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 COHORT 1: CRF SUSTAINABILITY
The ultimate goal of Colorado Reading First is that all children will read at or above grade level by the end of third grade (as measured by proficient or above on the English CSAP).  Cohort 1 was funded for three years:  2004-07.  Four LEAs (11 schools) were provided fourth year funding.  The following data pertain to sustainability in Cohort 1 schools.
Cohort 1 CSAP data were provided by the Colorado Department of Education (CDE) Assessment Department in 2003 (baseline), 2004 (year 1) and 2005 (year 2). The External Evaluator summarized the 2006 (year 3) and 2007 (post-CRF) CSAP results using data posted on the CDE website.  The following summative statements refer to Table 1 data.  The state proficiency levels (percentage of students proficient or advanced) in 2003 (pre-CRF) and 2007 (4th year) were 74% and 71%, respectively.

· Among the eight 4th year funded schools for the five years (2003-07)

6 (75%) of the 8 schools were at or above the state proficiency level in 2003



These schools were: Fountain, Holly (Shanner), Spann, Liberty, Byers, Bennett


5 (63%) of the 8 schools were at or above the state proficiency level in 2007 



These schools were:  Wiley, Spann, Byers, Bennett, and Holly (Shanner)
· Among the 18 schools with three years of funding for the five years displayed in Table 1:


2 (11%) of the schools were at or above the state proficiency level in 2003



These schools were: Merino and Nisley


4 (22%) of the schools were at or above the state proficiency level in 2007



These schools were:  Merino, Northside, Mesa View, and Burlington 

· Four schools that were below the state proficiency level in 2003 and above the state proficiency level in 2007 were:

	School
	2003 (Pre-CRF)

Proficient/Above
	2007 (4th Year)

Proficient/Above

	Northside Elementary
	50%
	82%

	Mesa View Elementary
	66%
	81%

	Wiley Elementary
	67%
	88%

	Burlington Elementary
	73%
	87%


The percentages of students scoring at or above third grade level as measured by the English CSAP are displayed below for Colorado and each Cohort 1 school.  The two groups of schools (4th year funded and not 4th year funded) are displayed in descending order of the change in proficiency levels prior to CRF (2003) and in year 4 (2007).  
Table 1:  Colorado and CRF Cohort 1 percentages of third grade students scoring proficient or advanced from 2003 (pre-CRF) to 2007 (year 4)

	Students
	4th Year Funded?
	2003

Pre-CRF
	2004
	2005
	2006
	2007

Year 4
	Change Pre to Yr 4

	Colorado
	N/A
	74
	74
	71
	70
	71
	-3
	

	Wiley
	Yes
	67
	74
	90
	73
	88
	+13
	

	Spann
	Yes
	77
	81
	84
	69
	87
	+10
	

	Bennett
	Yes
	75
	76
	73
	90
	75
	0
	

	Byers
	Yes
	76
	64
	81
	91
	76
	0
	

	Liberty
	Yes
	74
	75
	82
	75
	70
	-4
	

	Irving
	Yes
	69
	69
	67
	75
	64
	-5
	

	Holly (Shanner)
	Yes
	80
	75
	65
	69
	72
	-12
	

	Fountain
	Yes
	81
	66
	89
	81
	67
	-13
	

	Granada
	Yes
	52
	64
	76
	61
	No data
	N/A

	Karval
	Yes
	Too few students to calculate percentage.

	Northside
	No
	50
	70
	58
	65
	82
	+32
	

	Mesa View
	No
	66
	82
	69
	65
	81
	+15
	

	Burlington
	No
	73
	78
	58
	82
	87
	+14
	

	Bea Underwood
	No
	49
	63
	48
	38
	59
	+10
	

	Edgewater
	No
	53
	49
	61
	60
	62
	+9
	

	Merino
	No
	87
	80
	89
	70
	90
	+3
	

	Centennial (SD6)
	No
	53
	43
	50
	56
	56
	+3
	

	Monterey
	No
	54
	50
	54
	63
	56
	+2
	

	Alice Terry
	No
	39
	64
	73
	No third grade
	

	Miami-Yoder
	No
	60
	40
	71
	50
	59
	-1
	

	Haskin
	No
	54
	50
	58
	53
	53
	-1
	

	Centennial (Harr)
	No
	49
	41
	48
	56
	46
	-3
	

	Twombly
	No
	No data
	40
	47
	36
	36
	~ -4
	

	Eiber
	No
	60
	57
	55
	47
	55
	-5
	

	Green Acres
	No
	56
	83
	68
	64
	48
	-8
	

	Lumberg
	No
	59
	56
	39
	50
	49
	-10
	

	Butler
	No
	63
	59
	52
	47
	47
	-16
	

	Ft. Logan
	No
	45
	62
	69
	56
	64
	-19
	

	Nisley
	No
	74
	71
	71
	72
	51
	-23
	

	Alice Terry
	No
	39
	64
	73
	No third grade

	Sierra Grande
	No
	74
	65
	52
	75
	No data
	N/A


Since the ultimate goal of RF is for all students to be proficient readers at the end of third grade, it is important to know not only the percentage of students scoring proficient or above but also the percentages of students scoring “unsatisfactory” and “advanced” on the third grade CSAP.  Ideally, the percentages of students scoring unsatisfactory on the third grade CSAP should DECREASE and the percentages of students scoring advanced on the third grade CSAP should INCREASE. Ideally RF schools are called to serve the high risk students as well as the advanced students.  One possible pitfall in RF schools as they concentrate on improving reading in students at-risk for reading is that the students who excel at reading will not be challenged to the degree that best serves them.  
Table 2 displays the percentages of students scoring “unsatisfactory” from 2003 to 2007.  Ideally from 2003 the percentage of “unsatisfactory” scores decreased (change is a negative number) and the percentage scoring “advanced” increased (change is a positive number).  The schools in the table are separated into four categories: 

Category 1:  Schools where the percentages of students that scored “unsatisfactory” 
decreased and students scoring “advanced” increased.
Category 2:  Schools where the percentages of students that scored “unsatisfactory” 
decreased and students scoring “advanced” decreased.

Category 3:  Schools where the percentages of students that scored “unsatisfactory” 
increased and students scoring “advanced” increased.

Category 4:  Schools where the percentages of students that scored “unsatisfactory” 
increased and students scoring “advanced” decreased. 
Ideally, the change in “unsatisfactory” scores was a negative number and the change in “advance” scores was a positive number.  The least desirable pair of numbers was an increase in “unsatisfactory” scores (a positive number) and a decrease in “advanced” scores (a negative number).
From 2003 (pre-CRF) to 2007 (year 4):

· For Colorado, the percentage of students that scored “unsatisfactory” increased 3-points, and the percentage of students that scored “advanced” decreased 3-points (Category 4).
· For 4th year funded CRF schools:

Category 1: Decreased “unsatisfactory” and increased “advanced” occurred for one 

school:  Irving


Category 2: Decreased “unsatisfactory” and decreased “advanced” occurred for one 
school:  Holly (Shanner).

