Appendices 

Summary of Findings

Three Year Students

· Except for grade 3 special education students, while gains were observed for all grades and subgroups on the ITBS between fall 2006 and spring 2007, none of the observed differences were statistically significant. For grade 3 special education students, a significant improvement was observed between fall 2006 and spring 2007 (mean difference=10.21 scale score points, p<0.05).

· The following points summarize the findings for the comprehension component of the TPRI.  Note that the numbers displayed in parentheses refer to percentage point change.

· The percentage of the year-3 students rated as developed increased for all ethnicities at all grade levels between fall 2006 and spring 2007.  Further, the difference in rate of increase for is negligible between African American (grade 2: 37.5, grade 3: 15.5) and white/other students (grade 2: 37.1, grade 3: 15.2).  While Hispanic students display a smaller rate of increase than their ethnic counterparts in grade 2 (31.7), a slightly larger rate of increase is observed in grade 3 (18.5).

· While non-LEP students display a greater rate of change in the proportion of students rated as developed in grade 3 (37.1 to 33.5), LEP students display a greater rate of change in grade 2 (19.1 to 15.4).

· For grade 3, there is no difference between the rate of increase in the proportion of students rated as developed between the Title I and non Title I groups (15.8 to 15.6). For grade 2, Title I students (37.1) display a slightly greater rate of change than non-Title I students (34.7).

· For grade 3, the proportion of general education students rated as developed increases at a greater rate than their special education counterparts (37.5 to 31.7). However, in grade 2 special education students (18.7) display a slightly greater rate of change than general education students (15.4).

Two Year Students

As with the 3-year students, gains were observed at all grades for all subgroups on the ITBS between fall 2006 and spring 2007 for the 2-Year cohort.  Several of these gains were statistically significant.  Note that the numbers in parentheses refer to scale score point differences.

· In grade 1, for both Hispanic (12.51, p<0.05) and African American (13.85, p=0.05) students

· In grade 1 for Title I students (13.21, p<0.05)

· In grades 1 (11.28, p<0.05) and 2 (9.06, p<0.05) for special education students

· And finally, in grade 1 for LEP students (13.06, p<0.05)

Below is a summary of the 2-year student subgroup analysis for the TPRI.  Once again, numbers in parentheses reflect percentage point changes unless otherwise noted:

Comprehension Component

· Both African American (51.0) and Hispanic (50.1) students display a slightly greater rate of change in the proportion of students rated as developed than White and other (45.9) students in grade 1.

· African American (39.0) and White and other (39.4) students display a similar rate of change in grade 2, both greater than Hispanic students (33.4).

· Hispanic students display the greatest rate of change in grade 3 (38.4), followed by African American students (20.0) and White and Other students (12.9).

· LEP students show a greater rate of change in grades 1 and 3 than their non-LEP counter parts (54.3 to 49.2 and 35.0 to 20.4, respectively). There is relatively little difference between the two groups in grade 2 (LEP: 38.8, non-LEP: 39.4).

· Title I students achieve a greater rate of change in grades 1 and 3 than non-Title I students (50.8 to 43.1 and 24.4 to 8.3, respectively). Non-Title I students achieve a greater rate of change in grade 2 (49.4 to 37.0).

· General education students display a greater rate of change in grades 1 and 2 than special education students (49.1 to 45.3 and 41.1 to 24.2, respectively). In grade 3, special education students display a slightly larger if not negligible rate of change than their general education counterparts (22.7 to 20.7).

Phonemic Awareness Component

· Both African American and White and Other students (72.2% and 87.1% respectively) had a far greater number of students rated as developed in the fall than Hispanic students (36.1%). By the spring, Hispanic students close the gap by achieving the greatest rate of change (44.5), followed by African American students (15.1) and White and other students (12.0).

· As with the ethnic subgroups, LEP students achieve a greater rate of change than their non-LEP counterparts (44.0 to 13.7) to close the large gap between the groups observed in the fall (LEP: 44% to 88%, non-LEP: 80% to 93.7%).

· By the end of the year, all non-Title I students have been rated as developed. Title I students close the gap between the two groups from a 20.3 percentage point difference in the fall to between the two groups to an 11.9 percentage point difference in the spring.

· Special education students achieve a greater rate of change than their general education counterparts (28.5 to 17.1). While the large gap observed between the two groups still exists in the spring (22.5), it is much smaller than the gap observed in the fall (33.9).

Graphophonemic Knowledge Component
· For grade 1, the percentage of students in all subgroups rated as developed approached 100% by spring 2007.

· As observed in the analyses above, not much growth was observed in 2nd grade with a majority of students remaining rated as still developing in all subgroups by spring 2007.

One Year Students

For 1-year RF students, significant gains were observed for all subgroups and all grade levels on the ITBS from fall 2006 to spring 2007.   Below is a summary of the 1-year student subgroup analysis for the TPRI.  Once again, the numbers in parentheses reflect percentage point changes unless otherwise noted.

Comprehension Component

· In kindergarten, the largest change in proportion of students rated as developed is observed in the white/other student group (27.6), followed by the Hispanic (20.7) and African American (15.9) student groups.

· For grades 1 and 2, there are negligible differences between the White and other ethnicity (grade 1: 48.9, grade 2: 38.2) and African American student groups (grade 1: 47.3, grade 2: 40.1). By comparison, the Hispanic group shows a smaller rate of change in both grades (grade 1: 44.2, grade 2: 24.1)

· In grade 3, Hispanic students show the greatest rate of change (18.7), followed by African American students (14.8) and white/other students (8.3).

· In grades K, 2 and 3, LEP students (grade K: 23.2, grade 2: 40.0, grade 3: 20.5) show a slightly greater rate of change than non-LEP students (grade K: 20.6, grade 2: 37.0, grade 3: 16.0).  Conversely, grade 1 non-LEP students display a greater rate of change than their LEP counterparts (47.8 to 42.9).

· In grades 1 and 2, negligible differences in rate of change are observed between Title I (grade 1: 47.8, grade 2: 37.7) and non-Title I students (grade 1: 48.0, grade 2: 35.9).  For grade K, non-Title I students show a greater rate of change than their Title I counterparts (26.2 to 18.2).  Conversely, Title I students show a greater rate of change than non-Title I students in grade 3 (14.6 to 8.4).

· Negligible rate of change is noted in grade K between special education and general education students (21.5 to 20.3).  In grades 1 and 2, general education students (grade 1: 48.6, grade 2: 38.5) display slightly greater rates of change than special education students (grade 1: 44.6, grade 2: 34.7). However, in grade 3, special education students achieve a much larger rate of change than general education students (32.3 to 10.7).

Phonemic Awareness Component

· In kindergarten, the largest change in proportion of students rated as developed is observed in the white/other student group (67.5), followed by the African American (57.8) and Hispanic (38.8) student groups.

· In grade 1, the largest rate of change is displayed by the Hispanic (42.9) student group, followed by the African American (26.8) and white/other (23.1) student groups.  Further, the large gap displayed between white/other ethnicities and Hispanics rated as developed in fall 2006 (69.2% to 50.0%, respectively) is almost nil by spring 2007 (92.3% to 92.9%, respectively).

· Non-LEP students exhibit a much greater rate of change than LEP students (61.4 to 36.2) in Kindergarten. Unfortunately, there are too few grade 1 LEP student results to observe any valid differences between the groups.

· Non-Title I students (Grade K: 70.8, Grade 1: 24.0) exhibit greater rates of change than their Title I counterparts (Grade K: 51.9, Grade 1: 20.3) in both Kindergarten and 1st grade.

· General education students exhibit a greater rate of change than special education students in Kindergarten (57.8 to 29.9). Unfortunately, there are too few special education student results in grade 1 to observe differences between the groups.

Graphophonemic Knowledge Component

· None of the 2nd or 3rd graders for all subgroups were rated as developed.

· For kindergarten and grade 1, all three ethnic groups approached 100% rated as developed. Hispanic students displayed the largest change in both Kindergarten (Hispanic: 70.1, African American: 49.6, White and Other: 48.3) and Grade 1 (Hispanic: 29.0, African American 14.1, White and Other: 12.0).

· By spring 2007, LEP students closed the fall 2006 gap with their non-LEP counterparts in both Kindergarten (LEP: 17.3% to 94.3%, non-LEP: 47.1% to 96.5%) and grade 1 (LEP: 54.5% to 90.9%, non-LEP: 86.9% to 95.9%).

· As with the LEP students, Title I students also closed the fall 2006 gap with their non-Title I counterparts by spring 2007 for Kindergarten (Title I: 38.1% to 95.8%, non-Title I: 62.3% to 98.1%). In grade 1 where the fall 2006 gap was less notable than in Kindergarten, Title I students exhibited a greater rate of change (Title I: 17.1, non-Title I: 11.1).

· While rate of change is negligible for grade 1 between general education (14.8) and special education (15.4) students, a larger rate of change is exhibited by the general education (50.4) students than their special education (44.0) counterparts in Kindergarten.

Three Year Student Tables

Table 1-1 - Summary of Longitudinal Analyses

Across Student Subgroups and by Assessment Tool

	Target RF Population
	Target RF

Grade 

Level
	ITBS –

Overall Literacy Skills


	Ethnicity
	African American
	2
	No Change

	
	Hispanic
	
	No Change

	
	White and Others
	
	No Change

	
	African American
	3
	No Change

	
	Hispanic
	
	No Change

	
	White and Others
	
	No Change

	Title I 

Status
	Not Title I
	2
	No Change

	
	Title I
	
	No Change

	
	Not Title I
	3
	No Change

	
	Title I
	
	No Change

	Education Status
	General Ed
	2
	No Change

	
	Special Ed
	
	No Change

	
	General Ed
	3
	No Change

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	LEP Status
	Not LEP
	2
	No Change

	
	LEP
	
	No Change

	
	Not LEP
	3
	No Change

	
	LEP
	
	No Change


Table 1-2 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2004 ITBS

by Grade Level and Ethnicity

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	African-American
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 

(N=640)
	Fall 06
	154.31
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	167.74
	+13.43
	638
	3.346
	.068

	Grade 3

(N=800)
	Fall 06
	168.84
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	182.16
	+13.32
	798
	.054
	.816

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 

(N=124)
	Fall 06
	152.04
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	166.08
	+14.04
	122
	.752
	.387

	Grade 3

(N=133)
	Fall 06
	168.35
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	182.16
	+13.81
	131
	.030
	.862

	White and Others
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	159.99
	
	1
	
	

	(N=485)
	Spring 07
	176.34
	+16.35
	483
	1.090
	.297

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	177.20
	
	1
	
	

	(N=507)
	Spring 07
	193.37
	+16.17
	505
	.234
	.629


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 1-3 - Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2004 ITBS

by Grade Level and Title I Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	Not Title I
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 

(N=941)
	Fall 06
	156.60
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	171.50
	+14.90
	939
	1.566
	.211

	Grade 3

(N=1113)
	Fall 06
	172.21
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	186.81
	+14.60
	1111
	.509
	.476

	Title I
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	154.61
	
	1
	
	

	(N=591)
	Spring 07
	169.06
	+14.45
	589
	.383
	.536

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	170.31
	
	1
	
	

	(N=682)
	Spring 07
	184.72
	+14.41
	680
	2.535
	.112


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 1-4 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table
Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2004 ITBS

by Grade Level and Education Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean NCE Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	General Ed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 

