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Introduction

The Reading First program, the cornerstone of the federal No Child Left Behind legislation, is an initiative that focuses on applying scientifically based reading research (SBRR) to early reading instruction in classrooms.  Through Reading First, states and districts receive support in establishing reading programs for students in kindergarten through grade 3, to ensure that by the end of grade 3 every student is able to read at or above grade level.  Using SBRR practices as its foundation, the Reading First program strives to accomplish this goal primarily by supporting teachers in utilizing the principles of SBRR-based instruction, including data-driven instruction.  

In 2003, the New Hampshire Department of Education launched an ambitious 5-year Reading First program designed to improve the reading proficiency of K-3 students.  Twelve Cohort 1 schools have been involved in this initiative from the outset; three Cohort 2 schools joined the initiative in 2006.  Hezel Associates, LLC, is the designated External Evaluator for this project.  This reports documents the activities that took place during Year 3 of the evaluation, which represented the fourth year of involvement for the state of New Hampshire in the Reading First program.  Data is presented for both cohorts of schools – with proficiency levels for Year 3 presented for Cohort 1, and baseline and Year 1 proficiency levels for Cohort 2.
The 2006-2007 school year represented Year 3 of the evaluation of New Hampshire’s Reading First program.  Hezel Associates focused its efforts on both short-term and long-term activities to respond to the New Hampshire Department of Education’s annual reporting needs and the more specific additional needs of New Hampshire Reading First.  Short-term activities include the preparation and submission of the Stanford Reading First and DIBELS outcome data to the U.S. Department of Education, and the analysis and presentation of key findings from a state-wide Educators’ poll conducted in 2007 of Reading First team members in New Hampshire.  Longer-term activities focused on site visits to all Reading First Cohort 1 schools to observe the different types of reading instruction taking place (whole class, small group, and interventions) and to conduct interviews with key faculty members.  In addition, the evaluation team is continuing to develop a school database for a comparison study of Reading First and non-Reading First schools.
In this report, we focus on the findings of Cohort 1’s Year 3 outcome data and Cohort 2’s Year 1 outcome data, which represent the analysis of the Stanford Reading First and DIBELS student assessments.  In addition, we present key findings from the state-wide Educators’ poll, and present a summary of findings from the site visits to Cohort 1 schools.
  At the conclusion of this report we offer our recommendations and conclusions. 

Methods

1. Stanford Reading First and DIBELS Outcome Data
To satisfy the annual reporting requirements for the Government Performance Reporting Act (GPRA), Hezel Associates, on behalf of the New Hampshire Department of Education, must submit student outcome data on an annual basis to the U.S. Department of Education.  The 2006-2007 data represents Year 3 student outcome data for Cohort 1 and Year 1 data for Cohort 2.  A series of steps must first be taken  to ensure that the final, modified datasets meet the requirements of the Annual Performance Report (APR); we have outlined these steps below.

The Hezel team begins by downloading Stanford Reading First and DIBELS data from their respective websites for students in grades K-3 at each participating Reading First school in New Hampshire.  Researchers then ran frequency distributions on the Stanford Reading First dataset to obtain the number of students scoring at grade level on each of the five content areas: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development, oral reading fluency, and reading comprehension strategies.  Student cases with a proficiency level of “NA” or a blank response are excluded from the analysis.
  Cross-tabs are then run on each content cluster by the various student demographic groups and each grade level required for APR reporting.  The demographic groups include students of low socio-economic status (LSES), students with disabilities who qualify for the Individualized Education Program (IEP), English language learners (ELL), and student ethnicity.  

While the Stanford Reading First data in previous years required few modifications to prepare it for analysis, an additional step was needed for the 2006-2007 school year.  This resulted from the removal of the Low SES variable from the individual student records that are downloaded from the Stanford Reading First website.  To obtain the SES status of students, the Hezel team acquired from Harcourt Assessment a raw student data file containing the SES variable which was matched and merged to the list of individual student records that was obtained from the Stanford Reading First website.  

Similarly, the DIBELS dataset required some additional alterations to prepare it for analysis.  Once the DIBELS dataset is downloaded, frequencies are run on the variables to identify duplicate student entries, which are then removed.  The vast majority of student demographic information in the DIBELS dataset is coded as “Not Set.”  To compensate for missing data and fulfill the APR reporting requirements, the Hezel team merged the demographic variables from the Stanford Reading First file (Low SES, IEP, etc) to the DIBELS dataset.  To facilitate this process, a unique student name variable is created in both datasets, and this variable is used to complete the merge.  Any cases that fail to merge are looked at individually, and any spelling or formatting errors that occur between the two datasets (from the original data entry) are corrected.  The files are then remerged until all applicable cases have been matched.  Once the merge is complete, researchers run frequency distributions and cross-tabs on the Oral Reading Fluency content cluster for the first test point (to represent baseline data for Cohort 2 schools) and the final test point (to represent Year 3 data for Cohort 1 schools and Year 1 data for Cohort 2 schools).  The number of students performing at “Low Risk” is then reported.
  The table below summarizes the content clusters used as outcome measures and the assessments from which they are derived.
Table 1. Content Clusters and Corresponding Assessments 

	Content Cluster
	Assessment

	
	Stanford Reading

First
	DIBELS

	Phonemic Awareness
	X
	

	Phonics
	X
	

	Vocabulary Development
	X
	

	Reading Comprehension Strategies
	X
	

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency
	
	X


The reporting format of the 2006-2007 data is similar to the 2005-2006 report.  Only those grade levels and content clusters identified as outcome measures in New Hampshire’s Reading First plan are presented.  Table 2 outlines the content clusters for each grade level, with an “X” denoting that data is included in this report. 

Table 2. Content Cluster Data Included (by Grade Level) 

	Content Cluster
	Grade Level

	
	Kindergarten
	First Grade
	Second Grade
	Third Grade

	Phonemic Awareness
	X
	X
	
	

	Phonics
	X
	X
	X
	

	Vocabulary Development
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Reading Comprehension Strategies
	X
	X
	X
	X

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency
	
	X
	X
	X


2. Educators’ Poll
With assistance from the New Hampshire Department of Education, Hezel Associates polled (surveyed) staff members at schools that were involved with the Reading First program. The survey was online in format and consisted of both closed-ended and open-ended questions that asked respondents to comment on several areas including: the five components of literacy, direct, explicit instruction, the 3-tier model of instruction, the interpretation of reading assessment data, and the quality and quantity of teaching resources available (see Appendix 2).  Hezel Associates provided the survey URL to the Reading First Site Coordinator at each school, who then forwarded the survey on to staff members who were directly involved with the Reading First program.  In total, Hezel Associates received 316 survey responses from various school personnel, including site coordinators, Reading First coaches, classroom teachers, ELL specialists, Special Education teachers, Title I teachers, and paraprofessionals, among others.  (Principals were not asked to participate in this Poll.)  See Appendix 2 for the complete survey findings for kindergarten teachers, teachers of grades 1-3, reading interventionists, and paraprofessionals.  Table 3 shows the number of survey responses received from each group of respondent. 

Table 3. Sample sizes

	Sample
	Frequency

	Kindergarten
	21

	Grades 1-3
	113

	Reading Interventionists
	9

	Paraprofessionals
	82


*note that respondents could choose more than one option
3. Classroom Observation and Interview
The Hezel research team personally visited the following twelve Cohort 1 schools to conduct classroom observations and interviews (see Table 4). 

Table 4. Schools Included in the Present Evaluation

	School
	Town in NH
	Urban or Rural

	Paul Smith School
	Franklin
	Rural

	Bessie Rowell School
	Franklin
	Rural

	Valley View Community School
	Farmington
	Rural

	Mount Pleasant School
	Nashua
	Urban

	Fairgrounds Elementary School
	Nashua
	Urban

	Warren Village School
	Warren
	Rural

	Marston Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Bartlett Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Brown Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Bluff Elementary School
	Claremont
	Rural

	Disnard Elementary School
	Claremont
	Rural

	William Allen School
	Rochester
	Urban


We began our evaluation by contacting Reading First schools and scheduled time to observe several different types of reading instruction  (whole class, small group, and interventions). We requested that site coordinators randomly select particular classrooms at each grade level for our observations.

We also scheduled interviews with key faculty members.  We took a comprehensive approach, soliciting interview data from a broad range of faculty members, each of whom plays an integral role in the implementation process: classroom teachers, reading coaches, site coordinators, principals, interventionists of various descriptions (e.g., special education teachers, Title I aides), and specialists (e.g., reading, speech and language).  We tape-recorded and took notes for each interview we conducted, except at one school where the principal asked that we take written notes only.

During our interviews, our overarching research question was:

1. What benefits and challenges has the Reading First (RF) implementation brought to your school? Specifically, what aspects of RF have teachers and administrators found to be the most effective for improving instruction? What has been difficult about implementing RF, and what steps did respondents take to overcome specific challenges? 

During our classroom observations, our overarching research question was:

1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the observed reading instruction sessions? Specifically, to what extent have teachers integrated the tenants of RF into their reading instruction (i.e., the five components of literacy; direct, explicit instruction; 3-tier model of instruction; and data-driven instructional decisions.)

We used the Instructional Content Emphasis-Revised protocol (ICE-R), developed by the Vaughn Gross Center at the University of Texas, to guide our classroom observations. The ICE-R focuses the researcher on three aspects of teaching: what is being taught, how it is being taught, and the instructional materials that teachers and students are using. In addition, many teachers provided us with lesson plans and background information on students with individual needs.

To supplement the ICE-R we developed our own observational checklist that doubled as a semi-structured interview protocol (see Appendix 2). Although we had in mind a particular list of questions or issues to discuss, we improvised the order and exact wording during our meetings with interviewees. The protocol focused on: the extent to which we observed evidence of teachers’ knowledge of the five components of literacy; direct, explicit instruction; how effectively teachers used core reading materials; whether there was evidence of data-driven instruction; whether there was evidence of quality 3-tier instruction, and the quality of small group instruction within the classroom. 

At the end of each cluster of school visits in NH, we transcribed our interview data and field notes. We analyzed our data on an ongoing basis, which allowed us to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of RF implementation at both the classroom and school level. 

Following our preliminary analysis, we devised categories of data to form the basis of our extensive analysis of how the RF implementation was evolving over time. Such categories included: quality and quantity of Professional Development (PD) opportunities; commitment to making data-driven decisions,  and what the five components of literacy instruction looks like on the ground. Then, at the completion of our fieldwork stage, we searched all of our data documents for dominant and less-dominant themes. 

To check the validity of our interpretations we searched for discrepant evidence by rigorously examining classroom observations and interview comments that challenged our conclusions. For example, in developing the hypothesis that inviting parents into the school for special events was a positive step, we learned that while many teachers had positive experiences, confirming our hypothesis, it was also true that poor attendance could cause teachers to feel disappointed. Not what we originally thought! This triangulation of data helped us to dig below the surface of how the RF implementation was (or was not) taking hold in each school. 

Our hypothesis was that NH RF had significantly improved reading instruction and student learning in measurable ways, even though change is not easy and the intervention was only in its third teaching year. Overall, the data confirmed our hypothesis, while at the same time opening our eyes to the struggles and triumphs teachers encountered to get to where they are now. 

(See Appendix 2 for our complete report.)
Findings

During the 2006-2007 school year, over 2900 students in 15 schools across the state of New Hampshire were enrolled in classrooms implementing the Reading First program in grades K-3.  Three new schools joined the initiative during the 2006-2007 school year, while 12 schools have been involved since the program’s inception.  

To document the effect of the Reading First program on student performance, students are tested annually using the Stanford Reading First (SRF) and DIBELS assessment on five content clusters which are reported to the U.S. Department of Education under the Government Performance Reporting Act (GPRA).  The tables and discussion that follow summarize the percentage of students performing at grade level for each of the five content clusters by grade level and various demographic groups.  

In terms of nomenclature and the associated reading of these tables, it is important to note that “baseline data” and “first test point” mean the same thing.  The year corresponding to “baseline data” can be found at the bottom of each table.  For Cohort 1, baseline data typically refers to the Fall of 2004, and in this report we typically present and discuss changes in proficiencies from the Fall of 2004 to the Spring of 2007.  For Cohort 2, baseline data typically refers to the Fall of 2006.  In departure from this general rule, it has been the case that certain grade levels and content areas were tested for the first time in Spring 2005 (for Cohort 1) or Spring 2007 (for Cohort 2), so the first test point is the Spring of 2005 for Cohort 1 or the Spring of 2007 for Cohort 2.  
Due to the differing lengths of time that Cohort 1 schools and Cohort 2 schools have been involved in the Reading First program, we present the findings from each Cohort separately.  Of final note, the analyses we present are cross-sectional in nature which means that each year’s data represents a different group of students. 
A. 2007/Year 3 Outcome Data Analysis
1. Cohort 1 Schools
Twelve schools have participated in the New Hampshire Reading First program since its inception in 2003 (Cohort 1).  During the 2006-2007 school year, over 2400 students from Cohort 1 schools participated in the program in grades K-3.  The data that follows represents the Year 3 outcome data analysis for Cohort 1.

a. Year 3 Student Performance Data by Grade Level (All Students)

Overall student performance by grade level for each of the five content clusters is presented in Table 5. 

During Year 3, aggregate data continues to show a general positive trend in gains in student proficiency for students in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 1 Schools. 

As can be seen in Table 6, during Year 3, first grade student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the reading components except phonics 
(-2%). 
During Year 3, first grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in the area of phonemic awareness, with 79.8 percent of students performing at grade level, and demonstrated the lowest proficiency in the area of phonics (35.1%). The greatest gain in proficiency from the baseline (the beginning test point) was in the area of reading comprehension, which jumped 47 percentage points from the Fall 2004 test point. Vocabulary development showed a 21 percentage point gain from baseline data.  Phonemic awareness showed a modest 16 percentage point gain from the baseline, while phonics experienced a 2 percent decrease. The proficiency level for grade 1 students in oral reading fluency remained the same from Year 2 to Year 3 at approximately 57 percentage points. This is an increase in 6 percentage points when compared to Year 1 (51%), the first year data was available.
During Year 3, second grade student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the reading components except reading comprehension strategies     (-14%). Second grade student gains from baseline to Year 3 were most prominent in the area of phonics which increased 34 percentage points; and least prominent in reading comprehension strategies which dropped 14 percentage points from the baseline (Fall 2004) test point. 

Second grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development, with 65.3 percent of students performing at grade level during Year 3, and demonstrated their lowest proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (47.4%). 

During Year 3, third grade student data demonstrated positive trends in student proficiency in each of the reading components. 

Third graders exhibited gains in all relevant reading components, with the greatest gains in reading comprehension strategies, in which their proficiency level increased 22 percentage points, and oral reading fluency, where there was an increase of 21 percentage points. Third grade data showed more modest gains in vocabulary development (2%).
Third graders exhibited the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development, with 66.0 percent of students performing at grade level for Year 3. Third graders demonstrated their lowest proficiency in oral reading fluency (53.2%).  
In general, the proficiency levels for all reading components and grade levels observed for Year 3 are similar to the proficiency levels observed for Year 2.
Table 5. Summary of Content Areas (all students) for Year 3
	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Year 3 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	84.1%
	79.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	64.7%
	35.1%
	54.9%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	41.3%
	63.8%
	65.3%
	66.0%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	40.9%
	67.4%
	47.4%
	56.8%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	n/a
	56.5%
	49.8%
	53.2%


Number of Grade K students tested Year 3 (SRF): 533 
Number of Grade 1 students tested Year 3:  629 (SRF); 632 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested Year 3:  648 (SRF); 653  (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested Year 3:  630 (SRF); 632 (DIBELS) 

Table 6. Gains for All Students from Baseline to Year 3
	Sub-Test
	School 

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	64% (n=420)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	82% (n=476)
	76% (n=518)
	-
	-

	
	Year 2
	85% (n=454)
	81% (n=550)
	-
	-

	
	Year 3
	84% (n=448)
	80% (n=502)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	2%
	16%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	37% (n=243)
	21% (n=130)
	-

	
	Year 1
	57% (n=330)
	34% (n=228)
	46% (n=290)
	-

	
	Year 2
	65% (n=344)
	36% (n=245)
	58% (n=380)
	-

	
	Year 3
	65% (n=345)
	35% (n=221)
	55% (n=356)
	-

	
	Gain
	8%
	-2%
	34%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	20% (n=132)
	61% (n=383)
	35% (n=195)

	
	Year 1
	36% (n=207)
	65% (n=440)
	44% (n=277)
	53% (n=296)

	
	Year 2
	38% (n=200)
	68% (n=459)
	53% (n=344)
	55% (n=352)

	
	Year 3
	41% (n=218)
	67% (n=424)
	47% (n=307)
	57% (n=358)

	
	Gain
	5%
	47%
	-14%
	22%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	43% (n=283)
	47% (n=297)
	64% (n=360)

	
	Year 1
	36% (n=211)
	58% (n=389)
	59% (n=370)
	53% (n=298)

	
	Year 2
	37% (n=199)
	62% (n=418)
	64% (n=421)
	58% (n=366)

	
	Year 3
	41% (n=220)
	64% (n=401)
	65% (n=423)
	66% (n=416)

	
	Gain
	5%
	21%
	18%
	2%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	35% (n=224)
	32% (n=186)

	
	Year 1
	-
	51% (n=344)
	42% (n=266)
	39% (n=223)

	
	Year 2
	-
	57% (n=384)
	54% (n=355)
	46% (n=296)

	
	Year 3
	-
	57% (n=357)
	50% (n=325)
	53% (n=336)

	
	Gain
	-
	6%
	15%
	21%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

**Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2005; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
  Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2004; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2005

  Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

  Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004
b. Year 3 Student Performance by Special Populations
In addition to reporting on the proficiencies of Reading First students overall, data from select demographic groups was isolated for analysis.  This allowed the evaluation team to examine data from populations required for additional reporting to the U.S. Department of Education.  Special populations include students with disabilities who qualify for the Individualized Education Program (IEP), English language learners (ELL), students from low socio-economic status backgrounds (Low SES), and student ethnicity.  The sections that follow present the performance of these groups of students by content area and grade level.
Students with Disabilities Who Qualify for an Individualized Education Plan (IEP)
During the 2006-2007 school year in Cohort 1 schools in New Hampshire, 13 percent of students in kindergarten and grade one had a learning disability, 15 percent of grade 2 students, and 14 percent of grade 3 students had a learning disability. 
During Year 3, aggregate data continues to show a modest positive trend in student proficiency for students with disabilities in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 1 Schools.  

As can be seen in Table 8, the greatest gains in student proficiency occurred for students in grade 1, with both phonemic awareness and vocabulary development increasing 21 percentage points from baseline (Fall 2004) to Year 3.  While gains in other sub-test scores were observed, overall proficiency levels for this sub-group remain low.   

During Year 3, first grade student data for students with disabilities show a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except phonics (-4%). 

Grade 1 students with disabilities exhibited the greatest proficiency in phonemic awareness, with 51.9 percent of student performing at grade level, and exhibited the lowest level of proficiency in phonics (13.9%). 

During Year 3, second grade student data for students with disabilities showed positive trends in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-4%). While second graders showed an 11 percentage point gain in proficiency level in oral reading fluency from baseline to Year 3, their proficiency level from Year 2 to Year 3 remained flat at approximately 18 percent.

Grade 2 students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (26.3%), and demonstrated their lowest proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (15.8%).  Grade 2 proficiency levels in reading comprehension strategies decreased five percentage points from Year 2 (21%) to Year 3 (16%).
During Year 3, third grade student data for students with disabilities showed a positive trend in student proficiency in two of the three reading components.  Students with disabilities exhibited gains in proficiency from baseline data in the areas of reading comprehension strategies (11%) and oral reading fluency (5%), however this group showed a decrease in proficiency in the area of vocabulary development (-5%). 

Third grade students with learning disabilities demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (24.1%) and the lowest in the area of oral reading fluency (19.1%).  

Table 7. IEP Summary for Year 3
	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 3 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	51.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	13.9%
	18.9%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	38.0%
	26.3%
	24.1%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	30.4%
	15.8%
	23.0%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	28.8%
	17.7%
	19.1%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  79 (SRF); 80 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  95 (SRF); 96 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  87 (SRF); 89 (DIBELS) 

Table 8. Gains for IEP Students from Baseline to Year 3
	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	31% (n=21)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	60% (n=27)
	40% (n=26)
	-
	-

	
	Year 2
	67% (n=43)
	45% (n=36)
	-
	-

	
	Year 3
	56%(n=38)
	52% (n=41)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	-4%
	21%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	18% (n=12)
	3% (n=2)
	-

	
	Year 1
	30% (n=13)
	9% (n=6)
	18% (n=13)
	-

	
	Year 2
	36% (n=23)
	18% (n=14)
	18% (n=14)
	-

	
	Year 3
	40% (n=27)
	14% (n=11)
	19% (n=18)
	-

	
	Gain
	10%
	-4%
	16%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	12% (n=8)
	20% (n=16)
	12% (n=13)

	
	Year 1
	18% (n=8)
	25% (n=16)
	16% (n=12)
	19% (n=15)

	
	Year 2
	28% (n=18)
	28% (n=22)
	21% (n=16)
	18% (n=17)

	
	Year 3
	16% (n=11)
	30% (n=24)
	16% (n=15)
	23% (n=20)

	
	Gain
	-2%
	18%
	-4%
	11%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	17% (n=11)
	13% (n=10)
	29% (n=32)

	
	Year 1
	14% (n=6)
	23% (n=15)
	16% (n=12)
	24% (n=19)

	
	Year 2
	25% (n=16)
	24% (n=19)
	17% (n=13)
	17% (n=16)

	
	Year 3
	9% (n=6)
	38% (n=30)
	26% (n=25)
	24% (n=21)

	
	Gain
	-5%
	21%
	13%
	-5%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	7% (n=5)
	14% (n=11)

	
	Year 1
	-
	16% (n=10)
	11% (n=8)
	17% (n=14)

	
	Year 2
	-
	16% (n=13)
	18% (n=14)
	7% (n=7)

	
	Year 3
	-
	29% (n=23)
	18% (n=17)
	19% (n=17)

	
	Gain
	-
	13%
	11%
	5%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

**Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2005; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
  Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2004; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2005

  Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

  Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

English Language Learners (ELL) 

During the 2006-2007 school year, 3.7 percent of all students at Reading First Cohort 1 sites in grades K-3 were English Language Learners (ELL), with 92 percent of all ELL students enrolled in either Fairgrounds Elementary School or Mt. Pleasant Elementary School. 
During Year 3, aggregate data show mixed results in student proficiency for ELL students in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 1 Schools.  

