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Initiated in the fall of 1965 in an effort to raise
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Instructional Team (IRIT) program has proven its effectivemess, and
has peen expahded through Title I funding. Bach year, three groups of
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assigned to cne of seven teams. The students are further divided into
groups of 15 and are rotated through each of three instructional
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The children receive IRIT instruction in the wmorning and return to
their regular classrooms in the afternoon. An-.extensive evaiuation of
the expanded program showed significant reading gains for all teams
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reported reading more than eight books during their participation in
the program, and at least 75% could write sentences at or above their
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ORD' INTENS&¥E~READING INSTRUCTIONAL TEAM PROGRAM

AN EVALUATION REPORT ™ . ,
. - 980 -1981 Compensatory Program Evaluation - ,\
. ~ <’ > -
/ Descriptio -

- Initijated in the fall of 1&65 as a program which was Hgsigned
to raise he reading and language . 1evels of skill- -deficient inter-
medlate grade pupils, Hartford's Intensive Reading Instructlonal
Team (IRIT)" program is an exemg}or of teamed efforts in action.’

Each year, three groups - .of 457students are selected to part1cr-
pate 1n one of the thuee cycles, operated by each team. These
students are further leidEd ‘inte smalber'classes of about 15 pupils
‘each. Each day, for approxxmately 10 weeks, these youngsters rotate
from teacher toO teacher so as to receive daily 1nstructlon in indiv-

« « ' idualized reading, vocabulary and -comprehension, .and in the core

klll -agrea of decoding: Since the younsters attend an IRIT which,
they affectlonately call nThe Reading School,".for about three )
hours each morning, they receive about 150 hours of- intensive
instruction perdZycle. 1n the aftermooms youngsters return to

~ , their sending school for 1nstrucg}dn in other subJect ‘areas.

‘ IRIT téechers work with the student during the entire morning
and spend their afternoons preparlng lessons and updatlng records,
developing nevw instructional materials which are based on student
needs, meeting with teachers arid parents from~the sending school,
part1c1pat1ng in preéesslonal development ant tralnlng cessions, -
‘and providing jn-service training to other ciaSsroom teaehers
It was reported that afternoons were also used-to coordinate IRIT
seérvices with classroom instruction. K _ T

°

Progran Accompllshments

Several accomplishments weIe. reported The‘pewly formed
Hooker team reported that the Hartford Des1gn and the Glnn study |
Skllls'materlals together with regular homework assagnments, o

weekly composltlons, and opportunltles for students to use machines

- and games for skill reernforcement were 1ncorporated in the two
. /
cycles. run during the year. It was: reported that team members met‘
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t wxeh each sending teacher on two formal occasLons as. well ._as _
in informal conferences, that a' pass. system was developed to allow ‘
students to return for" after-school activities, ‘and that the per-
sonalized pick-up and classroom return of. youngsters by team - ° - \
members provlded contlﬁual opportunltles for communlcatlon w1th -
the qlassroom teacher It was also reported that the team.stressed

vocabulary expansion and spec1f1c comprghenslon skllls, that
baséls ‘were employed to couﬁter pressures placed on classroom

teachers to move students along in: readlng levels ~and that book
clubs were used by 28 IRIT and 4 non- IRIT students.g Purchased 1
books a visit from llbrarlan and story teller°Gertrude Blanks
a%d the development of helpful pamphlets ‘for parents which |
_ included "Ten Suggestions to Help Your .Child Read Better,"
‘\«\\ ~ "Distipline Tips for Parents," and "How to Confer Successfully

> with Your Child's Teacher" were also ¢ited. .

At the Kinsella IRIT, it was reported that small group
instruction, organ121ng independent time to develop good work
habits, and the use of educational incentives such as the use of

«

audlo-v1sual edquipment when certain goals were met, certificates
of achlevement progress charts, and books and stickers as prizes,
produced positive changes in attitudes towards reading progress.
Homework was closely monltored while perfect attendance and
outstanding behavior were encouraged. ‘The partlclpatlon of
* younglters in a book club, a,book describing center act1v1t1es,“
and the c1031ng cycle program which was held for parents stu-
dents, teachers and. Board of Education members were also c1ted
. The Martln Luther King team reported communlcatlons with'
parents stopplng in to meet teachers before the open house phone
‘contacts to assist parents and given them additional lnformatlon
ITIT. teachers attendlng the school’s open house to- 3pntact parents
tie-ins between school and IRIT conferences, and visits.to the |
Albany Avenue Library to become familiar with the branch and take
out’a library card as being effective, Newspapers and reading - .
~during hollday seasons were used to help youngsters perform before
- a gr Toup , and develop good llstenlng skills while plctures of the

