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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) established the Reading First initiative.
Signed into law in January 2002, this act dedicated funds to improve K-3 reading
instruction and student achievement so that all students will be successful readers by
the end of third grade. Congress will appropriate nearly $6 billion for distribution among
the 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and outlying areas during the first six
years of the program. Almost $3 billion has already been awarded. School districts that
are eligible to receive Reading First funds have a significant number of children and
families living in poverty who require additional services and instructional enhancements
to ensure literacy development.

States submitted applications for Reading First funding, and each application received a
rigorous review by a panel of reading experts. On April 10, 2003, the United States
Department of Education (USDE) awarded Nevada $4.2 million to develop and
implement Reading First in qualified districts. Depending on the success of the
implementation, Nevada would be eligible to receive approximately $26 million for the
six-year grant period. Funding for Year 4 (2006—2007) totaled $6,565,633. The Nevada
Department of Education (NDE), Reading First Project Office, administers the
implementation of Nevada Reading First, and is responsible for designing and
implementing the Nevada Reading First program to improve reading in the early grades.

NCLB requires that states evaluate their Reading First programs. To meet this
requirement and to contribute to management of the Nevada Reading First program,
NDE contracted with MGT of America, Inc. (MGT) in December of 2003 to conduct the
external evaluation of the state’s Reading First program. The purpose of the Nevada
Reading First evaluation for 2006—2007 was to describe the implementation status in
Year 4 and to examine the program’s intended goal of improving reading achievement
for all children in grades K-3, including students in the NCLB targeted subgroups (i.e.,
race/ethnicity, students from high poverty backgrounds, students with disabilities, and
students eligible for English language learner programs).

1.1 OVERVIEW OF READING FIRST

Reading First is an intense nationwide effort to enable all students to become successful
early readers and to ensure that more children receive effective reading instruction in the
early grades. The initiative builds on the findings of years of scientific research, which
were compiled by the National Reading Panel.
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Introduction

Results of the most recent national assessment of reading provided evidence of the
critical need for intervention in reading instruction. According to the 2005 report of the
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 34 percent of U.S. students in
the fourth grade cannot read at a basic level. The Reading First initiative seeks to
concentrate resources in the nation’s neediest districts and schools so that findings from
reading research can be used to improve instruction for children with critical learning
needs.

To address the nationwide reading deficit, the Reading First initiative is designed to
reform reading instruction through the application of research on reading and literacy
development. The focus of the initiative is twofold: (1) to raise the quality of classroom
instruction by providing professional development for teachers using scientifically based
reading programs; and (2) to ensure accountability through screening, diagnostic, and
classroom-based assessment.

As a classroom-focused initiative, Reading First established specific expectations for
literacy instruction for all students. Teachers’ classroom instructional decisions must be
supported by scientifically based reading research (SBRR), and instruction must
systematically and explicitly teach the five key early reading skills:

m  Phonemic awareness — the ability to hear, identify, and play with
individual sounds or phonemes in spoken words;

m  Phonics — the relationship between the letters of written language
and the sounds of spoken language;

m  Fluency — the capacity to read text accurately and quickly;

m  Vocabulary — the words students must know to communicate
effectively; and

m  Comprehension — the ability to understand and gain meaning from
what has been read.

States must use their Reading First funds to provide teachers with the necessary
resources and tools to improve instruction. Specifically, states may use funds to
organize additional professional development, to purchase or develop high-quality
instructional materials, and for assessments or diagnostic instruments.

States received funding based on a formula incorporating the number of low-income

students in the state. States that receive funding must distribute subgrants through a
competitive application process to eligible school districts. *

1.2 OVERVIEW OF NEVADA READING FIRST

Consistent with the intent of NCLB, Nevada's Reading First program established a
statewide program of literacy education to provide opportunities to improve reading
instruction in primary grades in poor and low-performing schools. Professional

tus. Department of Education, ED.gov, www.ed.gov/programs/readingfirst/index.html
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development focused on research-based reading instruction, providing teachers with
more information about effective SBRR practices, as well as more guidance and training
on how to implement those practices in their classrooms. Nevada Reading First, in
collaboration with former Governor Kenny Guinn’'s Nevada Early Literacy Intervention
Program, was designed to expand on existing reforms such as the Nevada Content and
Performance Standards and statewide regional professional development programs.

