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. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Title [ Nonpublic Schools Read1ng’5k1lls Program} hareaftar C
called, the Reading Skills Prouram, sarved 431 nonpub1ic schaol
stuqnnts n grades 4-8 at nine sites. the students are T1tla [ al1-

. gible, hava savera reading .problems, and need ‘ona-to-one 1nstruction *

The PPOgram s goal 1s to provlde individualized dfagnostic- prascriptive

reading and wr1t1ng skills instruction for severely d1sabled readers.

‘ Students demonstrate, through mastery on criterion- referenced tests, f”*

~ their read{ng prof1ciency in the areas of word study, vocabulary, com-

~

' prehension and study ski]ls

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

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

“ to 60 minute sessions.’ This Jnstructfon continues until the student

1§ able to function adequate[y in the regular nonpublic schoo] ¢lass-

. room and has no further need for supplemental instruction..

The staff 1nc1uded one full t1me (FTE)** coordinator, 17 FTE

: teachers, and one FTE secretary Each teacher provides a m1n1mum of

four hours of 1nstruct10n ber day In additéﬁh, a one, hour confer- \

ence period was set up each day to be us%d by teachers .to meet with

/-
parents, communicate with nonpub]ic schoo1 personnel, and to d1agnose,

'./_.
v ]

o\ '

*Students are *ne]\gib]e if they are non- Eng]ish speaking, receive
the services of_.the Title I Corrective Reading Program or the
servﬁces of the Title-I English as a Second Language Program or
are enro]]ed in a District Reading Program.’

**FTE Fu]] time equiva]ent one FTE is equiva]ent 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 Tn lieu of report1ng the num-
_ber of teachers emp]oyed

.. ( 7

-] - ’ o
N | |



Ay

A individual puptl needs.

" L The purpose of this evaluation report is to répurc sbudent
achievament data, describe program tup lementation From the teacheps'
and courdﬁﬂdtuV?' perspoct fves, and to iﬁdlu;te directions ror a more

in depth avaluatjon‘durlnu the 198081 year.
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PL. DATA ANALYSIS

t

The upjuct!Vn of this program was that students were Lo achieve
gains fn perfurmanéu in reading comprahension greater than would have
bean expected In the absence of treatment. Reading comprehenifon was
measured by performance on the comprehension subtest of the Stanford
niagndstiu Reading Tast, 1976 adition.

USOE Evaluation Model A} was used to derfve the "no-treatment ex-
:paciatiun“. Pretest raw scores Wer& converted to Normal Curve Equfva-
Iénts (a type of score which uxprusxéﬁ performance in rﬂ1dﬁion to the

\ . . .
pu%formancg of a nationaily reprasentative g%oup of students), NCE's.
Postfesi scores were also cqnvérted to NCE's. It was assumed that, in
the abﬁence of treatment, the mean NCE of.the gréup would be the same

\
at posttest as at pretest.

\

y

An increase in mean NCE's was, interpreted as a gain in performance
beyonq what would have been expected without ‘treatment.
" Grade 4 students were tested on the comprehension subtest of the

Stanford Diagnostic Réading Test, Form B, Green fevel. Grades 5-8 were

A}

tested on the Brown ‘level of the same test.

v

Summary and_Analysis of Results

Of the 431 students reborted as program“participants, valid pre-
and posttest data were s ad for 422 students The program results

are positive (refer to Chart I) On_the average,’ students in Grades 4



theaugh o gatued 1L NCE's, with 4 ranys Foom 9 tu 12 NOE's. IU.STI
Four grades, students' avevage peyvformaince af poaligst wa§ hcrwceh ‘
NCE 44 and NCE 40, 1hese ICords ave appraximataly equal g a peveen
Elle vanking of 25 and 12, respact (vely. lhn praetest NCE meany vanyge
From S0 Lo 29, or trom the 1OEh Lo the Loth peveentile.  Thus, these
Aludents have made major gains during fhcic year in the Reading Skilis
Cantear,

Correlated ofestys were performed on all rvaw scores and NCL'S ror
each grade - level, Al gaing were stablstically ~dgnitficant beyond Che

L0101 Teve].

v CHART I,

READING COMPREHENSTON;SCORES FOR STUDENTS

i [N SKILL CENTERS, GRADES 4-8
Raw Scores NCE' s Mean Gain
e PR Post  Pre o Post o dn NCE's
Grade 4 Mean 30 43 26 37 11
. 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
o ‘ N '
Grade 8 Mean 31 40 29 40 11
N=94 Median 33 - 42 30 40
-4-
[0



