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ABSTRACT
E ' ‘"Project Success Pontrolled 0pt1mal Reading Fxperlence
" (SCORE) is a seouent1a1 .phonics program designed to teach students of
any age who are deficient in bauic word attack 'skills or who are '
reading below the fourth qrade level. Pefformance objectives of the.
program include student mastery of sound blemding, short-and long
. vowels, blends, diphthengs, and 65% of the  basic slg?t words.\Thls
information packet contains the following information concerning
Project SCORE: (1) an explanation of how the project meets concerns
about school improvement programs and proficiency standards, (2) a
description of the project and of the evaluation procedures, and (3)
a list of schools that have adopted the project. (FI) .
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SCORE: ATUTDRIAL READING SYSTEM FOR
=T TEE LEARVING HANDICAPPED STUDENT -
A“r“é_p"d“ﬁt’ﬁ' T2 recent *esetrﬂir and Federa? ‘*.Jndmg for ProLect SCORE

-2

Purpose andigeel of ESER Title IV-C Fundinc:

Yeaar Purpase a _-Amount
T 197276 Deve¥opmart and Vali==tion < 43,479
197=7T Develiopment and Val¥zztion -43,665
19777 Yaitidaticn 43,103
1978~ 79 P ssenfimation in CatiFarnia - 56,000
o 1979-u Dfesaritsatiom in California 58,500 .
198681 Dizseriietior in Catifornia 73,200
1975-81 - famded adoptiions in 28 districts - 207,079 .
. 1975-81 -~ Tottal Title iV—C_fumﬁing 3525, 026"

Years of Intervenmtion Cveicopments  1974-75: azeve]opmen::.., rilot testing, .and
revision of SCOR= Temmesd materizls. 1976-7&: develomment of Implementationm
Guide and evaluation (¥ STORE Tumr*wl Program.. 1978-pr====mz: California-
dissemination anc =swlusion of impact at amehiion sites.

Purpose and Objectivess: Success Lantrolled Upnrimal Readimg Expemence (SCORE; =

a sequential phonic: rogram demqned to be tzEmght by par=professionals, tutorsz,.
parents or anyone-wmu cZay easiw rmead above a “Fifth, grade: Jevei. SCORE is desigmed
to teach Learning Handzoppaed mupite of any agewho are d=icient in bBasic word
attack skills and/orwime are resding below =the Fourth grads tevel (Cradler Becitthold
& Bechthold: 1973).

The general studert perfatnance: objectiwes of the programszzre to systemath.aﬂy
" teach mastery of: (1) sound Hlendimg, (2) short vowels, (3) lamg. vowels, (4) blends,
(5)-diphthongss {6} twop &d three syllable words, (7) all other phonetic categasies
and variants, and '(8) &= of the &asic s1gh‘t«mrds - Additional .objéctives
include: (1) incress=t studsnt motivation to read, (2) improv=d attention

 span, (3) decredse im ¥=versai errans, and (4) impraved self- ccmﬁdence in
" ‘readmg situations.

Rat1ona]e ‘In every w&y possisle, the findings of sound educational resea\ cch were -

the guiding factors im the deveizpirent of SCORE. . The SCORE ‘teaching strategy is .
based- on_a-mastery—féaminu model oﬁﬂned—and—vahéaterr—bj -Bloek—(H1971-)—and-Bioom———==
(197]) SCORE incorporatess mesiaw teachingd strategies with: {1) skills arranged

in a hierarchical psycholincﬂu“*’ft zequence with well-outlined Tearning units, (2)
complete mastery of each unit b=Fore going on to the next units (3) ongoing 1mbedaed :

. testing with predetermined criteria to signal when o advance or recycle the pupﬂ

* systematic-reinforcement, founag &y Skinner (1954) Cradler & Goodwin (1971) and
‘ others to s1gn1f1cant]y increase wrrect ‘responses and 1nsure successful comp]et1on

~and (4) alternate learning reuz=s determined by the student's responses to any given
~ lesson. Student mastery of pre-set performance-levels automatically signals the

tutor to execute over 3,000 messidle instructional decisions throughout SCORE's
1,208 practice lessions. Withmaztzry ]ear‘mng, as it is incorporated in SCORE,
the amount of time needed to mast=r a s%ill-unit is automatically ‘egu]ated by
the student's performance rat= or aptitude (Carroll, 1963). .For .this reason,

- students of any given ability—can wse SCORE and master the same skills at a 90-95% .

success rate. 71hus, SCCRE tubored pupils'maintain performance at an "independent
levei" (90 IOO/) far exceedmgf mm*"on]y accepted frustra+1on levels._below. 70%.

SCORE adds to master_y lezrnimg: “the pr1nc1p]es of operant cond1t1omng with-

- o O vy T ’
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\\"3 of learning units. Staats (1965) and others have demonstrated the efficacy of con-
ditioning principlesin reading training. SCORE contains a built-in reinforcement..
system in which points are earned for each correct response. The points are then
-exchanged. for rewards and recorded on progress charts. " Daily behavioral report
cards (SCORE Cards) provide for a back-up reward system based in the:student's home
(Lahey, et al, 1977). : S ' -

The word-1ist format used in SCORE is basedjg% the finding by Samuels (1978)
_that decoding can be most efficiently learned when words are presented in isolation’
and that context, especially when pictures are used, slows down-mastery of- phonetic
.elements. The use of the word-list format with words introduced in a gradual se-
quence. of phonetic skills groupings was first used by Noah Webster (1843) in his
Elementary Spelling Book. With the return of phonics in the 1950's Flesch (1956),
Bloomfield (1961) and Gray (1969), have found varied arrangements of ‘phonetic
continuums presented in a simple Tist form to be the most effective format for
teaching decoding. o ’ : L ' S

Recently an extensive study to determine the factors that .contribute to in-
creased reading performance was reported by Jare Stallings (1979). . She reported
that "drill and practice, ‘reading aloud, positive corrective reedback, and.time-on
task were significantly positively. correlated to.reading gain". ‘She then developed

~a JDRP approved training model to implement these findings. These factors are also
incorporated into the SCORE Tutdrial Reading System...particularly strategies to
increase "time-on task" through, "active learning timé" with high correct response
rates. o S :

Content and Strategy: SCORE is a supplementary -reading program which systematically .
. teaches decoding or phonics skills in the following general sequence: sound blend- -
ing, short vowel words, consonant blends, long vowels, diphthongs, digraphs, two
syllable and three syllable words. The skills-sequence was empirically derived-and
- later subjected to extensive item-analysis during pilot testing in an attempt to -
produce a "Tinear" continuum of skills." This procedure made possible the continuous
90--95% "correct response rate and minimized "trouble spots" in the curriculum. The
" pilot test and item-analysis was conducted with 50 learning disabled pupiis in
South San Francisco, California. - ) ST :
~ The final, program incorporates the complete sequence of lessons as words or
phonetic elements presented in six student books, totaling. 353 pages$, from which
the student reads aloud to his tutor. The 353 pages dre divided into, 51 carefully -
- sequenced teaching units, each consisting of three to eight pages. Each unit pro-. -
vides a Challenge Page or pre-test, Teaching Pages and a Review/Recycle Page, or
‘post-test, - : : o ' I - '

The Challenge Page tests the elements taught in the unit. If all Challénge
L Pagé!Wﬁias—aPe—pead-out—%oud;to—the—tu%pP—eorrectﬂy;"the“student~thenfSkTps—th87-— _
unit to the Challenge Page of the next unit. If the pupil falls below 100% on the’
Challenge Page, he/she then goes to the next page-the first Teaching Page of the
unit. S S R >

A Each Teaching Page introduces three to eight new words-or phonetic elements
with controlled review of prior elements. The words are presented-in five random-
ized 20-word lists per page. - The first 1list is used by the tutor to "model" or
teach the correct pronunciation of new elements and the remaining four 1lists are
for practice. .As soon as the pupil reads. a list at 100% accuracy, he-skips—the
remaining lists and proceeds to the next page. : , . o _

- At the end of\each unit is a Review/Recycle Page:. This page provides a long-
term review and testing of words mastered on a short-term basis. -If the pupil
falls below 100% mas%gry on the final 20-word Tist, he.then "recycles" back through
the unit., ' N N . : : : = :

This strategy insdkgs that students respphd atié.high'ratevof Success_(9049§%)‘-
while only practicing words or elements that .they have not already learned. Addi-
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t1ona11y, this programmed strategy is easy for tutors to’ learn and use while »t,apw
ing the pupil's performance to precisely determine the-needed -amount of pra;&ﬁtn T

-achieve mastery. at any g1ven time. The flow chart below illustrztes the siratey
descr1bed o . - - S o
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| *1his llow charl graphically shows the lnslruclinnm

declsion moking process usad. in each.of SCORE's 5|
m" ot - teaching unlits. Student mastery, of pre-set performance
Icvols signal the tutor to execule ecch new instructional .

- The tutor keeps. track of the pupil's correct responses, errors, ratc. .
_ .da11y pages comp]eted with the SCORE Record Book. The Record Book contaiin, 11
" lesson pages; size reduced with continuous tutor-instructions and a daiy re.corid
of both the progress of ‘thepupil and the tutors adherence to procedure _

ew lessoas
~ gg[_: k[

. Built=in re1nforcement is: prov1ded in that the tutor clicks a ta]]y—c “ter
for-each correct oral reading response to signal the pupil of a correct -  >nse
and that a point has been earned. - The points are recorded and may be lai.. :x-
changed for tangible, symbolic,.or act1v1ty rewards. A timer is used tc == 'rol
the length of the tutoring sess1on and to keep track of da11y :eadzng re3 % iich

——~+s—eharted—by—the—tﬂtor———— -

The program is-cross-indexed with 60 Pr1mary Phonics Rerders (Maka? 74’7) -
~ and other similar readers published by Educator's Publishing Service. wnsna =
student completes a:given. SCORE unit at mastery level, he thea branches tnmaxthefr“
.pre—se‘ected reader—that conta1ns the SCORE enements mastered. .

. The program aiso- 1nc1udes diagnostic criterion reference tests <o oeteﬁnine
~ student need for SCORE and ‘the percent of phonetic elements mastered as a rerwlt
of using the program. - Special markers and a cue card help correct letter amiword:
‘reversal errors. A daily school- home: report card communicates to the studemt™s :
parent(s) the number of-words read:correctly and the: amount of effort the stwdent
demonstrated during each 15 minute’ tutor1ng sess1on._ The ‘necessary materialssare .
packaged -in the inexpensive SCORE Tutor's Kit, which included the 6 studentﬁnnoks,,“-
a.set of record books, a manua] Cr1ter1on Reference Tests, a t1mer, counter, and

reversa] markers : ‘ ‘ - : _ ;,p;
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Implemerzzition: SOREE == be readily adapted ‘to a broad spectrum of established
classrosn @rganizatissal =tructures. -SCORE tutors: teach pupilsyindividually, either .