\

~




—_—— 'students were taken and presented at/thnglosrng exererses P -

- © LAt WlSh sucdessful parental communlcatlons ns1ng an IRIT

. Newsletter and weekly newspapers were«reported Vlsltors at
three open houses and at the'closing exercises included 16, f” _
parents, 4 guests, 42 teachers, and 9 admlnlstrators. Wish served

R as the-3 montn tralnlng ce/Eer for thyhthree new - IRET teafis which
s

e

were establlshed durlng -the 1980-81 ool year anﬁ\also prog}ded s
a workshop for the: bilingual IRIT . It was reported that the team /
leader hel“ed to extend the IRIT program to Coﬁcord New - Hamp-
shire as[part of Hartford s Dissemination Difflision prOJect .. “3'”~
, ' The Clark team reported that although most ¢f the pafints:
worked 35 parents and 11 others visited the center, durlng the ..
three cycles. Monthly newspapers containing children's work and
\_act1v1t1es which were developed for each child, ycllc opgn
houses for parents and teachers, and other act1v1t1es. The use of .
. : ' motlvatlonaléprrzes to include books and tennis balls, and the
' - participation of the IRIT o a Channel 30 news dpecigl on Title I *
; 'programs,'and visits'hy 88 individuals were also cited as salutary
R “act1v1t;es. : . ‘j . . . :
. - The KlﬂSilla Annex team noted llbrary v1s1ts, a visit by
D Mrs. Blanks, a newspaper wrltten by the children, group booklets
N " ‘made by teachers, the closrné exercises wrth stories and poems,
and the ablllty to control teaching practlces and not get so.
. involved. W1th school problems since the center was not a part ’
Coa ' ,of a large school as features whlch contrmbuted to program success.
} ﬁa N No* spec1f1c accompllshmeﬁts were c1ted by the SAND team. ‘
) Problem Areas L ~

. - 0f the seven IRIT teams, only. the Klnsella Annex team
T, reported problems ‘or concerns: The team moted that it was diffi- -

cult to get quallfled substltutes. " Lo ‘
Evaluatlon o RN RIS S «
4 The evaluation was deslgned to provide answers to twyo '
so questlons. ) -
© - 1. ‘Were serV1ces proV1ded in acecord w1th the fundlng
B ‘ . 7 P .y :
0 / .. & .
3 )5 . I) . -
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- "Erogosal? .
2. To whdt extent were the;prOJect obJectEVes met ?

Question 1: 'Were serv1ces prov1ded in accord w1th the fundlng '
B proposal9 ‘ -

“In ge%eral, it appeared.that IRIT. serv;ces were prov1ded/;n.
accord with the furding proposal. While a review of pye&-test MAT
. scores, showed-that a number of. students had tested s}!Zikly above
the -237ile and)partlcularly when these-studeht\ had been tested.
at the end of second grade, the. progect director reported that
all youngsters who had tested above the 237ile had needs. substan-
tiated by other'obJectlve test data or through the use of an -

- individual readlng@assessmentlwhlch was admlnlstered before or
upon admittance’ to the program These data were not reylewed by
the evaluator ' .
Questlon 2: To what extent were ‘the pfoject obJectlvesqpet?
The funded proposal contained three obJectlves

< \
"Students will on the average make educatlonally
s1gn1f1cant gains ok at least 7 NCE points in readlng '
. "75%7 of the.students will read at least 8 books durlng
the cyele." ; 3 ' ' ]
"75% of the students will write simple .sentences at °
their independent level."
Objective.l§ "Studentss, will on the average maké educatlonally
' 51gn1f1cant galns of at’ least.7 NCE p01nts ih -~
reading.' ] - \ C ~
The objective was assessed in several ways. To look at short
term cyclic galns, pre to post cycle Callfornla Achlevement/Test
(CAT) standard ,stores were analyzed by team, program, and by grade
using a t- test of related measures at the .05 level'of s1gn1f1cance,,
This statlstlcal test was used to determine whether, 10-week mean” -
" cycle-gains were in all probabillty real ones in 95 out of - .
100 cases. The analysls of mean pre to post cycle readlng
standard scores is reported by team and for the total program

in Table 1, and by grade in Table 2. Noté -that. -gains which
" reached the .01 SLgnlflcance level were, in all probablllty real

.

