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I, PRIM

The Titre I Nonpublic Schools Reading Skills Program, hereafter

called, the Re4ding Skills Progreal,,seved 431 nonpublic school'

stir*ts in grades 4-8 at nine sites; the students are Title I ell-

gib10, have severe reading.problems, and need done-to one instruction.*

The program's goal is to provide individualized diagnostic-prescriptive

reading and writing skills instruction for severely disabled readers.

Students demonstrate, through mastery on criterion-referenced tests,

their reading proficiency in the areas of word study, vocabulary, com-

prehension and study skills.

Depending on the severity of the'reading problem, students meet

with the Reading Skills teacher three to five times per week from 45

to 60 minute sessions.' This instruction continues until the student

is able to function adequately in the regular nonpublic school class-

room and has no further need for supplemental instruction.,

The staff included one full time (FTE)** coordinator,17 FTE

teachers, and one FTE secretary. Each teacher provides a minimum of

four hours of instruction Per day. , In addAn, a one, hour confer-

ence period was set-up each day to 6e usied by teachers to meet with
/

parents, communicate with nonpublic school personnel, and to diagnose

\
*Students are ineligible if they are non-English speaking, receive
the,servtces ofi.,the Title I Corrective Reading Program or the
serv)ces of the TitleI English as a Second Language Program or
are enrolled, in a Distridt Reading Program.

**FTE: Full-time equivalent; one FTE is equivalent to one full-
time staff position. Some teachers in the program are hired on
a part-time or per diem basis,, therefore, the amount of teach-in service is expressed in.FTE's in lieu of reporting the num-ber of teachers employed.

l r
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DATA ANALYSIS

0_01d4ly

rhd ohloctivd or this program was than arudenra wars to achieve

tjainh' 111 performance in reading comprehension greater than would have

been expected in the absence of treatment. Heading comprehension Wci

measured by performance on the comprehension subtest or the Stanrord

Diagnostic Redding lest, Mb edition.

UWE 17:voluoti)n Model Al was used to derive the "no-treatment ex
\

\

pectation". Pretest raw scores were converted to Normal, Curve Equiva-

lents (a type of score which expresses performance In relation to the

performance of a notionally representative group of students), NCE's.

Posttest scores were also converted to NCE's. It was assumed that, in

the abSence of treatment, the mean NCE of the group would be the same

at posttest as at pretest.

An increase in-mean NCE's was interpreted as a gain in performance

beyond what would have been expected without' treatment.

Grade 4 students were tested on the comprehension subtest of the

Stanford Diagnostic 12661:ling TeSt, Form B, Green level. Grades 5-8 were

tested on the Brown level of the same test.

Summary and.Analysis of Results

Of the 431 students reported as prograM participants, valid pre-

and posttest data were 's led for 422 students: The program results

are positive (refer to 'Chart Is). On the average,' students in Grades 4

-3-
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Nor uratio, S _tolcitW avcrauo porterlt141Wo 41 pa4ttOtmak to twoso

NCL aed NC1 41). lh 40 4C0004 a0 4pproOmatoly equal 10 A pcii411

1.110 rahIeq or and L., reinettlVdly. Ihd Ilrtt{ t. NCI mdath raocie

trout 1 1e 29, or 'Tom the 10th ter the lnth pert: nit le, thd.it

"0161011T'i hAvo wide WO 4.141e: sterile' thelrvear In thd koatliou '3011%

center,

Correlated t wero porterMed Oh a11 raw %(ere. and Ncl 's tor

each qrade-lovol, All qa1m were %Lat,1%ii(ally

10 I...! NCI'- In oil

.001 level.

t:HAll 1' I.

inniricant beyond thd

READING COMPRTHENSION;SCORLS FOR S HEMS
IN SKILL CENTERS, GRADES 4-8

RaW Scores
Pre Post

NCE's
Pro Post

,t,!

Mean Gain
in NCE's

Grade 4 Mean 30 43 26 37 II
N.44 Median 31 46 27 37

Grade 5 Mean 15 24 24 36 12
N=89 Median 15 24 27 38

Grade 6 Mean 17 28 23 34 11
N=90 Median 17 28 26 36

Grade 7 Mean 23 35 26 35 9
N=105 Median 22 36 29 36

Grade 8 Mean 31 40 29 40 11
N=94 Median 33 42 30 40

-4-
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teereetjaellee

04E4 fOr the 1134Phts%44 We &Oil (tea feom In tcathd ,omptd to d

the turvey at 4 Tree', meet ine at tho 411 (hd 40001 yadr, the 41.0:VOY

WA% comicructd41 h8 4da Oh youth.; from the tddchor iutdryidwl fit'dfOtoti

anti revised by the Offica of EdUcAfitm4) fv;iudticio with a; 14cwo flout

th Cdtar41 ri 10 1 NtlhOtibite, *iehoOi Vt'olt'dm lidtitittlitrAtv14,

Oete frm the Iotervierwa were 4T.Oiloadd to three ich001) ovdc thd

perid from Ma.y 29, letel to Julie h), 19110. Lich site vl'it WILIO
1 oh

lervinq the; Title 1 reedine ia41 and Ihtervlewihq the teilcher.