Category 3:  Increased “unsatisfactory” and increased “advanced” occurred for 4 schools: 
Wiley, Spann, Bennett and Byers.


Category 4: Increased unsatisfactory and decreased advanced occurred for two schools: 
Fountain and Liberty
· For schools that were funded for three years:

Category 1:  Decreased “unsatisfactory” and increased “advanced” occurred for 6 
schools: Northside, Mesa View, Monterey, Miami-Yoder, Butler and Ft. Logan.


Category 2:  Decreased “unsatisfactory” and decreased “advanced” occurred for three 
schools: Edgewater, Merino and Centennial (Harrison SD).

Category 3:  Increased “unsatisfactory” and increased “advanced” occurred for one 
school:  Nisley.


Category 4:  Increased unsatisfactory and decreased advanced occurred for 7 schools: 
Burlington, Bea Underwood, Centennial (Greeley 6 SD), Haskin, Eiber, Green Acres and 
Lumberg.
Table 2: Pre-CRF (2003) and 4th year (2007) percentages of students scoring “unsatisfactory” and the percentages scoring “advanced” grouped by defined category 
	Students
	Category
	Percentage Unsatisfactory
	Percentage Advanced
	Change

	
	
	2003

Pre-CRF
	2007

Year 4
	2003

Pre-CRF
	2007

Year 4
	Un-satisfactory
	Advanced

	Colorado
	4
	7
	10
	10
	7
	+3
	-3
	

	Irving
	1
	5
	2
	0
	2
	-3
	+2
	

	Holly (Shanner)
	2
	12
	6
	8
	0
	-6
	-8
	

	Wiley
	3
	0
	6
	0
	12
	+6
	+12
	

	Spann
	3
	3
	10
	0
	3
	+7
	+3
	

	Bennett
	3
	4
	13
	2
	3
	+9
	+1
	

	Byers
	3
	3
	11
	0
	3
	+8
	+3
	

	Liberty
	4
	1
	11
	8
	0
	+10
	-8
	

	Fountain
	4
	2
	7
	8
	5
	+5
	-3
	

	Northside
	1
	17
	8
	3
	12
	-9
	+9
	

	Mesa View
	1
	15
	10
	3
	8
	-5
	+5
	

	Monterey
	1
	14
	9
	2
	5
	-5
	+3
	

	Miami-Yoder
	1
	15
	6
	4
	6
	-9
	+2
	

	Butler
	1
	13
	10
	2
	3
	-3
	+1
	

	Ft. Logan
	1
	20
	18
	1
	2
	-2
	+1
	

	Edgewater
	2
	21
	13
	4
	2
	-8
	-2
	

	Merino
	2
	9
	0
	9
	7
	-9
	-2
	

	Centennial (Harr)
	2
	19
	15
	4
	1
	-4
	-3
	

	Nisley
	3
	4
	18
	1
	3
	+14
	+2
	

	Burlington
	4
	3
	6
	19
	13
	+3
	-6
	

	Bea Underwood
	4
	17
	18
	5
	2
	+1
	-3
	

	Centennial (SD6)
	4
	20
	23
	3
	0
	+3
	-3
	

	Haskin
	4
	22
	26
	5
	0
	+4
	-5
	

	Eiber
	4
	12
	22
	4
	2
	+10
	-2
	

	Green Acres
	4
	15
	22
	3
	1
	+7
	-2
	

	Lumberg
	4
	7
	9
	5
	0
	+2
	-5
	


Two Cohort 1 Schools Stand Out in this Sustainability Analysis
From 2003 (pre-CRF) to 2007 (4th year) two Cohort 1 schools increased the percentages of students proficient and the percentages of student scoring advanced while decreasing the percentage of students scoring “satisfactory” with year 4 proficiency levels at 82% and 81%: Northside Elementary (Montrose RE-1J) and Mesa View (Mesa County Valley SD 51), free-reduced lunch 64% and 37%, respectively.

From the beginning of year 1to the end of year 3 of CRF funding Northside retained 63% of its K-3 teachers and Mesa View retained 10%.
COHORT 2 INTERMEDIATE OUTCOME EVALUATION

The emphasis in Cohort 2 schools during the first year was on implementing the core therefore substantial increases in CSAP scores were not expected.  

Cohort 2 schools are in the third and final year of funding.  Disaggregated data are maintained and reported by the Colorado Department of Education so they are not included in this report.  Proficiency levels for Cohort 2 schools are displayed in Table 3.  

· Thirteen Cohort 2 schools recorded proficiency levels (proficient or above) at or above the state in 2007; 10 of these schools were at or above the state proficiency level in 2005 (pre-CRF).
· Eighteen Cohort 2 schools were below the state proficiency level (71% proficient or advanced) in 2007; three of these schools were above the state proficiency level (71%) pre-CRF.

Table 3:  Percentages proficient or above for Colorado and Cohort 2 schools from pre-CRF (2005) to end of second year (2007)

	Students
	2005 (Pre-CRF)
	2006 (Year 1)
	2007 (Year 2)
	Change from Pre to Yr 2

	Colorado
	71
	70
	71
	0

	Las Animas
	85
	87
	94
	+9

	Mancos
	75
	70
	89
	+14

	Sargent
	93
	82
	89
	-4

	Guadalupe
	96
	80
	88
	-8

	Washington
	76
	84
	87
	+11

	Pagosa Springs
	78
	78
	83
	+5

	Baca
	78
	84
	82
	+4

	Webster
	87
	62
	80
	-7

	Wiggins
	81
	82
	76
	-5

	West Park
	45
	62
	74
	+29

	Columbian
	86
	78
	74
	-12

	Park View
	70
	67
	72
	+2

	Fremont
	60
	60
	71
	+11

	Underwood
	63
	59
	70
	+7

	Holyoke
	74
	78
	69
	-5

	Dupont
	38
	67
	68
	+30

	Cedaredge
	75
	89
	67
	-8

	Pioneer
	71
	58
	67
	-4

	North
	52
	54
	66
	+14

	Johnson
	57
	62
	65
	+8

	Columbine
	66
	74
	65
	-1

	Longfellow
	68
	71
	63
	-5

	Scott
	68
	66
	63
	-5

	Stratton Meadows
	69
	66
	60
	-9

	Queen Palmer
	34
	32
	56
	+22

	Hanover
	60
	77
	56
	-4

	Bill Metz
	58
	70
	56
	-2

	Ellicott
	44
	50
	55
	+11

	Kemp
	52
	42
	49
	-3

	Stratmoor Hills
	52
	59
	48
	-4

	Olathe
	53
	41
	43
	-10


The Special Education Objective
Reading First Objective 8.2 of 3: To decrease the percentage of kindergarten through third grade students in schools participating in Reading First who are referred for special education services based on their difficulties learning to read.

Indicator 8.2.1 of 1:  Referrals to Special Education: percentage of RF K-3 students referred for special education services based on their difficulties learning to read.

