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' : r.. 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:

iu | That each building file a detailed plan of the.reading
program with the appropriate Regjonal Director. ‘This

p1an.mou1d include statements of (a) the building ef-

v forts in the teaching of reading (including materials,

- ° . articulation, organization, personnel, and utilization

c. «ther resources), (b)_unmet\needs( and (c) ways of

resclving the unmet needs.

This request was implemented by the Research Design Specialist and
three of the four Curriculum Spec1alists Jointly, developing a data collec-‘
tion form for use across the district, The resultant form was_approved
by. the Superintendent s Staff at their reguiar meeting on November 5, 1975.
Copies of the form with cover letter from the Superintendent uere'provided

Q- to each Regional Director for distribution in their respective regions.

' Each priaripal was asked to provide the information to their Director by &
January 15, 1976. After the building level reports were returned to the
Directors, this office prepared photo copies of the reports for the pur-
pbse of summarization.. Procedures used in preparing this summary are
given, in detail in the procedures section. Afterthe summary had been
prepared it was given to the Regional Directors for final. rev1ew._ This

report utilized ‘the results of ‘the Directors' review.
f 4 ¥ .
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. as_ reported by the schools were recorded wit

_ The areas of responsibility were: a) oy

Procedures uséd in compiling data'! B

Materials: Materials listed by all schools.werg compiled into a master list.
The frequency of use of each item mentioned was then recorded. Any haterial
Jmentioned~more than three-tfmes within a diven region was reported on the
summary list. The summary list is iff rank.order, from the most\frequently~

reported to the least frequently reported.‘\\ {

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

a) organiZational plan, b major criteria for placing in groups, and c¢) diag-
nostic techniques used. The organizatiohal plans listed by all the schools
were compiied into a master list. The frequency of use of each gf;anizational
plan was then recorded per region. Any organizationaﬁ p&an which was mentioned
more than threeé times within a region appears on t\eﬂsummary list. The
,summary’list is .in rank order from the most frequent}y,reported to the least

frequently reported.

This same pro¢edure was used to compile the data f.! the major criteria for
placing children in groups, and was the data for the diagnbstic techniqﬁes

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

Articulation: Since it appears that this questi was understood differently

by the responding schools, these data were not'’ 7 mmarized. A statement to

-

“his effect was included in the summary report.

Time: Data from the schools are grouped into fwo categories: a) time spent

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

in intervals of one (0-1, 1 1/2-2,

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

different grade levels, this information wa, recorded by gradellevels and then

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

modes of. the frequency distributions were/'epqrted in the summary report.

 were on a matrix which portrayed

’
and four areas of responsibility.

Personhel: The responses from the schoo

eight positions“(classrqom teacher, etc.

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

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

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

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

/ 5 .
- .
i
-~ ,
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~more than four times was included.

RS

1Y

'

of volunteers an reported by the schools was recorded in intervals of five

(O=5, G-10, ota.).

This information was thon t()l(ll\j.‘ll and rendered into a percentage of schools
within the ragion which reported volunteers within that particular interval.

This information is reported in the summary report.

§!§l§3§i9§i Data from the schools were reported by whether or not the school
utilized the ‘following evaluation methods: a) scope énd éequence tests,

b) basal mastery tests, c¢) standardized norm-referenced tests, d) teacher
judgment, 3) pridbipal iudgment, or f) othesy techniques. 'The\schools were
asked to 1ist criteria used when use of teacher or principal judgment wa -
reported. . The frequency of response was recérded per region. This was then

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

. These data’\ppea_r 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

¢

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 weére then summdrized into three major
trends on the basis that each region reflected them and they were the most.

frequently mentioned needs.

iidy, : A
ry )



SUMMARY OF THE FLEMENTARY READING PROGRAM
#L

Question 1: Materials
Please list the MAJOR material used

o a. Secquential or basal textbook scries
b. Supplemental textbook series
. Fxamples of materials used for individualized
»instruction (re Glags Analysis, DISTAR, etc.)
d. "ather major supplementary materials