. Tmra.maiastreamed Ciisessmmn learning, stazson or. in a:special room designated as a
tunoriac 2ater. Pe="iz:0f any ‘age who T=ad below tha fowrth grade level or who
ar== Ver: s.oW readest z=nrbenefit from SCORE. After:a.brief, two to-three hour,
TEINING S=S1on TxTTes work with students.on a ome-to-ome: Lasis for 15 minutes per -
dez The major s T=s— m=eded to implemeNt=SCORE are 1istes~mn the sample "Time Line" _-—-
gnzrt,be}Ouu Tiee = «ssary instructions for ing a SCORZ Kit are Jircluded in the .
ITE=ruction manue. #iwz s part of ,the kit. In~depth information om implementation:
as.wel] as .z .scroti-or training tutors is included in tr= Program Ymlementation
anc .Utor Fremine Megual with Masters for Transparenciss (Cradier, =979) .

\ ACTIVITESS _ o : S LA ST 4D JF MAMJ .
1.8 ldentififﬁunié;f1mﬁ*tutors-(15 pupils., 5 tutors) | -A~—4——¥Lﬁ= 1
2.0 -cquire " sroiytzand Record Books (¥ Kits and = I DU

5 sets ¢f ‘Ramcrrd Books) T ' g 1A_A

3.0 estabTish the Tygxwemg Center or-area. (in class o

& vacamy room 3 : ' A A
4.0 Zesigpats the ntior coordinator (person o H 3
- respomsdirle <or -orograms) - . . ' - as.

5.0 »izaff @w tumer eraining (1/2 day) N ” .

-6.0 Axquires +~ize: and supplementary materials | ALn

7.0 “re-tend futess with SCORE and other tests : 1 A .

8.0 ‘Assign <utors:za pupils.and arrarge schedules | | : A AL )

9.0 Tutor-zpe-dinazzc-monitors daily tutoring ' : A : A\
10.0 Post-tzasr tuteew - ' . o l 1 | ap—A
11.0 Fwpils emit the orogram as ‘mastery is achieved A
Impl=mentation Costs Y ' -

‘ “aterizis: The SCORE Tutor's Kit includes all nonconsumable materials for one
- tutmoraand @ set of consumable record books for-one pupil. A set of consumable SCORE '
Retds:Books is reguiired for each additional pupil. All-materials required to dm- -

- pl=mgit the SCORE Tutoring Program for one tutor and onezoupil are contained in the
SCE=E Tuter s Kit. . Do ' o

Traiming: The program can be-effectively implemented by reading the manua] of
~inctrrgtions: includad fin the .-Tutor's .Kit. However, inserwice is suggeSted for any- .
on= h'will” be using the SCORE materials. The major focus of the inservice is to -
trz7i -district staff to be their own tutor trainers.. A Tutor-Trainer Script with.
ovene==t transparency masters is included with the Implementation and Training Guide.

C==ts: For-a group of 30 pupils with three to four spupils per tutor in the -

firs: =ar anly, the cstimated cost.would be-$18.60-per-pu=il-based-on—the—following
expet= - tures: . o ’ LT '

Nqug:v_ Item L : , Installaticms Subsequent Years

1 Four-hour inservice program - . $75.00 ;o mmesea
{plus transportationear® per diem) . . -
g SCORE Tutor's Kits @ $44.50 per Kit™ .356.00 CR—— |
2z SCORE Record.Bock Sets @ $3.00 per set 66.00 66.00
{consumable) . : o : _ -
1 SCORE Implementation Guide and 10.00 -
- Training Script - ‘ - o : ‘ '
Supplemental materials - - 50.00 20.00-50.00

Total $557.00  $86.00-$116.00
For each additional 30 pupils, the estimated per-student cost would be $3.00 -
to $5400 per pupil, dependirg on. the necessary supplements-that are purchased.” The
additional inservice would be provided from within the district by turnkey trainers
" -anzas-needed basis. 6 . ' - :

-
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EVIDENCE OFTEFEECTIVENESS

, Llaims of Effectiversss: When the core eements of SCORE ar= ‘implemented as
© . specified by ithe programts mplementation criteria, the following. .ar= £laimed:
1. SCORE ‘tutored -pupils, ¢=rtified as Learniny Handicapped, will. show significantly
greater gains in reacimu;. word recognition. and accuracy on stamsardized
measures than_their mtr—hed..counterpar==earolled—in-regutar—cissses with
- traditiowl group instruction and specizl eanucation (LD) classes. .
2. SCORE tetwred pupils, certified as Learming landicapped, will- zimw significant]:
greater wzins in decoxing and phonetic skills on cypiterion refe=ence measures
- than world the matche ccznterparts enrciled in regular and .sp===zal education
cl=sses.. : ' S - - :

St -

Eva]uaﬁinmiissign: The pnmﬁu:;;ava]uationjpﬂan'uti]ized_a'prErpaszwxmmpanﬁson
" groug 0. Approximatslw T first through sixth grade pupils, cewtified as
Educaaz-wa?]y”Handicapped.tEHFgwere divided into three groups-a tarset group of
61 SCERY tutored pupils, & cxsmamison group of 30 pupils envolled Jin .Learning
‘Disak: - » class and a seconal cmmparison group of 28 pupils- receiving regular
~instrz: .t r-only. - A1l pupils were pre- and post-tested on. both normed and
crit==-am -eference tests :of reading accuracy and comprehension. Analysis of
+ Vari=m=ce ¢ 4 Fischer's t were used to determine whether or not the target group
- gaint wer significantly grezter than the comparison group gains. - -

,  Proc-ss=esc mation consisted =Fproject-validated surveys administered on'a post
only aasis*:a-assessfperceive~’effectiveness of, and attitudes about, the SCORE
Progcram. “he surveys were a: -inistered to"teachers, tutors, and parents af all
tarret pupls (Cradler, 1978 R ’ .

Stucemts seérved and-context: The inténded users for this study were students who
were wertified, according tr - Zalifornia Education Code Regulations, as Educationally
Hanc.zappez (EH). Briefly, tmese pupils were certified to be of normal intelligence
~witis earning disabilities it -interfere with academic achievement in the area of
reaczag. The target pupils.tonsisted of 39 males and 22 females who were mildiy
- to mderately learning handicapped. The pupils were divided evenly between FRI
_lowesmiddle and middle socioeconomic status. y v S e
The study was carriedout in two districts with.about one-half of the pupils
enrolled in each. ~The districts were South San Francisco Unified and Campbeli
Union Schoo! District—yeoyraphically isolated by about 40 miles. ' Both districts
consist of-students which are representative of a cross-section of the population
~ from blue-collar to upper-middle socioeconomic status and in urban areas south of .
.San Francisco, California. The district Qppuiations,ranged:frqm 8,000 to 12,000 . .. —
. pupils who were about :80% white with the remaincer being Hispanic, Asian and Black. -

N /

—-Instrumentation: Product eva]uationfinc]udé&ffﬁﬁ?ﬂﬁéaga?éhént’instruments, the Wide.
~ Range Achjevement Test (WRAT) Word Recognition Subtest,.the Gilmore Oral Reading
-Test, the Operational Assessment Tool (OAT), and the SCORE Test. A brief discus-

sion of the purpose, and the validity of each these measures follows.

- The WRAT provided an individually administered standardized measure of word
recogniticn. This test was chosen because it is commonly used for identification
of EH pupils, is quick and easy:to administer, and his proven validity and-re-
Tiability. The WRAT Manual (Jastak and Jastak, 1978) indicates that the test: - _
___correlates _at_high Jevels with reading gains, growth and age factors, the Stanford
.. (r=+.49-+.82) and Metropolitan Achievement Tests. (r=+.60-+.73) and teacher ratings
of reading achievement. - - - R - Coe ‘ .
~ The Gilmore Oral Reading Test was chosen to provide-an additional standardized
- measure to asseSs reading accuracy and comprehension. With this test,.pupils read
alold to the examiner short paragraphs and then answer four questions about the -
content of each' passage. The Gilmore Manual (Gilmore and Gilmore, 1968) reports
a high correlation-between the Gilmore and Gray Oral Reading Test (r=+.45), uas ,
© vell as, the Durrell Analysis of \Reading Difficulty (r=+.50.). High correlations A




‘words to be read aloud and. scored accordung to specific procedures. The words were

»were also found. between the..GiTmore and the Gates Word- Pronunc1at1on Test (r— 90)
and ‘the Stanford Achievement Test. (r=. 83). The Wide-Range:Achievement Test was

~also found to have a high correlation with the Gilma=, Re]1ab1]1ty data indicates

‘h1gh stab1]1ty of the test scores -over time..

. The Operational Assessment Tool- (OAT) is a pub]t:hed_and va11dated Cr1ter10n
Referance Test of phonics mastery. This test wds chc=en because it assesses the
complete range ‘of phonetic skills .introduced by SCORE. :provides phonetic subskill
data and is quick.and easy to administer. The publismer developed. this—test.from
a task-analysis of a phonic-linguistic organ1zat10n'u:~”ead1ng skills. Computer
se]ected,spec171c skill clusters and items which were *tme most predietiv=of read-
ing mastery were used in the test. Their research shows that_ the 0AT's1gn1f1cant]y
d1scr1m1nates between readers’ and ron-peaders (WGsterman G.S. ]977)

The SCORE Test: (Frad]er 1973) was developed by == authors nf SCORE:to be used
as criteria for determining wnéther or not a student <zm benefit from SCORE and as a
pre-post measure.of a student's progress in the progzam. The test consists of 111
carefully selected through repeated item analysis to:mrovide a.closely representative
samp]e of the elements taught in -SCORE on.a-unit by unit basis. Scoring of the:test
s based on mastery or-non-mastery of .each word and fs meported as the Percent of
correct -responses. The project showed- the SCORE. JTest torrelates at .77 with the =

- number of unit tests (challénge pages) mastered.” .Tme SCORE Test also shows a high

correlation with the OAT Zhonics (r=. 90) and f£he WRAT Word Recoghition Tests
(r=.709. Pupils who score above the 90% "passing criteria” on this test ara
able to pass about 45 out of the 51 pre-unit cr1ter10n reference tests.

Cred1b1]1ty of ev:dence and evalyation procedure At each district, a 1/2.time"

- coordinator, familiar with evaluation procedures, was selected to oversee thé“proaect
- for'its three year duraticn: Tutor managers were Tour-imstructional :aides selected by

the coordinators. An aide was assigned to each of four rooms in four elementary schools
designated as. SCORE .Tutoring Centers. Thesstudent-tiétors were selected accord]ng K
to criteria-which included: (1) be at least 12 years or older, (2) be able_to pass:

the SCORE Test at.95% correct, (3) have a desire ‘to tutor, and (4) have written

_approval from their teacher and parent(s) to serve as a SCORE tutor. The final

selection consisted of 24, fifth and sixth grade tutors, 12 Jun1or high tutors
and nine high school tutors. The tutors were trained in groups 6f 6-12 with
the standardized ‘trair.ng procedures described in the SCORE Implementatidn and
Training: Guide’ (Crad]er, 1979) . , .

Student se]ect1on was determined by pre-established criteria which 1nc]uded

'(]) prior EH certification, (2) teacher judgment of pupils to benefit from remed1a1.

reading, and (3) a score resulting in less than .30% correct on the SCORE Test.