-
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in 99, rather thér} 95 cases out of 100. . L
' ’ Table 1 ° N
Analysis of Mean Pre to Post Cycle Reading Standard -
Score Changes by Téam,,School Year 1980 - 1981
’ Pre Test Post Test ,
Team- -, N Subtest S84 SD “$s  SD°  Dif t  Sig
clark {123 Vocab 331.2° . 33.6, 353.6- ,249 224 10.6— .01 =
S5 Comp 340.9 42.1 - 369.3 57.1 28.4 6.2 .01
. .,126 Total 320.1 36.6 351.1 59.4 31.0° , 6.9 .01
King (129 Vocab  335.0  31.7 - 371.8  41.0 36.8 13.6 .01
¢ 128 Comp*. . 352.9 39.2 400.7 9.1 . 47.8 1060 .01
129 Tdtal 328.4 44.5 368.8 - 45.7 40.4 18.7 . .01
Wish 129 Vocab  373.6% 190.7 437.1 228.5 63.5 2.6 .01
129 Comp 469.1 270.9 499.7 . 249.6 * 30.6 2+ .9 " NS
129 Total 140.7 130.5- 162.9 157.6 22.2 4.3 .01
- Kinsella 129 Vocab . 326.9s ‘35/..6 350.8 42.2 23.9 10.0 01 .
’ 129 Comp 326.3 60" 368.8 61.9 42.5- 10.4 .01
. 129 Total 311.8 . 46. 345.2 52.1 33.4 13.8 .01
. ’ . ,
Kinsella . 1 &O
Do Annex 43 Total 366.1 42.0 384.6 y .1 ;18.5 5.1 .01
'SAND 81. Vocabr 3354 37.8 356.9  42.6 215  6.2. .0l
. 81 Comp 341.3 -43.5 370.7 74.0 29.4 4.4 .01
81 Total 324.5, 40.4- 350.1 57.2 25.6 5.7 .01
Hooker - 83 Total 326.9  _46.6 37200  49.8 45.1 13.4 .01
. - \ ' . -
Total® 681 Vocab * 341.6 90.4 374.3 109.7 32.7 6.7 .01
' 683 ‘Comp -~ 369.4 135.7 405.4 130.2 3600 . 5.4 .01
o 811  [Total .,298.5 95.4 329.7 ° 107.0 . 31.2 21.7 .01
. Y 3 /l \ ,
/
-, T~ .
. . ' ' ’ ° \F _ —
/ : 2 :
4 X . T o
- ’ R * - Id
h - » 8 -y
3 o Y. .‘
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“Table 2

. Analys%% of Mean Pre to Post Cycle Reading Standard -
Score Changes'by Grade,, School Year 1980 - 1981 .

o ' Pre Test *. . Post Test ‘ v
Grade N  Subtest - SS Sb - .- §S, sD Dif t, . %ig
T , ] ; N
2 42  Vocab 305.1 26.0 330.9 23.7 25.8 7.0°, .01
N 42  Comp 312.9 31.2 336.5 _ 33.9 23,6 422 101
T 43 Total  289.3 33.5 317.8 27.6  28.5 6.6 401
.3 248  Vocab. 328.2  90.8 352.6 . 91.5 24.4 3.5 .01
., 250 Comp 338.1 125.7 375.6 119.5 | 31.5 3.9 .0l
285 Total  280.1 83.7 311.0 98:9 35.9 11.4 .01
- A J
s 4 « 245 Vocab 351@@ 100.8 358.2 100.1 7.1 3.40 .01
L o 244 Comp  376.7 125.3  424.2 126.1 ° 47.5 5.0 .01
280 Total 304.1 ~ -92.9 337.7 106.5 33.6 16.7 .01\
5 103 Vocab 367.6 66.1 412.9 119:8 . 45.3 3.8 .01
103  ~Comp 438.4 155.3 439.7 139.7 1.3 .0 NS
142 Total 326.6  107.4: 357.9 I15.5 31.3 . 8.3 .01
. s
6 39 Vocab 339.0 99.1 435.1 209.7 91.1 2.4 .05
39 Comp  414.2 ., 177.8 476.5 168.0 62.3 1.4 NS
55 . Total 296.2 /A&O.l 319.9 y146.3  23.7 3.7- .01
N . ’ . 4
-1 ins, Ve m of the Wish ¥
le all gains, with the exceptibn of the Wish youngsters .
¥ on the Reading Comprehension subtest, made highly ‘significant €
gains. thus exceeding the 957 criterion level, there were some
problems with the data. Although Wish scores seemed reasonable
‘ ones, standard deviations were somewhat high and were not in
keeplng with the other scores reported. Furthezﬂwelnce these
scores were also reflected in program. and in grade level totals,
. these could also be at varlance Slnce data were miscoded, and
desplte the fact that the problems were probably correchd in
~ the computer run, the pre tg’post Wish cycle .data and data for
the cited totals should be read with some degree of.}autlon
) Note also that’ only total segres were reported‘by Klnsella'f i
A and by Hooker. ~ )
) Despite ‘the fact that’ all, gains except one were hlghly 31gn1~’

