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;document of sample practices, which is intended” for the use of beneficlaries of future State grant - '
_progr.ms. .

“edges the achievements.f the past, and provides us with lnsight as we move forward in our cam >

[
.
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ear Reader;

o

The purpose of the State Component of the Right to Read Program was'to provide funding to.
State Education Agencies (SEA) to coordinate activities and support services of the Right to Read'
Program in local school- districts.  This Sefective Summary of Programs, Product:s and Practices
Is intended as a resoqrce book of promising practices and products developed by SEA'S to, improve
local reading programs

These State efforts were supported by Federal grants ranging from 850 000 to $343, 667 the
average award was $102,000 per state. From 1970-1980, 51 States and territories, plus Puerto Rico .
and the District of Columbla were_recipients of State Leadership and Training Program (SLTf’) :
grants, ) -

These grants have. been relatively. modest in comparison wrth many other Federally funded' '
programs. Nonetheless, third party assessments of- SLTP. reveal important changes and accomplrshv
ments, especially in the areas of improved planning and management of. reading programs, trarnln(,
of personnel and- reailoation of resources. The résult is a~broad range of(reading instructional
models, many with applications and re]evance beyonid the orlginating States and Right to Read

The Rtghtto Read program was the foregtinner of anow far broader Federal effort to promote R
basic skills competence. To facilitate the Srafsition to Right to [Read's successor- program, the Basic
Skills ‘mprovement Program, the services of International Business Services, Inc. (18S) have been ' .
retained. 1BS has', valyzed thé outcomes of the past generatapn of grant awards in order to deter-- .

-mine which oractices illustrate representative strategies for compliance with_the ten mandated ob-

jectives of the-State Leadership and- Training Program, The result of IBS’ effort is this fesource

v o r

"I am confiden. you will find this report to b both informative and- instructive It acknowl-

paign for basic skills improvement. -

Sincerely, .

Siifiey.A. Jackson
Director

f
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PREFACE

~
*

This document; prepared under Contract number 300- 79-0692 by “the undersigned- .
members of the staff of International Business Services, Inc., had as its purpose the description .
of representative practices developed by State Educatlonal Agencies (SEA's) under State
,Leadership and Training Program (SLTP) grants funded by the nght to Read Office of the U.S. ¢
“" o 'Departme:it of Educatlon P

It should be emphasrzed that this project was not des:gned as an evaluation of the SLTP.

In fact that purpose was addressed by the Right to Read National Office in 1975 and accom-
plished by Contract OEC-300-75-0263. The report of that project provided an overview of the -
SLTP achlevemcnts problems, and shortfails asof june 1976.

As this project progressed certaln changes were made i in the content of this document

o

< SECT ION T: Summaries of a Representative Sampie of Educatronal Practlces Deveioped
through SLTP grants .

[

. SEC'i' ION 2; Analysis of State Stardards of Excellence

SECTION 3: Overview Article: What the State Leadership Program Accomplished in :
. - _America, e i e R

The first section contains some 30 individual SLTP project summaries, selected by the
1BS.team as described in the introduction to Section 1. We hope the reader wull be stimulated
by the presentatlon of the summaries and that they will provide a basis for further examination
and’ repllcatlon as the quallty and applicability of these practices d|ctates

The selection of this sample of 30 represcntative SEA practlces was based on a review of
a wide range of materials submitted by some 37 SEA’s to the Right to Read Program Office.
The divcfsity of those materials, and the absence of documentztion of their actuai use and im-
pact in reading instruction programs made it impossible to ascertain objectively their effective-
ness. Our original selection criteria incorporated a number of factors drawn from joint Dis-
semination Review Panel (JDRP) concerns as to the relevance, exportability, cost-effectiveness
and statistically*demonstrable performance of the practices. However, because these criteria »
« ,could not be applied to the data madé available by the SEA’s and we could not, within ‘thé
) scope of this project, conduct additional research and data- gathering efforts, we adopted a dif-
Pl terent approach to the documentition of the program.

. Specif' cally, we examined thoroughly each of the 55 SLT? packagés made available to us,

. ~and determined which of the ten nationally mandated Right to Read -objtctives was addressed
by each. We then selected three practices pertaining tc sach objective, which appeared to con-
stitute ‘the most representative sample of the practices deveIoped under SLTP grants. These
ten groups of “three representative_practices are summarized in Section | of this document, in
a'format which was designcd to be desecriptive, rather than evaluative. -

3 i
. . .

& s . #
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. S . )
A sezond major outcome of the SLTP grants is embodied in the development of State
“Criteria of Excellence. These criteria, designed as guides for local school districts in carrving out
needs assessments and reading program development, were compared analytically and then syn-
. thesized n a “typical model” set of criteria, in Section 2. v .

I~ 7" Sachsets Right o Read effort. Hlspapempmsentszuscfmxammanon -of the-overall SLTP
grant progizm and its achievement, and another perspectwe on the program’s successes, as well
as its shortfalis, updatmg the evaluatlon petformcd in 1975/76 for the Right to Read National
Off’ ice.

- it is hoped that this unusual mix of ingredients will provide a reasonatgly accurate view of
L the SLTP program, and a_basis on which its readers may continue to communicate with previous
SLTP grantees to adapt and replicate those SLTP practices which appear most useful and ad-
vantageous. Q >

g The.content of this report represents findings, observations and opnmbns of the under-
.\ signed authors, and.not necessarily the pasition or policy of the U.S. Department of Education.
No official federal endorsement of the projects or practlces presented in this document should
be inferred. .

We are grateful for the cooperation of the staffs of the projects discussed. hereln,.whosc

Fina.lly, Section 3 presents a paper prepared by Dr. Joseph Tremont, Director of:the Mas- A

. work ic reflected in several portions of the text, and to Mr. Sherwood R. Simons, who served
with continuing interest and cai2 throughout thns project.

Ja M. Whltmlre

%Mmm -

Klm M. Lamontovnch

Project Manager

3
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. . ". .SECTION I: T
SUMMARIES OF A REPRESENTATIVE . ..
e " ° _ SAMPLE OF EDUCATONAL PRACTICES .
° + . DEVELOPED THROUGH STATE LEADERSHIP -

AND.TRAINING PROGRAM-GRANTS—

1 ’

" "o understand the achievements of the Right to Read State Leadership and Training Pro-

grams (SLTPs), it Is necessary 10 understand their purpose; State Leadership and Traini .

.

Programs were conceived to ‘conduct “leadership and training activities designed to assist and L7

prepare personnel throughout the State to conduct projects which have been demonstrated in
! that State o other States to be effective in overcoming reading deficiencies.””® The design of

these ‘grant- programs was developed to enable-States to retain’ their traditional educational
N _ autonomy, while redefining the established educational system: for reading improvement,  To ?
: this end, ten mandated objectives for each State program were set forth, including: -
: - . Comprehensive and Specific of Excellence
. ) ® A Statewide Needs Assessment et
‘ o A Trainipg Program for Local Educaton Agencies .
. . o__Provision.of-Technical Assistance : .-
B -+ o Establishment of a State Advisory Council 0
: o Establishment of a State Educational Agency Task Force and Defined. Méchan-
- isms for: ’ .
. ¢ Certification : .. . A
. © Identification and Validation of Exemplary Programs -

o Dissemination of Information - ' ,
_'® Evaluation

~

+ This set-of common requirerients constituted a framework for success in which States .
could act, as well as react, to developments in readirg improvement, and specific local needs:, °

This section of the report presents thirty (30)- summaries of practices™and products
developed by State Education Agencies under the aegis of the Right to:Read State Leadership- . ' |
and Training Program. The thirty (30) selections were made from overi200 seif - nominations re- ’
ceived from participating States, Territories and-Puerto Rico th Dist{icﬁ of Columblia. Three
(3) examples of the representative and diverse practices of SLTP% were selected for_each of the
ten (10) mandated objectives. . g . W

] .

The programs described are only a examples of SLTP practices which were*?':qhosen to if-
lustrate 2 variety of approaches. The summaries are neither intended to represent the total
effort of’ the States identified for any of the-ten mandated objectives, .nor to suggest that the
practices described are exemplary. ’ .

A list of other States that submitted nominations in each of the ten (10) areas follows the’
summarjes. Inquiries and requests for information-should be directed to the designated
agencles. o

* Federal Register.(Vnl. 41, No. 103, May 26, 1976), Subpart F, Sec. 162.61{c)(4). A
L 0.‘, . _

- .o - -
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wouls broadl} repl;ségtatlve of the educatlonal resources of the state and-"

~em——————— - - of the general public Including personsrepresentative of: . N
. (A} Public and private non-profit elementagyg and secondary schools; .~ )
(8) Institutions of hightr education;” ™ ° i . . .
(C} Parents.of elementary and secondary school children; and v
(D) Areas of professional competence relatirig to Instruction in reading. - 7

(1) If ari advisory-council has been established for Subparts B or C of-
this part, that odvisory council may constitute the advisory council re- .
.quired by this subparagraph and may be used to perform the'éavisory - : . .
councll functions under this subparagraph.
: (i1} The advisory clc;fncl[ shall serve as an advisory body In planning,
developing, Implementing, andl evaluating th# project and Int providing for
> -Its coordination with other reading fctlylfles of local educatfon agencles
and other.schools‘within the State.”"[Section 162.61 (c)(3) etu or
. 2

O R ——

~

The State Education Ageizcy Right ta Read Advisory Cour;cl/ - is primarily a support group com-

-prised .of representatives of community and professional ofganizations and individuals who are
concerned with advancing fiteracy. Council members serve as liaidons between their organizations )

. and the State Leadership'and Training Pragram. They provideadvice }qfid in? -

. , - B A o ) . /
* e Fianning, imgle.m%ng and evaluating segments o}/ the Right to Read program ~
o- within the Staté, o> . ol 4 <

Y -
>» we . o

-

» Developing Standards of Excellence, .

«e° Coordinating of. resources of the State tnat are ayailable to Right to Read.

Ll Prioritizihg Title' VI Reading Improvement Program grant applications, IR

Advisory council memi.aprs are frequently invited to participate by chief State Education ¢

Agency officials or by the governor.~ Specific guidelines for participation and operations are
established in a charter constitution, or by-laws developed by the council. © - . -
o Tro., . .- : . .« -
Couni:ilf?ﬁembers often play significant“ambassadorial and advocacy foles in promoting
Right to Read programs*and disseminating informatjon. -in many cases they'contribute their
expertise to State Leadership and Training Program activities by participating in training pro-
gramsand assisting with the development of resource and infétmational.materials. ¢ . N

.

.
N
< - M . -
- - -
. .- - < 4

S
3
N

. - .

1 U, Office of Educition, Federal Register, Vol. 41, No. 103, (Washjnggon, D.C.: Government #
.* +Printing Office; 1976), p.B19. g3 AN
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STATE: -

" TITLE OF PRACTICE:

DESCRIPTOR(S):

TARGET AUDIENCE:

DESCRIPTION: -

#
CONTACT: .

s X
. Imperatives for the inprovement of -Reading Education in the State

GEORGIA .

-

of GeorgiayGeorgia Right to Read Council

. Teachmg Certification, Professional Standards, Readmg, Read:ng
. Adv:sory Councnl Staff lmprovement

/
State education offi cials, leg:slators, curriculum supervisors, school
admmNn‘tors, certification officials, faculty- members of teachel
tralmng institutions: @
©
This report presents the recommendations of the Georgia Bight to
Read Adyisory Council which outline the nged for effective, diag-
nostic- prescnptlve tcachmg prograins and -multiple mstruqucnal
techmques in reading. Specific activities and those responsible for .
their :mplementzuo'\ are identified. Among the considerations of
* -the-Council-position- pzper-is the problem of teachers who'have had
no trainmg in the teaching of reading. The problem js attributed to
the absence of a requlrement in the certification code that-teachers
“receive such-training. The report sets forth minimum requurements h
in reading pedagogy 10 be met by all Jeachers, and, recommends
theu’ adoption in future cemfu:auon codes. °
1 . ]
The 2007t also suggests a management design for reading instruc-
tion gqlaehpes for textbook selection, coordination of reading in- -
strucuon, school s\tandards( staff development and competencies
in reading. in the absence o‘f__aw cgn_!prehenslve State plan-for.
reading, every schoal system n Georgia is encourzged to adopt’
the precepts of the Georgna Right to Read effort as their model.
Umpad
State Deparuﬁ{nt of Educatidn
Atlanta, Georgia. 30334 -
Telephone: 404/656- 2800/

STATE:

TITLE 0y PRACTICE:

DESCRIP1 OR(S):

TARGET AUDIENCE:

p= 7
MASSACHUSET:’S s

Position Faper of the&Massachusctts State Advisory Council- for
Rcadmg 4

-~ .

Rcadjng Advisory Council, Competency-based Education, Reading,

. Elementary and Secbndary Education. ’

State and local edumuon offi cials, reading advisory oounclls, Iegis- ) -

* fators, reading dxrectors, teachers, cmzens




: IMPLEMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS::
L

«+ DESCRIPTION:

i

Materials: Getting Back to Readlng: .The Minimum Competency
Movement

Getting Back to Readlng, authored by- the Massachusetts Right to
Read. Advusory Coupncil, discusses_the roles of parents, teachers and
.students _in the_ process of reading instruction.. “The report offers:
(a) strategies teachers can employ to interest students in books, (b) -
ways for parents to make use of television, and (c) counsel on how -
_students.can open up.vocational; recreational and social possibilities
through reading. The report is auvnded into three sections focusing
on teachers, parents and students, respectively. Suggestions and ap-
.proaches are offered which are general 'nough to be adapted in2
ﬁvanety_of.semngs.and_m_vanous_levels of formal education and

1

reading development, v e e T

The Minimum ~Competency Movement also authored by the
Massachusetts Right to Read Advisory COUnCI| outlines the pros
and coris. in the -debate surrounding. the minimum competency
.movement, and reports on.the movement’s current status in Massa-
chusetts and _the nation. The movement's goals are related to the

e T | -goals- -6f-the-Right-to-Read"program. -Thereport concludes by-crit- - L
- mung the excesses and oversimplifications of which the movement
is currently guilty.
. \ .
CONTACT: . State Department of Edycation Y .
B * 31'St. Jamés Avenue g \
. . Boston, Massachusetts 02116
X 4 ,‘_relephone::617/727-570Q
L . - —— o -
+  STATE:* WESTVIRGINIA . R
TITLE OF PRACTICE s Constﬂ*utlon an Bylaws - West Virginia Advisory Councnl on
, Reading——"+
. - —— i .- ‘ -
- «DESCRIPTOR(S) Reading; Advisory Council, Operational Guidelines /’
‘= TARGETA UDIENCE : Readm?Advnsory counculs, State Department of Educatlon ~
. V’ offncuals .
.- .DESCRIPTION: ‘ The constitution of the West Vlrglma Advnsory Council on Readirg < :
. describes the Council’s functians, membershlp, meetlngs, officers, .
- executive.committee and amendments. The ¢anstitution is intend- b
" ed to facilitate the work of the Councul which is > solicit; mput-,;? e
N 1 from professional educators and laymen alike in order io better as- -@f:"
. T sess educational trends and needs, and develop appropflate reading. -~ "~
- related objectives for-West Vlrglma :
¥ - . . ‘o P
©CONTACT: 7 State Departmem of E’ducanon - >
" e Charleston, West Virginia 25305 ot . ‘e
.. " !, Telephone:* 304/348.2681 . oo, / o :
e .. - C . . . .
L Lo 4 ' . T
Q r” -




__ OTHER STATE SUBM!SSIONS:
"ARIZONA . ' .
~=———Staté Department of Edtication” > -~ - - CorT e
Phoenix; Arizona'85007
T *602/255-4361 R . ' o T o o e
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA“‘ -
‘Public Schools of thc Dlstrlct of Columbia .
41512th Street,iNW -
Washinaton, DC 20004 . - .
. ——202/673-7725. — et . . - e et
: MICHIGAN - . -
State Department of Educatlt;n <
Lansing, Michlaan 48909 '
519/373-3354 i o o — . —-
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CERTIFICATION

. . . éxamination of the appropriateness of requirements and opportunitiés
for preservice and Inservice tralning and certification of teachers, admin-

. strators, and other educational personnel Inrelationship to reading pro: . e
. blems.2 [ Section 162.61(b)(1)(1H)]- i . :

Certification is a State’s designation of specific teachers, or other educaticaal personnel as being.
qualified to teach reading within its jurisdiction. Such granting of credentials is generally based
upon the successful completion of a specialized program of advanced study which has beenap-
proved-by the State.:State certification requirements and.procedures vary among the States, e.g.,

mber of hours or creditsand the specific competency and performance standards.

I ngagy*§tates,~~Rightam;Reidibirecws spearheaded e.ffg[g; to re-éxamine State Certification

Requirements for ;reading “teachers, clinicians, -specialists, supervisors and resoiirce specialists. :
These efforts in many cases resulted in upgrading of educational requirements for personnel in-
volved in'reading instruction. . -,

(3
— —
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 STATE:

~

TITLE OF PRACTICE:

DESCRIPTOR(S}:

TARGET AUDIENCE:

DESCRIPTION:

" GEORGIA

Imperatives for the Improvement of Reading Education in the State
of Georgla- -Georgia Right to Read Council - . -

Teacher Cemf‘ cation, Professional Standards, Readmg, Readlng
‘Advisory Council; Staff Improvement. T

State education officials, legislators, curriculum supervisors, school
~adm:nlstrators, certifi catlon officials; -facuity - members-of-teacherr ---
tralnlng institutions.

Among other recommendations of the council, this report discusses
the problem of teachers who have had no tralnlng in the teaching of
reading. The problem is attributed'to the absense of a requirement

?-

o .