(N=1469)
	Fall 06
	156.24
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	171.17
	+14.93
	1467
	.065
	.799

	Grade 3

(N=1712)
	Fall 06
	172.22
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	186.96
	+14.74
	1710
	.525
	.469

	Special Ed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	146.46
	
	1
	
	

	(N=63)
	Spring 07
	156.51
	+10.05
	61
	.094
	.760

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	156.37
	
	1
	
	

	(N=83)
	Spring 07
	166.58
	+10.21*
	81
	4.037
	.048


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 1-5–Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2004 ITBS

by Grade Level and LEP Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	Not LEP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 

(N= 871)
	Fall 06
	157.23
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	172.48
	+15.25
	869
	.013
	.908

	Grade 3

(N= 947)
	Fall 05
	174.24
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	189.20
	+14.96
	945
	2.991
	.084

	LEP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	153.99
	
	1
	
	

	(N= 661)
	Spring 07
	168.03
	+14.04
	659
	.096
	.757

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	168.41
	
	1
	
	

	(N= 848)
	Spring 07
	182.46
	+14.05
	846
	.025
	.875


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 1-6 –TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student Ethnicity and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	African-American
	2
	429
	740
	1069
	

	
	
	
	25.1%
	43.3%
	62.6%
	+37.5

	
	
	3
	917
	1031
	1184
	

	
	
	
	53.2%
	59.8%
	68.7%
	+15.5

	
	Hispanic
	2
	67
	128
	177
	

	
	
	
	19.3%
	36.9%
	51.0%
	+31.7

	
	
	3
	157
	202
	219
	

	
	
	
	46.7%
	60.1%
	65.2%
	+18.5

	
	White and others
	2
	399
	617
	765
	

	
	
	
	40.3%
	62.4%
	77.4%
	+37.1

	
	
	3
	658
	730
	805
	

	
	
	
	68.1%
	75.6%
	83.3%
	+15.2

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	African-American
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Hispanic
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	White and others
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 1-7 –TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student LEP Status and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	LEP
	2
	34
	71
	108
	

	
	
	
	15.4%
	32.1%
	48.9%
	+33.5

	
	
	3
	96
	129
	139
	

	
	
	
	42.7%
	57.3%
	61.8%
	+19.1

	
	Non-LEP
	2
	854
	1404
	1881
	

	
	
	
	30.8%
	50.7%
	67.9%
	+37.1

	
	
	3
	1605
	1795
	2028
	

	
	
	
	58.6%
	65.5%
	74.0%
	+15.4

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	LEP
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Non-LEP
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 1-8 –TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student Title I Status and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	Title I
	2
	596
	1056
	1468
	

	
	
	
	25.4%
	45.0%
	62.5%
	+37.1

	
	
	3
	1237
	1401
	1600
	

	
	
	
	53.8%
	60.9%
	69.6%
	+15.8

	
	Non-Title I
	2
	302
	428
	541
	

	
	
	
	43.9%
	62.2%
	78.6%
	+34.7

	
	
	3
	503
	571
	619
	

	
	
	
	68.0%
	77.2%
	83.6%
	+15.6

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	Title I
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Non-Title I
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 1-9 - TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Type of Education and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	Special Ed
	2
	68
	137
	190
	

	
	
	
	17.7%
	35.6%
	49.4%
	+31.7

	
	
	3
	133
	162
	193
	

	
	
	
	41.6%
	50.6%
	60.3%
	+18.7

	
	General Ed
	2
	806
	1311
	1782
	

	
	
	
	31.0%
	50.4%
	68.5%
	+37.5

	
	
	3
	1605
	1808
	2023
	

	
	
	
	59.1%
	66.6%
	74.5%
	+15.4

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	Special Ed
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	General Ed
	2


	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Two Year Student Tables

Table 2-1 - Summary of Longitudinal Analyses

Across Student Subgroups and by Assessment Tool

	Target RF Population
	Target RF

Grade 

Level
	ITBS –

Overall Literacy Skills


	Ethnicity
	African American
	1
	Significant Improvement

	
	Hispanic
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	White and Others
	
	No Change

	
	African American
	2
	No Change

	
	Hispanic
	
	No Change

	
	White and Others
	
	No Change

	
	African American
	3
	No Change

	
	Hispanic
	
	No Change

	
	White and Others
	
	No Change

	Title I 

Status
	Not Title I
	1
	No Change

	
	Title I
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not Title I
	2
	No Change

	
	Title I
	
	No Change

	
	Not Title I
	3
	No Change

	
	Title I
	
	No Change

	Education Status
	General Ed
	1
	No Change

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	General Ed
	2
	No Change

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	General Ed
	3
	No Change

	
	Special Ed
	
	No Change

	LEP Status
	Not LEP
	1
	No Change

	
	LEP
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not LEP
	2
	No Change

	
	LEP
	
	No Change

	
	Not LEP
	3
	No Change

	
	LEP
	
	No Change


Table 2-2 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2005 ITBS

by Grade Level and Ethnicity

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	African-American
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=1126)
	Fall 06
	135.00
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	148.85
	+13.85*
	1124
	3.834
	.050

	Grade 2 

(N=311)
	Fall 06
	154.07
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	168.00
	+13.93
	309
	.224
	.636

	Grade 3

(N=226)
	Fall 06
	168.53
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	182.25
	+13.72
	224
	.586
	.445

	Hispanic
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=181)
	Fall 06
	132.20
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	144.71
	+12.51*
	179
	8.525
	.004

	Grade 2 

(N=79)
	Fall 06
	147.95
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	162.59
	+14.64
	77
	1.222
	.272

	Grade 3

(N=58)
	Fall 06
	165.09
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	178.98
	+13.89
	56
	.958
	.332

	White and Others
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=770)
	Fall 06
	141.19
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	155.85
	+14.66
	768
	1.203
	.273

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	157.34
	
	1
	
	

	(N=150)
	Spring 07
	172.01
	+14.67
	148
	1.681
	.197

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	175.68
	
	1
	
	

	(N=141)
	Spring 07
	190.75
	+15.07
	139
	2.100
	.150


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
Table 2-3 - Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2005 ITBS

by Grade Level and Title I Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	Not Title I
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=1528)
	Fall 06
	137.03
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	151.73
	+14.70
	1526
	.450
	.503

	Grade 2 

(N=439)
	Fall 06
	153.79
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	168.01
	+14.22
	437
	.265
	.607

	Grade 3

(N=357)
	Fall 06
	170.92
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	185.52
	+14.60
	355
	.286
	.593

	Title I
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=1083)
	Fall 06
	136.50
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	149.71
	+13.21*
	1081
	4.137
	.042

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	154.30
	
	1
	
	

	(N=235)
	Spring 07
	168.25
	+13.95
	233
	1.880
	.172

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	170.02
	
	1
	
	

	(N=182)
	Spring 07
	183.96
	+13.94
	180
	.014
	.905


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 2-4 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table
Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2005 ITBS

by Grade Level and Education Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	General Ed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=2502)
	Fall 06
	136.97
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	151.17
	+14.20
	2500
	1.433
	.231

	Grade 2 

(N=641)
	Fall 06
	154.35
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	168.73
	+14.38
	639
	2.226
	.136

	Grade 3

(N=515)
	Fall 06
	171.13
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	185.69
	+14.56
	513
	.000
	.987

	Special Ed
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N=109)
	Fall 06
	133.19
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	144.47
	+11.28*
	107
	7.233
	.008

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	146.64
	
	1
	
	

	(N=33)
	Spring 07
	155.70
	+9.06*
	31
	4.234
	.048

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	159.50
	
	1
	
	

	(N=24)
	Spring 07
	170.08
	+10.58
	22
	2.904
	.102


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 2-5 –Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Repeated Measures ANCOVA Results Table

Fall 2006 to Spring 2007 ITBS, Covariate: Fall 2005 ITBS

by Grade Level and LEP Status

	Student Subgroup
	Test Administration and Mean Scale Score
	Mean Difference
	Df
	F Value
	Pair wise Comparison Significance

	Not LEP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N= 1474)
	Fall 06
	137.95
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	152.82
	+14.87
	1472
	.070
	.792

	Grade 2 

(N= 412)
	Fall 06
	154.50
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	168.81
	+14.31
	410
	.081
	.776

	Grade 3

(N= 302)
	Fall 06
	171.39
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	186.20
	+14.81
	300
	.002
	.968

	LEP
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Grade 1

(N= 1137)
	Fall 06
	135.34
	
	1
	
	

	
	Spring 07
	148.40
	+13.06*
	1135
	5.028
	.025

	Grade 2 
	Fall 06
	153.14
	
	1
	
	

	(N= 262)
	Spring 07
	166.97
	+13.83
	260
	.244
	.622

	Grade 3
	Fall 06
	169.62
	
	1
	
	

	(N= 237)
	Spring 07
	183.47
	+13.85
	235
	.663
	.416


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 2-6 –TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student Ethnicity and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	African-American
	1
	524
	1223
	1569
	

	
	
	
	25.6%
	59.7%
	76.6%
	+51.0

	
	
	2
	78
	149
	206
	

	
	
	
	23.8%
	45.4%
	62.8%
	+39.0

	
	
	3
	132
	169
	186
	

	
	
	
	49.1%
	62.8%
	69.1%
	+20.0

	
	Hispanic
	1
	75
	221
	332
	

	
	
	
	14.6%
	43.1%
	64.7%
	+50.1

	
	
	2
	17
	27
	45
	

	
	
	
	20.2%
	32.1%
	53.6%
	+33.4

	
	
	3
	26
	50
	54
	

	
	
	
	35.6%
	68.5%
	74.0%
	+38.4

	
	White and others
	1
	493
	889
	1033
	

	
	
	
	41.9%
	75.5%
	87.8%
	+45.9

	
	
	2
	53
	80
	115
	

	
	
	
	33.8%
	51.0%
	73.2%
	+39.4

	
	
	3
	99
	104
	117
	

	
	
	
	70.7%
	74.3%
	83.6%
	+12.9

	Phonemic Awareness
	African-American
	1
	57
	68
	69
	

	
	
	
	72.2%
	86.1%
	87.3%
	+15.1

	
	Hispanic
	1
	13
	24
	29
	

	
	
	
	36.1%
	66.7%
	80.6%
	+44.5

	
	White and others
	1
	101
	111
	115
	

	
	
	
	87.1%
	95.7%
	99.1%
	+12.0

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	African-American
	1
	246
	273
	274
	

	
	
	
	87.5%
	97.2%
	97.5%
	+10.0

	
	
	2
	1
	1
	2
	

	
	
	
	6.7%
	6.7%
	13.3%
	+6.6

	
	Hispanic
	1
	60
	71
	72
	

	
	
	
	83.3%
	98.6%
	100%
	+16.7

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	White and others
	1
	338
	351
	352
	

	
	
	
	96.0%
	99.7%
	100%
	+4.0

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 2-7 –TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student LEP Status and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	LEP
	1
	40
	148
	218
	

	
	
	
	12.2%
	45.1%
	66.5%
	+54.3

	
	
	2
	5
	10
	24
	

	
	
	
	10.2%
	20.4%
	49.0%
	+38.8

	
	
	3
	13
	27
	27
	

	
	
