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CHAPTER 1. THE PROGRAM

The Skills Remediation in Reading for Optional Assign-
ment Program, (Commonly referred to as TOPS), was conducted
for 4569 students in 27 high schools from September 1, 1974
to June 30, 1975. Nineteen of the high schools began the pro-
gram in the Fall Term and eight of the high schools instituted
the program on February 1 1975.

The staffing of the TOPS Pro ram included one super-
visor, one assistant coordinator, two teacher-trainers, 58
teachers, 58 paraprofessionals, and one school secretary.

Selection of Students. The subjects were Title 1
Optional Assignment students in grades 9-12, whose reading
ability was a minimum of two years below grade level based on
the Metropolitan Reading Tests. The subjects were selected by
the guidance counselor in the participating high schools.

Program Treatment. As a result of participation in
the TOPS Program, the reading gradesof the subjects were to
show a statistically significant difference between the real
or actual posttest score and the predicted posttest score on
the Metropolitan Reading Tests.

Program_Implementation. The Iaa_Emgmam operated
in 56 Reading Skills Centers (Labs). The Labs were equipped
with abundant reading materials and equipment. The 4569
students were assigned to a daily period of reading instruc-
ticnin addition to their regular English classes.

The thrust of the program was that of individualized
instruction using diagnostic prescriptive techniques in the
reading skills lab. Since the class size was limited to 15
students, they received optimum attention and instruction
based on the analysis of their strengths and weaknesses in
reading. As needed, the students were instructed in the mastery
of word-attack skills; of phonetic and structural analysis, in
the acquisition of vocabulary through context skills, in the
various comprehension skills involved in getting and inter-
preting the meaning of the printed page, in the application of
appropriate reading rates, and in the techniques of increasing
reading rate. The students were encouraged to read extensively.

TOPS P o am 0 anization and Administration. A
highly organized and effective system was arranged for the
operation and management of the reading skills labs. Mr.
Leonard Kantrowitz, Supervisor, distributed checklists to each
teacher specifying the various tasks to be performed in the
program These tasks were the setting-up of the reading
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skills center, getting students acquainted with the routines,
administering pre and post MAT tests, motivating students and
administering diagnostic tests.

Staff Activities. The TOPS_Program staff activities
were organized along the lines- of an instructional team model..
Their various _activities.and duties are succinctly described
in this section.

Supervisor. The supervisor was responsible for organizing
and_supervising all TOPS Program activities. Duties included
training teacherS in the program in the . techniques of individ-
-.ualizing reading instruction, supervising the training of
teachers and aides- in the schools, observation-in the schools,
ordering supplies and materials, and preparing budgets and
-modifications-.

One assistant coordinator. The assistant coordinator
assisted in administering the program by carrying out the
myriad details necessary for the dayto-day operation.

Two teacher-trainers. The teacher7trainers visited- as. igned
schools on a regular basis to assist in training the classroom
teachers in the techniques of individualizing instruction,
student record keeping, and standardized test administration.
They also served as disseminators of newer ideas in reading
and assisted with dealing-of various-problems which occurred
in the program.

Teachers. The 58 teachers set- up the reading labs, dia-
nosed pupil strengths and weaknesses, planned remediation
activities, administered reading tests, periodically assessed
and modifiedthe- prescriptions of instruction, maintained
accurate records of attendance of each student assigned to-

their classes, conducted individual and small group instruc7ion,
and trained and supervised the paraprofession.

-LInIgrafeaaj.onals. The 58 pAraprofessionals were assigned
-co eachteacher for each class period. -They assisted-in main-
taining materials and equipment and-keepingrecords. -.They
engaged in tutorial instruction under the supervision and
.direction-of the teachers

'acilities. The participating high schoole provided
for classrooms or other space that were used as reading skills
centers. In general the facilities were allocated solely for
use as a reading skills center. There were approximately
_five_locations-where the facilities were used for,other.class-
room purposes in addition to its use for the TOPS_Program.

Supplies_and Equipment.- The following items were
provided-for- the-TOPS. Program: 1.. Textbooks,- Workbooks, and
kits (for- individualized .inStruction-71argely multi-level,

.

high:ethnic:interest, urban oriented and self-correcting. 2.



