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Description of the Elementary Reading Program

District Summary Report

Introduction

This report is in response to the request from the Board Of Direc-

tors at their October 6, 1975; meeting:

That each building file a detailed plan ok the reading

program with the appropriate Regional Director. This

plan-would include Statements of (a) the building ef-
f

forts In the teaching of reading (including materials;

articulation, organization, personnel, and utilization

c other resources), (b) uhmet need$, and (c) ways of

resolving the unmet needs.

Tbis request was implemented by the Research Design Specialist and

three of the four Curriculum Specialists jointly, developing a data collec-

tion form for use across the district. The restltant form was approved

by.the SUperintendent's Staff at their regular meeting on November 5, 1975.

COpies of the form with cover letter froethe Superintendent were provided

to each Regional Director /for distribution in their respective regions.

Each priwipal was asked to provide the information to their Director by

January 15, 1976. After thelpuilding level reports were returned to the

Directors, this office prepared photo ccipies of the reports for the pur-
,

\-

pose of summarization. ,Procedures wed in preparing this summary are
6 .

given.in detail in the procedures section. 'After the summary.had been

prepared it was given tp the Regional Directors for final.review. This

.report ukilized the results of the Directors' review.

o



Procedures used in compiling, data:

Materials: Materials listed by all schools,wer5 compiled into a master liSt.

The frequency of use of each item mentioned was then recorded. Any material.

mentioned more than three times within a given region was reported on the

summary list. The'summary list is it, rank,order, from the most frequently

reported to the least frequently reported.

Organization: Data from the schools was grouped into three categories:

a) organiZational plan, bio.major criteria for placing in groups, and c) diag-

nostic techniques used. The organizatiohal plans listed by all the schools
AO

were compiled into a master list. The frequency of usp of each organizational

plan waS then recorded per region. Any organizational Olan which was mentioned

more than three times within a region appears on j ,I..:IfiisuMmary list. The

.summary list is.in rank order from the most frequently,reported to the least

frequently reported.

This same proáedure was used to compile the data f the major criteria for

placing children in groups, and was the data for t e diagnostic techniques

used. The same criteria were applied and the sam method of reporting used.

Articulation: Since it appears that this questi was understood differently

by the resPonding schools, these data were not's mmarized. A statement to

this effect was included in the summary report./

Time: Data from the schools are grouped into wo categoriesf a) time spent

in direct instruction, and b) time spent in i direct instruction. The times

as reported by the schools were recorded wit n intervals of one' (0-1, 1 1/2-2,

2 1/2-3, etc.). Since schools frequently rt..rted different time spent for

different grade levels, this information war recorded by grade levels and then

totaled, by region, into a frequency distr ution. The means, medians, and

modes of the frequency distributions were/ eported in the summary report.

Personnel: The responses from the schoo were on a matrix which portrayed

,eight positions (classroom teacher,.etc. and four areas of responsibility.

The areas of responsibility were: a) oferall coorldination, b) developmental,
A

c) remedial, and d) enrichment.' The f quency reported was recorded within

the matrix for each region. In the s ary report, a region was listed if

three or more schools had listed pers ns taking responsibility in the are-a-

Volunteers: Data from the schools a e grouped into three categories: a) in-

building students, b) parent volunt rs, and c) other volunteers. The number



of volunteers A!: reported by thy schools WaS recorded in interVuls of five

(0-5, O-10, otc.).

This information MU:: then totoLid Ind rendered into a percentage.of schools

within the reqion which reporte(1 volunteers within that particular interval.

This information is reported in the summary report.

Evaluation: Data from the schools were repOrted by whether or not the school

utilized th(Nfollowing evaluation methods: a) scope and sequence tests,

b) basal mastery tests, c) standardized norm-referenced tests, d) teacher

judgment, 3) pririCipal judgment, or frothe.y. techniques. 'The \schools we e

asked to List cr,iteria used when use of teacher or principal judg nt wa

reported.. The frequency of.response was recorded per region. This was then

rendered into a percentage of schools reporting use of each method per region.

These dataA6ppear in the summary report. The criteria used in teacher and

principal judgment were listed and the frequency of mention of each criteria

was then reported. On the summary report any criterion which was mentioned

more than four.times was included.