The data in this section pertain to the National Reading First Objective 8.2 of 3 and Indicator 8.2.1. 

The percentages of students referred because of reading difficulties to Special Education during the 2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07 school years are displayed (Table 4) for all Cohort 2 schools.  The average referral rate for reading difficulties was 1.5% (Std. Dev. = 1.9) and the third quartile was 2.3%.  Five schools with K-3 enrollment greater than 100 with referral rates for reading difficulties that exceeded 3% were:

Mesa and Underwood (6.8%) 

Queen Palmer (6.0%)


Stratton Meadows (3.4%)


Dupont (3.1%)

Table 4: Percentage of Cohort 2 K-3 students referred to SPED based on reading difficulties
	LEA/District
	School Name
	SPED Referrals for Reading Difficulties: Cohort 2 Percentages of Total K-3 Enrollment

	
	
	Baseline

(2004-05)
	Year 1

(2005-06)
	Year 2

(2006-07)

	Adams 14
	Dupont
	3.2%
	4.5%
	3.1%

	Adams 14
	Kemp
	2.7%
	1.4%
	0.8%

	Archuleta 50JT
	Pagosa Springs
	0.2%
	1.2%
	No Data

	Bethune R-5
	Bethune
	0%
	6.3%
	0%

	Colorado Springs 11
	Longfellow
	3.5%
	1.9%
	0.5%

	Colorado Springs 11
	Pike
	3.8%
	2.0%
	0%

	Colorado Springs 11
	Queen Palmer
	No Data
	2.1%
	6.0%

	Delta 50J
	Cedaredge
	2.3%
	3.2%
	No Data

	EC BOCES
	Agate
	22.2%
	0%
	0%

	EC BOCES
	Genoa-Hugo
	0%
	4.4%
	2.2%

	EC BOCES
	Idalia
	2.8%
	2.6%
	2.6%

	Ellicott 22
	Ellicott
	2.5%
	1.0%
	0.4%

	Fremont RE-2
	Fremont
	2.1%
	0.3%
	1.3%

	Fremont RE-3
	Cotopaxi
	6.5%
	0%
	2.0%

	Hanover 28
	Hanover
	2.3%
	1.2%
	0%

	Harrison 2
	Stratmoor Hills
	2.1%
	No Data
	0.5%

	Harrison 2
	Stratton Meadows
	2.1%
	0%
	3.4%

	Lake R-1
	Margaret Pitts
	3.5%
	1.0%
	0.6%

	Lake R-1
	West Park
	2.8%
	1.6%
	2.3%

	Lamar RE-2
	Washington
	2.2%
	1.5%
	1.0%

	Las Animas RE-1
	Las Animas
	0.5%
	0%
	0%

	Mancos RE-6
	Mancos
	0.6%
	0.8%
	No Data

	Moffat 2
	Moffatt
	0%
	0%
	0%

	Monte Vista C-8
	Bill Metz
	0%
	0.7%
	0%

	Monte Vista C-8
	Marsh
	2.3%
	0.5%
	1.2%

	Montrose RE-1J
	Johnson
	0.6%
	0.3%
	0.3%

	Montrose RE-1J
	Olathe
	0.8%
	0%
	1.1%

	Morgan Re-3
	Columbine
	0.3%
	10.5%
	0.6%

	Morgan Re-3
	Pioneer
	0%
	8.5%
	0.8%

	NE BOCES
	Holyoke
	1.5%
	0.8%
	0%

	NE BOCES
	Platte Valley
	0%
	0.6%
	No Data

	Pueblo 60
	Baca
	0.7%
	0.4%
	1.2%

	Pueblo 60
	Columbian
	6.8%
	2.0%
	2.6%

	Pueblo 60
	Park View
	0%
	0.8%
	0.5%

	San Luis Consortium
	Centennial
	7.5%
	5%
	1.6%

	San Luis Consortium
	Guadalupe
	No Data
	No Data
	3.4%

	San Luis Consortium
	Lamb
	10.3%
	0%
	0%

	San Luis Consortium
	Mesa & Underwood
	No Data
	No Data
	6.8%

	San Luis Consortium
	Mountain Valley
	3.3%
	No Data
	4.8%

	San Luis Consortium
	Sargent
	No Data
	0.5%
	0.7%

	SC Consortium
	Eckhart & Fisher’s P
	4.1%
	3.8%
	4.1%

	SC Consortium
	Manzanola
	No Data
	0%
	No Data

	Vilas RE-5
	Vilas
	0%
	No Data
	7.1%

	Weld 6
	Scott
	2.1%
	1.0%
	1.0%

	Widefield 3
	North
	3.0%
	0.3%
	0%

	Widefield 3
	Webster
	6.0%
	1.3%
	0.2%

	Wiggins RE 50J
	Wiggins
	3.8%
	0.7%
	0.4%


Baseline, Year 1, and Year 2 (school years 2004-05, 2005-06 and 2006-07) Special Education referral data and number referred that enter SPED are displayed in Table 5.  Comparisons to Cohort 1 are displayed in Table 6.  

Table 5: Summary of SPED referrals by staff in Cohort 2 schools

	
	N 

Total K-3

Enrollment
	Number

referred for reading difficulties (percent of N)
	Number referred for reading that entered SPED
	Percentage of referred for reading that entered

SPED
	Number referred for reasons other than reading difficulties (percent of N)
	Number referred for reasons other than reading that entered SPED
	Percentage of referred for other reasons that entered SPED

	Baseline
	8,894
	221 (2.5% of 8,894)
	155 of 221
	70.1%
	88 (1.0% of 8.894)
	79 of 88
	89.8%

	Year 1
	9,037
	166 (1.8% of 9,037)
	131 of 166
	78.9%
	62 (0.7% of 9,037)
	50 of 62
	80.6%

	Year 2
	8,527
	122 (1.4% of 8,527)
	63 of 122
	51.6%
	67 (0.8% of 8,527)
	44 of 67
	65.7%


Table 6: Comparison of Cohorts 1 and 2 SPED referrals for baseline, year 1 and year 2
	
	Cohort 1
	Cohort 2

	
	Percentage of all student referred to SPED for reading
	Percentage of these that entered  SPED
	Percentage of all student referred to SPED for reading
	Percentage of these that entered  SPED

	Baseline
	1.3%
	63.6%
	2.5%
	70.1%

	Year 1
	2.7%
	51.2%
	1.8%
	78.9%

	Year 2
	1.8%
	64.6%
	1.4%
	51.6%


It is apparent in Table 6 that the percentage of students referred to Special Education for reading has decreased over the two years of Cohort 2 funding, but the percentage of students referred to reading who entered SPED decreased.  It appears from these Cohort 2 data that the criteria for referring students to SPED based on their reading schools may not be sound in all schools.

