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CHAPTER 1. THE PROGRAM

The Skills Remediation in Reading for Optional Assign-

ment Program, (cammsnly 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 Prcgram included one super-
visor, one assistant coordinator, two teacher-trainers, 58
teachers, 58 paraprafess;anals, and one school secretary.

Selection of Students. The subjects were Title 1
Optional ASSlgnmént students in grades 9-12, whose reading
ability was a minimum of two years below grade ievel based on
the Metropolitan Readlﬁg Tests. The subjects were selected by
the guldaﬁée counselor in the parthlpatlng 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 predlcted posttest score on
the Metropolitan Reading Tests.

) Program Implementation. The IOPS Program @perated
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=:
tien in addition to the;r régular English classes,

The thrust of the program was that of individualized
instruction using diagnostic prescr1pt1ve techniques in the
reading skills 2ab. 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 analySLS, in.
the acquisition of vocabulary through context skills, in the.
various comprehension skills involved in gettlng and inter-
-preting the meaning of the prlnted page, in the appllcaclan of -
appropriate reading rates, and in the techniques of increasing
reading rate. The students were encouraged to read extensively.

TOPS Program Organization and Administration. A
-highly organized and effective system was arranged for the
operation and management of the reading skills labs, Mr.
Leonard Kantrowitz, Supeersor, 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 IOPS Program staff activities
were organized along the lines of an instructional team model.
Their various activities and duties are succinectly 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 day-to-day operation.

Iwo teacher-trainers. The teacher-trainers visited assigned
schonls 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.

Leachers. The 58 teachers set up the reading labs, diag-
no'sed pupil strengths and weaknesses, planned remediation
activities, administered reading tests, periodically assessed
and modified the prescriptions of instruction, maintained
accurate records of attendance of each student assigned to
their classes, conducted individual and small group instruction,
and trained and supervised the paraprofession. :

-Paraprofessionals. The 58 paraprofessionals were assigned

to each teacher for each class period. They assisted in main-
taining materials and equipment and keeping records. - They
engaged in tutorial instruction under the supervision and
direction of the teacher. o ‘

Facilities. The participating high schools 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.

5 Supplies and Equipment. The following items were
provided for the TIOPS Program: 1. Textbooks, workbooks, and
kits (for individualized instruction--largely multi-level,

“ high ethnic interest, urban oriented and self~-correcting. 2.
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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 information,
teacher-made instructional materials, and materials for train-
ing sessions. 7. General materials such as Scope Magazine

for motivating pupils to read supplementary literature.




CHAPTER II: EVALUATIVE PROCEDURES

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 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 real posttest score and the pre-
dicted posttest score. ' '

Evaluation Objective #2: To determine the extent to

which the program, as actually carried out, coincided with the

program as described in the Project Proposal.

Lvaluation Instruments for Objective #l: The Metro-
politan Achievement Tests in Reading were the instruments used
for Evaluation Objective #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 Objective #1.

Evaluation Instruments for Objective #2: Two instru- -

ments for Evaluation Objective #2 were developed by the eval-
uator. The Program 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 Ciassroom Observations was
developed by the evaluator for data gathering during his visits
to the reading skills centers of the IOPS Program. 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, &. 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, & for very good, 3 for
good, 2 for fair and 1 for poor.

8
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Dates of Pre and Posttesting. The dates of the Fall
Term prettest were from September 25 through October ‘18, 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
D§7§hé Spring Term posttest were from May 22 through June 3,
1 -

Dates of Visits to Schools. The evaluator completed
30 half-day and 8 full day visits to school sites in conjunction
with the IOPS Program from October 31, 1974 through June 3,
1975, The evaluator also attended three of the training ses-
sions provided for the TIOPS personnel. In addition, the eval-
uator presented an interim evaluation report of the IOPS Pro-
gram 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 this report. Data were obtained
from 3704 of the 4569 (81.1 per cent) students in the TOPS
Program. Thls represents a data loss of 18.9 per cent. The
reasons for the data loss as indicated 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 test, 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.



CHAPTZR 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.

Findings in context of evaluation objectives. 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. - T

Findings of Evaluation Objective #1: As a result of
participation in the Remedial Reading Projett, (TOPS Program) .
the mean reading grade of 3704 students in the 9th, 10th, 1llth,
and 12th grades, did show a statistically 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 noté that 1191 students of the 3704
tested, or 32.1 per cent, participated in 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.