Summary:
4 -
a. Basal Texts il
s }
The most commonly used basal text series used in grades K-3,were:
Churchill Region - North Region Sheldon Region South Region
Ginn 360  _ Ginn 360 Ginn 360 Ginn 360
‘ Houghton Mifflin ‘"Houghton Miffl@n Houghton Mifflin Houghton Mifflin
, . Lippincott
N . ' Ginn, Swirl
N\
The most commonly/used basa) text series used in grades 4-6 were:
Churchil . Region . __Narth Region Sheldon Region " South Region
Ginn 360 . Ginn' 360 | Ginn 360 ~ Ginn 360
Houchton Miff¥in ’ Houghton Mifflin’ Houghton Mifflin . Hoghton Mifflin
' : | Harper .Row '
! Holt, Rinehart, -
. Winston : ’
Scott Foresman
MacMillan

b. Supplemertal Materials

The most Copmonly used supplemental materials 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 1 - Ginn 360
Allyn Bacon . N o Lippincott

o _ 3 : ! Benziger

. N R .

The most. commonly used supplemental matenials in grades 4-6 were:

Churchill Region North Region : 1don Region South ‘Region
Holt, Rinehart, Houghton Mifflin  Holt} Rinehart, Ginn 360

* Winston ‘ = Wihston
Houghton Mifflin ) 5 Ginn|360 _ - * ’
Scott Foresman . S . \

e .o
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. The most common organizdat tenal plans for grades 4-6 were:
_Churchill Region North Reqgion sheldon .BE,‘J-@}”‘ o .._:L;,“_‘.,‘.t.ﬂl.‘_.li".‘.U:.f’fl -
small qgroups -~ . ability or inter- small groups self-contained v

classrooms
small qgroups
back-to-back read-

back-to-back read- individualized in-
ing«with P.E.
individualized in-
struction ing with P.
reading specialist individualized in-
- . struction ’

terest groups
individualized in- struction
struction

b. Criteria for placing bhildreﬁ’ih‘qroups

The most common criteria used for'placing children in groups in
-grades K-3 werc: -

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region

teacher juddment Vperformance on teacher Jjudgment teacher judgment

* diagnostic tests Gates-MacGinitie testing IRI's *
IRI's teacher judgment diagnostic tests oral reading ,
. ' L achievement
N . , The most common criteria for placing children in groups in
SN~ grades 4-6 were: : . X il

Churchill Region North Region ' ' 'Sheldon Region South Region

R
teacher judgment ability IRI's diagnostic tests
.diagnostic tests teacher judgment testing IRI's
child interest teacher judgment teacher judgment
: \ pexformance on achievement
Gates-Macginitie
<
c. . Diagndstic techniques T
The most common diagnostic techniques used in grades
K-3 were: ‘ ‘
~ . \ " » . ' .
Churchill Region *North Region Sheldon Region South Region
- = A
District scgope and ‘District scope & District scope and Dignostic-grescrip-
sequence tests sequence tests sequence tests tive inventory
teacher-made tests teacher judgment . teacher judgment District scope and
IRI's -diagnostic pre- Gates-MacGinitie sequence tests -
scriptive 7in- .IRI's
. : ventory basal mastery tests
The most common:diagnostic techniques used ig grades
4-6 were: H
- Churchill Region Norsh Region Shelden Region South Region
District scope & . District scope & District scope & Diagnostic-prescrigj
sequence tests sequence tests sequence tests tive inventory
IRI's IRI's District scope and
basal mastery tests . teaghier judgment ) . sequence tests
. diagnostic-prescrip- basal mastery tests
Q tive inventory