CONTACT;:

‘ report sets forth minimum requirements in reading pedagogy to be

in tl»u\ rprnfm;:mn.rndn thn '.arhpr:_rmwe_such_“ain,ng,_'n‘c_

=n‘\et-by -all- -teachers;-and recommends their adopuon in future certu-- - -
fication cod9 e

State Department of Education
Atlanta, Georgia-30334.

. STATE:
" TITLE OF PRACTICE:
DESCRIPTOR(S):

DESCRIPTION:

Telcphone -404/656-2800

S~

TARGET AUDIENCE:

IOWA
. Reading Position Paper .

-for reading teachers, -

Right to Read State Advisory Council, Reading Cemf'catuon Stand-
ards, Professional Service Requ:remcnts (Reading).

Faculty members of teacher tralnlng institutions, school adminis-
trators, certification boards, teachers state advnsory commmees

The_Reading . Position..Paper was. wrmen to obtain.the. support of.. ..
the-Teacher Education and Certification Adwsory Committee in re-- -
quiring-that-teachers with readmg as their prlmary teaching assign-
‘ment hold “Approval 91" which is a certification requirement to
increase the expertise of full time readmg teachers through addi-

-tional- trammg S L

.

The-paper-includes guudelloes and-suggested-rationales for-interpre-
tation‘and clarification of the proposed rule requnring certification

Department of Public Instruction

. Des Moines, lowa 50319

\Telephone: 515/281-5294 ' ' .
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“STATE: T T T MICHIGAN T T s e - S f:
TITLE OF PRACTICE: Report on Proposed Changes in the Certification Code in the Area

L . of Reading

’ DESCR/PTOR(.S}: Teacher Certification, Professional Standards, Reading, Reading Ad- .

- o ' s visory-Council, Staff.Improvetnent.. .

_ . TARGET AUDIENCE: State Education officials, legislators, school adminigirators, cei:ti- .

- I fication officials, curricuium supervisors. B
DESCRIPTION: This report presents a brief review c;f tl‘l.e Sackgfpuhd of the recoms

mended action, as‘well as a rationale for amending the code. Also
included is a'set of basic premises which support the idea of amend- ‘
ing-the code, and a set of competencies and skills required of-pef- . -

sons'responsible for reading instruction.

This certification code-modiﬁcatioﬁ‘ proposed resulted -from .the
urging of-a. number of groups in:the State, including:the Right to-
Read Advisory Council, Tiiese groups have maintained thatthe -

administrative rules governing the certjfication of Michigan teach- T

S ers should be amended’ so that all people seeking teaching certifi-

e D cates in the State would be required to have instruction in the
teaching of reiding. At present, the: Certification code has™mo™™— "7
requirements in the area of reading.

The specific- recommendations for recodification of the Michigan
. requirements for provisional certification define the. minimum .
. standards for coursework in reading as: :
@ six semester hours for. all elementary teachers; ;
e three semester hours for all secondary teachers; and
. - @ six semester hours for all secondary language arts teachers. -
CONTACT: State Department of Education .
’ . Lansing, Michigan 48909 .
e e Telephone: 517/373-3354 .
B} 4 . .




T . CRITER!A OF EXCELLENCE ' ' i
- - " - ' EN . . -
. .+« . with the advice of the advisory councll, established pursuar:: to s

‘subparagraph (3) of this paragraph, develop a standard of excelferice, "
; cs descrived in Section ]62.26 of this part, defining the elements which .
e .ought to be Involved in ‘succesful reading programs In the State.
(11) Once It |s developed, the standard of excellence shall be utilized
. In tralning activities conducted pursuant to paragraph (b)(2).of this

sectlon and as a measurement Instrument [n carrying out dny cont/niuin i
: needs assessment activitles pursuant to paragraph,(b)(1) of this sétion. :
wwm—- - -- - .[Section-162.61(c)(4})etal] -.— - - . S

v . . -Criteria of Excellence_figure_prominently_in S;zte-Leadership-andm-Training~Programs.4 They pre-
. sent ideal standards which can be used by SEA’s and LEA's to (1 gauge the scope nd intent of
their present efforts, (2 formally or informally evaluaie reading programs, (3 assess staff develop-

z s;and-(#plan—improvpd—prbgramﬁheefitaia;gcnﬂally-pfoduce&with%nputﬁcm—
variety of sources, preseni- a representative viewpoint and shared expectations of essential:
-characteristics of quality reading instructional programs in a given State,

PUBTOTO . — ~— B

3 e
~Federal.Register,-p..B19, — e

- 4 U.S. Office of Education, State Right_to_Read Directors Haf:dbook.(Washington;DC:_ngI_\t.to-..
e Read), p.5-14. ’ o e :
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STA TE:

. . DESCRIPTOR(S):

~ DESCRIPTION:

)

. TITLE OF PRACTICE:

TARGET AUDIENCE:

. The Georgia nght to_Read Criteria of Excellence In Reading Pro-

N -

GEORGIA -

S, PR -~ — — [P

Georgia Right to Read Criteria of Excellence in Readmg

Measuzement Instrument, Model for. Schools, Components of Read: e
ing Program, Implementation Gulde . ‘

School administrators, -curriculum supervisoré; reading directors.

grams presents essential cofiiponeiits of d comprehensive-reading R
_program. It -is intended to serve as a model for schools in the ¢
Georgia Rrght to Read program y seeking validation. T

——

Inciuded - in the Crlterra are: (1) the sixteen oonsmuent criteria
components and-an explanation of each;-(2) adocumenmron pro-
cess and a guide for implementing the criteria, (3) action steps to-

‘Ward becoming aﬂfdﬂtd’klght’to‘Read"school-and-(4)strategres
for lnstructlon and organization of" reading | programs,.

Seven key: steps leading-to validation-are butlined in the documem« - -
State-Right-to..Read-validation. ‘teams—conducton-site._reviews, —

CONTACT:

upon request, to determine the validation potential of- local Right
to Read projects.

Appendlces to the Criteria provide a detailed explanation of unit i
teaching and procedures for lmplementrng learning centers.

The Criteria state that all schools in the Georgia Right to Read
program should work ‘toward meeting the criteria_and local ed-
ucators are urged to move their schools toward validation status. -

State Department of Education
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 . ’
Telephone:-404/656-2800- E

?

STATE:

[

© PENNSYLVANIA

[ITLE OF PﬁA CTICE:

Pennsylvania Right to Read Criteria for Excellence for Readrng/

Communucauon Arts Programs

— . —

_ DESCRIPTOR(S):

»

¢ TARGET AUDIENCE:

" IMPLEMENTATION

. REQUIREMENTS:

Plannrng, Self Assessment Evaluation Instr,uments Readrng Program
Standards, State Comprehensive Reading P-an.

Local school district .administrators, reading directers, Rrght to -
Read Directors, evaluation specuallsts N . :

Materials: Criteria for Excellence, A Compréhensive | Readlng/ o
Communication Arts Plan.




F -

X
Trammg Inservnce tralnmg is suggested for |mprovmg the com-

o

p|an;nng, lmpiementmg and’ evaluating “ins2rvice programs“”An
educational program to- tram  volunteers and paLprofessuonaIs has N
also been established. -

o

7 7 DESCRIPTION; Part (: The Criteria for Excellence provude a set of standards for

) - a qualny rcadlnglcommunu.:ttlon arts program. The Cmena are

based on a philosophical model published by the Pennsylvania

Department of Education. They are grouped into five categories:

- ' written currlculum, instruction, staff, community“and evaluition.

) Each category in the document consists of one or two general.cri-

s - e “terion :statements - which-serve-to-describe-and- further define the:
. ; . . -general statement, - .

“Part I1: A Comprehensive Readlng/Communication Arts Plap is

i - working document -that is currently being field tested by-the de-

. —_— - ﬂpamnent:_and_used_m.vanous-tralnlng-actwcties,—n-proposes-a—
. . framework-of-goals, as well"as processes for achieving.those goals -

-7 “under the active Ieadershlp of the chief school administrator of .

Tl e - . " éach school system in the Commonwealth: The plin relates to— -~

: every person, every contént afea of curriculum, and to all the
R . . ] communicative arts and.skxlls

CONTACT: State Department of Education_ - o , -
’ ) - Harnsburg. rg, Pennsylvania 17126 - s e
T TTelephone: 71777875890 .
STATE:" 7 'SOUTH'DAKOTA

"TITLE OF PRACTICE:  Criteria of Excellence . - .

-

, S~ .
_ LESCRIPTOR(S): —_  Planning, Reading Program Stindards Educational Evaluation. i

TARGE TA UDIENCE: Local SchooID\lstncts administrators, educators

N IMPLEMENTA TION Materials:  Process Gulde for. Imp/ementlng the South “Dakota
REQUIREMENTS: Siandards of Excellence In Reading: South -Dakota _Right to Read
. Critéria Statements: Activities Kit. - T e
\
i _ DESCRIPTION: __ __  _ The_South_Dakota_Right-to-Read:Criteria.of-Excellerice are-de- -

scribed in four related documents which together constitute a com-
prehensive program development and implementation process:
s

N -
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(li The Process Gulde for Implementing the South Dakota:
Standards of Excellence In Reading introduces the cri-

e . -teria-and- outllnes the_f'we steps. necessary for.. |mple- o
Tyt T e -mentation:.-- assessment diagnosis, planning, executuon, .t
e . and evaluation. . :
CTTTT T {2) &(3) The‘Standards of Excellence In Readlng and-the Criteria
. - Statements are guidelines and measurement instrurgents -
T - - which Gutline the criteria components and ‘provide .
. standards for measunng thieif lmplementation - -
P . B (4) ~The Activities"Kit_for the improvement of reading m-‘. ’ )
N struction Is divided into sections which examine specific ..
= - - - .problems, solutions, activities, and.resource, materials.. ___
CONTACT: - ~ State Superinundent of the Division of Elementary
. and Secondary Education
. "+ - "Pierre; South Dakota 57501 R : °
‘Telephone:. 605/]]3.3253
" . - Z. -
. - . Tt
THER-STATE SUBMISSIONS: e e — ; .
I ‘ ;
ALABAMA - __ - CALIFORNIA P i
P «Sme Department of Education State Department of Educatlon T
. Montgomery, Alabama 36130 Sacramento, Callfornia 95814 ; :
"“‘ '205/832-3316 ~ s ~916/445:4338" - - e
ALASKA ©© . COLORADD ' ‘
State Department of Educaticn "7 State Department of Education” - .
Juneau, Alaska 99801 Denver, Colorado 80203 -. . -
. %071465-2800 * 303/339-2212 A
-~ - ARIZONA "CONNECTICUT f
H R * s . P \/
State Depom'n‘eht of Education State Department of Education R
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 P. 0. Box 2219 .
. 602/255-4361 . Hartford, Connecticut 06115
..203/566-5061
AHKANSAS ' . . ) "
h T DELAWARE v
> _State Department of Eduoatlon R : . oo
« « Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 . -State Department of Public Instruction ] .
- 501/37] 7461 Dover, Delaware 19001

302/678- -4000” -
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MAINE o . B
~Publlc Schools of the Dlstrlct State Department of EJucational and Culitural Services :
«of.Colunibla- — L~ -AwgustaiMaine 04333. e
e 41512t Street, NW 207/289-2327 . . s
. Washington; DC20004 oL
SN .__202/724 4222 MARYLAND <
;- : FLORIDA State Department of Education :
— ) ’Baltiriore- -Washington Intérndtional Alrport -
State Department of Education P.O. Box 8777 ~
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 _ . Baitimore,"Maryland 21_240 :
..904/487-1 785 ) 301/796-8300 e — o = S
- ILLINOIS MASSACHUSETTS - 3
Illlnols Office of Education State Department of Education .-
Springfield, liilnols 6?777 31 St. James Avenue .-
'217/782-2281 Boston, Massachusetts 02116- . -
. - -617/727-5700 . -
__ - INDIANA
-~ * ~WICHRGAN e
‘Indlend State Department of ’ ) ) .
—Public-Instructic = State Department of-Education- - -
ndianapolis, Indlana 46204 — - Lansing,Michigan 48909 e
317/633-6610 517/373-3354 - B
IowA * . e MINNESOTA = >
e State Department of Public State Department of Educatlon
~- —-~ -~ -[nstruction St. Paul, Minnesota 55101
T 77" DesMoines, lowa 50319 612/296-6104
- - 15/281:5294 .
. MISSISSIPP)
KANSAS - .
’ State Department of Education ¢
=+« -State Department of Education _Jackson, Mississippi 3 39205 -
| T opekiKansos-66612 u01/354 -6933—+ e
N 91 3/296-3201 .
: ) . MISSOURI
’ KENTUCKY -
" . State Department of Elementary and Secondary:
N Staté Department of Education Education
v * -Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 Jefferson City, Missourl 65101 .
- . 502/564- 4770 - 314/751-4212 B o B
[ - N -
T LOUISIANA . MONTANA o3
- State Départment of Education Montana Departrent of Public Instruction
’ Baton Rouge, Loulslana 70804 State Capitol .
504/389-2553 ‘ Helena; Montana 59601
; 406[449:3095
- ) ‘ N
-13- T -
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- NEBRACKA

; .State Department of Education

: . .NEVADA.

-Lincoln; Nébraska 68509

o 402/47152465. - -

-State Department of Education
—.Corson City, Nevada 89710

702/885-5 700 T

i ANE'WHAMPSHIRE

\é;me Department of Education

i
3.
e

'**NEW MEXICO--

ncord, New Herapshire 03307
603/277 3144 =

OHIO

State Départmentof £ducation———— -

H

* Columbus, Ohlo 43215

* -614/466-3304- .

State Department of Education ~

‘Salem, Oregoir 97310
-503/378:3573-:

‘RHODE lsLANb’

State Deparrment of Eduamon

Providence, Rhode Island 02908°

NEW JERSEY

State Department of Education
Trénton, New Jersey 08@25
609/292-4%50

State Departmént of . Educatian
Sarta Fe, New Mexico 87503

‘. 1-'505/827-2282

" *NORTH CAROLINA ™~

2o

. "NORTH DAKOTA

-

i

NEW YORK ¢

Smc Education Department
Albany, New York 12234

————— .

"—‘803/9‘586291—

401/277-2031
.. SOUTH CAROLINA .. ’

State Departient of Education

Columbla, South Carollng 29207

_ TENNESSEE

State Dcpartment of Educat/on
Nashville, Tennessee 37219

615/741-2731 N

TEXAS

Texas Educat/on Agency
Austin, Texas 78701
512/475-3271

£}

State Dc,xrtment of Public
“Instruction

‘Raleigh, North Carollna 27611

979/733.3813"

Staté Department of Publ/c
Instruction

Bismarck, North Dakota 58505

70 7/224 2260 .

UTAH -
State Board of Education

* Salt Lake City, Utah 841 I 71
801/533- 5437

VIRGINIA

’

State Depanmen} of Education
Rickmond, Virginla 232!6
804/ 786-26 12

gl

e ———
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?". - ~ .

. ,.;,W'ASHING'I’ON

Ofllce of the Superintendent -

< ‘of Public Instruction v
Olympla Woshlngton 98504

-WEST,VIRGINIA N . T
o . State Department of Educat}orr

«  Chorleston, West Virginia 25305

¥ 7 304/348-2681 .

—————

>

':3. i -
- AD’ - , .

WISCONSIN

i ol

State Department of Public Instiction

Wisconsin Hall

126 Langdon Street } C—
'Madlson “Wisconsin 53702- .

G08[266 1771 B
WYOMING: T

Wyomlng State Department of Educatlofi ;
-Hathaway Bulldlng

Cheyenne, Wyomlny 82002
307/777-7673. -

s >
H
—
——- ——
ER \
L
1]
- [N
’
o
- —
s
-
-
-
- <
——
- —
-15-

w,
i




" DISSEMINATION OF INEORMATION

Y -1 asslst in the developmmt organization, and odmlnlstmtlon of
. . eodlng programs It local educatlonal agencles and appropriate non-

profit private agehiles ond schools. I -
e Dissernination of Information actlvitles conducted pursuant to -
thlsm mayinclude}~—__"___ . , =
. {i). The distribution of Right to Reod materlals and other. Infon .

. maJon made avaiiable b by the Commlssloner, od .
" {n Informatlon deve !op gd or utilized pursuant to subparograph
(3)(li) of this paragraph.”[Séction 162.61 (b)(4) etol. I

‘Dissemination of lrifo'imatlon providesa two-way flow of information which serves to: ,
» 1 O’ .

f. .- . stimulate,public awarencss of State literacy needs, goals and programs,
—~—~ " . -
N actnvate resou rces for the deveiopment of ljteracy, oo -

i —'o promote reading lmprovemerit by providing vself-help materials and information,._ _

\ubiicﬁe evaluition results arid other critical data on literacy andlgr‘ . ST
.- ) ighlight exemplary programs and practices, . . -

T Right to Read States have developed many créative. dlssemination'approaohes and products.

~  Various media.have been utilized in State dissemination processes,.ranging from television, con-
vention booths, newspapers and brochures, to bumper stickers and Iape] buttons, Disseminatlon 4

activities are ongoing, but have often taken the shape of intensive campaigns of short duration 1)
\ focus public attention on specrf' c literacy actlvities and issues.

AY
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STATE:

) /
‘ TITLE OF PRACTICE:

e

DESCRIPTOR(S):

: s
- /?A&ETAUD/&NCE:

ki

‘DESCRIFTION:

STATE: '

CONTACT:H 1.

-Adult Reading Programs, Readmg Programs, lnformmonal Guxde o
, -of Adult Literacy Services.

.One example of the dlssemlnatlon activities conducted by the New

‘State Educatiochpartment

NEW YORK' -
The Right to Read Dlrectory Adult Readmg Programs ) i

...
Local school districts, community seivice- organizations, cmzens
concerned with adults in need of. Ilteracy resources and services.