Paperbacks for class library (for high interest pleasure read-
ing). 3. Cassette tapes and tape recordings for instruction
in phonics and other skills. 4. Cassette-type recorders and
headsets. 5. Storage cabinets for equipment and materials.
6. Printing and paper costs for dissemination of infoLmation,
teacher-made instructional materials, and materials for train-
ing sessions. 7. General materials such as Sco-e Ma azine
for motivating pupils to read supplementary literature.
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cHAPTER I EVALUATIVE PR CEDURES

This chapter contains: 1 the statement of the evalua-
tion objectives as they appear in the design, 2. the evaluative
instruments specified for each evaluation objectives, 3. per-
tinent dates .of the evaluative.process, and 4. an explanation
of data loss.-

Evaluation Ob'eotive #1: To determine whether, as a
result of participation in-the Remedial. Reading Project,. the
reading grade of the students will show a statistically signi-
ficant difference between the real posttest score and the pre-
dicted posttest score.

Evaluation Ob ective-#21 To determine the extent to
which the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the
program as.described- in the Project PropoSal.-

Evaluation Instruments for Oblective #1: The Metro-
politan Achievement Tests in Reading were the instruments used-

--for Evaluation_Ob:ective #1. FormS H and F (Intermediate- and
Advanced Levels_ were used for the prettest. Form G -(Inter-
mediate and Advanced Levels) was used for the posttest.

The Historical Regression Method was utilized to analyze
the data for Evaluation Obiective #1.

Evaluation Inst ments for Ob'ective #2: Two instru-
ments for Evaluation Objective 2 were developed by the eval-
uator. The Prqgram Implementation Checklist included three.
sections: 1. Activities of Staff, 2. Administrative Period
Assignments, 3. Functions of Educational Assistant. The
first section contained 12 duties specified in the evaluation
design, the second section contained 11 duties as specified,
and the third section contained 15 duties as specified.

The Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations was
developed by the evaluator for data gathering during his visits
to the reading skills centers of the TOPS Ftpgram. The criteria
items in this form were: 1. Learning environment of the skills
center, 2. Quality of class activities, 3. Teacher prepara-
tion for the class activities, 4. Teacher's attitude, 5.
Student's work, 6. Student's attitudes, 7. Quality of the
instructional materials and equipment, 8. Adequacy of Facilities,
9. Utilization of equipment, 10. Individual unit's implement-
ation of TOPS Program objectives, 11. Program strengths,
12. Program weaknesses or problems, and 13. Suggestions.

The rating scale used in the Evaluation Form for Class-
room Observations was 5 for excellent, 4 for very good, 3 for
good, 2 for fair and 1 for poor.



Date.D of .Pre and Posttestin The dates of the Fall
teLm prettest were from September":25-through-October-18j 1974.-
The dates of the Spring Term prettest were from. January 14
through March 24, 1975. The dates of the Fall Term posttest
were from. January 14 through January 25, 1975 and the dates
of the Spring Term posttest were from May 22 through-June 3,
1975.

Dates of Visits to Schools. The evaluator-completed
30.half-day and-8 full dayvisits to school sites in conjunction
with-the TOPS Program from October 31, 1974 through June 3, .

.1975.- The evai6atOr also attended three of_the training ses-
sions provided for the TOPS personnel. In addition, the eval-
uator presented an interim evaluation report of the TOPS. Pro-
crram at a meeting of reading coordinators, teacher-trainers,
and central office personnel in the Spring of 1975.

Data_Loss.- The loss of data are reported in-the
appropriate form attached to thie report. Data were obtained
from 3704 of-the 4569 (81.1 per cent) students in the TOPS--
Program. This represents a data loss of 18.9 per. cent. The
reasons for the data loss as kndicated by the teachers and the
numbers in the several categories are: truant, 427;.absent,
188; discharged, 178; transferred, 29; dropped, 21, graduated,
9; moved, 5; refuSed to take teat, 3; medical reason,3; And
suspended, 2.

the difficulties with respect to-the students not
tested are varied, human, personal and complex. --the evaluator
is satisfied that the teachers diligently attempted to obtain
test data from the maximum number of the students actively
engaged in the TOPS classes.