~_After _this initial selection process, all potential subjects were adm1n1stered the -
WRAT Word Recogn1t10n and the SCORE Test by'a trained project aide. Subsequently,
. 'the pupils were assigned to: (1) SEORE tutored: target group, (2) the.special class -
-(LD) comparison group, and (3) the regular class comparison. Students.were matched

by WRAT pre-test score. age, and sex with all othar variables randomly assigned.
A1l pupils were within the normal range of intelligence and cert1f1ed as Education-

E ally Hand1capped (EH) prior to their selection for- the project. ' Two of the pro-
jects' “instructional aides were ‘trained by the project coordinators to administer

and score all pre-post measures. A1l testing procedures and data collection ware

_supervised by the project coordinators. Table I shows the relative group matching:

by pre-tested achievement levels. Analysis of variance show that there were no
“significant differences between pre-test means of the WRAT (F=2.40 p>.05), the S
Gilmore Accuracy (F=1.11 p>.05), the SCORE Tect (F— 80 p>.05) and the OAT (F 1.94 p>-05);

Table I: Mean readm scores of Taryet and Comparison groups prior to intervention
~SCORE tutored —Hequler Class  Special Class - - Type of Scores

Total Nunber of PM)HS SR ) 20 : 28 . -
Word Recognition - 2. 2.1 L7 _ _grade vquivalent
Gilmore Accuracy 1.80 . .99 : 1.57 _grade eguivalent )
. SCORE Test : © P24 .:ga.s 20.0 .. percent correct - -
o . [, 3 S ——— .
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. After selectizm, three or -four pupils were randomly assigned to a tutor. .Al]
.pupils began te rem=ive SCORE tutorial instruction during October and November,
for 15 minutes m=-zi&y, four days. per week at a tutoring center. The tutors con-
sistently follows =me prescribed SCORE procedure ‘at all four school sites. Al]
sites used dailly v==mrt cards to parents and teachers, supplemental comprehension
- readers, and thes=r=rnal’ reward sytem. Target pupils also received the ‘traditional
~._reading programimth=ir regular classrooms, as did the two non-SCORE comparison
“-groups. As taroer gupils completed SCOFE, they were post.tested. on the four reading
. tests and at tt=-same time a matched comparison-counterpart was also post tested.
Post testing took pEace from February through April. The process-evaluation-surveys
- Were administeres to teachers, tutors,-and parents in May. =~ = ° =

“Evidence to Supmort €laim #1: ..The first claim was supported in that SCORE tutored
pupils, certifaed as Educationally-Handicapped (EH), showed significantly greater-
- gains in-Word R=cognition and Accuracy than their matcheq counterparts enrolled in
» regularzand- special education classes. A one way analysis of variance.(ANOVA) -
7 "followed by 1 tests was computed -to detéritne_whether.or:not significant "differences.
~ in gain-scores Hetween the three groups occurred. 'As can be seen in Table II,
-7 the SCORE tutored:pupils Produced significantly. greater .gains than did either of the

two comparisan groups ‘in word .recognition and reading accuracy. - : "i
v " Table Il: MeamFaw and Grade Equivalent Scores for SCORE and Comparison Group. Students - o,
. j ~ Pre-test Post-test ] . ’ 3 LI )
Heasure/Group N __.Mean' . --SD -~ --Mean SD Gain . ANOVA “Fisher's-t :
" . WRAT {readingye- ’ : - \ Lot .
. A-SCORE Group 61 2.1 2.8 ' .07 (AxBxC) - "(AxB)--
. {38.87) .77 (48.72) 7.95 -(9.85).  F=18.26 " 1x3,58 -
B-Specfal Class 8 1.7 1.9 ° 0.2 pLOT A - U
o . v (34.43)  10.62  (36.46) .7 10.55 .  (2.04) T (axe) - -
(-Regular Class 30 2. ' 235 v © 0.4 - : - 122,31 '
- R . {40.37) 13.08. (44.70) - 1.2 (4.33) . ) pE.0Y .
Gilmore Accuracy** ' oo o ST :
A-SCORE Gre.-¢ 61  1.80 0.99 - C2.745 1.02 - 0.94 .  (AXBxC) (AxB}-
S . e o S “Fx13,52 * 152,054
o — . ) C o .0 “Pe.
B-Special Class 8 1.57. 1.3 2,06 1.07 0.49' © PCOV o TRc0s
Yy - e S - . (AxC).
. p . ) . . t=2.304
C-Regular Class .30 .99 1.18 2.44 .18 0.44- o “p¢.05
" * .qumbers shown in parentheses are raw scores used for ANOVA and U_t_ tests, . - ! CooA
-~ "*.Because of alternate forms, grade equivalent *scores were used for Gilmore ANOVA and t tests. ' : »

ANOVA and. Fishér's t tested for.significant.differences between group gains.

- Additional “support for the ‘first claim of effectiveness was provided by one-way.
'ANOVA's “¢omputed between the pre- and post-test means of ‘both normed measures.. The
““differences between group means on the pre-tests were not significant with either -

. the*WRAT (F=2.40 p05) or the Gilmore.(F=1.11 p».05)’,. while the differences. hetween

, . the group means on the . ost-tests were significant on both .the WRAT (F=16.02 p<.01) and

‘ the Silmore (F=3.99 p<. 05). Figures 1 and 2 illustrate-both the comparative gains. -

- and differences between pre- and post— group means for the standardized measures. ™.
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~ Evidence to-Support Claim #2: -SCORE tutored, EH: pupils, showed significantly -

- greater gains on both triterion referenced measures than. their matched counter- .

parts enrolled in regular and special classes. As with the.standardized measures,

a orne way ANOVA followed ‘by t tests for uncorrelated samples were computed to de- |
termine whether or not the differences in gain scores beiween the three groups were

- statistically stgnificant. Table III, below, ‘clearly shows that on both the ) '

criterion measures of phonetic decoding, the SCORE tutored pupils -produced.gains- -
signijficantly greater than either of the comparison groups. These differences

* Were more significant than were the results for the-standardized measures. ‘Because
‘the SCORE Test is a direct measure.of the continuum of skills that SCORE teaches,

1t showed somewhat greater ga®ns than the OAT.- . T PO
’ Table I{1: Mean Raw Scores and Percentages_for=SCORE and Comparison GroGp S'tu-dents, - ‘
B “Pre-test Post-test ; o E :
Measure/Group N Mean SO Mean - SD Change ANOVA* Fisher's i
SCORE Crit. Ref. Testw, _ ' : . . L
" A-SCORE Group ©o61.20.1 54.08 : 313.97 {axBxC) F  (AxB)
o L - (22,38) - 16.31  (60.02)  25.41 (37.64) F=50.01 - £=3.45
B-Special Class 28 18°36 ST S R 8.79 pe.0l - Lp<Dl
o ~(20.08)  16:79  (30.18) 23.89° (10.14) . . . (M)
C-Regular Class - - 30 23.85 . 33.51° ' " 9.67 ' ' t=3.41
. (26.47) 27.40 (3R.20)° 28.73  (10.73) .. peol
", OAT Tests L L e .
A-SCORE -Group ” 61 20.20 38.60 18.40 (AxBxC) (AxB)
: - (26-46)  22:76  (50.56) 24.10  (24.10) - F=16.63  t=3.19
B-Special Class: 28 12.68 - 666 ° - 308 - PO p<ol.
S - (16.61)  17.81  (21.82) 19.M (5.21) . " (AXC) ' h
C-Regular Class 30 24:14 T 29.88 . 5.74 ' t=2.93 :
" ' (26.80). 28.83 - (33.17)  27.04 (6.37) p<0l

.* Humbers shown in parenthesis aré raw scores used for ANOVA and 1 tests. 3 . -

"The_diffgrgnces between group means on the/criterion referenced pre-tests - '
——were.not_significant with either-the SCORE (F=.80p>01) or the 0AT. (F=1,94-p>.01) .
while the differences-between.the_greup_means—on the post-tests were highly Yo
~significant with both the SCORE (F=15.69 p<.01) and the CAT (F=13.42 p<.01).
Figures 3 and 4 below illustrate both the comparative .gains and differences between

pre- and post-test. group means on the-criterion referenced tests.
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Figure 3. Comparative pre-post means in Figure 4. .-Comparative pre-post, mean: in

percent correct on the SCORE Test. percent correct.on the OAT.

Evidgncg that effects are attributable to the intervention: The prbject-was
-replicated each of 3 years with the same project staff and evaluation design

and with a different group of pupils each year.~ The mean gains from the first

- two'years of the p(oject show .that the outcomes of the first“two years showed --.
a trend that was similar to the 1977-78 data. Figures five and Six show the mean
gains produced in one month for each of the three project\years. '
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.. and comparison groups on-standardized measures. comparison groups on the SCORE Eriterion Referenced Test. h

, These'resu]ts-tend'to ride out novelty effects that often inflate results the first
" year.of a project. Additionally, these outcomes support the claim thatsthe effects -
arg-indepehdenpiy a function of the;intervention UV SR T o7

.. One may raise the Question...could the 15" minutespef day of individual atten- — -
tion to ‘the target pupils by tutors- be the<intervention that affected the ga'tns? '
. Investigation showed that the special-¢class group ofsvpupils received indtvidual
“ § assistance for at /' least.45 minutes per day while 70-80% of .the regular class group -
" . of pupils were receiving varied types of ‘inuividualized rémcdial, reading . for at’ s
“least 15 minutes. per day. ~-The.project staff were' careful .to disallow the target. -
.. Pupils to receive any other individualized assistance other than from their SCORE .
- tutors.” The “target- pupils ‘had been enrolled in the samg basal reading -programs in.
regular classes as the comparison pupils. - These consisted of the Economy., Lippincott-

: and the Harper Row Basal-Reading Programs. =~ <« . _ AR , :
" Process Evaluation:- Another, more subjective, indicator of educational relevance -~ -

. are the observations and .reactions‘by thdse who are directly and ‘indirectly.involved.
" with the:program., The evaluation design provided for a: 'systematic survey type-
' evaluation of SCORE by 31 teachers,. 49 parents, and 45 SCORE tutors. In general,.
- 93% of the teachers, with SCORE tutorial pupils enrolle¢ in their.classes, noted =~ .
significant improvement in-the phonetic reading skills of these students. Ninety--, -~ :
~three percent.said the pupils, enjoyed being- tutored-and 75% felt that the SCORE '
" pupils:evidenced an 1mproved4atfitude_toward-reading..aNinetyrsix percent of: the
parents -of SCORE-tutored pupils noted reading improvement, while .90% saw .improved
attitude. Ninety-six: percent of the tutors (6th grade to adult) indicated they
Tiked the program 1nd.working with the pupils. Tutors rated the experience as a B+
or A- for themselves. o S v/‘3. L e
“Educational .Significance of the Effects: The educational significance.of SCORE is o
evidenced by the.fact that highly. significant gains were produced on both standard- -
ized .and criterion: referenced measures. Significance with standardized measures im- .
plies that SCORE influences reading proficiency independent of the curriculum tsed:: :
~and can effect the "general skill factors" that-imply'reading_fVUency.. Significance

P

on the criterion referenced. measures shows -that SCORE has a very direct influence . . K\
on a very -definable range of phonetic-decoding skills and that pupils master.the. - . T\
specific skills introduced.by the curriculum.: The criterion test data,allows @

teachers to ?how what specific reading skills SCORE. can most_effectively tea@h.

