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1. Introduction
Launched in January 2002 with the passage of the No Child Left Behind Act, the Reading First initiative builds on the findings of years of scientifically based reading research that were compiled at the request of Congress by the National Reading Panel.  Briefly, Reading First is a focused, nationwide effort to enable all students to become successful early readers.  Funds are dedicated to help states and local school districts establish high-quality, comprehensive reading instruction in grades K through 3.  Building on a solid research foundation, this federal education program is designed to support teachers in the use of scientifically based reading programs and to ensure high-quality implementation through ongoing, valid and reliable screening, diagnostic, and classroom-based assessment. 

In 2003, the state of North Carolina was awarded a federally funded Reading First (RF) grant.  Over the course of a five-year period, from 2004 to 2009, this grant is being used to train teachers in the eligible schools in the principles and methodology of scientifically based reading research (SBRR), with the ultimate goal of improving the reading skills of students in North Carolina’s lowest performing elementary schools.  In collaboration with VoyagerU, RF teachers are offered an 80-hour program of professional development, known as NCREADS, which is completely aligned to RF, providing teachers with shared knowledge of the scientific reading research, opportunities to apply and practice proven instructional strategies in their classroom throughout the school year, and collaborative learning community experiences that reinforce their training experiences. 

During its third year of implementation, the RF initiative was implemented in 97 schools
 and 34 districts across the state including four charter schools, which are considered local education agencies in North Carolina.  The overarching goal of North Carolina's RF initiative is to ensure that all children learn to read well by the end of the third grade through the systemic application of SBRR to reading instruction, including the following five components:

Phonemic Awareness
· Attentiveness to the sounds of spoken language. 

Phonics
· Decoding unfamiliar words using knowledge of the alphabetic principle. 

Fluency
· Grade-appropriate oral reading with appropriate speed, accuracy, and expression. 

Vocabulary Development
· Knowledge of word meanings to facilitate effective spoken and written language communication. 

Text Comprehension
· Use of a variety of comprehension strategies to monitor comprehension to construct meaning from print.

In March 2005, Metis Associates was contracted by the North Carolina Department of Public Instruction (DPI) to conduct a multiyear evaluation of the annual progress made in students’ reading performance as well as the effectiveness of the overall grant program.  The experiences of the RF schools during the first two years of implementation are detailed in the November 2005 “Year 1 Final Evaluation Report” and the October 2006 “Second Annual Evaluation Report.”    

During the third year of the evaluation, the 2006-2007 year, Metis continued to examine issues related to the implementation of the RF initiative as well as the impact of the initiative on students’ reading performance, teachers’ knowledge of scientifically-based reading instruction and use of instructional practices, and improvements in school climate.  This report presents findings in each of these areas.

The remainder of this report is organized into five sections.  Section 3 presents a discussion of the evaluation approach and methodologies that were used.  Section 4 presents findings related to implementation and effectiveness of the RF Initiative during Year 3.  Section 5 concludes this report with a summary of the findings and recommendations for future implementation for DPI to consider.    

2. Study Methods
The overall approach to evaluation aims to be participatory in nature.  The Metis evaluation team facilitated several progress meetings with DPI staff who were responsible for the statewide implementation of the RF initiative, which included Meta Phelps-Hodges RF Section Chief and Bill Frazier RF Special Projects Consultant.  Through these meetings and regular email communication, the Metis team involved DPI staff in discussions about refining previously developed surveys and interview protocols, developing content for new data collection instruments, determining data analysis plans, and sharing preliminary findings. 
The Metis evaluation team used the following methods to collect data relevant to the research questions during Year 3 of the evaluation:

Review/Analysis of Extant Data:  At the state level, classroom assessment, testing, and student information data were obtained from NCDPI from various sources, and the comprehensive, analytic database that was constructed for first two years of the evaluation was updated with data from the 2006-2007 school year.  The database contains student demographic information such as racial/ethnic background, poverty status, and special needs status; results of the different Years 1, 2, and 3 administrations of the three RF assessments, including the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), the Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) fluency component, and the Texas Primary Reading Instrument (TPRI); and the results of North Carolina’s End-of-Grade (EOG) reading test.  

At the local level, each RF school was asked to maintain a file for Metis that would contain information about the content and delivery of RF-related professional development (PD) that was offered to teachers at the district and/or school level.  Examples of the types of documentation that Metis received across the schools included school-based PD plans, training content descriptions, planning meeting and training agendas and minutes, and sign-in-sheets.  PD documentation was received from 93 of the 97 RF schools for the fall semester and from 94 of the 97 RF schools in the spring semester.  
Surveys of RF Teacher and Other School Staff:  A key data collection activity conducted was the web-based administration of the RF Teacher Survey.  The survey was designed to obtain detailed information about the implementation of the RF initiative (including the different teacher training and support activities) as well as staffs’ perceptions of the impacts the initiative is having on students’ reading achievement, teachers’ instructional practices and knowledge base, and the school as a whole. 
In total, 1,345 staff, representing all of the 97 RF schools, returned completed surveys to Metis.  The number of Teacher Surveys returned from each school ranged from two to 40.  While most of the respondents were K-3 teachers (N=1,134 or 84.0%), others were:  
· Special education teachers (94 or 7.0%)

· Reading/literacy teachers, specialists, or coaches (38 or 5.1%)
· ESL/bilingual teachers (20 or 1.5%)
· Other content/curriculum specialists or specialty teachers (13 or 1.0%)

· Title I teachers (11 or 0.8%)
· Teaching assistants (8 or 0.6%)
Implementation Surveys of RF Schools:  As in past years, in June 2007, Metis asked a team of staff from each RF school to complete a 2007 School Implementation Survey (SIS).  The SIS was designed as part of the Year 1 evaluation to collect systematic information from the schools on RF program leadership and management at the state, district, and school levels; evidence-based instructional approaches, materials, and programs, including those being used with struggling readers and those with limited English proficiency; classroom-based screening and diagnostic assessments; RF-related professional development; and perceptions of effectiveness of implementation.  By the end of June 2007, the SIS were completed and submitted to Metis by 99% (or 96) of the RF schools.  

Observations of RF Classrooms:  The Literacy Instruction Documentation (LID) rubric is a classroom observation tool used by RF Coaches and Regional Consultants.  The LID was designed by DPI to assess five practices, including organization and planning; modeling and instruction; practice, support and feedback; differentiation; and student involvement and success.  The 15 items in the instrument represent different components of these practices.  The tool was used to record the frequency of various levels of implementation noted during observations.  Observers (RF Coaches and Regional Consultants) selected from four options, large degree (LD), which means the component was implemented to a great extent during the observation; small degree (SD), which denotes that the component was implemented minimally during the observation; not evident (NE), which means the expected component was not observed; and not seen (NS), which specifies that the duration or time of the school visit precluded observation of this component.  Metis collected LID data during the fall and spring of Year 3.  In total, there were matched observations for 1,962 teachers.  
Interviews Conducted with RF Stakeholders:  In July and August 2007, a team of researchers from Metis conducted a series of individual interviews with representatives from the following stakeholder groups:  Regional Consultants (N=2), District RF Coordinators (N=6), and principals of RF schools (N=16).  The evaluation team used a semi-structured set of questions, and the interviews averaged 20 to 30 minutes in length.  While the protocols were customized to some extent according to the different respondent groups, the interviews mainly captured information on the following issues:

· State, district, and school-level supports; 
· Level of quality and implementation of NCREADS;

· Perceived outcomes, impacts, and benefits of the initiative on teachers’ pedagogy, students’ reading skills, and schools’ climate; 

· Barriers to implementing the RF program; 

· Efforts to expand or institutionalize the initiative; and 

· Recommendations for improving the initiative.

4. Year 3 Findings 

The following section presents the evaluation findings with respect to implementation of the RF initiative and outcomes for both students and teachers.  Within these, the findings are organized by the research questions that guided the Year 3 evaluation study.

A. Implementation of the RF Initiative

What changes in staffing/management structure occurred during Year 3?
State Level

In Year 3, the Regional Consultants continued to provide a variety of support and technical assistance activities to the RF schools.  As documented by the SIS results for the 2006-2007 year, these included:   
· Conducting site visits and maintaining communication (94.8%)
· Encouraging regional collaboration and networking (92.7%)
· Providing access to reading researchers’ expertise about research-based teaching practices for reading (90.6%)
· Providing professional development sessions (89.6%)
· Assisting staff in identifying resources and selecting appropriate materials (81.3%)
· Assisting with efforts to align instruction and research (79.2%)
· Providing technical assistance for planning and implementation (78.1%)
· Providing funding for school-based staff development (76.0%)
Consistent with findings for Year 1 and 2, schools indicated that DPI site visits and feedback (N=31 or 37.3%) was the most helpful form of support/technical assistance followed closely by staff development and other professional development (N=24 or 28.9%).  In Year 3, a good number of schools also indicated that the Regional Consultants themselves were most helpful (N=20 or 24.1%).  
On the other hand, a small proportion of schools conveyed that there were too many unfocussed meetings (N=12 or 14.0%) and that the staff development offered was irrelevant (N=6 or 7.0%).  When asked about assistance that was needed, but not received from DPI, schools most frequently mentioned on-site training (N=9 or 37.5%).  

Similar to findings for Year 1 and 2, the majority (N=88 or 91.7%) of the schools rated the overall quality of the support provided by their Regional Consultant as good (N=28 or 29.2%) or great (N=60 or 62.5%). A great proportion of schools reported that their Regional Consultant adequately met the needs of their school’s RF Coach (N=85 or 88.5%), while some expressed interest in more modeling (N=7 or 30.4%), additional site visits (N=6 or 26.1%), timely and constructive feedback (N=4 or 17.4%), and on-site professional development (N=4 or 17.4%). A small number of schools also experienced a change in Regional Consultant during the school year (N=3 or 13.0%) and did not receive any technical assistance. 
Overall, both principals and the RF Coordinators reported that their Regional Consultant had been very effective in providing support, generally describing the quality of the services as “very good” to “outstanding.”  As one RF Coordinator said during an interview, “She gives a lot of great feedback about the program and how she feels that it is running.  She is a great communicator and a great cheerleader.”     

Several principals mentioned during interviews that they have had to adjust to a number of different individuals in the role of Regional Consultant and that there has been a lack of consistency.  For those principals that have not experienced as much turnover in the position, they described the Regional Consultant’s role as becoming more customized to the needs of the school.  For example, one principal commented, “The role [of the Regional Consultant] has evolved as the needs of the school have evolved, not so cookie-cutter – going deeper in certain areas such as phonetic awareness.”  Most principals believed that there was no need for improvement in the role of the Regional Consultant, however a few mentioned that consistency and continuity from year to year could be improved, as well as more frequent visits and modeling for teachers.

While RF Coordinators were generally pleased with the services provided by the Regional Consultant, several did express that they would like to have more contact with the Regional Consultant.  As one coordinator said, “I’d like a little bit more networking with them, and making sure things are going well at the school, not [just] when it’s time to evaluate a teacher classroom. But just, come on in anytime and just ‘what can I do to make things better?”’  Another coordinator said he/she would like the consultant to stay longer during their visits to really observe how the classroom-based centers are functioning.  