In the application for federal Reading First funding, Nevada proposed to fund subgrants
to districts to develop schoolwide literacy plans aimed at improving instruction in the
earliest grades. Job-embedded professional development, based on the specific literacy
needs of the schools, was provided by school-based literacy leaders and facilitated by
school improvement teams. The Local Education Agencies (LEAS) received assistance
in these efforts from a State Task Force led by university literacy researchers/professors
and Nevada Department of Education consultants.

At the time of its Federal Reading First Grant Application, Nevada had 17 school districts
with 480 public schools, for a total of 356,624 students and 20,014 teaching personnel.
Eight of these districts were eligible to apply for Nevada Reading First subgrants, under
the federal Reading First guidelines. In 2006—2007, Nevada had 17 school districts with
570 public schools, including 18 charter schools, serving 426,436 students with 21,641
(according to the Nevada Report Card) teaching personnel.

The Nevada Reading First Program had five major goals:?

m  Through high quality professional development, teachers will
understand and apply scientifically based research to improve
literacy instruction in: phonemic awareness, systematic phonics and
spelling, vocabulary, reading fluency, comprehension, and writing so
that every child in Nevada will read by the end of third grade.

m As a result of statewide and site-based sustained professional
development, those teachers responsible for literacy instruction,
including classroom teachers, special education teachers, and
paraprofessionals, will demonstrate an understanding of the
language and literacy development of the children they teach and
use that understanding in their efforts to promote literacy learning
activities that provide children with the skills they need to learn to
read and write.

m Eligible LEAs will provide children who are experiencing reading
difficulties with early intervention and assistance through screening,
diagnostic, and classroom-based instructional reading assessments
to support their need to become successful readers.

m  Through an established partnership with the university system and
the Governor’s Literacy Advisory Council, the Nevada Reading First
Partnership will assist districts and schools in selecting and
developing effective instructional materials, programs, learning

% Nevada Department of Education, Nevada Reading First Federal Grant Application, page 1.
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systems, and strategies to implement methods that have been
proven to prevent or remediate reading failure.

m  The Reading First Partnership will strengthen coordination among
schools, early literacy programs, libraries, and family literacy
programs to improve reading achievement for all children.

The key features of the Nevada Reading First grant were:

m a leadership council consisting of state literacy experts in reading
research who represent Colleges of Education from University of
Nevada, Reno, and University of Nevada, Las Vegas, as well as
representatives from the Regional Professional Development
Programs, Governor's office, Nevada State Board of Education,
Nevada State Education Association, and district literacy experts;

m statewide project management by the Nevada Department of
Education;

m a cadre of reading coaches and Literacy Specialists/coordinators
trained in SBRR to train and support K-3 teachers in implementing
effective instruction, assessment, and intervention with struggling
readers; and

m extensive professional development through a series of increasingly
in-depth academies and competitive mini-grants for learning
communities of three or more schools.

The Nevada Department of Education was awarded an allocation of $22.1 million for
four fiscal years to implement Nevada Reading First. As of June 30, 2007, $27,768,209
was expended. Approximately $22.2 million was awarded as subgrants to LEAs.
Approximately $819,000 was designated for technical assistance to schools, and
approximately $3.4 million was designated for professional development.

Currently, 27 schools in seven districts are receiving an average of $243,171 in Reading
First funds for the current funding period. Most (67%) of the funded schools are not Title
I schools, while nationally only 4 percent are not Title | schools. Nine of the 27 (33%) are
Title 1 schools, with two schools (7%) receiving targeted Title | assistance, and seven
schools (26%) receiving school wide Title | assistance. Fifteen (56%) of the Reading
First schools are located in large cities, eight (30%) are in small towns, and four (15%)
are in a mid-size city.’

Each Reading First school employs at least one school-based Literacy Specialist to
provide job-embedded professional development based on current literacy research.
Additionally, schools in Clark County are supported by a reading coach employed at the
district level to provide professional development and project oversight. Reading First
Project Managers are employed in the large districts of Washoe (Reno) and Clark (Las
Vegas) to coordinate efforts with the state management team and site-based staff.

8 SEDL, Reading First Awards Database, www.sedl.org.
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Accomplishment of Reading First goals was supported by the Nevada Reading First
Leadership Team, which provided oversight for the effort. Management and monitoring
of Reading First activities was provided by the Nevada Reading First Management
Team, including the State Director and Co-Director, Principal Investigator, Grant
Coordinator, and Assistant Project Manager.