.Cost-effectiveness: Cost-effectiveness is another important factor when considering

- the educational significance of SCORE. . Cost-effectiveness andlysis showed“that the.-
- averagé cost to produce an‘achievement gain of one month on the WRAT and ‘Gilmore _
Test ranged -from $1.00 to $5,00 while the cost for a .special educatﬂon_prOgram;to; S

produce. the same gain was $150.00 to $200.00 and for traditional remedial_reading” | -

. classes ranged from.$25.00 to $50.00 per month for -a month's gainwin'peaQ1ng agh1eygzi//4/

. ment (Goodwini™1978). Obvious reasons for the low cost, with-corresponding gains,//” -~
--are:* (1) the use of students as teachers (tutors), (2)vthe"pre-phdgrammgdzteaghngh .
O strategy, (3) ‘the high response rate (200-350 correct ‘résponses per 15 minute seSsion),
IERJ!:(4) tﬁé;use.pfjcontinuous:andkjmmediate-positEYS-reinforcement, gndh(s).theASCQREﬁr{ -

materials




cVIBENCE OF GENERALIZABILITY AND IMPACT ON OTHER LOCATIONS **—T’;:f | -
E Adopt1on sites: Project SCORE was selected: by the Title IV C Exemp]ary Progran R
Replication Unit (EPRU) as an Exemp]ary Incentive (EI) project, funded for state- - &

wide dissemination 1n California ‘commencing in September of 1977. Since that time
ever 1500 persons have been-trained while 6,000 tutor kits for an -estimated 6,000 . *
1tutors and 30,000 Ssets of Record BooLs for an estimated 30:000. pup1]s have been
distributed throughout California. ' The program is now used to a varying,extent -
in over 2,000 schools in Califorhia. - As of now, 28 California districts have been
funded: by- ESEA Title IV-C adoption: grants to adopt or adapt Project. SCORE.. Oéta has
been collected on over 800" students at 28 of the adopt1on sites that have bedr cert1,' .
fied by Project SCORE staff as  having-instdlled the necessary "core elementé” or .
_minimum cyiteria for-a. faithful rep]1cat1on of the original program. The results
*" showed that mean scores were the same as or exceeded the gains shown by -the :
original project from 17 out of 17 adopters on WRAT Word Recogn1t1on, 20 out. of 23,
on ‘the SCORE Test. In only 2 adoption sites were the resulting gains less than
those produced by the SCORE tutored Target,Group in the original project:. These

~data,suggest that-SCORE 1s‘gffect1ve qan ]ocat1ons and with types of student that

d1ffer from the original s1te "

. Tab]e IV be]ou,shows data from se]ected Ca’1forn1a adopt1on sites’ that 1r-.
. cluded pup1]s which differe d_from. those in the original proaect This data suggests
that'SCORE 1s cons1ste1t1y effect1ve with d1verse popu]at10ns in a var1ety of sett1ngs

Table IV:- SCORE Adoption Sites that Ol.ffer from the Oriyinal Project . } "
. . Grade . . . Urban . . Type of Gains per mo. ' :

\»-..'_>,4:_~-L~ocat'ion—' . Levels Rural Type of Students i - Tutors - WRAT T SCORE_ - .
Original Project’ 1-6 Ur.ban" EH/LD, Nh"tt@, lower-middle SES " _Students Gr. 6-12 2 mos. 7.1% 7
tos Angeles, CA . "7-9 * Urban . EH/LD, black, lower SES; Title'l  Peer tutors 8.9 ~ 13.3% & o
Tedptwood, CA T 9-12 Rural - - EH/LD, chicano, lower SES, Title I 4 Peer tutors/aides 4.2 6.0% Lo
ioodne/CA - - T8 ____Urban EW/LD, white, goper middle SES ~  “ALt. HS students 7.0  17.7¢ -
‘1.;;».;"§f.i(ca, A . e 5.5 Urban " __White, chicano, lower SES . Aides,.parents - 5.1 ‘1({.3%;' -
Cdatroy, CA <. 1-5 " Rural . Chicano, ‘lower SES, Tit]e 1 - ' Aides, parents 3.3 16‘-5%

Add1t1oha1'Research S1nce 1975; fgve Master s Theses and one Doctora] Dlssertat1on
haye been completed on.the SCORE program. The .1nd1ngs of the Thesgés, completed-’ at’
San dose State Un1vers1ty, and other- studies, ‘are briefly summarized as fo]1ows

/7, Two of the masters theses showed ‘that SCORE was s1gn1f1cant1y more effec11ve L e
.- than traditional ‘approaches in teach1ng reading to _ducab]e Mentally Retarded (EMR) . .
- pupils’in grades 1-9 (Tierpey, K., 1977 and Gerbing, B., 1975). Pnother study” .+
“showed "that SCORE produced s1gn1f1cant]y greater ga1ns 1n read1ng than did D1star
and- Su]]1van materials for Junior High Schdéol Educationally Handicapped Pupils
- (Tierney, B., 1976). A thesis by Audrey Amar (1975) showed that children with
auditory percept1on def1c1ts can improve reading skills through SCORE as an a]ternat1ve“
to. spec1a]1zed aud1tory discrimination training procedures _A.Doctoral Dissertation -
by Dr. Judy Rogers (1979} for the University of San Francisco showed.that when prop-
- erly trained,- upper-elementary grade. students can effect1ve]y tutor primary second -
~ grade pup1]s -She found, that the exper1mental (SCORE) groups produced s1gn1f1cant]y
- greater gains than matched contro]l groups in read1ng accuracy and comprehension. .
“Another thesis study showed that-SCORE- tutoring increased the self-concept of tutors
(Rundberg, S., 1978) .- Finally, a,project conducted in Pacifica, €alifornia,:showed

that :the reading-scores of 6th grade student tutors gainad an average of 17.3 = - ./
- months -after serving as Tutors for 2 months : These tutors showed greater gains than////l
uthe1r pupils (Walls, K . 1979). o o e

'. .The conc]us1on from %he’ research suggests that SCORE is.a cost effeﬂt1ve method
';of remed1at1ng reading- sk1]]s of -Educationally Hand1capped pupils in the least’'re- ,/'_q
Ustrictive (ma1nstreamed) learning e¢nvironment. -Additignally, the program is’ eas1]y ‘
o adapted to, and'is effective. with, non-hand1capped pupils who uary w1de1y 1n age,~v e
Q soc1oeconom1c status, ab1]1ty, and educat1ona] background : . S
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* UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
o _ " WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202 - _

. a
_ DEC 2 1980 - *.
‘Mr. Ira D, Barkman, Coordinator ) : ) o 4
Exemplary Programs Replication Unit o _ R
California Department of Educationl . N : | \
. 721 Capitol Mall : o L L
Sacramento, California 95814 | R
C,
Dear Ira: ‘
This is just a note to thank you for $ending us.the’J?RP debosa15
-Project SCORE from South San Francisco. We rgvlgwed it Fglday"
" and are sending it.forward'to'the'Panel:just_as it came to vs. .
It is a real pleasure to receive a proposal as well developed “ R
.-and presented as this one. Out-of probably 200 proposals tha; .
" we’ have read, this is only the second one. that was acceptablg . .
as it,came to us., ; PR -
~ Send us more like this one. . : T e : S “fﬁ“”“‘f”m““*
i Sin%éfély'yours;'
- . ‘ . . } - .‘- s
Howard C. Essl _ -
: Program Development Branch .. T
e T . Division of State Educational — * . .
’ g - __w1mé§§i§§§ﬁge“Am,,'_-ﬂm”m“m,;f«~ww—~—~;wﬂ~—f e
ce: JoEn.D.fCradler " ‘ : A . . . )

A

Note:  On December 22, 1980, The Joint Dissemination Review Panel. voted
5-to 0 to elect Project SCORE as a.Nationally Validated Program, eligible-
| for National Diffusion Network funding and ESEA TitTe ,IV-C funding “for
local adoption. ‘The Division of State-Education Programs of the National
Department of Education has selected this proposal to be used as a."mode]*
JDRP submission for use by ‘State Faciliators across the nation. -.- .

i
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UNITED S"‘ATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20202 .
0

L]

- January 7, 1987

Mr. Ira D. Barkman, Cobhdinator
Exemplary Programs Replication Unit
‘California Department of Educatlon

721 Capitol Mall e S
Sacramento, Callfornla 95814

Dean Mr‘ Barkman'

Staff rev1ewers in the D1v151on of State Educatlonal Assistance were

extreme ly. pleased with the JDRP proposal Project SCORE, which®was subnltted
by the South San Francisco Unified School District. It was in such an .
~excellent-condition that it was sent to JDRP without any revisions. The. .
frequency with which that occurs: is extremely minimal, about 1 out of every :
100 propooals we rece1Vc .

-, The Joint Dlosemlnatlon Review Panel also found the proaeﬁt to be exemolary
On D:.zeriber .22, 193C, the Panel voted 5 to 0 to accepf Project SCORE as a
nat1u1ally,va11dated project. --That acceptance-made-Rrojsct—SCORE-eligible
for funding bty the Nﬂtlodal_lefu51on Network and for inclusion in the .
Uu.s. Dfparbmeub of Educatwon S bulletin, Educatlonal Pro rrzms That Vork,

Addltlonally, PPOJeCt SCORE's proposal was one of flve (out of the. 200)
selected by our Division to be sent to all State ESEA Title IV Coordlnatozs .
for their use in assisting-their-local Title IV-C project directors in

____designing progect evaluatlons and 1n preparing future-JDRP- proposals.
I want .to thank you for your a551stance in-having-the proposal submltted

" Both Superiritendent Gaffney, John Cradler, Coordinator of Special PPOJeCtS '
and Research, and otiier staff. members of the South San Francisco Unified -
School Dlstrlct are to be compllmented for their. excellent use of

"ESEA IV-C funds. :

B S Slncerely,

¢. - . . ,. - ‘ o
v | | gff/¢2/5¢£vzzr_-
L o N : Alp cus L White
Director, Division of State

L _ Lo . Educational A351stance.

cc:. . | | E o
T. Gaffnéy - ' _ : : o
S. Efken - _ o 2

R. Reyes ’ : o :




NHAT IS SCORE?

