR99 I I I 21 40.CI 31 60.01 31 60.CI
-... ...

IOTAL 1 51 IC0.01 51 100.01 51 100.01 51 100.01

1

87 ITCTAL

N (PERCENT I A

I I

I I

21 40.01 7
+-

1 I 1

+-- -.......+.

I I 2

11 20.01 5
- .. 4- +

21 40.01 10

51 100.01 25

No A/0'5 .het b 1 oaut - m.) o years later

145
114



AuSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHCOL DISTRICT caf.IFnai n4nt 1
CFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION * ** *EXIT WITH BOTH GE 401

15:10 THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1987
LEP STUDENTS wHO EXITED FROM C5/85 TO 09/85
DO PROD TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCCRE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

.72

m

GRAOEGRP 00-06

1

I

I

- ---
83 1 84 1

. .4 +

N (PERCENT I N (PERCENT 1

4.....- 4.

TESTYEAR

85 I

N (PERCENT I N

86 1

1PERCENT 1

+

awe. 1111.1

1

-I
87 1TCTAL

N !PERCENT I N
4. -. ..4.CO C=7

111 SCOREGRP I I I I I I A 1 I I 1).<
I I I I I I I I I I I

CO INOSCR 1 601 73.21 381 46.31 111 13.41 III 13.41 131 15.91 133
+ + + + + + + 4.-- -.....4 + +-

2SCR 06 I I I 21 2.41
I I I I I 1 2

+ + 4 .. 4.. --- 4 4 ..., .4. . --4. +
3SLR22 1 61 7.31 51 6.11 I I 415.04 4.91 21 2.41 17

+----- - +- 4.--- --4. 4.- .. 4 +- +---- ---- +------ +---- ----+-4SCR39 1 81 9.81 111 13.41 I I#%' 121 14.61 141 17.11 45
+ + + + 4.- 4 fat--

711

..--

86.61
+roe

551 67.11 531 64.61 213
5SCR99 I 81 9.81 261 31.71

+ +a.* - - - -+

821 100.01 821 100.01 410
TCTAL I 821 100.01 821 1D0.01 821 100.01

116



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 2
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION A148t EXIT WITH BOTH GE 40

15:10 THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1987
LEP STUDENTS 1,H0 EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

-a
-a
ni

r..) =
co C2W

>4

03 I+

GRAOEGRF

SCGREGRP

1NOSCR

35CR22

44SCR39
I+

15SCRS9

IICTAL

07-08

1

1

1

1

1

+

1

1

1

+ a

1

tvo

1

1

1

83 1

--- -- -4.

N 'PERCENT 1

+ +

1 1

1 1

11 50.01
...a+

11 50.01
..... +

1 1

+

1 1

4. -- ... +-

21 100.01

LANGUAGE GROUP
TESTAREA

84 1

+

N 'PERCENT 1

+--- -- - - -+

1 1

1 1

11 50.01
+

1 1

+ t

11 50.01

1 I

-- - - -+ r

21 100.01

= SPANISH
= READ

IN MI

TESTYEAR
wow. mmmm mmmmmm

05 1 86 1 87 ITCTAL
r ... mm #4.................f......

N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N 1PERCENT 1 A.4...--- t
I 1

1 1

I 1

+ +

1 1

. mt..... ob. t

1 1

----...4------ -t-
1 1

1 1

1 I

+ +

1 I

. t. Am.. mt...

1 I

.....t ... .4.

21 100.01
4.

21 100.01

4.--
I

1

21
t. 4.

I

+

1

4.

1

21

-- w.r..-----
I

1

100.01 4
immommowt

1 1

+

I 1

+

1 4

100.01 10

t- ........4.

21 100.01
+ r

21 1C0.01

118

MMage, MeMMM MallMMWMWIMMM
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GRADEGRP 09-12

ALSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA-JF081 0401 3
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION * *$* EXIT WITH BOTH GE 40

15:10 THURSDAY. JUNE 25. 1987

.......... OMNI OMAR

SCCREGRP

INOSCR

2SCRO6
..

3SCR22

4bCR39

5SCR99

ICTAL

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCCRE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GRCUP SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

SIIMOOM40....01. ......
TESTYEAR

I 83 1 84 I

1

I N (PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1

+ + ...............4...,... +

I I I I I

i 1 I 1 I

1 II 33.31 I I

I II 33.31

I 1 I 21 66.71

I 11 33.31 I I

85

N 'PERCENT

I

I

I

I
+

1

I

r

I

I

1

I

I

I

Mded..M011.1..=411.016001001..M41.111,MIAMI

86

N 'PERCENT

I

I

I

I

I

11

I 87 ITCTAL
--....r.........--........f--..--..

I N 'PERCENT I A

I

1

I

+.1=11141.mm+.=011411,m.
I

I

33.31

....................................

I I

1 1

11 33.31 2

I I 1

I I 2
femed......mumwfmemm.dimas

11 33.31 3
#die.mommmof dlow ...# orammeeam

1 i I 11 33.31 31 100.01 21 66.71 11 33.31 7
f f

31

f
103.01 31

t -MN
100.01 151 31 ICO.CI 31 IC0.01 31 100.01

120

imobol..11 M4041.11111MMMOOMMI4

121



Ia

AL .IN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE CF RESEARCh AND EVALUATION 4*4

SA-JF081 0401 1
[EXIT WITH 1 OR BOTH LE 391

15:14 THURSDAY, JCNE 250 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

GRADEGRP 00-06
Meommememl.M

1

1

TESTYEAR
M.4111M.MIIM MMMMM ..11111111.0.0011

1 83 1 84 1 85 1 86 I 87 ITCTAL
1

+

N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N PERCENT I N
......-.. ========= ......0.....---, + ......0 fewiermimmmulimmfm

rrt SCOREGRP I I I I I I I I I 1 1

.= .1
I I I 1 1 1 I I I IFi 1NOSCR 1 241 51.11 81 17.01 1 1 101 21.31 171 36.21 59>4

+ + + + 0.......--0.-........-.0....---.0. + + .0
CO 2SCROA I I

..--....... ========== 0 +
I 11 2.11
0.......-0.-.......... 0...

I

-....0
1 21 4.31

.......1.4.
1 1 3

3SC1,t22 1 81 17.01 121 25.51 1
113 ni 23.41 61 12.81 37

0 0 0 0 0 4.mmwmm.f........o.MFmmillmmm+ommilmnommilm,"

181 31.91 1044SCR39 I 121 25.51 221 46.81 391 83.01 161 34.01
-+ + 0.-....-0-------0.-....-.0..-......---0 0............-.0

5SCR99 1 31 6.41 41 8.51 81 17.01 81 17.01 .91 19.11 32
0..-........0 + +

TCTAL 1 471

0.-......0

100.01 471 100.01
+

471 10.01
+

471
+

100.01
+ foe

471 100.01 235
MONOMMOMD.11.11.11.0.........D.MOMOO...

rn
N



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA=JF081 0401 2
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION *** EXIT WITH 1 OR BOTH LE 39

15:14 THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

GRAUEGRP 07-08
mmlessms....14100.11.omososas mrm.o.moimmi MOMMOMM.....4.MMM

11110D.00111

SCOREGRP

1NOSCR

I TESTYEAR 1

1 83 I 84 I 85 1 86 I 87
Immm.momminommmOMM01.10+....m.e.maiminismommosm." mmmmmmm =========

!TOTAL

1 N (PERCENT 1 N PERCENT I N 'PERCENT I N (PERCENT I N !PERCENT 1 N

I I 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1

1 21 25.01 21 25.01
+.11.4 pow.m.B.m.o moo.

2SCRO6 I 21 25.0! 1 1

+ . +

iSCR22 1 41 50.01 61 75.01

4SCR3S

5SCR9S

TCTAL

fmmmOmmomm.

I I I I I I

I I I I I 1

I I 31 37.51 41 50.0 II
fmms.mm+ . +.. 41.1.........

I 1 / 1 1 I 2

1 I 1 I 11 12.51 11
fmmossaimmadmagim. .0nommem.......aesommr4...molomm

TI 87.51 41 50.01 11 12.51 12
Smememwoommomf.

1 I 1 I I 11 12.51 11 12.51 21 25.01 4
+MMaimmm.114MONIOMM.41......a.m.M

1 6! 100.01 81 100.01 81 100.01 81 100.01 81 100.01 40

124



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA-JF081 0401 3
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION *** EXIT 11TH 1 OR BOTH LE 39

15:14 THURSDAY, JUNE 25. 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
00 PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

GRAOEGRP 09 -12

m

1

1

1

Igo.

1

83 1 84 1

Irma ------ +----- ----- - - - - -+
N (PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT I N

TESTYEAR

85 1

+

(PERCENT 1 N

WISOWMOMODMODM.M1111.MM,MMOOMIIWWIMMIONIWWWM.M.

1

04.11111 -I
86 1 87 1TCTAL

(PERCENT I N 1PERCENTA NCi + + + +

>< SCOREGRP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

I I I 1 1 I I I I / ICO
1110SCR I 21 1O0.01 11 50.01 1 1 11 50.01 11 50.01 5

+ .....................m.......- ..... + +- .0. .....................m..........
4SCR39 1 1 1 1 I 21 1C0.01 I I I I 2

I. + + + + +

I I 11 50.01 11 50.01 35SCR99 I I I 11 50.01
+ . . ...................-... + + + + + ...........

TOTAL 1 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 1C0.01 21 100.01 10

12. 6

111111001,

127



GRADEGRP 00-06
11110111

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SChGOL DISTRICT SAIF081 0401 5
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATICN **** ALL EXIT SCORES

15:01 THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1987
LEP STUDENTS MHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
LOrtOGUAC,Sd

TESTAREA = LANG

TESTYEAR

ey Hs btrcf less
o-P- cA-ive s o4- her years

IMMMODMMOID.MOIOMM.MMIMOO WIN .01111MAWISMAMMOMMOMOMMI

83 I 84 I 85 I 86 I 87 ITCTAL
Immmovo ===== apoomme64. malweemm41m.mmmmswomommm mmomismrommommm

1 N IPERCENT I N (PERCENT I N (PERCENT I N 'PERCENT I N !PERCENT I N

SCOREGRP 1

------------- - - - - -I I

1NOSCR I 741
.110 + - -- -+

falsomaarmalt

57.41 311
1

24.01 1 I 211 16.31 301 23.31 156

2SCRO6
.+.

71 5.41 51 3.91
t------..t

I 12
.

35CR22 155 131 10.1142 201 15.51 I I 21 a 1.61 3139 2.31 38

4SCR39 1 161p1112.41 2312A. 17.81 211 16.3111'-" 1711401 13.21 1814 14.01 95

5SCR99 I 191 14.71 50161%38.81 1081 83.71 8911(01% 69.01 78171% 60.51 344

1CTAL
MODOMMIMM.41.

128

1291 100.01 1291 100.01 1291 100.01 1291 100.CI

InAunvt, 52..

1291 100.01 645
IIIMIIIIMIM11111111011

12P

rn

)



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

--------

SA-JF081 0401 6
*44* ALL EXIT SCORES

15:01 THURSDAY. JUNE 25. 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PRIM TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP s SPANISH
TESTAREA 2= LANG

GRADEGRP 07-08
0101M.D. ..................

.M.M111400MillaM.O.M.INIWOOMMWM.M...10.1.1W1.0.1.11.141MIMIMMOMMOMMIMMMIMIONMOODOOMM.01111.0 ...... &My =4131411.111111.
1 TESTYEAR

1
1 --.. ..... --..-........-.........-- ....... ....,..........--............1

1 63 I 84 1 85 1 86
I 87 'TOTAL

1 4
.-.....

1 N (PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N- 4 4 ....y..... 4.111.1...... 4. seawall+ 4 4. = M.= +I1= =IN .1/....
SCGREGRP I 1 1 1 1 1 I 1

1

I I- I I I I I I

I

I I 11lCSCR 1 31 30.01 31 30.01 1 31 30.01 61 60.01 15
+ 4 + 4.................4 4 411111.0111 4100..8

4(.4....1Mm4nlmmek....46435CR22
I 31 30.01 11 10.01

I I I I I 1 4

45CR39
I 31 30.01 31 30.01 31 30.01 11 10.C1 21 20.01 12

55CR99
1 11 10.01 31 30.01 71 70.01 61 60.01 21 20.01 19. a* =I MN= +=11.0.4 114 MINE =MO*. f =NOM +.1,1TOTAL
I 101 100.01 101 100.01 101 100.01 101 100.01 101 100.01 50

haapr- c:'6*



AUSTIN INDEPEN0ENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA-JF081 0401 7OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATICN **** ALL EXIT SCORES
15:01 THURSDAY, JUNE 25, 1987

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

GRADEGKP

>
73
'V
111

CO Z
01 IDII,

CO

09-12

SCOREGRP

11WSCR

4SCm39

5SCR99

ICTAL

c

II--..
I 83

II+
I N 1PERCENT I

.4. + +
I I I

I I I

I 41 80.0!

I I I+-+- -+ .

I 11 20.01
+ ..... + +

I 51 100.01

N

132

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = LANG

IMMINNO 11.401

TESIYEAR
I

...-.. ======= -- ============ ...........-....1

84 1 85
I 86 I 87

+ +---.... -.. m mm
!PERCENT 1 N 1PERCENT I N PERCENT I N IPERCENT

I AL

.4.
+ + .....,-----.4.-- ...... + . ..,...

I I I I I I I

+ .......-

I
I I I I I I I I

11
I I 11 20.CI

+ +
2I 40.01 8

::::11 1 I I I 1
I I 2+ + 4-...-- .4 +

20.0!
+ ,...,

31 51 31 31 15
60.31 100.01

.....----,...-..-..--..+ ....
+ 4 + +. .+

60.01 60.01.....

51 51 100.01 51 100.01 25
51 ' 100.01 100.01

.............1......MAO.M....................
0, ,,e 4a....... 47_,,e..,....e.se,,

133



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJE081 0401 5

OFFICE CF RESEARCI- AND EVALUATION **6--ITkITH 1 OR BOTH LE 39 ,.,
-15:14 THURSDAY, JLNE 25, 1937

1 -EP STUDENTS 14.10 EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PRGC IA8ULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA w LANG

GRAUEGRP 00 -06

1

1

1 83 1 84 1

1 N (PERCENT 1 N 1PERCEN7 1

... 4- t.
3.
-13 SCCREGRP 1 1 I 1 1

-13
1 1 I 1 I

IhOSCR 1 211 44.71 71 14.91

11-4

2SCRC6 1 21 4.31 1 1

+ 4..................t...... .....t. t
CO

2.SCR22 1 71 14.91 121 25.51

4SCR39 1 81 17.01 111 23.41
+ ......-

5SCR99 1 SI 19.11 171 36.21
ft.. 0.0 ......... f
TOTAL 1 471 100.01 471 100.01

134

........
TESTYEAR 1

.

85 I 86 1 87 (TOTAL

N 'PERCENT 1 N IPERCEIT 1 N 'PERCENT I N

1

f

..mt
I

1

1

I

I

I

1

1

I

I

1 1 101 21.31 171 36.21 55

i 1 I 1 1 I 2
.......t. t......t......mtr....t.+t-..

1 I 11,2.1%2.11 11 2.11 21

211 44.71 111 23.41 121 25.51 63

261 55.31 251 53.21 171 36.21 94

471 100.01 471 100.01 471 100.01.......235

.13r;



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SChOOL DISTRICT SA..JFQE1_0401-, 5
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION **0* EXIT WIWYDTh GE

-`--------15:10 THURSDAY. JUNE 25. 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITEC FROM 05/85 TO f,9/35
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCCRE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANIPI
TESTAREA = LANG

GRADEGRP 00-06

1...MIMAOMONIOMM011 =====

MUIP.O...00.4.40MMMIMMMOW110MMOMIMM.....

TESTYEAR 1

1

1 83 1 84 1 85 1 86 1 87 ITCTAL

I N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 h

-o mom +.
-o SCOREGRP 1 I I 1 1 1 1 1 1

co= 1 1 I I I 1 1 1

Co c) INDSCR 1 531 64.61
+mos m mat= 4.

241 29.31 1 111 13.41 131 15.91 101
atm>< Immo« m +

2SCRO6 1 51 6.11 51 6.11 1 1 1 1 1 10
CO

3SCR22 1 61 7.31 81 9.81 1 1 / III./ 1.21 21 2.41 17
=

4SCR39
........--

1 81 9.81
========

121 14.61 111 61 7.31 61 7.31 32

5SCR99 1 101 12.21 .31 40.21 821 100.01 641 78.01 611 74.41 250
mar t.....+. +mmmimmmil+mmmimma.mm+mmammummilimmasmimmmminmesmmemmfm...........84.1....

TOTAL 1 821 100.01 821 100.01 821 100.01 321 100.01 821 100.01 410

1.36 137
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 1
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 269 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = le01.5M
TESTAREA = READ/MGT

GRACEGRP 0006 trs Acn vt. AU_ Fiv YEAS ix) Past)
AW.MMWOOMOMMIOMOMMMOrri

1 TESTYEAR
ISIIMMIWO.M.011.MOMMIWOMOMMOM01110..1011MMMM410011

(83.87
101121100EMMIIMMIIMIP

1 83 1 84 I 85 1 86 87
1

'TOTALIa...amiaaaal.mieiwannrapgoo....I.NIImr................G...........................fo
?tempIlLte(406i51 N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N (PERCENT 1 H !PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT 1 Na. +......+..........++.+.....+...++.......3......+......s...m.i.+.............f.....+
SCCREGRP 1 1 I I I I I I I I I--....--......1 I I I I 1 I I I I IINcscerez 0 I 261 44.11 51 8.51 I I 21 3.41 11 1.71' 34

mimmolo..........mmlow+mmimm..............mm,maimomm...wfamommew.+4....maimmnammemmow.minammwromm...+MM..+woommmomm.Olimmemelmo
35CR22 81 13.61 91 15.31 I i 91 15.31 51 8.51 31mem Win= moo =if ..=ow 4arimawamas ++erws+~aalme+.~~spar familaDWOMMOIN.+01.et
45CR39 /5-35 1 171 28.81 231 39.01 211 35.61 191 32.21 181 30.51 98



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAmJF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 TEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85'
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

2

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987

GRACEGRP 07m08

4= rn

O
F4
>4

CO

.....essore

mommommoommIlmormsommaftmmommommn

1 TESTYEAR
/.111111111101.111..MO.WOINOMOMMIMMONIMINSOMMI..~. 1

IIMI

1 83 1 84 I 85 1 86
N.

I 87 'TOTALMW.MM M10.111 MmiiiMMWM.MINIMMIMM -- m OPIMM.M.10.=

1 N (PERCENT I N (PERCENT I N (PERCENT I Na.. alms Osleamemrea. arm
(PERCENT I

emonviewam
N (PERCENT 1 N

a. 4. arm wo 4ee aso 44es +.....reeras +eforamememet
SCCREGRP 1 1 I I I 1 1 1 1 1 111. GO WS..

1 1 1 1 1 1
2SCRO6 1 11 33.31 1 1 I I I 1 I 1 1email 4...........wwa+woneara+mmumems+aermagmonsamommoas.1.memos ...mom arm

3SCR22 1 21

4.owntsrenova+

66.71 31 100.01 1 1 1 1 11 33.31 6

4SCR39 I 1 1 I 1 31 100.01 21 66.71 11 33.31 6Mie Mem aNeNe.m MO. =Mall MOM fIMINOIMMNINS+ONOMM041.11M1+NINNOINI 00111.OMM OMM

5SCR99 I I 1 I

OMONIIMMINM+1.MMM40111+4 M.MMMI.M0=4110. 4.110111.01110
I I I

11 33.31 11 33.31 2

TOTAL 1

asammodmo
31 100.01 31 100.01 31 100.01

almtMeal. =WM filINN.....0.0.......NOIMOMMMOINI...41.111MMIMMIO
31 100.01 31 100.01 15

142
141



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA=JF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/35
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

GRACE,RP 09=12

3

11:58 FRIDAY. JUNE 26. 1987

"C)
R1

N.) CD
e-t

CO

....... .10041MOOMMOaIMMAINIMMOM100M101.10110M0010.
I TESTYEAR
Imemmiwwwwwwlismardwil....w.mmmaimmmmummommemilmb

1 83 I 84 I 85
1

86 1 87 'TOTAL
IMPOMOMM.....4.d.MIONMMWOMM.....MOOMOMIWOOMMOM.i

N 'PERCENT 1 N PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP......--. 1

3SCR22

.4.11.10.411.11.+Ma.1141.71111.+W.20.11+0MMNOMMPOO++101.~MMA,0111MOOMMIO+MMT0111.011MOMONi+ANN.M.L.71
I 1 I 1 I 1 I I 1

1

1 1 1 11 100.01 1 I 1 1

.41141MIMM.111

fa warm 1
45CR39

++MM. 404111.1 +0NOYMMS+0.111IMIMIANINN41041. 441,.0 4../=4.MiMMOW+
1 11 100.01 1 1 I 1

DIMwalmi

1 1 11 100.01 2
ralwrawrows+mine.arsres

5SCR99 1 1

+ osammoorwm+ormderssf
I 1 1 11 100.01 11 100.0) 1 1 2

Ormeawerik.....Ormanroro+orftranaresor+
InIAL I 11

.11.wo amoommle 41. insammooramon. aramomenme ... awe.

100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 5

143
144



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF OIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

SAJF081 0401 4

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = READ

tGTALM.W17.111MDAMNPM.M4MM.MD../F
TESTYEAR

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987

........w........ orts............w.rearos I
83 1 84 1 85 1 86 1 87 'TOTAL.....................---.,...........--.....+.....--.........--...,..........------............

N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT I N !PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N..............,....--..............,...............---....---i.---.--...........+.......................--..........

SCGREGRP 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1................
1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 1

1ACSCR 261 41.31 51 7.91 .1 1 21 3.21 11 1.61 34goat Nor. mosesemor ....mbra. +. =wawa +.w............ 4............ f...... t ..............................." -'..---"."..'*+....."..............+P..'
2SCRO6 1 11 1.61 1 1 1 1 1 1 ! 1 1
am... a ow ow was am owm ..... +..... ...... f amse.o+loammare...+n+..........+4`...........
3SCR22 I I . .5.91 131 20.61 ', 1 9' 14.31 61 9.51 38

4SCR39 I 'Z' 28.61 231 36.51 241 38.11 211 33.31 201 31.71 1064 se. MO noN11.111140.1.101.....141.1.+.0...M.V. 4.................W. 4.................M.MMI 4....... 4.............................+4......4.
53CR99 1 81 12.71 221 34.91 391 61.91. 311 49.21 361 57.11 136

+Oa ell.00110. 4.11.4.111.10 70 040 10...111.1M11.0 11. OIMIN..am......+ImInuMmly 114141.111 #1100.110001411.01MBIIIIMMMIO.O.MINAMMIMO+ MMEM.Mmr111147111MMINM......J

TOTAL 1 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 315. I. IKA. . or ...am 01...41.10.1111011.141 ad..)

145
146



GRACEGRP 00*06

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA -JF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION *4** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITEO FROM 05/85 TO 09/65
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

.4111011.........011MMOW.MM.....NOMM

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA * LANGUMCit

IMOMMOOMM.M.W.M.MODOOMONFIll...W.MODM.41106M
TESTYEAR

83 I 84 85

1

1

86 I 87 'TOTALI
opmatrwwM. 01.4.11erweserm meow

PlAttgiveleANGss1 N PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N PERCENT I N !PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N4...............41.
SCCREGRP

+.samm +as sm.. ammo.= 4..warss ewe tamarruw.. Sawa..

INOSC8Rer 1 181 30.51 21 3.41 I 1 21 3.41 11 1.71 23
...................++ wawaip........ma.11.............. 4...............+

al Own.
2SCR06 1 i!K 51 8.51 lel 1. 1.71

um. 4-ams Gawrobwmo..YammaMi.11.10....s........PON
f 6

3SCR22 1.2v 1 101 16.91 61 10.21 1 1 11 1.71 11 1.71 18
0.110111=01140.1=10.10 ..1.111.10.=11.104111............011+11.+=+ 11.
4SCR39 3$-39 1 151 25.41 191 32.21 121 20.31 111 18.61 131 22.01 70

4....11 am. MP 11.1.... ++4eamwsG.+es.ii..=.....=
5SCR99 MO I ',11 18.61 311 52.51 471 79.71 451 76.31 441 74.61 17B

...Is 01.1......0 8................ +..................... ................ t ..................t.....t .."........................4.................................
TOTAL 1 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 295

MIONNO.ONEMINeyWONNIMIIIMIIMillIpNO .1

03



GRAOEGRP 07=08

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA=JF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

.01107011110...WWWWOMMMMIMME

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = LANG

6

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987

101.11MMIMMONANOMOMOM.....00WWWWWWWWOM=.

1 83 I 84

TESTYEAR

85 1 86 97 !TOTAL
INI .14.11..M0111..010.0M11.10.

1 N PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N (PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP I 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

I I 1 1 1 1 I 1 1 I I

4SCR39 1 21 66.71 11 33.31 11 33.31 11 33.31 11 33.31 6
4rweims ow.. +woo. woomows +=mows.. Imomwoomosomo Amoomowwwsmommosowows.+==onwmo}wwwwww+-........+wwwwwwwm 4.10

5SCR99 1 11 33.31 21 66.71 21 66.71 21 66.71 21 66.71 9
.........aw mos ...4....as. do 4..... owl... +.......owpwwwwwww+wwwww. llwswommemem+........+====.......................................................

TOTAL 1 31 100.01 31 100.01 31 100.01 31 100.01 31 100.01 15

M10.1114.410.41111.g.

.....M.M,4..MOOMIIM.411101.MMOli..N.M01.0.0NOMMVOMMMMOIIIMOOMMOMM.4.,.......M.1 10=WWWW

149

150



01

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA*Jr081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA * LANG

GRAOEGRP 05 12

C)

ril

CO

MI 8.111..11.. 410.1111.1111111211.010...110011.01 OMMMID

TESTYEAR 1

I
lommommmmommoMmmilooloamowsanw.mamomommanommommo

83 I 84 1 85 86
=dn...

87 ;TOTAL

1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT I

m 1... N 'PERCENT I N ;PERCENT I N

SCCREGRP

SSCRS9

sassrso +so. Mmasaams arm. Imam.=
1 1 1 I I 1 1

I 11 100.01 II 100.01 11 100.01
4.1.06_S

I 1

11 100.01

1 I

11 100.01 5
MO11.0.1.00....M11110.1.

TCTAL 1 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01
+=mores

11 100.01 5
MIONIM 4MI M. 4MI MO _MM.M r M 4.11M4011.00.0.01101,MMMMOIM

151 152



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 8
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
00 PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

TOTAL
mm.a.11 ...4111.0.40.411MWMAIMOMFIMM.O.MI.M.M.

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = LANG

aaMa
TESTYEAR

00.101111O0111D
1

.1
83 1 84 I e5 . 1 86 1 87 !TOTAL

................--.....+................... 4.........................4........
N (PERCENT 1 N (PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP 1 1 1 i 1 1 1

I

I 1..................
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

lACSCR 181 28.61 21 3.21 I I 21 3.21 If 1.61 23
+ammt wommo.. licroamowraas +awsasweeas Qom += + +11.10....1.+ammer+1.1+4smoorm

2SCR06 1 51 7.91 11 1.61 1 1 1 1 1 1 6
Ammo dm. 4.40.+.....0.10m+.00C4011.4640S+MMOPMM+.41.111MO410.+mAMIN.+0.100060MM.+mmimlem+IMMIm.MMM.+11..M.I.M.+0,WMMOYM.+MMMMWM

3SCR22

4SCR39

5SCR99

1 101 15.91 61 9.51 11 1.61 11

1 171 27.01 201 31.71 131 20.61 121 19.01 141

1 131 20.61 341 54.01 501 79.41 481 76.21 471

1.61 181

I
22.21 761

74.61 1921+ moo a.m.+ +mom ammo.. ++.=+.*+arawareama+mme...eamme+wrzostaaa+=s+mmomm+em.01.070.1011
TOTAL 1 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 3151QS.

153 154



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA=JF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = MATH

03 GI

CO

GRACEGRP 00.06
mallam...1. =.= INFO .M=1110.1.= .== WIWIIMNIMIN141,110

TESTYEAR
I

Mailmomm.mmftmemmism.A......Mmimmm.mammm,Ameallopm I

£3 1 84 1 85 I 86 1 87 (TOTAL
................................................. . .........

N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP

1NCSCR
411111.1111

25CR06

3SCR22

411 4.

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

91 15.31 11 1.71 1 1 11 1.71 II 1.71 121M.O..
I 31 5.11 21 3.41 I I 31 5.11 41 6.81 121

ammo ...maw ...........E..........1.........."+++"..0..*.°"mv I
1 141 23.71 71 11.91 111 18.61 9' 15.31 51 8.5! 461.

4SCR39
...........

1 101 16.91 131 22.01 61 10.21 121 20.31 101 16.91 51
+

5SCR99
.

4misomosalme

1 231 39.01 361 61.01 421 71.21 341 57.61 391 66.11 174
4. ma ammo me +=.........+"..+...+..".".IYa.'...".+'.+.+".

TCTAL
V

1 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 591 100.01 295

155
156



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCh.rt DISIAICT SA -JF081 U401 10
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = MATH

GRADEGRP 0708aw..m1 oplo Mae. owe mlmlaMainampliplon=1.11

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987

1 TESTYEAR
Immemmasemmie.mmOrAmmemmamom.mmarsomarmwommamawmaramwmammews....

'TOTAL1 83 I 84 1 85 1 86 1 87
I................................ +..............................-.......4.....MonreasNlarOam+awe. "MN= +.01.111
1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT I N (PERCENT 1 N

................ mmmmm .....................+....... am. .1 + 4.+.....mmame+mbromoverrawGe.W.+ .MMIDEN............41......M.MMINI11
SCCREGRP 1 1 1 1 1 I 1 I 1

I I

..... .1
1 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1

2SCRO6 1 11 33.31 1 1 I I I I 11 33.31 2

3SCR22

4SCR39

5SCR99

TCTAL



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA-JF081 0401 11
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = MATH

GRACEGRP 05-12
.111M OMM.01.10.11.MM...MMMIIMMMMONM.....1.1.....m. 31

(.71o 1-1
><

CO

IMMM.MMOIMMOMMOMPOIMMMODMIP.MOOMMOIMMOMMOli
TESTYEAR

1 83 I 84 1 85 1 86 87 'TOTAL
#.1111memm.ft

1 N (PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N
.m..a......e......mip.mm.mtm..ftmhm.#mamrwm+mmmrk,mwi,amwmmom.+wmhrrtmrmw,m+...4.mmftlw4.m..mwt.mmwmmrmtmmmm
SCCREGRP

5SCR99.........
TCTAL

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 t1 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 II 100.01 5
mows. # e

1 '11

+maseb+...ore.awymmemob Fmrammir mem taavraimwril.......e+eirmewst molooraw toromoswm

100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 11 100.01 5

159

.111=b 6110 IMIIMON=e"

160



TOTAL

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 12
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = SPANISH
TESTAREA = MATH

CO

TESTYEAR 1

1 83 1 84 1 85 I 86 1 87
1

'TOTAL

1N N PERCENT 1 N 1PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT 1 N (PERCENT 1
11.

N (PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP

1ACSCR

woe. +

1

1

1 1

91 14.31
mom...

1

11

1 1

1.61 I

1

1 11 1.61 1i

1

1.61 12

2SCRO6
MMOOM60.000.

I

am4

+we
41 6.31 21

moo. mos. 4so

3.21 1 I 31 4.81 51 7.91 14

3SCR22
10/110

I 151 23.81 81 12.71 121 19001 111 17.51 71 11.11 S-.3

4SCR39
ea

1

oh a.m...
101 15.91

memo atom
141 22.21 61 9.51 121 19.01 101 15.91 52

55CR99
........ 1

+A.m.

251 39.71 381 60.31 451 71.41 361 57.11 401 63.51 1841

TCTAL 1 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 631 100.01 3151
.omo ....=0......,...1111.1.1......11...

16

161



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA..JF081 0401 13
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26. 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITEC' FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = OTHER
TESTAREA = READ

GRACEGRP 00-06
wwN w M w ME.M.OWM.M.ONIMINNUIMi...11.WM.MWMOMPWOONI.

m
0-1
IV C7

><

CO

1140416 0.44 maw .m.= MIN

ww

TESTYEAR
IMM.M.Mmommumbewaell..mmommeamms..mminamswasmomisomm.

1
I 83 I 84 I 85 86 I 87 'TOTALI +wrwrw- wwww4rrN}NNrr.Nw1-«}ww

I N 'PERCENT I N 'PERCENT I4 la- 4044 4 4.

44414ftemosSmobaD+141404.4M
N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N

SCCREGRP

1NCSCR

4411.0141 es =Mee= laimeall leammeetwew
1 I 1 I I I

1 I I I 1

1 71 58.31 11 8.31 I

fow....44.ripserocas....tmeeroame
I 1 I I 1

1 I 1 1 1

I I 1 I 1 8

2SCRC6
aro. raoasa.

444401401441444 4.04 S 710.11.4mo404..mommem14 4. maw mows.

1 11 8.3: I I I

a.,=411444.11.141011111=4.44.MONImm MINma4m04Mmm. 4.04s

I I I 1 I 1

3SCR22 I

+an es. ...Cam es es +.0esmarwas

21 16.71 21

fosswomaa...

16.71 I

sue 4.....e.dwarsormer 11.1.mr+rarral.
I I I I 1 4

4SCR39 I

dB440.4.0440 ======= awn 044 4.14GOODY
21 16.71 41 33.31 31 25.01 11

estmar+olarom....+.}.....r.
8.31 11 8.31 11

5SCR99 1
I

mambos nom +..simsoomo

I

womosemommsame

51 41.71 91

amommtare.wo

75.01 111

anowamomm.+........... sower
31.71 111 91.71 36

TOTAL I 121 1C0.01 121 100.01 121 100.01 121 100.01 121 100.01 60

(Jove -cell be-low CL41-eY VI- 4"

111141100.1114111

163 161



GRACEGRP 07..08

111111

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 14
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TAULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = OTHER
TESTAREA = READ

.e.. MIMIM Ms.m.malrm41.0.1. ........11

SCCREGRP

INCSCR

11:58 FRIDAY. JUNE at, 1987

1 TESTYEAR
Ionem area arwmassaar a. D. wasmos arareepoose 81

I 83 1 84 I 85 86 87

1

1

!TOTAL
Iono awmwea ab a mum =ram...a+ ..loos me =mem.. me. ao+ mop was ino. +amalownasace

I N PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT I N+. or= rr r+r +weo- +-- e'-- =tww..--- -¢+ommemer
1 I 1 I I I I I I 1 Icomas. I I I I I I I I 1 I I
I 11 50.01 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 1 I....1.}........... 4...........oes Gloom arm .....winal......0 4.rwomesoosipowassawmmow.wfmrosowee+winanommo+samfswirmiar

2SCRO6 1 11 50.01 I 1 I I 1 I 1 1 1
Imam es +awes 4....easereww+nowawr..........or+amesw.s+rwaremr aersnos

3SCR22 I I I 11 50.01 I I I I I I 1

I4SCR39

I5SCR99

ITCTAL

Obaree+Ma111.10 a.m./WWII +.+11010M.M11.t meraimeamOifel01+4 IMMIM.MIM441111IMMIN11
1 1 1 II 50.01 11 50.01 I 1 I 1 2MMEMNIN. 4r SOMME. 4+asem 0.1++ ANN., =MOWN.. 000+4.
1 I 1 1 1 II 50.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 5

1 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 10

165

iJIII

166



GRACEGRP OC -06

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401 16
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION **** ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26. 1987
LEP STUDENTS WHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

41.410.....=4..01001111M.O.M.MAMOMO.110.0.M404allaal

LANGUAGE GROUP = OTHER
TESTAREA = LANG

I TESTYEARI11,4===== flall11.= WP/MEN11:MMIMMWOOle =41100001111.11.. Male 111.2.=.11411001. ifINO

83 1 84 I 85 I

1

1

86 I 87 !TOTALmaloaam6maaa.......mmia.0..4alaamalamammamaa.......4..."
1 N 'PERCENT 1 N /PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N

11. mowarmeraus11.amnmsce
1 1 1

I
1 1 1

1

1

1

SCOREGRP
=====
1NOSCR 1

I I 1 1 1 1 1V 16.71 1 I 1 1 1 I I 1 2
+............. 4.............m +..........+ .....w.......1 4.......................mosra 11........ammellawarramo }mwIlmal..11. ,

3SCR22 I 41 33.31 21 16.71 1 I I 1 1 1 6ia a ..... ........aa a . a mona am. 4.40 ow.. ;a. daaaammabas 4.................=m+.4-...........1..... }-.--.® I
45CR39 1 21 16.71 21 16.71 11 8.31 j 1 1 1 51.... ......+............+=mmeseme janomaa.. a t armalm....= a 4. waaaa..aa tow......arammest.rwreasem+vmstassm..1aroftamor a a I
5SCR99 1 41 33.31 8I 66.71 II! 91.71 121 100.01 12I 100.01 471

...---a aeon ..........+.....a.a.. Ilaboaama........4.........aaa+amaarmalmataamosmaaa+aarmaw......4............farama. mammo fa........... 4.mwas.m.= 4.2aseeamia I
1 121 100.01 121 100.01 12i 100.01 12j 1C0.01 121 100.01 601TCTAL

167

aM011.0411.41001 ======== MOOM=..411.11.MOO=OPMMONESIMM.404MWMOMMOMM.....M.P.

168



GRACEGRP 07-08

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SAJF081 0401
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION ***4 ACTIVE ALL 5 YEARS

LEP STUDENTS kHO EXITED FROM 05/85 TO 09/85
00 PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

LANGUAGE GROUP = OTHER
TESTAREA = LANG

01.01..100.0.61.11.0M..MOIMMMOMM411011.001MOOMMOMM...004104M.M.M=MiMiNiNNIMOMMMNIMMION.MMEMM.

Offair-deir

17

11:58 FRIDAY, JUNE 26, 1987

TESTYEAR
1

,.........11MOININOMINIMMINNOMMIMMI

1 83 1 84 I 85 1 86 1 87 'TOM
ICM MM. 10.11m+Mftsmdmim

1 N 'PERCENT I N !PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 N 'PERCENT 1 N !PERCENT 1 N

.L'CREORP 1 1 I I 1 1 1 1 I 1 IOMMalw.M..M0141041.11.MI
I 1 I 1 I 1 I 1 i I

lhOSCR I 11 50.01 I i I 1 1 1 1 1 1gran
25CR06 1 11 50.01 1 I I I 1 1 1 1 1

Owasensmsa
4SCR39 I I I 11 50.01 1 I 1 I I I 1111
5SCR99

TCTAL

1 1 1 11 50.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 7
....01.041mommosf..........+mmetimmwistmenammommem+marommormi.........mmalimprommoollm...mmimaawf.m.mom4011.........masw+mwm...

1 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 21 100.01 10
MOMOMdmOmoMMO.M MMMMMMM

169 170



CO

AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FINAL REPORTS 4
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SAJF080 J101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986a1987

SPANISH

C"÷

t"4*

CU0
a
tD

c+

CO

CA)

-o
-o

cn
Cr. 1::7

r-I

CO

M..====== MM.MMOMMOM.MMIWMMMM.1.MMOIMM.M

mewm..mmimmenamownimil.

GRADE L1'41)

00 tEL

Cl

02

C3
.11.1.60

C4

05
IMI MIAMI 1M

06

07

08
ell= NOVO

C9
vo..mams =======
10

11
,INGI4111MVINND

12

TOTAL

MIVINIMMMOMMMOMMNWIROWMIANOIMM. wanws sweaINMI

I hume*1 PREREAD I POSTREAD I PRELANG I POSTLANG I PREMATH I POSTMATH

(CI
M

0

I SUM I

I I

I i
1 4541

I 4581

4.mmmammie

N 1 MEAN 1

I I

I I

01 1

r ......................,.

641 0.921

formewommiftwom...........4mmanra...m.ammommomfm.....mmommammowmas+

N I MEAN 1 N I MEAN I N I MEAN I N I MEAN I N I MEAN

I I I I I I ,I I I

I I I i 1 1 I 1 I
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE Or RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS 10
SM.JF080 0101

15:20 THURSIMY JUNE 11 1987
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m1
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP - 1986-1987
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AUSTIN INDEPEADENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FINAL REPORTS 15 rn
OFFICE OF Rb3EARCH AND EVALUATION SAJF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987 fs.)
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986 -1987

OTHER NOT SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS 20
SA-JF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE II, 1987
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP - 1966-1987

TOTAL - SpANISH VIETNAMESE- ALL OTHERS
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AUSTIN INDEPiNDENT SuHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EY4LUATION

ONE YEAR

Ls STATUS FREQUENCY

FINAL REPORTS 6
SAJF080 0101

15:2n THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987
FOLLOW UP 1986-1987
SPANISH -Ts rM3 p_sA9

CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 ewlea 875 875 82.392 82.392
5tegarteabLfR 2 877 0.188 82.580

148 1025 13.936 96.516
8 ChAtlat/1:4'. 37

km:r yorct,DAD
1062 3.484 100.000

00MINANC FREQUENCY

11

CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PEP:ENT

A tp601151114004;1410173 173 16.461 16.461
B ,Atiute 243 416 23.121 39.581

356 772 33.873 73.454
Doeitiv.atitirer 161 933 15.319 88.773

E tkOne114.1 118 1051 1/.227 100.000
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986-1987
SPANISH

FINAL REPORTS
SAJF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987

LEPYEARS FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

. .

1 -017094--------0.094
2----...9-4 0.189

19 1.604 1. -792-
0.24 1 20 0.094 1.887
0.32 1 21 0.094 1.981
0.44 3 24 0.283 2.264
0.52 1 25 8.094 2.358
0.6 6 31 0.566 2.925

0.68 6 37 0.566 3.491
0.92 2 39 0.189 3.679

1 34 73 3.208 6.887
1.32 20 93 1.887 8.774
1.6 1 94 0.094 8.868

1468 136 230 12.830 21.698
1.88 1 231 0.094 21.792

2 26 257 2.453 24.245
2.16 1 258 0.094 24.340
2.32 22 280 .2.075 26.415
2.68 174 454 16.415 42.830

3 32 486 3.019 45.849
3.16 1 487 0.094 45.943
3.24 1 488 0.094 46.038
3.32 12 500 1.132 47.170
3.44 1 501 0.094 47.264
3.68 155 656 14.623 61.887

4 14 679 1.321 63.208
4.16 1 671 0.094 63.302
4.32 14 685 1.321 64.623
4.44 1 686 '0.094 64.717
4.65 83 769 7.830 72.547
4.76 1 770 0.094 72.642

5 1 773 0.283 72.925
5.32 10 783 0.943 73.868
5.68 80 863 7.547 81.415
5.84 1 864 0.094 81.509

6 3 867 0.283 81.v92
6.24 1 868 0.094 81.837
6.32 9 877 0.849 82.736
6.36 1 878 0.094 82.830
6.52 1 879 0.094 82.925
6.68 89 968 8.396 91.321

7 4 972 0.377 91.698
7.24 1 973 0.094 91.792
7.32 10 983 0.943 92.736
7.44 1 984 0.094 92.830
7.68 35 131Q 3.302 96.132 ,,,.41,..W!,,,,Htitt

8452
8.68 40

1 1020
1060

Q.094
3.774 100.000
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144141.qs -.41. ittolav it c(

11
-C:cre

-- I 1

(Oct %

Co
Crb



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
GFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS 12
5A...1F080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11 1987
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP - 19861987

VIETNAME5E-re*Iii.:0 e.S.X1.01(06"

STATUS FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 62 62 63.265 63.265
4 2 64 2.041 65.306
5 1 65 1.020 66.327
7 16 81 16.127 82.653
8 17 98 17.347 100.000

CDMINANC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

5 . . .

A 41 41 44.086 44.086
B 44 85 47.312 91.398

rri C 5 90 3.376 96.774
rn
IN7

E 3 93 3.226 100.000

LEPYEARS FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
07

183

. -4- . .

-11 -2-- -.2- 2.128 2.128
0.24 2 4 2.128 4.255
0.32 1 6 2.128 6.383
0.6 1 7 1.064 7.447

0.68 3 10 3.191 10.638
1 7 17 7.447 18.085

1.32 1 18 1.064 19.149
1.68 16 34 17.021 36.170

2 6 40 6.383 42.553
2.32 4 44 4.255 46.809
2.68 15 59 15.957 62.766

3 4 63 4.255 67.021
3.68 13 76 13.830 80.851
4.32 1 77 1.064 81.915
4.68 3 QO 3.191 85.106
5.68 4 84 4.255 89.362

6 1 85 1.064 9(4.426
6.16 1 86 1.064 91.489
6.32 1 87 1.064 92.553
6.68 5 92 5.319 97.872
7.16 1 93 1,3o4 98.936
7.68 1

ilK 1.064 100.000
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FINAL REPORTS 17
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA-JF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986-1987

OTHER - NOT SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE-Pe:5'M° We.s.141)Wci-

STATUS FREQUENCY CUM FWEQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 55 55 69.620 69.620
5 1 56 1.266 70.886
7 21 77 26.582 97.468
8 2 79 2.532 100.000

DOHINANC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

5 . . .

A 29 29 39.189 39.189
3 35 64 47.297 86.486
C 4 68 5.405 :1.892
D 5 73 6.757 98.649
E 1 74 1.351 100.000

3
17
17 LEPYEARS FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

00
rn

1%)

m
cn z
coai . ar . . .

>c
Fi

0 -2 .2- 2.564 2.564
0.32 1 3 1.282 3.846

co 0.52 1 4 1.282 5.128
0.6 5 9 6.410 11.538

1 7 16 8.974 20.513
1.31 5 21 6.410 26.923
1.6u 17 38 1.795 48.718

2 3 41 3.846 52.564
2.32 2 43 2.564 55.128
2.52 1 44 1.282 56.410
2.68

3

11

1

55
56

14.103
1.282

70.513
71795 ..

C+
3.32 6 62 7.692 74.487 ei

3.68 8 70 10.256 89.744 (1)
CD 0

4.68 4 74 5.128 94.872 0".
5.68 1 75 1.282 96.154 ..P%

(D
6.32 1 76 1.282 97.436 o
6.52 1 77 1.282 98.718 -11

6.68 1 78 1.282 100.000 cn cc

- Z.
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FINAL REPORTS 22
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SAJF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11. 1987
ONE YEAR FOLIOW UP 1986 -1987

TOTAL SPANISH, VIETNAMESE, AND ALL OTHERS Tg5rtp

STATUS FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 992 992 80.065 80.065
4 2 994 0.161 80.226
5 4 998 0.323 80.549
7 185 1183 14.931 95.480
8 56 12".,9 :.520 100.000

COHINANC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

21 . . .

A 243 243 19.951 19.951

3> B 322 565 26.437 46.388
-0 C 365 930 29.967 76.355-0
n, 0 166 1096 13.629 89.984

cn z E 122 1218 10.016 100.000

187
188

CO
01

"LI ef

tO
(D A

(D

01 a

"-f)

01 CO
1

...1161931-11111518._MEnt



189

AUSTIN INOEPEKOENI SCHOOL OISTRICT
OFFICE Of RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS 23
SA"JF080 0101

15:20 THURSOAY. JUNE 11 1987

TOTAL

LEPYEARS

.

ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP - 1986 -1987
- SPANISH, VIETNAMESE, AND ALL OTHERS

FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENT

/7', .. . .