LEE. SUMARY OF SURVEY DATA AND TEACHER (NTERYiEWs
k]
v Lneraduct tan
- lata far the rvespahdes ware collactad Fram 16 [eachers wha completad

the survay at a group mesting at the and of the schaal year. lha aurvay
was constructed hased on results from the teacher intarvicws jirefas Lesd
and reaviged by che OFfice of Educational Evaluation with aaaiaf;uvc from
tn@ cantral Titla | Nonpublic School Pragram adminisCrators
Data from the (nterviaws ware collaocted (n thres achanly aver the
Klét‘ts)cl From May ';-Q"J‘ PO to June 10, 1940, Each sita vistt Ine luded op -
serving the Titlg | vaading skills class and Interviewing Che taachar.
A total of four reading skills teachers were observed and intarviowed,
two reading teachers ware intarviewed at one Wite because thare was ample
tine to completé both Interviews. This was not the case at the othef
‘e sites; at these sites, the caacﬁer whuse‘last name was closest to “7" was
. Interviewed. The sites for the avaluation were selected randomly from a
scrat1ffad‘samplg.uf schools‘in the Title [ Nonpublic Schqol Reading
4 Skills Program. ‘
The interview form was constructed, pretested, and revised'by the
Office of Educational Evaluation with assistance from the Central Title !
Nonpublic School Program administrators. The interviewer was trained in
the use of the form BU’ore 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 evaluat}ve purposes.

The teachers were assured of complete confidentiality, and their responsés

are a]]lreported anonymously. Each interview‘fook petween 45 and

- 5%
H




3C Wlnutas.  Ihe wadn Tileivicw Clie way 48 wbiiulay
Givet the faut Ehatl The nwnbier G7 Thtery tewad tesachery was amall
(N=4}, datg pevcantages will wal hie iuted amd {(he naviatlve atalam@nis

will tend o be bitaef

Infaormatlan Alut feadher Rezpondgnta

.
[

Teaching Yaperienca'  Ihe suivey data hadtoated thal 112 of (he P
teachers had tafal reaching esparience Sr ditg o Tlve years, 441 had
shx Lo tenw years, 1t had t1 to in yeais, 0% had 16 (g 2 yeays ans st
had mare than 4 yadrs of feaching sspariam e

AL four af the Interviewed teachers fad over iye rEaAly 07 Lmaniing
asparience, two had tanght st (g fan Fears , one had Laught 1oy 14
years and one had ovar twenty years af asperien a

feachlng ixparfance In fitle | Nonpublic School Pragran. 1 périsnde
in the Ttt{m [ Nonpublie Schoo I Program for teachers reaspoaiding to the
survey was 114, one year, 0%, two years, 19, fhraﬁ vaars, 4L, four
years, 44%, more than five yaars.,  Uf the interviewed teachars, two
t@dcﬁers had four years axperiance in the Fitle [ Nonpubtic School Pry-

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

Educational Background. Al] survey respondents indicated that they

‘hdd<uvMA/S degree. All four interviewed teachers had an MA/S degree; two

had 30 credits over the masters degree.
L

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

81% of those responding to the sufgey had earned college credjts, 3%
attended ?on~Tit1e [ Board of Education workshops, 19% took United Feder-

ation of Yeachers' courses; 81% participated in Title | workshops, 69%

- 6 ;;3



| ﬁ,' o~ . -
attended Tocal and nationai professionai conferences, 63% participated ’
:jl

“1in publisher s materials workshops and 25% took other non-credit courses.
- . f During the three years, one interviewed teacher had taken courses
for co]iegdﬂtredits two are\lnternational Reading Association members

?

-and aib four teachers hav fattended workshops and/or 1n-serv1ce programs.

- : /‘ . ~
-~ ) N ~ - ‘

Pupil Profiie

L ‘ - \ R N
< Number of Students Taught. The average number of pupils taught by

the survey respondents was approximateiy 27. ‘Each of the four teachers

interviewed had aétotai of 25 students at all sites.

[

5 Criteria for Selection. All teachers indicated that children who

were severely disabled readers were eiigibie for the program and three ~/
teachers identified Tow achievers in.reading as also being eiigibiec

Also mentioned as criteria‘of'seiection for the children in reading
skills classes were Science Research Associates test scores (SRA) and _
iMetropoiitan Achievement test scores (MAT). A1l intervVviewed teachers

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

" -

Tines.

~ Participants in Selection. Aiilof the surveyed teachers reported

that the Title I teacher participated in the seiection of the children
for the program. Other responses were nonpublic school principal, 81%'
nonpublic school ciassroom teacher, 63%; Title I guidance counseior, 50%;
and other Title [ teachers, 69%. ~ - '

- The interviewed teachers reported that peopie participating in the

(o

ko




Gl student selection were Title I teachers (4),* the nonpub11c schoo] pr1n- i }f
. cipal (3), classroom teachers (2), Tit]e I correct1ve reading teacher ) .- f
(2) and the Title I guidance counse]or (1). T \\ N

~ Most Common Learning Problems. On the survey, teachers were givenfif4
‘a 1ist'of«édght11earning problems and asked to identify the threetmost fﬁ
"' _commen to the students they’taught Percentages of teacher responses
were as‘fo]]onS‘ 13% problems from other ach1evement areas; 31% atten-
tion problems; 50%, language problems; 6%, behavioral problems; 44%, poor . -
listening skills; 31%, poor self-image *(including fear of fai1ure); 63%,
retention skills; and 56%, general problems in concept format1on
Interviewed teachers mentioned a wide variety of 1earn1ng prob]ems
Most frequent]y reported were poor comprehens1on, short attent1on span,
limited language deve]opment,and Timited. 1anguage exper1ence (children
from Span1sh-speak1ng‘fami1ies). (See Table 1,*page>9, for a listing of
. the teacggrs' 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.