ERIC
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. Materiats used tor Individualized Instruction
The most commonly used materials tor andividual ized
r .
in.grades K-3 were: -

instruct ion

South Region

Churchill Reqion North Region . Sheldon Region
Distar Distar SRA Kt Distar
SRA Kt Glans Word Analysis Glass Word Analysis  Glass Word Analysis
Glass. Word Analysis SRA Kat @gim.n‘ SRA Kit
Merrill o Piagnostic Prescrip- Merrill
tive Program Diagnostic Prescrip-
tive Program -
o i o L Barnell Loft
, The most commonly -used miterials for individualized instruction in
grades 4-6 were: ’
- ,
Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region
BELLLLO oeedien o ot eg redons o - el -
Glass Word Analysis ‘Barmtll Loft Glass Werd Analysis. Glass Word Analysis

Library books Reader's Digest Barnell Loft

Distar

SRA kits Glass Word Analysis McCall Crabb Barnell Loft
Reader's Digest Diagnostit Prescrip-
McGraw Hill ' .tive Pregram
. L . . SRA Kits
- : . d
Question 2: Organization *
a. Please list the organxzatlonah'plans used for reading
instruction. - : .
b. What arc¢ the majer criteria used. to' place children in P

groups for instruction?

¢. Indicate the diagnostic techniques that are used
J. District scope, and séquence tests
2. - Probe sheets
3. Others b -
Summary : Vi
o

a. Organizational Plans

The most common organizational plans fO{‘grades‘K}3 were:

Churchill Region North Region Sheldon Region

South Region

individualized in-
struction

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

ability or interest

small groups
individualized in-
struction

back-to-back read-

ing with F*

individualized in-
styuction

smal]l groups

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

self-contained
classrooms

small groups

back-to-back read- .,
ing with P.E.

ability or interest groups individualizedlin—
qroups \ o L - { structior *
- - . * e - ¢ - '
“ ) 3
N
\’//
@ 9.
// ~ -3— :
o - . )
ERIC ‘. . \
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¥ smention o 3 Articutatrion{within grade level and across grade

A . leveels)  How i the program(s) articulated for: iy
L Skl . . .
br. Materials (resources) - :
o Are individual record torms used for: \
L. skille
'
Joomatertals covered ' : »
. L4
’.

suammary .
" -
The quest ton asking for the methods used in the articulation of skills
v and matevials was .1}»p.|n‘ntv"ly understood difterently by the responding
SOMNO LS. It was very difficult, if not 'imlms;.\;iblv, to interpreoet the responses
to this question' as a result.  The responses will be made available to -

regional directors for their feodback, in the regional reports.

- .
gucstion d: 0 Time

a.  What is the average time. (in hours per week) spent on
direct (instruction?

b. What 15 the average time (in hours per week) spent on
indirect instruction (free reading)?

_Summurx .
~a.  Time spent in direct instruction
N B L]
The time spent in direet instruction in grades K-3 is presented
by mean*, median*, and mode* for each region. . Time is given' in
hours per week of instruction. '

Churchill Region - North Reéion Sheldon Region ‘South Region
- R - ekt s —
Mean "7y - 8 ) 64 - 7 7% - 8 5% - 6.
' - N,
Median 6% - 7 : 4 - 5 : 7% - 8 4% - 5
Mode 75 - 8 4 - 5 7% - 8 4's - 5
SN SRS 1t T © S R ' '
The time spent in dircct instruction in grades- 4-6 is presented
by mean*, median*, and mode* for each region. Time is given in/
hours of instruction per week. . .
& ___ pBhurchill Region North Region Sheldon Region South Region
’ Mean bis'~ 5 5% - 6 4l - 5 5% - 6
Median 45 -5 45 -5 4's - 5 by -
Mde | &3 -5 44 -5 45 -5 Wg=5
N . - ) // )
b. Time spent in indirect instruction\- ) /
’ - The time spent in indirect instruktlon in grades K-3 is presented
by mean*, median*, and. mode* f_cye ch region. Time is given in \,\
‘ . . . N
\.
~—_
, . 10 4.

