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PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Section 41, State Bilingual Education program and the E.C.I.A.

Chapter 1, Migrant Education program are programs designed to meet the special

educational needs of State Bilingual and Migrant students in the School

District of the City of Saginaw. These programs were operated by the school

district during the 1988 -S9 school year.

The State Bilingual and Migrant programs operated at 21 elementaries,

five junior highs, and both high schools. (See Appendix A for number of stu-

dents participating by building as of February 28, 1989 tracking). Instruc-

tion was provided primarily on a pull-out basis, with each student receiving

approximately one hour of supplemental instruction per week.

STATE BILINGUAL PROGRAM

The State Bilingual program served 900 students during the 1988-89 school

year. The vast majority of the students were Hispanic, with a small number of

Laotian students completing the prograh: population.

Instruction was provided to K-6 students primarily in the areas of read-

ing and mathematics. Students in grades 7-12 also received instruction in the

basic skills, as well as counseling and support services.

MIGRANT PROGRAM

The Migrant program provided supplemental reading, mathematics, and com-

munication skills instruction for the children of Migrant workers. ' total of

449 students K-12 participated in the program.

The Bilingual programs served students whose primary language was other

than English, or who came from a home environment where a language other than

English was regularly used. The Migrant Education program served students



whose families follow the crops or fishing industry for a livelihood, and as a

result the students experienced educational s'iscontinuity. Although the pro-

gram philosophies differ, the student populations overlap because, in most

circumstances, a student in the Migrant program comes from an environment

where English was not the primary language spoken in the home. In view of

this fact, these two programs cooperate as one, the staff serving the stu-

dents were the same, and all materials and activities were shared by the

programs. (See Appendix B for a complete description of the students eligi-

bility criteria.)

Both process and product evaluations were undertaken for the State

Bilingual and Migrant Programs. This year's process evaluation was accom-

plished by three separate activities: 1) structured interviews of advisors at

their support service sites; 2) structured interviews of teachers at their

instructional sites; and 3) classroom observations by an evaluator. The

observations and interviews were planned for the weeks of November 28 and

December 5, 1988. All seven certified instructional program staff were

interviewed and observed. All three program advisors were interviewed. The

results of these process questionnaires were presented in a separate report

published and disseminated earlier in the year.

The product evaluation, which is the focus of this report, addresses the

results of student test performance. the California Achievement Tests (CAT)

Form E normed the Spring of 1985 served as the evaluation instruments for

grades 1-12. This was the tenth year that norm referenced tests approved by

the Michigan Department of Education were used for program evaluation. The

locally adopted performance standard used to evaluate program success was

that: mean post-test percentile scores will evidence improvement over pre-

test percentile scores. Attainment of this standard means that student rates

2
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of learning have exceeded their normal learning rate. The reader should bear

in mind that most of these students have not learned at normal rates in the

past.

Students in grades 2-12 were pre- and post-tested with the CAT on a

spring to spring basis to determine their achievement in reading and matAe-

matics. First grade pupils this year were pre- and post tested with CAT on a

fall to spring basis in reading and mathematics. All testing was performed

on-level, that is, students took a test at a level of difficulty appropriate

for their grade.
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PRODUCT EVALUATION RESULTS

Results in reading and mathematics achievement will be presented for each

program. Grade level results by subject area for each program will be presented

and discussed. Where relatively few students were tested at any grade level and

for a building, the results should be viewed with caution.

STATE BILINGUAL

Reading

Table 1 below contains the grade level results for the State Bilingual

program in reading.

TABLE 1. ATTAINMENT OF THE PERFORMANCE STANDARD* IN READING IN TERMS
OF PERCENTILE SCORES FOR STATE BILINGUAL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

TESTED SPRING TO SPRING**, GRADES 1-14 1988-89.

Grade

Number of
Students

Pre- and.Post-
Tested

Percentile

Performance

Standard*
AttainedPre

Mean
Post

Mean

Mean
Gain/

Loss

1 143 44 36 - 8 No
2 90 32 32 0 No
3 28 24 26 2 Yes
4 17 21 33 12 Yes
5 29 24 24 0 No
6 31 27 27 0 No
7 26 27 22 - 5 No
8 40 20 20 0 No
9 28 13 22 9 Yes
10 15 21 16 - 5 No
11 8 27 38 11 Yes
12 -- -- -- -- --

*Post-test percentile score will evidence improvement over pre-test percentile
score.

**Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The

pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.

4 9



Students in grades 3, 4, 9 and 11 demonstrated positive percentile gains

between two to 12 percentile units. Students in grades 1, 2, 5, 7, 8 and 10 did

not attain the standard. Thus four of the 11 (36.4%) grades attained the

performance standard.

It is interesting to note that at all grades except twelfth (where there

were 33 participants as of the February, 1989 tracking) a majority of their

participants were pre- and post-tested. No twelfth grade State Bilingual

students appear to be post-tested in either reading or mathematics.

Mathematics

Grade level results are prc.sented in Table 2 below.

TABLE 2. ATTAINMENT OF THE PERFORMANCE STANDARD* IN MATHEMATICS IN TERMS
OF PERCENTILE SCORES FOR STATE BILINGUAL PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS

TESTED SPRING TO SPRING**, GRADES 2-12, 1988-89.