CO
(71

"2 .r, 7. 0.081 0.081
-0.68 1 x 0.081 0.162

C 21 23 1.705 1.867
0.24 3 26 0.244 2.110
0.32 4 30 0.325 2.435
0.44 3 33 0.244 2.679
0.52 2 35 0.162 2.841
0.6 12 47 0.974 3.815
0.68 9 56 0.131 4.545
C.92 2 58 0.162 4.708

1 48 106 3.896 8.604
1.32 26 132 2.110 10.714
1.6 1 133 8.081 10.795

1.68 169 302 13.718 24.513
1.88 1 303 0.081 24.594

2 35 338 2.841 27.435
2.16 1 339 0.081 27.516
2.32 20 367 2.273 29.789
2.52 1 368 0.081 29.870
2.68 200 568 16.234 46.104

3 37 605 3.003 49.107
3.16 1 606 0.081 49.188
3.24
3.32 118

6L/
625

0.081
1.461

49.269
50.731

3.44 1 626 0.081 50.812
3.68 176 802 14.286 65.097

4 14 816 1.136 66.234
4.16 1 817 0.081 66.315
4.32 15 832 1.218 67.532
4.44 1 833 0.081 67.614
4.68 90 923 7.305 74.919
4.76 1 924 0.081 75.000

5 3 927 0.244 75.244
5.32 10 937 0.812 76.0;5
5.68 85 1022 6.899 82.955
5.84 1 1023 0.081 83.036

6 4 1027 0.325 83.360
6.16
6.24

1

1

1028
1029

0.081
0.081

83.442
83.523 "0 ft

(3) ft
6.32 11 1040 0.893 84.416 (.0
6.36 1 1041 0.081 84.497 (D

6.52 2 1043 0.162 81659 at a
6.68 95 1138 7.711 (D

7 4 1142 0.325
_.370

92.695 0
-() rt.7.16 1 1143 0.081 92.776

7.24 1 1144 0.081 92.857 01 CO
7.32 10 1154 0.812 93.669
7.44 1 1155 0.081 93.750
7.68 36 1191 2.922 96.672
8.52 1 1192 0.081 96.753
8.68 40 1232 3.247 100.000

7.
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AUSTIN INDEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

YEAR F3LLOW UP 1986.4987
NOT SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE

FINAL REPORTS 16
SAJF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987

.MGOVWMM.mMmW.I.MOOMIMWM ..MOMMODIMMOS ...MMONOM

I NUMB I PREREdd 1POSTREA 1REAOGAIN
ImmismomoOmmeammem..4..elimmoromm.mihnomm.mwevimmim

I SUM I MEAN 1 MEAN 1 MEAN

GRADE 1411(04/ 1
1 1 1

,......1 1 1 1

01 I 11 0.801 1.601 0.80

02

+mmmammomml..4.......orramm+ammomm.mommom

1 111 1.461 2.471 1.01

03
IF.M.MMOOMMM440+041.4WIMP4.M.M=YMMI10

1 101 2.151 3.46) 1.31

04 I 101 2.901 4.061 1.16C71 C/
C71 01140mm..m=m4....Mmm.MGm41.110mmelimm..00MOWOmmommbeamOloolmmmamme,.

C 05 1 61 3.101 4.231 1.13
CO mm....mmasmaism+mmalmmmisOmmmmommmorm.plimm.mairmem.m.fm.welloarammitm

06 1 91 4.061 5.231 1.18

C7

sommarm} Oomdmommwommim+als=41mmemmemowommimmo

I 91 3.561 6.321 2.77

08 1 81 5.271 6.29) 1.01
.mwmommmf........m+mmommomvomm.1.11s.rmemmommom+.1...ommm.m

1 81 6.011 7.991 1.97C9
...411m..m.ommasft.f.

10 I 31 8.801 9.331 0.53

11

411smolomwomm+mmomemoss........4..mmimpammme.ww.e.mmeinamil

1 21 8.601 12.051 3.45
ammalmmft.m..mwmf.momwommamimmaismommommwm+mmmalmimmerommomOmm.....m....

12 1 2) 7.501 8.751 1.25

TOTAL
olimpoisms+...m......mmeommem.m.f.remmm41.... .41WIMMAND

I 791 3.841. 5.281 1.44
====== molbemomm.moolimowm.mmmmmil..mWrwommiummals.=M..m..m..00.10

191
192



193

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986=1987
OTHER NOT SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE

FINAL REPORTS la
SA=JF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987 .

NUMB I PRELANG IPOSTLANG ILANGGAIN

SUM 1 MEAN 1 MEAN I MEAN
mmmmmmmomimommammmemommi. Oemwma.......4..ftommmeloomOmplm
GRADE

00

1 1 1 I

1 1

I 291 0.281 0.361 0.63

MMMORP40-----11

.Mliwimmelimbm..mmmmmOD.m+410mM.+mm.M.s..fils+olo...emomo.m+ =
01 1 211 0.091 2,461 2.37

mimmommmOmm.mmetam+masmmeammommfammommommertm+...mmesmown

02 I 111 1.711 2.551 0.84
===== essimpommmm.mmmmi.m....m.m+molomemarmomm4....m.m.mow..mmOorm....mdleeem
03 1 101 2.391 4.691 2.30

04

mostm.memmomoommi. = ........m.mmaimmo+mmomm.mommestm*mmamilmemommmom

1 101 3.961 4.691 0.73
mmMwommilmmenwommOlimmmem.4=mmairomwmfamremmmmemormfmoommomliomment

05 61 4.281 5.351 1.07

06 1 91 4.821 6.101 1.28
===== mos= soma. 4.

07

08

09

1 91 4.221 6.491 2.27
mmedimmon.00mm.4. +MIN 41011.10411.010D 4,1011 e +11/1111.11...111

1 81 5.911 6.951 1.04
memmamm.....m+mowsmmm+mmo...........wesw,allm.smOlor.merwismor.

1 81 6.751 8.121 1.38
ammaiwomoommimp.maftwomm+rwmasm.01....m............mommomwm.m+dermailommemmo

10 1 31 9.471 9.671 0.20
mmmmmilmmormimommonmeloymmem+msowimmove.4.mm.mmardomOnswom......04mommm.moloolme

11

12

1 2I 11.851 13.401 1.55

2I 8.401 11.051 2.65
miMM.10Mmow.4.M.mMM.Gmmm.MMM.O.4...12MGM.O......M0.

TOTAL I 1281 2.761 4.121 1.36
=== MONOmM.M.Immmmdm..11....m.40.m..:....M.MMCOM
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AUSTIN INDEPMENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986 -1987
OTHER NOT SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE

FINAL REPORTS 15

SAJF080 0101
15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987

I NUMB 1 PREMATH 1POSTMATH IMATHGAIN
Imommoommmedloamme..emmi......mmeowil+milemmommarommew
I SUM I MEAN I MEAN j MEAN

mem...moommom......,,mom..mmawil.11....nommemmeImmommmmommal.
GRADE

01

02

11 1.701 2.301 0.60
maimem+mmommomm.11.mmileamGmme.O.oftwftm+ww.mentmemeomm

111 2.151 3.551 1.39
mmm.momeammomm.m.ftmft+tamommemmemtmommommmosmwww+mmeDmemmsom+mmildemommmm

03 I 111 3.551 4.461 0.91

04 I

=====
101 4.081 5. 0 01 0.92

N - - -N.. MINNS =OM.
05

1

smommammomememosommom..11.

4.=1....lors
81 5.301

+11MOIMIMMIDIND Grams

6.171 0.88

06 1

=====
101 5.751 7.291 1.54

07 1 91 7.081 8.421 1.34
wftwelpesommeeloom+smewm..11...s.orwomme.......wmtamemonommommom

08 I 81 8.221 9.141 0.91
====== mmom.maiminmimmemil. 11.41ommamme......++11mommome
09 I 81 10.261 12.941 2.67

..mmmoomemm.m.11.....+mmq.m.m.mmoDommal.smammommermar+.4mmmos....

10 1 31 11.671 12.171 0.50
===== mummoommomm..........4mmomm.511.woommommo.mil..........mmo
11

1 21 14.701 13.551 1.15
===== mmoommmumilmmal.ammil.

12 21 12.951 13.101 0.15
mmesmm...mmfm 11.mmemeremoormaw+M.+eamoom

TOTAL 1 831 6.111 7.291 1.18
M=4.m.m.M ===== mimm00110millIWOOM=.410...mmMme......m.0000.M..m.N.EMNImme.
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIDN

ONE YEAR MAN UP - 1986-1987

FINAL REPORTS 21
SAmJF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY* JUNE 11, 1987

41.10........ SPANISH, VIETNAMESE, AND ALL OTHERS
................m..........0.1001.=.01......10.1.1.

1 NUMB 1 PREREAD IPOSTREAD IREADGAIN

o 0

1 41...............+=myymmy+mmo ......=
1 SUM 1 MEAN 1 MEAN 1 MEAN

GRADE

01

.,....m., ,..........m..........................,............

I I I I

1 1 1 1

1 611 0.981 1.391 0.41

02

...... -4 +.................,..............m+........m...

1 1851 1.421 2.081 0.66

03
.......m...,mm......,.+.....mmm.m+..............,,...............m+«.....,...+

I 1441 2.001 3.031 1.03D ..
04

.........+ +.......=w.......+.z.....-....,..,..-+.............

1 1791 2.771 3.491 0.72-0
171

.,m,......mm,....+m.............+...................

05

,.........,

1 1551 3.351 4.211 0.86
01 Z
ILO C.1

I-4

06
MOM YAM. + .f......... + =.1..1.1= =OM + 01.1.111.1.10= =4. MM. YMS.111.1.

1 1481 3.861 4.821 0.96
><

CO
mm,............mm+.........mmfm.....m......,............................

1 1381 4.361 5.791 1.4307
........m.m......+mm.m....m4..............+...........m4

08 I 661 5.221 6.491 1.26
......,...,. +.................+...m......m+........m.....

I 831 6.201 7.121 0.92C9

10
+.................4...............0...

1 401 7.221 7.761 0.54

11 I 231 6.571 8.331 1.76

12
4,........,.......4...................4 .... ===== ....

1 171 8.061 9.071 1.01

TOTAL
+..........w.....+......m......m+................

1 12391 3.421 4.331 0.92

197
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS
SA JFO8O 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP .0 1986..1987

TOTAL SPANISH, VIETNAMESE, AND ALL OTHERS

-0

I NUMB I PRELANG IPOSTLANG ILANGGAIN

I

GRADE 1

=====
00 1

SUM I MEAN I MEAN I MEAN

a

i 1

1 1

2441 0.131 0.39
===== .....m.........mmm+mmwmmow+rmammemmomm.01,...mmarmm+eammemelmos
01 I 2621 0.291 1.511 1.22

11111111110111 =atm+
02

I 1691 1.621 2.301 0.68

03 1 1421 2.221 3.861 1.64
frl meem4...o. .....wall+rmammooreomformilmmammorrom

C4
I 1731 3.501 4.251 0.750)

F4
05

I 1521 3.971 4.841 0.87

06
I 148/ 4.561 5.471 0.91

07 1 1281 4.491 6.051 1.26=====
08 I 651 5.591 6.621 1.03

09 I

mftwaltimminwmm.41.
831

am .6. es %rem*

6.421 7.381 0.96

10 1 401 7.401 8.921 1.52

11 1 221 7.751 8.881 1.13

12 I 171 8.321 9.871 1.55===== ovomm.ww.mmomomm.f.

TOTAL I 16451 2.801 3.761 0.96

1.9
======== ========== .Mmummewm.a.mmwormdmeamolommow.melommom
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

FINAL REPORTS
SA-.JF080 0101

15:20 THURSDAY, JUNE 11, 1987

TOTAL
ONE YEAR FOLLOW UP 1986-1987
- SPANISH, VIETNAMESE, AND ALL OTHERS

I NUMB I PREMATH IPOSTMATH IMAUSAIN

1 SUM I MEAN I MEAN I MEAN

GRADE

01

1

I I
741

I
1.451

I
1.981 0.53

02 1 2591 2.091 3.291 1.20
ft M

03

et. ob.=

1 1951 3.051 3.911 0.85

04

05

1

I

2031 3.791 4.551 0.76

1691 4.471 5.491 1.02
.....
06

1 1571 5.421 6.381 0.95

07 1 1391 6.261 7.211 0.96

08 1 671 7.471 8.251 0,7E1
.....
09 i 831 8.211 8.691 0.48

41.11.1.11.10.1.111

1.38

1.17

10 401 8.771 10.151

11 1 231

--..

9.27 10.441

12

TOTAL

1

I

171 12.241 13.511 1.27

14261 4.521 5.451 0.93

25
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MAR 82
wm. raMINNI/01110

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA0067 0801 6

LEP KINDERGARTEN 82. 83. 84 FOLLOWUP
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

9:46 MONDAY. JUNE 29. 1987

AttAckiMEkrc
C 3 Fit.13eS)

M.....MMIGWOM40.111110..MOINIMIMW 41PREK
41.=.111!10..0OMINIMMIII

I YES
AMMOINIMIMM111.11+M14...1.41101110111.../11111111111110001.111141.1111

GRADE

41111

I GRADE

00 101 102 I 03 I 04 I 05 I 06 1.00 101 1 02 I 03 I 04 105 4 06 TOTALIINININININININ 1__N ININININININ
.... NNNw.. + MOM MMAI tedOMOMIIIMI +ODIN MMIII 4.111MMININO +witeRimt.,/, 11460110+IM 4411MMIPM .aMINIO.M.11400)=40011..1011MOMP,7, IMMERNIMIIII 44IMMIIIIIKII 4MINI.M.70

SCHYEAR I 1 I 1 I I
Mi. 1
WV& ' I I I I : 117"1/L

I Ana.....-----.1,---,J I I _. I I I I 1......, 1 I I I
1982 11.951"--_, I I I I I iq I 651 1 I I I I 66 260
........=............N.+m....+..."......t;..H.M.,+.........i.....MM............G........lka....e....aa.IP 1rM.. I a 41
1983 I 1it,,151131 I I I IIA:c...=I_ II ''.191,____ _____I I I 1,...01/1 226
...............--......---........................

1984 I 1 591 '92I 21 I

11..... .1......

.qtr... + ..1110111111...+ ...ON MIN. 4. IMMOIMID ...00.011111111 + WWI. 011.-....--..-................. + 0.110111111110...................1% S 3 .,,............1 I
17IN?81 I

I 41!......gai..228.
1985 1 I 11 661' 761 31 r7r- 33;771

...--...................-.............+......T.. 1 I I 1 I
4.1... 4.......08
I al 2ao

1996
I I 1 23 641' 66417:I I 5.1___ I II II 2IK 291 I 52 188

ODIMMIN01.1401111111 INN +ano + aseemwe +abararm.11 .41111011+ OMNIMMIT 4.1.1.0 al. +1,77. +0110111.11.1..........4041MMIM 11.1MMONIA011.3041r Fr mom-
1987 I I I I 11 631 54k 51 1 1 II 21 23i,_ 2 1 SI 179



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

LEP KINDERGARTEN 82. 83i 84 FOLLOWUP
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

KYEAR 83
COMINIIIIM41.1111.11101.11111110411.1101101011MIMMIIIIMMONOOMMOB

SASF067 0801
X

MMINIIMIIII011
NOX

GRADE

PROF;

YES
MN= 4l4I.M2.....IBNIIMMIIIIIINMNMIMIMI.......POIMII

7

9:46 MONDAY. JUNE 29. 1987

I GRADE

00 101 102 103 104 I 05 106 140 I ot I 02 103 I 04 105 1 06 TOTAL
Bm.. 00

N.I.N I N 1 All iNiNIN LIN I N I N I N I N I N I N

SCHVEAR I i I 1 1 IT S I I 1 1 1 1

I 1 I t 'i -' I
1983 (196 I 1 i I I L .1 63 I 6,3 259

1984 ''Qr/N1521 I 60i
.

I 4 0 214
wew opommamelkwar.........+wadoesta 4..........÷......................m..m 0 ......eeqtt........+a'/P..... G............41.+...
1985 1 541----_891 I I I t43 I 1 191-'-381 ''.4 I 1 57 200
........ .m..+ amor + m amwam ....G.. .....+... 4.....1.....1...T1............=
1986 I II 6\651 11 1 1 m i i 1 22i ---!31 N I I 5s 184
.. .. .........+..1)..ll..4.sm 4...........0 ............11,...........11,.........64.....** 1............. +..
1987 I. 1 11 _§11::;lf.a.....IIjia1_, I I 11 231 '-24 ' I 2.11 I 175
............-...............-.......4-............ .... ..............................-..........................a......................+.

TOTAL 1981 2071 1521 1261 651 11 1 631 791 611 561 241 1 1 1032
0011MMIDIMMINIMINWi =1041imlill

41-.00 Yt1:0,L-11

/164-1;4/ tf, 1670

200



KYEAR 84

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION

d11.1100,104.11411

1111111104011"

SA.,JF067 0801
X

LEP KINDERGARTEN 82. 83, 84 FOLLOWUP
DO PROC TABULATES OF DIFFERENT SCORE GROUPS

PREK
IMIN.S.10

a

9:46 MONDAY, JUNE 29. 1987

NOX
MD. SIO.MIINDIMM.011114M.

GRADE

1
INWIM I

1 _ YES 1

..1

1 GRADE 1

00 1 01 1 02 1 03 1 04 1 OS 1 06 11710 1 01 1 02 1 03 1 04 1 05 1 06 'TOTAL

N 1 N 1 NI N I N I
111110.MMIKOMMO0+ 00112.11011. Owe 4111.414 11.1 f.assems 4..roarmo+wmo Oesessram
SCHYEAR I 1 1 1 1 11-0rAL1 .1 1 1 1

1 1 1 f 1 lAtilt#1 )1 1. 1 I 1
1982 1 1 1 -1 11 1 I I I I 1 I 1
ormacummwmws Garsomoo+memanme+aeasomaellarearo fasem.sm..........e.assegiarstwomorVemeamVasesea +ewes
1983 1 1 1 ___1_ 1 11 1_ 1 1 1 I I I 1

1 I 1 \tat 1 I I 1 I ag 1 2771984 1 \;291
amelosmaMINIIM.IMMOIKSAI 1.40.10:1MM

1985 I W-461 11 1 I I IA+ 1 51\451
1986 1 11 641 21 11 I 1 RA c_ I 161

I

I 2341

1,..21.1 20"irsommemillkomo...ro FweemoneGsrams Olimessrams 11.....mamo .inwassomss Foownerra
1987 1 I II 721 83 11 1 157 1 1 I 171
.141110140110011010Ma fall OD mos + earnesla i.eammor ...7.141.1mrleamore ape. 4.111111.111. ...rasoss emoamra.

231TOTAL 1 2371 2511 1751 841 21 11 I 531 511 421MINIMMIIM.01111MOIMMIFIO .IMMM MiaWeem.SIONs,11or

/15/1cil

II 1971
h'_ --'1.1
I 91911 1

157/
i-zz4i- (6 .5;), A6)vc, //`/4.Q = 33.

207 208



86.22

Attachment B-7
(Page 1 of 14)

LEP STATUS AND DOMINANCE, SEX AND ETHNICITY
(NOX = NO PRE-K)

STUDENTS IN KINDERGARTEN
IN 1981-82, 82-83, 83-84

APPENDIX B
75

209
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PAGE 7 ORIGSTAT

PAGE 7 CURRSTAT

-.4 rri PAGE 7 ORIGOON

CO

PAGE 7 CURRDON

PAGE 7 jRADE87

PAGE 7 ACTIVES?

211

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA.-.JF067 9901 X

GRADE 00 FROM 1982. 1983, 1984 MERGED HIM STUD FILE 119871 X
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL 119871

ORIGSTAI

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986,87
KYEAR=82 PREK=HOX

FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 110 110 85.938 85.938
5 1 111 0.781 86.719
7 /1 122 8.594 95.313
8 6 128 4.688 100.000

CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

0 3 3
2 37 40
3 13 53
7 71 124
8 4 128

2.344
28.906
10.156
55.469
3.125

ORIGDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT

A 20 20 15.625
B 32 52 25.000
C 23 75 17.969
o 26 101 20.313
E 16 117 12.500
O 11 128 8.594

CURRDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT

28 . .

A 6 6 6.000
B 17 23 17.000
C 32 55 32.000
D 31 86 31.000
E 14 100 14.000

GRAUE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT

03 1 1 0.781
04 63 64 49.219
05 59 123 46.094
06 5 128 3.906

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT

1 128 128

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FRFO

2.344
31.250
41.406
96.875

100.000

CUM PERCENT

15.625
40.625
58.594
78.906
91.406

100.000

CUM PERCENT

6.000
23.000
55.000
86.000

100.000

CUM PERCENT

0.781
50.000
96.094
100.000

CUM PERCENT

100.000 100.000

PERCENT CIIM PERCENT

7

8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6. 1587

kik
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coAUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 8 cn
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987 no

N3
GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (1987) X
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987) X

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87
KYEAR=82 PREK=NDX

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 8 ETHNIC

2 8 8 6.250 6.250
3 1 9 0.781 7.031
4 114 123 89.063 96.094
5 5 128 3.906 100.000

PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 8 PREK

NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:

?I; KYEAR=82 PREK=NOX
13 NOTE: SEE--------FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILEJ M NOX 128 128 100.000co= 100.000

f

C.

(1.

21,3 2



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 9OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION SA-JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987

GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED wITH STUD FILE (1987) X 03 1
anPREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (19871 X

PAGE 9 ORIGSTAT
ORiGSTAT

2
8

CURRSTAT

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986..87
KYEAR=82 PREK=YES

FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT

47 47 92.157
4 51 7.843

FREQUENCY CuM FRED PERCENT

CUM PERCENT

92.157
100.000

CUR PERCENTPAGE 9 CURRSTAT

0 1 1 1.961 1.961
2 23 24 45.09e 47.059
3 5 29 9.804 56.863
7 22 51 43.137 100.000

ORIGOOM FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 9 DRIGOOM

> A 1 1 1.931 1.961-0
-0 B 17 18 33.333 35.294-4m C 11 29 21.565 56.863lCI =
C2 D 16 45 31.373 88.235I-4x E 6 51 11.165 100.000

03 CURROOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 9 CURROOM

5 . . .
A 2 2 4.348 4.348
B 7 9 15.217 19.565
C 15 24 32.609 52.174
0 16 40 34.783 86.957
E 6 46 13.043 100.000

GRADES? FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 9

PAGE 9

PAGE 9

GRADE87

ACT1vE87

SEX

215

02 1 1 1.961 1.961
03 2 3 3.922 5.882
04 23 26 45.098 50.980
05 25 51 49.020 100.000

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 51 51 100.000 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 22 22 43.137 43.13T
3 29 51 56.863 101).000

216
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 10

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION S4 -0067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6$ 1987

GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED wirH STUD FILE (1987) X

PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987) X

,C

rn

ACTIVE AT END OF 198687 Pa

KYEAR=82 PREK-:YES

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

PAGE 10 ETHNIC

2 2 2 3.922 3.922
4 49 51 96.078 100.000

PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

PAGE 10 PREK

NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:
KYEAR=82 PREK=YES

NOTE: SEE -FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE
YES 51 51 100.000 100.000



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 11
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA-JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987

GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (19871 X oo
onPREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987)

ACTIVE AT END OF 198687 N
KYEAR=83 PREK=NOX

ORIGSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT "fPAGE 11 ORIGSTAT

2 127 127 100.000 100.000

CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 11 CURRSTAT

0
2
3

5
7
8

4
54
19
1

44
5

4
58
77
78
122
127

3.150
42.520
14.961
0.787

34.646
3.937

3.150
45.669
60.630
61.417
96.063
100.000

)

)

ORIGDOH FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT IPAGE 11 ORIGDOM

1 . . . 3A 44 44 34.921 .4.921
8 41 85 32.540 67.460
C 16 101 12.698 80.159
0 13 114 10.317 90.476
E 12 126 9.524 100.000

CURRDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 11 CURRDOM

3 . .

A 14 14 11.290 11.290
a 30 44 24.194 35.484
C 33 77 26.613 62.097
D 35 112 28.226 90.323
E 12 124 9.677 100.000 1

GRADE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT cuM PERCENT
PAGE 11 GRADE87

02 1 1 0.787 0.787
03 6L 62 48.031 48.819 )04 64 126 50.394 99.213
05 1 127 0.787 100.000

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT 220
219



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 12
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA -JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987

GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (1987) X
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (19871 X

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87
KYEAR=83 PREK=NOX

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 12 ETHNIC

0

PAGE 12 PREK
3

2 11 11 8.661 8.661
4 114 125 89.764 98.425
5 2 127 1.575 100.000

PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:
KYEAR=83 PREK=NOX

NOTE: SEE--------FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE
NOX 127 127 100.000 100.000

co
3 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS

PAGE 11 ACTIVE87

PAGE 11 SEX

1 127 127 100.000 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 68 68 53.543 53.543
3 59 127 46.457 100.000

8:14 MONOAY, JULY 6, 1987

291 222
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co
r

PAGE 13 ORIGSTAT

PAGE 13 CURRSTAT

PAGE 13 ORIGDOM

PAGE 13 CURRDOH

PAGE 13 GRADE87

PAGE 13 ACTIVE87

PAGE 13 SEX

223

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 13
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA -JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY. JULY 6. 1987

GRADE 00 FROM 1982. 1983, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE 11987/ X
PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL 119871 X

ACTIVE AT END OF 198687
KYEAR =83 PREK=YES

ORIGSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

2 48 48 100.000 100 000

CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

0 1 1 2.083 2.083
2 25 26 52.083 54.167
3 8 34 16.667 70.833
7 13 47 27.083 97.917
8 1 48 2.083 100.000

ORIGDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

A 11 11 22.917 22.917
a 25 36 52.083 75.000
C 5 41 10.417 85.417

42 2.083 87.500
E 6 48 12.500 100.000

CURRDOH FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1

A 5 5 10.638 10.638
13 18 27.660 38.298

C 18 36 38.298 76.596
5 41 10.638 87.234

E 6 47 12.766 100.000

GRADE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUR PERCENT

02 1 1 2.083 2.083
03 23 24 47.917 50.000
04 24 48 50.000 100.000

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUR FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 48 48 100.000 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1

3
23 23 47.917 47.917
25 48 52.083 100.000

ETHNIC FREQUENCY cum rRr,4 PERCENT CUM ',FREW'

2'24



4 48 48 100.000 100.000

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION 14
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION SA.../F067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY. JULY 6. 1987

GRACE 00 FROM 1982, 1983e 1984 MERGEO WITH STUD FILE (1987) X

PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (1987)

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986=87
KYEAR=83 PREK=YES

PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 14 PREK

9 NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:
KYEAR=83 PREK=YES

NOTE: SEE.FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE
YES 48 48 100.000 100.000

225
226
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PAGE 15 ORIGSTAT

PAGE 15 CURRSTAT

PAGE 15 ORIGDOM

PAGE 15 CURROOM

PAGE 15 GRA0E87

PAGE 15 ACTIVE87

PAGE 15 SEX

22'7

urrILE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SAJF067 9901 X
GRADE 00 FROM 1962. 1933, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE 119871 XPREKL FILE AND LEPFIL 119871

ACTIVE AT END OF 19116-.87
KYEAR=84 PREKINOX

ORIGSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PCRCENT CUM PERCENT

2 24 24 15.287 15.2674 24 48 15.287 30.5735 101 149 64.331 94.9047 2 151 1.274 96.1788 6 157 3.822 100.000

CURRSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FPEQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

0 7 7 4.459 4.4592 73 80 46.497 50.9553 17 97 10.828 61.7837 50 147 31.147 93.6318 10 157 6.369 100.000

ORIGDOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

A 65 65 41.401 41.401B 39 104 24.841 66.242C 18 122 11.465 77.707D 12 134 7.643 85.350E 23 157 14.650 100.000

CURROOM FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

A 43 43 27.389 27.389B 31 74 19.745 47.134C 39 113 24.841 71.9750 20 133 12.739 84.713
E 24 157 15.287 100.000

GRADED? FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENT

01 1 1 0.637 0.63702 72 73 45.860 46.49703 83 156 52.866 99.36304 1 157 0.637 100.000

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 157 ' 157 100.000 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1 72 72 45.860 45.8603 85 157 54.140 100.000

8:14 MONDAY. JULY 6. 1987

22,8



0

PAGE 16 ETHNIC

PACE 16 PREK

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION RETENTION 16SA-JF067 9901 X 8:14 MONDAY. JULY 6. 1987
GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 19831 1984 MERGE') WITH STUD FILE (1987) XPREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (19871

X

ETHNIC

2

4
5

PREK

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87
KYEAR=84 PREK=NOX

FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

16 16
135 151

6 157

FREQUENCY CUM FREQ

NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:
KYEAR=84 PREK=NOX

0 NOTE: SEE--------FOR TABLE LOCATION IN PRINT FILE
NOX 157

I

a

I

I

$

t

10.191 102191
85.987 96.178
3.822 100.000

PERCENT CUM PERCENT

157 100.000 100.000



..t.$4...paulloUPI-1L1: LW RESEARCH ANO cVALUATIBN
5AJF067 9901 X

GRADE 00 FROM 1982. 1983. 1904 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (19871 XPREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (19871
X

ACTIVE AT END OF 198687
KYEAR=84 PREK=YES

GlIGSTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 ORIGSTAT

PAGE 17 CURRSTA1

2

4
5

7

8

CURRSTAT

3

1

31
3

2

FREQUENCY

3

4
35
38
40

CUM FRED

7.500
2.500
77.500
7.500
5.000

PERCENT

7.500
10.000
87.500
95.000
100.000

CUM PERCENT

0 2 2 5.000 5.0002 22 24 55.000 60.0003 2 26 5.000 65.0007 14 40 35.000 100.000

ORIGDOM FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 ORIGOOM

A 5 5 12.500 12.500B 15 20 37.500 50.000C 5 25 12.500 62.500B 5 30 12.500 75.000E 10 40 .25.000 100.000

CURROOM FREQUENCY CUM FRG() PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 CURROOM

A 3 3 7.500 7.5008 9 12 22.500 30.000C 10 22 25.000 53.0000 8 30 200000 75000E 10 40 25.000 100.000

GRA0E87 FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 GRAOE87

02 17 17 42.500 42.50003 23 40 57.500 1,0.000

ACTIVE87 FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 ACTIVE87

1 40 40 100.000 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FRED PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 SEX

1 20 20 50.000 50.000
3 20 43 50.000 100.000

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENTPAGE 17 ETHNIC

231
4 40 41) 111.000 100.000

17
8:14.MONOAY. JULY 6. 1987

232



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT RETENTION
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA-JF067 9901 X

GRADE 00 FROM 1982, 1983, 1984 MERGED WITH STUD FILE (19871 X

PREKL FILE AND LEPFIL (19871 X

ACTIVE AT END OF 1986-87
KYEAR=84 PREK=YES

PREK FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 18 PREK

NOTE: ABOVE MESSAGE FOR BY GROUP:
KYEAR=84 .PREK=YES

YES 40 40 100.000 100.000

a NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 9.42 SECONDS AND 396K AND PRINTED PAGES 7 TO 18.

29 PROC DELETE DATA= FRYRTN1;

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 1.85 SECONDS AND 284K.,
NOTE: SAS USED 396K MEMORY.

ICr

NOTE: SAS INSTITUTE INC.
SAS CIRCLE
PC BOX 8000
CARY, N.C. 27511 8000

co

233

00000430

10
8:14 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987
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87- 85
No A, PZ 4.5 ')-s.

34

g.7 /3,o -7L-

(15 ._&10 3s.1 . /2,7- _ 7.r
1 . 39. /

//3.5

3.s
10.9

13,9

KS 5 hlt.ii6

No PK,

No

(0 ,

23-39 a
-40-on

No

KS4 )1/4)

N

No

1-(o Vic

No

Qt.

%Jo

7-372.F1

100

Pk
too

8.7 /o,9 d- o -
6. 2 -2-

19.6 /y,b 10,q 7,7
ci,C, 11,4 10.4 /1.3 /

f, 7 / ,/ ?-/.? ?-,F. a
Isi3 13.o 14.8 Ico,S 4-

37 0 43.5 -14-3S Sox, 47.8 4-
5-7.4 s5.9 61.7 62.6. 63.5

2/.7 .2/. 7 '7.V /6": /. 7 0
c2L/, .f S /S.. o

3,-6 /3.0 (0.S /0.9
26.3 /0.(, /3. 3 6. 2-
2g3 93.1 7 /9, 6, r7

-4/, 3

,

;17.4 I' 5 .

L/3 /3.0 ?3.9 /3. o .

3.5 /4.
,3.o 2f,3

3o. /

/S.

30, (-,/

37. 2-

.2. 4)

36.Y /5, e a. c,
39, z- 7 41 S. '1' 8. /

q, 5 /o. S 2/. /0.5
A,7 /1. /0. / /2., y -
5, 3 /S. 2 a-6.3 -4"

1$, 3 .7-3,7 36 341,2_ -t-
/b. 2)0. 4 4L' . 3 q6.6

4. 74 1/, t /4.-
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41/11/..1.s;
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CURRENT GRADE BY GROUP
DROP STATUS

24.1
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1 S 4$ LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS

NOTE: THE JOB EV1SAS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS
AT AUSTIN INDEPENDENT. SCHOOL DISTRICT 1019860011.

NOTES CPOID VERSION = FF SERIAL = 011:53 MODEL a 4341 .

NOTES 140 OPTIONS SPECIFIED.

1 00000140
2 OPTIONS ERRORS = 0: 00000150
3 00000160
4 TITLE' AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA=JF082 0501; 00000170
5 TITLE2 OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION XI 00000180
6 TITLE4 TITLE VII FOLLOW = SAS OSN = FRYTITL7; 00000190
7 TITLES 00 PROC TABULATES; 00000200
8 00000210
9 DATA FRYTESTA; 00000220
10 SET 5RISTITL7; 00000230
11 IF ACTIUE87 = 11 00000240
12 GROUP = 123456741 00000250
13 GROUP = 4ALL: 00000260
14 KEEP GROUP GRAGERTI 00000270
15 OUTPUT; 00000280
16 IF T7STAT = 1 THEN 00; 00000290
17 GROUP = ITITLE71 00000300
18m> OUTPUT; 00000310

1310 SO TO ENDIT1 00000320
20 END; 00000330t

v21 IF CH1STAT = I TUEN 001 00000340
';'422 GROUP = "WW1 00000350

4: 23 OUTPUT; 00000360
0324 END; 00000370

25 IF ETHNIC = 4 THEN 00: 00000380
80 26 GROUP IA 03HISP0; 00000390

27 OUTPUT; 00000400
28 END; 000004:0

40 29 ENOITs 00000420
30 00000430

NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO Hamm
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BY: ULIMMICOLUMNI.

15:22 THURSDAY. JULY 2. 1987

4-ketchmen

2.5111

NOTES DATA SET USER010.FRVIESTI HAS 2593 OBSERVATIONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 614 OBS/TRK.
NOTES THE DATA STATEMENT USED 10.54 SECONDS AND 330K.

31 PROC TABULATE F=4: 00000440
32 CUSS GROUP GRADE87; 00000450
33 TABLES GROUP. 00000460

34 GRADEF7GIN SGTH<GMADE87 ALL)=PERCENT'sF=7.11 ALL / 00000470.
35 NISSTEXT = " RTSPACE = 15; 00000480
36 00000490
36 KEYLABEL ALL = 'TOTAL': 00000490
37 00000500
38 00000510

i

245
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.3

AloSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA -JF082 0501
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION X

TITLE VII FOLLOWUP = SAS ISSN as FRYTIM7
DO PROC TABULATES

GRAOEB7
4111111770

04 1 05 1 0$ 1 09 1 10 1 11
cammem=mmumsem. famemosamarmammo*

15222 TIHURSDAY JULY 2. 1987

12

1

'TOT.=

1 AL

N !PERCENTS N IFERCENT1 N 1PERCENT1 N 1PERCENT1 N (PERCENT, N IFEACENTI N 1PERCEETI N
441=1001.adommmeel4 ammo= 4)Immwm 0...sommammeIFe410..mommmhumme+0

GROUP

ITITLE7

2CHI

3HISP

4ALL

1 1 1 1

1 1 I ,1

41.6.20,30.6.204.0440,1.
1 1 AI S1411

1 I 1 1

1 i I

+.x.."..X.mn2m"a"lirl".34 941 ILI 0.11 23i 3.21 871 4.61 1741 9.2116141 .4.4414.5.01j

4i....mmPNa..S.a.m...)rwm..a.w)oe.wsods.+........e.r+Hao==o......cmsc,+wo..m4+.==mwe)S)..

1

1

1

1

1

I

1

1

1

1

4J

41

1

1

3.21

2.01

1

1

191

191

I 1 1

51 1 11
1541.22.1.22±1

8.81 431 21.11

1

1

741

1391

1

1ti
5941 .1291

68.11 204

11 0.31 91 2.51, 251 6.91 481 13.21 2801 77.11 363

NOTES THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 16.86 SECONDS AND 588X AND PRINTED PAGE I.

247
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ti
nn

C)
1-6 z

C7 NOTE* THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 38.10 SECONDS AND 590X AND PRINTED PAGE 2.

GROUP

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA JF082 0501
. 2

X

15:22 THURSDAY. JULY 2, 1987TITLE VII FOLLOVUP SAS nSM ag FRYTITL7
DO PROC TABULME3

DROP84
1

1TOT.,
41.1

1 1 1 2 , 1 5 I 6 1 AL
N 1PERCENT1 N iPERCENT1 N 1PERCENTI N PERCENT! N 1PERCERT1 N

I 1 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 I
8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1. 1 1!1T1TLE7 1681 93.91 71 3.91 1 8 21 1.11 21 1.11 179

I4.....e........4.---;-.--;___-,___.---...=mwm.1.mmim+mkw.m~011.040....."12CH1 3021 85.31 331 9.31 101 2.81 41 1.11 51 1.41 341IIri....60..........0..C.X................0.0.0Iknomwommge 0<4+~....m....1~1... I13HISP 4841 88.81 351 6.41 101 1.81 71 1.31 91 1.71 54511'

4..................................4..........................114ALL 23251 91.21 921 504 511 2.01 331 1.31 541 2.1126151

><
65 PROC TABULATE F=4/

00000780co 66 CLASS GROUP DR0P84 6RADE84T 0000079067 TABLES GROUP90ROP84.
00000800

60 GRADE84*1H PCTN<GRADE84 ALL)GBPERCENTW-701/ ALL / 0000081045 NISSTEXT xs RTSPACE mg 20; 0000082070
0000083070 KEVLABEL ALL m TOTA;
0000083071
0000084072
00000850

249
250



stk

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION

SAmJF082 0501 3
X
15:22 THURSDAY, JULY 2. 1987

TITLE VII FOLLOWUP m SAS OSN FRYTITL7
DO PROC TABULATES

4111411.114024.141111114111141WINIMINCIEMIIIMILMINL

GRADE84 1

mm1TOTm
09 1 10 I 11 I AL

.cdprimum.noww.isfoleammecimposima,41.e.:111MesamMerwemme....,C.....2
M 1/PERCENT! N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N

tropmainlielimesmo.ammiemaliMINIIINP4704102.0
GROUP 101101484 1 I 1 1 1 1
mm....mmm...mam.....

1 I 1 1 I 1
/TITLE? 10 s}}ti 1681 100.01 I 1 I 1 168

1...u.....m..m...04..mmo......mm......m......................4......
11 teof 72 100.01 1 1 1 1 7
1...m.....m..m...m.........=m.....2..............m......mm.....m................5 00.945001 21 100.01 1 I I 1 2
14. .' CM....14"C""M".4".4. 4.C.Z.M.
16 I 21 100.01 I 1 1 1 2

MMG=MMM441 4mmemm4mmmemm041mmmmll.mmmmmMehmommilmommmmmmemmmm
2CH1 10 1 A001 99.31 21 0.71 I 1 302

IMOMMIIIIIMINIMONO.MMIMIll+01110=2NSIMOO104114.IMISNIMIIIMIIMICOHNOMMO
11 I 331 100.01 1 1 I I 33
1.mommmeammmimmmm*mmm.....m.......c..m......................
12 I 101 100.01 I I I 1 10I=Ma...661:1 .10VIMMMI SOMIMRICtM40mG 0=
15 i 4i 100.01 1 f 1 I 4

3/4.0.161.0=604+KNIMMINPMGONSOMP
16 1 51 100.0i 1 I 1 1 5

mmommormsOM 4. m .4, crommv...0 Von...94mlvvv 11.~100. fammemso4.0 4.4
3HESP 10 1 4801 99.21 21 0.41 . 21 0.41 484

IellelZ....41MMO4e.b.M.MMOMGODON1.04............M.C.MB 6.......................
II 1 351 100.01 I 1 1 I 35
1..........mm4...m............m......m...m......m.....m......mm.......
12 : 101 100.01 1

1 A I
. 8

01
1.................011......141vvvoNvommv I
15 1 71 100.01 1 1 1 1 21
I _ .- --. -6---
26 I 91 100.01 1 I 1 I 91

mommunommoll.ommomewevalm+mmeem.ammrao+mmessirepwimsomsOm4mmommilasomvavvimmommI
(ALL 10 123741 99.51 71 0.31 41 002123851

ICUOMO I
11 1 911 90.91 11 1.11 1 I 921I...11121M...........1.71114...MMINNINV14440..4.00114401,41
12 1 511 100.01 1 1 i 1 511

15 1 331 100.01 I 1 I 1 331Ieammeawleasunstasialersomipecemammemeeariesmi
26 541 100.01 I 1 I I 541

Ada...Mmemm4
NOSE: THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 23.51 SECONDS AND 592K AND PRINTED PAGE 3.

73 PROC TABULATE F41 00000860
(.'/ 74 CLASS GROUP D10P851 00000870

75 251 TABLES CROUP. 00000880

76 DR01085*IN PCTWOROP85 ALL)oPERCENT*Fm7.11 ALL / 000008,077 NISSTEXT RTSPACE 20; 0000090078
00000910

/ 4-5 61..e. Ifrprs

252



3
7, 79 PROC TABULATE F-4;

-"-^ 80D
.0 CD 81

>C

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA0082 0501 4
X

15:22 THURSDAY, JULY 2, 1987
TITLE VII FOLLOWUP SAS DSN FRYTITL7

DO PROC TABULATES

1

GROUP
aNILMINNWPOINNIIIMIDIMMIMINIMMIlna

1TITLE7

2CH1

3HISP

DROP85
MIDENIMICOM111101111.1111110MINIMMa-1100.1111=INICIP « STOT

0 1 1 1 2 1 I. 1 5 1 6 1 AL
mons........a.........a.......m.G .04.4 IH.Kelt.I....IMMO'......1 11. 4...,
N 1PERCENT1 K 1PERCENT1 N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N

.......0.,.........,, ........... +maw. iwammonmr.fsealsms+mom......m......0 ..004...... 1004"............0.
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 I
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1611 82.11 251 12.11 31 1.51 1 1 61 3.11 11 0.51 1960.4,+.....F+. +ammo. ...m..+., +
2971 76.31 611 15.71 131 3.31 11 0.31 131 3.31 41 1.01 389

1.102.1.1....M.M......1001.2.a..G....6.................... 4.........0 10 ..0.0.01.4...1......... +....O....r.4..........
1 4721 80.41 731 12.41 171 2.91 1 1 221 3.7$ 31 0.51 587..2..........111........00 +...Mt..e...h.........r.....r......G....isGae..d..m....m h............lmom..I.G.....-4.4.m.ww

4ALL 123371 87.11 1831 6.81 591 2.21 11 0.01 501 2021 431 1.612682
1.WMOO.11.0

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 25.24 itCORDS AND 5901 AND PRINTED PAGE 4.

82
ta 83

84
84
85
84

CLASS GROUP MONIS GRADE85;
TABLES GROUPOCROP$5,

000U0920
00000930
00000940

GRADE /SPIN PCTNORADE85 ALL>426PERCENT.F*7.11 ALL / 00000950
00000960
000009T0
00000970
00000980

MISSTEXT s RTSPACE 203

KEVLABEL ALL IOTALO

OCUWWWWW
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tiro
CD
.tom v

>4

CO

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA-JF082 0501 5
X

15:22 THURSDAY, JULY 2, 1987
TITLE VII FOLLOVUP .0 SAS aN FRYTITL7

DO PUIC TABULATES

GRADE85
1

1TOT
07 I 08 I 09 1 10 1 11 I 12 I AL

MOIMMMMINIIMISIM..1111.1PONK114" '............1......M.M MD+ 4.......n..Z.M.O1...+~....
N 'PERCENT' N IPERCENTf N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N IPERCENTI N 'PERCENT' N

40.00.1.01.201.......4.M....14.01.1.10.0...........M011k....................2.04.............n...............6.0.. Ge.....P.N0...4'........O.......e
GROUP DROP85 I I I 1 I I I I I 1 I 1..........--..... 1 1 1 I I I I I 1 1 I 11TITLE7 0 I 1 1 I 321 50.91 791 49.11 1 I I I 161aMarainlranwarsa.Milly1414111111M.MeamgrapONNI 44011111IMG4WANNIEMINNI.+nollimalent

1 i, 1 11 4.01 211 84.01 SI 12.01 I I I I 25
=4ONIMMEMIllanwillM4INIMIVICIIMIN04.1111MI,1111111.40Minem.MEMIMM÷INoNal j.riormea
2 1 1 i 11 33.31 21 66.71 I I 1 I 3

5 I I 11 16.71 51 83.31 1 1 I I I I 6
+sloolmo+oesaammeasiwome+armaga.....44...wroripoloamers

6 I I I I I I ll Itio.oi I I I I4.11111411MOIDNIIIgellimiIMPM+100.1MIN0110,4MOIN.=al
2CH1 0 1 1 51 1.71 1321 44.41 1551 53.21 21 0.7$ 1 1 297

warlaraserrars+samesromibu+aerass+rwriloaralab+graimarsw+ammonafelmemlirrom ....oramma4musso.o. +was
1 I I I t 581 95.11 31 4.91 I I I I 614asemPeomenshol...wao4msolOrmare 10.1
2 1 1 41 30.81 61 46.21 31 23.11 I I 1 1 131

4 I 1 I 1 IA 100.01 1 1 1 1 1 1 11
OMMONIMMIIMallaD+C.Aair40.31.01MID~eas=4014Inbote.=.1400.241M.emanweammas+.W4.0esamo
5 I I 11 7.71 111 84.61 11 7.71 I I I 1 131

6 1

Gelmaillmileil.1101111111104.....rapmmemars 44=ilamisalim timilorm
I I 1 21 50.01 21 50.01 Idal G.eMelM01111001IMiMfr +01104 45.PIIMMO.00NOMM. I

3HISP 0 II 0.21 41 0.81 M2I 34.31 3001 63.61 21 0.41 31 0.61 4721............11KMID..M11.04.MaNIIM.~1.1.00.0m0.04.0~500.00wwwww 11 4
1 11 1.41 11 1.41 651 89.01 61 8.21 1 I I I 731OKNIMI.g.....~441.1414110..11101.1.1.411.1.100.4*.mme. +smog ....111.0.0ma+0+.0*=....
2 1 1 31 17.61 101 58.81 41 23.51 I I I 1 121

/14

5 11 4.51 I I 161 72.71 51 22.71 I 1 I I 221
-------..a..Ille4+.~.akllP....IPa.a.ee.a.MCMO.G1114..a.g.e.44.1.....S.a..1................................31.................4............+1...4.00 I
6 1 1 I 1 11 33.31 21 66.71 I I I I 31 537
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHuOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SAJF082 0901 8
X

15:22 THupsnAy, .usly lg.?
TITLE VII FOLLOWUP SAS DIN mg FRYTITL7

DO PROC TABULATES
.----

1 GRADE86 1
1 ..-- 1TOT
1 07 1 08 1 09 1 10 1 11 1 12 1 Al1--
f N IPERCENTI N 1PERCENT1 N !PERCENT! N 1PERCENTI N !PERCENTS N !PERCENT' N



PAGE 9 CRADE84

PAGE 9 ACTIVE84

PAGE 9 0110E85

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA -JF082 0501 9
X
15:22 MURSDAY, JULY 28 1987

TITLE VII FOLLONUP .0 SAS ASH FRYTITL7
DO PROC TABULATES

GRADE84 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

rn 3

S 416 416 11.320 11.320
01 2 418 0.054 11.374
02 1 411 0.027 11.401
04 2 421 0.054 11.456
05 2 423 0.054 11.510
06 73 496 1.986 13.497
07 88 584 2.395 13.891
08 342 926 9.306 25.197
09 2734 3660 70..395 99.592
10 11 3671 0.299 99.891
11 4 3675 0.109 100.000 )
ACTIVE84 FREQUENCY CUR FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1028
1 2647 2647 100.000 100.000

GRADE85 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

S 405 405 11.020 11.020
02 2 407 0.054 11.075
03 1 408 0.027 11.102
04 1 409 0.027 11.129
05 2 411 0.054 11.104
06 69 480 1.878 13.061
07 73 553 1.986 15.048
08 176 729 4.789 19.837
09 983 1712 26.748 46.585
10 1950 3662 53.061 99.646
11 P 3670 0.218 99.864
12 5 3675 0.136 100.000

ACTIVE85 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 9 ACTIVE85

1232
1 2%43 2443 100. 000 100.000

25 269
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PAGE 10 GRADE06

PAGE 10 ACTIVE S6

PAGE 10 GRA0E87

PAGE 10 ACTIVE61

PAGE 10 OR0P84

261

OFFICE OFVRESEARCN AND EVALUATION

TITLE VII FOLLOHUP SAS USN le FR
DO PROC TABULATES

GRADE86 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT

S
03
04
05
06
07
08
19
10

12

4.e.Jrudz UM.11 10
X

YTITL7

CID% PERCENT

399 399 10.857 10.857
2 401 0.054 10912
2 403 0.054 10.966
1 404 0.037 10.993

65 469 1.769 12.762
68 537 1.850 14.612
156 693 4.245 18.857
586 1279 '15.946 34.803
596 1875 16.218 51.020
1788 3663 48.653 99.673

12 3675 0.327 100.000

ACTIVE86 FREQUENCY CUM FREE) PERCENT

1491
1 2184 7484 100.000

CUM PERCENT

100.000

GRA0E87 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

GR 9 9 0.245 0.245
S 396 40S 10.776 11.020
04 3 408 00082 11.102
03 2 410 0.054 11.156
06 63 ' 473 1.714 12.871
07 65 538 1.769 14.63908 150 688 4.082 18.721
09 495 1183 13.469 32.190
10 389 1572 10.505 42.776
11 350 1922 9.524 52.299
12 1753 3675 47.701 100.000

ACTIVES? FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

1774
1 1901 1901 100.000 100.000

OROP84 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUR PERCENT

1060
0. 2385 2385 91.205 91.205
1 92 2477 3.518 94.723
2 51 2528 1.950 96.673

33 2561 1.262 97.935
6 54 2615 2.065 100.0(13

15:22 THURSDAY, JULY 2, 1987

262
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT SA0082 0501 11
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION X

TITLE VII F0110410? .11 SAS OSN FRYTITL7
DD PROC TABULATES

0ROP85 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT. CUM PERCENT
PAGE lit ORONO

. 993 . . .
0 2337 2337 87.136 87.136
1 183 2520 6.823 93.960
2 59 2579 2.200 96.160
4 1 2580 0.037 96.197
5 59 2639 2.200 98.397
6 43 2682 1.603 100.000

DR0P86 FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUN PERCENT
PAGE 11 0R0P86

. 1182 . . .
0 2172 2172 87.124 87.124
1 268 2440 10.750 97.874
2 39 2479 1.564 99.438
3 9 2488 0.361 99.799
4 5 2493 0.201 100.000

SEX FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

263
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4 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE J08 EV1SAS

PAGE 11 8E3

1 1866 1866 50.776 50.776
3 1809 3675 49.224 100.000

ETHNIC FREQUENCY CUN FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 11 ETHNIC

1 3 3 0.082 0.082
2 33 36 men 0.980
3 609 645 16.571 17.551
4 924 1569 250143 t2.694
5 2106 3675 57.306 LU0.000

T7STAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUR PERCENT
PAGE 11 T7STAT

34541D
1D 1 22_ 221 100.000 100.000

CD
%Co 80THGE40 FREQUENCY CUN FREQ PERCENT CUN PERCENT

--t PAGE B0THGE40><

CO . 365? 4 4 .
0 11 11 61.111 61.111
1 7 18 38.889 100.000
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATIOC

SA=JF082 0501 12
X

TITLE VII FOLLOHUP - SAS OSN = FRYTITL7
DO PROC TABULATES

LEPTIME FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT
PAGE 12 LEPTINE

3657
1 3 3 16.667 16.667

1.32 1 4 5.556 22.222
2.68 1 5 5.556 27.778
3.68 2 7 11.111 38.889
4.36 1 8 5.556 44.444
4.68 5 13 27.778 72.222
5.68 1 14 5.556 77.778
6.08 1 15 5.556 83.333
6.16 1 16 5.556 88.889
7.68 1 17 5.556 94.444
8.68 1 18 5.556 100.000

! ) CHISTAT FREQUENCY CUM FREQ PERCENT CUM PERCENT

i

PAGE 12 CHISTAT

7>
.)", . 3038 . . .