Success Controlled Optimal Reading Exper1ence (SCOPE) is a sequent1a]
phonics program designed to be taught by paraprofessionals, tutors, parents
- Or anyone who ‘can easily readLabove a- 5th grade level. SCORE is designed to ,
teach pupils of any-age who ara- def1c1ent’1n basic word attack skills and/or
who are reading be]ow the fourth’grade 1eve1 (Cradler, Bechtho]d & Bechthold 1973)

The general student performanCe objectives of the program are to systemat1ca]1y

teach mastery ‘of: (i) sound blending, (2) short vowels, (3) long vowels, (4)
blends, (5)diphthongs, {6) two and three sy]]abJe words, (7) all other phonetic
- categories and variants, and (8) 65%.0f the basic .sight words (see appendix A for
Scope and Sequence). - Additional objectives include: (‘}): increased student moti-

~ vation to read, .(2) improved attention span, (3) decrease in reversa] errors, and
(4) “improved se]f—conf1dence in reading s1tuat1ons

. 'r . i ' ’

, In every way poss1b]e the findings of sound educat1ona] research were the
-yguiding factors in the development .of SCOREZ, The SCORE teaching strategy.is based

. on a mastery teaching model suggested by researchers Block (1971) and Bloom (]971‘

/' The essential features of SCORE are: (1) “skills clearly identified and placed in a
hierarchical psycholinguistic sequence, (2) skills organized into.well-outlined '
“learning units, (3) complete mastery of-each unit before going on to the next unit,
(4) ongoing .imbedded-testing with & predeterm1ned criteria to.signal wHen' to advance
-or_recycle the pup11, and (5) a]ternate learping -routes determined by the student's:
responses to any given: lesson. " Student mastery of pre-set performance levels auto-
matically signals the tutor to execute over 3, 000 possible instructional decisions
throughout SCORE s 1,208 practice ]essons _.The teach1ng Pprocess is 1]]ustrated in

ing with systemat1c reinforcement, found by-Skifiner (1954), Cradleér:&-Goodwin (1971)
-j——and-others—to“significantly increase correct responses and insure successful com-
pletion of learning units.- Staats (1965) and others havé demonstrated the efficacy

ment system whereby points are earned for each correct response. which are exchanged’

_{SCORE- Cards) fac1}1tate “back- up’ reward system based in the student's home (Lahey,
: et al, 1977) ' , A - _ oo :

N1th mastery ]earn1ng, the amount of t1me needed to master a sk1]] un1t is
“automatically regu]ated by the student's performance rate or aptitude (Carro]]
~1963). .For this reason, students of ‘any given ability can use SCORE ‘and master
the same -ski?l1s at a.90 to 95% success rate.- Thus, SCORE tutored pupils maintain
performance at an "independént level™ (90-100%), far. exceed1ng.conmon1y ‘accepted
frustration levels below 70%. SCORE has- proven its efféctiveness.in teaching

i behaviorally-handicapped- pupils; b111ngua] pup1ls, and students in regu]ar pro-
grams who ]ack bas1c phonetic skills . B

o The word- 115t format used in SCORE is "based on the f1nd1ng by Samuels (1978) ;
& and others. They found that decod1ng can be most efficiently learned when words

¢ are presented in'isolation and that context especially when pictures are used,

' sTowed down mastery of phonetic-elements. Th1s research also showed, as was

- ~-found by—the author* ~of*SCORE, that once decod1n§ becomes automat1c, comprehens1on

~mastery of decoding skills to learning handicapped pupils, m11d]y retarded-pupilss-—

cf conditioning principles in reading training.. SCORE contains a built-in reinforce-

for rewards, as well as, recorded on progress. charts.. *.Daily-Behavioral-Report-Cards™

EKC

= _SCORIE IS FUNDED FOR _s.T,AMTEw,mE DISSEMINATION BY ESEA TITLE.IV-C i« .
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significantly increases. Tre use of the Wurd Tist format with words 1ntrodueed in

a gradual ordered sequeiice of-phonetic skill groupings was first used by-Noah

Webster (1843) in his Elementary Spelling Book. With the return of phonics in

the 1950's Flesch (1956),.:1oomf1e1d (1961) "and~Gray (1969),-to-name.a.few,_have ™"
found varied arrangements of phonetic continuums presented in a s1mp1e Tist form

to be the most effective format for teaching decoding. :

-Extens1ve fedura]ly‘funded research showed that SCORE%tutored pupils.,y (1)
more than double their prior reading gains, and (2) significantly outdistance
their matched counterparts who did'not receive SCORE tutoring. Analysis showed
that ti.e high response rate (words per m1nute) that SCORE was engineered to pro-
duce, accounts for the rapid reading gains cons1stent1/ produced by SCORE—tutored

é students (Cradler 197 8) :

Because of its proven effectiveness, the California State Department -of
Education has recently designated SCORE as an Exemplary program. For this reason,
federal funding has been made available through the Elementary Secondary Education - | .
Act (ESEA Title IV-C) for school districts to obta1n up to $10,000 for 1mp1ementa- : .
tion of SCORE. .

~HOW DOES SCORE WORK?

SCORE is a supp]ementary reading progiem which systemat1ca11y teaches decod1ng
or phonics.skills in the following general sequence: sound blending, short vowel
words, consonant blends, long vowel$,diphthongs, d1graphs, two syllable and three -
syllable words (see Appendix B for Scope and Sequence). -The words_are_ presented,e;__;__sfi_

~»in six student books totalling 353 pages from which the tutee reads aloud ,to his
tutor. The program is-cross-indexed with 60. Pr1mary Phonics “readers (Makar 1977) .

. and other readers. When a student completes -a given SCORE unit at mastery level,
he then branches into.the pre- selected -reader .that contains the SCORE’elements: "
mastered. - SCORE Record Books are used by the tutor to prov1de daily records, of _
errors, minutes read, points earned, and pages completed.  Thé tlitor also uses a T N
hand countér to record’ points earned.and signal -correct. responses to the student .-
and a timer to control the length oi the tutoring session and keep track of pupil '

response rate. The program includes d1agnost1c criterion reference tests to de-
termine student need for. SCORE and the percent of phonetic elements mastered with
"._ the program. Special markers and a cue card help correct letter and word reversal
-errors. “A daily schoot- home report: card communicates to tha student's parent(s) .
tne. number of words read correctly and the amount of effert the. student demon- - o o=
Strated dur1ng -each 20"minute tuznr1ng sess1on * - : 2

HON DO T IMPLEMENT SSORE7.

-9 . Implementation: ssORE can be readily adapted to a broad spectrum- of estab]1shed

"« classroom organizational structures. 'SCORE tutors teach pupils 1nd1v1dua11y aither
-in a classroom learning station or in a special room designated as'a tutaorial center.
The materials primarily serve to supplement the regular classroom read1ng program.
Pupils of any:age who read below the 4th grade Tevel or who are very slow readers. e
can benefit from SCORE: After.a brief training session tutors_ uork.w1th.students~~—->~~77“f

.__on a.-one- (o= one basis tor ZQ/to 30 minutes pEr day. _ :

) The major steps needed to implement SCORE are listed on the samp]e "Time Llne
chart on the following. page.  The” necessary instructions for using a SCORE Kit are -
included in the ‘instruction manual that is part. of ‘the kit. In-depth information
on implementation as well as a.script for training tutors is includéd in the
Program Implementation and Tutor Training Manual with-Masters for Transparenc1es i
which is available from Educat1ona1 Support Systems at 1505, B]ack Mountain Roady .;;M;,:mf,
H111sborough CA 94010 Dy _ ;44J o
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TIMELINE: The 1oTlow1nq time 11ne 1s suggestedafor using the program in.a typ1ca]
public school.” For those who choose’to write a Title IV-C adoption grant, a=<-.

detailed component-by-component time’ line is included in . the sample SCORE T
adoot1on grant appT1cat1on, ava1TabTe at a Fac111tator office or from ProJect

“SCORE, ™ T | R — : .
ACTIVITIES* - - JASONDJFMAMJ

Identify pupils and tutors (15 pupils, 5 tutors) : A
Acquire Tutor Kits and Record Books (5 Kits: and . v
15 sets of Record Books)- - ]A : 4
Establish the Tutoring Center or area (1n cTass ¢

or vacant room) : . ' '
Designate the: tutor coord1nat0r (person
responsible for programs) T - A
Staff and tutor training.(1/2 day) :
Acquire prizes and supplementary materials -
Pre-test tutees with SCORE and-other tests \
Assign tutors to pupils and arrange schedules | . L
Tutor-coordinator monitors da1]y tutor1ng } \ | A

—

>

COoOO0OOCOO  © o oo

T
RN I

PP

Post-test tutess S AN P :
Pupils ex1t ‘the program as mastery. is ach1eved " o ,fZEA — A

—_— ’
—~OWwW~NOYOD

; \
* Though the act1v1t1es generally follow th1s sequence, the program can actuaTTy
be 1mpTemented anvt1me dur1ng the "school year or dur1ng summer sess1on

Student Progress Assessment: Progress assessment is provided for through the use of
SCORE' criterion referenced. pre-post tests:ras well as by cont1nuous built-in pre-
" unit and recycle tests. The buiTt-in tests are a_fundamental component of the '
mastery teaching’ 'strategy -incorporated in SCORE It .is recommended that persons
using’ the SCORE program pre- and post-test the-tutees. with- 1nd1V1duaT1zed rezding
tests. The tests should spec1f1ca11y ‘assess word ana]ys1s or phonet1c sk1TTs f;
normaTTy taught fromspre primer to grade. three W :

WHAT DO T NEED: TO IMPLEMENT SCORE7

Facilities: If severa] tutors are to work at one. t1me, it is adV1sab]e to pro-v

ST ) RS — = ST R
f — g v o . . 'v Mg 8 e :\’f\\‘\_._";\“‘ . ' E . . . : ‘ W

) V1de a room or office.to, serve as-a tutoring. cent°r~—-0therw7se——tutors—tan‘worK*
- ~<—~~w1th students 1n ar’ cTassroom 1earn1ng stat1on C e ST A

InserV1ce Tra1n1ng Inserv1ce tra1n1ng 1s suggested for anyone who w111 be S
o us1ng the 'SCORE materials. "Consultants are available to provide -inservice tra1n1ng )
-which ranges from 2 to-4 hours for groups of 10 to 30 tutors. Also, an inservice -
- Training- Guide and Script can.be obtained so that a-district can estab11sh its own
~tutor training program. Project SCORE provides scheduled free. workshops at reg1ona1
s1tes or .can’ scheduTe tra1n1ng at schoo] s1tes on- request :

Costs The 1nserv1ce ttatnlng costs can beg1n~at—$ﬂOO“UO and 1ncrease to amounts

in some cases, Title V- C d1ssem1nat1on and adopt1on grants can f1nance the 1n1t1a1
: _tra1n1ng and set-up costs. : -

. Necessary Mater1als The SCORE Tutors K1t 1nc1udes a]T nonconsumab]e mater1als

{+ . .for one tutor and a set of consumabTe record books for one pupil and is priced at -

" $44.50. A set of consumable SCORE Record Books is required for: each additional
pupil -(tutee) at.a.cost of $3.00 per pupil.  All ‘materials required to 1mp1ement

« the SCORE’ Tutor1ng Program fqr one tutor and.one pr]] are. conta1ned in-a- SCORE
~Tutor's K1t ‘ . .