Needs:' The expressed needs, data sources cited to support-needs, and suggestions

for resolution were listed in table format for each region with.responses en-

tered exactly as received. These data were then summarized into three major

trends on the basis that each region reflected them and they were the most

frequently mentioned needs.

iii



SUMMARY OF THE ELEMENTARY READING PROGRAM

Quef;tion I: Materajs

Please li);t, the MAJOR material used

a. Sequential or basal textbook series
b. Supplemental textbook series

Examples of materials used for individualized
instruction (re Glass Analysis, DISTAR, etc.-)

d. 'wether major supplementary materials

Summary:

a. Basal Texts

The most commonly used basal text series used in grades K-34were:

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region

Ginn 360 Ginn 360 Ginn 360 Ginn 360

Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin
Lippincott
Ginn,Swirl

The most commonlli used basal text series used in grades 4-6 were:

Churchill. Region

,Ginn 360
Mifin

Nsr,th Region

Ginn 360
HoUghton Mifflin
Harper,Row
Holt, Rinehart%

Winston
Scott ForeSman
MacMillan

Sheldon Region South Region

Ginn 360 Ginn 360
HoUghton Mifflin Hoghton Mifflin

b. Supplemental Materials

The most copmonly used supplemental materiats in grades K-3 were:

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region

'Ginn 360 Houghton Mifflin 'SRA.kit , Merrill

Harper Row Reader's Digest MacMillan" SRA kit

Scott Foresman Barnell Loft Harper Row Houghton Mifflin

Houghton Mifflin SRA kit Ginn 360

Allyn Bacon ,
Lippincott
Benziger

The most., commonly used supplemental mateilials in grades 4-6 were:
N."

Churchill Region

Holt, Rinehart,
Winston

Houghton Mifflin
Scott Foresman

North Region

Houghton Mifflin

ldon Region

Holt 'Rinehart,

Wi ston
Ginnt 360

Sou.th.Region

Ginn 360



Tho mOst common organtAational plans for grades 4-6 were:

R"'.0`).11_
North Region tibeidon Re91 on

small groups ability or inter- small groups
back-to-baok read- terest groups indi'vidualized in-

ing,with P.E.
individualized in-
struction /

reading specialist

individualized in- struction
struction

:-;ou h Rog i.on

self-contained
classrooms

small groups
back-to-back read-
ing with 13.4k

individualizeg in-

struction

b. Criteria for placing childreri in-groups

The most common criteria used for'plaging children in groups in
grades K-3 were:

Churchill Region

teacher judgment
diagnostic tests
IRI's

North Region Sheldon Region South Region

perfoemance On teacher judgment
Gates-MacGinitie testing
teacher judgment diagnostic tests

teacher judgment
IRI's
oral reading
achievement

The most common criteria for placing children in groups in
grades 4-6 were:

Churchill Region

teacher judgment
Aiagnostic tests
child interest

North Region ' Sheldon Region
-

ability IRI's
Leacher judgment testing

teacher judgment
pesformance on
Gates-Macginitie

South Region

diagnostic tests
IRI's
teacher judgment
achievement

c. DiagnCrstic techniques

The most common diagnostic techniques used in grades
K-3 were:

Churchill Region

District scope and
sequence tests

teacher-made tests
IRI's,

'North Region

District scope &
sequence tests

teacher judgment
-diagnostic pre-

scriptive -in-
ventory

Sheldon Region

District scope and
sequence tests

teacher judgment
Gates-MacGinitie

South Region

Dignostic-Prescrip-
tive inventory

District scope and
sequence tests

IRI's
basal mastery tests

The mast commonodiagnostic techniques usVg grades
4-6 were:

-Churchill Region

District scope &
sequence tests

IRI's
basil mastery tests . teag er judgment

dia ostic-prescrip-
tivd inventory

North Region Sheldon Region South Region

. District scope & District scope &
sequence tests sequence tests

IRI's

Diagnostic-prescripl,
tive inventory

District scope and
sequence tests

basal mastery tests
group word analysis



r. Materialn nsed for lndividnalized Instruction

The most commonly w:ed materials for
In-Trades K-1 were:

Church 11 Region

Distar
SRA 'kit

Glass,Word Analysis
Merrill

individualized instruction

North Region Sheldon Region

Distar SRA Kit.