A1l interviewed teachers indicated the following areas of focus for

i

*Numbers in parenthesis indicate the number of respondents selecting
or giving a particu]ar response,




. _ "y
1 L4 f
. i - - . .
- . 4
] . /4 f .
,‘ TABLE 1
LEARNING PROBLEMS AS REPORTED BY
T!EACHER- INTERVIEWEES (N=4)
Problens o Number of Réponses
¢ Poor comprehension ' : . ,2
Short attention span - o | 2
Limited language development. " ..‘ 2
Limited language experiente (children
from Spanish speaking families) 2
Low se]f—esteem]g .‘ _ : ) 1
Poor background in phonics | 1
Low confidence in reading ability - a 1
Limited experiential background | 5 | 1
Poor concept vocabulary : ' 1
Difficulty in differentiating sounds = ) 1
Poor visua]ﬁmemory . _ } 1
Poor word attack ski]ls_  | 1
Poor socio-economic background ’ 1
Emotional problems | | ° 1
Physical problems--need QlaSsesf' _ ' 1
i Poor sequential output of skills ‘ 1




. er 19%; and more attentive, 13%

3

,instructihn. word attack ski]]s, decoding, word power, comprehension,-

work and study ski]]s, sentence structure, diagnostic-prescriptive

reading and diagnostic prescriptive writing ATso, three gf the four

teachers indicated that paragraph structure was an area of Tacus Other

4 areas of focus identified were: reading_in content areas, punctuation,

and’vocabularyn

Time A]]ocation The amount of time spent on different 1nstruc-

. ‘tional groupings was con51stent across teachers Three teachers said

they spent 75 857 of their time on 1nd1v1dua1 1nstruction A]] teach-_

.ers responding 1nd1cated that time was spent oh diagnosis but(this was -

'an on-going process associated with the 1nd1v1dualized 1nstruction :AT-

though a1l three teachers 1nd1cated that they d1d spend time in who]e'

. group instruction, this never exceeded-25% 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 se]f—eva]uation 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 trv
more difficu]t materia]s, 50% more pup11 participation in Title I class-
room activities 50%; better se]f—image, 38%; greater rapport with teach-

b
7

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

1N
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' Three of the four 1nterv1ewed teachers 1dent1f1ed machines (A-V ) (\

Y

PN
R

~

: \
b geqmpment cassettes, etc.) as a motivatmg too] they used. Two of the

nterviewed teachers a]so 1nd1catéd that they use h1gh 1nterest mate-

- ’ ria]s (e g., NFL baseba]] read1ng k1ts) and try to focus in on the » *
&
chi]d s interests and experiences Other spec1f1c mot1vationa1 tech- 5

‘niques mentioned by one teacher each 1nc1uded mot1vat1ng the child

AN . .

through the teacher S own 1nterests, %reat1ng ant1c1pat1on to st1mu]¥te
. R Ve
- the chi]d s 1nterest and encourag1ng the pup11 to fo]low-up on the1r own, _7_'

Tow pup11 teacher ratio graph1ng student progress (se]f—compet1t1on) and

gat fy"‘"break1ng ‘the code“ 1n the H1gh Inten51ty Learn1ng Sy:tem (dILS) Program
- Interv1ewed teachers commented that as a. resu]t of 1ncreased mot1-_ f ;1 ‘
‘ | vation they have noﬁed\the ch11dren are more.outgo1nq-(2) more verbal]y *”'g&%ﬁ

o commun1cat1ve CZ) more wrﬂ11ng to try d1f jcult mater1a1s 62) read1ng
_to each-other and themse]ves mJ:e frequenof (1), 1earn1ng to follow -

, direct1ons (1), aware of what to do W1thout ask1ng (T),and feeling 1nde;
pendent because they have a "job" (12 ' /' h i} . . | ,

Peer Tutor1ng, Independent Study, and Individualized Instruct1on e

k Sf\?y ~three. percent of}the teachers respond1ng to the survey reported thEt

- their students were involved 1n peer tutoring. | S1xty-n1ne percent re-
ported that the1r students were 1nvo]ved in 1ndependent study act1v1t1es

During the interviews, three teachers indicated that the1r students

were,invo]ved in peer tutoring Th1s took the form of older ch11dren
helping younger children or a ch11d -who had finished ear]y, proof-readtng
another child' s work. All of the teachers 1nterv1ewed reported that their
students part1c1patedf1n se]f-eva]uation and three teachers stated that