Grade
Number of
Students

Pre- and Post-
Tested

Pe rcentile

Perf',rmance

Standard*

AttainedPre

Mean
Post

Mean

Me an

Gain/

LOSS

1 143 44 61 17 Yes
2 90 61 47 -14 No
3 28 40 46 6 Ye s

4 18 35 42 7 Yes
5 29 38 41 3 Yes
6 31 41 49 8 Yes
7 26 45 40 - 5 No
8 40 30 26 - 4 No
9 28 27 36 9 Yes

10 15 34 32 - 2 No
11 8 42 39 - 3 No
12 -- -- -- -- --

*Post-test percentile. score will evidence improvement over pre-test percentile
score.

**Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The
pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.

5 10



Students tested met the performance standard at all grades except grades

2, 7, 8, 10, and 11. First grade students demonstrated the greatest positive

percentile gain of 17 percentile units while fifth graders had the smallest

positive gain of three percentile points. Overall six of the 11 (54.5%) grades

attained the performance standard.

MIGRANT

Reading

Grade level results are presented in Table 3 below.

TABLE 3. ATTAINMENT OF THE PERFORMANCE STANDARD* IN READING IN TERNS
OF PERCENTILE SCORES FOR MIGRANT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS TESTED

SPRING TO SPRING**, GRADES 1-12, 1988-89.

Grade
Number of
Students

Pre- and Post-
Tested

Percentile

Per formance

Standard*
AttainedPre

Mean
Post

Mean

Mean
Gain/

Loss

1 43 45 37 -8 No
2 43 43 29 14 Ye s
3 41 38 50 12 Yes
4 39 36 36 0 No
5 31 35 19 -16 No
6 23 34 36 2 Yes
7 26 36 31 - 5 No
8 30 22 26 4 Yes
9 18 28 42 14 Yes
10 11 28 69 41 Yes
11 -- -- -- -- --
12 -- -- -- -- --

*Post-test percentile score will evidence improvement over pre-test percentile
score.

**Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The
pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.

Students tested obtained the performance standard at grades 2, 3, 6, 8, 9,

and 10. Grades 1, 4, 5 and 7 failed to meet the standard. Thus six of the ten

(60.0%) grades attained the performance standard.

611
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It is again interesting to note that at all grades except twelfth (where

there were 13 Migrant students as of the February, 1989 tracking) a majority of

the participants were pre- and post-tested. No twelfth grade Migrant students

appear to be post-tested in either reading or mathematics.

Mathematics

Grade level results are presented in Table 4 below.

TABLE 4. ATTAINMENT OF THE PERFORMANCE STANDARD* IN MATHEMATICS IN TERMS
OF PERCENTILE SCORES FOR MIGRANT PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS TESTED

SPRING TO SPRING**, GRADES 2-12, 1988-89.

Grade
Number of
Students

Pre- and Post-
Tested

Percentile

Performance
Standard*

AttainedPre

Mean

Post

Mean

Mean
Gain/

Leas

1 43 50 71 21 Yes
2 43 69 49 -20 No
3 41 59 67 8 Yes
4 39 56 43 -13 No
5 31 45 51 6 Yes
6 23 61 55 - 6 No
7 27 29 42 13 Yes
8 30 39 36 - 3 No
9 18 37 51 14 Yes

10 11 38 27 -11 No
11 -- -- -- --
12 -- -- -- -- --

*Post-test percentile score will evidence improvement over pre-test percentile
score.

**Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The
pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.

Students tested obtained the performance standard at grades 1, 3, 5, 7 and

9. Overall five of the ten grades (50.0%) attained the performance standard.
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STATE BILINGUAL AND MIGRANT PROGRAMS

Table 5 below presents in summary form the attainment of the performance

standard by program, subject, and grade. As these data indicate, the State

Bilingual students attained the performance standard in grades 3, 4 and 9 in

both subjects; 11 in reading; and 1, 5 and 6 in mathematics. The Migrant

program attained the performance standard in grades 3 and 9 in both subjects; 2,

6, 8 and 10 in reading; and 1, 5 and 7 in mathematics. Overall the State

Bilingual program seemed more effective in mathematics with 54.5% (6 of 11)

grades attaining the standard than in reading with 36.4% (4 of 11). The Migrant

program showed higher performance in reading with 60,0% (6 of 10) grade attain

ments and approximately equal performance in mathematics of 50.0% (5 of 10)

grades attaining the standard.

81.
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TABLE 5. ATUINKENT STATUS* FOR READING AND MATHEMATICS
BY PROGRAM BY GRADE, 1988-89.

GRAM
LEVEL

STATE BILmuAL MIGRANT

Reading Mathematics Reading Mathematics

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

No Yes
No No

Yes Yes
Yes Yes

No Ye s

No Yes

No No

No No

Yes Yes

No No

Yes No

No Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes

No No

No Yes

Yes No

No Yes

Yes No

Yes Yes

Yes No

To tal**

Ye s

No

4 (36.4%)

7 (63.6%)

6 (54.5%)

5 (45.5%)
6 (60.0%) 5 (50.0%)
4 (40.0%) 5 (50.0%)

*A "yes" attainment status means the average posttest percentile
score was greater than the average pretest percentile score.