York Right to Reid program is a dlrectory of agencied, -adult
learning.. centérs, schools, libraries, and’ education opportunity
centers, . The dlrectory, which” was prepared by the New York
Urban League is deslgned to be ‘used in locatlng resources and,
services for those requiring literacy instruction in the Statt. Among
the services provided are: - e .

1. High school equivalency preparatlon ! Lot
2. Spexd readmg .
3. Referral services . ) Ty
4. Recruitment of clients ’ BN
5. Counseling services (2ducational)’ L
6. English as a second language programs .
7. Adult basic education ] : ’ °
. 8. Vision screening . . N L
-9. Community service projects ’ Y
e

Albany, New'York12234 . D
Telephone: 518/474 -5844: -

TITLE CF PRACTICE:
&

.DESCRIPTOR(S):-  *

’ ~ ,\

* TARGET AUDIENCE: *

DESCRIPTION:

of

,OHIO

#concerned with reading improve‘"uent pnvate sector orgamzatlons. -

. J
Right to Rgad Week and Other Dissemination Actiyities

Motivation Techniques, School/Community Cooperatitn, Inservice
Teachey Education; Commumcaﬂon Basic Skills. ;

’

Parents, tcachers, school admlmstmors cmzens, orgamzauons

Ohio Right to Read has dcveloped publications and audio-visual
materials designed to provide ifformation to those -oncerned with.
reading improvement in the State and to’demonstrate, Ohio’s com:
mitment to the involvement “of parents_and_communitics_in_the___
educational process These materials, which often supplement =
broad-based campaigns targeted to school admlmsu'amfs, teachers,.
parents, and- student.., support the continumg in- servic ducation,
technical assistance, gublic awarenéss and reading motivation pro-
grams of Ohio Right to Read. -Examples of dissemination activities
and materials are: .

T ar-

") e U




i, . N e e g e e e :
o . ,:nght to Read Week: an annuai, weeklong obse ance, -In-
"y - cludes a 34-page brochure sent to all- 0h|o<pr|?2|pals and a |
’ . special supplement in Cleveland’s Plaln Dealef:
) . ~_v.' LA ' 7 . Read to Win: a reading motivational program supported’ by T
e e, e famous atheletes. Includes postefs, buttons, certrf‘cates .
- b i e N et e
- .o Lo :Reading Hall of Fame: awards for implementing réadlng in-
‘e s \ ©° centive programs whrch |mpro\(e student reading achieverent: <
i »" & [ siv
N T o Ohlo Testlng Handbook a model for school. admrnrstrators to
L . : 3 * be used in establishing effectrve school testing programs. - x
NI | . AR
"/;‘ o et - =—fTesting Early Reading; - inservice mstructronal teIevrsron series.
s . . C e “Network: nght to- Readjtewsletter ) v - Lo
"CONTAQ;:‘ ' ** State Department of Education’ l . B
T s oL . Columbus, Ohi6 43215 . ‘ .o F
=L - o Telephone 614[466 3304. T .
2_. T - - . .o
£ n STATE- . celE PENNSYLVANIA ) o ~

TITLE OF. RRAC TICE. Prommng Practices - Telévision Literacy' (fampaign

k]

DESCRIPTOR(S) ¢ * Public Service Messag\es, Educational’ Broadcasts, Reading’ Hotlrne

w - LT Parental Guidance,’ Rva,dlng Motwatlon 3 .
FARGET‘A_UDIENCE:’ Aduits who cannot read or who have chlldren experrencrng readlng
, - drff‘cujtres B ) :
FINANCIAL Toll-free phone system mallmg costs; duplrcatlon costs travel and ’

;REQUIRE/}!ENTS: . meeting expenses, evaluation costs. WUEAE

;7 DESCRIPTION: Y The televrsron I|teracy campa consrsts of short - publlc service - -
- messages . which ‘stress the |mpirtance of literacy and-advertise 3 . - :
toll-free: number These fessages are ‘broadcast. over public. and - .
commercial televrslon stations ‘throughout the State. Viewers with L
readlng diffictlties.or whose children experience problems with
reading are advised -to call'a toll-free number for asdistance. The
A . ' aller’s name “and number are_taken by a central monltorlng station
S - ...angd.are forwarded 6 a volunteer based in- the client’s region. The
. volunteer then- contacts ‘the client and refers him/her to the dp. -
.3 - proprrate agency, rhe wolunteef also alerts the agency-to antici-
e pate the chent s:call. -

e

»”

. \/ - S
. ' ' < Vqltfnteers can' be recruited from ‘professional -organizations within
S the .State, Appropriately- designed pucture -pamphlets <can bé sent
" to the client which depict home activities designed to aid'in reading: - *

) profiiency, ;ﬁrtrrularly for, parents whose children are'.poor .
<= 003 feadeYs. K

. . M
. . ‘ -~ « "
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CONTACT: State Department of Education . . :

o 28 -

Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126
Telephone: 717/787-5820
OTHER STATE SUBMISSIONS: -
s .
“ ALASKA - GEORGIA . b
-State Department of Education-——~—State Department of Education =
3 Juneau, Alaska 99801 Atlanta, Georgla 30334
907/465-2800 404/656-2800
TARIZONA _ MISSISSIPPI - ! .
State Department of Education " State Department of Education
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 Jackson, Mississippl 39205
602/255-4361 . 601/354-6933 . . s
" CALIFORNIA ) NEW HAMPSHIRE
.State Department of Education :State’De};armmt of Education :
_____Sacramento,.California 95814 +-Concord; New Hampshire 03301 -
- -~916/445-4338 o 603)271-3144 -
—————CONNECTICUT OREGON
State Department of Education State Department of Education
, P.0..Box 2219 Salem, Oregon 97310
7 Hartford, Connecticut 06115 503/378-3573
DISTRICTOF COLUMBIA . TEXAS ’ s
" Public Schools of the District  Texas Education Agency >
of Columbla Austin, Texas 78701
. 415°12th Street, NW . 512/475-3271 . ) -
*_Washington, DC 20004 ) o - ;
. 202/724-4222 - VIRGINIA = ' ‘
© - FLORIDA . " State Department of Education - .
- . ) - ' Richmond, Virginia 23216 . "
.. “ State Department of Education 804/786:2612 :
~* Tallahassee, Florida32304 .
904/487-1785
‘ * -19- ’ - . -




-EVALUATION

oo the qol;ectlon, verification, and analysis of data to measure the extent
to which such objectives are accomplished by the project.® [Section 162.61

- @mml

‘ . e A -

Evaluation. provfdes a means by wich p[ogr!m 'fnanagers and_decision makers can detérmine (1)

~

- -whether-a-program’s purposc and objectives are being achieved, (2) the degree to which the pro-

gram is effectively serving the participants in the manner intended, and (3) the significance of

progress and rsults. It is an ongoing process of collecting information on program operations of

on the performance and behavior of participants. The process invoives implementation of formal
and_informal- procedures followed.by-analysis and interpretation-of the data gathered in lightof”
anticipated oiitcomes and predetermined performance standards and criteria, Evaluations of

. State Leadership and Training Programs primarily examined activities associated with the imple-

., mentation of the Right:to Read sirategy and.the ensuing change process. Varibus techniques,
including use of third-party evaluators, mail surveys, personal interviews and observatior:, were
used for data collection. Such evaluations focused upon qualitative as well as quantitative aspects
of reading improvement activities. . .

A v .

19

-6 Federal Register, p. B18. . ‘ L




RESULTS/
" EVALUATION:

“actions from recipients of program
. .

analysis of the nature and extent of program participation and re-
services. :

Financial an-d\'time‘constnints precluded the polling of all partici-
pating schools. Instead; the.population was stratified.according to
types of schools, and a random sample was constructed to include.
every third.school in each category. The three_components of the
evaluation focused on assessment of thé opinionsand the beliefs of

(3) teachers.

:(1) participatirig school.principals,-{2)-reading-contact-persons;and—————

I .
A

All objectives of the 1977-1978 Right to Read program v;ei'e met.
The activities undertaken.in.pursuit.of.the objectives had significant

v
4
\

é\ .

.impact upon reading supervisors, principals and teachers,.as well as . |

upon varjous offices within the Department of Education,*

-State Department of Education . )
Tallahassee, Florida 32304 L
", Telephone: 904/487-1785 ‘

| . CONTACT: |
© o Smarer -
© .. TITLEOF PRACTICE:

i
¢ TARGET AUDIENCE:

\

IMPLEMENTMN
- .REQUIREMENTS:

Ry
—

“GEORGIA ’
External Evaluation of the Georgia Right to Read Program

‘Principals, reading directors, county education ciirectors, citizens,
legislators, State reading officials. .

Materials: External Eva‘}uatlon Report Participants (Part 1), Exter-
nal Evaluation Report Non-Participontn (Patt I§). °

Training: Workshop session by a"cpun}y or system level supervisor
&

as part of the validation process.

k3 e .
. A : e - N —
e ~ /\ ’ -
‘L 'STATE: “FLOR!DA - ) <
A‘” \1 - - . R . R .
[ T\ITLE OF PRACTICE: Florida Right to Read. An Evaluation - ¢ .
DESCRIPTOR(S); _ * “Evaluation, Reading, Statewide Survey. .
<"TARGET AUDIENCE: School administrators, citizens, legistators, State Education
., > . officlals. - - . :
IMPLEMENTATION Time? Four and one-half months were devoted to the evaluation,
‘REQUIREMENTS: .
- ’ DESé(?IPT/ON: ¢ Thig evaluation, conducted-by-Florida-A&M:University Callege of
s \ ’Equcatlon, analyzes documentation and repo.t findings of Florida
{ Right to"Read’s efforts for FY 1977-1978. !ncluded in‘the evalu-
T~ ation are: program objectives, activities related to each objective,




. - »

These reports, prepared by the Center for Educational Réséarch of .
' Georgia State University for the Georgia-Board of Educatica, re-
Y present two sections of the first formal external, evaluation of the
Georgia Right to Read program. Part 1 is based on a survey of prin-

. . cipals, readifig teachers and county directors currently involved in
. e - the program. It assesses thelr attitudes toward the program and

their opinions of the program’s.quality and effectiveness. During :
. the 1977-78 school year, 60 out of the 188 school systems in o
¢ Georgia participated in Right to Read. *

Part 110f the survey was targeted to the 120 nonparticipating school
- systems. The curriculum directors of these school systems were’
. asked about their reasons for non-participation, and their familiar-

T ity with the Georgia Right to Read program and test results for

i the past thiee years. - ’

Both surveys showed strong positive agreemeni' on the program’s .
quality.. All concurred ‘that committment was critical’ to-imple- o -
mentation of successfel Right to Read programs.
CONTACT: ‘Stafe Départment of Edutation | S
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 i ‘ A
“Telephone:.404/656-2800 -

*

STATE: - HAWAII

»

"TITLE OF PRACTICE: Right to Read State Leadership and Training Project 1978-1979
. Final Evaluation e

v » -

e DESCRIPTOR(S): Evaluation, Reading, Staff. Improvement.
; TARGET AUDIENCE: State and local education officials, citizens, legislators.

~ DESCRIPTION: The report’ presents the major findings, results and recommenda- -
tions of a one-year evaluation of the Hawaii Right to Read State” -
) Le«}d"ership, and Training Program condicted by an-independent
> , evaluation specialist. The evaluation focused upon four major com-
ponents of the program: .1).cadre training workshops, 2) technical
assistance to local school districts, 3) dissemination of Right to

4 Read information, and 4) community involvement. .

o In the course of preparing the report, the outside evaluator designed *

and administered Interviews to-a sample of teachers; principals,

+ “and resoiirce Teachers in five of the State’s seven school districts.

Resource Teacher Feedback Forms, Workshop Evaluation Forms,
and a Program Planning Questionnaire were designed cooperatively - -
. by the outside evaluator and project staff.. Data on these proced- ¢

. . ufes were statistically analyzed in the report, as well as specific fe-
commendations for program improvements.

<
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State Department of Educatlon
Honolulu, Hawaii 96804 -
’ Call San Francusco !
FTS Operator 8-556-0220
<. Ask Operator to diil 808-548-6583

s e

-
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THER'STATE SUBMISSIONS:
o $
L ARIZONA
= 7

State Department of Education-

Phoenlx, AriZona 85007
; . 602/255- 4361
b CALIFORNIA

State Department ‘of Education
N Sacramento, California 95814,
976/445-4338 .

'NEW JERSEY:

PENNSYLVANIA

State Departmient of Education !
-Hatrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126 i
717/787-5820, ’

WEST VIRGINIA

State Départment of Education
*.Charleston;-West Virginla 25305~ ——
304/348-2681

TEXAS -

«

—State Department of Education
’ Trenton New fersey 08625
509/292 8360

. .OHIO
‘State Department of Education

Co/umbus, Oh!» 43275
674/466 3304 )

b

Texas Education Agency
Austin;-Texas 78701
512/475-3271
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‘IDENTIFICATION AND VALIDATION OF

e - EXEMPLARY READING PROGRAMS®
R . . . provision of ongoing technical assistance to dse information ",
. .on effective and valldated reading programs, speclfic approaches to :
s the téaching and leaining of reading skills, and administrative and . -
. arganizational processes; and. —_
; .. —  {)The provislon of technical assistance activitles related to.

v innovative approaches, techniques, or other actlvitles which have
proved effective In that or In other States.7 [Sectlon 162.61(b)(3)

] i . .

L f .

IDENT!FICATON'AND VALIDATION OF EXEMPLARY READING PROGRAMS is essentially
:systematic examination and evaluation of model reading instructional programs and dissemi-
- nation of information on promising practices. it offersa cost-effective solution for the improve-
% »ment of local education agency practices. Many Right to Read State Leadership and Training
- Program activities’ were designed to encourage and facilitate validation of -focal reading improve: -
- .- -ment programs. In some cases SLTPs developed their own evaluation criteria and validation pro- .
.. .cedures...Other SLTPs urged.the school.districts within _their jurisdictions to v’alidéfm:helrfead- 4
.ing programs. through existing State-level - Identification, Validation, Dissemination (IVD) or e
joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) processes. . .

ngemlkge»glster, p.B18. — - —_— —
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STATE:

TITLE OF PRACTICE:

. DESCRIPTOR(S):

TARGET AUDIENCE:

IMPLEMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS:

DESCRIPTION:

o = AN =

ARIZONA.
- Reading Programs in Arizona

Exemplary Reading Programs, Basic Skills, Elementary and Second-
« ary Education. ) s

School adininistrators,_teachers,. reading- directors; ‘Right-to"Read’
““directors, d'

.
o4

Materials:™ Reading Progiams In Atlzona. L >

N .
Reading Programs in Atizona presents summaries-of fourteen read-
ing “programs demonstrating.many differént approaches to: the
teaching of reading to students.at all grade levels, kindergarten .
through adult. State reading specialists surveyed reading programs
in_the State and selected ‘those which werc particularly promising
and practicable. The Arizona Department of Education encotrages
replication of the programs by other schooi districts,  Information
provided-for ‘each ‘promising program includes a, description of the
population ‘served by the program, background informaticn on the- -
school district and community, a-synopsis of program content,_
evaluation procedures and findings, and a contact person. )

De’scriptions‘gf -the foi[osying’traditional and néniraditignzl aps
proaches to teaching reading.are provided”in.the publication: 1)
Catch Up-Keép Wp,.2) Intensive Phonics, 3) Nongraded: Reading_

1 CONTACT:

“Instruction, 4) Minimal Reading Proficiency, 5) Community Kin- :
dergarten,'6) Encoding-Decoding,'7) Basal Text, 8) Bilingual-Bicul-,.. ,
tural, 9) Individualized’ Reading,.10) High School Intensive Study” b
of Vocabulary, 11) Departmental Qperational Guidelines, 12}

« -Multi-phased Parental Involvement, 13} Adult "Education Total
Curriculum, and 14) Learnihg Disability Team. 3

State. Department‘o? Education - T
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 R . ‘
Telephone: 602/255-4361 ) .

STATE:
TITLE OF PRACTICE:
\DESCRIPTOR(S): "

MASSACHUSETTS ]
. ° . ¢
Criteria for ldentifying and Valirating Exemplary Reading Program

Validation Criteriz, Exemplary Reading Programs, Elementary and
Secondary Programs, Indicators of Success for Reading Programs,
Evaluation of Reading_Programs,_..|dentifying=Effective=Reading=——

'_Program's;'Pgogram Analysis. -

. ’




.

-

‘ ’ . . .
L TARGET AUDIENCE: Reading directors, administrative personnel, evaluatiqﬁz ggencies,

R Righ: to Read directors, K-12 school systems. R
s _IMPLEMENTATION Materials: Criteria for Identifying and Valldating E;templqo/ Reod-
: REQUIREMENTS: Ing Programs, Focus on Excellence. .
"~* _ DESCRIPTION: - This instrument is based on the Right to Read publication Focus o
. . Excellence and on the validation criteria developed by the Massa- _
chusetts Title IV~ Program. It was dévelopéd by a committee re- .
« " sponsibie for the validation of exemplary ‘reading programs in
4 ) . the State. Essentially, the documentis a protocol for acquiring ne-

" cessary data prior to a field visit.to a school system by a-working
el s committee of-reading.directors. Based onits findings,.the commit-

’ tee decides whether- or not a given reading program is worthy of.
being-validated as exemplary, and worthy of sefving asa model for .
other school systems. Only programs in operation for more thar
one year are considered for validation.

" CONTACT: ', ~§tate Department of Education -
y . Boston, Massachusetts 01583
-~ _ _ - Telephone: 617[727-5700 . T

STATE: NEW HAMPSHIRE . _ : »
TITLEOF PRACTICE:  Promising Practices - 1978-1979

DESCRIPTOR(S): Langlage Arts Programs, Promising Practices, Exemplary Language~————
. oo Arts Programs, Basic Skills, Elerientary and Secondary.Education. -

. \
TARGET AUDIENCE: School administrators, teachers, ianguage arts supervisors.