'.their students did independent study ‘ , ]

-1 -
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~ that they use the writing of a.journal 1n connection with teachi g

writing. Fifty percent 1nd1cated that the journa] writ)ng had been

writfg Skills, Survey Results.* ATl of'the téachers respo:?ed‘

- extremely effective for the diagnosis of writing skills as ‘compared to-
using a diagnostic tool. Other responses were very effective, 38%; and

somewhat effectf&e : 13%. *Teachers were given three areas of growth and

asked if they cou]d detect any grdwth in the: students wr1t1ng from the N

W7
review of the pupil. journals 100% 1nd1catsg_growth in ab111ty to, ex-
_ press onese]f 100%, reported growth-in the aU111ty?to wr1te in longer
ﬂcun1ts and 94 reported growth in’ sentence sense ) ' %:‘ ,,5

M; Wr1t1ng Ski]]s, Interview Resu]ts Each of" threé teachers, respondf\\

\

- 1ng to a question on’ 1mprovement 1nd1cated pup11 1mprovement 1n d1ffer-

. ent areas "vocabu]ary, speT11ng and word usage 1mprovement and a better
MY

g' understand1n of the mfﬁh idea when ‘they were taught paragraph structure" |
) v

""when ch11dren wrife the1r own work they are ab]e to read it"; and,
“children rea11ze that wr1t1ng is talking written down. and that it 1s ar
real méthod of communication.” .- | : ;o

- A1l interviewed teachers had a different preference for a week]y time
schedu]e for teaching wr1t1ng One teacher haq@no preference.” One *
teacher 1nd1cated‘that she wou]d like to.teach writing everyday for the

‘ first ten minutes of the c]ass period Another preferred to teach'it one

‘hday a week as a group‘]esson and the fourth teacher indicated her prefer-

' )
*In appendix are Writing Skills Guide]ines Writing Skills .Diagnos-
tic Profi]e Sheets, and Writing Skills Scope and Sequence of Program.

_**Evaluator omitted th1s question from one interview.

Ry
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- ;7;, " énce was to teach writing twice a week dur1dg the’ 60-m1nute c]asses
’ Journal writing was used by a]] four teachers in connect1on with

teaching wr1t1ng Teachers’ 1nd1cated that the journa] wr1tnng had not

N o ‘on]y been an effect1ve d1agnost1c too] but had a1so been effective in
\ '“"‘ ’ teach1ng punctuation, sentence expans1on and usage
g A]] teachers 1nd1cated that the1r students had grown in sentence . _‘ -
sense, the ab111ty to express themse]ves effectively and the ability to-
wr1te in longer un1ts Two teachers reported that the students have .
. gone from writing sentencesmtolwrvt1ng stories and compositions. _? e
/ o - :'f,t{_zi"f‘."'.' ‘ - b ' ‘
‘Pupil Assessment . .
, The fo]1ow1ng table’summar1zes the teachers' _responses on the survey ' 4
to pup11 assessment methods e ) ‘ 'f
e e - TABLE.2 PR S
. > l\ ‘ @ ' "y
SPERC T OF TEACHERS USING VARIOUS ASSESSMENTS ~ P R
S ? . AT THE BEGINNING OF THE YEAR AND DURING THE YEAR Voo
Y ) : B} . o 'a‘,.?" . R ‘
S — — - .
/%’ o T ) Used at - “ysed >
, ’ Method ‘ Beginning - During Year - -
P 1. Nonpub11c Schoo] Program. Assessment i 50% 44% *
2. An Informal Reading Test - 56% 63%
. 3. A Standardized Norm Referenced Test 3 ' 75% 44%
4. Teacher Made Criterion- Referenced Test (CRT) ~ = 38% ° ' -g5gq
- 5. A Commercially Made CRT 100% g 100%
A, 6. Conference with Classroom Teacher , 63%: .- 69%
7. Classroom Observation o - 0% . 63%
. \\\ . ' . . . C N
: Teachers were asked to check on- the survey the two maJor purposes for
\4
which they used the resu]ts of the initial pupil assessment: *100%, to 1n-
d1v1dua11ze 1nstruct1on, 63% for diagnosis, 13%, to evaluate progress,
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' 13%"?83 1esson p]ans and 13% to teach pup1ls se]f eva]uation

o

ATy M . .
A R s g'{ -
b . ‘ < .
» hd >0 . R ~ . ..
o
v

',,'6"“_;, P . ‘9-

&9

q

{

All teachers used the Stanford Diagnostic Test for assessment at the

beginninglof the year. Two teachers also used SRA or. MAT scores, two

“teachers used the Random House H1gh’&ntens1ty Learn1ng System and one

used informal observation check in lists, forqyn1t1a1 assessment.
. /f

J

The initial pup11 assessment was used by all teachers to individu- .e .

a11ze 1nstruct1on and to fu1f111 T1t1e I program requ1rements ' 0ther
purposes of the initial assessqent repqrted were: to plan ]ong range
1essons (3 to evaluate progress (2), to organize group work ?1)
diagnose (1) and to plan short- term Tessons (1).