N\
ficant, scores were also apalyzed by team and by grade.‘;These
grade level‘analyse. roduced fifth and sikxth grade gain patterns

&

i
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... which were slightly ldwer Flfth and }1xth grade pre to post

’ - cycle comprehension-gains were non- significant, uh;le the sixth

‘ grade vocabulary score reached only the stated significance level

(.05). ngaln, miscoding which may also.have produced some of the

- higher standard deviations which were reported, and missing sdb;

test scores may have been reflected in the various totals. For.

"all teams, and with the possible exception of Wish, the objective
appeared to have been attalned and the standard bettered

Because pre to post cycle CAT ,gdins represent short term

changes, an assessment of longer term gains was in order. To

determine whether gaint were greater than might ordinarily be

“‘wvexpected without the addition of the supplementary IRIT services,

‘and to meet the requlrements inherent in the Title I reporting

- plan, c1ty-w1de spring to spring Metropolltan Achievement Test

' QI (MAT), standaxd score changés were examined?” Since thé 1980

~ f testing had used the 1970 edition of the MAT, and the 1981 testin
T _ used the newer 1978 edltlon, a test of relate _measures could not

‘ . be applied to the data. Instead the mean standard scores were .

~ converted to. percentlles using the publisher's norm tables on’ the

j . assumption that if the supplementary services hagd an effect upon

. ' pupil growth, then the relative- percentlle placement pos1tlon

would improve. In addition, percentlles were also converted, to

‘ .~ Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE). NCEs, like standard scores,

%l represent an’ equal‘dlstrlbu@don.of scores which are equated %o
points on the percentile scale. Unlike percentiles, NCEs can be-
.aggregated so as to.show an overall gain. In Table 3, the'MAT

g;sprlng 1980 and spring 1981 standard scores have been converted -
to 1978 standard scores and are reported by grade.

The same table contains an analysis of percentlles and NCE
changes and in comp/rlson with the 7 NCE project standard. Note
that while provisions have been made to collect current clty-widq

© testing make-up ‘data, agaln the absence of pre test data and of
matched data resulted in an analysis of about 297 of the, young-

C . sters who had been served.
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' C L Table 3 . .o - . - .
- Analysis of Beginning to End of Year Mean'Standard ,
Reading Scores by Grade, Spring 1980 -\Spr§5g 1981 « -~ ™
- Pre Test . Post Test -, Difference
Grade\47 N Ss* #ile- NCE - 8§ Zile '-NCE - 4ile - NCE
\ ' N — ._ B : ,
€ Vs o N . .
3, 9 495 2 6.7 601.6 - 20 32.5 '/aig '25.8
4 111 510. 1 1.0 599.0 8 20,4 . T 7 1974
5 T127 568 20 . 6.7 6034 13,1t 2 gy
rWeighted ’ ' T ) . Do
Total 247 . . c o ’ ’ - 13.0
' *Converted to MAT '78 scale. '~ . . .