	
	32.5%
	67.5%
	67.5%
	+35.0

	
	Non-LEP
	1
	965
	2016
	2505
	

	
	
	
	30.8%
	64.3%
	80.0%
	+49.2

	
	
	2
	135
	235
	323
	

	
	
	
	28.2%
	49.2%
	67.6%
	+39.4

	
	
	3
	216
	259
	297
	

	
	
	
	54.4%
	65.2%
	74.8%
	+20.4

	Phonemic Awareness
	LEP
	1
	11
	17
	22
	

	
	
	
	44.0%
	68.0%
	88.0%
	+44.0

	
	Non-LEP
	1
	152
	174
	178
	

	
	
	
	80.0%
	91.6%
	93.7%
	+13.7

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	LEP
	1
	35
	43
	44
	

	
	
	
	79.5%
	97.7%
	100%
	+20.5

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Non-LEP
	1
	581
	620
	622
	

	
	
	
	92.5%
	98.7%
	99.0%
	+6.5

	
	
	2
	1
	1
	2
	

	
	
	
	3.1%
	3.1%
	6.3%
	+3.2


Table 2-8-TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Student Title I Status and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	Title I
	1
	750
	1734
	2260
	

	
	
	
	25.2%
	58.3%
	76.0%
	+50.8

	
	
	2
	118
	195
	291
	

	
	
	
	25.2%
	41.7%
	62.2%
	+37.0

	
	
	3
	192
	248
	287
	

	
	
	
	49.4%
	63.8%
	73.8%
	+24.4

	
	Non-Title I
	1
	338
	594
	663
	

	
	
	
	44.8%
	78.8%
	87.9%
	+43.1

	
	
	2
	28
	60
	72
	

	
	
	
	31.5%
	67.4%
	80.9%
	+49.4

	
	
	3
	67
	76
	75
	

	
	
	
	69.8%
	79.2%
	78.1%
	+8.3

	Phonemic Awareness
	Title I
	1
	108
	130
	140
	

	
	
	
	67.9%
	81.8%
	88.1%
	+20.2

	
	Non-Title I
	1
	60
	68
	68
	

	
	
	
	88.2%
	100%
	100%
	+11.8

	Graphophonemic Knowledge
	Title I
	1
	430
	468
	471
	

	
	
	
	90.0%
	97.9%
	98.5%
	+8.5

	
	
	2
	1
	1
	2
	

	
	
	
	3.4%
	3.4%
	6.9%
	+3.5

	
	Non-Title I
	1
	215
	229
	229
	

	
	
	
	93.5%
	99.6%
	99.6%
	+6.1

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 2-9- TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Type of Education and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	Special Ed
	1
	68
	168
	226
	

	
	
	
	19.5%
	48.1%
	64.8%
	+45.3

	
	
	2
	18
	28
	34
	

	
	
	
	27.3%
	42.4%
	51.5%
	+24.2

	
	
	3
	18
	19
	28
	

	
	
	
	40.9%
	43.2%
	63.6%
	+22.7

	
	General Ed
	1
	962
	2028
	2516
	

	
	
	
	30.4%
	64.1%
	79.5%
	+49.1

	
	
	2
	123
	221
	320
	

	
	
	
	25.6%
	46.0%
	66.7%
	+41.1

	
	
	3
	240
	305
	331
	

	
	
	
	54.7%
	69.5%
	75.4%
	+20.7

	Phonemic Awareness
	Special Ed
	1
	9
	14
	15
	

	
	
	
	42.9%
	66.7%
	71.4%
	+28.5

	
	General Ed
	1
	152
	178
	186
	

	
	
	
	76.8%
	89.9%
	93.9%
	+17.1

	Grapho4phonemic Knowledge
	Special Ed
	1
	37
	39
	39
	

	
	
	
	88.1%
	92.9%
	92.9%
	+4.8

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	General Ed
	1
	576
	622
	625
	

	
	
	
	91.4%
	98.7%
	99.2%
	+7.8

	
	
	2
	1
	1
	2
	

	
	
	
	3.4%
	3.4%
	6.9%
	+3.5


One Year Students

Table 3-1- Summary of Longitudinal Analyses

Across Student Subgroups and by Assessment Tool

	Target RF Population
	Target RF

Grade 

Level
	ITBS –

Overall Literacy Skills


	Ethnicity
	African American
	K
	Significant Improvement

	
	Hispanic
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	White and Others
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	African American
	1
	Significant Improvement

	
	Hispanic
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	White and Others
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	African American
	2
	Significant Improvement

	
	Hispanic
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	White and Others
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	African American
	3
	Significant Improvement

	
	Hispanic
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	White and Others
	
	Significant Improvement

	Title I 

Status
	Not Title I
	K
	Significant Improvement

	
	Title I
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not Title I
	1
	Significant Improvement

	
	Title I
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not Title I
	2
	Significant Improvement

	
	Title I
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not Title I
	3
	Significant Improvement

	
	Title I
	
	Significant Improvement

	Education Status
	General Ed
	K
	Significant Improvement

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	General Ed
	1
	Significant Improvement

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	General Ed
	2
	Significant Improvement

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	General Ed
	3
	Significant Improvement

	
	Special Ed
	
	Significant Improvement

	LEP Status
	Not LEP
	K
	Significant Improvement

	
	LEP
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not LEP
	1
	Significant Improvement

	
	LEP
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not LEP
	2
	Significant Improvement

	
	LEP
	
	Significant Improvement

	
	Not LEP
	3
	Significant Improvement

	
	LEP
	
	Significant Improvement


Table 3-2 - Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Matched Sample t-Test, by Grade Level and Ethnicity

	Ethnicity
	Grade Level
	Matched N
	Mean Score
	Mean Difference
	t-Value
	Sig.

	African-American
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	115.10
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	2506
	130.03
	14.928*
	84.013
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	134.99
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	952
	147.99
	13.007*
	60.619
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	151.97
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	592
	165.30
	13.336*
	47.248
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	166.64
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	756
	180.37
	13.726*
	42.495
	.000

	Hispanic
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	111.99
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	455
	125.53
	13.538*
	32.807
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	130.33
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	335
	142.48
	12.152*
	32.376
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	149.54
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	185
	162.90
	13.357*
	24.145
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	163.34
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	199
	177.74
	14.397*
	26.244
	.000

	White and Others
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	119.58
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1297
	136.47
	16.887*
	71.914
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	139.07
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	434
	153.75
	14.682*
	42.007
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	156.37
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	312
	172.55
	16.189*
	36.864
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	172.88
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	373
	188.19
	15.308*
	32.448
	.000


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 3-3 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Matched Sample t-Test, by Grade Level and Title I Status

	Title I Status
	Grade Level
	Matched N
	Mean Score
	Mean Difference
	t-Value
	Sig.

	Not Title I
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	116.30
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	2790
	132.39
	16.087*
	91.699
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	135.16
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1223
	148.48
	13.328*
	68.268
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	153.16
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	788
	167.59
	14.426*
	54.445
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	168.01
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1040
	182.35
	14.332*
	52.151
	.000

	Title I
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	115.48
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1858
	130.22
	14.735*
	77.783
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	135.03
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	701
	148.22
	13.188*
	50.672
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	152.34
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	447
	166.38
	14.038*
	40.209
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	169.05
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	458
	184.12
	15.074*
	36.961
	.000


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 3-4 – Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Matched Sample t-Test, by Grade Level and Education Status

	Education

Status
	Grade Level
	Matched N
	Mean Score
	Mean Difference
	t-Value
	Sig.

	General Ed
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	 116.15
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	4427
	131.88
	15.728*
	118.099
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	135.29
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1828
	148.78
	13.494*
	84.784
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	153.18
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	 1180
	167.70
	14.521*
	67.845
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	168.97
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1420
	183.74
	14.771*
	63.949
	.000

	Special Ed
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	112.50
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	221
	124.42
	11.919*
	21.612
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	131.72
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	96
	140.86
	9.146*
	14.011
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	146.24
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	55
	155.47
	9.236*
	9.716
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	156.74
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	78
	167.44
	10.692*
	9.346
	.000


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 3-5– Longitudinal ITBS Analysis

Matched Sample t-Test, by Grade Level and LEP Status

	LEP

Status
	Grade Level
	Matched N
	Mean Score
	Mean Difference
	t-Value
	Sig.

	Not LEP
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	116.95
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	2516
	132.84
	15.891*
	91.407
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	135.46
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	1072
	148.94
	13.484*
	65.482
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	153.62
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	680
	168.30
	14.684*
	52.002
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	169.24
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	894                                                                                                                                                       
	184.20
	14.952*
	49.906
	.000

	LEP
	Grade K
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	114.82
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	2132
	129.96
	15.141*
	77.488
	.000

	
	Grade 1
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	134.67
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	852
	147.69
	13.016*
	54.458
	.000

	
	Grade 2
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	151.94
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	555                
	165.74
	13.798*
	43.575
	.000

	
	Grade 3
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fall 2006
	
	166.98
	
	
	

	
	Spring 2007
	   604
	180.96
	13.977*
	39.945
	.000


*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 

Table 3-6– TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Ethnicity and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	African-American
	K
	821
	1356
	1275
	

	
	
	
	37.4%
	56.6%
	53.3%
	+15.9

	
	
	1
	112
	237
	327
	

	
	
	
	24.6%
	52.1%
	71.9%
	+47.3

	
	
	2
	94
	181
	259
	

	
	
	
	22.9%
	44.0%
	63.0%
	+40.1

	
	
	3
	306
	339
	381
	

	
	
	
	60.1%
	66.6%
	74.9%
	+14.8

	
	Hispanic
	K
	86
	197
	222
	

	
	
	
	15.9%
	32.5%
	36.6%
	+20.7

	
	
	1
	19
	43
	72
	

	
	
	
	15.8%
	35.8%
	60.0%
	+44.2

	
	
	2
	17
	31
	44
	

	
	
	
	15.2%
	27.7%
	39.3%
	+24.1

	
	
	3
	45
	51
	63
	

	
	
	
	46.9%
	53.1%
	65.6%
	+18.7

	
	White and others
	K
	557
	910
	930
	

	
	
	
	46.6%
	72.6%
	74.2%
	+27.6

	
	
	1
	74
	142
	179
	

	
	
	
	34.4%
	66.0%
	83.3%
	+48.9

	
	
	2
	70
	127
	149
	

	
	
	
	33.8%
	61.4%
	72.0%
	+38.2

	
	
	3
	167
	180
	186
	

	
	
	
	72.6%
	78.3%
	80.9%
	+8.3

	Phonemic Awareness
	African-American
	K
	9
	239
	328
	

	
	
	
	2.8%
	44.2%
	60.6%
	+57.8

	
	
	1
	29
	44
	44
	

	
	
	
	51.8%
	78.6%
	78.6%
	+26.8

	
	Hispanic
	K
	5
	52
	120
	

	
	
	
	2.0%
	17.7%
	40.8%
	+38.8

	
	
	1
	7
	13
	13
	

	
	
	
	50.0%
	92.9%
	92.9%
	+42.9

	
	White and others
	K
	23
	251
	319
	

	
	
	
	8.6%
	25.9%
	76.1%
	+67.5

	
	
	1
	27
	35
	36
	

	
	
	
	69.2%
	89.7%
	92.3%
	+23.1

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	African-American
	K
	471
	1634
	1761
	