**Total frequency distribution of attainment of performance by
program and grade.

The achievement results, which have been ?resented, were also tabulated by

building. These data are presented in Appendix C.
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SIMMARY

The 1988-89 school year was the tenth year that students in the State

Bilingual and Migrant programs were assessed in reading and mathematics, using

a norm referenced test. This is the third year that the new California

Achievement Test (CAT) Form E normed in the Spring of 1985 has been used for

program evaluation purposes.

The locally adopted performance standard was that grade level post-test

mean percentile scores would evidence improvement over pre-test scores.

The State Bilingual results show a decrease from the previous year in the

percent of grade levels meeting the performance standard in reading and an

increase in mathematics. For the State Bilingual program the 13.6% point

decrease in reading was from 50.0% meetiig the standard last year (6 of 12

observations) to 36.4% meeting the same standard this year (4 of 11 observa-

tions). The increase of 9.1% points in mathematics was from 45.4% (5 of 11

observations) to 54.5% (6 of 11 observations).

The Migrant results on the other hand, show increases from the previous

year in the percent of grade level meeting the performance standard in both

reading and mathematics. The 23.6% point increase in reading came about from 4

of 11 observations (36.4%) meeting the standard last year to 6 of 10 observa-

tions (60.0%) meeting the same standard this year. The 10.0% point increase in

mathematics was from 40.0% (4 of 10 observations) meeting the standard last year

to 50.0% (5 of 10 observations) meeting the same standard this year.

Overall at some grade levels for both programs only a few students were

pre- and nost-tested, thus, the scores are perhaps not stable due to the small

number of students tested at particular grade levels.

The recommendations that follow are based upon process and product evalua-

tion results.



RECOMENBiTIONS

Based on this year's process and product evaluation results, the following

recommendations are offered in an effort to improve the State Bilingual/Migrant

programs in the future.

Explore the reasons why the majority of the secondary
State Bilingual students (grades 7-12) failed to demon
strate achievement gains. This may include designing
a new needs assessment and/or incorporating different
instructional strategies aimed at increasing reading
and mathematics academic skills.

Explore other alternatives to lower the student to staff
ratios and to make those ratios more consistent across
buildings. Present funding levels make it impossible to
lower the ratio further without assistance from other
sources.

Institute a periodic testing of identified objectives for
all grade levels. These objectives would provide a basis
for all State Bilingual/Migrant teachers to chart the
progress of each student and utimately determine instruc
tional effectiveness. This type of testing program
appears to be effective with Chapter 1/Article 3 pupils
and ties into building established objective timelines.

Continue to define at the elementary and secondary levels,
a standard set of reading and math materials. After the
set of core materials has been identified, purchase
adequate amounts for each State Bilingual/Migrant building.

Record building level instructional activities that happen
monthly. These activities then should be communicated
through a calendar of events from each teacher to the
supervisor.

Assess the instructional time students are receiving by
subject area versus the results obtained (see Appendix C
for results). Staff may find more time needs to be
allocated to instruction in reading.

Review other selection instruments for students who lack
California Achievement Test (CAT) results or those poten
tially eligible students who do not do poorly on CAT. A
pilot testing of the new selection instrument(s) should
be undertaken uo determine its technical adequacy.

11
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Work with the Instructional Staff Development Center
(ISDC) staff to design an appropriate set of inservice
activities to address the following: anticipatory set,
teaching/reteaching, and closure strategies in the
context State Bilingual/Migrant instructional settings.

Continue to plan and define at the secondary level a
consistent advisor program where like services are
provided at all secondary buildings to eligible
students.

Develop a technique or set of procedures to ensure
the provision of regular communication of both
instructional and advisor staff with classroom and
compensatory education teaching staff.

Increased monitoring of a number of program functions
by the program supervisor seems needed. These
functions include:

- Record keeping at both instructional
and support service sites,

- Curriculum materials,
- Classroom instructional practices,
Pupil absenteeisc, and
Caseloads of staff.

Reconsider post-testing twelfth graders such that the
effectiveness of both programs can be gauged. This
may just entail better monitoring of testing practices
at the high school level.

12
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APPENDIX A

1988-89 c:OUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: State Bilingual, Total Participants

Building, K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total

E. Baill ie 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Coul ter 4 5 3 0 0 0 0 12

Emer son 8 12 3 2 1 0 1 2 7

Fue rb ring e r 6 12 7 3 0 0 2 30

N. Haley 10 12 5 1 1 2 1 32

Handley 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

He avenr ich 3 6 3 0 0 1 0 13

He r ig 11 7 7 2 2 0 1 30

Houghton 7 7 4 0 0 1 0 19

Jerome 11 18 14 1 1 6 3 54

Jones 4 2 1 1 0 0 2 10

Kempton 4 2 3 2 0 0 0 11

Longfellow 19 16 9 4 1 0 1 50

Longstreet 6 3 1 1 0 1 1 13

J. Loomis 13 7 4 3 2 1 1 31

Merrill Park 13 6 6 2 0 2 1 30

C. Miller 5 7 5 1 0 1 2 21

J. Moore 12 9 5 3 1 5 6 41

Morley 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 6

J. Rouse 17 23 13 2 5 5 4 69

Salina 8 6 8 0 1 1 1 25

Stone 15 20 4 0 0 0 1 40

Webber Ele. 32 2 5 10 2 3 5 7 84

Zilwaukee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 210 206 116 31 19 31 35 648

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of stud ents.