! '13 1 637 637 100.000 100.000
i ill 2 NOTE: THE PROCEDURE FREQ USED 10.23 SECONDS AND 392K AND PRINTED PAGES 9 TO 12.
; c));:4!

1 ><
109 DATA FRYTEST1; 00001220

SET /MIT( ;110 00001230
! f 111 IF _N_ GT 200 THEN DELETE; 00001240

i

112 00001250

j ) NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST1 HAS 200 OBSERVATIONS AND 19 VARIABLES. 66 OBS/TRK.
! NOTE; THE DATA STATEMENT USED 9.16 SECONDS AND 306K.
i

) 113 PROC PRINT; 00001260
114
115
116
117
118
119

267

* VAR STUN STUNAME
Is ACTIVE85 GRADE85 READ85 LANG85 HATH85
* ACtIVE86 GRAOE86 REAO86 LANG86 MATHR6
* ACTIVES? GRADE87 REA087 LANG87 MATH87;

00001270
00001280
0000/190
00001300
00001310
00001320
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1.

1 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EV7SASPS

NOTE: ThE JOB EV7SASPS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS
AT AUSTIN INDEPENDEAT SCHOOL DISTRICT (019860011.

NOTE: CPUID VERSION u FF SERIAL = 013553 MODEL = 4341 .

NOTE: NC OPTIONS SPECIFIEC.

1

2 OPTIONS ERRORS = 0:
3 DATA LEP86;
4 * INFILE LAAG86 VSAM;
5 INFELE LANG21 RECFM=VB LRECL=164 BLKSIZE=4000:
6 INPUT FILED $ 1-2
7 REFUGEE $ 3
8 STUID 4-10
9 STUNAME $ 1137
10 BIRTH $ 38 -43

r 11 LOC $ 44-46
12 GRADE $ 47,-48
13 HLSI S 49-60
14 HLS2 $ 51 -52
15 HLS3 $ 53-54
16 REENTYR $ 55
17 REEXTSEA $ 56
18 REEXTYR $ 57
19 REEXTSEA $ 58
20 LANGCODE S 59-60
21 .44 LANGNAME S 61 -70
22 ..; ETHNIC $ 71
23 1-4rn REVIEhCO $ 72
24 :lg STATUS $ 73
25 r-- LPACCODE $ 74
26 >4 PALTAKEN $ 77
27 CO au CENGPAL 204.1
28 482 CSPANPAL 204.1
24 486 CENGPAL 204.1
30 290 OSPANPAL 204.1
31 ENGYEAR $ 94
32 ENGSEA S 95
33 SPANYEAR $ 96
34 SPANSEA $ 97
35 LANGDOM S 98
36 PROGREQ $ 99
37 2!00 FALLREAD ZD2.
38 2102 FALLLANG 202.
39 2104 READPCT Z02.
40 2106 LANGPCT Z02.
41 DESTSCH $ 108-110
42 PROGREC $ 111
43 PAROVER S 112
44 ENTRYYR $ 113
45 ENTRYSEA $ 114
46 EXITYR $ 115
47 EXITSEA $ ILI,
48 2117 CENGLAB Z02.
49 2119 CSPANLAB Z02.
50 2126 OENGLAB ZD2.
51 2128 OSPANUli ZD2.

269

10:03 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987

Athc-e6
brelOcoa:?" 410-'1441

00000110
00000120
00000130
00000140
00000150
00000160
00000170
00000180
00000190
00000200
00000210
00000220
00000230
00000240
00000250
00000260
00000270
00000260
00000290
00000300
00000310
00000320
00000330
00000340
000''0350
00000360
00000370
00000380
00000390
00000400
00000410
00000420
00000430
00000440
00000450
00000460
00000470
00000480
00000490
00000500
00000510
00000520
0000053:i
00000540
00000550
00000560
00000570
00000080
00000590
00000600
0J000610 270



i 2 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JO!) EV7SASPS
I

1

I

5, OELABGRD $ 130-131

54 CELABGRD $ 134-135
53 OSLABGRD $ 132-133

-,

i
55 CSLABGRO $ 136-137

1
56 ELIGEXIT $ 141

i ') 57
58

REFUGDAT $ 148-153
PARAPPRO $ 160;

59 KEEP STUID STATUS GRADE EXITYR LANGDOM;
) 60 IF STATLS = '21 OR STATUS = 131 OR STATUS = olio OR STATUS = '7';

61 IF STATUS = 471 AND EXITYR LT 161 THEN DELETE:
62 *IF LOC GT 8000';

) 63
64
65

1 66
67
68

) 69
70
71

) 72
73
74
75

17

00000620
00000630
00000640
00000650
00000660
00000670
00000680
00000690
00000700
00000710
00000720
00000721
00000722

*********CHOOSE HISPANICS ONLY******************************: 00000723
00000724
00000730
00000740

********************************************************************** 0000075G
THIS PROGRAM ISA-.PS01412011 WILL PRODUCE ANNUAL DROPOUT CODES 00000760
FOR ALL LEP STUDENTS IN GR. 7 -8 DURING THE 1985-86 SCHOOL YEAR 00000770

*********************************************************************4; 00000780
00000 790
00000800
00000810

IF ETHNIC = 441;

-13

NOTE: INFILE LANG21 HAS THE FOLLOWING CHARACTERISTICS:
DCB=( BLKSIZE=4000,LRECL=164IRECFM=VB)

cal NOT.: INVALID DATA FOR CSPAN1AL
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR OSPANPAL
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR FALLREAD

3 NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR FALLLANG
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR READPCT
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR LANGPCT
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR CENGLA8
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR CSPANLAB
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR OENGLAB

IN LINE 1
IN LINE 1

IN LINE 1

IN LINE 1

82-85.
90-93.
100-.101.
102-.103.

28:30
30:30

37:30
38:30

IN LINE 1 104-105. 39:30
IN LINE 1 106-107. 40:30
IN LINE 1 117 -118. 48:30
IN LINE 1 119-120. 49:30

IN LINE 1 126-127. 50:30
a NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR OSPANLAB IN LIN= 1 128 -129. 51:3C

VOTE: FURTHER ERRGRS OF THIS TYPE WILL NOT BE PRINTED.
OPTIONS RRORS=NN; * LIMIT REACHED.

10:03 MONDAY, JULY 6 t9S7

RULE: 1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 801234567 901234567 DO

1 AU 0000361ABADIANC FERDINAND 091066007GR010137 37TAGALOG 2 i 10920 0920 90 0
101 007 000000 N03465

FILID=AU REFUGEE= STUID=361 STUNAME=ABADIANO FERDINAND BIRTH=091066 LOC=007 CRADE=GR HLS1=01 HLS2=01 HLS3=37 REEXTYR=REENTSEA= REEXTYR= REEXTSEA= LANGCODE=37 LANGNAME=TAGALOG ETHNIC=2 REVIEWCO= STATUS =t LPACCODE= PALTAKEN=1
CENGPAL=92 CSPANPAL=. nENGPAL=?.0. OSPANPAL=. ENGYEAR=9 ENGSEA 0 SPANYEAR= SPANSEA= LANGDOM =0 PROGREG= FALLREAO=.
FALLLANG=. READPCT=. LANGPCT=. OESTSCH=007 PROGREC= PAROVER= ENTRYYR= ENTRYSEA= EXITYR= EXITSEA= CENGLAB=.0 CSPANLAB=. GEhGLA8=. OSPANLAB=. OELABGRO= OSLABGRO= CELABGRO= CSLABGRO= ELIGEXIT= REFuGDAT=000000 PARAPPRO=S
_ERROR_=1 _N_=1
NOTE: 16045 LINES WERE READ FROM INFILE LANG2I.

10 THE MINIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 160.
THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 160.

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.LEP86 HAS 4299 OBSERVATIONS AND 5 VARIABLES. 470 08S/TRK.
tNOTE: ThE DATA STATEMENT USED 245.78 SECONDS AND 330K.'
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3 SAS LOC VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 J09 EV7SASPS 10:03 MONDAY, JULY 6, 1987
75 CATA OROPd6;

0000081076 SET DROPDATA;
0000082077
0000083078 IF (LOC86 GE '043' AND LOC86 LE '055') OR LOC86 '265'; 0000084079 IF (GRAOE86 GE '07' ANO GRA0E86 LE '08') 0000085080
0003086081 GRAD = 1N4;
0000087082 01E0 = 'N1;
0000088083 IF 0R0P84 = 3 OR 0R0P85 = 3 OR OROP06 = 3 THEN GRAD = 'Y'; 0000089084 IF 0R0P84 = 4 OR 0R0P85 = 4 OR 0ROP86 = 4 THEN.OIED = 1Y1: 0000090085
0000091086 IF ENTRY86 NE 0 '; 0000092387
0000093088 DROP = 9;
0000094089
0000095090
0000096091 ****************CREATE OROP COOE 0 (STILL IN ALSO ) ***************; C000097092 IF ENTRY86 AE I 4 ANO HITH86 = ANO GRAD = 'N' 0000098093 AND OIEO = IN0 THEN OROP=0;
0000099094

********************************************************4**********N; 0000100095
0000101096 **************N*CREATE OROP COOE 1 (OROPOUTS OURING SLFICOL YEAR)****; 0000102097 IF (HITH86 NE 0 ' ANO TRANS86 = ' 1) 0000103098 ANO GRAO = 'N' ANO OIEO = 'N' THEN OROP=1;
000010/.099

*****4441****************4**********M*******************************; 00001050100
00001060101 f*******i.*******CREATE CROP COOE 2 (TRANSFER OURING SCHGOC YEAR)*****; 00001070102 IF IhITH86 NE ' ' ANO TRANS86 = 'Y') 00001080103 AND GRAO = 'N' ANO 01E0 = ;N1 THEN OROP=2;
00001090104

***************************************************************o****; 00001100105
00001110106 *****************CREATF dROP COOES 3 ANO 4 (GRAOU4 .. 01E0)*********; 00001120107 IF GRAO = 'Y' THEN OROP=3;
00001130108 IF DIED = 1Y1 THEN OROP=4;
00001140109

********************************************************************; 00001150110
00001160111
00001170

NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CONVERTED TO NUMERIC
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN EY: (LINE1:(COLUMN),

86:17 92:17 92:iC 97:18 102:20

NOTE: OATA SET USER010.0ROP86 HAS 9354 OBSEPVATIONS ANO 30 VARIABLES. 48 O8S /TRK.
NOTE: TH.1 OATA STATEhENT USEC 78.62 SECCNOS IMO 314K.

111
112
113

PROC SORT OATA=LEP86;
BY STU10;

NARN/NG: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
REQUIREO BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.
THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.LEP86 HAS 4299 OBSEWATIONS ANO 5 VARIABLES. 470 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE PROCEOURE SORT USEC 20.59 SECONDS ANO 292Y.

00001170
00001180
00001190

113 PRUC SORT OATA=0ROP86;
00001190114 BY SIUIC;
00001200
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1 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 YSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS

NEITE: THE JOB EVISAS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS
A7 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (019860011.

NOTEk CPUID VERSION FF SERIAL = 013553 MODEL r 4341 .

NOTE: NO OPTIONS SPECIFIED.

1

2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18> et13

13 20
n1 21
CD 22

4PA *-1 17.3

-
24

107 25

26
27
28
29
30
31
31
33
34
35

37
38
39
AO
41
42
43
44n
454
46
47
48
49
50

12:16 FRIG.,., JULY 3. 1987

17&0467417/- 1 3

715s ci Fe u/ tircaa5 &fl &tries
00000140

CPTIONS ERRORS = 0; 00000150
00000160

TITLEI AUSTIN INDEPr')ENT SCHOOL .(STRICT SA-JF082 0601; 00000170
YITLE2 OFFICE OF REL.LSRCH AND EVhLUATION X; 00000180
TITLE4 TITLE VII FOLLOkUP SAS DSN = FRYT1TL7; 00000190
T1TLE5 READ SGR 00111; LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL; 00000200
TITLES THEN DO PROC TABULATES; 00000210

00M220
00000230
00000240
0000025U
00000260
0000027C
00000200
00000290
00000300
00000310
00000320
00000330
00000340
00000350
00000360
000)0370
00,'`0380
00VJO390
oommoo
00000410
00000420
00000430
00000440
00000450
00000460
00000470
00000480
00000490
00000500
00000510
00000520
00000530
00000540
008'10550
00000560
00000570
00000580
00000590
00000600
00000610
00000620
000006,0

*ATA FRYSSGR1;
= thFILE SSGR21 RECFM=F LRECL=1/8 BLKSILE=4094;
* INPUT LOC $ 01-03

STUID C4-10
COURSE S 82-87
COURSE4 It 82-85
AVERAGE 131133
ACTIVE S 138;

* IF AVERAGE = . THEN DELETE;
* FAILPASS = 0;
* IF AVERAGE GE 070 THEN FAILPASS = I;
* KEEP STUID COURSE FAILPASS;
*ROC SORT;
* BY STUID COURSE;

ATA FR,TESV1;
* SET FRYTITL7;

IF ACTIVE87 = 1;
* IF GRADE87 GE 091
* KEEP STUID GRADE87 T7STAT CHISTAT ETHNIC;

*

*ATA FRYTEST1;
* MERGE FPNTEST1 (IN a FRYIN11

FRYSSGRI (IN = FRYIN21;
* BY STUID;
* IF FRYIN1 - 1;
*RO(. CELETE DATA = FRYSSGRI;

CATA FRYTEST3;
SET FRYTEST1;
IF COURSE = 0118

COURSE = 1049
COURSE a 2828
COLRSE = 4002
COURSE = 4841
COURSE = 6931

OR COURSE = 81032
OR CCURSE = 81111
OR COURSE = 2831
OR CCURSE = 4328
OR CCURSE = 4931
OR COURSE a 8136

OR COURSE = 1042
OR COURSE = 1132
OR COURSE = 3222
OR COURSE = 4732
OR COURSE = 4933

;

OR
OR
OR
OR
OR 276
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2 SAS OG VFE SAS 02.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EV1SAS

CATA SET vSER010.FRYTEST3 HAS 2457 OBSERVATIONS AND 7 VARIABLES. 176 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 14.52 SECONDS AND 322K.

12:16 FRIDAY, JULY 31 1987

CO
0151 DATA FRYTEST2; CO000640

52 SET FRYTEST3; 00000650 rs,F3 BV STUID; 00000660
If FIRST.STUID THEN NUMFAIL = 00000670

55 IF FAILFASS = 0 ?Ha NUMFAIL + I: 00000680
56 IF LAST.STUIO THEN OUTPUT; 00000690
57 00000700

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST2 HAS 1-442 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 150 OBS/TRK.cC7CIT?NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 8.36 S DS riND 306K.

58 DATA FRtTEST2; 00000710
59 SET FRVTEST2; 00000720
60 GROUP = 41234567'; 00300730
61 GROUP = '4ALL'; 00000740
62 KEEP STUID GRADES7 GROUP NUMFAIL; 00000750
63 OLTPUT; 00000760
64 IF T7STAT = 1 THEN DO; 00000770
65 GROUP = 'ITITLE7'; 00000780
66 OUTPUT; 00000790
67 GC TO ENDIT; 00000800
68 END; 00000810

-vs 69 IF CH1STAT = 1 THEN DO; 000008201_410 70 GROUP = I2CH11; 00000830rri
71 OUTPUT; 00000840

c, 72 END; 00000850
>4
F4

73 IF ETFNIC = 4 THEN L.v: 00000860
74 GROUP = 3HISP°: 00000870co 75 OUTPUT; 00000880
76 END; 00000890
77 ENDIT: 00000900
78 00000910

NOTE: CHARACTER VALUES HAVE BEEN CoNVEhIED TO NUMERIC
VALUES AT THE PLACES GIVEN BY: ILINE1:(COLUMNI.

73:0

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST2 HAS 1944 OBSERVATIONS AND 4 VARIABLES. 274 OBS/TRK.
>

NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 7.84 SECONOS AND 306K. (0
fD

cc+ +

fD
fl

79 PROC TABULATE F=8; 00000920 N =
80 CLASS GROUP GRADEB7 NU,4FAIL; 00000930 fD
81 TABLES GROUP, 00000940 0 :1

82 NUMFAIL*(N PCTN<NUMFAIL ALL>=8PERCENTe*F=6.1) ALL / 00000950 01 03
83 HISSTEXT = 3 RTSPACE = 20; 00000960 {
84 00000970 CA)

84 KEYLABEL ALL = 'TOTAL'; 00000970
85 00000980

278
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wcincsizeinga5=6110111WICaa

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SAJF082 0601 5
X

12:16 FRIDAY. JULY 31 1987
TITLE VII FOLLOhUP SAS DSN = FRYTITL7

READ SGR DOWN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL
THEN DO PROC TABULATES

GROUP 1TITLE7
MOMMMMO.40.10.11.0.....11........41VOINMMO..MMODWw0MoMOB...41.12MOWOOPOS

FAILPASS
IM,A11.10.0MWMWW 1114040.11111.11M=MPAMMNIIMMI

1 0 1 1 1 TOTAL

1 N 'PERCENT 1 N (PERCENT 1 N
41=00111011.= 041011M.11.01.011.. +0.101.0.2.1.011.411Meadilia.M. +4110.01.0001.11.1111

COURSE
al NO alisalimilM 11010.4111101.111111. 1

0118 RtCOSIX664911Z11 1 I 71 100.01 7

1032 fsumsfi fife, 1 31 20.01 121 80.01 15
posa..0001.1Ressoinwl akoanar..a.r. eamnr. 11. 4.11ww.m.la 4e alurealmOmme
1042 016614H WIS 1 31 33.31 61 66.71 91

1049 tAM4011118A68-1 1 1 181 100.01 181
MM. 1.11.0avamolsoNumlarri.a.se ....moms 4..o es 411...00101 4.1sess1 is am lvineowes I

--4 51 5n-111 _51_ cn-R1 ioiara01.41/0.1011e +.1....... nos 4.10 4.r --.....
1132 tLAINS 1 2; 15.41 111 84.61 13Iewe -- ---ost nowsims40 +asemowealwrral 11,aalairoost.oonme
2828 foo05 Rag rn0J1 I I I ci 10001 9
4MPO eseep.leseotooawatsIt_ owwar. +sows +as as mmeamems=

2831 FAM LAVIN(' I 31 37.51 51 62.51 8
MOMPOOMOMOODMM.011.0.M......f.M.MOIAMMILMOMOMM4.W.MMONIMOMfamiN.....im
3222 Wcer4Acatomixtill 31 42.91 41 57.11 7

.1.101~0=311.00.1.111.1MIMMIN

4002 IWILo To Ardw,i 1BI 41 40.01 61 60.01 10
=Mamma twas..isairmatmelkramom.alms.

4322 &mg:CR.418 1 11 12.51 71 07.51 8

4732 it4.01,700.4 NI I 121 35.31 221 64.71 34

4841 u6.6cte.4erpmer 1 21 7.11 261 92.91 28
SIMENIIMIN 4.11001M 44.101I5MMONO 442 +GM -NMIt

4931 500modei I 1 1 71 100.01 7
4111111419K11.0111.111.0011011....9 +aromilair..=mosommwmo 4411.010.. 4.1.4001=141100..
4933 A OVAPCED SCesS114.1441 31 25 01 91 75.01 12
IMINOMMIMIIIIIIAMMORIMOU11.01104, aMIOINOMMIMS111...411.0.01 1.11101100.= 114 =MN + NOM IIIIMMPOIMMO

6931 :Ifikun I 51 38.51 81 61.51 13
M.........111.11100.0014......0.10.01.4.40.111010.MOM+MMM.COMMFamb.....101.MOMOMMONO
0136 VO4 Cocere401 Ws le I 11 10,01 91 90.01 Ulf

TOTAL 1 .-971 21.69 _0+1 78.41 2181
sees epoMOe..4 n epee.. sw. rse.. eersew ,ruee.w.eeweewe.e..esseeweewwese

'7q,

7 oe moes- st-3e421-t-e-A>
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

SA -JF082 0601
6

TITLE VII FOLLOWUP - SAS DSN = FRYTITL7
READ SGR DOWN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL

THEN DO PROC TABULATES

GROUP 2CH1

ammomm.s..w.m..w......1.4.1.1mm.m.M...m.m.m.mmolowimumamemmomm.m.memwww.
I

1

1

FAILPASS
1

0 1 1 I TOT:.'

N IPERCENV I N 1PERLENT I N41011111114MIMbe 41.11MIINOM

COURSE 1

4111 +fa 0.1.MI.O.MMOM .4104 .11.0 0001.0 +0MMIMIMMID
1 1 1 1
1 1 1 I
I I 31 100001 3

MM. 410.01M4201.01111.14.1

0118
1

40111.M.A. IWO'S,.

1032 I

4111.MM.M. iHmirmwormummm 04ssiom.......11.
21 10.51

.mmormsow

171 89.51 19
4111MMOMMIIMM.W.,WWMWM111.14.00.110.11.0.01.041011WM+MOM.O.m..M+MIMMM.11144011......
1042

1, 11 12.51 71 87.51 8amaerareasames.selasoAkimmammeas. +moo mas.akaose 4.....emossasrao
1049 I 21 11.11 161 88.91 18e s o p e c . N o b a s a m m e m s n a m b e a O r am a n r s A m e s 11.alersawwwwww +mama *ammo. + mr.amessarres
1132 I 21 11.81 151 88.21 17
ummeawymemmommormailmomm..m.emsm.Gam.....m..m..weemism+..wmilommowewm.dosomemb
2828

1 I 1 181 100.01 18me. aeae.. ma- ..we-twm-- ae-Qeoaae-m-$-wee-wa ter-- w- e-} -ow-r.
2931 1 lI 11.11 81 88.91 9

+.apaDoweloesews.+Nresealeevaa. +...mrelmeenue }ow.Booboo,. co+ ow.. awe rob..
3222 1 11 20.01 41 80.01 5am moo assomm.rftwas

se....a... .....mambaloom 4 M110114.1.11MONalioagammaftwoms
4002 I 31 25.01 91 75.01 12f
4322

I 11 20.01 41 80.01 5
OIMMOSOPOMM...a...M.O....M.011.4.0.11.M...M01.141.11..O.180M+.1111....1....+MOOMMOOOM.
4732

I 81 25.01 241 15.01 32
OOMMMOMOMMIIIMMINJODOMOMM,MPOPM.M.M.11.M..M.OPOOM+M.00114M.M4.MMOW.O.OM11.M4.104.M....
4841 I 51 17.21 241 82.81 29

4931 1

11.11.1011411MA.04.
1 1

.....aset -or
41 100.01 4111.0

4933
0.1.1

1

=1 AR

11 5.61 171 94.41 18

6931
I 81 34.81 151 65.21 23I .11101.1110111CMI111.11+11111117101.1.

141.11110011MIMI 0.101111101.111 +11.101011 NO.10.11. OA eV .14,...s --
81,36 I I 1 81 100.01
mmmmwmalommoommomirimme,woommmorm...mm....ow.4........em..mamomorworm+ms.mwews.m.
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TITLE VII FOLLOWUP SAS 6SN = FRYTITL7
READ SGR DOWN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES ANO PASS OR FAIL
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND r:VALUATION

SA-JF082 0601
x

TITLE VII FOLLOWUP - SAS OSN = FRYTITL7
READ SGR DOWN LOADED TAPE FILE TO GET COURSES AND PASS OR FAIL

THEN DO PROC TABULATES .

GRCUP 4ALL
INNAVat4IINEWN.O.A.MIONYM.1.11.4.11=MI =.01..1100.00/

FAILPASS 1

1 0 1 1 1 TOTAL
1

mommfoomorom............rir ....Arm

1 N !PERCENT I N 'PERCENT 1 NmrOor04....*
COURSE 1--........-....---1
0118 I 11 4.01 241 96.01 25

1032 1 351 21.91 1251 78.11 160

1042 i 71 7.31 891 92.71 96
===.0.10+ 4.1.111 W004104E0 +43..weN011 wawa.. ono wa Miro mos.

1049 I 451 7.81 5291 92.21 574

1
81 50.01 81 50.01 16

1132 1 91 ; 17.61 421 82.41 51
..W.mrrrmmmM.0m.m4.rrmmr..+mmmrormm1.mm=rm..+mm....mm+rrmrmmr
2828 1 21 1.91 1061 98.11 108
mor.........rmormerirommomormOrm.....4.........frommorrm+mmoormor.
2831 I 101 10.01 901 90.01 100

3222 51 20.81 191 7T.21 24

4002 I 121 28.61 01 71.41 42
mm..........r.r.mmorfr....mm.Ormommemorfoorromormilroormorm4r.........
4322 I 51 7.11 651 92.9' 70

4732 I 531 27.61 1391 72.41 192
...morromor.....omem........mtmmormorm+morrommor+morrommor+or.mormor
4841 I 271

.
5.91 4281 94.11 455

mormmorrommormorerr,
4931 1 31 3.71 791 96.31 82

4933 i 81 4.41 1731 95.61 181
amoreit. mow. wase IMO NI awe.. 4. wore awe arra anise *.

6931 1 271 12.61 161:1 87.41 115
.1..msam.milomf.aumeorm.oefeemwsmewankm

8136 1 21t 3.01 641 97.01 66

TOTAL 1 2pr 10.51 21981 89.51 2457
.........

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE TABULATE USED 31.00 SECONDS AND 596K AND PRINTED P'GES 5 TO 8.

123 PROC TABULATE F=8; 0000130
124 CLASS GROUP FAILPASS: 00001370
125 TABLES GROUP, 00001380

126 FAILPASSsIN PCTN<FAILPASS ALL>vsPERCENTON8.1) ALL / 00001390
127 MISSTEXT vs RTSPACE = 20; 00001400
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix C

PRUEBA DE LECTURA
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PRUEBA DE LECTURA

Purpose

The Prueba de Lectura (PDL) is designed to measure level and speed of reading
comprehension and vocabulary in Spanish. This test is administered to
determine if Spanish-dominant students are making significant gains in Spanish
Reading and to provide information to answer the following decision and
evaluation questions.

Decision question Dl: Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education
(TBE) and English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is

or modified?

Evaluation Question D1-9: What are the mean raw scores and

one-year gains o panish-dominant students in Spanish Reading

(grades 2 and 4)? Compared to last year's group?

Procedures

A decision was made to test all grades (2-6) as in the past rather than just
two and four to maintain the longitudinal data base. If Spanish TEAMS

continues at grade 3, this decision may be revised in the future. Spanish-

dominant LEP students in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL during the last
weak of March and the first week of April. All Spanish-dominant LEP students
in grades 2-6 were administered the PDL (Level 2, Form B) except those absent
on the days of test administration. This year we also tested eight first

graders for the AIM High program. Their scores were not included in our
results since we don't normally test first graders and local norms are not
available for this group.

During the first week of February, 1987, the principals were sent 4 memo
telling them about the test, and informing them that they would be contacted
to schedule the testing at their school (see Attachment C-1). Attached to the

memo was a printout listing the students that would take the test. A space

was provided in which teachers were asked to supply information as to whether
or not any of these students received only English-as-a-Second Language (ESL)

and no Spanish Reading instruction (see Attacnment C-2). The 1,st week in

February, the principal or LPAC coordinator was contacted to scnedule the
testing. They were asked to find a space large enough to accommodate the
number of students being tested at their school. On March 9, 1987, the

principal and LPAC coordinator were sent a memorandum reminding them of the
scheduled time (see Attachment C-3). Throughout the scheduling process,

principals and LPAC coordinators were asked to please inform the teachers of
the students to be tested of the testing schedule. Last year there was a

problem at a few schools with teachers not being informed of the testing until
the day of testing.
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Steps in Test Administration

Four bilingual testers were hired to administer the POL Spanish Reading exam.
They were given training on how to administer the test and a list of the
schools and time schedules for such. Testers were assigned two schools per

day (at 8:30 and 10:30 a.m.). A list of names of students to be tested along
with gummed lapels for each student to place on their test booklet was
provided. The labels contained identification information -- name, grade, ID
number, name and number of the school, season, year, and the following test
information: Prueba de Lectura, Level 2, Form B. The testers arrived at each
school 15-30 minutes before the test in order to ensure that a testing room
with sufficient chairs and tables was provided, and to assist in the rounding
up of students (e.g., types of rooms). A tester and monitor were sent if 20

or more students were being tested. On occasion, a monitor was not available
or the space provided was not large enough, in these cases, the testers tested
in two short sessions rather than one.

Test directions were given to the students in Spanish. They ware told that

the exam consisted of three parts (level of comprehension, speed of
comprehension, and vocabulary) and, that they would not receive a school

grade. Students were told the time limits; 10 minutes were allotted for the
first part, 5 minutes for the second and 8 minutes for the third.

At the end of the day, each tester was responsible for grading their own
tests. Once the tests were graded, they were passed on to one of the other

testers for rechecking. This was done to avoid grading errors. Once all the

grading was completed, the scores and other key information were keypunched by
the Austin Independent School District Data Services (see Attachment C-4) and
the results run by the District Priorities Data Analyst.

After the testing, the principals of the schools tested were provided with a
memo, handouts on interpreting test scores, and printouts by teacher of the
students' percentile scores (see Attachment C-5). The principals were asked

to give each teacher addressed a printout and an interpretation sheet.
Teachers receiving the printouts were asked to share the results with any
other teachers who provided ailingual service to these students.

Results

Evaluation question D1-9: What are the mean raw scores and one-year gains of
Spanish-dominant students in Spanish Reading? Compared to last year's group?

What do the scores mean?

The scores reported are the raw scores on each subtest and the total raw
score, which has a maximum of 110. Also reported is the percentile rank
corresponding to the total raw score. The percentile norms were developed

based on the scores of AISD Spanish dominant limited-English-proficient
category A and B students in 1982-85, and so enabled comparison with other
Spanish dominant LEP A and B students in the same grade.
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For example, if a second grader achieves a percentile rank of 80, this means
he or she scored better than 80% of those LEP A and B students tested in
second grade in AISD between 1982-85.

One note of caution is that AISD uses the same forms for grades 2-6. The test
manual indicates that those in the higher elementary grades should really be
tested with a higher level of the test. The test publisher indicated the
lower level may be appropriate for A and B dominance students, but a change
should be considered if practical. An important consideration in making this
decision is that the higher level of test would take 18 more minutes to
administer and would have 15 more questions. Two testers would be needed per
school since different times and directions would be used. This would be both

costly and time consuming. This year, two testers were sent only for group

over 20. Had we used the higher level this year, 261 of the 603 students
tested would have used the higher level.

If we compare 11 students tested each year (e.g., all 1986 second graders to
all 1987 seconL -raders, etc.), we find small differences in the scores (see
Figure C-1).

o At grades 2, 3, 4, and 5, students scored slightly higher in
1986-87 than in 1985-86.

At grade 6, they scored slightly lower in 1986-87 than in 1985-86.

GRADE
2 N 3N4N5N6 N

1986 51.7 163 60.4 120 66.8 77 72.5 60 79.8 52

1987 54.4 196 60.9 138 69.5 114 74.1 84 78.9 63

Figure C-1. COMPARISON OF PDL SCORES BETWEEN SPRING, 1986 AND
1987 BY GRADE LEVEL.

As Figure C-2 below illustrates, comparison of the PDL performance of those
students' tested in both 1986 and 1987 indicates considerable growth occurred

at all grade levels. The most growth occurred for those students who moved
from second to third grade (12.2 points). The least growth occurred for those

moving from fifth to sixth grade (6.2 points). To some extent, this may
reflect students "topping out" on this test at sixtElrade (maximum scor., 110)
or greater English instruction to A and B students at the upper elementary as
opposed to the lower elementary grades. Some students labeled A and B may

also have old test scores -- their dominance may have actually changed. A

similar pattern was evident last year.

GRADE
2-3 3-4 4-5 5-6

1986
1987

51.0
63.2

62.6
70.7

68.2

75.5

73./-
79.9

GAIN 12.2 8.1 7.3 6.2

-11 L 91 70 39 35

Figure C-2. TRACKING BY GRADE OF SPAISH DOMINANT
LEP STUDENTS FROM ONE GRADE LEVEL TO
THE NEXT USING PDL SCORES.
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Based on the information we got on whether the studerts being tested were
getting only ESL instruction or Spanish Reading instruction, a comparison was
made between the two groups. We found that:

o At grades 2, 3, and 6, the students taking Spanish Reading scored
higher than those in ESL instruction only.

o Surprisingly, ESL students in grades 4 and 5 scored slightly higher
than those taking Spanish Reading.

2 N 3 N 4 N 5 N 6 N

ESL Only
Spanish Reading

40.1
54.9

7

189

51.1

61.8
12

126

71.4
69.2

15

99

79.3
73.7

7

77 J

73.7
79.4

6

57

Figure C-3. COMPARISON OF POL SCORES BETWEEN STUDENTS RECEIVING ESL
INSTRUCTION ONLY AND THOSE RECEIVING SPANISH READING.

A similar pattern was found two years ago. Given the small number of students
given only ESL instruction, significance tests were not run. It is unlikely
any differences would be statistically significant (none were 2 years ago).

The Construction of Local Norms

Norms were constructed from Prueba de Lectura results for AISD Spanish-
dominant students. The norm table is for those students who received Spanish
Reading instruction. To obtain these norms, data from 1981 through 1985 were
combined. To determine the percentile rank for each score within that grade
level the raw score for each student was used along with the frequency of its
occurrence within each grade level. The norm table is reported in Attachment

C-6.
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Attachment C-1

86.22 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Information
Office of Research and Evaluation

February 20, 1987

TO: Principals

FROM: Belinda Oliviriz Turner

SUBJECT: Spanish Reading Test

During the week of February 23, I will be contacting you to schedule the
adi7inistration of the Prueba de Lectura (Spanish Reading Test) which will be
ghen during the last two weeks in March (March 23 - April 3, 1987). The data
collected will give teachers information on individual students and will meet
LEP evaluation needs.

The following points summarize this testing effort:

1. Students to be tested are the Spanish-dominant (LEP A and B) students
in grades 2-6. If you have low "C" students who you believe need to be
tested because of their limited English ability, let us know ahead of
time. Our test supply is limited.

2. Enclosed is a list of the students at your school who are scheduled to
be tested. Please route this list and a copy of this memo (attached)
to your bilingual/ESL teachers with A and B students.

3. We will schedule a testing time during the two-week period that is
convenient to you. We will be at your school approximately two hours
in the morning; but students will only be out of class one hour.

4. Please make sure there is a testing area available.

5. Please indicate if any of these students receive only English as a
Second Language (ESL) (and no Spanish reading instruction). Record
this information in the space provided on the enclosed list. The test
administrator from ORE will pick up the list on the test day. Thus,
this information needs to be collected prior to the day of testing.

Please feel free to call me at 458-1227 if you have any questions about this
procedure.

BOT:lg
Attachment

cc: LPAC Coordinator
Carmen Gamboa
Mar5 Ramirez
Bilingual Coordinators
Bilingual/ESL teachers

Approved:a
irec or

Departmen of Management Infyiation

Approved:

Assistant Superintendent for Elementary ucation
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Jf. cleat, ELLMENTArY I1S61 .1TuDE.41.; 2t TESTEJ niTm PRUE3A OE LECTURA LEPDLHR 0101 02/23/87

4. Ldia:10E:JIAL LW:LUNATION 4.

,- 4
4-

4. Flo. USE JY A1SJ PRaEbSIUNAL STAFF ONLY 4.

AWIEb :

JTUDEaT

PLEA,,t dAVe. (HIS PkIATLO C0MPLeTE0 FUR
ZkE TESTER, A1LL PICK LP LA (EST JAY.

FAL bCtiktS IDEA SCORES

DOMINANCE : A SPANISH MONOLINGUAL
B 4. SPANISH DOMINANT

PLEASE CHECK CNLY IF
CHILD GETS ESL INSTRUCTION AND

illBgba-BAIE li&ADE 1)0 UAG SEAls LIG SUB NO SPANISH READING iNSTRUCTIGU

sommuMB fEMESIZEMEEMElib 2 A 0.0 22,0

AMMON /1212EMONEEINIESID 2 A 0.0 99.0

OXNES MEMINIMIEBSES 2 A 0.0 9.0

EOM annininii 2 a 71.J 94.0

MOM ANIKESSIESIIIIMEINIMOSS 2 A 0.0 93.0

> =NM illiMagENEMEMINEW 2 B 0.0 0.0 LESC FSSE

12I, MEM ingBEREEMMEMENS 2 6 0.0 0.0 LESD FSSE
*-4 rnZ

c3 OEM MEINMESEIBESED 3 A 0.0 d2.5

cl
ANINIM datinallumnessffsmin 3 A J.0 90.0

MONSOON VINSHERSENIENNFESSEES 3 A u.0 96.0

filiMii GIESIMINEIREIESSM 3 A 0.0 0.J NESA FSSM

Maar GEMEMEEMENIg 3 A 0.0 0.0 NESA FSSF

SEMIS fillINIMENIMISMI 3 AL 0.G 0.0 NESA LSO

UMW ffigralagataniSIMEM9 4 6 6.0 93.0

OMMOOP iffenliMillaffingargan 4 B 44.0 85.5

ROOM galinEMEEMEDIMI 4 A 0.0 )1.0
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TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Attachment C-3

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Information
Office of Research and Evaluation

March 9, 1987

Principal and LPAC Coordinator

Belinda Olivarez TurnerZ.0T

Prueba de Lecture (Spanish Reading Test)

This is to remind you that a tester from our office will be at your
school on at a.m. to
administer the Prueba de Lecture to LEP A and B students in grades 2-6.

Please let the teachers involved know when we are coming. If you have
any further questions, give me a call at 458-1228.

BOT:lg

APPROVED:
Assistant DirectorDirector
Management Information

#24teatmemo
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TO:

Attachment C-5
86.22 (Page 1 of 3)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SC--100L DISTRICT
Department of Management information
Office of Research and Evaluation

LPAC Coordinators

April 13. 1987

FROM: Belindel Olivgrez Turner

SUBJECT: Prueba de Lecture - Spanish Reading Test Results

Thank you for your assistance with this year's scheduling and
administration of the Prueba de Lecture (Spanish reading test).
Your help was greatly appreciated.

Attached are printouts with scores to be given to those teachers
whose names appear on the top of each printout. These teachers
should also receive a copy of the sheet explaining the
interpretation of the Prueba de Lecture scores (enclosed).

Labels with the scores from the Prueba de Lecture are provided.
These are to be placed on each student's LEP Data Measurement
Card.

If you have any questions please feel free to call me 458-1227.

BOT:lg
Attachment

cc: Principals
Oscar Cantu
Carmen Gamboa

APPROVED: 7
Execuive Dtrectd
Department of Management Information

eaAPPROVED:

.Aleba

Assistant Superintendent of Ele ntary Education
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Attachment C-5

86.22 INTERPRETATION OF PRUEBA OE LECTURA SCORES
(Page 2 of 3)

What is the Prueba de Lectura?

The Prueba de Lectura is a set of Spanish reading tests. Level 2, which is
adminis tered in grades 2-6, consists of three subtests: Level of
Comprehension, Speed of Comprehension, and Vocabulary. The sum of the
scores on the three subtests is the Total Reading score.

The tests are multiple choice. General directions are read to the students
but all items are administered in written form. In the Level of
Comprehension and Speed of Comprehension tests, the child chooses a drawing
which best matches a phrase, sentence, or paragraph. In the Vocabulary
test, the child chooses a word suggested by a drawing. The Level of
Comprehension test and Vocabulary test each has 40 items, while the Speed of
Comprehension test has 30, for a total of 110 items.

Why is it given?

The Prueba de Lectura provides a measure of grade 2-6 Spanish-dominant
students' reading achievement in Spanish. Principals, teachers, and
bilingual coordinators are given this information. In addition, summaries
of districtwide performance are prepared.

What do the scores mean?

The scores reported are the raw scores on each subtest and the total raw
.score, which has a maximum of 110. Also reported is the percentile rank
corresponding to the total raw score. The percentile norms were developed
based on the scores of AISD Spanish dominant Limited English Proficient
category A and B students in 1982-85, and so enable comparison with other
Spanish dominant LEP A and B students in the same grade.

For example, if a second grader achieves a percentile rank of 80, this means
he or she scored better than 80% of those LEP A and B students tested in
second grade between 1982-85.
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ALSTIN !NOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
PRUEBA OE LECTURA (SPANISH READING TEST) SCORES

** CCNFLOENTLAL INFORMATION FOR ALSO PROFESSIONAL USE CNLY as

SCHU_

TEACHER : agiaMEESSERNSIMEMs7ita

PLEASE SHARE Timse RESULTS WITH °THEP TEACHERS $010 1IAY PRGVICE BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION TO THESE STUDENTS.

03
OOs

N.)

ID NAME GRADE
COMPREFENSIGN
LEVEL SPEED VCCABULARY TOTAL RAM SCORE

PERCENTILE
(LOCAL NORM)

2 12 7 24 43 31

ading* 12:M=MM?
..1", __ _ .06SEEMERS? 2 22 6 _36 64 86

MEMEN? OMEMMOMMIN1 2 13 6 32 51 47

2 22 6 32 6C 74

BROOM IMENIMMMOONUI
.

.SMEN ___ aMIMESMOM1 2 22 6 7 21 I,_35

GPM Mill0111=011, 2 20 7 32 55 72

imam deraiEnzsmem 2 19 10 29 5E 69

SEM= 2 16 ,30 54 57

200
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co 51,
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%ile Rank

99

98

97

95

95

94

93

92
91

90

89

88

87

86

85

83

82

. 81

80

79

78

77

76

74

73

71
70

ov

68

67

bb

65
64

63

52

61

6U

59

58

57

56

55

54

53
52

Di

50

PRUEBA DE LECTURA

Local AISD Norm Table (June 1985)
Students with Spanisn Reading instruction
Percentile Rank to Number - Correct Score

GRADE

2 3 4 5

78

74

72

93

92

81

94

91

90

97

96

94

69 80

79

88

87

93
92

68

67 78 86
85

91

89

66

65

77

84
83

88

64 76

82 87

86

62

81

8

61

73 7-9

82

60

71

70 77
81

58

57 69 76

80

56 68

75

79

67

74
78

77

55

66

73

76

54 72

71

53

65

70

75

52 64 69 74

Attachment C-6
(Page 1 of 2)

6 %ile Rank
99

100 98

97

95

94

97 3

96 92
91

---10
89

94 88

93 81

86

92 85

91

go
89

84

83

82

8

80
79

77

76

74
73

72

71

88 70

87 68

67

86 bb

65

64

63

85 62
61

84 60

59
58

57

83 56

55
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GRADE

%Vie Rank 2 3 4

49
48
47 51 63

5

Attachment C-6
(Page 2 of 2)

6

73
80

79

45
44
4
42
41
4U

39
38
.5

36
35
34
33
32
31
30
29
Zd

27
26

24
23
22
21

9

18
17

16
15
14

62

68

6

78
72

%ile Rank
49
48
47
46
45
44
43
42
41
40
39
38
3
36
35
34
33
32

30
29
28
27
26
Zb
24
23
22
21
20

18
17

To
15
14

66
71

4
48 61

0 76

bU
64

46
45 69 74

58
44 57 73

2

71.

42 56 70

55 62 68

40 54

3 3 61. 68

38 65 67

52 59 63

36 62 66

35 50 57 65
60 64

34 6Z

33 48 59

32 47 54
45 53 58

31 44 48 56
43 46 54

o o

12 29 41 42 12

11 28 11

2

9 26 39 38 9

8 25 37
..

36 50 52 8

7 24 33 35 48 50

6 23 30 34 44 47 6

5 21 28 30 42 44 5

4 20 27 28 3U 4

3 19 20 24 40 28 3

2 18 14 23 33 24 2
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Transfer File

Purpose

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions.

Decision Question D2: Should staffing he changed or increased to better

meet the needs of students?

Evaluation Question 02-8: How many students had to be transferred

to receive bilingual/ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)?

Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways
to improve the way teacher and student transfers are handled?

Procedure

Transfer Numbers

The District Priorities data analyst worked with the person in the Department
of Student Records and Reports for the District who is in charge of tne
District's transfer file and produced a list of the bilingual transfers as of
February by:

Requested school - school that the student is requesting to attend,
Sending school - school that the student is transferring from, and
Receiving school - school that the student transferred to.

A second count was done at the end of the year in which bilingual transfers
were calculated by grade and language group. The intent was to see what group

and what grade level had the most transfers.

Gaps in Coverage

Gaps in coverage of bilingual instruction were looked at in several different
ways:

How many pre-K through 6 schools had LEP students at the different
grade levels, but no teacher to serve them?

How many schools did not have a bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin teacher
at the different grade levels, regardless of whether they had LEP
students or not?

Which schools had a bilingually endorsed teacher at every grade served?

The data analyst generated a printout in March, 1987 which listed active LEP
students by dominance, parent denials, and transfers. It also included the

number of bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin endorsed teachers by school.
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The number of bilingual student transfers and gaps in service provide some
valuable information for this year; however, they also provide data that can
be compared to bilingual service next year under the new boundary plan.

Results

Evaluation Question D2-8: How many students had to be transferred to receive

bilingual/ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)? Where are the gaps

in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways to improve the way teacher and

student transfers are handled?

Bilingual Transfers

As of February, 1987, there had been 349 transfers for the purpose of
receiving bilingual/ESL service (see Attachment D-1).