<
The Random. House H1gh Intens1ty Learn1ng System check-1n and check-

J“out tests were adm1n1stered by~ @11°teachers to reassess the students

lprogress dur1ng the year _The frequency of this tesfﬁng Yanged from |

every two to three days tc once a month depend1ng“ﬁn the skill and on't e

>ﬁnd1v1dua1 ch11d - Three of the four teachers also indicated that they

vcreaEsess students through daily observat1ons One teacher conducts

(approximately ten times a year) book conferences w1th children to d1s-'
cuss the bOOkS each chi]d has read. |
“Pupil re-assessments were used by all interviewed teachers to evalu-

‘ate progress and to, 1nd1v1dualize 1nstruct1on (3), to help the child to

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

long-range 1essons (1), and to plan short- range Tessons (1),

Student Records For each. ch11d all four 1nterv1ewed teachers kept

records of: the student s diagnostic assessment of read1ng and writing

needs; specific 1nstructiona1 objectives in word study, vocabulary, com-

. v
prehension and study skil]s prescr1bed reading and Wr1t1ng obaect1ves,

Y
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student mastery of objectives; daily attendance;land standardized and
criteridn-referenced tests. Additional records kept-by teachers included
1esson Plans (in a plan book); a .daily Tog noting conferences and pupil

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

Related Duties. Interv1ewed teachers were asked to spec1fy the1r ‘

duties re]ated to teaching. A1 teachers reported that they 'selected
pupils, adm1nistered tests, defined short- and long-range objectives,.

b b v

1nd1v1du§Jized lesson plans., evaluated pup11 progress, scheduled pupils
for 1nstruction, ﬁ:t with parents, made c11n1ca1/gu1dance referrals and
.d1scussed pupil stdtus with other Title I staff. Two teachers indicatedi‘
that they directed the activities of the para-professional.

Materia]s Used. A1l of the 1nterv1ewed teachers ind1cated that the

. materia]s thex have in their c]assrooms are appropr1ate for the pup1ls

‘ they teach. In add1tion all responded that the mater1als in their &
classrooms are - herfP]1§° them in the manner in which they teach. Selec-
tioniof‘materials was identified by all four teachers as being provided

by the T1t1e I centra] staff; two teachers 1nd1cated that the Title I

teacher he]ped to se]ect materials.

Support Services

C]inical.and Guidance. The results of the survey item asking teach-
ers to specify all those who refer pupils to clinical and guidance ser-
v1ces were: 100%, Title I teacher; 69%, nonpublic schoo] principal; 88%,
other Title ] teachers, 94%, nonpublic school classroom teacher and 13%
parents. These Title I clinical and guidance serv1ces 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. |
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The 1nterv1ewed teachers indicated that the Title I teachers refer
students to the clinical and gu1dance services. The regular classroom
teacher also can refer_student (1).  A11 of the interviewed teachers
found these services‘to‘be,effective

‘Nohpublic School Principal. Teachers answer1ng the survey 1nd1-

cated they receive support from the nonpublic schoo] pr}nc1pa1 through

- orientations to school procedures, 81%; scheduling, 69%; arrahg1ng con-

.s‘ a

ferences w1th the regular nonpublic school c]assroom teachers, 44% and
monthly conferences, 19?. . Z |
A1l of the interviehed teachers indicated that the principal of
their school encourages coordination with regu]ar c]assroom teachers,
provides or1entat1on to schoo] procedures, and makesqschedu11ng deci-
s1ohs. Three interviewed teachers noted that they received support
from their principals.in the following ways: the principal's atten-
dahce at the monthﬁ& conferences, the principa]'s respects for the
program, and the principal's assistance in gaining the,cooceration of

parents, students, and teachers.

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

that the Title I centra] staff provided tra1n1ng/or1entat1on, 88%,
supervisory visits; 81%, demonstration of instructional methods; 81%,
resource mater1a1s§ 69%, teacher evaluation of suggested techniques;
63%, follow-up conference_hotes; 44%, asSistance in testing/diagncsis;
and 38% assistance in pupil selection. | ‘

A1l four interviewed teachers identified the f0110w1ng as support

serv1ces they had rece1ved from the Title I centra] staff training and

<}
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oriehtation,.demonstration of 1nstructioné1-méthods, resource materjals,

follow-up- conference notes, evaluation of suggested teaching technizzg3{ ‘

~ and superv1§ory visits. Other support services provided were: assis¥

tance in testing and diagnosis (2), assistance in pupil selection (1),
guidance services and psycho]bgist§ (1), and accessibility for phone con-

~

taét (1.