Glass Word Analysis Glass Word Analysis
SRA Kit )istar

iagnOstic Prescrip-
tive Program

South Reclion

Distar
Glass Wo.rd Analysis
SRA Kit
Merrill
Diagnostic Prescrip=
tive Program-
Barnell Lioft

The most commonlyarsed matorialS for individualized instruction
qr,;des 4-6 were:

Churchill Region

Glass Word Analysis
Library books
SRA kits
Reader's Digest
McGraw Hill

North Region

-Barri/Ill Loft
Reader's Digest
Glass Word Analysis

Question 2: Organization

a. Please list the organizational,plans'used for reading
instruction. -

b. What are the major criteria used.to place children
groups for instrUction?

c. Indicate the diagnostic techniques that are used.
J. -District scope.and sequence tests
2. Probe sheets
3. Others

in

Sheldon Region South Region

Glass Word Analysis
Distar
Barnell Loft
Diagnostit Prescrip-
,tive Prpgram
SRA Kits

Glass Werd Analysis
Barnell Loft
McCall Crabb

Summary:

a. Organizational Plans

The most common organizational plans fo-r grades

Churchill Region North Region

indi7 idualized in-
st uction

smal groups
bac -to-back read-
ing with P.E.

ability or interest
groups

4 .

in

IC:1-3 were:

Sheldon'Region

individualized in- small groups
struction individualized in-

back-to-back read- struction
ing with P.E. back-to-back read7

ability or interest ing with ,-
groups

9 .

-3-

South Region

self-contained
classrooms

-small groups
back-Up-back read-
irig with P,E.

individualized_in-
,

structior



ylie7;finn

Summary

Art-icrilntion(within grade level and acro=tr; grade
I vf.:I ) Ityw i t In prip en (:;) art i *11 I a Led f ()r

II
b. -Materials (iesouice!.)

Are individual record terms
ill

materials covered
"

Unt4i :

g.

The guest ion ,isk ing f,er the mthods used in the art. icul at ion of sk ii Is
and ma tet was ippa rent41 y understood dif I erently by the responding
r7i7hgriels. It was very difficult, if net ampossible, to interpret-the responses
to this questicai' as a result. Tne resimirws will be made available to
regional directors for their feedback, in the regional reports.

cjuestion 4: Time

.1. What in t he average t ( n hours per week) spent on
reCt nst ruct ion?

What is the average time (in hours per week)
indireCt instruction (free reading)?

Summary

-a. Time spent in direct instruction

Mean

- Median

Mode

4

The time spent in direat instruction in.grades K-3 is presented
by mean* median*, and mode* for each region. . Time is given'in
hours per week of instruction.

spent on

Mean

Median

Mode

Churchill Region North Regi-on Sheldon Region -South Region

(i. 7 71/2 8 51/2 6..
\,

E ) - 7 4 5 71/2 8 41/2 - 5

n - 8 Le! 5 71/2 8 411 - 5
,

101/2 11

The time spent in direct instruction in grades-4-6 is presented
by mean*, -median*, and mode* for each region. Time is given in:
hours of instruction per week.

phurchill Region

41/2'- 5

/4! 5

5

North Region

- 6

./4! 5

/1.- 5

.b. Time spent in indirect instruct on

The time spent in indirect instru

Sheldon Reon South Region

4 5 51/2 6

- 5 41/2

41/2 - 5 4-5

on in grades K-3 is presented
by mean*, median*, and,mode* loye ch region. Time is given in

-4-



Mean

Mediap

Mode

t)t I 11:tt FIR't totittf`k

LtfllF II i I I 16'11011 t 11 Rt..) it )11 tOlett Pt`t11011, :;(.111t h Re!) ion

_ 412 /41' 4

212 _
I 2..!.41 -.1 2 1 1

2 I,2

The rime spent in indirect instruction in grades 4-6 is
presented by me4n*, median*, and mode* for each region.
Time is given in hours of instruction per week.