A tot41 or tour roddiou %klii; teach word oh;orvod And intorvInwed .

two reading tenchers were Interviewed at oneMitito because there wa% ample

time to complete both interviews. This was not the Ca5o at the other

sites; at these sites, the teacher whose last Oduld was closest to "V was

interviewed. The sites for the evaluation were selected randomly from 3

stratified sample. of schools in the Title I Nonpublic School Reeding

Skills Program.

The interview form was constructed, pretested, and revised 'by the

Office of Educational Evaluation with assistance from the Central Title I

Nonpublic School Program administrators. The interviewer was trained in

the use of the form lore the interviews began. Teachers being inter-

viewed were informed of the purpose of the interview: to feed information

back to the program coordinator for administrative and evaluative purposes.

The teachers were assured of complete confidentiality, and their responses

are all reported anonymously. Each interview took between 45 and
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All Jour of frijol tofcrvicwcd tad ,ver rive
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Toachinljporionce In 1.110 I Nonpublic kittOol Projram, Inerldnim

ln tho Title I Nonpublic '...:haol"Proilram for teacher '. rood lnq t 1114

survey 44 S 11%, one year. OT, two yearl, 191, throe yr r

y rs, 44%, moro than rive yearN. Or the interviewed tea(lior-,, two

teachers had tour years experience in the ritl I Nonpublic School'Pro-

gram and two teachers had five years experience in the program.

All survey respondents indicated that they

had an MA/S degree. All four interviewed teachers had 3n MA/S degree; two

had 30 credits over the masters degree.

Professional Development and Activities.' Over the past three years,

8f% of those responding to the survey had earned college credits, 31i

attended on-Title I Board of Education workshops, 19% took United Feder-

ation of eachers' courses, 81% participated in Title I workshops, 691,



.

attended local and national ptofes'sional conferences, 63% participated
. ,

in publisher's materials worksho41Ps and 25% took other non-credit courses.

Outing the three years, one interviewed teacher'had taken courses
e

. .

for collegredits, two .are\Interna-totional Reading Association members

and all four teachers hav, ,attedded workshops and/or inservice Programs.

Pupil Profile ,

\< Number of Students Taught. The average number of pupils taught by

the survey respondents was approximately 27. Each of the four teachets

interviewed had aLtotal of 25 students at all sites.

Criteria for Selection. All teachers indicated that children who

were severely disabled readers were eligible for the program and three

teachers idpntified low achievers in.reading as also being eligible.

Also mentioned as criteria of 'selection for the children in reading

skills classes were Science Research ,Associates test scores (SRA) and
%

Metropolitan Achievement test scores (MAT). All inte;iewed teachers

indicated that a student must meet the nonpublic school Title I guide-

lines.

Participants in Selection. All of the surveyed teachers reported

that the Title I teacher participated in the selection of the children

for the program. Other responses were nonpublic school principal, 81%;

nonpublic school classroom teacher, 63%; Title I guidance counselor, 50%;

and other Title I teachers, 69%.

The interviewed teachers reported that people participating in the



o' student selection were Title I teachers (4),*,the nonpublic school prin-

cipil (3), classroom teachers (2), Title I corrective reading teacher

,(2) and the Title I guidance counselor (1). \\

Most Common Learning Problems. 0n the survey, teachers were given

a list of eight learning problems and asked to identify the three' most

_common to the students.they taught. Percentages of teacher responses

were asfollows: 13%, problems from other achievement areas; 31%, atten-

tion problems; 50%, language problems; 6%, behavioral problems; 44%, poor

listening skills; 31%, poor self-image'(including fear of failure); 63%,

retention skills; and 56%, general prqblems in concept formation.

Interviewed teachers mentioned a wide variety of learning problems.

Most frequently reported were poor comprehension, short attention span,

limited language development, and limited language experience (children

from Spanish-speaking families). (See Table 1, page 9, for a listing of

the teac ers' responses.)

Teaching Methodology

Major Areas of Focus. Teachers were asked to indicate on the survey

the major areas of focus of their instruction: 94%, diagnostic-prescrip-

tive reading;. 94%, diagnostic-prescriptive writing; 94%, comprehension;

81%, work attack skills; 81%, decoding; 75%, sentence structure; 69%, word

power; 63%, work-study skills; and 56%, paragraph structure.