1.3 PURPOSE AND OVERVIEW OF REPORT

The Year Four Evaluation Report provides an evaluation of the third full year of the
Reading First program implemented by NDE. The report is authored by MGT of America,
Inc., a national research, evaluation, and consulting firm serving as the external
evaluator for the Reading First program in Nevada.

Chapter 2.0 presents a detailed description of the context of the implementation of
Reading First in Nevada, the required components of the Nevada Reading First literacy
program, and the state’s approach to professional development. Chapter 3.0 discusses
the methodology used for the evaluation. Chapter 4.0 presents the implementation
status of the Reading First program in Nevada. Chapter 5.0 describes changes in
student performance data from common assessments used to for classroom-level
progress monitoring, as well as the outcome assessments, including results from the
norm-referenced achievement test and the state’s criterion-referenced test.

Appendix A supplements the information in the report.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 1-5
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2.0 PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

This chapter presents a historical perspective on reading achievement in Nevada, a
description of the state’s context for implementing Reading First and an overview
description of the Nevada Department of Education’s (NDE’s) plan for implementing
Reading First funding.

2.1 BACKGROUND ON READING ACHIEVEMENT IN NEVADA

The 2007 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) shows that the United
States has made progress in improving reading achievement over the past nine years,
although performance for the past five years has only improved slightly. In 1998, 40
percent of fourth-grade students were unable to reach the Basic level of reading
proficiency as measured by the NAEP." In 2007, the percentage dropped to 34 percent.
At the same time, the percentage reading at the Proficient or Advanced level increased
from 29 percent in 1998 to 31 percent in 2007.

The NAEP 2007 Reading State Report shows that Nevada has only made slight gains
from 1998 to 2007 in reading achievement for fourth-grade students. General findings
from the report include the following:

m  Nevada’'s fourth-grade students performed below students nationally
in 2007.

- The 2007 average scale score (scale: 0-500) for Nevada’'s
fourth-grade students on the NAEP reading test (211) was 9
points below the national average score (220) for public schools.

- In Nevada, 43 percent of fourth-grade students were Below
Basic, compared with 34 percent nationally.

- In Nevada, 25 percent of fourth-grade students performed at or
above the Proficient level of achievement in reading, compared
with 31 percent nationally.

m  Nevada’s fourth-grade students showed little progress from 1998 to
2007.

- The average scale score in reading for fourth-grade students in
2007 (211) was not significantly higher than in 1998 (206).

- The percentage of Nevada fourth-grade students scoring Below
Basic improved only one percentage point, from 49 percent in
1998 to 43 percent in 2007, compared to the national average of
40 percent in 1998 and 34 percent in 2007.

tus. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of Education Statistics,
October, 2007.
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The percentage of Nevada students performing at or above the
Proficient level in reading improved slightly in 2007 (25%) from
that in 1998 (20%).

The gap in performance for students in poverty remained constant
from 1998 to 2007.

In 2007, students who were eligible for free/reduced meals
scored an average of 25 points lower than students who were
not eligible for free/reduced meals. In 1998, the average score
was 25 points lower.

There was inconsistent progress in narrowing the gap between
minority and non-minority students.

In 2005, the gap in average scores between Black students and
White students was 27 points, reduced from a 30-point gap in
1998. In 2007, the gap closed five points more with Black
students average score at 202 compared with 224 (White
students).

In 2005, the gap in average scores between Hispanic students
and White students was 24 points, reduced from a 25-point gap
in 1998. In 2007, the gap widened four additional points with
Hispanics students average score at 196 compared with 224
(White students).

Exhibit 2-1 compares Nevada'’s fourth-grade students with students nationally in terms of
the percentage scoring Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, and Advanced in reading
achievement in 1998, 2002, 2003, 2005, and 2007 on the NAEP reading assessment.

Exhibit 2-2 compares the average scale scores for the same years.

MGT of America, Inc.
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EXHIBIT 2-1
ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL ON NAEP IN FOURTH-GRADE
READING: PERCENT OF SCORES BY PROFICIENCY CATEGORY
COMPARING NEVADA TO U.S.
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Source: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Institute of
Education Statistics, National Assessment of Education Progress, October, 2007.