CRF STRENGTHS IN 2006-07
The main strength of Colorado Reading First in 2006-07 was the Director’s commitment to using data to inform practice.  Assessment scores and data collected in informal settings as well as in structured formative components were used to inform implementation of CRF by the CDE staff.  Making deep change happen is always a struggle but this administration developed a plan and used data to refine and improve it.  This was another good year for CRF.
A strength that stands out is the placement of Regional Consultants in the schools.  Principals and LEA Contacts all praised this technical assistance structure. The online courses were improved following last year’s initial piloting and, this too, was recognized and praised by teachers, principals and LEA Contacts.
Other 2006-07 CRF strengths emerged from external evaluation interviews at the end of the year:

· Large group formal professional development strengthened participants’ content and pedagogy that was taken back to the schools and reinforced by the Regional Consultants.  The Regional Coordinators and school CRF Coaches provided informal professional development at the schools.  “Having a Reading First Coach is the most important thing.”    

· Principal professional development was strengthened in 2006-07 with Regional Coordinators and CRF Coaches largely responsible for training “principals for what to look for in reading.”  The results of this training are “knowledgeable principals.”  Principal walk-throughs “effectively transfer professional development to the classrooms.”

· Using data to drive RF instruction was strengthened by “CDE-level monitoring of progress at the state level and provided a common language” across all schools.

· The rigor of the program and fidelity to SBRR were strengths of CRF in 2006-07.  Rigor, consistency, knowledge and commitment have strengthened the program.

FORMATIVE EVALUATION

Cohort 2 Principals’ Feedback Regarding Regional Coordinators

Short-Loop Feedback Report 

September 2006

Cohort 2 principals were sent an email with an evaluation question developed by the Dr. Scheffel and the External Evaluator:  How is it going with the Regional Consultant (RC) visiting your school?  (For example: Is the RC helpful?  Is the RC effectively changing classroom reading instruction?  Should something be changed about how the RC does his/her work at your school?)

A sample of responses from 26 principals are displayed below.  
· It seems this plan will provide more cohesive feedback and technical assistance to the leadership team.  Suggestions for improvement may need to be made at a later date.  Thank you for checking!
· So far the Regional Consultant at my school has been WONDERFUL!!!!  The RC is working with the coach and I to know better what to look for in classrooms, how to problem solve and also to help generate ideas for developing teachers and also using data.  The RC is also really good at checking in when the RC comes back to see if we have implemented changes we talked about.  This keeps the coach and I (sic) on task and our RC has seen growth just in the two weeks between the first two visits. I LOVE this format- I feel much more supported, the feedback makes more sense because we are not getting mixed messages and there’s a feeling of continuity.  I also think the teachers will eventually be more comfortable knowing it’s the same person every time.  I am THRILLED with the change and think we will grow so much more as a school with this structure.  I’ve already seen awesome growth in the staff and in myself as a leader.  Thank you!!!!  (And thanks for asking for feedback) 
· Our RC is doing a good job, working hard.  The RC has helped us make changes in intensive first grade flooding.

· We think it is going great.  Our RC is providing extremely helpful information.
· Our RC is an outstanding resource for all of us here. Our RC is here when scheduled and stays until the work is complete even if that is 6:00 PM. Our RC is working with us to correct a few classroom teaching techniques and I feel our RC is a great resource for me as well. Our RC might be the best thing Reading First has done to effect instructional techniques in our school. Please do not change anything as it pertains to our Regional Consultant.

· The Regional Consultant has been a great asset to our team.  Our RC understands and has a lot of insight and ideas that have been a huge help to our Reading First Staff.  Our staff feels very comfortable with our RC going in and out of their classrooms.  Our RC takes the time to model templates and to model other side by side coaching techniques as well, encourages us and keeps us challenged – is available to debrief with the whole team and writes positive comments to each individual teacher.  Our RC holds the coach and principal to high standards and supports them with conversation and suggestions based on the walk-throughs.  I don’t believe that we need to make any changes – our RC is terrific and the team is continuing to grow using the RC’s insights and suggestions.

· Everything is going fine!  We have a great working relationship our RC, who has been very helpful.  We have done walk-throughs together with follow up discussions, looked at our data and analyzed it, and our RC has given effective guidance to our CRF Coach.
· Our RC has visited our school 3 times so far this year, and we love working with the same person each time and on a more frequent basis.  We always walk-through every classroom and debrief.  We look for patterns, trends, improvements, and give feedback to teachers.  Coaches note ideas for coaching points with suggestions from our RC about how to approach issues and concerns.  The debrief is valuable for me as an evaluator, but also as an instructional leader planning PD for my staff.  I feel our RC is helping up to raise the standard and expectation of reading instruction in our school and hold teachers accountable for learning.  We really like this new model this year.  Thanks for giving us our RC!
· We are very pleased about the quality of professionalism and educational expertise our RC brings to us. We couldn’t be more pleased. Actually, I have found CRF personnel as a whole to be top; quality educators, coaches, and leaders. Thanks for asking.     
Feedback from the Cohort 2 Regional Consultants

September 2006 Short-Loop Report

The email asking the Regional Consultants (RCs) to respond to a survey was sent on Tuesday, September 26th .  Because this was short-loop feedback data, the eight RCs were asked to respond on or before September 29th (Friday) if at all possible.  The survey was posted on the external evaluator’s website.  Three RCs responded within the time frame.  RCs reported being well prepared to do the work around data and translating data to instructional decisions.  The Phonics Inventory was being administered at all their schools and it would not be a problem to administer it in November 2006. The biggest challenges for the reporting RCs was finding enough time to all the things expected of them and patience They reported the biggest learning impediment to RF student scoring proficient or above on the third grade reading CSAP:
· Principal leadership and doing too many programs and not doing any of them well

· The lack of differentiated instruction in classrooms.  The focus is on below-level readers----all learners have the right to instruction that will help them reach their academic potential.

· Transfer of skills to a testing situation.  Also want to look at constructed response performance.

CRF Progress Monitoring Assessment Information

November 2006

The web-based survey was completed by 43 CRF (Cohort 2) school principals.  

· Four schools reported that their Regional Consultant was not helping with analysis of progress monitoring data:  Bill Metz, Mancos, Pagosa Springs and Webster.
· One school (Dupont Elementary) reported that it is not staying on its progress monitoring schedule.  All other reporting principals reported that they are staying on their progress monitoring schedule.
· Hanover and Vilas reported that they had not given a phonics survey to second grade students.

· Park View assessed phonics in the second grade and third grade using a Lindamood Bell assessment instead of a phonics survey.
· Cotopaxi did not administer a phonics survey in second grade or third grade.
· Mountain Valley did not administer a third grade phonics survey.
· Holyoke reported assessing one-half (20 of 40) of their third grade students using a phonic survey.
· Although Scott assessed second and third grade students, they assessed less than 20% of students in these grade levels.  No explanation was provided.
· Holyoke reported one-half of the third grade students were administered the phonics survey.  The literacy coach reported that the phonics survey was administered to their intensive and strategic students but not to benchmark students. 