District Level
According to the SIS, the District RF Coordinators are largely responsible for monitoring the implementation of the reading program (N=73 or 83.9%), providing support leadership, and guidance to RF Coaches (N=70 or 80.5%), monitoring the reading program to ensure consistency (N=67 or 77.0%), interpreting assessment results (N=64 or 73.6%), selecting professional development topics and opportunities (N=56 or 64.4%), selecting materials for the reading program (N=54 or 62.1%) and observing teachers and providing feedback (N=53 or 60.9%). 
The types of support or technical assistance from the District RF Coordinator that RF schools indicated were most helpful include monitoring implementation (N=13 or 17.3%), professional development (N=11 or 14.7%), ongoing communication/accessibility (N=10 or 13.3%), budget support (N=10 or 13.3%), analyzing and managing data (N=9 or 12.0%), providing positive feedback (N=9 or 12.0%), and conducting meetings for site-based decisions (N=8 or 10.7%). 
In contrast, schools reported that site visits conducted without feedback (N=8 or 42.1%) was the least helpful type of support/technical assistance.  Similarly, when asked about support that was needed but not received from the District RF Coordinator, schools expressed an interest in more site visits/feedback (N=10 or 41.7%) and greater visibility of the District RF Coordinator at the school level (N=4 or 16.7%).   
When interviewed, the RF Coordinators provided some additional detail on how they support both district- and school-level implementation.  From their perspective, one of their primary responsibilities is to visit schools to observe and provide support to teachers.  As one RF Coordinator said, “If [teachers] are having issues, I find the resources for them to strengthen and make sure that we’re implementing the program correctly.”  Other responsibilities included: providing district-wide training; meeting with coaches to discuss data, assess needs, and plan staff development; meeting with principals; and assisting with budget planning and expenditure monitoring.  Both of the Regional Consultants interviewed did note that RF Coordinators are over-extended, and would be better able to support all of their schools if they did not have a multitude of other functions.

School Level
Similar to Year 2 findings, data from the RF Teacher Survey overwhelmingly reveal that the RF Coach provides the primary leadership for the RF initiative on the school level (97.2%). Additionally, a great majority of teachers disclosed that the RF Coach either has the primary responsibility (57.9%) or shares equal responsibility with the principal (39.3%) in ensuring that teachers are using the school’s adopted RF curriculum or program.   In addition, 89.4% of teachers noted that RF Coaches also helped interpret assessments and reviewed the results.  
The extent to which the RF Coaches provided demonstration lessons declined in Year 3.  More than one third of the teacher respondents (38.4%) reported never having had a demonstration in Year 3, compared to 31.7% of teachers in Year 2.  This may be attributable to the relatively high number of changes in the RF Coach positions from Year 2 to 3.  
While the vast majority of respondents continued to rate the quality of the RF Coach as good or excellent, RF teachers were less satisfied with training (N=25 or 9.6%) and meetings (N=23 or 8.8%). In addition, several noted that there were insufficient demonstrations/modeling (31 or 11.9%) and distracting observations (N=21 or 8.0%). 
Consistent with these findings, it was also revealed that teachers needed, but did not receive demonstrations/modeling (N=46 or 26.7%) and in-house observations/feedback (N=18 or 10.5%) from the RF Coach. 

Principals reported that the majority of the coaches met with teachers at least on a weekly basis.  Additionally, principals clearly felt that the coaches are adequately prepared to serve in the roles.  In many cases, the coaches are veteran RF teachers, which principals believe gives the coaches credibility with the teachers.        

Principals rated the effectiveness of their coaches from “adequate” to “outstanding” and “awesome – very helpful,” with the exception of one school where the coach had personality conflicts with the teachers.  RF Coordinators also rated the effectiveness of the PD and on-site support provided to teachers by the RF Coaches as “excellent” and “very effective.”  Coaches assisted teachers in understanding technology and in implementing best practices in reading.  Their presence in the schools was a great help to keeping teachers “on the same page with each other and making sure they are thinking about reading in the same way.”  Coaches also provide particular support to new teachers in form of modeling in the classroom.     

The majority of principals reported that no improvement is needed in the way that the coaches deliver their services.  In thinking about how the RF Coaches might improve service delivery in Year 4, one RF Coordinator suggested “more banding together” of the schools so that the coaches are supporting each other in delivering PD.  He/she suggested a team approach to providing PD.  Regional Consultants also suggested that the coaches could do more to “differentiate support based on their teachers’ need” not unlike how they teach the students.    

Are the RF Coaches continuing to be hired in a timely manner?  To what extent was there turnover in the reading coach position across the RF schools from one year to the next?  In what ways did turnover in this position impact implementation?

RF Coaches were identified and hired in time for the opening of school in fall 2006 in 89 of the 97 schools, which is a slight decrease from Year 2.  This may be related to the fact that among the 97 schools, almost one third (32.3%) experienced a turnover in the RF Coach position between Years 2 and 3.  However, most of these schools reported that the staffing change did not have a significant impact on implementation, although some indicated that there was a gap in support.

How are principals supporting reading achievement in RF schools?

Data from the SIS show that principals served to support the RF initiative in many ways, particularly with hiring staff with appropriate expertise in reading (N=94 or 97.9%), observing teachers and providing feedback (N=91 or 94.8%), providing support, leadership, and guidance to RF Coaches (N=88 or 91.7%), monitoring the implementation of the reading program (N=83 or 86.5%), reviewing teachers’ lesson plans and offering suggestions (N=81 or 84.4%), interpreting assessment results (N=78 or 81.3%), and monitoring the reading program to ensure consistency (N=77 or 80.2%).  Notably, Year 3 data showed that greater numbers of principals are observing teachers and providing feedback and providing support, leadership, and guidance to RF Coaches than in past years.  
The great majority of the respondents to the teacher survey described the level of principal support for the RF initiative as either adequate (47.9%) or more than adequate (41.1%).  However, as shown below, the extent to which the RF principals provided instructional support for the initiative varied across schools.  (Note also that the level of principal support in both these areas did not change very much from Year 2.)
Table 1 – RF Reading Skills Assessments, Level of Principal Support, 2006-2007
	
	 (N=1329)

	Generally not involved with the skills assessments
	24.7%

	Made sure the skills assessments took place, but did not track results
	17.5%

	Helped with the skills assessments and tracked the results
	31.5%

	Helped with the skills assessments and required that instruction be adjusted as necessary
	26.3%


Table 2 – Grade Level Meetings Related to RF, Level of Principal Support, 2006-2007
	
	 (N=1329)

	Generally not involved with such meetings
	17.3%

	Attended a few times a year
	40.0%

	Attended such meetings monthly
	22.4%

	Attended such meetings more often than monthly
	20.2%


When asked about support or assistance that was needed but not received from principals during the 2006-2007 school year, teacher survey respondents reported that they would have liked additional material/supplies/equipment (N=26 or 12.3%), more feedback/observations (N=24 or 11.4%), and additional training (N=24 or 11.4%).  Some respondents also criticized their principals for being unfamiliar with the RF program and its implementation (N=24 or 11.4%), which could be related to the fact that about a third of the RF schools had new principals during the 2006-2007 school year. 
Most principals described their role in the implementation of RF as providing support to the RF Coach and teachers.  Principals also described a focus on maintaining fidelity to the program through classroom observations, holding individual meetings with teachers and the coach, and attending staff development.  Clearly, more experienced RF principals have noticed a shift in their involvement with RF:   
· “My role has evolved in that I have become more of an evaluator in terms of evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of what my teachers are doing and if they are producing results.”

· “I think I support it better now than I did initially, just because I’ve learned more about the program, and I understand a little bit better how to teach reading.”

· “I just continue to encourage teachers to use the data that’s available to them.  The data we’ve gotten from Reading First has been tremendous.  So, I think we’ve gone from maybe just looking at the data to really using it, and I continue to reinforce that with my teachers.”
Similarly, Regional Consultants and District RF Coordinators also attributed the length of tenure of the RF Principal as integral to the level of support he or she is able to provide to the initiative, particularly with respect to data-driven reading instruction.  In the instances of where there were new RF principals, stakeholders described a “learning process.”
· “I think a lot of the principals have started looking more at data in K - 2.  Initially, their focus was on 3 – 5 because of the EOG test.  Because they see the effects of the instruction in K – 2 now they’re taking a closer look to see if the data is reflective of classroom practice.”
· “ I think the principal is the strongest piece because whatever the principal believes or supports is what their staff seems to support., so the principals that we see a lot of support from of RF, we see more growth in those schools.”  

What opportunities were provided in Year 3 to promote networking and sharing (e.g., quarterly meetings, email listserv) among the RF principals?  To what extent were these helpful to program administration or implementation?  

During the 2006-2007 school year, almost all of the schools reported that there were opportunities for principals to network and share with other RF principals (88 or 94.6%) and that these networking activities were either somewhat or very helpful in supporting RF implementation at their school (85 or 97.7%).  According to the SIS, networking activities would be more productive for participating principals if more time was allotted for group sessions or opportunities to network with others (N=8 or 19.5%) and the focus of the meetings were made more relevant to the principals (N=10 or 24.4%).  
Principals reported that they participated in a variety of activities that brought them into contact with administrators and coaches from other RF schools.  The most frequently mentioned activities were state-level forums and quarterly meetings, district-level principal academy meetings, and monthly coach meetings.  

When asked about the kinds of training or professional development made available to them during the 2006-2007 year, principals most commonly mentioned VoyagerU and the NCREADS online principal course.  Also mentioned were data reviews, local sharing sessions, and regional trainings.
Principals valued the opportunities to meet with other RF principals in both formal and informal settings and reported that networking among local or county-level groups of RF principals was very helpful in making sure that all RF schools were on the same track.  For example, in one county, the RF principals banded together to lobby the district administration for less assessment of 3rd graders.  

What teacher professional development was offered in Year 3?  

School-Based PD Plans

A significant change occurred in the 2006-2007 year with respect to the initiative’s teacher professional development component.  For the first time, the RF schools were provided with two options for providing training for third-year RF teachers, which were to (1) develop school-based professional development plans or (2) continue to support teachers’ participating in 80 hours of training through NCREADS (e.g., VoyagerU, Course 3).  To support option 1, DPI provided schools with four models of alternative professional development from which RF Coaches and District RF Coordinators could select.  These included:   
· Study Groups – Study groups should be formed that are comprised of four to five peers.  Groups should meet regularly and discuss new instructional practices or organizational procedures.  The content and scope of discussions and the group’s members should be identified ahead of time. 
· Action Research – A specific problem should be identified as the focus for this group. Members should conduct a literature review and develop a research plan to address the issue, culminating in a report that details the data collection and analysis processes.
· School-Based Improvement – This alternative should involve the entire school and focus on an approach aimed at reaching a specific school-wide goal, such as learning specific curriculum to improve classroom instruction.  An action plan should be developed and implemented followed by an evaluation or assessment of the results. 
· Individually-Guided Professional Development – This approach is similar to the school-based improvement approach but should be focused on an individual teacher’s goals.  A plan should be developed to meet the teacher’s needs/interests and data should be gathered and assessed to determine the plan’s success.