	
	
	
	46.2%
	88.9%
	95.8%
	+49.6

	
	
	1
	61
	71
	72
	

	
	
	
	78.2%
	91.0%
	92.3%
	+14.1

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Hispanic
	K
	69
	336
	422
	

	
	
	
	24.1%
	75.0%
	94.2%
	+70.1

	
	
	1
	19
	28
	28
	

	
	
	
	61.3%
	90.3%
	90.3%
	+29.0

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	White and others
	K
	339
	953
	1045
	

	
	
	
	48.7%
	88.5%
	97.0%
	+48.3

	
	
	1
	48
	54
	55
	

	
	
	
	82.8%
	93.1%
	94.8%
	+12.0

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 3-7 – TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, LEP Status and Assessment Component

Number and Percent Rated as “Developed” 

	Component/Subgroup/Grade
	Fall 2006
	Winter 2007
	Spring 2007
	Percentage Point Change

	Comprehension
	LEP
	K
	44
	92
	116
	

	
	
	
	17.4%
	32.2%
	40.6%
	+23.2

	
	
	1
	8
	22
	35
	

	
	
	
	12.7%
	34.9%
	55.6%
	+42.9

	
	
	2
	3
	22
	29
	

	
	
	
	4.6%
	33.8%
	44.6%
	+40.0

	
	
	3
	16
	16
	23
	

	
	
	
	47.1%
	47.1%
	67.6%
	+20.5

	
	Non-LEP
	K
	1135
	1879
	1849
	

	
	
	
	40.0%
	61.5%
	60.6%
	+20.6

	
	
	1
	148
	296
	400
	

	
	
	
	28.0%
	56.1%
	75.8%
	+47.8

	
	
	2
	143
	260
	336
	

	
	
	
	27.4%
	49.8%
	64.4%
	+37.0

	
	
	3
	306
	339
	383
	

	
	
	
	63.6%
	70.5%
	79.6%
	+16.0

	Phonemic Awareness
	LEP
	K
	3
	24
	52
	

	
	
	
	2.9%
	18.0%
	39.1%
	+36.2

	
	
	1
	2
	5
	5
	

	
	
	
	40.0%
	100%
	100%
	+60.0

	
	Non-LEP
	K
	27
	411
	552
	

	
	
	
	5.3%
	49.6%
	66.7%
	+61.4

	
	
	1
	50
	68.
	69
	

	
	
	
	63.3%
	86.1%
	87.3%
	+24.0

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	LEP
	K
	23
	155
	198
	

	
	
	
	17.3%
	73.8%
	94.3%
	+77.0

	
	
	1
	6
	10
	10
	

	
	
	
	54.5%
	90.9%
	90.9%
	+36.4

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Non-LEP
	K
	689
	2153
	2353
	

	
	
	
	47.1%
	88.3%
	96.5%
	+49.4

	
	
	1
	106
	117
	117
	

	
	
	
	86.9%
	95.9%
	95.9%
	+9.0

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 3-8 - Year 1 Students– TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Title I Status and Assessment Component

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

	Comprehension
	Title I
	K
	957
	1628
	1580
	

	
	
	
	34.7%
	54.6%
	52.9%
	+18.2

	
	
	1
	139
	298
	420
	

	
	
	
	23.6%
	50.7%
	71.4%
	+47.8

	
	
	2
	120
	243
	328
	

	
	
	
	21.8%
	44.1%
	59.5%
	+37.7

	
	
	3
	397
	445
	494
	

	
	
	
	60.0%
	67.2%
	74.6%
	+14.6

	
	Non-Title I
	K
	289
	467
	472
	

	
	
	
	45.6%
	71.1%
	71.8%
	+26.2

	
	
	1
	47
	86
	108
	

	
	
	
	37.0%
	67.7%
	85.0%
	+48.0

	
	
	2
	47
	71
	89
	

	
	
	
	40.2%
	60.7%
	76.1%
	+35.9

	
	
	3
	128
	133
	143
	

	
	
	
	71.5%
	74.3%
	79.9%
	+8.4

	Phonemic Awareness
	Title I
	K
	18
	297
	454
	

	
	
	
	3.1%
	36.0%
	55.0%
	+51.9

	
	
	1
	38
	50
	51
	

	
	
	
	59.4%
	78.1%
	79.7%
	+20.3

	
	Non-Title I
	K
	12
	145
	173
	

	
	
	
	10.0%
	67.8%
	80.8%
	+70.8

	
	
	1
	17
	23
	23
	

	
	
	
	68.0%
	92.0%
	92.0%
	+24.0

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	Title I
	K
	496
	1943
	2182
	

	
	
	
	38.1%
	85.3%
	95.8%
	+57.7

	
	
	1
	84
	102
	103
	

	
	
	
	75.7%
	91.9%
	92.8%
	+17.1

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	Non-Title I
	K
	233
	526
	557
	

	
	
	
	62.3%
	92.6%
	98.1%
	+35.8

	
	
	1
	30
	34
	34
	

	
	
	
	83.3%
	94.4%
	94.4%
	+11.1

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


Table 3-9 – TPRI, 2006-2007

Matched Results by Grade Level, Type of Education and Assessment Component

Number and Percent Rated as “Developed” 

	Component/Subgroup/Grade
	Fall 2006
	Winter 2007
	Spring 2007
	Percentage Point Change

	Comprehension
	Special Ed
	K
	49
	85
	93
	

	
	
	
	25.5%
	42.9%
	47.0%
	+21.5

	
	
	1
	12
	29
	41
	

	
	
	
	18.5%
	44.6%
	63.1%
	+44.6

	
	
	2
	11
	17
	28
	

	
	
	
	22.4%
	34.7%
	57.1%
	+34.7

	
	
	3
	36
	52
	67
	

	
	
	
	37.5%
	54.2%
	69.8%
	+32.3

	
	General Ed
	K
	975
	1651
	1618
	

	
	
	
	38.2%
	59.7%
	58.5%
	+20.3

	
	
	1
	153
	310
	429
	

	
	
	
	26.9%
	54.6%
	75.5%
	+48.6

	
	
	2
	135
	264
	349
	

	
	
	
	24.3%
	47.5%
	62.8%
	+38.5

	
	
	3
	485
	519
	564
	

	
	
	
	66.2%
	70.8%
	76.9%
	+10.7

	Phonemic Awareness
	Special Ed
	K
	0
	10
	20
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	14.9%
	29.9%
	+29.9

	
	
	1
	0
	2
	3
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	40.0%
	60.0%
	+60.0

	
	General Ed
	K
	24
	363
	502
	

	
	
	
	4.7%
	45.2%
	62.5%
	+57.8

	
	
	1
	54
	69
	69
	

	
	
	
	68.4%
	87.3%
	87.3%
	+18.9

	Grapho-phonemic Knowledge
	Special Ed
	K
	27
	103
	122
	

	
	
	
	32.9%
	75.7%
	89.7%
	+44.0

	
	
	1
	8
	10
	10
	

	
	
	
	61.5%
	76.9%
	76.9%
	+15.4

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	General Ed
	K
	603
	1938
	2134
	

	
	
	
	46.0%
	87.6%
	96.4%
	+50.4

	
	
	1
	102
	120
	121
	

	
	
	
	79.7%
	93.8%
	94.5%
	+14.8

	
	
	2
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0

	
	
	3
	0
	0
	0
	

	
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0


2006-07 North Carolina Reading First Program Evaluation

2007 School Implementation Survey

Section I – RF Program Leadership & Management

1. School: ______________________

2. Reflecting on the 2006-07 year of RF implementation, which of the following services were provided by DPI? (Check all that apply)

	
	Providing professional development activities on teaching reading

	
	Assisting staff in identifying resources and selecting appropriate materials

	
	Providing access to expertise of reading researchers about research-based practices for teaching reading (e.g., university faculty, ERRFTAC, Dr. Santi, Carolyn Denton) 

	
	Providing financial support for your school’s staff professional development 

	
	Providing technical assistance for planning and implementation

	
	Assisting with efforts to align instruction and research

	
	Conducting site visits and maintaining communication

	
	Encouraging regional collaboration and networking

	
	Other, specify: _____________________________________________________

	
	


3. What support or technical assistance from DPI was most helpful to your school?

	

	


4. What support or technical assistance from DPI was least helpful to your school?

	

	


5. What support or technical assistance (if any) was needed, but not received from DPI to support the implementation of the RF Initiative in your school and to ensure that your school’s needs were met?

	

	


	6. Did the level of on-site support and training provided by the Regional Consultant adequately meet the needs of this school’s RF Coach? 


Yes, it was about right.
	
No, more support/training was needed. 

	
	
No, less support/training was needed.


7. Which of the following services were provided by the RF Regional Consultant assigned to this school?  (Check all that apply)

	
Modeled effective delivery of scientifically-based reading research (SBRR) for RF LEA Contact, the RF principal and the RF Coach at regional meetings

	
Helped the RF Coach to plan and provide teacher professional development

	
Provided training to the RF Coach in strategies for mentoring and monitoring instructional delivery

	
Provided assistance in selecting RF instructional materials

	
Provided assistance in using the RF reading assessments and interpreting data

	
Conducted RF regional meetings tailored to school needs and provided beneficial information

	
Delivered on-site professional development designed to increase teacher capacity in SBRR instructional strategies by request

	  Assisted with planning other school-based teacher professional development

	
Provided ongoing technical assistance, including on-site modeling of teacher practices 

	
Conducted site visits with observations, feedback, and teacher mentoring meetings

	
Other, specify:__________________________________________________


8. Which best describes the overall quality of the support and training provided by the Regional Consultant to this school?

	
 Poor
	
 Fair 
	
 Good
	
 Excellent


9. What support or technical assistance (if any) was needed, but not received from the Regional Consultant to support the implementation of the RF Initiative in your school and to ensure that your school’s needs were met?

	

	


10. What roles do the LEA Contact and school principal play in the RF program at your school? (Check all that apply)

	
	LEA Contact 
	Principal 

	a) Hires staff with appropriate expertise in reading
	
	

	b) Monitors the implementation of the reading program
	
	

	c) Selects materials for reading program
	
	

	d) Selects professional development topics and opportunities
	
	

	e) Conducts whole school reading activities
	
	

	f) Conducts demonstration lessons 
	
	

	h) Administers state or district assessments
	
	

	i) Assesses individual student progress 
	
	

	j) Interprets assessment results
	
	

	k) Leads study groups 
	
	

	l) Groups and schedules students 
	
	

	m) Determines needs for special reading interventions 
	
	

	n) Reviews teachers’ lesson plans and offers suggestions 
	
	

	o) Monitors reading program to ensure consistency
	
	

	p) Observes teachers and provides feedback 
	
	

	q) Provides support, leadership, and guidance to RF Coaches
	
	


11. What support or technical assistance from the LEA Contact was most helpful to your school?

	

	


12. What support or technical assistance from the LEA Contact was least helpful to your school?

	

	


13. What support or assistance (if any) was needed, but not received from the LEA Contact to support the implementation of the RF Initiative in your school and to ensure that your school’s needs are met?

	

	


	14. Was this school’s RF Coach in place at the time of school opening in fall 2006?


Yes
	
No


a.
If no, what circumstances delayed staffing this position?