Feedback from CRF Coaches Regarding the Sopris Trainings
March 2007
The web-based survey was completed by 44 CRF Cohort 2 coaches who participated in the coaching training provided by Sopris.  All 44 coaches were females.  Mean ratings did not differ for the coaches by age group.  Ratings (1 to 5, 5 excellent) were very high with all means greater 4.0. 
Table 7: Participants’ ratings of the Sopris trainers

	
	N
	Distribution of Ratings
	Mean

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	Poor
	
	
	Excellent
	

	Knowledge of coaching
	44
	
	
	4%
	23%
	73%
	4.7

	Experience with coaching
	44
	
	
	7%
	27%
	66%
	4.6

	Ability to hold your attention
	44
	
	
	9%
	25%
	66%
	4.6

	Use of relevant examples
	44
	
	
	9%
	25%
	66%
	4.6

	Effectiveness in addressing your questions
	44
	
	
	14%
	34%
	52%
	4.4

	Facilitation of participants’ discussions
	43
	
	
	12%
	37%
	51%
	4.4

	Overall rating of trainers
	43
	
	
	12%
	25%
	63%
	4.5


Table 8:  Participants’ ratings of the trainings’ content
	
	N
	Distribution of Ratings
	Mean

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	
	
	Poor
	
	
	Excellent
	

	Organization
	44
	
	
	18%
	39%
	43%
	4.2

	Relevancy
	43
	
	
	9%
	30%
	61%
	4.5

	Usefulness
	43
	
	
	9%
	26%
	65%
	4.6

	Overall content rating
	43
	
	
	9%
	35%
	56%
	4.5


Question:  How do the CRF Coaches trainings provided by Sopris compare to other trainings in which you have participated?

Responses:
48% - Among the best



48% - Better than average



  4% - Average



  0% - Below average



  0% - Among the worst

Question:  How challenging was the training?

Responses:  
    0% - Too challenging



  93% - Appropriately challenging



    7% - Not challenging enough

The following is a sample of comments recorded by participants:

· I always come back with helpful strategies to pass onto teachers in my side coaching events.  I also feel like watching someone else coach a teacher in a side coaching experience helps me get a better feel of what it should look like.  I feel like the discussions that we have at the trainings are invaluable because you get the perspective of other coaches.  It is nice to have the content and the examples, but more than that the opportunity to discuss and brainstorm with a group of colleagues that most likely are seeing the same type of things at their school as I am at mine.  I really feel like the new structure of the trainings as really helped me move forward as a coach this year, it has allowed me to see things in real life scenarios and then apply similar situations and strategies in my school.

· I am better equipped to have difficult conversations with teachers because of this training.

· I am better prepared to do walk throughs and to dialogue with my teachers.  I also feel more comfortable with intervention materials.

· I am much more prepared to facilitate data meetings with my teachers in teams and one on one. We have been given a wealth of ideas for looking at data and helping teachers to make instructional decisions based on data. In addition, I know exactly what to look for while conducting observations of classroom instruction. There was always a strong focus on the best instructional techniques.

· I can't say enough good about this year's training.  It has definitely helped me hone my coaching skills in order to be more effective with helping teachers.  The tapping in modeling has been superb and I have been successful with this.

· I have a clearer understanding of how to bring useful coaching strategies to my teachers.  They give me so many ideas that are relevant. The site visits to the schools are a plus as well, I like seeing how other schools have implemented the literacy block.  It is also very good to have a chance to talk to other coaches and talk through challenges that are going on in their schools.

· I have appreciated the fact that the trainings have been so hands-on.  Our Sopris training has been wonderful in addressing questions and needs.  I have been able to take back techniques from the trainings to my classroom situation.  Last year the job of "coaching" was more or less just thrown at us.  This year it has been made clearer as to what the role and function of the coach was suppose to look like.

· Our trainer has a wealth of knowledge and a strong background in data analysis and instruction. She also has a clear understanding of the best ways to work with teachers. She was definitely the best feature of the trainings. I only regret that not everyone was able to have her at their trainings!

· The classroom visits and subsequent debriefings that guided us in how to put that into effect in our schools.  The many coaching strategies that we can teach our staff the Sopris West people share.

· The coaches training in August was outstanding.  There were three excellent trainers with tons of useful ideas.  I learned so much at that two day training.  I came back ready for the new school year.  I finally felt like I was beginning to get a handle on what coaching was really all about.

· The knowledge of the trainers has been amazing! They are very organized and the training pace is quick and energetic.

FORMATIVE EVALUATION
Quarterly LEA Reports
Quarterly evaluation reports were submitted by the LEAs to the External Evaluator for the quarters July-August-September 2006, October-November-December 2006 and January-February-March 2007 and April-May-June 2007.  Extensive full reports of findings were communicated to Dr. Scheffel, Director of Colorado Reading First.  Summaries of quarterly findings from the LEA quarterly reports and various other sources (surveys, interviews, case study) are displayed in this section.
Summary of Year 2 Quarter 1 LEA Evaluation Reports
The main activity for this report was having all instructional and administrative staff complete the web-based survey about the online courses.

· There were 257 respondents (159 classroom teachers, 16 Reading Center instructors, 13 principals, 2 paraprofessionals and 67 other – other included Literacy Coaches) to the survey that was posted on the external evaluator’s website. 

· The overall rating for all the online courses from 247 respondents was 3.4 (1 poor, 2 fair, 3 satisfactory, 4 good, 5 excellent) with 52% of the ratings high ratings (i.e., “4” and “5”).  

The original design of this survey was based on the assumption that all teachers would complete the online courses prior to September 30, 2006 so the change in the online course schedule affected the remaining feedback that was gathered.  The following information is from CRF participants who may or may not have completed all the online courses. 

· Comprehension and Vocabulary were the online courses most frequently selected as the “best” of the online courses: 58% selected Vocabulary and 25% selected Comprehension.  

· The mean overall rating of the “best” course selected by 204 respondents was 4.0 with 80% of the ratings high ratings (i.e., “4” and “5”) for the “best” course.

· 81% of the respondents that selected a “best” course indicated there was a high likelihood that they would use what they learned in this online course when they teach reading, assess reading, as a foundation in understanding of how children learn to read, or in understanding the scientific basis of Reading First.   For each of the courses selected as the “best” course, these were the likelihoods the respondents would be able to use what they learned:

Table 7:  Likelihood that respondents will be able to use what they learned in the “best” courses

	Online Course Selected as “Best”
	N
	Likelihood that Respondents Will Use What They Learned

	
	
	Low
	Some
	High

	Vocabulary
	118
	2%
	17%
	81%

	Comprehension
	52
	-
	21%
	79%

	Assessment
	9
	11%
	-
	89%

	Fluency
	7
	14%
	29%
	57%

	The Reading First Classroom
	7
	-
	14%
	86%

	Phonemic Awareness
	6
	-
	-
	100%

	Phonics
	5
	-
	-
	100%


· Only 38 (15%) of the respondents identified an online course as “least satisfactory”.  The numbers of individuals that selected each of three courses as least satisfactory were: Assessment (n = 13), Comprehension (n = 13), and Vocabulary (n = 2).
Table 8: Distribution of respondents’ ratings (1 to 5; 5 high, 1 low) of how well the online courses increased their understanding, knowledge and skills
	How well do you feel the online courses increased your…
	N
	Distribution of Ratings
	Mean