O -4 -

ERIC | <
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Me-an
Median

Mode

Mcan
Median

Mode

hour - ot

Churchill Reguron

North Region

lnntnu%i(n*|wr week .

!il\_l'l _(|~)|1 Rt:~_1_lﬂll

0y -

South Region

W - 4
2% 3
AT

I

The taime spent an andirect inst ruction in qrades 4-6 is

presentoed by meant,

median®,

Time is given in hours of instruction per week,

»C?urchilklgﬁiyﬂ

R [y,

312 -
4 -

3y -

4

9

4

b

and mode* for each region.

South Region

_North Region  sheldon Region

By - 4 2% -3 g P
'y =2 2% - 3 2% - 3
1 -2 2% -3 1y -2

*The mean represents the average number of hours of

ported.

ported hours of instruction.

number of hours effjinstruction

Quest

ton 5:

“Personnel

Es

instruction whi¢h were
The median represents the mid-point within the entire range of re-
The mode Yepresents the most frequently reported

~

Please check the major responsibilities each of the positions
listed have for the reading program.

and four arcas of respon

sibilities.

re-

The format for responding

to this question was a matrix listing eight types of positions
The column and row headings

were the same as shown if the ‘summary.
Summa ry . ’
— - J
%
POSITION T MAJOR RESPONSIBILITIES
- Overall ‘ —
o Coordination Developmental Remedial Enrichment

Classroom teacher Churchill Churchill  ~ Churchill Churchiil‘,ﬁ

North North North North '

. Sheldon Sheldon Sheldon Sheldon
- South South South South &L:

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

Sheldon South Sheldon Sheldon

South South South .
Aide \ Churchill Churchill  North

. North Ngrtq vj
South - Sheldon ™~ *
South g
éS}ncipal Churchill
_ North . s
Sheldon '
4 J
South 1 1



, I
Ummary it )
Al
s rd
PO T EoN MAJOR RESPONSIBILUTIES
Overall LT o
I voordanat won Developmental . Remeduial 'l’j.[l'['_"l_’(_:_ll_[p.l":_ll_.t__m‘ R X
Intuar b dong Vv churehil |l cChurchitl North
Stadent TTaton Notrth .{ &>
Sheldon .
South
. .
Parent VYolunteay Churchill Churchill Churchill
Tutor ., North North - North
south Sheldon South
- South -
0Ot l'u-x' Volunteer Churchill Churc¢hill © North .
Tutor « south North South
\ Sheldon ' ‘
. South .
Others (such-ans sSouth Churchill South' Churchill
~ Cocounsclorys, 1i- North North
brarians, media South Sheldon
specralists, student South
teachers) - _ - e e e e e
. . :
Yuestion 6:  Volunteers (used in reading proYyram) — -
i EALLIEH
In grades K-3 ‘ne percent of schools per region re- .
perting the usc of in-building students was: >
- . +
a. In-building students--average number used per month
b. Parent volunteers--average number used per month
‘c. Other volunteers*;everaqe number used per month
Summarz -
. L
a. Ip-building student -
In grades, K-3 ¢he pe_rce'r'it of schools per region reporting
the use of in-building students was: \
Number of Volunteers Per Month
. . . :
Region 0-5 " 6-10 11-15 16-20. 21-25 over 25
‘ Churchill 38% 132 0 . 38% 13% 0
North 14% 14% 0 14% .0 57%
‘ * shdldon "0 0 17% 33%- -0 33%
1
Sou L T2 . 7% 0, 7% 14% -
.
. -
12
-6-
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- In grades 4 -6 the :percent of schools per reglon re-— T$
N porting the ‘use ‘of in- bu1Ld1ng st@dents was: N i B
Ty P e, S é’s LR 4 e e "."‘-:'f ;
S 'r "’"’:; - Number of Vo-lunteers P mwf% |
Region - 0-5 . 6-10 11- 15 . 16-20 .21-25 ' over 25,
: ) .. M . D
Churchill | 0 3% 0 1_3% . . *'25% . - 13%
North 14% o - 0 14% 0 . 43%
Sheldon 0 0 Ns08  17% 0. 'Jg; o
. . E : . L 4y i ¢
South 218 29% s oY Ve < aZ 144
b. Parent Volur‘'eer: < * . )