CHAPTER III FINDINGS

This chapter includes: 1. findings in context of the
evaluation objectives, 2. adequacies of facilities and materials,
3. statement of discrepancy analysis, 4. servicing the needs
of the specific target population, and 5. statement about last
prior evaluation recommendations.

Findin s in_ context of evaluation ob
.

'ec ve The find-
ings related to Evaluation Objectives 1 and 2 are reported
in this section.

Evaluation Objective #1: To determine whether,-as a
result-of participation in the Remedial -Reading Project, the
-reading grade of the students will:show a statistically signi-
ficant difference between the_actual _posttest-Score and the
predicted posttest-score.

Findings of-Evaluation Ob'ective #1: As a result of
partiCipation in the ReMedial Reading Projebt,-(TOPS Program)
the mean reading grade of 3704'students_in the.9th, 10th, llth,_
and 12th grades, did show a statistiOally significant difference
between the actual .

posttest and .the predicted posttest mean
scores at the .01 .level. These data are reported in Table 30A.

which is attached to this report.

It is important to note that 1191 students of the 3704
tested, or 32.1 per cent, participatedin.the TOPS -Program for

only . one term. This fact, along with the predicted_posttest
scores of..students in the-low-achievement-categories. of 2.0 to
5.0,- weighted and -lower the overall predicted posttest mean
scores.

.
.

At-inspection of the data in Table.30A revea s the
following:

1. For_the 9th grade, the pretest mean score was 5.27, the
predicted .posttest mean score was 5.74, .and the actual-Poettest.
mean score was- 5.89.-- Therefore, the 9th- graders achieved a mean
growth: of..6.2 months:and exCeeded-the-predicted score by. 1.5._

. months._ Through.the Statisfical analysis of these data the.t
value-of 18.45 was.obtained,which. was Significamt:at the .01 --

level-with 1039- degrees.of. freedom

2 For the 10th- grade', the-pretest-mean score was 5.81,

the predicted posttest mean score was 6.27, -and the actual post-
test mean score was 6.39-. Therefore,- the-10th graders-acmieved
a. mean- growth of 5.8 months-and exceeded the predicted posttest.
-.mean score-by:1.2 months. Through the-statisticalatalySis. .of_
these-data the_ t value of 11.49 was. obtained, .which:,WaS signi-.-

.
ficant-at_ the .01 level with:1394 degrees_offreedom.
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3. For the llth grade,-.the pretest mean score was 5,98,
the predicted posttest score was 6.43, and the abtual posttest
mean score was 6.50. Therefore, the ilth grade Student§ achieved
a mean growth of 5,2 months and exceeded the predicted mean
_score by-0.7 month.- Through the statistical- analysis of these
data the t value of 6.63 Was obtained, which was significant
at the .01- leVel with 936 degrees of freedom.

4.. For the 12th grade, the pretest mean score was 6.27,i
the predicted posttest score was 6.70, pild the actual posttest
mean score_was 6.99. Therefore,the .12tugrade students achieved
a mean growth of 7,2 months and exceeded the predicted mean
score by 29_months. Through the statistical analysis- of these
data the t value. of 6.29 was obtained, which Was significant
at the .01 level with 331 degrees of-freedom.

Thus, the "hard data" obtained through the instruments
to evaluate Objective #1, indicates that in this important
dimension of reading skill development and performance, the
students did progress beyond their previous records of achieve-
ment and therefore, the laaj=ammn did achieve Objective
#1.

Evaluatien _Oblective_ #2: .The findings-related to
Evaluation Oblective #2-report the extent to which the.program,
as actually carried out, coincided with the:program as described
in the Project Proposal.

-Findings_of_Evaluation Objectiye_#2: The evaluation
of-Evalmatim-Cectiver2 includes data from the- Implementation
Checklist, the Evaluation_Form for Classroom Observations and
interviews with many -persons involved in the TOPSyrogram.

This section includes-the. findings -of the extent
and quality-of-implementation of the various personnel functions.