Schools that selected the school-based PD option were to create and submit professional development plan proposals to DPI for approval.  Within the PD proposals, schools were asked to identify the type of model they would use, the number of hours of professional development that would be provided, the target audience for the plan, the five reading components that would be addressed, the qualifications of the PD trainers, the evaluation methods, as well as the proposed budget for carrying out the plan.  
Most RF schools (72.0%) selected to develop and implement a school-based professional development plan.  Based on the SIS data, the plans focused more in-depth on specific topic areas covered in the previous VoyagerU courses, such as data-driven instruction, vocabulary development, literacy work stations, differentiated instruction, and fluency.

NCREADS

The SIS captured information on the numbers of teachers who completed the NCREADS Academy Courses.  As seen in the table below, the great majority of staff that started NCREADS Course 1 and 2 completed all the modules within those courses.  While the same is true for Course 3, there is a marked difference between the percentage of staff that completed module 1 (96.1%) and those that completed modules 2, 3, and 4 (89.8%, 85.9%, and 89.6%, respectively), which is likely due to the number of schools that opted to implement the school-based PD plans in Year 3. 
Table 3 – NCREADS Academy Course, Staff Completion, 2006-2007
	Course
	Module
	Percent

	1
	1- Phonemic Awareness
	99.7%

	
	2- Phonics
	99.4%

	
	3- Fluency
	99.0%

	
	4- Vocabulary
	98.4%

	
	5- Comprehension
	97.6%

	2
	1- Vocabulary
	99.7%

	
	2- Comprehension: Literature
	98.9%

	
	3- Comprehension: Informational Text
	98.3%

	
	4- Comprehension: Discussion
	97.2%

	
	5- Comprehension: Writing
	96.8%

	
	6- Motivation
	95.5%

	3
	1- Initial Planning
	96.1%

	
	2- Implementation: Phase 1
	89.8%

	
	3- Implementation: Phase 2
	85.9%

	
	4- Small Group Instruction
	89.6%


Additional School-Based Teacher PD

As in past years, the RF schools also provided their staffs with an appropriate array of school-based professional development opportunities that are consistent with RF philosophy.  The table below summarizes the content of the training based on documentation submitted by 96 schools.

Table 4 – School-Based PD Documentation Review, 2006-2007

	Topic Areas Covered

	VoyagerU/NCREADS Training (84 schools, 87.5%)

	Teaching Strategies (79 schools, 82.3%)

· Grade-level meetings (42 schools)

· Grade-specific literacy training and planning sessions (20 schools)

· Vocabulary Instruction (20 schools)

· Differentiation (16 schools)

· Grouping (8 schools)
· SBRR learning strategies (lesson demonstrations, intervention practice) (7 schools)

· Fluency (7 schools)
· Curriculum Maps (7 schools)
· Writing (5 schools)

· Explicit Instruction (4 schools)
· Comprehension (4 schools)
· Literacy Centers (2 schools)
· Phonemic Awareness (2 schools)
· Focused Instruction (2 schools)
· Word Wall (2 schools)
· Progress Monitoring (2 schools)
· Lesson Delivery (1 school)
· 90-minute Block training (1 school)
· General literacy workshops (1 school)

· Phonics (1 school)
· Classroom Management (1 school)

	Reading First Training, Meetings, and Workshops (59 schools, 61.5%) 

· Meetings and planning sessions for RF staff (coordinators, principals) (52 schools)

· RF Summer Academy (31 schools)

· Waterford Early Reading Program (17 schools)

· Earobics (15 schools)

· Technology programs (wireless, computer training) (8 schools)

· RF training for teachers and TAs (7 schools)

· Successmaker (5 schools)

· Voyager Passport (5 schools)

· Training for RF Coaches (4 schools)

	 School-Based PD Plan (57 schools, 59.4%)

· Literacy Work Stations (33 schools)
· Book Study (14 schools)
· Bringing Words to Life (14 schools)
· Balanced Literacy Model (4 schools)
· Designing Effective Lessons (3 schools)
· Diagnosing and Correcting Reading Problems (3 schools)
· Word Savvy (3 schools) 
· Guided Reading (2 schools)
· Study Groups (2 schools)
· Mighty Mini Lessons (2 schools)
· Still Learning to Read (2 schools)
· Reading Rotations (1 school)
· Plus/Delta (1 school)

	Assessment Tools and Testing Preparation (55 schools, 57.3%)

· TPRI (43 schools)

· ITBS (31 schools)

· CBM (8 schools)

· EOG preparation (4 schools)

· Literacy Assessments (2 schools)

	Supplemental/Intervention Program Training (40 schools, 41.7%)

· Plato and Language Program (3 schools)
· Leap Frog (2 schools)

· Lead Success (1 school)

· Wilson (1 school)

· Fundations (1 school)

	Data Driven Instruction (22 schools, 22.9%)

· Data Driven Instruction (11 schools)
· Data Analysis (8 schools)
· Data Interpretation (5 schools)

	Core Program Training (10 schools, 10.4%) 

· Harcourt (5 schools)

· Houghton Mifflin (3schools)

· Open Court (2 schools)

	Lesson Planning (2 schools, 2.1%)


What are stakeholders’ perceptions of the quality of these activities/opportunities?

NCREADS

As shown in the following table, staffs’ perceptions of NCREADS continues to be generally high, with over 84% of the respondents rating all of the various aspects of the professional development program as either good or excellent.  (Note that little variability was evident when comparing these data to Year 2.)
Table 5 – NCREADS Academy, School Staffs’ Perceptions, 2006-2007
	
	Poor 
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Quality of content (N=1297)
	1.6%
	11.3%
	55.2%
	31.8%

	Relevance of information to reading research (N=1292)
	2.2%
	12.0%
	54.2%
	31.7%

	Providing an understanding of the theory and rationale for new content and instruction (N=1297)
	2.6%
	13.2%
	52.9%
	31.2%

	Organization of modules (N=1291)
	2.2%
	12.3%
	54.6%
	30.9%

	Availability of information for the modules (N=1291)
	1.5%
	10.3%
	55.4%
	32.7%


The great majority of responding teachers also believed that the knowledge and skills they obtained from NCREADS were consistent with the reading instructional materials used in their classrooms, describing the connection as either moderate (43.5%) or great (49.7%).

Overall, the RF District Coordinators, Regional Consultants, and principals reported satisfaction with the quality and implementation of NCREADS, ranging from “good” to “great” and “very satisfied.”  Principals and RF Coordinators, in particular, liked NCREADS because it provides instructional strategies that teachers can take back to the classroom and implement.  Yet, a few RF Coordinators also found the implementation to be overwhelming.  As one RF Coordinator said, “I would evaluate NCREADS as great, but too intense for teachers.  It is just overwhelming.”  
RF Coordinators and Regional Consultants also believed that there was value in the consistent knowledge base that is provided through NCREADS.  For example as one RF Coordinator commented, “That everybody has the same knowledge and vocabulary - that has been most helpful.  There’s a foundation or system of belief - we’re on the same page with research. [We] established a vocabulary for teachers to use with each other, which has been beneficial.”  Principals also mentioned other ways that NCREADS has been beneficial to teachers, such as using data and information based on research, increasing collaboration, and improving access to materials and model instruction.

Time was most frequently cited by the RF Coordinators, Regional Consultants and principals as a factor that impeded the implementation of NCREADS in their district.  As one Coordinator said, “[Teachers] have so much to do in a day’s time,” while others noted that teachers also have professional development in other areas to attend.  
School-Based PD Plans

The majority of the principals and about half of the RF Coordinators interviewed reported that their schools chose to develop and implement a school-based professional development plan rather than offer the VoyagerU PD course for Year 3 teachers.  Principals gave many reasons for choosing to develop their own professional development plans, the most common being the desire to focus on the specific needs of their school.  Principals reported that some teachers found VoyagerU too restrictive and that they wanted to be able to differentiate instruction within the guidelines of RF.    

RF Coordinators and Regional Consultants also reported that opting for the school-based PD plans in Year 3 allowed schools to address the varying needs of staff:  “For the third year, [schools] did an action plan.  It would be difficult to get everybody on the same sheet of music, and everybody would need something different.”  They also mentioned that cost was an additional consideration.  For example, one respondent noted, “Even though we have the RF funds, we have a lot of transient teachers as well as students. So we’re already paying for [VoyagerU] Year 1 and 2 for quite a bit of people.”  
When asked about the PD proposal development process, the RF Coordinators worked with staff at various levels – teachers, principals, and RF coaches – in developing the school-based professional development plans.  The RF Coordinators collaborated with the RF coaches to review school-specific data, to identify areas of weakness, and to ask teachers directly to identify their PD needs.  When principals were asked about their role in the process, they also mentioned helping to review data and working with the RF coaches to develop the plans.  Regional Consultants underscored the fact that the creation of these plans was a data-driven process.         
The majority of the principals reported no major challenges with the development of these plans.  Most RF Coordinators also reported that the process of developing a school-based work plan was effective and that teachers benefited from the resulting PD activities.  For example, one RF Coordinator said, “The [teachers] got a lot more out of [the training.]. They felt like it was practical and that they really could implement it in their classroom.”  Another RF Coordinator said, “The bonus was that teachers felt like they had something to take back and try right away.”  While some RF Coordinators appreciated the rigor of VoyagerU and the basic foundation that it provides, especially for Years 1 and 2, they believed that the school-based PD plans in Year 3 was the best choice.  The “personal touch” of the school-based PD plan really helped to address the varying needs of teachers.
Many principals echoed the sentiments of the RF Coordinators, stating that both VoyagerU and their school-based PD plans were effective, but that developing local plans allowed teachers to put what they had learned from VoyagerU into practice.   

To what extent do the RF classrooms implement high quality scientifically based reading research programs that include instructional content based on the five essential components of reading?

As shown below, the teacher survey asked about the frequency with which teachers engaged their students in the various dimensions of research-based reading instruction.  The information presented suggests that, in Year 3, teachers across all grades were most often engaging students in reading comprehension (91.0%), phonics (88.4%), vocabulary development (85.7%), word recognition strategies (85.4%), independent reading (83.9%), and oral reading fluency (81.5%).  Spelling and writing were emphasized less often on a daily basis (68.8% and 63.4%, respectively).