In grades 'K-3 the sercent’ of schools per regioh réporting the
‘use of parent volunteers was: , °

N ' Number of Volunteers Per Month
. I .

Region 0-5 6-10 11-15  16-20 121-25 over 25
Churchill | 13% 0 8% . 13% | 13% 0
~ North 14% 43% 0 0 6 - 43%
~ Sheldon o 33% 17% 17% © o 0
South 50% . 14% T 7% 0 0 7%

“In 'grades 4-6 the percent of schools per’ reglon re-
, porting the use of parent volunteers was:

14

Number of Voluntéers Per Month

Region 0-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-25 over 25
Churchill | 38% C25% 0 0 13% 0
North 57% 14% 0 0’ 0 . 29%
Sheldon - 338 33% 0 o 0 0
South | 57%° . 14% 0 o, . o 7%
. L /
4 c. Other Volunteers' . ‘ //Ah‘

e

"In grades K-3 the percent of schools per region re-
‘. portlng the use of other volunteers wasv/f’

]

'Number of Volunteers Per Mon%E“
21—«

Région: '0-5 6-10 11-15 ™~ 16-20 over 25
Churchill | 25%_ S % - 38% T 13s 0
North 57\%_ 14% 14y 0 o ‘las
Sheldon . 50% 0 17% 0 . 0 * 9
“ South 57% 14% _ plas 7% o - 7%

//{(/ o = ) ;7L




- ~ X . . ~
- . F— .

i ) In grades 4-6 the per, ent of schools per reglon re-
porting the use of er volunteers was: -

1 . N o x 7 2 . -
) Number of Volunteers Per Month e .
Region . 0-5" ' 6510 11-15 1620, 21-25  ° .over 25
~ Churchill  38%  ~ 13% 0 e 0 .0 0,
. Nor th . 29% o 0 o 0 . 29%
Sheldon 33% .0 0 -0 o " .0
L) .o .
South . -50% 14% "14% 0 0 7%
- ‘ N . . . . . - «
/ . N .
Question 7;T‘Evaluat10n o
‘ ’ 3 . " Please list the methods used (durlng\%he 1975-76
school year) for evaluating the readingsprogram.’
a. scope and sequence tests A
‘ b. basal mastery tésts _ i
¢. standardized norm referenced tests ‘ .
d. teacher judgment . R '
» 1. What criteria were used for teacher judgment°
w e. Prlnc1pal judgment
. What cr1ter1a were used for pr1nc1pal judgment?’
£ other :
> . ,‘ .
Summary - )

) .In grgdes\K—3 the evaluation methods used were: - )
Evaluation ‘Method L _ Chitrchill North Sheldon South
Scope and sequence tests 88% A 100% 83% 69%
Basal mastery tests - ) ~ 38% - 88% . "67% . 77%
Standardized norm-referenced tésts 884, 100%. H7% 85%

hY . .
Teacher judgment* # ) ' 100% ~ 100% 83% 100%
Principal judgment*#* ) "+ ..88% 75% 50% 77%
Other ~ ° - 13% 38% 0 31%
‘ %
et
~
S , 3 < ’
o -8- _ -