Supervi.sor-- On- the basis of the evaluator's total-work
with. the TOPSTregrani, it is the-judgment .of.the evaluator., that
the.-supervisor.ranks at the -"99th percentile" in . terms---of
supervision, leadership and administration of the program. He
is an outstanding-professional .educator, with_ a- rare-combination
of expertise and the concomitant..ability to prganize .and adminis-
ter a complex, at-times controversial, and at all timeS -an
important.and high priority program. He -further has the sterling
mixture of softness and toughness in human-decision-making.-
There ate many people who are involved-in the success--of the
TOPS Program.. This .evaluator ascribes the most Potent influence--
and impact te this leader.

Sueerviserv assistants. They are also-very competent
and_ diligent-professionals. They work veil as a .teami. know--



--the technical and specialized aspects of the TOPS PrpAram
provide excellent administrative support, and- implement the
supervisory and training function to a superior level. ..

The..teacher-t ainers. The teacher-trainers are all
expert'and competent professionals. They-carry out the program
duties in a serious manner. The teacherr.trainers provide the
close link tetween- the central-_office- and the schools. While
working with-teachers-in-the classroom or:in-conference they,
do their mork With-a high-degree of effectiveness. -Jf'they see-
a weakness.in a classreom--situation, they offer immediate sUg-
gestions and assistance. The.teacher-trainerS .aiso.work _with
the.department..chairman and principal when-the situation
requires

Egaging_coording,I2Na. In .the schools where _the TOPS-
Program is large enough to have reading coordinators, .it was
observed .that they-Were in the large Majority excellent read-
ing teachers. They im-plement their duties well,- work effectively
with the. English chairman-, and most importantly work effectively
with the colleague teachers and-the educational assistantS.

fz_eactina_Teachers. The findings through the lmpiementatior-
Checklist indicate that there-is a high degree of-congruency.
between the.program-design and program implementation- with
respect to the functions of the-teachers. Themare-38-activities
and-Oases of the program that were evaluated through-the check--
list.--These activities were carried out consistently in the
highest majority- of theschools..

In the_entire program there-was only one high school
in which two,teachers were .assigned to official...classes. The
problem-was rectified within several months....

In the_data._te:be reported in--the section about the
EValuation Form_for ClaSsroom Observations, -it is further'
noted that "tea-cher aftith.idei" and "eacher prepartation"_ redeived
4.64- and 4.51 respectiVely. ..These.Mean-.ratings on a 5.point-
scale, with 5.signifying an excellent-rating. point to the fact
that i the.overall ths.TOPS. teachers are very superior. --

Educational Assistants. The educational assistants are
satisfactory. They carry out the'duties as outlined in the
Program Proposal.



Findin s of Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations.
Ten elements obtained from the evaluation form are reported
in Table 1, page 10-.

:reacher Attitudes-toward TOPS tanked first-with. a. 4.64-
-rating.: Positive--teacherattitudes---indicated.an-understanding.
.ofthe importance. of_the TOPS Program.

Leainin EnVir-onment ranked second With:a rating.of-
4..52.. Minimal- discipliary..probleMa,-good'selS-directioni
and-maximallearning time-are an integral'characteristic-of

-.the-olass operation.

Teacher Preparation for Class ranked third with a
rating of 4.51. Good organization and planning, establishment
of routines, and constant checking and-feedback of students'
work was commonly observed.

Educational Assistants Performance ranked fourth with
a rating of 4.50. They perform their duties, are enthusiastic
about the work, and provide supplementary tutorial assistance
for the students.

uality of Class Activities ranked fifth with a rating
of 4.47. Class activities emphasize an individualized
diagnostic anct prescriptive approach. A wide variety of
materials and activities are commonly observed.

Quality of Instructional Materials ranked sixth with
a rating of 4.46. The instructional materials are rich in
variety, multi-levels, high ethnic interest, high urban focus,
and appropriate length.

Implementation of Program Objectives ranked seventh
with a rating of 4.41. Through con-ztant checking students
-coald see incremental growth in the various reading skills.

Studenes Attitudes ranked eighth with a rating of
4.15. The vast majority of the students observed in the TOPS
classes had positive attitudes. They entered the classroom,
went to the file and pulled their folder, noted their work for
the day, got their materials, went to work, at times conferred
with the teacher or educational assistant, finished the work,
checked the work, logged the results, returned the folders--
thereby completing- a "good class job."