Looking across data from baseline to Year 3, English Language Learners are showing progress and proficiency in some areas, but not in others. 

The greatest gains in student proficiency occurred with reading comprehension strategies for grade 1 who exhibited an increase of 46 percentage points from baseline (Fall 2004) to Year 3. Other noteworthy increases in proficiency can be noted in phonemic awareness for first graders who exhibited an increase of 24 percentage points from baseline data; and phonics for second graders, who exhibited an increase of 22 percentage points from baseline data.  Other sub-test score results are mixed, however, with some experiencing more modest increases and others showing decreases. Overall, proficiency levels for this sub-group remain low.   

During Year 3, first grade ELL student data showed that student proficiency increased in three reading areas; phonemic awareness (24%), reading comprehension strategies (46%) and vocabulary development (10%).  However, decreases in proficiency were observed in both phonics (-9%) and oral reading fluency (-7%), with grade 1 proficiency levels in oral reading fluency decreasing 24 percentage points from Year 2 (43%) to Year 3 (19%).
As seen in Table 9, English language learners in grade 1 demonstrated the greatest proficiency in phonemic awareness and reading comprehension strategies, both of which have 46.4 percent of ELL students performing at grade level, and were least proficient in oral reading fluency (19.2%).

During Year 3, second grade ELL student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-5%).

Grade 2 ELL students demonstrated the greatest proficiency in phonics (22.2%), and demonstrated lower proficiency levels in other content areas, especially in the area of vocabulary development (5.6%).

During Year 3, third grade ELL student data showed a general loss in proficiency in each of the components of reading from baseline.  Both vocabulary development (-6%) and oral reading fluency (-8%) experienced decreases in proficiency, while the proficiency level for reading comprehension strategies remained fairly constant with a 1 percentage point gain.  Grade 3 proficiency levels in all areas of reading decreased from Year 2 to Year 3.  
Third grade ELL students exhibited the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (16.7%) and demonstrated lower proficiency levels in the areas of reading comprehension strategies (12.5%) and oral reading fluency (4.5%).
Table 9. ELL Summary for Year 3

	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 3 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	46.4%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	21.4%
	22.2%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	21.4%
	5.6%
	16.7%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	46.4%
	16.7%
	12.5%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	19.2%
	15.0%
	4.5%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  28 (SRF); 26 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  18 (SRF); 20 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  24 (SRF); 22 (DIBELS) 

Table 10. Gains for ELL Students from Baseline to Year 3
	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	22% (n=6)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	59% (n=10)
	45% (n=9)
	-
	-

	
	Year 2
	62% (n=16)
	67% (n=20)
	-
	-

	
	Year 3
	50% (n=9)
	46% (n=13)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	-9%
	24%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	30% (n=8)
	0% (n=0)
	-

	
	Year 1
	38% (n=6)
	10% (n=2)
	8% (n=1)
	-

	
	Year 2
	46% (n=12)
	30% (n=9)
	32% (n=10)
	-

	
	Year 3
	33% (n=6)
	21% (n=6)
	22%(n=4)
	-

	
	Gain
	-5%
	-9%
	22%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	0% (n=0)
	22% (n=4)
	12% (n=3)

	
	Year 1
	12% (n=2)
	30% (n=6)
	0% (n=0)
	26% (n=5)

	
	Year 2
	15% (n=4)
	40% (n=12)
	19% (n=6)
	27% (n=6)

	
	Year 3
	11% (n=2)
	46% (n=13)
	17% (n=3)
	13% (n=3)

	
	Gain
	-1%
	46%
	-5%
	1%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	11% (n=3)
	0% (n=0)
	23% (n=6)

	
	Year 1
	19% (n=3)
	21% (n=4)
	8% (n=1)
	26% (n=5)

	
	Year 2
	4% (n=1)
	37% (n=11)
	16% (n=5)
	27% (n=6)

	
	Year 3
	11% (n=2)
	21% (n=6)
	6% (n=1)
	17% (n=4)

	
	Gain
	-8%
	10%
	6%
	-6%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	10% (n=1)
	13% (n=2)

	
	Year 1
	-
	26% (n=5)
	8% (n=1)
	11% (n=2)

	
	Year 2
	-
	43% (n=13)
	23% (n=7)
	35% (n=8)

	
	Year 3
	-
	19%(n=5)
	15% (n=3)
	5% (n=1)

	
	Gain
	-
	-7%
	5%
	-8%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

**Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2005; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
  Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2004; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2005

  Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

  Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004
Students of Low Socio-Economic Status (LSES)

During the 2006-2007 school year, 47.5 percent of students at the 12 participating Cohort 1 schools were economically disadvantaged.  

During Year 3, aggregate data continues to show a general positive trend in student proficiency for students of low socio-economic status in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 1 Schools.  

The greatest gains in student proficiency were in reading comprehension strategies for grade 1, where scores increased 47 percentage points from the baseline (Fall 2004) to Year 3. Data for LSES students also showed a noteworthy increase in proficiency for phonics for grade 2, with proficiency levels rising 35 percentage points from baseline data. Gains on other sub-test scores were more modest. 
During Year 3, as shown in Table 12, first grade LSES student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except phonics (-3%). While first graders showed a 47 percentage point gain in proficiency level for reading comprehension strategies from baseline to Year 3, there was no change in proficiency level from Year 2 to Year 3, which remained at approximately 60 percent.
LSES students in grade 1 demonstrated the greatest proficiency in phonemic awareness with 73.6 percent of students performing at grade level, and were least proficient in phonics (28.2%).

During Year 3, second grade LSES student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-10%). 

Grade 2 LSES students demonstrated the greatest proficiency in vocabulary development with 57.6 percent of students performing at grade level, and were least proficient in reading comprehension strategies (39.9%) and oral reading fluency (40.4%).

During Year 3, third grade LSES student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except vocabulary development  (-4%).

Third grade LSES students exhibited the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (52.6%) and the lowest in the area of oral reading fluency (42.3%).

Table 11. Low-SES Summary for Year 3

	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 3– Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	73.6%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	28.2%
	49.7%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	53.6%
	57.6%
	52.6%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	59.7%
	39.9%
	43.9%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	45.3%
	40.4%
	42.3%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  330 (SRF); 331 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  356 (SRF); 356 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  312 (SRF); 312 (DIBELS) 

Table 12. Gains for Low-SES Students from Baseline to Year 3
	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	56% (n=168)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	78% (n=126)
	65% (n=203)
	-
	-

	
	Year 2
	83% (n=127)
	75% (n=257)
	-
	-

	
	Year 3
	80% (n=125)
	74% (n=243)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	2%
	18%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	31% (n=92)
	15% (n=40)
	-

	
	Year 1
	48% (n=76)
	25% (n=79)
	38% (n=103)
	-

	
	Year 2
	56% (n=86)
	29% (n=101)
	51% (n=147)
	-

	
	Year 3
	55% (n=86)
	28% (n=93)
	50% (n=177)
	-

	
	Gain
	7%
	-3%
	35%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	13% (n=39)
	50% (n=134)
	30% (n=83)

	
	Year 1
	28% (n=45)
	56% (n=175)
	36% (n=98)
	47% (n=132)

	
	Year 2
	34% (n=52)
	60% (n=207)
	46% (n=133)
	44% (n=125)

	
	Year 3
	33% (n=51)
	60% (n=197)
	40% (n=142)
	44% (n=137)

	
	Gain
	5%
	47%
	-10%
	14%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	35% (n=103)
	35% (n=94)
	57% (n=156)

	
	Year 1
	27% (n=43)
	45% (n=140)
	51% (n=138)
	45% (n=126)

	
	Year 2
	26% (n=40)
	51% (n=177)
	55% (n=159)
	44% (n=124)

	
	Year 3
	27% (n=43)
	54% (n=177)
	58% (n=205)
	53% (n=164)

	
	Gain
	0%
	19%
	23%
	-4%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	29% (n=74)
	28% (n=75)

	
	Year 1
	-
	43% (n=132)
	35% (n=96)
	35% (n=98)

	
	Year 2
	-
	48% (n=166)
	49% (n=141)
	39% (n=110)

	
	Year 3
	-
	45% (n=150)
	40% (n=144)
	42% (n=132)

	
	Gain
	-
	2%
	11%
	14%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

**Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2005; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
  Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2004; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2005

  Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

  Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

Race/Ethnicity 

Year 3 data suggests that approximately 12 percent of students at the Reading First Cohort 1 schools are of a race/ethnicity that is non-Caucasian.
During Year 3, aggregate data continues to show a general positive trend in student proficiency for non-Caucasian students in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 1 Schools. 
Looking at outcome data from baseline to Year 3, non-Caucasian students showed gains in nearly all content areas. Areas of significant growth for non-Caucasian students include reading comprehension strategies for grade 1 (49%) and phonics for grade 2 (42%).  Data showed a decrease in student proficiency levels for reading comprehension strategies for second graders (-10%).  

Grade 1 and grade 2 non-Caucasian students often demonstrated greater gains than their Caucasian peers; while non-Caucasian student proficiency levels overall generally remain lower than those of Caucasian students.  The greatest gap in proficiency levels between Caucasian and non-Caucasian students is in grade 3 vocabulary development, where the Caucasian student proficiency level of 70 percent is 27 percentage points higher than that of the non-Caucasian student group. Other notable gaps exist in grade 3 oral reading fluency, grade 3 reading comprehension strategies and grade 2 vocabulary development,; in which Caucasian proficiency levels are 23 percent, 21 percent and 21 percent higher than that of their non-Caucasian peers.

During Year 3, as shown in Table 14, first grade non-Caucasian student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading. While non-Caucasian student data shows gains from baseline proficiency levels to Year 3, ranging from an increase of six percentage points (oral reading fluency) to an increase of 49 percentage points (reading comprehension strategies), several reading component proficiency levels remained relatively flat from Year 2 to Year 3. Phonemic awareness proficiency levels decreased by one percentage point, phonics proficiency levels remained unchanged, and reading comprehension proficiency levels increased by one percentage point. 
In Year 3, non-Caucasian students in grade 1 exhibited the highest proficiency in the area of phonemic awareness (73.8%), and the lowest proficiency in phonics (27.5%).  

During Year 3, second grade non-Caucasian student data from baseline to Year 3 showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-10%). While Year 3 proficiency levels for this content area (46.6%) are approximately ten percentage points below baseline levels, there was a 17 percentage point increase in proficiency level from Year 2 to Year 3. 
Non-Caucasian students in grade 2 demonstrated the highest proficiency in the area of phonics (57.5%), and exhibited the lowest level of proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (46.6%) and vocabulary development (46.6%).
During Year 3, third grade non-Caucasian student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except vocabulary development (-2%). 

Non-Caucasian third grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (42.7%), and the lowest in the area of oral reading fluency (32.5%).  

Table 13. Non-Caucasian Summary for Year 3

	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 3 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	73.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	27.5%
	57.5%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	50.0%
	46.6%
	42.7%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	57.5%
	46.6%
	39.0%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	45.7%
	48.6%
	32.5%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  80 (SRF); 81 (DIBELS) 

Number of Grade 2 students tested:  73 (SRF); 74 (DIBELS) 

Number of Grade 3 students tested:  82 (SRF); 80 (DIBELS) 

Table 14. Gains by Race/Ethnicity of Students from Baseline to Year 3

	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	Ethnicity
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	66% (n=390)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	44% (n=30)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	83% (n=436)
	78% (n=468)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	68% (n=40)
	63% (n=50)
	-
	-

	
	Year 2
	Caucasian
	87% (n=404)
	82% (n=494)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	70% (n=50)
	75% (n=56)
	-
	-

	
	Year 3
	Caucasian
	85% (n=407)
	81% (n=443)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	73% (n=41)
	74% (n=59)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	2%
	15%
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	5%
	30%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	39% (n=228)
	21% (n=120)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	21% (n=15)
	16% (n=10)
	-

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	59% (n=308)
	36% (n=214)
	46% (n=260)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	39% (n=22)
	18% (n=14)
	45% (n=30)
	-

	
	Year 2
	Caucasian
	67% (n=307)
	37% (n=224)
	59% (n=348)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	53% (n=37)
	28% (n=21)
	49% (n=32)
	-

	
	Year 3
	Caucasian
	66% (n=313)
	36% (n=199)
	55% (n=314)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	57% (n=32)
	28% (n=22)
	58% (n=42)
	-

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	7%
	-3%
	34%
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	18%
	7%
	42%
	-

	Reading Comp.

Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	21% (n=126)
	61% (n=348)
	36% (n=182)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	9% (n=6)
	57% (n=35)
	27% (n=13)

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	38% (n=197)
	67% (n=403)
	46% (n=255)
	54% (n=269)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	17% (n=10)
	47% (n=37)
	33% (n=22)
	44% (n=27)

	
	Year 2
	Caucasian
	39% (n=181)
	69% (n=416)
	55% (n=324)
	58% (n=327)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	27% (n=19)
	57% (n=43)
	30% (n=20)
	33% (n=25)

	
	Year 3
	Caucasian
	43% (n=205)
	69% (n=378)
	48% (n=273)
	60% (n=326)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	23% (n=13)
	58% (n=46)
	47% (n=34)
	39% (n=32)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	5%
	48%
	-13%
	24%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	6%
	49%
	-10%
	12%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	46% (n=268)
	49% (n=278)
	66% (n=338)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	21% (n=15)
	31% (n=19)
	45% (n=22)

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	38% (n=196)
	61% (n=365)
	61% (n=340)
	53% (n=268)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	26% (n=15)
	31% (n=24)
	45% (n=30)
	48% (n=30)

	
	Year 2
	Caucasian
	41% (n=187)
	64% (n=383)
	67% (n=396)
	61% (n=339)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	17% (n=12)
	47% (n=35)
	38% (n=25)
	36% (n=27)

	
	Year 3
	Caucasian
	43% (n=204)
	66% (n=361)
	68% (n=389)
	70% (n=381)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	29% (n=16)
	50% (n=40)
	47% (n=34)
	43% (n=35)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	5%
	20%
	19%
	4%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	3%
	29%
	16%
	-2%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	-
	36% (n=192)
	33% (n=159)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	-
	33% (n=19)
	31% (n=16)

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	-
	52% (n=310)
	44% (n=245)
	40% (n=200)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	40% (n=31)
	31% (n=21)
	34% (n=21)

	
	Year 2
	Caucasian
	-
	58% (n=346)
	56% (n=325)
	48% (n=268)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	51% (n=38)
	38% (n=25)
	36% (n=27)

	
	Year 3
	Caucasian
	-
	58% (n=319)
	50% (n=289)
	56% (n=310)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	46% (n=37)
	49% (n=36)
	33% (n=26)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	6%
	14%
	23%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	6%
	16%
	2%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

**Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2005; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
  Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2004; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2005

  Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004

  Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2004
c. Variations in School Performance
The Reading First program strives to have all students reading at or above grade level by the end of third grade.  As the aggregated data suggests, just over half of third grade students in Cohort 1 schools met this goal at the conclusion of the 2006-2007 school year, with 56.8 percent of students in grade 3 demonstrating proficiency in reading comprehension strategies.  Sixty-six percent of third grade students performed at or above grade level in vocabulary development and 53.2 percent of third grade students achieved the same goal for oral reading fluency. 
Disaggregating the assessment data by school and grade level allows differences in student performance to be studied. These comparisons are presented below for grade 3 (see Figures 1-3).  
As Figures 1-3 show, the percentage of students performing at grade level varied greatly by school and by content area, with as one might expect, certain schools demonstrating higher performance than others.  

Figure 1. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; Vocabulary Development
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Figure 2. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; Reading Comprehension Strategies
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Figure 3. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency
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2. Cohort 2 Schools

Three schools began their participation in the New Hampshire Reading First program during the 2006-2007 school year (Cohort 2).  During that time period, approximately 500 students from Cohort 2 schools participated in the program in grades K-3.  The data that follows represents the Year 1 outcome data analysis for Cohort 2.

a. Year 1 Student Performance Data by Grade Level (All Students)
The overall performance of students in Cohort 2 schools is presented in Table 15 by grade level for each of the five content clusters.

During Year 1, aggregate data show a general positive trend in gains in student proficiency for students in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 2 Schools.  

Interestingly, Year 1 data from Cohort 2 schools is generally similar to the data collected at the end of Year 1 from Cohort 1 schools (compare Table 6 and Table 16), showing very similar proficiencies overall.
As can be seen in Table 16, during Year 1, first grade student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of components of reading except phonics     (-4%).

The greatest gain in proficiency from baseline (the beginning test point) was in the area of reading comprehension strategies, which jumped 48 percentage points from the Fall 2006 test point.  Vocabulary development showed a 24 percentage point gain in proficiency from baseline data.  Phonemic awareness showed a more modest gain of 17 percentage points from baseline data, while phonics experienced a decrease in proficiency of four percent.

During Year 1, first grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in the area of phonemic awareness, with 81.1 percent of students performing at grade level, and demonstrated the lowest proficiency in the area of phonics (27.6%).  

During Year 1, second grade student data also showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies, which dropped 20 percentage points from the baseline (Fall 2006) test point.

Gains from baseline to Year 1 were most prominent in the area of phonics, which increased 40 percentage points from baseline data. 

Second grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development, with 59.3 percent of students performing at grade level during Year 1, and demonstrated their lowest proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (48.1%). 

During Year 1, third grade student data showed a positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except vocabulary development, which decreased by 7 percentage points. 

Similar to second grade students, third grade students exhibited the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development, with 59.2 percent of students performing at grade level for Year 1, but unlike second grade students, third graders demonstrated their lowest proficiency in oral reading fluency (48.2%). 

Table 15. Summary of Content Areas (all students) for Year 1
	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Year 1 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	85.1%
	81.1%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	73.7%
	27.6%
	56.5%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	40.4%
	63.8%
	59.3%
	59.2%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	50.9%
	64.6%
	48.1%
	51.4%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	n/a
	51.2%
	54.7%
	48.2%


Number of Grade K students tested Year 1 (SRF): 114
Number of Grade 1 students tested Year 1: 127 (SRF); 129 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested Year 1: 108 (SRF); 106 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested Year 1: 142 (SRF); 141 (DIBELS) 

Table 16. Gains for All Students from Baseline to Year 1

	Sub-Test
	School 

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	64% (n= 81)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	85% (n=97)
	81% (n=103)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	17%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	32% (n=41)
	17% (n=18)
	-

	
	Year 1
	74% (n=84)
	28% (n=35)
	57% (n=61)
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	-4%
	40%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	17% (n=22)
	68% (n=73)
	42% (n=59)

	
	Year 1
	51% (n=58)
	65% (n=82)
	48% (n=52)
	51% (n=73)

	
	Gain
	-
	48%
	-20%
	9%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	40% (n=51)
	51% (n=55)
	66% (n=93)

	
	Year 1
	40% (n=46)
	64% (n=81)
	59% (n=64)
	59% (n=84)

	
	Gain
	-
	24%
	8%
	-7%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	47% (n=53)
	42% (n=63)

	
	Year 1
	-
	51% (n=66)
	55% (n=58)
	48% (n=68)

	
	Gain
	-
	-
	8%
	6%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

*Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2007; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
 Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2006; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2007

 Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

 Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

b. Year 1 Student Performance by Special Populations
Students with Disabilities Who Qualify for an Individualized Education Plan (IEP)

During the 2006-2007 school year in Cohort 2 schools in New Hampshire, 15 percent of students in kindergarten had a learning disability, 16 percent of grade 1, 21 percent of grade 2, and 25 percent of students in grade 3 had a learning disability.
During Year 1, aggregate data show a modest positive trend in student proficiency for students with disabilities in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 2 Schools.  

As can be seen in Table 18, the greatest gain in student proficiency occurred in reading comprehension strategies for grade 1 who exhibited an increase of 33 percentage points from baseline (Fall 2006) to Year 1.  Gains in other sub-test scores were observed however, overall proficiency levels for this sub-group of students remain low.   

During Year 1, first grade student data for students with disabilities showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except phonemic awareness, which showed a decrease in proficiency level of 5 percentage points from baseline data.

Grade 1 students with disabilities exhibited the greatest proficiency in phonemic awareness (36.8%) and reading comprehension strategies (36.8%). However, this proficiency level for phonemic awareness  represents a decline of five percent from baseline data, and an increase of 33 percent from baseline data for reading comprehension strategies. Grade 1 students with disabilities exhibited the lowest level of proficiency in phonics (10.5%). 