) Data in Table 3 provided mixed reviews to the project. 1In .
terms of good news, the weighted NCE gain of 13.0 far exceedsd
the 7 NCE standawrdouwhich had been established by the project and ™
‘ indicated that educétiohall&'significant gains had been made. , -
< + Since the examined répresented a limited segment of the popula-
' tion, whether fquing coul? Be generalized to the entire‘program _
was not determined. A minimal‘anber of matched scores:and the
, . fact that 54 scores had'to be deleted kecause of impropef/coding
~ 'furthgr added to the proﬁlgm. While'the'problem of test attri-
" tion is being addressed by the district’Qesting office, the ,
absence &f MAT scores must also be addressed by the projeéz'és a’
whole.® Recommendations to torrect this'problem will be made in
a section~of the.narrétive{zﬁfbb follows. | k "

Objective 2: J7SZ'of he students will‘reéd at 1east‘8 booké '

» . ' during fhe cycle." 5 N /-
- Each of the IRIT cycles stressed the reading of books obtained
N at home, from the classroom,‘and'frdm the library for value and .for

enjoyment, Cﬁafts,and other motivational devices were used to
stimulate thié'readiﬁg and here the number of books read was |
graphically- recorded wi&h accomplishmegtSjréwarded by the ée@nf
To assess the ijective,‘numbers of books, read were recorded on
- data, coding sheets with means and distributions ca;culatea by

! 14
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team. ‘Here number of book:s read ranged Trom 1 for three indivit f
duals to a recorded high of 120 fer two. Means and ranges are f\,
reported by team in Table % which follows. Note that“since
inaccurate coding and'less precise keypunchrng may have affected
the accuracy of the presentation, five of the .team statzstics P
" “were redone by hand. . I T <
. n Table 4. ‘ ' ’ N
.. Numbers. of Books Read by Team, School Year 1989-1981 . o :
Team/~_ R | °  Mean ' - Range
_ Clark A o132 T " 146 ~ 3. 27 |
King .. =~ * | 133 S 9.3 3°- 21
wish | . . e 133 " 18.0 S
Kinsella _ 85 | 14.1 Y ¥
’ Kinsella * : L ‘ B
-, Amnex . 13} : - 10.6 4 32
: .t SaRD SN 87 .17.0 3\20/ -
? Hooker A Y 15.8 1. 035
: © Totdy ., 790 b2 1 <.207--
Desnite'the‘problems'whicn were eneountered while reanglyzing °
numbers of books read data, .when the distributions of books read T

were compared w1th the,75i‘cr1terlon only 90 youngsters, or about
117 of the total for which scores were available had not read at
~ least 8 book$ during .their ‘cycle. . When figures were further
examined by team, at’ Klng 39 youngsters, .or about 257 of'the team'
" enrdllment had read less Ehan 8 books.® For each of the teams with
the exception of Kirg, ‘and for the program as a whole, the objec-

N tiv® had been met. ; v . g ,
. . - A -
‘Objective 3:: "757 of the, students will write simple sentences

* N

- - . J at thelr indevendent level™."

- ‘ -
Tethe were asked to rate student written simple sentences

at the ‘end of each cycle pas being "at" "below!', or "above" .
. their, 1ndependenf leNel Ratings were coded by- teachers and

these were aggregated "and converted to percentages by team and
for the program as & whale. Whlle some mlscodﬂng and mlskeynuncblng n

o Fe)
e [} "

o
- 8 . ~ - -
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resulted in "othey' category ratings which could not be ascer-
tdined, each of the teéams and the'program as a whole could
demonstrate ‘that at least,757 of the youngsters had written
simple sentences at the independent level, as judged by their
team teachers. The obJective was attained.

4

. ' . *Table s ST
' Rated Student Ability to Write Slmple Sentences by Team,
School Year 1980-1981

A

-, : f Above Level , At Level Below Level Other -
. Team N N 2 N % N 2. N 1
Clark 130 17- 13 80 62 31 246 2 1
King 132 10 8 115 - 87 - 1. 5
Wish 128 74 58 32 25 22 17
Kinsella 128 17 13 85 - 67 . 26 20
Kinsella ’ ) . ' '
Ammex 45 .0 42 9% .2 ool
SAND 83 " 97 1  s7. 69. 16 19 1 1
( Hooker .+ 8 11 13 70, 80 ' 6 . 6 - -
Tokdl 823, 150 - 18 550 67 129 15 4 -

N Because the IRIT teams have been concerned about thelr ,
varlous c11ente1es,<each team attempted to .obtain parent teacher,
and student reactions to the program through the use. of question-
naires. Questlonnalres were distributed toward the end of each
cycle; tallied at the: team 1eve1 and submitted to the reading
department for transm1351on to the&evaluatlon office. Whlle the