EXHIBIT 2-2
ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL ON NAEP IN FOURTH-GRADE
READING: AVERAGE SCALE SCORES COMPARING NEVADA TO
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of Education Statistics, National Assessment of Education Progress, October, 2007.
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Nevada's statewide testing program includes the assessment of reading achievement on
the lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) published by Riverside Publishing, Houghton Mifflin
Company. The following exhibits show the performance of fourth-grade students in
reading for the past four years. The exhibit shows slight decreases in the number of
students scoring below the 25" percentile, from 2002-2003 to 2006-2007. The
proportion of high performers (students scoring above the 75" percentile) increased
steadily across the four years. Exhibit 2-3 presents this information.

EXHIBIT 2-3

ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL ON ITBS FOR FOURTH-GRADE
READING: PERCENT OF SCORES BY NATIONAL PERCENTILE

RANK: 2002-2003 TO 2006-2007
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Source: Nevada Department of Education, Nevada Annual Reports of Accountability, 2007.
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Data for the same assessment were disaggregated by gender, race/ethnic, and at-risk
categories. Over half of the Special Education and Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
scored in the lowest percentile rank (below 25).

EXHIBIT 2-4
ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL ON ITBS FOR FOURTH-GRADE
READING: PERCENT OF SCORES BY NATIONAL PERCENTILE
RANK BY GENDER, RACE/ETHNIC, AND AT-RISK
CATEGORIES: 2006-2007

MNevada ITBS Grade - 4 (Reading)

0 Tokal Male Female  American  Asianf  Hispanic  Black] ‘White/ IEP LEF FRL Migrant
Inudiznf Pacific African Caucasian
Alaskan Islander Ameican
Mathe
[ 1-HPR. 125
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[ zwPr51-7S

[J 4P 7e-100

Source: Nevada Department of Education, Nevada Annual Reports of Accountability, 2007.

2.2 CONTEXT OF THE NEVADA READING FIRST EVALUATION

The Nevada Reading First program operates in conjunction with other key reading
initiatives and reform efforts in Nevada. The paragraphs below briefly describe the state
context for implementing Nevada Reading First.

Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program (NELIP)

The Nevada Early Literacy Intervention Program (NELIP) is an initiative championed by
Governor Kenny Guinn to enhance the state’s early literacy program. Beginning in 2001
this program predates Nevada’'s Reading First and established a statewide commitment
for pre-K through third grade reading excellence. Through Governor Guinn’s efforts,
NELIP received $10 million in funding to create a statewide network of teachers,
principals, librarians, and education consultants who share a knowledge base about the

MGT of America, Inc. Page 2-5
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teaching and learning of pre-K through third grade reading and writing. Using a teacher-
training program focused on reading techniques that have proven successful in early
grades, NELIP, in collaboration with Nevada Reading First, ensure progress toward
helping Nevada'’s children achieve early and sustained proficiency in literacy learning.

Nevada Content and Performance Standards

The Nevada Content and Performance Standards were developed to build the capacity
of teachers to focus instruction on the essential elements for literacy development. The
Nevada English Language Arts Standards were developed to give children the tools and
experience they need to succeed in school and become adept readers, writers, listeners,
and speakers.

Members of a state prioritization team organized each of the benchmark standards
based on a three-part framework that included Enduring Knowledge, Important
Knowledge, and Knowledge Worth Being Familiar With. The state prioritization team
also determined whether the benchmark standards in grades 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 12
would be assessed locally by school district personnel or through a state assessment.

2.3 OVERVIEW OF THE NEVADA READING FIRST PROGRAM

Nevada Reading First was designed to offer districts the assistance necessary to
establish research-based reading programs for students in K-3 classrooms so that all
Nevada children will read by the end of third grade. Through Nevada Reading First,
teachers receive instructional and assessment tools consistent with research to teach all
children to read.

Nevada is currently revising its content standards for the 2007-2008 school year to align
with findings by the National Reading Panel.

Nevada Reading First has two distinct focuses: professional development in scientifically

based reading research (SBRR), and reading proficiency of K-3 students. The specific
goals and objectives of Nevada Reading First are presented in Exhibit 2-5.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 2-6
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EXHIBIT 2-5
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES FOR THE NEVADA
READING FIRST PROGRAM

Goal 1: Through high quality professional development, teachers will understand and apply
scientifically-based research to improve literacy instruction in: phonemic awareness, systematic
phonics and spelling, vocabulary, comprehension, reading fluency, and writing, so that every child
in Nevada will read by the end of third grade.

