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TITLE I  
2007-2008 OUTCOMES 

―IMPROVING THE ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT OF THE 
DISADVANTAGED‖ OF THE NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND ACT OF 2001 

A SUMMARY OF THE LAW  

Title I, Improving the Academic Achievement of the Disadvantaged, is one of ten titles of 
the ―No Child Left Behind Act of 2001‖ 1 (NCLB).  The Act, approved by Congress ―To 
close the achievement gap with accountability, flexibility, and choice, so that no child is left 
behind,‖ provides funds for programs that serve children who are thought to be at risk of 
failure including preschool children from low income families, migrant students, children 
with disabilities, Indian children, and neglected and delinquent youth.  The Act is based on 
four basic principles:  

establishment of challenging standards to be achieved with instructional 
programs grounded in research;  

increased accountability accomplished through annual testing and reporting of 
results;  

expanded school options for parents of disadvantaged students; and  

flexibility in the state, district, and school use of funds. 

Title I of the Act is divided into eight Parts, 
each of which allocates funds for specific 
purposes.  This report summarizes outcomes 
of services funded through the Title I 
Administration office of Miami-Dade County 
Public Schools.  These are funds for Parts A, 
C, and D, as well as funds provided by the 
Florida Department of Education (FDOE) 
for school improvement from a NCLB set 
aside. Activities and outcomes associated 
with funds received from other Parts are 
beyond the scope of this report.   

 

PART     PURPOSE OF FUNDS 
A Improve basic programs operated by 

local educational agencies, i.e., school 
districts. 

B Improve students’ reading skills.   
C Supplement the education of migratory 

students. 
D Support prevention and intervention 

programs for children and youth who are 
neglected, delinquent, or at risk.  

E National Assessment of Title I.  
F Comprehensive school reform. 
G Advanced placement programs.  
H Dropout prevention. 

 

                                                      
1 NCLB is a re-authorization of The Elementary and Secondary Education Act which was enacted in 1965 to provide funds 
for compensatory education programs in the nation’s poorest schools. U. S. Department of Education (2002). No Child Left 
Behind Act of 2001:  Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Legislation and Policies Website. Retrieved April 2, 
2003 from http://www.ed.gov/nclb/  

http://www.ed.gov/nclb/
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The section that follows provides a cursory overview of features of Parts A, C, and D in 
order to help readers understand the services and outcomes that are described in the rest of 
the document.  For details readers should refer to the Act.    

PART A – IMPROVING BASIC PROGRAMS OPERATED BY 
LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES 

 

Part A of Title I requires that states which receive funds to improve basic programs develop 
a plan that specifies academic standards, academic assessments, and a system of 
accountability.  Standards are to be set for mathematics, reading or language arts, and 
beginning in 2005-2006, are also to be set for science.  Standards are to be challenging and 
applied to all children equally.  Assessments are to be valid and reliable, to be used yearly for 
each of the subject areas for which standards have been set, and are to be used with all 
children.  Assessments are to be used in the states’ accountability system, which must be all 
inclusive and must be used to determine if schools have made state-defined ―adequate yearly 
progress‖ (AYP) towards meeting the states’ standards by the school year 2013-14.   

AYP is one of the key features of the NCLB Act.  It is applied to all public schools, must be 
measured in a manner that is statistically valid and reliable, and must be determined through 
the assessment of all students.  Inclusiveness is ensured by the law through a stipulation that 
states measure the academic progress of economically disadvantaged students; students from 
major racial and ethnic groups; students with disabilities; and English language learners.  To 
make AYP, states must also set standards for graduation rates and may choose an additional 
indicator of accomplishment such as decreases in grade-to-grade retention rates, attendance 
rates, and changes in the percentages of students completing gifted and talented, advanced 
placement, and college preparatory courses. Each state defines the rate of growth it needs to 
attain so that by the school year 2013-2014 all its students meet the state’s criteria of 
proficient.  This rate of growth sets the yearly markers that identify AYP. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

Part A provides for two models of assistance:  schoolwide and targeted assistance of specific 
students within a school.  Either model requires that a minimum of 40% of students at each 
school be from low income families. M-DCPS uses the schoolwide model.   The law 
specifies that schools using the schoolwide model conduct a comprehensive needs 
assessment and develop a plan of strategies that they will implement to increase 
achievement.  Strategies for use by schools include employment of highly qualified teachers, 
professional development, increase in parental involvement, assistance of preschool children 
to transition successfully, involvement of teachers in instructional decisions, assistance of 
students who experience academic difficulties, and linkages with outside agencies.  
Additionally, schools may create or support preschool programs.   
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MONITORING THE IMPACT OF ASSISTANCE 

It is the responsibility of school districts to use the state’s assessment tests and other 
indicators to review the progress of each school and to determine if schools make AYP.  
Districts must publicize results of reviews, determine the effectiveness of efforts to make 
improvements, and provide technical assistance.   

SCHOOLS IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT 

Schools that fail to make AYP for two or more consecutive years are considered to be 
schools in need of improvement (SINI) and districts must offer the parents of students 
enrolled at these schools the choice to transfer  (Transfer Choice) to an alternative public 
school that has not been deemed in need of improvement.  Priority must be given to the 
lowest achieving students from low income families. As part of this option, districts must 
provide transportation to students’ chosen schools2.  Once enrolled, transfer students may 
continue to enroll at their chosen school through the highest grade at that school. 
Transportation need not be provided if the student’s home school is no longer deemed in 
need of improvement. 

                                                      
2 There are various labels for schools to reflect assignment and choice.  Attendance boundary schools are those that are 
designated for students who live within a specified geographical area.  When students exercise the option to enroll at a 
school other than their attendance boundary school, chosen schools are termed as receiving schools and attendance 
boundary schools are referred to as sending schools. 

ON 

YEAR 

WITHOUT 

AYP 
 

SINI 
YEAR 

INTERVENTIONS 

3 1 Considered in need of 
improvement. 
Prepare and undertake an action 
plan for improvement. 
Offer students the option to 
transfer (Transfer Choice). 
Spend at least 10% of funds on 
professional development. 

4 2 Same as above. 

Offer low income students 
supplemental educational 
services (SES). 

5 3 Same as above. 

Undertake at least one of five 
corrective action steps. 

6 4 Same as above.  

Plan a restructuring intervention. 
7 5 Undertake the restructure. 

 
 
Note: The timeline for interventions suspends every 
year that a school makes AYP and is re-set to 0 if the 
school makes AYP for 2 consecutive years. 

 

Schools designated as SINI must spend at 
least 10% of funds on professional 
development and develop a plan that 
delineates the activities that they will use 
to make AYP.  Schools submit their plans 
to the school district for review and 
approval and receive technical assistance 
from the district. 

After a third year that a school fails to 
make AYP, enrolled students from low 
income families may choose to enroll in 
supplemental educational services (SES).  
These tutoring services are delivered by 
state approved private providers outside 
of the normal school day. Providers may 
include for profit and nonprofit 
businesses, religiously affiliated 
organizations, or community-based 
organizations. Providers determine their 
hourly rates up to the state’s maximum 
and session lengths in negotiations with 
the state.  
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Schools under corrective action  

After a fourth year that a school fails to make AYP, the school must undertake one or more 
corrective action steps.  These include a) replace school staff, b) implement a new 
curriculum, c) decrease management, d) extend the school year, and e) restructure the 
organization of the school. 

Schools under restructuring 

Schools that fail to make AYP for five years, must plan to implement at least one of several 
restructuring interventions in the seventh year if the sixth year also results in failure to make 
AYP.  These include a) reopen the school as a charter school, b) replace all or most of the 
school staff, c) contract with a private entity to manage the school, d) turn over operations 
to the state, or e) other major restructuring action. 

DISTRICTS’ AYP 

Parallel to the requirements made of schools, Title I of NCLB also places stipulations on 
districts to make AYP, make plans for corrective actions and/or restructuring if they 
consistently fail to make AYP and for the state educational agency to review, monitor, and 
assist.  Like schools, districts that fail to make AYP for two or more consecutive years must 
dedicate 10% of funds to professional development.     

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT 

To the extent practicable, schools are responsible for facilitating the involvement of all 
parents in their children’s education, including working parents, parents who need literacy 
support, parents with disabilities, and parents whose home language is not English.  To meet 
this goal schools are to set aside at least 1% of their Title I funds for parental involvement 
and employ the following three strategies. 

Develop a parental involvement policy and include parents in its development, 
review, and execution.  

 Develop a school-parent compact that outlines how parents, the school, and the 
students share the responsibility for student achievement.   

 Build capacity for parental involvement. 

Title I also specifies other features of parental involvement.  It specifies that schools must 
convene an annual informational Title I meeting and meetings must be scheduled at times 
that are convenient to working parents.  In addition, schools must involve parents in the 
planning, review, and improvement of parental involvement plans and activities.  

INCLUSION OF NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

Title I mandates the provision of funds to non-public schools for the supplemental 
education of students who fail or are at risk of failure. The law provides four options for 
districts to determine the amount of funds to which non-public schools are entitled.  Schools 
have several options on the designation of funds allocated to them including supplemental 
services, i.e., tutoring, and/or in materials and equipment for tutoring.    
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ALLOCATION OF FUNDS 

Federal funds in support of Title I are channeled through state departments of education, 
which must meet federal requirements and have discretion over remaining funds once 
requirements are met.  In the state of Florida, funds for school districts are based on rates of 
poverty determined from census estimates generated six years prior to the allocation.  

Districts in turn, must meet federal and state 
requirements before exercising discretion over funds.  
Specifically, districts must set aside 5% of funds for 
professional development towards developing highly 
qualified teachers. Also, once districts have schools 
designated as SINI, they must set aside funds for these 
schools; 10% for professional development and 20% 
for Transfer Choice and SES. If the demand for 
Transfer Choice and SES exceeds the 20%, districts 
may draw funds from other sources or may prioritize 
services.  However, districts may not spend less than 
five percent of their Part A allocation on SES if the 
cost of satisfying all requests for services exceeds the 
five percent threshold. Districts may spend any 
remaining set-aside on transportation for Transfer 
Choice or for SES depending on which service has the 
greatest demand. The balance of Part A funds may be 
used by districts for specific projects and for targeted 
or for schoolwide assistance.   

BREAKDOWN OF PART A FUNDS FOR 

DISTRICTS WITH SINI 

5% 
 
 
 
 
10% 
 
 
20% 
 
 
65% 
 
 
 

professional 
development for highly 
qualified teachers 

 
professional 
development at SINI  
 
Transfer Choice and SES 
 
School wide assistance 
or targeted assistance 
and specific projects 

 

PART C – EDUCATION OF MIGRATORY CHILDREN 

In order to reduce the negative effects of disruptions on their education, Title I Part C 
provides five year grants to states that request funds for educational and supportive services 
for migratory children.  The aim is to ensure that migratory children have the opportunity to 
meet the same academic standards as other children.  Whereas funding under Part A is 
provided on the basis of the numbers of children through age 17, under Part C, funding is 
provided on the basis of the numbers of migratory children through age 21. 

States that apply for funds must make comprehensive plans and include the following 
assurances in their plans:  a) funds will be used for migratory children, b) programs will be 
offered in consultation with parent advisory councils, c) parental involvement will be sought, 
d) the needs of preschool children will also be addressed, and e) program effectiveness will 
be assessed.  In addition, to the extent practicable, programs are to include professional 
development; family literacy programs; the integration of information technology, transition 
of students into postsecondary education; and advocacy and outreach activities on areas such 
as nutrition, health, and social services. Hence, the provision of services to migratory 
children is to be broader in scope than is typically the case in education.  Finally, states must 
participate in the development of electronic transfer of student records. 
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Students who are failing or who are at risk of failure and whose education has been 
disrupted during the school year must be given priority in the provision of services.  
Children are eligible for services until the end of the school year when they cease to be 
migratory, but may continue to receive services for one additional year if these are not 
available through other programs.  However, secondary students continue to be eligible until 
graduation.  Provision of services under Part C must not be used to supplant services funded 
from Part A services. 

 PART D – PREVENTION AND INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
FOR CHILDREN AND YOUTH WHO ARE NEGLECTED, 

DELINQUENT, OR AT RISK 

In order to ensure that neglected or delinquent children have the same opportunity as other 
children to meet state standards, Title I Part D provides grants to states that request funds 
for educational and supportive services for these students.  Specifically, students are to be 
supported to prevent dropout and to make successful transitions from institutionalization to 
further schooling or employment. States’ plans for these children shall address assistance in 
transition from correctional facilities to locally operated programs; must be integrated with 
other available programs; and must include goals, objectives, and performance measures that 
will assess academic, vocational, and technical skills outcomes.  To the extent feasible these 
children are to have the same opportunities as other children.  Their educational needs are to 
be assessed, and for children in correctional institutions, priority must be given to those who 
are likely to complete incarceration within a 2-year period.  

Programs are to be of high quality and supported with staff development and/or 
consultation with experts to that end.  They must be evaluated and improved on the basis of 
evaluation outcomes.  Programs must coordinate with other relevant state and federal 
programs in the provision of services and to ensure that student assessments and records are 
shared in ways that permit educational planning and services.  Indeed, programs must 
coordinate with all parties that might support the students’ education and prevent 
delinquency including parents and businesses that might train and mentor students.   Each 
correctional facility is to have an individual in charge of transition.   

In addition to providing instruction and coordination, student support is to address other 
education related needs such as career counseling and assistance in procuring student loans 
and grants.  Programs must address the individualized educational needs of students with 
disabilities and share educational information with students’ home schools.  Their teachers 
and staff must be qualified for working with students with disabilities.  Students who had 
dropped out before entering correctional facilities must be encouraged to continue their 
education and/or further their employment related skills.   

Funds used under this Part must supplement and must not supplant services funded from 
other sources.  Funds may be used for institution wide improvement or to serve students 
who failed or are at risk of failing to meet academic standards.  The law specifies 
requirements for institution wide projects, projects that specifically support transition, and 
has explicit requirements for applications from local educational agencies (school districts).
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OUTCOMES IN MIAMI-DADE COUNTY PUBLIC S CHOOLS 3 

PART A OUTCOMES 

SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS SERVED 

In the 2007-2008 school year, 233 schools received Title I schoolwide assistance funds:  
144 elementary schools, 10 K-8 centers, 50 middle schools, 13 senior high schools, and 15 
alternative/special education centers and one school that combined other grades.  Of these 
schools, 23 operated as charter schools (See 2007-2008 Title I Administration Participating 
Schools, p.44).  The schools enrolled 52% (n = 179,363) of the students in the district (n = 
345,356 at the February FTE).  Of students in preschool and kindergarten, in primary 
grades (1st to 6th), and in secondary grades (7th to 12th), 65%, 62%, and 38% respectively 
were enrolled in Title I schools.  (See Percentages of Students in Title I and in non-Title I Schools, 
p.45).  The Title I Part A, Part C, and Part D 2007 – 2008 Services report contains a 
description of the schools that were served, the percentages of schools that made AYP, 
and their school grades as well as a description of the demographic and educational 
characteristics of the students in those schools.   

STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT  

Title I was created to close the achievement and 
educational attainment gap that exists between students 
from low income and students from more affluent homes.  
Indeed, in 2008, the prior year’s standardized achievement 
scores between students enrolled in Title I and students in 
non-Title I schools differed appreciably.  Test results from 
the 2007 FCAT for students who re-enrolled in 2008 are 
available in Percentages of Students in Title I and in non-Title I 
Schools, p.45. These statistics provide a portrayal of the prior 
achievement of most of the students in the grades in which 
the FCAT-SSS4 is administered. 