IM)’LEMENTATION Materials: Pmr;ilslng'Pmctlces, 1978-1979 // ' .
REQUIREMENTS: - . ‘

wp

/

«/
1 DESCRIPTION: . Promising Practices identifies twenty (20) New Hampshire programs
in which the language arts elements are_particularly beneficial for
student learning. Projects that ivolve students at all’grade levels, .
(i pre K-through adult, and with spécial instructional needs, such as . ‘
o compensatory education and. bilingual education, are included-in
this publication.~ *~ ¢

The collection is a sampling-that is representative of a Statewide - ‘.
. geographical spread and a broad.spectrum of ideas. The selected ’
M P _—,programs-iilusuate-diverse-approaches-to-improvement-of-language—-———'
. arts and-skills, e.g., parent-participation, multi-sensory-individual= ~ "
ized instruction, media centers, visual literacy ard peer editing. T

- " The booklet is-designed to serve as a résoﬁrce for lacal educators.
T - - - -New-Hampshire-Right-to-Read views the_exchange of ideas:as an
v important element of the staff development process. . ’

-

- Q “ ) L ‘ _ .
ERIC | . :
. ) B
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CONTACT:

‘State Department of Education
* -Concord,; New Hampshire 03301

\\ . - . .'

Promising Practices is intended to spur th,
and creative language arts programs,

development of practical i

R ~ _ Telephone:..603/271-3144 o )

. OTHER STATE SUBMISSIONS: . ° . =

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA " TEXAS -

Public Schools _c;f the Texas Education Agency -
- " District of Cofumbla -Austin, Texas.78701 1
. 415 12th Street, NW 512/475-3271 - "
. Washington, DC 20004 -
" 202/724:4222 o \

o
. -
- i A
N )
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- ' f_.OCAL EDUCATION AGENCY TRAINING PROGRAMS

. . .“for admimlstrators responsible for reading programs In local educational
agencles and non-profit privete agencles and schools within the State.
(IJ The training program must be based upon the needs assessment
s - - -described In subparagraph (1) of.this paragraph and upon the standare’ of
excellence described under paragroph (c)(4) of this sectlon.
()] The training program may bé given In coordination with teacher
n preparatory Institutions within thé State and shall Include:
! .(A) The teaching of basic reading skills;
- (B) Organizational and administrative skills; -
. (C) Interpersona] relations.skllls directed toward community involve-
. .mentand.the change process; T .
(D) Planning strategles; .
({:' ) The preparation of administratlve support materlals for reading

S, . . .
(F) The development and carrying out of tutoring projects In reading
and the preparation of tutors for these profects; - . .
g -(G) Appropriate bilingual methods for children and‘adults of limited
- English-speaking abllity; and -
D ——{H}ApproochesTo the provision of effective reading Instruction fos
<. varlous target populations, Including the planning, development, and;
. *  Implementation of programs for adults;® [Sectlon 162.61 (b)(2) etal.]
* ‘ t - ™

=

-LEA TRAINING is a program of staff development conducted by State Education Agencies for

: reading program administrators and instructional personnel of local school districts, Various .

———training~strategies and-models—have-emerged- through implementation -of the.Right to. Read _ . |

. strategy. Although many trainees entered the training programs with extensive experience and :

' qualifications related to the teaching of reading,-the programs were aimed at improving.their
understanding of Right to Read concepts and strategies for managing the processes involved in
planning and implementing effective reading improvement programs.

‘The Right to Read Stute Directors’ Handbook presents Guidelines for Developing the LEA
Directors’ Program of Preparation which are outlined below. These guidelines prescribea com-
prehensive approach that considers not only the content of the training programs, but also the
managemen. ‘support requirements that adre essential to the continued successful operation-of
* the programs within the context of tota! local education systems.

~

1. The program shouJ& be consistent with the SEA Plan of Action.

2. The Program should allow for differences that are inherent in local districts. 5

3. The Standards of Excellence ~shoi:ld be utilized'in the program.

—— 8Fedeml Iéeglstér,.p.,sl 8.




- In addition to providing the LEA director with skills and information necessary to the

local level. -~ . .
. - N

. The tasls or zgréements made in conjur;ction with the training program should be
specified so that each level of authority in the local agency will know what is éxpected.

. An assessment should be made of the strengths and .weaknensesof each individual in-
volved and adjustment planned to meet these individual differences,

= :

- 4 .
. Strategies for dealing with normal psychological variances must be considered.

. The program should be designed so that the SEA director can be effective.

- «

task, _the program_should contribute_to_the_development of a_support system at the

\ ,
L
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DESCR.’PIDR (S)

mxc;gn’ UDIENCE:

" IMPLEMENTATION '

REQUIREMENTS:

FINANCIAL
REQUIREMENTS:

DESCRIPTION:

. CONTACT:

OF PRACTICE: ) -Development of a State Consortlum for Staff Development in

_Needs uncovered in the course of implementing the Delaware Stan-
“dards of Excellence’led to the formation of 2 Staff Develonment

-over 800 people or 13% of Delaware s professioml educational per- -

DELAWARE

Reading

Reading Inservice Training Program, State-School-University Co-
opetative Proiet.ts, Mini:Courses, Staff Development Consortium.

Teachers, curriculum supervisors atd specialists, admmistutors,
graduate students:

Sample course listings and siudent enroliment materials are avail
ab!e : .

Fees are chuged for courses taken on graduate-credlt basis. The
Consortium for Staff Development is funded through the Emer-
gency School Aid Act-and a Right to Read State Leadership and
“Training grant. .

Consortium'in Reading. Over sixty State reading resource persons
were identified in fourteer local school districts, the Department of
Pubjic Instruction, and other public and private agencies, These
States resource.p2rsons have designed over 109 courses in reading’
which are conducted periodkally throughout the State and which
are available to.local administrators. ipon request. Since 1977,

sonnel have participated in the courses on a voluntary basis: ,
State [Sebamnent of Public Instruction

Dover, Delaware 19001 '
Telephone: 302/678-4000 -

R

- STATE:

" TITLE OF PRACTICE:

' DESCRIFTOR(S):

T

TARGET AUDIENCE:

‘Dlagnostic Teaching, Pfimary Education, Learning Diszbllutues,-'
-Early. {dentification, .- — — ———

MARYLAND

The Early Identification and Intervention Program (E{IP)

Special- Education, Reading Disabilities,” Instructional Television,.

I * - - 4
Kindergarten, primary teachers, teacher trainers, administ;3tars,
early childhood education program directors, reading directors and
specidlists.




-

o

§ .
IMPLEMENTATION Materhls ' oo \
REQUIREMENTS: * - e Early Identification: Teaching Strategles, , v

‘o Early Identification and Inmuctlon«xl ngmmmlng for Learn- ~

. . Ing Problems;

} o - An Evaluation of the Early Identlﬂcatlon and Instructional Pro- N
= '-3.3 {gom.for Ledrning Problems; =
u\A Valldation Study of the Early Identification and Intervention .
ﬁProgmm Screenir, instrument: A Longitudlnal Study

Tmnmg An-instructional television'series entxued Early Identif]-
catlan"i Teachlng Strategies provides inservice training:for teach-

ers. The series iscusses sensory perception, cognition, language,

o - motivatioh, and psychomotor-deéveiopmant in four “telelessons”.
Each lesson is-thirty minutes in length. An instructor’s guide.is- | )
available for the series which pr#ents pre- and post-viewing ac- i
tivities anda descripnon of each progrant. . . 1

N N - -7
. N
\DE.sCRIP_TION: . The EIIF was established to_aid .school. systems in establishlng Y
. . effective, -comprehensive programs to ‘identify and implement ir-

RN structional programming-: for students -with learning/reading pro-
\ blems in compliance with, mandates-of the Maryland . legislature
N . which- require.an evaluatign.of all students entering the primary
. grades. The EliP basic p , developed cooperatively by the Ma
land Department of Education and-focal education, agengy- Ea?
P Identification Coordinators, has three ‘compenents which call for .
(1).early screening, of all students, [2) administering continuous -
assessment of students, and (3) developing mstructional strategies
baséd on the screening and assessmem results.

»

-RESULTS/ The.-program was evalu:ned by Curviculum lﬁuation Consulunts
EVALUATION: in 1975. Awmong other findings, this research concluded that ap- H

proximately 4096 of the children evaluited were identified as having
potential learning problems by the Teaeher Obsenration lnstmmeﬁt. ]

A longitudinal study conducted of the EEIP esubllshed the pre- "
dictive validity and the cencurrent validlty of the Maryland State 7

. Tezcher Observation Instrument by examining its relationship to
: other Injtial assessment.. instruments. over a three year_ period.
A - - )
CONTACT: | Department of Education . .
T International Tower Building = « &
- . . P.O. Box 8717, BWI Aiiport
: . Baltirsore, Maryland 21240 .
- Telephone: 301/796-8300 A )
Y - - ‘
> »
! 3
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.-TITLE OF PRACTICE:
. DESCRIPTOR(S):

TARGE TA UDIENCE

IMPLEMENTA TION
REQUIREMENTS:

’ .TEXA$ ) ;l

Texas Leadership-Training Series ) "

Readlng Leadership Training, Inservice, Trarmng Modules (read-
“ing, Tramlng Medra

s .

Readlng directors, administrators, educational media and training '
specialists, faculty members of teacher tralnrng rnstrtutrons

Materials: The -Right . fo Read Texas Leadership Tiulning Serles
Worktext for Program Dlrectors Strand |, Strand..Il, Strand }11.

Frlmstnps overhead transparenc:er tapes, slides. .
Training: Conducted by reglonal coordinators in separate reglons :
of the.State. Printed. modules provided . the basis for instruction,
College credit was awarded to Right to Read dlrectors upon suc-
cessful completlon of the Iessons in.the modules. UV

The Texas Right to Read Leadershlp Tmlnlng Series and supportlve
materials were developed cooperatively by the Texas Education,
Agency, the Texas-Woman’s University, and Region Xiv Educatlon]
Center-with funding provrded through the Cooperative- Research! -
Act and the Right to Read State Leadershlp and Training Program.|
The series was designed to-assist regional and*local Right to‘Read!
personnel in planmng and - rmplementing comprehensrve reading:
programs Thifty- |nstructtonal modules have been produced and’
they are organized 4dnto three strands of topics: T

'Y Leadershlp and Awareness in Commumcatron / -
»® Management and Planning Skills . :
__ ® Strategies for Teachmg Reading = 1, . ’ /

Frlmstrlps, slides, wo;ktexts overhead transparencies, resource
. Ppackets-and cassette tapes have been designed to supplement tlte o
trarmng program.. . ~

- .
The modular concept provrdes flexibility in training local Right to:
Réad Directors, and permits individualized, tralmng

Texas Educatlon ) Agency - / 0/
Austin, Texas 78701 | !
Telephone: 512/475-3271 ] - ;
» N hd /
/

= ‘
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_+"ALASKA

; omen STATE suqn lssnous

ALABAMA -

State Department of Education

Montgomcry, Alabama 36109 -

| -205Y832:3316 5. -~
, .

3

~

State Department of E. dumtlo;\
Janeau, Alaska $9801 - J }
Cill Seattle FTS Opemtor .

. 3 399-0750 ASR Opemtor to

dial 907-465-380(_) .

ARIZONA

State Depamnedt of Education
" Phoenix, A rlzona 85 007

v

CALIFORNIA \

State Department of Education
Sacmmento California 95814
.91 6/445- 4338 .

COLOPADO ) .

State Department of Education
[Denver, Colorado 80203
303/839-22 12-

CONN ECTICUT

5mte‘Depdrtm'em of Education
.P.0. Box-2219

Hartford, Connecticut 06115
203/566-5061

FLORIDA
- State.Department of Lducation

Tallahassee, Florida 32304 -
904/487-1785

(Y3l

GEORGIA -

State Department of Education
_ -State Office Building *
= ¢ Atlanta, Georgla 3033%
404/656-2584 , '

IDAHO-
State Department of Education
Bolse, |daho 83720 -
208/384-3301
“ILLINOIS - -
Iiinols Office of Education | ,
Sprlngﬂeld lllinols 62777 <
217/782-2221
IOWA
LY mte‘Depamnent of Public Instruction
Des Molnes, lowa 50319 :
515/281-5294 , s
KANSAS
. State Department of 'Eduoatlon
" Topeka, Kansas 66612
913/296-3210 .
MASSACHUSETTS
State Department of Education

Boston, Massachusetts 02716
617/727-5700

42
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»wcmGAN-

State Deportment of Education
Lansing, Michigan 48909.
517/373-3354 .

Mmueson

State Depmmem of Eduoatlon.
Salnt Paul, Mlnnesom 55101
6 12/296-6 104

MISSISSlPPl

State Department of Eduoatlon
/ackson Mississippl 39205
601/354-9‘933 -t

/NEBRASKA - .

State Department of Education-
. Lincoln, Nebraska 98509
. 402/471-2465. -

NEW HAMPSHIRE

) State Départment of Education
Concord, New.- Hampshlre 03301
603/2 71:3144

"NEW JERSE Y
State Department of Education
* Trenton, New Jersey 08625
609/292-4450 ,
« NEW MEXICO
. State Department of Educatlon

Senta Fe, New'Mexico 87503
505/827-2282

. OHIO .

New'vonx

‘State Education Department
Albany, New York 12234
5 I8/47f-5844

NORTH CAROLINA

State Department of Public Instruction-
Raleigh, North Caroline 27611
919/733-3813

Staté D’epfartme'nt of Educatlor:
‘Columbus, Ohlo 43215
674/466-3304

OREGON °

State Departmem of Educatlon

. Salem,,Oregon 97310

503/378-3573
PENNSYLVANIA.

State Department of Education
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126
717/787-5820

RHODE ISLAND

State Departmeni of Education
Providence, Rhode Island 02908
401/277-2031 _, ’

SOUTH DAKOTA

" Diviston of Elem&tary and Secondery

. Education )
Plerre, South Dakota 57501
605/773-3139




TENNESSEE-

. . )
State Départment of Education
Nashvllle, Tennessee 37279,

* 615/741-2731

VERMONT _
‘ i
.~ State Department of Educatlan
Mornitpeller, Vermont 05602
802/828-3135

.

\
VIRGINIA  ,
. State Department of Education

Rlckmond, Virginla 23216
804]786-2612

WASHINGTON .

Office of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction
Olympia, Waskington 98504
+206/753-6717

WEST VIRGINIA
State: Department of Eduoatlc;n

Cherleston, West Virginla 25305
304/348-2681
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Coe .STATE EDUCATION AGENCY TASK FORCE

"

. of representatives of o] programs within the Stare educatonal agency
Involvlng or related to reading activities.

(11)*The task force shall serve as a means of securing collabomtlon with
respect to the planning and implementation of the project assisted pursuant
to this subpart, among representatives, of different programs within the State
agency involving or related to reading activities ond also as @ means for In- s
suring that the project Is effectlv; ly coordinated with other reading activities
of the State ¢ educatlonal agency. [Sectlon 162.61(c)(2} et al. ]

/ The State Education Agency Task quce serves to coord inite Statc-level programs by:

'y fin‘;iliarizing per;onriei'of various offices and ageneies within the SEA with the
~ goals and objectives of the State leadership and Training‘Program,

.+ e planningand conductmg collaborative projects,
@ unifying the State Educatton Agency reading |mprovement efforts

The Right to Read strategy fostered coordination by developmg a broad base of support, gaining
commitment to common goals and direction, and purposefully channeling resources to.{ocal
. school districts that are actively engaged in conducting reading improvement ; actrvitres

¥

5

‘ ¢ '
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" STATE: MISSISSIPPE . =, . J .
FRY . ' L - N
- TITLE OF PRACTICE: . State of the Art of Reading in Mississippi . /
1 . . .
DESCRIPTOR(S): State Agency. Task Force Needs Assessment, State Reading Survey, '
s ) ngging Achievement, Statewide Assessa:ent.
) /A RGET AUDIENCE: Educators, citizens, legisiators, special ‘interest groups.
— L IMPLEMENTATION Materlals: State of the Art of Reading In Mississipp
REQUIREMENTS: R ,
DESCRIPTION: "This report was prepatea by the 16 members of the Misslssippi
, State Literacy Task Force to identify specific reading needs in the

State and to identify what.is being done'to meet these needs. ‘The
information contained-in the report was gathered . from existing
data and sources within the State Education. Agency and.:local 3
education agencies. Twenty abstracts outlining the content, data *
gathering and analysis procedures and major .findings -for selected
data sources used'in the needs assessment study-are presented in the.

- State of the Art of. Reading in Mississlppl. In additios. the docu-
ment contains summaries of the results of the, performance of 4th,
Sth, and 8th grade-students on the" Callfornia Achievement Test
and an Attitude Toward Public*Egucation Survey which ‘was com-
pleted by legislators, teachers, “superintendents, junior coliege
presidents and representatives of.the general population, -- .

Data collected aid synthesized in.the needs assessment focused on
. . a broad and diverse range of issues and subjects such as:*

e thé "direction of " and long:range goals for instructional
television broadcastir!g and production :

[]
°

o reading scores of juvenile delinquents

® necessary reading sk’i[!s to erhance, the learning process
‘o ’ o .reading géoges from th% 19711977 state testing program”

—Information gained through the as‘sessm_gnt was utilized to chart the

r

course for a united effort to improve reading in Mississippi.

CONTACT: . State Department of Education
N . ¢ -, Jackson, Mississippi 39205
e ! Telephone: ‘601/354-6933
v STATE: OHIO :

N

" TITLE OFPRACTICE: *  sute Education Agency Information Directory
- . of Reading Services : -




DESCRIPTOR(S}:

TARGET AUDIENCE:

+ FINANCIAL.
‘REQUIREMENTS:

i DESCRIPTION:

-~
7

-

CONTACT:

‘ -

[}

Ohio Reading Services, Reading Resources, State Reading Program,
State Education Agency Task Force.