	

	


15. Did your school experience a turnover in the RF coach position between Years 2 and 3?
	
Yes
	
No


	a. If yes, how did the change in the RF coach impact implementation (if at all)?



	


Section II – Evidence-based Instructional Approaches, Materials & Programs 

16. Were the RF curriculum materials purchased and received by teachers at the time of school opening in fall 2006?  

	
Yes
	
No


17. During this past year, how much emphasis was placed on teaching each of the five essential components of reading in RF classrooms at this school? (For each component, check only one response)
	
	No Emphasis As of Yet
	Minimal Emphasis
	Moderate Emphasis
	Sustained Emphasis

	a) Phonemic Awareness
	
	
	
	

	b) Phonics
	
	
	
	

	c) Fluency
	
	
	
	

	d) Vocabulary Development
	
	
	
	

	e) Text Comprehension
	
	
	
	


18. To what extent have the following instructional strategies been implemented in the RF classrooms in this school? (For each strategy, check only one response)

	
	Not Yet
	Partially
	Fully

	a) Using explicit instructional strategies (e.g., blending, modeling)
	
	
	

	b) Using coordinated instructional sequences
	
	
	

	c) Providing ample practice opportunities
	
	
	

	d) Providing ongoing corrective feedback 
	
	
	

	e) Conducting ongoing assessment
	
	
	

	f) Using small, same-ability groups
	
	
	

	g) Re-teaching knowledge and skills with struggling students
	
	
	

	h) Using flexible grouping 
	
	
	

	i) Peer tutoring
	
	
	

	j) Providing dedicated blocks of reading time
	
	
	

	k) Adapting for students experiencing reading difficulties 
	
	
	

	l) Other, specify: _________________________________
	
	
	


19. Are there school wide classroom procedures in place for: 
· Referring K-3 students to intervention programs?
 Yes  No

· Monitoring K-3 students’ progress in intervention programs?
 Yes  No
· Determining when intervention services are no longer
 Yes  No

necessary for K-3 students?
20. Which of the following criteria does your school use to identify students with reading difficulties for tutoring or other reading interventions in each of grades K-3? 
	
	Kg
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	a) Standardized achievement test scores in reading
	
	
	
	

	b) Classroom-based test scores in reading
	
	
	
	

	c) Diagnostic test scores in reading
	
	
	
	

	d) Documented classroom observations
	
	
	
	

	e) Teacher recommendations
	
	
	
	

	f) Other school staff recommendations
	
	
	
	

	g) Requests from parents
	
	
	
	

	h) TPRI and other ongoing assessments
	
	
	
	

	i) Other, specify:

_________________________________________
	
	
	
	


21. What types of intervention services were provided for struggling readers at this school during the 2006-07 year? (Check all that apply)

	
Before- and after-school programs for individual students 

	
Reading specialist, special education teacher, or bilingual/ELL teacher who works with students individually

	
Reading interventions for English language learners

	
Reading programs for special needs students

	
A separate tutorial program for readers that is part of an intervention

	
Trained aides tutor individual students within the core classroom program

	
Early intervention for kindergarten students

	
Summer intervention/enrichment programs

	
Other, specify:

_____________________________________________________________________


22. Are there school wide and classroom procedures in place for:

	
	Yes
	No

	Referring K-3 students to intervention programs?
	
	

	Monitoring K-3 students’ progress in intervention programs?
	
	

	Determining when intervention services are no longer necessary for K-3 students?
	
	


	23. Which of the following were used for intervention services?  (Check all that apply) 

Small group instruction

	
Word study

	
Teacher-guided reading to improve vocabulary

	
Direct, systemic instruction in phonemic awareness and phonics

	
Use of writing in response to text

	
Carefully planned assessments that monitor students’ progress

	
Opportunities for guided, repeated oral reading

	
Array of SBRR activities that include such areas as decoding and comprehension

	
Approved technology-based intervention programs

	
Approved intervention programs

	
Materials and instructional techniques that are aligned with in-class intervention

	
Other, specify:

_____________________________________________________________________


Section III: Classroom-based Screening, Diagnostic & Assessments 

24. Please rate the degree to which each of the following assessments impacted reading instruction in RF classrooms at this school. (For each, check only one response)

	
	No Impact
	Slight Impact
	Moderate Impact
	Sustained Impact 

	a) Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) & Fluency
	
	
	
	

	b) CBM Fluency (AIMS)
	
	
	
	

	c) Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
	
	
	
	

	d) End of Grade (EOG) Reading Test
	
	
	
	

	e) Core Reading Program assessments
	
	
	
	

	f) Other, specify:

_________________________________
	
	
	
	


25. During Years 1 and 2, schools faced a number of challenges in using the RF classroom assessments.  For each possible challenge, please identify if it was a problem for your school during the 2006-07 year? 
	
	No, not a problem 
	Yes, a minor problem
	Yes, a significant problem

	a) Delays in purchasing/obtaining assessment materials
	
	
	

	b) Technical difficulties with the TPRI
	
	
	

	c) Insufficient time during the school day for testing administration/activities
	
	
	

	e) Difficulties using and/or interpreting the assessment results
	
	
	

	f) Lack of clarity of the assessment administration schedule
	
	
	

	g) Insufficient planning time
	
	
	

	h) Delays in receiving assessment results
	
	
	

	i) Other, specify: 

____________________________________________
	
	
	


Section IV: Professional Development

26. Who received professional development (PD) through the RF Initiative during the 2006-07 year? (Check all that apply) 

	
School administrators (e.g., principal, assistant principal) 

	
RF Coach

	
Reading/literacy teachers, specialists, or coaches 

	
Other content/curriculum specialists

	
School-based staff developers

	
Classroom teachers, grades K-3

	
ESL or bilingual teachers

	
Special education or exceptional children teachers

	
Title I teachers

	
Teaching assistants, grades K-3

	
Other, specify:____________________________________________________


27. Approximately how many hours of RF professional development did K-3 teachers at this school receive during the 2006-07 school year?





_____ Hours

	28. During the 2006-2007 year, what type of course did your school offer to Year 3 Reading First teachers?


Voyager U Course 3
	 School-based Professional Development Plan

	
	


a. If a professional development plan was implemented, please describe the content:

	

	


b. Will the professional development plan be implemented next year or will you use Voyager U Course 3?

	
Yes
	
No


c. How effective was the process of developing your school-based professional development plan? What obstacles did you encounter in developing your school-based professional development plan?

	

	

	


29. Did this school have a new principal for the 2006-2007 school year?

	
Yes
	
No


30. During the 2006-07 school year, was the principal at this school offered opportunities for networking and sharing with other RF principals?
	
Yes
	
No

	
	


a. If yes, please describe:

	

	


b. If yes, how helpful were these networking activities in supporting RF implementation of at this school?

	
Very helpful
	       
Somewhat
	
Not helpful


c. What (if anything) can be done to improve these activities or make them more productive for participating principals?

	

	


Section V – Access to Print

31. Because of RF, has this school purchased additional books for classroom libraries? 
	
Yes
	
No


32. Because of RF, has this school purchased additional books for the school library? 
	
Yes
	
No

	
	


33. Has this school coordinated with any federal, state, or local programs to increase student access to a variety of engaging reading materials? 
	
Yes
	
No

	
	


a. If yes, please describe:

	

	

	
	


34. Has this school coordinated with any local library programs to promote greater access to print materials?  

	
Yes
	
No

	
	


b. If yes, please describe:

	

	

	
	


35. Has your LEA assisted this school in increasing student access to a wide variety of engaging reading material?    

	
Yes
	
No

	
	


c. If yes, please describe:

	

	


Section VI – Effectiveness of Implementation

36. What outcomes for RF teachers are evident at this school thus far? (For each outcome, check only one response)

	
	No Impact 
	Slight Impact
	Moderate Impact
	Sustained Impact

	a) Adjusting classroom instruction to meet the needs of students with diverse characteristics (such as students with diverse learning styles or special needs)
	
	
	
	

	b) Increasing teachers’ confidence 
	
	
	
	

	c) Increasing teachers’ enthusiasm about teaching
	
	
	
	

	d) Increasing collaboration among teachers
	
	
	
	

	e) Improving teachers’ knowledge of the five essential components of reading
	
	
	
	

	f) Improving the ways teachers teach reading
	
	
	
	

	g) Engaging teachers in discussions on how children learn to read
	
	
	
	

	h) Increasing teachers’ use of assessment data in planning instruction
	
	
	
	

	i) Improving teacher retention
	
	
	
	

	j) Increasing teachers’ use of technology
	
	
	
	

	k) Other, specify:

______________________________________
	
	
	
	


37. What student outcomes attributable to RF are evident thus far? (For each, check only one response)

	
	Too early to tell
	No Impact 
	Slight impact
	Moderate impact
	Sustained impact

	a) Improving students’ reading skills
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Improving the overall quality of students’ work
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Increasing students’ interest and motivation
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Decreasing students being retained in grade 
	
	
	
	
	


	e) Improving students’ readiness for school
	
	
	
	
	

	f) Improving students’ behavior
	
	
	
	
	

	g) Improving attendance
	
	
	
	
	

	h) Decreasing placements in special education 
	
	
	
	
	

	i) Improving self-confidence in reading
	
	
	
	
	

	j) Decreasing the number of students referred to Exceptional Children program
	
	
	
	
	

	k) Other, specify: _____________________________________
	
	
	
	
	


38. What other outcomes are evident at this school as a result of RF program implementation thus far?  (For each outcome, check only one response)

	 
	No Impact 
	Slight Impact
	Moderate Impact
	Sustained Impact

	a) Building a cadre of reading leaders, coaches and experts 
	
	
	
	

	b) Improving the school climate or culture
	
	
	
	

	c) Extending reading instruction at all grades, using specific instructional strategies 
	
	
	
	

	d) Offering extensive in-classroom follow-up for teachers 
	
	
	
	

	e) Providing ongoing consultation with experts
	
	
	
	

	f) Increasing the amount of research-based PD in reading for the entire school staff
	
	
	
	

	g) Greater use of school library by K-3 teachers and students
	
	
	
	

	h) Greater use of school library by K-3 students and parents 
	
	
	
	

	i) Increasing amount of time allotted for teacher planning
	
	
	
	

	j) Changing philosophies of staff regarding teaching reading
	
	
	
	

	k) Improving allocation of resources, including instructional materials
	
	
	
	

	l) Improving policies about student promotion
	
	
	
	

	m) Improving communication/direction from district and state
	
	
	
	

	n) Other, specify: ___________________________________________
	
	
	
	


39. What changes in reading pedagogy among K-3 teachers are evident thus far? (Check all that apply)

	
None 

	
Increased use of varied instructional presentation to engage students

	
Increased emphasis on explicit skill and strategy instruction

	
Increased emphasis on guided practice

	
Grouped students differently for instruction

	
Increased use of small group instruction

	
Increased emphasis on paired reading

	
Increased time on a particular dimension of reading

	
Greater incidence of individualized student instruction

	
Increased use of testing results to inform instruction

	
Increased one-on-one instruction with students experiencing difficulties reading

	
Worked with school specialists to provide for students in need of interventions

	
Other, specify:

_____________________________________________________________________


40. Reflecting on the 2006-07 year of RF implementation, for each of the following, check yes if it was a problem for this school, or no if it was not a problem for this school.