Objectives:

m  Students will exhibit reading achievement that will project growth rate to indicate that every
child in Nevada will read by the end of third grade.

m  Students’ writing will reflect growth in developmental phases of literacy.

Goal 2: As a result of statewide and site-based, sustained professional development, those
teachers responsible for literacy instruction, including classroom teachers, special education
teachers and paraprofessionals, will demonstrate an understanding of the language and literacy
development of the children they teach and use that understanding in their efforts to promote
literacy learning activities that provide children with the skills they need to learn to read and write.

Objectives:

m  School teams will demonstrate literacy instruction abilities through facilitation of school-wide
collaborative efforts.

m Teachers will learn and practice a variety of scientifically-based methods and skills in early
literacy instructional techniques that will provide data for curricular decisions.

Goal 3: Eligible LEAs will provide children who are experiencing reading difficulties with early
intervention and assistance through screening, diagnostic, and classroom-based instructional
reading assessments to support their need to become successful readers.

Objectives:

m  Teachers will increase the use of reliable and valid assessments to screen students in need of
early intervention.

m  The number of children inappropriately retained and referred for special education services will
decline.

Goal 4: Through an established partnership with the university system and the Governor’s Literacy
Advisory Council, the Nevada Reading First Partnership will assist districts and schools in selecting
and developing effective instructional materials, programs, learning systems, and strategies to
implement methods that have been proven to prevent or remediate reading failure.

Objectives:

m Districts and schools will use the Consumers’ Guide to Scientifically-based Reading Programs
and Materials to evaluate programs and products.

m Districts and schools will adopt scientifically-based reading materials, programs and
instructional strategies.

Goal 5: The Reading First Partnership will strengthen coordination among schools, early literacy
programs, and family literacy programs to improve reading achievement for all children.

Objectives:

m  Schools will demonstrate a commitment to improving school-wide literacy programs so that
every student will read by the end of 3rd grade.

m  Schools will participate in Reading First Academies and in Reading First collegial meetings.
m  The number of family literacy events will increase.

Source: Nevada Reading First Grant Proposal, 2003.
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The key operational components of the Nevada Reading First grant are:
m state leadership and management

- monthly Administrator Cohort meetings
- monthly Literacy Leaders and Coaches meetings

m state technical assistance and monitoring
m key district and school personnel designated as literacy leaders

- district Reading First project managers/district reading coaches
- principals
- site-based Literacy Specialists/coordinators

m concerns-based diagnostic tools

- Stages of Concern
- Innovation Configuration Mapping
- Levels of Concern

m  SBRR instruction, assessment, and intervention

- comprehensive core reading programs

- assessments (including DIBELS, PALS, ITBS, and CRT)
- supplemental programs

- intervention materials

m professional development

- Level | Academy

- Level Il Academy for administrators

- Level Il Academy for Literacy Specialists/Coordinators/Coaches
- Level Illl Academy (mini-grants)

- Early Literacy Portal and Reading First Virtual Academy

- Other training, e.g., publisher’s training, district training

2.4 INEVADA READING FIRST SUBGRANT AWARD PROCESS

This section describes Nevada’s process for determining eligibility for subgrantees and
awarding grants to 30 cohorts of local education agencies (LEA’S)

Subgrant Eligibility

The federal requirements for Reading First specified the following eligibility criteria for
districts and individual schools:

MGT of America, Inc. Page 2-8
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m District Eligibility:

- Have the highest numbers or percentage of K-3 students reading
below grade level.

- Have a significant number or percentage of schools identified for
Title 1 school improvement or the highest numbers or
percentages of children who are counted for allocations under
Title I, Part A.

m  School Eligibility:

- Have the highest numbers/percentages of K-3 students reading
below grade level, based on the most currently available data.

- Have at least 15 percent of the student population from families
with incomes below the poverty line.

- Give priority to those schools that receive the least amount of
current resource allocations.

To ensure geographic diversity of eligible LEAs across the state, both rural and urban
areas were targeted for inclusion in Nevada Reading First. Because of the limited
funding available to the state, regions were encouraged to submit subgrant applications
as a consortium so that those districts with small eligibilities as defined by Title |
percentage of funds received will have sufficient combined resources to implement
effective reading program interventions in the schools in their areas.

Process for Awarding Subgrants

Nevada Reading First anticipated funding proposals with awards ranging from
approximately $150,000 to $250,000 annually. Nevada Reading First applications were
made available to eligible districts/consortia in February 2003. Following statewide
publicity and notice of the grant application availability; eligible applicants were invited to
attend an intensive pre-application workshop. Follow-up grant-writing assistance was
made available from Nevada Reading First Task Force members on an as-needed basis
for all eligible sites.