The schools receiving the most transfers were:

Murchison 111 Travis 22

Wooten 35 Webb 13

Walnut Creek 30 Sanchez 12

Metz 23

The schools which had the most students transfer out because they couldn't

provide service were:

Fulmore 26 Pearce 12

Bryker Woods 19 Martin 12

Wooten 18 Kealing 10

O. Henry 18 Lamar 10

Wooldridge 15 Campbell 10

Oak Springs 14 Reilly 10

Harris 13

When the calculation of transfer numbers was done again at the end of the

year, the number had decreased from 349 to 274. An intermediate count was

done in March which was 307. Some reasons for the decrease occurring is that

a transfer is cancelled if a student leaves the District or if a student moves

to the area of the school he/she is attending. Attachment D-2 shows the end

of the year transfer numbers, along with the transfer counts by grade and

language group.

The largest number of transfers occurred at grades 7 and 8 for Hispanic LEP

students. Most of the transfers were to Murchison Junior High for the purpose

of receiving bilingual education.

A comparison of this year's number of transfers next year's will be done to

see how much of an impact the new boundary assignments will have on transfers.

rj
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Gaps in Coverage

We looked at gaps in service in several ways. The major reason that bilingual
transfers occur is that there is no bilingual service available to LEP students.

How many pre-K-6 schools had LEP students at the different grade levels but no
teacher to serve them?

Figure D-1

Grade
Number of Schools

w/grade Number
Percent
With Gap

Pre-K 31 5 16.1
K 61 4 6.6%
1 49 3 6.1%
2 49 2 4.1%
3 49 4. 8.2%
4 46 4 8.7%
5 43 3 7.0%

6 43 4 9.3%

The number of pre-K to six schools which had LEP students this year at any time
but no bilingual or ESL teacher to serve them at their grade level was checked by
grade in March. Students had the option to be transferred to another school or
decline the service. It was found that:

There were 29 cases in which there were LEP students and no one to
serve them at that particular grade.

The number of cases ranged from two at grade 2 to five at pre-K.

In order to receive bilingual or ESL service, 183 students were
transferred.

Transfers at the secondary level were also checked. At the junior high level,
there were 91 bilingual transfers (mostly to Murchison for the TBE program).
At the senior high level, 33 students were transferred (mostly to Travis).
Transfer numbers are slightly lower than in February. A possible reason is
that some students had already left the district.

How many schools did not have a bilingual, ESL, or ESL-Austin teacher at the
different grade levels, regardless of whether they had LEP students or not?

Figure D-2

# of Schools No No ESL- No BIL or ESL
With Grade Bilingual No ESL Austin or ESL-Austin

N % N %

Pre-K 31 3 9.7% 15 48.4%
K 61 14 23.0% 46 75.4%
1 49 10 20.4% 32 65.3%
2 49 8 16.3% 34 69.4%
3 49 13 26.5% 38 77.6%
4 46 12 26.1% 38 82.6%
5 43 15 34.9% 36 83.7%
6 43 17 39.5% 33 76.7%

If %

15 48.4%
22 36.1%
12 24.5%
13 26.5%
11 22.4%
11 23.9%
6 14.0%

11 25.6%

12 38.7%
4 6.6%
3 6.1%
3 6.1%
6 12.2%
6 13.0%
4 9.3%
6 14.0%
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o There were 44 cases in which there were no bilingually or ESL or
ESL-Austin endorsed teacher available to serve LEP students if needed.

o At each individual grade level (pre-K to 6), the number of cases
ranged from three to U..

o Except at pre-K, the percentage of cases with no bilingual or ESL
teacher at a grade ranged from 6-:4% and was higher at the intermediate
than primary grades.

How many elementary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at
every grade level.

In 1986-87, there were 17 schools that were fully staffed at every grade
level served. These schools included:

Allan Langford
Allison Linder
Becker Metz
Blanton Odom
Brooke Pecan Sprik:s
Cunningham Pillow
Dawson Sanchez
Govalle Webb
Houston

It is important to look at the staffing of schools for the purpose of
providing bilingual instruction so that we can compare this year's staffing
to next year's. With the new boundary assignments, plans for next year are
to have the 16 priority schools fully staffed to provide bilingual service
and have some designated cluster centers around the city where LEP students
can transfer if their home school cannot provide -hem with service. See
Attachment D-4 for complete information.

Ways To Improve Transfers of Students and Teachers

On the spring District survey, elementary administrators were asked to
describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other campuses
rather than ways to improve the transfer process.

The problem mentioned most often is that there are schools not willing to
develop a rogram to accommodate these students S3 the burden falls on those
who do. For a complete list of comments, see Attachment D-3.

Administrators were not asked about problems with transfers of teachers.

However, based on Personnel and central bilingual staff reports some of tne
problems with teacher transfers are that:

o There may not be a teaching slot for teachers in schools where
they are needed, or

e Often teachers' preferences for where they want to teach is
often not where the need is.
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AUSTIN INOEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 7
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 8ILINGUAL TRANSFER 8

OFFICE OF RESEARCH ANO EVALUATION SA-JF058 0201
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH

SCHOOL DISTRICT
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CUM FREQ

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 9
SA-JF058 0201

15:59 MONDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1987
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 10
SAmJF058 0201

15:59 MONDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 1987
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
CFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

REQSCH FREQUENCY CUM FRED

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 1

SAJF058 0201
10:43 WEONESDAY, JUNE 179 1987
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

DISTRICT

CUM FREQ

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 2
SA-JF058 0201
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 3
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

BILINGUAL TRANSFER 4
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Administrators

Attachment D-3

Please describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to
other campuses.

- Transfer of problem students on the basis that they are LEP when
the students could remain on their home campus with no problem.

- Travis has the greatest number and other campuses don't give time
to develop a program. Help LEP students find home.

- Other principals do not want to accept these students.
- Finding a campus willing and able to take them.
- Some LEP students do move from school to school and just take the

green card to the next school. Information on this card is
inadequate; more information is needed for proper initial
placement.

- Paperwork of transfer
- The biggest problem would be adjusting to the new campus,

teachers, and making new friends.
- Conflicting instructions, much unnecessary paperwork, incorrect

ORE reports
- Finding a school with available space. Getting parents to see the

transfer would be a sound decision.
- Not every campus has bilingual and/or ESL teachers.

- Special evening orientation session for students and parents with
counselors and administrators. Orientation for students prior to

coming to Crockett
- Lunch and tour with PAL student
- Schedule prior to coming to Crockett
- Counseling
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Elementary Education

Department of Management, School Services
and Special Programs

June 22, 1987

TO: Perry Jackson, Wray Plique, Deny Rivera

FROM: La Vonne Rogersaa,

SUBJECT: Staffing for Elementary Bilingual Centers

Attachment D-4
(Page 1 of 4)

All of the recommendations contained in the attached Cabinet Agenda Item were
approved by the Superintendent's Cabinet on Monday, June 22.

Please refer to the next to the last page for a complete listing of the K-5
and Sixth Grade Bilingual Centers for Hispanic LEP Students. Each of these
schools needs to be staffed appropriately.

Allan, Brown and Zilker will each need a bilingual Sixth Grade teacher added
to its staff.

The Vietnamese Bilingual Centers will be located at Wooten: PreK-2 and at
Walnut Creek: 3-5. Vietnamese sixth graders needing bilingual instruction
will be assigned to Dobie Junior High. A Vietnamese teacher from Walnut Creek
will need to be transferred to Dobie Junior High.

Thank you for your help.

trr

xc: James Gandy, Student Records and Reports
Melvin Chambers, Student Records and Reports
Kay Chalman, Transportation
Mary Tobolka, Warehouse
Supervising Principals
Bilingual Coordinators
Maria Ramirez
Ann Cunningham
Nancy Schuyler z
Belinda Turnery

Attachment
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Attachment D-4
(Page 2 of 4)

SUBJECT: Bilingual Centers to Serve the Hispanic LEP Students K-6

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The new boundaries and Student Assignment Plan adopted by
the Board on April 13, 1987, require the reassignment of .

large numbers of teachers and students. The initial
staffing report by the Department of Personnel dated May 14,
1987, reveals serious discrepancies between the placement of
bilingually endorsed teachers and limited English proficient
(LEP) students, Pre K-5. Since the Departments of Secondary
Education and Elementary Education have recommended that
monolinguat and dominant Spanish speaking Sixth Grade LEP
students remain in the elementary division, bilingual
staffing needs for them have to be considered as well. The
match between bilingually endorsed teachers and LEP students
is necessary for compliance with the state mandated program
for Bilingual Education.

ADMINISTRATIVE CONSIDERATIONS.

The new Student Assignment Plan for 1987-88 moved Fifth
Grade students from the Brooke, !vale, Govalle, Allan and
Ortega attendance areas into a middle school. Twenty-two
current Fifth Grade students in these schools will require a
dual language instructional program for the 1987-88 academic
year. The breakdown is as follows:

Brooke 6 students.
Zavala 6 students
Govalle 3 students
Allan 4 students
Ortega 3 students

The total number of students constitutes the number of
students in a whole teaching unit.

Students from the Becker, Cunningham, Dawson, Linder and
Odom attendance areas were also assigned to middle schools
for Sixth Grade. Twenty current Fifth Grade students from
these attendance areas will require a dual language
instructional program. The breakdown is as follows:

Becker 6 students
Cunningham 2 students
Dawson 6 students
Linder 2 students
Odom 5 students

The total number of students constitutes approximately a
whole teaching unit.

Marti nez2/bi 1 ingua/Kim APPENDIX D
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Attachment D-4
86.22 (Page 3 of 4)

Students from Bryker Woods, Barrington, Walnut Creek,
Wooldridge, Wooten, Brown, Andrews, Blanton, Harris and
Reilly attendance areas were also assigned to middle schools
for Sixth Grade. Twenty current Fifth Grade studPlts from
these attendance areas will require a dual language
instructional program. The breakdown is as follows:

*Bryker Woods I student
Barrington I student
Walnut Creek I student
Wooldridge 1 student
Wooten 2 students
Brown 6 students
Andrews 3 students
*Blanton I student
Harris 1 student
Reilly 3 students

*Bryker Woods and Blanton are the only K-6 schools in this
area.

The toW number of students constitutes approximately a
whole teaching unit.

The distribution of LEP students in grades K-5 throughout
the district is different with the Student Assignment Plan.
Several elementary schools are not staffed appropriately and
do not have vacancies to hire bilingual teachers to provide
the needed instructional. program.

In an effort to match LEP students in need of dual language
instruction uith bilingually certified teachers it is
necessary to identify schools to serve as Bilingual Centers
by geographic areas. These Bilingual Centers would absorb
students at various grade levels and minimize the distance
of bus rides. Each geographic area of the city would have
at least one Bilingual Center.

Northwest AreaMow PreK-3
Brown PreK-5

Barrington K-5

o,vr-
Northwu

sut7Area

rnr-1.--Baron Kr6

Andrews PreK-5

Harris PreK-5

Pecan Springs PreK -5

Martinez2/bilingua/Kim
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Southwest Area
Lilker K-6

Southeast Area
Langford

East Area
Allan

PreK-5

PreK-5

Attachment D -4
(Page 4 of 4)

RECOMMENDATIONS ARE AS FOLLOWS:

1. Allan will be designated as a Special Program Campus to
serve monolingual and dominant Spanish speaking
.students who are assigned to middle schools. Allan has
the classroom space to accommodate the classroom.
Allan is within walking distance of four of the five
attendance areas (Zavala, Govalle, Ortega and Allan).
Minimal transportation services are required. The
principal is receptive to, this program. A bilingual
sixth grade teacher will need to be assigned to Allan.

2. Zilker will be designated as a Bilingual Center to
serve monolingual and dominant Spanish speaking
students who are assigned to middle schools.
Transportation will be provided: -A bilingual sixth
grade teacher will needto be assigned to Zilker and
space is available. The principal is supportive of
this program.

3. Brown will be designated as a Special Program Campus to
serve monolingual and Spanish speaking students
assigned to middle-schools. Classroom space is
available. Transportation will be provided to students
from the northwest and northeast areas of Austin. A

bilingual sixth grade teacher needs to be assigned to
Brown.

4. The following schools are recommended as Bilingual
Centers to serve monolingual and dominant Spanish
speaking students in areas designated.-
. The Northwest Area would be served by Pillow, Brown

and Barrington.
. The Northeast Area would be served by Blanton,

Andrews, Harris and Pecan Springs.
. The Southwest Area would be served by Zilker.
. The Southeast Area would be served by Langford.
. The East area would be served by Allan.

Martinez2/bilingua/Kim

APPENDIX 0
19

330



86.22

BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS
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86.22

TEAMS

Purpose

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) is administered to
children in grades 1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11. This is a criterion-referenced test

designed to measure minimum basic skills in the areas of mathematics, reading,
and writing.

The results of the test provide information to answer the following decision
and evaluation questions.

Decision Question Dl: Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education
and tng i s -as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is

or modified?

Evaluation Question D1-10: What percentage of AISD LEP students
were tested fraTish and Spanish by grade? What are tne LEP
mastery rates by school? What percentage of AISD LEP students
tested in English master the TEAMS? Compared to AISD Hispanics
overall? Compared to the State average for LEP students? Compared

to other urban districts? Are LEP students farther from the State
LEP average than are AISD students from the State average?

Evaluation uestion 01-11: What percentage of AISD LEP first and
third graders teste in panish master the TEAMS? Compared to the

State? Compared to urban districts?

Recisior: Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction
in tneir native language?

Evaluation Question D3-2: Does the achievement of first- and
third-grade CEFFtEEFFE vary significantly based on the number of
LEP students in the classroom ( 1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much
Spanish is used in each setting?

Procedure

The Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills (TEAMS) is a statewide
minimum competency test. In the past, only an Englisn TEAMS was available and
there was no exemption for LEP students from grade 3 on. This year,

Spanish - speaking LEP students at grades 1 and 3 could be tested in English or
Spanish; other first and third grade LEP students had the option of an
exemption from the test. All LEP students at grades 5, 7, and 9 could also be
exempted from the testing. Exemptions can be taken only the first time LEP
students are tested from 1987 on. Special Education LEP students can also be
exempted based on Special Education guidelines. The Language Proficiency
Assessment Committees (LPACs) at each campus decided students' LEP status.
Generally, however, students dominant or monolingual in another language or
balanced but limited in English and another language took the Spanish TEAMS or
an exemption. Because this is the first year for the new guidelines,
comparisons to last year will not be made.

APPENDIX E 332
. 2



86.22

TEAMS scores for this year and last are difficult to compare because of the
new Spanish TEAMS at grades 1 and 3 and the exemptions available at grades
1, 3, 5, 7, and 9, The LEP populations tested were, therefore, quite
different in 1987 versus 1986. Also, the percentage of LEP students tested
this year at grades 5, 7, and 9 is fairly small and, therefore, not
representative of the total population.

Test guidelines are set by the State. ORE's Systemwide Testing staff
coordinates testing efforts within AISD. Some essential facts are listed
here. The Systemwide Testing Evaluation Technical Report (ORE Pub. 86.51)
provides more details.

English vs. Spanish vs. Exemption

By law, Language Proficiency Assessment Committees (LPAC's) at each school
made final decisions about which LEP students would be tested in Englisn or
Spanish or exempted. In consultation with the bilingual instructional
staff, ORE testing and bilingual evaluation staff developed procedures to
guide this decisionmaking (see Attachment E-1). Printouts of students'
suggested test status were sent to the school for verification. Basically,
LEP students with dominances of A and B were most likely to be tested in
English or Spanish or exempted.

TEAMS Mastery

TEAMS scores are reported 4n several ways. Indiviamal students must answer
at least three of four items correctly to "master" an objective. Mastery of
each test is established independently. In some cases, students must master
more than 75% of the items correctly to demonstrate mastery of the test.
Raw scores for mastery correspond to a scaled score of 700 (a perfect score
is 999).

Data Collection

ORE'S testing staff collects all TEAMS information as it is summarized by
the State. A wide variety of information was needed for special summaries
on LEP students. A list :s shown in Attachment E-2. Dates the information
was available varied (most were in May and June). AISD results were
available sooner than State rates. Joint Urban Evaluation Council (JUEC)
members were called for information on their LEP students' performance; most
responded.

The scaled score gap between the performance of all bilingual/ESL students
and low income non-bilingual ESL students was examined for AISD and the
State overall by grade. TEA was considering this approach and supplied ORE
with scaled scores for Texas overall and selected districts. The District
Priorities' programmer ran the same numbers for AISD (see program in
Attachment E-3).

Mastery percentages for grades 1-9 were pulled from official report figures
from TEA. These were verified to assure correctness.
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Exit-level TEAMS mastery was hand-countLd from computer printouts of LEP
students' performance. Computer printouts listing the mastery status of
individual LEP students were run through Program TM-SASTM0705 in late May and
June after the data tape received from TEA was "cleaned up." Duplicate
records were removed in this process and only students active at year's end
were included. These counts therefore do not match summaries sent by TEA
earlier. Program TM-SASTM A07 01 was also run to determine mastery on the
exit -level TEAMS by school for Title VII evaluation purposes.

Results

English TEAMS 1986-87 (Evaluation Question D1-10)

Grades 1-9. Complete results as received from TEA are shown in Attachment
E-4. Results are illustrated graphically in Figure E-1. The percentage of
AISD LEP students tested in English this year was:

Grade
February
Enrollment

Tested
Number Percent

1 560 216 39%
3 327 128 39%

5 272 158 58%
7 274 141 51%
9 192 77 40%

AISD LEP students tested in English show:

o Lower mastery percentages than for AISD non-LEP students and Hispanic
students. Differences are greatest in reading.

o The highest mastery percentages at grade 1 in all areas; mastery
percentages are lowest at grade 5 in mathematics and grade 9 in
reading and writing.

o By subject, mastery rates are highest in mathematics (54% to 76%)
generally followed by reading (30 to 55%) followed by writing (16%
to 74%). Grade 1 mastery is higher in writing than in reading.

o AISD LEP students showed higher mastery than State LEP students in
5 of 12 comparisons (42%) at grades 3, 5, 7 and 9. (Grade 1 results
for the State are not yet available.) Grade 3 mastery for LEP
students jn AISD exceeded that of LEP students in the State in all
areas; grade 7 mastery was lower in all areas. The distance was
greatest from the State LEP average in mathematics at grade 5 and
reading and writing at grade 9. Mastery for AISD students overall
does not exceed that of the State in any of these same comparisons.
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Part,cular emphasis must continue to be placed on LEP students' mastery of the
TEAMS. Because the TEAMS focuses on minimum basic skills, low-achieving LEP
students should be targeted for-additional help in areas of need. There is
some evidence that emphasis on TEAMS for LEP students has had an impact on
ITBS/TAP scores as well (see one-year follow-up).

Based on districtwide survey results, most teachers at grades 1, 3, and 5
appear to use TEAMS-style Items on their own tests at least three times a
year. Use of TEAMS practice materials in English and Spanish was also noted
but by fewer teachers.

Scaled Score Gaps 1985-86

One way to gauge the success of programs for LEP students is to compare the
performance of all bilingual/ESL students with that of non-bilingual/ESL
low-income students across grades. Because most bilingual/ESL students are
low income, this comparison basically measures the success of the bilingual
and ESL programs in teaching LEP students English for academic purposes. In a
successful program, the gap between the performance of tne two groups would
close across grades. This estimate of success is rough in that two factors
work against finding a smaller gap across grades:

o New entries at the higher grades (the percentage of AISD LEP students
who were new in 1985-86 was 26-30% at grades 5, 7, and 9),

o Exit of students successful in terms of achievement at the upper grades.

The gap between bilingual/ESL and non-LEP low-income students in AISD and the
State overall is shown below in Figure E-2. 'TEAMS scores for 1985-86 were
used because all LEP students were tested at tnese grades -- no .xemptior.s
were allowed.

FIGURE E -2

TEAMS SCALED SCORES (AVERAGES ACROSS AREAS) 1985-86

AISD

Grade All Bilingual

/ESL

Low Income
Non-Bilingual/ESL

Gap
(Difference)

3 642 722 -80
5 653 726 -73
7 653 721 -68
9 642 705 -63

STATE

3 661 729 -68
5 669 740 -71
7 658 135 -77
9 645 . 726 -81
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As this chart illustrates, the gap tends to close in AISD between grades 3 and
5, 5 and 7, and 7 and 9. These results are positive, especially given AISD's
fairly high number of new entries in the upper grades. AISD's results also
compare favorably to those of theState, where the gap widens across grades.
Based on this data, AISD programs for LEP students appear more successful than
is average for the State.

Exit-Level TEAMS

The exit-level TEAMS is a high-stakes test--students are required to pass both
the mathematics and language arts sections to earn a diploma. Statewide, the
percentage of LEP students able to pass the exit-level test is lower than for
other identified groups. Students first take the test in October of grade
11. Tnose who fail to master one or both areas, plus anyone new to Texas, is
tested subsequently. Students have three additional chances to show mastery
(May of grade 11, and October and May of grade 12).

The percentage of AISD LEP students able to show mastery of the exit-level
TEAMS in October and May of 1986-87 is ahown below. These figures will not
match the TEA report sent at the beginning of May (see Attachment E-5) because
they were run later off AISD's tape--ouplice.e records and students not active
at year's end are therefore excluded.

FIGURE E-3
laj-LEVEL TEAMS MASTERY-1986-87

OctoberT1-986
Grade

1 12 Total 11

May, 1987
Grade

12 Total
71-i-Arts
UP ASS este -27*-1-3 n 25 6 31

N Passing 9 8 17 6 2. 8
% Masterin 33%- 62% 44% 24% 33% 26%

State astering 71713-- Ng----17A--- N/A N/A N/A
All AISD % Mastering

--Mkjiaalcs
90% 83% N/A 65% 79% N/A

LEP 710TiTER 27 DJ Tr 14 16

N Passing 21 9 30 11 2 13

lasterin. 78% 99% 81% 79% 100% 81%
Stai.EP-----in. 67%----i7A N/A N/A N/A N/A
' A SD % astering 93% 8 '. N 82% 86% N '

NA = Not. Available * Correction from 26 to 27 made after final
report was issued.
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Results revealed that:

o AISD LEP mastery percentages were higher in mathematics than in
language arts.

o AISD's LEP October passing rates for 11th graders were higher than
the State's in mathematics but lower than the State's in language
arts. The mastery rate for all eleventh graders in AISIJ tested was
higher than the State's in both comparisons.

o AISD LEP twelfth graders showed higher mastery percentages than
eleventh graders.

o Only three LEP students tested in May failed the mathematics section
--none were twelfth graders.

o In language arts, four LEP twelftn graders failed the TEAMS and were
denied diplomas--two were Spanish Title VII students and two were
Oriental. All but one had only entered AISD this year; the two
Spanish speakers reportedly plan to return to AISD next fall.

In AISD overall, 17 students met all graduation requirements but failed to
pass tne TEAMS and therefore, were denied a diploma. In addition to the four
LEP students mentioned above, three students were LEP but had denied ESL
service. LEP high school students can be caught in a graduation bind. ESL
can only earn graduation credit as English two years; students often deny the
service after this point in order to "make room" for courses that count
towards graduation in their schedule. This may have happened in two of these
three cases. The problem is that, if these students do not have sufficient
English skills to pass the TEAMS, ESL may have helped thcm more than other
English classes. A change in State policy regarding ESL graduation credit
might help this situation. .

JUEC Results

Mastery percentages were supplied for most grade levels by large urban
districts in the Joint Urban Evaluation Council (JUEC). Some were received
after the final report was issued. English resillts for grades 1-11 are shown
in Attachment E-6, along with context information on the nature of LEP
populations in the districts collected in 1985-86.

Spanish TEAMS (Evaluation Question D1-11)

The Spanish TEAMS was first given this year (at grades 1 and 3 only). The
English and Spanish tests are different so results cannot be compared
directly. However, skills covered are similar to those on the English TEAMS;
some items are translations. One important difference is that no writing
sample is included on the Spanish TEAMS; one extra objective measured by
multiple-choice items is included. Results as received from TEA are shown in
Attachment E-7. Available JUEC results are shuwn in Attachment E-8. The
results (shown in Figure E-4) are quite positive.
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Students tested Kith the Spanish TEAMS:

o Show high mastery percentages (86%-96%).

o Exceed third grade mastery percentages for the State in all three
areas. In addition, AISD students exceed third grade mastery for the
eight largest urban districts in Texas (Big 8) in mathematics and
reading (but not writing). In addition, AISD students exceed third
grade mastery for the eight largest, urban districts in Texas (Big 8)
in mathematics and reading (but not writing).

Caution must be taken in comparing AISD to other districts in the State because
of possible differences in LEP populations served and exemption decisions.

Evaluation Question 03-2

We were unable to address the question of whether LEP student achievement
varied according to the number of LEP students in the calssroom. Information
on the number of LEP students per clasp, was to come from teacher survey
results. A miscommunication led to an insufficient sample size. An analysis
was therefore not feasible.
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85.22 Attachment E-1
(Page 1 of 2)

Title 19, Part II Assessment
Texas Administrative
Code and Statutory
Citations Sex: -- lot. 3 -Ft ZtSS-S--

(g) (Students in grade 1 and grade 3 who have been identified as limited
English proficient by the language proficiency assessment committee and

c..) whose native language is Spanish will be administered either the Texas
Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test or the Spanish version of
the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test. The language

proficiency assessment committee will determine whether the student shall
be tested in English or in Spanish.

Chapter 101
Page 6

(h) Limited English proficient students at grades 1 or 3 whose native
language is not Spanish may receive a one-time exemption from the Texas
Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills test and will participate in the
assessment during subsequent administrations.

(i) Students at grades 5, 7, and 9 who have been identified as limited
English proficient by the language proficiency assessment committee may
receive a one-time exemption from the Texas Educational Assessment of
Minimum Skills test if the language proficiency assessment committe, has
determined that the student has not demonstrated sufficient proficiency
in the English language to participate in the assessment.

A student may take a Spanish language version of the Texas Educational
Assessment of Minimum Skills one time only (applicable to grade 1 or
grade 3) or may receive an exemption from the English language version of
the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimum Skills one time only.

(k) Districts shall make every reasonable effort to ensure that all non-
exempt students are tested.

(h) The superintendent or chief administrative officer in each school
district shall report to the commissioner of education the number of
exempt and non-exempt students who were not tested and shall certify that
the exemptions were granted in accordance with the Texas Education Code,
§21.555, and this section.

§101.4 Security and Confidentiality,

Statutory Citation

Texas Education Code §21.556:

"(a) In adopting basic skills assessment instruments and achievement tests
pursuant to this subchapter, the State Board of Education and/or a local
school district shall insure the security of the instruments and tests in
their preparation, administration, and grading. Meetings or portions of
meetings held by the State Board of Education and/or a local school
district at which individual assessment instruments, assessment
instrument items, or achievement tests are discussed or adopted are not
open to the public under Chapter 271, Acts of the 60th Legislature,
Regular Session, 1967, as amended (Article 6252-17, Vernon's Texas Civil
Statutes), and the assessment instruments, items, and tests are
confidential."
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AUSTIN INDEPENDE/sT SCHOOL DISTRICT
LEP STUDENTS WHO MAY TAKE THE TEArS SPRING. 1988

11410,11 AllICOMF --AMOIMM --WNW

OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
DATE OF PRINTING; 111/18187
PAGE 1 SWTMEXM01-01

NEW TEA GUIDELINES ALLOW LEP STUDENTS TO BE TESTED IN SPANISH (AT GRADES 1 AND 31 OR EXEMPTED FROM THE TEAMS THE FIRST TIME THEY
ARE TO TAKE IT (FROM 198647 ON.) THEREAFTER, LEP STUDENTS MUST BE TESTED IN ENGLISH. THE LPAC IS TO DECIDE THE TEST STATUS OF
LEP STUDENTS. THE STATUS OF SPECIAL EDUCATION LEP STUDENTS IS FIRST REVIEWED DV THE ARO WHO MAY EXEMPT THEM. IF NOT ARO EXEMPT.
THE LPAC MUST DECIDE THEIR STATUS BASED ON THE SAME RULES THAT APPLY TO OTHER LEP STUDENTS. TEA GUIDELINES INDICATE,

AT GRADE I AND 3, LEP STUDENTS WITH A HOME LANGUAGE OF SPANISH bun BE TESTED IN ENGLISH OR SPANISH. LEP STUDENTS
WITH OTHER HOME LANGUAGES MAY BE EXEMPTED ONETIME ONLY

AT GRADES 5, 7, AND 9, LEP STUDENTS MAY BE EXEMPTED ONE TIME ONLY

TO MAKE THE LPAC DECISION
FOR YOUR REVIEW.

1."
rrl

ov
I--4
><

m

- MAKING PROCESS EASIER, SUGGESTED TEST
THE GUIDELINES THAT WE USED WERE AS FOLLOWS:

STATUSES WERE DEVELOPED BASED ON LEP DOMINANCE

ILABS SIAIUS

AND ARE ATTACHED

I

GRADE

____-.L
Is 3

DOMINANCE

.

I H ONE LANGUAGE(
1 SPANISH OTHER
)

A, Bs LOW C
(C WITH ENG PAL < 41)

1 SPANISH EXEMPT
. I *(NO EXEMPTION AVAILABLE)*

I

1

I

I

HIGH C IC WITH PAL OF ) 40
OR IDEA), Os E

1 ENGLISH ENGLISH
I

J

i

I

1
5 As Be LOW C 1 EXEMPT EXEMPT I

1

HIGH Cs De E I ENGLISH ENGLISH I

is 3, 5 SPECIAL EDUCATION 1 ARD EXEMPT OR SAME RULES AS ABOVE 1

cc++
(.0 53)

STATUSES LISTED BELOW 1RE ONLY SUGGESTED. LPACS CAN CHANGE ANY STATUS EXCEPT WARD EXEMPT." IF LEP STUDENTS HAVE INSUFFICIENT SKILLS M
TO BF TESTED IN ENGLISH, THEY SHOULD GENERALLY BE EXEMPTED.

r..)LPACS SHOULD PLEASE
0
h c+1. CHECK FOR INAPPROPRIATE DESIGNATIONS. CHECK ESPECIALLY THOSE WITH NO DOMINANCE0 A DOMINANCE OF 'C', OR SPECIAL
cN3EQUATION /LEP. IF APPROPRIATE, SUGGEST A NEW TEST STATUS .71,1 THE SPACE TO THE RIGHT. PLEASE USE A RED PEN. in2. WRITE IN ANY MISSING INFORMATION IN THE APPROPRIATE COLUMN.

3. DRAW A LINE THROUGH THE NAME OF ANY LEP STUDENT WHO IS NO LONGER ENROLLED IN THIS SCHOOL.
4. ADD THE 'NAMES OF ANY LEP STUDENTS CURRENTLY ENROLLED IN YOUR SCHOOL BUT NOT INCLUDED ON THE LISTING. BE SURE TO

PROVIDE A SUGGESTED TEST STATUS.
5. RETURN TO ORE, ADMINISTRATION BLDG., BY DECEMBER 11 1987.

NOTE: PLEASE DO NOT DETACH DIRECTIONS FROM THE LIST OF STUDENTS.
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4 SAS LUG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EVISAS 8:06 MONDAY, JUNE 22. 1987

114 IF GRADE GE 1031 AND GRADE LE *09'; 00001290
115 IF STATUS = '2' OR STATUS = '3' OR STATUS = 140 OR STATUS = '8' 00001300
116 OR STATUS = 071* 00001310
117 IF REEXTYR GT1 ' THEN DO;
118 EXITYR = REEXTYR;

00001320
00001330

03
rn

119 EXITSEA = REEXTSEA; 00001340
120 Er-0; . - 00001350
121 IF STATUS = 171 AND (EXITYR LT 161 OR EXITSEA = '1') 00001360
122 TEEN CELETE; 00001370
123 00001380
124 LEP = 'YES'; 00001390
125 KEEP SWIG LEP; 00001400 f
126 00001410

NOTE: INFILE LANG22 hAS ThE FJLLOhING CHARACTERISTICS:
(

DC8=OLKSIZL=4000,LRECL=164,RECFM=V81

f
NOTE: 11604 LINES hERE READ FROM 1NFILE LANG22.

THE-"mINIMUM LINE LENGTh IS 160.
THE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTh IS 160

NOTE:. DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST2 HAS OBSERVATIONS AND 2 VARIABLES. 532 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: ThE DATA STATEMENT LSEC 100.36 ECONDS AND 380K.

73 127 DATA FRYTESTI; 00001420
73 128 MERGE FRYTEST1 (IN = FRYIN1) 00001430
rlra z 129 FRYTEST2 (IN = FRYIN21; 00001440
c) 130 BY STUD; 00001450

131 IF FRYIN1 = 1; 00001460

rl NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST1 HA. OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USED 57.53 CONDS AND 380K.

132 PRCC DELETE DATA = FRYTEST2;

NOTE: THE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 1.22 SECONDS AND 380K.

00001470

133 PRF.0 SORT; 00001480
134 BY GRADE LEP; 00001490

WARNIAG: SORTSIA VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
REQUIRED BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.
THE SORT UTILITY.MAY TiRMINATE ABNORMALLY.

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTESTI HAS 17528 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE PROCEDURE SORT USEC 6.1.41 SECONDS AND 380K,

135 PRCC FRED;
136 TABLES LEP LOWINCOM;
131 BY GRADE;

343

00001500
00001510
00001520
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3 SAS LOG VSE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 JOB EI,ISAS 8:06 MONDAY. JUNE 22, 1987

79 00000940

WARNING: SORTSIZE VALUE IS LESS THAN THE MINIMUM
REI.WIREU BY YOUR SYSTEM SORT UTILITY.
THE SORT UTILITY MAY TERMINATE ABNORMALLY.

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST1 HAS 17528 OBSERVATIONS AND 8
NOTE: ThE PROCEDURE SORT USEC 51.79 SECONDS AND 380K.

80 UATA FRYTEST2;
81 * INFILE STOMST VSAM;
82 INFILE STOC21 RECFM=Fe LRECL=160 BLKSIZE =4060;
83 INPUT 81 SILID PD4.
84 LISTAT $ 142;
85
86 IF LISTAT = $11 CR LISTAT = 021 OR LISTAT =
87 LUn1NCOM = *YES':
88 KEEP STUID LCWINCOM;
89

NOTE: INFILE STUD21 hAS ThE FOLLOkING CHARACTERISTICS:
.DCB=18LKSIZE=4000,LRECL=160,RECFM=FB/

NOTE: 118317 LINES UERE READ FROM INFILE_STUD21.
NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTEST2 HAS_ 20172A8SERVATIONS AND 2
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT USEC 216. SECONDS AND 380K.

VARIABLES.

'3';

VARIABLES.

152

532

OBS/TRK.

00000950
00000960
00000970
00000980
00000990
00001000
00001010
00001020
00001030
00001040

OBS/TRK.

t4 =a 90
I-4

DATA FRYTESTI; 00001050
91 MERGE FRYTEST1 (.IN = FRYINI) 00001060

>< 92 FRYTEST2 (IN = FRYIN2): 00001070
ol 93 BY STUID; oneourio

94 IF FRYINI = 1; 00001090
---7,

NOTE: DATA SEE USER010.FRyTEST1 HASU75,28_BBSERVATIONS ANDOVARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: ThE DATA STATEMENT USED 48.29 SECONDS AND 380K.

95 PRCC DELETE DATA = FRYTEST2; 00001100
96 00001110
97 00001120
98 ********** READ IN LEPFIL TO GET LEP STATUS *****************; 00001130
99 00001140

NOTE: ThE PROCEDURE DELETE USED 1.22 SECONDS ANO 380K.

100 DATA FRYTEST2; 00001150
101 * INFILE LEPFIL VSAM: 00001160
102 INFILE LAN22 RECFM=Ve LRECL=164 BLKSIZE=4000; 00001170
103 INPUT FILID $12 00001180
104 STUID 4-10 00001190
1G5 LCC $ 44 46 00001200
106 GRAUE $ 47-48 00001210
107 REEXTYR $ 57 00001220
108 345 REEXISEA $ 58 00001230
109 STATUS $ 73 00001240
L.D EXITYR $ 115 00001250

.1 EXITSEA $ 116; 00001260
'12 00001270
L. IF LOC GT 11001 AND LDC LT 0199,; 00001280

/1 f?
I-I 13



-031111011, -461111111111-

1 SAS LOG 4SE SAS 82.4 VSE 3.1 J08 EV1SAS

NOTE: THE JOB EV1SAS HAS BEEN RUN UNDER RELEASE 82.4 OF SAS
AT AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (01986001).

NOTE: CPUI0 VERSICN = IF SERIAL = 013553 MODEL = 4341 .

NOTE: NO OPTIONS SPECIFIED.

8:06

I 00000170
2 OPTIONS ERRORS = 0; 00000180
3 *PTIONS OBS = C NOREPLACE; 00000190
4 00000200
5 TIILE1 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FOR SHORT TESTS ; 00000210
6 TITLE2 OFFICE CF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION SA-JF999 X; 00000220
7 TITLE3 TEAMS - LEP, AVERAGE SCALED SCORES; 0000023,0
8 00000240
9 OATA FRYIEST1; 00000250
10 1NFILE TEAMFL VSAM; 00000260
11 INPUT SChNOW 1-3 00000270
12 STUD 4-10 00000280
13 OCCURS 49-50 a ; 00000290
14 00000300
15 OU I = 1 TO CCCLRS; 00000310
16 Ih I = 1 THEN POS = 51; 00000320
17 IF I = 2 THEN PUS = 160; 00000330

-0 18
m-o /9

IF I = 3 THEN POS = 269;
IF I = 4 THEN POS = 378;

00000340
00000350

1-1=20 IF I 5 THEN PUS = 487; 00000360
-g=bu 21 IF I 6 THEN POS = 596; 00000370

22 00000380
23 INPUT 00000390
24 _ a POS + 29 GRADE $ 2. 00000400
25 d PUS + 31 TESTMON $ 2. 00000410
26 a POS + 33 TESTYR $ 2. 00000420
27 a P03 + 36 MVALIO $ 1. 00000430
28 2 POS + 60 RVALIO $ 1. 00000440
29 a POS + 75 hlrALIO $ 1. 00000450
30 POS + 92 LEVEL $ 1. 00000460

. 31 POS + 97 HSCALES 3. 00000470
32 POS + [CO RSCALES 3. 00000480
'33 2 POS + 103 hSCALES 3. a; 00000490
34 IF (TESTYR = 86' ANO TESTMON = 102') ANO 00000500
35 (LEVEL = 3 OR LEVEL 7'5' OR LEVEL = 17 OR LEVEL = '91) 00000510
36 AND 00000520
37 (GRADE = '03' OR GRAOE = '05' OR GRADE = OR GRADE = '09') 00003530
38 THEN OC; 00000540
39 RSCALE = .; 00000550
40 MSCALE = .; 00000560
41 WSCALE = .; 00000570
42 IF PlrALID = THEN RSCALE = RSCALFS; 00000580
43 IF MVALID = THEN MSCALE = MSCALFS; 000005J0
44 IF W4ALID = THEN WSCALE = a4SCALES; 00000600
45 IF RSCALE = . AND MSCALE = . ANO WSCALE = . THEN GO TO BYPASS; 00000610
46 00000620
47 COUNT = 0; )0000630
46 AVLSCALE = 0; 00000640
49 IF RSCALE NE . THEN 00; 00000650

COUNT + 1; 00000660
51 AliGSCALE + RSCALE; 00000670

MONDAY, JUNE 22, 1987
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2 SA S L U VSE SAS 62.4 VSE 1.1 JJ8 EVISAS 8:06 MONDAY. JUNE 22. 1987

. 52. END; 00000680
53 IF MSCALE NE . THEN DO; 00000690
54 CCUNT + 1; 00000700
55 AVGSCALE + MSCALE; 00000710 ()

rn
56 END; 00000720
57 IF WSCALE NE . THEN DU; 00000730
58 CCUNT + 1; 00000740
59 AVGSCALE + WSCALE; 00000750
60 END; 00000760
61 AVGSCALE = AVGSCALE / COUNT; 00000770
6? 00000780
63 LEP = NOX'; 00000790
64 LOWINCOM = NC)0; 00000800
65 00000810
66 KEEP STUID LEP GRADE LOWINCOM RSCMLE MSCALE WSCALE AVGSCALE; 00000820
67 00000830
6d OUTPUT; . 00000840
69 BYPASS: 00000850
70 I = CCCUKS + 1; 00000851
71 END; 00000860
72 END; 00000870
73 00000880

no3' MOTE: INFILE TEAMHL hAS THE FCLLCWING CHARACTERISTICS:
VSAM FILE

F4= INDEXED NONSPANNED KEYSTIO 0) RECORDSIZEI. 1685) RECORDS(46361)
Mc)

NOTE: INVALID DATA FCR MSCALES IA LINE 1344 257-259. 31:38
NOTE: INVALID DATA FOR RSCALES IN LIhE 1344 260'262. 32:38
NOTE: INVALID' DATA FOR hSCALES IN LINE 1344 263-265. 33:38

.- -
NOTE: FURTHER ERRORS GF THIS TYPE WILL NOT BE PRINTED.

OPTIONS ERRORS=NN; * LIMIT REACHED.

RULE: 1234567 101234567 201234567 301234567 401234567 501234567 601234567 701234567 801234567 901234567 00

1344 ..002786730111SYLVESTER SANCRA DERN NMM 02999SYLVESTER SANDRA 1110861A0033444343344

101 3344444 000000000000 0000000000 61Y..X 814 539002SYLVESTER SANDRA 110587. 65..
ZONE _FFFEFFF4444FFEFFEFFEFFF444FFFFErFFFF4FFE00E4444FFF444444FFEFFFEEDECEECD4ECCCOC4444444444FFFFFF04FFOO
NUMR 334444400CCCCLCC0000000000000000000006180C703008140000J05390022835523590215491C000000000110587006500

201 ... .Y.P 00. 00 00 X 268
NNE 0000000000000000E004FF0000000000044FF000000004FF400E0000000000000000
NUMR Oocc000cocccoocuotoopc000c00000000000000mm000000mon00000mm0000

scHNo6.2 SIUID=78673C1 OCCURS=2 1=3 POS=160 GRADE=I1 TESTMCN=05 TESTYR=87 MVALIO= RVALID= WVALID= LEVEL=X MSCALES=.
RSCALES=. WSCALES=. KSCALE =. MSCALE=. WSCALE=. COUNT=3 AVGSCALE=855 LEP= LOWINCOM= _R8A_=260732 _ERROR_=1 _N_=1344
NCTE 46361 LINES MERE READ FROM INFILE TEAMFL.

The INIMUM L LeNGTH IS 159.
TIE MAXIMUM LINE LENGTH IS 595

NOTE: DATA SET USER010.FRYTESTI HAS 17528 OBSERVATIONS AND 8 VARIABLES. 152 OBS/TRK.
NOTE: THE DATA STATEMENT LSED 255.29 NOS AND 352K.

75 341.1MCIIYOTLID; 00000900
74 00000890

f 00000910
(7 00000920
4,. ************* READ IN STUD FILE TO GET LJW INCOME STATUS **********; 00000930

350



P--72-wg-rm7 TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSMM.)
SUMMARY REPORT

DISTRICT' 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

MUTED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

REPORT DATE. JUNE 1987

DATE OF TESTING: APRIL 1987

GRADE: 01

sua.
JECT

AREAs
TESTED

TEST PERFORMAI!CE . GROUP CHARACTERISTICS . :.
NOT i

OBJECTIVES MASTERING MASTERING BASED ON 241 ANSWER DOCUMENTS quBmnni..; . %.NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER . ,.
" NUMBER PERCENT

M
A
T

Fir

"
M
A
T
Ic
S

1. SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS 180 84 35
2.PLACE VALUE 207 96 8

UMBER COMPARISON 1¢6 77 42..

Students Absent for All Tests 0 0
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 13 5
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 19 7
Other Students Not Tested 13 5
Number of Students Tested 216 83

ETHNIC

4. ADDITION 180 84 35
5.SUBTRACTION 196 91 19

.A.AKIRD_EROBLECIS..n. ) 115 41 40_ COMPOSIT1CiN
American Indian or Alaskan Native 1 0
Asian or PacitIc Islander 55 21
Black 4 2
Hispanic 188 72
white 13 5

7.MEASUREMENT, TIME 173 80 42
8. GEOMETRIC SHAPES 207 96 8

STUDENTS TESTED' 215 TOTAL MATHEMATICS' 163 76 52
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE' 812
PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANK' 70

-FREEMEDUCEDPRICE MEAL PROGRAM 204 78
-ClitielERTPRITGRAMS

Chapter I Regular Program 74 28
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 5 2
chapter I Migrant RemedialWrltlnq 0 0

R

E

A
D
I

N
G

1.MAIN IDEA 115 55 96
2.SIGNT RECOGNITION 164 78 47
3. COMMUND...MORDS 176 83 35_ LIMITED ENGLISITPROFICIENCYMILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS

Umited English Proficient Studenta 261 160
Bilingual Program 173 66
English as a Second Lan t3r.,rwr 60 23

EC1AL EDUCATION-PROGRANIS
Learning Disability 11 4
Emotionally Disturbed 5 2
Speech Handicapped 18 7
Vif.ually Handicapped 5 2
Other Handicapping Condition 4 2

4.CONTEXT CLUES 96 45 115
5.HORD STRUCTURE 149 71 62
. NORMS 147 70 6
7. SPECIFIC DETAILS 122 58 89
8. SEQUENCING EVENTS 108 51 103
9.PREDICTING OUTCOMES 102 48 109

STIIIIENTS TESTED' 211 TOTAL READING' 116 55 95
RE DING SCALED SCORE' 722
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANK' 43

-GIFTED7TALENTEITPRUGRAM 6 2
REVIO-Uff KINDERGARTEN ATTENDANCE

Haltday 2 1

Fullday 206 79
Did Not Attend 53 20

W
R
I

T

I

N
G

1.CAPITALIZATION 165 78 47
2.PUNCTUATION . 122 58 90
3...SPELLING 183........-.86_______22.
4.SUBJECT-VERB AGREEMENT 70 33 142

STUDENTS TESTED' 212 TOTAL WRITING' 156 74 56
WRITING SCALED SCORE' 757
PREDICTED NATIONAL LANGUAGE (WRITING) PERCENTILE RANK' 53

PASS/FAIL SUMMARY

BASED ON 216 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS
Passed Ail Tests Taken ----108 BO
Failed One Test Only 38 18
Failed Two Tests Only 45 21
Failed All Th, Te.11 ---75 12

CO
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iimorow TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSDORM SUMMARY REPORT
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987

GRADE: 03

SUB-

ARREAS
TESTED

TEST PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES . MASTERING MASTERINGNUMBER PERCENT

NUMBER

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS :

BASED ON 164 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT ;

M
A

T
H

E
M
A
T
I

C
S

1.0RDER WHOLE NUMBERS 94 74
2.PLACE VALUE 109 86
3.NUMBER PATTERNS U.Q___81

33
18

17
6

17
23
12
27

Students Absent for All Tests 1 1
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 14 9
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 19 12
Other Students Not Tested 1 1
Number of Students Tested 128 79

4.EXPANDED NOTATION 110 87
5 FRACTIONAL PARTS 121 95
6.ADDILIQB 110 87 ETHNIC COMPOSITION

American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 6
IAsian or Pacific Islander 36 22

Black 1 1
Hispanic 116 71
White 10 6

7.SUBTRACTION 104 82
8.WORD PROBLEMS (+) 115 91
9,HORD PROBLEMS (-) 100 79

AO.MEASUREMENT UNITS 80 63
11.PICTORIAL MODELS 98 77

STUDENTS TESTED: 127 TOTAL MATHEMATICS: 91 72
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE: 763
PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANK: 5?

47
29

36

42
45
48

FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 143 88
CHAPTER I PROGRAMS
Chapter I Regular Program 53 33
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remed,.I Reading Program 3 2
Chgter I MI rant Remedial WritIn Pr . ram 0 0

R

E
A
D
I

N
G

1.MAIN IDEA 82 66
2.SIGHT WORDS 79 64
3.CONTEXT CLUES 76 61 i OTHER RE, I SY' 1 "'II 'V - .V. :.

Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 5 3
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 56 34
Remedy I Writing - TEAMS-Based 4 2

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS
Umited English Proficient Students 163 100
Bilingual Program 85 52
English as a Seconct.arluagram 46 28

4.WORD STRUCTURE 40 32
5.PHONICS 73 59
6.SPECIFIC DETAILS 1Q3 83

84
51
21

7.SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 92 74
8.PREDICTING OUTCOMES 70 56
9.TABLE OF CONTENTS )17 94

32
54

7

STUDENTS TESTED: 124 TOTAL READING: 65 52
READING SCALED SCORE: 696
PREDICTED NATIUNL BEADING COMP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANK: 24

59

SPECIAL EDUCATION-PROGRAMS
learning Disability 17 10
Emotionally Disturbed 0 0
Speech Handicapped 20 12
VIsually Handicapped 0 0
Other Handica In Condition 0 0

W
R
I

T
I

N"
G

1.CAPITALIZATION 119 97
2.PUNCTUATION 83 67
3. SPELLING I)

4
40

15
21

8

1-10bKA
_.__

Y 0 DEOF ENTRY
Alternative to Social Promotion . 5 3
Retained 7 4
Promoted 151 93

4.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 108 88
5.SENTENCE STRUCTURE 102 83
6. EROCIEREADI NG_ 115 93

NARRATIVE WRITTEN COMPOSITION
RATING: 4_- --3 _2_ L _IL

62

ill 1,1 Y 1 1 i b
One or Two Years 61 37
Three Years or More ) 02 63

.0 r, 13 NUMBER: 0 15 58 49 1
11" 0 0 PERCENT: 0 12 47 40 1

STUDENTS TESTED: 123 TOTAL WRITING: 61 50
WRiTING SCALED SCORE: 683

II :; 11 :G ', :It,

PASS /FAIL SUMMARY

BASED ON 128 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS
Passed All Tests Taken 45 35
Failed One Test Only 33 26
Failed Two Tests Only 26 20

03
cn

IN3
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1532121=E TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSCTINZ
SUMMARY REPORT

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT s 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1 187

GRADE 05

sua.
AREASMASTERINGAREAS

TESTED

. .

TEST PERFORMANCE
NOT

OBJECTIVES MASTERINGNUMBER PERCENT
NUMBER

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
BASED ON 249 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT

1.PLACE VALUE 111 71 45 Students Absent for All Testi 1 0
M 2.EQUIVALENT FRACTIONS 78 50 . 78 Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 14 6
A 3. DFCIMALS (+,) 1)7 75 39 Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 73 29

T
H

4.MULTIPLICATION 109 70
5.DIVISION 73 47
6 MORD PROBLEMS ( +. ) 73 47

47
83
83

Other Students Not Tested 3 1
Number of Students Tested 158 63

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
E 7.140RD PROBLEMS (x,i- ) 65 42 91 American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0
M 8.HORD PROBLEMS (DECIMAL) 106 68 50 Asian or Pacihc Islander 25 10
A 9.MEASUREMENT UNITS 63 40 93 Black 1 0
T 10.GRAPHS 46 29 110 Hispanic 213 86
I 11.PERIMETER OR AREA OF POLYGONS 131 84 25 White 10 4

C FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 224 90

S STUDENTS TESTEDs 156 TOTAL MATHEMATICS s 84 54
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE: 710

72 CHAPTER I PROGRAMS
Chapter I Regular Program 100 40

PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANKs29 Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathemallot Program 0 0
1.MAIN IDEA 49 34 95 Chapter t Migrant Remedial Reading Program 3 1
2.CONTEXT CLUES 80 56 64 Chapter I Migrant Remedial Writing Program 0 0
3.SPECIEILDIJAILS 72 50 72_ OTPER REMEDIAUCOMPENSATORY PROGRAMS - TEAMSBASED

R 4.SEQUENCING OF EVENTS 43 30
5.DRAWING CONCLUSIONS 50 35

101
94

Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 8 3
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 100 40

6.FACT. OPINION 54 38 90 Remedial Writing- TEAMS-Based 8 3
A 7 .CAUSEANDEFFECT 87 60 57 LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS
D 8 .PARTS OF A BOOK 86 60 58 Umtted English Proficient Students 249 100
I 9.GRAPHIC SOURCES 98 68 46 Bilingual Program 185 74
N English as a Second Language Program 32 13
G SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM

Learning Disability 17 7
STUDENTS TESTEDs 144 TOTAL READINGs 61 42 83 Emotionally Disturbed 2 1
READING SCALED SCOREs 694 Speech Handicapped 13 5
PREDICTED NATIONAL_R7ADING COMP. (READING) PERC Visually Handicapped 0 0
1.CAPITALIZATION 111 77 33 Other Handica.ang Condition 1 0
2.PUNCTUATION 90 63 54 1 1 1 " I T 5 2
3.SPELLING 12 MODE OF ENTRY
4.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 108 75 36 Alternative to Social Promotion 10 4W 5-SENTENCE STRUCTURE 97 67 47 Retained 8 3

R 6.PROOFREADING 102 71 42 Promoted ?31 93
I CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT
T DESCRIPTIVE WRITTEN COM?OSITION One or Two Years 99 40

RATING: __4_ _5_ _2 1_ _0_ Three Years or More 150 60

N
NUMBERS 4 15 65 59 1
PERCENT s 3 10 45 41 1

PASS/FAIL SUMMARY

5 5
BASED ON 158 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS
Passed All ,'gists Taken 36 23

STUDENTS TESTED: 144 TOTAL WRITINGs 57 40 87 Failed One r est Only 44 28
WRITING SCALED SCOREs 67c. Fa.red Two Tests Only 36 23 2
PREDICTED NATIONAL LANGUAGE (WRITING) PERCENTILE RANK1S2 Failed &Three Tests 42 27 1

-13 C+
c+
128
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35

mortzrofi TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSDBMS SUMMARY REPORT
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987

GRADE: 07

sm.
JECT

AREAS
TEsTEG

TEST PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES MASTERING

NOT

NUMBER PERCENT MASTERING
NUMBER

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
BASED ON 227 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT

M
A
T

1,-.!

M
A
T
I

C
S

1.EQUIVALENCIES
?.FRACTIONS (+,)
3.DECIMALS ( +, .x)

94 69
68 50

43
69

Students Absent for All Tests 5 2 i
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 17 7
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 61 27
Other Students Not Tested 3 1
Number of Students Tested 141 62

4.WORD PROBLEMS i +, ,x, +)
5. DECIMAL WORD PROBLEMS (+,,x)
6 MEAMEMENT ;HUTS

65 47
61 45

73 53
103 75
83 61

72
76

64
34
54

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0
Asian or PaclIP.: Islander 25 11
Black 1 0
Hispanic 195 86
White 6 3

7 .GEOMETRIC TERMS AND FIGURES
8.PERIMETER OF POLYGONS
9.CHARTO,_GRAPHS
1U.PROBABTLITY
11-EQUATSONS

STUDENTS lESTED: 137 TOTAL MATHEMATICS:
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE: 716

: I , ,: I : : 1 ii 1 t

733
75 55

75 55 .

62

62
FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 193 85
CHAPTER I PROGRAMS
Chapter I Regular Program 1 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 4 2
Chater 1 Migrant Remedial Writinot Program 0 0

R

A
D
I
NGL,1.MAIN IDEA

2.CONTEXT CLUES
3. SPECIFIC DETAILS

38 28
113 84

96
21

" REMEDIAL/COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMS-Based 26 11
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 30 13
Nemedlal Writing - TEAMS-Based 25 11
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAUESL PROGRAMS
Limited English Proficient Stulents 227 100
Bilingual Program 62 27
En.lish as a Second La .ua.e Pr. .ram' 140 62

4.SEQUENCING OF EVEMS
5.DRAWING CONCLUSIONS
6.FACT. OPINION

33 25
29 22
25 19

101
105

1 '
76
17
19

7 .CAUSEANDEFFECT
8 .REFERENCE SOURCES
9.GRAPHIC SOURCES

58 43
117 87
115 86

10.PARTS OF A BOOK

STUDENTS TESTED: 134 TOTAL READING:
READING SCALED SCORE: 684
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING)

9T /2

61 46

;:i.

73

NI III --it - ,,
t ...rning Disability 16 7
Emotionally Disturbed 5 2
Speech Handicapped 10 4
Visually Handicapped 0 0
Other Handica ri. Condition 0 0

W
R
I

T
I

N
G

(.CAPITALIZATION
2.PUNCTUATION
3 . SPEL L INO

80 59
66 49.
; . .

55
69

'
a 1 1 --a -. Y 0 0

MODE OF ENTRY
Alternative to Social Promotion 0 0
Retained 26 11
Promoted 201 891 1 GIS "I 7 rlirligT7'711L.
One or Two Years 62 27
Three Years or More 165 73

4.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE
5.SENTENCE STRUCTURE
6.PROOFREADM

48 36
50 37
,:

87
85

87

, CLASSIFICATORY WRITTEN COMPOSITION
I RATING: ..4_ 3 _2_

NUMBER: 0 9 67
PERCENT: 0 7 50

STUDENTS TESTED: 135 TOTAL WRITING:
WRITING SCALED SCOft:669

, D i i 1. 10 '.:C.

_I_ _IL
54 5
40 4

48 36

,. ::.

PASS/FAIL SUMMARY

BASED ON 141 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS
Passed All Tests Taken SO 21
Failed One Test Only 38 27
Failed TwO Tests Only 35 25

, ,

. .

.

CO
01



inommg TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSMIMS
SUMMARY REPORT

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT, 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987

GRADE: 39

SUB-

AREAS
ESTER

TEST PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES MASTERING NOT

MASTERINGNUMBER pERCENT . NUMBER
.,.

. ,

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
BASED ON . 153 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT

1.EQUIVALEMCIES 35 46 41 Students Absent for All Tests 13 8
2.FRACTIONS (+,-) . 54 71 22 Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 7 5

A 1 .1: x + 65 Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 52 34
4MORD PROBLEMS (+,-,x,i) 45 59 31T Other Students Not Tested 4 3

H 5MORD PROBLEMS (RATIO, PROPORTION, PERCENT)t ':1; g

42 55 34 Number of Students Tested 77 50
ETHNIC COMPOSITION

E 7.WORD PROBLEMS (MEASUREMENT UNITS) 32 42 44 American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0
M 8.AREA OF RECTANGLES, TRIANGLES 48 63 28 Asian or Pacific Islander 26 17
A 9.OBABI ITY 29 3d 47 Black 0 0
T 10.CHARTS, GRAPHS 2$ 37 8 Hispanic 125 82
1 11.FORMULAS 36 47 40 white 2 1

C REE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM 124 81

S STUDENTS TESTED: 76 TOTAL MATHEMATICS;
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCOREs 718

45 59 : 31 CHAPTERTRA'PKUG Mb
Chapter I Regular Program 0 0

Fit EDICTED NATI: I : w :. 1 ti I : :,:,.. Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Pogrom 0 0

"
I MAIN IDEA 25 33 51 Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 2 1

1 2.MEANING OF WORDS 51 67 25 Cha. er I Ml.rant Remedial WritIn. Pr.. ram 0 0
I 3.SPECIFIC DETAILS 29 38 47 ' Y '1, 7 1 0*. PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED

R 4.SEQUENCING OF EVENTS
5.DRAWING CONCLUSIONS

22
33

29
43

54
43

Remedial Mathematics - TEAMSBased 22
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based 23

14
15

6.FACT. OPINION 16 21 . I Remedial Wrilin. - TEAMS-Based 22 14
A 7 .CAUSE-AND-EFFECT 18 24 58 T I NCY/BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS
D 8 .GENERALIZATIONS 43 57 33 Limited English Proficient Students 153 100
1 9.AUTHOR'S POINT OF VIEW 23 30 53 Bilingual Program 15 10
N 10.REFERENCE SOURCES 53 70 23 En.lish as a Second Lanua.e Pr..ram 118 77
G 11 .GRAPHIC SOURCES 57 75 19 . II 01 ... 'MS

Learning Disability 14 9
STUDENTS TESTED: 76 TOTAL READING: 23 30 53 Emotionally Disturbed 6 4
READING SCALED SCOREs 656 Speech Handicapped 2 1
PREDIO I t. It: : :1 st Ild : :1 t I:rt. Visually Handicapped 0 0
1.CAPITALIZATIO 39 53 35 Other HandicappinqCondition 0 0
2.PUNCTUATION 40 54 34 GIFTED/TALENTED PROGRAM 0 0
3. SPELLING 55 74 19 MODE OF ENTRY
4 .CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 30 41 44 Alternative to Social Promotion 0 0W 5 .SENTENCE STRUCTURE 49 66 25 Retained 23 15

R EADDI Promoted 130 85
1 . CONTINUOUS ENROLLMENT-IN DISTRICT
T PERSUASIVE WRITTEN CW03'71311

1

RATING: __4..... _.3._ _2_
NUMBER: 0 0 23

N PERCENT: 0 0 31

_L
46
62

_IL
5
7

One or Two Years 66 43
Thr.3 Years or More 87 37

PASS/FAIL SUMMARY
G BASED ON 77 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS

Passed All Tests Taken 11 14
STUDENTS TESTED: 74 TOTAL WRITING: 12 16 62 Failed One Test Only 14 18

th. WRITING SCALEL SCOREs 596
54; Failed Two Tests Only 24 31

PREP CTED NALLOAk_LANGUAGE (MUM/ :C ; i i a 1 & 4 tS 28 36 (-1 0



=rum TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS
LT7E311113

y.

IISTRICTs 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

SUMMARY REPORT
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

;US-
ECT

qEns
STED

OBJECTIVES

f^

TEST PERFORMANCE
p'

NOT
MASTERING

NUMBER 'PERCENT..1
MASTERING

NUMBER

1.SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS
2.ROUNDING OF NUMBERS

__.3...EQUIVALENCIE5
4. EXPONENTIAL /STANDARD NOTATION
5.FRACTIONS, MIXED NUMBERS (+,-,x)

DECIMALS (+.-,x..)
A 7.INTEGERS (+)
T 8.MULTIPLE OPERATIONS (+,-,x0-)

1.2110EORTION.13.H 10.PERCFUT
E 11.MEACUREMENT UNITS
M 2....9EOMEIRIC_fDROULAS

Pl..1! A 13.GEONETRIC PROPERTIES
>< T 14.AVERAGES

,11.1ROOABILIII___
c 16.CNARTS, GRAPH'

17.FORMULAS
18.01DATIONS

STUDENTS TESTED: 41 TOTAL
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE: 714
PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANK* 46

28 68 13
20 49 21
28 _ALI 13
32 78
23 56 18

36 88 5
23 56 18

_20 49 ____2
24 59 17
19 46 22
30 73 11
21 20
23

51
56 18

_66 14
33 80 8
19 46 22
31 76 10

MATHEMATICS: 31 76

REPORT DATE: NOVEMBER 1986

DATE OF TESTING October 1986

GRADE: 11-EXIT LEVEL

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS, ` I.it,Ti.41!-T'Ah

BASED Ott TliE TOTAL NUI:41:14ER'.0e ATiSlitIER OCUMETSSUBhI)TTED °

*:*"*. 111 NUMBEIV5: `5. PERCENT

Total Number of Answer Documents Submitted
Students Absent for Both Tests
Students Exempt from Both Tests
Other Students Not Tested
Number of Students Tested

IC COMPOSITION
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
Whits

EE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM
CHAPTER I PROGRAM
Chapter I Regular Program 1 2
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 1 2

OTHER
Chapter I MI ran" Remedial Writing Program 0 0
OTHEEMEISTAT7cOMPENSATORY PRoGP.AMS---TEAME:BAS

10 Remedial MathematIcs - TEAMS-Based 1 2
Remedial Langrge Arts - TEAMS-Based 2 4
LIMITEFEFIbLISH PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAL/ESL P U
Limited English Prollclent Students 48 100
Bilingual Program 0 0
English as a Second Lannuage Program 33 69

SPECIAL-EDUCATION PRO-GRAMs
Learning Disability 3 6
Emotionally Disturbed 0 0
Speech Handicapped 0 0
Visually Handicapped 0 0
Other Handicapping Condition 0 0
GIFT ED1TALENIEU PRUM5AM 1 2

48 100
0 0
4 8
0 0

44 92

0 0
11 23
2 4

29 60
6 13

A

U
A

E

A

3b*

1.HAIN IDEA
2.CONTEXT CLUES

_...3.00RD_STRUCIURE
4.SPECIFIC DETAILS
5.SEPUENCING OF EVENTS

_Ammitio_coucLuainns
7.FACT, OPINION
8.REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION
2.HEEERENCE_50URCE_U5A0E
10.LI1ERARY ANALYSIS
11.CAPITALIZATION

..122UNCMILON
13. SPELLING
14.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE

_15....SENTENCE_STRUCIURE
16.SENTENCE COMBINING
17.PROOFREADING

..1AARGANIZALLON-KILLS

19 44 24
37 86 6

12
39 91 4
28 65 15
18 42 25_
17 40 26
31 72 12

_3/___86 6
30 70 13
27 63 16135 24
15 35 28
10 23 33

9 21 3§._
27 63 16
9 21 34

28 65 13_

STUDENTS "TESTED: 43 TOTAL LANGUAGE ARTS: 19 44
LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCORE* 686
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANK: 14

C

-GRAIJUATIoN-PLANS
Regular 44 92
Advanced/Advanced with Honors 4 8

-CuMEINUoUS-ENRoLLNIENTIFIDESTRICT
One or Two Years 16 33
Three Years or More 32 67

co
rn

Iv

m..

PASS/FAIL SUMMARY la t
rtASI U ON Ilif. NUMBER OF STUUENTS WII0 TOOK ONE OR BOTH TESTS

24 Passed All Tests Taken 11-------39
Failed One Test Only 20 45
Failed Both 'iests 7 16



Elommuy TPXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OP MINIMUM SKILLSMOMS "
SUMMARY REPORT

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: MAY 1987

GRADE: 11EXIT LEVEL

SVES-
JECT

AREAS
TESTED

i

? .

.1 0-' 4. . 27. wi.: .4 ' Ali OW..4,01:15 4,Q .$ IP . ,:301::?.' ,..1EkPEOrrtcl,CEa is , g* r "PtTrr,14,-4'ite-. AO t eixii,I,
, lip xl,.. r ei," 4,,,,it;fitt.,,,,,;qpir ....,,,ERkir.VI j''''' NCIT to't OBJECTIVES , i '",,,I-414 .1- , it. l'41,.."' 2.71':'::''''' ' ' .1""'' h ."' ! MASTERING, ,,,.-11....1L140.., 34,5 1,,,,; v 4410.4k tith.4 LigEri lERPENT, , flogaEn1 '

N'.,5,1r-/a'Att; VI, NNTATJW:Ati",:ihNg.`14 tt,,I ,-1,11'

:IIV,Kili 'pp f, ..t.pic .-71,!,,,,,),,,,t, giiiiics' Ixi% -hy 3.,V ..' i. typigi. ' p ouFl pHAFAcT ..A I . lei ty. 1.7

, 44pok., ^34, tc. , t,1611G 41;4, 0 's #, ' k II - . * ,, i; ii: , ev:,rVJ,,,, ,1,,

: .',,t.,( 2A BASEIXOWirtrISWER DOCUMENTS SUPMITTP r 4.1,4il 1.-4.0T.111/401.),.: 'vr?.J p) %VW r' '1:..4..0' ' r ..t t', . cot. ,. -tt. 4

tt:0* '..i:',hvIri..:ice,§ \ist e viy,,,,:),.1,,,..,4,4 NUMBEIO'hi4PERCENti! c
il. Z
4T;
! ,

:; '
rkT i

I.

. A.
.ter,
p` Hs* ,i.
Ii ' '
i!'""

A.
::T.
I',. f

b;
,

, ,

1. SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS
2.ROUNDING OF NUMBERS

f :LENCIES

9 56
9 56

11 69

7
7
5

Students Absent for Both Tests 0 0
Students Exempt from Both Tests : ARD 0 0
Other Students Not Tested 3
Number of Students Tested (29 ) 974. EXPONENTIAL/STANDARD NOTATION

5. FRACTIONS, MIXED NUMBERS t +, ,x)
3S_A_t_,,LiU

12 75
9 56

14 88

4
7
2

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0
Asian or Pacific Islander 7 23
Black 1 3
Hispanic 19 63
White 3 10 -

___6,DECIAAL
7 .INTEG.aRS (+)
8.MULTIPLE OPERATIONS (+,,x,t)

:1"1:11011

12 75
7 44

10 63

4
9
6

10 . PERCENT
11 .MEASUREMENT UNITS

METRIC FORMULAS

6 38
10 63
15 94
10 63
11 69

9 56

10
6
1
6
5
7

'' " D I Y KAY.. 50
CHAPTER I PRO RAMS
Chapter I Regular Program 1 3
Chapter I Migrent Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program . 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedlal Writin1Program 0 0

13.GEOMETRIC PROPERTIES
14.AVERAGES

IBABILHY
16 .CHARTS, GRAPHS
17 . FORMULAS

GRAPHS

18 . E9UATIONS

12 75
44

11 69

4
9
5

OTHER REMEDIAUCOMPENSATORY-PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMSBased 3 10
Remedial Language Arts - TEAMS-Based 3 10

STUDENTS TESTED* 16 TOTAL MATHEMATICS:
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE* 714

14 88 2 LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY /BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS
Limited English Proficient Students 30 100
Bilingual Program 0 0
English as a Second Language Pr ram 18 60
SPECIAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Learning Disability 0 0
Emotionally Disturbed 0 0
Speech Handicapped 0 0
Visually Handicapped 0 0Cutler HandlcorMirrojeR? 0
GIFTED/TAII 3

L

A

,,t4

k2
-1. U

, A
*G.
'',E:

A
.R
..r

S,

'.MAIN .IDEA
2 .CONTEXT CLUES

. I BD STRUCTURE

15 56
22 81
11 41

12
3

16
4.SPECIFIC DETAILS
5.SEQUENCING OF EVENTS
6.DRAWIRQ_CDUCLUSIONS

22 81
19 70
13 j8

.

5
8

14
19

4
1

11
13
21
18
24
ag_

8
22
10

7 . FACT, OPINION . -

8 .REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION
9 .REEEREKE_SIWRCE. USAGE

8 30
23 85
gi_56

16 59
14 52

6 22
9 33
3 11
7 26

19 70
5 19

17 63

GRADUktTION PLANT
Regular 28 93
Advanced/Advanced with Honors 2 710 . LITERARY ANALYSIS

11. CAPITALIZATION
.1 : il --CDFITINUDDTENROLLMENT IN DISTRICT

One or Two Years 15 50
Three Years or More 15 5013.SPELLING

14.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE
STRUCIURE

16 . SENTENCE COMBINING.SENTENCE
17. PROOFREADING

1: :1 : N MILS
, PASS/FAIL SUMMARY I sl:t , .%. : ';;,;ts -,,,, ,.;
BASED ON 29 STUDENTS WHZ) TOOK ONE OR BOTH TESTS f

STUDENTS TESTED: 27 TOTAL I ANGUAGE ARTS:
LANGUAGE ARTS SCALEDSCORE: 675

9 33 18 Passed All Tests Taken 11 311
Failed One Test Only 16 3
Failed Both Tests 2 -, 31

.....a.m..4pgrxerma.

'CI cf
rf-

ciaa 0
Po a

CD

-f) rs.

th,
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11153-1124245" TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MiNIMUM SKILLS
SUMMARY REPORT

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

DISTRICT; 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: NOVEMBER 1986

DATEOFTEST1NG: OCTOBER 1986

Gomm 12EXIT LEVEL

sup.
JCCT

AREAS
VESTED

TEST PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES MASTERING

NOT

NUMBER PERCENT LINASUWEIRHG

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
BASED ON 7HE TOTAL NUMBER OF ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT

4.4
A
T
H

E
M
A
T
I

C
s

1.SEQUENCIIIO OF NUMBERS 6 75 2

2.ROU0DING OF NUMBERS 4 50 4

i-EgUIYALENCLES_______

TOW Huta et of Answor Documents Submitted 15 100
Sludents A,Nsent for Both TeAts o 0
Students Expor.el -morn BoM lost: o 0
Other Studenis Not Tested 1 7

Nninhor of Students Tesred Ii 23

4.EXPONENTIAL/STANDARD NOTATION 1F------+
5.FRACTIONS. MIXED NUMBERS (+,-,x) 5 63 3- 3L._..._id1---------7PL_6..DECIIIAL5.4
7.IIITEGERS ( +1 6 /5 2

e.HULTIPLE OPERATIONS (+,-,x,+) 5 63 3
4 50 4

-EIHNIC-COMPOSiliON
American Indian or Alaskan NatIvo 0 fl

Asian or Pacific Islander 5 33
Slack 0 0
Hispanic 7 47

3 20

__LEROEORTION
10.PERCENT 4 SO 4
11.MEASUREMENT UNITS 4 50 4

_12.0EOMETRIC_EORMULAS 2113.GE0NE1RIC PROPERTIES
14.AVERAGES 6 75

4 5Q 4

rhut'iReiticErrp 745rpTER.y.prioaCREAE13ROGRATA

Chapter 3 Regular Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrat4 Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I MIgrant Remedial Reatang,Program 0 0
clw/, I minrant Remedial Wilting Roman, 0 o

1-0THEIVREMEDIAIJCOMPENSMORTPROt lAMS=TEAMS.BASED
Rernedtal Mathematics TEAMSBased 2 13
Remedial Lah-3uacto Aits - TEAMSBased 8 53

"IIKIllEfFENGEISITPRDFICIENCY7BILING1JA17ESCP110-GRAMS---
Urntled Engilsh Protrclant Students 15 100
Bilingual Program, 0 0

12 80

_15.ER08ABILIIY
16.CHARIS, GRAPHS 7 88 1

17.F0RNULAS 5 63 3

16 5 63 _3_.14UAIIOUS

STUDENTS ,ESTEDe 8 TOTAL MATHEMATICS; 6 75 2
HATNEHATICS SCALED SCORE; 711
PREDICTED NATIONAL MATHEMATICS PERCENTILE RANK; 46

L
A
N

G
U
A
0
E

A
R
T

S

1.MAIN IDEA 4 29 10

2.COIITEXT CLUES 9 64
8 57

5
MR-ieilltr.14-Xd4r:Rifnns
Learning Disability 0 0
Emotionally Disturbed 0 0

Speech Handicapped 0
Visually Handicapped

0
8

Other
0

__3...UORILSTRUCTURE
4.SPECIFIC DETAILS 12 86 2

5.SEOUENCING OF EVENTS 11 79 3
____C___29" 1Q__CJBAUIUG_COUCLUSIMIS

7. FACT, OPINION
S.REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION

4 29
10 71

0
4

2,REEERENCE_50ORCE USAGE 14 1110 0 "GIETED7T NIEDPROGRAm 0 00

10.LITERARY ANALYSIS 8 57 6

11.CAPITALIZATION 9 64 5
7 50______L

-I WPC-MS--
Regular 15 100
Advanced/Advanced wish !Moors 0 0

_12.NNCILIAII0/1
13 "PELLING 4 29 10
14.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE 5 36 9

l 113..
COFfrIflUOUTENROLIMENMIDISTRICT

Ono or Two Years 6 40
Three Years or Moro 9 60

_15-5EUTENCE_STRUCTURE
16. SENTENCE COMBINING 9 64 5
17.PRUOFREADIIIG 0 0 14

5 16 9
PASS/FAIL SUMMARY

11A5L0 ON Tr IC trUMIllit M OTUULNTS MO TOOK ONE UN Mill TESTS_18-DROANIZATION_SKILLS

S7*JDENTS TfiTEDe 14 TOTAL LANGUAGE ARTS; 5 36 9

LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCORE, 668
PREDICTED NATIONAL READING COMP. (READING) PERCENTILE RANK; 08

LLIIII11A! LANGUAGE (WRITING) RANK; 12

Passed All Tests Taken 3 3b
Fallcd Ono Test Only 7 5,-

Failed Both Tests 2 14
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TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS

DISTRICT* 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

SUMMARY REPORT
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT STUDENTS

REPORT GATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: MAY 2987

GRADE: 12-EXIT LEVEL

:Am.

AP.ICCTEAs
tESTEC

TEST PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES .

NOT
TE

MASTERING MASTERINGNUMBER PERCENT .. klUMBER
-

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS

BASED ON 9 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBE.. PERCENT

I
M
A
T
H
,

NI
A
T
I

c
S

1.SEQUENCING OF NUMBERS
2.ROUNDING OF NUMBERS

NO DATA REPORTED FOR
FEWER THAN 5 STUDENTS

Students Absent for Both Tents
Students Exempt from Both Tests : ARDnt
Other Students Not Tested
Number of Stude TestedStudents

1
0
0
8

11
0
0

89
__1.ERUIYALEUCIf5

4.EXPONENTIALISTANDARD NOTATION
5.FRACTYONS, MIXED NUMBERS (+,-,x)
6 .0ECI111,11j.± - )._..1.11____

ETHNIC COMPOSITION
American Indian or Alaskan Nally,
Astan or Paclge Islander
Black
Hispanic
White

0
4
0
5
0
6

..
44

0
56

0
67

7.INTEGERS (+)
a.NULTIPLE OPERATIONS t+,-,x01
9.PeouarIell

10.PERCF4T
11 .MEASL.:EMENT UNITS ' E/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM

-CITAPTERTPRMRAMS
Chapter I Regular Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 0 0

rant ti NI og 0 0

_12AEOMEIRIC_EORHULA5
13.GEOUETRIC PROPERTIES
14.AVERAGES

_15-PRO48aL1.ITY
16.CHARTS. GRAPHS
17.FORMULAS

irweign481741
PENA'.(TOleRni-PRYGRAMS=1..ANIU:FISED

Remedial Mathematics .*TEAMS.Based 1 11
'Remedial LarigArts . TEAMSBased 6 67

_18-EQUAIIONS

STUDENTS TESTED* 2 TOTAL MATHEMATICS*
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE*

.
Twat,' rm..... TMSFFPRZ3FICIENZ.578111fiGIADESETWOGRAMs

I limited Eng-lish Proficient Students 9
Bilingual Program 0

8

100
0

89

L

A
N

G
U
A
G
E

A
R
T
S

1.MAIN IDEA
2.CONTEXT CLUES

3
5
1

38
63
13

5
3
7

SPECIAL ISUCGDATIEPPRI6Ran15
Learning Disability
Emotionally Disturbed
Speech Handicapped
VISUay Ha...Mopped
Other Ilandicapping_Condltlon

0
0
0
0
C
0

0
0
0
0
0
0

__3.10RILSIROcTUR
4.SPECIFIC DETAILS
5.SEQUENCING OF EVENTS
6 DBAUIMI_C2OCLUSIONS

7
5225

88
63

1
3
6

7. FACT, OPINION
8 . REFERENCE SOURCE IDENTIFICATION

USAGE

3

8

38
88
100

5
1
0

G IIRD/TALENTEI5-PROGRAM
GRADUATION PLANS

Regular
Advanced/Advanced wIth Honors

9
0

100
0

__I,BEEERENCESOURCE
10.LITERARY ANALYSIS
11.CAPITALIZATION .

7
4
0

88
50

0

1
4
8

CON-IIHITOUTERRULTAIENT IN DISTRICT
one ,..r Two Years
ThmaYemsorlMoro

7
2

78
22

_izaultrapaunti
13.SPELLIIIG
14.CORRECT ENGLISH USAGE

2
0

25
C

6i
0

75

6

8
2

_11.SENTENCE_STRUCIuNF
16.SENTENCE COMBINING
17.PROOFREADING

SKILLS

5
0
6

PASS/FAILSUMMARY
BASED ON 8 STUDENTS Wt-',_3 TOOK ONE OR BOTH TESTS38---

50
13

_11,mmunzajiou

STUDENTS TESTED * 8 TOTAL LANGUAGE ARTS *
LANGUAGE ARTS SCALED SCORE* 650

3 38 5 Passed All Tests Taken
Failed One Test Only
Failed Both Tests

3
4
1

36'7
112

36P
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86.22 - Attachment E-6
(Page 3 of 5)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management and Information

Uffice of Research and Evaluation

December 9, 1986

This summer, the "Big Eight" school districts were asked to answer some
que!tions about their Limited-English-Proficient (LEP) student population.
It was hoped that this context information might help in interpreting TEAMS
results for LEP students.

Figure 1 shows that the languages represented vary considerably.

The percentage of Hispanic LEP students ranged from 80% in Fort Worth
to 99% in San Antonio and Ysleta.

e The total number of languages represented ranged from 8 in Ysleta to
87 in Houston.

Figure 2 illustrates that most districts exit LEP students after three or four
years but criteria vary.

Six out of eight districts listed three to four years as the average
time it took for LEP students to exit the program. Houston listed a
shorter time of two years and Fort Worth did not provide that
information.

The majority of exited students do tend to score above the 40th Pile.
However, exit guidelines and the percentage of students exiting
between the 23rd.and 39th percentile and those exiting above the 40th
percentile do seem to vary among the districts.

The percentage of LEP students dominant in English and another language varies
considerably across the Big Eight.

e Corpus Christi reported the highest percentage of English-dominant
students.

At grades 3 and 5, Houston reported the highest percentage of other
language dominant students; at grades 7 and 9, Ysleta reported the
highest percentage of other language dominant students.

A new que.:tion that has come up is how the LEP population 1,..2s increased in the
Districts in the last three years. Austin's LEP counts for the last three
years have been 2,628, 2,976, and 3,722 (without Na-K). Thus, the LEP K-12
population in Austin has risen about 42%. How about your districts? (El Paso

indicated their number LEP has been fairly stable.) The percentage of new
LOTE students identified as LEP (Bill Denton's data) is also relevant.

APPENDIX E
27

#16 bigeight

373
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86.22 Attachmevt E-6
(Page 4 of 5)

DISTRICT
TOTAL If

LANGUAGES SPANISH VIETNAMESE OTHER

Austin 45 87% 6% 7%

Corpus 16 98% 1% 1%
Christi

Dallas 50 91% 2% 7%

El Paso 15 98t 2%

Ft. Wo..h 42 80% 10% 10%

Houston 87 87% 5% 8%

San Antonio 10 99% 1%

Yslota 8 99% el%

Figure 1. LEP POPULATIONS IN BIGEIGHT -- TOTAL
LANGUAGES REPRESENTED AND PERCENTAGE
SPANISH, VIETNAMESE AND OTHER.

District
Average Years
To Exit

Net. Exits - Criteria Used
23rd - 39th %112 2:40th %ile

Tests

Austin 4 37% 63% ITBS

TAP

Corpus 3 N/A N/A
Christi

Dallas 3-4 4.5%* 94%* ITBS

40%** 37%** TAP

El Paso 4 UP** 40%*** ITBS and
OLDM/PM

Ft. Worth N/A N/A N/A

Houston 2 26% 51% ITBS

TAP

San Antonio 3 R=31% R=51% 1978 Metro-
LA=18% LA=727. politan

Ysleta 3 11=29% R=71% MAT6
LA=17% LA =83%

* Elementary must exit 140%.
** Secondary allowed exit between 23%-39% in 1986 for the first time.
*** These percents don't total to 100% because El Paso exited 49% of their students

below the 23rd percentile.

NOTE -- Not sure why some districts' percentages do not total 100%.

Figure 2. AVERAGE YEARS TO EXIT AND PERCENTAGES EXITED AND
CRITERIA USED.

374
APPENDIX E
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Grade

District
%

English

3

%
Balanced

%
Other

%
English

5

%
Balanced

%
Other

%
Endish

7

%
Balanced

.%

Other

.
.

English

9

%
Bat4nced

%
Other

Austin 21% 19% 60% 25% 32% 43% 29% 37% 34% 18% 23% 59%

Corpus Christi 61% 22% 17% 74% 8% 18% 55% 36% 9% 56% 37% 7%

Dallaa 53% 31% 6% 69% 21% 23% 49% 44% 17Z 38% 53% 9%

El Paso 11% 31% 58% 13% 51% 35 - - - - - -

Ft. Worth N/A N/A M/A N/A H/A N/A N/A H/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Houston 16% * 85% 21% * 79% 43% * 57% 54% * aWE

San Antonio 49% 27% 23% 45% 14% 41% 39% 21% 40% 34% 20% 45%

Ysleta 68% - 32% 86% - 14% 34% - 66% 14% - 66%

LAS used in Houston, San Antonio, Dallas. Austin used PAL and LAB.

*Houston does not calculate "balanced" bilingual.

Figure 3. PERCENTAGE OF ENGLISH DOMINANT, BALANCED-BILINGUAL AND OTHER LANGUAGE DOMINANT LEP STUDENTS.

37'3
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17-7-75-i7 TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLSEMS
SUMMARY REPORT

ALL STUDENTS

DISTRICT, 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

REPORT DATE: JUNE 1987

DATE OF TESTING: APRIL 1987

GRADE: 01-SPANISH

sus. TEST PERFORMANCE ., ' .- . ' '' GROUP CHARACTERISTICS .
.JEC7 . NOT
AREAS OBJECTIVES MASTERING MASTERING BASED ON 316 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED
TESTED . . NUMBER .PERCENT NUMBER

NUMBER PERCENT

1.SECUENCIA DE NUMEROS 260 86 41 Students Absent for All Tests 1 0
' M 2.VALOR DE POSICY9N 294 98 7 Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD 5 2
A 3.CONEARACIELN_IIEMEREIS 254 84 47 Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP 0 0
T 4.SUMAS 278 92 23 Ot"tr Students Not Tested 9 3

5.RESTAS
H 268 89 33 Number of Students Tested 301 95

6.PNIBLEMAI_RAZONAnos 2.83_16 13 RIIIC cOMPOsiTION
" 7.MIDIENDO EL TIEMPO 261 87 40 American Indian or Alaskan Native 0 0
M 8.FIGURAS GEOMETRICAS 296 98 5 Asian or Pacific Islander 0 0
A Black 1 r
T . Hispanic 302 S-
I

White 13 4

C STUDENT.! TESTED. 301 TOTAL MATHEMATICS. 264 ",8 37 --FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PRO -RAM 277 EV
s SCORE. 854

.

MATHEMATICS

2.RECONOCIMIENTO DE PALABRAS
taFa_DE_CAHLEXTO

244 81
297 99

CHAPTER I PROGRAMS
Chapter I Regular Program
Chapter 1Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program

57 Chapter i Migrant Remedial Reading Program
4 Chapter I Migrant Remedial Writing Program

223 74 78 WED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY!: ' I .

147
0
6
0

- - . T

47
0
2
0

4.CORRESPONDENCIA DE DIBUJO Y ORACION 277 92 24 Limited English Proficient Students 316 100R 5.ANALISIS FONETICO 266 88 35 Bilingual Program 287 . 91
E 6.DEIALLES_ESEMIERM 246 82 5 EnglIsliasa Second Language Prorim 1 0
A 7.SECUENCIA DE EVENTOS 228 76 73 PEDUCATION PROGkAMS
D 8.ANTICIPANDO DESENLACES 223 74 78 Learning Disability 2 1
I Emotionally Disturbed 2 1

N Speech Handicapped 6 2 I

G Visually Handicapped 0 0 I

STUDENTS TESTED! 301 TOTAL READING! 259 86 42 Other HandicappIng Condition 0 0 I

READING SCALED SCORE. 824 77.-IFTED7TATUITEITPROGRAT1 0 0 1

-PREWOUTRIFIE5ERGAR i EN ATTENDANCE
Half-day 3 1

1.USO DE MAYUSCVLAS 246 82 55 Fullday 254 80
R.PUNTUACION 233 77 68 Did Not Attend 59 19
LDRTO.GRAFIA 266 88 35

1

%ft,
I

R
I

T
I

N PASS/FAIL SUMMARY,'
G riAS&O ON 301 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE TESTS

STUDENTS TESTED: 301 TOTAL WRITING: 257 85 44 Passed All Tests Taken 227 75
WRITING SCALED SCORE. 842 Failed One Test Only 38 13 I

Failed Two Tests Only 23 8
rettlori An Th, 'ramie
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GE4EAS:ii3
TEXAS EDUCATIONAL ASSESSMENT OF MINIMUM SKILLS

SUMMARY REPORT

DISTRICT: 227-901 AUSTIN ISD

SUB-
JECT

AREAS
TESTED

M
A.
T
H
E
'M
A

OBJECTIVES

ALL STUDENTS

REPORT DATE: MAY 1987

DATE OF TESTING: FEBRUARY 1987

GRADE: 03-SPANISH

TEST PERFORMANCE
MASTERING HOT

MASTERINGNUMBER PERCENT
NUMBER

GROUP CHARACTERISTICS
BASED ON 170 ANSWER DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED

NUMBER PERCENT

LORDENAR NUMEROS
2.VALOR DE POSICION
3.NUMERACION
4.NUMEROS EN FORMA DESARROLLADA
5.FRACCIONES
6.SUMAS
7.RESTAS
8.PROBLEMAS RAZONADOS CO
9.PROBLEMAS RAZONADOS (-)
10.UNIDADES DE MEDIDA
11.MODELOS VISUALES

STUDENTS TESTED: 159 TOTAL MATHEMATICS:
MATHEMATICS SCALED SCORE: 802

127 80 32
121 76 38
151 95
135 85 24
140 88 19
140 88 19
127 80 32
149 94 10
118 76 41
97 61

153 96 6

137 86 22

Students Absent for All Tests
Students Exempt from All Tests : ARD
Students Exempt from All Tests : LEP
Other Students Not Tested
Number of Students Tested

A

1.IDEA PRINCIPAL 111 71 45
2.RECONOCIMIENTO DE PALABRAS 141 90 15
CLAVES !)E CONTEXTO 113 74 41

4.PALABRAS COMPUESTAS 131 84 25
5.ANALISIS FONETICO
6.DETALLES FSPECIFICOS
7.SECUENCIA DE EVENTOS
8.ANTICIPANDO DESENLACES
9.TABLA DE CONTENIDO

13132

85 27 4

9 89 17
128 82 28
134 86 22
149 96 7

STUDENTS TESTED: 156
READING SCALED SCORE: 836

TOTAL READING: 150 96

1.USO DE MAYUSCULAS
2.PUNTUACION
3.ORTOGRAFIA
4.CONCORDANCIA DE SUJETO Y VERBO
5.ESTRUCTURA DE ORACIONES

7.USO DE CONJUNCIONES

12
121
144
155
139
117
136

89
76
91
97
87
74
8.

17
38
15 MODE OF ENTRY

(0 0b1
American Indian or Alaskan Native
Asian or Pacific Islander
Black
Hispanic
White
FREE/REDUCED PRICE MEAL PROGRAM

0 0
8 5
3 2
0 0

159 94

0 0
0 0
1 1

166 98
3 2

155 91

Chapter I Regular Program 97 57
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Mathematics Program 0 0
Chapter I Migrant Remedial Reading Program 7 4
Cha.ter I Miziant Remedial WritingProgram 0 0
0 " " EDI-AL/COMPENSATORY PROGRAMS - TEAMS-BASED
Remedial Mathematics - TEAMSBased
Remedial Reading - TEAMS-Based
Remedial Writing - TEAMSBased

-LIMITED ENGLISH-PROFICIENCY/BILINGUAIJESL
Limited English Proficient Students
Bilingual Program
En fish as a Second Lan.uage Program

P1 el - -,Y
Learning Disability
Emotionally Disturbed
Speech Handicapped
Visually Handicapped
Other Handica..in. Condition

5 3
83 49
5

PROGRAMS
3

170 100
152 89

4 2

4
0
5
0
2

2
0

3
0
1

Alternative to Social Promotion
20 Retained
42 Promoted

8
7

155

Co
as

ra

5
4

91
23 N ILiVI

One or Two Years
Three Years or More

74
96

44
56

;R__ _ avers= 011111

3.7.4.....................WRITING SCALED SCORE: 854 Failed Two Tests Only 6
rs

1111111

G ;WI PIP Three Testc 1
4

I1
PASS/FAIL SUMMARY ^.

BASED ON 159 STUDENTS WHO TOOK ONE OR MORE.TESTS
Passed All Tests Taken 133 84

STUDENTS TESTED: 159 TOTAL WRITING: 151 95 a Failed One Test Only 13 11
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix F

LANG MASTERFILE

381

Appendix F
1
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LANG Masterfile

Purpose

The LANG Masterfile was used to provide basic information on LEP children of
the District and to provide data addressing the following decision and
evaluation questions.

Decision Question D2: Should staffing be changed or increased to
better meet the needs of LEP students?

Evaluation Question 02-1: How many LEP students does AISD have?
-- By grade
-- By school
-- By language
-- By dominance (elementary)
-- By special education status
-- By parent denial status

Evaluation uestion D2-2: What percent of AISD's new 1986-87 LOTE
stu ents became L panish only and all)?

Evaluation Question D2-3: What is the dominance of this year's new
stu en s compare to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and

elementary versus secondary)? How many new LEP students were
classified as limited in both English and Spanish?

Evaluation Question D2-5: How many Spanish and Vietnamese LEP
students are served by the Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE)
Program? English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) Program? Neither?
How many other LEP students are served by ESL? No program?

Procedure

The LANG Masterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide
up-to-date information on all students who have a language other than English
indicated on their Home Language Survey (HLS). Of particular interest are
those students of limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, State, and
local guidelines require that these students be provided special language
instruction until such time as their language-related achieve :nt and English
proficiency improves to criterion levels. Identification and update
information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils. A number of District
departments request a wide variety of information from these files on an
as-needed basis. Thus, quick and accurate responses are essential.

The screen format changad this year to accommodate some changes in data
collection and to make it easier to read. Complete information on the new
screen is included as Attachment F-1.
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The data analyst updated the LANG file with the Student Masterfile each Monday
to reflect any changes (grade, ID number, or school) made to the Student
Masterfile during the week. The weekly update kept our file as accurate as
possible, which made information sent out to the schools more useful. The
file was also updated with the SEMS which is the Special Education file. If
any of the LEP students were on that file, those students were designated as
Special Ed LEP students.

Identification

At the beginning of school each year, the LPAC (Language Proficiency
Assessment Committee) is instructed to identify all students new to the
district, obtain home language surveys from their parents, and follow-up on
students whose survey indicates a language other than English is used in the
home. All of this must be done within four weeks of the students' entry to
school. The same procedure is also followed for students who enter school
during the year. The identification process entails the administration of an
English language test to determine the student's proficiency in English.
Students who fail to establish proficiency are classified as limited English
proficient (LEP) and must be provided special instruction. The type of
special instruction required is based on the student's English language
proficiency and proficiency in the native language. Dominance is established
for Hispanic pupils by comparing Spanish and English scores obtained from
tests designed to assess dominance--IDEA Oral Language of Proficiency Test I
(IDEA), elementary; Language Assessment Battery (LAB), secondary. Non-
Hispanic LEP pupils are assessed for dominance via a parent interview. Those
students in grades 2-12 who "pass" the English proficiency test must also be
tested with a standardized achievement test. Those who fail to reach
criterion are identified as LEP and must be provided special instruction.

The forms that need to be filled out and sent to ORE are the New Entry Form
and the Program Approval/Disapproval form. Once sent in, the information is
entered into the LANG screen.

Official LEP Count

TEA requests a count of the number of LEP students each fall. In 1986-87, it
was due on November 1. The counts were run October 23, 1986 to be c^nsistent
with previous years (school started later this year).

Prekindergarten counts were the last to come in from some schools because the
LPAC coordinator and pre-K teachers did not communicate clearly in all schools
as to whose responsibility it was to identify the LEP students.and send in the
completed forms. Once it was made clear, the forms started coming in. As it
turned out, in some schools the pre-K teachers did all the testing and the
LPAC chair sent in the necessary forms. In other schools the pre-K teacher
did everything and in others the LPAC chair did everything.

There were problems, however, at all grade levels; several schools were very
slow in sending in any of the LEP information. Numerous attempts were made to
get the completed forms sent in before October 23rd, even though the deadline
had been September 30th. The Evaluation Associate for District Priorities,
the bilingual coordinators, the Director of Bilingual Education, and the
supervising principals all made calls to the problem schools in an attempt to
get a better response rate.
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To alleviate the problem next year, the Director of Bilingual Education, the
coordinator for the secondary bilingual program and the evaluator in charge of
evaluating the bilingual programs met to draw up a plan to prevent some of the
same problems from reoccurring. A summary of problems and suggestions for
improvement is included as Attachment F-2.

The TEA report (as sent October 29) is shown in Attachment F-3. Official
counts were presented to the Board for their information by language, school,
and grade (see Attachment F-4).

Annual Reviews (L7's)

During 1986-87, based on new requirements and comments made by the Texas
Education Agency (TEA) during their monitoring visits, the L7's were revised.
Copies of the new Annual Review Status Forms are included as Attachment F-5.

In the process of changing the content of .the L7's, the format was also
changed. They were printed on letter size to make them easier to handle. The
L7's are now nre comprehensive as well.

A new ruling (s_e Attachment F-6) on retesting of kindergarten and first grade
students scoring above the 40th percentile in Reading and Language Arts on tne
ITBS will also change the way our L7's for grade 1 are done next year.

Exit

A student exits LEP status via the review process. To exit, a student must
meet the achievement criteria involving reading and language. English
language proficiency must also be demonstrated for students whose language and
reading total scores are both above the 23rd file. The LPAC is responsible
for reviewing each LEP student.

This year was the first time that an attempt was made to exit parent denials.
If a student was a parent denial but had achievement scores high enough to
exit, an 0 was sent to the LPAC to decide whether the student should remain
LEP or exit LEP status. If the achievement scores were less than 23, an L7
was also sent so the student could be reoffered the program.

Attachment F-7 includes the sample memos used when L7's were sent out to the
schools.