\
i
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~ group consisted of 60 to 65 Learning Handicapped (LH)-pupils-enrolled in SCORE, -

 _ A SCORE Tutor'stit ing]udés the following: '

6 - Student Books . . ' 1 - Point Counter
. 2 - Record Books == . .71 = Lesson Timer ..
-5 - .SCORE Tests . . - -+ 1.- Instruction Manual
- -5 - Reversal Correction Markers - 5/- Progress Charts

The SCOREvmaterfa]s can be puréhased.from,Leahhing_Guidéncemgyéﬁeﬁétm1565Mh>>

‘ﬁuf\;Blggk Mountain Road, Hillsborough, CA 94010.

Supplementary phonetic readers which .are cross-indexed with the SCORE

~ _materials are highly_recommended. .. Over 60 Primary Phonics and 30 Modern - *m\
- Curriculum Press phonetic-readers have been cross-indexed.to the SCORE. system.

Primary Phonics' readers are obtained from Educator's Publishing Service, \\\\\
Cambridge, Mass. Modern Curriculum PréSs\(MCEl‘readers are obtained from
-Modern:Curriculum Press, Cleveland,.Ohio. Other—available supplements may "

include "packaged" reward systems, :games, e]ectronic‘EEEthing\gids, daily .SCORE

- Cards, spelling programs and a SCORE Implementation Guide and Training Script..

Information about other materials selected to supplement SCORE can be obtained
by.contacting Project SCORE. C : ' R : ' 4

"HOW- EFFECTIVE IS_SCORE?

For three years, ESEA Title IV-C funded a project designed'to evaluate
.and ‘refine -the* SCORE program.'- The evaluation design provided for annual pre-,
interim,; and post-assessments of a.target-and-two-comparison groups. The target .

- while comparison- groups, not enrolled in SCORE, consisted .of 30-LH pupils enrolled- .

in partial-day Learning 2isabilities classes and.30 LH pupils—_enrolled in only the . . )

“.regular. program. A1l pupils were matched by socioeconomic status, age, and reading

Tevel. A1l pupils were individually tested with the Wide Range Achievement Test,
the Gilmore Oral Reading Test, the SCORE Criterion Test, and‘the Operational

. Assessment Tocl, a-criterion reférenced measure of decoding skills.

For each of the threé'ﬁrgjéét'years} three separate groups of SCORE-tutored

~pupils-outdistanced their comparison group counterparts.on the normed,_and

i¥;——7ﬂespec%a%%yt—the—tvﬁtéffcﬁfrefeyenced"MéasurEET”,In'general,'the"SCORE'targetW—
- groups consistently showed mean gains of about 9 months in word recognition,

accuracy and comprehension, white the comparison groups gained from 4 to 5 months-
after about a-4 month.interval. The diffiérence.in gain scores:between target and

tompaFison groups was even-more outstanding.on the more sensitive criterion

-reference tests. -These ‘tests show SCORE’pupils-consistently ‘athieved from 50% zo.
. 130% ;increases in the number of phonetic skills-mastered while the comparison pmoils
-gained from 18% to 50% These test results_axe illustrated in Figure 1 below. ) # -
. These results have been independently replicated by maiiy other schools and districts. ..
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by teachers, parents, and SCORE. tutors. In general, 82% of the teachers,
with SCORE tutorial pupils enrolled in their classes, nott nificant improvement

- South San Franc1sco Unified School District (Cradler, J.D., ]978) ' _ .
\\

- toz (1) educat1ona]1y handicapped pupils, (2):educable mentally-retarded, (3)

* . at workshops, (4) the program was incorporated mostly in Special Education, School \g

. with:resource spécialists or teachers supervising, and’ (6) nine of the sites would ° .
_ serve -to -demonstrate ‘the program. On a scale of 1 through 5 with 1 being "low" and’

ized tests are very close to, and, sometimes exceed, the'results obtained 'by 'the: SE;;;;L

" that SCORE is ‘effective with popu]at1ons other than- thé ‘types of pupils participat-

o CAN SCORE BE ADAPTED TO OTHER TYPES OF PROGRAMS’

ﬂi?_“*“’”The SCORE program 1s most adaptab]e to programs that 1ncorporate 1nstruct1ona| NEA P

The per . pup1] cost: ca# vary- from $3 00 to $6. OO depend1ng onthe . |
number of pupils and extent of training. Cost- effect1venessaana]ys1s shows that

in one month it can cost less than. $1.00-to produce-a-two ~“mth gain in- reading :
acrwevement us1ng SCORE. . S

The eva]uatlon des1gn also 'provided for the systemat‘ yation of SCORE

in the reading skills of these students. 93% said the pup :njoyed being tutored
and 75% felt that the- SCORE pupils evidenced an improved a....ude toward reading.
Q6% of the parents of SCORE-tutored pupils noted readin “improvement, while 90% saw
improved attitude. 96% of the tutors (6th grade to aduTt indicated they liked the
program and the pupils. Tutors rated the experience as a B+ or A- for themselves.

- In summary, the evaluation indicated that the effectiveness of SCORE in.pro-
ducing gains in reading skills is easily documentéd with normed tests, criterion
reference tests, and observations by teachers, parents and tutors. A detailed
~account of the research and evaluation studies-on the SCORE program can be obtained
from any of the three Title IV-C Facilitator offices or from John Cradier at the

A SCORE EFFECTIVE WITH OTHER TYPES OF PUPILS IN OTHER LOCATIONS?

Though .the Title IV-C progect va]1dated SCORE with Learn1ng Hand1capped (EH/LD) _
-pupiTs;, it has .been effect1ve]y used with students who widely vary in agé and Dz
ab1]1ty For\examp]e, SCORE is ‘being .used to -teach basic phonetic reading skills .

dysphasic pupils, (4) b1]1ngual\pup1ls, {5) reading- handicapped adults, (6) any
pJp]TS of any age (grades 1-12)- who\are reading Ue]ow the 4th.grade Tevel.

A survey Of over 100 adopt1ons throughout Ca]1forn1a\for 1978-79 and 1979~ 80
produced :the following conclusions:, (1) most of ‘the respondents either b became
~aware of SCORE from Traveling Semi.ars or workshops, (2) feachers tended tg-be—_
responsible for <implementation, (3) instructional aides and teachers predom1nated

Improvement ‘and-Title 1 programs,-(5) tutors -tended- to-be paid aides: and- students

5 being "high", -90% of the 35 respondents reported rat1ngs of 4 or~5 for "teacher . |
‘satisfaction witth SCORE" and "pupil. and tutor .interest in using’ "SCORE". E1ghty-two
percent  rated SCORE.with 4:or 5, as- ‘a"program that increasés pupil. mot1vat1on
Comments submitted. withthe surveys are included as Append1x C,ja. ‘

E———— C]

———ThE‘iesults obta1ned by 40 adopters and over 800 students ‘on both_ the standard-
original validation project..  This data showed that the program generalizes and

ing in the original project. SCORE.was first validated with- predom1nant]y'"Educat1on;-’pf
ally Handicapped" pupils... This data shows that the SCORE program, is equally,as - * -

effective with pupils enro]]ed in-School Improvement Programs, Compensatory Educat1on L
?Programs and regu]ar non-categor1ca] programs from grades ] through ]2 PRI

-aides or.voiunteers.._ For_this reason, it -has:-bécome_.a_component_of many Early

I / B
S

Ch1]dhood Educat1on Programs (now Schoo] Improvement Programs) and Spec1a] Educat1on ;J :
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programs as the major 1nstrUct10na].activity to be-carried out by aides and/or

- 9ff§?i9i$¢Ff§t§fregort?that‘Thé‘TﬁEbrﬁBFEEion of SCORE- has
increased- the effectiveness of these programs with commendations from State Program

Quality Review Teams and other.evaluators.

. education._programs.

wa D0 I OBTAIN SPECfAL~GRANTS FOR SCORE?

.. Any pubTic school, 'district or .county office can apply and compete for .up

to $10,000 to”adopt Project SCORE. The applications for an adoption grant are
available from-the State Department of Education's Title IV-C Replication Unit

- or one of the Regional Title IV-C-Facilitator offices. Project SCORE provides
a sample proposal which has—been~partially completed to be ‘used as a guide for.
potential applicants.- Project SCORE staff and the Title IV-C Facilitators are
available to'assist in completing the proposals. Adoption proposals are due
during February of 1981 and if approved -commence on July 1st of 1981. For 1979-
80, 12 out of .12 applicants were funded and for 1980-81, 16 out of 25 applicants

- were funded. Title IV-C adoption proposals are advised when -the:school or
district can: (1) document a need for.SCORE, (2) show that the staff desires to
implement SCORE, (3) -provide 1imited management of the program, (4) make available

not exist it.is.probably advisable to purchase the SCORE materials and arrange
“for the Tow-cost or*free training provided by Project SCORE. Many“districts have
chosen to fund SCORE with Spegial Education (94-142), School Improvement Program
(SIP), Title I, Bank 86f America Foundation grants, or the General Fund.: For -
- -assistance’ in'preparing a Title IV-C adoption proposal or identifying other ‘means
to fund SCORE, please contact Project SGORE. . ' - *

| WO DO I CONTACT TO IMPLEMENT SCORE?™ e e
o If you want ihfbrma@jon about" (1) places to obsérve SCORE imp]ementation;

N(Z)Hfree orientation sessions, {3) training workshops, (4) prices &f materials,
(5) how to apply for federal™funding to implement SCORE, and (6) technical - -

[

system, contact: - _ :
o : ‘ John Cradler, Director of Project SCORE

- Janet.Barbachano, - Co-Director . .

- South-San Francisco Unified. School District - . -
398 "B" Street . S e T
.South San Francisco, CA 94080

|- WHO-DO=1-ONTACTFOR“ADDITIONAL. INFORMATION?

?f\\\3<z In addition to contacting Project SCORE, you should contact ‘theé Title IV-C
o+ FacTl\jtator Office in your area. The Facilitators can assist in preparing and .
evaluat§ng your proposal. provide a free video tape of the SCORE "awareness
presentatian", show you sample materials, and provide information about the Title
. IV-C Traveld

‘parent volunteers. _SCORE'hasﬁbgenweffectiyelywadapted.to~b11ingygj;pnd.;QmpEﬁSEiomy;;;;i;

‘tutors, and (5) use SCORE with at least 30 pupils. .If any of these conditions do -

assistance for ‘implementation and evaluation of a district~or,§ghool-wide tutoring 3

Seminars and regiona]xSGQRE tutor trainer workshops. - - - o o

?.%;. -,i R 1;JI )' __.A.l- SO - : C .l. . 1_, ;\

(415) 877-8835/588-7455 e

Northern California ~+ . Central California. Southern California
| Jerry Balasek - -- . “Larry Mickartz - .. . Maggie-Socea - =~ v ..
-~ Office of ‘the Butte Colmty Office- of the Santa Clara Office of' the Los Angeles: . ..
. -Superintendent of Schoots . County- Superintendent of - - County Superintendent of
_ 5-A County-Center Drive = - .Schools ... . . Schools - o
Oroville, CA 95965 =~ 10 Skyport. Drive . . . 9300 East Imperial Highway - |-
*(916) 534-4267 _ - Samdose, CA 95110 * ° ' Downey, CA"°90242 .. - . ~ [
@ .- S L (_40%;%9\9-_258]' S (213) 922-6170 - )




Y S o L~z o : J

Block, J.R Mastery: L°a>*1ng Theory and practice..,New York: Hp]t,'Rinehart ,
& N1nston, 1972 o . o

_B]oom, R.D. Learning to Read: An operant perspect1ve Reading Research

" Quarterly, 1973, 8 (2) 147- 166 S »

Bloomfield, L. and Barnhart ¢’ Let's read. Detroit: Wayne State University
Press, 1961. , ' : L :

{

Carroll, J.B. A model .of schoo].]earning. Teacher's Coi]ege'Record, 19631.64,
723-733. - : :

.~ Cradler, J.D. Success Contro]]ed 0pt1ma] Read1ng Exper1ence4 A Summary Report
- of The Outcome of a Three Year Study of the Efforts of a Criterion Referenced
Tutorial Reading Program on Learning Handicapped Students. -South San Francisco:
South %an Francisco Un1f1ed Scheol D1str1ct 0ff1ce of Spec1a] Proaects & Research
1978 - B . .