ERIC ' “ . \
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#*m . # .' / . - . '\
N . ~
: . - , LU , -
N ‘ . . . ,-’ . o . .
In srades’4—6 the evalu%tion methods use& were:
‘ Evaluation Method - ' . "%  Churchill North Sheldon South
'chﬁe and sequenéb tests 75% 38% 17% - 69%
v . : e . :
.b' Basal-mastery tests' U - 50% 50% 67% 77%
. £ -~ ) C g
A4 Standgrdized norm—referenced tests 100% 63% 83% 85%
// Teacher ]udgment* . y _" . B8% ,_;153/" 83% 92%
(J / Prlnclpal Judgment** ) o 88% . 50%‘ - 508 C77%
o her _ R 13%  25% o - 38%
. A
The most, common criteria usedqwerec“ra, raading,’ teacher-made: tests, and
comprehension and study skills. ) ) .

The most gommon -criteria used were staudardlzed test results, clas gmoon
! observatlons, ‘and teacher feedback ~

o . : s N
" . -~
- w

Question 8: Based on your evaluative data, d1agnostlc data, and the
’. . ' district's Goals and Objectives for reading, what are .
the major unmet needs for each level (K-3 and 4-6)?° - °

- “

Question 9: What are your suggestions for meeting the idehtified needs?

Summ ary L o )
For purposes of summation the data prov1ded by questions 8 and 9 are
reported together. . :

-. The 'responges to the question on unmet needs drew a wide variety of re- .
. sponses, many unlque to the individual schoql However, over the
* district three’ very general concerns emerged. a) A very broad and general
need which was expresgsed-in many different ways was that insufficient
time was available to teackh feading. 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 more, appropriate.

This was reflecte_g;n*“

requests for use of a consistent program ,(basal or otherwise), concern
of materials not ‘arriving by the beginning of the school year, and
varying needs for special materials for sgec1al needs (supplemental,
individualized, etc.). c¢) A third need seemed to be a lack of emphasis
on programs for the high achieving or gifted reader. A major r solution
suggested was to provide more individualized programs along with re-

lated requests for financial help.to .purchase teaching t1me and materials.

\ Details on the unmet need of each building are contained in the more -
® . extensive reglonal report. '
2 . ’
15 .
“ . ‘
‘ 4
o ?
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\} SCHOOL DIS(/TRICTuZl | EUGENE PUBLIC SCHOOLS - SR
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7 DIVISION OF RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION

e

) : - o ) ' December 1 1976 .

’ MEMORANDUM

fO: Superintendent _ _

FROM: 'Réading Evaluation Committde o y

RE: ~ Phase 1 Report of the Reading'EvaTuatﬁen'Committee -
. / . . . PS ‘ -

s The purpose of this report is to informvybu of the work done during Phase
pRamOne of the reading évaluation and the work to be. done in the remaining
¥ phases of eva1uation oT'e1ementary reading programs.

Chronology of events 1ead1ng to present report .

On July 14, 1975, the Superintendent asked the” Research Development and”
Evaluation ﬂepartment (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
presentéd to the Superintendent on October 6, 1975.

This report recéommended that a cqmpendiﬁm»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 ex1sts between what should be and what is being

taugh*

The report was presented to the Board of Directors on October 6, 1975.
Board members'requested that three pieces of information be collected:
(1) data on reading instruction, (2) unmet needs in reading, and (3) ¢ __
suggestions for resvlving these unmet needs. The Board also requested onf
October 6, 1975, that a comprehensive plan for éssess1ng reading be
: developed. This request-for information resulted in a report in February,
~ published March 24, 1976, in final form, called Desc;lpt1on of the
Elementary Reading Program, D1str1¢t Summary. .