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	Understanding of how to teach reading using direct instruction?
	252
	5%
	16%
	40%
	29%
	9%
	3.2

	Skills for teaching reading using direct instruction?
	252
	4%
	18%
	39%
	30%
	9%
	3.2

	Understanding of the benefits of using explicit instruction to teach reading?
	251
	5%
	12%
	35%
	32%
	16%
	3.4

	Understanding of the scientific basis of Reading First?
	252
	5%
	16%
	30%
	34%
	15%
	3.4

	Knowledge of the five components of reading?
	249
	4%
	12%
	27%
	31%
	27%
	3.6

	Knowledge of how to use assessment data to improve instruction?
	241
	5%
	14%
	38%
	31%
	11%
	3.3


Table 9:  Distribution of respondents’ ratings of online course aspects (1 to 5; 5 high, 1 low)

	Please rate…
	N
	Distribution of Ratings
	Mean

	
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	

	The technology aspects of the website where you took these courses
	252
	9%
	14%
	24%
	44%
	10%
	3.3

	The amount of time you dedicated to the online courses
	250
	
	<1%
	11%
	27%
	62%
	4.5

	Your interest level in taking another CRF online course
	251
	30%
	15%
	27%
	19%
	9%
	2.6

	Your interest in taking a CRF course in person (not online)
	252
	9%
	11%
	18%
	27%
	35%
	3.7


Table 10: Distribution of respondents’ ratings of the content of the CRF online courses 

	Please rate…
	N
	Distribution of Ratings
	Mean

	
	
	1

Poor
	2

Fair
	3

Satisfactory
	4

Good
	5

Excellent
	

	Organization
	250
	3%
	6%
	23%
	40%
	28%
	3.8

	Relevancy
	250
	3%
	8%
	23%
	40%
	26%
	3.8

	Usefulness
	251
	4%
	12%
	30%
	31%
	23%
	3.6

	What you hoped the content would be
	250
	6%
	14%
	30%
	26%
	24%
	3.5


The feedback from this survey was used to improve the content and delivery of the online courses.
Summary of Year 2 Quarter 2 LEA Evaluation Reports
The first section of the report was: Intervention Groups. The most frequently recorded ways intervention groups were changed in the LEA due to additional information gained from progress monitoring were:
· Increased instructional time and intensity 
· More flexibility:  students are moved into and/or out of intervention sessions according to data from progress monitoring.  
· Intervention (and Title I) sessions are used to pre-teach or re-teach according to targeted skills.
· Flexible groupings are now based on data

· Grade level teams are also using information beyond DIBELS (CORE phonics and unit tests) to structure groupings and to manage the "instructional sort" process.  
· Groupings are based on skill deficit rather than DIBELS bands
· Teachers monitor intervention much more frequently and determine appropriate skills and groups for students
· Skill level groups are also more flexible. Teachers are finding the specific learning deficits that need to be addressed for each student and are better able to place students correctly. 

· Teachers are providing more one-on-one instruction and are able to target exactly what they want or need to work on. 
· Monthly, grade level teachers, the principal and the CRF coach meet to review student progress monitoring data as well as classroom data.  

· Changed groupings to reflect the individual students' losses and/or gains per progress monitoring, so the students can receive instruction based on their level of need.

· Able to target specific needs more easily.  
· Teachers are now able to effectively use data to align instruction with the specific needs of the learner.  Adjustments tailored to the individual learner are discussed, interventions devised, and then implemented.
· Schools are more focused to individual student needs.  

The second section in this report was about LEA leadership.  Evaluators gathered information from principals, Building Leadership Teams and the LEA Contact .
The LEAs that were rated “highly” for all 6 aspects of leadership were:


Archuleta


Moffat


Lake

SC Consortium


Colorado Springs

Monte Vista

Lamar

Vilas


Hanover


Montrose

Mancos

The results for all respondents are displayed below.

	
	Not at all
	Very little
	Somewhat
	Highly

	1. How physically and visibly involved is the LEA leadership in the implementation of CRF?
	-
	-
	27%
	73%

	2. How proactive is the LEA leadership in celebrating the successes of CRF schools?
	-
	8%
	38%
	54%

	3. How involved is the LEA leadership at ensuring that CRF professional development at the local level (school/LEA) is of high quality and fully aligned with RF?
	-
	
	15%
	85%

	4. How supportive is the LEA leadership in providing guidance and support for CRF principals?
	-
	4%
	23%
	73%

	5. How successful is the LEA leadership at understanding teachers’ and principals’ CRF responsibilities and advocating within your districts for teachers and principals?
	-
	4%
	27%
	69%

	6. How effective is the LEA leadership at supporting CRF teachers?
	-
	4%
	23%
	73%


The third section of the report was about progress monitoring assessments to check on possible layering of progress monitoring assessments.  LEAs were asked to record the names of progress monitoring assessment that are used in addition to DIBELS, core and intervention reading program assessments and a phonics assessment.  They were asked to explain what additional information these assessments provide that is important that DIBELS, core and phonics assessments don’t “get at”.
· No additional progress monitoring was reported by 7 LEAs.
· Adams 12 reported using additional assessments to monitor progress: Tejas Lee used with our Spanish literacy students in K-2, our SKAT (State Kindergarten Assessment Test) given each trimester, MAPs (Measurement of Academic Progress) given 3 times a year, and Lindamood-Bell monitoring assessments that measure that specific intervention. 

· Colorado Springs reported: Terra Nova and Quarterly Benchmark assessments are required by the district in order to collect data for the accreditation process, as well as, provide inter-district comparisons.

· Phonological Awareness Skills Test (PAST) to screen for phonological awareness levels.  
· Ellicott reported administering the MAP 3 times per year, because it is a district adopted assessment.

· The CELA proficiency test was used in Fort Morgan.

· Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) provide normative data that our BOCES and district are beginning to also use to monitor student progress in reading, language skills, and math. It supports the triangulation of data. (Fremont RE-2)
· We are beginning to add some running records.  (Fremont RE-3)

· Hanover uses additional assessments as needed.