To assess if students in Title I schools closed the gap 
between themselves and non-Title I students, standardized 
achievement scores can be compared in several ways.  Two, 
presented below, are cross-sectional and longitudinal.  The 
sidebar provides a description of each type of comparison. 

Cross-Sectional and  Longitudinal  

Cross-sectional comparisons contrast the 

achievement of students tested one year with the 

achievement of students tested another year.  With 

this method of comparing students, there are 

students on whom data exist for only one of the two 

years because students moved in or out of the 

system, aged in or out of testing, or because their 

school changed designation as a Title I school from 

one year to the next.  Hence, the interpretations 

that can be made from findings are limited because 

statistics are generated on two groups that are not 

exactly identical in their membership.    

Longitudinal comparisons examine the 

achievement of the same set of students over time.  

This method is also limited because students who 

do not have data in all of the years examined are 

not included.   

                                                      
3 Each year M-DCPS Title I Administration publishes a Handbook that describes programs and procedures.  See 
http://e-handbooks.dadeschools.net/ 
4 The Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test Sunshine State Standards (FCAT-SSS) is the state’s standardized, 
criterion-referenced test of achievement.  Subject areas tested include reading, mathematics, writing, and science.  
Students in grades 3 to 10 take the reading and mathematics tests.  Students in grades 11 and 12  who failed to attain the 
scores necessary for a high school diploma have several opportunities to take the tests again.  Scores that fall in levels 3, 
4, and 5 indicate proficiency in the subject matter. 
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CROSS-SECTIONAL COMPARISONS.  The 
cross-sectional comparisons that follow provide 
information on the 2007 and 2008 percentages of 
proficient students in Title I and in non-Title I 
schools.  The 2008 Title I group of schools 
includes 10 schools that in 2007 had been in the 
non-Title I designation. 

In 2007, 46% and 55% of students in Title I and 
non-Title I schools scored in the proficient range 
on the FCAT Reading test.  In 2008, the 
percentages proficient were 48% and 59% of 
students in Title I and non-Title I schools.  Thus, 
the percentages of proficient students in Title I 
and in non-Title I schools increased by two and 
four percentage points respectively. 

In 2007, 48% and 66% of students in Title I and 
non-Title I schools scored in the proficient range 
on the FCAT Mathematics test.  In 2008, the 
percentages proficient were 53% and 70% of 
students in Title I and non-Title I schools. Thus, 
the percentages of proficient students in Title I 
and in non-Title I schools increased by five and 
four percentage points respectively. 

In 2007, 23% and 37% of students in Title I and 
non-Title I schools scored in the proficient range 
on the FCAT Science test. In 2008, the 
percentages proficient were 28% and 42% of 
Title I and non-Title I students. Thus, at both 
types of schools, the percentages of proficient 
students increased by five percentage points. 

In 2007, 79% and 83% of students in Title I and 
non-Title I schools scored in the proficient range 
on the FCAT writing test.  In 2008, the 
percentages proficient were 80% and 83% of 
Title I and non-Title I students.  Thus, the 
percentage of proficient students increased by 
one point in Title I schools and remained the 
same in non-Title I schools. 
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The results presented above suggest 
that over all grades the schools 
designated as Title I and those not 
designated as such continued to 
exhibit an achievement gap.5 The 
section entitled, A Closer Look:  
Cumulative Distribution Functions, p. 25, 
provides detailed depictions of 
changes in the achievement gap 
between Title I and non-Title I 
students by grade for reading and for 
mathematics.  

Increases in the percentages of proficient 
students from 2007 to 2008 

   Title I  non-Title I 

Reading  2    4  

Mathematics  5    4  

Science  5   5 

Writing   1   0 

 

FIVE YEAR OVERVIEW.  
Review of the percentages of 
proficient students in Title I and 
non-Title I schools indicates a 
difference of 9 to 16 percentage 
points in reading and a difference of 
17 to 18 percentage points in 
mathematics.    

In interpreting these gaps, readers 
should bear in mind that in the five 
years reviewed, the number of Title I 
schools changed from 188 to 233. In 
addition to more schools, which 
means a different composition of 
schools in each group, the 2007 and 
2008 test results of Title I schools 
includes alternative and special 
education centers that had previously 
not been included in either 
designation as Title I or non-Title I.     

 

 

 

LONGITUDINAL COMPARISONS.  The longitudinal comparison that follows 
provides information on how students in Title I and in non-Title I schools who were 
tested in both 2007 and 2008, changed in achievement levels from one year to the next.  

                                                      
5 For further details on students’ performance, see Performance of Title I and non-Title I Students on the Reading, 

Mathematics, and Science FCAT-SSS and Performance of Title I and non-Title I Students on the Florida Writes Test in 

the Tables and the 2006-2007 Title I Evaluation Report. 
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Students who scored at a higher level in the current year relative to the prior year and 
students at Levels 3, 4, or 5 who scored at the same level were considered to have 
gained/maintained. In reading, 53% of non-Title I students and 47% of Title I students 
gained/maintained.  In mathematics, 65% of non-Title I students and 48% of Title I 
students similarly gained/maintained. 

Another way to examine changes from one year to the next is to do so by level.  This 
strategy shows changes among students in levels 3 to 5, which might otherwise go 
unnoticed.  Students at Level 1 can stay at the same level or increase, but cannot decrease 
in level.  Students at Level 5 can stay at the same level or decrease, but cannot increase in 
level.  Students at Levels 2, 3, and 4 can stay at the same level, decrease, or increase in 
level. 

Analyses were conducted on the results of reading and of mathematics tests because these 
are the two tests which students take every year.  Graphs depict the percentages of 
students who decreased, maintained, or increased levels from 2007 to 2008. 

As can be seen from the 
graphs at right, among 
students who scored at levels 
1 or 2, equal percentages of 
students in Title I and non-
Title I schools increased by 
one or more levels.  The 
percentages of students who 
decreased one or more levels 
in reading from 2007 to 2008 
were higher among Title I 
than among non-Title I 
students.  Also, at levels 3 and 
4, the percentages of students 
who increased one or more 
level was lower among Title I 
than among non-Title I 
students.   
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A very similar pattern is evident 
in mathematics.  From 2007 to 
2008, higher percentages of 
Title I than non-Title I students 
decreased levels.  Also, smaller 
percentages of Title I than non-
Title I students who scored at 
levels 3 or 4 increased levels.  In 
addition, at levels 1 and 2, larger 
percentages of non-Title I than 
Title I students increased levels.  
The decrease in level among 
proficient students suggests the 
need for increased attention to 
the needs of these students.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



    TITLE I IN MDCPS  

9/3/2009     15 

STRATEGIES USED TO INCREASE ACHIEVEMENT  

Schools undertake several strategies to increase student achievement.  All schools in M-
DCPS use Part A funds to foster parental involvement and most schools use funds to 
decrease student-teacher ratios and to offer individual or small group instruction to 
students in need of extra support.  In addition, eligible schools offer SES and the choice to 
transfer to another school. 

PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT.  The Title I Part A, Part C, and Part D 2007-2008 
Services report provides a summary of the parent related activities that schools provided.  
Some of the activities surveyed were common to all schools in the district; activities such 
as Parent Teacher Associations (PTA), Educational Excellence School Advisory Council 
(EESAC), and the establishment of the electronic parent portal.  Other activities, such as 
the annual Title I meetings, were specific to Title I schools.  Still other activities, such as 
home visits, parent workshops, and the creation of parent centers, may occur at Title I and 
at non-Title I schools, but data on their use and implementation were only available for 
Title I schools.   

Review of the indicators of parent involvement that were limited to Title I schools 
suggested that in addition to the activities mandated by law, the schools had fair to good 
rates of implementation of strategies used to involve parents.  For instance, 79% of Title I 
schools had a PTA, 84% of schools reported having a parent center, 84% of schools 
reported conducting home visits, 88% of schools reported having had at least one school 
based parent activity6.  In a survey of Title I principals and assistant principals7, 95% of 
respondents reported having used an automated telephone message system to relay 
information to parents, and over 95% reported having provided parents with various 
written materials.  

The indicators of parental involvement that were available for both Title I and non-Title I 
schools indicated that the parents of students in Title I schools were less likely to be 
involved in their children’s schools/education than parents of non-Title I students.  
Specifically, in a comparison to non-Title I schools, meetings of Title I schools 
documented almost twice the percentage of no parent presence at one or more of their 
council meetings (45% Title I, 24% non-Title I) (See Parents’ Participation in the Educational 
Excellence Schools Advisory Council (EESAC), p.51).  Also, with students of any characteristic, 
such as gender, race/ethnicity, free/reduced lunch participation (FRL), English Language 
Learner (ELL), special education placement (SPED), grade, and achievement level, a lower 
percentage of Title I parents (3.5%) used the Parent Portal than non-Title I parents 
(9.7%)8.  See Use of Parent Portal by Parents of Students in Title I and in non-Title I Schools:  
Percentages within Characteristic and Type of School, p. 52. 

Analyses on the relationships between schools’ grades, parent report of the number of 
school activities in which they participated, and teacher report on the extent to which 
parent involvement supported their activities, indicated that parental involvement was 

                                                      
6 The percentages may be an underestimation because some of the schools did not report.  
7 44% of schools responded 
8 Statistics were generated from recorded hits on the website.  Each hit records the user’s identification. 
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positively associated with school grade.  See “Parent Participation in Title I and Non-Title I 
Schools,” p. 35, for a detailed report of the analyses. 

Together, these findings suggest the need for staff in Title I schools to continue to make 
efforts to involve parents and to assess the effectiveness of the strategies that they use to 
that end. To assist with the evaluation of parental involvement activities that are conducted 
at school sites, the Office of Program Evaluation conducted interviews and surveys of 
Community Involvement Specialists (CIS). CIS are hired by most Title I schools to serve 
as a liaison between the school, parents, and the community.  Their responsibilities are 
diverse and may include surveying parents on needs and interests, coordinating parent 
involvement activities, disseminating information, record keeping, and representing the 
needs of parents. They also conduct home visits and enlist community support in the form 
of goods or services such as store coupons, donations, and speakers.   

 A survey of CIS conducted in the spring of 2008 indicated 
that 58% of CIS deemed that the child was the major 
beneficiary of parental involvement, 37% felt that parents 
were the beneficiaries, and 10% felt the benefit accrued to 
schools.  Some CIS responded in terms of more than one 
beneficiary and some did not respond in terms of benefits.  
Approximately half of the CIS (56%) gave psychological 
explanations for the benefits, such as increased self-esteem, 
motivation, and feeling cared for.  One quarter of the CIS 
gave communication reasons for the benefit; such as 
knowledge of rules or upcoming meetings, leaving open the 
question of how this knowledge might benefit the parties 
involved.  Only 12.2% gave instrumental reasons, such as 
help with homework, securing a tutor, or intervening with 
problems, for the benefits of parental involvement.   

Survey Methods 

In preparation for the CIS survey, the 

evaluator conducted telephone 

interviews of nine CIS at seven 

schools. The topics covered by the 

open ended questions included:  the 

meaning and types of parental 

involvement, goals, time allocation, 

successful strategies/activities, 

barriers to involvement, and how to 

measure success.  The resulting 

survey was distributed electronically to 

all schools with CIS. Eighty-one 

percent (81%) of 243 CIS responded.  

Some schools had more than one CIS. 

Most CIS (70%) described parental involvement in terms of school-focused activities such 
as attendance at events.  Only 14% described involvement in terms of child focused 
activities such as monitoring children’s progress, helping with homework, and advocating 
for children’s needs.  Twelve percent (12%) described involvement in both terms, and the 
remaining responses were not clear enough to code.  Consistent with interpretation of 
parental involvement of most CIS, they saw their role as liaison (80%) and as welcoming 
agents who would increase parental presence at school events (25%; multiple responses 
were possible).   

The findings of this survey are meaningful because they suggest ways that parent 
involvement might be more effective in fostering the achievement of students.  The 
research is clear, children benefit from their parents being involved because of the 
instrumental support that parents provide.  Although psychological factors such as self 
esteem are involved, and parent presence in the schools co-occurs when parents are 
involved with their children, these are indicators of involvement, not necessarily the actual 
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reasons why the children of involved parents do well in schools.  Henderson & Mapp9, in a 
review of the research literature on parental involvement concluded that, 

Studies that look at high-achieving students of all backgrounds found that their parents 
encourage them, talk with them about school, help them plan for higher education, and 
keep them focused on learning and homework… This does not mean, however, that parent 
involvement at school is unimportant.  It means that the ways parents are involved at school 
should be linked to improving learning, developing students’ skills in specific subjects, and 
steering students toward more challenging classes. (pg 73) 

Consequently, CIS might be instructed to foster parent involvement that is child-focused.  
A good avenue for this is the parent portal, which can be accessed by parents at any time, 
day or night. With the increasing availability of computers, in homes, the work place, 
community centers, and libraries, this means of engaging parents is less costly than other 
means.  In addition, once parents establish the practice of monitoring their children’s 
progress by visiting the school’s website, they will become informed of school activities. 
All schools should have a computer with access to the parent portal available to parents at 
all times. If deemed appropriate, access from those computers can be limited to the portal. 

SCHOOL BASED TUTORING AND SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL 
SERVICES.  As mentioned above, one of the uses of  Title I, Part A funds is to support 
small group instruction implemented as pull-out, push-in, and/or after hours tutoring.  
Analyses were conducted on the achievement of students at a sample of 11 schools that 
had had substantial participation in the SES program10 in the prior year and agreed to 
provide data on after hours school based tutoring.  Ten of the 11 schools provided 
Saturday tutoring (n = 1,277 in reading and 1,441 in mathematics) and 7 schools provided 
after school tutoring (n = 445 students in reading and 419 in mathematics).  All schools 
had students who participated in SES (n = 1,174 in reading and 729 in mathematics).  A 
description of the analyses conducted and the resulting statistics is available in the section 
titled A Closer Look:  Tutoring Effects, p. 32. 

Analyses were conducted on the achievement of 
students who had scored in Levels 1, 2, or 3 on 
the 2007 FCAT and were enrolled in schools 
from the sample that offered both after-school 
and SES tutoring.  Results indicated that at those 
seven schools, students who participated in SES 
reading or mathematics tutoring made 
significantly greater gains on the FCAT reading 
or mathematics tests than non-SES students at 
the same FCAT levels11.  There was no observed 

 

                                                      
9 Henderson, A. T., & Mapp, K. L. (2002).  A New Wave of Evidence.  The Impact of School, Family, and Community 
Connections on Student Achievement.  National Center for Family and Community Connections with Schools, Austin, 
TX.  
10 Analysis of push-in and pull-out was not conducted because large numbers of students are served on a needs basis and 
schools do not keep electronic records of contact hours. 
11 Controls included the students’ prior year’s FCAT scores, their gender, race, participation in the FRL, ELL 
classification, ESE classification, excused and unexcused absences, and outdoor suspensions. 
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effect for after school school-based tutoring.  
The accompanying graphs depict the unadjusted 
average gains in developmental scores of 
students by grade.  In grades 7 and 8, the average 
gains of SES participants in reading were 8 and 
35 points more than the average gains of non-
participants.  In grades 4 through 7, the average 
gain in mathematics by grade of SES participants 
was from 12 to 73 points more than the average 
gains of non-participants.   

 

 

Note:  includes only students in Levels 1, 2, and 3. 

Groups portrayed had at least 30 students. 