School administrators, teichers, and organizations. .

" Services and materials prbvided free of at cost.

This publication was deveioped by the consultants of 0‘!110' Right to )

Read foi disiemination.to local school districts ifi orc-.. to promote
awauness.of rugingérelated ‘pfograms, materials and-human re-
sources available Upon request from the Ohlo Department of Edu-
cation. The directory, which is the product of a-State Education
Agency Task Force initiative, contains titles and descriptions of
services available, cost requirements, and the name, address and’
telephone number of a contact person.

State Department of Education

* Columbus, Ohio 43215

Telephone:, 614/466-3304

< STATE:, -
TITLE OF, PRACTICE:
DESCRIPTOR(S):

. . TARGET AUDIENCE:

- IMPLEMENTATION
™ REQUIREMENTS:

»

¥

DESCRIPTION:

_ The task.force. must-have definite purposes and objectives. Thefe

SOUTH DAKOTA = |

South Dakota Right to Read SEA Task Force

N
State Education Agency Coordination, Comprehensive Planning,
- Reading fmprovement, Education Task Forces.

.

Educators.

must be commitment to a Statewide collaborative effort with, re-
ciprocal benefits for -the individual programs represented as well
as for the comprehensive effort. - -

The Right to Read SEA Task Force membership included repre-
sentatives from the offices of Special Education and Title |, the
directors of Early Childhood Education, Langdage Arts, Reading,
Soclal Studies, Indian Education, Adult Basic Education, Library
Media, Title 1V-C and Equal Education Opportunities. The SEA

_ Task Force was responsible for the original draft and development-
of the Right to.Read Standards of Excellence and Criteria State-
ments. Subsequently, special task forces assumed revision respon-
sibilities. The SEA Task Force’ reviewed all materials and pro-
cesses for field site implementation developed by Right to Read
staff and speclal task forces. The task force also served asa sound-
ing board, providing suggestions for revision and _the sharing of
ideas for local school implep:entation. 3 -

47
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State Department of Education

CONTACT:

~ Picire, South Dakota 57501

“Telephone: 605/773-3801.. %"
“%.. OTHER STATE SUBMISSIONS: L S
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA WEST VIRGINIA :
Public Schools of the District of State Departmerit of Education ’
Columbla o Charleston, West Virginla 25305

415 12th Street, NW 304/348-2681 °
Washington, DC 20004

202/724-4222
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STATEWIDE NEEDS ASSESSMENT

, -+ - todetermine the state of the ort In reading and. ﬂadlng'lnsuuctlon and
to valldate promising reading practices and organizational and administrative
processes within the State.

(1) _The needs assessment must Include an Identification and prioritization

‘of reading needs, including personnel needs, in the State and must examine
the ways In which State leadership and training activities funded pursuant to
this_subpdrt may.effectively address these needs, Including an exomiration .
of the relationship of State leadership and training activitles funded under

: this subpdrt to other recding resources and activitles In the State, both

3 > ex/sting and planned. for the successive three year period;

. +(li) The needs assessrnent must result In a needs assessment document
_showing the Yindings of the needs assessment In accordance with the pro-
visions of clause (1) of this subparagraph which may be updated from time.
to timeas the result of continiing needs assessment actlvitles, and which
constitutes a foindatlon for the development of a plan for continuing State
-leadership and tralning actlvities In the fleld of reading; and
- (1) The needs assessmerit must include an’exomination of the appropriate-
.ness of requirements and opportunities for, preservice and Inservice tralning
and certificatlon-of teachers, administrators, and other educational personnel
In relationship to reading problems! OfSection 162.61(b)(1) etal.] -

~

Statewlde Needs Assessment Is a comprehensive survey and analysis conducted periodically to
measure the condition of literacy and realling instruction within a State. It is an esseniial pre-
requisite for effective planning. Needs are identified through intensive study of basic data (de-
scribing the status of programmatic efforts to deal with the development of literacy in the target
population). Following réview and analysis, needs are categorized (e.g., teacher needs, student
needs, institutionial needs), prioritized and carefully examined relative to overall program goals.
The- assessment process provides program planners within ..iformation essential to the develop-
ment of plausible objectives and relevant program activities.

Right to Read States in many-cases formed special task forces to conduct the statewlde assess-
ment. In other instances, the responsibility for assessment was assumed by the SEA Task Force
or the State Right to Read Advisory Council. Surveys, external consultants and existing reports
:provided data for the studies. . .

1C‘I"edeml Reglster, p. B18,
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- STATE: . ARIZONA Ty L -\

- ™

TITLE OF PRACTICE:  Arizona Right to Read Assessment Survey :

""" DESCR!PTOR(S): Leadership Training Activities, Reading, Program- Planning and.

. . - Operations, State Reading ‘Survey,‘Educationa'l As: _sment, Basic
o ’ Skills, Staff Improvement. * v

TARGE‘T—AUD/EN&E: Right to Read directors, school administrators, local reading per- .
‘ sonnel: . ) : . -

- IMPLEMENTATION _ Materials: Arizona Right fo Read Assessment Survey. Training: * "
. REQL{{REME_IVTS: Leadership Development Prograr provided annually. - .

DESCRIPTION: "Through the Leadership Development Program, which is conducted
N : annually for local staff throughout the State, the Arizon2 Right to
‘Rexd Program provides leadership training activities for.localschool - -
district personnel invcived with reading programs. The_program
focuses on major aspedrs of efiective reading program planining and
operation, : R

In order to better identify the kinds of training and services that
" this Leadership Development Program might address, Right to Read
conducted a Statezwide. survey-of school district administrators
“and reading program staff. A questionnaire wzs designed to inform
the Arizona Department of Education of the “local educators’
. viewpoint on reading needs. . e
The findings of the,needs assessment indicate that local-éducation
agency (LEA) administrative- staff (e.g., principal, head -teacher)
need leadership training if they are to assist school persorinel with
local “reading programs. ~In addition, the findings indicite that <
school administrators and program supervisors need assistance in
- working .with reading teachers in developing the.mechanics of the
Right to Read program, e.g., curriculum design, instiuctional meth- - -

" odology, districtwide proarams, and, ‘in.general, the design’ of

’ leaming objectires to meet the reading needs of individual students.
. CONTACT: - State Department of Education . .
Phoenix, Arizonz 85007 < -
Telephone:_ 602/235-4361 . _ 3

STATE: | VIRGINIA -

TITLE OF PRACTICE: Assessment of Reading Instsuction in Virginia's Schools - v

_DESCRIPTOR(S): Ecucational ‘Nezds Assc;.:mem, Assessment of Teacher Training,

© - Needs, Stz}e Reading -Programs, Basic Skills, Staff Improvement.
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e

| TARGET AUDIENCE:

< [ .
s ", IMPLEMENTATION

i :5EQUIR£MENTS:

~

" DESCRIPTION:

i

\RESULTS/
).=<1, UATION: .
\\\
CONTACT:
<\

N\

\

%

- y ‘ A
Local school_district administrators, teachers, reading specialists.

Materials:  Reading Instructlon In Virginia's Schools, Reading
Assessient Survey Form, : .

A State Agency Task Force was convened-in 1975 by the State
Right tp Read Director to develop strategies for mobilizing efforts”
and pelonnel to assume reading improvement responsibilitics. The
task force's-analysis of available data suggested that considerably
more was Known about leimer needs than about teacher needs and
instructional practices. As a result of these findings, the-task force
recommended that a-survéy be_conductéd to assess teachers® per-
ceptions of feading instruction. Reading Instruction I Virginia's
Schools presents a summary of the results of the survey as per-
ceived by a representative sample of slementary classroom teachers,
elementary classroom teachers with reading specialist endorsements,
secondary teachers of reading, and adult basic education teachers:

The: seven major topics covered by*the survey were: 1) Roles of

persons implementing reading programs, 2) Professional -prepara-

tion, 3) Competencies in the TeachingSf Reading, 4) Program plan-

njhg, 5) Program irpplemenmion, 6) Program assessment and eval-
vation, and 7) Commuriity support and involvement.

Broadly considered, the assessment of needs of persons with re-
sponsibilities for teaching reading in Virginia pointed to several
considerations that should be of interest to both thé profession'{l
and lay communities. Itis recommended that every local school di-
vision in the State use the data to examine its reading program.

Detailed infermation concerning the study may be obtained from
the Division of Elementary Education and the Division of Educa-
tional Research and Statistics, Virginia State Department of Educa-
tion. °, -
State Department of Education

Richmond, Virginia 23216

Telephone: 804/786-2612 - ’ . -

o\
STATE: - %

*T)TLEOFPRAC(I{{E:—

\DESCRIPTOR(S): \

TEXAS ‘ e

A Study ofiHe Right to Read"Program in Texas

¢
Needs Assessment, Evaluation, Reading, Statewide Survey.

.

TARGET AUDIENCE: | State and Jocal education officials, citizens, Iegislators'.

®




1ed

.

*

' GEORGIA

i

T . \‘ *
IMPLEMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS:

* DESCRIPTION:

, CONTACT:

. "
roe

- /

OTHER STATE SUBMISSIONS:
- - —

) ALASKA .~

— State epartrent.of Education

Juneau, Akaska 99801,

" Call Seattle FTS Operitor
8-399.0150: v
Ask Operator to dial
.807-465-2800 _ |

t a2l

State Departmeht of Education
Atlanta, Georgla: 30334 . .- -

404-656-2800.,

o,

nated. .

o

Materials: - Local Right to Read Directors’ Questionnaire,

Thisteport analyzes the results of a 1978 Texas Education Agency
survey of Right to Read project directors within the State. A
questionnaire was sent to all project directors in the State, 61% of
whom responded. This questionnaire poses eight critical questions
essential to formative program evaluation, among them:™ 1) Is the
improvement of reading instruction a top priority.in participating

districts? 2) Hasan effort beeh made td coordinate all reading pro-.
grams in each:district? 3) Has the Right to Read program increased.

thr: variety.of reading instructional methods being used?.

-

Survey results indicate that the program has had an impact on read-
ing instruction in a number of areas, including instructional metho-
dologles, materials, attitudes and staffing patterns.- The results are
discussed in detail, and eight specifi: conclusions are drawn from

.

the survey data, ‘

Questionnaire data were computer analyzed, and were grouped t;y‘

the year the districts entesed the program and by total-returns for
all districts. All respondents indicated that readirig programs were
a top priority within their school system, and that Right to Read
efforts and other reading improvement activities are being coordi-

* Texas Edu:atiog'xaAgency : )
201 East 17th Street, Co. . -

Austin, Texas 78701 * e
Telephone: 512/475.3271 ’ -

P

- N
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. JOWA ‘ " - .
_State Deportment afPubIIc Instruction
-Des Malnes, lowa 503 19 )

515-281-5294. e

) KANSAS : B . <' - - _
State Department of Education

Topeka, Kansas 66612 - N
913: 296-3207 T et

-MASSACHUSETTS ’ - . .
State Depommpt of Ed:..,atlon - ) .

. Boston, Masachuxgs 02116 . T

. 617-727-5700 .. . . .

.
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE '

. ++. related to the development, o&qanlzatlon and admlnls;mtion of

N “reading ptograms In local educational agencies and appropriate non- v

- profit private agencies and schools, Technical assistance activitles P

provided under this subparograph must Include: -
t . (1)-.Follow-up technical assistance, upon request, to irajning program
participonts related to the specific areas In which training was offered, as

\

described in subparograph (2) of this parograph; g

(11) The provision of ongoing technical assistance to use Information ori

effective and validated reading progroms, specific approaches to the teaching-
and learning of reading skills, and administrative and organizational processes;
ond. A

-

»

-

L. Ylll} The provision of te‘chnlca; asslsta’rcg activitles related to Innovative '
- -dpproaches, techniques, or other gctivities which hc.e proved effective In
7. that or in other States. 11[Sectlon 162.61(b)(3) et al.]
.. !

L]
E R T

Technical- Assistance is defined in the State Right to Read Directors.Handbook 2s a strategy
developed to overcome barriers to success noted in previous educational endeavors. SEA train-
-ing programs.were designed to provide LEA Right to Read Directors with a minimum program of
preparation for conducting local reading improvement programs. In order to extend the training

Py

of local Right to Reid Directors, States have employed diverse media and designs for the delivery
of technical assistance services. Because of limited financial fesources, all available means have
been mobilized 1o provide additional training, consultation and materials to 1ocal agencies to help
them plan and implement successful -reading programs. The range.of technical assistance...
strategies used by SEA's includes technical assistance teams, individual consultants, audio-visual
packages, directories, detalled handbooks, workshops and numerous other techniques a“nd re-
sources, ‘ .
N {

. - : i

¢ 4"
.

“l ]' "~ - . -
;'Fedem‘/ Register, p. B18. . i\ i
/ .
}
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STATE:

TITLE OF PRACTICE:

.DESCRIPTOR(S):
TARGET AUDIENCE:

-, IMPLEMENTATION
. REQUIREMENTS:

DESCRIPTION:

ical

RESULTS/
EVALUATION:

CONTACT:

STATE:
TITLE OF PRACTICE:
QE_SCR/PTOR(S).-

TARGET AUDIENCE:

Teachers, adrinistrators, local Right to Read d&recton:s.

. Springfield, illinois 62777

.ot

~

ILLINOIS

Right to Read Regional Workshopslco‘ perating Consultant
Progam  « ~ T P
Reading Workshops, Teacher Inservice Training, Education Service

. Delivery Systems, Technical Assistance, Readi{\g Consultant Cadre.

<

tants, .
During the 1977:1978"school year Right to Read, in cooperation
with the_lllinois Office of Education Program Service Team, imple-
mented a decentralized “technical “assistance: strategy_in the~ five
regions of the State. Workshops were coordinated by Program
Service Team Consultants assigned to work with Right to Read in
each of the five service.regions. The training programs were de-
signed to provide information .and.updates on innovative ap-
proaches and’ techniques. In addition to Right’to Read.directors,
other educators, parents-and interested citizens were invited td the
supplementary workshops. - .

' The Cooperating-Cofisultant- Program adds another dimension to
the regional technical assistance strategy. lllinois Right-to Read’

identifies teachers and administrators, presently working in schools,
who can provide reading consultant services in response to requests
received by Program Service Team Consultants in théir region. The
cooperating ‘consulfants are selected on the basis of demonstrated
knowledge 'in reading education, and are required to participate in
operating consultaits. ‘ . -
Apprc;ximately 85% of the response forms filled out byl participants
in regional workshops were very favorable.

/

a two-day inservice-program, —There are cgr[e,nﬂy_gé of these co- -

Iilinois Office of Education

Telephone: 217/782-2221

v Pd
MARYLAND . - /‘/
State Technical Assistance Resource (ST/(R) Project

Basic Skills, Staff Improvement, Rer/nedial Instruction, Diagnostic
Teaching, Teaching.Methods.

Local education agency, administrators, schools with -fowest ac-
countability testing program scores, reading directors, teachers;
1 “

)
i

Training: Two day inservice worksl;ops for cooperating consul-,

L




IMPLEMENTATION . Materials: STAR Hondbook and a, three volume report on the
~ REQUIREMENTS: e evaluation of Project STAR are available.

Training: Focus workshops - 3 day retreat workshops coriduqted -
by State project team for staff from all participant schools.

Inservice workshops - one- day sessions conducted upon request
for staff from |nle|duai/ schools.

DESCRIPTION: The State Technical Assistance Resource (STAR) Pro;ect was
- ‘initiated 'in July, 1978 to “lmprove basic skills in ten schools in the
- State whlch scored the Iowest in the accountablllty testing pro-’

, gram”. The STAR Handbook, which consist. of 5ix sections, is a

resource document that prov:des an overall view: of the program as

well as dellneatlng responslbilltles, procedures,. |nformat|on, and

y management | directives.
In addition; to the overall purpose of helping schools improve i
at:ievement/scores, the project works to achieve the following \
purposes / P -

° provide partlcipant LEA ] wnth a process model which wlII en-
able them to assess and improve other reading programs; "
® assist /Iocal education agency in the use of the Standards for .
. Successful Reading Programs to assess their current reading |
programs'
° as&st local education agencies in developlng action plans for im-
proying ' selected schools’ reading programs;
e identify and provide technical assistance staff to help with the
— . implementation of action plars;
. e support designated schools as they achieve each Standard and
e conduct research which documents the process used for maklng .
changes in the reading program.
~ - An lmponant component of this program is the training of trainers
concept. Workshop topics are based upon tralmng priorities identi-
fied " through the needs assessment conducted in all the Project
STAR schools. T

CONTACT: b *State Department of Education
' International Tower Building
P. 0. Box 8717, 8W| Airport
Baltimore, Maryland 21240

Telephone: 301/796- 8300

STATE: ‘ ' MICHIGAN

“+- TITLE OF PRACTICE:  “Signs and Directions

w1

== )]




DESCRIPTOR(S):

. IMPLEMENTATION
- REQUIREMENTS: *

H
DESCRIPTION: ¢

" CONTACT: -

£

CALIFORNIA

916/445- 4338

N

Columbla
415 12th Street, NW
Washington, DC-20004

FLORIDA
Department of Educ. tion

Tallahassee, Florida 32304
904/487-1785

State Department of Education
Sacramento, Ca'i*2rnia 95814

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA™
* Public Schools of the District of

SEA Technical Assistance Program, Reading Inservice Training
Program, Supplementary Training for Right to Read Directors.

Materials: Signs and Dlrectlons
Training: Twenty:four days initial Right to Read training. Nlne
days of follow-up training conducted in three-day segments.