Cradler, J.D., Bechtho]d D.L., and Bechthold, C. C Success. Contro]1ed th1ma1
Read1ng Exper1ence H1]]sborough CA Learning Gu1dance Systems, ]9,3 . ~

Crad]er, J. D and Goodwin, D. L. Cond1t1on1ng of verba] behav1or as a function of
.aye, social class,: and type of re1nforcement - Journal of Educational Psycho]ogy,
]971, 62-(4)279-284. : ‘ ' '

_ Flesch R Teach1ng Johnny to read NeW'York! Grosset and Dunlap, Ifc., 1956
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.This flow chart graph1ca]]\ shows the instr uct1ona] decision- mak1ng procass
. used in each_of SCORE's 51 teaching.units. . Student mastery-of-pre-set:per=—" "= .

formance levels. auZomatically s1gna]s the tutor to execute over 3,000 1nstruc-
t1ona] decisions throughout’ SCORE s 353 teaching pages. '

wThemSCO§E4Teachfng*Process-*’«-»i« e R

Initial pupil

selection <j> "““—————?—._s program is_based on evidence of a need to

_ Criterion
- test”

|beTow (- ) criterion enters the child into

_| After enter1ng .the program the dec1s10n to

: words on a g1ven pre- un1t or “cha]]enge;page

/'. elements taught ‘before.. Each page presents:

' ordered branching Tists (L). " When the child

~'.]1st reqyc]es the'child back to the last - i}

jadvanc1ng t0 a new-unit-with less than’ 100%

. Crite rion h
) test

. loccur “at.the end of gach unit.

‘[given unit, he advances to the:pre- unit test g

‘[-program, the SCORE Criterion tesf is ad-
| ministered again.. Ascore’ above the - -
Jcritérion level for ‘mastery . exits the ch1]d

The selection cof cand1dates for the SCORE

master word attack or phonetic skills.

The decision to place a child in the program
is based on his/her performance on the SCORE -
{Criterion test. . A score above (#+) the
criterion level for mastery indicates the
child should not enter the program. A score:

the program on page one of Book One.

teach or-skip a“given unit of 'the sequence™ |~
is based on whether or not the child pro--
duces a correct response to 100% of the

" o “'..v..
1 <
.2 ( . . " - ¢
S .. | S

Each: unit cons1sts of "teach1ng pages“ wh1ch
introduce new elements while- reviewing

. one teaching-1ist (T) and fourﬁrandomly

performs at’ 100% mastery on a ]1st he then

advances to the ‘next’page.

e
- : ] . - [

On pages des1gnated as “recyc]e pages” (R), . | ?
less than 100% mastery on the final branching |/

"recycle page". This prevents-the child from

mastery of the last ynit. "Recyc]e pages

w.' HEN

When the\thild has suvcessfully mastered a ﬂ

or "cha]]aﬁge page“ for the next unit.
After completion of ‘the final-unit of the

from>the program. A score below cr1ter1a :
recycles the.cbi]d_baek»throughsthe program~4)f;
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S Append1x B
o SEOUENCE OF PHONETIC ELEMENTS TAUGHT <>

*Not t to be usnd as a p]acement gu de

- Lea rmng Gu7da/nce Systems, Copymght ‘ 1973

5 .

N ‘) -IN THE SCORE PROGRAM * : /
I-BOOK 1 BOOK 3. BOOK_S : LBOOK 6 "/
@ m; r (these *u (run) ec ;suff1xes
‘s sounds v © i ea . =5 o -ose ;
N are o c — 1 -ed - " -oTd |
i*a Eaught.in - et ay, ai j -ing -one
: £ - isolation) gl, pl. ble ae I -er -ord
L . s1, cl1, fl ca, .-e, -oe } -orn
b r-  (sound : oW - ’ i two" sy]]ab]e -ound
{ f-  blending dr, br, tr igh -words with: -|- -
i m-  is taught: gr, cr, wr . . — 1 double "cons-  |-up
, - la, ra, fa, ui onant, open -use
r “ma, na) SW, SN, sm | ew sy]]ab]e and |-ute
: s1, sh- ue .¢losed - -ue
p- sk, sc . _ ,’syllab]e
yoteT _ st, sp. . T 00 - =y "t
-n: (i.e.,.ran) = — 00 —
: — ~ck - , -ble,. -p]e, -d]e -
-t ~st - . oW " I-gle, -k]e -
-p -sh . - ou -
— --sk, sp -aw _ y -ade, -aid.
-9 : au S ane
']'d ' : 1Y ¢ oy U 'al]'. - i
J-1- NE— “ | pr,. fr —————— . | ~ake.
o d- ) - — ar.- /'" s 7’ | -ate’
19 ) ' »;ﬁg—v—v~;\i\;;>~.ﬁ ~.| are, a1r/ > 1 F—
h- - ; A A tor - | -ack
— - . _ BQOK.4 _ oar?gg?es -ajr_
e Cchteh LT e .
e ‘-iﬁd{ 'hts_;f————~ ' edr \ e e -ate - -
» _m co ) ‘: -nk, '-ng | eer ’;: . A.-'.:\-ack‘
| .. ; ?str, sp], scr. - | /1n ho <“ﬁ*:31r ‘
_-I - & _‘ _ = o / _ur P- :-—-_ . _a-l-l
{ th T 1/ | T Sy
s _ -'_""‘ T [iverindy i — e
{onme o 7T o 1d, o11," 81k #- | .| -eet
1.BO0K 2. . a (s1.ent e) / /¢ 20 2 . o v ,
L , i -‘(s11ent e)/ : a]l"?‘k’ wa ‘ ;:QE' - N
e . . - . (i .
e Gin) g - ly-, kn, gn ~ell.. .
L w k o . ) . / - :_ge’ g-‘em_- .
. N . . L . - ™ ' . g : Jend WL
Gls () . - Squ oL ’ ’ —eteev\‘ 0L
e ¢ (soft) S b B
.2y ] . - 7 : ;\ < '
. R s o -ide LoNa : -
ST ‘ / i -ise. . [ S
T / ' -ind - .\
*e (pen).‘ - - oo .
_/ v > .
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© " Comments by Adopters of SCORE o

: Fo]]ow1ng are responses to the survey item wh1ch asked ‘the respondent to
"state any noticeable benef1ts of SCORE" ) - .
- 1978-79 adopters.. A RE

' Improvement 1n read1ng speed, accuracy and f]uency chi]dren with ]1tt]e or
no phonics skills have handled: SCORE successfu]]y not1ceaﬁTe>carryover into- other
reading materials...SCORE -yot some of the re]uctant readers excited about read1ng

., they were proud of cheir achievement...students were enthusiastic about using the -

" ‘.”1979 80 adopters

materials and have learned some so]1d phonet1c genera]1zat1ons .pupil's class work
has improved and MAT scores have improved also...Student's se]f—1mage and att1éude
towards reading has 1mproved .improved ability to attack words...highly effective
and relatively 1nexpens1ve “program provided needed practice for*1nd1v1dua]
children...terrific gains on WRAT...can induce a sense of accomp11shment .students
“are rea]]y challenged to-do their best .students enjoyed moving quickly through
- the- ‘program. . .excellent for teach1ng sound blending skills...improved decoding
" - skille’..very good reinforcement and.teaching tool...a c0ns1stent, organized -program
_that can be used by a non-professional.. .students stopped guessing the word and -
: tr1ed to sound it out...a.great opportun1ty for parents to become involved. g:parents
“were pleased to have the1r children in the program:..the greatest advantage 0f SCORE
- is 'the.one-to-one re]at1onsh1p between tutor and student .tutors who received con-'
sistent tutoring are now more careful readers...it's great for learning 1n1t1a1,
- consonants-and.- it provides ‘a- godd foundation in the vowels... Wgrks. faster and ‘is-
~easier to use than the. Monterey ‘Rdading Program:..very motivating for'the children..
“an_efficient way to help.children ﬁake werdfqetter—d1scr1m1nat1ons .improved the_lj
self-image of the. tutors...SCORE is a perfect tool... SCORE"s most s1gn1f1cant , '
~ -contribution is the demonstrat1on 1t has prov1ded of the power of success as a

' mot1vator and conf1denc~ bu1]der ' o o
' Ty o .

SCORE helped to 1mprove the student g se]f—1mage 1mmed1ate re1nforcement

is def1n1te]y an 1mportant feature of the program. " ~.SCORE js easy to im=—--_
- plement...oné-to-one contact. students gain faster than with other remedial
programs .improves read1ng and decod1ng skills...builds student confidence
-~ .n attack1ng new words..:trains student to stay on task...the program

.estab]1shes a high response rate in a short time. mater1a1s are clearly - .
Wr1tten, “thorough, and “easy to use and understand ‘helps'.stimulate student
~-motivation=and-equipment- and ‘teach.. siasm. he1ps students and. tutors

__establi : onsibility.. 1nd1v1dua]1zed .itis a good’ supp]emen-o~»v4,.;;ﬂ
'tary program SCORE is good phonics based ‘material for aud1tory learners,.. -

Tt s inexpensive, and: cost-eff1c1ent .the ‘reward system is built in. .provides - -

s f‘spec1f1c tasks <

. good aud1tory feedback. . ch1]dren who cou]d ‘not decode car now read at about.