Table 6 – Dimensions of Reading, Daily Level of Student Engagement, by Year of Implementation
	
	Grade K 
	Grade 1 
	Grade 2 
	Grade 3 
	All Grades

	
	Year 2 (N=294)
	Year 3 (N=306)
	Year 2 (N=291)
	Year 3 (N=294)
	Year 2 (N=275)
	Year 3 (N=279)
	Year 2 (N=248)
	Year 3 (N=248)
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Reading comprehension 
	89.1%
	89.5%
	88.0%
	89.1%
	91.6%
	90.3%
	96.0%
	96.0%
	88.6%
	91.0%

	Phonics 
	98.0%
	97.4%
	96.9%
	98.0%
	880.%
	88.9%
	62.5%
	65.3%
	84.5%
	88.4%

	Vocabulary development 
	83.0%
	86.3%
	83.2%
	85.0%
	80.7%
	83.5%
	83.5%
	88.3%
	80.8%
	85.7%

	Word recognition strategies 
	89.1%
	89.5%
	90.4%
	90.8%
	80.0%
	84.2%
	79.4%
	75.0%
	83.4%
	85.4%

	Independent reading 
	74.1%
	73.2%
	89.7%
	87.4%
	89.1%
	87.1%
	85.5%
	89.5%
	81.7%
	83.9%

	Oral reading fluency 
	67.7%
	71.6%
	84.6%
	86.4%
	84.0%
	85.3%
	81.9%
	83.9%
	77.1%
	81.5%

	Phonemic awareness 
	98.3%
	97.7%
	96.9%
	95.6%
	63.3%
	72.4%
	44.4%
	48.0%
	76.6%
	79.9%

	Spelling 
	54.1%
	55.9%
	77.1%
	76.5%
	73.1%
	75.6%
	58.9%
	67.7%
	63.5%
	68.8%

	Writing/composition 
	68.0%
	70.9%
	60.5%
	65.6%
	54.2%
	64.2%
	38.7%
	50.8%
	53.3%
	63.4%


In addition, when looking at these data by grade level and year of implementation, it can be seen that:

· The proportion of grade 3 teachers who emphasized spelling daily increased by almost 9 percentage points from Year 2 to Year 3.  
· The use of writing and composition and phonemic awareness on a daily basis declines as the target grades progress, with the greatest level of student engagement in kindergarten.  
· With respect to phonemic awareness, a much greater percentage of grade 2 teachers provided daily instruction in Year 3 than in Year 2 (72.4% vs. 63.3%, respectively, which is a 9.1 percentage point increase).
· There was a greater emphasis on writing in Year 3, particularly in grades 2 and 3.  In grade 3, for example, the percentage of teachers who taught writing on a daily basis increased from 38.7% in Year 2 to 50.8% in Year 3, which is a substantial 12.1  percentage point difference.
Use of Intervention Strategies/Programs

Almost all of the RF schools have school-wide and classroom procedures for referring K-3 students to intervention programs (N=94 or 97.9%), determining when intervention services are no longer necessary for K-3 students (N=91 or 94.8%), and monitoring K-3 students’ progress in intervention programs (N=90 or 93.8%).  
When asked on the SIS what types of intervention services were provided for struggling readers during the 2006-2007 year, most (N=89 or 92.7%) reported that a reading specialist, special education teacher, or bilingual/ELL teacher who works with students individually was provided.  At least two thirds of the schools also reported: reading programs for special needs students (N=72 or 75.0%); a separate tutorial program for readers that is part of an intervention (N=71 or 74.0%); reading interventions for English language learners (N=69 or 71.9%); trained aides that tutor individual students within the core classroom program (N=68 or 70.8%); and before- and after-school programs for individual students (N=67 or 69.8%). 
While all schools reported using small group instruction as a key intervention strategy, most also mentioned:    
· Direct systematic instruction in phonemic awareness and phonics (N=92 or 95.8%)

· Approved intervention programs (N=91 or 94.8%)

· Teacher-guided reading to improve vocabulary (N=89 or 92.7%)

· Materials and instructional techniques that are aligned with in-class intervention (N=87 or 90.6%). 
Do the RF classrooms implement instructional designs that include explicit instructional strategies, coordinated instructional sequences, ample practice opportunities, aligned student materials, ongoing assessment, small flexible groups, and dedicated blocks of reading time?
The data in the following table strongly suggest that North Carolina’s RF classrooms are being taught with the various instructional designs that are promoted within scientifically based reading research.    

Table 7 – Instructional Strategies in RF Classrooms

Level of Full Implementation, by Year of Implementation
	Instructional Strategy
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Percentage Point Change From Year 1-3

	Providing dedicated blocks of reading time (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	94.9%
	96.8%
	96.9%
	2.0

	Conducting ongoing assessment (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	94.8%
	97.9%
	97.9%
	3.1

	Using explicit instructional strategies (e.g., blending, modeling) (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=95, Yr 3= 96)
	75.5%
	84.2%
	84.4%
	8.9

	Using coordinated instructional sequences (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=95, Yr3= 96)
	74.2%
	87.4%
	81.3%
	7.1

	Using small, same-ability groups (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=95, Yr3= 96)
	72.4%
	80.0%
	81.3%
	8.9

	Providing ongoing corrective feedback (Yr 1=98,  Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	68.4%
	75.8%
	74.0%
	5.6

	Providing ample practice opportunities (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	66.0%
	83.2%
	82.3%
	16.3

	Adapting for students experiencing reading difficulties (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	56.7%
	71.6%
	69.8%
	13.1

	Re-teaching knowledge/skills when students experience difficulties (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=95, Yr 3=96)
	54.1%
	70.5%
	70.8%
	16.7

	Using flexible grouping (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=149, Yr 3= 96)
	52.0%
	63.2%
	61.5%
	9.5

	Peer tutoring (Yr 1=96, Yr 2=95, Yr 3= 96)
	26.0%
	32.6%
	31.3%
	5.3


The data in the table show that across all instructional strategies, the percentage of RF schools that had fully implemented each strategy increased from Year 1 to Year 3.  The most notable increases (i.e., at least a 10 percentage point change) were evident for:

· Adapting for students with reading difficulties
· Re-teaching knowledge/skills when students experience difficulties; and 
· Providing ample practice opportunities
To what extent are the three levels of reading skill assessment being implemented in accordance with the requirements of RF across the target schools?  Are reading and assessment materials purchased and is training provided in a timely manner?

During Year 3 of the initiative, the various reading assessment materials were acquired and ready for use in time for the opening of school in 85 of the 97 RF schools (88.5%), which is a notable decrease from Year 2 (99.0%).  
With little exception, survey findings showed that RF teachers received timely training on the implementation of the reading skills assessments.  Moreover, the great majority of the respondents (94.6%) indicated that the content and scope of that training was sufficient so that teachers were fully prepared to use the RF assessments in their classrooms in Year 3.  Among the 71 respondents who believed that the training was lacking in some way, most cited that modeling was not included in the training.  
When asked if the RF Coach assisted teachers with the RF skills assessments, 89.4% indicated that the coach both monitored the implementation of the assessments and helped to interpret the assessments and review the results.  

As shown in the following table, teachers were asked to indicate the extent to which they believed each of the RF assessments impacted classroom instruction by the end of Year 3.  

Table 8 – Reading Skills Assessments, Sustained Impact on Instruction, 

By Grade 2005-2006

	
	Grade K 

(N=291)
	Grade 1 (N=268)
	Grade 2 (N=268)
	Grade 3 (N=247)
	All Grades

(N=1092)

	TPRI and Fluency 
	72.2%
	80.8%
	73.1%
	69.2%
	74.0%

	Core program assessments
	50.2%
	56.6%
	55.2%
	63.2%
	56.0%

	CBM Fluency
	14.1%
	42.7%
	47.0%
	43.3%
	36.3%

	EOG Reading Test
	15.5%
	23.4%
	28.4%
	76.1%
	34.4%

	ITBS
	25.8%
	26.9%
	30.6%
	34.0%
	29.1%


Table 9 – Reading Skills Assessments, Sustained Impact on Instruction, 
By Grade, 2006-2007
	
	Grade K (N=302)
	Grade 1 (N=290)
	Grade 2 (N=120)
	Grade 3 (N=91)
	All Grades

(N=1115)

	TPRI and Fluency 
	76.2%
	76.9%
	71.0%
	63.9%
	72.4%

	Core program assessments
	45.4%
	48.3%
	56.6%
	57.0%
	51.5%

	CBM Fluency
	13.9%
	36.2%
	43.0%
	37.3%
	32.1%

	EOG Reading Test
	14.2%
	21.7%
	25.1%
	70.9%
	31.3%

	ITBS
	24.8%
	23.1%
	32.3%
	34.4%
	28.3%


The data in the previous table suggest that for all grades combined the TPRI had the greatest and most sustained bearing on reading instruction (72.4%), followed by the assessments that were part of the core reading program (51.5%).  It can also be seen that there is considerable variability when looking at the impact of the various assessments by grade level.  Some notable findings include the following:

· Kindergarten teachers are much less likely to use data from the CBM Fluency to inform instruction than teachers in the other grades, which might be expected since instruction in grade k has less emphasis on reading of continuous text.  The CBM Fluency seems to be favored by grade 2 teachers in terms of having a sustained impact on instruction.

· A greater proportion of grade 1 teachers and kindergarten teachers use TPRI results to continuously inform instruction than do their peers in the other target grades.

· Generally, the sustained use of ITBS data to inform instruction appears to increase as the grades progress, increasing from 24.8% in grade K to 34.4% in grade 3.

· As we might anticipate, a much greater proportion of grade 3 teachers use EOG reading results to inform instruction repeatedly throughout the year.

To what extent were the issues raised during Year 1 and Year 2 alleviated during Year 3 (e.g., delays in obtaining/purchasing materials, technical difficulties with TPRI, insufficient time for testing administration/activities)?  

While the great majority of the RF schools did not cite the use of the RF classroom assessments as an impediment to the overall implementation of the RF initiative at their school (N=73 or 81.1%), time constraints associated with using these assessments persisted in Year 3.  Over half of the 98 schools reported not having enough time during the school day for testing administration/activities (N=50 or 52.1%) as well as insufficient planning time and other time constraints (N=60 or 62.5%).  Other challenges experienced by the RF schools related to the classroom assessments include: 

· Technical difficulties with the TPRI (N=30 or 31.3%)

· Difficulties using and/or interpreting the assessment results (N=23 or 24.0%)
· Delays in receiving assessment results (N=18 or 18.8%)

· Delays in purchasing/obtaining assessment materials (N=13 or 13.6%)

· Lack of clarity of the assessment administration schedule (N=11 or 11.4%)

During the evaluation interviews, many of the principals and RF Coordinators described technical difficulties with the TPRI, including having to reload the programs (because teachers did not keep them plugged in), the TPRI “go[ing] out” in the middle of an evaluation, “blank[ing] out” when doing a report, and waiting, in some cases, two to three months for TPRI problems to be resolved.      

On the other  hand, most RF Coordinators, principals and Regional Consultants believed that that sufficient time was being allotted for testing administration/activities, although a couple of principals noted that the testing is very time-consuming.  In fact one principal noted that there was “not enough time to analyze [the data] and then use it to drive further instruction.”  Most RF Coordinators and principals also believed that classroom teachers were provided with training and support that fully prepared them to use each of the assessments during the 2006-2007 year.

What changes in the use of the school and local libraries do stakeholders attribute to the implementation of Reading First?  

As reported in the SIS, an overwhelming majority of schools (N=89 or 95.7%) purchased additional books for classroom libraries as a result of RF.  In addition, more than three quarters of the schools (N=71 or 76.3%) also purchased additional books for the school library.  