Results of analyses on Saturday school-based 
and SES tutoring indicated that students who 
participated in reading or mathematics 
Saturday tutoring gained significantly more on 
the FCAT in reading or in mathematics than 
students who did not participate in Saturday 
tutoring.  In these analyses SES tutoring was 
not significant.  The accompanying graphs 
depict the unadjusted average gains in 
developmental scores for the grades that had at 
least 30 students participate in Saturday 
tutoring.  In grades 6, 7, and 8, the average 
reading gains of Saturday participants were 43, 
13, and 37 points more than the average 
reading gains of non-participants.  In all but 7th 
grade, Saturday participants gained from 16 to 
62 points more in mathematics than non-
participants.   

. 

 

 

 Study 1:   SES students gained more in reading and in 
mathematics than non-participants. 

Study 2:  Saturday-tutored students gained more in reading and 
in mathematics than SES students and more than non-tutored 
students. 

 

Further analyses indicated that relative to students who participated in fewer hours of 
tutoring, those who participated in more hours of SES mathematics tutoring or more 
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hours of Saturday reading tutoring made greater gains.  The association between more 
hours and greater gains was not evident for other tutored groups. 

SUPPLEMENTAL EDUCATIONAL SERVICES.  Reported above are the results of 
analyses that compared school-based and SES tutoring in a small sample of schools.  The 
section that follows describes SES tutoring district wide.   

In accordance with the law, M-DCPS annually notifies parents of eligible students about 
the availability of the Transfer Choice and SES options and provides lists of schools and 
of SES providers from which to choose.  In 2007 – 2008, students from 229 schools were 
placed in 131 schools through the Transfer Choice option.  Also, SES was offered to 
88,098 students who participated in the free/reduced lunch program and were enrolled in 
134 schools designated as being in need of improvement.  Of these, 14,148 students from 
all 134 schools were tutored in reading (n = 13,740), in mathematics (n = 5,571) or in both 
reading and mathematics (n = 5,163) by one of 49 providers.  Providers served from 1 to 
3,422 students. A more extensive description of these services is available in the Title I Part 
A, Part C, and Part D 2007-2008 Services report.  The Tables section includes 2008 FCAT 
Levels of Students in Transfer Choice and of SES Students Tutored Prior to the FCAT, p.56 . 

Of students in their first year of Transfer, 41% and 39% in reading and mathematics 
respectively had scored in the proficient range the year prior to the transfer (2007).  In 
2008, of students who were in their first year of transfer, 44% were proficient in reading 
and 44% were proficient in mathematics.  Proficiency among students who had transferred 
for 2 or more years was 48% in reading and 51% in mathematics.   

Students who had SES tutoring in reading and in 2007 had placed at Levels 1 to 3, had 
lower average 2007 scores than other students at Levels 1 to 3 in their schools who did not 
receive tutoring. They also had twice as large a discrepancy between their standardized 
reading and mathematics scores as did their classmates who did not receive SES.  A 
description of the analyses conducted and the resulting statistics is available in the section 
titled A Closer Look:  Tutoring Effects p. 32.  

Unadjusted average developmental reading gains of SES participants and non-participants 
were highly comparable.  Results of regression analysis, which adjusts for student 
characteristics12, indicated that except for 7th graders, SES participants tended to gain less 
than non-participants.  Because differences were small and inconsistent, they were not 
interpreted as meaningful.  Results of analysis also indicated that increases in hours of 
tutoring were not associated with greater or lesser gains in achievement. 

                                                      
12 Because almost all of the SES participants also participated in the FRL program, and because most had scored at 
Levels 1, 2, and 3, analyses were limited to students with these two characteristics. 
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Elementary students at Levels 1 to 3 on 
the 2007 mathematics FCAT who received 
SES tutoring in mathematics had lower 
2007 scores than classmates who did not 
receive tutoring.  But, middle school 
participants and non-participants at Levels 
1 to 3 had comparable averages and senior 
high school student SES participants had 
higher mathematics scores than 
classmates. Notwithstanding, at all grade 
levels, unadjusted average developmental 
mathematics gains of SES participants 
were slightly higher than those of non-
participants.  The difference was most 
pronounced among 4th and 5th grade 
students, i.e., 41 and 32 points, 
respectively.   

 

 

Results of regression analyses that adjusted for student characteristics indicated that SES 
participants gained significantly more than non-participants. When broken down by grade, 
SES mathematics tutoring was still a significant predictor of gains for 4th and 5th grade 
students.  Analysis of the relationship between the number of units of tutoring received 
and subsequent gains indicated that students who received more hours of tutoring made 
greater gains than students who received fewer hours. 

INTERPRETATION OF TUTORING RESULTS.  Modest gains were observed 
among tutored students that were not observed among non-tutored students.  The effects 
were not widespread or consistent across all grades, all sources (SES and school based) and 
across subjects.  A reasonable interpretation for the lack of consistent effect is that the 
quality of implementation varied across the large number of schools, providers, and 
teachers involved.  Another is that effects were weak.    

Even when effects are noted, these are very challenging to interpret.  Tutoring occurs at 
the same time as many other efforts to increase achievement, such as pull-out and push-in, 
and the students or families who choose tutoring differ from those who do not in ways 
that are not clear and cannot be measured.  For instance, participants may be more 
motivated, or more informed, or have some other factor(s) than non-participants do not 
have.  This factor or factors may independently be associated with achievement such that 
those students may be more engaged or work harder and consequently gain more than 
other students; whether or not they attend tutoring. By the same token, tutored students 
may have chosen tutoring because they were having particularly slow gains in achievement.  
Thus, gains or lack of gains are difficult to interpret. 
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PART A:  SERVICES FOR NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

In the 2007-08 school year, M-DCPS entered into agreements with Catapult Learning for 
tutoring services of students at 36 of 37 non-public schools that received Title I funds13.  A 
total of 2,403 students were tutored.  Students were tutored in reading, in mathematics, or 
in study skills and/or were counseled. Overall, 14% of students received from one to five 
sessions, 20% of students received from six to ten sessions, 15% of students received from 
11 to 20 sessions, and the remaining 51% of students received 21 or more sessions.  A 
more extensive description of services provided is available in the Title I Part A, Part C, and 
Part D 2007-2008 Services report. 

Of 1,042 students tutored in reading, 712 (67%) had 
both pre- and post-test reading achievement scores 
derived from the Stanford Reading Comprehension 
Test.  Sixty-four percent (64%) of the students increased 
one or more percentile rank (average = 5.5, S.D. = 19). 
Of 726 students tutored in mathematics, 273 (38%) had 
both pre-and post-test achievement scores derived from 
the Stanford Reading Comprehension Test.  Seventy-
eight percent increased one or more percentile rank 
(average = 13, S.D. = 22).  For both reading and 
mathematics, 64% of students tutored in each subject 
received a satisfactory final grade in the subject area 
tutored and 2% did not receive satisfactory grades. 
Grades were not provided for the remaining students 
See, Post-Tutoring Classroom Grades in Reading and 
Mathematics of Students in Non-Public Schools, p. 58.   

64% of students tutored in 
reading 
 

…and … 
 
68% of students tutored in 
mathematics, increased 1 or 
more percentile rank. 

 

A survey of non-public school teachers whose students were tutored by Catapult indicated 
that 81% of respondents (n = 75) whose students were tutored in reading felt that the 
tutor had addressed the students’ needs as identified by the teacher.  Also, 61% of the 
teachers felt that all or most of their tutored students showed improvements in reading 
because of tutoring.  Of respondents (n = 51) whose students were tutored in 
mathematics, 88% felt that the tutor had addressed the students’ needs as identified by the 
teacher and 71% felt that most or all of their tutored students showed improvements in 
mathematics because of tutoring.  See page 60 for a copy of the survey, which contains the 
response rates to these and other questions. 

A survey of non-public school principals indicated that respondents (53% of principals) 
had good to high levels of satisfaction with tutors’ knowledge of subject area, instructional 
skills, and choice of instructional activities.  Seventy-nine percent (79%) of principals 
thought that most or all students tutored showed academic improvement as a result of 
tutoring.  Satisfaction was also good to high for program features such as scheduling, 
supervision of tutors, and duration of the tutoring program.  See page 64 for a copy of the 
survey, which contains the response rates to these and other questions. 

                                                      
13 One school, Lincoln Marti, provided computer assisted tutoring. 
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PART C:  MIGRANT EDUCATION 

MIGRANT EDUCATION PROGRAM (MEP) 

The purpose of the MEP is to serve the needs of migrant students and their families.  The 
program operated at the South Dade Migrant Camp, the Everglades Migrant Camp, the 
Redland Migrant Housing Center, and at 10 schools14 with the highest district enrollments 
of migrant students. According to need, school-age children received counseling, 
individual and/or small group tutoring, referral services, attendance support, and after 
school care and educational support.   
 
There were 784 school-age migrant children identified by the MEP at the 10 target 
schools.  As per MEP service records, almost all the students (99%) received one or more 
service and two-thirds (67%) received 4 or more services.  The percentages of students 
who received key services were as follows.  Articulation between classroom teachers and 
teacher advocates was conducted for 94% of students; 96% of students received at least 
one referral.  Attendance services were conducted on behalf of 88% of students and 75% 
of students received three or more referrals.  Also, counseling was provided for 56% of 
students, school day tutoring was provided for 44% of students, and 31% of students 
participated in the after school program. Of all children, 30% were identified as having a 
high priority for services.  All of these students received one or more supportive service. 

ACHIEVEMENT GAINS OF TUTORED AND NON-TUTORED STUDENTS 

Of the 784 migrant students, end of year data were available on 663 students.  Of these, 
43% received tutoring in reading and 28% received tutoring in mathematics.  Hours of 
tutoring ranged from 1 to 130 sessions in reading and from 1 to 175 sessions in 
mathematics.  Average numbers of sessions in reading and in mathematics were 18 and 
29 sessions respectively.  

Of students with reading achievement scores 
from the prior year (n = 366), 46% scored at 
Level 1, 23% scored at Level 2, 26% scored at 
Level 3, 4% scored at Level 4, and 1% scored at 
Level 5.  MEP provided tutoring in reading for 
53% of students at Level 1, 37% of students at 
Level 2, 33% of students at Level 3, and for a 
few students (n = 9) at levels 4 and 5 (47%). 

o 53% of students who scored at Level 
1 in reading received tutoring. 

 
o 36% of students who scored at Level 

1 in mathematics received tutoring. 

 

Of students with mathematics achievement scores from the prior year (n = 366), 33% 
scored at Level 1, 25% scored at Level 2, 30% scored at Level 3, 12% scored at Level 4, 
and 1% scored at Level 5.  MEP provided tutoring in mathematics for 36% of students at 
Level 1, 30% of students at Level 2, 24% of students at Level 3, and for a few students (n 
= 10) at levels 4 and 5 (20%). 

                                                      
14 W. Chapman Elementary; Florida City Elementary; Leisure City K-8 Center; L. Saunders Elementary; Redondo 
Elementary; West Homestead Elementary; Campbell Drive Middle; Homestead Middle; Homestead Senior High; South 
Dade Senior High; Redland Migrant Housing Center 



    TITLE I IN MDCPS  

9/3/2009     23 

Students who scored at a higher level in the current year relative to the prior year and students at 
Levels 3, 4, or 5 who scored at the same level were considered to have gained/maintained.  Of 
students with reading achievement scores both years (n = 336), 28% of tutored and 37% of non-
tutored students gained/maintained from one year to the next.  Of students with mathematics 
achievement scores both years (n = 336), 43% of tutored and 50% of non-tutored students 
gained/maintained from one year to the next. Differences in percentages between tutored and 
non-tutored students were not statistically significant such that there was no significant difference 
between tutored and non-tutored students on the numbers of students who gained/maintained in 
achievement from one year to the next. 

 

PART D:  NEGLECTED AND DELINQUENT  

From August 2007 to August 2008, educational services were provided to 5,461 to 
students who fit the NCLB designation as neglected and/or delinquent students.  Whereas 
most students (81%) were in a location once, 19% had multiple entries and withdrawals.  
Total number of days of service ranged from 1 to 362 days.  The average total number of 
days served was 99 (SD = 106).  Thirty-three percent (33%) of the students were served 
for 15 or fewer days and 50% of the students were served for 51 or more days. More than 
half of the students were in 9th or 10th grade. 

Of the 5,461 students served, 65% and 61%, respectively, had 2008 Reading and 
Mathematics FCAT scores.  Of these students with scores, 47% and 45% scored in levels 
1 and 2 on the Reading and Mathematics tests respectively. Thus, approximately half of the 
students (53% in Reading and 55% in Mathematics) scored in proficient levels.   

Analyses were conducted to assess academic growth among the students served.  Students 
who scored at a higher level in the current year relative to the prior year and students at 
Levels 3, 4, or 5 who scored at the same level were considered to have gained/maintained. 
Results indicated that 17% and 29% of students in reading and mathematics, respectively, 
gained/maintained.  Whereas 22% of students who were in the program 15 or fewer days, 
gained/maintained in reading, 13% of students who were in the program 51 or more days 
did likewise.  The difference in percentages was significant (chi-square =21.29, 1,1339, p = 
.0001). Also, whereas 36% of students who were in the program 15 or fewer days, 
gained/maintained in mathematics, 23% of students who were in the program 51 or more 
days did likewise.  The difference in percentages was significant (chi-square =23.52, 1,1317, 
p = .0001).   

Interpretation of these results should be made in light of the fact that the length of stay in 
these educational programs is associated with adversity in the students’ lives or with 
deviant behavior.  Relative to students with short-term enrollments, students with long-
term enrollments have more serious problems in their lives or with their behaviors.  
Notwithstanding this difference, short-term enrolled students and long-term enrolled 
students comprise each other’s most appropriate comparison group.   
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Finding and Justification 

 
Recommendation 

A. Title I and non-Title I schools 
were comparable in the 
percentages of students at 
FCAT Reading levels 1 and 2 
who increased levels from 2007 
to 2008.   But, as compared to 
non-Title I schools, higher 
percentages of students at 
levels 4 and 5 in Title I schools 
decreased levels from 2007 to 
2008. 

1. Schools should have clearly stated policies and 
practices for addressing the educational needs of 
students at levels 3, 4, and 5 that support their 
continued achievement growth. 

 
2. Schools should receive school level longitudinal 

statistics on the percentages of their students 
who over two years of enrollment at their school 
increased, decreased, or maintained their FCAT 
levels.  

 
 

B. The parent portal is available 
24 hours a day for parents to 
procure up-to-date information 
on their children’s performance  
and on their children’s school. 
Both experience and research 
indicate that parents are most 
likely to interact with school 
personnel when the interaction 
is directly related to their 
children.  Every interaction 
with the school or with the 
parent portal provides the 
school an opportunity to 
engage parents further. 

3. A primary goal of parent involvement programs 
should be to instruct parents how to use the 
parent portal and to encourage its use. 

 
 

C. Although computers are 
available at public libraries and 
in most worksites and homes, 
their availability and 
accessibility is not universal.  
By having a dedicated 
computer, schools facilitate 
access and also communicate 
to parents the importance of 
accessing the portal.  If deemed 
necessary, the computer can be 
programmed so that it only 
accesses the parent portal. 

 
 

4. Schools should have at least one computer in a 
location easily accessible to parents with which 
they may access the Parent Portal.  The 
computer should have written instructions on 
accessing the portal and nearby staff should be 
able and willing to assist parents as necessary. 
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SPECIAL TOPICS 

CUMULATIVE DISTRIBUTION FUNCTIONS 

Don R. Morris, Ph.D. 