	
	No, not a problem 
	Yes, a minor problem
	Yes, a significant problem

	a) Finding adequate time for teachers to implement the SBRR instructional strategies/practices
	
	
	

	b) Lack of commitment from District administrators
	
	
	

	c) Insufficient instructional materials for K-3 teachers
	
	
	

	d) Implementing the RF classroom assessments
	
	
	

	e) Low teacher engagement in the school’s RF plan
	
	
	

	f) Finding time for RF teachers to attend the PD sessions
	
	
	

	g) Finding time for teachers to observe reading instruction in other classrooms or receive coaching from other teachers
	
	
	

	h) Finding time to coordinate reading interventions for special education students with core reading instruction
	
	
	

	i) Finding time to coordinate reading interventions for struggling readers with core reading instruction
	
	
	

	j) Finding time to coordinate reading interventions for ELL students with core reading instruction
	
	
	

	k) Too much time spent downloading online materials
	
	
	

	l) Lack of time to meet/plan with other teachers and coaches
	
	
	

	m) Varying degrees of computer skills among teachers
	
	
	

	n) Insufficient funding 
	
	
	

	o) Addressing issues related to high staff turnover (e.g., training new staff)
	
	
	

	p) Other, specify: 

____________________________________________
	
	
	


41. What additional types of constraints (if any) has this school encountered in implementing the RF Initiative?

	

	


42. What other changes (positive or negative) have taken place at this school because of the implementation of the RF Initiative?

	

	


43. Finally, what kinds of changes (if any) would improve the overall design or implementation of the RF Initiative?  

	

	


Thank you for participating in this survey.
North Carolina Department of Public Instruction

Reading First Initiative

Teacher Survey

	Directions:  This survey is being administered on behalf of the Department of Public Instruction as part of an independent evaluation of NCREADS; the state’s Reading First initiative.  Your responses concerning the implementation of the Reading First initiative in your school will be an important part of the evaluation.  Please answer all questions candidly and completely.  Be assured that the information you provide will be treated confidentially; you will not be identified with any of your responses.  Thank you.


Background Information

1. School Name: ____________________________
2. Teacher ID: ______________________

3.  What is your position at the school? 

	 
Kindergarten teacher
	
Grade 1 teacher

	
Grade 2 teacher
	
Grade 3 teacher

	
RF Coach
	
Title I teachers

	
Special education or exceptional children teachers
	
School-based staff developers

	 
Specialty teacher (Art, Phys Ed, Music)
	
ESL or bilingual teachers

	
Reading/literacy teachers, specialists, or coaches
	
Other content/curriculum specialists

	 
Other, specify: ____________________________
	


4.  Including this year, how long have you been teaching?  

	a. 
Number of years teaching:
	_______

	b.
Number of years teaching in Reading First:
	_______


5. What is your highest educational degree?

	
Doctorate 

	
Master’s degree

	
Bachelor’s degree 

	
Associate’s degree

	
Other, specify: _______________________________________________________


	6. Describe your certification status: (Check one)

	
Certified
	
Emergency

	
Probationary (temporary)
	
Other, specify: ________________________________

	7. If certified, identify the areas: (Check all that apply)

	
Elementary education 
	
Special education

	
Early childhood education
	
Bilingual education

	
Reading
	
Other, specify: ____________________________


Teaching Practices

8. How often do you engage your students in the following dimensions of reading? (Check one response for each area)

	
	Not at all
	Less than once a week
	1-2 times a week
	3-4 times a week
	Daily

	a) Phonemic Awareness
	
	
	
	
	

	b) Phonics
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Word recognition strategies
	
	
	
	
	

	c) Oral reading fluency
	
	
	
	
	

	d) Vocabulary development
	
	
	
	
	

	e) Reading comprehension
	
	
	
	
	

	f) Independent reading
	
	
	
	
	

	g) Writing/composition
	
	
	
	
	

	h) Spelling
	
	
	
	
	


9. Please review the instructional activities below and indicate the extent to which each has been implemented in your classroom, using the following scale:

	1
	=
	I am not implementing this activity

	2
	=
	I have begun to implement this activity, but substantial improvements are needed in the quality and extent of my approach

	3
	=
	I am implementing this activity, but my approach could be refined or improved

	4
	=
	I am implementing this activity routinely; there is little need for improvement

	
	Level of Implementation

Not at all                                   Fully

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	a) Using explicit instructional strategies (e.g., blending, modeling)
	
	
	
	

	b) Using coordinated instructional sequences
	
	
	
	

	c) Providing ample practice opportunities
	
	
	
	

	d) Providing ongoing corrective feedback 
	
	
	
	

	e) Conducting ongoing assessment
	
	
	
	

	f) Using small, same-ability groups
	
	
	
	

	g) Re-teaching knowledge and skills when students experience difficulties
	
	
	
	

	h) Using flexible grouping 
	
	
	
	

	i) Peer tutoring
	
	
	
	

	j) Providing dedicated blocks of reading time
	
	
	
	

	k) Adapting for students experiencing reading difficulties 
	
	
	
	

	l) Other, specify: 


	
	
	
	


Instructional Support

10. How involved is your principal with the RF reading skills assessments? (Check one)

	
The principal is generally not involved with the skill assessments

	
The principal makes sure skill assessments take place, but dos not track results

	
The principal helps with skill assessments and keeps track of the results

	
The principal helps with skills assessments and requires that instruction be adjusted as necessary


11. Does the principal attend grade-level meetings specifically related to your school’s adopted RF core curriculum/program? (Check one)

	
The principal is not involved with such meetings 

	
The principal attends such meetings a few times a year

	
The principal attends such meetings monthly

	
The principal attend such meetings more often than monthly


12. In general, what level of support is provided by your principal related to your teaching of your school’s adopted core curriculum/RF initiative? (Check one)

	
Little or no support

	
Adequate support

	
More than adequate 


13. Who provides you with feedback about your teaching of reading? (Check all that apply)

	 
Principal
	
LEA contact

	
RF Coach
	
Regional Consultant

	
School reading specialist
	
Other, specify: _____________________


14. How often do you receive feedback about your teaching of reading?  (Check one) 

	
Every other month or less often 

	
At least once a month

	
At least once ever 2 weeks

	
Weekly or more often


15. Who takes responsibility for teachers using the schools adopted RF curriculum/program? (Check one)

	
Neither the principal nor the RF coach take much responsibility

	
The principal takes primary responsibility

	
The principal and the RF coach share equal responsibility

	
The principal gives the coach the primary responsibility


16. Who provides the primary leadership for the RF initiative at your school? (Check all that apply)

	 
Principal
	
LEA contact

	
RF Coach
	
School reading specialists

	
Team of teachers
	
School staff developers

	
Regional Consultant
	
Other, specify: _____________________


17. What support or assistance (if any) was needed, but not received from your principal related to your teaching of the adopted RF curriculum/program?  

	


18. What is your access to your school’s RF Coach? (Check one)

	
The RF Coach is often unavailable

	
The RF Coach is usually available

	
The RF Coach seeks me out to assure that I have the support I need


19. Is your RF Coach helpful in answering questions about how to teach your schools adopted RF reading program? (Check one)

	
The RF Coach often doesn’t know more than I do about how to teach the program

	
The RF Coach gives general answers to questions

	
The RF Coach gives specific, detailed answers that I can use


20. If the coach has conducted one or more demonstration lessons for you, how helpful were they? (Check one)

	
The RF Coach has not conducted a demonstration for me

	
The RF Coach’s demonstrations do not help much

	
The RF Coach provides adequate demonstrations

	
The RF Coach provides demonstrations that significantly improve my teaching


21. Does the RF Coach help you with the RF reading skills assessments? (Check one)

	
The RF Coach is not involved with these assessments 

	
The RF Coach makes sure the assessments take place, but does not review results

	
The RF Coach helps interpret the assessments and reviews results


22. How much access does the RF Coach have to classrooms in your school? (Check one)

	
The RF Coaches need teacher or principal permission to visit a classroom

	
The RF Coaches have free access to classrooms, but only a few teachers welcome their presence

	
The RF Coaches have free access to classrooms, but only about half of the teachers welcome their presence

	
The RF Coaches have free access to classrooms, and almost all of the teachers welcome their presence


23. How would you rate the quality of the support you are getting from your RF Coach? (Check one) 

	
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent
	Not applicable

	a. Availability/responsiveness of the RF coach 
	
	
	
	
	

	b. Organization of teacher group discussions
	
	
	
	
	

	c. Facilitating group discussions
	
	
	
	
	

	d. Modeling best practices
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Observing teacher implementation of research-based practices
	
	
	
	
	

	f. Providing opportunities for teaches to practice new strategies in a safe context
	
	
	
	
	

	g. Providing opportunities to try out strategies with peer support in the classroom
	
	
	
	
	

	e. Providing constructive feedback to teachers
	
	
	
	
	


24. What support or technical assistance from the RF Coach was most helpful?

	


25. What support or technical assistance from the RF Coach was least helpful?

	


26. What support or technical assistance (if any) was needed, but not received from the RF Coach to support the implementation of the RF Initiative in your school?

	


NCREADS Professional Development 

What NCREADS Academy Course modules have you completed?  (Check all that apply)

	27. Course 1: Foundations of Reading
	28. Course 2: Reading for Understanding

	 Module 1: Phonemic Awareness
	 Module 1: Vocabulary

	 Module 2: Phonics
	 Module 2: Comprehension: Literature

	 Module 3: Fluency
	 Module 3: Comprehension: Informational Text

	 Module 4: Vocabulary 
	 Module 4: Comprehension: Discussion

	 Module 5: Comprehension
	 Module 5: Comprehension: Writing

	
	 Module 6: Motivation

	
	

	29. Course 3: Getting Reading Results
	

	 Module 1: Initial Planning
	

	 Module 2: Implementation- Phase 1
	

	 Module 3: Implementation- Phase 2
	

	 Module 4: Small Group Instruction
	

	
	


30. If you are a third year Reading First teacher, did you complete a school-based professional development program in place of Course 3?

	
Yes
	
No
	
Not Applicable


31. How would you rate the NCREADS Academy online/web-based learning and communication in the following areas? 

	
	Poor
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	a. Quality of content
	
	
	
	

	b. Relevance of information to reading research
	
	
	
	

	c. Providing an understanding of the theory and rationale for new content and instruction
	
	
	
	

	d. Organization of modules
	
	
	
	

	e. Availability of information for the modules
	
	
	
	


32. To what extent is NCREADS consistent with your school’s professional development activities?

	 Not at all
	 Small extent
	 Moderate extent
	 Great extent


33. To what extent are the knowledge and skills you obtained from NCREADS activities consistent with the reading instructional materials you use in your classroom? 

	 Not at all
	 Small extent
	 Moderate extent
	 Great extent


34. For each of the elements of SBRR, indicate your level of knowledge at the onset of RF implementation and currently, using the following scale:

	0
	=
	No knowledge at all

	1
	=
	Some knowledge (e.g., not confident about my understanding of this element for effective teaching)

	2
	=
	Fair amount of knowledge (e.g., confident in using my understanding for creating lessons and teaching)

	3
	=
	Very knowledgeable (e.g., able to use my understanding for teaching as well as for helping other teachers create and deliver teaching)

	
	At the Start of Year 1:
	At the End of Year 3:

	
	0
	1
	2
	3
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Phonemic awareness
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Phonics
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Word recognition strategies
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Oral reading fluency
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Vocabulary development
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Reading comprehension
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Independent reading
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Writing/composition
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Spelling
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


Content Assessment

If you are currently a teacher of kindergarten students, please answer the following questions.  If you teach grades 1 through 3, skip to question 42.  Please select the option that best fits the condition according to the reading program you use.  