TABLE

ANALYSIS OF ELEMENTS IN TOPS CLASSEp

N=72

Elements Rank

Teacher Attitudes toward TOPS

Learning Environment 2

Teacher Preparation for Class 3

Educational Assistant Performance 4

Quality of Class Activities 5

Quality of Instructional Materials 6

Implementation of Program Objectives 7

Student's Attitudes' 8

Studentls Work 9

10

ean
.

Rat Ing"

-.. 4.54

4.51

4.50

4.47

4.15.

4. 05 --

ating_scale'valueI.- 5 for excellent -4- for. Very. goOdu
.

ood,--.2 for fair and--1- for:poor'.

Student's Work ranked ninth with a rating of 4.05.
The:TOPSTrogram ia:taakoriented.: About 1/4,oftbe students
did aigreat amount of:work, about 1/2 of the students- completed
a'Sood amount of:work, andraboUt 1/4 of the Students completed
an adequate or fair amount-of work.

Facilities were.. ranked tenthwith a rating:of-.4.01,
-About 1/4 of-the-facilities.-14ere rated-as exceptional.. in..terms-..-
--of.space,--ligiting and ambienbe., MOst..of-the".facilities wer64
-very good- and about.five-were cOnsidere&too-small.



In conclusion, the overall rating of the elements
reported in Table 1, was very favorable regarding the students
the faculty and educational assistants, the materials, the
class format, and the facilities.

StatementolLaagmaguai_ArALcaa. Other than one
situation which was rectified within a short period, the TOPS -
Program was implemented according to the guidelines of-the
Project Proposal.

Servicin the Needs of the S e ific Tar:et Po.ulation.
The iaaJIMak=E2 did survice the needs of the specific target
population. These were Title 1 Optional Assignment students
in grades 9-12, whose reading ability was a minimum of two
years below grade level based on the Metropolitan Reading Tests.

Statement% about Last Prior Evaluation Recommendations.
In the last prior evaluation, two recommendations were cited
in the current Project Proposal: First, provide for detection
of visual or auditory problems. The response to this recom-
mendation was that the Health Education Department would be
asked to cooperate in giving appropriate tests. Because of
budget problems, this recommendation received the regular
type of assistance through the normal referral process.

The second recommendation was to integrate reading
skills development with subject area curriculum. The most
formal response to this recommendation was that .most of the
reading coordinators were invited to speak on the topic of
"integrating reading skills development with subject area
curriculum." In addition, most of the TOPS teachers initiated
informal meetings with various subject teachers in order to
help students develop needed vocabulary and appropriate reading
skills.

Reading Institutes and Conferences. TOPS_program
personnel were invited to attend and participate in the
several Reading Institutes and Conferences that were organized
through the Office of the Title I High School Reading Programs.
These training sessions provided excellent assistance for
the newer personnel. They also served as a forum for new ideas
'n the field of reading.



CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJOR FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter includes: 1. the summary of major findings,
2. conclusions recommendations, and 4. statement of Program
continuation.

Summary of the major fjndirgs.. The major
this evaluation are:

1. The students in the TOPS Program did progress beyond
their previous record of achievement in reading skills develop-
ment. Therefore, the TOPS Program did achieve Evaluation
Objective #1.

2. The TOPS Pro ram implementation coincided to a very
high extent with the program as described in the Project Pro-
posal. Specifically, the following factors served to maximize
the effectiveness and success of the program:

2.1 TOPS had the benefit of superior leadership and
mana e ent.

2.2 Competent teacher-trainers provided effe
assistance.

ive

2.3 The instructional team, which included the
reading coordinators, reading teachers, educational assistants,
the teacher-trainers, and often the English chairman, collaborated
in a highly productive manner.

2.4 A majority of the students were highly motivated,
only a few caused disciplinary problems, and many worked hard
In the TOPS Program to improve their reading skills.

2.5 The reading skills lab format, which was organized
to provide individualized, small class, and diagnostic and
prescriptive instruction was an important factor in the success
of the TOPS Program.

2.6 The abundant instructional materials and eouipment
were instrumental in making the TOPS Program a learning center
which was both interesting and attractivefor the students.

2.7 The TOPS Program classroom
2

facilities in general
were very satisfactory.