 

Explanation of Cumulative Distribution Functions.  Achievement gap refers to the 
disparity between the performances of groups of students. Achievement gaps can be 
expressed with various summary statistics, including performance standards.  One such 
common measure is the percentage of proficient students. Although such measures are 
widely used and are useful, they have shortcomings. One shortcoming is that readers may 
assume that increases or decreases represent across-the-board improvements or 
decrements; i.e., that all students improved or declined. This may not be the case. For 
example, from one year to the next, the percentage of students who meet a standard might 
not change, but the scores of students below the standard might have increased or 
decreased substantially. Stated another way, the difference between Title I and non-Title I 
schools in the percentage of students proficient in reading might not change, but the 
scores of Title I students in Levels 1 and 2 might have increased or decreased more than 
the scores of non-Title I students in Levels 1 and 2.  This type of information is important 
for assessing programs effects. 

Cumulative Distribution Functions (CDF), offer a means to examine changes in the 
distribution of scores at all points within the distribution15. It displays the percentage of 
test-takers below each score across the whole range of test scores. Figure 1 gives an 
example. The horizontal axis displays FCAT third grade Math scores and the vertical axis 
displays the cumulative percentage of students tested. The curves on the chart show the 
percentages of students in Title I (red line) and in non-Title I (blue line) groups below each 
test score. The vertical line at score 294 represents the lowest score of the Level 3 
category, above which students are considered proficient. The achievement gap is defined 
as the difference in test scores between the Title I (TI) group and the non-Title I (non-TI 
group), across the whole distribution. 

                                                      
15 Holland, P. W. (2002). Measuring progress in student achievement: Changes in scores and score gaps over time. 
Report of the Ad Hoc Committee on Confirming Test Results. Washington, DC: National Assessment Governing 
Board. 
 
Holland, P. W. (2002). Two measures of change in the gaps between the CDFs of test-score distributions. Journal of 
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 27, 1, 3-17. 
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Figure 1. Cumulative Distribution Function curves for the Title I and Non-Title I results from the 2008 3rd 
Grade FCAT in Mathematics 

The CDF method yields several ways of looking at the achievement gap. One particularly 
useful way is called the horizontal achievement gap. Figure 2 shows this gap as a horizontal 
broken line connecting the TI and non-TI curves at 20 percent on the vertical axis. The 
graph shows that whereas the TI group had 20% of its students score at or below 270 
points, the non-TI group had 20% of its students score at or below 304.  This means that 
the 20th percentile point for the Title I group was 34 score points lower than the 20th 
percentile for the non-TI group.  This difference between the scores of two groups at a 
given percentile point is called the horizontal gap. 

 

 

 

Figure 2.  The Horizontal Achievement Gap 

 

The horizontal gap is useful for displaying and comprehending the size of the achievement 
gap at each percentile. The black line in Figure 3 shows the horizontal gap between TI and 
non-T I students in 2008. The difference between the score of TI and non-TI students is 
plotted for each percentile. Thus, the line illustrates the size of the gap at each percentile 
such that the closer the line is to 0, the smaller the gap between the corresponding 
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percentile scores of the two groups. As can be seen from the graph, the gap in scores 
between the two groups is largest from 1st to the 20th percentile.  This means that the 
lowest 20% of T 1 students had much lower scores than the lowest 20% of the non-TI 
students and that the difference between them is bigger than the difference between 
students who scored at higher group percentiles.   

 

Figure 3.  Third grade achievement gap in mathematics: 2008 

The horizontal gap perspective is also a comprehensive way to assess changes in the 
achievement gap between two years. Figure 4 displays the achievement gap between the 
groups in 2007 (gray line) and in 2008 (black line).  As can be seen from the graph, the line 
for 2008 is below the line for 2007 at almost every point. This means that the gap between 
the two groups was smaller in 2008, and that this was true for almost all students across 
the achievement distribution of the groups. Figure 4 also shows that the greatest gains 
made in third grade math from 2007 to 2008 were among the lowest performing students. 
Hence, for third grade mathematics, the improvement of students was more substantial 
than one would imagine from only looking at the change in the percentages of proficient 
students from one year to the next.   

 

 

Figure 4.  Third grade achievement gap in mathematics: 2007and 2008 
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Changes in the Achievement Gap between 2007 and 2008.  The graphs below depict 
the achievement gap between Title I and non-Title I students in 2007 and in 2008.  As 
explained above, comparison of the two lines show the points on the distribution of scores 
at which changes occurred16.  

The graphs on reading show that from 2007 to 2008, 
the gap between high achieving Title I and non-Title I 
students decreased in third grade.  The gap also 
decreased among low achieving fourth graders and 
among middle achieving 8th graders.  The gap 
worsened among low achieving 6th, 7th, and 9th, and 
10th graders.   

The graphs on mathematics show that from 2007 to 
2008, the gap between low achieving  Title I and non-
Title I students decreased among 3rd, 4th, 8th, and 10th 
graders.  The gap also decreased among high achieving 
9th graders.   However, the gap worsened among high 
achieving 4th graders and among low achieving 9th 
graders.   

Tips for Reading the Graphs 

 A line at 0 would mean no 

achievement gap. 

 The closer a line is to 0, the smaller 

the gap. 

 A lower line at the left end means 

improvement among the students 

with low achievement. 

 A lower line at the right end means 

improvement among the students 

with high achievement. 

 

FCAT SSS Reading Gaps by Grade 

 
Grade 3 

 
Grade 4 

                                                      
16 For each year, the statistics were generated from the FCAT –SSS scores of all students in all Title I regular education 
schools and all non-Title I regular education schools.  From 2007 to 2008, ten schools changed from non-Title I to Title 
I designation.  Alternative schools, special education centers and charter schools were not included.  
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Grade 5 

 
Grade 6 

 
Grade 7 

 
Grade 8 

 
Grade 9 

 
Grade 10 
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FCAT SSS Mathematics Gaps by Grade 

 
Grade 3 

 
Grade 4 

 
Grade 5 

 
Grade 6 

 
Grade 7 

 
Grade 8 
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Grade 9 

 
Grade 10 
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TUTORING EFFECTS  

 
Emily Arcia, Ph.D. 

 
 

AFTER HOURS TUTORING AND SES AT SAMPLE SCHOOLS 

Determining the effect of SES tutoring is hampered by the fact that students not tutored 
in SES may have received school based tutoring.  Indeed, one of the uses of  Title I, Part 
A funds is to support small group instruction implemented as pull-out, push-in, and/or 
after hours tutoring.  Hence, to disentangle the effects of SES tutoring, from the effects of 
other tutoring, data are necessary on all the hours of tutoring that students receive.  To this 
end, the number of hours of school-based tutoring provided to students was requested 
from a sample of 11 schools that had had substantial participation in the SES program17 in 
the prior year.  Ten of the 11 schools provided Saturday tutoring (n = 1,277 in reading and 
1,441 in mathematics) and 7 schools provided after school tutoring (n = 445 students in 
reading and 419 in mathematics).  All schools had students who participated in SES (n = 
1,174 in reading and 729 in mathematics).   

Regression analyses18 were conducted on the achievement of students who had scored at 
Levels 1, 2, or 3 on the 2007 FCAT to test the effect of after-hours school based tutoring 
(after school and Saturdays) and SES.  District wide students’ 2007 and 2008 FCAT scores 
in reading and in mathematics were each normed by grade with z transformations19.  
Analyses were conducted on students who in 2007 had scored at levels 1, 2, or 3 in the 
respective subject area analyzed.  The majority of participants had scored at these levels.  
Students with 2007 scores of 100 were excluded. Each set of analysis was limited to the 
students at the schools that offered the specific tutoring options such that students in 
schools that did not offer after-school reading tutoring were not included in the analyses 
of after-school reading tutoring. Also, tutored students were included only if they had 
received 5.5 or more hours in the respective subject area. 

Stepwise regressions were used to predict 2008 FCAT z scores from participation in 
school based tutoring and SES participation with variables coded as 0 or 1.  To control for 
possible confounds, 2007 FCAT z scores (centered for the students at the selected 
schools), gender (0,1), black race (0,1), participation in the FRL program (0,1), designation 
as ELL (0,1), participation in SPED (0,1), z transformed days of excused absences, days of  
unexcused absences, and days of suspension were also entered.    

                                                      
17 Analysis of push-in and pull-out was not conducted because large numbers of students are served on a needs basis and 
schools do not keep electronic records of contact hours. 
18 Regression analysis is a statistical technique used to describe the relationship between two or more variables (such as 
tutoring and achievement) to estimate how much the dependent variable (achievement) changes with changes in the 
independent variable (hours of tutoring). 
19 This procedure standardizes scores to a mean of 0 and a standard deviation of 1. 
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School-based After School and SES Tutoring.  Analysis included students who 
received after school tutoring only (reading n = 101; mathematics n = 101), SES tutoring 
only (reading n = 277; mathematics n = 299), SES and after school tutoring (reading n = 
19), and neither of those services (reading n = 2,781). Results indicated that after-school 
school based tutoring in reading or in mathematics did not significantly predict 2008 
scores and that for these schools SES tutoring was significant (reading:  F = 174.62, df = 8, 
2966, p < .001, t = 2.15, p < .001; mathematics:  F = 347.14, df = 7, 3131, p < .001, t = 
3.04, p = .002).  Also, the number of SES half-hour units tutored in mathematics was 
significant (β = .013) such that 19.23 hours of tutoring would be expected to result in a 
gain of a half standard deviation.  

School-based Saturday and SES Tutoring.  This set of analysis included students who 
received Saturday tutoring only (reading n = 563; mathematics n = 789), SES tutoring only 
(reading n = 451; mathematics n = 531), SES and Saturday tutoring (reading n = 77; 
mathematics n = 119), and neither of those services (reading n = 3,318; mathematics n = 
3621). Results indicated that Saturday reading and Saturday mathematics tutoring were 
each significant predictors of 2008 reading and mathematics scores, respectively (Reading:  
F = 572.94, df = 7, 4376, p < .001, t = 3.23, p < .001; Mathematics:  F = 576.95, df = 7, 
4997, p < .001, t = 4.69, p < .001). Also, the number of Saturday half-hour units tutored in 
reading was significant (β = .013) such that 35.7 hours of tutoring would be expected to 
result in a gain of a half standard deviation. In these analyses, SES tutoring was not 
significant. 

Analyses by grade levels 3 to 5 and 6 to 8 indicated significant Saturday tutoring effects for 
grades 6 to 8 in reading (F = 413.98, df = 6, 2549, p < .001, t = 2.97, p < .001) and for 
grades 3 to 5 (F = 129.55, df = 6, 1235, p < .001, t = 4.08, p < .001) and grades 6 to 8 in 
mathematics (F = 139.14, df = 6, 2747, p < .001, t = 3.51, p < .001).   The number of 
participants in senior high school was too few to afford analyses. 

SES TUTORING DISTRICT WIDE 

Regression analyses were conducted to test the effect of SES tutoring.  District wide 
students’ 2007 and 2008 FCAT scores in reading and in mathematics were each normed by 
grade with z transformations.  Analyses were conducted on students who in 2007 had 
scored at levels 1, 2, or 3 in the respective subject area analyzed and were limited to 
students who participated in the FRL program.  The majority of participants shared these 
characteristics.  Because these represent outlying scores, students with 2007 scores of 100 
were excluded. Analyses were limited to the students at the schools that offered SES. 
Furthermore, tutored students were included only if they had received 5.5 or more hours 
in the respective subject area. 

Stepwise regressions were used to predict 2008 FCAT z scores from SES participation 
(0,1).  To control for possible confounds, 2007 FCAT z scores (centered for the students 
at the selected schools), gender (0,1), black race (0,1), designation as ELL (0,1), 
participation in SPED (0,1), z transformed days of excused absences, days of  unexcused 
absences, and days of suspension were also entered.    
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Results indicated that SES tutoring in reading was significantly and negatively associated 
with reading gains (F = 5299.42, df = 7, 47,700, p < .001, t = -3.12, p = .002).  Broken 
down by grade, the effect was significant for 7th grade (F = 977.97, df = 8, 9,197, p < .001, 
t = -3.45, p = .001).  But, because it was not significant and did not display a trend toward 
significance at any other grade, the effect was interpreted as spurious. 

SES tutoring (0,1) in mathematics was significantly and positively associated with 
mathematics gains (F = 4112.28, df = 9, 47,015, p < .001, t = 2.52, p = .012).  By grade 
level, there was a consistent trend for an effect, which was significant for grades 4 (F = 
595.65, df = 7, 7,7384, p < .001, t = 2.50, p = .013) and 5 (F = 800.30, df = 9, 8,5009, p < 
.001, t = 2.8, p = .037).  A subsequent regression of achievement on half-hours in SES 
mathematics tutoring for all student who were tutored at least 5.5 hours indicated that the 
number of half-hours tutored was a significant predictor of achievement gains (F = 219.58, 
df = 5, 1,669, p < .001, β = .004 t = 2.87, p = .004).  These regression results suggest that 
across all students, 62.5 hours of mathematics tutoring would result in half a standard 
deviation increase in achievement.  Because the effect was strongest among 4th and 5th 
grade students, analyses limited to these students indicated that a similar increase of half a 
standard deviation in achievement would result from 50 hours of tutoring (β = .005).  
Hours, broken down by provider were not significant. 
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PARENT PARTICIPATION IN TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I 
SCHOOLS 

 
Don R. Morris, Ph.D. 

 

The purpose of this inquiry was to explore the role of parent participation in the efforts to 
improve student performance. Data from the M-DCPS parent and staff school climate 
surveys were employed to this end.1 For this analysis, returns from the regular schools 
were used, excluding alternative, special education, and charter schools. The total numbers 
of schools included from the 2006, 2007, and 2008 data were 291, 301 and 305 
respectively. Parent participation was determined from self-reports of the parents about 
the number of activities attended during the school year. Also used was an item from the 
staff survey about the effect of parent activity on teaching performance. 

DATA ON PARENT ACTIVITIES 

Parent participation was determined from responses to an item from the School Climate 
Survey20.  Respondents were asked to state the number of activities she/he had attended 
during the school year. The item reads as follows: ―How many school-related activities 
have you attended this year? Include PTA meetings, theatrical performances, etc.: None; 
One; Two or three; Four or five; Six or more.‖ The item solicits facts, not opinions. For 
analysis, the responses were collapsed into three categories: No Activities or None 
(including non-respondents, see below); 1-to-3 activities (denoted 1-to-3), and 4 or more 
activities (denoted 4+).  
 
The average response rate for 2006 was 48%; for 2007 44%, and for 2008 43%. These low 
rates bring up that most common of all survey problems, response bias, which is addressed 
with two assumptions. First, the respondents know how many activities they have 
attended, and report them accurately. Consequently, the degrees of response determined 
by the item’s options are credible estimates of non-participants (no activities attended), 
occasional participants (1-to-3 activities attended), and committed or core participants (4 
or more activities attended). Second, the parents who participate in activities are those 
most involved in school activities, and are the parents most likely to respond to the survey. 
It is reasonable to assume that a reasonably reliable count of them can be estimated from 
the return rate. Hence, it is assumed that non-respondents are non-participants (owing 

                                                      
20 The School Climate Survey is a set of three surveys, one each for parents, students, and staff. All 
full time staff are surveyed as are parents and students from randomly chosen classrooms.  All 
students in the selected classrooms took home a copy of the survey. The size of the sample for 
each school was determined from the school’s average return rate for the prior three years to yield 
a predicted return of 100 responses or the total number of parents at the school, whichever was 
smaller. 
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precisely to their failure to respond), and are counted as such. In this manner, all parents 
surveyed—respondents and non-respondents—are taken into account. 
 

STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF PARENT SUPPORT 

The data from the staff survey were extracted from staff responses to the School Climate 
survey.   The items of this survey are statements that solicit opinions concerning issues 
such as school safety. All full-time members of the schools’ staffs were surveyed, and the 
response rate over the three years hovered around 70 percent. The assumptions underlying 
the interpretation of responses are that items are unambiguous and that respondents, who 
tend to be the staff most involved with school affairs have the best informed opinions.  
Consequently, the collective responses are assumed accurate within an acceptable range of 
tolerance.   
 
 Item 17 which reads: ―I am limited [in the performance of my teaching duties] by lack of 
concern/support from parents‖ was used in analysis.  The 5-point Likert scaled response 
options ranged from ―strongly agree‖ to ―strongly disagree.‖ For analysis, responses, 
aggregated by school, were collapsed by combining the two agree options.  Percent 
agreement was used in analysis.    

SCHOOL PERFORMANCE GRADES 

Parent participation was examined within the context of overall school performance. The 
state of Florida assesses school performance with various indicators. The combined results 
are expressed as ―grades‖ analogous to the grades given to students, from ―A‖ for 
excellent to ―F‖ for failing. The Florida Department of Education (FDOE) describes 
school grades in the following manner. 

Schools are assigned a grade based primarily upon student achievement data from the 
FCAT. School grades communicate to the public how well a school is performing 
relative to state standards. School grades are calculated based on annual learning gains 
of each student toward achievement of Sunshine State Standards, the progress of the 
lowest quartile of students, and the meeting of proficiency standards. (July 8, 2008, p. 
1). 
 

RESULTS 

Differences.  It is well established that Title I (T1) schools have poorer outcomes than do 
Non-T1 schools. The distribution of the parent activity data for the TI schools is also less 
favorable than that for the non-TI schools. An examination of the ranges of the parent 
participation statistics in this analysis shows that these data returned the same result.  
 
Parent Participation:  Average Percentages of Parent Participation by Group, p. 66, shows the 
averages of school participation in given categories across all schools in the T1 and Non-
T1 groups. The distributions of the activity categories of the two groups were very similar 
over each of the three years. Over half of the parents were in the No Activities category, 
and the T1 averages were consistently 7 to 8 percentage points higher than those of the 
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Non-T1 group. The T1 and Non-T1 groups were about evenly matched in the 
intermediate 1-to-3 category. In the 4+ category, the Non-T1 percentages were larger by a 
third than the T1 percentages. 
 
Percent of Staff by Group Agreeing that Lack of Parent, Support at Their School Limits Their 
Performance, p. 66, displays the average percentages of staff in the two groups agreeing with 
the position that a lack of parent support at their school limited their teaching 
performance. In each of the three years, over 60 percent of the teachers in the T1 group 
agreed with this position, whereas less than 40 percent of the Non-T1 group agreed. Both 
groups, however, appear to have improved from year to year. 
 
If it is the case that parent participation is related to academic performance, then a 
measure of school performance should reflect that relationship. In anticipation of 
examining that relationship, the T1 and Non-T1 groups were broken down by the state-
determined school grades. The schools in the Non-T1 group tend to be graded higher by 
the state than the schools in the T1 group. The distribution of the two groups by school 
grade was displayed in Percentage Distribution of School Grades by Group, p. 66. In every year, 
there were more A schools for the Non-T1 group, and more T1 schools for every other 
school grade. The model grade for the T1 group (i.e., where most of those schools fall) 
was C. There were approximately three times as many F schools in the T1 group each year. 
In the next section, it will be shown that school performance as indicated by school grade 
was clearly related to the distribution of parent activities by school grade. 
 
To sum up, all three sources of data show the deficit of T1 with respect to the Non-T1 
group. The average percentages across years of the most committed parents (i.e., those in 
the 4+ category) were less for the T1 group, and the average percentages of non-
participants were larger. The T1 school staffs were on average more in agreement that lack 
of parent support was an obstacle to their work, and the T1 group had fewer A graded 
schools. 
 
Similarities.  But whereas the percentages of the T1 and Non-T1 groups differed on the 
levels of participation and performance, the two groups were not different in the way that 
parent activities were distributed, nor did they differ in the way that the degree of parent 
participation was related to either staff perceptions or to school performance. As the two 
following topics will show, the pattern of parent participation was the same for the two 
groups, as was the relationship of the participation categories to the level of school 
performance. 
 
Consider first the relationship of parent activity with staff perceptions of the extent to 
which they feel limited by lack of support. The correlation of item 17 with the activity 
categories can be seen in Correlations between Percentages of Parent Participation with Percentages of 
Staff Perceptions of Limitations on Their Performance of Teaching Duties, by Year, p. 67. Recall once 
again that the staff item is stated in the negative: ―I am limited [in the performance of my 
teaching duties] by lack of concern/support from parents.‖ Positive correlation 
coefficients reflect the degree of agreement with the statement, and consequently the 
extent to which staff perceived that the relationship was detrimental. As one would expect, 
the correlations of Staff Item 17 with the No Activities category were all strongly positive 
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for both groups. The staff perception of non-participation was that lack of participation is 
limiting. Both the other categories show negative correlations—any degree of participation 
was seen as beneficial. The strongest category, 4 or more activities, shows strongly negative 
correlations for both groups across all years. In other words, the higher the percentage of 
parents that fell into this category the less likely staff at that school were to say that they 
were limited by a lack of parent participation. The correlations for the intermediate 
category of 1-to-3 activities were also negative, but weaker, showing clearly that the 
relationship is monotonic.  
 
There was one noticeable difference between the T1 and Non-T1 groups, on the 1-to-3 
category. Although all the correlations were negative, those for the T1 group were 
stronger.  The differences between T1 and Non-T1 correlations for the 1-to-3 category 
were twice that of the largest difference for the other two categories. This suggests that the 
staffs in the T1 schools regarded the 1-to-3 degree of activity more favorably than did the 
staffs in the schools of the other group. 
 
Parent participation and school grade.  The parent survey data by school grade was 
broken down by the number of responses by category. Because the number of schools 
varied so greatly from one grade category to another, the category percentages were 
determined using the pooled survey counts of the schools in each grade.  The relationships 
were strong and distinctive, and are grasped best through graphs. In Figure 1, the percent 
of respondents in each of the participation categories by grade are plotted for each year for 
the T1 and Non-T1 groups, and placed side by side for comparison. 
 
The graphs in Figure 1 show patterns of similarity too pronounced to ignore. The first is 
that the percentage of participants decreases a great deal as the frequency of activities 
reported increases. The vertical axes of the graphs show that the range increases down the 
rows, from 20 percentage points for the 4+ category, to 40 for the 1-to-3, to 100 for no 
activities. While this relationship was expected, the strength and consistency of the pattern 
across groups and from year to year is impressive, fostering confidence in the reality of the 
relationship.  
 
Second, the relationship of participation to school grades shows a very similar pattern in 
every year. The percent of parents in the no activities category decreases in a linear pattern 
from the lowest to highest grade, whereas the percentages in the other categories increase. 
The graphs show the rate of change as roughly the same from grade to grade, although the 
percentages in the 4+ activities graphs appear to increase at an increasing rate as grade 
increases. In sum, parent participation as measured by number of activities reported is 
strongly and positively related to school improvement as measured by grade, varying little 
from one year to the next. This consistency of pattern is also impressive, adding to 
confidence in the relationship.  The fact that this pattern is found in both the T1 and Non-
T1 groups, where their dimensions are exceedingly similar, further reinforces confidence in 
the authenticity of the relationships.  
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Title I       Non-Title I 

 
Figure 1 The relationship of the parent activities to school grade: Percent of total sample 
by category by school grade. The graphs were constructed from the parent samples as 
pooled across the schools in each category. Consequently, although the number of ―F‖ 
schools was small (see Table 3), the minimum N used in the graphs exceeded 650. The 
total pooled sample sizes are found in the tables. 

 

DISCUSSION 

Two recent meta-analyses of studies on parental involvement found that the literature 
confirms the common sense notion that parental involvement contributes to student 
performance (Jeynes, 2005; Fan & Chen, 1999). Also, according to Jeynes, the 
implementation of programs aimed at increasing parental involvement is likely to have a 
positive effect on student achievement. What sort of programs or strategies might best 
achieve that goal? 
 
The results of this analysis may be helpful in providing an answer to this question. Albeit 
the correlational nature of their association21, the patterns displayed in the staff-parent 

                                                      
21 As Edward Tufte has commented, ―Correlation is not causation but it sure is a hint‖ (2006, p. 5). 
Herbert Simon long ago made the following point about simple correlations: 
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correlations, Figure 1 graphs, imply that participation leads to improved student 
performance.  Correlations, being descriptive, do not form a basis for drawing conclusions 
that can be used to make policy recommendations.  They are symmetric because they make 
no distinction of the time order of the variables in analysis. Although the conceptual 
framework under girding the analysis is that parents contribute to school and student 
improvement, it is equally plausible to argue that school improvement increases parent 
participation, or that the two are only related through some prior variable, and are not 
actually connected directly. In either of these cases, there are no implications for policy.  
However, a different interpretation can be made if one is willing to assume the following.  
Schools’ levels of parent participation were in place prior to staff’s perception of it and it 
was in place prior to the collection of the data the state used to determine school grades. 
Also, there is no salient prior variable that gives reason to suspect that parent participation 
and staff perceptions of the effect of that participation are not directly related. 
Consequently, we make the further assumption concerning the parent/staff correlations 
displayed in Table 4: the residual error terms are uncorrelated with each other. The 
uncorrelated errors assumption assures that there is no prior variable Z affecting both 
Parent Participation and Staff Perceptions. Under these assumptions one could propose 
that parent participation contributes to school improvement; insofar as parents have 
learned (presumably through participation) what their children need to know to improve 
their performance.  Hence, one might tentatively treat the relationships as causal.2 
 
The findings of this analysis can be exploited to maximize the effectiveness of the 
resources available for improving parent participation. The suggested strategy is built 
around the relative distributions of the three activity categories in schools at different 
grade levels. The strategy should be equally applicable to both the T1 and Non-T1 groups. 
 
Those findings are that the most active parents, those in the 4+ category, are seen by staff 
as the least limiting in the performance of their duties. The 4+ category is also strongly 
associated with school performance as indicated by the school grades. From these 
relationships it follows that parents with the greatest participation experience are those 
who contribute most to school performance. From this one may infer that these parents 
have acquired greater skills in helping their children succeed in school, through deliberate 
instruction, or informal interaction, or both, as a result of the activities they have reported 
attending. Therefore, one may conclude that recruitment into the 4+ category should be 
the priority goal, and the data indicate that a 4+ category in the range of 15 to 20 percent 
of a school’s parent population is an optimum goal for planning.  
 

                                                                                                                                                           
 
Correlation is proof of causation in the two-variable case if we are willing to make the assumptions of time precedence and non-
correlation of the error terms. (1954, pp. 472-473, italics in original).  
 
With non-experimental data, it is not the data or the relationships, but the assumptions, which support the claims of 
causality. Whether simple or complex, all causal models of the regression/structural equation type are correlational, as are 
all approaches to causal analysis based on the Humean concept of causality. In order to control for possible spurious 
relationships, it may be necessary to add additional variables, accompanied by corresponding assumptions about their 
error terms. For a recent discussion of some of the misconceptions about correlational research and causation in 
educational research see Johnson (2001). 
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To implement this goal and/or improve upon it, support staff in schools at the A and B 
levels might work through the existing pool of 4+ parents to reach the most inactive 
parents, because these schools have a relatively large cadre of parents who are involved. 
For schools in the C range, working with the 1-to-3 parents to move them up and increase 
the 4+ category might be the priority. 
 
For schools with small percentages of highly involved parents, there may well be a 
threshold below which there are not enough strongly committed activists to effectively 
build upon. In that case, direct efforts by school staff (home visits, etc.) might necessarily 
be the dominant strategy. However, while ideologically the most appealing; going directly 
to the parents most removed from participation is the most difficult, the most demanding 
of resources, and the least likely to yield results. The choice of whom to single out for 
assistance should not be the most uninvolved parents, but those most likely to become 
more active, who may in turn assist in the recruitment of others. 
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TABLES 



Title I Administration – 2007-2008 Participating Schools (233) 
 

REGIONAL 
CENTER 1 

REGIONAL 
CENTER II 

REGIONAL 
CENTER III 

REGIONAL 
CENTER IV 

REGIONAL 
CENTER V 

REGIONAL 
CENTER VI 

REGIONAL 
CENTER VIII 

 

 ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY (2) 
Bunche Park 
Opa-Locka 
 

 

ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY (2) 
Myrtle Grove 
Norland 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MIDDLE (2) 
Norland # 
Parkway 

 

 

ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY(4) 
Holmes • 
King, Martin L.• 
Lakeview 
Mack, Dr. Henry W.• 
(West Little River) 
 
 
 
 
 

MIDDLE (4) 
Brownsville # • 
Drew, Charles # 
Madison 
Westview 
 

SENIOR (2) 
Miami Northwestern 
Miami Central 
 

 

ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY (9) 
Crowder, Thena • 
Dunbar 
Edison Park 
Little River 
L’ouverture, T. 
Morningside # 
Santa Clara 
Shadowlawn 
Wheatley, Phillis 
 

MIDDLE (4) 
Allapattah # 
Diego, Jose de 
Mann, Horace # 
Miami Edison 
 

SENIOR (3) 
Miami Edison 
Miami Jackson 
Washington, B. T. • 

 

ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY (0) 
 

 

 ZONE SCHOOLS 
 

ELEMENTARY (3) 
Florida City ° 
Leisure City ° □ 
Saunders, L. C. ° 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MIDDLE (1) 
Campbell Drive ° 
 
 
 

SENIOR (1) 
Homestead ° 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (31) 
Brentwood 
Bright, James H. 
Carol City 
DuPuis, J. G.  
Earhart, Amelia 
Flamingo 
Graham, E. R. 
Golden Glades * 
Hawkins, Barbara 
Hialeah Gardens 
Johnson, J. W. 
Lake Stevens 
Mater Center + 
Meadowlane 
Miami Gardens 
Milam, M. A. □ 
North County 
North Glade 
North Hialeah 
North Twin Lakes 
Palm Lakes 
Palm Springs 
Rainbow Park # 
Sandor Wiener + 
Sheppard, Ben 
Skyway * 
Twin Lakes 
Walters, Mae 
Wyche, Charles D. 
Young, Nathan B. * 
Youth Co-Op + □ 
 

 
MIDDLE (11) 

Carol City * 
Country Club 
Filer, Henry 
Hialeah 
Jan Mann Opportunity ~ 
Lake Stevens 
Marti, Jose 
Mater Academy + 
Miami Lakes 
North Dade # 
Palm Springs 
 
 

SENIOR (4) 
Hialeah 
Mater Academy + 
Mater Performing Arts + 
Miami Carol City 
 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (23) 
Biscayne 
Biscayne Gardens 
Bryan, W. J. 
Crestview # 
David Lawrence Jr. □ 
Edelman, Gertrude  K. 
Fienberg/Fisher 
Fulford 
Gratigny 
Greynolds Park 
Hibiscus 
Lentin, Linda □ 
Madie, Ives 
Natural Bridge 
North Miami 
Norwood 
Oak Grove 
Parkview 
Parkway 
Scott Lake # 
Sibley, Hubert O. 
South Pointe 
Treasure Island 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MIDDLE (6) 
Aspira Youth Leadership + 
Jefferson, T. * 
Kennedy, J. F. # 
Nautilus 
North Miami * 
Spirit City Academy + 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SENIOR (0) 
 