During Year 1, second grade student data for students with disabilities showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies which decreased 17 percentage points from baseline data. 

Grade 2 students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in oral reading fluency (22.7%), and demonstrated their lowest proficiency in phonics (8.7%).  

During Year 1, third grade student data for students with disabilities showed a positive trend in student proficiency in two of the three reading components measured.  Their vocabulary development proficiency level decreased by 7 percentage points.   

Third grade students with learning disabilities demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in oral reading fluency (17.6%) and the lowest in the area of vocabulary development (11.8%).  

Table 17. IEP Summary for Year 1
	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 1 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	36.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	10.5%
	8.7%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	31.6%
	21.7%
	11.8%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	36.8%
	13.0%
	14.7%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	30.0%
	22.7%
	17.6%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  19 (SRF); 20 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  23 (SRF); 22 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  34 (SRF); 34 (DIBELS) 

Table 18. Gains for IEP Students from Baseline to Year 1

	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	42% (n=10)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	69% (n=11)
	37% (n=7)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	-5%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	4% (n=1)
	0% (n=0)
	-

	
	Year 1
	50% (n=8)
	11% (n=2)
	9% (n=2)
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	7%
	9%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	4% (n=1)
	30% (n=6)
	10% (n=3)

	
	Year 1
	19% (n=3)
	37% (n=7)
	13% (n=3)
	15% (n=5)

	
	Gain
	-
	33%
	-17%
	5%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	4% (n=1)
	20% (n=4)
	19% (n=6)

	
	Year 1
	13% (n=2)
	32% (n=6)
	22% (n=5)
	12% (n=4)

	
	Gain
	-
	28%
	2%
	-7%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	9% (n=2)
	9% (n=3)

	
	Year 1
	-
	30% (n=6)
	23% (n=5)
	18% (n=6)

	
	Gain
	-
	-
	14%
	9%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

*Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2007; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
 Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2006; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2007

 Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

 Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

English Language Learners (ELL) 

As a result of only two students being tested in the Fall 2006 and no students being tested in Spring 2007, data on English language Learners for Cohort 2 schools has been omitted from this analysis.
Students of Low Socio-Economic Status (LSES)

During the 2006-2007 school year, 37.4 percent of students at the three participating Cohort 2 schools were economically disadvantaged.  

During Year 1, aggregate data show a general positive trend in student proficiency for students of low socio-economic status in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 2 Schools.  

Economically disadvantaged students exhibited similar strengths and weaknesses in the five content areas when compared to the overall student population (compare Table 15 and Table 19), however LSES students’ proficiency levels are lower overall.
During Year 1, as shown in Table 20, first grade LSES student data for students showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except phonics (-1%).

Students in grade 1 with LSES demonstrated the greatest proficiency in phonemic awareness, with 73.1 percent of students performing at grade level, and were least proficient in phonics (25.0%).

During Year 1, second grade LSES student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-4%).

Grade 2 LSES students demonstrated the greatest proficiency in vocabulary development with 47.4 percent of students performing at grade level, and were least proficient in phonics (36.8%) and oral reading fluency (36.8%).
During Year 1, third grade LSES student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except vocabulary development  (-13%).

Third grade LSES students exhibited the highest level of proficiency in vocabulary development (55.4%) and the lowest in the area of oral reading fluency (37.0%).

Table 19. Low-SES Summary for Year 1

	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 1 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	73.1%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	25.0%
	36.8%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	48.1%
	47.4%
	55.4%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	53.8%
	44.7%
	46.4%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	47.2%
	36.8%
	37.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 52 (SRF); 53 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 38 (SRF); 38 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 56 (SRF); 54 (DIBELS) 

Table 20. Gains for Low-SES Students from Baseline to Year 1

	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	60% (n=30)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	80% (n=16)
	73% (n=38)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	13%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	26% (n=13)
	11% (n=4)
	-

	
	Year 1
	50% (n=10)
	25% (n=13)
	37% (n=14)
	-

	
	Gain
	-
	-1%
	26%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	16% (n=8)
	49% (n=18)
	33% (n=19)

	
	Year 1
	30% (n=6)
	54% (n=28)
	45% (n=17)
	46% (n=26)

	
	Gain
	-
	38%
	-4%
	13%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	-
	36% (n=18)
	32% (n=12)
	68% (n=39)

	
	Year 1
	25% (n=5)
	48% (n=25)
	47% (n=18)
	55% (n=31)

	
	Gain
	-
	12%
	15%
	-13%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	-
	-
	29% (n=11)
	29% (n=17)

	
	Year 1
	-
	47% (n=25)
	37% (n=14)
	37% (n=20)

	
	Gain
	-
	-
	8%
	8%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

*Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2007; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
 Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2006; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2007

 Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

 Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

Race/Ethnicity 

Year 1 data suggests that approximately 7 percent of students at the Reading First Cohort 2 schools are of a race/ethnicity that is non-Caucasian. While the proficiency levels for non-Caucasian and Caucasian students are presented below, caution must be taken when interpreting these findings due to the small sample size of non-Caucasian students in Cohort 2 schools.

During Year 1, aggregate data show a somewhat positive trend in student proficiency for non-Caucasian students in New Hampshire Reading First Cohort 2 Schools.
Looking at outcome data from baseline to Year 1, non-Caucasian students showed gains in several content areas. Areas of significant growth in proficiency levels include reading comprehension strategies for grade 1 (29%), vocabulary development for grade 2 (30%), and oral reading fluency for grade 3 (25%).   

An area of notable loss can be observed in reading comprehension strategies in grade 2 

(-62%).  The baseline proficiency level in this area for non-Caucasian students was 100 percent and the Year 1 level was approximately 38 percent. Caucasian students experienced a less significant, yet noteworthy 17 percentage point decrease in proficiency level from the baseline year (66%) to Year 1 (49%) for this content area. 
During Year 1, first grade non-Caucasian student data from baseline to Year 1 showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (29%) and phonemic awareness (15%). However, proficiency levels for phonics and vocabulary development both decreased by 14 percentage points. 

In Year 1, non-Caucasian students in grade 1 exhibited the highest proficiency in the area of phonemic awareness (85.7%), and the lowest proficiency in phonics (28.6%).  

During Year 1, second grade non-Caucasian student data from baseline to Year 1 showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except reading comprehension strategies (-62%). Proficiency levels for oral reading fluency remained flat at approximately 38 percent. 
Non-Caucasian students in grade 2 demonstrated the highest proficiency in the area of vocabulary development (62.5%), and exhibited lower levels of proficiency in reading comprehension strategies (37.5%), oral reading fluency (37.5%) and phonics (37.5%).
During Year 1, third grade non-Caucasian student data showed a general positive trend in student proficiency in each of the components of reading except vocabulary development, which remained flat when compared to baseline data, at approximately 55 percent.

Non-Caucasian third grade students demonstrated the highest level of proficiency in oral reading fluency (66.7%), and lower proficiency levels in the areas of reading comprehension strategies (54.5%) and vocabulary development (54.5%).
Table 21. Non-Caucasian Summary for Year 1

	Sub-Test
	Percent of Students At Grade Level 

(Year 1 – Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness (SRF)
	85.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Phonics (SRF)
	28.6%
	37.5%
	n/a

	Vocabulary Development (SRF)
	57.1%
	62.5%
	54.5%

	Reading Comp. Strategies (SRF)
	42.9%
	37.5%
	54.5%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency (DIBELS)
	50.0%
	37.5%
	66.7%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 7 (SRF); 8 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 8 (SRF); 8 (DIBELS) 
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 11 (SRF); 12 (DIBELS) 

Table 22. Gains by Race/Ethnicity of Students from Baseline to Year 1

	Sub-Test
	School

Imp. Year
	Ethnicity
	% of Students Performing At Grade Level

	
	
	
	Grade K
	Grade  1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Phonemic Awareness 

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	63% (n=76)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	71% (n=5)
	-
	-

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	87% (n=92)
	81% (n=97)
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	63% (n=5)
	86% (n=6)
	-
	-

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	18%
	-
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	15%
	-
	-

	Phonics

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	32% (n=38)
	17% (n=17)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	43% (n=3)
	17% (n=1)
	-

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	74% (n=78)
	28% (n=33)
	58% (n=58)
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	75% (n=6)
	29% (n=2)
	38% (n=3)
	-

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	-4%
	41%
	-

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	-14%
	21%
	-

	Reading Comp. Strategies

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	18% (n=21)
	66% (n=67)
	41% (n=54)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	14% (n=1)
	100% (n=6)
	46% (n=5)

	
	Year

 1
	Caucasian
	52% (n=55)
	66% (n=79)
	49% (n=49)
	51% (n=67)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	38% (n=3)
	43% (n=3)
	38% (n=3)
	55% (n=6)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	48%
	-17%
	10%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	29%
	-62%
	9%

	Vocabulary Development

(Stanford RF)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	38% (n=46)
	52% (n=53)
	66% (n=87)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	71% (n=5)
	33% (n=2)
	55% (n=6)

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	42% (n=44)
	64% (n=77)
	59% (n=59)
	60% (n=78)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	25% (n=2)
	57% (n=4)
	63% (n=5)
	55% (n=6)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	26%
	7%
	-6%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	-14%
	30%
	0%

	DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

(DIBELS)
	Baseline
	Caucasian
	-
	-
	48% (n=49)
	43% (n=57)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	-
	38% (n=3)
	42% (n=5)

	
	Year 1
	Caucasian
	-
	52% (n=62)
	56% (n=55)
	47% (n=60)

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	50% (n=4)
	38% (n=3)
	67% (n=8)

	
	Gain
	Caucasian
	-
	-
	8%
	4%

	
	
	Non-Caucasian
	-
	-
	0%
	25%


*Note: The n values listed in the table represent the number of students performing At Grade Level and not the total number of students for that particular grade.

*Grade K: First test point for SRF subtests is Spring 2007; Grade K students were not tested on DIBELS (DORF)
 Grade 1: First test point for SRF subtests is Fall 2006; first test point for DIBELS (DORF) is Spring 2007

 Grade 2: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

 Grade 3: First test point for SRF subtests and DIBELS (DORF) is Fall 2006

c. Variations in School Performance

The Reading First program strives to have each student performing at or above grade level by the end of third grade, and the data from Cohort 2 schools suggests that modest strides are being made towards accomplishing this goal.  At the end of Year 1, 51.4 percent of grade 3 students were proficient in reading comprehension strategies, while proficiency levels for third graders in vocabulary development and oral reading fluency were 59.2 percent and 48.2 percent, respectively. 
Figures 4-6 below depict the differences in proficiency level by school for vocabulary development, reading comprehension strategies and oral reading fluency for Cohort 2 schools.  As additional years’ data become available, trends of student achievement in different Cohort 2 schools will become more apparent. 

Figure 4. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; Vocabulary Development
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Figure 5. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; Reading Comprehension Strategies
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Figure 6. Percent of Students Performing at Grade Level for Grade 3; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency
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B. Summary of Educators’ Poll Findings
· Most respondents in each sample reported improvement in their knowledge of the five literacy components. Kindergarten teachers showed the most substantial improvement in the area of phonemic awareness. Grade 1-3 teachers, reading interventionists and paraprofessionals demonstrated the most progress in the area of fluency.

· All sample groups reported increases in perceived expertise in implementing the five literacy components into daily instruction. There were increases in the percentage of kindergarten teachers, grade 1-3 teachers and paraprofessionals who reported "excellent" current knowledge when compared to previous knowledge for each literacy component. Phonemic awareness was among the top two literacy components with the greatest increase for these groups. Reading interventionists also reported improvements in perceived expertise in implementing all literacy components as well; however, most increases were in the "good" category.

· Most teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals expressed confidence in their knowledge of and capacity to implement direct, explicit instruction. At least 85 percent of respondents (ranging from 85.4% to 100%) reported either a "good" or "excellent" understanding of direct, explicit instruction, and kindergarten teachers and reading interventionists indicated the highest perceived level of understanding. Furthermore, the vast majority of respondents (ranging from 89.1% to 100%) in each group believed their implementation of direct, explicit instruction to be either "good" or "excellent, " and again kindergarten teachers and reading interventionists indicated the highest perceived level implementation. Finally, more than three quarters of respondents in each group (ranging from 82.3% to 88.9%) expressed a "good" or "excellent" opinion of professional development in this area.

· The majority of teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals feel comfortable with three-tier instruction and related support. At least 80 percent of respondents in each group reported a "good" or "excellent" understanding and application of the three-tier model of instruction. In addition, approximately 80 percent of kindergarten teachers, grade 1-3 teachers and reading interventionists reported "good" or "excellent" professional development, while, concomittantly, less than 70 percent of paraprofessionals characterized professional development in the same way. Over three-quarters of respondents in each group expressed a "good" or "excellent" opinion of the quality of school-level support they received. Finally, although at least 65 percent of respondents characterized their curriculum coordination with specialists as "good" or "excellent," there is room for improvement. At least 22.2 percent of respondents (ranging from 22.2% to 33.3%) in all groups indicated "fair" or "weak" performance in this area.

· A gap in the understanding of reading assessment data area exists between teachers and Reading Interventionists when compared to paraprofessionals. Over 85 percent of teachers and Reading Interventionists characterized their understanding of how to interpret reading assessment data as well as their success in applying this data to inform instruction as either “good” or “excellent.” In addition, over 80 percent of respondents in these groups also cited the professional development and school support they received, as well as the extent to which they coordinate curriculum with specialists as “good” or “excellent.” However, the percentage of paraprofessionals who expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of each of these areas was less than 55 percent. 

· Respondents cited a lack of opportunities to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists. Most respondents in all samples reported a lack of opportunities to review end-of-year grade-level results from the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments. In addition, paraprofessionals also  indicated “fair” or “weak” opportunities to review results from the end-of-year grade-level DIBELS assessment.
· The vast majority of respondents are satisfied with both the quality and quantity of available teaching resources. Although at least 85 percent of respondents in each group characterized both the quality and quantity of teaching resources as "good" or "excellent," respondents seem to be slightly less satisfied with the quantity of resources available.

· Effectiveness ratings of New Hampshire Reading First professional development varied by sample. Kindergarten and grade 1-3 teachers found grade level collaboration and data meetings most helpful. Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals cited LETRS training as most effective.  Interestingly, the Summer Reading Academy was viewed by 24% of teachers and Reading Interventionists to not be a particularly strong source of professional development.  Also, less than half of teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals characterized coaching as either a "very effective" or "effective" source of professional development. Grade 1-3 teachers (39.8%) held the highest opinion of coaching, followed by kindergarten teachers (38.1%), paraprofessionals (29.3%) and reading interventionists (22.2%).  
C. Classroom Observation and Interview Summary of Findings

Several themes emerged from the classroom observations and interviews that we conducted in NH RF schools. The following benefits were the most salient. 

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation
Finding 1:  Now, in teaching year three, most teachers and administrators are solidly behind the RF intervention. The data on student progress have convinced even the most skeptical faculty members that this intervention works. Also, there is a visible pay-off––students’ increased proficiency in reading. Another bonus is the fact that teachers no longer feel isolated—RF has become a collective activity. 

Finding 2:  With RF, teachers and principals are able to identify struggling readers earlier than in the past and provide them with services right away. Early identification and remediation helps students build a solid foundation in the early years of their schooling. Principals often observed that children are no longer slipping through the cracks. Site coordinators and teachers often commented that many students now identify themselves as good readers, which has led to gains in self-esteem.

Finding 3:  Learning how to collect and analyze assessment data is helping teachers, specialists, and administrators track student progress. Teachers and specialists who used to shy away from data analysis now say they love it. They also commented that the data meetings have helped them focus on individual children and track their progress. Although some think the DIBELS testing takes up too much of their instructional time and doesn’t give the full picture, they have a renewed sense of professionalism due to being able to collect, analyze, and make decisions based on data.  

Finding 4:  Teachers report that children are spending more time engaged with books and reading, even beyond the 90 minute reading block, than pre-RF. As many of our respondents noted, children who were on the verge of “checking out of reading” are now enthusiastic readers. They are proud of their abilities, which lead to even more reading, which, of course, is what we all hope for.  (The amount of sustained reading of connected text, was, however, of concern during the classroom observations.) 

Finding 5: Nearly everyone we interviewed believes that the additional professional development opportunities are beneficial, particularly the Summer Reading Academy and the Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) training. Teachers commented that pre-RF they weren’t sure how to teach the five components, especially phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency. They now feel confident as reading teachers, remarking that they have come to understand “what to do and when to do it.” Prior to RF, PD had been sporadic and less focused. (Educators’ Poll results in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33 both support and contrast this finding. Many teacher and specialist respondents found professional development to be beneficial in improving their ability to teach reading. However, only Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals indicated that LETRS training was most effective.  In contrast, kindergarten and grade 1-3 teachers preferred grade level collaboration and data meetings.)
Finding 6:  All faculty members appreciate having additional funds to buy the materials they need. Schools that once had few materials to choose among now have at least one core basal reading program, a few intervention programs (e.g., “Wilson Fundamentals”), and various assessment tools. Although some teachers commented that at first it was hard to get up to speed with using a wealth of new resources, they have figure it out and believe they are fortunate to have so much variety, including media (i.e., “Read Naturally”), take-home books, and manipulatives. 
Finding 7:  Increased collegiality and professionalism are hallmarks of NH RF implementation. “Now we’re all on the same page,” and “we all work together and support each other,” were typical comments. Many teachers also said they felt so much more prepared to teach reading after participating in many PD events; the trainings extended their undergraduate studies, which many described as sorely lacking. As a result, teachers now have more sophisticated conversations about reading pedagogy than pre-RF.

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

Finding 1: Faculty at all levels remarked that lack of time was the number one challenge to successful RF implementation. Once teachers have carved out a 90-minute reading block, they make sure that they allocate a goodly amount of time for math. They report that it is hard to then schedule enough time for science and social studies. Interventionists struggle with time as well, since they need to avoid pulling out students during reading and math blocks.
Finding 2: During the first two years, many teachers resisted the changes in practice that were required by RF. Now, three years into the implementation, most teachers are on-board. Many administrators attribute the teachers’ new willingness to embrace new methods to students’ improved test scores. RF works, they maintain, so teachers have a compelling reason to change.
Finding 3:  The value of professional development events was somewhat controversial during the early stages of implementation. Now, most principals and teachers agree that the training is either excellent, or at the very least worthwhile. The most valuable sessions, according to our interviewees, are the Summer Reading Academy and the LETRS training sessions.  (Educator Poll results in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33, however, both support and contrast this finding.)
Finding 4: All the schools have implemented the three-tier instructional model. Struggling readers now receive many more services than they had in the past, and many have made very good progress. However, within each teaching group, we often observed that instruction was not customized for individual students and their particular needs.  (As stated earlier, discrepant evidence can be found in Figures 2, 6, 10 and 14, in which most Educators’ Poll respondents report “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in applying the three-tier model of instruction.) 

Recommendations and Conclusions

1. Year 3 Outcome Data Analysis
Results reflect positive trends overall for Cohort 1: 
· For all grade 1-3 Cohort 1 Reading First students in New Hampshire, aggregate data show a general positive trend in gains in student proficiency from baseline data to Year 3 outcomes.

· For students with disabilities (approximately 14% of the NH RF population), aggregate data show a modest positive trend in student proficiency from baseline to Year 3 outcomes. This positive trend has been seen in each of the last two years, and this should be lauded; however, overall proficiency levels for this sub-group remain low.  In the immediate future, therefore, students with disabilities should be a primary focus of New Hampshire Reading First.
· For English Language Learner students, aggregate data show mixed results in student proficiency from baseline to Year 3 outcomes; overall proficiency levels for this sub-group also remain low.  The number of ELL students in New Hampshire is relatively small (3.7%) and is concentrated at the Fairgrounds Elementary School and Mt. Pleasant Elementary School. New Hampshire Reading First should make every effort to provide further support to the teachers, specialists and administrators at these schools on the topic of ELL instructional best practices.     

· For students of economic disadvantage, aggregate data show a general positive trend in student proficiency for students.  

· For non-Caucasian students (12% of the NH RF population), aggregate data show a general positive trend in student proficiency. This said, the picture for non-Caucasian students is complicated:  Grade 1 and grade 2 non-Caucasian students often demonstrated greater gains than their Caucasian peers; however, Non-Caucasian student proficiency levels overall generally remain lower than those of Caucasian students.  New Hampshire Reading First should continue to focus on this sub-group so that the gain/catch-up rate is sustained and so that grade level proficiency rates rise. 
· The Reading First program strives to have all students reading at or above grade level by the end of third grade.  The aggregate data suggests that at the conclusion of the 2006-2007 school year, only 56.8 percent of students in Reading First Cohort 1 Schools in New Hampshire are proficient in reading comprehension strategies.  While Grade 3 Reading First students have increased their proficiency from baseline to Year 3 by an astonishing 22 percentage points, work needs to continue to ensure that all children can progress toward reading achievement.
Preliminary Year 1 data for Cohort 2 schools also suggest positive trends:

· Interestingly, Year 1 data from Cohort 2 schools is generally similar to the data collected at the end of Year 1 from Cohort 1 schools, showing very similar proficiencies overall.
· However, similar to Cohort 1, at the end of Year 1, only 51.4 percent of third grade students in Cohort 2 schools were proficient in reading comprehension strategies.  As with Cohort 1 schools, work needs to continue to ensure that all children can progress toward reading achievement, and we look forward to analyzing next year’s data to determine gain/catch-up rates and changing proficiency levels.
2. Educator Poll, Classroom Observation and Interview Study Findings

· A vast majority of educators involved in New Hampshire Reading First reported improvement in their knowledge of the 5 components of literacy, direct, explicit instruction, and three-tier instruction as well as their expertise in implementing these into daily instruction.  Moreover, and in general, teachers felt that grade-level meetings and data meetings were the most helpful sources of professional development.  To ensure, then, that teachers continue to increase their knowledge and expertise in these foundational understandings, New Hampshire Reading First should continue to encourage and advocate for structured, agenda-driven grade-level team meetings as well as structured, agenda-driven data meetings on these topics.