Churchill Region North Region.
34 4 14)- 4

Sheldon Region

3

- 2 21/2 - 3

-2 21/2 - 3

South Region

31/2.- 4

24,1 3

11/2 2

*The mean.represents the averaje number of hours of instruction whie-J1 were re-
ported. The medi,an represents the midpoint within the entire range of re-__
ported hours of instruction. The mode represents the most fregiiently reported
number of hours o Onstruction

Question 5: Personribl
.

Please check the major responsibilities each of the-positions
listed have for the reading program. The format for responding
to this question was a matrix li,sting eight types of positions_
and four areas of respon-ibilities. The column and row headings
were the same as shown ir the 'summary.

Summary

Overall
Co ordination Developmental Remedial Enrichment

Churchill Churchill Churchill Churchiil'
North North North North
Sheldon Sheldon Sheldon Sheldon
South South South South

POSITION MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES

Classroom teacher

Reading Churchill .Churchill Churchill Churchill
Specialist North . North North North

Sheldon South Sheldon Sheldon
South South S'outh

Aide Churchi-ll Churchill North

1).ncipal

North Nortti

South- Shekaon
South

Churchill
.North
Sheldon
South

-5-



t,ont,J

111',1111Atuu

:;tudeta -Fulot

Patent Volustee?
TutotH

Other Volunteer
Tutoi:;

Others (sueh.w;
coutu,e I ors,. 1 i-

brarians, me(l ia

spe(; ialists, student

teachers)

overAll

r 11,0 11)I1

South

i)t \/e I Trttillt. a 1 .

chit t i 11

1.(1;;PoN !LIT! ES

14mit,(1i Enrichment

Chutt:hill

North
Sheldon
South

North

churchill s'hurchill Churchill
North North North
south Sheldon South

South

Churchill Churchill North
South North South

Sheldon
South

Churchill. SoutW Churchill
North North
South Sheldon

South

.,tuestion 6: Voluntel7s (used in reading pro'gram)

In qrade K-3 'he percent of'schools per region re-
pgrting tne u of in-building students was

a. In-building students--,average number used per month
b. Parent volunteersaverage number used per month
c. Other volunteers-L-average number used per month

Summary

a. IkrinlQuilding student

416.

In grade9.,K-3.he percent of schools
the use of in-bdi1ding students was:

Number of Volunteers

Region 0-5 G-10 11-15

per region

Per Month

16-20

reporti.ng

2,1-25 over 25
.

Churchill 38% 13% 0 . 38% 13% 0

North 14% 14%' 0 14% .0 57%
,

Sh don 0 0 17% 33*- '.. 0 33%

Sou 36% 21% 7% O._ 7% 14%-

-6-



. ,

In grades 4-6 thepercent of schools per- region re-
porting in-building st0Opnts was;

,
. . - -:=8, ,

NUmbei: Of:Vo4.untaaes'.:00-

Region - 0-5. 6:10

Churchill 0 13% 0

North 14% 0 0

Sheldon 0 0 50%

South 21% 29% 7%

Parant Volureerf,

16-20 .21-25

71t".!li

over 25.

-.13%

0 43%

7% \--0_' 14%

'25%

In grades'K-3 the percent of schools per region reporting the
'use of parent voluntedrs was: t

Number of Volunteers Per Month

Region 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 over 25

Churchill 13% 0 38% 13% 43% 0

North 14% 43% 0 0
15

43%''

Sheldon 0' 33% 17% 17% 0 0

South 50% 14%. 7% 0 0 7%

,porting
In grades 4-6 the percent of schools per region,re-

the use of parent volunteers was:

Number of Volunteers Rer Month

Region -0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 over 25

Churchill 38% 25% 0 0 13% 0

North 57% 14% o o o 29%

Sheldon- 33% 33% o 0 o o

South 57%' 14% o 0, o 7%

c. Other Volunteers'

In grades K-3 the percent of schools per region re-
% porting the use of other volunteers wasv---.

Number of Volunteers Per MOn

Re ion, '0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-2 over 25
. .

Churchill
2.15..-

13% I
0 38% 13%

North 57% 14% 14% .0 0

.0

14%.

Sheldon 50% 0 _17% 0 0 4
9

'Smith 57% 14% 7% 7%

113

tb.