APPENDIX A

1988-89 COUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: Migrant, Total Participants

Building K 1 2 3 4 5 6 To tal

E. Baillie 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 3

Coulter 4 2 2 1 1 1 0 11

Emerson 2 6 2 4 1 0 3 18

Fue rb ringer 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 2

N. Haley 3 9 5 3 4 3 1 2 8

Handley 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2

He avenr ich 0 2 1 0 0 1 1 5

He r ig 1 1 0 2 2 2 1 9

Houghton 5 3 2 1 1 2 3 17

Jerome 0 4 0 2 2 2 0 10

Jones 1 1 1
e,

1 1 0 7

Kempton 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 3

Longfellow 3 5 4 3 4 3 2 24

Longstreet 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2

J. Loomis 5 1 3 7 5 0 2 23

Merrill Park 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 9

C. Miller 0 2 0 1 1 1 2 7

J. Moore 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 9

Morley 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 2

J. Rouse 4 7 10 6 5 10 3 45

Sal ina 2 2 5 3 1 1 1 15

Stone 2 6 4 2 4 5 1 24

Webber Ele. 11 7 10 5 5 4 3 4 5

Zilwaukee 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 50 63 52 46 43 39 27 320

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of stud ents.



APPENDIX A

1988-89 COUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: State Bilingual, Total Participants

9 To talBuilding,, 7 8

Central Junior 1 7 3 11

Arthur Eddy Jr. 0 1 0 1

North Intermediate 8 8 21 37

South Intermediate 10 9 4 23

Webber Junior 12 26 12 50

TOTAL 31 51 40 122

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of students.

1988-89 COUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: State Bilingual Total Participants

Building 10 11 12 To tal

Arthur Hill 27 7 32 66

Saginaw High 15 6 1 22

TOTAL 42 13 33 88

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of students.



APPENDIX A

1988-89 COUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: Migrant, Total Participants

Building 7 8 9 Total

Central Junior 3 5 4 12

Arthur Eddy Jr. 1 1 1 3

North Intermediate 8 15 1 24

South Intermediate 13 13 10 36

Webber Junior 11 19 14 44

TOTAL 36 53 30 119

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of students.

1988-89 COUNT OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS*

PROGRAM: Migrant, Total Participants

Building 10 11 12 Total

Arthur Hill 14 8 12 -,,
..., 4

Saginaw High 7 4 1 12

TOTAL 21 12 13 46

*Count as of February 28, 1989 tracking of students.



APPENDIX B

IDENTIFICATION AND ELIGIBILITY PROCEDURES FOR STATE BILINGUAL
AND MIGRANT STUDENTS

State Bilingual

The first step in the procedures is that of a student identification.

Potential students are identified by means of a Home Language Survey. The

survey is designed to determine if: 1) the native or first language is other

than English or; 2) a language other than English is regularly used in the

student's home or environment. Students in grades K-2 eligible for the program

on the basis of the Home Language Survey and parental permission. Students in

grades 3-12 go through a more extensive eligibility system which is described

below.

In addition to the Home Language Survey, students in grades 3-12 are also

tested on one or two instruments for program eligibility. For students who are

new or have never been in the Bilingual program, the first is a test of oral

English proficiency. In Saginaw, the Language Assessment Battery (LAB) test is

used for this purpose and is usually administered in the fall of each year. If

the student scores at or below the 40th percentile, then the student is

eligible. However, if the student scores above the 40th percentile, then the

student is given an English reading achievement test. The California Achieve-

ment Test (CAT) is used for this purpose. If the student scores at or below the

40th percentile, then the student is eligible for the program. Finally,

parental permission is needed for program participation.



APPENDIX E

Students in grades 3-12 who were in the Bilingual program the previous year

go through a somewhat different eligibility procedure. These students are sub-

ject to a program exit criterion which is based on the student's post-test

English reading'achievement score. If the student's post-test score remains at

or below the 40th percentile, the student is ineligible. However, eligibility

is based on either the oral English language proficiency test score or the

English reading achievement test score. In addition, a score that is used for

eligibility is to be the result of a test administration no earlier than the

spring of the preceding school year. It is, therefore, possible for a student,

to exceed the 40th percentile on the reading achievement test and become

eligible when retested with the oral English proficiency test. The final

eligibility requirement is that students:

... shall be enrolled in the Bilingual instruction program
for three years or until the child achieves a level of
proficiency in English language skills sufficient to receive
an equal educational opportulity in the regular school pro-
gram, whichever conies first.

'Administrator's Manual for Bilingual Education Programs in Michigan 1979-80
Bilingual Education Office, Michigan Department of Education, February, 1979,
Appendix A, page 4.
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APPENDIX B

Migrant

Eligibility for the Migrant program is based solely on whether a student is

one of three Migrant designations. The district does, however, attempt to serve

those students with the greatest academic need, and nearly all Migrant students

scored at or below the 40th percentile on an English reading achievement test.

The three designations of Migrant students are:

1) Interstate: Student has moved within the last year
across state .undaries.

2) Intrastate: Student has moved within the last year
across school district boundaries within
the state.