Parent Contact

Number and-Frequen;y. The survey reveals that the Eeachers meet an .’

average of 40.4% of the pafents. Thirty percent of the'teachers re=

ported see{ng parents on a continuous basis, either weekly o% monthly;
65.1% saw parents every reporting périod;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 j].*

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

.and all teachéfs see some parents every reporting period.

Method. Contacts with parenﬁs reported by teachers responding to
the survey were face-to-face (80.5%),(by telephone (29.7%), bylwritten
communication (100%) and in parent/tutorial workshops (80.3%).

Most of the communication between parents and: interviewed teachers

i

was face-to-face.- Two teachers used the phone as a means of communication
and all used written communication (which include the Prog:?ss Reports

which are issued twice a year).

o

*More‘pafent contact is being provided for the students than this
figure indicates; in some instances the para-professionals meet
parents with the teacher present. :
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Initiation. On the survey, TOO% of the teachers 1nd1cated that they
initiated the major1ty 0f teacher- parent contacts. ‘

One of the interviewed téachers indicated that initial contact is
made by the Title I teacher and the other three indicated thatﬂthefpara

ents had made ther initial contact.’

Classroom and Home Involvement. Parental. involvement in_the class-

room is reported by interviewed teathers to be primari1y through indi-
vidual conferences to discuss their child's progress Two teachers irdi-
cated that parents came to observe; two indicated workshops had been held
for parents, and one teacher indicated that parents were 1nvo1ved in
tutor1ng</

Interviewed teachers 1nd1cated that at home the parents discussed
books with their ch11dren, 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

" reading score improvement (2); children watch too much teleyision (1),

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

ents can help at home K]).

Recommendations

Survey Results. Onithe survey,. 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:
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44% - No significant improvemé%t is required.

]:A

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

. ' ’

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

13% - More workshops based Title. ! teacher input
-~ {re: teaching techniques):

- o 6% - Fewer Students seen more often.

General.: overéll, morale of the Rgading 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 é]assroom.f One teacher'felt more interaction
between the Title I teacher and the regular teacher would alleviate some
of the p Iems this presents; The other téacher recommended that the
child be removed from only one content area allowing the Title I teacher
to-yeinforcé the subject manner the Cﬁi1d was missing. |

Another teacher indicated that she would 1ike machines--specifically
additional tape redorders and a rexograph machine.

Other rgcomméndstions were:

Materials.. One teacher recommended more library bqoks
because a certain percentage are lost each year.

Coorgigation with Reqular Classroom Teacher. The Title I

teacher confers periodically with the nonpublic school
- classrgom teacher to ascertain the specific needs and
weaknesses of the assigned pupils. Evaluqtion of pupil

achievement and progress reports are reviewed with

-19 -
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nonpublic school staff. However,’one teécber indi-
cated more communication was needed. It should be
noted that Constitutiona]Alimitations and judicial
decisions determine the extent to which Title I
staff are involved in the'hoﬁpub1ic school instruc-

tional program.
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IV. vCLASSROOM OBSERVATION SUMMARY -
- _, ‘
Introduction

" Three sites of the nine sites were visited. Classroom observations
varied in time from 30 minutes to 60 minotes.‘ A1l three observations

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

~observations were completed by 12330 P.M.

Classroom Characteristics

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

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

General 0bservations

Individua]ized 1nstruction was observed in all classrooms. A]so,

chi]dren were assigned 1nd1v1dua1, sma]] group or whole group -tasks, The

te éber would then circu]ate and he]p students The High Intensity
e

-Learning System Program was observed being used in all c]assrooms Sma]]

group work was observed 1n.two of the classrooms.

Observation Checklist: Teacher

A1l of the teachers were observed working along with the children;
he]ping chi]dren to solve academic prob]ems encouraging and reinforcing
children in their work; giving feedback to children on their progress;
and providingvindividual pupil conferences. Teachers were also observed
talking with chi]dren_abogx their activities for the instruction period,
having general discussjons with the pUpi]s, encouraging the children to

work independently, and encouraging the children to work togefher:

-
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TABLE 3

. o CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST: TEACHER
‘ /

o . ' . (Number of Classrooms = 3) !

r

- Number of
Activities ~ Tagchers Observed

Encouragas children to work_indopendant]y ; . E . R

Encourages children to work together S 1

Talks with childran about their activities '
. . for the instruction perioﬁ

‘Works alang with children ﬁﬁ;'
Encourages/reinforces chi1dran in their work
Gives faedback to childran on their progress
Pupll diagnosis/prescripcion

General discussions with pupili(s)

W N O W W W N

" Individual pupil conference

L

0bservat1on Check]ist Children _*

In a]l classrooms ch11dren were observed working 1ndependent1y
Children's work was visibly displayed 1n a]l classrooms. There was no

,overt anti-social behavior observed.