When asked about the different funding sources used to support these acquisitions, more than half of the schools (N=54 or 58.1%) indicated that they have coordinated with federal, state, or local programs to increase student access to a variety of engaging reading materials.  Among these schools, most noted that these programs were Title I or other federally-funded initiatives as well as reading programs with local libraries.  
Additionally, most schools (N=62 or 58.1%) also reported that their LEA assisted them in a number of ways to augment the availability of reading resources for students, particularly by assisting them with budgeting and identifying vendors.  In fact, when interviewed, most RF Coordinators reported that the district had assisted RF schools by making reading materials available to students outside of the 90-minute reading block.  Several RF Coordinators reported that the district purchased additional books for students and parents to take home and provided special assistance to parents aimed at promoting family reading.  For example, one RF Coordinator reported that parent resource centers were established in RF schools where reading materials and activities were available for parents to check out for their children.  
Regarding the perceived impact of the RF initiative on the use of the school library, the SIS included the questions presented in the following table.  
Table 10 – Use of School Library

“Moderate” and “Sustained” Impact of RF Initiative, by Year of Implementation
	Type of Library Use
	Percent of RF Schools

	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3

	Increasing the use of the school library by K-3 teachers and their students 
	17.5%
	34.0%
	46.7%

	
	N=97
	N=94
	N=90

	Increasing the use of the school library by K-3 students and parents
	13.3%
	19.1%
	30.0%

	
	N=98
	N=94
	N=90


The data in the table show that the RF schools’ view of the bearing of RF implementation on sustained use of the school’s library by teachers and students improved steadily from 17.5% in Year 1 to 46.7% in Year 3, which is a dramatic 29.2 percentage point increase.  Similar findings are evident when looking at the perceived use of the school library by students and their parents over years, which increased from 13.3% in Year 1 to 30.0% in Year 3; this is a substantial 16.7 percentage point improvement.

The teacher survey asked respondents to describe how they and their students used the different libraries that are available to them.  They mostly reported that students took home books from the school library (87.5%) and that teachers took students to the school library for instructional purposes (53.2%).
More than half of the RF schools (N=59 or 63.4%) also reported that they have coordinated with local library programs.  The teacher survey asked respondents to describe how they and their students used the different community libraries that are available to them.  Their most frequent responses were to support the school’s Accelerated Reader Program, to borrow books for instructional purposes, to participate in different library programs, to get information on summer reading programs, and to support read aloud activities. 

What challenges to implementation were evident in Year 3 and how different or similar are these to what was learned in Year 2?

Similar to findings for Years 1 and 2, one of the most significant challenges for RF schools (as reported on the SIS) was finding time for teachers to observe reading instruction in other classrooms or receive coaching from other teachers.  Two other significant challenges in Year 3 were finding time for RF teachers to attend PD sessions and addressing issues related to high staff turnover (N=14 or 15.6% for both cases).  Although the percentage of schools citing lack of time as a significant factor increased from Year 2 to Year 3, it is still a marked improvement from Year 1.  High staff turnover is a new significant issue for Year 3. 
Table 11 – Implementation Challenges, by Year of Implementation
	Implementation Issues or Challenges
	N
	Year
	Percent of RF Schools

	
	
	
	Significant Problem
	Minor Problem
	Not a Problem

	Finding adequate time for K-3 teachers to observe reading instruction in other classrooms during the work day
	98
	1
	31.6%
	41.8%
	26.5%

	
	94
	2
	19.1%
	40.4%
	40.4%

	
	90
	3
	15.6%
	53.3%
	31.1%

	Finding adequate time for teachers to coordinate instruction for struggling readers
	98
	1
	13.5%
	43.8%
	42.7%

	
	94
	2
	16.0%
	24.5%
	59.6%

	
	90
	3
	6.7%
	37.8%
	55.6%

	Finding enough time for teachers to attend the different RF PD sessions
	98
	1
	18.4%
	37.8%
	43.9%

	
	94
	2
	9.6%
	29.8%
	60.6%

	
	90
	3
	15.6%
	31.1%
	53.3%

	Finding adequate time for teachers to coordinate instruction for limited English proficient students
	93
	1
	17.2%
	33.3%
	49.5%

	
	94
	2
	11.7%
	27.7%
	60.6%

	
	90
	3
	10.0%
	27.8%
	62.2%

	Lack of time to meet and plan with the RF Coaches and with other teachers
	97
	1
	16.5%
	33.0%
	50.5%

	
	94
	2
	12.8%
	36.2%
	51.1%

	
	90
	3
	10.0%
	43.3%
	46.7%


At the district and school levels, a few obstacles hindered the implementation of the RF initiative.  According to the RF Coordinators, Regional Consultants, and principals who were interviewed, these included:  

· Teachers misinterpreting RF guidelines and failing to ask the Regional Consultants for guidance  
· Addressing the high mobility of students that occurs in some RF schools, mostly because of proximity to a military base (such as Fort Bragg)
· Addressing ongoing changes in RF staff (teachers, coaches, and principals), particularly since it necessitates constant training

· Scheduling to accommodate the RF requirements, including the literacy block and the assessments (particularly in grade 3)

· Overcoming teachers’ resistance to change

At the state level, most RF Coordinators did not report any major obstacles to implementation.  RF Coordinators did report, however, that sometimes there is a lack of communication at the state level between the “higher up and consultants” and “consultant down to coaches,” causing delays in receiving a response.  
B. Program Outcomes

What are stakeholders’ perceptions of student outcomes?

When asked on the SIS what student outcomes attributable to RF were evident thus far and the majority of schools reported that RF had a sustained impact on improving students’ reading skills (N=63 or 70.0%), improving self-confidence in reading (N=53 or 58.9%), and on improving the overall quality of students’ work (N=50 or 55.6%).  As reported by at least a third of the schools, RF is also having a lasting effect on increasing students’ interest and motivation (N=44 or 48.9%), decreasing the number of students being retained (N=32 or 35.6%) and improving students’ behavior (N=30 or 33.3%).

Similar findings were echoed by teachers and other instructional staff at the RF schools.  When asked what benefits to students have occurred because of the RF initiative, the great majority of respondents to the RF Teacher Survey indicated it was improved reading skills (91.7%).  The next three most frequently mentioned benefits to students were:

· Increased interest and motivation to read (67.9%)

· Improved quality of student work (65.6%)

· Improved self-confidence (63.4%)

Overall, academic improvements, particularly with reading scores, were the student benefits most commonly reported by principals and some RF Coordinators.  They also believed that students were reading more and had improved comprehension.  For example, one Coordinator noted, “When I go into the upper grades - 4th, 5th, and 6th - I’m seeing students that can read. I’m seeing students that can comprehend what they read and I’m seeing students that know their words.”  Principals also mentioned that students are moving on to the next grade level better prepared.  According to one RF Coordinator, students are more motivated to learn, which in turn has positively affected student behavior.  One principal agreed, noting that discipline issues have diminished because there is less frustration among students who used to struggle with reading.  Another student benefit identified by RF Coordinators was the increased amount and variety of reading resources accessible to schools.  

To what extent does teachers’ reading knowledge increase over time because of attendance at RF training opportunities?

The Teacher Survey contained a section of items that were designed to assess teachers’ knowledge of NCREADS content and general SBRR instruction.  More specifically, given a set of multiple-choice items, RF teachers were asked to select the option or options that best fit the teaching condition being presented.  These data were analyzed by grade level and by type of core reading program.
Overall, there seems to be a high degree of agreement among all RF teachers about what they believe are the best teaching procedures for various aspects of teaching reading, with few differences in teachers’ choices with regard to type of core reading program.  This may be attributable to the somewhat rigid and restrictive aspects of the RF federal and state guidelines and to the fact that each of the major publishers of reading/language arts series (core reading programs) has restructured their scope and sequences to conform to the RF guidelines.  The great amount of consistency may also result from the common support program provided by the RF coaches and Regional Consultants, which is consistent with the qualitative findings described in this report. 

Highlights of the findings from the knowledge assessment items are presented below.  (Note that a full presentation and description of these analyses can be found in the appendix to this report.)
Kindergarten
· Across all programs, 79% of the teachers agreed that small group instruction should focus on specific skills or activities that meet students’ needs, ranging within core reading programs from 75% to 89%.
· When asked about teaching phonemic awareness, teachers’ responses varied across and within core reading programs.  Across all programs, the greatest percentage of teachers agreed that students should be in close proximity in order to monitor responses (47.8%).  Within core reading programs, this ranged from 38.5% for teachers using Open Court to 60.2% for teachers in schools using Harcourt Brace.
· There were also some differences in how teachers agreed to focus writing instruction both within and across core reading programs, with most indicating an introduction to the writing process (35.9%) and journal writing (37.6%).  For example, teachers using Scott Foresman were much more likely to focus on introducing the writing process than were teachers using Harcourt (45.8% and 25.8%, respectively).  Teachers of Harcourt favored having students engage in journal writing (49.4%).
· The great majority of teachers across all programs believed that workbook/practice book should be used to provide guided practice (80.6%).  This was particularly true for teachers using McGraw-Hill and Open Court (88.6% and 92.3%). 

· Similarly, most teachers across programs believed that the adopted program component that is best suited to the entire class is reading the Big Book (93.0%).
Grades 1 to 3
· When asked about writing instruction, teachers across all core reading programs generally agreed instruction should focus on the writing process (43.8%) and daily lessons or weekly projects (44.0%).  Teachers who use McGraw Hill and Open Court were much more likely to have indicated writing instruction should focus on the writing process (54.1% and 50.7%, respectively).

·  Across all programs, the great majority of teachers agreed that most spelling instruction should focus on weekly lessons based on the sound/spelling card patterns (82.6%) and that vocabulary instruction should engage students in applying vocabulary strategies before and during reading (83.2%).    
· Similarly, most teachers across programs believed that after reading an anthology selection, students should generally be engaged in whole group discussion (88.3%).  This was particularly true for teachers of McGraw Hill (94.6%).  
· The most differences were evident with respect to how teachers believed a decodable book should be introduced both within and across core reading programs:
· Working with students in small groups (37.9% across all programs), which was especially true for teachers using Harcourt (50.9%)
· Previewing the book first and then chorally reading each page aloud (41.1% across all programs), which particularly true for Open Court teachers (54.7%)
· Having students follow along as the book is read aloud (29.7%) and/or working with the teacher in small groups (29.7%) were equally favored by teachers using McGraw Hill

According to additional findings from the Teacher Survey, there is a marked increase in respondents’ rating of knowledge level of the SBRR components from the end of Year 1 to the close of Year 3. Items with the greatest percentage point increase include oral reading fluency (45.9 points), vocabulary development (45.6 points), phonemic awareness (43.6 points), word recognition strategies (42.2 points) and phonics (41.1 points)
What changes in teachers’ reading pedagogy are evident?

To assess changes in teachers’ pedagogy in reading, Metis analyzed the results of the fall and spring administrations of the LID, which is the DPI-developed classroom observation tool.  As shown in Table 12, in the fall of 2006, DPI staff reported that the majority of the components assessed by the LID, 10 out of 15, were implemented for much of the lessons observed (e.g., between 80% and 92% of the time).  Most of these components experienced only moderate increases (e.g., between 0.7 and 4.4 percentage points) at the time of the post-observation in the spring of 2007, which is likely due to the fact that they were already being used often.    
Also in fall 2006, there were five components, including transition management, independent practice, instruction re-teaching/clarification, lesson closure and differentiation, which were observed during the lessons between 48% and 78% of the time.  These five components experienced the most sizable increases in implementation during the spring observations.  The largest increase in implementation was in differentiation, followed by lesson closure and independent practice.       