All interviewed teachers indicated the following areas of focus for

*Numbers in parenthesis indicate the number of respondents selecting
or giving a particular response.

as
- 8 -



TABLE I
4

LEARNING PROBLEMS AS REPORTED BY
TEACHER INTERVIEWEES (N=4)

,Problems Number of- RESponses

Poor comprehension

Short attention span

Limited language development.

Limited language experiene (children
from Spanish speaking families)

Low self-esteeml,

Poor background in phonics

Low confidence in reading ability

Limited experiential background

Poor concept vocabulary

Difficulty in differentiating sounds

Poor visual memory

Poor word attack skills,

Poor socio-economic background.

Emotional problems

Physical problems- -need glasses,

Poor sequential output of skills

2

2

1

1

1.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
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instruct* word attack skills, decoding; word power, comprehension,

work and study skills, sentence structure, 'diagnostic-prescriptive

reading 'and diagnostic-prescriptive writing. Also, three 9f the four

teachers indicated that paragraph structure w's an area of fikus. Other

areas of focus identified were: reading.n content areas; punctuation,-

an&votabulary.,

Time Allocation. The amount of time spent on different **true-
.

tional groupings i;iias.consistent across teachers.- Three teachers said. . a

.4they ,spenf75%-85%: of their time on indlvidual'instructidn. teacW-

.ers responding indicated that time was spent oh diagnosis4 but\this was

an on-going process associated with
the-individualized-instruction. Al-

though all three teachers indicated that they did spend time in whole

groupinstruction, this never exceeded-26% of the total teaching time.

Motivation. The survey asked teachers to indicate the methods or

techniques they used to motivate students; they responded:, 93.8%,

graphs for self-tracking;. 81.2%, reward systems (stars, stamps, etc.);

81.2%, other pupil self-evaluation techniques; 25%,,games; 25%, other

manipulatives. Teachers in the'survey were asked to indicate the behav

ioral changes they were aware of as a result of the increased motivation.

These were: know what to do without asking 63%; willingness to try

more difficult materials, 50%; more pupil participation in Title I class-
,

room activities, 50%; better self-image, 38%; greater rapport with teach-

er 19%; and more attentive, 13%,

*One teacher would not respond to this question indicating the
program was individualized.

10

1p
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Three of the four interviewed teachers_ identified machines (A-V

equillment, cassettes, etc.) as a motivating tool they used., Two of the

nterviewed teachers also indicate* that they use high interest mate-.
(

rials (e.g., NFL baseball reading kits) and' try,to focus in on the 4

child's interests and experiences. Other specific motivational tech-

niques mentioned by one teacher each included: motivating the child

through the teacher's own inte'ests, creating anticipation to ttimuAte_

the child's interest and

low pupil- teacher ratio,

encorging the pupil to follow7up on their own,

graphing'student progress (self-competition) and

"breaking,-the code, in the High Intensity Learning System (HILS1'Program,

Interviewed teachers commented:,that as a_resuli. of increased moti-,

Vati on , they :have' 'hp*\ the ; chi 1 dtktE are mo outgoing; (2) tdtre 'verbal) Y

communicative (2) ,' more wtIling(to try dif icult materials 2) reading

to each-other and themselves mci.e f4buent y (1Y,.learning to follow

directions (1), tware of what to do Without -asking (f), and feeling inde-
pendent because they'have a "job" -(Jr.

Peer Tutoring, Independent Study, and Individualized Instructibn.

Six y-three.percnt oflthe' teachers responding to the survey reported thlt

their students were involved in peer tutoring. Sixty-nine percent re-.

ported that.their students were involved in independent study activities.

During the interviews, three teachers indicated that their students

were involved in peer tutoring. This took the form of older children

helping younger children or a child, who had finished- early;` proof-reading

another child's work. All of the teachers interviewed reported that their

students participated in self-evaluation and three teachers stated that

their students did independent study.
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Writing Skills, SurveY°Results.* All of the teachers respon e

that they use thewriting of a.journal in connection With teaching,,

writing. Fifty percent indicated that the journal writing had been

extremely effective for the diagnosis of writing skills as:compared to,

using a diagnostic tool. Other responses were very effective, 38 %; and

somewhat effect-Ne,. 13%. 'Tepachers were given three areas of growth and

asked tf they could-detect anyigrdwth in the students' writing from the

review of the pupil-journals: 100% indicated growth in abilityto,ex-

press oneself, 100%,reported growth in the abilityto wrfierin longer

.units and 94% reported growth 'in'sentence sense.