" actual count of forms distributed were not’ reported numbers of
. student and parefit responses were far 1ess than. the numbezs
reported last year. Representat1Veness could not be determined. '
L "From the 856 students who had receiyed IRIT serv1ces, 115 student
,////,and 253 parent huestionnalreSmwere ‘tallied. These figures repre-
sent about 13 and 30 ‘percent ‘of t enrollment /respectively
The parent questlonnaire washzn the form ¢ f a letter and,
was sent home to IRIT parents at the end’ of each cycle. " In the
questionnaire, parents were asked how the program had benefited -

. - . . ’ » R " - .
Q ’ . ™ Y - ) . -
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’ - . their child. Responsés‘were tallied by percentage with the numbér
“responding to each duesfion shown under Ny Note that while T
responses were very positivg,'numbers were somewhét less than
" 'those reported last year (253 vs:. 385). R

*Table 6 -
_Analysis of Parent End of Cycle Questionnaire
‘Responses, by Number ard Percentage, School Year 1980-1981

. , Very Much Some ‘Never
Question 4 N N % N - % N A
How much did your child ’ ) _
enjoy IRIT? ' 053 203 80 36 14 . & 2
‘Has your child's atti- ‘ ' o
tude toward reading - : .
changed?- - - 251 151 60 90 36 10 4
Has the reading progrdn ‘
affected your child's
- attitude. toward school ! (
- in general? , \iﬁs 112 46 64. 26 69 28
" Do you feel yoﬁr child's
reading has improved .
since attending IRIT? 258 170 66 83 32 5. 2
Since attending IRIT, ‘ . ’
. does your child find : N
¢ reading more enjoyable? 252 190 © 75 - 56 22 -6 2
v . s . N - - >
; Student reactipnsftb the IRIT program-were also assessed
' through the use of IRIT student evaluation forﬁs( ’thh forms
’) .- had been used bY the program in previous years and apparently

the second fpfm‘was distributed at the end of the cycles by one

&‘ center. Responses from 79 students were tallied and converted
! to percentages from one form and are shown in the following table
while 36 responées from a second fo;m’are shown in Table 8.° Once

qpgain, respoaiglpatterns were generally salutary and in support’

v

-~

of the program.

Y
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. Tablé 7
Analysis of Student End-of-Cycle Questions and.Pércentages,

School Year 1980-1981

. - . : - Yes No
Question - . N N. A N A
Did you like going from class T
to- cﬁass’ AR e 113 103 91 . 14 12
Did you Yike:having three o — '
teachérs? 115 111 97 6 5
las IRIT helped you,in ' ° ) .
reading? © 1117 117 100 0
+Is your family happy with
. the work you did at IRIT? 2117 117 100 0
Do you want to go to.a ‘ . i
- reading school again? - 105 97 92 20 19-
. . - Table 8 -
Analysis of a Second Set of Student End-of-Cycle
N Questlonnalre Rasponses by Number and Percentage,
School Year 1980-1981
Quedtion
1. Are you a boy ox é.girl? | Boys 17 5 Girls .19
What grade are;you in? . ;gf“ ‘ 2
3rd X 4th . ~* - 5th - 6th
-2 . 4 - . * 19 o 11

" Very Much Some Not at all Don't Know

>

.!5 How much did you
- like changing . .
classes? ‘ , 67.6 21.6 . 8.1

4. How much did you
like having..three . -
teachers? 58.3 . 30.6 - 11.1

5. How much do-you
feel reading school
has helped your )
reading? 83.3 _ 16.7. -
6. How hard was the ’

work in reading A C
school for you? L Ll.4 60.0 25.7

-

2.7

L 2.9



‘o

)‘ \ L . . ) LY
Very Much Some Not at all Don"t Know

i . 7. How happ§fare your . ‘ :
parents with the - b .o e e e
work you did in . L ’

— this school7~ 77.2  ° 11.4 - 5.7 5.7

6 . ) H
8. Would you want to : - v,
go to reading R '
school again? 66.7 19.4

. Are there some : : .

things about . ‘ ' : . °
readlng school - - .