· Other assessments used for some students include the BRI – Basic Reading Inventory, the Peabody (used for vocabulary for primarily Kindergarten students) and LMB (Lindamood-Bell) Battery for identified students.  In addition, Stratmoor Hills has recently adopted Saxon Phonics and have just begun using the unit assessments through that program to inform instruction.  (Harrison)
· Phonids Survey, Placement Tests for Corrective Reading, Read Naturally. There was a need for more frequent assessments to help zero in on specific skills. (Lamar)
· Ongoing informal assessment, consisting of observation and running records.  FAST phonological assessment.  (Mancos)

· The school is using the PAST (Phonological Awareness Skills Test) to determine with greater accuracy the specific needs of individual students.  Third grade students are administered the Phonics for Reading Placement Test because of the use of "real" rather than nonsense words.  The Six Minute    Solutions for sight words is administered as well as the San Diego Quick Assessment of Reading for a more detailed assessment of phonetic elements.  (Moffat)
· Marsh - LAC – provides information about a student’s phonemic awareness abilities - Running Record – provides information on a student’s ability to read connected text.  At the kindergarten level and the first half of 1st grade, Harcourt Trophies unit assessments do not meet this need.  Only isolated skills and the reading of decodable text are measured.  We believe that waiting until the 1st grade Winter benchmark of DIBELS ORF is too little too late to support early readers.  Sight Word Fluency assessment for automaticity.  Hot and cold fluency reads can also be progress monitoring data when done regularly, as many of the teachers do.  (Monte Vista)
· Johnson: Phonics for Reading for intensive placement, SIPPS screen for highly intensive, informal assessment for letter names and sounds in kinder, hot and cold reads used on off weeks when not using DIBELS for continuous monitoring. Olathe: Horizons placement and unit tests, 6 minute fluency solutions.  (Montrose)
· Lindamood Bell diagnostic assessments (Peabody Picture Vocabulary, Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude, WideRange Achievement Test both reading and spelling, Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests-Word Attack, Gray Oral Reading Test, Lindamood-Bell Auditory Conceptualization and Lindamood-Bell Symbol Imagery). (Pueblo)
· The LEA is investigating using the Woodcock Johnson progress monitoring assessment.  (SC Consortium)
· The district wide Literacy text provides weekly skills tests, plus the 5 Components checklist through the ILP assessment.  We also have an informative benchmark assessment for grades 2-6 that is given monthly in reading that provides thorough data in specific grade level skills and strands.  (Widefield)

· NWEA testing is used as well to help provide assessment three times per year.  (Wiggins)
The fourth section of this report was about principal walk-throughs.  The question was:  On average, how frequently are the principals doing walk-throughs at the CRF schools?  What protocol are they using for their observations?  The following results do not include one school where the walk-throughs were not aligned with the intent of RF walk-throughs.  


2 times each month
68% of the principals


Once a week

17% of the principals


Every 3 weeks

  9% of the principals


2-3 times each week
  4% of the principals


Daily


  2% of the principals
Materials and strategies were the topics for the fifth section of this report.  LEA evaluators were asked to respond to the question:  In general, how effective do the teachers in your LEA feel the Reading First instructional materials and strategies are?  This is the distribution of their responses:
	They are all convinced the materials and strategies are highly effective.
	23%

	Many of them think the materials and strategies are highly effective.
	77%

	Few of them think the materials and strategies are highly effective.
	-


LEAs reporting that all teachers are convinced the materials and strategies are highly effective were: Las Animas, Bethune, Moffat, Montrose, Pueblo and Widefield.

The last section was about the helpfulness of the Regional Consultants.  The responses were all very positive.  The Regional Consultants were praised for their guidance, focus on improving student achievement, support of new administrators, data analysis, modeling, knowledge of SBRR, approachability, realistic solutions to problems, suggestions for improvement, wealth of knowledge, understanding, energy and patience.  All LEAs agreed that the Regional Consultants helped improve classroom reading instruction.
Summary of Year 2 Quarter 3 LEA Evaluation Reports
The LEA principals were asked 10 questions during interviews.  The following are summaries of principals’ responses during the interviews.
The highest priority issues for principals as an instructional leaders were:

· Deep data analysis and specific ways to drive instruction

· Consistent monitoring of the reading program for fidelity and effectiveness

· Changing course if students are not making adequate progress

· Student engagement

· Curriculum mapping

· Providing resources

· Insuring quality instruction

· Intervention services

· Appropriate placement of students into reading groups

· Implementing CRF with fidelity

· Maintaining instructional staff focus

The highest priority issues for principals as building administrators were:
· Providng the necessary materials to the teachers and schedulingadequate time for teachers to collaborate.

· Implementing a reading schedule that not only protects the 90 minute reading block, but enhances it.  
· Promoting job satisfaction, and maintaining high morale for teachers as well as students.  
· Making sure that grade level teams are productive and have strong working relationships.
· Balancing the demands of CRF with the other, equally important needs of the school as a whole.   The emphasis on CRF creates demands that threaten to overshadow other areas such as mathematics and writing.

· Finding enough time to do all the things that need to be done.
· Finding time to do walk-thrus, adequately working with teachers, and time to reflect with teachers on their practices, as well as maintain all other job requirements of a building administrator.

· Staffing decisions, using the budget effectively, and providing the time needed for data entry.

· Making sure teachers understand the urgency that students have the skills they need to be ready for the next grade. Protection of instructional time – reduce interruptions by programs, trips, removing students from the classroom.  
· Budgeting  
· Meeting and problem-solving with teachers.

· Continually monitor the implementation plan to assure effectiveness and efficiency and everyone is "following through".

· The highest priority is that teacher effectiveness is enhanced and supported by the system and produces increases in student achievement.

· Building safety
· Time management

· Integrity of assessments

The 5 highest priority teacher professional development needs in the schools were:

· Differentiated instruction (appropriate instruction and student placement)

· Interpreting and using data to drive instruction

· Classroom management

· Reading interventions: what to use, when, how, why, what is best

· New teacher training – webinars, DIBELS, 5 components, online courses

If a new K-3 teacher, who has not been involved in RF, is hired into their schools next year, principals reported the steps they would take to provide the necessary professional development.

There was a great deal of consistency in the steps schools would take.  The 6 most frequently mentioned steps were:
	· Arrange for and provide support for the online classes to be completed as soon as possible

	· Reading coach modeling, instruction and feedback

	· Peer mentoring and modeling of teachers knowledgeable about RF

	· Individual support by principal and others as needed

	· Training prior to the start of school on how to implement the core, administer DIBELS, analyze DIBELS data and useit to inform instruction, and how to implement effective interventions for strategic and intensive students.

	· Work closely with teacher to insure that expectations are clear and understood


Improvements in reading instruction principals observed in 2006-07 compared to the previous year were:
· More focused instruction

· More teacher confidence

· A greater variety of oral reading strategies

· More use of lesson maps

· More fidelity to the core

· More comfort with using templates

· Increased student engagement

· More explicit instruction

· More rigorous instruction

· Frequent monitoring of student needs

· More differentiated instruction

· More flooding

· Improved classroom management

Principals were asked, “ Hypothetically, if you move to a different elementary school next year, what components of Reading First would you try to implement in K-3?”The most frequently mentioned were:

	· DIBELS progress monitoring and benchmarking

	· Data driven instruction and grouping

	· Systematic, direct and/or explicit teaching model 

	· SBRR core reading program

	· Uninterrupted 90-120 minute literacy block

	· Building leadership teams

	· Templates for instruction for specific skills

	· Flexible grouping strategies for reading instruction

	· Strategic intervention

	· Lesson maps

	· Intervention model


One-third of the principals indicated that they would also hire a reading coach if funding was available.  
Most of the principals reported that DIBELS is being used effectively to focus reading instruction.   
Time was the biggest challenge for principals.  For many larger schools scheduling and observing all the classrooms is a challenge; for smaller schools wearing the many hats principals wear makes it difficult to oversee all aspects of Reading First implementation.  Time for also teaching math, science, social studies and writing is a challenge for most principals. Finding time to get everything done has been the biggest struggle for most of the principals of CRF schools.