Table 12 – All Grades – LID Comparison, 2006-2007
Percentage of Observations Rated Evident to a Large Degree (LD)

	Organization and Planning
	Fall
	Spring
	Percentage Point Change

	Lesson is purposeful and focused on objectives
	91.5%
	93.6%
	2.1

	Manages transitions smoothly 
	78.4%
	82.1%
	3.7

	Modeling and Instruction
	
	
	

	Models skills and strategies systematically 
	80.2%
	82.0%
	1.8

	Explains concepts explicitly 
	83.6%
	84.3%
	0.7

	Practice, Support and Feedback
	
	
	

	Provides guided practice 
	85.0%
	89.4%
	4.4

	Provides scaffolding to enable success 
	85.5%
	84.6%
	-0.9

	Provides specific corrective feedback 
	81.4%
	83.0%
	1.6

	Fosters active and supportive interaction 
	82.5%
	84.8%
	2.3

	Provides for and monitors independent practice 
	61.1%
	67.3%
	6.2

	Re-teaches/clarifies instruction as needed 
	74.7%
	78.5%
	3.8

	Provides lesson closure 
	47.5%
	54.7%
	7.2

	Adapts pacing to instruction 
	83.3%
	87.0%
	3.7

	Differentiation
	
	
	

	Differentiates content, process and resources 
	53.2%
	64.6%
	11.4

	Student Involvement and Success
	
	
	

	Secures and maintains student attentions 
	86.8%
	90.9%
	4.1

	Provides for active student involvement 
	87.9%
	90.3%
	2.4


When looking at these data by grade level, a number of notable differences were evident:  

· For grade K, the percentage of teachers who were observed differentiating content, process, and resources increased substantially, from 45.0% in fall 2006 to 61.3% in spring 2007.  This is a 16.3 percentage point increase.

· Also in grade 1, with respect to practice, support, and feedback, a much greater percentage of teachers provided guided practice, provided for and monitored independent practice, and provided lesson closure during the spring observation than in the fall (6.6, 8.3, and 10.1 percentage point differences, respectively).

· Finally, in grade 1, the percentage of teachers who were observed differentiating content, process, and resources increased substantially, from 56.3% in fall 2006 to 66.7% in spring 2007.  This is a 10.1 percentage point increase.

· Grade 2 teachers showed various notable improvements with respect to practice, support, and feedback from fall to spring, including: adapts pacing to instruction (6.6 percentage points), fosters active and supportive interaction (7.5 percentage points), provides guided practice (7.8 percentage points), re-teaches/clarifies instruction as needed (8.4 percentage points), and provides lesson closure (9.4 percentage points).

· For grade 3, with respect to organization and planning, the percentage of teachers observed to provide lesson closure increased from 49.0% to 58.9%, which is a 9.9 percentage point improvement.

· Similar to the other grades, grade 3 teachers also showed a substantial improvement with respect to differentiating content, process, and resources, from 50.5% in fall 2006 to 64.4% in spring 2007.  This is a 13.9 percentage point increase.

The data in the following table clearly show that RF teachers have changed the way they teach reading from Year 1 to Year 3, using research-based instructional practices to a greater extent. K-3 teachers reported notable changes in instructional practices with regard to the emphasis placed on independent reading and involvement of parents differently in teaching reading from Year 1 to 3, a 22.7 and 20.0 percentage point gain respectively.  When these items were partitioned by grade, it was found that kindergarten teachers were less likely (57.6%) to indicate that emphasis on independent reading was a change in instructional practice in Year 2 than teachers in Grades 1, 2 or 3 (67.8%, 65.4%, 68.7%, respectively). Additionally it was found that kindergarten teachers were more likely (64.1%) to involve parents differently in teaching reading than Grade 3 teachers (53.2%) during Year 3. 
Table 13 – Changes in Instructional Practices, K-3 Teachers, by Implementation Year
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Percentage Point Change

	I have spent more time on a particular dimension of reading
	74.7%
	76.0%
	77.4%
	+2.7

	I have put more emphasis on guided practice
	67.0%
	78.0%
	76.4%
	+9.4

	I have put more emphasis on explicit skill and strategy instruction
	72.7%
	84.5%
	87.6%
	+14.9

	I have grouped students differently for instruction
	69.7%
	84.0%
	86.2%
	+16.5

	I have involved parents differently in teaching reading
	39.1%
	49.0%
	59.1%
	+20.0

	I have put emphasis on independent reading
	53.2%
	64.5%
	75.9%
	+22.7


When asked about changes in teachers’ pedagogy, principals most frequently reported increases in small group instruction, hands-on learning, independent work, differentiated instruction, and intentional flexible grouping based on skill level.  Changes in teachers’ pedagogy were also reported by RF Coordinators, particularly in the way teachers plan and structure their reading lessons, including greater use of classroom centers.  
· “[RF] teachers have become very systematic and explicit [in their instruction].”  
· “We see more quality lesson plans. They’re designed better than they were prior to the Reading First initiative.”  
· “[RF] classrooms have become more child friendly and reader friendly with a greater focus on reading and instruction.”

What is the impact on school climate of teachers working and learning together?  What changes are evident?
In order to assess the effect of RF on school climate and teacher collaboration, a number of items from the SIS were examined over years, as presented in the following table.  

Table 14 – Outcomes Related to Teacher Collaboration/School Climate

Sustained Impact, by Year of Implementation
	
	Year 1
	Year 2
	Year 3
	Percentage Point Change

	Increasing collaboration among teachers (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=94, Yr 3=90)
	70.4%
	67.0%
	65.6%
	-4.8

	Engaging teachers in discussions on how children learn to read (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=94, Yr 3=90)
	67.3%
	66.0%
	72.2%
	4.9

	Building a cadre of school-based reading leaders, coaches, and experts (Yr 1=96, Yr 2=92, Yr 3=90)
	56.3%
	56.4%
	65.6%
	9.3

	Increasing teachers’ confidence (Yr 1=98, Yr 2=94, Yr3=90)
	50.0%
	61.7%
	58.9%
	8.9

	Increasing teachers’ enthusiasm about teaching (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=94, Yr 3=90)
	36.1%
	48.9%
	34.4%
	-1.7

	Improving teacher retention (Yr 1=97, Yr 2=94, Yr 3=90)
	24.7%
	27.7%
	33.3%
	8.6

	Improving the school climate or culture (Yr 1=96, Yr 2=87, Yr 3=90)
	24.0%
	45.7%
	44.4%
	20.4


In contrast to Year 1 and Year 2 findings, it can be seen from the table that among these selected outcomes, the greatest number of schools reported that the initiative had a sustained impact on teacher engagement in discussions about reading (72.2%), followed by the increased collaboration among teachers (65.6%) and building a cadre of school-based reading leaders, coaches, and experts (65.6%).  Other notable findings from this table include:

· A much greater percentage of the RF schools reported that teachers’ confidence had increased at the end of Year 3 than at the end of Year 1 (8.9 percentage point change).

· Similarly, nearly 33.3% of the RF schools indicated an increase in teacher retention in Year 3, compared to 24.7% in Year 1, which is an 8.6 percentage point increase.  

· Additionally, there was a 9.3 percentage point increase in the outcome related to building a cadre of school-based reading leaders, coaches, and experts from Year 1 to Year 3 (9.3 percentage point increase). 

· Finally, regarding school climate, 44.4% of the RF schools believed this had improved in Year 3, compared to just 24.0% in Year 1; this represents a dramatic 20.4 percentage point increase.  
All of the RF Coordinators and almost all of the principals reported that the RF initiative has increased the amount of collaboration among K-3 teachers in teaching reading, largely because they have a common goal.  One RF Coordinator commented, “I think our teachers are collaborating more than they ever have in the past. They all have a focused, common goal in mind, and they are on the same page to work toward that goal.”  In another example, one of the principals interviewed noted, “I think that RF has brought about more collaboration for teachers than any program that I’ve seen.” 

Other notable changes cited were greater teacher communication and greater time devoted to analyzing data and developing and sharing instructional strategies during grade-level meetings.  According to one Coordinator, “We’re communicating a great deal more, we’re sharing a great deal more, and we’re supporting each other tremendously more.”  However, two principals qualified their remarks by saying that their schools were already very collaborative, and one even mentioned that RF took time away from collaboration that was already going on in the school.

As shown below, a number of items from the teacher survey also provide evidence that the RF initiative is having some amount of positive impact on school climate, mostly due to the teachers’ support of the direction of the school’s RF initiative, general feelings of acceptance and respect from all colleagues, and support by administrators.   These findings were very similar to Year 2.
Table 15 – Indicators of School Climate, Level of Staff Agreement, 2006-2007
	
	High
	Medium
	Low

	This school is characterized by a high degree of collaboration among teachers in teaching reading. (N=1290)
	50.5%
	40.6%
	8.9%

	This school provides an ample amount of time for RF teachers to plan collaboratively. (N=1290)
	35.3%
	43.4%
	21.3%

	Administrators’ behavior toward staff is supporting and encouraging. (N=1290)
	61.4%
	30.8%
	7.8%

	Compared to other schools, this school is a good place to work. (N=1290)
	57.8%
	33.5%
	8.8%

	I feel accepted and respected as a colleague by most staff.  (N=1290)
	68.2%
	26.9%
	4.9%

	In their words and actions, administrators consistently support the components of effective reading instruction. (N=1290)
	66.6%
	28.4%
	5.0%

	Teachers support the direction of the school’s RF initiative. (N=1290)
	55.6%
	38.5%
	5.9%


Overall, principals and RF Coordinators reported that the RF initiative has had a positive impact on school climate.  As one RF Coordinator commented, “[RF] has really changed the climate and the atmosphere of this school and people have come in and noticed.”  Others noted that schools now have more resources due to RF, such as more reading materials and books.  With respect to students, some RF Coordinators reported seeing a difference in the education and motivation levels of students from RF schools.  “The RF kids look forward to reading,” one Coordinator commented.  In fact, one principal reported that prior to RF, their school was “a dumping ground” and now he has families asking to attend his school.  When talking about school climate, principals made the following comments: 

· “This school is a ‘have not’ because we have such a high free and reduced lunch population.  But over the three years that we’ve had RF, we’ve come to be recognized and respected as a place where if you want to learn how to teach reading, then go to [our school].”
· “True collaboration, creating a sense of family, creating a sense of teamwork.” 
· “It has really improved reading and the love for reading in my school.”   
With respect to changes in staff, several RF Coordinators commented on increased professionalism, communication, and collaboration among RF teachers.  While most principals reported a positive impact on school climate, one principal did say that there are teachers who find the structure of RF too constraining.  