· To elaborate on the topic of data use in the New Hampshire Reading First program, a vast majority of educators reported learning how to collect and analyze assessment data as an effective means to track student progress.  Although some educators report that DIBELS testing takes up too much of their instructional time and does not give the full picture, they also report a renewed sense of professionalism due to being able to collect, analyze, and make decisions based on data.  New Hampshire Reading First should continue to emphasize and offer targeted professional development opportunities on this subject as well as to continue to encourage and advocate for structured, agenda-driven data meetings at the school level.

· Educators report that struggling readers are being identified earlier than in the past and services are being provided to struggling readers right away. Because early identification and remediation helps students build a solid foundation in the early years of their schooling, New Hampshire Reading First should continue to encourage greater understanding and implementation of the three-tier system already in place.  In addition, because our observations and interviews revealed sometimes ineffective and/or insufficient communication between classroom teachers and interventionists, New Hampshire Reading First should place special emphasis on the topic of communication between classroom teachers and interventionists. 
· Educators reported increased collegiality and professionalism as the hallmarks of New Hampshire Reading First implementation.  Moreover, educators in New Hampshire Reading First reported that many students now identify themselves as good readers and that this appears to be associated with gains in student self-esteem.  The leadership of New Hampshire Reading First and all the educators involved with this program must be congratulated for all of this and are thus encouraged to continue this trajectory of self study, hard work and related student reading-related improvement. 

Appendices

Appendix 1:
Student Performance by School
3. All Students

Table 23. Phonemic Awareness 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	81.4%
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	67.6%
	88.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	66.2%
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	88.3%
	77.3%
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	90.0%
	78.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	83.3%
	79.2%
	n/a
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	100%
	87.5%
	n/a
	n/a

	Marston Elem
	78.9%
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	79.5%
	80.4%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul School
	82.2%
	82.1%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	87.6%
	84.6%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	85.7%
	81.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	91.7%
	58.3%
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	91.8%
	81.8%
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade K students tested: 647

Number of Grade 1 students tested: 756

Table 24. Phonics
	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	27.9%
	53.7%
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	41.2%
	60.0%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	21.1%
	47.2%
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	66.7%
	27.3%
	55.1%
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	68.2%
	23.7%
	48.7%
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	68.1%
	39.6%
	60.8%
	n/a

	Maple St. Sch
	86.7%
	37.5%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Marston Elem
	54.4%
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	59.1%
	37.5%
	63.5%
	n/a

	Paul School
	77.8%
	25.4%
	60.0%
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	79.4%
	36.5%
	63.6%
	n/a

	Valley View
	54.9%
	27.5%
	48.6%
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	75.0%
	33.3%
	36.4%
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	83.7%
	49.1%
	51.7%
	n/a


Number of Grade K students tested: 647

Number of Grade 1 students tested: 756

Number of Grade 2 students tested: 756
Table 25. Vocabulary Development 
	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	69.8%
	65.9%
	61.1%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	69.5%

	Bluff Elementary
	17.6%
	75.6%
	72.2%
	50.0%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	56.3%
	65.3%
	63.1%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	22.2%
	63.6%
	57.1%
	55.7%

	Disnard Elementary
	54.5%
	47.4%
	71.8%
	71.8%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	43.1%
	54.2%
	58.8%
	61.2%

	Maple St. School
	73.3%
	75.0%
	57.1%
	52.9%

	Marston Elem
	32.2%
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	34.1%
	50.0%
	50.8%
	58.6%

	Paul School
	51.1%
	61.2%
	62.2%
	64.1%

	Paul Smith School
	45.4%
	75.0%
	72.9%
	n/a

	Valley View
	37.4%
	67.9%
	63.1%
	72.1%

	Warren Village Sch
	75.0%
	50.0%
	90.9%
	75.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	57.1%
	74.5%
	66.7%
	76.5%


Number of Grade K students tested: 647


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 756

Number of Grade 2 students tested: 756

Number of Grade 3 students tested: 772

Table 26. Reading Comprehension Strategies 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	74.4%
	36.6%
	41.7%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	52.6%

	Bluff Elementary
	26.5%
	80.0%
	61.1%
	59.5%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	57.7%
	34.7%
	49.2%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	46.3%
	61.4%
	46.9%
	50.8%

	Disnard Elementary
	52.3%
	52.6%
	51.3%
	61.5%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	36.1%
	62.5%
	46.4%
	65.0%

	Maple St School
	33.3%
	75.0%
	64.3%
	58.8%

	Marston Elem
	32.2%
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	43.2%
	64.3%
	57.1%
	50.0%

	Paul School
	62.2%
	64.2%
	44.4%
	50.0%

	Paul Smith School
	48.5%
	73.1%
	55.9%
	n/a

	Valley View
	29.7%
	68.8%
	40.5%
	57.4%

	Warren Village Sch
	75.0%
	75.0%
	45.5%
	66.7%

	Wm. Allen School
	59.2%
	70.9%
	46.7%
	66.7%


Number of Grade K students tested: 647

Number of Grade 1 students tested: 756
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 756
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 772
Table 27. DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade K
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	60.0%
	43.9%
	63.9%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	65.3%

	Bluff Elementary
	n/a
	67.4%
	63.9%
	56.8%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	45.8%
	51.4%
	58.5%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	n/a
	53.3%
	56.3%
	43.3%

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	47.4%
	53.5%
	51.3%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	n/a
	50.5%
	42.3%
	46.5%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	75.0%
	21.4%
	81.3%

	Marston Elem
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	n/a
	40.0%
	44.6%
	37.3%

	Paul School
	n/a
	44.1%
	63.6%
	44.6%

	Paul Smith School
	n/a
	66.3%
	54.7%
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	61.5%
	45.9%
	48.1%

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	66.7%
	76.9%
	66.7%

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	60.7%
	50.0%
	55.8%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 761
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 759

Number of Grade 3 students tested: 773
4. IEP Students

Table 28. IEP; Phonemic Awareness

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	50.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	75.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	26.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	40.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	42.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Maple St School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	85.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul School
	33.3%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	88.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	35.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	66.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	40.0%
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  98
Table 29. IEP; Phonics

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	0.0%
	10.0%
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	25.0%
	33.3%
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	0.0%
	30.8%
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	20.0%
	11.8%
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	14.3%
	0.0%
	n/a

	Maple St School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	42.9%
	33.3%
	n/a

	Paul School
	0.0%
	0.0%
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	33.3%
	12.5%
	n/a

	Valley View
	7.1%
	7.7%
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	0.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	10.0%
	18.8%
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  98
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  118
Table 30. IEP; Vocabulary Development
	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	66.7%
	30.0%
	22.2%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	9.1%

	Bluff Elementary
	37.5%
	16.7%
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	26.7%
	38.5%
	18.2%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	30.0%
	29.4%
	15.8%

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	42.9%
	0.0%
	41.7%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	33.3%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	71.4%
	33.3%
	22.2%

	Paul School
	33.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Paul Smith School
	33.3%
	25.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	14.3%
	15.4%
	33.3%

	Warren Village Sch
	33.3%
	n/a
	100.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	50.0%
	31.3%
	27.3%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  98
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  118
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  121
Table 31. IEP; Reading Comprehension Strategies

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	50.0%
	10.0%
	11.1%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	9.1%

	Bluff Elementary
	50.0%
	0.0%
	37.5%

	Brown Elementary
	26.7%
	26.9%
	0.0%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	50.0%
	17.6%
	15.8%

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	28.6%
	0.0%
	58.3%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	0.0%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	28.6%
	66.7%
	22.2%

	Paul School
	22.2%
	0.0%
	16.7%

	Paul Smith School
	33.3%
	12.5%
	n/a

	Valley View
	14.3%
	7.7%
	26.7%

	Warren Village Sch
	33.3%
	n/a
	0.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	30.0%
	6.3%
	18.2%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  98
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  118
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  121
Table 32. IEP; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	28.6%
	20.0%
	33.3%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	9.1%

	Bluff Elementary
	25.0%
	16.7%
	11.1%

	Brown Elementary
	20.0%
	26.9%
	9.1%

	Chamberlain
	20.0%
	25.0%
	5.3%

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	28.6%
	0.0%
	16.7%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	100.0%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	28.6%
	33.3%
	22.2%

	Paul School
	40.0%
	16.7%
	23.1%

	Paul Smith School
	37.5%
	25.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	28.6%
	15.4%
	33.3%

	Warren Village Sch
	66.7%
	n/a
	100.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	27.3%
	5.9%
	8.3%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 100
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 118
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 123
5. ELL Students

Table 33. ELL; Phonemic Awareness

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	57.1%
	n/a
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	33.3%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 28 

Table 34. ELL; Phonics

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	21.4%
	9.1%
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	16.7%
	42.9%
	n/a

	Paul School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	100%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  28
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  18
Table 35. ELL; Vocabulary Development

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	21.4%
	9.1%
	15.4%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	16.7%
	0.0%
	20.0%

	Paul School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  28
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  18
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  24
Table 36. ELL; Reading Comprehension Strategies

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	37.5%
	9.1%
	15.4%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	58.3%
	28.6%
	10.0%

	Paul School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  28
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  18
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  24
Table 37. ELL; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	15.4%
	18.2%
	9.1%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	18.2%
	11.1%
	0.0%

	Paul School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 26
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 20
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 22
6. Low-SES Students

Table 38. Low SES; Phonemic Awareness 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	80.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	82.6%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	53.5%
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	66.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	81.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	73.5%
	n/a
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	90.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	78.9%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul School
	70.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	83.3%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	69.2%
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	40.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	65.0%
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  382
Table 39. Low SES; Phonics 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	26.9%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	47.8%
	38.9%
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	14.0%
	29.3%
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	38.9%
	38.9%
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	23.8%
	55.0%
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	30.6%
	58.9%
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	20.0%
	25.0%
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	34.2%
	58.8%
	n/a

	Paul School
	16.7%
	41.7%
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	31.8%
	62.7%
	n/a

	Valley View
	15.4%
	39.2%
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	20.0%
	25.0%
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	40.0%
	42.9%
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  382
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  394
Table 40. Low SES; Vocabulary Development 
	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	69.2%
	59.1%
	47.8%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	56.6%

	Bluff Elementary
	60.9%
	55.6%
	39.1%

	Brown Elementary
	48.8%
	56.1%
	50.0%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	44.4%
	44.4%
	50.0%

	Disnard Elementary
	33.3%
	70.0%
	58.8%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	42.9%
	55.4%
	47.2%

	Maple St. School
	80.0%
	62.5%
	62.5%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	44.7%
	41.2%
	48.8%

	Paul School
	37.5%
	41.7%
	58.3%

	Paul Smith School
	68.2%
	70.7%
	n/a

	Valley View
	51.3%
	49.0%
	59.6%

	Warren Village Sch
	20.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	65.0%
	51.4%
	55.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  382
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  394
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  368
Table 41. Low SES; Reading Comprehension Strategies 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	76.9%
	31.8%
	30.4%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	39.6%

	Bluff Elementary
	73.9%
	55.6%
	47.8%

	Brown Elementary
	48.8%
	22.0%
	38.5%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	55.6%
	38.9%
	41.7%

	Disnard Elementary
	47.6%
	50.0%
	47.1%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	51.0%
	37.5%
	50.9%

	Maple St. School
	70.0%
	50.0%
	62.5%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	60.5%
	55.9%
	36.6%

	Paul School
	45.8%
	50.0%
	45.8%

	Paul Smith School
	69.7%
	53.3%
	n/a

	Valley View
	56.4%
	27.5%
	46.2%

	Warren Village Sch
	60.0%
	50.0%
	100.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	50.0%
	28.6%
	50.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  382
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  394
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  368

Table 42. Low SES; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	63.0%
	40.9%
	56.5%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	52.8%

	Bluff Elementary
	52.2%
	55.6%
	50.0%

	Brown Elementary
	32.6%
	36.6%
	57.7%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	55.6%
	38.9%
	27.3%

	Disnard Elementary
	33.3%
	42.9%
	35.3%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	38.8%
	35.7%
	31.4%

	Maple St. School
	80.0%
	12.5%
	87.5%

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	34.2%
	40.0%
	29.5%

	Paul School
	28.0%
	50.0%
	29.2%

	Paul Smith School
	58.5%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	48.7%
	30.0%
	35.3%

	Warren Village Sch
	60.0%
	100.0%
	75.0%

	Wm. Allen School
	38.1%
	31.4%
	40.9%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 382 

Number of Grade 2 students tested: 394
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 366
7. Race/Ethnicity
Table 43. Minority Students; Phonemic Awareness 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	75.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	71.4%
	n/a
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	70.8%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	75.0%
	n/a
	n/a

	Valley View
	66.7%
	n/a
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	100.0%
	n/a
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  87
Table 44. Minority Students; Phonics 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	50.0%
	n/a

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Brown Elementary
	25.0%
	60.0%
	n/a

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	25.0%
	25.0%
	n/a

	Disnard Elementary
	0.0%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Fairgrounds Elem
	28.6%
	58.8%
	n/a

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	50.0%
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	33.3%
	47.6%
	n/a

	Paul School
	33.3%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Paul Smith School
	12.5%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	22.2%
	50.0%
	n/a

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	100.0%
	50.0%
	n/a


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  87
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  81
Table 45. Minority Students; Vocabulary Development 
	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	33.3%

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	75.0%
	80.0%
	100.0%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	75.0%
	50.0%
	66.7%

	Disnard Elementary
	25.0%
	100.0%
	25.0%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	42.9%
	41.2%
	36.1%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	100.0%
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	37.5%
	33.3%
	45.8%

	Paul Schoola
	33.3%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	Paul Smith School
	87.5%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	77.8%
	50.0%
	75.0%

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	50.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  87
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  81
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  93

Table 46. Minority Students; Reading Comprehension Strategies 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	n/a
	0.0%
	100.0%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	22.2%

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	75.0%
	60.0%
	50.0%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	50.0%
	25.0%
	66.7%

	Disnard Elementary
	25.0%
	100.0%
	25.0%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	50.0%
	41.2%
	38.9%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	50.0%
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	62.5%
	57.1%
	37.5%

	Paul School
	33.3%
	50.0%
	50.0%

	Paul Smith School
	75.0%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	55.6%
	0.0%
	75.0%

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	100.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested:  87
Number of Grade 2 students tested:  81
Number of Grade 3 students tested:  93

Table 47. Minority Students; DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency 

	School Name
	Percent of Students At Grade Level (Spring 2007)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Bartlett Elementary
	0.0%
	50.0%
	100.0%

	Bessie C Rowell Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	33.3%

	Bluff Elementary
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%

	Brown Elementary
	50.0%
	60.0%
	50.0%

	Chamberlain St. Sch
	50.0%
	50.0%
	66.7%

	Disnard Elementary
	50.0%
	100.0%
	25.0%

	Fairgrounds Elem
	37.0%
	41.2%
	26.5%

	Maple St. School
	n/a
	0.0%
	n/a

	Mt. Pleasant Elem
	39.1%
	40.9%
	29.2%

	Paul School
	50.0%
	50.0%
	66.7%

	Paul Smith School
	62.5%
	100.0%
	n/a

	Valley View
	70.0%
	50.0%
	75.0%

	Warren Village Sch
	n/a
	n/a
	n/a

	Wm. Allen School
	66.7%
	100.0%
	100.0%


Number of Grade 1 students tested: 89
Number of Grade 2 students tested: 82
Number of Grade 3 students tested: 92
Appendix 2:
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Introduction

The cornerstone of the federal No Child Left Behind legislation is the Reading First program.  Since its inception, Reading First has provided more than 1,500 districts and approximately 5,200 schools with funds to develop resources aimed at: 1) improving students’ reading proficiency and 2) narrowing the achievement gap between children who are reading below grade level and their peers.  

In 2003, the New Hampshire Department of Education launched an ambitious 5-year Reading First program designed to improve the reading proficiency of K-3 students.  Twelve cohort 1 schools have been involved in this initiative from the outset; 3 cohort 2 schools joined the initiative in 2006.  Hezel Associates, LLC, is the designated External Evaluator for this project.  This report summarizes the results of a state-wide Educators’ Poll conducted in 2007 as well as school-based research conducted in each of the Cohort 1 schools from 2006-2007.  The school-based research took us as far north as Berlin, as far south as Nashua, as far east as Rochester, and as far west as Franklin, near the Vermont border.  

In sum, Hezel Associates is impressed by the high level of commitment to making New Hampshire Reading First work for everyone involved in the intervention. We are struck by the dedication and collegiality of the teachers, specialists, interventionists, aides, coaches, site coordinators, and administrators who participated in our study. The children we observed also impressed us––we found them to be predominantly motivated and enthusiastic readers.  Throughout the whole of our evaluation, then, we were impressed by three main factors:  

1) the tremendous dedication of all stakeholders in NH RF;

2) the monumental effort being made by all school personnel in K-3 classrooms, from principals to student teachers, and 

3) the progress of young readers who are becoming more proficient and enthusiastic about reading every day.

Now, in the spring of the third teaching year for NH RF and in terms of full implementation of the principles of Reading First, Hezel Associates estimates that the schools are 75 percent of the way there.  Our data reveal tremendous growth, yet there are still areas for improvement. In this report we offer insights into “what is going just fine” and recommendations for going the last 25 percent of the way there.

The Educators’ Poll 

A. Educators’ Poll Methods

With assistance from the New Hampshire Department of Education, Hezel Associates polled (surveyed) staff members at schools that were involved with the Reading First program. The survey was online in format and consisted of both closed-ended and open-ended questions that asked respondents to comment on several areas including: the five components of literacy, direct, explicit instruction, the 3-tier model of instruction, the interpretation of reading assessment data, and the quality and quantity of teaching resources available (see Appendix 1).  Hezel Associates provided the survey URL to the Reading First Site Coordinator at each school, who then forwarded the survey on to staff members that were directly involved with the Reading First program.  In total, Hezel Associates received 316 survey responses from various school personnel, including site coordinators, Reading First coaches, classroom teachers, ELL specialists, Special Education teachers, Title I teachers, and paraprofessionals, among others.  (Principals were not asked to participate in this Poll.)  We present in this report, the survey findings for kindergarten teachers, teachers of grades 1-3, reading interventionists, and paraprofessionals.  Table 1 shows the number of survey responses received from each group of respondent. 

Table 48. Sample sizes

	Sample
	Frequency

	Kindergarten
	21

	Grades 1-3
	113

	Reading Interventionists
	9

	Paraprofessionals
	82


*note that respondents could choose more than one option

Educators’ Poll Findings
A. Kindergarten Teachers

1. Kindergarten Teacher Sample

Hezel Associates received 21 surveys from kindergarten teachers.  One teacher in this sample also taught at the first grade level, and is represented in both this section and Section C (Grades 1-3 Teachers).

Table 49. Grade or grades (check all that apply): (n=21)*

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Kindergarten
	21
	100.0%

	1st grade**
	1
	4.8%

	2nd grade
	0
	0.0%

	3rd grade
	0
	0.0%


*note that respondents could choose more than one option 

**one of the teachers taught both kindergarten and 1st grade and was included in both samples
Most kindergarten teachers (68.4%) reported that they have been involved in New Hampshire Reading First for three or four years.  Only one teacher (5.3%) indicated that he or she has been involved for five years.

Table 50. How many years have you been involved in New Hampshire Reading First? (n=19) 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	1 year
	3
	15.8%

	2 years
	2
	10.5%

	3 years
	6
	31.6%

	4 years
	7
	36.8%

	5 years
	1
	5.3%


2. The Five Components of Literacy

Respondents reported substantial improvement in their own knowledge of the five components of literacy.  Prior to participating in New Hampshire Reading First, only 14.3 percent of teachers characterized their knowledge of phonemic awareness as “excellent.”  However, over 70 percent (71.4%) of teachers felt they now have “excellent” phonemic awareness knowledge.  Similarly, a large gain in knowledge was reported for phonics. Before New Hampshire Reading First, only 23.8 percent of teachers indicated “excellent” phonics knowledge, while over three quarters of teachers (76.2%) rated their current phonics knowledge as “excellent.” The weakest area of improvement was reported in fluency, in which there was a 38.1 percent increase in teachers reporting that their knowledge of fluency was “good” and a 19.0 percent increase in those reporting that their knowledge was “excellent.”  