In grades-4-6 the p ent of schools per Fegion,re-
porting the use of her volUnteers was:

Number Of Volunteers Per Month

Region. :0-5 6-10 11715 ;.61-20, 21-25

'33%
,

Churchill 13% 0 1 0 , 0

North . 29% 0+ 0 0 0 .*

Sheldon 33% . 0 0 , 0 0

South 50% 14% "14% 0 0

Que4ion 7;

hover 2,5

Evaluation

Please list the methods used (during\the 1975-76
school year) for evaluating the reading,,program.'

a. scope and sequence tests
b. basal mastery tests
c. standardized norm referenced tests
d. teacher judgment

1.' What criteria Were used for teacher judgment?
e. Principal judgment

1. . what criteria were, used for principal judgment'?
f, other

Summary
..

.In grades'K-3.the evaluat'ion methods used were:
t

.

Evaluation'eMethod
. ChUrchill Noxth Sheldon South

Scope and sequende tests 8,01.-,.. 100% 83% 69%
0

Basal mastery tests 38%,'.... 88% . 67% 77%

Standardized norm-referenced tests
..

88%. 100%. ,.7% 85%

Teacher judgment* 100% ' 100% 83% 100%

Principal judgment** 88% 75% 50%' 77%

Other 0 13% 38% 0 31%

14
-8-
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\

,
.

In gedes--4-6 the evaluation methods use were:
.

-1.

Evaluation Method
4

.Sc?pe and sequende tests .

Basal.mastery tests ,
,

:Standardized norm-referenced tests
/

/Teacher judgment*:

JP .

c'
1/ Principal judgment**

N

Churchiil North Sheldon
,

75% '38% 17%

'50% 50% 67%
- .

63% 83%.1.00%

88% 75$---- . 83$.

88% 504 50%

0

_ i

South

69% '

.77%

77%

38%

The most,compon criteria'USed.wereord1 reading', teactier-made.tests, and .

comprehension and study skills.

** The most common .criteria used were standdrdized test results, clasworti
observationst'and teacher-feedback

Question 8: Based on your evaluative data, diagnostic data, and the
district's Goals and Objectives fr reading, what are

4

the major unmet needs for each level (K-3 and 4-6)?

SumQuestion

9: What are your suggestions for meeting the Identified needs?

mary

For purposes of summation the data provided by questions S and 9 are
rePorted together.

The ,resporhses to the question on unmet needs drew a wide variety of re-
sponses, irwly unique to the individual schoipl. However, oyer the
district three'very general concerns emerged. A) A very broad and general
need which was expressed in many.different ways was thap insufficient
time was available to teach reading. This was reflected in requests,for
smaller class sizes, more teachers, more aides, more reading specialists
and expanded volunteer Rrograms. b) The second general trend was the
need for,materials which are moreppropriate. This was reflected
requests for use of a consistent program ,(basal or otherwise), concern
of materials not arriving by the beginning of the chool year, and
varying needs for special materials for sgecial needs (supplemental,
individualized, etc.). c) A third need seen1Fd to be a lack of emphasis
on programs for the high achieving or gifted reader. A major solution
suggested was to provide more individualized programs along with re-
lated requests for financial help,to.purchase teaChing time and materials.

Details on the unmet need o.f each building are contained in the more-
?extensive regional report.

15
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SCHOOL DISTRICT

_J

EUGErIE PUBLIC SCHOOLS

200 North Monroe Eugene, Oregon 9.7402'

DI VISION OF RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

December 1 ,-1976
'OP

MEMORANDUM

TO: Superintendent

FROM: 'Riing Evaluation Committie

RE: Phase 1 Report of the Reading Evaluation Committee

The purpose of this.report is to inform.you of' the,work done during Phase
-One of the reading evaluation and the work to be done in the remaining
phases of evaluation of elementary reading programs.

Chronology of events leading to present report

On July 14, 1975, the Superintendent asked the'Research, Development and'
Evaluation 'Department (RD&E) to report on plans for the assessment of

, the reading program., The report was drafted by the Research Department
on July 28, 1975, shared with regional directors on August 4, 1975, and
presenteto the Superintendent on October 6, 1975.

This report recOmmended that a compendium of reading programs used in
schools be developed. It also recommended that each school file a de-
tailed plan of the reading program with' the appropriate regional director
and that each school staff review curriculum goals and objectives and
determine if a discrepancy exists between what should be and what is being
taught.