35. Small group instruction offers opportunities for students to:

	a.
	Be involved in a variety of reading/language arts activities related to the content of the unit/theme
	(

	b.
	Rotate into sequence of activities on a variety of topics
	(

	c.
	Be assigned to a group with matched abilities
	(

	d.
	Work on specific skills or activities designed to meet their needs
	(


36. The adopted program components that are best delivered to the entire class at the same time are: 

	a.
	Workbook/practice book
	(

	b.
	Pre-decodable books
	(

	c.
	Reading the Big Book
	(


37. When teaching phonemic awareness, a teacher should:

	a.
	Check for understanding by calling on all students during each lesson
	(

	b.
	Make sure students have proficiency on one phonemic awareness skill before proceeding to the next skill
	(

	c.
	Clarify meaning of all unknown words
	(

	d.
	Make sure students are in close proximity in order to monitor responses
	(


38. Most of writing instruction should be focused on:

	a.
	Introducing the writing process
	(

	b.
	Teaching the adopted program’s lessons
	(

	c.
	Giving students an opportunity to write on self-selected topics
	(

	d.
	Having students writing on various topics in their journals
	(


39. It is important for kindergarten students to be automatic in recognizing:

	a.
	Their names
	(

	b.
	Names of the alphabet sounds cards 
	(

	c.
	Upper and lower case letters
	(

	d.
	Simple consonant-vowel-consonant words
	(


40. The workbook/practice book should be used to: 

	a.
	Have students complete assignments independently in class
	(

	b.
	Provide guided practice
	(

	c.
	Have students work on the assignment as homework
	(


41. A teacher should teach comprehension and vocabulary development through the use of:

	a.
	Decodable text
	(

	b.
	Read alouds
	(

	c.
	Strategies and skills
	(


The following questions are for teachers of grades 1 though 3.  Please select the option that best fits the condition according to the reading program you use. If you are a kindergarten teacher, please skip questions 42-49. 

42. Most writing instruction should be focused on:

	a.
	Teaching the writing process
	(

	b.
	Daily lessons or weekly projects as provided in the adopted program
	(

	c.
	Weekly writing topics selected by my students
	(

	d.
	Writing projects the students are to publish, several times a year
	(


43. Most spelling instruction should be focused on: 

	a.
	Weekly lessons based on the sound/spelling card patterns
	(

	b.
	Assigning students to write spelling words for practice
	(

	c.
	Providing word games to practice spelling
	(

	d.
	Having students memorize words to prepare for weekly tests
	(


44. When introducing a decodable book, a teacher should have students: 

	a.
	Follow along as I read the book aloud
	(

	b.
	Silently read the book on their own
	(

	c.
	Work with me in a small group
	(

	d.
	Preview the book first, and then chorally read each page aloud
	(


45. Generally, when students are being given an opportunity to practice oral fluency, they should be: 

	a.
	Working in small groups with me
	(

	b.
	Working with a student partner
	(

	c.
	Working individually
	(


47. After reading an anthology selection, students should generally: 

	a.
	Participate in whole group discussion
	(

	b.
	Write a summary of the selection
	(

	c.
	Complete workbook pages to verify understanding
	(


48. Vocabulary instruction should focus mainly on students: 

	a.
	Writing definitions from the glossary
	(

	b.
	Completing the vocabulary worksheets
	(

	c.
	Applying vocabulary strategies before and during reading
	(

	d.
	Using a graphic organizer to define and compare related words
	(


49. A teacher should use the workbook/practice book to: 

	a.
	Have students complete assignments independently in class
	(

	b.
	Provide guided practice
	(

	c.
	Have students work on the assignment as homework
	(


Reading Skills Assessments

	50. Was the content and scope of the training sufficient, so that teachers were fully prepared to use the RF assessments in their classrooms?


Yes
	
No


51.
If no, what was lacking from the training?

	


52. How much do you use the results of the reading skills assessments to improve or change instruction?  (For each, check only one response)

	
	No impact
	Slight impact
	Moderate impact
	Sustained impact

	a) Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) & Fluency
	
	
	
	

	b) CBM Fluency
	
	
	
	

	c) Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
	
	
	
	

	d) End of Grade (EOG) Reading Test
	
	
	
	

	e) Core Reading Program assessments
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


53. Please indicate any other reading skill assessments that you use to improve or change instruction: ___________________________

54. What options do you find to be most effective when students do poorly on the reading skills assessments (Select all that apply)

	
Use intervention lessons during small group instruction 

	
Allocate extended teaching time

	
Refer students as needed to special education services

	
Call for the assistance of the Reading Coach to help me improve my teaching

	
Call in a reading specialist or resource teacher to assist me with my students

	
Recommend time after school or during the summer to help students practice using adopted materials

	
Transfer the student to a class more appropriate to the student’s skill level


Impact of the RF Initiative

55. Overall, how would you rate the effectiveness of your school’s adopted RF curriculum/program? 

	 Poor
	 Fair
	 Good
	 Excellent


56. How well you have you implemented your school’s adopted RF curriculum/program? 

	 Poor
	 Fair
	 Good
	 Excellent


57. What factors impeded implementation of NCREADS? (Check all that apply)

	
Lack of computer availability  

	
Too much time spent downloading materials

	
Lack of time to meet with other teachers and RF coach

	
Lack of support from RF coach

	
Lack of time to implement the reading skills assessments

	
Competing professional development activities

	
Teachers had varying computer skills

	
Teacher resistance

	
Too many teachers to train

	
There were not obstacles


58. What obstacles, if any, have restricted or hindered the effective implementation of the RF initiative?  (Check all that apply)

	
Lack of LEA leadership or support

	
Lack of building-level leadership or support

	
Lack of interest/support among teachers and other instructional staff

	
Insufficient money or other resources

	
Staff turnover/new staff

	
Inadequate materials, equipment, and/or facilities

	
Insufficient or inadequate professional development

	
Lack of time to conduct necessary work

	
General discomfort or dissatisfaction with the curriculum materials

	
There have been no obstacles


59. In what ways has the RF initiative been useful to you thus far? (Check all that apply)

	
Filled a gap in my knowledge and understanding of reading/language arts 

	
Expanded my repertoire of instructional strategies

	
Provided me with new techniques for working with struggling readers

	
Provided me with new techniques for working with ELL students

	
Shifted my emphasis on content of instruction

	
Shifted my emphasis in instructional strategies

	
Introduced me to new materials and resources

	
Provided me with direction on how to use assessment data to guide instruction

	
RF has not been useful 


60. Since the start of RF, what changes have you made in your instructional practices? (Check all that apply for each school year) 

	
	Year 1 (04-05)
	Year 2 (05-06)
	Year 3 (06-07)

	a. I have spent more time on a particular dimension of reading 
	
	
	

	b. I have grouped students differently for instruction
	
	
	

	c. I have put more emphasis on explicit skill and strategy instruction
	
	
	

	d. I have put more emphasis on guided practice.
	
	
	

	e. I have put emphasis on independent reading
	
	
	

	f. I have involved parents differently in teaching reading
	
	
	

	g. I have not made any changes in my reading instruction
	
	
	


61. How do you and your students use the libraries that are available to you? (Check all that apply)

	
I take my students to the school library for instructional purposes

	
My students take home books from the school library

	
I coordinate with a local community library for students’ book-borrowing purposes 

	
I take my students to the local community library and encourage them to use community library resources for school-related projects

	
Other: _____________________________________________________________




62. What student benefits have occurred as a result of the RF initiative?  (Check all that apply)

	
Improved reading skills

	
Improved quality of student work

	
Increased interest and motivation to read

	
Improve attendance

	
Decreased placements in special education

	
Improved self-confidence

	
Improved behavior (discipline)

	
Other, specify: ______________________________________________________

	
Too early to tell 

	


63. To what extent would you agree with the following statements in regard to your school?

	
	High
	Med
	Low

	a. This school is characterized by a high degree of collaboration among teachers in teaching reading.

	(
	(
	(

	b. This school provides an ample amount of time for RF teachers to plan collaboratively.
	(
	(
	(

	c. This school is satisfied with the student results we are getting as a result of the RF initiative.
	(
	(
	(

	d. Administrators’ behavior toward staff is supportive and encouraging.
	(
	(
	(

	e. Compared to other schools, this school is a good place to work.
	(
	(
	(

	f. I feel accepted and respected as a colleague by most staff members.
	(
	(
	(

	g. In their words and actions, administrators consistently support the components of effective reading instruction.
	(
	(
	(

	h. Teachers support the direction of the school’s RF initiative.
	(
	(
	(

	i. Assessment definitely guides instruction.
	(
	(
	(


Thank you for completing this survey.

2006-07 North Carolina Reading First Program Evaluation

Interview Protocol – RF Regional Consultants

Implementation

1. How many years have you been a Regional Consultant with Reading First?  

a. If 2 or more years, ask:  Thinking back, how has your role as a Regional Consultant changed or evolved over time, if at all?  Are schools asking for different types of technical assistance and training?  Please explain.

b. If 1 year or less, ask:  As a Regional Consultant, what are your responsibilities in supporting both district- and school-level implementation?  [Probe – Assistance in identifying ongoing PD needs; assistance in planning district-wide and/or school-specific PD]

2. During this past year, about how many of your schools selected to develop and implement a school-based professional development plan rather than offer VoyagerU’s PD course?  

a. From what you know, what were the main reasons that schools/districts opted for the school-based PD plans rather than continuing with VoyagerU?

b. Can you explain how these plans were developed?  To what extent did schools or districts engage you in the planning process?  

c. How effective was the process of developing a school-based professional development plan? What obstacles did schools encounter in developing these plans?

d. What is your opinion of quality and rigor of these plans in comparison to Voyager U?  Do you believe the professional development plans were more effective for teachers? Ask:  Why or why not?
3. From your perspective, has the role of the RF District Coordinators in implementing the RF initiative in your region changed over time?  If so, how?    
a. In your opinion, what, if anything, could be done to make the services or functions of the District Coordinators more effective at the district or school levels?
4. Within your region, about how many of your RF schools had a change in their reading coach in Year 3?  How has this impacted program implementation?
a. What is your opinion of the effectiveness of the PD and on-site support provided to teachers by the RF Coaches?


b. What – if anything -- could be done to improve the how the RF Coach delivers their services to teachers in Year 4?

5. How has the role of the principal in implementing the RF initiative evolved or changed over time, if at all?  In what ways do the principals directly support the reading achievement of students in grades K-3?  
6. We wanted to ask a few questions regarding the three levels of reading skill assessment that was to be implemented in all RF schools.  

a. First, were the reading assessment materials purchased, so that they were fully available to teachers and others at the start of the 2006-2007 school year?

i. If not --- What prevented this from happening?

b. Were there any technical difficulties with the TPRI or any of the assessments?  Was there sufficient time for testing administration/activities?

c. From your perspective, were classroom teachers provided with training and support that fully prepared them to use each of those assessments during the 2006-2007 year?

i. If not --- What improvements to that training would you recommend for next year?