F 3
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On April 14,,1976, the Superintendent*s 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 fof..producing

~ an accurate description of their schoz]'s'reading program. _f"'

_ On May 17, 1976, the Board receivéd the\preliminary Reading’EvB]ﬂation
A .Plan. On June 28; 1976, RD&E held a wo sessijon with the Board to in-
’ . form it of evaluation.techniques, reading pregrams and the phases of the.
proposed evaluation of" the gistrioﬁ}s“?éédﬁng%programs., T :

N\,

/

/ . / N : -
On- July 21, 1976, the Superintendeht informed the staff that_the Reading
Evaluation Team from RD&E--the evgluatjon specialist, the pldnning: )
specialist, the research design spe&ia ist, thé special projects assis-
tant, the assistant superintendent for~RD&E and a data,collector--would

- ' seTve as staff to the Reading Evaluation Committee. -, The committee would

represent reading teachers, the district reading speéiéﬁists,'the Univer-
.sity, parénts, and pringipals. On August 30, 1976, the-committee was -
. appointed by the Superintendépt. On September 10, 1976, the Superintend-
ent informed district staff thaty"The Board has:directéd that a gompre-
hensive study and évaluation of.the district's-reading programs He _
uhdertaken.", The.first meeting of the Reading EvalTuation Comnittee was
- on September 15, 1976. - -

B T
FAY
\

' _Composifion of Réading»EVa]uation Commi ttee and Reading Evaluation Team
= 7 . . N .

R ‘ _ _ R T

The Reading Evaluation Committee consists of seven people: Mike Brott,
_ Chairperson,. principal at Willagillespie Elementary Schooljy Terry®
s -Bullock, College of Education faculty at the University of Oregon;

@ . Margaret Nichols, director of Educational, Services; Lila Padgett, reading
specialist at McCornack Elementary Schoof; Martha Rabert, an elementary
téacher at Santa Clara Elementary School; Marge Smith., parent; and Barb
West, member & the school board. Leslie Hendrickson of RD&E 'is am

. ex-officio member of the committee. This committee is an advisory commit-
tee to the Reading Evaluatjon Team'and the committee reports to the
Superintendent. i ; :

. . The Readﬁné Eva]uatidn‘Team consists of four peaple: Larry Barber,
’// Assistant Superintendent.for Research, Development and Evaluation; Susan
Franklin, planning specialist; Leslie Hendrickson, evaluatignispecialistp

(PN
S

and Charles Stephens, research specialist. : jj@ﬁ%ﬁﬁa

The four RD&E team members have been assigned regions. Pach person . will
be responsible for the conduct of the evaluation in _his/her region and is
expected to be familiar with the reading programs!df the region. The 7
assignments are: Larry Barber for the North Regiori; Susan Franklin .and a{
data collector for the Soith Region; Leslie Hendrickson for the Churchill’ .

" Region; and ‘Charles Stephens for the Sheldbn Region.

".
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Any parent, studgnt or staff persqgn who wishes to asfmhu¥stions or make
statements -about\ the .reading evalfation should contact the appropriate Y
RD&E staff person or the Reading Evaluation Committee members. RD& }

j staff will.be happy to meet with school staff oerarQnt“advisory councils

to explain the\eva]ua.'tion. - W

* N ’ )
. . . . . .
.‘ .. X N L]\

Purpose of the evaluation. .- .

¢ —'\}‘ .
4 :0On October 19, 1976, the Reading Evaluation Committee Sgcf that- thé ’
.purpose of the evaluation was threefold, and RD&E was quested to de- }
A ¢  termine: (1) Are the district elementary reading programs effective
according kp the d#trict's Reading Scope and Sequence? (2) What makes
effective pﬁpgrams effective? (3) If programs are not effective, what
& are those things that .could- be done to make them effective? T
B . 3 Y
> o \:y
1

- Phases of the evaluation

L} N

’ The Reading Evaluation Team has designed a four—phase evaluation.
X : —

1. The first phase is arpériod during which exisél?g descriptive, informa-
tion on reading programs is identified and the.préii@}nary evaluation is
done. This phasg’is almost completed. _ o N

°

. \Four sources of descriptive information exist. The first is the results
. ¥ of a questionnaire submitted by principals during the 1975-76 school yehr.
; A 'summaryrof questionnaire responses was presented to the Board on March
'24,-1976, and a more detailed description of the questionnaire results -is . .
attached to this report ‘as Appendix A. Second, the district's Reading “ /
Scopeand Sequence describes minimum expectations tMat students of dif-
. 'fertnt grades should be able to accomplish. Third, RD&E has testing data
(\ﬁ¢// on reading comprehension and .vocabulary. Fourth, the Profile of Schools

cogﬁgins usefyTﬁQ?ckground data on community schools and student charac-
teri T o '

tics.