Review of Previous Exits

Students who have exited LEP status are reviewed (one and two years after
exiting) to determine if exiting was premature. The review is conducted in
the late spring, along with all other reviews of LEP students.

This year a LEP status of "5" was added to include students who had
previously exited LEP status and have now fallen below the criteria. They
have reentered LEP status but will be served with an alternate program (e.g.,
Chapter 1 or tutoring) not with bilingual/ESL instruction.
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Results

Evaluation Question D2-1. How many LEP students does AISD have?

- By grade
- By school
- By language
- By dominance (language)
- By Special Education Status
- By parent denial status

Evaluation Question 02-2: What percent of AISD's new 1986-87 LOTE students
became LEP (Spanis only and all)?

Evaluation Question 92-3: What is the dominance of this year's new LEP
students compared to last year's (PAL versus IDEA and elementary versus
secondary)? How many new LEP students were classified as limited in both
English and Spanish? (Please refer to Appendix A of this report for
information regarding tis question.)

Evaluation Question D2-5: How many Spanish and Vietnamese LEP students are
served by the Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) Program?
English-as-a-Second Language (ESL) Program? Neither? How many other LEP
students are served by ESL? No program?

Three different counts were run during the year. They were:

o Official October, 1986 counts
o Revised October counts
o Spring, 1987 count

The revised October count is based on the official October counts updated in
January, 1987 with the Student Masterfile File (STUD) and Special Ed File.
The method in which the October counts were officially calculated did not
reflect as true a picture of LEP students enrolled in school, because some
students who never showed up at school were still listed on the STUD file.
The new method of calculating the numbers will be better in presenting a more
accurate count by using the Attendance File (ATND) for elementary and the
Student Grade Report (SGR) File for secondary. These files are more up-to-date
in the fall. Beginning in fall, 1987, all counts will be run with the
"revised" method.

Figure F-1 shows the official October, 1986 counts. Figure F-2 shows the
revised October, 1986 counts, and Figure F-3 shows the spring, 1987 counts.

1.-ing the 1986-87 school year, AISD's LEP programs served 4,562 students for
part or all of the year. Weekley updates of the file showed that the number
of LEP students being served at the same time tends to increase until November
and to decline thereafter during the year. The highest count of LEP students
was for the week of November 7, with 3,871 students being served at the same
time.

Appendix F
5

385



86.22

FIGURE F.1

FALL, 1986-87 SUNNARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS
OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUNTS*

mum-- PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 total

Regular LEP 421 544 610 397 331 299 244 227 283 144 169 97 54 33 3,853

f Special Ed. 0 9 9 12 25 34 31 35 42 25 33 17 10 8 290

Total LEP Served 421 553 619 409 356 333 275 262 325 169 202 114 64 41 4,143

0 of Students with
Parent Denial for 0 12 22 11 16 9 45 45 81 51 67 65 72 55 551
Bil./ESL Program

TOTAL LEP 421 565 641 420 372 342 320 307 406 220 269 179 136 96 4,694

0 Students Served

Bil. Ed. Total 385 491 540 357 285 265 218 199 79 56 0 0 0 0 2,875
,Hispanic 381 A82 530 346 274 260 209 186 79 56 0 0 0 0 2,8u3
Vietnamese 4 9 10 11 11 5 9 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 72

English as a Second
Language Total 36 53 70 40 46 34 26 28 204 88 169 97 54 33 978
Hispanic 1 10 12 7 7 1 3 2 163 65 132 77 34 22 536
Vietnamese 8 2 8 8 2 8 5 8 17 11 15 9 11 2 114
All Others 27 41 50 25 37 25 18 18 24 12 22 11 9 9 328

Special Education
Total 0 9 9 12 25 34 31 35 42 25 33 17 10 8 290

Hispanic 0 8 9 12 25 31 29 33 42 21 31 16 9 8 274
Vietnamese 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3
All Others 0 1 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 3 1 1 1 0 13

LEP Status by
Dominance

Hispanic
Span. Dominant 242 :25 378 236 171 138 93 85 93 59 96 63 26 17 2,022
8alanced 811. 0 11 66 65 68 80 80 76 103 44 37 17 7 7 661
Eng. Dominant 122 156 107 63 65 73 64 57 86 36 28 12 8 4 881

Vietnamese
7517-15-sainant 12 10 15 18 13 8 13 18 16 10 15 7 12 2 168
Balanced 8i1. 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 7

Eng. Dominant 0 0 1 1 0 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6

SPRING, 1986-87 SUMMARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS

Number of LEP
Exits in 1987 0 19 43 67 53 49 40 35 40 28 29 19 14 10 446

Average Number
of Years to Exit 0 1.1 1.7 2.3 2.8 3.4 4.2 4.3 5.1 5.6 5.2 4.8 5.0 3.7 3.6

*The LANG Masterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date information on all students
who have a "home language other than English" (LOTE). Of particular interest are those LOTE students who are of
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students be provided
special language instruction until such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency
improves to criterion levels. Identification and update information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for
monitoring and meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils.
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FIGURE F-2
REVISED FALL, 1986-87 51114ARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS

GRADE PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 I Total

Regular LEP 425 526 554 352 295 277 214 198 253 129 159 78 48 34 3,542

I Special Ed. 1 16 27 30 38 45 38 45 45 33 37 15 10 7 387

Total LEP Served 426 542 581 382 333 322 252 243 298 162 196 93 58 41 3,929

I of Students with
Parent Denial for 0 12 20 10 13 8 38 39 75 47 60 63 60 48 493
Bil./ESL Program

TOTAL LEP 426 554 601 392 34$ 330 290 282 373 209 256 156 118 89 4,422

LE---by
Dominance

Hispanic

241 326 356 226 162 135 85 77 86 57 89 52 28 15 1,935pas n. Dominant

Balanced Bil. 0 10 66 58 60 77 74 71 95 41 39 15 7 6 619

Eng. Dominant 123 150 99 63 65 74 60 57 80 35 3D 9 6 5 856

Vietnamese
111R.-17,minant 13 7 19 14 13 7 11 16 15 10 15 8 7 3 168

Balanced Bil. 0 0 2 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 D 0 7

Eng. Dominant 0 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

SUMMARY STATISTICS REGARDING LEP STUDENTS
BASED ON NOVEMBER 7, 1986 COUNTS

Bil. Ed. Total 404 490 5L3 337 257 256 196 184 79 53 0 0 0 0 2,769
Hispanic 391 48D 492 325 245 245 184 167 79 53 0 0 0 0 2,661

Vietnamese 13 10 21 12 12 11 12 17 0 0 0 0 0 0 1u8

English as a second
language Total 32 53 50 27 38 22 21 19 165 76 152 81 45 28 809

Hispanic 2 13 12 8 6 2 4 2 132 51 119 69 30 18 468

Vietnamese 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 13 11 15 6 8 2 57

All Others 30 40 38 18 32 20 17 16 20 14 18 6 7 8 284

Special Education
Total 0 8 10 10 27 34 32 38 43 24 32 18 9 8 293

Hispanic 0 7 10 10 27 31 30 36 43 2,7) 31 17 8 8 278

Vietnamese D 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2

All Others 0 1 0 U 0 3 1 2 0 3 1 1 1 U 13

The LANG Masterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date information on all students
who have a "home language other than English" (LOTE). Of particular interest are those LOTE students who are of
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local suidelines require that these stuaents be provided
special language instruction ..;.i1 such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency Improves to

criterion levels. Identification and update information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils.
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FIGURE F03

SPRING, 1986-87 SUMMARY STATISTICS RECAROING LEP STUDENTS

GRADE PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

Regular LEP 430 493 482 299 246 220 199 179 186 93 130 68 32 23 3,080

0 Special Ed. 4 33 34 36 42 48 42 45 39 25 35 15 7 9 414

Total LEP Served 434 526 516 335 288 268 241 224 225 118 165 83 39 32 3,494

0 of Students with
Parent Denial for 4 19 22 14 11 13 27 38 89 44 100 65 72 51 569
Bil./ESL Program

TOTAL LEP 438 545 538 349 299 281 268 262 314 162 265 148 111 83 4,063

Number of LEP
Exits in 1987 0 19 43 57 53 49 40 35 40 28 29 19 14 10 44L

Average Number
of Years to Exit 0 1.1 1.7 2.3 2.8 3.4 4.2 4.3 5.1 5.6 5.2 4.8 5.0 3.7 3.6

0 Students Served _A
Bil. Ed. Total 368 421 4'42 268 217 202 177 152 56 44 0 0 0 0 2,337
Hispanic 359 415 414 255 204 194 166 138 56 44 0 0 0 0 2,245
Vietnamese 9 6 18 13 13 8 11 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 92

English as a second
language Total 62 71 49 31 29 18 22 27 130 48 130 68 32 23 740
Hispanic 15 24 21 13 6 7 6 8 106 30 101 59 21 15 432
Vietnamese 8 1 0 1 0 0 0 2 9 9 15 5 4 3 57
All Others 39 46 28 17 23 11 16 17 15 9 14 4 7 5 251

Special Education
Total 4 33 34 36 42 48 42 4:" 39 25 35 15 7 9 414

Hispanic 4 30 33 36 40 41 40 41 39 22 34 14 6 9 389
Vietnamese 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 7
All Others 0 2 0 0 2 6 1 2 0 2 1 1 1 0 18

LEP Status by
Dominance

Hispanic
Span. Dominant 247 309 295 201 145 115 94 69 82 51 73 46 20 10 1,757
Balanced Bil. 0 4 60 41 49 59 56 61 65 27 35 17 3 10 487
Eng. Dominant 130 145 113 61 53 68 60 56 54 19 27 9 :, 4 802

Vietnamese
31i17-Wrnant 16 8 17 14 13 7 10 16 9 10 14 5 4 3 146
Balanced Bil. 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 S
Eng. Dominant 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4

The LANG Masterfile is a District computer file maintained to provide up-to-date information on all students
who have a "home language ether than English" (LOTE). Of particular interest are those LOTE students who are of
limited English proficiency (LEP). Federal, state, and local guidelines require that these students oe provided
special language instruction until such time as their language-related achievement and English proficiency improves to
criterion levels. Identification and update information is recorded on the Masterfile as a basis for monitoring and
meeting the District's responsibilities for LEP pupils.
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Based on official counts of the number of LEP students in AISD as of October,
the following trends in these LEP counts are interesting to note.

October counts for the last
three years show that AISD's
count of LEP students is
increasing, K-12. The
increase between 1983 and
1984 was 2%, the increase
between 1984 and 1985 was NJWI
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13%, and the increase
between 1985 and 1986 was
25%. The total number of
LEP students served in AISD
has risen 43.7% between
fall, 1983 and 1986.
(AISD's overall enrollment,
on the other hand, increased
at a much slower pace (8.4%)
during this same period).
Stabilization in the number
of LEP students next year
may occur because of the new
immigration laws.

FIGURE F-4
FALL LEP COUNT Ki2

3722

2976
2590 2628

MI6
TEAR

Includes all served (parent rtfusils exclutlid).
The number, of pre-K LEP
students rose dramatically,
tripling from 130 in 1985 to
421 in 1986 because of an
expanded program.

6 In the fall of 1986, 1,762 new LOTE students were processed; 1,386 or
79% were identified as LEP (see Attachment F-8).

As in the past, the number of LEP students was highest at grade 1 and
generally declined through grade 12 (gradr.c. 7 and 9 are the two
exceptions). Counts increased the most this year over last year at
pre-K (224%), grade K (40%), grade 7 (70%), and grade 9 (52%).

The District's objective is to help its LEP students attain English
proficiency. The number of LEP students considered proficient enough
to exit status as LEP in 1986-87 was 446, which was 9.5% of the LEP
population. In order for a student to exit LEP status, he/she must
score at least at the 23rd percentile in both reading and language on
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) or Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency (TAP).
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o There were 551 LEP students in 1986-87 whose parents requested that
their children not be included in any LEP-related instructional
program. This number reflects a decrease compared to 661 students in
1985-86. The decrease primarily reflects successful efforts to exit
eligible students with parent denials this year (this had not been
done previously). The percentage of the LEP population that parent
denials represent decreased from 18% last year to 12% this year.

In 1986-87, 87% of the LEP students served were Spanish speakers.
The only other language group with over 100 students was Vietnamese
(5% of the LEP population). Overall, 51 language groups were
represented, with Korean, Chinese, Cambodian, Arabic, and Loatian
students most common after the Vietnamese (see Attachment F-9 for
complete list).

Over half (57%) of the Spanish-speaking LEP students in AISD were
dominant or monolingual in Spanish; almost all (93%) of the
Vietnamese LEP students were dominant or monolingual in Vietnamese.

o Two thirds of the teachers responding (N=59, grades 1 through 6) to a
districtwide survey had at least one LEP student who had limited or
no school experience before entering AISD in 1986-87, 5% had more
than 12 with limited or no school experience. There appears to be a
considerable number of these LEP students; they present a special
challenge to teachers,

FIGURE F.:::

LANGUAGES SPOKEN BY LEP STUDENTS
PHE-K TO i2 -- 1886-87

FIGURE F.6
LANGUAGE DOMINANCE OF SPANISH-SPEAKING LP

STUDENTS, PRE-K TO 12 -- 1986-87

Spanish Dominant-5

Balanced Bilingual -

Official Oatoce mats
at times aervod.
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HOW TO USE LANG

Attachment F-1
(Page 1 of 4)

17.1

The home language file contains records of students no indicated on
the Survey of Home Language form that they spoke a language other than
English (LOTE) at home. The home language file tells whether a student
is currently considered a limited English proficiency student (LEP) or
whether the student was previously considered LEP. It also provides
other information about these students.

e The home language file is kept by the Office of Research and Evaluation
(ORE). Other offices and schools may view but cannot change
information in the language file.

To view records in the home language file:

1. Clear the screen.
2. Type LANG where the cursor appears.
3. Press enter.
4. The home language preference survey screen appears:

AUSTIN IP:DEMENT SUM DISTRICT

FIDE LRELIcEE PREIMICE SURVEY

AISD STUDENT NUMBER 0000000

FUNCTIEN g ?

AliCTIEN TYPES

A = ADD

I 2 INQUIRE
B g BROWSE

C g CHANGE

D = DELETE

ENTER REQUIRED DATA
REPLACE THE ? WITH DESIRED FLNCTICW TYPE PRESS ENTER

TO TERMINATE PRESS CLEAR

APPENDIX F 391
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Attachment F-1
(Page 2 of 4)

17.2

5. Fill in the student number.
6. Select "B" for the function code. No other function codes are available

for schools and offices other than ORE.
7. Press enter.
8. The student's hcme language record will appear (see this pace). If the

student's record is not on file, the record for the student with the
next highest I.D. number will appear. To see the next sequential record
on file, press enter.

9. To view a specific record, press the ----> key to move cursor to the
right of FWD, fill in the student number, and press enter.

10. Clear the screen twice to exit from the language file.

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DhARICT
LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY FILE

STUDENT MOM 0000000 WME SMITH JOHN
SCHOOL 104 GRADE 04 CIVIC 4 DOB 09/28/75 FILE ID BW

LEP STATUS 2 ENTRY DATE 09/84 RE-ENTRY DATE
DOMINANCE C EXIT DATE RE-EXIT DATE
LAST REVIEW 85 PROGRAM REO 1 PARENT DENIAL
LPAC PROGRAM REC

N74-9E1. LAW 111. 002 NAME SPANISH PLS ITEMS 1 002 2 002 3

PROF TESTS ENGLISH SCORE DATE GRADE SPANISH SCORE DATE GRADE
ELEM ORI6 PAL 0740 09/84 ORI6

CURR
PPL 0790 09/84

CURR

SEC DRI6 LAB DRIB LAB
CURR LAB CURR LAB

ACHIEVEMENT ENS ORM TEST ROG LAM DATE
ENG EXIT TEST RDG LANS DATE
ENS CURR TEST ITBS RCI 30 LANG 65 DATE 04/86

APPENDIX F
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Attachment F-1
(Page 3 of 4)

FIELDS AND CODES USED IN THE LANGUAGE FILE

FIELD CODE

Ethnic (Ethnicity)

LEP STATUS

DOMINANCE (dominant language)

Blank = Unknown
1 = American Indian
2 = Oriental
3 = Black
4 = Hispanic
5 = Anglo or other

0 = Not LEP due to parent request.
1 = Not LEP
2 = LEP
3 = Special education LEP
4 = Above criteria but LEP by school

or parent override (LPAC approved).
7 = No longer LEP. All exit criteria met.
8 = LEP. All exit criteria met, but still

LEP due to parent and school request.
9 = LEP status undetermined.

Blank or 0 = Unknown or not applicable
A = Monolingual in other language

AL = Student speaks only a language
other than English and is
limited in it

B = Dominant in other language
C = Bilingual

D = English dominant
E = English monolingual

EL = Student speaks only English
and is limited in it

LAST REVIEW School year of last annual review (spring)

PROGRAM REQ (Required) 1 = Bil. Ed. 2 = ESL 3 = Sp. Ed. LEP

PROGRAM REC (Received) 1 = Bil. Ed. 2 = ESL 3 = Sp. Ed. LEP

LPAC 1 = LPAC entry decision: student is LEP
2 = LPAC entry decision: student not LEP
3 = Exit: LPAC decision.
4 = Remain LEP: LPAC decision
5 = Grade K: Met exit criteria, but

remains LEP due to LPAC decision.
6 = Previous LEP student still exited.
7 = Not exited due to retention.

Blank = None of the above.

PARENT DENIAL 1 = Refused bil. ed. 2 = Refused ESL
3 = Refused both

APPENDIX F
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Attachment F-1
(Page 4 of 4)

17.4

FIELDS AND CODES USED IN THE LANGUAGE FILE

FIELD CODE

NON-ENGL LANG NO/ This line refers to language code responses
NAME/ on the Home Language Survey (HLS). Language
HLS ITEMS code numbers range from 1-99. Examples:

1=English 2=Spanish 8=Vietnamese
HLS Items:
1=Most common language in home.
2=Most common language of child.
3=No longer used.

PROF TESTS Language Proficiency Test Scores:
ORIG = Original
CURR = Current
ELEM = Elementary (PAL or IDEA)
PAL = Primary Acquisition of Language

(Discontinued spring, '86)
ID7A = Idea Oral Language Proficiency

Test (Started summer,,'86)
SEC = Secondary (LAB)
Date & grade when test was taken are shown.

ACHIEVEMENT Shows original, exit, & most current score.
California Achievement Test (CAT) is
most common for entry, Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills (ITBS) or Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency (TAP) for current and exit
test scores. Percentile scores are shown
for Reading Total (ROG) and Language Total
(LANG) (Language only for kindergarten).

OTHER FIELDS FOR USE BY ORE

394
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Attachment F-2
(Page 1 of 9)Department of Management Information

86.22
Office of Research and Evaluation

TO: Glynn Ligon

FROM: N ncy Sc ler

SUBJECT: LEP Procedures

March -

MC)i

In response to your memo on LEP processing and monitoring, we have already
worked with the bilingual staffs to try to improve processing next year. ORE
does a number of things to help with LEP processing. The attached lists (A &
B) summarize key events in the fall. In general, we:

o Send rosters,

o Let them know the importance of LEP processing and deadlines,

o Provide IDEA tests,

o Answer many questions on how to process students and fill in forms
properly,

o Run and check accounts at key times to see how many are in and whether
counts look reasonable. If not, schools are called by us, then
coordinators, then Carmen, then supervising principals, then us
(smaller group each time),

o Process all forms as they arrive and return as needed for corrections.
A form was used for the first time this year to indicate corrections
needed--we have a notebook including all returned. We have used 500
forms so far--some for multiple LEP forms. Problems were major (no
testing for example) to minor (no signature).

o Develop a summary of the number of forms processed by schools by key
dates and the number returned for corrections. This year was our first
attempt at this--it was discussed with bilingual staff and supervising
principals. Next year we hope to refine the definition of "successful
school" acknowledge then somehow. An attendance award may be
appropriate. Is that possible?

o Send summaries of counts and perceptions of processing success to
Carmen and Imelda;

335
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Attachment F-2
(Page 2 of 9)

We have already met with both elementary and secondary bilingual staffs, preK
r \ coordinators, and elementary supervising principals and Freda to discuss
tc."C improvements for next year. Jim Gandy and I also talked briefly. Elementaryrecommendations are shown in Attachment C, secondary in Attachment D.ORE will:

o Provide a list of projected LEP counts by school to the warehouse tohelp avoid over-ordering by schools (maximums for each school can beset to check reasonableness of orders--they often run out of forms
because some order way too many).

o Develop flier for LPAC chair, principal, and any others who could
benefit on what the LPAC chair duties are, key processing dates
(including new suggested deadlines for LPAC meetings, etc.), and the
impact of the LEP count on funding. Some principals and school staffsdon't realize the importance of LEP processing.

o Ask for parent denial updates in spring -- not fall.

ORE could (let's discuss):

o Work with bilingual staff or Jim on LEP attendance award.

o Run printouts matching ESOL class enrollments with LEP rosters for the
secondary school LPAC chairs (I would think this is available from DataServices but there were problems with LEP students not served);

o Enter the specific date a child was declared LEP by the LPAC rather
than just the month on the LANG file (the auditors suggested they
weren't sure we should be paid for students until the LPAC met but mostare probably served before that--this was not mentioned at the exitconference);

o Send schools a handout listing common errors and remedies;

o Remind schools if we haven't received corrections back in a certainlength of time;

o Let LaVonne or Oscar know who the "problem" schools are--the
supervising principals are willing to contact them but we may need toset guidelines on what is reported. Freda said we or Imelda can
ghost-write letters for her to send to the "problem" secondary schools.

Some schools take the LEP process very seriously; other do not.
Perhaps this will help accountability.

APPENDIX F
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86.22
o Request that schools return the October roster indicating whether all

LEP or just Special Education LEP students are being served and how
e.<1) (bilingual, ESL, other). Jim said the auditors requested this--they

expressed a more general concern to me that student folders at the
schools didn't indicate this. You and Jim and I (and perhaps bilingual
and special education staff) should probably discuss this--the LPAC and
Special Education chairs don't seem to be communicating well at many
schools about responsibilities and paperwork. We plan to draft a short
memo to bilingual and special education staff on the questions we've
been getting (basically who's in charge of what with Special Education
LEP students)--let us know if you would rather call a meeting. Belinda
already talked to Carmen once. I think bilingual and special
education staff need to develop some plans to improve communication at
the schools about responsibilities.

I sent you a summary February 20 on the major issues raised by the monitors
(see Attachment E).

While I am optimistic our plans and those of bilingual staff will help, slow
processing (especially at the secondary level) and lost records may continue
to be problems. in terms of processing time, the LEP process is time-consuming
and complicated; most comes at a time of year when other responsibilities are
also priorities; 20 days is a demanding TEA requirement. The fact that
elementary staff will now be more familiar with the IDEA and teachers will be
more used to testing will help. Secondary LPAC chairs were asked if they had
ideas for improvement. Few were offered. Perhaps you have more ideas!

Unfortunately, student forms are sometimes lost (often in transfers across
schools). School records are the official records. It doesn't really matter
what's on the LANG file if the paperwork is not at the school to back it up.
We can "hot print" what is on the screen and provide some forms if they are a
year old or less (New Entries, Parent Disapprovals, and L7's) but we don't
even receive some of them they lose. We can mention the problem in the flier
we send out but the problem may continue.

Belinda and I would be happy to meet with you (and others) to discuss this
further if you think it will help.

Attachment F-2
(Page 3 of 9)

#23Lepmemo
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Attachment F-2
(Page 4 of 9)

ELEMENTARY-LEP PROCESSING SCHEDULE

August 25 - Memo to Principal/LEP Coordinator
LEP Processing and Rosters - Informed them that rosters of
projected LEP students at their school were being sent and that
new students should be processed within 20 days of entry.

Sept. 5 - Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal

LEP Processirig--Parent Denials, 17's, IDEA Testing--Had to reoffer
programs to parent denials, new L7's were sent for first graders
and schools were ordering too many IDEA materials.

Sept. 16 - Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal
Parent Denials Update - What forms needed to be signed with parent
denials.

Sept. 17 - LPAC Training Session

Emphasized importance of LEP processing and deadlines.

October 6 - Memo to Elementary LPAC Coordinators
LEP Rosters, Spanish Kindergarten Norms. New rosters were being
sent and a correction in Kindergarten norms was sent.

Oct. 13-22- Called schools that had not turned in new entry forms up to this
date. Also asked coordinators to call schools.

Ongoing - Remained in constant contact with the schools throughout the
process answering questions. We also returned forms that were
filled incorrectly.

3 n
L.
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August 22 -

Sept. 17 -

October 6 -

Oct.13-22 -

Attachment F-2
(Page 5 of 9)

SECONDARY-LEP PROCESSING SCHEDULE

Met with LPAC Coordinators.
Passed out LEP Rosters and talked about the LEP Process. Told
them about 20-day processing and Sept. 30 deadline.

Memo to LEP Coordinator/Principal

LEP Processing--Parent Denials--Informed them that they need to
reoffer program to parent denials.

Secondary LPAC Coordinators
LEP Rosters - Sent new rosters and told them we had received few
new entry forms. Asked them to send by October 10.

Had Imelda's office call the schools twice to get them to send up
LEP forms. During this time ORE also called schools that hadn't
sent us information.

Ongoing - Remained in constant contact with the schools throughout the
process answering questions. We also returned forms that were
filled incorrectly.

#23Lepmemo
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Attachment F-2
Improving LEP Identification Procedures (page 6 of 9)

Meeting of December 12, 1986

Concern %Suggestions for Improvement

1. Wasteful Ordering of Forms Formulate master list of schools
with LEP counts

Provide liste to Loretta
Central Warehouse

2. Distribution of Bilingual/ESL Check to see if all LEP
Handbook Coordinators have a copy

3. Meet September 30 deadline

at

Discard old LPAC Committee
Handbook

Written and verbal reminders

- Flyer <5=--Ore.-ca, Illektdepreh;l4ma
dad-as 40 6,14 it) km e.01(1 445o 1.4.414 0=

- Meet with APTIfor suggestions 7.$),

4. Identification of Pre -K LEP - Emphasizes this area in LEP Qt.- kmcn.e
students Coordinator Training 6mf)lrat

5. LEP Coordinator training

Train all Pre-K teachers

Meet with Anita Uphaus and Elma
Berrones on January 16, 1986

Make a composite list of Pre-K
students tested in the spring
and make list available to each
campus

Spring session on April 29, 1987

Sample packet of LEP forms

Fall session in August, 1987

Flyer of responsibilities of LEP
coordinator

APPENDIX F

20
400

N.



N 01

Attachment F-2
86.22 (Page 7 of 9)

ORE SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE LEP PROCESS
AT THE SECONDARY LEVEL

ISSUE: Most LEP records were returned after the Sept. deadline this year. WE
would like to -talk about ways central and school personnel could make
processing smoother and more complete next year. The following are some
suggestions.

1. Clarify who's responsible for monitoring various aspects of
processing and compliance (at the central and school
level):

Central
Examples--testing, Imelda

answering questions about processing ORE or Imelda
.requirements,

answering questions about instructional Imelda
requirements
checking school records, Imelda
meeting deadlines. ORE or Imelda
producing rosters, maintaining file ORE

2. Appoint LPAC chair early.
Make sure LPAC chair and principal have been informed of the schools'
specific responsibilities verbally and in writing by early September.
IR: -Continue to have training session early; walk through process.

-Videotape proper testing procedures (ask schools).
-Emphasize (at principal and LPAC chair meetings) even more
the importance and impact of LPAC on funding, student
instruction, etc. and the importance of the principal
allowing time for LPAC chair to complete duties.

-Update manual annually as needed (with ORE review).
ORE: -Develop short newsletter describing key LPAC chair duties,

timelines, and their importance for instruction and funding.

-Send newsletter with first roster to principals and LPAC
chairs; use SGR file for roster to improve accuracy.

3. Ask schools to order 1987-88 forms at the end of the 1986-87 school
year; toss revised forms.

4. Set dates for completion of most testing (Sept. 15) and processing
(Sept. 28). Send reminder memo mid-Sept.

5. Continue to answer questions as received. Check with schools late in
September for questions and problems based on the number of forms
received.

6. Make sure proper testing is occurring. Try to get schools to test
earlier in Sept. or have two sessions (somehow start earlier).
Recommend ESL teacher do testing at Murchison and Travis. Test only new
students.

APPENDIX F i
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Attachment F-2

86.22 (Page 8 of 9)

February 20, 1987

TO: David D. and Glynn

FROM: Nancy 7144444

SUBJECT: Bilingual issues related to attendance visit:

SPECIAL EDUCATION LEP STUDENTS: The educational placements of Special

Education LEPs were not always noted as such on forms readily accessible

to monitors (whether Special Education, LEP, or both). They said it was

not always noted whether the child even was LEP. Whether there is a

problem or not with forms or her they are kept should be explored.

Julie Lyons received a roster of the current special education LEPs and

was checking her files to see 417 they were noted as such (probably on the

SEMS). Carmen says the LPAC and coordinators at the campus are

supposed to meet periodically to exchange information. Sometimes they

are the same person. At least one special education form asks about LEP

status. That's all I know. I am not sure how many of the 44 students

they disallowed were Special Education LEPs.

SERVICE OF REGULAR LEP STUDENTS: From what I heard, they found some

students who were marked as LEP but not served (especially at

secondary). We assume all LEPs are being served. Rosters indicate the

service we think LEP students are getting. If not, schools are to call

us about discrepancies or send appropriate disapprovals. Some schools do

LEP processing better than others. Some secondary schools coordinate

scheduling better between the LEP coordinator and the registrar than

others. Some schools seem to have tluble finding the time to do LEP

processing and scheduling at key times (like September) because of the

scheduling load. We discussed this.at the secondary LEP coordinator

meeting and heard only two ideas from the group on how to improve things

at the school level. One was to send the student to the LEP coordinator

for scheduling as soon as the registrar sees the Home Language Survey.

The other was for the LEP coordinator to insist that his or her

scheduling load be lighter than other counselors in September unless they

wanted to help with LEP processing. We shared ideas with them on what

central could do.

One thing we haven't done is to match rosters of those in ESL class with

those in the LEP roster. I would think that was something the LEP

coodinator at the school did automatically but maybe not. We could

develop a program to do this and supply to the schools and/or Imelda.

One other secondary problem appears to be that LEP folders are seldom if

ever checked by anyone from central. Unless they call, Imelda primarily

tells them what is to be done and trusts them to check themselves at the

school. (We do send her the rosters.)

At elementary, Maria Ramirez goes out to check the LEP folders and the

coordinators are at the schools more too to field questions (although

they wor more with teachers on instruction than LEP coordinators on

. There are some coordination problems with preK in that

Anita and Elma handle that group fairly exclusively but the bilingual and

preK coordinators met lately to discuss problems and solutions. We met

with the coordinatorsdtoo and discussed ways to do things better. Carmen

has a meeting scheduled with LaVonne'and the supervising principals to

discuss what the schools can do better.
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Attachment F-2
(Page 9 of 9)

PROCESSING DATES: The monitors asked me about why the printout counted
students as LEP for all of October even if the LPAC acted later in the
month. This was never an issue under old funding rules. In fact, we
just keep a month on the screen (Jonathan used to have just season).
They argued kids shouldn't be counted until the LPAC signed off just like
special education. We could argue that this is different because
students are often served before the LPAC acts because the LPAC meets
infrequently on la'rge numbers of students--not on one at a time. They
did not mention that we should keep track of the real date on the screen
in the exit conference. I don't know whether they penalized us or not
because of it or expect it next time. If they do, slow processing by the
schools will cost us a bunch.

The problem I think we have already tried to address is ways to improve
the speed of LEP processing (more successfully at elementary than
secondary).

One big meeting as a follow-up to the visit might be productive if folks
were asked what actions they've taken about specific problems or issues.
In addition to those you mentioned to me, Julie Lyons might be a good
special education representative. Smaller follow-up meetings or calls or
memos about specific problems might be productive.

403
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Attachment F-3
(Page 1 of 2)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Department of Management Information

October 30, 1986

TO: Members, Board of Trustees

FROM: Glynn Ligon

THROUGH: John Ellis

SUBJECT: Official LEP Count

Each October, an official count of limited-English-proficient (LEP) students
is prepared for the Texas Education Agency. Within four weeks of entry into
school, all students who speak a language other than English in the home are
processed to determine whether they are dominant in English or another
language. This information determines whether they are eligible for placement
in bilingual education or English as a second language programs. Parents must
then approve or disapprove such service.

Properly identifying LEP students impacts student instruction, bilingual/ESL
teacher placement, and AISD funding from the State. (The October attendance
of LEP students is examined separately from the rest of the student body and
weighted in determining the level of funding.)

Enclosed are the official October counts of limited-English-proficient (LEP)
students in AISD (by language, school, and grade).

State law requires that members of the Board of Trustees and TEA be informed
of the LEP count each fall.
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Austin ISD

District Name

instructions: See back.

TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY
Bilingual Education-Fall Survey

Project/Program School Year 1986-87

Attachment F-3
(Page 2 oft7)_90,

CountyDistrict No.
S

I. Composite grade level totals of all LEP students in ttu district and the number of parent denials on file. tE thru E
must = A)

I PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 lu 11 12 Total
A. LEP Students Identified 421 565 641 420 372 .142_,

213
26

320 1Q.L.05L.220
2.Q6....39

21 194
59_
85

769
-

179
-

136
-

_a_Ans.i.
- 2936

917

B. LEP Students In BE 393 493 548 365 287
44

223_
21C. LEP Students in ESL 28 51 62 32 169 97 5, 4 33

D. LEP Students w/Par. Denials 12 22 11 16 9 45 45 81 51 67 65 72 55 551
E. LEP Students In Sp. Ed. 9 9 12 25 34 31 35 42 25 33 17 10 8 290

II. Grade level totals by language of all LEP students enrolled in the district.

LEP Students identified PK K 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
A. Spanish 382 510 568 373 318 299 285 261 360 185 215 133 80 51 4020
B. Vietnamese 1? 11

3

19
3

3

20
1

1

14
1

2

13
1

5 j

16
1

-

23t-
i 3

18
2

16
2

18
5

23
6

24
3

16
1

243
29C. Laotian

D. Cambodian Z 3 4 2 3 2 1 2 33
E. Chinese 3 8 8 4 2 3 4 1 4 '2 7 3 7 6

5

62
F. Korean 12 16 12 1 3 3 1 - 1 4 2 8 7Q
G. Arabic 5 4 - 8 2 3 1 - 4 1 30
H. French 1 1 1 1 1

1 1

Z.
21I. Japanese 3 - - -

J. German 1 4
K. Thai 1 1 1 1 2 1 - 9

15L. Pars! (Persian) 1 2 - 1 3 - 1 - 1 1 2 3
M. Other Languages 5 5 20 14 15 15 6 15 _12,_

406
7 14 8.

20-171'4
8

1".J6 -96
151

4694Totals 421 565 641 420 372 342 320 307 220

III. School Personnel by categories
PK-6 7-12

A: E21guillly:certified/Emdorsed teachers assigned to Bilingual Education 307
B. Teachers on Permit assigned to Bilingual Education 34
C. ESLcertified teachers assigned to ESL component of the BE program 0
D. ESL-certified teachers assigned to ESL program 26
E. Bilingually-certified/endorsed teachers ass ned to ESL roram 0
F. Teachers assigned to ESL program under prior TEA approval 253 36
G. Bilingually-certified teachers not assigned to BE program 0
H. ESL certified teachers not assigned to ESL program 0

IV. We wish to apply for an exception/waiver to the required program for LEP students.

Certification and Incorporation
I hereby certify that the Iiiformation contained In this report, to the best of my 11,,IveitedgE1. rs collect and that the Local Education Agency named
above has authorized mo as Its representative. I further certify that the A.tS_t7 tl Independent School District
has made every attempt to recruit and assign *appropriately certified teacher. .o address the requirements of 19 L.naptor 7/, Subchapter A.r .

Typed Name and Title of Authorized Official

Dr. John Ellis, Superintendent

Telephone Number

451-8411

Date Signed

10/31/86

Return 2 originals by Nov. 1, 1986 to:
Texas Educatiart Agency
Division of iiiiirigual'Education Compliance

APPENDIX F
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Attachment F-4
(Page 1 of 8)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL UISTRICT
Department of "anagement Information
Office of Res arch and Evaluation

October 29, 1986

OFFICIAL OCTOBER COUNTS OF
LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT (LEP)

STUDENTS IN AISD 1986-87

All new students to AISD complete a Home Language Survey upon entry. For
those who indicate a language other than English (LOTE) in the home, identifi-
cation procedures are completed to determine whether the students have limited-
English-proficiency (LEP) or not. In the fall of 1986, 1,452 new students
were processed; 1,169 or 80.5% percent were identiTied 43 LEP. All will be
served by bilingual, English-as-a-second language, or special education
services except for 12 students (.8%) whose parents refused such services.

The total number of LEP students served in AISD has risen in recent
years--43.7% between fall, 1983 ari 1986. AISO's overall enrollment, on the
other hand, increased at a much sl..wer pace (8.4%) during this same period.

NURSER OF
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The number of LEP students to be served K-12 increased:

1.5% between fall, 1983 and 1984;
13.2% between fall, 1984 and 1985;

e 25.1% between fall, 1985 and 1986.

Attachment F-4
(Page 2 of 8)

Thus, the rate of 4 crease has risen sharply in the last two years. Some of
the reasons may be related to an increased arrival of immigrants because of:

to Political and economic unrest in Mexico, Central America, and South
America;

The earthquake in Mexico City last fall; and
o Arrival of relatives of those who have established themselves in

Austin.

Other possible reasons include:

go The relatively low unemployment rate in Austin compared to other Texas
cities,

o Close checking of preliminary counts by ORE with followup calls to
schools by ORE, bilingual education, and supervising principals;

o More complete reporting by the schools; and
The change in summer, 1986 to the IDEA language proficiency test at
the elementary level. (However, this would affect the fall, 1986
count only.)

Attached are the total fall, 1986 counts of LEP students (4,143 pre-K through
12) to be served by language (Attachment 1) and school (Attachment 2). In
addition, 551 LEP students' parents refused service by the bilingual and/or
ESL programs. The fall, 1986 LEP students to be served have the following
characteristics.

o Most are Spanish speakers (3,613 or 87%). The only other language
group with over 100 students is the Vietnamese (189 or 5%). Overall,
52 language groups are represented.

s All regular elementary and secondary campuses have some LEP students.
The number ranges from two at Norman to 229 at Metz.

e The number of LEP students is highest at grade 1 and generally
declines through grade 12 (grades 7 and 9 are the two exceptions).
Counts increased the most this year over last year at pre-K (224%),
grade K (40%), grade 7 (70%) and grade 9 (52%).
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ONFIDENTIAL.INFORMATION
FORAISD LPAC USE.

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT UM

241
242
243
244
245

ANNUAL STATUS REVIEW-FORM 246
247

STUDENT NAME: 123456789012345678901234567 ID: 1234567 ENTRY DATE: MM/YY248
SCHOOL: XXX ga 12345678901234567890 GRADE: XX STATUS: 249

250
ITBS READING PERCENTILE: )X MM/YY 1 TAP SCORES IF GRADES 0912 251

ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX MM/YY 1 . 252
ENGLISH TEAMS MASTERED: MATH: XXX READING: XXX WRITING: XXX MM/YY253
ENGLISH TEAMS EXIT LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG.BARTS: XXX 254
CURRENT ENGLISH PAL: XXXX .MM/YY., 1 PRINT ONLY MOST 255
CURRENT ENGLISH IDEA: XXXX MM/YY 1 RECENT 256
CURRENT ENGLISH LAB: XXXX NIVInt 1 SCORE 257

258
259

THIS STUDENT .REMAINS LEP BECAUSE SCORES WERE BELOW EXIT CRITERIA* OR 260
VALID ACHIEVEMENT SCORES WERE NOT OBTAINED**. AN .LPAC REPRESENTATIVE IS TO 261
SIGN BELOW TO CERTIFY THAT THE STUDENT REMAINS LEP. 262

* ACHIEVEMENT SCORES BELOW EXIT CRITERIA:
GRADE K LESS THAN 50TH PERCENTILE
GRADE 010012 a° LESS THAN 23RD PERCENTILE

** VALID ACHIEVEMENT SCORES NAY NOT-BE bBTAINEDDUE TO:

263
264
265
266
2E7
268

ABSENCE CH THE REGULARLY SCHEDULED AND MAKEUP TEST SESSON DATES 269
® STUDENT'S ENGLISH ABILITY WAS TOO LIMITED TO PERMIT TESTING 270
,E SPECIAL EDUCATION EXEMPTION 271
e, SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES IN THE TEST SESSIONIS) 272

273
274
275
276

STATUS 2, 3, 4,-8, 0 277
GRADE K, 011.2 278
SCORES is GRADE K co LESS THAN 50 *ILE IN LANGUAGE 279

GRADE 01c42.. LESS-THAN 23 BILE IN EITHER READING OR LANGUAGE 280
281
282
283
284
285
266
287
288
289
290

SIGNATURE OF LPAC REPRESENTATIVE DATE _ 291-

292
293

PLEASE"FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORWARD THE CARBON COPY TO 294
BELINDA.OLIVARE2 TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 295

296
297

LPAC COMMENTS: 'LEP BELOW CRITERIA

(REQUIRED!

APPENDIX F
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298
299

AUSTIN-INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT FORM 1.7/6 300
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 301

CONFIDENTIAL. INFORMATION 302
FAR_AISD_LeAC USE 303

304
LIMITED ENGLISH PRO7ICIENT (LEP) 305

_ANNUAL STATUS REVIEW FORM 306
307

STUDENT NAME: 123456789012345678901234567 ID: 1234567 EXIT DATE: MMiYY308
SCH0044.XXX_T_12345678901234567890. .GRADE: XX STATUS: 309

310
ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX MM/VY I TAP SCORES IF GRADES 0942 311
IT8S LANGUAGE. PERCENTILE: XX MM/VY. f 312
ENGLISH TEAMS. MASTERED* MATH: XXX READING: XXX WRITING: XXX MM/YY3L3
ENGLISH TEAMS EXIT LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG -ARTS: XXX 314

315
316

THIS STUDENT HAS BEEN EXITED FROM LEP STATUS. THE MOST CURRENT SCORES 317
AVAILABLE SHOW THE STUDENT ABOVE THE.LEP CRITERIA OF THE 40TH BILE IN 80TH 318
READING AND LANGUAGE. 319

320
AN kPAC.:AEPRESENTATIVE_IS yosIGN BELOW TO DESIGNATE THE STUDENT 321

322
323
324
325
326

STATUS 7 327
GRADE 01.012 328

4 SCORES 13 40TH BILE OR GREATER IN BOTH READING AND LANGUAGE. 329
FROM THE mosy_swemy.sones_w;LABLe. 3111

311
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350

SIGNATURE aw LPAC REPRESENTATIVE DATE 351
(REQUIRED) 352

353
PLEASE FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORWARD THE CARBON COPY TO 354
BELINDA OLIVAREZ TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 355

APPENDIX F 425 354

39 357

REMAINS NOT LEP' (EXITED).

LPAC
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358

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

CONFIDENTIAL-INFORMATION
FOR AISDI.puisE..

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT MEP)
ANNUAL .STATUS REVIEW FORM

STUDENT NAME: 123456789012345678901234567
SCHOOL: XXX .m81.2345678901234567890

ITBS READING PERCENTILE: XX MM/YY
ITBS LANGUAGE PERCENTILE: XX MM/YY

ID: 1234567
GRADE: XX

1 TAP SCORES
1

359
FORM L7/7 360

361
362
363
364
365
366
367

EXIT DATE: MM/YY368
_ STATUS: ......------ 369

370
IF GRADES 99-I2 371

372emeeseu_vcAme MACTIMDCft. WIAWRA. Wyy aCArtru^. wYto uui....wrywio ot yew rimy IL.% &AV ROM 11 Oita A ?IA mcmusno.. naw WRITING: XXX nriflir7NZP
ENGLISH TEAMS EXIT LEVEL: MATH: XXX LANG - -ARTS, XXX 374
CURRENT ENGLISH PAL: _XXXX MM/TY..1 PRINT. ONLY MOST 375
CURRENT ENGLISH IDEA: XXXX MM/YY 1 RECENT 376
CURRENT, ENGLISH LAB: XXXI MM/YY I SCORE 377

378
THE LPAC MUST DETERMINE IF THIS STUDENT SHOULD REMAIN OUT FenjagAtit379

LEP STATUS AFTER A REVIEW OF IT8S/TAP ACHIEVEMENT, TEAMS RESULTOS14SNSUSHg---V380
PROFICIENCY SCORES, GRADES (EVIDENCE OF MASTERY OF ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS), 381
TEACHER EVALUATIONS, PARENTAL OPINIONS, AND STUDENT INTERVIEW INFORMATION. 382

THE LPAC HAS REVIEWED ALL OF-THIS INFORMATION. YES NO 383
384

IF THESE SOURCES INDICATE INADEQUATE ENGLISH PROFICIENCY AND ACHIEVEMENT.885
THE STUDENT IS LEP. ;STUDENTS BELOW 1.44,23RD XILE IN READING OR LANGUAGE 386
MUST RETURN TO LEP STATUS.) IF THE STUDENT SHOWS ADEQUATE PROFICIENCY AND 387
ACHIEVEMENT, SHE/HE IS NOT LEP. 388

389
THE LPAC HAS DETERMINED THIS STUDENT IS: LEP NOT LEP 390

391
IF-THE mow is UETURNED TO LEP STATUS, WHAT LANGUAGE INSTRUCTIONAL 392
PROGRAM IS RECOMMENDED? 393

, BILINGUALEDUCATION 394
ENGLISH AS A.SECOND,LANGUAGE (ESL) 395
MODIFIED INSTRUCTIONAL DESIGN (OTHER ASSISTANCE) mime PLEASE SPECIFY 396

397
398_LPAC COMMENTS: NOT_LEP GREIL AREA 399
400
401
402
403
404
.405

-.

406
407
408
409
4/0
411

SIGNATURE Of LPAC REPRESENTATIVE STUDENT'S PARENT DATE 412
(IF STUDENT CHANGES, STATUS) 413

414
PLEASE FILE THE ORIGINAL IN STUDENT'S FOLDER AND FORWARD THE CARBON COPY TO 415
BELINDA OLIVAREI TURNER, BOX 79, CARRUTH ADMINISTRATION BUILDING. 416

417

STATUS 7
GRADE 01.42
SCORES Is LESS THAN 40TH RILE IN EITHER READING OR LANGUAGE.

(REQUIRED)

APPENDIX F
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FOR AISD LPAC USE

Attachment F-5

LE*RVIEW OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION_... . .__ . .

-READ LANG FILE

INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

SELECT f,7 CANDIDATES
A. ACTIVE GRADES CO=12
IL STATUS-2g-39-4,8, -0
C.. STATUS 7 IF EXIT DATE = OR < 2 YEARS

(KEEP COUNT)
(KEEP COUNT)

D. L7'PROCE$SED NO * BLANK
E. SCORES THIS YEAR * YES

-MELEASE'TO SORT (SCHOOL, GRADE. 'STUID)

PERFORM HEADING (LISTING OF STUDENT WHO RECEIVED LPS)

--METURN-FRON:8GRTi---------
_ _

A. PROCESS LEP (STATUS 2. 3, 4, 8. 0)
B. PROCESS NOT LEP (STATUS 7)

NOTES;

478
479
480
481
482
483
484
485
486
487
488
489
490
491
492
493
4S+
493
496
4 97

498
499
500
501
502
503
504
505
506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513
514
515
516
517
518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528
529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537

ITBS SCORES.
LANG * LANGUAGE 70TALS
REA8 * GRADES 01*02. READING COMPREHENSION

* GRADES0308 -READING TOTAL
TAP SCORES.