Table 51. Please rate your knowledge of the five components of literacy, in general.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	21
	9.5%
	33.3%
	42.9%
	14.3%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	71.4%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.5%
	-33.3%
	-14.3%
	+57.1%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	21
	9.5%
	9.5%
	57.1%
	23.8%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	23.8%
	76.2%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.5%
	-9.5%
	-33.3%
	+52.4%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	21
	9.5%
	47.6%
	28.6%
	14.3%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.5%
	-47.6%
	+38.1%
	+19.0%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	21
	4.8%
	38.1%
	57.1%
	0.0%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	Gain
	---
	-4.8%
	-38.1%
	+9.56
	+33.3%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	21
	4.8%
	28.6%
	61.9%
	4.8%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	4.8%
	66.7%
	28.6%

	
	Gain
	---
	-4.8%
	-23.8%
	+4.8%
	+23.8%


Teachers also expressed substantial improvements with regard to their perceived expertise in implementing the five literacy components into daily instruction.  Before New Hampshire Reading First, only one in twenty (4.8%) felt that their level of expertise in phonemic awareness was “excellent.” However, more than three-quarters (76.2%) of kindergarten teachers characterized their current expertise in this area to be “excellent.” The weakest improvement was reported in the area of text comprehension, which nevertheless had a 19.1 percent increase in teachers reporting an “excellent” level of expertise, and a 23.8 percent increase in teachers indicating that their expertise was “good.”

Table 52. Please rate your expertise in implementing the five components of literacy into your daily instruction during your reading block.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	21
	14.3%
	23.8%
	57.1%
	4.8%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	23.8%
	76.2%

	
	Gain
	---
	-14.3%
	-23.8%
	-33.3%
	+71.4%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	21
	4.8%
	23.8%
	47.6%
	23.8%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	0.0%
	28.6%
	71.4%

	
	Gain
	---
	-4.8%
	-23.8%
	-19.0%
	+47.6%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	21
	9.5%
	52.4%
	33.3%
	4.8%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	14.3%
	57.1%
	28.6%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.5%
	-38.1%
	+23.8%
	+23.8%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	21
	9.5%
	42.9%
	47.6%
	0.0%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	4.8%
	57.1%
	38.1%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.5%
	-38.1%
	+9.5%
	+38.1%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	21
	4.8%
	42.9%
	42.9%
	9.5%

	
	Now
	21
	0.0%
	4.8%
	66.7%
	28.6%

	
	Gain
	---
	-4.8%
	-38.1%
	+23.8%
	+19.1%


Most teachers reported that professional development opportunities had at least some impact on their teaching.  Many found opportunities related to phonemic awareness (47.6%) and fluency (42.9%) to have the greatest positive effect on their teaching. In addition, more than one-third of respondents (ranging from 33.3% to 38.1%) reported that opportunities related to phonics, vocabulary and text comprehension “greatly” impacted their ability to teach reading.

Table 53. Please rate the extent to which professional development opportunities in each of the 5 components of literacy have positively impacted your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Changed greatly
	Changed slightly
	Did not change
	Did not participate in

	Phonemic Awareness
	21
	47.6%
	47.6%
	4.8%
	0.0%

	Phonics
	21
	38.1%
	52.4%
	9.5%
	0.0%

	Fluency
	21
	42.9%
	33.3%
	14.3%
	9.5%

	Vocabulary
	21
	33.3%
	47.6%
	14.3%
	4.8%

	Text Comprehension
	21
	33.3%
	38.1%
	23.8%
	4.8%


More than three-quarters of respondents agreed that grade level collaboration (85.8%) and data meetings (81.0%) were either “effective” or “very effective” in enhancing their ability to teach reading.  However, approximately half of teachers (52.4%) felt that the Summer Reading Academy was only “somewhat effective” or “not effective.”  

Table 54. Please rate the effectiveness of each type of NH Reading First professional development you have participated in on your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	Coaching
	21
	14.3%
	23.8%
	47.6%
	4.8%
	9.5%

	Grade level collaboration
	21
	42.9%
	42.9%
	14.3%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Data meetings
	21
	38.1%
	42.9%
	19.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Book studies
	21
	14.3%
	19.0%
	33.3%
	9.5%
	23.8%

	Summer Reading Academy
	21
	4.8%
	33.3%
	28.6%
	23.8%
	9.5%

	LETRS training
	21
	28.6%
	19.0%
	33.3%
	14.3%
	4.8%

	Other
	9
	0.0%
	22.2%
	11.1%
	0.0%
	66.7%


When asked to rate the effectiveness of “other” professional development opportunities, one teacher cited the National Reading First Conference to be “somewhat effective” in enhancing his or her ability to teach reading. Another respondent reported that he or she found training on intervention programs to be “effective” while an additional respondent felt these same intervention program training were only “somewhat effective.”

Table 55. If other, please specify:

	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	Intervention Programs
	2
	0.0%
	50.0%
	50.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	National Reading First Conference
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%


3. Direct, Explicit Instruction

All teachers (100.0%) felt that both their understanding of and success in implementing direct- explicit instruction was either “good” or “excellent,” while most teachers (85.7%) expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of their professional development experience with regard to explicit instruction.

Figure 7. Understanding and Implementing Direct, Explicit Instruction (n=21)
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4. The Three-Tier Model of Instruction

Virtually all respondents (95.3%) reported a “good” or “excellent” understanding of the three-tier model of instruction, and most respondents (85.7%) indicated that they have had similar rates of success in applying it.  Moreover, an overwhelming majority of teachers reported “good” or “excellent” quality professional development and school-level support (85.7% and 85.7%, respectively). Noteably, some teachers (33.3%) indicated that their coordination with specialists and special education teachers is either “fair” or “weak.” 

Figure 8. Understanding and Supporting Three-Tier Instruction (n=21)
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5. Interpreting Reading Assessment Data in Ways That Inform Instruction

An overwhelming majority of teachers reported “good” or “excellent” understanding of how to interpret reading assessment data and success in applying it to inform instruction (90.5% and 95.3%, respectively). In addition, most teachers (81.0%) expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of the professional development they have received with regard to the interpretation of reading assessment data, and virtually all respondents (95.2%) indicated opportunities to review and analyze mid-year DIBELS data with teachers and specialists.

Figure 9. Interpreting and Applying Assessment Data (n=21)
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Most teachers (75.7%) indicated that they have “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review results from DIBELS testing data. However, far fewer teachers reported “good” or “excellent” opportunities to do the same with year-end Stanford Reading First and NECAP data (14.3% and 28.6%, respectively). 

Table 56. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with other teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	21
	4.8%
	9.5%
	28.1%
	47.6%

	Stanford Reading First
	21
	57.1%
	28.6%
	14.3%
	0.0%

	NECAP
	21
	28.6%
	42.9%
	23.8%
	4.8%


Many teachers reported few (weak or fair) opportunities to review Stanford Reading First and NECAP data (81.0% and 71.5% respectively).  (This makes sense to a point as K teachers’ students are some years away from grade 3; nonetheless, it may be worth considering some school-wide discussion of these tests and their results.)

Table 57. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze the state’s end-of-third grade tests and results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	21
	4.8%
	47.6%
	28.6%
	19.0%

	Stanford Reading First
	21
	52.4%
	28.6%
	19.0%
	0.0%

	NECAP
	21
	28.6%
	42.9%
	28.6%
	0.0%


6. Resources

Teachers expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of both the quality and quantity of available teaching resources for reading instruction (100.0% and 90.4%, respectively).

Figure 10. Quality vs. Quantity of Teaching Resources (n=21)
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B. Grades 1-3 Teachers

1. Grades 1-3 Teacher Sample
Hezel Associates received 113 surveys from educators teaching grades 1-3.  One teacher in this sample also taught at the kindergarten level, and is represented in both this section and Section B (kindergarten Teachers).  A breakdown of the proportion of teachers from each grade level is shown in Table 10.  

Table 58. Grade or grades (check all that apply): (n=113)*

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Kindergarten**
	1
	0.9%

	1st grade
	41
	36.3%

	2nd grade
	35
	31.0%

	3rd grade
	38
	33.6%


**note that respondents could choose more than one option 

**one of the teachers taught both kindergarten and 1st grade and was included in both samples

Over half of first, second and third grade teachers (59.7%) reported that they have been involved in New Hampshire Reading First for three or four years. Another third (33.0%) indicated New Hampshire Reading First involvement of one or two years.

Table 59. How many years have you been involved in New Hampshire Reading First? (n=109) 

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	1 year
	23
	21.1%

	2 years
	13
	11.9%

	3 years
	32
	29.4%

	4 years
	33
	30.3%

	5 years
	8
	7.3%


2. The Five Components of Literacy

Teachers reported significant improvement in their knowledge of all five literacy components.  Currently, very few (up to 0.9%) feel “weak” in their knowledge of any of the five components and over half of respondents report “excellent” knowledge in each of the five literacy areas. Greatest improvement was cited in the areas of fluency (+47.8%), phonemic awareness (+44.3%), and phonics (+43.4%).

Table 60. Please rate your knowledge of the five components of literacy, in general.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	113
	9.7%
	35.4%
	38.1%
	16.8%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	1.8%
	37.2%
	61.1%

	
	Gain
	---
	-9.7%
	-33.6%
	-0.9%
	+44.3%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	113
	1.8%
	23.0%
	47.8%
	27.4%

	
	Now
	113
	0.9%
	0.9%
	27.4%
	70.8%

	
	Gain
	--
	-0.9%
	-22.1%
	-20.4%
	+43.4%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	113
	10.6%
	30.1%
	41.6%
	17.7%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	0.9%
	33.6%
	65.5%

	
	Gain
	---
	-10.6%
	-29.2%
	-8.0%
	+47.8%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	113
	3.5%
	20.4%
	54.9%
	21.2%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	1.8%
	47.8%
	50.4%

	
	Gain
	---
	-3.5%
	-18.6%
	-7.1%
	+29.2%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	113
	1.8%
	23.9%
	53.1%
	21.2%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	2.7%
	46.0%
	51.3%

	
	Gain
	---
	-1.8%
	 21.2%
	-7.1%
	+30.1%


Teachers also reported improvements in classroom implementation expertise in each literacy component, with gains ranging from +28.3% to +47.8% in the “excellent” category. Respondents documented the strongest improvements in fluency (+47.8%) and phonemic awareness (+40.7%).

Table 61. Please rate your expertise in implementing the five components of literacy into your daily instruction during your reading block.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	113
	20.4%
	29.2%
	38.9%
	11.5%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	4.4%
	43.4%
	52.2%

	
	Gain
	---
	-20.4%
	-24.8%
	+4.5%
	+40.7%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	113
	8.8%
	23.0%
	43.4%
	24.8%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	4.4%
	32.7%
	62.8%

	
	Gain
	---
	-8.8%
	-18.6%
	-10.7%
	+38.0%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	113
	15.9%
	32.7%
	39.8%
	11.5%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	0.9%
	39.8%
	59.3%

	
	Gain
	---
	-15.9%
	-31.8%
	---
	+47.8%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	113
	8.8%
	30.1%
	46.9%
	14.2%

	
	Now
	113
	0.0%
	2.7%
	52.2%
	45.1%

	
	Gain
	---
	-8.8%
	-27.4%
	+5.3%
	+30.9%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	113
	5.3%
	23.9%
	51.3%
	19.5%

	
	Now
	113
	0.9%
	1.8%
	49.6%
	47.8%

	
	Gain
	---
	-4.4%
	-22.1%
	-1.7%
	+28.3%


Approximately half of respondents felt professional development opportunities related to fluency and phonemic awareness “greatly” changed their ability to teach reading (55.8% and 46.0%, respectively). 

Table 62. Please rate the extent to which professional development opportunities in each of the 5 components of literacy have positively impacted your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Changed greatly
	Changed slightly
	Did not change
	Did not participate in

	Phonemic Awareness
	113
	46.0%
	42.5%
	11.5%
	0.0%

	Phonics
	113
	37.2%
	43.4%
	19.5%
	0.0%

	Fluency
	113
	55.8%
	32.7%
	10.6%
	0.9%

	Vocabulary
	113
	32.7%
	49.6%
	16.8%
	0.9%

	Text Comprehension
	113
	34.5%
	44.2%
	20.4%
	0.9%


More than three in five teachers found data meetings and grade level collaboration to be either “very effective” or “effective” in enhancing their ability to teach reading (64.6% and 63.7%, respectively).  However, only 34.5 percent of respondents characterized the Summer Reading Academy in the same way. 

Table 63. Please rate the effectiveness of each type of NH Reading First professional development you have participated in on your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	Coaching
	113
	15.9%
	23.9%
	33.6%
	15.0%
	11.5%

	Grade level collaboration
	113
	31.0%
	32.7%
	29.2%
	4.4%
	2.7%

	Data meetings
	113
	31.9%
	32.7%
	30.1%
	5.3%
	0.0%

	Book studies
	113
	7.1%
	15.0%
	31.9%
	16.8%
	29.2%

	Summer Reading Academy
	113
	6.2%
	28.3%
	29.2%
	27.4%
	8.8%

	LETRS training
	113
	14.2%
	30.1%
	23.9%
	12.4%
	19.5%

	Other
	48
	8.3%
	12.5%
	6.3%
	2.1%
	70.8%


When asked to rate the effectiveness of “other” professional development opportunities, teachers reported attending national conferences and literacy component workshops to be “very effective” professional development activities.  Other responses include Team Professional Day, development centers and DIBELS training.

Table 64. If other, please specify.

	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	DIBELS training
	2
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	National Conferences
	2
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Read Well
	1
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Workshops for each literacy component
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Team Professional Day, development centers, and homework and reading charts
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%


3. Direct, Explicit Instruction

Most teachers (90.3%) rated their understanding of direct, explicit instruction as “good” or “excellent,” while 95.0 percent of respondents used the same terms to describe their success with its implementation.

Figure 11. Understanding and Implementing Direct, Explicit Instruction (n=113)
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4. The Three-Tier Model of Instruction

An overwhelming majority of teachers indicated “good” or “excellent” understanding and application of the three-tier model of instruction (96.4% and 90.3%, respectively). Most teachers also expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of the quality of three-tier-based professional development, school-level support and level of coordination with special education teachers and specialists (86.7%, 82.3% and 77.0% respectively).

Figure 12. Understanding and Supporting Three-Tier Instruction (n=113)
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5. Interpreting Reading Assessment Data in Ways That Inform Instruction

Virtually all teachers reported “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in interpreting reading assessment data to inform instruction (92.9% and 94.7%, respectively). In addition, most respondents (81.5%) expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of professional development opportunities related to the interpretation of assessment data. Nearly 95 percent of teachers (94.7%) reported opportunities to review DIBELS data with special education teachers and specialists.

Figure 13. Interpreting and Applying Assessment Data (n=113)
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Nearly 90 percent of teachers (88.5%) reported “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review and analyze DIBELS data. However, less than half of respondents indicated “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review Stanford Reading First and NECAP data (34.5% and 46.9%, respectively).

Table 65. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with other teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	113
	0.9%
	10.6%
	33.6%
	54.9%

	Stanford Reading First
	113
	35.4%
	30.1%
	27.4%
	7.1%

	NECAP
	113
	23.0%
	30.1%
	36.3%
	10.6%


Again, most teachers (63.7%) felt that they had “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review DIBELS end-of-year data. However, less than half of respondents had “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review the same end-of-third data for Stanford Reading First and NECAP (28.3% and 39.8% respectively).

Table 66. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze the state’s end-of-third grade tests and results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	113
	14.2%
	22.1%
	34.5%
	29.2%

	Stanford Reading First
	113
	43.4%
	28.3%
	21.2%
	7.1%

	NECAP
	113
	23.0%
	37.2%
	28.3%
	11.5%


6. Resources

The majority of teachers found both the quality and quantity of available teaching resources to be either “good” or “excellent” (93.8% and 89.4%, respectively).

Figure 14. Quality vs. Quantity of Teaching Resources (n=113)
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Reading Interventionists

Hezel Associates received 9 surveys from Reading Interventionists.  A breakdown of the proportion of Reading Interventionists from each grade level is shown in Table 19.  

7. Reading Interventionist Sample

Table 67. Grade or Grades (Check all that apply): (n=9)*

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Kindergarten
	6
	66.7%

	1st grade
	8
	88.9%

	2nd grade
	9
	100.0%

	3rd grade
	6
	66.7%


**note that respondents could choose more than one option 

Most Reading Interventionists (77.7%) reported that they have been involved in New Hampshire Reading First for one or two years.  Only 22 percent (22.2%) have been involved with the program for three to five years.

Table 68. How many years have you been involved in New Hampshire Reading First? (n=9)

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	1 year
	3
	33.3%

	2 years
	4
	44.4%

	3 years
	1
	11.1%

	4 years
	1
	11.1%

	5 years
	0
	0.0%


8. The Five Components of Literacy

Most Reading Interventionists indicated that they were able to increase their level of knowledge of the five literacy components.  Many Reading Interventionists (55.6%) characterized their phonemic awareness knowledge to be “fair” prior to the New Hampshire Reading First program. However, all participants rated their current phonemic awareness knowledge to be either “good” (44.4%) or “excellent” (55.6%).  This trend is illustrated across the five literacy components. 

Table 69.   Please rate your knowledge of the five components of literacy, in general.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	55.6%
	33.3%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	44.4%
	55.6%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-55.6%
	+11.1%
	+44.5%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	9
	 0.0%
	22.2%
	66.7%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	44.4%
	55.6%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-22.2%
	-22.3%
	+44.5%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	66.7%
	22.2%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	33.3%
	66.7%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-66.7%
	+11.1%
	+55.6%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	44.4%
	33.3%
	22.2%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	11.1%
	44.4%
	44.4%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-33.3%
	+11.1%
	+22.2%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	9
	11.1%
	33.3%
	44.4%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	11.1%
	66.7%
	22.2%

	
	Gain
	…
	-11.1%
	-22.2%
	+22.3%
	+11.1%


Most Reading Interventionists reported improvements with regard to their expertise in implementing the five literacy components into daily instruction. All Reading Interventionists (100%) characterized their current expertise in classroom implementation in the literacy areas of phonemic awareness, phonics and fluency as “good” or “excellent.”  However, in the text comprehension area, nearly a quarter of Reading Interventionists (22.2%) considered their current expertise in classroom implementation to be “fair.”

Table 70. Please rate your expertise in implementing the five components of literacy into your daily instruction during your reading block.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	9
	11.1%
	55.6%
	22.2%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	77.8%
	22.2%

	
	Gain
	…
	-11.1%
	-55.6%
	+55.6%
	+11.1%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	22.2%
	66.7%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	88.9%
	11.1%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-22.2%
	+22.2%
	---

	Fluency
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	55.6%
	11.1%
	22.2%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	0.0%
	66.7%
	33.3%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-55.6%
	+55.6%
	+11.1%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	33.3%
	44.4%
	22.2%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	11.1%
	66.7%
	22.2%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-22.2%
	+22.3%
	---

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	9
	0.0%
	55.6%
	33.3%
	11.1%

	
	Now
	9
	0.0%
	22.2%
	66.7%
	11.1%

	
	Gain
	…
	---
	-33.4%
	+33.4%
	---


Table 71.  Please rate the extent to which professional development opportunities in each of the 5 components of literacy have positively impacted your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Changed greatly
	Changed slightly
	Did not change
	Did not participate in

	Phonemic Awareness
	9
	77.8%
	0.0%
	11.1%
	11.1%

	Phonics
	9
	66.7%
	11.1%
	11.1%
	11.1%

	Fluency
	9
	66.7%
	22.2%
	0.0%
	11.1%

	Vocabulary
	9
	44.4%
	22.2%
	22.2%
	11.1%

	Text Comprehension
	9
	44.4%
	22.2%
	22.2%
	11.1%


Significant percentages of Reading Interventionists reported that professional development opportunities related to phonemic awareness, phonics and fluency have “greatly” changed their ability to teach reading (77.8%, 66.7% and 66.7%, respectively). 

More than half of respondents found grade level collaboration and LETRS training to be either “very effective” or “effective” in enhancing their ability to teach reading (55.5% and 77.7%, respectively).  However, only 22.2 percent of respondents characterized the Summer Reading Academy in the same way. 

Table 72. Please rate the effectiveness of each type of NH Reading First professional development you have participated in on your ability to teach reading.
	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	Coaching
	9
	0.0%
	22.2%
	11.1%
	0.0%
	66.7%

	Grade level collaboration
	9
	11.1%
	44.4%
	22.2%
	0.0%
	22.2%

	Data meetings
	9
	22.2%
	11.1%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	11.1%

	Book studies
	9
	0.0%
	33.3%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.3%

	Summer Reading Academy
	9
	0.0%
	22.2%
	44.4%
	22.2%
	11.1%

	LETRS training
	9
	33.3%
	44.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	22.2%

	Other
	4
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	100.0%


9. Direct, Explicit Instruction

All Reading Interventionists (100%) reported their understanding of and success with direct, explicit instruction as either “good” or “excellent,” and most respondents (88.9%) characterized the professional development quality as either “good” or “excellent.”

Figure 15. Understanding and Implementing Direct, Explicit Instruction (n=9)
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10. The Three-Tier Model of Instruction

All Reading Interventionists expressed a “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in applying the three-tier model of instruction. Most Reading Interventionists characterized the quality of the professional development and school-level support related to the instructional model as “good” or “excellent” (88.9% and 88.8%, respectively).  However, some respondents (22.2%) considered their coordination of curriculum with special education teachers and specialists to be only “fair.”