you did not like? 48.6 51.4

10. Are there some - . e : ’ \
- thihgs about ) ' ‘
reading school
you liked very e o
much? 84.8 » 6.1 9.1 ---

11. Do you think it -
is.a good idea ”
for boys and
girls to go to
. the reading .
school if they C o '
need help in , : v N

reading? ) 97.0 -J-Q 3.0 ‘ -

13.9 Zan

QWO

[

-- - - .-
-

™

’ﬂ% ' Response patterns and _the hlghly favorable comments were .
comparable’ to those reported in previous years (1978-79, 1979- 80)
. where-students generally reported program satiffaction and enjoy-

) ment ‘ ; ‘

. (93‘ Classroom teachers who ‘sent students to the IRIT teachers
were also asked to,react té the program seryices on:enYIRIT-
developed Teacher Evaluatlon Form. 64 teacher forns were tal]ipdﬂ
Wlth ‘responses representlng 372 IRIT-sexrved’ ch;ldren Note that
Sane some teachers did not rate the questlon dealing with_en

. improvement 1n student attitude, the. overall percentages will

;L ) not add up to 100 . While mot 1mmed1ately noticeable from the
data, numbeys of. teachers attendlng an IRIT. open house ¥ncreased
by about 13%, while. those who were able to visit at other times

. alncreased by 9% over the prev10ns year. Open-ended comments and
suggestions were not tallied but were reported to the department, »

per se. About one-third of the teachers provided suggestions.

E]

;
. “u .
‘ - 16
- y.
.
.
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i . ‘, N, s 'Table 9
“Anal§§iséo£"TeaEhér End of Cycle Responses by Numbexr

s

and Percentage, School-Year 1980-1981

. ' Quéstion? . ; N N A N . Z
. .- Have you noticed iméfovement N
in skills of the children ~ :
ittending the IRIT? - 58 49 85 9 15
/ Have.ydur.children,déveloped ' .
’ . a better dttitude toward ) ‘
reading? L 61 57 93 . 4 7

Have you noticed any favor-
able. behavioral changes in \ ' '
" your students? _ , 60 31 52 29 48

Were you able to attend the * ]

IRIT open house? . 64 36 .56 . 28 44
Y Were you able to visit the - -

IRIT program at any other ' ' .

time? ; /j 64 = 20 31 44 69

In addition to the objective items, teachers were asked how
many pupils rdpained in their classroom when youngsters were
) attgnding the IRIT. - Of thé teachers who responded, numbers
ranged from 6 to 26, with a mean of 19 pupils remaining reported.
Conclusions and Recommendations . -+ . .
- - At the end of the 1978-79 school year, the IRIT evaluation
identified substantial gaps,in available test data and suggested
ways by which these could be £illed. Dﬁfing the 1979-80 school
year, corrective ractions were taken and recommendations were

-
-

:”;iumlemented to the point that problems were generally corrected.
"\ Using a powerfulsTitle I B-2 reporting model analysis, it was, also
SR dssible to produce even more persuisive evidence of IRIT shccg;s.v
- . %¥his year, akt objectives vere met.

~

the program yet since there’
/ were discrepancies'in the data, recommendations are indicated once
again. . . '

? ‘ 1. While the analyses of pre to post cycle reading scores

| produced a number of highly significant gain-patterns,

in some cases subtests were not recorded. Theré were
also some problems with the data.- Some were caused by

B 17
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¢

Z b
miscoding, and particularly atrthe Wish center whlle
others were caused by errors made by the outslde key-
punchlng services. While it may be possible to reduce

jerrors by obtaining c1ty-w1de MAT data from Hattford's
omputexr storage thus ellmlnating the ‘necessity to.
copy scf?hs on coding -sheets, the fact remains that
cycle test, questlonnalre books read, and 1evels of
sentences writing will still have to be entered manuafly
on data input sheets. While all sheets are’ subJect to

human error,. some lmprovements in accuracy dan be made.
For example:

.