LANG WRITTEN EXPRESSION
READ 0 READING TOTAL

DON'T FORGET- REENTRY DATE AND REEXIT DATE

L7- PROCESSED CODES;
1 * LEP ABOVE CRITERIA GRADES ti2*1 -*---FORM1
2 * LEP GREY AREA GRADE 00 FORM 2
3 ® LEP' GREY AREA GRADE 01 * FORM 3
4 a LEPGREY AREA GRADES:02*12 * FORM-4
5 * LEP BELOW CRITERIA GRADES 00*12 * FORM 5
6 a NOT LEP ABOVE CRITERIA GRADES 0112 - FORM 6
7 *--NOT'LEVGREY AREA

_-
GRADES -01-12 *-FORM 7-

-LISTING OF STUDENTS 'WHO RECEIVED LT'S. STATUS AND NAME
STUID. STUNAME'"GRADE STATUS FOaR 8 2 4, 8 * LEP
ITDSITAP READING 3 * SPED LEP
ITBS/TAP LANGUAGE-- -----0----------DENIAL'
TEAMS R N H 7 EXITED
CURRENT ENGLISH (PAL, IDEA@ LA8)

APPENDIX F
41
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Attachment F-5
(Page 9 of 9)

538
539
540
541
542

a 00 I. f_GRADE is 01 I . I GRADES 02(42 I 543
544
545

YES I YES 546
547

1 548
549

READ > 39 I YES 550IAND jam....au F3 I AN3 I =s1... F1 551
.1 LANG > 23 f I LANG > 39 I 552

553
i 554

F5
1 NO 555

556
F5 557

READ < 23 YES 558
OR I ...gwa F5559

I LANG < 23 I 560
.....mommmomomm.m. 561

562
I NO 563

564
THEREFORE: 565
READ :11. OR > 23 566

AND 567
LANG Is OR>23. 568

569
570

1 571
F4 572

573
574
575
576
577
578
579
580
581
582
583
584
585
586
587

1.,,m-msa ow.. F6 588
589

'WPM

I
I. YES

LANG > 49
01111MIIMMICOINIIISMOMMILY49=11111

I

I N.0

YES
".."10 F2

111600613.111217111111IONIIINCIMI

I READ > 23 1 YES

1111=MIZWINIImMilliMglerall

ON ALL FORMS PROCESSING:
PRODUCE FORM
UPDATE LEP FILE-HUH L7a0ROCESSED CODE
PERFORM WRITE LISTING RECORD
RETURN

if!*** PROCESS NOT.LEP.*****

USE MOSTiCURRENT ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT TEST.
IF NO CURREN! ENGLIpt ACHIEV,TESTALWSE_EXIT.TEST_SCDRES._

I READ > 39
AND

LANG > 39

YES

,SSDITTO EDJ

INC
I
F7

APPENDIX F 409
tx42
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

Department of Intergovernmental Relations

May 22, 1987

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

Carmen Gamboa

Ann Cunningham

SUBJECT: Question for Oscar Cardenas

Attachment-f7fi

4-

I have cc,ntacted TEA concerning your question about retesting with the
OLPT for Kindergarten and 1st grade level students scoring above the ' 1 1

40th percentile in Reading and Language Arts on the =BS (assuming the
Child meets English promotion standards). I received the following
information:

First Grade - If we have a formal test score with national norms (ITBS)
and can determine a total score for both Reading and Language Arts that
is above the 40th percentile, have a mastery of TEAMS in English, and
meet promotion standards, we do not need to retest with the OTPT. A
new ruling will take affect next year that permits exit without retL5cing
if the student is exempt from the TEAMS at first grade, but scores at or
above the 40th percentile in both Reading and Language Arts and meets
promotion standards.

Kindergarten - The objective here is to look at readiness. The student
must score at or above the 40th percentile on the Language section of
the ITBS (if that is what is used), be able to function in an English
classroom, and be tested with OLPT and have a 4 or 5, for exit purposes.

This information was given to me by Evangeline Cuellar after consultation
with Oscar Cardenas. If you want it in writing, we can reque-st it.
Please let me know.

dyh
//

xc: Nancy Schuyler'
Lee Laws
Maria Ramirez

APPENDIX F

5555 N. LAMAR BLVD., BLDG. H, AUST$1. TEXAS 78751.1002 512/458-1291
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Attachment F-7

36.22 AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
(Page 1 of 4)

Department of Management Information
Office of Research and Evaluation

April 28, 1987

TO: LPAC Coordinators

FROM: Nancy Schuyler and Carmen Gamboaaf

SUBJECT: LEP Annual Status Review Form (L7's)

Important! Important! Important! Important! Important!

State law requires that the status of all LEP students and those who have
exited LEP status in the last two years oe reviewed annually. Annual
Status Review Forms (L7's) are attached for those in grades 4 and 6 at your
school in these categories. Forms .for all other elementary LEP students
(including makeups) will follow on May 5 when ITBS and TEAMS scores are
available. All forms must be signed by the LPAC. Note there are no L7's
for Pre-K students because they are not allowed to exit. A roster of
students receiving L7's at this time is included.

The forms are "new 414 iii.proved" this year!

o They are letter-size to ease handling and filing;
o They are revised to meet new State requirements and TEA monitor

comments;
n There are fewer variations than in the past; and

TEAMS mastery information has been added.

TEAMS nastery information should be heipPul in making decisions on all
students but must be consider "lr ttrJsc whc may re-enter LEP status.

New requirements indicate thc. LPAC must review mastery of the essential
elv.lentsi(EE's) in English, grades, and promotion status. You do not have
to check student's mastery of all essential elements. Just -'ieck students'
grades and promution status. If they have passing grades P... can be
promoted, that's evidence of mastering tiu EE's. Make sure all information
1.3ted on the L7's is available to the LPAC at their meeting (some ask for
additional information).

A copy of the TEA regulations regarding exit decisions is attached. The
L7's that are enclosed follow these guidelines. Filing the regulations
sheet with your LPAC minutes would be excellent documentation that you used
the criteria. Remember that the LPAC minutes should also reflect all in
attendance and the date of the meeting(s). If someone is unable to attend,

APPENDIX F
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86.22

Memo to LPAC Coordinators
Page 2

April 28, 1987

interview them by phone to verify agreement and note it in the minutes.
. You may also want to attach the roster with notes indicating who is LEP or
not LEP. Please note in the minutes that more information on individual
cases is available in the LEP folders. TEA wants such documentation.

When processing is complete, file the original of the L7 in the child's
cumulative folder and return the carbon to ORE, Box 79, Administration
Building by June 10. If you receive an L7 form for a student who is not at
your school, please note this on the form and return it to ORE.

Also enclosed are LEP labels with updated information about LEP students to
be placed on the student's LEP Student Measurement Data Card.

NS:CG:lg
Enclosure

cc: Principal

Oscar Cantu

Bilingual Coordinators
Maria Ramirez

Approved

xecutive Di ector

Department of Management Information

Approved:

#11elemL7

Assistant Superintendent fi&-Elementary EducifiF

APPENDIX F
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT Attachment F-7

86.22 Department of Management Information (Page 3 of 4)

Office of Research and Evaluatfon

May 5 1987

TO: LPAC Coordinators

FROM: Nancy 'Schuyler and Imelda Rodriguez

SUBJECT: LEP Annual Status Review Forms (L7's)

Important! Important! Important! Important! Important!

State law requires that the status of all LEP students and those who have
exited LEP status in the last two years be reviewed annually. Annual
Status Review Forms (L7's) are attached for those in grades 7-8 or grades
9-12 (as appropriate) at your school in these categories. Forms for
students in grades 7-12 who took the ITBS or TAP during makeups will follow
on May 19. All, forms must be signed by the LPAC. A roster of students
receiving L7's is included.

The forms are "new and improved" this year!

They are letter-size to ease handling and filing;
They are revised to meet new State requirements and TEA monitor
comments;

There are fewer variations than in the past; and
TEAMS mastery information has been added.

TEAMS mastery information should be helpful in making decisions on all
students but must be considered for those who may re-enter LEP status.

New requirements indicate the LPAC must review mastery of the essential
elements (EE's) in English, grades, and promotion status. You do not have .

to check student's mastery of all essential elements. Just check students'
grades and promotion status. If they have passing grades and can be
promoted, that's evidence of mastering the EE's. Make sure all information
listed on the L''s is available to the LPAC at their meeting (some ask for
additional information).

A copy of the TEA regulations regarding exit decisions is attached. The
L7's that are enclosed follow these guidelines. Fili.ig the regulations
sheet with your LPAC minutes would be excellent documentation that you used
the criteria. Remember that the LPAC minutes should also reflect all in
attendance and the date 1: the meeting(s). If someone is unable to attend,

APPENDIX F
46
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86.22

Memo to LPAC Coordinators
Page 2
May 5, 1987

Attachment F-7
(Page 4 of 4)

interview them by phone to verify agreement and note it in the minutes.
You may also want to attach the roster with notes indicating who is LEP or
not LEP. Please note in the minutes that more information on individual
cases is available in the LEP folders. TEA wants such documentation.

When processing is complete, file the original of the L7 in the child's
cumulative folder and return the carbon to ORE, Box 79, Administration
Building by June 10. If you receive an L7 form for a student who is not at
your school, please note this on the form and return it to ORE.

Also enclosed are LEP labels with updated information about LEP students to
be placed on the student's LEP Student Measurement Data Card.

NS:IR:lg
Enclosure

cc: Principal

Approved:
e-72

1.xecut ve -rec or
Department of Management Information

Approved:

Assistant Superintenaent toySecondary Eaucation

#11seconL7

APPENDIX F
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Attachment F-8

NUMBER NUMBER PERCENT
GRADE W/LOTE IDENTIFIED IDENTIFIED

AND TESTED AS LCP AS LEP

Pre-K 464 438 94.40%
K 621 402 64.73%
1 139 105 75.54%
2 81 56 69.14%
3 75 62 82.67%
4 59 41 69.49%
5 61 45 73.77%
6 48 41 85.42%
7 45 42 93.33%
8 36 29 80.56%
9 59 54 91.53%

10 44 42 95.45%
11 19 18 94.74%
12 11 11 100.00%

TOTAL 1,762 1,386 78.66%

. LOTE = Language other than English
As of June, 1987.

GRADE

NUMBER OF
HISPANICS
W/LOTE

AND TESTED

NUMBER OF
HISPANICS
IDENTIFIED
AS LEP

PERCENT
IDENTIFIED
AS LEP

pre -K 436 427 97.94%
K 546 377 69.05%
1 98 75 76.53%
2 60 47 78.33%
3 47 40 85.11%
4 44 34 77.27..
5 43 31 72.09%
6 27 25 92.59%
7 36 33 91.67%
8 19 17 89.47%
9 32 30 93.75%

10 35 33 94.29%
11 7 7 100.00%
12 8 7 87.50%

TOTAL 1,438 1,183 82.27%

LOTE = Language other than English
As of June, 1987. APPENDIX F
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Attachment F-9

COUNTS OF LEP STUDENTS BY LANGUAGE
RANKED BY TOTAL

STATUS 2, 3, 4, 8 GRADES: Pre-K through 12

SPANISH 3454 NEPALI 1

VIETNAMESE 174 LEBANESE 1

KOREAN 54 KMERE 1

CHINESE 48 IBO 1

CAMBODIAN 30 HUNGARIAN 1

JAPANESE 18 GREEK 1

ARABIC 18 FINNISH 1

LAOTIAN 17 ENGLISH 1

URDU 10 DANISH 1

PORTUGESE 9 CROATION 1

THAI 8 CHAU CHOW 1

GUJARATI 8 AMHARIC 1

PERSIAN 7

HINDI 7

TAIWANESE 4

INDIAN 4
HEBREW 4 TOTAL: 51 LANGUAGES
ZULU 3

TAGALOG 3

SIGN LANGUAGE 3

ITALIAN 3

IRANIAN 3

GERMAN 3

BENGALI 3

TURKISH 2

NWEH 2

NAVAJO 2

FRENCH 2

FILIPINO 2

FARSI 2

CHITUMRUKA 2

YORUBA 1

SLOVENE 1

SINHALA 1

RUSSIAN 1

POLISH 1

PAMPANGO 1

PAKISTANI 1

NORWEGIAN 1

435
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix G

DROPOUT FILE
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86.22

DROPOUT FILE

PurpoSe

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the
following decision and evaluation questions.

Decision uestion Dl: Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education
and ng is -as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as

is or modified?

Evaluation Question D1-4. How many LEP students drop out?
Compare to HispaniriirTa overall rates?

Procedure

The Office of Research and Evaluation (ORE) has reported yearly high school
dropout counts since 1983-84. In July, 1986, a longitudinal computerized
data base (the Secondary Student Longitudinal File, or SSLF) was constructed
that enables us to answer questions about the enrollment status of any group
of high school students at any point in time, beginning with students
enrolled during the 1983-84 school year. This year for the first time
dropout codes were produced separately for LEP students, using the same
procedure as for all students. A student was considered LEP if he or she
had a LEP status code of 2 (active LEP), 3 (Special Education LEP), 7
(student who exited during the 1985-86 school year, or 8 (LEP-served by
parent request) on the LANG file.

Assigning Dropout Status Codes on the SSLF

Our method for assigning dropout status codes on the SSLF is as follows:

Each year's cohort includes all students enrolled in an AISD high
school at any time during the school year.

Any student who withdraws from AISD is first considered a dropout.

If the student's transcript is requested by a district, school,
or other institution offering a hinh school diploma, the student
is judged to be pursuing an education and his/her classification
is changed from "dropout" to "transfer."

In July following each school year, dropout status codes are
assigned to each student in that year's population. Possible
statuses are:

--still enrolled

--school-year dropout (withdrew, no transcript request)

APPENDIX G
2



86.22

--school-year transfer (withdrew, transcript request)
- -graduate

--died.

The annual dropout rate is calculated by dividing the number of
school-year dropouts by the total enrollment.

Also in July, dropout codes assigned in years before the school
year just completed are updated to reflect changes In status or
information not available the previous July. Besides changes,
two additional statuses became possible at this updating.

--summer dropout (completed one school year, but did not
show up the following school year, and no transcript
request).

- -summer transfer (same as above but with transcript
request).

Longitudinal dropout rates are calculated from the updated
numbers.

Results

Figure 1 shows the annual 1985-86 high school dropout rates by school for
limitei-English-proficient students and for the District as a whole.

The overall high school LEP dropout rate was 21.3% compared to
10.7% for the District.

Larier and Travis had the highest LEP dropout rates (37.5% and
31.1%, respectively).

Robbins, Austin and McCallum had the lowest LEP dropout rate.

LEP STUDENTS DISTRICT

School Dropouts Enrollment Dropout % Dropouts Enrollment Dropout %

Anderson 6 41 14.6 174 1,833 9.5

Austin 2 20 10.0 130 1,757 7.4

Crockett 6 32 18.8 411 3,115 13.2

LBJ 1 6 16.7 87 1,329 6.5

Johnston 10 54 18.5 182 2,085 8.7

Lanier 6 16 37.5 211 1,936 10.9

McCallum 3 30 10.0 99 1,526 6.5_

Reagan 4 25 16.0 209 1,702 12.3

Robbins 0 1 0.0 52 264 19.7

Travis 32 103 31.1 356 2,347 15.2

Total 70 328 21.3 ",911 17,854 10.7

Figure 1. ANNUAL 1985-86 HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY SCHOOL FOR LIMITED- ENGLISH - PROFICIENT
STUDENTS ANO FOR THE DISTRICT.

APPENDIX G
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Figure 2 shows the high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex, and grade
for LEP students and for the District.

e Hispanic LEP students had the highest cil'opout rate (23.6%) which
was about 8% higher than at the District level (15.3%).

e Other LEP students had the second highest dropout rate (16%).
e 24.3% of the LEP males dropped out while only 17.3% of the

females dropped out.
e LEP ninth graders were most likely to drop out (29.4%), while

12th graders were least likely to dropout (3.2%). This was also
true for the District.

LEP STUDENTS DISTRICT

Dropout i
---Droup Dropouts Enrollment Dropout i ----Dropouts Enrollment

Black 0 1 0.0 314 3,204 9.8

Hispanic 55 233 23.6 661 4,316 15.3

Other 15 94 16.0 936 10,374 9.0

Female 24 139 17.3 883 8,829 10.0

Male 46 189 24.3 1,028 9,065 11.0

Grade 9 48 163 29.4 911 6,393 14.2

Grade 10 13 83 15.7 456 4,500 10.1

Grade 11 8 51 15.7 354 3,713 9.5

Grade 12 1 30 3.2 190 3,288 5.8

Total 70 328 21.3 1,911 17,894 10.7

Figure 2. ANNUAL 1985-86 AIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY ETHNICr", SEX, AND GRADE FOR LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT
STUDENTS AND TEE DISTRICT.
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Figure 3 shows the 1985-86 junior high school dropout rates by school for
LEP students and for the District.

o The overall LEP dropout rate was 9.9% compared to 5.1% for the
District.

The highest LEP dropout rate was at Fulmore with 11 (22.0%) of
the 50 LEP students dropping out. At the District level, Robbins
and Dobie had the highest dropout rate.

The LEP dropout rate was lower than the overall rate at Dobie,
Lamar, Pearce and Porter.
The lowest dropout rate for the District was at Pearce.

LEP STUDENTS DISTRICT

Scnooi Dropouts Enroilment Dropout % Dropouts Enrollment Dropout %

Bedichek 1 14 7.1 56 1,261 4.4

Burnet 2 21 9.5 34 731 4.7

Dobie 1 24 4.2 91 758 12.0

Fulmore 11 50 22.0 77 1,173 6.6

Lamar 0 26 0.0 29 784 3.7

Martin 7 69 10.1 38 1,092 3.5

Murchison 16 155 10.3 46 655 7.0

O. Henry 3 30 10.0 33 795 4.2

Pearce 0 11 . 0.0 12 910 1.3

Porter 0 16 0.0 55 1,166 4.7

Robbins * * * 10 29 34.5

Total 41 416 9.9 481 9,354 5.1

* Robbins did not have LEP students who dropped out.

Figure 3. ANNUAL 1985-86 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY SCHOOL FOR LINITED-SNGLISH-PROFICIENT STUDENTS
AND THE DISTRICT.
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Figure 4 shows the junior high school dropout rates by ethnicity, sex and
grade for LEP students and for the District.

o Hispanics had the highest dropout rate for LEP students and at
the District level (10.3% and 7.2%).
Just as many males (9.8%) as females (9.9%) who were LEP
dropped out.

Grade 8 (10.3%) had a slightly higher dropout rate than
seventh grade (9.5%). This was also true at the District
level.

----Group dic7rigUes

LEP STUDENTS

Enrollment Dropout % Dropouts

DISTRICT

Enrollment Dropout S

Black 0 3 0.0 50 1,923 2.6

Hispanic 36 351 10.3 199 2,799 7.2

Other 5 62 8.1 232 4,665 5.0

Female 19 191 9;9 196 4,649 4.2

Male 22 225 9.8 285 4,705 6.1

Grade 7 22 232 9.5 224 4,712 4.8

Grade 8 19 184 10.3 257 4,642 5.5

Total 41 416 9.9 481 9,354 5.1

Figure 4. ANNUAL 1985 -86 JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL DROPOUT RATE BY ETHNICITY, SEX, AND GRADE FOR LIMITED -
ENGLISH- PROFICIENT STUDENTS AHD THE DISTRICT.
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Discussion

Although the dropout rate for LEP students is high, it may be a slight
overestimate. During the 1985-86 school year, the Title VII Program
Specialist tried to keep track of everybody that left the program at
Murchison. She wanted to find out whether the studees who were leaving
were going somewhere else to school or just dropping put. Of all the
students who left, only two indicated they did not have plans to attend
school. If these students really did enroll in schools somewhere else, then
Murchison LEP dropout figures could be high. One possible explanation is
that when a student goes back to their native ccuntry, that country is less
likely to request a transcript than a U.S. school On the other hand,
students who said they planned to go to school may have never enrolled. In

addition, the specialist mentioned that some LEP students only showed up for
a day or two and never returned. These would also be included in the
dropout count. Since transcript request is the basis used for calculating
dropout rates, it is possible that some students were considered dropouts
because a transcript was never requested for them. Thus, caution should be
used in interpreting the dropout rates.

It should also be noted that junior high rates are not as reliable as senior
high rates for any group.
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix H

District Surveys
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DISTRICT SURVEYS

Purpose

The purpose of tnis section is to provide information to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions.

Decision Question Dl: Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education
(TBE) and EngliTE:ii-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is
or modified?

Evaluation Question '4-5: How satisfied are school staffs with the
IDEA for screening and instructional placement of LEP students?
Have teachers used it for diagnosis of instructional needs? What
problems have schools encountered with use of the IDEA?

Evaluation question D1-12: Did teachers use Spanish and English
TEAMS practice activities? How often? Did they incorporate
TEAMS-style items on their tests? Did they expand on activities
prvided?

Decision Question D2: Should staffing be changed or increased to better
meet the needs of LEP students?

Evaluation Question D2-4: How many new LEP students are in school
for the first time in 1986-87 (grades 1-6)? How many were new last
year?

Evaluation Question D2-9: How many students had to be transferred
to receive bilingual/ESL service? By school (sending and
rciving)? Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)?
Are there ways to improve the way teacher and student transfers are
handled?

Decision Question D3: Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction
in their native language?

Evaluation Question D3-2: Does the achievement of first- and
third-grade LEP grade LEP students vary significantly based on the
number of LEP students in the classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How
much Spanish is used in each setting?

Information Need Il: Do teachers of students monolingual in a
15Lege other than Spanish want or need community services?

APPENDIX H 44,1
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District Surveys

Procedure

Based on information from the bilingual staff (elementary and secondary
coordinators, Director of Elementary Education, ORE personnel), the survey
items for teachers and administrators were developed. Once developed, they
were given to the Directors of Elementary Management and Bilingual Education
for their review. The questions were then passed on to the evaluator in charge
of sending out the survey to about half of the teachers and all campus and
central administrators in the Austin Independent School District (AISD) (see
Attachment H-1 for details). This year the teacher and administrator surveys
went out between March 13 through April 21.

Sample

Items given to various groups varied:

GROUP

Administrators

ITEM NUMBERS

Elementary
Secondary

Teachers

6

3, 4,
34

3-9,
3-9,

110,

3-9,

3-9,

111,

5,

105,
105,

111,

105,

105,

113

34, 35

108,

106,

112,

106,

106,

& 36

113
107,

113

107,

107,

108,

108,

108,

10S,

113

110,

Bilingual/ESL endorsed pre-K & K
Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 1 & 3

Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 2, 4 &
Bilingual/ESL endorsed grade 5

Analysis

The data analyst produced printouts showing the number and percent of
respondents giving each possible response. A chi square was done on items six
and seven on the teacher survey and on item 9 on the teacher survey and item 5
on the administrator survey.

Results

Figure H-1 shows the administrator responses to the spring survey. Figure H-2
showS teacher responses. Attachment H-2 includes responses to open-ended
items and general comments received.
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Evaluation Question D1-5: How satisfied are school staffs with the IDEA for
screening and instructional placement of LEP students? Have teachers used it
for diagnosis of instructional needsi What problems have scnools encountered
with use of the IDEA?

Approximately two-thirds of all administrators and one-third of the
teachers surveyed were satisfied with the IDEA for screening LEP
students. About half of the teachers were neutral, with only 8%
dissatisfied. (Figures H-1 and H-2, Item 3)

o Two-thirds of the administrators and about half of the teachers agreed
that IDEA test classifications resulted in appropriate instructional
placement of LEP students. A high percentage (44%) of teachers and
about a third (30%) of the administrators were neutral on the subject.
(Figures H-1 and H-2, Item 4)

Almost as many teachers agreed (33.7%), as disagreed (36.7%) that they
used the IDEA test to diagnose students' instructional needs. (Figure
H-2, Item 5)

e Forty-three percent of the teachers were confident with administering
the IDEA (20% were not confident) while 52% were confident with scoring
it. (These percentages were not significant differences). (Figure
H-2, Items 6 and 7)

Forty-three percent of the teachers were confident in their skills for
determining the dominance for LEP students with limited English and
Spanish ability (24% were not). (Figure H-2, Item 8)

There was a significant difference in the number of teachers (29% of
125) who said they needed additional training and tips in using the
IDEA and the number of administrators (56% of 48) who thought their
teachers needed additional training. (Figure H-1, Item 5 and Figure
H-2, Item 9)

It appears attitudes towards the IDEA are fairly positive given that this was
the first year of implementation. One problem which has arisen is that the
test appears quite difficult for pre-K and K students. This may account for
some dissatisfaction. Determining dominance for students needing extra
diagnosis based on IDEA results would probably be a good topic for staff
training especially at these two grade levels. A new pre-IPT should be
available for 1987-88.

Evaluation Question D1-12: Did teachers use Spanish and English TEAMS
practice activitiesfTOW often? Did they incorporzte TEAMS-style items on
their tests? Did they expand on activities provided?

Response options for Items 109, 110, and 111 on the teacner survey ranged from
1 to more than 12 times; 0 was not listed. There is some problem in
interpreting these results because those mt responding may have not used
TEAMS activities at all or may not have had LEP students this year (so the
questions were inappropriate).

APPEN4 DIX H
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o Bilingual teachers (N=51) were asked how many times they used Spanish
TEAMS activities. Based on a response rate of 15 of 51 (29%), a
minimum of 29% of the grade 1-6 teachers surveyed, used the materials
this year. About half of the teachers responding (N=15) estimated they
used the Spanish activities with their LEP students one to three times
23% used them four to eleven times. Of the teachers who marked more
than 12 and actually specified a number (N=4), it was estimated that
the Spanish activities were used an average of 78 times. Of those
responding, most either used TEAMS activities a few times or many
times. (Figure H-2, Item 109)

o Bilingual teachers (N=53) were asked imw many times they used the
English TEAMS activities with their LEP students. A minism of 49%
of the teachers (those responding) used the English materials this
year. Twenty-three percent of the teachers responding (N=26) estimated
they used the activities 1 to 3 times, 28% used them 4 to 11 times. Of
those that marked more than 12 and actually specified a number (N=6),
it was estimated the practice activities were used 37 times. (Figure
H-2, Item 110)

o Most (at least 73% of those surveyed) teachers appear to use TEAMS
style items on tests they developed for their students. This is about
the same return rate districtwide. The majority (61%) of teachers used
TEAMS style items more than 12 times. (Figure H-2, Item 111)

Evaluation Question D2 -4: How many new LEP students are in school for th(
first time in 1986-87 (grades 1-6)? How many were new last year? Response
options for Items 106 and 107 on the teacher survey ranged from 1 to more than
12 times; 0 was not listed. There is some problem in interpreting these
results because those not responding may not have had students witn limited or
no experience.

o Two-thirds of the teachers (N=59) responding to the survey had at least
one LEP student who had limited or no school experience before entering
AISD in 1986-87; 20% had two to three students and 5% had more than 12
students with limited or no school experience. (Figure H-2, Item 106)

o Almost 50% of the teachers (N=44) had at least one student with limited
or no school experience in 1985-86; 14 of 44 teachers had two to three
students and one had more than 12 students with limited or no school
experience for a minimum of 29 students for these teachers. (Figure
H-2, Item 107)

There appear to be a number of these students with special needs in AISD.

Evaluation Question D2-9: How many students had to be transferred to receive
biTingual[ESL service? By school (sending and receiving)? Where are the gaps
in coverage (by grade, school)? Are there ways to improve the way teacher and
student transfers are handled?
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Thirty-eight elementary administrators were asked on the District survey to
describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other campuses.

A list of problems is included as Attachment H-2. The most frequent
mentioned is the unwillingness of some schools to develop a bilingual
program to serve LEP students.

Evaluation Question 03-2: Does the achievement of first- and third-grade LEP
students vary significantly based on the number of LEP students in the
classroom (1-2, 3-4, 5 or more)? How much Spanish is used in each setting?

We are unable to answer this question because it was our intention to have the
same first and third grade teachers that got Item 108 get Item 112. In the
assignment of survey questions this did not happen. We may try again next
year. We did, however, get some results for the two questions independent of
each other since the questions were not asked of the same teachers.

One-fourth of the teachers (N=64) responding had provided bilingual
instruction to at least one student, one-fourth to 2-4 students, and
17% to 12 or more students. The responses were distributed throughout
the response scale. (Figure H-2, Item 108)

Only 14 of 52 teachers responded to the question on how many minutes of
Spanish language instruction they provided per day. Three teachers
provided 41 to 60 minutes of instruction, three provided one to two
hours of instruction, and three provided over three hours of Spanish
instruction. (Figure H-2, Item 112)

Information Need I-1: Do teachers of students monolingual in a language other
than Spanish want or need community services?

Of the respondents (148 were surveyed), almost two-thirds of tne
teachers wanted tutors as an additional service for students
monolingual in a language other than Spanish or Vietnamese. (Figure
H-2, Item 113)

Other suggestions given were:

- More materials translated,

- Materials in those languages with English on one side, and

- Lower teacher /pupil ratio.

APPENDIX H
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Some questions were included in the administrator and teacher survey that
provided some additional information.

Administrators were asked to estimate the number of times their campus LPAC
formally met during the year.

Of the nine elementary administrators responding, one-third said their
LPAC met five times, two said three times, two said four times and two
said six times. (Figure H-1, Item 34)

Of the thirteen secondary administrators responding, about 50% said
their LPAC met one to three times during the year. Thirty-one percent
said they met eight to nine times. (Figure H-1, Item 34)

Teachers were asked how many years they had provided bilingual or ESL
instruction to LEP students.

Half the teacher- responding (N=125) had taught one to five years.
Forty-two percent had taught six to twelve years. Nine teachers had
taught more than 12 years (an average of 15 years). (Figure H-2, Item
105)
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY BILINGUAL/ESL

3.1 HAVE BEEN SATISFIED WITH THE IDEA TEST FOR
SCREENING LEP STUDENTS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

ELEMENTARY

NUMBER OF
RESPCNSES A B C 0

417 il) 8 18 IA 3
/14 .t.! 19.5% 43.95 26.8Z 7.35 2.4%

41 8 18 11 3
19.5% 43.9% 26.8% 7.35 2.4%

4.1072A TEST CLASSIFICATIONS RESULT IN APPROPRIATE
INSTRUCTIONAL PLACEMENT OF LEP STUDENTS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

ELEMENTARY

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

494n (16)
77,

43

3 25 13 2 0
7.0% 58.1% 30.2% 4.7% 0.0%

3 25 13 2
7.0% 50.1% 30.2% 4.7% 0.0%

Figure H-1. ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY RESULTS.



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY BILINGUAL/ESL

5.1 WOULD LI4E MY STAFF TO RECEIVE ADDITIONAL TRAIN...
ING AND TIPS IN USING THE IDEA TEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

48/
1
(!41) 6 21 6 8 7

/3 12.5% 43.8% 12.58 16.7Z 14.6%
111.1M=.10.10.U.MMEMOMM....01..MM4MOD.....10MODMOMMM10.1.0..MM=0011..Mvilm

ELEMENTARY 48 6 21 6 8 7
12.5% 43.82 12.5% 16.7% 14.6%

77
77
n, 34.EACH YEAR, I ESTIMATE MY Ce-,APUS LPAC MEETS FORMALLY

CD (WITH RECORDED MINUTES) TIMES.
A. 1 E. 5 I. 9

>c B. 2 F. 6 J. 10
mc C. 3 G. 7 K. 11

D. 4 H. 8 L. 12 OR MORE

NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A 8 C D E F G H I J K L

TOTALS 22/' (0,) 1 2 5
/33 4.52 9.12 22.7%001M1.1 =UM MM. OD

ELEMENTARY 9 0 0 2
0.0: 0.OZ 22.2%

SECONDARY 13 1 2 3
7.7% 15.4% 23.12

Figure H-1. (Page 2 of 3)

3 4 2 0 3 1 0 0 1
13.6Z 18.2% 9.1% 0.0% 13.6% 4.5% 0.02 0.02 4.52ONNOMMININO.M..0.0111.00011011NY.DOMm MON . .......... MI

2 3
22.2% 33.3% 22.2Z 0.OZ 0.= 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02

1 1 .0 0 3 1 0 0 1
7.72 7.7Z 0.02 0.02 23.1% 7.7Z 0.02 0.0Z 7.72

L.153



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY - BILINGUAL /ESL

35.1 NEED ADDITIONAL BILINGUAL/ESL TEACHERS IN
ORDER TO MINIMIZE TRAhSFERS.

A. 0 E. 4 I. 8 M. 12 DR MORE
B. 1 F. 5 J. 9
C. 2 G. 6 K. ID
D. 3 H. 7 L. 11

gymz
1-t

451

TOTALS

ELEMENTARY

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C 0 E F G H I J

39,/
35

(.741 17
1

7 10 3 2 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
43.6% 17.9% 75.6% 7.7Z 5.1: O.OZ O.OZ 0.0Z O.OZ 0.0% 0.08 O.OZ O.OZ

.101111MMIIMMIMINDIONEIMEINIIMMINEMVIWIelli CDLI...s. }0.01 alloMinimmollme

39 17 7 IO 3 2 0 0 0
43.6Z 17.9Z 25.6Z 7.7Z 5.1% 0.01 0.0: O.OZ 0.0% 0.0: O.OZ 0.C% O.OZ

36.PLEASE DESCRIBE THE BIGGEST PROBLEM WITH TRANSFER!
FANG LEP STUDENTS TO OTHER CAMPUSES. *USE BACK OF
SURVEY IF NECESSARY.) (N, 340

Figure 11-2. (Page 3 of 3)
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHCCL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY . BILINGUAL/ESL

3.1 HAVE BEEN SATISFIED WITH THE ICEA TEST FOR
SCREENING LEP STUDENTS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B

Op504) 13 29 59 7 2
10 11.8% 26.45 53.62 6.4Z 1.8Z

4.11.M.O.M.MMINMPOOOMMWM.M.MMMMIIIIOMM....M.M...14...1.1140MMONMINNOW10..

ELEMENTARY 110 13 29 59 7 2
11.8% 26.4: 53.6% 6.4Z 1.8%

4.IDEA TEST CLASSIFICATIONS RESULT IN APPROPRIATE
INSTRUCTIONAL PLACEMENT OF LEP STUDENTS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
8. AGREE O. DISAGREE

TCTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A a

121,/
9.

/ .01N 11 43 53 12 2

43 k-
41 4,./ 1% 35.5% 43.8% 9.9Z 1.7%v/8

ELEMENTARY 121 11 43 53 12 2
9.1% 35.5: 43.82 9.9Z 1.7Z

Fig.re H-2. TEACHER SURVEY RESULTS. (Page 1 of 8)



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 198T TEACHER SURVEY BILINGUAL/ESL

5.1 HAVE USED THE IDEA TEST TO DIAGNOSE STUDENTS'
INSTRUCTIONAL NEEDS.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. CISAGREE

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

9)(107 (5491)9.3% 24% 291 161.!% 20%D OlIMMINMIIIOMMIDWM.0011MMO 411 .1/MOOMM.1.1.1"1.1
rn ELEMENTARY 98 9 24 29 16 20

ro
c, 9.2Z 24.52 29.62 16.3% 20.4%

458

6,1 FEEL CONFIDENT IN MY SKILLS IN ADMINISTERING THE
IDEA TEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

NUMBER CF
RESPONSES A a

1217 6407,) 27 25 45 10 14
22.3Z 20.7Z 37.22 8.3% 11.6%

4mmommalmOMEOmmbSOMMONilmmOlmMMOmmimli.1.01.11,0.1.0.1..mmMM.mm.mm.eaman.m.415

ELEMENTARY 121

Figure H-2. (Page 2 of 8)

27 25 45 10 14
22.32 20.72 37.22 8.3% 11.6%
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL

7.1 FEEL CONFIDENT IN MY SKILLS IN SCORING THE IDEA
TEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TCTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C D E

108/ (.0rq 29 27 34 7 11

"10 6.9Z 25.0Z 31.5Z 6.5Z 10.22
1111MMOMI.....EMMIO..1110 OMNI =11

ELEMENTARY 108 29 27 34 7 11
26.92 25.0Z 31.5Z 6.5Z 10.2Z

3.1 FEEL CONFIDENT IN MY SKILLS IN DETERMINING
DOMINANCE FOR LEP STWENTS 1-1TH LIMITED ENGLISH AND
SPANISH ABILITY (NES/NSS ANu LES/LSS ON THE IDEA
TEST).
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C D E

TOTALS 1127 QA1) 14 34 37 11 16
/S&5 12.53 30.4Z 33.0Z 9.8% 14.3%

ELEMENTARY !Ii 14 34 37 11 16
12.5Z 30.4% 33.0Z 9.82 14.3%

Figure H-2. (Page 3 of 8)



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY o BILINGUAL/ESL

9.1 WOULD LIKE ADDITIONAL TRAINING AND TIPS IN USING
THE IDEA TEST.
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NELITRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE
B. AGREE D. DISAGREE

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

12j (707) 26 3
,'111 " 8.100X 20.8% 34.44%

141..MMOSMO.Oftl...W.MONN...04....10MW.

ELEMENTARY
n,

1-3 rn

125 10 26 43
8.04 20.8% 34.4%

C2
i4 105.HOU MANY YEARS HAVE YOU PROVIDED BILIdGUAL OR ESL
>4

m=

462

INSTRUCTION TO LEP STUDENTS (INCLUDING THIS YEAR)?
A. i D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12
B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. 11
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C

-TOTALS 125/ (70) 18 12 9
I'l!, ° 14.4% 9.6X 7.2%

1........MMIIION8...... 07111,..1110.

ELEMENTARY 125 18 12 9
14.4% 9.6% 7.2%

Figure H-2. (Page 4 of 8)

23
18.4%

23
18.4%

23 23
18.4% 18.4%

0 E F G H 1 J K L Pi

14 10 15 13 6 7 5 3 4 9
11.13 8.0% 12.0% 10.42 4.8% 5.6% 4.0% 2.4% 3.23 7.2%

M.10.011410MOMMOMMOMMIll..1110(..1MM

14 10 15 13 6 7 5 3 4 9
11.2% 8.0% 12.0% 10.42 4.8% 5.6% 4.0% 2.4% 3.23 7.2%

03
rn
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY BILINGUAL/ESL

106.HOW MANY CF YOb' LEP STUDENT. HAC LIMITED OR NO
SCHOOL EXPERIENCc BEFORE ENTERING AISO IN 198687?

!. 1 D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12
B. 2 E. 5 N. 3 K. 11
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

59/ 051D 39 7 5 1 1 1 1 o 0 1 3/130 6(:.1% 11.92 8.5% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% O.= 0.0% 1.7% P.0% 0.0% 1.7% 5.1%esasaaseeme......aow..amosmmorm..14woftft.r.. mmmamwwww mmmmm.

ELEMENTARY

1-a z
crl

>4 107.IF YOU POOVIDED BILINGUAL AND/OR ESL INSTRUCTION TO
3: LEP STUDENTS IN 1985-86, HOW MANY HAD LIMITEC OR NO

SCHOOL EXPERIENCE BEFORE ENTERING AISD IN 19&5-86?
A. 1 D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12
B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. It
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

59 39 7 5 1 1

66.1% 11.9% 8.5Z 1.7Z 1.7%

TOTALS

1 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
1.7% 0.02 0.0Z 1.72 0.0% 0.0% 1.7% 5.1%

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C 0 E F G H I J Y L M

44/ Or) 20
/11c1

6 a 3 !

45.5X 13.6% 18.2Z 6.8% 2.3%
4 0 0 U 0 0 1 1

9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 2.32 2.3ZINIKAINIO.N1100MMINNIONEW9aMIMMI OOIMENDOINWIMIIW OMMOMMa.0410.0010../. .111111y
ELEMENTARY 44 20 6 8

45.5Z 13.6% 18.2%

Figure h-2. (Page 5 of 8)

3 1 4 0 0 0 0 0
6.8Z 2.3% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

1 1

2.32 2.3%
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY BILINGUAL/ESL

108.hOW MANY OF YOUR HISPANIC LEP STUDENTS DU YOU SERVE
KITH BILINGUAL INSTRLCTICN?

A. 1 D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 H. MORE THAN 12
8. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. 11
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A a

64IRA. ( Ar
18 4 6 6 2 3 2 3 2 0 2 9

0)28.12 6.32 9.42 10.9% 9.42 3.12 4.7% 3.12 4.7% 3.1% 0.02 3.12 14.1%011.1111..M.M014.1.....AMMM.AMO.=4.11.M.M.A.M.Mii011. sre- OFIDOWMOOMMI

ELEMENTARY 64 18 4 6 7 6 2 3 2 3 2 0 2 9
28.1% 6.32 9.4% 10.9% 9.42* 3.12 4.7% 3.12 4.7% 3.12 0.02 3.12 14.12

109.ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU USED THE SPANISH
TEAMS PRACTICE ACTIVITIES WITH YOUR LEP STUDENT Z.

A. 1 D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12
8. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. 11
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A 8 C 0 E F G H E J 3C L m

6qm 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 031 4'

)
33.32 6,72 6.7% 0.02 0.02 6.72 0.02 0.02 0.0% 0.02 0.02 0.0i 46.72

.4.1......ftWOmmmmMmsammim.maimi0.60.1mmeNi.dommmilMaN. V11.0.MODWM.M.M.M0 NOMMOOM0000OS000000.MMmimimmi.01m.M.mle....W.I00000
ELEMENTARY 15 5 1 1 0 0 1

33.32 6.72 6.7% 0.0% 0.02 6.72 0.02 0.0% 0.02 0.0E 0.02 0.02 46.7%
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUMMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY - BILINGUAL/ESL

110.ESTIMATC THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU USED THE EALISH
TEAMS PRACTICE ACTIVITIES WITH YCUR LEP STUDENTS.
A. 1 D. 4 J. 7 J. 10 M. MORE THAN 12
B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. !.1
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 L. 12 (SPECIFY)

TOTALS

HUMBER OF
RESPONSES A B C 0 E F G H I J

2Y (11 3s
1 2 0 1 0 0 1 2 2 0 1 3

11.57 3.82 7.72 0.0% 3.82 0.0% 0.02 3.8: 7.7% 7.7% 0.0% 3.82 50.10%
"MI

I-- pi
.1 20

1-1

0MOIOMMOSOMONIMAVOM....040.111104.11,MWO......M.0.40MiMMMMINIMAIW.MM.

ELEMENTARY 26 3 1 2 0
11.52 3.8% 7.7% 0.0%

1

3.8%
0

0.0%
0

0.0%
1

3.8X

0141140.11.IN

2 2
7.7% 7.7%

0
0.0%

1

3.82
13

50.0%

III-ESTIMATE THE NUMBER OF TIMES YOU USED TEAMS-STYLE
ITEMS ON TESTS YOU DEVEISPED FOR YOUR STUDENTS.
A. 1 D. 4 G. 7 J. 10 N. MORE THAN 12
B. 2 E. 5 H. 8 K. 11
C. 3 F. 6 I. 9 -. 12 (SPECIFY)

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

51A9 (731) 0 0 1 2 3 3 0 0 0 6 0 1. "1
0.02 0.02 2.0% 3.9% 5.9% 5.9% 0.0% 0.02 0.0% 11.82 0.0% 9.82 60.8%

ELEMENTARY 51

Figure H-2. (Page 7 of 8)
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0 0 1 2 3 3 0 0 0 6 0
0.0% 0.0% 2.0% 3.92 5.9% 5.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.02 11.8% 0.0X
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9.82 60.82
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
OFFICE OF RESEAarM AND EVALUATION

RESPONSE SUAMARY FOR SPRING 1987 TEACHER SURVEY dILINGUAL/ESL

112.IF YOU ARE PROVIDING BILINGUAL INSTRUCTION TO
HISPANIC STUDENTS. HCW MANY MINUTES OF SPANISH
LANGUAGE INSTRUCTION DO YOU PROVIDE PER DAY?
A.LESS THAN 20 MINUTES 0.61120 MINUTES
8.20 TO 40 IINUTES E.121180 MINUTES
C.4160 MINUTES F.OVER 180 MINUTES

TOTALS

NUMBER OF
RESPONSZ:i A B

14/
2.
(ptb 1 2 3 3 2 3

7.1% 14.32 21.4% 21.42 14.3% 21.42.0410,180000M...immmommile40.......M1111 00.114.M.1.01.0

ELEMENTARY'. 14 1 2 3 3 2 3
7.12 14.3% 21.4% 21.42 14.3% 21.42

113.1 NEED THE FOLLOWING ADDITIONAL SERVICES FOR MY
STUDENTS WHO ARE MONCLINGUAL IN A LANGUAGE OTHER
THAN SPANISH OR VIETNAMESE.
A. TUTORS C. OTHER (SPECIFY)
B. INTERPRETERS

TOTALS
140101111011011.41MO

ELEMENTARY

NUMBER OF
RESPONSES A

604
37Orii)

aMONIM10.111
6 17

60 37 6 17

Figure H-2. (Page 8 of 8)



Attachment H-1
86.22

The key characzeri-tics of these surveys are summarized in the table below.

CHARACTERISTICS sluac.:11

I I I

WHINISTRATCR

Population All high school

Surveyed =dents

Survey

Topics
Vocational course

interests, quality

of education, no

pass, no play,"

teaching as a

career, extracur-

ricular activities,

PAL Program, smer

school

50% random sample of teachers All campus and central

administrators

Adopt-A-School, AIM High, teacher

appraisal system, Bilingual/Ea

Program, Cable 8, extracurricu-

lar transportation, Magnet

Program, newsletters,

Outdoor Learning, PAL Program,

Project BEST, retention, school

climate, staff development,

Student Assistance Program,

TEAMS, testing, time use,

Title VII

Academic Incentive Program,

Adopt-A-School, AIM High,

Bilingual/ESL Program, Cable 8,

extracurricular transportation,

Magnet Program, newsletters,

Cutdoor Learning, PAL Program,

Project BEST, retention, school

climate, School Camunity

alidance Program, staff develop-

ment, Student Assistance Program,

TEAMS, testing, time use,

Title VII, Transitional Academic

Program

Dates of

Administration

November 14 - 24 March 13 - April 20 March 25 - April 21'

Total (Aster

of Item
29 230 86

Range of Items 10-15 13 - 23 10 - 18
Per Respondent

lifter of 15,646 1,851 297
Surveys

Its ter of 13,035 1,307 257
Surveys Ream*

Percentage of 83% 7r. 87%
Serve' Returned
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86.22

Administrators

Attachment H-2

Please describe the biggest problem with transferring LEP students to other
campuses.

Transfer of problem students on the basis that they are LEP when the
students could remain on their home campus with no problem.
Travis has the greatest number and other campuses don't give time to
develop a program. Help LEP students find home.
Other principals do not want to accept these students.
Finding a campus willing and able to take them.
Some LEP students do move from school to school and just take the green
card to the next school. Information on this card is inadequate; more
information is needed for proper initial placement.
Paperwork of transfer
IMP biggest problem would be adjusting to the new campus, teachers, and
making new friends.

Conflicting instructions, much um,cessary paperwork, incorrect ORE
reports.

Finding a school with available space. Getting parents to see tne
transfer would be a sound decision.
Not every campus has bilingual and/or.ESL teachers.
Special evening orientation session for students and parents with
counselors and administrators. Orientation for students prior to coming
to Crockett.

Lunch and tour yith PAL student.
Schedule prior co coming to Crockett.
Counseling
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix I

PROGRAM RECORDS/PERSONNEL FILES
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86.22

PROGRAM RECORDS/PERSONNEL FILES

Purpose

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions.

Decision .guestion D2: Should staffing be changed or increased to better
meet the needs of LEP students?

Evaluation Question D2-6: How many teachers are bilingually
endorsed? ESL endorsed? Compared to 1985-86? Has the ratio of
LEP students to teachers improved?

Evaluation Question D2-7: What percentage of bilingual teachers
were eligible for the-stipend as of spring, 1987? How many
bilingual students did they teach? Compared to 1985-86?

Evaluation Question D2-8: Wiere are the gap.: in Average (by
grade, school)? Where are the laps in bilingua',ESL coverage (by
grade, school)? Can bilingual and ESL teachers be placed so that
all LEP students are served?

Evaluation Question 02-10: How do alternative student assignment
plans impact delivery of bilingual/ESL education?

Information Need I: What was the cost per student hour of
15111TWOWiTail611; ESL?

Procedure

To answer Evaluation Questions D2-6 and 02-8, the District Priorities' data
analyst generated a printout in March, 1987 which listed active LEP students
by dominance, parent denials, and transfers plus it also included the number
of endorsed teachers by school. The Evaluation Associate for District
Priorities and a coder looked at gaps in coverage of bilingual instructions by
taking several counts based on the data given.

A count of bilingual, ESL, and Austin ESL teachers was done overall for
elementary and secondary (Attachment I-1). All endorsed teachers were
included; administrators, counselors, and helping teachers were not.

Bilingual Stipends

The principals, the Director of Elementary Bilingual Education, the Finance
Office, and Personnel all had a role in keeping track of who was eligible for
and receiving a bilingual stipend. The Director of Elementary Bilingual
Education provided a copy of the criteria (see Attachment I-2). Principals
had to complete a form each time teachers became eligible ineligible. Her
secretary kept track (through a paper file) of those receiving the stipend.

APPENDIX I
2
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86.22

ORE borrowed these forms and made a list of the number of A-C students served

by each teacher who received a stipend. All teachers (as of May, 1987) were

counted even if they were only eligible part of the year. A few teacners
became ineligible for snort periods and then eligible again; they were counted

only once.

A median and mean number of LEP A, B, and C students (and the range) was then
calculated.

The Cost of Bilingual/ESL Services

An information need that arose during the year was the cost of providing
bilingual and ESL instruction.