An.inspection of the data in Table 30A reveals the
following: ' ; : ;

1. For the 9th grade, the pretest mean score was 5,27, the
predicted posttest mean score was 5.7/4, and the actual posttest
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 Lt
value of 18.45 was obtained, which was significant 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 achi=ved
a mean growth of 5.8 months and exceeded the predicted posttest
mean score by 1.2 months. Through the statistical -analysis of
these data the t value of 11.49 was obtained, which was signi-
ficant at the .01 level with 1394 degrees of freedom.




3. For the 11th grade, the pretest mean score was 5.98,
the predicted posttest score was 6.43, and the actual posttest
mean score was 6.50. Therefore, the 1llth grade students achieved
& 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,
the predicted posttest score was 6.70, and the actual posttest
. mean score was 6.99, Therefore,the ]Ethgradé students achieved
- @ mean growth of 7.2 months and exceeded the predicted mean
score by 2.9 months. Through the statistical analysis of these
data the t value of 6.29 was obtained, which was significant
at the .0l 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-
gent and therefore, the TOPS Program did achieve Objective

1!

Evaluation Objective #2: The findings related to
Evaluation Objective #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 Objective #2: The evaluation
of Evaluation Objective #2 includes data from the Implementation

Checklist, the Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations and
interviews with many persons involved in the TIOPS Program.

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

sSupervisor. On the basis of the evaluator's total work _
with the IOPS_Program, 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 organize 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 are many people who are involved in the success of the
TOPS Program. This evaluator ascribes the most potent influence
and impact to this leader. '

-Supervisory a%sistaﬁts. They are also very competent
and diligent professionals, They work well as a team, know
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- the technical and specialized aspects of the TOPS Program,
provide excellent administrative support, and implement the
supervisory and training function to a superior level.

The teacher-trainers. The teacher-trainers are all ,
expert’ and competent professionals. They carry out the program
duties in a serious manner. The teacher-trainers provide the
close 1link between the central office and the schools. While
working with teachers in the classroom or in conference they
do their work with a high degree of effectiveness. ~If they see
a weakness in a classroom situation, they offer immediate sug-
gestions and assicstance. The teacher-trainers also work with
the department chairman and principal when the situation
requires. ’ ' ' N o

Reading coordinators. 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 implement their duties well, work effectively
with the English chairmarn, and most importantly work effectively
with the colleague teachers and the educational assistants.

Reading Teachers. The findings through the Impiemen
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. Thereare 38 activities
and phases of the program that were evaluated through the check-
list. These activities were carried out consistently in the
highest majority of the schools. ' '

7 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 to be reported in the section about the
Evaluation Form for Classroom Observations, it is further
noted that "teacher attitudes" and "teacher prepartation" received
4.64 and 4.5]1 respectively. These mean ratings on a 5 point '
scale. with 5 signifying an excellent rating, point to the fact
that a the overall the TOPS teachers are very superior. -

Eguca;isgai,éssist?ﬁﬁs;, The educational assistants are
satisfactory. They carry out the 'duties as outlined in the

Program Proposal.

]
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: FlﬂdlnES of Evaluatlan Form for Classraam Dbservatlgns.
- Ten elements obtalned from the evaluatlon form are. rePDrted

~in Table 1, page 10,

N 7 I;é her Attitudes t tOWard IGPS ranked first w1th a 4, 54“
.ratlng. Positive teacher attitudes indicated an understandlng-
Gf the 1mpor ance of the TOPFS Pragram. : o

o Learnln’ Env;rggment ranked SECDﬂd Wlth a ratlng Df
4,52, Minimal disciplinary problems, good- self-direction,
and maximal learning time are an integral- characterlatlc ‘of

- the class 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 ccmmcﬁly observed

, Educatlcmal Assistants Perfcrmance ranked fourth with -
a ratlﬁg of 4.50. They perform their duties, are enthusiastic
about the work, and prav1de supplementary tutorial 33515tance

'fof the" students. , . =

. IR 0§ by _of Class Act1v1t1es ranked fifth with a ratlng'i.A-
of 4.47, Class activities emphasize an individualized

- dlagnostlc and Pféscrlpthé ‘approach. A wide variety of
”»'materlals and activities are ccmmonly observed.,

_ Q_giltv,af Tnstructlonal Materlals ranked 51xth w1th
a ratlng of 4,46,  The instructional materials are rich in

':vvar1EEY, multi- 1evels, high ethn1§ Lnterest, hlgh uzban chus,wFJ;ﬁ '
- and appropriate length. - - v _

: ) Implemenfatlon of Program Db1ectlves ranked seventh
— WLth a rating of 4.41. Through con=tant checking students
“‘could see lncremental growth in the VaELGuS reading skllls,

- Studenﬂsrggglggggg zanked 21ghth with a rathg of o
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—=',
Vthereby comp1et1ng a’"goad class ij "o e - e
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TAELE I