, Writing Skill's, Interview Results. Each e-three teachers; respond-
,

ing to-a question on Jmprovemehtindicated pupil improyement in differ-
.

ent areas:. "vocabulary,, spelling an,word usag:e.improvement.and a better

understandinTof the ff1- 111 idea when theywere taught paragriph'structure";,

"when children write their own work, they arse able -to read it";' and, '

"children realize that -writing is talking written down and that it is a,f.

real method of communication."

All interviewed teachers had a different preference for a weekly time

schedule for teaching writing. One teacher had no preference.' One

teacher indicatedthat she would like to teach writing everyday for the

first ten minutes of the Class Oriod. Another preferred to teach'it one

day ,a week as a group-lesson and the fourth teacher indicated her prefer-
,-

*In appendix are Writing Skills Guidelines, Writing SkillsDiagnos-
tic Profile Sheets, and Writing Skil Scope and Sequence of Program.

**Evaluator omitted this question( from one interview.



A

ince was to teach writing twice'a week Oring the'60-minute classes.

lOurnal writing was used by all four teachers in connection with

teaching writing. Tqachers'indicated that the journal writing had not

'only, been an effective diagnostic tool but, had also'been effective in

teaching punctuation, sentence expansion and usage.

All teachers indicated that their students had grown in sentence

sense, the ability to express themselves effectively and the ability to

write in longer units. Two teachers reported that the students have

gone from writing sentenCes to writing stories and compositions.

`Pupil Assessment ,

d.

The following eble summarizes the teachers' responses on the survey ;4

to pupil assessment methods.

I
*-- TABLE-2

0

-4gRcpT OF TEACHERS USING VARIOUS ASSESSMENTS-
AT:THE BEGINNING OF THE YEAR AND.OURING THE YEAR

Method,
Used at

Beginning
Used

During Year-

1. Nonpublic School Rrogram,Assessment 50% 44%
2. An Informal Reading Test 56% 63%
3. A Standardized Norm Referenced Test ,.,) 75% 44%'4. Teacher Made Criterion-Referenced Test (CRT) 38% 56%
5. A Commercially Made CRT 100% 100%
6. Conference-with Classroom Teacher 63% 69%
7. ClassroOm, Observation -t'

0% 63%.

Teachers were asked to check,on the survey the two major purposes, for

which they used the results of the initial pupil assessment: '100%, to in-

dividualize instruction; 63%, for diagnosis; 13%, to evaluate progress;

- 13 -



13%, f lesson plans;
n

.and 11%, to teach pupilt'se4-evalitation:
.,

(,

All teachers used theStanfort Diagnottic Test,for assessment at the

beginning of the year. 'TWOteachers alto used SRA or MAT scores, two

teachers used the RandoM House HighlIntensiiy Learning System and one

used informal observation., heck-in listsfOrnitial assessment.

The initial pupil assessment -,was used by 611 teachers to individu-

alize instruction and to fulfill Title rprogram requirements. Other

purposes of _the initial assessment reported. were:" to plan long-range

lessons (3), to evaluate progress (2), to organize group work -(1), to

diagnose (1) and to plan short -term lessons (1).

-) .71,

The RandoMjiouse High,Intensity Learning System,cheCk-in and check-

Outtesti were administered by7aMteachers to reassess the students t-.

progress during te year. The'equency of this tesinganged from

every two to three days'to once a.month depending"bn the skill and on,ihe
tet.

lndixidual chijd, Three of the four teacherii also indicated that they

,,reassess students through daily observations. One teacher conducts

,(approximately ten times .a year) book conferences with children to dis_

cuss the books each child has read.

Pupil re-assessments were used by all interviewed teachers to evalu-

ate progress and to,individualize instruction (3), to help the child to

become a stronger balanced reader (2)0 to organize group work (1), to plan

long-range lessons (1), and to plan short-range lessons (1).

Student Records. For each child, all four interviewed teachers kept

records of: thel'student's diagnostic assessment of reading and writing

needs; specific instructional objectives in word study, vocabulary, com-

prehension and study, kills; prescribed reading and Writing objectives;



student mastery of objectives; dlTry attendance; and standardized and

criterion- referenced tests. Additional records kept by teachers included

lesson plans (in a plan book); a daily log noting conferences and pupil

work/problems; and folders on students' progress from past years.

Related Duties. Interviewed teachers were asked to specify their

duties related to teaching. All teachers reported that they 'selected

pupils, administered tests,- defined short- and long-range objectives,.

individulized lesson plans-, evaluated pupil progress, scheduled pupils

for instruction, et with parents, made clinical/guidance referrals and

discussed pupil st tus with other Title I staff. Two teacherS indicated:

that they directed the activities of the para-professional.