Figure 16. Understanding and Supporting Three-Tier Instruction (n=9)

[image: image18.emf]22.2%

11.1%

66.7%

44.4%

66.7%

88.9%

66.7%

11.1%

44.4%

22.2%

11.1%

33.3%

11.1%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Please rate the extent to

which you coordinate your

curriculum with the special

education teacher and

other specialists

Please rate the quality of

school-level support you've

received in implementing the

3-tier model of instruction

Please rate the quality of

the professional

development you've

received related to the 3-

tier model of instruction

Please rate the level of

success you've

experienced in applying the

3-tier model of instruction

Please rate the depth of

your understanding of the

3-tier model of instruction

Weak Fair  Good Excellent


11. Interpreting Reading Assessment Data in Ways That Inform Instruction

Most Reading Interventionists (88.9%) felt that their understanding of the interpretation of reading assessment data was “good” or “excellent,” while all respondents (100%) characterized their rate of success in applying data to inform instruction in the same way. Nearly 90 percent of respondents characterized professional development related to interpreting reading assessment data as well as the opportunities to review mid-year DIBELS data with grade-level teachers or specialists as “good” or “excellent” (88.9% and 88.9%, respectively).  

Figure 17. Interpreting and Applying Assessment Data (n=9)
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Most Reading Interventionists (88.9%) cited either “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review DIBELS data. However, only a third of respondents reported “good” or “excellent” opportunities to review Stanford Reading First and NECAP year-end data (33.3% and 33.3%, respectively).

Table 73.   Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with other teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	9
	11.1%
	0.0%
	77.8%
	11.1%

	Stanford Reading First
	9
	22.2%
	44.4%
	33.3%
	0.0%

	NECAP
	9
	22.2%
	44.4%
	33.3%
	0.0%


No Reading Interventionists (0.0%) indicated “excellent” opportunities to review end-of-third testing data for any assessment. However, most respondents (66.7%) reported “good” opportunities to review end-of-third DIBELS assessment data, while less than half of Reading Interventionists (22.2% and 44.4% respectively) reported “good” opportunities to review Stanford Reading First and NECAP data.

Table 74.   Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze the state’s end-of-third grade tests and results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	9
	11.1%
	22.2%
	66.7%
	0.0%

	Stanford Reading First
	9
	22.2%
	55.6%
	22.2%
	0.0%

	NECAP
	9
	11.1%
	44.4%
	44.4%
	0.0%


12. Resources

Reading Interventionists characterized both the quality and quantity of available teaching resources as “good” or “excellent” (100.0% and 88.9%, respectively).

Figure 18. Quality vs. Quantity of Teaching Resources (n=9)
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C. Paraprofessionals

Hezel Associates received 82 surveys from paraprofessionals.  A breakdown of the proportion of paraprofessionals from each grade level is shown in Table 27.  

1. Paraprofessional Sample

Table 75. Grade or Grades (check all the apply) (n=82)*

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	Kindergarten
	32
	39.0%

	1st grade
	30
	36.6%

	2nd grade
	32
	39.0%

	3rd grade
	27
	32.9%


**note that respondents could choose more than one option
Nearly half of paraprofessionals (47.5%) have been involved in New Hampshire Reading First for two or three years.

Table 76.   How many years have you been involved in New Hampshire Reading First? (n=82)

	
	Frequency
	Percent

	1 year
	21
	25.6%

	2 years
	16
	19.5%

	3 years
	23
	28.0%

	4 years
	12
	14.6%

	5 years
	8
	9.8%


2. The Five Components of Literacy

Respondents reported improvements in their knowledge of all five literacy components.  The most significant improvement was documented in the fluency area, in which 39 percent of paraprofessionals now report an “excellent” degree of knowledge. This represents an increase of more than thirty percent (+30.5%) when compared to self-reported phonics knowledge prior to participating in New Hampshire Reading First.

Table 77. Please rate your knowledge of the five components of literacy, in general.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	82
	23.2%
	39.0%
	36.6%
	1.2%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	4.9%
	68.3%
	26.8%

	
	Gain
	…
	-23.2%
	-34.1%
	+31.7%
	+25.6%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	
	7.3%
	45.1%
	40.2%
	7.3%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	2.4%
	61.0%
	36.6%

	
	Gain
	…
	-7.3%
	-42.7%
	+20.8%
	+29.3%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	82
	4.9%
	39.0%
	47.6%
	8.5%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	1.2%
	59.8%
	39.0%

	
	Gain
	…
	-4.9%
	-37.8%
	+12.2%
	+30.5%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	82
	3.7%
	46.3%
	40.2%
	9.8%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	3.7%
	72.0%
	24.4%

	
	Gain
	…
	-3.7%
	-42.6%
	+31.8%
	+14.4%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	82
	11.0%
	36.6%
	43.9%
	8.5%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	4.9%
	65.9%
	29.3%

	
	Gain
	…
	-11.0%
	-31.7%
	+22.0%
	+20.8%


Most paraprofessionals indicated improvements in their expertise in implementing the five literacy components into daily instruction.  Respondents reported the greatest improvements in the phonics and phonemic awareness areas, where the percentage of respondents reporting an “excellent” level of expertise increased by 25.6 percent and 24.4 percent, respectively.

Table 78.  Please rate your expertise in implementing the five components of literacy into your daily instruction during your reading block.

	Component of Literacy
	Time-frame
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Phonemic Awareness
	Before RF
	82
	24.4%
	40.2%
	34.1%
	1.2%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	9.8%
	64.6%
	25.6%

	
	Gain
	…
	-24.4%
	-30.4
	+30.5%
	+24.4%

	Phonics
	Before RF
	82
	15.9%
	37.8%
	41.5%
	4.9%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	2.4%
	67.1%
	30.5%

	
	Gain
	…
	-15.9%
	-35.4%
	+25.6%
	+25.6%

	Fluency
	Before RF
	82
	13.4%
	48.8%
	31.7%
	6.1%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	6.1%
	65.9%
	28.0%

	
	Gain
	…
	-13.4%
	-42.7%
	+34.2%
	+21.9%

	Vocabulary
	Before RF
	82
	3.7%
	51.2%
	35.4%
	9.8%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	3.7%
	67.1%
	29.3%

	
	Gain
	…
	-3.7%
	-47.5%
	+31.7%
	+19.5%

	Text Comprehension
	Before RF
	82
	7.3%
	52.4%
	37.8%
	2.4%

	
	Now
	82
	0.0%
	1.2%
	76.8%
	22.0%

	
	Gain
	…
	-7.3%
	-51.2%
	+39.0%
	+19.6%


Approximately half of respondents indicated that professional development opportunities in phonemic awareness and phonics areas “greatly” changed their ability to teach reading (51.2% and 48.8%, respectively).
Table 79. Please rate the extent to which professional development opportunities in each of the 5 components of literacy have positively impacted your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Changed greatly
	Changed slightly
	Did not change
	Did not participate in

	Phonemic Awareness
	82
	51.2%
	40.2%
	7.3%
	1.2%

	Phonics
	82
	48.8%
	46.3%
	0.0%
	4.9%

	Fluency
	82
	45.1%
	42.7%
	8.5%
	3.7%

	Vocabulary
	82
	41.5%
	45.1%
	9.8%
	3.7%

	Text Comprehension
	82
	40.2%
	47.6%
	11.0%
	1.2%


Approximately half of respondents considered LETRS training and the Summer Reading Academy to be either “very effective” or “effective” (50.0% and 45.1%, respectively). More than half of paraprofessionals (ranging from 54.9% to 62.2%) reported that they did not participate in coaching, grade level collaboration, data meetings, or book studies.  

Table 80.  Please rate the effectiveness of each type of NH Reading First professional development you have participated in on your ability to teach reading.

	
	n
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	Coaching
	82
	9.8%
	19.5%
	14.6%
	1.2%
	54.9%

	Grade level collaboration
	82
	6.1%
	18.3%
	18.3%
	1.2%
	56.1%

	Data meetings
	82
	4.9%
	14.6%
	15.9%
	2.4%
	62.2%

	Book studies
	82
	7.3%
	22.0%
	12.2%
	3.7%
	54.9%

	Summer Reading Academy
	82
	11.0%
	34.1%
	13.4%
	6.1%
	35.4%

	LETRS training
	82
	24.4%
	25.6%
	19.5%
	2.4%
	28.0%

	Parareading training
	82
	9.8%
	28.0%
	20.7%
	2.4%
	39.0%

	Other
	82
	10.3%
	3.4%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	86.2%


Granite, Intervention Programs and Peer Modeling were cited as other, “very effective” professional development opportunities.

Table 81.   If other, please specify.

	Program
	n
	Very 

Effective
	Effective
	Somewhat

Effective
	Not

Effective
	Did not

Participate 

in

	Effects of poverty on learning and E-aerobics K-2
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Motivating Your Students
	1
	0.0%
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Granite
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Intervention Programs
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Peer Modeling
	1
	100.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0.0%


3. Direct, Explicit Instruction

Most paraprofessionals characterized their understanding of and success in implementing explicit instruction as either “good” or “excellent” (85.4% and 89.1%, respectively).  In addition, nearly 85 percent of respondents (84.1%) indicated that the quality of the professional development they received with regard to direct, explicit instruction was also either “good” or “excellent.” 

Figure 19. Understanding and Implementing Direct, Explicit Instruction (n=82)
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4. The Three-Tier Model of Instruction

Most paraprofessionals expressed “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in applying the three-tier model of instruction (80.5% and 80.5%, respectively).  Most paraprofessionals also characterized the quality professional development and school-level support related to the instructional model as “good” or “excellent” (67.0% and 75.6%, respectively). However, over a quarter of respondents (26.9%) felt their coordination of curriculum with special education teachers and specialists was only “fair” or “weak.”

Figure 20. Understanding and Supporting Three-Tier Instruction (n=82)
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5. Interpreting Reading Assessment Data in Ways That Inform Instruction

More than half of paraprofessionals expressed either a “fair” or “weak” opinion of both their understanding of the interpretation of reading assessment data and the quality of professional development opportunities in this area (57.3% and 57.3%, respectively).  Over 40 percent of paraprofessionals (41.5%) also reported that they had only “fair” or “weak” opportunities to review mid-year DIBELS data with grade-level teachers and specialists.

Figure 21. Interpreting and Applying Assessment Data (n=82)
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Most paraprofessionals (68.3%) reported having only “weak” or “fair” opportunities to review end-of-year results from the DIBELS assessment. In addition, more than half of respondents reported having only “weak” opportunities to review the same data for the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments (52.4% and 51.2%, respectively).

Table 82.  Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with other teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	82
	43.9%
	24.4%
	23.2%
	8.5%

	Stanford Reading First
	82
	52.4%
	26.8%
	18.3%
	2.4%

	NECAP
	82
	51.2%
	23.2%
	23.2%
	2.4%


More than half of paraprofessionals (54.9% to 56.1%) expressed a “weak” opinion of opportunities to review data for any of the listed assessments.

Table 83.  Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze the state’s end-of-third grade tests and results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists.

	
	n
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	DIBELS
	82
	54.9%
	24.4%
	17.1%
	3.7%

	Stanford Reading First
	82
	56.1%
	28.0%
	14.6%
	1.2%

	NECAP


	82
	54.9%
	24.4%
	18.3%
	2.4%


6. Resources

Most paraprofessionals (87.8% and 85.3%, respectively) felt that both the quality and quantity of teaching resources available to them was either “good” or “excellent.”  However, more than one in ten (12.2% and 13.5%) reported that the available resources were only “fair” or “weak” in both dimensions.
Figure 22. Quality vs. Quantity of Teaching Resources (n=82)
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Summary of Educators’ Poll Findings

· Most respondents in each sample reported improvement in their knowledge of the five literacy components. Kindergarten teachers showed the most substantial improvement in the area of phonemic awareness. Grade 1-3 teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals demonstrated the most progress in the area of fluency.

· All sample groups reported increases in perceived expertise in implementing the five literacy components into daily instruction. There were increases in the percentage of kindergarten teachers, grade 1-3 teachers and paraprofessionals who reported "excellent" current knowledge when compared to previous knowledge for each literacy component. Phonemic awareness was among the top two literacy components with the greatest increase for these groups. Reading Interventionists also reported improvements in perceived expertise in implementing all literacy components as well; however, most increases were in the "good" category.

· Most teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals expressed confidence in their knowledge of and capacity to implement direct, explicit instruction. At least 85 percent of respondents (ranging from 85.4% to 100%) reported either a "good" or "excellent" understanding of direct, explicit instruction, and kindergarten teachers and reading interventionists indicated the highest perceived level of understanding. Furthermore, the vast majority of respondents (ranging from 89.1% to 100%) in each group believed their implementation of direct, explicit instruction to be either "good" or "excellent, " and again kindergarten teachers and reading interventionists indicated the highest perceived level implementation. Finally, more than three quarters of respondents in each group (ranging from 82.3% to 88.9%) expressed a "good" or "excellent" opinion of professional development in this area.

· The majority of teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals feel comfortable with three-tier instruction and related support. At least 80 percent of respondents in each group reported a "good" or "excellent" understanding and application of the three-tier model of instruction. In addition, approximately 80 percent of kindergarten teachers, grade 1-3 teachers and reading interventionists reported "good" or "excellent" professional development, while, concomittantly, less than 70 percent of paraprofessionals characterized professional development in the same way. Over three-quarters of respondents in each group expressed a "good" or "excellent" opinion of the quality of school-level support they received. Finally, although at least 65 percent of respondents characterized their curriculum coordination with specialists as "good" or "excellent," there is room for improvement. At least 22.2 percent of respondents (ranging from 22.2% to 33.3%) in all groups indicated "fair" or "weak" performance in this area.

· A gap in the understanding of reading assessment data area exists between teachers and Reading Interventionists when compared to paraprofessionals. Over 85 percent of teachers and Reading Interventionists characterized their understanding of how to interpret reading assessment data as well as their success in applying this data to inform instruction as either “good” or “excellent.” In addition, over 80 percent of respondents in these groups also cited the professional development and school support they received, as well as the extent to which they coordinate curriculum with specialists as “good” or “excellent.” However, the percentage of paraprofessionals who expressed a “good” or “excellent” opinion of each of these areas was less than 55 percent. 

· Respondents cited a lack of opportunities to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists. Most respondents in all samples reported a lack of opportunities to review end-of-year grade-level results from the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments. In addition, paraprofessionals also  indicated “fair” or “weak” opportunities to review results from the end-of-year grade-level DIBELS assessment as well.

· The vast majority of respondents are satisfied with both the quality and quantity of available teaching resources. Although at least 85 percent of respondents in each group characterized both the quality and quantity of teaching resources as "good" or "excellent," respondents seem to be slightly less satisfied with the quantity of resources available.

· Effectiveness ratings of New Hampshire Reading First professional development varied by sample. Kindergarten and grade 1-3 teachers found grade level collaboration and data meetings most helpful. Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals cited LETRS training as most effective.  Interestingly, the Summer Reading Academy was viewed by 24% of teachers and Reading Interventionists to not be a particularly strong source of professional development.  Also, less than half of teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals characterized coaching as either a "very effective" or "effective" source of professional development. Grade 1-3 teachers (39.8%) held the highest opinion of coaching, followed by kindergarten teachers (38.1%), paraprofessionals (29.3%) and reading interventionists (22.2%).  

 

The Classroom Observations and Interviews 

A.  Classroom Observation and Interview Methods

The Hezel research team personally visited the following twelve Cohort 1 schools to conduct classroom observations and interviews (see Table 1). 

Table 84. Schools Included in the Present Evaluation

	School
	Town in NH
	Urban or Rural

	Paul Smith School
	Franklin
	Rural

	Bessie Rowell School
	Franklin
	Rural

	Valley View Community School
	Farmington
	Rural

	Mount Pleasant School
	Nashua
	Urban

	Fairgrounds Elementary School
	Nashua
	Urban

	Warren Village School
	Warren
	Rural

	Marston Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Bartlett Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Brown Elementary School
	Berlin
	Rural

	Bluff Elementary School
	Claremont
	Rural

	Disnard Elementary School
	Claremont
	Rural

	William Allen School
	Rochester
	Urban


We began our evaluation by contacting Reading First schools and scheduled time to observe several different types of reading instruction first hand (whole class, small group, and interventions). We requested that site coordinators randomly select particular classrooms for our observations.

We also scheduled interviews with key faculty members.  We took a comprehensive approach, soliciting interview data from a broad range of faculty members, each of whom plays an integral role in the implementation process: classroom teachers, reading coaches, site coordinators, principals, interventionists of various descriptions (e.g., Special Education Teachers, Title I aides), and specialists (e.g., reading, speech and language).  We tape-recorded and took notes for each interview we conducted, except at one school where the principal asked that we take written notes only.

During our interviews, our overarching research question was:

1. What benefits and challenges has the Reading First implementation brought to your school? Specifically, what aspects of RF have teachers and administrator found to be the most effective for improving instruction? What has been difficult about implementing RF, and what steps did respondents take to overcome specific challenges? 

During our classroom observations, our overarching research question was:

1. What are the strengths and weaknesses of the observed reading instruction sessions? Specifically, to what extent have teachers integrated the tenants of RF into their reading instruction (i.e., the five components of literacy; direct, explicit instruction; 3-tier model of instruction; and data-driven instructional decisions)

We used the Instructional Content Emphasis––Revised protocol (ICE-R), developed by the Vaughn Gross Center at the University of Texas, to guide our classroom observations. The ICE-R focuses the researcher on three aspects of teaching: What is being taught, how it is being taught, and the instructional materials that teachers and students are using. In addition, many teachers provided us with lesson plans and background information on students with individual needs.

To supplement the ICE-R we developed our own observational checklist that doubled as a semi-structured interview protocol (see Appendix 1). Although we had in mind a particular list of questions or issues to discuss, we improvised the order and exact wording during our meetings with interviewees. The protocol focused on: the extent to which we observed evidence of teachers’ knowledge of the five components of literacy; direct, explicit instruction; how effectively teachers used core reading materials; whether there was evidence of data-driven instruction; whether there was evidence of quality 3-tier instruction, and the quality of small group instruction within the classroom. 

At the end of each cluster of school visits in NH, we transcribed our interview data and field notes. We analyzed our data on an ongoing basis, which allowed us to evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of RF implementation at both the classroom and school level. 

Following our preliminary analysis, we devised categories of data to form the basis of our extensive analysis of how the RF implementation was evolving over time. Such categories included: Quality and quantity of PD opportunities; Commitment to making data-driven decisions; and what the five components of literacy instruction looks like on the ground. Then, at the completion of our fieldwork stage, we searched all of our data documents for dominant and less-dominant themes, which we discuss in the present report. 

To check the validity of our interpretations we searched for discrepant evidence by rigorously examining classroom observations and interview comments that challenged our conclusions. For example, in developing the hypothesis that inviting parents into the school for special events was a positive step, we learned that while many teachers had had positive experiences, confirming our hypothesis, it was also true that poor attendance could cause teachers to feel disappointed. Not what we originally thought! This triangulation of data helped us to dig below the surface of how the RF implementation was (or was not) taking hold in each school. 

Our hypothesis was that NH RF had significantly improved reading instruction and student learning in measurable ways, even though change is not easy and the intervention was only in its third teaching year. Overall, the data confirmed our hypothesis, while at the same time opening our eyes to the struggles and triumphs teachers encountered to get to where they are now. 

In the next section we present two categories of findings: Classroom Observations and Interviews.  

Classroom Observation Findings

A. Classroom Observations

Our analysis of classroom observation data revealed the following trends across the twelve NH RF schools in this study. 

1. The five components of literacy

Overall, we were impressed by teachers’ knowledge of the five components of literacy, and the way they integrated them into instruction every day, as appropriate (i.e., advanced readers will have mastered phonemic awareness so there is no need to include it with more advanced readers). However, sometimes teachers could give greater emphasis to helping children connect the skills they’re learning to a story or an article. Low performing children, in particular, benefit from explicit help in making connections. For example, for a lesson on think-aloud strategies, in which the teacher modeled her own comprehension, would guide children in developing their own metacognitive strategies. Similarly, teachers do not always show children the link between new vocabulary words and the texts they are reading. Typically teachers present the new words for a story or article by writing them on the board, discussing their meanings with students, using the word in a sentence, verbally, and so on. But the teachers we observed seldom elaborated on the fact that children would be learning more about these words as they encountered them in the upcoming selection; that understanding the meanings of, for example, nocturnal, diurnal, and mammal would be essential for understanding and interpreting what they’re about to read. In addition, when a group read a story together, we did not often hear a teacher hark back to the discussion of the meanings of target words, as in “remember when we discussed the difference between diurnal and nocturnal. Who can explain about the sleep habits of the animals we’re reading about in this article?” and so on.

2. Direct, explicit instruction

Similar to the above point, while most teachers practice direct, explicit skill instruction, what’s often missing is a direct link to a text. For example, after a lesson on “r controlled” vowels, in which children had practiced reading words such as car, bar, and star, in isolation, the teacher needs to show them how to read similar words in a meaningful context. In short, there is often a disconnect between the skill lesson and real reading.

3. Integration of core materials for instruction

Teachers across the board have welcomed the new core materials (purchased with RF funds) as a boon to instruction. Where we found less agreement was on the question of whether they were expected to stick to the script or were free to go “off script.” In either case, we saw good examples of both types of instruction. Some of the best examples came from teachers who previewed the lesson and then brought it to life with their own examples and anecdotes. In contrast, some of the weakest instructional examples came from teachers who adhered too closely to the script, and did not inject any life into the lesson. Often these lessons were followed by an assignment (such as a worksheet) that had nothing to do with the story or article.

In any case, the question of scripting or not scripting is most likely related to the way a given school interprets the question of fidelity. Not surprisingly, scripted lessons come to life in the hands of a good teacher who can embellish and enrich the lesson in ways that captivate children’s attention and enhance learning.