ANALYSIS OF ELEMENTS IN TOPS CLASSES

. N—72
~ Elements = o ' Rank ~  Rating”™
Téacher Attléudes téwafd TQES o R 7i o ;”;:gq
Learning EEVLanment 2 4.52
{”Teacher Preparatian fDr Class 3 - 4551
Educatlanal Asslstant Perf@rmance 4 4.50
Quallty of Class Acthltles '51 4.47
Quallty Df Instructlanal,Materials~ ‘6, 4.46
Impiemeﬂtatlan of Program Dbjectlves 7 4,41
‘vSﬁudEﬁt s Attltudes 7 ) 8 4;15
. Student s Wark N 9 4,05
'Facllltles S ; : o :  - 10 - B ‘ 4.01

: *Rating scale value: 5 fDr ‘excellent, 4 for very gaod,
3 fo gcod 2 fcr falr and 1 far pGDf. ;

Student's Work ranked nlnth with a rating of 4.05.
The: TOPS Program is task oriented. About 1/4 of the students
did a great amount of work, about 1/2 of the students completed
a good amount of work, and about 1/4 of the students campleted ’
an adequate or fair amount- of work

7 Facilities were ranked +enth with a'fatlng of 4 01.
Abcut 1/4 of the facilities were rated as exceptional in terms

of space, lighting and ambierice. Most of the f5211ltles Wereu_;Hif

_very goad and about five were considered too small
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_ : . 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. T '

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

- Servicing the Needs of the gpegifigliérggt;Eépulgtigg-'
The TOPS_ Prog

[ am did service 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.

A - 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. ' o ,

- R Reading lnétitgteg»ang Conferences. S ogram
personnel were invited to attend and participate in the 7
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 persomnel. They also served as a forum for new ideas
-in the field of reading.- S ‘ ’

15




- CHAPTER IV: SUMMARY OF MAJDR FINDINGS, CDNCLUSIONS
' - AND. RECOMMENDATIDNS

B _ Thls chapter includes: ~ 1. the summazy Df ma jor flndlngs,' .
2. conclusions, . 3. reaommendatlons. and. 4._statement Df prcgram

continuation.

- Summary of the maior findings.. Thé'major fiﬁdings of
“this evaluathn are: : ‘ ’ , : :

.

-+ 1. The students in the S P‘o,ram dld pr@gress beyand o
their previous record of achievement in reading skills develop-
ment. Therefore, the IOPS Program dld achleve Evaluatlon :
Obfectlve #1. , , .

. 2. The TOPS Program 1mplementatlcn GGlﬂCldéd to a very
high extent with the program as described. in.the. Préject Pro-
posal. Specifically, the following factors sezved to max;m;ze
the effectlveness and success of the program:

: ,'C'AZ.l TOPS had the beneflt of supericr 1eadér$hip and
management. ’ S : v s

_ , 'ZZZU'Competéﬁt’teacherétréinéfs'prOVidéd efféctiv%
assistance. » ' TR

2.3 . The instructional tean, which lncluded the -
read;ng coordinators, reading teachers, educational’ assistants,
“the teacher-trainers, and often the Engllsh chalrman, c@llaborated
in a hlghly product1ve manner. -

, 2, 4 A ma;orlty Df the students were. hlghly mctlvated,
Gnly a few caused disciplinary problems, and many worked hard ‘
in the TQPS Erogram to 1mprgve th51r readlng skills.

2 5 The l%adlﬁg skills 1lab fcrmat, whléh was Drganlzed‘
to prOV1de individualized, small class, and dlagnastlc and
- ‘prescriptive ;nstructlan was an.lmportant factor in the success
of the- IDPS Program. :

2. 5 Ihe abumdant 1ﬂstructlanal materlals and eculpment ,
were instrumental in making the TOPS Prc'ram a learning center 7
which was both interesting and attractlveiim'the students." L

~ 2.7 The TOPS Prg;rgm classraom fac111tles in general
‘were very saflsfactory. o . : -

2.8, One of the problems of the TDPS Pfg'ram_was ‘the
~truancy of abcut 10 to 15 per cent of the students. assigned

.to the program. These. students did- not waﬂt, or p0551b1y d;d
not understand the value of the- program, or possibly - would
benefit from-the program,. . The reasons for the truancy- behav1arf,
._are _diverse and._ _complex: and. maLnly Qut51de the context.-of. the

program.‘_,;ﬂ,ﬂ,‘, 3,n,iW‘_ , et e
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_ Conclusions: The major conclusions of this evaluation
. are: ' . : ; : o ST 7 ‘ TLTRRRS

- - .1.. The TOPS Pﬁggra@»is~desigﬂed’as‘a success éxperienee
for students. The program is provided in a non-threatening"
~manner. The IOPS Program 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 sizeable
number of students did participate and.benefit- through the

program. - Therefore, TOPS is a "success program."