Materials Used. All of the interviewed teachers indicated that the

materials the have in their classrooms are appropriate for the pupils

they teach. In addition, all responded that the materials in their

classrooms are-helpful to them in the manner in which they teach'. Selec-

tion of materials was identified by all four teachers as being provided

by the Title I central staff; two teachers indicated that the Title I

teacher helped to select materials.

Support Services

A

Clinical ,and Guidance. The results of the survey item_asking teach-

ers to specify all those who refer pupils to clinical and guidance ser-

vices were: 100%; Title I teacher; 69%, nonpublic school principal; 88%,

other Title I teachers; 94%, nonpublic school classroom teacher and 13%,

parents. Thee Title I clinical and guidance services were rated extreme-

ly effective by 25% of the teachers surveyed, 25% rated the services' very

effective, and 50% rated the services as somewhat effective.

V



The interviewed teachers indicated that the Title I teachers refer

students to the clinical and guidance services. The regular classroom

teacher also can refer student (1). All of the interviewed teachers

found these services to be. effective.

Nonftblic School Principal. Teachers answering the survey indi-

cated they receive support from the nonpublic school principal through

orientations to school procedures, 81%; scheduling, 69%;'arr6'ging con-
.

ferences with the regular nonpublic school classroom teachers, 44% and

monthly conferences, 19%.

All of the interviewed teachers indicated that the principal of

their school encourages coordination with regular classroom teachers,

provides orientation to school procedures, and makes,,scheduling deci-

sioAs. Three interviewed teachers noted that they received support

from their principals.in the following ways: the principal's atten-

dance at the monthly conferences, the principal's respects for the

program, and the principal's assistance in gaining the cooperation of

parents, students, and teachers.

0
Title, I Central Staff. On the survey, 94% of the teachers stated

that the Title I central staff provided training/orientation; 88%,

supervisory visits; 81%, demonstration of instructional methods; 81%,

resource materials; 69%, teacher evaluation of suggested techniques;

63%, follow-up conference notes; 44%, assistance in testing/diagnosis;

and 38% assistance in pupil selection.

All four interviewed teachers identified the following as support

services they had received from the Title I central staff: training and

- 16 -
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orientation, demonstration of instructional Tiethods, resource materials,

r follow-up conference notes, evaluation of suggested teaching techni

and supervisory visits. Other support services provided were: aSsW

tance in testing and diagnosis (2),, assistance in pupil selection (1),

guidance services and psychologists (1),and accessibility for phone con-
,

tact (1).

Parent 'Contact

Number and Frequency. The survey reveals that the i'eachers meet an .

average of 40.4% of the pifents. Thirty percent of the teachers rem

ported seeing parents on a continuous basis, either weekly or monthly;

65.1% saw parents every reporting period; and 88.9% indicated they met

with parents on a yearly basis.

Results of the interviews revealed that the number of parents met at

each site ranged from six to 14. The mean number of parents.met was 11.*

Two teachers see some parents daily, one teacher sees some parents weekly

and all teachers see some parents every reporting period.

Method. Contacts with parents reported by teachers responding to

the survey were face -to -face (80.5 %),, by telephone (29.7%), by written

communication (100%) and in parent/tutorial workshops (80.3%).

Most of the communication between parents and interviewed teachers

was face-to-face.- Two teachers used the phone as a means of communication

and all used written communication (which include the Reports

which are issued twice a year).

*More'parent contact is being provided for the students than this
figure indicates; in some instances the para-professionals meet
parents with the teacher present.

°- 17 - 0
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Initiation. On the survey, .100% of theteachers indicated that they

initiated the majority,of teacher-parent contacts.

One of the interviewed teachers indicated that initial contact is

made by the Title I teacher and the other three indicated that the par,

ents had made ther initial contact.

Classroom and Rome Involvement. Parental involvement in the class-

room is reported by interviewed teachers to be primarily through indi-

vidual conferences to discuss their child's progress. Two teachers indi-

cated that parents came to observe; two indicated workshops had been held

for parents, and one teacher indicated that parents were involved in

tutoring.

Interviewed teachers indicated that at home the parents discussed

books with their children; parents have asked teachers for books to take

home and read with their children; and parents watched the television

news with their children.

Major Concern of Parents. All teachers responding to the survey

reported that the parents major concern was that their children ap-

proach grade level academic performance.

Interviewed teachers report the major concerns parents to be:

°reading score improvement (2), children watch too much tele ision (1),

acceptance of the child to a good high school (1), and ways in which par-

ents can help at home (1).

Recommendations

Survey Results. Owthe sbrvey,teachers were given seven recommen-

dations and asked to indicate which was most important for the improvement

of the Title I program. The responses were:

- 18



44% - No significant improvemAt is required.