, TABLE 4
CLASSROOM OBSERVATION CHECKLIST: CHILDREN

(Number of Classrooms » 3)

Number of
Activities Classrooms Observed
. Work 1ndependent1y v B T 3
Work in small groups independent of teacher ' 0
- Overt anti;sociaI behavior k 0
Children's work 1s visibly displayed in S
classroom _ 3

%
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V. SUMMARY OF INTERVIEW WITH PROGRAM COQRDINATOR

Introduction

The Prograh.Coord1nator has been involved with Title [ 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 Read*ng Sk111s Pragram Coordinator. The interview with the program

coordinator lasted one hour, 50 m1nutes.

Program Considerations

Goals. ~ The Program Cbordinator specified severa] educationa] goa]s
and philosophic orientations: (1) to identify and remed1ate student
teahniques include teacher-made and commercial mater1a1s, (2) to estab-
11sh rapport between the teachers and pupils; she stressed ‘that this

rapport}is“essent1a1 before learning can take place; (3) to eestab]ish\a non-

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

.(4) to create a democratic classroom where ch11dren are a part of the

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

process so that“the children will understand their own needs, -know why

"they are there, what they are do1ng, and be part of the evaluation process

These goa]s 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 methodo]ogies, exp]or-

- 23 -
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-ment of parental cooperation.

. w £
g

ation of newar materials on the commercial markat and input from reading
sk1l11s 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

wriiting program was instituted. New teaching methodologies nere em-
ployec, along with the pnrchase of ‘new materials to foster the develop-
ment of the writing program. Other changes in the proqram included in-
creased teacher participation in materiaij/selection*and more encolirge-

]

Strengths and Needs The program coordinator indicated several

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

| d1agnost1c-prescr1pt1ve 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 a1ded by inter-visitations, conferences, demonstration lessons, ob-

servations, and staff training bulletins. 1In 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
supnort from the Title I Director and Assistant Director and open channels
of communication with other Board oflEducat1on agencies.

To strengthen the program,'the.cOordinatdr suggested continued work

in developing oral 1anguageffac111ty and further1ng concebt development.

*See Appendix for a copy of the eva]uation form used by teachers to
assess materials they used in clasSroom

- 24 -



In addition, she suggested contihued teacher training in the areas of
writing sk111s and awaﬁeness of pupil's needs, Changes anticipated or
planned include 1ntroduc1ng professional 1iteratura, follow=-up work on
sentence combining and sentence aexpansion 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 Program )ssessment Program assessments were used to

determine the degree to which the speeific reading and writing skill ‘
objectives were atteined by the individual pupils, to further identify
the needs of the target population, to develop the curricu}um and incor-
porate necessary changes, to_essess materials (and thus influence what

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

Instructional Considerations

Approaches to_Instruction. Within the 1nd1v1dualized 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 w1th tutors or to form small groups based '
" on pupil interests. Teachers used a variety of materials to explain and
refine a skill--bulletin boards,-demonstratidns, reference materials and -
the»like. Other methods used were language experience, direct 1nstruc-'
tion, phonics, and emphasis on the task analysis of the skills.

| Daily Lesson. Genera] components - of the daily lesson should include

Journal writing, sustained readind, one-to?one“diagnosis of pupils needs,
direct skidl instruction, mastery testing, and some type of reinforcement
activity to remediate specific weaknesses using commercially prepared

meterials.

- 25 - :31.




Motivation. The Program cOordinator indicated that motivation must

. be directly relatpd to the objective and aims to tap: the needs, inter« ‘

ests, and abiiities of the student. Spacific techniques included quas-

' tioning strategies.wusing the child's experientiai background; the use .

of pictures, diagramb and physical representations discussions, demon-
strations and explanations audio- visuai materials (machines, cassettes
and other); and reading stories aioud ' \i {

Qverlap Between What is Taught and What is Tested The program

coordinator stated that ghere is an overlap between what is taught and
=Y

what 1s tested The program has specific objectives outlined in the

materials and the mastery tests ,are directiy related to the attainment

of these objectives. Further,“theﬂanaiysis of the Jourhai writing 1is

directly related to the instrugtionai program. This overlap is indicated
by the high correiation between; the needs of the students (indicated by

.the standardized tests) and the skiiis the coordinator observed being

taught in the classrooms

Introduction of New Ideas[Approaches/Topics Because this was the

program coordinator s first year, she was Oniy abie to speak of the

changes implemented this year The writing program was initiated this

year using the individuaiized 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 1istening vocabuiary deveiopment program using the pupil's ex-

perientiai background and to deveiop oral communication skills (as a pre-

requisite to writing skilis)

These ideas/approaches/topics were int#%duced to the teachers in

b '.;’
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staff training aassions using tha following tachnfquas. demonatrat1on

lolsonl; workshaops ; staff buflatins (as follow~ups to the damonstrat1on

lcs:ona and workshops); presentation gf current research to tha teachars

" at conferences; and disseminating information about local reading coun-
ra

cils, fairs, and exhibits. In addition. teachars were ohsaerved (1nfoﬁ-
mally and formally) to see 1f various 1deas/approacngs/top1cs had been

used in the classroom. If the coordinatar obsarved the teacher using

skills, materials or 1de§s in the classroom that had been previously’

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

visit stating(the specific sk111‘;hat«had been implemented.