S - 2. The effective central office organization, supervision -
- and management are conducive to the high level of implementation

of the program according to the guidelines of the Project B
-Proposal. T o .

3. The instructional team approach is an excellent
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 someone
-else lecture, . Since the TOPS 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 =
~1s 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 mastery.

5. The Reading Institutes and Training Conferences

served as an.excellent means of training new IQPS personnel,

of up-grading teachers, and exchanging new ideas.

- 6. The IOPS Program benefitted because of various .
factors. It had abundant and ‘solid instructional materials
and’ very satisfactory facilities. However, the most important
components were the human resources, who encouraged and _
motivated and taught thé'studéhté?so.that'they'could,achieve,
the progress they did in an important area of reading skills .
development. , o . o
7. For years, educators have extolled the virtues -
of iﬁdividualized;,diagncstié,and prescriptivejln§trgctlona
This-type of instructional organization is Sti%l;lﬁ its - o
earlier stages of development. Nevertheless, the IOPS_Program
has implemented this instructional mode and the results have

been positive. . 7 . - 3
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o . Recommendations, - The féll@wingLréccmmendéﬁicns aré' -
- off_red: , B : ' i R

. 1. Retain the present emphasis on the small ‘cldss,”
‘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
) 3. Continue the instructional team approach which -
includes the teacher-trainers, reading coordinators, reading
- teachers, educational assistants and department chairman.

: - 3.,  Continue the in-service training program which - =
. provides-new information and concepts in the field of g
- remedial reading in the high schools. : S

-~ 4, Continue to purchase instructional materials
that will expand the motivational 'interests of the students.

- _VS,YJBudget some funds which,will'Permit;the.rgplenishing o
of keys, answer sheets, and other expendable and usable :
materials. - C o T S

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

‘rooms. ' o - - , :

_ . 7. Rétain,vif'passible;rthé‘iéadEfship of the'preseﬁt
supervisor of the program.. -~ = e L

1t _of Program Conti

: Stateme f Progra Cinuation. © Continue and if
possible expand the TOPS Program because its purpose is critical
and its benefits are important for the students that it serves.
The present organization of the TOP Program is an excellent

- approach to provide a dynamic educational program for servicing:
the needs of the target population, ‘ ' R
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| CﬂéETER'Va;;EXEM?LAEXJPRDGRAﬁ ABSTRACT

The Skllls Remedlatlon in Readlng far Gptlcnal ASSLgﬂ!'
ment Program, (cgmmanly referred to as I0PS) was conducted for
4569 students in 27 hlgh schaola from September 1, 1974 ED June
'36 1975 : , '

- - The component codes for the IDE§ E ram were 60815 and
60816." : S o ‘ T

: Evaluation ngertlve #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 pcéttést score and the - R
‘.predlctéd pcsttest scnre._ The evaluatlaﬁ lnstruments fcr ijectlve

: E;'and G at The lntermediate or Advanced’Levels.i

: " Evaluation Objective #2 w351ta,determlpé:thé 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 Checkllst

-and the Evaluatlaﬁ Farm for Classzcam Dbservatlgns.~- :

The thrust Df the program was. that af 1ndLv1duallzed
instruction using d;agnastlc pzescrlptlve ‘techniques in the
reading skills lab. Since the class size was.limited to 15-
students, they received optimum-attention and instruction- based:
on the analysls of th21r stréngths and weaknesses in reading. -

' Data were thalned frcm 3704 of the- 4569 (81 1 per cent)
.,studénts in the TOPS. Frairam.‘

;m{” B The major findings werei'
The students in the "TOPS Prggfam dld prcgress beyand

théir previous record of achievement in reading skills develgp;é
ment. o . R : v

: 5 _ z 1mplémentatlon cnlﬁclded to a very :
,hlgh extent with the program as described in the. Pragect Prap@s
'Speclflcally.~the following factors served to maximize the:
effectiveness of the program: 1. TOPS had the benefit of- superlar

' leadership, 2. Competent.teacher-trainers provided effective .

“assistance. 3. The instructional team, which included the _
- reading coordinators, reading teachers, educational 35515Eaﬂts,‘

~the teacher-trainers, and ‘often the English chairman, collaborated *

"in a highly praductlve manner. - 4. The reading skills lab fcrmat R
and the abundant materials, and: the - small class size facilitated
an individualized, dlagﬂcstlc and_prescriptive organization which-.