19% - More Title I teacher involvement in materials
selection.

19% - More opportunity for coordination with the
nonpublic classroom- teachers.

13% - More workshops based Title.I teacher input
(re: teaching techniques)t.

6% - Fewer students seen more often.

General.. Overall, morale of the Reading Skills teachers was very

high. The reading teachers felt that the program was well suited for

the children they taught.

Two teachers had concern about the child's removal from the regular

classroom while he/she is in the Title I class; the child misses work

being done in the regular classroom. One teacher felt more interaction

between the Title I teacher and the regular teacher would alleviate some

of the Phtlems this presents. The other teacher recommended that the

child be removed from only one content area allowing the Title I teacher

to-reinforce the subject manner the child was missing.

Another teacher indicated that she would like machines--specifically

additional tape recorders and a rexograph machine.

Other recommendations were:

Materials.. One teacher recommended more library books

because a certain percentage are lost each year.

Coordination with Regular Classroom Teacher. The Title I

teacher confers periodically with the nonpublic school

classroom teacher to ascertain the specific needs and

weaknesses of the assigned pupils. Evaluation of pupil

achievement and progress reports are reviewed with

- 19 -



nonpublic school staff. However, one teacher indi-

cated more communication was needed. It should be

noted that Constitutional limitations and judicial

decisions determine-the extent to which Title I

staff are involved in the nonpublic school instruc-

tional program.



IV. CLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUMMARY

ft4

Introduction

Three sites of the nine sites were visited. Classroom observations

varied in time from 30 minutes to 60 minutes. All three observations

took place in the morning; the earliest started at 9:45 A.M, and all

observations were completed by 123O P.M.

Classroom Characteristics

All three classrooms were adequate with regards to lighting, order-

liness, space, ventilation, freedom from external noise, and flexibility.

General Observations

Individualized instruction was observed in all classrooms. Also,

children were assigned individual, small group or whole group tasks. The

tether would then circulate and help students. The High Intensity

Learning System Program was observed being used in all clasrooms. Small

group work was observed in two of the classrooms.

Observation Checklist: Teacher

. All of the teachers were observed working along with the children;

helping children to solve academic problems; encouraging and reinforcing

children in their work; giving feedback to children on their progress;

and providing individual pupil conferences. Teachers were also observed

talking with children about their activities for the instruction period,

having general discussions with the pupils, encouraging the children to

work independently, and encouraging the children to work together.
4
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TABLE 3

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST TEACHER

(Number of Classrooms 3)

(N.

Activities
Number of

Teachers Observed

Encourages children to work independently 1

Encourages children to work together 1

Talks with children about their activities
for the instruction period 2

Works along with children 3

Encourages/reinforces children in their work 3

Gives feedback to children on their progress 3

Pupil diagnosis/prescription 0

General discussions with pupil(s) 2

Individual pupil conference 3

isaaaoliammm

Observation Checklist: Children

In all classrooms children were observed working independently.

Children's work was visibly displayed in all classrooms. There was no

overt anti-social behavior observed.

TABLE 4

CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST: CHILDREN

(Number of Classrooms 3)

Activities
Number of

Classrooms Observed

Work independently 3

Work in small groups independent of teacher 0

Overt anti- social behavior 0

Children's work is visibly displayed in
classroom 3

22-



V. SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW WITH PROGRAM COORDINATOR

Introduction

The Program Coordinator has been involved with Title I programs in

reading since 1968--three and a half years as a corrective reading

teacher, seven years as corrective reading supervisor and one year as

the Reading Skills Program Coordinator. The interview with the program

coordinator lasted one hour, 50 minutes.

Program Considerations

Goals. The Program Coordinator specified several educational goals

and philosophic orientations: (1) to identify and remediate student

teahniques include teacher-made and commercial materials; (2) to estab-

lish rapport between the teachers and pupils;'she stressed that this

rapport isaessential before learning can take place; (3) to eastablish a non-

threatening environment for the students and create an atmosphere of trust;

(4) to create a democratic classroom where children are a part of the

teaching-learning process; and, (5). to engage children in the learning

process so tha t e children will understand their own needs, know why

they are there, what they are doing, and be part of the evaluation process.

These goals were developed by assessing the needs of the target pop-

ulation through diagnostic and standardized test results, results from .

previous evaluations, current research in learning methodologies, explor-

- 23 -
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ation of newer materials on the commercial market and input from reading

skills teachers via their pupil evaluations.