 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (25) 
Arcola Lake 
Banyan 
Blanton, Van E. 
Broadmoor 
Cooperative Charter + 
Drew, Charles R. # 
Earlington Heights • 
Evans, Lillie C. # • 
Excel Academy + 
Franklin, Benjamin * 
Hadley, Charles R. 
Hialeah 
Liberty City • 
Lorah Park • 
Meek, Carrie P. 
Melrose • 
Miami Park • 
Olinda  
Orchard Villa 
Poinciana Park • 
Reeves, Henry S. • 
Seminole 
South Hialeah 
Stirrup, E. W. F. # 
Sweetwater 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MIDDLE (3) 

Cope North    
Dario, Ruben # 
Miami Springs 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SENIOR (2) 
Corporate Academy 
   North    
William H. Turner 
   Technical Arts 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (25) 
Angleou, Maya 
Auburndale 
Citrus Grove 
Coral Way □ 
Comstock * 
Douglass, Frederick 
Downtown Miami + 
Early Beginnings Academy + 
Fairlawn 
Flagler, Henry M. 
Gibson, T. Charter +□ 
Hartner, Eneida M. 
Kensington Park 
Kinloch Park 
Liberty City Charter + 
Mater East + □ 
Miami Shores 
Miller, Phyllis R. # 
Pharr, Kelsey * 
Riverside 
Shenandoah 
Silver Bluff 
Smith, Lenora B. 
Southside 
Tucker, Frances S. # * 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MIDDLE (7) 

Citrus Grove * 
F.I. Academy + 
Hostos, Aspira E. 
   Maria de + 
Mater Academy East + 
Kinloch Park 
Shenandoah 
Ponce De Leon 
 
 
 
 
 

SENIOR (2) 
Miami Senior * 
Young Women’s 
   Preparatory Academy • 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (16) 
Ashe, Bowman F. 
Bent Tree 
Coral Terrace 
Colonial Drive * 
Dante B. Fascell 
Ethel F.  
   Beckford/Richmond # 
Ethel Koger Beckham 
Finlay, Dr. Carlos J. 
Flagami 
Hurston, Zora Neale 
Moton, R. R. # 
Olympia Heights 
Royal Green  
Royal Palm 
South Miami □ 
Tropical 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MIDDLE (7) 

Bell, Paul 
Doolin, Howard 
J. R. E. Lee Educational 
   Center    
McMillan, Howard D. 
Riviera • 
W. R. Thomas 
West Miami 
 
 
 
 
 

SENIOR (1) 
Miami Douglas 
   MacArthur South    
 

 

TITLE I 
 

ELEMENTARY (18) 
Avocado 
Bel-Aire 
Campbell Drive 
Caribbean * 
Chapman, W. ° 
Gulfstream 
Miami Community + 
Miami Heights 
Naranja 
Parks, Rosa + □ 
Peskoe, I & B 
Pine Lake # 
Pine Villa # 
Redland 
Redondo ° 
S. Miami Heights 
West Homestead * ° • 
Whigham, Dr. E. L. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
MIDDLE (8) 

Aspira South + 
Centennial * 
Cutler Ridge 
Homestead ° # * 
Lawrence Academy + 
Mays # * 
Redland * 
Richmond Heights # 
 
 
 
 
 

SENIOR (2) 
Dorothy Wallace 
   Educational Center     
South Dade ° 
 

 

ADDITIONAL ALT./ESE (5) 
 
 

Alternative Outreach 
 Program ~ 
 
Neva King Cooper 
 Educational Center √ 
 
Robert Renick 
 Educational Center √ 
 
Ruth Owens Kruse 
 Educational Center √ 
 
The 500 Role Model  
 Academy ~ 
 
 

 

 
+  Charter Schools (22)   #  Magnet (24)    149  Elementary 
°  Migrant Education Program (9)  □  K-8 Center (9)     50  Middle 
*  STELLAR (19)   ~  Alternative Schools (8)    14   Senior 
•  I Choose Schools (16)   √  Specialized Centers (3)     9    K-8 Centers 
         11   Alternative or Specialized Centers 
                233 
 
Zone Schools Total:  39 
Zone Schools not Title I:  Miami Norland Sr. and Hialeah Miami Lakes Sr. 
STELLAR Schools Total:  27 
STELLAR Schools not Title I:  American Sr., Southridge Sr., Miami Springs Sr., N. Miami Sr.,  
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PERCENTAGES OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I AND IN NON-TITLE I SCHOOLS 

          

     Percentage within characteristic 
  

  Percentage within type of 
school 

  Title I non-Title I    Title I non-Title I 

    
  

N = 179,363 165,993 Total 179,363 165,993 

                 

Race/Ethnicity Black 90,268  72.7 27.3 100  36.6 14.8 

 Hispanic 214,484  48.6 51.4 100  58.1 66.4 

 White 31,580  21.3 78.7 100  3.8 15 

 Other 9,024  30.3 69.7 100  1.5 3.8 

          

Free/Reduced Lunch Participation 216,581  66.6 33.4 100  80.4 43.6 
          
Limited English Proficiency 53,829  64.6 35.4 100  19.4 11.5 
         

Special Education Placement 40,223  55.8 44.2 100  12.5 10.7 

         

Migrant Designation Current 985  89.6 10.4 100  0.5 0.1 

 Expired 993  84.5 15.5 100  0.5 0.1 

          

Grade PK 7,474  65.0 35.0 100  2.7 1.6 

 K 24,856  64.5 35.5 100  8.9 5.3 

 01 25,823  63.1 36.9 100  9.1 5.7 

 02 26,610  62.6 37.4 100  9.3 6.0 

 03 28,064  63.8 36.2 100  10.0 6.1 

 04 25,847  60.8 39.2 100  8.8 6.1 

 05 26,341  61.2 38.8 100  9.0 6.2 

 06 26,462  63.0 37.0 100  9.3 5.9 

 07 26,429  64.0 36.0 100  9.4 5.7 

 08 23,593  63.5 36.5 100  8.4 5.2 

 09 29,139  28.0 72.0 100  4.5 12.6 

 10 27,987  26.7 73.3 100  4.2 12.4 

 11 23,803  24.9 75.1 100  3.3 10.8 

 12 22,928  24.6 75.4 100  3.1 10.4 
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Percentages of Students in Title I and in non-Title I Schools, cont.  

          

     Percentage within characteristic 
  

  Percentage within type 
of school 

  Title I non-Title I    Title I non-Title I 

    
  

N = 179,363 165,993 Total 179,363 165,993 
 

 
 2007 FCAT Reading Level      

 1 51,610  56.9 43.1 100  31.3 22.6 

 2 41,531  48.6 51.4 100  21.5 21.6 

 3 56,034  49.6 50.4 100  29.6 28.6 

 4 33,091  41.7 58.3 100  14.7 19.6 

 5 10,278  27.0 73.0 100  2.9 7.6 

          

2007 FCAT Mathematics Level        

 1 39,155  63.6 36.4 100  26.5 14.5 

 2 42,289  54.8 45.2 100  24.7 19.5 

 3 58,876  47.2 52.8 100  29.6 31.6 

 4 38,110  37.2 62.8 100  15.1 24.4 

 5 13,627  27.8 72.2 100  4.0 10.0 

          

TOTAL   345,356   na na na   100 100 
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SUMMARY STATISTICS ON STUDENTS WHO RECEIVED VARIOUS TITLE I SERVICES

    
All Title I Public 
School Students 

 
Parent Portal 
Users 

 
Transfer 
Students 

 
     SES 
Recipients 

 
Non-Public 
Studentsa 

 N =  179,363   6,347   2,045   14,148   2,403  

Male     52.0      54.4      54.7      51.1      51.0   

Race/Ethnicity               

 Black 36.6   24.0   57.8   43.4   18.0  

 Hispanic 58.1   63.8   35.2   54.4   52.0  

 White 3.8   9.8         19.0  

 Other 1.5   2.4           
 
Free/Reduced Lunch  80.4   60.8   76.5   100.0    --  
              
Limited English Proficient 19.4   7.5   3.9   19.0    --  

              
Special Education  12.5   8.5   13.3   13.0    --  

Grade                

 PK 2.7   1.2           

 K 8.9   6.0   3.8   9.0   6.7  

 1 9.1   8.5   6.7   14.6   11.9  

 2 9.3   9.3   7.3   14.8   13.9  

 3 10.0   10.5   10.6   18.5   10.3  

 4 8.8   9.3   9.7   13.0   13.1  

 5 9.0   8.3   7.6   11.3   10.5  

 6 9.3   13.3   14.1   7.0   10.9  

 7 9.4   11.8   12.7   5.2   5.5  

 8 8.4   10.3   8.6   3.6   0.6  

 9 4.5   4.5   7.9   0.9   2.4  

 10 4.2   3.1   6.7   0.8   4.7  

 11 3.3   2.2   2.4   0.9   5.3  

 12 3.1   1.8   1.8   0.4   4.1  
 
2007 FCAT Reading Level              

 n =  (93,922)   (3,735)   (904)   (5,243b)    --  

 1 31.3   16.9   32.7   38.9    --  

 2 21.5   19.0   26.2   21.5    --  

 3 29.6   33.9   29.0   28.5    --  

 4 14.7   24.6   11.4   10.2    --  

 5 2.9   5.7   0.7   1.0    --  

2007 FCAT Mathematics Level              

 n =  (93,809)   (3,743)   (902)   (2,639c)    --  

 1 26.5   13.9   31.9   29.1    --  

 2 24.7   20.6   28.9   28.7    --  

 3 29.6   32.9   27.7   29.1    --  

 4 15.1   23.1   9.6   11.3    --  

 5 4.0   9.5   1.8   1.8    --  
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Summary Statistics on Students Who Received Various Title I Services, cont. 

  

    
All Title I Public 
School Students 

 
Parent Portal 

Users 
 

Transfer 
Students 

 
SES 

Recipients 
 

Non-Public 
Studentsa 

           

 N=  179,363   6,347   2,045   14,148   2,403  

                            
  
   

2007 Percent Proficient              

 Reading 47.2   64.1   41.0   39.7    --  

 Mathematics 48.8   65.5   39.1   42.2    --  

      
 
          

Behavioral Indicators 
 

  

 Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.    

               

6th Grade n= (16,677)  (847)  (289)  (889)   --  

Excused Absences 2.7 4.7  2.5 4.0  2.3 3.3  2.3 3.6   --  

Unexcused Absences 4.6 7.9  2.1 3.2  3.3 3.6  3.6 5.3   --  

Outdoor Suspensions 1.0 4.0  0.4 1.8  1.2 2.8  0.8 3.1   --  

                

              

9th Grade n= (8,145)  (284)  (162)  (116)   --  

Excused Absences 3.0 5.8  2.7 4.3  4.0 5.0  2.2 3.2   --  

Unexcused Absences 10.4 14.6  5.4 7.2  5.8 7.1  7.1 12.2   --  

Outdoor Suspensions 1.6 5.0   1.2 3.4   0.9 3.0   0.8 2.7    --   

                

Note: a Non-public students are not enrolled in M-DCPS and so are not a subset of ―All Title I Public School Students‖ 

  b, c Includes only students tutored in the subject area prior to the 2008 FCAT  

 Changes in the percentages of students at FCAT levels between 2007 and 2008 should not be interpreted as improvements 
because the 2007 statistics do not include all students who tested in 2007; only those who were enrolled and tested both 
years.  
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PERFORMANCE OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I STUDENTS ON THE 2008 READING, MATHEMATICS,  

AND SCIENCE FCAT-SSS 

            

    Reading    Mathematics   Science 
  

 
   

               

  Title I non-Title I  Title I non-Title I  Title I non-Title I   

 N= 109,967 96,566   109,731 95,922   35,365 35,052   

FCAT            

LEVEL   Total   Total   Total   

                      

  Percentages of Students in Title I and in non-Title I Schools by FCAT SSS Level          

             

1  62.5 37.5 100.0 68.6 31.4 100.0 59.7 40.3 100.0  

2  55.0 45.0 100.0 59.9 40.1 100.0 51.5 48.5 100.0  

3  53.9 46.1 100.0 52.7 47.3 100.0 42.4 57.6 100.0  

4  44.4 55.6 100.0 41.9 58.1 100.0 33.3 66.7 100.0  

5  30.0 70.0 100.0 34.8 65.2 100.0 28.2 71.8 100.0  

            

            

   Percentages of Students in each FCAT SSS Level by Title I and non-Title I Schools          

            

1  29.9 20.4  23.7 12.4  37.8 25.8   

2  21.7 20.2  23.5 18.0  34.3 32.5   

3  29.8 29.0  30.6 31.4  23.3 31.9   

4  15.3 21.8  16.8 26.7  3.9 7.8   

5   3.2 8.5   5.4 11.6   0.8 2.0   

Total  100.0    100.0  100.0 100.0  100.0 100.0   
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PERFORMANCE OF TITLE I AND NON-TITLE I STUDENTS ON THE 2008 FLORIDA WRITES 

TEST 

 

    Title I   non-Title I 

Score N= 36,108  37,445 

       

    
% by 
Score 

% by 
Title I 

  
% by 
Score 

% by  
non-Title I 

              

1  53.3 1.5  46.7 1.3 

1.5  54.0 1.0  46.0 0.8 

2  56.6 2.8  43.4 2.1 

2.5  55.3 3.9  44.7 3.0 

3  52.5 10.8  47.5 9.4 

3.5  50.2 13.9  49.8 13.3 

4  51.5 33.9  48.5 30.9 

4.5  46.8 16.1  53.2 17.6 

5  44.8 9.9  55.2 11.8 

5.5  39.4 4.1  60.6 6.1 

6   35.8 2.2   64.2 3.7 

Total   100.0    100.0  
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PARENTS’ PARTICIPATION IN THE EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE SCHOOLS ADVISORY 

COUNCIL (EESAC) 

 

  N= 
Title I Schools 

196 
 

non-Title I Schools 
113 

 
 

 
%  % 

 
Number of meetings held 
 1 to 3     25    13 
 4     21    16 
 5 or more    63    51 
 
 
Number of parent members in the meeting roster at all meetings held 

Always fewer than 4    5    0 
Always 4 or more   63    69 
Varying numbersa   32    31 

 
Parent members in attendance 
 0 parents at 1 or more meetings  45    24 
 1 parent only at 1 or more meetings 23    20 
 At least 2 parents at every meeting 32    56 
__________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note.  From approved EESAC minutes of meetings held between 8/1/07 and 4/16/08. 
 aSome meetings had more than 4 and other meetings had fewer than 4 parent members.  