_was: very effectlve 1n acﬁ;ev;mg the DbJEEthE Df [ the prcgram.;j’ﬁﬁ




g lse T%b e 304, for Histnrital Regfessiﬂn DESlgn (E Step Formula) fD; Read;ng (Englzsh) Math (Engliah); Reading (N@nr- ~ R
' Engl;sh) Math (Nan*Engllsh) ' _ _ e el

~i BDA Standsrdl;cd Test Results : :
~In the Table belov, enter the requested information about the tests used to evaluate the effectiveness af major Izglqj'?

- project cnmponentslagtiv;tias in achieving desired nb;eztives This form requires means obtained from scores
in the form of prade equivalent units as processed by the 6 step formula (see District Evaluator's Handbook of =
Selected Evaluation Procedures, p. 43-49), Before completing this table, read all footnotes, Attach additianal '

- sheets 1f necessary,

fiwjii I I -_7ifr__r e 1 77-, I I I Stg;is;iqai Data!.ﬁ;*" 4
| ... Component _ Aetivity Test | _Form Level |Total Gruug Number | Pretest |Predicted Actual |Obtained Legglg/

Code - Cade Usedl/ |Pre Post Eze Post Ngl‘ /Testead Date |Mean | Posttest|Posttest Vglue gignifa
T —— — L 'qiﬁean Date|Mean| —of t .icanc’e_ B
6018115 7 2]0 M JH | G L | T aB4lgtn 1040 e, s [ S adslpe|
180181 1]6)7]2 0 war s | ¢ o | & |ursajaoen 1365 | * |51 6.7 | * .0 maslpen]
60{8 16 |7/ 0 uer |r | | | A |usejuen |97 |0 [598 643 | l6S) 6udlegnt] b
oo alule 7l foler e 1ol [o | smohaen [ 332 |+ o) 0 ook sonlpe]
Jfli ldentify the test used and yaaf af publ;catian (MAi -8, CAT-70, etc, } L o ﬁ‘;;:ﬂ

~2/ Total number of particlpants in the activity, - _ o 5
-.3! ldentify the participants by specific grade. level - grade 3,.gfade E)i Where several grades ave combined, enter - -

* the last two digits of the component code.
[é/ Total number of participants included in the pre ahd pusttest calculatians

.;5/ Speclfy level of StEElSEICEI 51gnlficance obtained (E gy P 54035 pe. Dl)
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O; Filz CF TDUCﬁTIO;m BV LUETIDW D‘TA LD:S FORYM -
o (at: ah to kIR, wlfew xBQ) _1 FunCtLGn1fU9759677

‘"Iﬁ this tdbié EﬁtEflﬂll nata Loss inforwuthcn Dezieen HIR ten #30 and this fom all participanta

f  ahauld be used Here 80 that the twa tables match See derin;tians beluw table faf furthcr nstructians.

o - Component 'A:tivity;.Gfaup Test [Total | Number | Participants | Reasons why students were not tested, or if

o Code | Code |ID. |Used |N -|Tested/| Not Tested/ ‘ tested were not analy;ed P
- S oo Analyzed  Analyzed - - S umber[- |-
T T T T e | |
CRb O[8{15 (TR0 [9th |MAT - |1284] 1040 | 244 | 19,0 [
4 : Lo » - | .| Absent- 188 )
161018 1[6 7R |0 |10th [MAT [1754| 1395 | 359 | 20,5 prmmmem st
L 1o - | | Transferred " S IR A
e 101871 61;712 10 [11th |MAT "{1152| 937 | 2157 | 18.6 f* S T et I
RN ‘ I | Maved R P
IR R Graduated i 9l
61018116 |72 |0 |12th [MAT | 379| 332 | 47 | 12.4 et s
B O I O O O I I R R _Refused to take test |3
N ' -Medlcal o :,J- SR 3
EHEpEﬂdEd“: ' Z

_1) IdEntify the pafticipants by SpEElflE grade level (e g., grade 3, grade 3) Wh&fe'sévétal g'_i_j'ai‘_des;a_:f_e’é—éml::i.ﬁe‘d;f‘f‘_r"{"'E

'il(3) NUﬁbar of pafticipants in the acsivity, |
7 (4) Number of participants. {ncluded in the pre and pasttest talculatinns fﬂund on 1tem#30

(5) Nuzber and’ percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on itemt30, -

6). Spa:ify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, For each reason specified, pravide ] agplrlta
number cauﬁt. “If any further daﬁumentattcn 1g available; please attach to this form, If further spgcn il
neaded ta specify and explain data losa, attach additinnal pages tn this Earm. o L
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