Student Considerations

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

progreés 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-

:ﬁteacher conferences also provide the student with an evaluation of his/

her brogress. 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 neéd'of the child and the
availability of the parents. '
The pr1ncipa1§ are given special reporting forms which indfcate the
results of the posttesting. There 1s-a1$o on-go?ng communication between
the teachers and the school pkihcipa1s as needed. Nonpublic school class-

¥

room teachers are also prbvided with Pupil Profile Reports 1nd1catjng
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strengths and weaknesses 1n skiilireas.

jion of St The guidalines for selacting a student are
bullg tnto the program. A child canketay until ha/sha reachas grade .
‘Tavel at which time thay ieth the program. Thera' is no 1imit to the

number of yegrs a student can remain in the program,

Personnal Consdderations

Coordinadgr s Responsibilities. Formal abservations are employed

\o evaiuate t achers The teachers are assessed by observing to what
degre gney '

introduﬂed t \t%em in workshops, conferences, staff bulletins and the

Fﬂ implemanted the gdide]ines and approaches/1ideas/topics

Tike. Teacher< are formally evaluated once a year. There are also un-
announced sitd’vjéit If a teacher's performance 1s observed to be
unsatisﬂhctory t:e program coordinator wouid plan teacher training
sessio discuss\the situation with the Program Director and follow the
estabﬁp%hed Boa;d of Education procedures, if necessary

..The prog%:m coordinator reported that she meets the responsibi]ity

of relating to other Title I coordinators

wii?lj tt@f "
X
communicafion regarding materials, metbod0T6§ies:\staff training programs,

specific pupil needs scheduling and the iike Title I Clinical and

urough -on-going communication

ordinators of the other Title I seryices There is. informal

Guidance Program sends to the coordinators pertinent data month]y
Program\change and the deveiopment of staff are the result of:
attending conventions, conferences, and training sessions; following cur-

rent research; rebiewing new materials; developing staft training pro?

grams; and communicating with other Board of Education divisions.
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Tha Pragram Coordina~

tor indicated that the greatast strengths of the !nstruqtiunal staff
ware their giagnoatic‘tachniques. avaluation, tachniques (check-in and
check-out mastery tasting), mathods of reporting dats (puptl record
keeping), and comhunicat1ng with the other supportive Title [ services

staff and thea classroom teacher in thﬁ nonpublic school,

: Recbmmenda tions \,y

The Program Coordinator's recommendations were related to $taff
davalopment ‘activities:

- The'instructianal staff should'be.strengthened in
the use of tools for evaluation in the writing
skills component, ' 8

- Teachars should assistkbupils 1n developing language
facility, especially oral and listening vocabulary.

- Teachers should be given additjonal 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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RECOMMENDAT LONS

Students In the Reading Skil1s Center showed signirlganc fmprove-
ment in reading achievement as measured by the Stanford Dfagnostic
Reading Test. On the average, students whn took both the prétasttand
posttast gainaed 11, NCE's, Qiven that thu Stata Education Departmanc
has sat the gain of | NCE as the minimum critarfon for programs to dem-
onstrate significant educational impact, 1t can be concluded that pupils
in this program have made substantial {mprovemant 1n readinq ability
during tha coursa of' this year,

Observations and intarviews reVealeﬁ the following information
related to program implementation. In all classrooms, children were

observed working independently and student work was v1sib1y°disp1axed.

-Teachers axpressad satisfaction with the Instructional materials thay

had received and the’htaff 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 1mprovement ' |

Furthermore, communication between the teachers and the program
coordinator was excellent. The coordinator's perceptions of the 1nstruc-
tﬁona{ needs of students were in accordince with teacher preceptions. spec-
1fically, 50% of the teachers idehtified 1anguage‘prob1ems as one of the
three most common learning problems of students they taﬁght:«44% tdenti-
fied poor 1istening skills as a major learning probiem. Theicoordinator

showed awareness of student problems in these areas in her recommendation .
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that teacher tratning sessions be devated to daveloping aral language

facility,

Recommendat fan |

Since the writing component and thé development of aral vocabulary
and 1istening skills were new features to the program this year, the
avaluation tgam upports tha coordinator’s recommendations that: (1)
staff davelopment {n these areas be cont fnuad, and (2) the 1mplementa—
tion of these components be monitored.

Since the journal writing tachn1que was {dentified by teachars as

an affective tool In tha teaching of writing, aspacially punctuation,

santance usa, and senteqpaﬂexpansion: It 1s racommended that this tach-
niqua be cBnt1nuad. Methods should be developed,to evaluata,the puptls’
Jjournal writing; and the impact of the writing program on reading achfave-

ment should be assessad.

oy
wd
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