3) Five Year Settled Out: Student has remained within a
school district for at least five years.



Student is Potentially Eligiblej

I. A.

II. A.

APPENDIX B

PROCEDURES FOR THE IDENTIFICATION OF STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR
mamma. EDUCATION FUNDING SUMMARY FLOW CHART

Is the student s native or first lan: a:e other than En:lish?

YES

B.

NO

Is there a language other thanEnglish regularly used
in the student's home or environment?

4s

I

Is student enrolled
in grades K-2?

--NO-, B. Assess oral
English language
proficiency.

Does the student
score at or below
the 40th percentile

YES

C. Assess English
reading
achievement

Does student
score at or
below the 40th
percentile?

YES

Student meets eligibility criteria

NO---7y
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III. A.

B.

C.

D.

Has the student received three ears of bilin: al instruction in the district? 1-YE

NQ

Has the student s parent s or guardian withdrawn the child
from the bilingual instruction program?

YES

NQ

Will the student receive bilingual instruction?( NO

YES

(Student is eligible for bil ingual education funding
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APPENDIX C

TABLE C.1. NENI PERCENTILE GAIN/LOSS IN READING if BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 1-6 STATE BILINGUAL.
BASED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT, 1988-89 (SPRING TGISPRING)*.

Building

GRADE 1

Percentile

Number Pro Post

listed Roan Neon

Nolit

Gain/

Less

Number

Tested

GRADE 2

Percentile

Pro Pest

Roan NM

Noon

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 3

Percentile

Pre post

Nean Naas

Mean

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 4

Percentile

Pre Post

Mean Nun

Mean

Gail./

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 5

Percentile

Pro Post

Mean Mean

Mean

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 6

Percentile

Pre Post

11...m Mean

Wean

Gain/

lessE. hill!,
e -- -

Coulter 5 1 12 11 2 39 28 -11 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --Emerson 10 14 16 2 2 14 28 14 2 14 56 42 1 7 18 11
1 21 13 - 8Fwerbringer 11 44 52 8 5 58 54 - 4 3 24 37 13
1 37 28 - 9Nello Haley 11 59 52 - 7 4 54 28 -26 1 32 32 0 1 28 21 - 7 2 14 24 10 1 32 27 - 5Handley

Neavenrich -- -- -- -- 3 63 28 -35
1 23 48 25Neils 7 63 61 - 2 5 67 5' -13 2 35 39 4 2 24 27 3 ... ... ... -.

1 39 21 -18Naughton S 56 44 -12 2 56 56 0
1 27 25 - 2Jerome 9 26 13 -15 13 25 48 23 1 33 65 32 1 3 12 9 6 30 24 - 6 3 20 21 1Jones 1 54 39 -15 1 75 37 -38 1 10 12 2

1 16 9 - 7!Weston 2 89 87 - 2 3 14 20 6 2 8 32 24
Longfellow 12 25 13 -12 7 50 17 -33 4 32 40 8 1 35 48 13 -- -- -- -- 1 22 16 - 6 1Longstrost 3 63 44 -19 1 72 86 14 -- -- -- --

1 37 46 9 1 27 56 29
t

J. Loomis' 3 29 10 -19 2 35 32 - 3 2 16 17 1 2 30 42 12 1 21 16 - 5 -- -- -- --Merrill Park 6 35 29 - 6 5 25 28 3 2 21 20 - 1 2 35 50 15 1 50 48 - 2C. Nillor 6 63 59 - 4 5 50 58 8 1 43 15 -28
1 15 28 13 2 15 25 0J. Moors 8 44 39 - 5 4 44 16 -28 3 28 63 35 1 0 44 44 3 16 25 9 6 28 32 4Morley 1 43 3 -40 1 54 37 -17 1 21 50 29 1 16 40 24

J. Nouse 11 52 39 -13 6 50 35 -15 2 37 44 7 4 28 40 12 5 22 16 - 6 3 33 37 4Salina 5 29 22 - 7 7 52 14 -38
1 A 33 12 1 23 20 - 3 1 25 28 3Stone 12 37 27 -10 4 56 42 -14

1 24 18 - 6Webber El.. 15 8 22 14 8 22 33 11 1 27 5 -22 3 27 32 5 5 28 21 - 7 7 24 27 32ilwaukoe

10IAL 143 44 36 - 8 90 32 32 0 18 24 26 2 17 21 33 12 29 24 24 0 31 27 27 0

'Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The pre-test was Administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.
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APPOIDIXC

TABLE C.2. MEAN PERCENTILE GAIN/LOSS IN READING ST BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 7-12 STATE BILINGUAL,
BASED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT. 1906-89 (SPRING TO SPRING).

GRADE 7

Percentile
Noss

GRADE 8

ercenti!;
Sean

.