    TABLES

  

9/3/2009     52 

USE OF PARENT PORTAL BY PARENTS OF STUDENTS IN TITLE I AND IN NON-TITLE I 

SCHOOLS:  PERCENTAGES WITHIN CHARACTERISTIC AND TYPE OF SCHOOLA 

   

      Title I   non-Title I   

  N =  6,347   16,052  

       

      %   %   

       

Female   3.3  8.7  

Male   3.7  10.6  

       

Race/Ethnicity Black  2.3  5.1  

 Hispanic  3.9  8.8  

 White  9.2  17.3  

 Other  5.7  12.8  

       
Free/Reduced Lunch Participation  2.7  5.4  
       
Limited English Proficiency  1.7  2.5  
       
Special Education Placement  2.4  7.4  
       

Grade PK  1.6  2.7  

 K  2.4  8.1  

 1  3.3  11.9  

 2  3.5  12.9  

 3  3.7  12.9  

 4  3.8  12.4  

 5  3.3  12.1  

 6  5.1  16.3  

 7  4.4  12.8  

 8  4.4  12.5  

 9  3.5  8.6  

 10  2.7  6.7  

 11  2.3  6.3  

 12  2.0  4.7  

       

     

2007 FCAT Reading Level n =   (3,.735)  (9,900)  

 1  2.1  5.1  

 2  3.5  7.5  

 3  4.6  10.8  

 4  6.6  14.8  

 5  7.7  16.7  
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      Title I   non-Title I   

  N =  6,347   16,052  

       

      %   %   

       
 

2007 FCAT Mathematics n =   (3,743)  (9,870)    

 1  2.1  5.1    

 2  3.3  7.2    

 3  4.4  9.5    

 4  6.1  13.1    

 5  9.3  17.3    

         

2007 Percent Proficient         

 Reading  5.4  13.0    

 Mathematics 5.4  12.0     

         

OVERALL PERCENTAGES  3.5  9.7 
 
 

   

 Behavioral Indicators 

 
 
 

      

         

   Mean S.D.  Mean S.D.   
 
6th Grade n= (847) (1,594) 

   

Excused Absences 2.5 4.0  2.4 3.5    

Unexcused Absences 2.1 3.2  1.3 2.3    

Outdoor Suspensions 0.4 1.8  0.1 1.2    

         

9th Grade n= (284) (1,813)    

Excused Absences 2.7 4.3  2.4 3.6    

Unexcused Absences 5.4 7.2  3.1 5.1    

Outdoor Suspensions 1.2 3.4   0.5 2.2    

         
a Statistics indicate the percentages of students with each characteristic at each types of school whose 
parent(s) accessed the Parent Portal.  For instance, the parents of 3.3% of females in Title I schools 
accessed the Parent Portal. 
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STATE APPROVED SES PROVIDERS 

 

Providers Students Served Maximum Hours Per Student 

FLORIDA EDUCATIONAL 3,422 18 

ROCKET LEARNING 2,691 27 

THE PRINCETON REVIEW 2,027 21 

READ AND SUCCEED LLC 1,142 20 

CLUB Z INC, 827 23 

COOL KIDS LEARN 661 20 

PROGRAM & PROJECT MA 364 27 

JAYS LEARNING CENTER  223 18 

BINET INC 209 20 

THE HAMPTON EDUC. 192 18 

A+ TUTOR U 169 29 

ONE ON ONE LEARNING 161 23 

EDUCATIONAL DEVELOPM 159 29 

SUNSHINE SES 147 24 

GROWING MINDS TEACHI 128 18 

ABUNDANT LIVING CITI 122 24 

BARI'S TUTORING INC. 120 33 

SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUC 114 29 

KIDZ YOUTH SERVICE I 113 20 

PALM HARBOUR PREP 112 20 

BRIGHT FUTURES LEARN 104 23 

CHANCELLOR SES 86 33 

HUNTINGTON LEARNING 80 37 

TOTLEYS 72 23 

CENTRO CRISTIANO CAS 71 23 

BRIGHT SKY LEARNING 69 33 

NEXT LEVEL EDUCATION 65 20 

J.F.K TUTORING SERVI 53 24 

EDUCATIONAL SUPPORT 46 21 

READY 2 LEARN INC 41 18 

LINCOLN-MARTI 40 21 

LEARNING ELEMENTS 37 21 

BOYS AND GIRLS CLUB 35 40 

ACADEMIC INC 35 36 

CUBAN AMERICAN NATIO 34 21 

COMMUNITIES IN SCHOO 33 24 

CHILD HOPE INC 31 18 

HOPE COMMUNITY DEVEL 20 18 

SPIRIT MINISTRY INC 20 20 
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Providers Students Served Maximum Hours Per Student 

 

AFTER SCHOOL CARE NE 14 20 

A+ ADVANCED LEARNING 13 27 

ATS PROJECT SUCCESS 13 29 

TOERAH INC 10 23 

EXCEL TUTORING SERVI 9 20 

ALTERNATIVES UNL INC 5 36 

EDUSYNERGY LLC 3 18 

HELPING EMOTIONS AND 3 18 

PROJECT MIND 2 18 

Total 14,147   
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GRADE DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS IN TRANSFER CHOICE AND OF SES STUDENTS 
TUTORED PRIOR TO THE FCAT 
 

  Transfer Choice   SES 

   Reading Mathematics 

N = 2,045  12,765 5,221 

 
Grade %   % % 

K 3.8  9.7 6.8 

1 6.7  14.4 10.0 

2 7.3  15.5 13.3 

3 10.6  18.6 17.4 

4 9.7  13.1 12.7 

5 7.6  10.9 12.4 

6 14.1  6.6 10.0 

7 12.7  4.9 6.8 

8 8.6  3.5 5.2 

9 7.9  0.9 1.6 

10 6.7  0.8 1.5 

11 2.4  0.8 1.6 

12 1.8   0.4 0.7 

Total 100.0  100.0 100.0 

 
 
 
 

2008 FCAT LEVELS OF STUDENTS IN TRANSFER CHOICE AND OF SES STUDENTS 

TUTORED PRIOR TO THE FCAT 

 
 

  Transfer Choice   SES 

 Reading Mathematics  Reading Mathematics 

N = 904 902  5,243 2,639 

Level % %   % 
 

% 

1 32.7 31.9  38.9 29.1 

2 26.2 28.9  21.5 28.7 

3 29.0 27.7  28.5 29.1 

4 11.4 9.6  10.2 11.3 

5 0.7 1.8   1.0 1.8 

Total 100.0 100.0  100.0       100.0 
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NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND STUDENTS SERVED BY CATAPULT LEARNING 

 

School Frequency Percent 

Bais Yaakov 26 1.08 
Blessed Trinity 41 1.71 
Champagnat 27 1.12 
Christopher Columbus 19 0.79 
Coleman Carroll 73 3.04 
Corpus Christi 87 3.62 
Curley Notre Dame 334 13.89 
Divine Providence 62 2.58 
First Assembly 32 1.33 
Hebrew Academy 30 1.25 
Holy Cross 29 1.21 
Holy Family 58 2.41 
Holy Rosary 66 2.75 
Immaculate Conception 113 4.70 
Immaculate La Salle H.S. 22 0.92 
Lubavitch 55 2.29 
Miami Union 30 1.25 
Mother of Christ 145 6.03 
Mother of Our Redeemer 42 1.75 
New Jerusalem 9 0.37 
Sacred Heart 82 3.41 
Shaarei Bina 6 0.25 
Sts. Peter & Paul 66 2.75 
St. Frances 31 1.33 
St. James 115 4.78 
ST. John the Apostle 75 3.12 
St. Joseph 62 2.58 
St. Mary 66 2.75 
St. Michael 134 5.57 
St. Monica 44 1.83 
St. Patrick 160 6.66 
St. Rose of Lima 75 3.12 
Sunflower 58 2.41 
Toras Emes 43 1.79 
Worshiper House of Prayer 23 0.96 
Yeshiva Elementary 63 2.62 
Total 2403 100.00 
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POST-TUTORING CLASSROOM GRADES IN READING AND MATHEMATICS OF STUDENTS 

IN NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

      Reading       Mathematics   

  Satisfactory Unsatisfactory NR  Satisfactory Unsatisfactory NR 

Grade N % % % N % % % 

K 148 73 3 23 72 68 3 29 

1 194 80 1 18 94 67 1 30 

2 190 77 2 22 106 76 3 20 

3 127 73 4 20 133 60 5 32 

4 108 60 1 39 99 49 0 51 

5 78 54 0 46 87 60 0 40 

6 75 44 7 49 54 57 4 39 

7 78 23 0 77 32 59 0 41 

8 0    0    

9 9    25 76 4 20 

10 16 0 0 100 17 88 0 12 

11 18 6 0 94 6    

12 6  0 100 1              

Total 1047 64 2 34 726 64 2 33  

Notes. Only students tutored in each of the subject areas were included.  
            Statistics on fewer than 10 students are not reported. 
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NUMBERS OF STUDENTS TUTORED IN NON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS AND MEAN TUTORING HOURS PROVIDED BY GRADE AND BY 

SUBJECT 

  Reading   Mathematics   Study Skills/Counseling   Total 

        

Grade N Mean SD  N Mean SD  N Mean SD  N Mean SD 

not reported               1       1   

K 145 35.4 17.2  72 32.6 12.0  12 9.3 2.6  158 48.1 32.5 

1 190 35.1 14.4  89 33.1 12.3  66 15.3 5.9  280 38.0 22.4 

2 177 33.3 14.4  104 29.1 13.3  150 14.6 7.0  321 34.6 21.8 

3 111 28.8 13.2  111 25.6 13.3  97 16.0 9.7  226 33.6 21.1 

4 125 27.0 13.3  106 27.4 12.6  154 13.1 5.9  303 27.4 22.5 

5 74 30.3 14.1  76 23.9 13.6  161 13.0 6.1  234 26.3 22.8 

6 54 22.9 11.1  44 23.7 12.2  178 11.9 5.5  239 18.4 14.5 

7 45 23.3 12.9  40 22.3 11.2  88 9.2 2.2  127 21.7 20.9 

8 30 20.3 14.5  25 21.2 14.0  15 8.3 4.5  46 27.4 24.4 

9 50 32.2 17.3  42 15.1 3.3  76 9.5 0.7  144 20.6 14.3 

10 18 27.7 17.6  4    79 5.0 0.0  99 10.1 12.5 

11 16 19.8 11.0  5    107 7.1 4.8  127 8.9 7.3 

12 7        91 5.0 0.0  98 6.7 6.7 

Total 1042 30.8 15.1   718 26.7 13.2   1275 11.3 6.5   2403 27.3 23.2 
 

Note.  Statistics on fewer than 10 students are not report 
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Title I Program 
NON-PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHER SURVEY 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

READING /LANGUAGE ARTS TUTORING 

 

1. For which grades do you teach reading/language arts?               Primary = 54 (77%), Secondary =15 (21%), Mixed = 1 (1%) 

     

2. How many of your students were tutored in reading this year? 
Total = 488 
1-5 students = 34 (50%), 6-10  = 24 (38%),>10 = 9 (12%) 

     

3. How many Catapult tutors provided reading tutoring to your students? 
Total = 75 
1 tutor/teacher = 59 (88%), 2 tutors = 8 (12%) 

     
 
To answer questions 4 to 8 refer to the tutor whose last name is alphabetically closest to yours. See example in the footnote. 
 

 

4. Rate the frequency of communication you had with the Catapult reading 
tutor regarding your tutored students. 

About 
right 
76% 

Not 
Enough 

9% 

Too 
Often 

1% 

Missing 
13% 

     

5. Did the tutor address the students’ needs you identified? 
Yes 
81% 

No 
3% 

I didn’t identify 
4% 

Don't 
Know/missing 

12% 

     

6. Did the tutor’s feedback on your students help you address the students’ 
needs? 

Yes 
72% 

No 
3% 

No feedback 
provided 

21% 

Missing 
4% 

     

7. How many students showed improvement in reading because of 
tutoring? 

All 
27% 

Most 
34% 

Some 
34% 

None/missing 
4% 

     

8. How many students went to reading tutoring readily without 
complaints? (Make allowance for age and personality) 

All 
54% 

Most 
22% 

Some 
15% 

None/missing 
9% 

     

STUDY SKILLS TUTORING 
 

9. How many of your students were tutored in study skills this year? Total = 533 
1-10 students = 12 (36%), 11-20 = 8 (24%), 
>20 = 13 (39%) 

 

10. How many students showed improvement because of study skills 
tutoring? 
 

All 
27% 

Most 
33% 

Some 
30% 

None/missiing 
9% 

 

Dear Teacher: 
 
Miami-Dade County Public Schools administers the funds for the tutoring that your students received this year from Catapult 
Learning.  We would like to know your opinion about these services.  Please complete the form below, seal it in the envelope 
provided, and return it to your principal or fax it to us at 305-995-2691.  Thanks! 
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MATHEMATICS TUTORING 

 

 

For which grades do you teach mathematics?                                                Primary = 48 (85%, Secondary = 6 (11%), Mixed = 2 (4%) 

     

11. How many of your students were tutored in mathematics this year? Total = 246 
1-5 students = 24 (60%), 6-10  = 14 (35%), >10 = 2 (5%) 

     

12. How many Catapult tutors provided mathematics tutoring to your 
students? 

Total = 51 
1 tutor/teacher = 46 (93%), 2 tutors =0  (0%),  
3 or more =3 (7%) 

 
To answer questions 14 to 18 refer to the tutor whose last name is alphabetically closest to yours.  See example in the footnote. 
 

13. Rate the frequency of communication you had with the Catapult 
mathematics tutor regarding your tutored students. 

About right 
81% 

Not  
Enough 

7% 

Too 
Often 

0% 

Missing 
12% 

     

14. Did the tutor address the students’ needs you identified? 
Yes 
88% 

No 
0% 

I didn’t identify 
2% 

Don't 
Know/missing 

10% 

     

15. Did the tutor’s feedback on your students help you address the 
students’ needs? 

Yes 
71% 

No 
0% 

No feedback 
provided 

26% 

Missing 
2% 

     

16. How many students showed improvement in mathematics because 
of tutoring? 

All 
26% 

Most 
45% 

Some 
29% 

None 
0% 

     

17. How many students went to mathematics tutoring readily without 
complaints? (Make allowance for age and personality) 

All 
64% 

Most 
21% 

Some 
10% 

None 
5% 

SUGGESTIONS 
 

18. Please share with us any suggestions you have for improving tutoring. 
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VERBATIM TEACHER COMMENTS 

 

 Thank you. By taking these students out of the class, the rest of the class has been able to make very good progress. The 
same students who need Title 1 in English have a very hard time with Hebrew language and were a source of much 
disturbance last year. This year everybody benefitted because each girl was given what they needed on their level. 

 

 Maybe the teachers can see the work done by tutored students or more of some type of feedback to get an idea of how well 
they are doing there. 

 

 A meeting at the beginning of the year to discuss year-long goals. 
 

 I would like to see more reading out loud to improve reading fluency. Many of my students cannot read fluently. They need 
to practice reading out loud. 

 

 The only communication is the two way form which lets me know which skills they are working on. However, I get no 
feedback as to progress or improvements. I don't see their progress reports and cannot judge their progress directly as a 
result of the tutoring. This should change. 

 

 I feel the service best met the needs as my student's. It was very beneficial to the students in Reading. Most of them showed 
greater strength. 

 

 Need more feedback regarding students progress. 
 

 Additional hours of tutoring. 
 

 I think we should get together with the students needs, improvement or lack of. 
 

 Very friendly with children. Children enjoy going to tutoring. 
 

 Focus on reading comprehension and sentence construction. 
 

 More consistency in attendance. 
 

 I would like to see some of the work that the students are doing to see if it is truly what needs to be worked on. 
 

 The tutor came to ask for the students, but never to talk with about any of their progress. However, I usually only assist Ms. 
R in her teaching the children and the reading tutor many have just expressed her knowledge to Ms. R alone. 

 

 My students would benefit from having the least changes possible in reference to their tutors. They love Mrs. A, please 
don't change her school. I hope to see here when I return to school in the fall. 

 

 I think you are doing a great job. Keep up the good work. Thank you for all your help with the students. 
 

 Let teachers share what they are teaching in class, {so} then catapult teachers {can} re-enforce those skills. Example, long 
vowels for 2 weeks, write their own from like before. 