The Michigan nght to -Read Offlce has initiated an effort to pro-
vide systematic. follow-up training in the form of technical assist-
ance argeted to districts that have previously been involved.in the
full 24-day Right to Read training offered during the first three
years of the program. The 9 days of follow-up training, conducted
in 3- day segments in tentral locations throughout the State, were
designed to assist Right to Read personnel in re-examining the
reading plans of their districts in order to better formulate comple-
mentary reading plans for the 1977-1978 school year.

"Slgns and Directions includes Right-to Read plans for the reading

programs implemented during the 1977-1978 school year in the
136 local and four intermediate districts of Mic. dgan. Although
these plans include many different kinds of readiitg improvement
approaches, ranging from implementation of a management by
objective system in reading to motivational programs, the majority
of them focus on inservice activities for staff, especially in content
area reading.

State Department of Education
Lansing, Michigan 48909
Telephone: 517/373-3354.

OTHER STATE SUBMISSIONS:

PENNSYLVANIA

State Department of Education
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17126
717/787-5820

SOUTH DAKOTA

State Office Bullding, Rm. 3
Plerre, South Dakota 57501
605/773-3139

TEXAS

Texas Education Agency

Austin, Texas 78701 |
312/475-3271 . \
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" @ AN ANALYSIS OF STATE CRITERIA OF EXCELLEN;E

%

SECTION li:

-® A TYPICAL STATE CRITERIA OF EXCELLENCE

. Preparation of this section of the report invoived two major thrusts. The first required
the systematic analysis of forty-seven (47) examples of State Leadefship and Training Program
Criteria of Excellence provided to i8S by the Right to Read Office, The analysis entalied ex- .
tensive examination and comparison of the characteristics and content of those documents.
Tre resuiting observatlons concerning the.use and institutionalization of the standards have
been incorporated into'the brief paper which follows. : )

The second trust invoived selection of & “typical” Criterla of Excelience. The forty-seven
(47) examples were assessed using the critical elements identified in theanalysis. Study of the
characteristic features of design and content resulted in the selection of one State's Criteria as
being typically representative. The exampie clearly illustrates design and content features of the
majority of the Criteria samples analyzed by IBS.. it covers fifteen key programmatic eiements’
-whlchsappg_armost“frequent!_y' aiiiong the 47 Criterla of Excellance. The reproduction ‘of the
“typical#Criteria in the jatter portion of this chapter does not infer exemplary status. For this

‘reason names of the State, State Education Agency and individuals have been purposely deleted
from the document. - :




ANALYSIS OF STATE
CRITERIA OF EXCELLENCE

_One of the mandated responsibilities of the State Leadership and Training Programs
(SLTP's) is to develop a Stan¢ d-of Excellence “'defining the élements which ought to be in-
.volved in successful reading pregrams in the state.”2  The rules and regulations further specify
that the standard should be developed with the advice of the advisory council, and it should be
used in SLTP training activities and as 2 measurement inStrument for ongoing,Statewide needs
assessment. . - . .

education generally, and in reading programs .specifically. SLTP’s have responded to “this
situation by-working with constituent groups to identify essential preconditions and ideal
., -characteristics: of excellent reading programs in their States. The standard, which is most com-
monly. referred to as *Criteria-of Excellence,” serves to shape the sourse of reading improve-
.. -ment in.a-State by-focusing upon systemic, ofganizational and management interventions wh*:h
cah increase the effectiveness and productivity of reading’instruction, -

Fgllow‘ing is an analysis of'forty-s;-ven (47) examples of Qiteria' of Excellence. In'con-
ducting this study, |BS.examined the contextual and structural features of the samples, as well
as available information on the development ind utilization strategies employed by SLTP’s,
The resulting summary of the similarities and differences provides, comparative information
current leadership activities and planning initiatives. L ) -

~

ORGANIZATIONAND CONTENT

of Excellence publications submitted by the States. The majority of the Criteria were not
sented as static guidelines but rather as process guides for school districts to use in conducting

needs assessments, pfogram planning, and evaluation.

A typical model is pegsanted i the second part of this section. In addition to the in-
troductory and explanatory material, the sample Criteria of Excellence consisted of major
topical units or components which included-a number of criterion statements, each followed by
-- a sefies of indicators.« A weighting or ranking system was generally provided to enable users to
. quantitatively assess the extent of achievement or non-achievement of a given criterion. Forms
were frequently provided at the end of each component or at the end of the publication for
converting unit scores into composite dlagnostic profiles which ‘could be used to identify
_ _ systemic and_programmatic<needs. Sorfie of the samples exceeded one-hundred pages in length
and required exhaustive studies of existing reading programs, while others were designed to
permit more time-efficient and manageable studies. . The most concise version, which was
-submitted by Ohio, consisted of only two (2) pages. .

2 " 2
Federal Register (Vol. 41, No. 103, May.26, 1976), Subpart F, Sec. 162.61(c)(4).

60
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There are many theories but virtually no consensus about what consituites excellence in *

which may be useful to State Departments of Education and future-funded SLTP’s in gauging

- The same basic structural design was.used in all but a few of‘the forty-seven 7)6:1%
pre=>

WRUSE I



A number of States createdinteresting variations of the typical format, for example:

e Certain States' Criteria of Excellence, such as California’s, present guidelines or
models for program planning based upor the prescribed applications of the
Criteria. - . ' - ) N i

® The Georgia Criteria present recommendations for documentation and an.imple-
mentation guide to facilitate validation of local reading programs, )

® Alaska has produced separate Criteria of Excellence for elementary and secondary -

~schools and developed criteria for other basic skills areas in addition to reading. :
In addition to the striking structural similarities of. the Criterla, IBS noted that certain
topics and components were included in ncarly all of the examples. Although the titles varied
slightly, there was an evident consistency in the essential elements of reading programs which
were selected a3 Criteria of Excellence by the SLTP's. IBS identified fifteen (15) topics or
components that were common 1o a large number of the samples: »

Official Endorsement of the Criteria )
Goals -

Philosophy, )

Needs Assessment ' s

Program Development/implementation ~ .
Organization/Management ,

S!affing »
Training Personnel | * - . ’ ' .
. Coordination of Activities ’

. Attitude/Environment .

-Resources/Materials

Record Keeping

]

~

.

B3

_‘_‘l_‘_“_‘_‘
NP OCRRNAN WD =

. Parent/Community/School Involvement oL ;
Evaluation. .

: Dissemination . - ..
The exhibit on the 'foll'owing page presents the frequency rate for each of these recurrent ' N

components. A number. of interesting observations can be made about the distribution of

percentages. First, it should be noted that notably high correlations exist for all but one of the

.components. Most of the documents reviewed did not acknowledge the philosophical, theor-

etical, or_experiential foundations upon which they were based. Nor did they addréss the.over-

all validity of .the Criteria. . ; — . HIR

® .8 b . - , :

On the other hand, the high correlations of certain components, such as needs assessment,

staffing, and parent-community-school ipvolvement, suggest that the majority of the SLTP's __—

feel that these program elements have major implications for efforts to improve Jocal reading

‘programs and are, therefore, fundamental considerations in assessing and plznning such pro-

grams, Many of the fifteen (15) components double as action steps In 2 genetic. planning

process for establishing local reading prajects. This_reaffirms the emphasis that the States

have p.aced upon systzmatic program plaf;ning for reading improvement. It is interesting to

note that many of the action steps also closely parallel the change process which was an

endorsed contingent of the National Right 10 Read Strategy. * .

| .
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Actuatl 8.
Progrin Cosponants Rate

* FREQUENCY RATE OF_CORPONENTS FOUND [N
CRITERIA FOR EXCELLENCE DEYELOPED BY RIGHT 10 READ \ -
STATE, ISLANDS AND TME DISTRICT OF COLUMIA {
[ g -

' : A

0ff ictal Endorsemnt of m
the Criterte

‘ ol d 2 ’
hllou;hf 4;1' .
l.ulslsugnnt - e
i

Orgonizstion/Masmsgement 708
statting us
,_Ir:!n(u' Personnel {1}
Coordination of Activities 738

Ateitude/Cnvironment ny

Resources/Materisls %3

““Recoré Keeping “us

Paren/Commanity/School “"s
'lnvolvml. -

Evaluation [1}]

.

Oisiemination (139

.
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DEVELOPMENT : . ) .

Our analysis of the forty-seven (47) sample Criteria of Excellence included the review of
any available documentation of the various developmental processes executed by the States.
Information in this area was sparse, but it was possible to make a number of observations re-

- garding the origins of the Criteria.* o . .

It was evident that all were produced in response to the National Right to Read mandate.
All examples resulted from the efforts of more than one person and, consequently, were pre-
sumed to represent the consensus of the developers. There was evidence only in one situation
that an extensive survey of users was undertaken, Twenty-fcur (24) of the forty-seven (47)
documents examined showed no.indication, that they had conformed to the SLTP regulation
specifying that the State Advisory Couricif be involved-in the develcpment of the Criteria. A
variety of other groups were iilentified as contributors to and authors of the Criteria‘including:

‘- e Right to'Read Needs Assessment Committeés .. -
State. Education Agency Task Forces - : -
State Boards of Education . . .
Consortium of Right to Read States N $ ’
State Reading Associations , _ . .

Special Task Forces . v :

- State Departments of Education . o

. e. Consultants R

A significant portion (77%) of the samples inciuded some form of endorsement by a State
education official’ which implies that the Criteria were subjected to an internal review and

- —_approval process. There was no indication that the Criteria were field tested or piloted in the
Schools of any of the States or that formal hearings were conducted prior to th;ir approval and
final distribution.- Y . b

-

>

.

.
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IMPLEMENTATION/UTILIZATION S

The prevailing assumption is that the Criteria of Excellence are being used in the schools
and that positive change has, indeed, resulted. The reality is that little if anything is known
. about the actual utilization and impact of the Critéria of Excellence. IBS found very meager
evidence of -implementation or evaluation of the Criteria within the forty-seven (47) State
samples. It appeared that in many cases the documents were malled to local officials with.no . .
specified requirement for acknowledgement or follow-through. This type of dissemination
practice implies that in such cases the development and distribution of the Criteria of =
. Excellence may have been viewed as perfunctory activities only aimed at satisfying the Federal
Y funding regulations for State Leadership and Training Programs. Also, such, mailings were
{imited in scope and did not ensure that individuals who were directly responsible for reading
programs would have access to the Csiteria. The limitations of human and financial resources
perhaps precluded the establishment of active implementation programs in many States; how-
ever, such practices required local education agencies to shoulder the entirc burden of imple-,
mentation and did not demonstrate a strong, positive commitment on the part of State edu-
cation agzncies. Under these circumstances, effective use of the Criteria would not likely be
achieved. ’

- N .

IBS found no evidence that any of the forty-seven (47) subject State Leadership and
Training Programs planned to evaluate the effectiveness of the Criteria of Excellence and their
impact on reading achievement in the schools. Research of such scope, technicai complexity,




‘and duration would prove very costly and time consuming, rendering it an unrealistic venture
. for the majority of the Right to Read States.. It appears that in most cases alternative, informal
assessments also were not attempted. Arizona urged that the Criteria be administered once a
yyear for both needs assessment and program evaluation, and requested that schools forwars a
copy of the results to the State Right to Read Office. Additional materials submitted by riany
of the States contained references to the Criteria and, indicated that they were being used in
training programs for local school district personnel as specified by the law. Explicit “‘pre-
scriptions” for use, of the Criteria and the applications of their pre- and post-implementation
findings wefe-provided by many States. Some of these are: .
o Planning new orimproved reading programs * .
e Determining staff development needs: < )
he ‘® Gauging progress against criterja “benchmarks’ '
. - @~ Developing short and long term goals -
. o Identifying and,validating exemplary reading programs.

¢ Reallocating resources for.reading improvement.____~ * __ . . '

e Providing.the State Department of Education with a comprehensive survey of
how reading programs are managed and an ongoing assessment of reading in-
struction in the State :

In some cases, the Criteria were given added dimcnsions and features to increase their in-
dependent.utilization potential and relevancy to local reading programs. Examples are: |

i

Georgia - focuses on State and National validation of reading programs
Pennsylvania‘- amplifies the State’s Comprehensive Plan for Reading{Communi-
cation Arts Programs. : '

South Dakota - includes a complete, colo‘r-keyed procéss implementation
package. ) . .

e Cilifornia - provides a ‘“school approach” model for planning, implementing,

evaluating, and managing reading progranis. .

e New England Consortium - provides a monograph series for their five goals of
. good reading programs. . - .
Alaska - also focuses on validation and provides companion criteria for other
-content areas. T
<Alabama - includes guidelines for the training and use of tutors. * .
Maryland - presents a series of post-implementation questions to enable schools
to assess implementation validity and effectiveness,

=

!NST!TUTIO_NALIZATION
- One of the critical stages in any change process in institutionali‘zation. When institution-
alization is achieved activities and interventions no fonger exist as adjuncts to an established
system, but rather become integrated parts of an ongoing educational program. Such a process
of assimiliation and integration is achieved over time through careful planning, evaluation and

-~ reevaluation. .

The extent to which the Criteria of Excellence have been adopted and integrated into the
reading programs of local school systems could not be determined. Of the forty-seven (47)
.submissions examined, only three (3) States, Delaware, Wisconsin, and Georgia, demonstrated
an attempt at mandatory implementation. While implementation of the Criteria was voluntary

—ly

A
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in-the majority of the States, different actions taken clearly indicate that implementation in

. many States was not totally optional. in sevéral States the Criteria were introduced as author-

. ized requirements for local programs, not as suggestions, in which case administrators would be

) influenced to, view-them more seriously. A number of States such as Maryland and Pennsylvania

o =+ established” clear linkages between their Criteria and their comprehensive reading plans.
) Through the use of_these as well as other implementation strategies discussed in the previous

section, a number of States, although a noticeable minority, attempted to make the Criteria y
of Excellence useful and meaningful tools for building better reading programs. N v
. . . o oL ‘ A
., * . N Lo s
T MATRIX R

- \

. . . 3
The matrix- presented in the following pages presents'the conclusions drawn fmm,!BS'\
analysis cf the forty-seven Criteria of Excellence. The systematic analysis conducted by 1BS
involyed careful review of each example and the categorization of each Criteria’s constituent———
elements. This procedure at times required the authors of the report to make subjective judge-
‘ments and inferences about the nature of the topics and activities described in the documents
being reviewed. [t should be understood by the reader that, in many cases, “force fit” in-
terpretations and” decisions were required. The authors’ conclusions are summarized in.the .
matrix for purposes of comparative study of the materials,.and are not intended to represent
the views and opinions of the States identified or of'the Federal Government. .

y
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SUMMARY. -~ . ' :
e T AR

The effort that IBS has been able to make within the scope of this contract in analyzing
the SLTP Criteria of Excellence has been severely limited by the quantity and the quality of the
information_provided to us. The resulting analysis has not been sufficient to determine the
overall impact of the Cyiteria and their lasting effects on reading programs. To what degree im-
plementation efforts will be continued under the Basic Skills Improvement Program can not be
determined; however, it is possible to constructively utilize many of the observations reported
here to improve communication, monitoring, technical assistance, evaluation, and other support
systems to promote more effective use and institutionalization of the Critena

RECOMMENDATIONS ,

1. Criteria of Exellence should be evaluable, unified and coherent and should clearly demon-
strate that they are based upon valid theory, research and practice in education and basic
skills improvement. .

2, A manageable r'neasurement design should be developed which will enable users to con-
. vert assessment findings and numerical scores into meaningful information which can be
used for decision-making.

3. Whenever possible, direct instruction on the proper use of the Criteria should be pro-
* vided. Training and technica! assistance programs, as well as audio- visual methods should
be considered for this purpose.

4. Monitoring of implementation of the Criteria of Excellence is necessary. Return mail re-
quests, random selection surveys or existing mandatory annual schooi reports could serve
as vehicles for data collection on the status of implementation.

5.  State.Leadership and Training Program plans should include strategies for impact assess-
ment, formal or informal evaluation, and institutionalization of. their Criteria of Ex-
- cellence. -

o 7“
ERIC ° <
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A TYPICAL'STATE CRITERIA OF EXCELLENCE

T FOREWORD

In-1975 the State Board of Education adopted the goal of “Improving Reading and Literacy."
This goal is based on the belief that every school system should assure its community that
students are prepared to leave the schools with the ability to read and communicate effectively.
Every community should provide programs to assure every citizen's right to read.

In order to enhance the opportunities of t.he citizens of the State to achieve this goal, the (SEA)* _
established 2 Right to Read Advisory Council. One of the major priorities of this committee has
been the development of Criteria of Excellence for Literacy Programs.

The publication lists the elements essential to a well-planned, comprehensive litéracy program.
The document is to be used by local education agencies and the community in working toward
the improvément of their literacy programs. Because corditions vary in every school system and
community, how the criteria are used should be determined on the basis of local conditions,,
~-needs; and capabilities. - o

Grateful acknowledgement is given to the many educators and community leaders who field-test-
ed this document. - -

. ..

** The State Right to Read Advisory Council and the {SEA) offer Criteria of Excellence fur Liter-
acy Programs as useful tools toward enhancing literacy opportunities in our State.

State Superintendent of Education
(NAME)

A a *General terms which appear in parentheses, such as (SEA), (STATE) or (NAME) Indicate that
specific references have been defeted.

&5 ‘
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LITERACY
T What'is Literacy?