4. Sustained reading of connected text

During the ninety minute reading block we observed that students spent the majority of their time engaged in skill instruction, choral reading with peers, center activities, and completing worksheets. However, we also noticed that children were not engaged in reading independently for sustained periods of time. More often than not, their reading was limited to the word, sentence, or paragraph level, rather than reading more lengthy books over time.

5. The three-tier model of instruction

All of the schools in the study have implemented the three-tier instructional model. Children with individual needs were definitely receiving additional instruction in small groups, in the classrooms and/or through a pullout program. 

However, we did notice a range of skills and training among the interventionists who provide reading instruction. While some are experienced teachers with graduate-level expertise in learning disabilities, reading difficulties, or special education, others lack specialized training. Even when teachers work closely with those who have limited backgrounds in education, the lessons we observed tended to be “by the book,” with the interventionist relying heavily on scripted materials rather than tailoring a program for a child’s needs. 

Moreover, we were concerned by the lack of understanding, on the part of many interventionists, about a particular child’s learning profile and related data. In these cases the teacher typically instructed the interventionist on what to teach. Although this technique suggests good collaboration between teachers, we are concerned about students who are being instructed by adults who lack an in-depth understanding of their strengths and needs as learners. 

6. Title I Aids and Paraprofessionals

Teachers and administrators appreciate having extra personnel to help them the classroom (through RF funds). How they use their additional staff, however, varies a good deal across schools. Some teachers make excellent use of assistants by involving them in activities such as reinforcing skill instruction or timing children’s reading of flashcards. As suggested in point five, some teachers would benefit from more guidance in how best to use assistants in targeted ways to help struggling readers.

7. Interventionists

Related to point five above, the interventionists we observed play a key role in students’ development as readers, often accelerating their progress to the point where they no longer need extra help. 

That said, some interventionists have more educational background and training than others, which leads to variation in the quality of the lessons. The best lessons we observed shared these characteristics: Data driven instruction; cross-grade-level groupings to allow students with similar needs to be grouped together; and a firm grasp on each student’s specific needs. However, we did not observe these three factors across the board.

8. A love of reading beyond Reading First

Many children in RF schools clearly love to read. They are excited about the stories and articles they read in school and cannot wait to share their take-home books with their families. We also noticed that many children who need extra help are enthusiastic about meeting with their extra (intervention) reading group. Some already-on-grade-level readers, in fact, ask if they can join an intervention group!

9. Classroom management routines

In some classrooms we observed excellent classroom routines. Students met with their teacher for a reading group and then cycled through several centers in a highly productive way. However, all too often we observed children (even when classes were small) who were assigned routine seatwork (e.g., workbook pages) combined with perhaps just one center activity. In these cases, students were sometimes off-task while the adults were busy teaching (mostly excellent) small groups. 

We also observed classrooms in which children were able to circulate among several reading centers before and after meeting with their teacher for small group instruction. Sometimes the individual centers were terrific, offering challenging activities, and facilitated by an adult. In other cases, however, the center activities were not as compelling as they might have been. Children would typically finish the task in five or ten minutes and then be off-task for the remainder of the time.

10. Teaching as a collective activity

One of the benefits of RF implementation, we found, is that the language people use to discuss research-based instructional practices is consistent throughout schools. Having a common language means that teachers can converse with each other using terminology that everyone understands. It also means that children can use the same terminology as shorthand in communicating with teachers as in, “Will we work on fluency today?” or “I’m working on my comprehension skills.”

Interview Findings

A. Principal Interviews

Our data analysis revealed that RF instruction is a collective activity up and down the line. Many of the participants held similar views about the benefits and challenges of RF implementations. Specifically, principals’ comments were echoed by remarks made by site coordinators and coaches. Their remarks, in turn, were echoed by teachers and interventionists, with some extra insights added to the mix. And so it was that we began to realize that schools are functioning as cohesive communities. Not that everything is perfect; we would not expect this to be the case anywhere! But overall, we found that faculty members were consistent in much of their thinking, both within schools and across schools. 

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

· Principals, across the board, appreciated increased funding which allowed them to purchase new materials for reading instruction––from a basal reading series (e.g., Macmillan/McGraw-Hill, Houghton Mifflin, Harcourt), to software products (e.g., “Read Naturally”), to intervention programs (e.g., “Wilson Fundations”). Additional funds have also allowed principals to hire additional school personnel, which has given classroom teachers “another pair of hands.” 

· We observed strong leadership among principals. They insist that all faculty members teach according to the RF philosophy, updating their practice as needed. Beyond that, all teachers are required to learn how to use data to inform pedagogical decisions for their students. As one principal remarked, “The more education the faculty has, the more committed they are to data meetings.”

· Principals are pleased that teachers can now access student data directly. When teachers examine the data (typically from DIBELS testing), they can see evidence of how well their students are doing, which often “energizes” them.

· Principals believe that the 3-tier model has paved the way for providing interventions for children with individual needs more rapidly. As one principal remarked, “children receive help much more quickly than in the past and in a more individualized fashion. As a result student progress has been accelerated.” In the same vein, another principal observed, “Kids are identified earlier now and get on grade level by first or second grade.”   (We point out that this finding is supported by Educators’ Poll data in Figures 2, 6, 10 and 14, in which most Educators’ Poll respondents reported “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in applying the three-tier model of instruction. In the same tables, respondents indicated satisfaction with the quality of school-level support they have received in implementing the three-tier model of instruction.)

b. Less-dominant Trends

· Some principals believe that a side benefit of RF is increased collegiality among teachers. As one principal commented, “Teachers now plan together as a team, not individually.” Another observed, “Having that set curriculum and having everyone on the same page has really helped us progress from where we were before.” Across grade collaboration is also on the rise. As one principal said, “[Now] the kindergarten teacher will ask a first grade teacher, ‘how are they doing now? Is there something we could do better to get them ready?’ I mean these conversations have come a long way.”

· Some principals remarked that the RF implementation has elevated the level of professionalism within the school. As one remarked, “[RF] gave us room to tighten things up here.” 

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

·  “The biggest hurdle has been time—time and scheduling,” one principal remarked. Others agreed unanimously. The 90-minute reading block poses the biggest challenge, followed by the need to allow time for three-tiered instruction and math. After that, squeezing in time for science and social studies can be tough.

For an example of how to make sure that enough time is allocated for math instruction, visit the Warren Village School in Warren, which maintains an “untouchable” one-hour block for math.

· Principals generally agreed that RF implementation was “shaky at first.” But now in year three, things have smoothed out. Children are becoming more proficient readers (in many cases achieving AYP), and nearly all teachers are on board with RF. Some principals did say, however, that that they still have some teachers who are resistant to change. “Fidelity to the program is one of our biggest challenges,” observed one principal. “And several of our teachers had to be retrained.”

· Although principals now have additional funds to hire paraprofessionals, the pay scale is quite low which limits the pool of qualified applicants, especially in poorer communities. Often the paraprofessionals they do hire have limited experience, although a few have college degrees, and at least one is a certified kindergarten teacher. (We also point out that Educators’ Poll data in Table 32 indicates that paraprofessionals have benefited from training, as the majority of respondents reported that professional development opportunities in each of the five literacy components have changed their ability to teach reading in some way.)  

d. Less-dominant Trends

· Principals often observed that while many students have made progress, each school has students who are still not reading at grade level. One principal observed, “It’s best not to become too self-congratulatory about the progress most students have made.” Another said, “We’re not out of the woods, because we have these novice readers even when there’s ‘No Child Left Behind.’ We should celebrate our achievements but then move forward.” 

· Some principals lamented the fact that they have not always been successful in connecting with families, which they see as an important goal for improving children’s reading. The principals have tried sponsoring reading nights and assessment information nights, but have been disappointed by low turn out. For example, one event drew only four parents, even though the school had advertised free childcare. 

At the Bartlett Elementary School in Berlin, Title I, 21st Century, and RF specialists collaborate on parent outreach. Whereas in the past parent events were poorly attended, these days the number of participants has increased quite a bit. Similarly, The Valley View Community School in Farmington has been successful at making parents an integral part of the reading process. 

B. Site Coordinator Interviews

First, we commend the state of NH for having had the foresight to create and support the site coordinator position. Time and again, we were struck by the pivotal role the site coordinators play in the whole scheme of things; they are often the glue that holds the implementation process together!  

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

· The site coordinators are proud of the role they play in bringing about change in low-performing schools. Some remarked that they felt a sense of ownership of RF since they were advocates of the program from the start and have helped make it work for teachers and students. The payoff has been great. As one site coordinator remarked, “[RF] has done phenomenal things for our school. It’s the best thing that ever happened to us.” Another stated, “The benefits have been huge. We now have an understanding of reading and how all children can read.” 

· Site coordinators point out that RF has given teachers an opportunity to establish a connection with the NH State Department of Education that they did not have previously. 

When school personnel become involved in writing grants for additional funding to supplement RF, they become more invested in the success of the program. For an example, visit the site coordinator at the Disnard School in Claremont. 

· Some site coordinators commented that it was hard to get up to speed during the first two years. Everyone required so much training from DIBELS to LETRS to using data to make good decisions about each student. In addition, teachers needed confirmation about how they could and could not teach—what practices were legitimate under RF. In addition, many teachers who felt they “already knew how to teach” found the transition painful.

· The site coordinators believe the professional development programs have been excellent and that all staff members have a good grasp on the five components of literacy. Also, through PD events, site coordinators have been able to fill in gaps in their own understanding of SBRR. For example, one site coordinator remarked, “many times I thought I was doing the right thing [before RF]. . . now with more education, I know differently. I was teaching higher level comprehension skills without giving kids a phonics foundation.” (Data from the Educators’ Poll displayed in Tables 4, 13, 22 and 30 provides supporting evidence that teaching staff believe they possess a good understanding of the five literacy components.  Data displayed in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33 provided a nuanced view of Reading First staff members evaluations of different professional development opportunities. )     

· Site coordinators believe that RF has offered a visible payoff given the improvement in students’ reading scores since its inception.

· Teachers are “absorbing professional development like sponges,” observed one site coordinator. The book study group is an excellent example, with its focus on reading and discussing several books a year. Also, many teachers and paraprofessionals can get college credit for PD, most of which takes place during the salaried day. (Supportive evidence from Educators’ Poll data can be found in Tables 6, 15, 24 and 32, where respondents indicated that professional development opportunities have positively impacted their ability to teach reading.)

b. Less-dominant Trends

· Most site coordinators appreciate having the opportunity to meet every month with their peers to exchange ideas. The meetings also give them a chance to connect with people who may be able to serve as a resource in the future. 

· A few of the site coordinators mentioned that they had come to love the process of organizing, analyzing, and discussing student data. The process helps teachers track “students’ wonderful leaps,” which can lead to “a [positive] shift in thinking” about RF. 

To observe excellent Data Team Meetings in action, visit the William Allen School in Rochester. The method devised by the principal and site coordinator really works. One positive effect of the meetings is that teachers at each grade level are now thinking about all 70 kids at a grade level as “theirs.” 

· Regarding increased professionalism, one site coordinator said, “Teachers have begun asking more sophisticated questions about their students’ progress over the years.” Another observed that teachers are now more willing to “share their knowledge base with everyone in the school.”

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

· Initially teacher buy-in was a concern. As one site coordinator said, “It’s been challenging trying to change a mindset.  . . It’s [RF’s] been powerful in that we’re seeing every kid in every classroom working at reading. . . We have kids choosing to read. . . Sometimes after school you’ll see a kid with a book in their hand.” Another site coordinator remarked that now most teachers are behind the intervention. 

To see an example of kids who were formerly turned-off readers who are now avid, motivated readers, visit the Brown Elementary School in Berlin. According to the site coordinator, all of their students are reading all the time, everywhere. 

· The school districts that have low pay scales have difficulty attracting talented teachers. The same holds true for finding well-qualified coaches, which is a problem for site coordinators.

· What the future holds for the RF program is a question that concerns many of the site coordinators. They hope additional funds will become available so they will be able to sustain the gains they have made thus far. 

d. Less-dominant Trend

· Some of the site coordinators felt a little unsure of themselves as providers of LETRS training. Some were comfortable framing their sessions by saying, “I’m learning alongside you.” But others felt uneasy about teaching their peers when they were “only one chapter ahead.” As one respondent remarked, “I have a tough time standing in as an expert.”

C. Literacy Coach Interviews

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

· Coaches state that the Summer Reading Academy is a great way to build their own knowledge, as well as to help them train classroom teachers.  (A discrepant opinion of the Summer Reading Academy was reported in the Educators’ Poll results and is displayed in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33. Less than half of kindergarten teachers, grade 1-3 teachers, Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals found the Summer Reading Academy to be an either “very effective” or “effective” professional development activity.)

· Coaches appreciate the fact that many struggling readers are able to receive additional services since the inception of RF; prior to that the school would not have been able to accommodate them as well.

· Coaches believe that the extra PD they have received during the school year has allowed them to give teachers additional support. 

· Many coaches appreciate the fact that RF allows them to double up on providing extra instruction for struggling readers. For example, some children participate in a small group intervention in their classrooms and then receive an “extra dose” in a small group pullout session. 

b. Less-dominant Trends

· The expanded PD program, according to one coach, has “tripled the number of contractual hours for teachers” for attending sessions.

· One coach appreciates RF because the program “is based on research instead of intuition.” She now “thinks more like a doctor or a scientist” rather than a teacher.

· In schools that are further along in the implementation process, the coaches are working with teachers to not just create interventions but to “look at what’s happening inside the intervention.”

To see effective communication strategies between a reading coach and principal, visit the Fairgrounds Elementary School in Nashua and observe their daily check-ins and updates. 

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

· Coaches sometimes have a hard time balancing all their responsibilities. As one coach said of trying to keep up, “When you think you have a handle on one thing, something else will happen.”

· Testing students can take an inordinate amount of time. One coach remarked that students were tested over three consecutive weeks for three different programs as a result of an unfortunate scheduling oversight. Another coach has received a negative response from teachers about the amount of testing. She is also concerned that the testing “doesn’t accurately calculate growth,” and worries that teachers will be tempted to “teach to the test.” A third coach said that some teachers were concerned about data being used as an accountability measure.

· Coaches, like their colleagues, are concerned that there is often not enough time to teach science and social studies. 

· Some coaches encounter resistance when they try to take the long view and build capacity among teachers rather than offering “quick fix solutions.”

d. Less-dominant Trends

· Coaches note that some teachers feel threatened by new techniques that call into question the way they have taught reading for many years.

· As with many site coordinators, some coaches say they are under-qualified to play the role of expert in giving workshops. As one said, “We should have her [the statewide expert], or someone who is skilled. I just felt like I had just barely learned the material myself and it was hard to get up in front of someone and be able to answer their questions.” 

· For some coaches, the book study clubs were not as successful as they had hoped due to absences and general resistance to change among faculty members. However, other coaches say the book groups are “going well.”

· One coach observed that RF has not completely alleviated the pressure and anxiety of some classroom teachers who work in schools that did not make AYP last year. On the bright side, many more students are “meeting benchmark” as RF becomes more established.

· One coach said she would like to have more knowledge about which published ancillary, or intervention, programs “are most effective for which type of learners.” 

The Bluff Elementary School in Claremont was able to turn teachers’ positive response to the LETRS training into a catalyst for increasing conversations among teachers. The conversations led to philosophical shifts about reading instruction and the value of research-based practices. 

D. Kindergarten Teacher Interviews

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

· K teachers are proud of the fact that first grade teachers have noticed that the children they have this year, who were taught with the RF philosophy in kindergarten, seem especially well prepared as readers. 

· K teachers are happy to see that children are identified sooner (since RF) as potentially learning disabled.

· In general, K teachers approve of the new materials, specifically the Houghton Mifflin, Macmillan-McGraw, or Open Court basal readers and the “Wilson Fundamentals” program. 

· K teachers have appreciated the PD opportunities, especially in regard to “SBRR and what that term really means.” For the most part they are also enthusiastic about the LETRS training, although one group said they had “learned all that” as undergraduates. (This mixed opinion of LETRS training is supported in Educators’ Poll data found in Table 7, where approximately half of kindergarten teachers (47.6%) rated the LETRS training as either “very effective” or “effective.”) 

b. Less-dominant Trends

· One group of K teachers remarked that they really appreciated having a site coordinator “who is dedicated to the success of the program. When we think about the things we need she pretty much takes care of it all. We go to her and say, ‘okay, I’m having trouble with this and she’s on it.’”

· Some K teachers find the pace challenging. One said it was exhausting for her and her students, while another commented, “It felt like we were on fire for three years!”

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

· Many kindergarten teachers teach two sessions per day (approximately 2.5 hours per session). When they set aside 90 minutes for RF, there is little time left over for math and enrichment activities. 

· Given that kindergarten is not mandated by the state, many people in the community don’t understand just how valuable this particular year of schooling is. Another problem with the half-day K program is that many working parents do not have time to drop off and pick up their child for schooling that only lasts for 2.5 hours. It’s not surprising, then, that all the kindergarten teachers we interviewed wished the district could provide funds for full-day kindergarten. They are convinced that the extra time would allow them to diversify and strengthen their program.

d. Less-dominant Trends

· Some K teachers are critical of the amount of time they need to spend on DIBELS testing, which is “time away from teaching.” Some would like to see the Developmental Reading Assessment 2 screening be taken as seriously as the DIBELS.  

· Teaching kindergarteners to read and write is sometimes difficult within a half-day program.

E. Grade 1-3 teacher Interviews 

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

(1) First Grade

· First grade teachers believe that young children are making greater progress in RF than they had previously. As one teacher observed, “Before RF the mindset about kindergarten had been ‘well, they’ll learn to read in first grade.’ But that’s not the case. Children can learn to read in kindergarten.”

· First grade teachers feel they have become proficient in drawing upon DIBELS data in their instruction.
· The professional development sessions have been valuable. A new first grade teacher, for example, remarked that before RF she did not know what to teach when. “Now I feel so much more organized!” she said. Another teacher said she is more focused now and so are her students. “I’m being explicit now, staying on track. The children are more hands-on. They know they have to participate.” 

· The incoming students are better readers than pre-RF. In the words of one teacher, “The children are coming up from Kindergarten in such a different place. I’ve been here for seven years so I really notice it.”

(2) Second Grade

· As we found in other groups, second grade teachers also appreciate receiving extra help from classroom assistants. 

· The range of new reading materials has been very exciting for second grade teachers. 

· Second grade teachers in general appreciate the PD trainings.

(3) Third Grade

· Third grade teachers like having additional reading materials; they specifically mentioned workbooks, leveled readers, themed books, and libraries of books. In one school a teacher said, “Usually there’s not enough money to purchase SPED materials,” but now there is now.

· Many third grade teachers remarked that they are “closing the gap” with reading scores; they are “able to catch kids and provide services before kids fail.”

b. Less-dominant Trends

(1) First Grade

· Some first grade teachers give high marks to the scripted format of the Houghton Mifflin basal series. They also approve of the way the books in the series increases in complexity on a relatively small gradient. 

· Some teachers said that parent involvement had increased. As one teacher observed, “I know it’s this particular opportunity with RF that’s made the difference with parents jumping onboard.” 

· The teachers who have extra help in the classroom really appreciate it. As one said, “Before it was us and the kids.”

(2) Second Grade

· Second grade teachers said that these days they are focusing on the five components of literacy in a systematic way. They’re also giving more thought to “the what and how of teaching.” 

· Progress monitoring of students, although time consuming, has become an important activity for second grade teachers. Over time they’ve decided it’s a valuable activity.

(3) Third Grade

· In one school the third grade teachers remarked that scheduling tier 2 and 3 instruction was quite difficult at first. Eventually they figured out a way to use flexible grouping: Children spend 90 minutes with the whole group, and another 45 minutes in a flex group where they are grouped across three classrooms.

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

(1) First Grade

· Time management is the most challenging aspect of RF for first grade teachers.

· Grouping students is difficult, teachers have found. The groups need to include children at similar levels, but teachers do not want to create more groups than they can reasonably teach on a daily basis (typically a maximum of four groups). 

(2) Second Grade

· As we found in other grade levels, many second grade teachers worry about not being able to fit in time for instruction in science and social studies.

Teachers at the Bessie Rowell School in Franklin found a way to use “Quick Reads” (Pearson) to build content area knowledge into the reading curriculum. 

(3) Third Grade

· Many third grade teachers said that there’s not enough time to teach writing, such as personal narrative and summarizing novels. “It’s difficult to get in enough time for sustained writing,” one remarked. In another school, teachers reported being able to teach writing only once a week.

· Given the lack of time for instruction in science and social studies, some third grade teachers worry about assigning an authentic letter grade on report cards.

For a great approach to integrating writing into reading instruction, beyond the 90-minute reading block, you might want to observe teachers at the Paul Smith School in Franklin.

d. Less-dominant Trends

(1) First Grade

· With so many intervention programs available to struggling readers, one first grade teacher said, “we need to think harder about enriching the core program to meet the needs of more advanced readers.”

(2) Second Grade

· A few second grade teachers said they find the testing overwhelming. One commented that “at least 5 or 6 kids are assessed every week,” and she is not sure how useful the results are. “There’s not always time to apply the data to teaching methods,” she continued.

When it comes to diverse assessment instruments, the Mount Pleasant School in Nashua, through RF, uses a range of tools ( e.g., Test of Word Reading Efficiency, or TOWRE, and the Phonological Awareness Test, or PAT) to shed light on students’ strengths and weaknesses and track their progress. 