. 'the 4th grade: level after completing’ the SCORE program...students and tutors
~ feel real accomp11shment -and -increased \self-esteenm. . .students increased their = -
" speed in read1ng .SCORE -greatly 1mproved phon1cs and f]uency skills.: students'
" stopped guess:ing and began to sound-words out...SCORE is a- great he]p w1th b~

and d reversals. .the - immediate feedback ‘that SCORE provides:is.an* 1mportant

- feature.. 1mproved oral.reading skills. g helps with spelling skills, as well,:
"as, read1ng skills. students were-not—dfraid-to use-word attack skills they
learned -in SEORE<:: -~ virtua¥ non-readers were able to decode. 4th grade mater1a]
after completing: the SCORE program:. . thé program is beaut1fu]]y organ1zed
shows noticeable results with short. ‘tutoring sessions. ..SCORE. provides -
- easy“record keep1ng and recording.. ~improved student mot1vat1oo and
‘attitude toward- read1ng 1mproved student S. ab1]1ty to attend to

i - T
] PN R S




. HOW PROJECT SCORE MEETSBRECENTLY IDWTIFIED CONCERNS AB UT SCHOOL' ~"
/ IN\PROVEMENT PROGRAMS AND PROHCIENCY STANDARDS S

L

. , . P ¢ . . :
g A survey of 'the California State Department of Education 8 Program Branch Units B
"has identified 13 areas of concern for.1980-81. Most ‘of these concerns. were.re- ”
lated to improving instructional programs or proficiency standards. The Title
IV-C Exemplary Program Replication Unit has_ requested that the aspects of- each .
of the present Exemplary Projects that™ meet. any of -the 13 areas of concern be
identified. Project SCORE* is one of the Title IV—C Exemplary Projects that
. meet 7 out of the 13 seiected 'areas of’ concern o .
 AREA DF._CQNCERN o S 'HOW SCORE MEETS'THE. CONCERN
1. Supplementing the regular program . SCORE was tailor-made to meet the’ first
o witH appropriate remediation. ... . - area of.concern having to do with 3 S
s © ., -supplemental remediation. . SCORE was * . '~
P ' | specifically designedito provide appro-kfuf
EA W Co : y . , i ‘priate remediation in basic reading ‘to
Cem T = A P '_ supplement the regular program from PN
N .2__ : ﬁ;éﬁgﬁgeaﬁriz;ﬂzngﬁg . AN SCORE c]ose]y meets the second concem
remediation S o . It does provide ‘an innovative remed1a] :
L e oI, SRR strategy which; promotes prof1c1ency in
S B Y o -7 T # o D reading” while not d1m1msh1ng the Fich=" <.
: s f0 _;'\ness of:a’ student s educational. expemen,
""3 Mbtivating students to attendj.a L Indirectly, SCORE meets this concern. by .

) providing a cgmprehensive/built—in re:;:>
o _ward system.. ‘This_has proven to increaser—
their - desire. to participate in regular 'H'"
: o - remedial classes that utilize SCORE“‘“~
4 :‘ : o N * LN
S ’ ' Project SCORE addresses this arEa\by ,
providing a. packaged program for train-._
T L S ‘ing secondary teachersz.'to teach. basic -
SE T ST T S " .elementary:.level reading skills to hirh
T S N e ., school students.. -Many of the’ high :
T S T e, =‘schools have reported this to be a unique -
ST ST L feature-of SCORE. I SR

regular or remedial—classes.v
L O

" 5. Communicating with parents.. .. Though SCORE was not specifically
SRy T '..~ developed as a parent—communication'm T
AT ST .. Program, it does provide: daily;pupil-
performauce feedback via Daily Report .~
cards (SCORE Cards) - Parents may also

'}\Q ‘ s . e o serve«as effective reading tutors.v"'
Q * Success Controlled Optimal Reading ExperienceZQJ t:"lj E :w?xh.t“f T
I:KC b LT AT ‘\ . Len e ) .,“f“ T ",;' . .

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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6. Designing assessment "and remediation SCORE doeq.provide an effactive
i+ of LES/NES students v : ' remedial.reading program for LES/NES
( P - students. Evaluation”ahowad,that :

KT e ‘ R . © - are implenfentingthe SCORE program to ' o

“ N ' - . LES/NES pupils produce reading gainsg
R e which were the same as, or greater
than, gains produced with non LES/NES

N . . . pupuB. . ) . .
" 7. Use of categorical funding to meet - Through the use of ESEA.Title IV-C . /
requirement of the proficiency law. ~Adoption Project funding, districts -

y
) P facilitate meeting proficiency require-’
T ., ments in basic reading skills /

‘ For add1t1oha1 1nformat1on, p]ease contact. o

-~

"-q.\

7 “John D Crad1er, D1rector ‘of . Proaect SCORE
South San Francisco Un1f1ed Schoo] D1str1ct
398 "B" Street - - . T
~‘South San.Franciscoy CA .94080 e
'(415) 877-8835/588-7455 o A e ‘ o
. o , : : - ST
How Prqgect SCORE comp]ements and supp]ements;§pec1a1 Educat1on Master P]an programs

The maJor goa] of Spec1a1 Education Master Plan is to prOV1de educat1on apprOpr1ate

~ to the needs of individuals with exceptioral needs in a setting which promotes maxi- -€p.
‘mum interaction with the general school ‘population:=-Project SCORE was deve10ped for

the purpose of providing tutorial read1ng instruction, for. Learn1ng Handicapped .
_pupils-in the®"Least’ Restr1ct1ve Environment". ,The program- was" subsequent]y va11dated

Nwd;h ESEA Title .IV-C funds with Educationally Hand1capped students with. clearly
e

ntified reading handicaps (diplexia). Recently, the United States Department pof

Education Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) cert1f1ed SCORE as an Exemp]ar ,
Program for, the. 1earn1ng hand1capped '“ﬁ ; S S hJ L SO
/Progect SCORE ‘was . déS]gned to addrets many of the spec1f1c readlng prob]ems shown

by hand1capped pupi]s ‘These’ include spec1a1 word patterning ‘and-a marker to. re-

.-duce reversal errors, h1gh1y structured ‘and defined lessons to improve the attention .
span of" hyperact1ve pupi]s, programmed high success rate (90-95%) to beénefit pupils .- \
with se]f—esteem diminished by high failure rates, built-in Jesson branch1ng proce- N\
" dures to adJust for: 1nd1v1dua1 d1fferences in.ability and background expe ence,,
.Special-blending exercises. for hahd1capped pupiTs who have .difficulty learn 54
phonet1ca11y Also, SCORE .provides a built-in motivation system to provide nee
““incentivés for. hand1capped pupils. who 1ost the1r mot1vat1on to perform to the1

”-"; opt1ma1 levels. - - , - o - R
o o . S e . A
. S

p



1980-81 TITLE 1V-C:SCORE ADEBTIONS

. LT
= N | Y

Q

,-\

‘9‘ ]

(A

.-
o : W . #of |, #0of | Type of x| § of | Type of* |
4| District | Contart Person PTgneN# | Sites| Pupils Gfugils ATutors | Tutors |
. ) 1 K 07) S R L I N |
- 1 Healdshurg USD- Barbara Rubis S1-253 | 3 S0-T0 0k |10 5,108
Office‘of~the‘5upt.‘ | ! LU0 TCounty- Gr, T 12 - R
_Napa’ County Schools Marilyn Kopmanm " . | 250-5266 Wide SE| 200+ | SE - | g0 SUA .
T , B = [9T6) B, 15 1t
{Rescue Union D Gary L. Brockett 677-4461 280 IRSE LSy
L » R br., 1-5 R
§ {Oakhurst Union Elem. SD Clint Bletscher 10834676 | T h0E [ 65 [V
T L » 20 ) A BN 0 /A A s
| 3_|Nadera USD " - Jean Upton 673-9151,280 1 |18 | SE,D- |- S
: | | (905 b K8 T _
o6 |Lost Hl]]S USD James P, Roberts (797-262 11 1100 R | A0 S,V
- ol . - {olb) S T T ¥ E B
1 {Orcutt Un10n S | ‘Mar11yn R Jeﬁ@rey 93-4416 | T 1120 - 0D 151 VAS
| | | A S N 3 A D e
8 |lodi USD | Norma JEan‘Gates‘ Y 136740 27”( 20 | SE | ]S
‘ [ A BE) T et or k-1 | | '
19 _Lsan dose 150 aren anson.. EXTO g P S I P
s S R ) 7 e, 2- 8 | !
10 |Evergreen Elen. S Karen Eller ‘ 274 52068 5 150 | R B OLSA
L || PatMcia lomanto T R S D
A1 - 1Alisat SD Dr. Lynp Eden 167+6713 11252600 .0 |28 |$
JUNE ‘LouTse Walsingham DL G A
12 fsan Ben1to Co 0fﬁ1ce of Ed. |. Lynette Boisvert 637 W0 | g a0 | 10
' T T(213) N AT o
13 west Cov1na USD . Mrs. Barbara La Moure 338-841] 6 (27 | S 80 | Us
o T BRI I br, k-6 1
- AM swﬂwmhwnwuw 1 Dr. Robert R: Ford 188612341, 9 19, ! ola sy
ol T A AT ERDisteic T Gr, kT2 o
115 {Poway USD Jack:£. Sharpe 748-0010 76 W]de 180 [ SER 15 | S
Cp o ' | X \/18] R e S
16. (WalnutiValley USD *.| Walter B. Nash 1991260 ] 1 Rl s
¥ Spec1al E, (SE) D1sadvantaged (D k. Student 55; ) o
B111ngua1 (B) Regu]ar R}~ Volunteer (V sé t
L b A1des o .
AN
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bl B () Dttt 0]
(8)  Regular

- “BiTingua]

CERICT |7} 7

(R)

O Student E
. Yolunteer (V

S;

I

\ ,. t'-" . . '
R 1979-80 TITLE 11-C SCORE ADOPTIONS
o, - | of T A of [ Tye of ] Fof | Type of#|
N | District Contact Person - Phone # . | Sites| Pupils| Pupils |Tutors:| Tutors "
. | L UUBRE br, -8 R
1 {Sonoma Valley USD - Bob Guertz ' 938-8545 T 1 20 D,SER | 70 |5,
e o T T T T
. 2\ [Foresthi1) Union Elen. S0 | Carol Y. Mohler -2 | T 5B P RD |5 | s
' \ﬂ | Kenneth G. Woody (41o) Ex[District — Jor T N
3__{Redwood City SD Robert Costa 365-1950 41| . Wide | 350° | R,SEB,D| 40 [AS
R K T T
4 Morgan Hil1 USD , Bill R. Forester -89 | 2 || R S,1,A
\ o / Richard Forriss U BLBEE .
5 |Monterey Peninsula USD © | Lloyd Reist 649-7261 2 120 | SER 7] 30 ) SSVA
S T B (BT LR
6 |Santa Marfa S0 ~LesTie:D. Cox (9281783 207 3 | 182 | SEBR| R | SA
} 1 I | Sue Bruemmer (o] BR-BZ3F[ [Gr. 3
.7 1{61Tray USD. | Patricia Matulich (h8) 842-8292: 2 | 120 [SE,R,B,D | 30 VA
SR | | U Gr. 16 | |
1"8_|Laguna Salada Union SO Karen R. Halls I LT SRR | 0 | SAL
| \ ' | FredValverde VRIS R S TG, 812 |
-9 {Liberty Unon'High SO - - | Thaddeus.A. Ferenc_ -~ ‘(ﬁIS) 6@9-2]65‘ Lot B0 SR [ a [SA
T T " riTou CURdberg - (714) R
10 }£y1ne usp B Tom Angell o49-8816 1 4 |2 RiR.SF 0 SUA ]
Al | "S0raya NewerT VAR A ) x
!ﬁmeW%MD W@mwml ' ﬂ#g- Ll IR | g | osa
12 Capi$¢ranb'USD' Pat Griggs e | 1| w0 Gr'RKTf o | s |
nl e
3 . -
14 | A .
5 \ | S -
T e
! |
| \
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