7

The report was presented to the Board of Directors on Octobee 6, 1975.
Board members.requested that three pieces of information be collected:
(1) data on reading,instruction, (2) unmet needs in reading, and (3) C,

iggestions for re3blving these unmet needs. The Board also reqUested ow/
October 6, 1975, that a comprehensive plan for 4ssessing reading be
developed. This request for information resulted,in a report in February,
published March 24, 1976, in final form, called Description of the
Elementary Reading Program, Distritt Summary.

1 el.



Reading Evaluation Committee
December 1, 1976
Page Two

to

On April 14,1978, the Superintendent3s staff discussed the report and-

agreed that (1) the priMary-focus of-an evaluation should be on elemen-

tary schools, and (2) that principals should be responsible for-producing

'=an accurate descriptiOn of their scho l's reading program. '1

On May 17, )976,:the Board received t e preliminary Reading-EvalUation . .

.Plan. On June 28, 1976,.RD&E heid a wor sessjon with the Board to in-

form it of evaluation.techniques, read, ng prvgramsand the phases of the
,

proposed evaluation of the districireadilvprograms.,/

On.July 21, 1976, the Superinind nt informed the staff that..the'Reading

'Evaluation Team from RD&E--the ev luation spedalist, the planning-

specialist, the research design s ist,: th4 special projects aSsis-

tant, the assistant superintendent forR9&E and a data,collector--would

seiVe as staff to the Reading Evaluation Committee. ,7bR committee woUld

represent reading teachers, the district reading speCi4ists,"the Univer-

\
,sity, parents,, and prit,kipals. On August 30, 1976, the-comMittee was

appointed by the Superintendevt. On September 10,1976, the Superintend-

ent infOrmed district staff tRati,."The Boardhas:directed that a dompre-

hensive study and. evaluation of.the district's-reading programs 4e

undertaken.", The:first meeting of the Reading ElialUation ComMittee was

on September 15, 1976.

.Composition of Reading Evaluation Committee and Reading Evaluation Team

The Reading Evaluation Committee consists of seven people: Mike Brott,

Chairperson,.principal at Willagillespie Elementary,Schoo4 Tdrry' .

,Bullock,.College of. Education faculty at the University of Oregon;

Margaret Nichols, director of Educational, Services; Lila Padgett, reading

specialist at McCormick Elementary Schoof; Martha Robert, an elementary

-teacher at Santa Clara Elementary School; Marge Smith, parent; and Barb

West, member v4,the schooi board. Leslie Hendrickson of RD&E is am

eX-officio member of.the committee. This committee is an advisory commit-

tee to.the Reading Evaluation TeamCand the committee reports to the

Superintendent.

The Reading Evaluation Team consists of four people': Larry Barber,

Assistant Superintendent.for Research, Development and Evaluation; SuSan

Franklin, planning specialist;leslie HendricksOn, evaluatiOtOecialist

and Charles'Stephens, research specialist.

The four RD&E team members have been assigned regionS: 64C'h person,will
. ,

be responsible for the conduct of the evaluation in his/her region'and is

expected to be familiar with the reading programsbf°the region. The

assignments are: Larry Barber for the North Region; Susan Franklin ,and a

data colleCtor for the SoUtn Region; Leslie Hendrickson for the Churchill

Region; aneCharles Stephens for, the Shellon Region.
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Any parent, student Dr staff persqp who wishes to asNk questions or m ke

statementsaboutqhe rdadtng evaleation should contact the appropria e

RD&E staff person'or the Reading Evaluation Committee meMbers. RD&

/ staff wi:11:be happy to 'meet with scnool staff oriparrt advisory co ncils

to explain th\evaluation. -:

Purpose of the evaluation,
'\\ ,s

.0n October 19, 1976, the Reading EValuation Committee vied' that-the---:"7--

,purpose of the evaluation was threefold, and RD&E was eequestid to 'de-

termine: \(1) Are the district eleMentary reading programs effective

according to the dAtrict's Reading Scope and Sequence? (2) What makes

effective pitpqrams effectiver (3) If programs are not effective, what

are those things that could-be done to make them effective?

e

It
4

Phases of the evaluation
o ,

A

The Reading Evaluation Team has designed a four-phase evaluation.