· Regarding PD, some second grade teachers question the value of the Summer Reading Academy and the Data Days. They say they learned the most from the LETRS training. (Data from the Educators’ Poll in Table 16 also suggest grade 1-3 teachers may not find the Summer Reading Academy as effective as other professional development opportunities. In the same table, a discrepant finding is displayed, as grade level collaboration and data meetings were reported as the most effective professional development activities.)

· Some third grade teachers resist “teaching to the core.” They think the basal reader they are using is weak on comprehension and explicit instruction. They also believe that children “lose a personal connection” to the text when teachers adhere to a very structured core. 

· Some third grade teachers commented that the meaning of “fidelity to the core” evolved over time. At first they thought they had to adhere to the core with no exceptions. Now they know they are free to use their judgment and supplement the core as needed. 

· Some third grade teachers resent what they describe as “a top-down authority structure.” They wish they had a stronger voice in deciding on materials and interventions. Similarly, another group of third grade teachers feels the school is “overregulated,” and that “the teaching environment feels too tightly scheduled.”

· RF has accelerated the instructional pace. As one third grade teacher said, “We need to go through one story per week, where it used to be one every other week.” 

F. Specialists/Interventionists

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

a. Dominant Trends

· At the beginning of RF, many specialists found the program difficult to implement because they thought it was overly scripted and that there was not room to apply what they knew. Now, as they have been able to incorporate their own ideas, they feel better about the balance of the program. 

· Several specialists are relieved that children “are not falling through the cracks anymore. If something isn’t working we try something else.”

· As for materials, most specialists remarked that they now had a wealth of materials to choose among.

To see a whole range of intervention programs in action, visit the Marston School and the Bartlett Elementary School in Berlin. The programs include: Range of intervention programs: “Read Well” (Sopris West), for grades 1-2, “Early Reading Intervention” (Scott Foresman) for kindergarten; “Read Naturally” (Read Naturally, Inc.); “Reading Mastery Plus” (SRA); “Corrective Reading” (SRA); and “Quick Reads” (Pearson) to help develop fluency.

b. Less-dominant Trends

· Many interventionists reported that they felt more confident and more prepared as teacher through RF. In fact, some remarked that this is the first time they have really understood how to teach reading. (Educators’ Poll data from Reading Interventionists, in fact, reported in Tables 22 and 23 show similar results, with most respondents increasing their knowledge and implementation of all five literacy components.

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

c. Dominant Trends

· A common theme among interventionists was that the PD responsibilities are too time consuming for those who have young families at home. 

· Interventionists also noted that scheduling student interventions is not easy. As one said, “Sometimes RF makes for a very hectic schedule

d. Less-dominant trends

· One interventionist worries that DIBELS places too much stress on students with special needs. Often SPED students have slow processing time even when they have the decoding and comprehension skills, but DIBELS does not make allowances. 

· It can be frustrating to be trying your best (using RF) and not get credit if your school categorized as a “school in need for improvement.”

· We heard several opposing views about RF and English Language Learners. Some teachers worry that the RF program does not adequately address the needs of bilingual children. “Our ELL population is being penalized,” one observed. However, other ELL teachers believe that RF is geared to this population. Further the extra materials are a godsend for all students. Other teachers say that while the skill instruction is intense and systematic, RF lacks the focus on comprehension that ELLs need. Also, some criticize the RF assessment tools for not being not well suited to ELLs. 

When it comes to diverse assessment instruments, the Mount Pleasant School in Nashua, through RF, uses a range of tools ( e.g., Test of Word Reading Efficiency, or TOWRE, and the Phonological Awareness Test, or PAT) to shed light on students’ strengths and weaknesses and track their progress. 

Classroom Observation and Interview 
Summary of Findings

Several themes emerged from the classroom observations and interviews.

A. Findings:  Benefits & Challenges of Reading First Implementation in New Hampshire 

Several themes emerged from the classroom observations and interviews that we conducted in NH RF schools. The following benefits were the most salient. 

1. Benefits of Reading First Implementation

Finding 1:  Now, in teaching year three, most teachers and administrators are solidly behind the RF intervention. The data on student progress have convinced even the most skeptical faculty members that this intervention works. Also, there is a visible pay-off––students’ increased proficiency in reading. Another bonus is the fact that teachers are no longer feeling isolated; RF has become a collective activity. 

Finding 2:  With RF, teachers and principals are able to identify struggling readers earlier than in the past and provide them with services right away. Early identification and remediation helps students build a solid foundation in the early years of their schooling. Principals often observed that children are no longer slipping through the cracks. Site coordinators and teachers often commented that many students now identify themselves as good readers, which has led to gains in self-esteem.

Finding 3:  Learning how to collect and analyze assessment data is helping teachers, specialists, and administrators track student progress. Teachers and specialists who used to shy away from data analysis now say they love it. They also commented that the data meetings have helped them focus on individual children and track their progress. Although some think the DIBELS testing takes up too much of their instructional time and doesn’t give the full picture, they have a renewed sense of professionalism due to being able to collect, analyze, and make decisions based on data.  

Finding 4:  Teachers report that children are spending more time engaged with books and reading, even beyond the 90 minute reading block, than pre-RF. As many of our respondents noted, children who were on the verge of “checking out of reading” are now enthusiastic readers. They are proud of their abilities, which lead to even more reading, which, of course, is what we all hope for.  (The amount of sustained reading of connected text, was, however, of concern during the classroom observations.) 

Finding 5: Nearly everyone we interviewed believes that the additional professional development opportunities are beneficial, particularly the Summer Reading Academy and the Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) training. Teachers commented that pre-RF they weren’t sure how to teach the five components, especially phonemic awareness, phonics, and fluency. They now feel confident as reading teachers, remarking that they have come to understand “what to do and when to do it.” Prior to RF, PD had been sporadic and less focused. (Educators’ Poll results in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33 both support and contrast this finding. Many teacher and specialist respondents found professional development to be beneficial in improving their ability to teach reading. However, only Reading Interventionists and paraprofessionals indicated that LETRS training was most effective.  In contrast, Kindergarten and grade 1-3 teachers preferred grade level collaboration and data meetings.)
Finding 6:  All faculty members appreciate having additional funds to buy the materials they need. Schools that once had few materials to choose among now have at least one core basal reading program, a few intervention programs (e.g., “Wilson Fundamentals”), and various assessment tools. Although some teachers commented that at first it was hard to get up to speed with using a wealth of new resources, they have figure it out and believe they are fortunate to have so much variety, including media (i.e., “Read Naturally”), take-home books, and manipulatives. 
Finding 7:  Increased collegiality and professionalism are hallmarks of NH RF implementation. “Now we’re all on the same page,” and “we all work together and support each other,” were typical comments. Many teachers also said they felt so much more prepared to teach reading after participating in many PD events; the trainings extended their undergraduate studies, which many described as sorely lacking. As a result, teachers now have more sophisticated conversations about reading pedagogy than pre-RF.

2. Challenges Associated with Reading First Implementation

Finding 1: Faculty at all levels remarked that lack of time was the number one challenge to successful RF implementation. Once teachers have carved out a 90-minute reading block, they make sure that they allocate a goodly amount of time for math. They report that it is hard to then schedule enough time for science and social studies. Interventionists struggle with time as well, since they need to avoid pulling out students during reading and math blocks.
Finding 2: During the first two years, many teachers resisted the changes in practice that were required by RF. Now, three years into the implementation, most teachers are on-board. Many administrators attribute the teachers’ new willingness to embrace new methods to students’ improved test scores. RF works, they maintain, so teachers have a compelling reason to change.
Finding 3:  The value of professional development events was somewhat controversial during the early stages of implementation. Now, most principals and teachers agree that the training is either excellent, or at the very least worthwhile. The most valuable sessions, according to our interviewees, are the Summer Reading Academy and the LETRS training sessions.  (Educator Poll results in Tables 7, 16, 25 and 33, however, both support and contrast this finding.)
Finding 4: All the schools have implemented the three-tier instructional model. Struggling readers now receive many more services than they had in the past, and many have made very good progress. However, within each teaching group, we often observed that instruction was not customized for individual students and their particular needs.  (As stated earlier, discrepant evidence can be found in Figures 2, 6, 10 and 14, in which most Educators’ Poll respondents report “good” or “excellent” understanding of and success in applying the three-tier model of instruction.) 

Recommendations

We are impressed by the high level of commitment to making NH RF work for everyone involved in the intervention. We were often struck by the dedication and collegiality of all of the teachers and administrators who participated in our study. The children we observed also impressed us––we found them to be motivated and enthusiastic readers. In general, it was clear that children were giving RF instruction their all.

Recommendation 1: Continue to provide all educators with high-quality professional development. Our suggestions for future topics include:
· The tier 3 model and differentiated instruction for students in intervention groups, including ELL students. Continue to bring together all parties involved in the various tiers of instruction including paraprofessionals if at all possible.  Look at data together and fully discuss how a teaching method or program may help a student or group of students with the same need and coordinate this response.  Understanding the strengths and weakness of each intervention program, how to select the right one for particular students, and how to adapt the program as needed are critical.  Focus on tier 3 students in this comprehensive manner will be crucial to continued success with the Reading First program.

· Demonstrating to children how to connect direct, explicit skill instruction and children’s real-world reading of stories and articles.  Learning to model comprehension strategies, such as think alouds, for example, that students can then learn to apply to their own reading of texts should be a critical professional development topic.  Despite teachers perceived knowledge in this area, we saw a need for improvement in this area during our classroom visitations.

· How to schedule more time for students to read whole books and articles during reading time.  Sustained reading of connected text is key to reading success. 

· Improving the quality of the reading centers and integrating them into classroom routines in an always fluid way.  Discussion of how to ensure that all students are engaged while the teacher engages in small-group instruction is of the utmost importance.  

· Figuring out how to make the most of additional school personnel to help teach reading both in the classroom and in pull-out sessions.

· Discuss ways for whole-school opportunities to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from DIBELS, the Stanford Reading First and NECAP assessments.

Recommendation 2: Find creative solutions to making time for daily instruction in writing, science, and social studies. The school day is short, no doubt, but children, especially those in low SES environments, need to be given broad exposure to a variety of ideas and disciplines. Often science and social studies topics become so compelling for young children that the discoveries they make ultimately shape their academic careers. We suggest brainstorming sessions with experts to help find solutions to scheduling challenges.
Recommendation 3: Ideally, all kindergarteners would have the opportunity to attend all-day sessions. All-day kindergarten would allow twice as much time for instruction in reading, writing, and content area subjects, which would most likely boost children’s learning in first grade and beyond. An all-day program would also elevate the stature of kindergarten in the eyes of the community, and offer young children a solid foundation that would serve them well throughout the grades.

Recommendation 4: Amplify all efforts to create home school connections focused on reading. When parents are integral to the reading process, student progress is greatly enhanced. We applaud those schools that have made every effort to make parents feel welcome and valued as partners in reading and suggest that they share what they have learned with other schools.

Recommendation 5: If at all possible, continue to fund the role of site coordinator. Our conversations with faculty at all levels convinced us that the role of site coordinator is essential to the thoughtful and productive implementation of RF. The site coordinators we have interviewed have seemingly been everywhere at once, serving as cheerleaders, book discussion leaders, data analysis go-to people, and a critical link to experts and resources at the NH Department of Education.
Appendices

Appendix A: 
Educator Poll Survey

Greetings from the New Hampshire Reading First evaluation team at Hezel Associates in Syracuse, New York. We have enjoyed meeting with many of you and look forward to continuing to gain your insights about Reading First. In this poll, we wish to know more about how Reading First implementation is progressing in your classroom and the types of professional development events you've participated in. Below you'll find a series of questions about your experiences to date in teaching reading to young children under the Reading First guidelines. 

Please be assured that your comments are confidential - we will not report any identifying information about you individually in our analyses. If you have any questions about the survey or the evaluation, please contact Naomi Smoke-Zur, Research Analyst, at naomi@hezel.com, or 1-800-466-3512. 

Please reflect on your implementation of Reading First in completing this survey. We ask that you complete all questions appearing on pages 1-3 (questions 1-34). Questions on page 4 (questions 35-38) are optional. Thank you for your time and insights.

General Information:

Are you a:

O Site Coordinator

O Reading First Coach

O Classroom Teacher

O ELL Specialist

O Special Education Teacher

O Title I Teacher

O Paraprofessional

O Other

If Other, please specify:






Grade or grades (check all that apply):

O  Kindergarten

O  1st Grade

O  2nd Grade

O  3rd Grade

How many years have you been involved in New Hampshire Reading First?

O  1 year

O  2 years

O  3 years

O  4 years

O  5 years

1. THE FIVE COMPONENTS OF LITERACY

A. Please rate your knowledge of the five components of literacy, in general

1. Phonemic Awareness (the knowledge that words are made up of a combination of individual sounds)

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your knowledge before the Reading First project in the area of Phonemic Awareness
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your knowledge now in the area of Phonemic Awareness
	O
	O
	O
	O


2. Phonics (the relationship between a specific letter and its sound, only as it relates to the written word)

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your knowledge before the Reading First project in the area of Phonics
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your knowledge now in the area of Phonics
	O
	O
	O
	O


3. Fluency (the ability to read text accurately and smoothly)

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your knowledge before the Reading First project in the area of Fluency
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your knowledge now in the area of Fluency
	O
	O
	O
	O


4. Vocabulary (the ability to understand a range of words, either by connecting them with oral vocabulary or by analyzing a word's components and inferring meaning-as with a word such as biosphere)

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your knowledge before the Reading First project in the area of Vocabulary
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your knowledge now in the area of Vocabulary
	O
	O
	O
	O


5. Text Comprehension (the interaction that happens between reader and text; the internal thinking process that occurs as we read)

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your knowledge before the Reading First project in the area of Text Comprehension
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your knowledge now in the area of Text Comprehension
	O
	O
	O
	O


B. Please rate your expertise in implementing the five components of literacy into your daily instruction during your reading block.

6. Phonemic Awareness

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your expertise in implementing Phonemic Awareness into your daily instruction before the Reading First project
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your expertise in implementing Phonemic Awareness into your daily instruction now
	O
	O
	O
	O


7. Phonics

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your expertise in implementing Phonics into your daily instruction before the Reading First project
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your expertise in implementing Phonics into your daily instruction now
	O
	O
	O
	O


8. Fluency

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your expertise in implementing Fluency into your daily instruction before the Reading First project
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your expertise in implementing Fluency into your daily instruction now
	O
	O
	O
	O


9. Vocabulary

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your expertise in implementing Vocabulary into your daily instruction before the Reading First project
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your expertise in implementing Vocabulary into your daily instruction now
	O
	O
	O
	O


10. Text Comprehension

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	Your expertise in implementing Text Comprehension into your daily instruction before the Reading First project
	O
	O
	O
	O

	Your expertise in implementing Text Comprehension into your daily instruction now
	O
	O
	O
	O


C. Please rate the extent to which professional development opportunities in each of the 5 components of literacy have positively impacted your ability to teach reading.

Note: Professional Development in NH Reading First schools has included coaching, grade level collaboration, data meetings, book studies, Summer Reading Academy, LETRS training, and Parareading training.

	
	Changed greatly
	Changed slightly
	Did not change
	Did not participate in

	11. To what extent has the professional development you have received in Phonemic Awareness positively impacted your ability to teach reading?
	O
	O
	O
	O

	12. To what extent has the professional development you have received in Phonics positively impacted your ability to teach reading?
	O
	O
	O
	O

	13. To what extent has the professional development you have received in Fluency positively impacted your ability to teach reading?
	O
	O
	O
	O

	14. To what extent has the professional development you have received in Vocabulary positively impacted your ability to teach reading?
	O
	O
	O
	O

	13. To what extent has the professional development you have received in Text Comprehension positively impacted your ability to teach reading?
	O
	O
	O
	O


D. Please rate the effectiveness of each type of NH Reading First professional development you have participated in on your ability to teach reading.

	
	Very effective
	Effective
	Somewhat effective
	Not effective
	Did not participate in

	16a. Coaching
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	b. Grade level collaboration
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	c. Data meetings
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	d. Book studies
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	e. Summer Reading Academy
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	f. LETRS training
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	g. Parareading training
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O

	h. Other
	O
	O
	O
	O
	O


If Other, please specify:






2. DIRECT, EXPLICIT INSTRUCTION

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	17. Please rate your understanding of direct, explicit instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	18. Please Rate the level of success you've experienced in implementing direct, explicit instruction with your students.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	19. Please rate the quality of your professional development experience regarding direct, explicit instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O


3. THE 3-TIER MODEL OF INSTRUCTION

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	20. Please rate the depth of your understanding of the 3-tier model of instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	21. Please rate the level of success you've experienced in applying the 3-tier model of instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	22. Please rate the quality of the professional development you've received related to the 3-tier model of instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	23. Please rate the level of school-level support you've received in implementing the 3-tier model of instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	24. Please rate the extent to which you coordinate your curriculum with the special education teacher and other specialists.
	O
	O
	O
	O


4. INTERPRETING READING ASSESSMENT DATA IN WAYS THAT INFORM INSTRUCTION

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	25. Please rate your understanding of how to interpret reading assessment data.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	26. Please rate your level of success in applying assessment data to inform instruction. (Have you, for example, modified your reading groups, your lesson plans, or your requests for further evaluation of particular children?)
	O
	O
	O
	O

	27. Please rate the quality of the professional development you've received in interpreting reading assessment data in ways that inform instruction.
	O
	O
	O
	O

	28. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze mid-year DIBELS data with grade-level teachers and specialists.
	O
	O
	O
	O


29. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze end-of-year grade-level results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with other teachers and specialists.

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	a. DIBELS
	O
	O
	O
	O

	b. Stanford Reading First
	O
	O
	O
	O

	c. NECAP
	O
	O
	O
	O


30. Please rate the extent of the opportunities you have to review and analyze the state's end-of-third grade tests and results from the DIBELS, Stanford Reading First, and NECAP assessments with teachers and specialists.

	
	Weak
	Fair
	Good
	Excellent

	a. DIBELS
	O
	O
	O
	O

	b. Stanford Reading First
	O
	O
	O
	O

	c. NECAP
	O
	O
	O
	O


5. RESOURCES

31. Please rate the quality of the teaching resources that are available to you for reading instruction.

O Weak

O Fair

O Good

O Excellent

32. Please rate the quantity of the teaching resources that are available to you for reading instruction.

O Weak

O Fair

O Good

O Excellent

33. The best "thing" about NH RF is:

34. The biggest challenge concerning NH RF is:

(Optional Questions)

These questions are optional, however, we would welcome any feedback you can provide.

35. Write your responses below, as they relate to teaching the five components of reading.

My most successful teaching related to this topic is:

The biggest teaching challenge I've encountered related to this topic is:

The most valuable aspect of my professional development experience on this topic was:

A great way to strengthen the professional development experience on this topic would be to:

36. Write your responses below, as they relate to implementing direct, explicit instruction into your teaching.

My most successful teaching related to this topic is:

The biggest teaching challenge I've encountered related to this topic is:

The most valuable aspect of my professional development experience on this topic was:

A great way to strengthen the professional development experience on this topic would be to:

37. Write your responses below, as they relate to teaching the 3-tier model of instruction.

My most successful teaching related to this topic is:

The biggest teaching challenge I've encountered related to this topic is:

The most valuable aspect of my professional development experience on this topic was:

A great way to strengthen the professional development experience on this topic would be to:

38. Write your responses below, as they relate to interpreting reading assessment data in ways that inform instruction.

My most successful teaching related to this topic is:






The biggest teaching challenge I've encountered related to this topic is:

The most valuable aspect of my professional development experience on this topic was:

A great way to strengthen the professional development experience on this topic would be to:

Appendix B:
NH Reading First, Classroom Observation and Interview Notes: Guidelines

Category 2 for Evidence of data-driven instruction

Teacher___________________________
Grade______
Context ___________

Date____________  School__________________ Researcher ________________

1. Teacher displays knowledge of the five components of literacy (low, medium, excellent).

	Component
	Evidence

	Phonemic Awareness


	

	Phonics


	

	Fluency


	

	Vocabulary 


	

	Comprehension


	


2. Teacher engages students in direct, explicit instruction (low, medium, excellent).

	Example
	Comments

	
	

	
	

	(Examples, continued)


	

	
	


3. Are teachers using the core materials well? (low, medium, excellent)
	Instruction
	What materials are used? How are they used?

	
	

	
	

	
	


4. Is there good evidence of 3-tier instruction (low, medium, excellent).

	Instruction
	What data informs instruction? What are goals? Evidence of customized selection of material?

	
	

	
	

	
	


5. Ask: “How is Reading First helping your kids who have IEPs or who have been identified as “tier-3”? (Specific examples)

	Description of students who have IEPs
	How RF is (or isn’t) helping child

	
	

	
	

	
	


6. Quality of small group instruction (within classroom).

	Rationale for Grouping Students

(e.g., based on data)
	Instructional Goal (tailored to individual kids’ needs?)

	
	

	
	

	
	


Additional Comments: 

� Key findings from the state-wide Educators’ poll and site visits also appear in the New Hampshire Reading First Educators’ Poll, Classroom Observations and Interview Report (June 10, 2007)


�  Students who received a proficiency score of “NA” missed all or the majority of questions on a specific section so that a proficiency score could not be calculated.


� DIBELS assessment has proficiency levels of Low Risk, Some Risk, and At Risk.  Low Risk was determined to be equivalent to At Grade Level. 


� Eight non-Caucasian students were tested in Spring 2007 for grade 1, eight students were tested for grade 2, and 12 students were tested for grade 3.
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