GRADE 9

Percentile
Ream

GRADE 10

Percentile
Mean

GRADE 11

Percentile
Ream

GRADE 12

Percentile
Mean

"Wilding goober Pre Pest Gain/ Number Pre Post Gain/ Labor Pre Post Gain/ limber Pre Post Gain/ Amber Pre rest Gain/ lusher Pre Post Gain/Tested ROSS Mean LOSS Tested Ream Roan loss Tested Ream Neon Less Tested Mean Rean toss Tested Roan Mean less Tested Neon Mean toss
Arthur Eddy Jr. 1 9 15 6 --
Central Jr. 1 41 16 -25 6 17 20 3 1 14 24 10
North Int. 5 21 25 4 4 22 16 - 6 17 17 24 7
South Int. 10 27 22 - 5 9 17 25 8 4 5 21 16
Weller Jr. 10 30 21 - 9 20 21 20 - 1 6 12 20 8
Arthur Hill

9 22 15 - 7 5 21 27 0Saginaw Nigh
6 17 18 - 1 3 35 56 21

TOTAL 26 21 22 - 5 40 20 20 0 28 13 22 9 15 21 16 - 5 8 27 38 11
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APPENDIX C

TAKE C.3. MEAN PERCENTILE GAIN/LOSS IN MTMENATICS BY BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 1-6 STATE BILINGUAL,
USED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT. 19118-89 (SPRING TO SPRING)*.

GRADE 1

Percentile
Mean

GRADE 2

Percentile Ws
GRADE 3

Percentile
Roan

GRAOE 4

Percentile
Olean

GRADE 5

Percentile
Moan

GRADE 6

Percentile
Meanbilling Number Pre Post Gain/ Number Pre Peet Wm/ Number Pro Post Gain/ Number Pre Post Gain/ Number Pre Post Gain/ Number Pre Post Gain/Tested Mean Nun Less Tested Mean Pm Less Tested lean Mean Loss Tested Mean Mean Loss Tested Nein Mean Loss Tested Mean Mean Loss

E. laillie

Coulter 5 2 52 50 2 89 65 -24 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
E 10 30 41 11 2 11 48 37 2 14 30 16 1 8 24 16 1 20 8 -12
fuerbringer 11 52 58 6 5 75 56 -19 3 39 61 22

1 15 17 2
Nelle Maley 11 54 78 24 4 41 27 -14 1 35 58 23 1 80 94 14 2 18 17 - 1 1 65 80 15
Manage

Weinrich 7 84 87 3 3 58 23 -35
1 4 50 46 -- -- -- --

Nerig -- -- -- -- 5 94 59 -35 2 37 32 - 5 2 33 37 4 -- -- -- -- 1 83 99 16
Naughton 5 95 94 1 2 87 56 -31

1 28 50 22
Jerome 9 52 50 - 2 13 40 75 35 1 75 78 3 1 8 11 3 6 76 58 -18 3 27 37 10
Jones 1 39 30 - 9 1 73 25 -48 1 8 25 17 1 14 18 4
Komptin 2 66 92 26 3 18 9 - 9 2 32 68 36
Longfellow 12 48 54 6 7 59 46 -13 4 44 32 -12 1 12 35 23 -- -- -- -- ! 54 27 -27
longstriet 3 15 48 33 1 95 65 -30 -- -- -- -- 1 78 59 -19 1 63 94 31
J. Loomis 3 15 13 - 2 2 42 48 6 2 20 10 10 2 35 70 35 1 63 17 -46 -- -- -- --
Merrill Park 6 35 70 35 5 70 50 -20 2 25 56 31 2 54 44 -10 1 46 59 13
C. Biller 6 54 75 21 5 59 54 - 5 1 42 28 -14 1 44 56 12 2 63 88 25
J. Moore 8 39 63 24 4 65 42 -23 3 48 75 27 1 93 23 -70 3 39 56 17 6 48 61 13
Morley 1 4 54 50 1 86 32 -54 1 80 61 -19 1 82 76 - 6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
J. Rouse 11 61 61 0 6 58 28 30 2 61 84 23 4 21 37 16 5 30 32 2 3 46 37 - 9
Salina 5 41 25 -16 7 67 17 -50 1 17 40 23 1 52 96 -44 1 72 72 0
Stone 12 44 67 23 4 78 27 -51

1 44 79 35
Webber Eli. 15 10 64 54 8 60 65 5 1 73 16 -57 3 61 50 -11 5 18 20 2 7 30 32 2
Mileage

TOTAL 143 44 61 17 90 61 47 -14 28 40 46 6 18 35 42 7 29 38 41 3 31 41 49 8

*Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 t rst grade students.
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APPENDIX C

TAKE C.4. MEAN PERCENTILE GAIIVLOSS IN 11411101417CS BY BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 7-12 STATE BILINGUAL.
BASED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING OM CAT. 195849 (SPRING TO SPRING).

GRADE 7

Percentile
Nese

GRADE 8

Percentile
Nun

GRADE 9

Percentile
Neon

GRADE 10

Percentile
Nean

GRADE 11

Percentile
Nees

GRADE 12

Percentile
Nean

Building gusher Pre Pest Gain/ lueltr Pre Pest Gain/ limber Pro Pest Gain/ Number Pre Post Gain/ Rusher Pre Post Gain/ Rusher Pre Post Gain/
Tested Nese Nean less Tested Ness Ness less Tested Nean Nean loss Tested Nean Rean toss Tested Nees Nean less Tested Nees Nean Loss

