











The Secretary’s Reading Leadership Academy 2 COMMENTS — DAY 2

Need all presentation slides be made available at conference (disk? CD Rom?) or at [east on
D.O.E. webpages.

» Not enough quality time to dig deeper into developing the initial parts of our plan.

¢ I think RMC did a poor job of defining how we were to do the “activity”

Any information you can send to Puerto Rico that is translated?

Need more space. More soda and water out of meeting area. Activities seem repetitive, need to
build toward plan development.

Thank you for organizing such a dynamic panel!

L

I still am not clear about the requirements for the state or district proposal

Are states to name specific programs? Assessments?




Attachment 3 - RLA 3, Day 2, Participant Evaluations

The Secretary’s Reading Leadership Academy 3
Day Two - February 21, 2002

Participant Evaluation
(99 responses)

1. How useful was the information in each of the following presentations/activities to helping you in your work?
Not at all Very useful No
useful Response
Effective Instruction — Presentation (1%) (%) (26%) (59%) (2%)
Effective Instruction — Activity (1%) (13%) (31%) (44%) (7%)
Reading Programs — Presentation (5%) (19%) (28%}) (45%) (2%)
Reading Programs — Activity {2%) (18%) (37%) (34%) (6%)
Professional Development — Presentation 0) (7%) (21%) {65%) (3%)
Professional Development — Activity (2%) (7%) (25%) (52%) (10%)
Assessment — Presentation (2%) (16%) (28%) (47%) (4%)
Assessment — Activity (3%) (13%) (27%) (42%) (12%)
Theory to Practice Panel {1%) (12%) {16%) (48%) (21%)

2. How would you rate the quality of each of the presentations/activities?
Poor Excellent No
Response

Effective Instruction - Presentation (1%) (9%) (22%) {59%) (6%)
Effective Instruction ~ Activity {(1%) (10%) (31%) (41%) (15%)
Reading Programs - Presentation (7%) {13%) (21%) (49%) (8%)
Reading Programs — Activity (1%) (12%) (33%) (36%) {16%)
Professional Development — Presentation (0) (5%) (22%) (61%) (9%)
Professional Development — Activity (1%) (9%) (29%) (39%) (19%)
Assessment — Presentation (6%) (12%) (21%) (52%) (6%)
Assessment — Activity (3%) (9%) (25%) (42%) (18%)
Theory to Practice Panel 0) {6%) (18%) (52%) (21%)

3.

If you have any comments, insights, or suggestions about this portion of the Academy, or wish to provide
explanations of any of your answers above, please write them below or on the back of this sheet if more space

is needed.

Professional development“m outstanding

Thanks for luncheon speaker- So great! Wish we had heard more from him/!



The Secretary’s Reading Leadership Academy 3 COMMENTS - DAY 2

Thank you so much for all of your hard work. We will all benefit from it greatly.

What is the study from which the Hartsfield Elementary data came? Does the study meet the guidelines of research-
based evidence? "Experts” shouldn't cite “research” without giving the citation.

State activities seem to assume one has a focused group and/or a facilitator that can make the sessions productive. |
have not found that to be the case and as a result have experienced frustration with these activities.

[ felt fike | was in a Direct Instruction sales pitch all day. Thanks for including at least one other program.
Very informative and inspiring presentations.

Very encouraging true stories by the panel.

I think it would have been helpful to have an outside "coach” to sit at each/our state table to keep states on task!

Very well organized.
Lunch speaker was very enjoyable.
Well planned. Very smooth, even though the audience was a little hard to corral after caffeine!

| feel it is wrong to showcase one specific program (D.1.) excessively at least three times. There are many SBRR
programs.

Whee - lots of information to think through. What's your follow-up, other than receipt of grants?

Well done. I'm very highly satisfied.

This was a great day - very useful, specific and practical, overall picture made clear, etc.

Was not what we expected.

Videos were very helpful.

} loved the videos.

I felt as if this Reading Leadership Academy was rather heavy-handed. | am not at ail certain that there is the kind of
‘convergence” in the research that people keep insisting upon. Additionally, | felt as if many of the speakers were

preaching to the choir. The people sitting at these tables wrote a good deal of the research you're citing. Are you
certain you understand your audience? Where were the dissenting voices? Seems to me they are being silenced!

- was excelient!

Lunch keynote ~ outstanding — please keep him up front. He is a link from theory to practice. Teachers and principals
would be more apt to listen to him than researchers.

Very informed and helpful information for educators to learn and use for their own decision making in their own scheols.
I'm excited to share them with my own staff.

| especially like the success stories at the end of the session.



The Secretary’s Reading Leadership Academy 3 COMMENTS ~ DAY 2

— speech was riddled with mischaracterizations.

The information on effective instruction and reading programs was done very quickly and this diminished the
effectiveness. There was an overemphasis of phonemic awareness and phonics which left the impression that this is
the bulk of the effective reading program.

Multiple perspectives needed.

While all the elements are given equal weight in Reading First - the emphasis was skewed. The message to the group
seemed that some areas drive all others. Scientific research is important but there’s a lot of research out there which
needs to be included and honored. Intangibles will also always be there.