An attempt was made to determine costs incurred for oilingual and ESL services
above and beyond those for the regular AISD program. The basic cost

components that were analyzed included:

c Bilingual stipends,
o Vietnamese centers at Wooten and Walnut Creek,
o Murchison Bilingual
o Travis Sheltered Bilingual 'rogram;
o LEP pre-K, pre-first summer school,

op Administration
- -Personnel, travel, telephone, consultants

- -Supplies, materials, stipends, reproduction (much used at schools),

o Evaluation.

Allocated costs from AISD's 1986-87 budget were generally used because they
reflect the amount that had to be set aside for each component. A number of

cost centers included bilingual costs from the elementary and secondary areas:

Elementary

OCR Waiver (Vietnamese)
Pre-K, Pre-ls*".; Summer School

Bilingual/ESL (Administration)
Bilingual/ESL (Admin. materials)

Secondary

ESOL-Coordinator
Murchison Bilingual
Travis Bilingual

All Level

Bilingual/ESL Compliance
Special Populations Evaluation

117-11-6XXX.2G-822
117-XX-6XXX.9J-822
117-XX-6XXX.04-822
117-XX-6XXX.04-822

'APPENDIX I
3

117-XX-6XXX.XX-836
117-XX-6XXX.1L-836

117-XX-6XXX.04-836

117-XX-6XXX.XX-850
117-XX-6XXX.XX-852
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Special populations and district priorities functions were combined and
reallocated in terms of responsibilities in 1985-86. The cost for bilingual/
ESL evaluation was estimated based on .75 evaluation associate, .33 evaluator,
.40 data analyst, temporary help, .31 reproduction, .33 supplies, and .33
other expenses.

Students served were generally based on official fall figures (October TEA

counts). The amount of time served was estimated based on information from
written materials and staff. We attempted to be fair but generous in
determining student contact hour costs per year.

The cost per student represents the allocation divided by the number of
students served. The cost per full-time equivalent student represents the
allocation divided by the total number of full-time equivalent student (cost
per hour) times 175 school days. It was not possible to calculate this cost
for all components. In most cases, funds were used almost completely. In the

case of stipends, allocations and expenditures are listed (both numbers were
obtained from the coordinator for elementary bilingual programs). Expenditures

were used for transportation. These were obtained from transportation staff
for each component in June.

Most teachers' basic salaries were not included because LEP students are
simply assigned to teachers endorsed in bilingual or ESL and they provide all
of the students' basic instruction. However, some teachers were included for
specific reasons:

a Four additional Vietnamese teachers assigned to Walnut Creek and Wooten
because they work as resource teachers (in the absence of sufficient
Vietnamese/English bilingual classroom teachers).

Four bilingual teachers at Murchison (ESL is the only required program
at junior high);

e A teacher assigned to the Sheltered Bilingual Program at Travis (not a
required program);

o Summer school teachers.

Results

Evaluation question D2-6: How many teachers are bilingually endorsed? ESL

endorsed? Compared tc 1985-86, has the ratio of LEP students to teachers
improved?

47,
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86.22

Teachers who provide TBE must be bilingually endorsed (see definitions below).
ESL must be provided by ESL or bilingually endorsed teachers. The supply of
such teachers is therefore critical. Most of the teachers endorsed as
bilingual or "regular ESL" work with LEP students annually. Teacners generally
have both LEP and non-LEP students in their classrooms. However, only some
"Austin ESL" endorsed teachers work with LEP students. The adequacy of the
Austin ESL teachers' backgrounds in meeting the needs of LEP students varies
considerably.

Bilingually endorsed -- Teachers nave completed a series of
college courses preparing them to provide dual language
instruction and passed oral and written Spanish proficiency tests.
Regular ESL -- Teachers have completed four college courses
focusing on ESL techniques.
Austin-ESL -- Teachers had one or more LEP students in their
c asses prior to 1980-81. TEA granted ESL endorsement to such
teachers statewide as long as the teachers stayed in the same
district.

FIGURE I-I
BILINGUAL AND ESL-ENDORSED TEACHERS 1986-87

Endorsement
Elementary Secondary Teacher

TotalTeacners Students Teachers Students

Bilingual --
Spanish 321* 2,668* 8** 135* 329

Vietnamese 4 72 - - 4

Regular ESL 61 341 13 645 74

Austin ESL 357 - 63 - 420

*Official October counts for students. March count of teachers.

**Bilingual instruction is only offered at Murchison Junior High; the other
four bilingually endorsed teachers are assigned to high schools where ESL
is the only program offered. The average number of students per bilingual
teacher at Murchison is 33.1 (135/4). One teacher at Travis provides dual
language instruction to Hispanic LEP A, B, C students (90 as of October)
for one hour per dad .,; however, this does not meet the requirements of TBE.

478
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86.22

The number of bilingually endorsed teachers increased in 1983-84, 1984-85, and
1985-86. The supply of bilingually endorsed teachers decreased from 342 in
1985-86 to 333 in 1986-87 (a 3% decrease). Thus, while the number of students
needing bilingual service increased by 26%, (2279 in 1985-86 and 2,875 in
1986-87) the supply of teachers decreased. The count of students needing
bilingual service included Hispanic (grades Pre-K tnrough 8) and Vietnamese
students receiving bilingual educaticn.

The number of Austin ESL certified teachers (420) far exceeded the number of
regular ESL teachers (74) in 1986-87. The supply of regular-ESL-endorsed
teachers increased by 6 (8%) in 1986-87 but the number of Austin-ESL-teachers
decreased substantially (26%) from 567 to 420.

This year 17 elementary schools were fully staffed with a bilingual teacher at
every grade level they served. The goal for next year is to have the 16
priority schools (those with primarily lower income students) fully staffed to
provide bilingual s'3rvice and have some designated cluster centers around tne
city to which LEP s. lents can transfer if their home school cannot serve
them. The best way examine whether the supply of bilingual and ESL
teachers is adequate is to examine the number of bilingual student transfers
and gaps in service. Transfers and gaps in service are discussed in Appendix
D of this report.

Evaluation Question D2-7: What percentage of bilingual teachers were eligible
for the stipend as of spring, 1987? How many bilingual students did they

teach?

Compared to 1985-86 the total number of stipended teachers increased from 271
to 302. Of these, the number of A, B, and C students served was listed for
301; 73.1% of these had 10 or fewer LEP A, B, C students. Those who had 15 or
fewer LEP students represented 83.4% of the total teachers.

Teachers were then looked at in terms of the average number of LEP students per
teacher. This average was based on a total of 3,008 LEP A, B, and C students
served. The median was 6 LEP students per stipended teacher. The overall mean

per teacher was 9.99. However, this group included eight special area elemen-
tary and four secondary teachers for whom a large number of students were

listed as served. An adjustment was made for these students by dividing the
number listed by the five periods in the teaching day. Subsequently, the
adjusted mean was 8.3 LEP students per stipended teacher. The following
figure shows the number of stipended teachers serving various numbers of LEP
A, B, and C students.

4 79
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Figure 1-2
NUMBER OF STIPENDED TEACHERS SERVING VARIOUS

NUMBERS OF LEP A, B, AND C STUDENTS.

Number of LEP*
A, B, C Students Number of Teachers

1 24 ( 7.9%)

2 16 ( 5.3%)

3 33 (10.9%)

4 34 (11.3%)
5 24 ( 7.9%)

6 29 ( 9.6%)

7 25 ( 8.3%)

8 17 ( 5.6%
9 10 ( 3.3%)

10 8 ( 2.6%)

11 11 ( 3.6%)

12 6 ( 2.0%)

13 6 ( 2.0%)

14 5 ( 1.7%)

15 53 (17.5%)

Unknown 1 ( 0.3%)

TOTAL 301 (100.1%)**

* Unadjusted Numbers
**Numbers do not add to 100% due to rounding off adjustments.

In 1985-86, a salary supplement was instituted for bilingual teachers as a
recruiting tool. Teacners who met criteria all year were awarded $1,500;
others were prorated according to length of eligibility. Supplements were

awarded to pre-K through grade 12 teachers who:

1. Held a valid teaching certificate with a bilingual endorsement or a
bilingual special permit,

2. Engaged for at least three hours during the day in basic or
supplementary dual language instruction through any or all of these
components of Transitional Bilingual Education: language arts,

mathematics, science, and/or social studies, and

J. dorked with LEP students dominant in another language or balanced in
English and another language (LEP categories A, B, and C).

APPENDIX I
7
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There were 333 teachers with bilingual endorsement in AISD as of March, 1987.

The number of individual teachers receiving a stipend was totaled as of the
end of the year. Some teachers left mid-year and were replaced, increasing
the total number of individual teachers receiving a stipend. At year's end:

o 302 bilingually endorsed teachers (an increase from 271 in 1985-86) had
received a stipend (297 elementary, 4 junior high, 1 high school);

o 3,008 (up from 2,799 in 1985-86) LEP A, B, and C students were served
by these teachers. The median number of students served by these
teachers was six both years.

o 73% of the stipended teachers served 10 or fewer LEP A, B, and C
students (plus non-LEP students).

SUMARY

The LEP student population in AISD has been increasing. Until 1986-87, the
number of bilingually-endorsed teachers was also increasing. In 1986-87,
however, the number decreased. The bilingual stipend did not have enough
impact to increase teacher supply this.year.

On the other hand, the percentage of bilingual teachers earning the stipend
increased this year. AISD appears to be utilizing bilingual teachers better
with the students in greatest need. This increase also supports personnel
reports that the stipend encouraged some endorsed teachers to work with LEP
students who had not previously.

Evaluation Question D2-8: Where are the gaps in coverage (by grade, school)?
Where are the gaps in bilingual/ESL coverage (by grade, school)? Can

bilingual and ESL teachers be placed so that all LEP students are served?

The gaps in coverage are described in Appendix D of this report.

The number of bilingual teachers would be sufficient if AISD could perfectly
predict the schools and grade levels where bilingual teachers were needed or
placed where LEP students attended school; however, problems with student
mobility and other personnel needs at the school make this very difficult.

Evaluation Question D2-10: How do alternative student assignment plans impact
delivery of bilingual/ESL education?

The goal for next year is to have the 16 priority schools (those with rimarily
lower income students) fully staffed to provide bilingual service. Additional
plans are to have some designated cluster centers around the city to which LEP
students can transfer if their home school cannot serve them. (Complete infor-
mat:on on gaps and cluster centers is provided in Appendix D of this report.)

APPENDIX I
8
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Information Need 12: What was the cost per student hour of trilingual education;

ESL?

Costs incurred for bilingual and ESL services above and beyond those for the
regular AISD program are shown in Figure 1-3.

Overall, the allocated costs for bilingual programs in 1986-87 were $1,792,260
($433 per LEP student or $199 per LOTE student). The allocated costs in 1986-87
compared to 1985-86 decreased by $4b3,364 primarily because two components were
dropped (Hispanic Curriculum Transfer Centers and bilingual aides). However,

costs for some other components did increase.

The highest cost were for components in which transportation of students was
required. While transporting students may be the most efficient way to provide
service, ways to reduce costs should always be explored.

o Although the cost for the Vietnamese program is high, the program is
required. There are insufficient teachers to provide bilingual
instruction for Vietnamese students throughout the District. Therefore,
students are transported to the Vietnamese Centers. Teachers act as
resource teachers, serving students for 1.5 to 2 hours per day.

o The cost per student for Murchison and Travis is slightly lower this year
because more students were served. The junior high bilingual program will
be at Martin rather than Murchison next year--this may reduce
transportation costs.

o Summer school allocated costs and expected student enrollment for 1987
were higher than in 1986. Actual enrollment appears to be lower than
expected (about 400) but final expenditures are not yet known (they will
probably be considerably lower than the allocation).

APPENDM2
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FIGURE 1-3
COST SPECIFICALLY FOR BILINGUAL/ESL SERVICES, 1986-87

OCT., 198;
STUDENTS

COMPONENT SERVEfl

BUDGET COST PER STUDENT CONTACT COST PER

ALLOCATION STUDENT HOURS PER YEAR FTE

Vietnamese 73 T=$119,330.00* $1,634.66 1-2 hrs. each day $ 8,104.17

Centers B=$ 77,844.55 $1,066.36 25,550 hrs. total

Total=$197,174.55 Total= $2,701.02 (at 2.0 hours)

Murchison 135 T=$102,557.00 $ 759.68 1-6 hrs/day, $ 1,580.95
B4110,871.60 $ 821.27 136,500 hrs. total

Total-4213,428.60 Total= $1,580.95 (at 6 hrs/student)

Travis 90** T=$ 19,494.00 $ 216.60 1 extra $ 3,030.24

B=$ 25,959.67 $ 288.44 (1 required,

**Official October Count, Total4 45,453.67 Total=$ 505.04 2 provided)

LEP A, B, & C Students 15,750 total

Summer School 700 $291,389 $ 416.27 4 hrs./day 8 wks. $ 2,731.69

1987 (pre-k, pre-1) 112,00 total

Bilingual 3,008 $387,500 Allocated $ 128.82 3-6 hrs, per day

Stipends $445,509 Expended $ 148.11 per student

Administration 5,909*** Personnel etc. = $ 65.84

(Elementary & $389,054.00

Secondary) Supplies, etc. = $ 24.47 KEY

$144,621.00 E=Elementary T=Teacners

Tota14533,675.00 Total=$ 90.32 S=Secondaq B=Busses
FTE=Full-time Equivalent

Evaluation 8,999 LOTE**** $ 65,629.83 $ 7.29 Student (Annual cost of
the services if provided
full time -- 6 hours/day

TOTAL 4,143 LEP $1,792,259.65 $ 432.60 --for 175 days)

8,999 LOTE $ 199.16

*Allocated amount was not completely used up because only four teachers were hired rather than the five

the budget called for. ***Seven staff at 4,143 LEP and four at 8,999 LOTE students.

****As of March, 1987.



Endorsement Pre-K K 1J 2 3 4 5 I 6

Total
Pre-K-6 - 8 9 - 12

Total
7 - 12

Gran
Total

Bilingual 16 59 70 55 42 35 26 22 325 4 4 8 333

Regular ESL 4 12 15 16 5 2 3 4 61 8 5 13 74

Austin ESL 4 48 61 49 50 49 50 46 357 15 48 63 420

Total 24 119 146 120 97 86 79 72 743 27 57 84 827

NUMBER OF AISD TEACHERS WITH BILINGUAL AND ESL ENDORSEMENT, 1986-87. Regular ESL represents teachers who have

completed four courses in ESL techniques. Austin ESL represents teachers granted certification in Austin ISD

only because they taught LEP students prior.to 1980-81.
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TO:

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
Division of Elementary Education

Department of Management, School tarvices
and Special Programs

August 22, 1986

Principals Addressed and Bilingual Teachers
All Elementary Principals
St. John's Early Childhood
Murchison Junior High
Travis High School
Bilingual achers

FROM: Dr. Rubentilarez and Carmen Gamboa

SUBJECT: Bilingual Teacher Salary Supplement, PreK-12

Attachment 1-2
(Page 1 of 7)

The $1,500 salary supplement will again be paid in monthly increments to
bilingual teachers who meet the eligibility criteria. Copies of the
administrative guidelines as issue" y Dave Schenk ; from Personnel are
included for you and your teachers. In addition 1,4 the printed criteria,
Mrs. Ruth MacAllister has asked that all bilingual PreK-6 teachers receive
training to administer the IDEA Test and be available to administer it when
necessary to new potentially LEP students.

se

Monthly increments will begin with the October check; therefore, principals
are to send in their paperwork (Form A) to Carmen Gamboa by September 30 so
that eligible teachers may receive their September and October increments
with their October check. They will continue to receive the monthly increment
thereafter unless principals report a teacher(s) as no longer eligible to
Carmen Gamboa on Change Form-2. Teachers, please help your principal by
apprising him/hnr of changes.

As new teachers become eligible after the initial September report is turned
in (Form A), principals will report that addition to Carmen Gamboa on Change
Form-2.

Principals and teachers, we are depending or you to carry out the bilingual
instruction which the salary supplement requires. We have kept the bilingual
teachers stipend &ming this year of budgetary constraints because-we believe
teachers merit it. With this in mind, give critical consideration to OBE's
findings in the current issue of FEEDBACK captioned, "How Much Spanish
instruction Do LEP Students Receive?" Th areas of concern pointed out in
the same issue also deserve serious a :tention. Ensure that your campus
program 7ddresses these Issues throughout the year.
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Attachment 1-2
(Page 2 of 7)

Page 2

Please observe the September 30 deadline.

Should you have any questions, please call Carmen Gamboa at 451-8411, Ext.
327 or 328.

Attachments

xc: Dr. Gonzalo Garza
Ruth MacAllister
Dr. Timy Baranoff
Dave Schenkel
Perry Jackson
Derly Rivera
Wray Plicque
Stanley Peterman
Frank Partee

Bilingual Instructional Coordinators
Maria Ramirez
Dr. Imelda Rodriguez,
Dr. Nancy Schuyler/
Belinda Olivarez Turner
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AUSTIN ISD
227-901

Attachment 1-2
(Page 3 of 7)

ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDELINES DEA-R
FOR IMPLEMENTING THE (LOCAL)
BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT, 1985 -86

Amount of
Supplement and

I. The $1,500 bilingual salary supplement
will enhance the Austin Independent School
District's holding and -recruiting power of
teachers endorsed in Bilingual Education.

II. The annual bilingual salary supplement of
$1.50.0 will be paid in monthly increments.
not to exceed 9 months. The eligibility
criteria must be met for at least 10
working days during the month in order to
qualify for the month.

III. To be eligible for the salary supplement.
bilingual certified teachers assigned to
grades PreK-12 must:

A. hold a .valid teaching certificate with a
bilingual endorsement or a bilingual
special permit: and

B. be engaged for at least 3 hours during
the day in the basic or supplementary
dual language instruction, commensurate
with student needs, of at least one LEP
student of any language category A. B or
C to provide the essential elements
through any or all og.,these components
of Bilingual Education: Language Arts
(reading. oral language
development/grammar, written
composition, spelling, handwriting),
Mathematics. Science and/or Social
Studies.

IV. Bilingually certified teachers assigned
to the special education program and
externally funded programs are eligible
for the bilingual salary supplement
'provided that they meet the above
requirements.

V. The principal must certify the teachers
for the bilingual salary supplement on
forms provided by the Office of
Bilingual Education and approved by the
Office of Bilingual Education and the
Personnel Office.

APPENDIX I
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AUSTIN ISD
227-901

Attachment 1-2
(Page 4 of 7)

ADMINLSTRATIVE GUIDELINES
DEA-RFOR IMPLEMENTING THE (LOCAL)

BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT, 1985-86

ROLES

VI. The Department of Finance will determine
and make known the monthly payroll
deadlines for the inclusion of the
bilingual salary supplement as earned by a
qualified bilingual teacher.

I. The campus principal will.

A. ensure that LEP students in the A-C
language categories receive the six
components of Bilingual Education
commensurate with their language needs:

B. explain the bilingual salary supplement
eligibility procedure, as appropriate,
to.the bilingual teaching staff;

C. review the instructional assignment of
each bilingual teacher;

D. authorize the payment of the
supplementary pay by signing and
submitting to the Director of Bilingual
Education, the list of eligible
teachers; (Form A)

E. confer with the Director of 13ilingual
Education, bilingual instructional
coordinator and/or the bilingual
compliance coordinator when necessary:

F. be responsible for reporting any
changes in the eligibility status of a
bilingual teacher, on the change forms
(Form B) provided by the Office of
Bilingual Education.

II. The bilingual teacher will

A. initial the list of eligible teachers
for bilingual supplement;

B. for payroll purposes, notify the
principal of any changes effecting
eligibility for the supplement.
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AUSTIN ISD
227-901

ROLES

ISSUED DATE:

RELATED POLICIES:

Attachment 1-2
(Page 5 of 7)

DEA-R
(LOCAL)

III. The Director of Bilingual Education will

A. review each list of eligible teachers
submitted by the campus principal based
on eligibility guidelines;

B. turn in the list of approved teachers
by school to the Executive Director of
Personnel;

C. make information reports as necessary
to concerned parties.

IV. The Bilingual Compliance Coordinator will

A. during campus visits, review and verify
the eligibility status of each
bilingual teacher applicant for the
bilingual salary supplement;

B. share any discrepancies with the
bilingual teacher, campus principal and
the Director of Bilingual Education;

C. check school records for program
compliance;

D. make summary reports of campus findings
to the Director of. Intergovernmental
Relations for dissemination to
concerned parties.

V. Executive Director of Personnel will

A. approve the list of eligible teachers
for the bilingual salary supplement and
submit to the Director of Finance for
payment.

ADOPTED: 10/1/85
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16

491

AMENDED

3 of 3



86.22

SCEOOL

Attachment I-2 DZA-E-I
(Page 6 of 7) (LOCAL)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT
TEACHER ELIGIBILITY FOR THE BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT

FORM -A

I certify that the following teachers meet the-
requirements for the bilingual salary su;ple.menz.

Principal

L of LEP # of HOLES

TEACHER'S NAME
TEACHER'S
INITIALS SOCIAL SECURITY 1/

STUDENTS
A-C

RTLINGUAL

INSTRUCTION
EFFECTIVE
DATE

I.

2.

...._

3.

4.
.

.

5.

6.

7.

1

8.
.

1_ .

C.

I.

I

2.

I. . _

I

4 .
i

S.

......-...

6.

7.

8.

9.

.0.

I

I

1

I

I

Director/Bilingual Education
Executive Director /Personnel
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Attachment 1-2
86.22 (Page 7 of 7)

AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT

ELIGIBILITY FOR BILINGUAL SALARY SUPPLEMENT

SCHOOL

DATE

CHANGE FORM- 2

TEACHER'S NAME

Irk-17-7

(LOCAL)

# of LEP # of HOURS .

TEACHER'S STUDENTS BILINGUAL
INITIALS SOCIAL SECURITY # A-C INSTRUCTION

Teacher Eligible as of

II Teacher No Longer Eligible as of

I certify the above to be in line with the requirements for

eligibility for the bilingual salary supplement.

Principal

...

Director/Bilingual Education Executive Director/Personnel
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix J

CURRENT NATIONAL RESEARCH
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CURRENT NATIONAL RESEARCH

Purpose

The purpose of this section is to provide information to answer the following
decision and evaluation questions.

Decision Question 03: Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction
in their native language?

Evaluation_Question D3 -1: What do current national studies say
about the WRITTiricaTive language instruction?

Procedure

Information on this topic was collected throughout the year. Education Week,
a national newsletter published weekly, often included current news on the
debates regarding bilingual versus ESL instruction and about research in this
area. Other publications circulated routinely at ORE were also checked for
relevant articles. Another major source was research papers collected through
the American Educational Research Association (1986 and 1987). The current
status of national and local level research is shared there. The third major
source was bilingual and other instructional staff in AISD. They would often
pass on articles of interest. A file of relevant articles is kept with
current project files. Articles may eventually be moved to the research
files. While no attempt was made to complete a comprehensive search of the
literature, major studies were reviewed in this way.

Results

Decision QuecAon D3: Should Spanish speakers receive more instruction
ITTEFFThative language?

Evaluation Question D3-1: What do current national studies say
about the effects of native language instruction? What are the
characteristics of effective bilingual programs?

Two national studies are currently underway comparing the effectiveness of
various bilingual and ESL programs. However, longitudinal results have not
yet been published. First-year res6lts for the Science Research Associates
(SRA) study financed by the Department of Education indicated students in
long-term bilingual programs outperformed those in immersion programs in
English reading, language, and mathematics achievement. However, the
researchers were quick tc point out that results rist be considered
preliminary and that differences in the nature of those served could explain
differences found. Second-year results are being withheld at this point.

APPENDIX J 495
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Education Week and other sources have reported the considerable debate
currently occurring about the relative effectiveness of bilingual education
versus other methods for students with limited English proficiency. The
Department of Education, particularly William Bennett, has made statements
that transitional bilingual education has shown limited effectiveness based on
the research and that other methods show promise. The Government Accounting
Office (GAO) was asked by the Committee on Education and Labor to review the
accuracy of department interpretations. The GAO asked a panel of experts (see
Attachment J-1) to review 10 literature reviews (see Attachment J-2) on the
effectiveness of bilingual education and agree or disagree with 31 statements
made by the Department of Education about the research data. They found:

1) "Only 2 of 10 experts agree with the department that there is
insufficient evidence to support the law's requirement of the use of
native language to the extent necessary to reach the objective of
learning English," and

2) "Seven of ten believe the department is incorrect in characterizing the
evidence as showing the promise of teaching methods that do not use the
native languages,"

3) "Few agree with the department's suggestions that long-term school
problems experienced by Hispanic youths are associated with
native-language instruction,"

4) "Few agree with the department's general interpretation that evidence
in this field is too ambiguous to permit conclusions. While experts
indicate that some parts of the research are weak and should be
strengthened, the majority indicated there was adequate evidence to
reach conclusions about the requirement for native language instruc-
tion. Information on features which make bilingual programs effective
are beginning to emerge but are not yet conclusive. The points included
here have support in the literature. It is hoped they will assist
schools in establishing or improving their bilingual programs in
1987-88 under the new boundary plan."

TEA recently reviewed the literature for evidence of successful practices in
the teaching of LEP students. Their bibliography is attached (Attachment J-3).

They found a great deal of overlap in the general literature on effective
teaching practices and that for LEP students. Thus, BEST techniques, for
example, appear effective for LEP students. This finding is supported by ORE
observations of exemplary teachers of LEP students in 1984-85, in which it was
found that effective teachers (see Pub. No. 84.32):

o Maximized student time-on-task,
o Organized instruction clearly,
o Handled transitions efficiently,
o Adjusted to students' needs.
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Successful teachers of LEP students also appear to use specific practices with
LEP students. TEA's sutiviary is shown in Attachment J-3.

Wong Fillmore studied practices that were more and less effective with third-
and fifth-grade LEP students with two to three years of exposure to English
(Spanish and Chinese in four districts around San Francisco). She found four
instructional factors influenced language learning. Successful teachers
utilized high quality teaching, instructional language, and learning
environments and provided students with ample opportunities to practice
English. More details on her find:ngs and their implications for practice can
be found in Attachment J-4. She also found, as have others studying bilingual
education, that at least at grades 3 ai:d 5, the use of native language
accounted for a relatively small portion (8%) of the school day.

Padron, Knight, and Waxman (1986) studied reading strategies used by 38 third-
and fifth-grade students in Houston--23 were bilingual in English and Spanish
while 15 were English monolingual. Students were interviewed about strategies
used to comprehend text; differences were found in strategies used by the two
groups based on 14 possible types (see Attachment J-5). Monolingual students
most often mentioned, thinking about the story, keeping it in mind,
remembering it, (concentrating), while no one mentiorrld reading to answer
questions the teacher might ask (their perception of the teachers' expec-
tations). Bilingual students, in contrast, mentioned their perception of
teachers' expectations most often and never mentioned imaging a picture in
their minds, searching or noting salient details, or predicting outcomes.
Monolingual students mentioned concentra.ing, noting/searching for salient
details, and self-generated questions significantly more than bilingual
students (p §.05). Monolinguals also used significantly more strategies (p
§.01) than did bilinguals (about twice as many). Using strategies has been
found in other research to enhance comprehension; these cognitive strategies
can be taught. It is not known whether students use more strategies in
Spanish reading. If not, focusing on the teaching of effective strategies may
be beneficial. If so, it may be student's limited knowledge of English
encourages reliance on simple decoding. It may help to delay English reading
until strategies are well established in Spanish or to encourage the transfer
of the use of such strategies in English as well as Spanish.

Cummins (1986) has theorized on effective strategies for LEP students based on
research results. He believes in "interdependence" of language learning;
i.e., skills developed in one language will transfer to another given adequate
exposure and motivation to learn the second language. He also stresses tne
importance of status and power relations between groups. He believes
relationships between educators and minority students and schools and minority
communities must change to empower students and lead them to success in
school. In terms of parent involvement, he suggests educators involve parents
as collaborators or partners in their child's education. This can develop
parents' sense of efficacy which, when communicated to the children, can have
positive academic consequences. Cummins cites as an example the Haringey
project in Britain. In this two-year project, low-achieving students who read
to their parents showed greater improvement in reading than those provided
additional supplemental instruction reading at school by a qualified teacher
in small groups. This was in spite of the fact that many parents were
nonliterate and limited in English ability.
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In terms of learning techniques used by teachers, he advocates the reciprocal-
interaction model, which encourages genuine dialogue between student and
teacher in speaking and writing, guidance and facilitation rather than control
of student learning by the teacher, and the encouragement of student/student
talk in collaborative learning. The model emphasizes the development of
higher level cognitive skills rather than factual recall. He cites Wong
Fillmore's (1983) finding that Hispanics learn more English in classes that
provide opportunities for reciprocal interactions with teachers and peers.
Ample opportunities for expressive writing also appear important (based on his
research and those of others).

Several studies have found children taught in their native language, given
enough time, acquire more English than children receiving intensive English
instruction. Krashen theorizes that language is acquired tnrough
"comprehensible input" (understandable messages). A powerful aid in this
process is "extralinguistic information," or context, which can give meaning
to what would otherwise be mere noise. Knowledge received through the native
language makes English more understandable.

Information is not yet available that indicates what percent of instruction
should be provided in Spanish versus English. It appears providing
instruction in Spanish does not hurt LEP students' achievement. Later
transition, may even be beneficial. The percentage of time instruction is
provided in Spanish appeared to be fairly low at both grades 2 and 5 last year
based on a limited number of observations. More instruction in Spanish,
especially at grade 2, may be advisable (depending of course on the level of
current use and the students in each classroom).

OS*
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Appendix 111

Experts Surveyed
Attachment J-1

GAO RPpnrt 1987

Fred Bryant
Professor of Psychology
Loyola University
Chicago, Ill.

Courtney Cazden
Professor of Education
Harvard Graduate School of Education
Cambridge, Mass.

Richard Duran
Professor of Education
University of California
Santa Barbara, Calif.

Lily Wong Fillmore
Professor of Education
University of California
Berkeley, calif.

Gene Glass
Professor of Education
Arizona State University
Tempe, Ariz.

Christina Bratt PauLston
Professor of Linguistics
University of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh, Penn.

David Ramirez
Study Director
SRA Technologies
Mountain View, California

Diane Ravitch
Professor of Education
Teachers College
Columbia University
New York, N.Y.
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Attp-hment J-286.22

(,2sIste 1 of 2)

Bibliography GAO Report, 1987

The 10 items this bibliography are the 10 reviews of literatureon theeffectiveness of various teaching avproaches for children speakingminority languages that we sent to our panel ofexperts.

A. The Department's
Review of Research

Keith Baker and Adriana de Kanter. "Federal Policy an r3. the Effective-
ness of Bilingual Education." In K. Baker and A. de Kanter(eds.), Bilingual Education: A Reappraisal of Federal Policy. Lexington, Mass.: D.C.Heath and Co., 1983.

For compactness, we selected this shorter version of the authors' workrather than the original, unpublished 1981 manuscript. The studies theauthors reviewed and their conclusions are very similar in the twoversions.

B. Response to the
Department's Review

James Yates et al. "Baker de Kanter Review: Inappropriate Conclusionson the Effectiveness of Bilingual Education." Unpublished paper, Uni-versity of Texas, Austin, Tex., 1982.

Our expert: received the main text of this paper. The full paper includes
study-by-study annotations of each research study cited by Baker andde Kanter. The textwe provided to the experts was the authors' full
sununary or their conclusions from that analysis.

C. Reviews on Immersion
Teaching Methods

Russell Gersten and John Woodward. "A Case forStructured Immer-sion." Educational Leadership, 43:1 (September 1985), 75-79.

Eduardo Hernandez-Chavez. "The Inadequacy of English ImmersionEducation as an Educational Approach for Language Minority 2tudentsin the United States." In Studies in Immersion Edumtion. SacramentoCalif.: California State Department of Education, 1984.

D. General Reviews Nadine Dutcher. Thegss21Drst and Second Languages in PrimaryEducation: Selected Case Studies. Staff Working Paper No 504. Wash-ington, D.C.: The World Bank, 1982.

Lily Wong Fillmore and Concepcion Valadez. "Teaching BilingualLearners." In M. C. Wittrock (ed,), Handbook of Research on Teaching,3rd ed. New York, N.Y.: Macmillan, 1986.
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Attachment J-3
(Page 1 of 3)

86.22
TEA Study for State School Board Committee for Students 1986-87

1. -Successful. teachers integrate the native language td English
effectively for instruction to insure clarity:

Conducting directed lessons in the native language or
English (a single lesson should seldom include the use of
both languages).

Using the home language for explanation when exploring to
explain concepts that cannot be demonstrated nonverbally and
would be difficult for children to understand in an English-
only lesson..

2. Successful teachers .integrate Znglish language development with
academic skills .instruction in their every day teaching:

English language skills are not taught in isolation.

a Content matter and skills are learned while learning
English.

3. Successful teachers- use information from the LEP students' home
and culture to encourage and promote participation in
instructional activity:

Utilizing both verbal and nonverbal cultural information

Organizing instruction to build upon ways in which LEP
students naturally communicate in their home culture.

Observing and honoring the values and norms of LEP students
home cultures while teaching those of the majority culture.OP

4. -Successful teachers make use of language in the classroom as inputfor language learning purposes:

a Providing several occasions daily for LEP students and
native English speaking students to interact with each other(large group activities).

Organizing classes around highly structured, teacher
'directed activities.

Calling on children frequently to respond, either as
individuals or an a group.

5. .Successful teachers facilitate classroom participation and
development of both functional

language proficiency and, academiccompetence by engaging students in tasks that they.find
intrinsically interesting and involving the higher level cognitive
processes of analysis, synthesis, and evaluation.

6. Successful-teachers know and act on the knowledge that for
stud'mts whose homes do not or cannot provide the support to-literacy, learning to read is a difficult task and one which canbetter be started in the home language the student knows best.

7. Successful teachers of LEP/low-socioeconomic status students knowand act on the knowledge that this student population especiallyneeds much positive reinforcement, i.e., communicating high
expectations for learning and frequently stating a belief in theability of students to learn, and in their own ability to teach.
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86.22 WONG FILLMORE STUDY

Attachment J-4
(Page 1 of 2)

Bilinguai Education Act
U.S. Department of Education

Learning English through Bilingual Instru
Of Interest To:

I
W. Why This Study Is Important

) The study identified classroom practices and teacher
\1 language-use patterns that effect the English language and

academic development of limited-English-proficient (LEP)
students. In addition, the study showed that certain instruc-

N tional practices may be more effective with some students
fn than with others because of differences in the students'
' English profidency level and students' ethnic background.

N'SN'

t)

Teachers, Researchers, Teacher Trainers

Purpose
The purpose of the study was to determine which instruc-

tional practices are most effective in developing the academic
language skills of LEP students. The study was also designed
to Investigate the interaction between instructional practices
and certain student characteristics.

How the Study Wes Conducted
The study was conducted in ten bilingual and seven

English-only dasses at the third and fifth grade levels in the' San Francisco Bay area Twenty teachers and over 150 His-
panic and Chinese students in four school districts partici-
pated in the study. All students had two to three years of

'AL
atixposure to English prior to the study.

3v' Findings
Four instructional factors were found to influence language
learning among elementary school students: quality of
teaching, quality of instructional language, quality of learn-
ing environment, and ample opportunity to practise English.
Some characteristics of high-Quality teaching were a con-

sistent, predictable structure for formal lessons; com-
prehensible instructions and explanations; use of instruc-
tional material which matched students' academic level;
emphasis on high-level skills rather than low -level
and ample opportunities for all student 'e urrticipate in
oral activities.

Characteristics of hijusuality_ineteuetiene; language
included using clear, coherent, and contextualized
language, appropriate for comprehension by LEP see-
dents; paraphrasing and repeating information as

APPENDIX J
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needed; adjusting content based on student feedback;
and formally discussing structure and vocabulary.

Effective classroom management characterized a high-
quality learning enuironment. The most effective
teachers creates a teaming-centered atmosphere by::
focusing on content learning rather than on nonacademic
activities.

Practices allowing ample opportunity '6 Pmeticanglish.
included using a variety of equitable and systematic pro-
cedures for including all students in class activities and
requiring extended responses, rather than single-word
response&

Quality of teaching and quality of Instructional language
were found to be more significant than amount c ; exposure
to English in facilitating language learning.

The effect of these instructional features on student
language learning was dependent upon students' profi-
ciency level in English and ethnic background.

Hispanic student were more sensitive to the quality of
teaching and the we'll? of ins waLlanguage_then
Chinese students. Chinese students seemed to increase
their attentiveness during less successful lessons and thus .

compensate for the teacher's Ikrdtations.

All of the students seemed to profit from opportunities to in- .

teract with English-speaking peers, but Hispanic students
benefited most from this interaction. Chinese students
began to profit from such interaction only after they had
reached an intermediate level of English proficiency.

I

The English language proficiency of Chinese students in7 ;
creased most in structured, relatively noise-free classrooms, I
Hispanic students gained most from interaction with peers,
while Chinese students benefited from dose Interaction
with their teachers.

. .,

The most successful classeswere those in which there was a .,
balance between teacher-directed and individualized in-
structIon.

I

In the most successful bilingual dasses, teachers kept the
two languages of instruction separate. When concurrent ;1
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translation was used, students tended to listen to the
language they understood and to ignore input in the other
language.

1 Teachers of bilingual classes seemed reluctant to use
!the student? native language for instruction. The native
language was used in the bilingual classes only 8 percent of
class time on the average, with a range from 0 to 24 percent

Implications for Practice
For planning Instruction:

Develop and maintain a systematic structure and sequence
when planning the activities fora lesson so that students can
anticipate what they will be expected to do.

Seiect materials that are appropriate to the age and grade
level of the students, rather than materials from a lower
grade level which may not challenge students sufficiently.
Identify potential language difficulties in the materials, such
as vocabulary and structures, and plan to teach these be-
fore students encounter them in the materials.

Plan for oral activities in each lesson so that students can
develop the listening and speaking skills related to the
academic curriculum.

To ensure that higher level skills are not neglected, develop
list of questions for each lesson which challenge students

,to answer why and how an event or procedure occurred,
rather than merely who or what was involved.

For conducting instruction:
Analyze instructional language for clarity, coherence, con-
textualization, use of paraphrasing, pace, and choice of vo-
cabulary and structures. One way to do this is to audiotape
a lesson, play it back, and evaluate the language used.

Maintain effective classroom management by ensuring that
students are actively engaged in learning activities and that

a minimum amount of time is spent on procedural and
other activities not related to the lesson objective.

Provide all students with the opportunity for creative dis-
course in English by giving them many opportunities for ex-
panded responses to teacher questions, organizing small
group activities in which students can work cooperatively,
and proViding for peer-tutoring and other interactions be-
tween English-speaking and LEP students.

Vary activities so that some are teacher-directed, providing
for more language interaction, and some are individualized,
developing the ability to work independently.

For individualizing instruction:
Be aware of individual differences among students in re-
sponding to instruction and adjust teaching accordingly.
For example, some students may be able to learn a great
deal from each other and from English-speaking peers
through small group work and cooperative assignments.
Other students, however, may profit more from direct
guidance from and interaction with the teacher.

Pay attention to ways in which students' approaches to
learning change over time and alter instructional activities
to reflect these changes. For example, as students become
more proficient in English, they may feel more comfortable
working with English-speaking peers.

This Part C study (B-1:1a) Learning English through Bi-
lingual Instruction, was conducted by Lily Wong Fillmore,
principal investigator, University of California at Berkeley;
Paul Ammon, co-principal investigator, University of Cali-
fornia at Berkeley. and Barry McLaughlin, co-investigator,
University of California at Santa Cruz. 1983.

The Executive Summary and Conclusion are available.
from NCBE for $3.90.

Part C Bilingual Education Research is a series of legislatively mandated studies designed to improve the instruction provided to minotity
language limited-Englishproficient students. Part C Bilingual Education Research is currently authorized under Part B of the 1984 Bi-
lingual Education Act

This document was prepared for the Office of Bilirrual Education and Minority Languages Affairs and the Department of Education for the
ESEA Title VII Part C Bilingual Education Research Agenda. This report does not necessarily represent positions or policies of the U.S. Gov-
ernment The research and evaluation activities provided for by the 1984 Bilingual Education Act are coordinated by Edward J. Fuentes and
funded through the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, Carol Pend& Whitten, Director.

This document is published by the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education. The National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education is
operated by InterAmerica Research Associates. Inc., pursuant to contract 300-85-0204 and funded by the Office of Bilingual Education
and Minority Languages Affairs, U.S. Department of Education. Contractors undertaking such projects are encouraged to express their
judgment freely in professional and technical matters; the views expressed in this publication do not pecessauily reflect those of the
sponsoring agency.

Juan J. Gutierrez, Chief Executive Officer
InterAmerica Research Associate-, Inc.

Daniel M. Mani, Ph.D., Director
National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education
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Taken from Padron,
Knight, Waxman article

Reading strategies children mentioned
In Interviews as they read

Strategies
mentioned

Number of mentions
Bliitsgual Monolingual

children M el 23) children (n 15)
M SD M SD !value

Rereading AM .78 .87 1.19
Selective reading .13 .46 .67 .28
MmgMg AO .00 .33 1.05
Changing speed .52 1.08 .33 .90
Assimilating to personal experience .09 .29 .07 .28
Concentrating .74 .75 1.47 1.48 2.03
Assimilating to passage events .04 .21 .20 .58
No Jag/searching forsalient details .00 .00 .33 .82 1.97'
Summarizing .04 .21 .07 .28
Predicting outcomes .00 .00 .07 .28
SW generated questions .04 .21 .80 1.08 3.28"
Student's perceptions of

teachers expectations
.87 .29 .00 .00

Reneantal .04 .21 .13 .35
Other .04 .21 .20 .58
Ibtel number of strategies 2.43 1.38 4.93 3.20 3.32"
Subjects %WM Spanktteng2121 and Encash speakers n trobtl and Oh grade In an Incercity school in
Houstcn. Texas. Interviews were don. as the chaldren reed brief passages (ca. 120 words) tram the
Shea Reeding Inventery at the child's tested reading level.

Op .c

<

23 students were bilingual in English
and Spanish and 15 were English
monolinguals. They were interviewed
individually for.approximately 30 min-
utes.to determine what strategies they
used while reading text. Bilingual stu-
dents had the option of having the in
terview in Spanish so that language
proficiency would not interfere with
the ability to state the reading. strate-
gies they used. The interviews were
audiotaped and later transcribed and
analyzed.

The San Diego Quick Assessment, a
graded word list, was used to deter-
mine each student's independent read-
ing level (included in EL-wall Reading
Inventory Manual, 1979). The chil-
dren then read an appropriate passage
from the Ekwall Reading Inventory,
each approximately 120 words long.
Following the procedures used in other
reading studies with monolinguals

(e.g., Alvermann, 1984; Chou Hare
and Smith, 1982), each student read
the passages, stopping at regular inter-
vals to describe the strategies they
were using. to comprehend text. The
strategies were then categorized by
type and frequency.

A structured interview form adapted
from Chou Hare and Smith (1982) was
used to place the strategies into the fol-
lowing categories: (1) rereading, (2)
selective reading, (3) imaging, (4)
changing .peed, (5) assimilating to
personal experiences, (6) concentrat-
ing, (7) assimilating to paisage events,
(8) noting/searching for salient derails, .

(9) summarizing, (10) predicting out-
comes, (1I) self-generated questions,
(12) student's perceptions of teacher's
expectations, (13) rehearsal, and (14)
other. Interceder agreement on 'the
transcription cf the interviews as mea-
sated by Cohen's Kappa was .99.
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Strategies differ
The mean values listed in the llable in-
dicate the average number of times that
students in each of the language groups
mentioned a particular strategy during
the interview. The strategy most often
cited by monolingual students was
concentrating (i.e., thinking about. the
story, keeping it in mind, remember,.
ing it). On the average, monolinguals
indicated approximately 1.5 times dur-
ing the interview (M ist 1.47; SD in
1.46) that they used this strategy of
concentration on the story. The least
cited strategy by monolinguals was
student's perception of teacher's expec-
tations (i.e., reading to answer ques-
tions that the teacher might ask). No
student mentioned this strategy.

Quite in contrast, among the bilin-
gual children the most cited strategy
was student's perceptions of teacher's
expectations (1/1 is .87; SD el .29). No
bilingual child mentioned the strate-
gies of imaging (i.e., having a picture
in their minds), noting/searching for
salient details (i.e., remembering spe-
cific details, Import= details, or de-
tails that were different), or predicting
outcomes (i.e., trying to guess what
would happen next in the story).

Of t h e 14 strategies listed in the Ta-
ble, three were statistically signiemnt
by language group. Monolingual..nu-
dents reported that they used concen-
trating, noting/searching for salient
details, and self generated. questions
(I.e., a questioningcomment about the
story) significantly more often than did
bilingual students fp < .05). In addi-
don, moaolingual students used signif-
icantly (p < .01) more strategies (M
go 4.93, SD gi 3.20) than bilingual
students (M sal 2.43, 50 al 1.38). On
the average, monolingual students in-
dicated that they used about twice as
many strategies as bilingual students.

Discussion
The results of this study interview sug-
gest that bilingual third and fifth grad-

Attachment J-5
(Page 2 of 3)

era are not using as many cognitive
strategies as monolingual students. Al-
though this may be due to limited sec-
ond language ability, the results arestill a cause forconcern. Since the use
of strategies has been found to enhance
reading comprehension (Cohen, 1983;

. Hansen, 1981; Linden and Wittrock,
1981; Weaver, 1979; Wilkinson,
1980), this may be one explanation forwhy bilingual students' reading
achievement is not as high as thatof
monolingual studeits (Texas Assess
ment of Basic Skill: Statewide and Re-
gional ResnIts, 1982, cited in Robledo
and Cortez, 1983).

Another possible explanation for
their lower reading achievement maybe that bilingual students are transfer-
red too quickly to English reading and
are not able to develop these strategies
in Spanish reading. Raging to read in
English, bilingual students become
primarily concerned with decoding
and thus do not develop the cognitive-
strategies necessary for understanding
text..

Res:mutt with English monolingual
students has indicaetd that teaching
cognitive strategies can produce suc-
cessful results in reading (Baker and
Brown, 1984; Brown, 1981; Palincsar
and Brown, 1984, 1985), writing
(Scardataalla, 1984), and their profs
lean =lying (Brown and Sullivan,
1982).

Few reeearchers, however, have in-
vestigated the strategic behavior used
by bilinguals in reading in theirsecond
language. It is not known whether
these students use strategies specific to
their cultural groups. Future research
should examine whether children use
different strategies when reading in
Spanish and whether these strategies
transfer to text written in their second
language.

Moreover, researchers should inves-
tigate how the cognitive strategies nec-
essary for comprehending English text
can be taught to Hispanic bilingual sm-
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dents in order to foster reading corn-
prehension.

Padrón teache courses in bilingual
education at the University ofHous-
tonClear Lake, Texa.r. Knight L a
doctoral student in the Depariment of
Curriculum and Insmgczjon at the Urn-
versity of Houston University Park,
2?xas. Hfwnan it Dfrctor 0/the Edu-
cational Research Center at the Uni-
ersay 0/Houston University Park.
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BILINGUAL/ESL PROGRAMS

Appendix K

Other Tests

Language Assessment Battery (LAB), La Prueba Riverside, and
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT)
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Purpose

This appendix provides information to answer the following decision and
evaluation questions.

Decision Question Dl. Should AISD's Transitional Bilingual Education
(TBE) and Englisn-as-a-Second Language (ESL) programs be continued as is
or modified?

Evaluation Question D1-2: How have LEP students who started in
AISD's Title VII pre-K program in 1980-6:. 1981-82, and 1982-83
progressed compared to other pre-K students (Chapter 1, Migrant)?

- --Achievement growth
- --Retention rates

- --Special Education referrals

Evaluation Question D1-13: What percentage of Murchison and
Travis' LEP A and B students could take the ITBS or TAP for a valid
score? How long had participants been in AISD? What were the mean
GE scores of those who could be tested the last two years on the
ITBS and TAP? What was their achievement on the Prueba Riverside
(raw scores)?

Results

For information on Evaluation Question D1-2, please refer to Appendix G -

Pre-kindergarten Longitudinal File in the following publication:

Christner, C., Rodgers, N., Fairchild, M., and Gutierrez, L. (1987).
ECIA Chapter 1/Chapter 1 Migrant: 1986-87 final technical report
(Publication Number 86.03). Austin, TX: Austin Independent
School District, Office of Research and Evaluation.

For information on Evaluation Question 01-13, please refer to Appendix C -

La Prueba Riverside in the following publication:

Yonan, B. and Schuyler, N. B. (1987). Title VII: 1986-87 final
technical report (Publication Number767577TEFITTTE----
Austin Independent School District, Office of Research and
Evaluation.

Appendix A - Language Assessment Battery (LAB) found in Publication
Number 86.25 provides information on this additional language proficiency
test given to LEP students at the secondary level.
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