“Literacy” is determined -by the Interrelationship of many abilities, including reading, writing,
speaking, listening, viewing and thinking. The goal of the National Right to Read Zffort is the
elimination of illiteracy. The program is based on the premise that, givén the opportunity to
participate in an effective individualized process, and using multiple approaches in method, adults
and children can become literate. )

rd -

- ~Literacy in Afr;erica

A 1970 survey by Louis Harris and Associates identified 18 million adults as having less than
adéquate-reading skills. A later study by Harris (1971) identified an equally large number of
illiterates: It was estimated that more than 15 million adults would-have serious problems re-
sponding_correctly ‘1o the printed word in real-life situations. The Adult Performance Level
'(APL) Project (1975) reported that more than 35S million adults read with some difficulty and an
additional -39 million read with considerable difficulty. The National Center for Health Statistics
(Vogt, 1973) found that more than 1 million roninstitutionalized youths 12 to 17 years old in
“the United States cannot read at the beginning fourth grade level.] .

Problems of Pro{!idlng i.lteracy Op;-:ortunitl.es“

. Both the amount of funding at the national, state and local level and the policies and procedures
-that guide the utilization of these funds affect literacy development. The quality of materials
available for literacy learning, the types of literacy programs tha: can be provided from the pre-
school through the adult level, and pupil-teacher ratio as determined by class size are all affected
by funding. In addition, the style and quality of teaching directly affect student achicvement.
Other factofs refate to the individual differences of children in such areas as cultural and lan-
guage background; physical, mental, and physiological development; intellectual stimulation
from the home and environment; and emotional development. )

- - RSV - ——

Al

3 : B
Fisher, Donald L., Functlonal Literacy and the Schools. Washington, DC: National Institute of
Education, January, 1978, pp. 1-2. :

76
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PHILOSOPHY

The basic philosophical assumptions underlying Right tb Read are:

Every individual in a democratic society must have the oppo;tunity to davelop literacy
proficiencies to the limits of his/her potential and desire.

Each individual is unique, with his/her own rate of growth and development,

Literacy is an integral aspect of learning, and instruction in literacy must be a contin-
uous process. -

“Each teacher must recognize the role of Iiteréc* in hisfher field and provide needed
. assistance, <

It is the responsibility of each community to develop 4 loca! program that meets the
literacy needs of its population, from the preschool through the adult evel.
Every community in (STATE) has different literacy necds and resources that can be used to meet
«those needs, The impetus to improve opportunities to develop literacy proficiency among the
entire local population should come from within the ccmmunity rather than being mandated
from without., . ’

. ~

. . A well-planne i and implemented literacy program would ultimately result in the development of

a soclal consciousness about the importance of literacy in day-to-day living.. The traditions
and values of a community should emphasize literacy in order to provide the broadest possible
life experlences for all segments of the population, The entire community should be willing to
work together with the goal of dzveloping a community literacy ethic.

e
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. .CRITERIA RATIONALE
B

The attached Criteria describe the qualities thata community-wide literacy program might have,
Such a program would be planned and implemented as a result of the cooperative efforts of many
community members. Existing formal and informa! educational efforts from the preschool
through the adult level would be coordinated, eliminating duplication and closing gaps in services,

These Criteria may be used by local education agencies and community m=mbers in one of three
ways: ) : . . .

~

1. _Plinninga Literacy Program

The Criterla of Excellence can be used as a checklist of items to be considered inde-
fining, planning and implementing a codrdinated community literacy effort when one

does not presently exist. . )

2. Evaiuaungé Functioning Literacy Program ’ .. » -

Schools which already have a:number. of gqgis_tj;igjiteracyerelated services provided for™

. .the-public:-may want to usethe ‘Critéria of Excellence to measure the effectiveness of
such.programs. [Please note: this Instrument is for internal evaluation only and should
not be returned,to the (STATE) Office of Education.]

i
3. Identifying Exemplary Literacy Prog’rams

An exemplary community literacy effort may not éncompass all of the Criteria; al-
though each of the general areas should be addressed. The Criteria of Excellence may
be used asa bénch mark against which existing services can be measured. L "

The Criteria of Excellence were developed by a Task Force of the {SEA) Right to Read Advisory
Council. They Fepresent the combiiied thiﬁkin@ of the Task FoFce fiembers in conjunction with
ideas which were contributed by many educators throughout the State. The Criteriado not en-

dorse any one teaching method or curricular approach, i

—

Below are the broad u;egoriss into which the Criteria of—ExceIIerﬁéTla;\;e’Been divided:

P

A. LEADERSHIP™
-——B. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
C. PROGRAM ORGANIZATION
D. MATERIALS AND METHODS .

E. THETEACHER 6

ERIC- ~ . .
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USING THE RATING SCALE

-

s . - .
The firstistep in rating a reading program against the Criteria of Excellence is a self-study, using
the rating scales provided in the instrument. The complete instrument is provided in the section
following this page. ) e -
‘, . .

X Each critcﬁorq includes its 'own set of “indicators” which should measure the degree to which
each of these- standards is being met. The scales following each indicator are rated from 110 5.
"The key is printed below: . ; :

1 means NOT STARTED

T S |
‘ v 2 means SOME PROGRESS )
\ .

\ means SIGNIFICANT PROGRESS
T § means ALMOST ACHIEVED ,

. ‘- §\me'ans ACHIEVED ’ :

In using the Criteria of Excellence,as a measuring tool, do the following: for each set of indica-
tors under a single criterion, use different colors to circle where your program stands at three
points'in time- -l)first\review; 2) interim review; and 3) final review. .-

A profile can be drawn by*connecting the circles with straight lines. The result is a visual picture
of how your program is progressing in reading.
T,
‘ It is essential 10 understand that the yalue is not in the score achieved, but in.the use of the cri-
- teria as a means of studying the total reading program to determine strateglies for improvement.

o

. - - - . N R
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—— -(STATE) RIGHT TO READ ’ ..

CRITERIA OF EXCELLENCE FOR LITERACY PROGRAMS

1
-

e Y -

\
/ . L Circle One’
LEADERSHIP : ’ ‘ ] . =
A. The Board of Educatlon or othe: admlnlstenng bodles

proclaim publicly that the development of literacy in

the entire commurijty populatlon is a priority of local

education institutions. ‘

1. The admlnlstermg body has publicly announced

. -that Ilteracy isa priority in the oommunlty

2. Local Ieadershlp has been’ shown throughbudget- \ .
ary appropriations. | 1 23 45 .

3>~ Local leadership has been shown through parental‘ :
education' programs. . p 1 23 45
4. Local leadership<has been interpreted through . '
revised curricular approaches. , ‘ . 1.2 3 45 n

» - . B. Theprogram dlrector is a qualified educator in the commumty
‘ who has the backing of educational leaders to ooordlna tea
: community- w1de literacy effort. . '

}/. The program director has attended a Right to Read A
training progfam, . ; 123 45

2. The program director has an educational rcadlng back .
AL ",  ground, ! 1 23 4 5
X 3. The prograim director has been allocated sufficient .
time for developing a program of literacy services. ¢ 1 23 45
4

e i - 4. The program director has been allocated sufficient
resources for developlng a program of literacy scrvtces 1.2 3 4 5

. Cousultative services are available to aid in the development of .
a local literacy program. :

e . ; ) Coeee ]
« N d . . i ' N . oy
i
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E

E.

D,

’

4

. The.progiam facility has consulted w'(h Edu-
catiopal Specialists from the (5TATE$ Office of
Education. '

. ~ . !
2. Thelocal prograr director is aware of ot has
utilized consultative services of other educational agencies, -

1 3. State and national publications on Right {o'Read have

been ysed by the local literacy program sponsoring agency, | .’

/

Teachers and adni}i,f\istratéfs work together in déveloping and
‘implementing a sound literacy program., .

1.. An inventory has been taken of the talent pool that exists
among the administrators and faculty of the local Right to
Read agency. \ .

2. The expertise available has been incorporated in the local
literacy program.

3. Ideas from faculty memg'e'is have been included in develop-
ing the literacy program. .

4. ,Faculty n'ﬁemberis havé beén encouraged to try new approach-
es to teaching literacy skills and motivating students to read.

Adequaté resources are used to support a dynamic literacy effort. .

.

1. Volunteers have gqntl‘ibuted their talents to supplement the
work of the prdfe‘ssional and paraprofessional staff. , ' |

2. Non-schoo!l comr'nupity facilities for use as classrooms have
been incorporated in the progam plansing,

3. Theliteracy pro'géam hasused and distributed print and n!)n-, .

print materials from libraries, government agencies, com-
munity organizations and businéss.

4. F.édenl and State;dollars designated for u
-related programs have been coordinated
propriated locally, |

in literacy-
ith moniesap-

'Eaucat'grs provide a continuing information/program to help the
#opulgtion better understand how literacy proficiencies can be
developed. .

1. Educators have provided the lecal pop! la'tior; information
and understanding of how people-acquire literacy skills.

.
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e ' 2. The above information has becn supplied through a '
: deries of newsletters, brochures, lectures, informal dié-
cussions and programs, or articles in the mass media; 1 2 3 45
|1 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT o . .
/=, . . '
A. A local advisory council has been established to fosterf}and .
- . _  supporta community-wide literacy program. ; .1 2345
, , 1. The Advisory Council consists of representatives from all
. / segments of the community. . / 123435
L} / , t
¢ 2.=The Coungil has helped the leaders of the programs become
/aware 6f the.community’s environment and atti!tudes. 123 45
. i / ,
: 3. The Council has coordinated efforts among for’fnal and ;
; / ir}formal educational prograins. ! 1 2 345
x " .
4. The Oou_ncil has ‘vorked toward eliminating duplication of *
services. o 12 345
, ) | . o
. 5. The Council has led the effort to develop support for &
. " literacy program. ‘ ) J 1 2 345
o 6. The.Council has used a variety of public relations activities :
A « _and information dissemination programs. . 1 23 45
4 N i »
i B. The Advisory Councll is Involved in assessing, planning, imple-
v menting and ¢valuating the Community Literacy,Program. P
| 1. Long-and‘short-range plans have been made for community
. ! involvement, 1 123 45 ’
b 2. A thorough inventory of existing literacy neéds and com- ’
' ’ { munity resources has been conducted. 1 2 3_ 4 5
T 3. A strategy has been developed to coordinate existing pro- .
\ gramsat ali levels. 1 23 435
4. A strategy has been developed to create new programs to fill v Co
in existing gaps. 1 23 435
: 5. Provisions for continuous.monitoring and evluation of the
<. . /; program exist. . 1 23 45
. 6. A plar'has been made for revision where necessary. 123 45
7. The plans have been the result of a cooperative effort be-
tween community institutions and the local Advisory Council. 1 2 3 4 5
, @ . 72 . .
e — - . - - e P




-8. Resource people from Federal and/ State departments of
education , Universities, and other agencies have been -
involved i in the planning. | 12 3 45
- F
C. _Abroad chtrum of opportunities | to communlcate in all of the ~ L
“domains of Titeracy is avallable throughout the.community. . ;o
. - . i

.-} Convenient opportunities have been provided for people to 3
read, view, and listen. - ' 1 2 3 & 5 S

2. dSchooI,publlc,and spectal lrbrarles have supported the .- i
. ]lteracy effort. . , L 12 3 4 51

"3 These institutions have offered special programs and L
services for srecific population segments, 1 2 3 4 5

4. A varicty of materials and media have been provrded in | ;
other focations, such as: 123 45 ’

""", "a) Bus stations
b) Train stations . -
Airports /
d) Doctors’ wa':ing rooms
¢) Dentists’ waiting rooms
f) Shopping center restareas . ,
- -g) Other .

5. Special interest groups have been formed to study topics .
such as: 123 45

Parenting
Money management S
Movies N .

d) Theatres
!
6. Other means of expanding literacy opportuni-ies in the
communnyJwe been provided, such as:

a) ‘Programs-on mass media
b) Story hours
¢) Media fairs

. Information about the Literacy Program is disseminated
throughout the community. -

1. Lay citizens in the community have received current
~  information about the developmental progress of the
literacy program.

2. Mass medic has beeh used to report to the general public.

3. Newsletters, brochurcs, and presentations at meetings have
- T been used to disseminate information.

f”"'“:r P : 73 89
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. E. Parents; students, and adults are involved in reinforcing
Iite@w proficiency in the education progranis.

l./ Literacy efforts have been w;iported through a
.* volunteerprogram involving: 1

l .
3 s Ca Studen\s o
i / b) Parents |
1 - .. ’c] Senior citizens | . -
A2t e - --d)-.Retired sthool teachers’

: e) Others |

:
!

2. Wolunteers or parapr(ifessiona!s have contributed to the
literacy program by: | 1

e ey

a) Helping il'-l a mediajprogram
) Conducting story hours !
/ ¢) Producing instructional material ¢

e oo

‘ F.7 All of the educational programs in the community work
- - together to provide the best'services fo. the most people.

- / 1. Aspirit of sharing and cooperation exists™ a
N j )
)

i 2. Continuous dialogue and communication have taken
oo / . place. , 1
i :

3. An organized system of committees, panels, interest groups
- -and or-task-forces made up of lay citizens and educators has
h ’ been used to bring about articulation. . 1

; - 4.--Cooperation has eliminated unnecessary duplication and
- provid%d,additional educational opportunities. 1

5. An effort has been made to provide new and better services
for every segment of the population where needed. 1

” Il PROGRAM ORGANIZATION

i " A: There isarticulation or coordination of curricular programs
0 among all educational institutions in the community.
I ' 1. Preschool programs in the community are providing
S - activities based on knowledge about each child’s learning
P stages and development.

2. Progress made by students who attended a preschool is
. being reported to the receiving school in order to assure
continuity of learning experiences. . 1

~
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3. The writing of a master plan for literacy development
is'written as a shared experience by representatives from
all educational-units in the district.

4. The curricular plan is flexible in order to accommodate
individual growth and learning s_tyles. ¢

5. Adult literacy programs are being developed in co-

operation with exxstmg educational institutions, —
6. Program articulation and coordination from preschool
through the adult level are open and continuous,

. The leaders of the educational program support the view

that curriculum construction and revision is an ongoing

procéss.

1. There isa plan for meeting the goals and objectives of
curriculum development.

. Curriculum development includes a plan fé{ple-
meéntation.

. Curriculum development includes ongoing evaluation
and revision of the plan to meet the changing needs of
the student population.

“C. The content and objectives of a literacy program plan are
based on a statement of philosophy.

1, _A statement of philosophy does coherently explore
beliefs that teachers, administrators, and students
themselves have about students and learning.

. The written philosophy js made avilable so that every-
one in the community can see and read it.

. The literacy program follows Iogicaliy and consistently
‘from the statement of philosophy,

4. The literacy program is constantly gpdated:

. The Reading/Lanaguage Arts Programs are integrated, each

component supporting all othér copiponents to form a
unified li <racy effort,

1. Thereading language arts instruction is interrelated.

2. The interrelated Reading/l.anguage Arts Program enablés
the student to perceive the reading, writing, listening,
thinking, speaking, and visuai ‘skills as tools of commun-
ication. —




‘E. The organizatfon patterns in preschools, inschool (K-12)
programs and adult centers meet the needs of all segments of
the population. : )

1. A flexible strategy of classroom qrganization, allowing for
large group, small group and individual instruction, is used

. to more effectively meet the unique needs of each learner.

‘3. Sub’-;péf:ulations, e.g., gifted, bilingual, handicapped, cr
slow lcarners, are mainstreamed in the literacy program.

F. The evaluation of individual student.progressis col.dnuous.

s - ——17"A variety of assessment/svaluation strategies are used to
gain information regarding student feelings, attitudes,
and values. .

. The Assessment/Evaluation Program includes strategies
_ to gain information regarding student feelings, attitudes,
and values,

Students are included in the evaluation process as self-
cvaluators. . 2

(%]
.

4. The assess;r)ent[evaluation strategies are part of an on-
going process. )

G. The evaiuation component of the total literacy program
measures progress and describes the current status of literacy
achievement in student population. {

_ 1. Program evaluation is ongoing and includes a variety of

strategies and instruments. .

2. The program evaluation includesan assessment of the
variables affecting the development of the program, such
as teacher characteristics, administrative styles, curriculum

and instructional methods, and school and classroom climate.

IV. MATERIALS AND METHODS .

A. The Standards for Educational Media Programs in (STATE) .
[published by the (SEA)]used as a guideline in planning
the media center program of services.

1. The standards for media prograins in (STATE) are being
used to shape the learning environment.

2. Thestudent’s learning styles and interests are provided
for in a challenging and dynamic way through the media
df instruction. -

86
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3. A wide range of materials and equipment is being
used to provide for individual needs and differences,
-contributing to the mastery of basic concepts and skills;
fostering creativity and initiative.
4. Themedia center meets the standards for-media pto-
grams; staff requirements; selection, accessibility;and - -
T organization'of materials, resources, and facilities.

B. Instructional materials are carefully selected to support the
curricujum and meet the needs, interests, and abilities of the
student population.

4 . . S .
1. A variety-of print and neaprint materials are available and
effectively convey or interpret the contents or concepts.

2. All textbook and instructional materials purchased or
produced locally meet high ‘standards of excellence.
" 3. Textbeoks and media are appropriate to the instructional
+ level of the students using them.

>

4. "Materials which deal with current topiq are up to date.

5. Media selection isa cooperative process, involving staff and
‘students. o
C. Avariety of materials in classrooms, reading centers, and media
centers accommodates individual learner interests and needs.
< -

" 1." Varied opportunities to learn are provided by an adequate
supply of: . .

» .

-

a) Books
b) Study prints
¢) Audiotapes B .
d). Records
« €) Models
© f) 16mm films
g) 8mm film loops
h) Slides
i} Videotapes
j) Transparencies

2. Provjsions are made for the ongoing evaluation of present
instructional materials.

? -
.

A .
3. A budget is provided for the purchase or production of new
mgt}qials to be incorporated into the instructional program.

g - “
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D. Alibrary of ca.efully selected and frequently updated pro-
_fessional media is maintained.

1.