Subgrant applications were submitted to the Management Team for review and
comment in May 2003. Each grant application was evaluated based on 11 criteria and
related conditions. Final reviewers for Nevada Reading First subgrants were a subset of
members of the Nevada Reading First Management Team. Upon request applicants
revised and resubmitted the applications for a second review by the Management Team.

Nevada Reading First conducted two rounds of subgrant competitions. A letter of
invitation to apply for Reading First subgrants was sent to eligible LEAs in April 2003.
The Southern Nevada Reading First Consortium, made up of Clark County and White
Pine County, submitted a subgrant application within that time. Two other LEAs, Washoe
County and Nye County, requested and were granted extensions.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 2-9
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The Southern Nevada Reading First Consortium subgrant application was received by
the State Education Agency (SEA) in May 2003. As described in the Year Two
Evaluation Report, the Southern Nevada Reading First Consortium was required to
submit several revisions to NDE prior to final approval in March 2004 for 15 schools.

The Washoe County subgrant application was received in October 2003 and after
several revisions and technical assistance from NDE four schools were approved in
November 2003.

A second subgrant competition began in May 2004. Eligible LEAs submitted subgrant
applications and LEAs from the previous competition added additional schools. The
outcome of that competition was as follows:

m Carson City School District submitted a subgrant application in June
2004. It was sent out for review and returned to the district for revision.
In July 2004, a written response was received, addressing many of the
concerns of the review team. The SEA conducted a phone conference
with district officials, resulting in the district withdrawing their subgrant
application.

m In May 2004, Elko County School District submitted a subgrant
application. After one revision, Elko County was approved to fund two
schools.

m In May 2004, Esmeralda County School District submitted a subgrant
application. After one revision, it was approved in June 2004 as the
Esmeralda Combined Schools.

m  Lyon County School District submitted a subgrant application in June
2004 and was approved for one school.

= Nye County School District applied again during the second subgrant
competition and after one revision was approved for one school in May
2004.

m  The Southern Nevada Consortium added three schools from Clark
County School District during the second subgrant competition.

m  Washoe County added one school from Pershing County and created
the Northern Nevada Reading First Consortium.

Reading First grants were awarded to 30 schools or consortia in seven districts for
2004-2005. An initial round of grant awards funded 17 schools, forming Cohort 1. A
second round of funding added 13 schools, forming Cohort 2. All schools originally
funded received continuation funding in 2004—-2005 and 2005-2006. In 2006-2007, three
schools (Culley, Warren, and Hafen) had their funding discontinued. Exhibit 2-6 lists the
schools funded through Nevada Reading First by cohort and LEA/consortium.
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EXHIBIT 2-6
READING FIRST FUNDED SCHOOLS:
COHORT 1 AND COHORT 2

LEA | SCHOOL District
Cohort 1
1 Clark and White Pine Consortium Cunningham Elementary Clark
2 Washoe and Pershing Consortium Dodson, Edwin Elementary Washoe
3 Clark and White Pine Consortium Fyfe Elementary Clark
4 Washoe and Pershing Consortium Greenbrae Elementary Washoe
5 Clark and White Pine Consortium Griffith Elementary Clark
6 Clark and White Pine Consortium Harmon Elementary Clark
7 Clark and White Pine Consortium Hinman Elementary Clark
8 Clark and White Pine Consortium Jydstrup Elementary Clark
9 Clark and White Pine Consortium Norman Elementary White Pine
10 Clark and White Pine Consortium Reed Elementary Clark
11 Clark and White Pine Consortium Rundle Elementary Clark
12 Washoe and Pershing Consortium Smith, Alice Elementary Washoe
13 Clark and White Pine Consortium Smith, Hal Elementary Clark
14 Clark and White Pine Consortium Vegas Verges Elementary Clark
15 Washoe and Pershing Consortium Warner Elementary Washoe
16 Clark and White Pine Consortium Wasden Elementary Clark
17 Clark and White Pine Consortium Wynn Elementary Clark
Cohort 2
18 Clark and White Pine Consortium Beckley Elementary Clark
19 Esmeralda County School District Dyer Elementary Esmeralda
20 Esmeralda County School District Goldfield Elementary Esmeralda
21 Esmeralda County School District Silver Peak Elem. Esmeralda
22 Clark and White Pine Consortium Edwards, Elbert Elementary | Clark
23 Lyon County School District Fernley Elementary Lyon
24 Washoe and Pershing Consortium Lovelock Elementary Pershing
25 Clark and White Pine Consortium Moore, William Elementary Clark
26 Elko County School District Southside Elementary Elko
27 Elko County School District West Wendover Elementary | Elko