Another struggle of principals in schools in about 8 LEAs deals with teachers: getting them to complete the online courses, working with teachers who undermine progress and/or do not cooperate with CRF strategies.

Principals reported the greatest rewards of being a principal of a CRF school. 
· Improved achievement in reading was the most frequently mentioned reward.  A principal wrote, “Without a doubt, my greatest rewards have come when looking at the DIBELS data for K-2nd grade students.  They’re growth has been phenomenal!  It also makes me proud to observe classroom teachers as they teach reading with such expertise and confidence.  The knowledge that they have acquired, from Reading First, will remain with them for the rest of their teaching careers.”
· Seeing the school transformed by CRF into a school focused on reading as a priority.  

· Progress of struggling readers.

· Watching teachers become professional and successful educators 
· Increased enthusiasm for reading among students.

· Building collaboration in and across all grades.
 A wide variety of supplemental reading programs are available in the schools for K-3 students who excel at reading.  Two schools have Junior Great Books.
The coaches were asked three questions; their responses were summarized and reported at the LEA level.  Coaches reported being better literacy coaches as a result of the Sopris West trainings.  They were asked about how DIBELS assessments were administered and the process for maintaining high inter-rater reliability. It was obvious from coaches’ responses that the schools are diligent in their DIBELS testing. Over two-thirds of the schools use SWAT teams for at least some of their grade levels.  Coaches work closely with teachers and because of the collaborative planning any lack of consistency in scores for an individual student is quickly isolated and re-testing occurs.  From the coaches’ responses, it is highly likely that high inter-rater reliability is consistently maintained in DIBELS.  They also reported that K-3 teachers have a clear understanding of phonics.
Summary of Year 2 Quarter 4 LEA Evaluation Reports

Touching Base is the monthly publication from the CRF Director, Dr. Scheffel.  The first section of the report asked questions regarding the reading and usefulness of Touching Base.  The questions and the distributions of responses are displayed below.
Question:  Does the LEA Contact read every issue of Touching Base?

	RESPONSE
	PERCENTAGE of all respondents

	Yes, always
	69

	Yes, most of the time
	23

	LEA skims the report
	8


Question:  Typically, how useful is the information in Touching Base to the LEA Contact?

	RESPONSE
	PERCENTAGE of all respondents

	Extremely useful
	35

	Very useful
	54

	Somewhat useful
	11


Question:  What in Touching Base is most useful to the LEA Contact? Most interesting?

	Top 5 Responses from LEA Contacts:  Most Useful and/or Most Interesting
	N

	Details of upcoming events (including trainings and registration) and reminders of other critical dates on the calendar (e.g., deadlines)
	25

	New information shared with all sites including mandates, responsibilities, expectations, decisions (e.g., decisions about book studies) and/or requirements
	21

	Assessment information (including schedules) 
	8

	What is working in other schools and districts; what other schools are doing
	7

	Receiving information on what is “going on” at CDE, state, and national levels (e.g., CDE decisions, national information, state protocols)
	7


Question:  How many of the principals (and coaches) in your LEA read Touching Base?

Summary:  
100% - all the principals read Touching Base



100% - all the coaches read it



82% of the principals find the information in it very or extremely useful

Question:  Approximately what percentage of the teachers in each of the CRF schools read Touching Base most or almost all of the time?  

	Estimate of Percentage of Teachers who Read Touching Base
	Percentage Reporting this Estimate

	100%
	28%

	80 to 99%
	12%

	60 to 79%
	  8%

	40 to 59%
	12%

	20 to 39%
	16%

	0 to 19%
	24%


Question:  What in Touching Base is most useful and/or interesting to principals, coaches and teachers?

	Top 5 Responses - Principals, Coaches, Teachers:
Most Useful and/or Most Interesting
	N

	Calendar of events and information about events (including trainings and registration) and reminders of other critical dates on the calendar (e.g., deadlines)
	24

	What is working in other schools and districts; what other schools are doing; praise given to groups who are doing well (celebration and success stories)
	15

	New information shared with all sites including mandates, responsibilities, expectations, decisions (e.g., decisions about book studies) and/or requirements
	9

	Assessment information (including schedules) 
	5

	Research articles and articles on best practices 
	5


Questions about the online courses were asked in the second section of the report.  The questions and the responses are displayed.
Question:  How are the online courses going for the teachers?

	General Description of Responses (Top 6)
	N

	Most have completed the courses
	9

	Not the most effective training; inservice better because of interactions and discussions
	8

	Overall, “somewhat helpful” or “OK” or “useful” or “went well” or “fine”
	8

	Some courses took too long (e.g., some took more time than credit hours); time consuming
	7

	Content was helpful and valued; teachers learned from the courses
	6

	All have completed the courses
	6


The next set of questions was about the CRF website.  It was apparent from the responses that the CRF website is used extensively by LEA Contacts and Principals.  The use of the website by teachers ranged from  10 to 87%.  Typically, teachers depend on the coach and principal to provide pertinent information instead of accessing it on this website.  In many instances teachers do not have time to access this site.  

LEA Contacts were asked:  What were three strengths of the support CDE provided CRF schools this year?  The top 5 strengths are displayed below.
	Top 5: General Description of Strengths of CDE Support to CRF Schools
	N

	Regional consultant (focused, consistent and specific)
	16

	Sopris West partnership provided strong professional development
	9

	Professional development including coach trainings
	8

	CCRAs; differentiated PD at the conferences
	5

	More focus on school’s needs; providing guidance; made adjustments
	5


The last question was: How could CDE support to the CRF schools be improved in 2007-08?
The following are the most frequently mentioned suggestions:
· Provide more timely and definitive answers to questions 
· More training for incoming administration and new teachers.  

· Be more flexible with timelines and extend the benchmark window to later than mid-April.

· Use one person to consistently provide support to each CRF school. 
· Principal training in specifics as to what to look for in a Reading First Classroom and ideas for making recommendations to teachers.

· Keep the Regional Consultant the same as FY 2006.
· Continue Sopris training for coaches.

· Streamline the assessments for professional development

· More professional development provided by Sopris West.  
· Simplify registration for the required CRF conferences.

· Drop the online courses as CDE’s primary mode of training or inservice and offer classes or funds for building level professional development.  Online courses could be used as review for the staff or for new teachers.

· Help in figuring out how we can keep everything going after the third year.

· Help with training new staff that the schools might be hiring.  
· Everyone needs to be on the same page.

· Reconsider moving the mid-year DIBELS assessment from December to January 
· Set and communicate important dates sooner.
· Provide more coach and coach/principal trainings.
· Hold leadership conference dates for the entire Building Leadership Team.
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