/

. 1. The first phase is a period during which exist pg descriptive,informa-

tion'on reading programs is identified and the .prél*hary evaluation is

done. This phase is almost completed. A.

a \Four sources of descriptive information exist. The first is the results

of a questionnaire submitted by principals'during the 1975=76 school yefir.

A summarpof questionnaire responses was presented to the Board on Mardi

'24,1976, and a more detailed description of the'questionnaire results s

attabied to this report'as Appendix A. Second, the district's Reading '

Scope-and Sequence.describes minimum euectations ththt students of 'dif-

ferkt orades should be able to accomplish. Third, RD&E has testing data

on reading comprehensiön and,vocabulary. Fourth, the Profile of Schools

coriXains usefuTbackground data on community schools anTETiaent charac-

' terti tics.

Pre4injinary evaluation planning,is complete.....Thme niajor tasks were com-

ed as part of this planning. First, a survey of 65 large. school

distriCts in eleven wester tates and eleven state'-departments of educa-

tion were contacted . v._ d one school-district Which had carried out

an dvaluation similar .bT nned evaluation and a copy of it was

obtained.

Second; a review of literature pUblished since 1960 was made to find

articles or books reporting on actual reading evaluations carried out by

local school diStricts. A hand search of the 5,300 tiI1es in the 1960-68
'Education Index listed 82 references relevant to he evaluation of

18
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reading programs. An ER C computer; search.of published literature since

1968 listed 49 references to reading programs. All publi hed references

were read. No articles or books describing actual evaluat'ons were found.

Third, the Commit e considered approximately 100 possible topics tat
could be studied d ing a reading evaluation. Thirty-four topics were

chosen and plannin was begun on studying two of_those topics in Phase Two.

Based on recomMendations from principals, the Reading Evaluation Team has

decided that ata will also be reported On the Eastside, Magnet Arts, arid

Traditional. .A ternative School programs. The patterton, Evergreen, and 't

Corridor sch ol programs will not, be studied eliarately.

2: Phase Two is a period ihmhich resources used.on reading/06grams
be identified and measured. Five separate studies will be'xerried out as

part'of Phase Two.

First, a study shall'be made to identify the amounts for those budget.-
accoUnts that are used by a school to support the school's reading prOgram.
Secohd, all elementary principals shall be mailed a questionnaire sking
them how much.money they receive for instructional support, how-the money

'A, is allbcated and how of the money spent can.be.traced to 'support of

the reading program:
,o

.Third, all elementary teachers shall be sent a:questionnaire asking what

, kind of 'materials they use :to teac reading, approximately how much`,y

- each kind do they use,,and how tive is this material, in tfieir'opinion.

Fourth, a random sample of elemeh ary classrOofis for three to_four periods

to measure the aMount of time,stqderits spend studying reading. Fifth,'-

,
district administrators will be esked to identify existing school board
or administrative policy which stateo what pribrity the district's reading

program should have.
1.

Phase Two will -last two and one-half months and should be completed by

January 31,.1977:

3. Phase Three -Cs a,per.od in wh'ich school staff will be asked about severe

reading problems; the school's organization of reading, staff,agreements,

about the schbdi's ;Wing program, the sdhool's testing prOgram, the
school's record-keepi 9 system and the use..of a sequence of skill develop-

ment. Thi5 phase wi11. st apnroximately two montfis and should be com-

pleted by March-31, 1977.
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4. Phase Four is a period in which the effectiveness of reading programs

.
will'be studieb, ,'It will include four tasks. First, student scores,on

tests of comprehension, Gocibulary, oral and silent reading, Word analysis:

and study skills will be studied. Second, Other consequences of the,

program's operation.will be stu ied!. Third, an estimation shall be made

as to what kind of reading prog ms appear to work and why. Fourth, .

recommendations will be presenti to help improve the district's reading

programs.

)7\

'A separate report shall be piepared descrng the 4Sults of each phase

and be presented to the Board when the se is finished.

A final regot showing data ea school and the three alternative-

school prbgrams will be r7eported on-in tht fall of 1977,

LHijd
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