Today's sessions may have given an excessive endorsement to Direct Instruction. Are there other good reading

initiatives? Can a case be made for not spending district or school funds on a commercial product? Three of the four
presenters endorsed D.]. Is this an excessive government endorsement of one company?

Presentations helped to focus the state discussions.

The presenters pushing phonics ought to look at the research concerning a balanced approach and the other four
strategies.

The panel was a nice bonus! They produced a first-hand experience that had credibifity.

A well-organized, informative day. The intermittent activities for the state teams are very useful. Thank you.

| want more than increased test scores. Kids need experience in thinking. They need to be able to conceptualize
outside of how they are tested, so they can replicate their knowledge in a variety of situations in the real world. Kids
need to become accountable for and excited about their own learning. Can't do it without increased test scores, but that

just indicates kids have the tools. Do they know how to use them? Do tests measure that?

The details of specific instructional strategies (as in the “reading program” presentation) are, in my opinion, not relevant
to this audience.

Presentations such as_ which focus on research, theory, and critical concepts are relevant and target this
audience. '

I've appreciated the speakers’ willingness to answer questions during the activity periods. Thank you.

Not new information and | don't agree with all. Helps see what's needed for grant. | appreciated time to work together
very valuable.

Quality (presentations) - you all are polished!

Please give us the citations re: the studies referenced in the assessment presentation - may we assume these studies
fit the criteria for scientific reading research? The citations will help us.

How is it that the Spanish version of the DRA is “under review" but not the English language version?

Overall, very good.

Too much presentation/PowerPoint. Not enough activity time.



The Becretary’s Reading Leadership Academy 3 COMMENTS — DAY 2

Had the proposals been available we could have planned more constructively.

I personally got the most out of the panel at the end of the day. The opportunities for interactions with our state group
between each presentation was very helpful.

Not enough time for state activities.
Well organized - good for team members to hear same message.
Well organized day — extremely helpful. Thanks!

The funcheon speaker,— was absolutely excellent!!

Most of what was presented could have been shared in a handout. No suggestions or real questions appear
welcome. .. just willingness to clarify directives and promote certain sanctioned programs or materials or pedagogy.

Reading PowerPoint slides is not appropriate staff development. The luncheon speaker {a private school master) was
the best of the day. [s that the message about public education you want to send? You employ smart people who
could answer the hard questions. Let them invite the discussion.

Effective Instructional supplementary information in the effective instruction session is extremely beneficial.

Programs: The classification process may assist our districts in analyzing the benefits of available texts. With local
control in a textbook state, support and guidance through the process is necessary.

Assessment. Looks a lot like testing. What happened to training classroom teachers with on-going, daily/weekly
assessment strategies to inform instruction. Waiting six weeks or longer to assess, at the early grades, could be
wasting valuable time!

Videos are great!

Presentations were so rote — we could have just read the slides.

Too much that is scientifically validated that was left out. Panelists had a tough time with questions, which is never a
good sign. DOE people, however, were very helpful, and the meeting was well organized.

A broader range of scientists needs to be called into the conversation!

I was not happy with the emphasis on using decodable text. There is no research information that supports the use of
decodable text. (according to Allington) '

| feel that we need to use text based on what we think our students can relate to. We shouldn't use mandated
programs with prescriptions on what a teacher should say and do.

The handouts and overheads are all very professionally done!

Most of the presentations were so very fast paced, but perhaps it is needed to show the big picture in the 2.5 days. |
like the time to work at the state groups. It was a good time to process everything.

Great day!

Not enough time for activity.



Attachment 4 - aAuditee's Comments

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

WASHINGTON, D.C, 20202-

TO: Bemard Tadley
Regional Inspector General for Audit

FROM:  Ray Simon /
Deputy Secretar

SUBJECT: Draft Report: Review of Selected Aspects of the Department’s
Administration of the Reading First Program”, ED-OIG/A03G0006

. We have reviewed the draft audit report entitled “Review of Selected Aspects of the
Department’s Administration of the Reading First Program”, ED-OIG/A03G0006, and
appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on behalf of the Office of Elementary
and Secondary Education. The Office of the General Counsel concurs with these

comments.

General Comments

We agree that there were areas for improvement in the implementation of the technical
assistance activities provided in the early part of the implementation of the Reading First
program that were the subject of the draft audit. However, we have some significant
concerns as outlined below that the draft report did not recognize the positive aspects of
the activities reviewed in the draft report (nor did it recognize the challenges faced in
planning these activities), and, in our view, did not present a balanced summary of these

_ activities.

The Department faced many challenges in issuing thorough and immediate guidance and
providing helpful technical assistance to potential applicants at the very start of this
program, Overall, the results were very positive and the gnidance and technical
assistance provided were generally greatly appreciated by the recipients of the guidance
and the participants in the technical assistance sessions. The draft report, focuses on the
few negative comments in the evaluations by the participants of the Reading Leadership
Academies (RLAs), and does not adequately consider or weigh the many positive
comments that the Department received. The Department continues to receive positive
comments about these sessions and the guidance provided, and has received many

indications that the program is effective in helping children learn to read, and these early |

guidance and technical assistance sessions were very helpful in making Reading First an
effective pro gram ,

www.ed.gov

Our mission is to ensure equal access to education and to promote educational excellence throughout the Nation.