Source: Nevada State Department of Education, 2007.
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2.5 NEVADA READING FIRST BUDGET ALLOCATION

The Nevada Reading First budget is allocated to three general categories: state
administration, professional development, and LEA subgrants. Under federal guidelines,
up to 20 percent of the state grant may be allocated to professional development and
technical assistance. The remaining 80 percent is designated for LEA subgrants.

State Administration

As part of the technical assistance component, NDE funds four full-time Reading First
consultants to support Reading First schools. Two are NDE staff and one is employed by
the University and Community College System of Nevada (UCCSN). A full-time
administrative assistant provides support for the consultants. State administration funds
are used for the external evaluator, and for indirect costs charged to the grant by the
NDE.

Professional Development

A portion of the professional development monies is designated for the Nevada Reading
First Virtual Academies each year. In addition, professional development funds support
the Level Il Academies, the Level lll Academies, and the mini-grants as described
above. The additional funds will be used for professional development assistance from
the UCCSN. Funding for principal and specialist training is being provided through the
state administration funds.

Professional development funds enabled Learning Options to develop a Web site to
describe Nevada Reading First and provide information and resources to participants.
Learning Options also developed a portal that provides a starting point for development
of a Reading First Virtual Academy.

Local Education Agency Subgrants

Eighty percent ($3,587,722 in Year 1; $4,885,775 in Year 2, $4,987,272 in Year 3, and
$5,524,603 in Year 4) of the Nevada Reading First funds supported subgrants to LEAs
for targeted Reading First schools. These funds are used to assist Nevada schools that,
with support from their respective districts and universities, developed schoolwide
literacy plans firmly established on SBRR to improve instruction in the primary grades.

The grants fund two consortia and three individual districts in the state. Eligibility was
based on the percentage that LEAs received from the state’s Title I, Part A funds during
the previous fiscal year.

Sixty-seven percent of the LEA allocation goes to the Clark/White Pine consortium,
which includes the Las Vegas metro area. Clark/White Pine funds 16 schools. Twenty-
one percent of the LEA allocation goes to Washoe/Pershing, which includes the Reno
metro area. Five schools are funded in Washoe/Pershing. Esmeralda district accounts
for 3 percent of the allocation, Elko for 5 percent, and Lyon for 4 percent.

Exhibit 2-7 shows the amounts of funds awarded to the districts and the number of
schools funded for the four grant years to date.
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EXHIBIT 2-7
READING FIRST FUNDS OBLIGATED TO DISTRICTS: 2003-2007

DISTRICTS # 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
ASH SCHOOLS  FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS FUNDS
CONSORTIA
Clark/
e 16 ; $3,253,754 $4,088,105 $4,459,028 $4,400,000
White Pine
Elko 2 - $265,000 $302,000 $330,303 $300,000
Esmeralda 3 - $157,392 $171,393 $173,130 $195,858
Lyon 1 ; $245,000 $283,800 $245 942 $287,700
Nye 0 - $215,890 $235,390 $211,931 ;
Washoe/ 5 ; $408,711 $1,244.951 $1,435,000 $1,382,076
Pershing
Total 27 $3,229,176 | $4,545,747 $6,325,639 $6,856,234 $6,565,634

Source: Nevada State Department of Education, 2007.

2.6 INEVADA READING FIRST STATE INFRASTRUCTURE

Two leadership groups were established at the state level to provide oversight and
support for Nevada Reading First: the Governor's Literacy Advisory Council and the
Nevada Reading First Management Team.

Governor’s Literacy Advisory Council

The Governor’s Literacy Advisory Council, a 14-member steering committee, meets two
times annually to set policy and assist in the implementation of Reading First work in
Nevada. Mr. Darrin Hardman, Reading First Consultant for the Nevada Department of
Education, coordinates the team’s meetings and activities.