The goals have changed since the beginning of the program largely

as a result of changes in State mandates. This year the State-mandated

writing program was instituted. New teaching methodologies were em-

ployed, along with the purchase of 'new materials to foster the develop-

ment of the writing program. Other changes in the program included in-

creased teacher participation in materials election* and more encoarge-

-ment of parental cooperation.

Strengths and Needs. The program coordinator indicated several

strengths of the program. The first one she mentioned was the individual

diagnostic- prescriptive approach coupled with the small teacher-pupil

ratio. This approach is possible because of the variety of materials in

all skill areas, and the effective classroom management system (criterion-

referenced testing, mastery learning and others). The instructional staff

was aided by inter-visitations, conferences, demonstration lessons, ob-

servations, and staff training bulletins. In addition, the small super-

visor-staff ratio encourages flexibility. It was also noted that the ,

supervisor has a car which makes it easier to meet with the program's

teachers. The coordinAtor also indicated that there was cooperation and

support from the Title I Director and Assistant Director and open channels

of communication with other Board of Education agencies.

To strengthen the program, the Coordinator suggested continued work

in developing oral language facility and furthering concept development.

*See Appendix for a copy of the evaluatlon form used by teachers to
assess materials they used in classroom.
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M. In addition, she suggested continued teacher training in the areas df

witing skills and awareness of pupil's needs. Changes anticipated or

planned include introducing professional literature, follow-up work on

sentence combining and sentence expansion and'a continued focus on the

writing skills program in the form of continued research, use of the

teacher-made materials, and purchase of more commercially made materials.

Purpose of Programssessment. Program assessments were used to

determine the degree to which the specific reading and writing skill

objectives were attained by the individual pupils, to further identify

the needs of the target population, to develop the curriculum and incor-

porate necessary changes, to assess materials (and thus influence what

materials to purchase), and to 'evaluate teacher training.

Instructional Considerations

Approaches to Instruction. Within the individualized diagnostic-

prescriptive approach, a wide variety of methods to teach reading and

writing were utilized. The students are grouped together for.instruc-

tional purposes--to he paired with tutors or to form small groups based ;

on pupil interests. Teachers used a variety of'materials to explain and

refine a skill--bulletin boards,. demonstrations, reference materials and

the like. Other methods used were language experience, direct instruc-

tion, phonics, and emphasis on the task analysis of the skills.

Daily Lesson. General components of the daily lesson should include

journal writing, sustained reading, one-to-one diagnosis of pupils needs,

direct skill instruction, mastery testing,and some.type of reinforcement

activity to remediate specific weaknesses using commercially prepared

materials.
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Motivation. The Program Coordinator indicated that motivation must

. be directly rola* to the objective and aims to tap-the needs, inter-
,

ests,and abilities. of the student. Specific techniques included ques-

tioning strategies,rustng the child's experiential background; the use

of pictures, diagrarn*and physical representations; discussions, demon-

strations and, explanations; audio-visual materials (machines, cassettes

and other); and readfing,stories aloud.

Overlap Between What is Taught and What is Tested. The program

coordinator stated that there is,in overlap between what is taught and
A

what is tested. The program has specific objectives outlined in the

materials and the mastery tests [are directly related to the attainment

of these objectives. urther,,,the analysis of the journal writing is

directly related to the instructional program. This overlap is indicatdd

by the high correlation betweenIthe needs of the students (indicated by

the standardized tests) and the Skills the coordinator observed being

taught in the classrooms..

Introduction of New Ideas /Approaches /Topics. Because this was the
6

program coordinator's first year, she was only able to speak of the

changes implemented, this year. The Wiriting'program was initiated this

year using the individualized prescriptive approach focusing on the skills

and techniques of sentence combining, sentence; expansion and diagnostic

profiles on writing skills. Teachers were encouraged to implement an

oral and listening vocabulary development program using the pupil's ex-
.

periential background and td,develop oral communication skills (as a pre-
p

requisite to writing skills).

These ideas/approaches/topics were intriodited'to the teachers in
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staff training sessions using the following techniques: demonstration

lessons; workshops; staff bulletins (as follow-ups to the demonstration

lessons and workshops); presentation 3f current research to the teachers

at conferences; and disseminating information about local reading coun-
J

cils, fairs, and exhibits. In addition, teachers were observed (infor-

mally and formally) to see if various ideas/approac4s/topics had been

used in the classroom. If the coordinator observed the teacher using

skills, materials or ideim in the classroom that had been previously'

demonstrated, a note of praise was sent to the teacher after the field

visit stating (the specific skillIpatehad been implemented.

Student Considerations

Reporting a Student's Progress. The student gets feedback on his

progress in a number of ways. The High Intensity Learning System pro-

gram includes check-in/check-out tests which are used regularly (daily

to weekly depending on the need). Wall charts are used daily. Pupil-

teacher conferences also provide the student with an evaluation of his/

her progress. Students also see their progress reports which are issued

twice a year.