1rthur Eddy Jr. 0 -- -- -- 1 54 70 16
Central Jr. 1 35 32 - 3 6 32 33 1 1 24 12 12
North Int. 5 44 25 -19 4 35 32 - 3 17 33 44 11
South 1st. 10 37 24 -13 9 33 27 - 6 4 18 30 12
Webber Jr. 10 52 41 -11 20 27 20 - 7 6 16 28 12
Arthur Hill

9 42 39 - 3 5 42 39 -' 3Seginav High
6 22 25 3 3 41 37 - 4

TOTAL 26 45 40 - 5 40 30 26 - 4 28 27 36 9 15 34 32 - 2 8 42 39 - 3



APPEIMIXC

TAKE C.5. MEAN PERCENTILE MIN/LOSS IN READING IT WILDING AND GRADE FOR 1-6 NIGRANT.
WISED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT. 1938-89 (SPRING TO SPRING) *.

lending Number

Tested

GRADE 1

Percentile

Pre Post

Mean Nese

Neam

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE

Percentile

Pro

Mean

-

2

Pest

Mean

Nean

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 3

Percentile

Pro Post

Neon Nean

Neon

Gain/

Loss

limber

Tested

GRADE 4

Percentile

Pre Post

Nean Nean

Nean

Gain/

Loss

Leber

Tested

GRADE S

Percentile

Pre Post

Nean Mean

Nean

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 6

Percentile

Pre Post

Nean Nean

Nean

Gain/

LossE. laillie 1 15 33 18
1 10 11 1Coulter 2 1 23 -22 2 39 28 -11 1 25 35 10 1 83 43 -40 -- -- -- --Emerson 4 34 45 11 1 21 10 -11 4 35 72 37 1 7 18 11 3 20 20 0iverbringer 1 53 48 - 5

1 37 41 4
Mello Maley 7 53 53 0 4 44 22 -22 3 52 68 16 4 41 33 - 8 3 41 50 9 1 25 32 7Handley

1 68 86 18
1 79 86 7Neavenrich 1 80 92 12

1 22 32 10 1 21 21 0kris 1 75 71 - 4 2 48 76 28 2 32 25 - 7 1 32 41 9 1 61 60 - 1Naughton 3 56 47 - 9 2 48 28 -20 1 76 86 10 1 54 37 -17 2 20 20 0 3 50 42 -12Jere.* 1 34 20 -14 1 72 12 -60 2 25 27 2 1 41 30 - 9 --Jones 1 34 24 10 1 75 37 -38 2 10 37 27 1 20 32 12 1 41 30 - 9Oempten
1 18 33 15 -- -- -- --Longfellow 4 52 30 -22 4 54 27 -27 2 46 6 -40 4 33 35 2 1 65 61 - 4 2 33 28 - 5Longstreet

J. Loomis -- -- -- -- 2 13 27 14 6 20 22 2 4 21 35 14 1 68 72 - 4Merrill Park 1 5 39 34 2 24 27 3 1 41 37 - 4 1 63 65 2 1 54 52 - 2 1 59 59 0C. Miller 2 56 62 6 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --J. Nom -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- 1 54 50 - 4 1 41 13 -28 2 17 37 20 2 3 22 14Morley 1 46 10 36
1 35 7 -28J. Nouse 2 49 50 1 6 46 21 -19 5 52 61 9 4 30 39 9 9 33 25 - 8 2 32 28 - 4Salina 2 43 38 - 5 5 50 17 -33 3 25 37 12 1 16 35 19 -- -- -- -- 1 25 28 3Stone 5 44 51 7 4 54 25 -29 2 83 78 - 5 4 41 48 7 5 48 37 -11 1 80 67 -13Vebber Els. 5 48 30 -18 9 28 44 16 5 56 61 5 5 59 56 - 3 4 27 25 - 2 3 32 35 3Iilvaukee -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --TOTAL 43 45 37 - 8 43 43 29 14 41 38 50 12 39 36 36 0 31 35 19 -16 23 34 36 2

*Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The pre-test was administered October-November, 1988 to first grade students.
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APPENDIX C

TABLE C.6. SEAN PERCENTILE GAIN/LOSS IN READING BY BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 7-12 RIGRANT,
BASED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT, 19118-89 (SPRING TO SPRING).

GRAM 7

Percentile
Seam

GRADE 8

Percentile
Nun

GRADE 9

Percentile
Olean

GRADE 10

Percentile
Mean

GRADE 11

Percentile
Mean

GRADE 12

Percentile
SeanBuilding lecher Pre Pest Raid/ lecher Pre Pest Gain/ Member Pre Pest Gain/ lumber Pre Post 6ain/ Rusher Pre Post Gain/ lusher Pre Post Gain/Tested Mean lean Less Tested lean lean Less Tested Sean lean Less Tested Mean lean Loss Tested lean Mean Less Tested Mean Mean Loss

Arthur Eddy Jr. 1 16 4 12 1 9 15 6 1 1 0 - 1
Central Jr. 1 0 22 22 4 20 41 21 2 48 79 31
North Int. -- -- -- -- 5 37 39 2 1 41 48 7
South Int. 12 32 28 - 4 7 22 25 3 8 21 44 23
libber Jr. 8 39 28 -11 13 20 21 1 7 Z43 39 9
Arthur Hill

7 28 41 13
Saginaw High

4 28 58 30

TOTAL 26 36 31 - 5 30 22 26 4 18 28 42 14 11 28 69 41
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APPENDIX C

TAKE C.7. MEAN PERCENTILE GAIN/LOSS IN MATHEMATICS sr BUILDING AND GRADE FOR 1-6 MIGRANT.