7. What is the typical structure of a reading lesson in a RF school?  How are classrooms set up?  How are students grouped?

8. What is your opinion of the overall quality and implementation of NCREADS? 

a. From what you’ve observed, in what ways was NCREADS most helpful to teachers at the RF schools?

b. What factors – if any -- impeded the implementation of NCREADS in your region?

Perceived Outcomes/Impacts 

9. What changes in instruction or instructional approaches/strategies have you observed in RF classrooms?  Probe: Explicit instructional strategies, Coordinated instructional sequences, Ample practice opportunities, Aligned student materials, Ongoing assessment, Small flexible groups, Dedicated blocks of reading time

10.  From what you’ve observed, how has the RF initiative impacted the amount of collaboration among K-3 teachers in teaching reading?  What specific examples can you provide?  

11. What has been the impact of the RF initiative on school climate?  

12. What student benefits have occurred because of the RF initiative thus far?

13. What other impacts at either the district or school level do you attribute to RF?  Why do you attribute these to the implementation of the RF initiative?

14. A long-range goal for the NC RF initiative is positively impact K-3 reading curriculum for all NC schools.  What have you observed that might provide evidence for some progress in this regard?  

a. For example, to what extent have you received inquiries about the RF initiative from non-participating schools or non-participating districts?  What was the nature of those inquiries?

b. To what extent have non-target schools within your region begun to adopt some of the RF components or its overall approach to teaching reading?

15. Finally, what obstacles --- if any --- have restricted or hindered the effective implementation of the RF reading program(s) in your district/region or at the state level?

16. We are interested in learning about what recommendations you might have to improve the implementation of the RF initiative for Year 4.

2006-07 North Carolina Reading First (RF) Program Evaluation

Interview Protocol – RF District Coordinators 

Implementation

1. How many years have you been the RF Coordinator within your district?    

a. If 2 or more years, ask:  Thinking back, how has your role as the RF Coordinator changed or evolved over time, if at all?  Are schools asking for/needing different types of technical assistance and training?  Please explain.

b. If 1 year or less, ask:  As the RF Coordinator, what are your responsibilities in supporting both district- and school-level implementation?  [Probe – Assistance in identifying ongoing PD needs; assistance in planning district-wide and/or school-specific PD]

2. During this past year, about how many of the schools in your district selected to develop and implement a school-based professional development plan rather than offer VoyagerU’s PD course for Year 3?  

a. From what you know, what were the main reasons that schools/districts opted for the school-based PD plans rather than continuing with VoyagerU?

b. Can you explain how these plans were developed?  To what extent did schools or districts engage you in the planning process?  

c. How effective was the process of developing a school-based professional development plan?  What obstacles did schools encounter in developing these plans?

d. What is your opinion of quality and rigor of these plans in comparison to Voyager U?  Do you believe the professional development plans were more effective for teachers? Ask:  Why or why not?
3. What types of support or assistance do the Regional Consultants provide to you or others at the district level?  
a. What is your opinion of the quality of the services provided by the Regional Consultant?  Why do you think that?  

b. What, if anything, could be done to make the services provided by the Regional Consultant even more effective at the district or the school level?

4. Within your district, how many of your RF schools had a change in their reading coach in Year 3?  How has this impacted program implementation?
a. What is your opinion of the effectiveness of the PD and on-site support provided to teachers by the RF Coaches?


b. What – if anything -- could be done to improve the how the RF Coach delivers their services to teachers in Year 4?

5. From what you’ve observed, how has role of the principal in implementing the RF initiative evolved or changed over time, if at all?  In what ways do the principals directly support the reading achievement of students in grades K-3?  
6. We wanted to ask a few questions regarding the three levels of reading skill assessment that was to be implemented in all RF schools.  

a. First, were the reading assessment materials purchased, so that they were fully available to teachers and others at the start of the 2006-2007 school year?

i. If not --- What prevented this from happening?

b. Were there any technical difficulties with the TPRI?  Was sufficient time allotted for testing administration/activities?

c. From your perspective, were classroom teachers provided with training and support that fully prepared them to use each of those assessments during the 2006-2007 year?

ii. If not --- What improvements to that training would you recommend for next year?

7. Have the RF schools coordinated with any federal, state, or local programs to increase student access to a variety of engaging reading materials?   If yes, please describe.  

	
	


8. How has the district assisted the RF schools in increasing student access to a wide variety of engaging reading material?    

9. What is your overall opinion of the quality and implementation of NCREADS? 

a. From what you’ve observed, in what ways was NCREADS most helpful to teachers at the RF schools?

b. What factors – if any -- impeded the implementation of NCREADS in your district?

Perceived Outcomes/Impacts 
10. From what you’ve observed, how has the overall RF initiative impacted the amount of collaboration among K-3 teachers in teaching reading?  What specific examples can you provide?  

11. What has been the impact of the RF initiative on school climate?  

12. Thinking about the RF schools in your district, what specific instructional activities or strategies for teaching reading were routinely being used by most K-3 teachers by the end of the 2006-2007 year?

13. What changes in teachers’ pedagogy (e.g., structures for reading lessons, classroom set-up, and student group practices) were evident by the end of Year 3?

14. What student benefits have occurred because of the RF initiative thus far?

15. A long-range goal for the NC RF initiative is to have a positive impact on early reading curriculum for all NC schools.  What activities or changes have you observed that might provide evidence for some movement in this regard?  For example, to what extent have you received inquiries about the RF initiative from non-participating schools or non-participating districts?  What was the nature of those inquiries?

16. To what extent have non-target schools within your district begun to adopt some of the RF components or its overall approach to teaching reading?  Are there specific examples you can provide?
17. Have there been any changes in existing District policy or have new policies or guidelines been established that have emanated from the RF initiative to support the K-3 reading program?  If yes, please describe.
18. What impact (if any) has RF had on the district’s reading program?  For example, what evidence – if any – have you seen of District’s beginning to – articulate curriculum and reading instruction across grades; address the needs of struggling readers; coordinate reading instruction with “feeder” preschool programs; and/or coordinate reading instruction with tutor?

19. What obstacles --- if any --- have restricted or hindered the effective implementation of the RF program(s) in your district?  

a. What obstacles or problems occurred at the state level with regard to RF implementation?
20. Finally, we are interested in learning about what recommendations you might have to improve the implementation of the RF initiative for Year 4?

2006-07 North Carolina Reading First (RF) Program Evaluation

Interview Protocol – RF Principals  

Implementation

1. How many years have you been principal of this school?      

a. If 2 or more years, ask:  Thinking back, how has your role in supporting RF implementation changed or evolved over time, if at all?  Are teachers asking for/needing different types of technical assistance and training?  Please explain.

b. If 1 year or less, ask:  As the principal of a RF schools, what are your responsibilities in supporting school-level implementation?  [Probe – Assistance in identifying ongoing PD needs; assistance in planning district-wide and/or school-specific PD]

c. What types of training or PD – if any -- was specially offered to principals of RF schools during the 2006-07 year?

d. What opportunities were provided in Year 3 to promote networking and sharing among RF principals?  To what extent were these helpful to program administration or implementation?

2. During this past year, did your school choose to develop and implement a school-based professional development plan rather than offer the VoyagerU PD course for Year 3 teachers?  (If no, skip to Q3.) 

a. If yes, what were the main reasons that you all opted for the school-based PD plans rather than continuing with VoyagerU?

b. Can you explain how these plans were developed?  What was your role in the process?    

c. What obstacles or challenges (if any) did your school encounter in developing these plans?

d. What is your opinion of the quality and rigor of these plans in comparison to Voyager U?  Do you believe the professional development plans were more effective for teachers? Ask:  Why or why not?
3. What types of support or assistance do the Regional Consultants provide to your school?  How has their role changed or evolved over time, if at all?    
a. What is your opinion of the quality of the services provided by the Regional Consultant?  Why do you think that?  

b. What, if anything, could be done to make the services provided by the Regional Consultant even more effective at the district or the school level?

4. Did your school have a change in reading coach in Year 3?  If yes, ask:  How has this impacted program implementation?
a. Approximately how often do teachers meet with the RF Coach?  Would you estimate that teachers generally met the RF Coach at least once every other month, at least once a month, or several times a month or more frequently?

b. In your opinion, was the RF Coach adequately prepared to serve as a mentor and coach to teachers implementing the adopted RF curriculum?  Please explain.

c. What is your opinion of the effectiveness of the PD and on-site support provided to teachers by the RF Coach?


d. What – if anything -- could be done to improve how the RF Coach delivers their services to teachers in Year 4?
5. We wanted to ask a few questions regarding the three levels of reading skill assessment that was to be implemented in all RF schools.  
a. First, were the reading assessment materials purchased, so that they were fully available to teachers and others at the start of the 2006-2007 school year?

iii. If not --- What prevented this from happening?

b. Were there any technical difficulties with the TPRI or any of the other assessments?  Was sufficient time allotted for testing administration/activities?

c. From your perspective, were classroom teachers provided with training and support that fully prepared them to use each of those assessments during the 2006-2007 year?

iv. If not --- What improvements to that training would you recommend for next year?

6. Have the RF schools coordinated with any federal, state, or local programs to increase student access to a variety of engaging reading materials?   If yes, please describe.  

7. What is your overall opinion of the quality and implementation of NCREADS? 

a. From what you’ve observed, in what ways was NCREADS most helpful to teachers at the RF schools?

b. What factors – if any -- impeded the implementation of NCREADS in your district?

Perceived Outcomes/Impacts 
8. From what you’ve observed, how has the overall RF initiative impacted the amount of collaboration among K-3 teachers in teaching reading?  What specific examples can you provide?  

9. What has been the impact of the RF initiative on school climate?  

10. What specific instructional activities or strategies for teaching reading were routinely being used by most K-3 teachers by the end of the 2006-2007 year?

11. What changes in teachers’ pedagogy (e.g., structures for reading lessons, classroom set-up, and student group practices) were evident by the end of Year 3?

12. What student benefits have occurred because of the RF initiative thus far?

13. How has your school coordinated with federal, state, or local programs to increase student access to a variety of engaging reading materials?  What examples can you share?

14. In Year 3, did your school coordinate with any local library programs to promote greater access to print materials?  If yes, please describe.

15. A long-range goal for the NC RF initiative is to have a positive impact on early reading curriculum for all NC schools.  What activities or changes have you observed that might provide evidence for some movement in this regard?  For example, to what extent have you received inquiries about the RF initiative from non-participating schools?  What was the nature of those inquiries?

16. To what extent have non-target schools within your district begun to adopt some of the RF components or its overall approach to teaching reading?  Are there specific examples you can provide?
17. What impact (if any) has RF had on the district’s reading program?  For example, what evidence – if any – have you seen of District’s beginning to – articulate curriculum and reading instruction across grades; address the needs of struggling readers; coordinate reading instruction with “feeder” preschool programs; and/or coordinate reading instruction with tutor?

18. What obstacles --- if any --- have restricted or hindered the effective implementation of the RF program at your school?    

19. Finally, we are interested in learning about what recommendations you might have to improve the implementation of the RF initiative for Year 4?

� Findings based on Repeated Measures ANCOVAs.


� Findings based on Repeated Measures ANCOVAs.


� Findings based on paired sample t-tests.