To what extent has the RF initiative begun to institutionalize a seamless early reading curriculum for all children in North Carolina’s schools?
Nearly all of the RF Coordinators and most principals reported that non-RF schools in their district have expressed an interest in RF and that efforts were being made to bring them on board with the RF initiative.  Several RF Coordinators also reported that private schools have also shown an interest in RF.  As one Coordinator commented, “When [non-RF schools] saw what Reading First schools were doing in the assessments, they got excited.  So now, our non-Reading First school is getting some of the same training that our Reading First school is receiving.”  Principals have received inquiries about the data and the types of gains that RF students are making, as well as requests to visit the RF schools.
When asked about other evidence of RF having an impact on all NC schools, across respondent groups a number of notable examples were reported.  These included:
· Non-RF teachers attending RF PD opportunities, which is particularly noteworthy since they do not receive stipends to attend these trainings
· Receiving positive feedback about the RF trainings from non-RF school teachers
· Ordering books for non-RF schools, which were specially requested by K-3 teachers
· Implementing the Palm and TPRI in non-RF schools - “We’ve got them all on the Palm. We’ve got them using the same core.  We’re talking the same language about explicit and systematic instruction in small groups, and differentiated instruction.  So, we use the same language now.”
· Non-RF schools adopting the 90-minute reading block and 30-minute writing block
· Non-RF schools inquiring about Smart Boards and other technology being used in RF schools

· Districts developing literacy frameworks that are fully aligned with RF

· Providing district-wide PD on the five domains of SBBR 

· Purchasing classroom libraries and leveled readers for non-RF schools - “[The district] purchased the same core that the RF schools have, so everybody is hearing the same message.”
· RF Coordinators providing training to 4th and 5th grader teachers that did not receive PD through RF - “A fifth grade teacher needs to know what a first grade teacher is doing.”   
· Supporting non-RF teachers visits to RF classrooms
When asked what impact RF had on the district’s reading program, both RF Coordinators and principals provided a number of examples.  Several of the RF Coordinators reported that initiative helped to shape their district’s reading program.  As one RF Coordinator said, “It has given us a direction and a focus for a reading program and now we all know across our district what every school is doing.  We’re able to talk the same language, where before, we were not.”  As another Coordinator said, “[People] are much more aware of the importance of teaching children how to read according to scientific-based research.” 
What is the overall impact of the SBBR framework on student achievement?

To investigate the degree to which academic gains were achieved by students at the RF schools, a series of analyses was conducted using the results from two RF assessments (the TPRI and ITBS) and from the annual North Carolina-developed End-of-Grade (EOG) tests.  The various grades tested with these assessments, as well as the different types of scores that were used in the analyses, are described below.

ITBS – Administered in grades K-3 in the RF schools, the ITBS is a standardized, norm-referenced test that includes different literacy-related subtests that are combined into an overall literacy test score.  This overall score encompasses students’ breadth of vocabulary, phonological awareness and understanding of word parts, listening comprehension, reading development and story comprehension, and understanding of how language is used to express ideas.  
The ITBS yields developmental scale scores, which allow for measurement of growth in achievement across the grade levels. Scale score ranges differ for each grade level making growth comparisons across years difficult. However, as the ITBS is administered twice within the same year, growth can be determined via gains observed while students are within the same grade. 
TPRI – Administered at various intervals during the school year with RF students in grades K-3, the TPRI includes five assessment components, including screening, comprehension, fluency, phonemic awareness, and grapho-phonemic knowledge.  The TPRI yields one of two raw-score ratings, which are “SD” for “still developing” and “D” for “developed.”  The number and percent of students, by grade level, who were assigned each raw score rating were determined for each assessment component.
EOG Reading – The North Carolina End-of-Grade (EOG) Tests are a required component of the North Carolina Annual Testing Program.  The North Carolina EOG Pretest – Grade 3 in reading comprehension is a multiple-choice test administered within the first three weeks of school to all students in grade 3.  The pretest allows schools to establish benchmarks to compare individual and group scale scores with the results from the regular end-of-grade test administration held at the end of grade 3 in the spring.  The grade 3 pretest measures the knowledge and skills specified for grade 2 from the reading goals and objectives of the North Carolina Standard Course of Study (Content Standards).

The scores on the EOG Reading test are reported on a developmental scale, which allows for measurement of growth in achievement across the grade levels.  On the grade 3 reading test the scale scores range from 216 to 272.  In addition, student scores are reported as percentile ranks, which are generated from a statewide distribution of students who took the test during the first year it was administered.
The analyses that were conducted aimed to answer a series of four sub-questions related to student achievement.  The remainder of this section presents the results of these analyses by sub-question for three cohorts of students:

· 3-year cohort is the group of students for whom there were three years of test data, which suggests that these students received three years of RF intervention (2004-2005, 2005-2006 and 2006-2007).

· 2-year cohort is the group of students for whom there were two years of test data, suggesting that these students received two years of RF intervention (2005-2006 and 2006-2007).

· 1-year cohort is the group students with only one year of test data, suggesting only one year of RF intervention (2006-2007).
Have children in RF classrooms made significant improvements in their reading performance, as measured by the ITBS?

To examine the extent to which students in the target classrooms at the RF schools have made significant improvements in reading, Metis conducted different types of longitudinal analyses using the results from the ITBS and TPRI.  In any longitudinal analysis, the performance of student groups is monitored over sequential test administrations based on mean pre-post score differences.  When interpreting the results of a longitudinal analysis, only differences in mean scores that prove to be statistically significant should be considered as gains or declines.  Smaller and/or non-significant differences between pretest and posttest scores are considered to reflect no change.

3-Year and 2-Year Cohorts
In order to conduct longitudinal (same student) analyses that test student mean differences on the ITBS from fall 2006 to spring 2007, analyses of covariance (ANCOVA) were conducted.  ANCOVA is a type of longitudinal analysis that is used to assess the statistical significance of mean differences among groups with an adjustment made for initial differences on a variable (covariate).  The purpose of selecting this type of analysis was to remove the effects of students’ prior reading level that could affect the relationship between the pretest and posttest mean scores on the ITBS.  The covariates that were included in these analyses are as follows:

· For the 3-year cohort, the fall 2004 ITBS, defined as the mean scale score for the ITBS from fall 2004

· For the 2-year cohort, the fall 2005 ITBS, defined as the mean scale score for the ITBS from fall 2005

The results of the ANCOVA analyses are presented in the following tables.
Table 16 – 3-Year Cohort – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Mixed Model ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, by Grade Level

	
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Significance

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	155.83
	14.73
	1
	0.387
	0.534

	(N=1532)
	Spring 07
	170.56
	
	1530
	
	

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	171.49
	14.52
	1
	2.407
	0.121

	(N=1795)
	Spring 07
	186.01
	
	1793
	
	


The data in the preceding table show that for the 3-year cohort, RF students in both grades 2 and 3 displayed positive gains on the ITBS exam. However, none of these differences achieved statistical significance when controlling for students’ prior reading level.

Table 17 – 2-Year Cohort – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Mixed Model ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, by Grade Level

	
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Significance

	Grade 1

(N=2611)
	Fall 06
	136.81
	14.08
	1
	3.679
	0.055

	
	Spring 07
	150.89
	
	2609
	
	

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	153.97
	14.12
	1
	0.229
	0.632

	(N=674)
	Spring 07
	168.09
	
	672
	
	

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	170.61
	14.39
	1
	0.303
	0.582

	(N=539)
	Spring 07
	185.00
	
	537
	
	


As with the 3-year cohort, 2-year RF students in grades 1 through 3 also displayed positive gains on the ITBS exam. Likewise, none of the differences achieved statistical significance when controlling for prior reading level.

1-Year Cohort
The longitudinal analyses presented in the following table shows matched sample t-tests that were conducted for 1-year students using the results of the fall 2006 and spring 2007 ITBS.  The table shows by grade level the number of students with matched pre- and posttest scores (N), pre- and posttest means, mean differences, and the significance level and associated t-value.  An asterisk (*) next to the t-value indicates that the difference between pretest and posttest means resulted in a significant t-value at or below the .05 level of probability.  

Table 18 – 1-Year Cohort – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Matched Sample T-Test, by Grade Level

	
	Matched N
	Mean Scale Score
	Mean Scale Score  Difference
	T-Value
	Significance
	Cohen’s d

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall 2006
	
	115.97
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2007
	4648
	131.52
	15.547
	119.537*
	.000
	3.507

	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall 2006
	
	135.11
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2007
	1924
	148.39
	13.277
	85.029*
	.000
	3.878

	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall 2006
	
	152.87
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2007
	1235
	167.15
	14.286
	67.688*
	.000
	3.854

	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fall 2006
	
	168.33
	
	
	
	

	Spring 2007
	1498
	182.89
	14.559
	63.848*
	.000
	3.300


For the 1-year cohort, all four tested grade levels achieved statistically significant gains in average reading performance from fall 2006 to spring 2007.

What percent of the children in RF schools are reading on grade level, moving toward reading on grade level, or reading above grade level?

The tables that follow present a longitudinal analysis of the number and percent of RF students who were assessed to be on grade level (i.e., developed) on the various components of the TPRI.  The data are presented for each student cohort by grade level for matched students.  In other words, these analyses show progress for those RF students for whom there were valid scores (where applicable) from all nine test administrations for year-3 students (2004-2005 to 2006-2007), all six test administrations for 2-year students (2005-2006 and 2006-2007) and all three test administrations (2006-2007) for 1-year students.

3-Year Cohort
Table 19 – 3-Year Cohort–TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level and Assessment Component

Number and Percent Rated As “Developed”
	Component/Grade
	Fall 2006
	Winter 2007
	Spring 2007
	Percentage Point Change

	Comprehension
	2
	899
	1490
	2020
	

	
	
	29.4%
	48.7%
	66.0%
	+36.6

	
	3
	1741
	1973
	2221
	

	
	
	57.2%
	64.9%
	73.0%
	+15.8


For grades 2 and 3 on the comprehension component of the TPRI, the percentage of 3-year students who were determined to be developed increased from fall 2006 to spring 2007.  While the most dramatic improvement is evident in grade 2 (a 36.6 percentage point increase), it is interesting to note that the grade 3 students have a much greater proportion of students rated as developed in fall 2006 (57.2% to 29.4%, respectively). 
2-Year Cohort
Table 20 – 2-Year Cohort - TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level and Assessment Component

Number and Percent Rated As “Developed”
	Component/Grade
	Fall 2006
	Winter 2007
	Spring 2007
	Percentage Point Change

	Comprehension
	1
	1104
	2375
	2987
	

	
	
	29.0%
	62.4%
	78.5%
	+49.5

	
	2
	153
	262
	373
	

	
	
	26.3%
	45.0%
	64.1%
	+37.8

	
	3
	261
	326
	363
	

	
	
	53.5%
	66.8%
	74.4%
	+20.9

	Phonemic Awareness
	1
	172

73.8%
	204

87.6%
	214

91.8%
	+18.0

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	1
	657

91.3%
	709

98.5%
	712

98.9%
	+7.6


The data in Table 20 show that:

· For all grades, the percentage of 2-year students who were determined to be developed increased from fall 2006 to spring 2007. 