Written progress reports are issued to /the parents twice a year.

The teachers are also available for individual and group conferences. The

frequency of these conferences varies with the need of the child and the

availability of the parents.

The principals are given special reporting forms which indicate the

results of the posttesting. There is also on -going communication between

the teachers and the school principals as needed. Nonpublic school class-
.

room teachers are also provided with Pupil Profile Reports indicating
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strengths and weaknesses In skill areas.

Ret4onofituctentl.. The guidelines for selecting a student are

built into the program. A child cavatay until he/she reaches grade

'level at which time they lea1)1 the program. Thereis no limit to the

number of yet's a student can remain'in the program.

Personnel Considerations

Coordina onsibiliefes. Formal observations are employed

o evaluate t achers. The teachers are assessed by observing to what

degre

introdutet t

* implemented the guidelines and approaches/ideas/topics

em in workshops, conferences, staff bulletins and the

like. reacher are formally evaluated once a year. There are also un-

announced sit060/ii. If a teacher's performance is observed to be

unsatiS0ctory the program coordinator would Olan,teacher training

sessio discust\the situation with the Program Director and follow the

Ifesta fished BO44 of Education procedures, if necessary.
4.,,,T )`4,--- ,

,.The Progri* coordinator reported that'ihe meets the responsibility
14.,

of relating to other Title I coordinators rough on -going communication

04 th joordinators of the other Title I Seyices. There'is informal
prA:..

communication regarding materials, me,thodal-641ei>qtaff training program's,

specific pupil needs, scheduling and the like. Title I Clinical and
*.

Guidance Program sends to the coordinators pertinent data monthly.

Program change and the development.of staff are the result of:

attending conventions, conferences, and training sessions.; following cur-

rent research; reviewing new materials; developing staff training pro-

grams; and communicating with other Board Of Education divisions.
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Irmols 190 Nee4 ,_9!P jatruOione) Sliff, The Program Coordina-

tor indicated that the greatest strengths of the Instructional staff

were their diagnostic techniques, evaluation.,techniques (check-in and

check-out mastery testing), methods of repoking data (pupil record

keeping), and communicating with the other supportive Title U services

staff and the classroom teacher in the nonpublic school,

Recommendations

The Program Coordinator's recommendations were related to staff

development activities:

- The 'instructional staff should be strengthened in
the use of tools for evaluation in the writing
skills component. 46:

- Teachers should assist pupils in developing language
facility, especially oral and listening vocabulary.

- Teachers should be given additional instruction in
the primary scoring, interpretation, and use of the
California Achievement Test data. The program will
be using the CAT for the first time next year in _

place of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test.)
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.attealtjat
Students in the Reeding Skills Center showed significant improve-

mint in reeding achievement as memo* by the Stanford Diagnostic

Reading Test. On the average, students who took both the pritest and

posttest gained 11, NCE's. (liven that the State Education Department

has set the gain of 1 NCE as the minimum criterion for programs to dem-

onstrate significant educational impact, it can be concluded that pupils

in this program have made substantial improvement in reading ability

during the course of`this year.

Observations and interviews relmaled the following information

related to program implementation. In all classrooms, children were

observed working independently and student work was visibly'displayed.

Teachers expressed satisfaction with the instructional materials they

had received and the'staff training provided by the program coordinator.

Overall, morale was high; both teachers and the program coordinator were

pleased to be working in the program. These statements are supported by

the fact that 44% of the surveyed teachers felt that the program needed

no significant improvement.

Furthermore, communication between the teachers and the program

coordinator was excellent. The coordinator's perceptions of the instruc-

tional needs of students were in accordance with teacher preceptions. spec-

.

ifically, 50% of the teachers identified language"problems as one of the

three most common learning problems of students they taught;' 44% tdenti-

fied poor listening skills as a major learning problem. The coordinator

showedawareness of student problems in these areas in her recommendation
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Chet teacher treininq sessions be 40Vutd4 Co develoPinu 01'41 14110400

fecility,

tios9m,o5109,4.

Since the writino component and the development of oral vocabulary

and listening skills were new feetureo to.the program this year,, the

evaluation team supports the coordinator's recommendotions that: (I)

staff development in these areas be continued, and (2) the implementa-

tion of those components be monitored.

Since the journal writing technique was identified by teachers as

an effective tool in the teaching of wr,tAg, especially punctuation,

sentence use, and sentence'expansion; It Is recommended that this tech-

nique be continued. Methods should be develope4to evaluate the pupils'

journal writing; and the impact of the writing program on reading achieve-

ment should be assessed.