2.8. One of the problems of the TOPS Program waS7the
truancy of about 10 to 15 per cent of-the students assigned
-to the program. These students did not want, or possibly did
hot understand the value of the program, or possibly would
benefit from the program,_ The reasons for the truancy-behavior
_are_diverse_and_ complex and_mainly_outside_the:_context-of the-
program.



are:
'Conclusions: The maj9 conclusions o his evaluation

1, The TOPS Program is designed as a success experience
for students. The program is provided in a non-threatening
manner. The IDE_ExagE2m_is an excellent model which indicates
that many of the students, who have had a long history of
academic failure, may be reached. It is apparent that a sizeablenumber of students did participate and benefit through theprogram. Therefore, TOPS is a "success program."

2. The effective central office organization, supervisionand managementare conducive to the high level of implementationof the program according to the guidelines of the Project
Proposal.

3. The instructional team approach is an excellen
way to make rapid progress in a relatively new area of the
curriculum in the high school.

4. The reading skills lab operates in such a way that
the students are active learners rather than listening to someoneelse lecture.

. Since the Taa_Program was organized as a small
class unit, it was possible for the teachers and the educational
assistants to provide frequent one-to-one instruction. It
is apparent that as the students began to understand the
routines for self-direction, they were able to maximize the
amount of time they spend on reading developmental skills mas ery.

5. The Reading Institutes and Training Conferences
served as an excellent means of training new IQ personnel,of up-grading teachers, and exchanging new ideas.

6. The TOPS Program benefitted because of various
factors. It had abundant and solid instructional materialsand very satisfactory facilities. However, the most important
components were the human resources, who encouraged and
motivated and taught the studentS so that they could achieve
the progress they did in an important area of reading skills
de7elopment.

7. For years, educators have extolled the virtues
of individualized, diagnostic and prescriptive instruction.
This type of instructional organization is still in its
earlier stages of development. Nevertheless, the TOPS Program
has implemented this instructional mode and the results have
been positive.



Re
of fred:

mmendations.

1. Re ain the present emphasis on the small claSs
individualized and diagnostic format of the TOPS _Program.

2. Continue to emphasize the success model and the
non-threatening approach for these students who have had
abundant experiences of failure in their_previous academic
life.

3. Continue the instructional team approach which
includes the teacher-trainers, reading coordinators, reading
teachers, educational assistants and department chairman.

3. Continue the in- ervice training program which
provides new information and concepts in the field of
remedial reading in the high schools.

4. Continue to purchase instructional materials
that will expand the motivational interests of the student

5. Budget some funds which will permit the replenishing
of keys, answrar sh ets, and other expendable and usable
materials.

6. Persuade the principals in the high schools where
the facilities are crowded to provide more satisfactory
rooms.

supe visor
etain, if possible, the leadership of the pr
the program.

Statement_of Program Continuation. Continue and
possible expand the TOPS Pro_gva because its purpose is critical
and its benefits are important for the students that it serveS.
The present organization of the IgE_ErogLam is an excellent
approach to provide a dynamic educational program for servicing
the needs of the target population.



The Skills Remediation in Reading for Optional Assign-
ment Program, commonly referred to as TOPS) was conducted for
4569 students in 27 high schools from September 1, 1974 to June
30, 1975.

60816.
The component codes for the TOPS Pr Rram we e 60815 and

Evaluation Objective #1 was to determine whether as a
result of participation in the Remedial Reading Project, the
reading grade of the students will show a statistically sig.-
nificant difference between the real posttest score and the
predicted posttest score. The evaluation instruments for Objective
#1 were the Met1:22,21.1pan Achievement Tests in Readin , Forms H,
F, and C at Me Intermediate or Advanced Levels.

Evaluation Objective #2 was to determine the extent to
which the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the
program as described in the Project Proposal. The evaluation
instruments for Objective 2 were the Implementation Checklist
and the Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations.

The thrust of the program was that of individualized
nstruction using diagnostic prescriptive techniques in the
reading skills lab. Since the class size was limited to 15
students, they received optimum attention and instruction based
on the analysis of their strengths and weaknesses in reading.

Data were obtained from 3704 of the 4569 (81.1 per cent)
students in the TOPS Program.-

The major findings were:

The students in the TQESLasifLarli did
. progress beyond _

the r previous record of achievement in reading skills develop-
ment.