-~

- Sheets can be pre-lined to indicate:name, ID number,
school, and grade level fields thus cutting down on
the probabllity that these data will appear in an
1mproper column. s

~.The project dgrector can carefully monltor sheets to
insure that they are kept up on an on- golng basms, .
that data are coded properly, and that all entries are '\

clear and leglbly made ’
- Flnally, al¥ data should be checked at the project
level before submlsslon to the evaluatlon office.
While thls checklng may appear to be repetitlous, it
‘. seems to be the only way that the data can be made as
} - good as the.program
Happily, the joint efforts of the varlous federal prJJects
\ and df the testrng office have helped to reduce the test
attrition which was reported last year. Thls .spring, a
.snbstantlally 1arger number of MAT test scores was .avail-
able. ; For the IRIT, however, the end of year (1980) test '
scoré/'were Stlll mlss1ng While a recommendation had
been made to consider the posslbllity of pre-testing all
{ first cycle IRIT youngsters ‘with the MAT 'and as close to
the October’ normlng point as was possible, this was not

done. - Thus, sprlng to. spring MAT test scorestere only

available for'about one-third of the ‘enrollment. Although
“ .




} -

problems are not éxpected in the'fall, team leaders
‘ should take no chances. Enrollment records should be .
carefully scrutinized and if pre test MAT data are not
Qzeilable, several actions should be taken. First,
sending schools and the testing office should be con-
tacted to determine if MATs have been given 'to enrolled
youngsters. Those available, are 'simply recorded. If
tests are not available, and id substantial numbers,
arrangements should be made by the Pproject coordlhatov/
to pre test the first cycle youngsters. If these arrange-
ments cannot be made, the evaluation office should be
notified so ‘that other actions can be taken. |
3. In the preceding year's evaluation (Report 80-13) it was
noted that questionmaires provide valuable program ser-
¢ - vices by helping to motivate program constituencies,
keeping tHem involved in the program; facilitating school
communications, and obtaiﬁing some information for possible
program change. It agpeared that fewer parent and student -
forms than usual were submitted, and that two kinds of
studeht forms were used. It is agaii recommended that a
con31stent se;tes of questlonnalres be used, and that the

rs

prOJect coordlnator monitor thls process. ' :
4. Once again it is suggested that only e§sent1al project
. » lnformatlon be collected at the end of the school year.
‘e \p/ -+ In the 1979 80 evaluation, it was noted that while a
' . system for writing a comprehehsive report which included
information from each of the IRIT teams had been deveipped
. by the coordinator- during the previous school year, this
system was not used in‘either.the pre€sent or previous
yeers.- While the department may ask to have individual
-9 ‘data collection sheets submitted, it is not necessary
T . from an evaluative standpoint, to ask teams to restate
' and assess progect objectives or to report data which .
’ will be pigked up by.the evaluatlon itself. " It is more |
lmportant gather lnformatlon which is not normafiy A i
: 'obta;ned through evaluation efforts and informatlon which - |

~

Q o “ .
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Robert J. Nearine
Evaluation, Research & Testing
Hartford Public Schools '

249 High Street | \
Hartford, Comnecticut - 06103
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Form }: Compensatory Project Report: . o, Q_ﬂﬂ DATA S EEENIEIL
o INSTRUCTIONS: . »° OSE
ED ~ 205 Rev. 4=~81 . ’ 1. Prepare three copies BN
) 4 . ‘ . » - 2. Retain .a gopy e ;
. 3.+ Sengd, two copies to address R
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Résulfs and Recommendations

"

= *

) . . 3
PROJECT OBJECTIVES / . C T .
1. Students will on the average make educationally significgnt -
gains of at least 7 NCE points in reading: M | :
\ . e ‘ ’
2. 757 of the students will Tead at least*8 books during the
" cycle. ) : .

A

3. ,75%7 of the students will'write simple sentences at their-
independent level.

-

~

DATA'ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION _ /.

, : ’ " -
~ Pre to post cycle CAT standard scores, when analyzed by team,

program, and grade produged gains reaching the .01=significance
level for all teams except one. The Wish team produced a non-
+ significant mean gain in Comprehension. Subtest data were not

ﬁ\\\\\\'provided,by the Kinsella Amnex or the Hooker teams. Because of

)

H

g

data errors, Wish school gains, program totals, and grade level
gotals, should be viewed with caution. R N
. . Spring to spring MAT standard score data were,convert d to
mean grade level percentiles and NCEs, and produced a weighted
NCE gain of 13.0 which exceeded the 7 NCE project ¢tandard. For .
all teams except King, and for the program as a whole at least
757 of the youngsters read more than 8 books and cquld write
senterices- at or abgye their independent..level.. ]

.
. -—

- . _ PROJECT RECOMMENBATIONS ;o ' , B} :

¢

Y
.
14

See page l&4. '
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