T "2 “Theprofessional-library-contains materials dealing w;thL—- - —— —

proaches to teaching. T
" 3. The professional library includes: _ ] 1
a) Books )
b). Periodicals -
¢) Manuals.
d) Reports
e) Cumculum Guides
f) Vldeotapes
- g) Fllmstnps
h) Audiotapes
i} 16mm films
4, The professional materials are available for resources and
staff development activities acco |shed individually orin -
groups. . 1
"THE TEACHER ’
A. There is an inservice education program in literacy provided for
all staff.
l. A needs assessment in the literacy skills area has been
implemented. ' 1
2. A continuous inservice program in literacy skills for
practicing teachers has been implemented. - . 1.
3. A continuous inservice program in literacy skills for
practicing teachers has been implemented. : 1
4. The reading program has been revised to responq‘w*?iaff
i inservice. ’ ' 1
¢ L3
5. A continuous inservice program has been provided for
paraprofessional staff. 1
6. A school volunteer program has been initiated. 1
7. Pre- and inservice instruction has been provided for
volunteers. ‘1 .
8.%

A varied and up-to-date professiona_i]ibrary i< available
for teachers, administrators, parents, and adults. 1

current trends, up-to-date research and alternative ap-

234'5
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B. -An incentive program for inservice cducauon in reading is
‘established. 1

1. “When attending Inservice programs in reading, staff are

. reimbursed for course tuition ard materials. T

2. Staffare glven release time and rexmbursement when
attending professional conferences. ; 1

3. Staffare reimbursed for membership dues and fees in .
professional reading organizations. N

4, Ccllege credit is awarded for district level i |nserV|ce
education programs, 1

5. Release time is provided for teachers during the school
day to work with the reading coordinator or specialist to
plan literacy-related classroom activmes . 1
C. -Each school system provides training to teachers in the con-
tent areas to develop competencies which will allow them to
adjust instruction to the varying readrnglachrevement levels of
their students.

1. Teachers in the content areas are aware of reading needs of
their:students. o

2. Teachers kn." the reading skills unique to their subject area, 1

. Teachers adapt instruction to the needs of the students and
the special demands of their content areas. 1

4. A program has been initiated for providing |nstruction in
the teaching of reading to teachers in the content areas. 1

D. Provisions are miade to me&sure teacher effectiveness in literacy.

. Teachers are using an evaluative instrument to |dent|fy and

describe teaching behavrors in lizeracy. 1
2, Teacher inservices are designed around information gained
from an rnventory or teacher effectiveness. 1
Y
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SECTION 11l: WHAT THE STATE LEADERSHIP PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHED IN
_ AMERICA: . ‘

A REPORT TO CONGRESS AND THE PEOPLE FROM THE STATE RIGHT TO READ
DIRECTORS OF AMERICA -

This report was prepared by Dr. Joseph Tremont, Director of the Massachusetts Right to

Read Effort, in response to a request made by the President of the State Right to Read Directors

of America, Jane Algozzine. She requested that Dr. -Tremont convene a committee to araft a

paper setting forth Right to Read’s accomplishment, most particularly the accomplishments of

the State Leadership and Training Program._ _ ’ R

. " o ' ) - '%;:-" \

The report anticipated the new and broader thrust now embodied .in-the Basic Skills Im-

provement Program, and seeks to document snme of the successesof Right to Read, so that those
successes will not be lost in the design and development of the BSIP. - o
- N // * . . au

i Dr. Tremont"has canvassed each individual State and territory and put together i paper

. -sufficiently” comr:ehensive and documented to be usefully heard by Congressional ears attuned

- to matters of.cost-effectiveness as well as of educational reform. . .

The Right to Read Directors in attendance at a March 1979 conference in Washington en-

couraged the cSncept of this paper, and urged the presentation of the concept at the May 1979
International Reading Association Convention in Atlanta. The affirmative response received at
that- meeting led Dr..Tremont to prepare and disseminate “Data Collection Sheets” to all State .
Directors; soliciting both quantitative and qualitative information under the headings of the ten "

+ objectives mandated by the National Right to Read Office and by Federal legisiation.

N Whit“appea'rs in this réport, therefore, isa summary of the data which was returned to
Dr. Tremont via those “Data Collection Sheets", ’

) His paper is included in this document in order to provide another p..sspective on both the
: successes and shortfalls of the Sate Leadership and Training Effort, a perspective which is based.
_ * on an effort to gather data from all State and territorial grant staffs, but also upon the vision and
: insights of one of our respected State Directors who has been outspoken in both his support and
his criticism of the program over the past several years, .

/




PART Ik

* AFFILIATING WITH THE NATIONAL RIGHT TO READ EFFORT

—— "

This part of the survey ‘has four questions.. The first documented each State's entrance
into the National Right to Read Effort. The next three questions dealt with each State's
achievement in enrolling school systems, teachers and students in this literacy endeavor.

Question One: When did your State Join Right to Read? - . .
N In 1972 nine States had become formal affiliates of the National Right to Read Effort; by.
- 1976 the last State_had-joined. The State Leadership Program did not begin until 1972
. and_was not incorporated into reading legislation until 1974. This eXplains the relatively
slow beginning-and then the rapidly growing momentum in the middle of the decade. Evi-

dently; national statements of concern are not enough to get-State education systems

moving; one needs both law and energizing organization at the State tevel. <

Question Two: How many school systems In your State are formal afﬂllatés?

The forty-eight State responses indicated that, by 1978, 39% of the school systems in the’

continental U.S.A. were formal affiliates.

. R L, - .

Question Three: /n your State, how miany teachers were employed In school systems Involved
"™ with Right to Read? '

Average of forty-nine States repbrting: 48%
The size of this storshouse of potentiat influence is quite astonishing. If the locally trained

. Right to Read Directors did indzew .tiate the Right to Read process in their respectivé
school districts, it was possible for many, many teachers to hear and act upon Right to

_ Read’s nhessage.

o

o

4 Question Four: /n your State what are the student enrollment flgu)es In sthool districts
) affiligted with Right to Read? —- — .

Forty-nine states responded. They reported that 50%, of the students attended schools
affiliated, through their local Right to Read direcior, with the program. These {ocal
directors had, we hoped, provided inservice training accessible 'to teachers of more than
50% of America’s children. These are impressive figures on coverage and potential effect-
iveness. They are especially impressive if one recalls that this State Leadership Program
was financially accomplished on slightly less thar seven million dollars a year. In fact, only
in the last three years of the porgram did the funding approach seven million dollars.

All of the foregoing can be reduced to four key facts:  *

. : o Al fifty States joiped the Right to Read Effort between 1972 and 1976.
L) ?_I;I:prcg(imauly 39% of the school systems in these fifty States were foimally af-
iliated. :
® Approximately 48% of the teachers were employed by formally affiliated school
systems. v — . .
o Approximately 50% of our students attended schools that were formal affiliates of
5Sight to Read. .

.
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PART 1i: |
| L
TEN FEDERALLY MANDATE? OBJECTIVES
!

-

" ; S | .o
// }/ The -second part of the survey asked State Right to Read Directors to evaluate. their 4
compliance ‘with the ten’ State leadership obj?ctives contained.in_the Federal Regulations of‘ ’
1974. b T . : s

Objective One: Establishing,Criterla of Excellence

’

- S Lo i ' *
In most States, aetermining standards for achieving an exemplary reading program was the| .. :

work of a State Advisory Council. Forty-nine States reported on establishing a criteria of | |
excellence. The resiltsare contained below. * k o

t
+ \

. 47 reported success
e  2reported failure :
e 5didnot respond- \ . .- .
i . i . i
Eighty -seven percent of the reporting States indicated success in using criteria of excellence ,
as a guide for schools wishing to improve their reading programs. Two Statesfound their

original criteria of excellence, too c\orqplex and are revising them. . / .

Objective Two: Developing a Statewide A)e\éds Assessment %
MQny of the states used putlic domé"injtems from National Assessment of Education Pro-
gress (NAEP) so that regional compafisons are possible. Our 50 responses reported 48 suc-
cesses, |In the last six years, some¢ States hac done more than one State assessment; only .

X

two of our reporting States had dopé none, ,
e 48 reported success / -
o . Zreported failure / : /

e 4didnotrespord - 1 .

v \ ’ !

Actually 89% of the reporting States ih\dicated that the Needs Assessment heiped diagnose
strengths-and weaknesses in their States. There was also some agreement that the results
could be used when setting-up‘inservice training programs.

"Objective Three: ‘Estabishing Tralning Prograras for Local Edidcational Agencles (lo
. systems or districts) .

This objective involved training the locally-designated Right to Read Director and some-
times other supervisors, administrators and classroom teachers as well. Fifty States re-
sponded affirmatively to this question.
. ) ! 3 . - :
*To avoid possible misunderstanding, the reader should be aware that three territories and the
District of Columbia are included in this sample. Therefore, the highest potential number of
responses will be 54 and not just 50,

)
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Objective T_fme: Estal;llmlng Tralning Program for Local Educational Agencies (continued) )

" SO‘repqr,t'ed,su‘Eécsé , ‘.
o  Oreported failure
e 4 did not respond

Ninety-tiree percent of reporting States indicated that the LEA training made administra-
tors moré knowledgeable about leadership in organizing a reading program and staff de-
velopment In reading skills. .- ‘

ObjeciiVe Four: Providing Technical Assistance

- ' . . ’

In practice this objective is so close to, Objective Three that many responding States made

v

no distinction: between them. Other,State Directors gave one set of figures for fg ally

. affiliated Right to Read sites under Training Programs for lotal school districts and other -

figures for services to other than Right to Read sites under Technical Assistance. One way
,or another; all 49 respondents reported that they provided impressive amounts of tec(mical
assistance.in reading in their States. . \
- H N 4
@ 49 reported success
‘e 0 reported failure |
e 5 did not respond < h

Ninety-one percent of the reporting States sald that the Te;:hnica,l_ Assistance provided L’y
Right to Read was one of the Program’s greatest strengths. Comprehensive planning, read-
fing in the content areas, mini-courses and district-wide workshops were found to be ex‘f
.’f tremely valuable and practical.

Objective F ‘79&: E stalillghlng" a Statewlide Advisory Councll
. Thisobjective reﬂect,!s the growing awareness these last ten years,- in Waéhington and the
jcountry - that citizens and parents must be responsibly involved in public education. \
‘Profesional_educatdrs need their help with problems that teachers, administrators and
"students face.

[ . . - - -

Eighty-five percent of the reporting States indicate that their Statewide Advisory Council

pgovid‘ed leadershipjand cooperative effort for Right to Read programs. ThreeStates said

that ti}eir Council did not provide direction for the program ror help in its implementa-

tion, L
,ijectjve Six: . Establishing a Statewide Education Task Force
i

[ \ AN
iHere for the first time failure}ns not exceptional, The figures below should warn us that
, if the forthcomingt‘Basié Skills Movement considers mandating institutionalized collabora-
tion and cooperatign among all State and Federal employees jn departments of education,
this may not worlT Cooperation is difficult to regulate when it cuts across éstablished
loyalti;e_s..

{ '
I

e 28 reported;success

o 19 reportedfailure
e 7 did not respond

N
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. Objective Seven Certification of Reading Speclallsts

A number of States found it difficult to answer this question. Many attached quallfymg
statements to their positive responses, which may therefore be somewhat mlsleadlng
* 40 reported success -7
¢ 5 reported failure
. e  9did not respond

Seventy-four percent of the reporting Sutes indicated that certifi cation requirements have
been or are in the process of being upgtpdeo or standardized. More reading courses-are
now required- or at least new requirements are being developed. But some states report
that certifcatlon isgntirely out of their control.

_ Objective !ight': Identlﬂcatlon and Valldatlon of Exemplary Reading Programs-

The-hope behind this objective is that 1ocal success stories can be successfully copied
by.other. localities. It requires establishing validation standards, recruiting applrcants for

\ ~vaI|dat|on and then widely adyertising drstlngutshed programs..
- o 23reported success - ‘»«-—- e e o o -
' ¢ ® 23 reported failure - . :
. 8 did notrespond . ‘ ,

Forty three percent of reporting States |nd|aLted that they are now |dent|fy|ns and valida-

ting exemplary reading programs. Other States reported no procedure for doing this, and

- still otl} rs felt that it would be too cumbersome and 00 time consuming. Like Objoctive

, Six, tiiese figures suggest that those who will structure the Basic Skills Movement's ap-
pro qﬁ and programs shouid think twice before mandating the objective,

/ Oo;ecuve }1 nel Dissemination . o

A
GettlnﬁI the message out through television and radlo, pamphlets, newspaper articles, stc., ,
and inviting supjort from all circles of educationa! influence within and hevand the SChOOl,
precincts was onc objective the State Leadership Progran: fulfilled extremely weII

® 46reported success : !
o 3 reported failure
< - o 5did not respond . , /

‘

i /
Elg{ ty-five percent oY the reporting States indicated suu.ess in disseminating |nformat on.
,Those answering negatively held their State departments of education responsible for their
mot reaching this objective. / ‘

db]ectlve Ten Evaluation " e 1

State Dlrectors are required to assign at least 5% of their annual budget to ar evaluation of
‘thcir State Lcadershrp Program by an outside, independent ?geney

l., -\' |

.
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*Ol;jectjve Ten: Evaluation
. ® Mreponed’;uccess'

& 3 reported failure . -
e 7did not respond -

NOTE: Eighty-two percent of States reporting either evaluated or are now_évaluating
. their programs. The others found that their evaluations either did not measure their initial
®  objectives or did not fairly reflect the work they were doing in reading and reading-related
areas, - ' . :
This section on the meeting of objectives can be reduced to the summary table following
this page. .
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PART Il: v
EVALUATION AND INTERPRETATION o

The foregoing data demonstrate the compliance of States and territories over a seven-year
perio&&in regard to certain federally articulated and funded ‘administrative goals under the State
Leadership Program of the Right.to Read Effort. The sum of these goals essentially defined the
role of the State Directors and their place in the overall National Right to Read Effort. The
. money budgeted for this leadership program was seven million dollars, ‘nationwide, per annum.
<" Yearly, States sent-individual ‘assessments-of their compliance-with these-goals to-Washington;
almost-at the conclusion of the Right to Read Effort (1979), this retrospective summary account’

g SU [N . S

“was compiled and written: i

In terms of _its own federally-mandated criteria for success, the State Leadership Program
of.the National Right to Read Effort succeeded, and succeeded handsomely. ‘It did’indeed build"
an adn'iihistmi\ﬂ system for delivering inspiration, motivation and pedagogical support to such
:3 ;xten}R teha:lt half the students in America stood to benefit from-their school’s affiliation with

ght to Read. \ » o

The State Leadership-Program #ccomplished something more. 1t built a nitionwide hier-
archy of informed and committed literacy -advocates-and one of the more ambitious in-service
teacher training o pportunities in American education. At the top, this network provided periodic

, opportunities for State and territory directors to exchange. plans of actions, ideas dnd ‘strategies
for improving instruction in reading. Descending from.Washington, the State Leadership Program
;- st'rezched outand down, via regional, State and local training sessions, to individual schools 7nd*
‘classrooms. R * . ’

__Given the data on successful compliance with leadership objectives, how is it that the larger
intention, which generated these objectives, can Ternain unfullfilléd? “For itis ali too clear that,  ——
: in spit> of -the .compliance documented in the foregoing, illiteracy in America continues to
-~ -flourish. :Recent-¢évidence suggests that the nimbers of functional illiterates continuc to increase
faster than our attempts to deal with the problem. )

It is just that we need even more time, more money, and more energetic leadership before
illiteracy can be vanquished: Were the leadership objectives inappropriate given the gap between
original Right to Read intentions and, seven years later, the current statistics on illiteracy? Or °
are-they a continuing necessity in order to clear away extraneous organizational debris so as to
confront the real work of combating and overcoming illiteracy on 2 school by school and child

= - 77 by-child basis? " ___~ e e

L And then, the most daunting question.of all:  Can it be that existing administrative -

models - management paradigms - have. nothing to'do with making successful learning possible

. .- ona natlondl scale and that 'some as yet unimagined model perforce must be substituted before
-~ existing educational probléms can be solved? L ‘ )

There are: obvious and entirely proper questions to ask. That they have been asked and

that they have been answered in Washington may be séen” by ‘comparing the-organization and-
9verall aim of the now superceded Right to Read Effort with those of the emergent Basic Skills
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and Quality Education Program. The latter increases fivefold the curricula scope of its reformist
intention: it proposes to invigorate and reform the teaching and learning of all the fundamental
cognitive skills -:listening, speaking, reading, writing and calculating. And it hopes to accomplish .
this without the administrative mediation of a State leadership structure. its place has been

taken by the expensive and possibly cozrcive motivational instrument of competency testing
programs administered at the Stuie level. The hope seems to be that where persuasion has failed

subtle coercion may succeed.’ . ‘

~- It is entirely understandable that, in this perennial war against illiteracy, educator-strateg-
ists, under stress, feel tempted. to introduce coercion and at the same‘time call for victory on a
grander scale. The rhetoric of command swells to demand from field troops impossible literacy
feats. And when comprehensive victory eludes us, desperation can lead to taking unfairly belated
.and unproductively stem measures against those how lag behind. o -

It bears repeating that under the National Right to Read Effort the field to be taken was
relatively circumscribed. Under-the new Federal thrust a-whole tetritory of basic skills is to be
attacked simulianeously. Whether this new battle can be “won” or the enemy merely “con-
tained” only time and events will tell. In vither case a clear line of responsibility, supply and -
tommunication will be necessary if confusion is to be avoided. _

Right to Read's Staie Leaderchip Program crearzd a very important-administrative struc-

- ture for stocking, disseminating and utilizing the essential ammunition of educational reform:
persuasion, encouragement, enthusiasm and knowledge. This success deserves serious consider-
ation by those who-designed and will now begin to implement its Federal successor: the Basic

"Skills and Quality Education Program. -
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