. . . ] . .
Prefliminary evaluation planning .is complete. , Three major tasks were com-
pleted as part of this planning. First, a survey of 65 large school L
districts in eleven westerpstates and eleven state departments of educa- oR
tion were contacted. Jg% patd one school:-district which had carried out '
an evaluation similar to™ i whanned evaluation and a copy of it was
obtained., L LR S

LV

' 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 titles in the 1960-68

- "Education Index listed 82 references relevant te the evaluation of

1%
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reading programs. An ERIC computer, search-of published literature since

v-‘. 1968 listed 49 references to reading programs. A1l publighed references
' were read. No articles or books describing actual evaluatjons were found.

could be studied ddying a reading evaluation. . Thirty-four topics were

Third, the'Committg;.congidered approximately 100 possible tobics that —
chosen and planning was begun on studying two of_those topics in Phase Two.

s ¥

. -+ Based on recommendations from principals, the Redding Evaluation Team has

e .~ » decided that data will also be reported on the Eastside, Magnet Arts, aﬁq'

‘ Traditional AJternative School programs. The Patterson, Evergreen, and

e # Corridor school programs will not be studied $eparately. . . R
o 2. Phase Two is a period iﬁ-which resources used.on reading programs will" .

be identified and measured. Five separate studies will be"carried out as
part of Phase Two. : o S

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. °
Secorid, all elementary principals shall be mailed a questionnaire asking
N them how much money they receive for instructional support, how the money
A '« is allbcated and howymgggLof the money spent can.be traced to support of
" the reading program. ik , : cE -
, o N :
4 ~ .Third, all elementary teachers shall be sent a'questionnaire asking what
v . kind of ‘materials they use 'to teach, reading, approximately how mucﬁgbf
~+ each kind do they use, .and how,efzgztive is thjs material, in their‘opinion.
Fourth, a random sample of elementary classroofis for three to four periods.
to measure the amount of time .stydents spend studying reading. Fifth, . =
district administrators will be &sked to identify existing school board
or administrative policy which statgs what pribrity the district's reading

program should have. ) o - ’*
. ’ . .. LY ] - . .
) Phase Two will -last two and oneTHélf months and should be completed by
January 31,.1977. - ' ’ '

. , N , :

3. Phase Three is a period in wHich school staff will be asked about severe
reading problems; the school's organization of reading, staff agreements,
about the school's<xeading program, the school's testing program, the .
school's recordezgngg system and the use of a seguence of skill.develop- -

ment. This phase will Nast-aprroximately two months and should be com-
pleted by March-31, 1977. - :

’ S
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4. Phase Four is a period in which the effectiveness of reading progra
. will be studied. ‘It will include four tasks. First, student scores .on
tests of comprehension, gocabulary, oral and silent reading, word analy
and study skills will be studied. Second, other consequences of the..
program's operation will be stu ied* Third, ap estimation shall be mad
as to what kind of reading programs appear to work and why. Fourth,

_recommendations will be presenteéd to help improve the district's readin
programs. ~ : X .
‘A separate report shall be prepared descriﬁ%ng_the ré;ﬂlts of each phas
~ and be presented tp the Board when the ppase is'finiShed.~ﬁf L~
A fihal-répoﬁf'showing‘data_?G%ﬁéh school and the three alternative-
school programs w§11 be reported on- in thé fall of 1977. N
LH:jd - - //,w T a '
. ' - - ’ . %_
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