· As with the 3-year cohort, the most dramatic improvements occur at the lower grade levels in comprehension: grade 1 - 49.5 percentage point increase; and grade 2 - 37.8 percentage point increase.

· Again, like the 3-Year students, a greater proportion of grade 3 students are rated as developed (53.5%) in comprehension in fall 2006 than in the lower grades (grade 2: 26.3%, grade 1: 29.0%).

· The percentage of 1st grade students rated as developed on the phonemic awareness and grapho-phonemic knowledge components of the exam approached 100% by spring 2007.

1-Year Cohort
Table 21 – 1-Year Cohort – TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level and Assessment Component

Number and Percent Rated as “Developed”
	Component/Grade
	Fall 2006
	Winter 2007
	Spring 2007
	Percentage Point Change

	Comprehension
	K
	1924
	3310
	3250
	

	
	
	36.4%
	58.0%
	56.9%
	+20.5

	
	1
	250
	501
	682
	

	
	
	26.8%
	53.8%
	73.2%
	+46.4

	
	2
	213
	400
	538
	

	
	
	24.8%
	46.5%
	62.6%
	+37.8

	
	3
	534
	588
	648
	

	
	
	62.2%
	68.5%
	75.4%
	+13.2

	Phonemic Awareness
	K
	52
	763
	1060
	

	
	
	4.7%
	44.2%
	61.4%
	+56.7

	
	1
	76
	110
	111
	

	
	
	58.5%
	84.6%
	85.4%
	+26.9

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	K
	1167
	3906
	4297
	

	
	
	43.6%
	87.3%
	96.1%
	+52.5

	
	1
	151
	180
	183
	

	
	
	76.6%
	91.4%
	92.9%
	+16.3

	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


The data in the table above show that:

· For all components of the TPRI, the percentage of 1-year students not at risk of falling behind (i.e., developed) increased among students at all grade levels between fall 2006 and spring 2007.  

· The most dramatic improvements were evident for kindergarten, where the percent of students who were rated as developed increased by over 50 percentage points in the areas of phonemic awareness and grapho-phonemic knowledge.

· As with the 3-year and 2-year cohorts, a greater proportion of 1-year grade 3 students are rated as developed (62.2%) in comprehension in fall 2006 than in the lower grades (grade 2: 24.8%, grade 1: 26.8%, and kindergarten: 36.4%).

· Like with the 2-year students, the percentage of kindergarten and 1st grade students rated as developed on the grapho-phonemic knowledge component of the exam approached 100% by spring 2007.

What can be learned from disaggregating the student assessment data?  Is significant progress being made by children of different racial/ethnic backgrounds?  What progress can be observed for children with learning disabilities or who are otherwise served in special education, for children from low-income families, and for students with limited English proficiency?

In order to examine the reading progress of different subgroups of students, a series of matched sample t-tests and ANCOVAs were conducted using ITBS results. For the TPRI, a series of longitudinal analyses were conducted on the number and percent of students who were assessed to be on grade level (i.e., developed) on the various components of the TPRI.  The results of these analyses are presented in the appendix to this report for all three cohorts of students and by grade level, as listed below:

· Racial/ethnic background

· Special education status

· Title I status

· English language proficiency 

Presented below are some of the highlights culled from the ITBS and TPRI subgroup analyses. A full summary of the findings is included in the appendix.  Note that numbers in parentheses for ITBS results reflect scale score point differences and numbers in parentheses for TPRI results reflect percentage point differences.

3-Year Cohort

· For grade 3 special education students, a significant improvement was observed on the ITBS between fall 2006 and spring 2007; this represents a 10.21 scale score point gain, which was statistically significant at or below the .05 level of probability.

· When looking students’ racial/ethnic background, there was a modest difference in the percent of grade 2 students who developed on the comprehension component of the TPRI from fall to spring.  African American and white/other students increased by approximately 37 percentage points each, compared to 31.7 percentage points for Hispanic students

2-Year Cohort

· In grade 1, statistically significant gains (p<.05) were observed on the ITBS between fall 2006 and spring 2007 for various subgroups of students, including:

· Hispanic students (a 12.51 scale score point gain)
· African American students (a 13.85 scale score point gain)
· Title I students (a 13.21 scale score point gain)
· Special education students (an 11.28 scale score point gain)
· LEP students (a 13.06 scale score point gain) 
· A significant gain was also observed in grade 2 for special education students from fall to spring on the ITBS, representing a 9.06 scale score difference (p<0.05).

· When looking at the subgroups of students, there were notable differences in the percent of students who developed on the comprehension component of the TPRI from fall to spring: 
· For grade 1, LEP students increased by 54.3 percentage points, compared to 35.0 percentage points for their English proficient peers

· In grade 3, LEP students increased by 49.2 percentage points, compared to 20.4 for non-LEP students

· For grade 1, Title I students improved by 50.8 percentage points, compared to 24.4 for non-Title I students

· In grade 3, Title I students increased by 43.1 percentage points, compared to 8.3 percentage points for their non-Title peers 
· Similarly, there were some substantial differences in the percent of students within various subgroups who developed on the phonemic awareness component of the TPRI in grade 1:

· Hispanic students increased by 44.5 percentage points, compared to 15.1 for African American students and 12.0 for white/other students 
· LEP students improved by 44.0 percentage points, compared to 13.7 for the non-LEP peers 
· Special education students increased by 28.5 percentage points, compared to 17.1 for their general education counterparts 
 1-Year Cohort

· Significant gains (p <0.05) were observed for all subgroups and all grade levels on the ITBS from fall 2006 to spring 2007.

· On the comprehension component of the TPRI:

· For grade 2, white/other and African American students increased by over 38 percentage points each, compared to 24.1 percentage points for the Hispanic students 
· In grade 3, LEP students improved by 20.5 percentage points, compared to 16.0 for their non-LEP peers 
· For grade 3, Title I students increased by 14.6 percentage points, compared to 8.4 for the non-Title I students 

· Also In grade 3, special education students increased by 32.3 percentage points, compared to 10.7 for their general education peers 
· On the phonemic awareness component of the TPRI:

· The large gap displayed between white/other ethnicities and Hispanics in fall 2006 (69.2% and 50.0%, respectively) is almost nil by spring 2007 (92.3% and 92.9%, respectively).

Do children in RF schools make greater progress than children at the same grade level in low-achieving schools that are not receiving assistance from RF funding and resources?
Table 22 – Performance Level Movement Analysis

Comparison of RF and Title I Schools

EOG Pretest to Posttest, Grade 3


	
	 
	Performance Level Change
	Total

	School Group
	
	-3
	-2
	-1
	No Change
	+1
	+2
	+3
	

	RF Schools

 
	N

(%)
	2

(.0%)
	41

(.8%)
	663

(12.4%)
	2847

(53.4%)
	1550

(29.1%)
	208

(3.9%)
	17

(.3%)
	5328

(100%)

	Title I schools (comparison) 
	N

(%)
	5

(.0%)
	256

(.5%)
	5085

(10.2%)
	27967

(56.3%)
	14369

(28.9%)
	1869

(3.8%)
	126

(.3%)
	49677

(100%)

	Total


	N

(%)
	7

(.0%)
	297

(.5%)
	5748

(10.4%)
	30814

(56.0%)
	15919

(28.9%)
	2077

(3.8%)
	143

(.3%)
	55005

(100%)


Table 23 – EOG Pretest to Posttest Scale Score Gains: 

Between Group Comparison (RF Schools vs. Title I Schools)

Independent Sample t-Test Analysis, Grade 3

	School Group
	N
	Mean Scale Score Gain
	Mean Difference
	t-Value
	Significance

	RF Schools
	5330
	8.524
	
	
	

	Title I Schools (comparison group)
	49687
	8.644
	0.120
	1.209
	0.227


The data in the tables above show that:

· The percent of RF and comparison school students who moved up at least one performance level from fall 2006 to spring 2007 is comparable (33.3% and 33.0%, respectively).
· There is no discernable difference in reading achievement between the RF and comparison schools.  Grade 3 students across the RF schools showed a mean scale score gain on the EOG reading that was comparable to that of the mean scale score gain for grade 3 students in the comparison schools.
4. Concluding Remarks and Recommended Next Steps

With respect to teaching and learning, the Year 3 evaluation showed the following changes for the different target grade levels:

Kindergarten
· Less emphasis on spelling, reading comprehension, oral reading fluency, and independent reading than in the other grades

· Greater emphasis on writing/composition and phonemic awareness than in other grades 

· Increase in the use of differentiated instructional strategies 

Grade 1
· Improvements in managing transitions smoothly 

· Increase in the use of differentiated instruction 

· Greater use of guided practice, independent practice, and lesson closure 

Grade 2
· Greater emphasis on writing and phonemic awareness 

· Improvements in managing transitions smoothly 

· Improvements in practice, support, and feedback, including adapting pacing to instruction, fostering active and supporting interaction, providing for guided practice, re-teaching instruction as needed, and providing lesson closure

· Increases in differentiating instruction

Grade 3
· Less emphasis on phonics, phonemic awareness, writing, and word recognition strategies than in the other grades

· Greater emphasis on spelling and writing than in previous years

· Greater emphasis on reading comprehension than the other grades

· Improvements in lesson closure 

· Greater use of differentiated instruction

Taken together, the Year 3 findings show:


· Overall improvements with respect to providing guided practice opportunities and differentiating instruction and re-teaching practices for struggling students.

· Notable changes in student grouping practices, greater emphasis on explicit skill and strategy instruction, and greater use of independent reading.

· Greater challenges with respect to staff turnover (at the teacher, coach, and principal levels) and student mobility. 

· Substantial improvements in school climate.

· Strong evidence of the expansion of RF to non-participating schools

· There is no discernable difference in achievement between RF and Title I schools as measured by the North Carolina EOG examinations, which is an improvement from Year 2.

· LEP, special education and Title I students outperformed their counterparts in all grades as measured by either the TPRI or ITBS.  While there is no discernable pattern regarding grade or cohort, it is evident that the performance gap between these populations and their peers is diminishing.

· Hispanic or African American students outperformed their peers in some grade levels on the TPRI and ITBS.  

The following recommendations are being offered to DPI to consider as they strive to refine implementation of the initiative for Year 4. 

· Provide an approved, current list of instructional resources and materials to further support teachers, such as a list of grade-appropriate literature
· Continue to focus on improving communication at all levels of the initiative through monthly meetings
· Consider providing even greater on-site assistance by the Regional Consultants, particularly with those schools that are not showing academic improvements
· Address the issue of staff turnover by creating an orientation program for new RF Coordinators, principals and coaches

· Create a better balance between time required for professional development and the time that teachers need to be in their classrooms

· Encourage cross-regional collaboration, particularly informal sharing and inter-classroom visits
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� Fairview Elementary school did not participate in Year 3, reducing the total number of RF schools from 98 (in Years 1 and 2) to 97 (in Year 3).


� While any change in an individual student’s score is meaningful, mean differences that are not statistically significant reflect data where the number of students is too small, the mean difference is too small, and/or variations in students’ scores are too large to make reliable statements about the group.  
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