The TOPS Program implementation coincided to a very
high extent with the program as described in the Project Proposal.
Specifically, the following factors served to maximize the
effectiveness of the program: 1. TOPS had the benefit of superior
leadership, 2. Competent teachez-trainers provided effective
assistance. 3. The instructional team, which included the
reading coordinators, reading teachers, educational assistants,
the-teacher-trainers, and often the English-chairman, Collaborated
in a highly productive manner. 4. The reading skills lab format
and the abundant materials, and the small class size facilitated
an individualized, diagnostic and prescriptive organization which
was very effective in achieving the objective of the program.



Use Table 30A. for Historical Reetession_Desi.ge i-step Formula

English); Math (Non-English).

30A. Standardiud Test Results.'

' In thelable below enter the'requested information about'ihe tests used to evaluate the:effectiveness of major'

.
project Components/at:iviries in achieving desired objectives. This form requites means obtained:from scores

injhe form of grade equivalent units as processed by:the 6:step formula (see Distriet Eyaluater'slandbook of

Selgeted.Eyaluation Procedures; p. 45.49). Before complgting this table, read all footnotes. Attach additional

sheets if necessary.

or Reading (English); Math (En lish Non-.

Component

Code

Actiyity

Code

Test

Used!!

Form Level- Total

N2/

Group

I.D.1/lested

Number

Pre Post re Post

6 0 8 1 5 7 2 0 MAT H G 1284 9th 1040

6 0 1 6 7 2 0 MAT H G A A 1754 10th 1395

6 1 6 7 2 0 MAT F G A A 1152 11th 937

6 1 6 7 2 0 MAT F G A A 379 12th 3 2

StatiSticalat:

__pmgitj Predioted Actual. Obtained

Dare Mean.- Posttest Posttest_ Value signif-

Me-n Date Mean -of t
Rance

75 5.2 5.74 7 5.89 18.45 fq:017

5 81 6.27 6.39 11.494.01

'_ 6.50 6_.65.98 6 43

"_ 6.27 6 70

1/ Identify the test used and year of Publication (M1T.758, CAT-70, etc.).
_
2/ Total: nOmber of:participants in the activity.

3! Identify the participants hy specific grade-level (e.g. grade 3, grade 5). Where several grades are combin d enter-

the last two digits of the cOmpOrpt code:

4/ Total number of participants included in the pre and po.sttest calculation

5/ SpecifT level of statistical significance Obtained (e.g., p :05; ps.01).



OFFICE' OF EDUCATIM VAL5TTON - DI,TA L035 'FO1M

(attach 0 1 Function -._

I
_ r

:11this tbi _nterfall pat. Loss_information,......BerWeen.MIR, and_this:form,..all.pirticiPants

in each:actiVity.Must ba accOunted for. . The component and Activity.eodes used. in .completion'of item' #30

should be used here so that the two tables match. See-definitions- belad cable for further Imstructions.-

Component: Activity

Code Code

Group

I.D.

2

Test

Used

Total

4
( )

Number Participants Reasons why students were not

Tested/ Not Tested/ tested, were not analyzed

Analyze Analyzed

8

8

1 5 72 th MAT 1284 1040 244 19 0

Truant

1 6 72 10th RAT 1754 1 95 359 20.

Absent

Discharged

Transferred

8 7 2 11th MAT 115 937 215 18.6

Dropped

Moved

eated, or if

Number]

ason

427

1

17-

29

21

5

8 1 6 7 2 12th MAT 79

Graduated

332 47 12 4

Refused to take test

Medical

Suspended
3IMMiM---

(1) Ventify the participants by specific grade level ( . grade 3 ixade 9). Where several grades are codieedi

enter the 14st two digits of the component-code.

(2) Identify the test used and-year. of publication (MAT-70) SDAT-74 etc.).

(3) Number of-participants in the activity,

'(4) Number of participants iucluded in the pre and postt st calculations found on item#30

(5) Nucber and percent of-participants not tested and/or not ahalyzed'onAten#30

.(6) Specify all_ reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed. Par each reason specified, provide a separate

number count. If any further documentaLon.is available, please attach._to this-form; If further ipace ls _

Leaded to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this form.-

3175