BASED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT. 19811-89 (SPRING TO SPRING)

Madill Number

Tested

GRADE 1

Percentile

Pre Pest

Nean Neam

Nean

Geis/

Less

bolter

Tested

GRADE 2

Percentile

Pre Pest

Nees Nean

Newt

Gala/

Loss

Number

Tested

GRADE 3

Percentile

Pre Post

Nean Nean

lean

Gain/

Loss

Number

Tested

'GRADE 4

Percentile

Pre Post

Nean lean

Nean

Gain/

toss

limber

Tested

GLADE S

Percentile

Pre Post

Mean Nean

lean

Gain/

Less

Number

Tested

GRADE 6

Percentile

Pre Post

lean lean

_
Weill

Gain/

toss
E. 84111, 1 36 2 -34

1 6 42 36
Coulter 2 8 63 55 2 89 65 -24 1 7i, 80 10 1 58 56 - 2 -- -- -- --
E 4 39 46 7 1 14 13 - 1 4 44 65 21 1 8 24 16 3 21 30 9fveririmmer 1 34 39 5 1 75 83 8
Nelle Maley 7 50 73 23 4 52 33 -19 3 66 72 6 4 61 65 4 3 42 56 14 1 68 46 -22Nandley

1 80 75 5 1 92 92 0Neavenrich 1 99 78 -21
1 76 50 -26 1 67 48 -19Neal 1 85 99 14 2 41 80 39 2 44 30 -14 1 39 65 26 1 86 97 11Naughton 3 91 84 - 7 2 85 67 -18 1 78 99 21 1 35 54 19 2 20 39 19 3 73 79 6Jerome 1 55 54 - 1 1 87 39 -48 2 37 33 - 4 1 41 50 9

Jones 1 10 22 12 1 73 25 -48 2 41 48 7 1 72 41 -31 1 39 30 - 9
!Compton 1 21 86 65 -- -- -- --
Longfellow 4 58 63 5 4 91 83 - 8 2 78 28 -50 4 75 30 -45 1 72 65 - 7 2 76 56 -20Longstreot

J. Loomis -- -- -- -- 2 25 33 8 6 44 17 -27 4 41 67 26 1 92 67 -25Merrill Perk 1 42 64 22 2 68 52 -16 1 46 61 15 1 86 50 -36 1 41 79 38 1 68 54 -14C. Miler 2 79 83 4 -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --J. Neer. -- -- -- ... -- -- -- -- 1 35 80 45 1 78 10 -68 2 73 96 23 2 27 41 14Morley 1 14 52 38
1 56 16 -40

J. Rouse 2. 64 60 - 4 6 76 41 -35 5 52 83 31 4 30 42 12 9 39 37 - 2 2 50 48 - 2Salina 2 37 47 10 5 65 21 -44 3 61 72 11 1 56 37 -19 1 72 72 0Stone 5 50 64 14 4 72 28 -44 2 89 68 -21 4 56 46 -10 5 79 75 - 4 1 96 88 - 8Webber Elf. 5 52 71 19 9 59 68 9 5 68 86 18 5 86 59 -27 4 22 24 2 3 60 32 -18
Ellwmukee -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- ... .... .... _. ... ... .... .- -- -- -- --
TOTAL 43 50 71 21 43 69 49 -20 41 59 67 8 39 56 43 -13 31 45 51 6 23 61 55 - 6

*Grade 1 results are Fall to Spring rather than Spring to Spring results. The pre-test was administered October-Rovenbar. 1988 to first grade students.



AMINDIAC

TABLE C.8. MEAN PERCENTILE RAIN/LOSS IN MATHEMATICS II BUILDING AND GRADE FOO. -12 SIGMA/RIUSED ON PRE- TO POST-TESTING ON CAT.
191849 (SPRING TO SPRING).

Building Nueber

Tested

GRADE 7

Percentile

Pre Post

lean Mean

Mean

Gain/

less

Mosher

tested

GRADE 1

Percentile

Pre Pest

lean less

Mean

Gain/

less

Mosher

tested

GRADE 9

Percentile

Pre Pest

Mean less

Rean

Gain/

toss

Caber

Tested

GRADE 10

Percentile

Pre Post

Mean Mean

lean

Gain/

loss

GRADE 11

Percentile
Mean

Number Pre Post Gain/
tested Mean Mean loss

GRADE 12

Percentile
Mean

Nueber Pre Post Gain/
tested Mean Mean lossArthur Eddy Jr. 1 59 24 -35 1 54 70 24 1 2 0 - 2Central Jr. 1 0 61 61 4 41 44 3 2 79 89 10North Int. -- -- -- -- 5 61 65 4 I 44 56 12South'Int. 12 39 34 - 5 7 41 30 -11 8 35 54 19Webber Jr. 8 63 35 -28 13 28 25 - J 7 30 32 2Arthur Mill

7 50 28 -22Saginaw Nigh

4 21 36 15
0 -- _-IDTAt 27 29 42 13 30 39 36 - 3 18 37 51 14 11 38 27 -11