 

 I think Mr. M. is doing a great job with the students. They like going to his class and are learning. I have no suggestions at 
this time. 

 

 I started teaching these students in late January. 
 

 Mr. Martinez is doing a great job. 
 

 Increase detailed report on student needs and have meeting for improving skills. 

 

 This program is great. Keep up the good work! 
 

 I think it's a great program which helps most students with basic skills they should acquire in order to succeed academically. 
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 Use the money that is given for this program elsewhere. Too much noise to concentrate was a frequent complaint. 
 

 The services begin very late in the year. The teacher does not always tell when she will not be taking the kids. She often 
messes up her scheduling. 

 

 Regarding question 18, some students complained because they did not want to miss a math lesson in order to go to 
tutoring. I would suggest tutoring after school if possible, or at a different time. 

 

 No suggestion at all as I can see, the students have learned a lot. 
 

 There is a need for more than one tutor. Some classes have too many kids at once. 
 

 Tutoring needs to focus on the same core skills that match instruction in the classroom setting. Also, schedules need to 
adhere to the school routine and not flow into main subject time slot. 

 

 The program seemed to address the needs of most students. 
 

 The program was excellent. The tutor was well prepared, and children enjoyed their sessions and improved a lot. 
 

 Our teacher this year has been extremely helpful and communicative. I have benefitted from both services provided at our 
premises. My students have showed a great improvement, partly due to the tutoring they had with this Mrs. H, our leader 
representative. 

 

 To go with weekly plans objectives. 
 

 The Math Title1 program is good for all schools. 
 

 No suggestions. M  was great! She worked closely with me to meet the students needs. 
 

 It should be consistent. The schedule should be followed. Tutoring is essential for students with special accommedations. 
 

 I have no suggestions. I was pleasantly surprised at the growth my students showed in writing throughout this tutoring 
program. 

 

 Our Title 1 teacher is knowledgable, loving and supportive. She is an asset to our school. 
 

 I was able to identify the improvement within the students. All the students that received the tutoring show improvement 
on their grades. 

 

 Mrs. S is a great teacher. She is always eager to help the students improve in all the subjects she teaches them. 
 

 Perhaps, smaller groups would work better, especially on the boys side. Working with one - two students allows for some 
personalized instruction. 

 

 The tutoring would be most beneficial if it was extended to 4 times per week. 
 

 It was most helpful working with catapult tutor. Thank you. 
 

 I'm satisfied. 



    TABLES  

 64 

NON-PUBLIC PRINCIPAL SURVEY 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

1.  School (n schools that responded = 19) 

2. Principal/Administrative Designee (not to be completed by a classroom teacher): 

3. Number of Catapult tutors who provided 
tutoring this year: (1 tutor = 12 schools; 4 
tutors = 1                school; no response = 7) 

Teacher Performance 
For items 4 to 13 refer to the tutor you observed whose last name is alphabetically closest to yours.  See example 
in the footnote. Circle “Not sure” if you don’t feel that you had enough observations or experiences with the 
tutor to judge the item with certainty. 

4. Knowledge of the subject area s/he tutored. 
 

Very good 
79% 

Good 
21% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

5. Tutoring skill. 
 

Very good 

68% 

Good 

32% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
 0% 

Not sure 
 0% 

6. Classroom management skills. 
 

Very good 
 63% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

7. Time management skills. 
 

Very good 
58% 

Good 
42% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

8. Ability to engage students in learning. 
 

Very good 
58% 

Good 
42% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

9. Use of activities/tasks that were appropriate for 
students’ needs.  

 

Very good 
53% 

Good 
47% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

10. Effectiveness of communication with school staff. 
 

Very good 
79% 

Good 
21% 

Poor 
0% 

Very poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

11. How many of this tutor’s students showed 
improvement as a result of tutoring? 

 

All 
21% 

Most 
58% 

Some 
16% 

None 
0% 

Not sure 
5% 

12. Your overall level of satisfaction with this tutor. 
 

High 
74% 

Medium 
21% 

Low 
5% 

None 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

13. Rate this tutor relative to other Catapult tutors at your 
school this year. 

Better than 
most 
53% 

About the 
same as 

most 
0% 

Worse 
than most 

0% 

N/A 
Only had 1 

tutor 
42% 

Not sure 
5% 

IF YOUR NAME IS MARTINEZ AND YOU HAD THREE TUTORS:  BAKER, LOPEZ, AND ROBERTS, SELECT 

LOPEZ BECAUSE ―L‖ IS  CLOSEST IN THE ALPHABET TO ―M‖.  IF YOUR NAME IS COLLINS AND YOU HAD 

THREE TUTORS: HERNANDEZ, ROBERTS, AND SMITH, THEN SELECT HERNANDEZ BECAUSE ―H‖ IS 

CLOSEST TO ―C.‖   QUESTIONS?   CALL ? DR. EMILY ARCIA AT 305-995-7537 .  

Dear Principal or Administrative Designee: 
 
As you know, Miami-Dade County Public Schools administers the Title I funds for tutoring of Title I eligible students 
who attend your school and Catapult Learning provides the tutoring.  We would like to know your opinion about these 
tutoring services.  Please complete the form below, seal it in the envelope provided, and return it directly to us by mail or 
fax to 305-995-2691.  Thank you! 
 



    TABLES  

 65 

 
Program Features 

Rate your satisfaction with the following aspects of the program’s features. 
 

14. Timeliness of the start-up of tutoring. Very good 
58% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
5% 

Not sure 
0% 

15. Duration of daily tutoring sessions. Very good 
68% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
0% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

16. Duration of tutoring program. Very good 
63% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

17. Scheduling of tutoring. Very good 
53% 

Good 
47% 

Poor 
0% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

18. Resources Catapult provided to tutors. Very good 
21% 

Good 
58% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
16% 

Program Administration and Coordination 

Rate your overall satisfaction with the following aspects of the program’s administration and coordination. 
 

19. Communication with Catapult. Very good 
58% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
5% 

20. Communication with M-DCPS staff. Very good 
26% 

Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure/nr 
37% 

21. Supervision provided by M-DCPS staff. Very good 
32% 

Good 
16% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure/nr 
48% 

22. Supervision provided by Catapult. Very good 
58% 

Good 
37% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

23. M-DCPS in carrying out its administrative role.  
Very good 

32% 
Good 
32% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure/nr 
32% 

24. Overall satisfaction with Catapult Learning. 
Very good 

58% 
Good 
38% 

Poor 
5% 

Very Poor 
0% 

Not sure 
0% 

 

25.  Please expand on any item above that you rated “poor” or “very poor.”  For instance, if you rated communication as “poor,” explain what 
aspect was not satisfactory.  Was it the frequency, timeliness, comprehensiveness, level of detail, accuracy, or some other feature?   

 Testing period is too long before program begins. 

 Our program had a lapse of 2 months without service. 

 Our school has not received resources that would help the student in the data of technology. 

 Did not have consistency of staff. Lack of communications by catapult regarding the issue. 

26.  What suggestions can you offer to improve the services provided? 
 Teacher needs to be more involved with "total" school program. 

 Schedule 12:30 as the start time so tutoring can end by 3:00 p.m. 

 To adopt the program to the high school level. Rather than a pull out program, provide a teacher or tutor to work in the classroom. 

 Consistency. 

 Excellent services. 

 Very happy with the writing program and the instructor. 

 We need more hours to include all of our students. 

 More hours. 

 
 

Questions?  Call Emily Arcia at 305-995-7537 
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PARENT PARTICIPATION:  AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF PARENT PARTICIPATION BY GROUP 

AND YEAR 

 

Year 
No Activites 1-to-3 Activities 4 or more Activities 

TI Non-TI TI Non-TI TI Non-TI 

       
2006  Avg 60.64 53.87 28.84 30.57 10.52 15.56 

SD 16.31 18.20 11.49 11.54 6.25 10.08 

       
2007  Avg 62.77 55.49 27.37 29.15 9.85 15.36 

SD 16.61 19.36 11.92 12.72 6.22 10.28 

       
2008  Avg 61.86 53.59 27.06 28.87 11.08 17.54 

SD 17.19 19.00 11.54 11.28 7.60 11.48 

Note: The number of schools for T1 and Non-T1 were, respectively, 181 and 114 in 2006, 187 and 114 in 

20007, and 197 and 108 in 2008.  

 
 

PERCENT OF STAFF BY GROUP AGREEING THAT LACK OF PARENT SUPPORT AT THEIR 

SCHOOL LIMITS THEIR PERFORMANCE 

 

Year TI Non-TI 
2006 Avg 65.77 38.11 
 SD 15.10 21.20 
      
2007 Avg 63.24 35.08 
 SD 15.20 20.92 
    
2008 Avg 61.41 33.80 
 SD 16.26 20.67 
Note: The number of schools for T1 and Non-T1 were, respectively, 181 and 114 
in 2006, 187 and 114 in 20007, and 197 and 108 in 2008. 

 
PERCENTAGE DISTRIBUTION OF SCHOOL GRADES BY GROUP 

 
School 
Grade 

2006  2007  2008 

T1 Non-T1   T1 Non-T1   T1 Non-T1 

A 40.68 73.68  25.00 67.54  33.51 74.07 
(72) (84)  (45) (77)  (65) (80) 

B 22.60 10.53  12.78 9.65  18.04 12.04 
(40) (12)  (23) (11)  (35) (13) 

C 29.38 10.53  39.44 11.40  34.02 8.33 
(52) (12)  (71) (13)  (66) (9) 

D 5.08 4.39  14.44 5.26  11.34 3.70 
(9) (5)  (26) (6)  (22) (4) 

F 2.26 0.88  8.33 6.14  3.09 1.85 
(4) (1)  (15) (7)  (6) (2) 

Note: Numbers in parentheses indicate the number of schools in each cell. Because some schools for some years may 
not have been assigned a grade, the numbers of schools may differ from the counts in other parts of the analysis. 
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CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PERCENTAGES OF PARENT PARTICIPATION WITH PERCENTAGES 

OF STAFF PERCEPTIONS OF LIMITATIONS ON THEIR PERFORMANCE OF TEACHING DUTIES, 

BY YEAR 

 

Activities 
2006 2007  2008  

T1 Non-T1 T1 Non-T1 T1 Non-T1 

  
None 0.46 0.44 0.49 0.47 0.56 0.52 

difference |0.02| |0.02| |0.04| 

  
1-to-3  -0.41 -0.23 -0.42 -0.26 -0.46 -0.29 

difference |0.18| |0.16| |0.17| 

  
4 or more -0.45 -0.53 -0.51 -0.57 -0.56 -0.57 

difference |0.08| |0.06| |0.02| 

    
Schools n= 181 114 187 114 197 108 
 
Note.  The values enclosed in vertical bars are the absolute differences between the T1 and Non-T1 
correlations. 
 

DISTRIBUTION OF PARENT REPORTED ACTIVITIES BY SCHOOL GRADE:  2006 

 
 

School  
Grade 

 
T1 Parent Activities   Non-T1 Parent Activities 

None* 1-to-3 4+ All   None* 1-to-3 4+ All 

A Percent 52.3 34.9 12.8 100.0   51.3 31.5 17.3 100.1 

 Pooled n 7233 4822 1772 13827   7828 4806 2634 15268 

 Nbr Schls     72       84 

           

B Percent 66.4 24.5 9.1 100.0   68.1 24 7.8 99.9 

 Pooled n 5735 2113 789 8637   2064 728 237 3029 

 Nbr Schls     40       12 

           

C Percent 72.8 20.8 6.5 100.1   72.7 23 4.2 99.9 

 Pooled n 10188 2908 904 14000   2614 828 152 3594 

 Nbr Schls     52       12 

           

D Percent 83.3 12.8 3.9 100.0   85.4 11.4 3.2 100.0 

 Pooled n 3316 511 154 3981   1697 227 63 1987 

 Nbr Schls     9       5 

           

F Percent 85.7 11.1 3.1 99.9   85.3 11.1 3.6 100.0 

 Pooled n 1125 146 41 1312   562 73 24 659 

 Nbr Schls     4       1 
 
*Includes non-respondents 
Survey counts are pooled across schools 
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DISTRIBUTION OF PARENT REPORTED ACTIVITIES BY SCHOOL GRADE:  2007 

 

School 
Grade 

 
T1 Parent Activities   Non-T1 Parent Activities 

None* 1-to-3 4+ All   None* 1-to-3 4+ All 

A Percent 50.4 34.7 14.9 100.0   50 31.3 18.8 100.1 

 Pooled n 3932 2710 1166 7808   6795 4251 2553 13599 

 Nbr Schls     45       77 

           

B Percent 63.0 28.6 8.4 100.0   60.4 29.9 9.7 100.0 

 Pooled n 2859 1299 382 4540   1545 765 248 2558 

 Nbr Schls     23       11 

           

C Percent 67.4 24.6 8.0 100.0   75.4 20.1 4.5 100.0 

 Pooled n 10983 4016 1298 16297   2682 713 160 3555 

 Nbr Schls     71       13 

           

D Percent 78.1 16.9 5.0 100.0   73.9 21.5 4.6 100.0 

 Pooled n 6192 1340 398 7930   1266 369 79 1714 

 Nbr Schls     26       6 

           

F Percent 85.7 11.1 3.3 100.1   90.4 8.0 1.6 100.0 

 Pooled n 5718 740 218 6676   2220 197 39 2456 

 Nbr Schls     15       7 

*Includes non-respondents 
Survey counts are pooled across schools 
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DISTRIBUTION OF PARENT REPORTED ACTIVITIES BY SCHOOL GRADE:  2008 

 

School  
Grade 

 
Parent Activites   Parent Activites 

None* 1-to-3 4+ All   None* 1-to-3 4+ All 

A Percent 49.9 34.5 15.6 100.0   50.4 30.3 19.3 100.0 

 Pooled n 5660 3917 1764 11341   7573 4561 2904 15038 

 Nbr Schls    65      80 

           

B Percent 62.1 27.2 10.7 100.0   69.5 20.9 9.7 100.1 

 Pooled n 4436 1942 764 7142   2252 677 313 3242 

 Nbr Schls    35      13 

           

C Percent 73.6 19.5 6.8 99.9   77.9 18.8 3.3 100.0 

 Pooled n 13307 3525 1236 18068   1757 423 75 2255 

 Nbr Schls    66      9 

           

D Percent 81.4 14.4 4.3 100.1   77.8 17.8 4.4 100.0 

 Pooled n 6548 1155 345 8048   928 212 53 1193 

 Nbr Schls    22      4 

           

F Percent 88.1 9.2 2.7 100.0   94.1 5.1 0.8 100.0 

 Pooled n 2324 242 71 2637   904 49 8 961 

 Nbr Schls    6      2 
 

*Includes non-respondents 
Survey counts are pooled across schools 

 









 
PLAN OF ACTION FORM 

 

 
 

Name and Title of Respondent:  Dr. Magaly C. Abrahante, Assistant Superintendent  
 
Bureau/Office: Title I Administration 

 

 

Signature: ________________________________________  Date: ____________________ 
 
 

 
 
Title of Report:  Title I 2007-2008 Outcomes 

         
 Recommendation    4    of    4: Schools should have at least one computer in a location easily 

accessible to parents with which they may access The Parent 

Portal. The computer should have written instructions on accessing 

the portal and nearby staff should be able and willing to assist 

parents as necessary. 

                                                         
                                                   
 
 
 

 

Please describe your Plan of Action.  Otherwise, provide your rationale for disagreement. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Completed form due by:  October 02, 2009 