Many of these concerns about presenting a balanced review were expressed at the exit
conference with the OIG in reviewing the draft “point sheets.” However, regrettably,
these concerns do not appear to be adequately addressed in the draft report.

We agree that sessions were planned in a very expeditious manner and, in retrospect,
improvements could have been made. We specifically acknowledge that at the RLAs,
Department officials could have and should have done more to clarify that the
Department was not promoting or endorsing specific reading programs, materials,
assessment instruments, or models of instruction. As noted below, there were some
etforts made to clarify this at the conference, but we agree generally that further efforts
should have been made, and thus, we agree with the recommendations in the report.
They will provide valuable improvements that the Department will implement to further
improve its technical assistance and dissemination activities in Reading First and other
programs. The following specific comments indicate continuing concerns we have with

the findings in the draft report.

Specific Comments

As noted above, while we concur with the recommendations in the draft report, we can
only agree in part with the findings in the draft report, because the draft report fails to
provide a balanced review especially with regard to the Reading Leadership Academies.

We have the following specific comments:

¢ The report notes that the Department did not instruct pancl members in the
“Theory to Practice” sessions not to name the programs that they were using,.
While we agree that the audience should have been adequately advised that the
Department was not promoting or endorsing a specific program, we do not think
that there is any problem in having panelists highlight certain successful programs
or identify the specific programs they are implementing. This has happened at
many conferences over the years; some of which were attended by representatives
of the Office of Inspector General, and to our knowledge, we have rarely received
negative comments about the naming of programs. To the contrary, we have
received positive feedback that this is the kind of helpful information that
applicants and grantees need to make their programs more effective.
Fuithermore, when panelists failed to specifically say what program they were
1mplementing, participants during the question and answer session asked for the
program to be named and the panelist typically responding by identifying the
program. Thus, it is reasonable for the panelists to mention the names of the
programs they were using, so that the Department can carry out its important
statutory responstibilities to disseminate information on effective and promising

practices.

e The report indicates that the Department included only a “select number” of
reading programs for discussion by the “Theory to Practice” panel members. In
planning a conference, at which attendees only have a limited time to attend and
participate, the Department cannot be expected to present information on all




possible programs. It is reasonable that the Department should be able to present
information on certain programs, as long as it is made clear that the programs
presented are merely examples of the types of programs that might be supported
with Reading First funds and that the presentation was not intended to be an
endorsement or promotion of a specific program. In fact, the Reading First
legislation specifically directs that funds be used to “support the continued
identification and dissemination of information on reading programs that contain
the essential components of reading instruction as supported by scientifically
based reading research . . .” (Section 1207(a)(3) of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act of 1965, as amended)

Admittedly, some members of the audience felt that the Department appeared to
be promoting certain reading programs. The Department representatives should
have taken additional steps at the beginning of the panel presentations to prevent
these impressions and did not adequately do so. However, once the Department
became aware that some members of the audience might have misunderstood the
purpose of the “Theory o Practice” sessions, the Department representatives
attempted to rectify this problem by specifically informing the audience that
Department officials were not attempting to endorse or promote any particular
program. Furthermore, Department officials took additional steps to clarify that
they were not endorsing or promoting particular programs, including posting a
clarifying note of the Reading First web site and sending a letter to Reading First
State Directors indicating that there was not an “approved list” of reading
programs that could be funded under Reading First. We are concerned that the
auditors use these subsequent actions to address the problems as further evidence
of the Department’s initial failure to indicate adequately that it was not endorsing
or promoting particular programs, rather than recognizing these as positive steps
that Department personnel took expeditiously to clarify the false impression that
was left with some of the conference attendees.

The report noted that some attendees at the first and third Reading Leadership
Academies expressed on their evaluation forms concern that the Department was
endorsing two specific programs. As we have indicated previously, we concur
that it was problematic that some individuals were left with this impression and
that the Department representatives should have done more at the outset to
prevent this. On the other hand, many conference attendees made very positive
comments on their evaluation forms and thought that the presentations were well
done. The audifors merely highlighted the negative comments and the comments
of individuals expressing concerns about the sessions. We recommend that the
auditors consider a more balanced analysis of the evaluations of the conferences.




e  We acknowledge that the Department should have in place procedures-to assess
issues of bias and lack of objectivity on the part of potential technical assistance
providers. However, the mere fact that certain individuals may have expertise
with respect to particular programs should not preclude them from serving as
technical assistance providers in any capacity. On the other hand, we
acknowledge the Department should take steps to ensure that such individuals do
not provide advice in areas in which they may have a financial conflict of interest.

Although we continue to have concerns about the draft report, we appreciate the
recommendations made in the report. Please let us know if you have any questions about
our comments or need additional information with regard to these matters. Thank you

again for the opportunity to comment.

Attachment