The membership of the Council includes representatives from the Nevada Department of
Education; the Colleges of Education of the University of Nevada, Reno and the
University of Nevada, Las Vegas; the Nevada Association of School Administrators; and
the Nevada School Boards Association, as well as community-based literacy agencies.

Nevada Reading First Management Team

The NDE provides day-to-day statewide project management through a management
team. The management team meets monthly to coordinate and plan, and conducts
regular program monitoring. To meet the needs of the funded schools, staff operate from
one satellite regional center in the southern part of the state and one in the northern part.
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The Nevada Reading First Management Team consists of State Director Darrin
Hardman; State Project Co-Director Connie Poulton; Dr. Diane Barone Principal
Investigator and a literacy professor at the University of Nevada, Reno; Reading First
Grant Coordinator Nancy Strader; and Reading First Assistant Project Manager Carrie
Reed.

The Nevada Reading First Management Team provides technical assistance and
monitoring through monthly contacts by a member of the management team to each
Nevada Reading First LEAs during the months of September through June. These
contacts allow the state management team to check on sites’ concerns and issues, to
provide professional development opportunities, to conduct classroom observations, and
to ensure accurate monitoring of progress. Additionally, school site visits are conducted
at least twice each school year, or more often if requested by individual sites or
networks.

As part of the monitoring process NDE ensures that all funded programs implement the
following required program components:

m  Comprehensive core reading programs — Implement instructional
strategies based on SBRR that focuses on the essential components of
literacy. Core reading programs:

- meet the needs of diverse learners and struggling readers;

- are implemented within an uninterrupted 90-minute block of
instruction time;

- provide explicit and systematic instruction of the literacy
components;

- are not to be layered on top of non-research based programs;
and

- provide access to a variety of print materials.
m Instructional Leadership

- At least one full-time Literacy Leader devoted entirely to Reading
First activities.

- Job-embedded professional development based on leading
literacy research that:

» enhances teachers’ content knowledge;

» assists teachers in developing strategies that can be used for
continuous inquiry and improvement of teaching practice; and

» develops literacy leadership skills and dispositions.
- Evidence of highly qualified individuals.
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m District and School-Based Professional Development
- District-based technical assistance

= Training that coordinates with current statewide professional
development efforts, builds capacity in the schools, and helps
to establish and sustain long-term goals.

»  Evidence of collaboration at the regional (RPDP), district, and
site-based level, as well as teachers’ commitment to and
enthusiasm for Reading First goals and activities.

- Administrative/District Support
= Strong, capable, instructionally focused administrators.
+  School districts build capacity to sustain ongoing support.

m Evaluation Strategies

- Evaluate effectiveness of program by using multiple assessment
data with assistance to principals and school teams.

- Document professional development activities for the team, staff,
and community.

- Evaluation reports due to NDE on November 30 for the previous
year

» Detailed report on outcomes, including schools not making
significant progress. Report end-of-year number and
percentage of children who are reading at grade level
compared with beginning of year and prior year, and
determine need for additional or intensive intervention.

»  Disaggregate subpopulations reading at grade level.
m  Competitive Priorities
- Targeted schools have at least 15 percent FRL, provisions for
using school improvement tools, and partnerships with
established school improvement processes.
- Funding only for those LEAs that show real promise for

successful implementation, particularly for raising student
achievement at the classroom level.
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2.7 NEVADA READING FIRST LEA INFRASTRUCTURE

Nevada created a statewide network of Literacy Leaders and educational specialists
who focus on the five Nevada Reading First goals and related objectives to provide
models for schoolwide reform efforts and continued research into improved reading
education. At the school level, administrators work with other Literacy Leaders to involve
teachers and other key staff in sustained literacy development based on job-embedded
professional development. The school-based Literacy Specialists/Coordinators, along
with district Reading Coaches, provide the job-embedded professional development.

Reading First Project Managers

Both Washoe and Clark counties hired full-time Project Managers to provide leadership
and support to Reading First schools and to coordinate local program efforts with the
state initiative. The Reading First Project Manager works collaboratively with the state-
level leadership, as well as Reading First district Reading Coaches, principals, and site-
based Reading First Literacy Leaders. Project Managers attend and lead several state-
and district-provided professional development activities. Responsibilities of Reading
First Project Managers include:

m  Working effectively with administrators, classroom teachers, and
specialists at assigned schools to implement literacy and
intervention programs.

m  Ensuring alignment of instructional materials and assessments to
state standards and standards of scientifically based research in
reading.

m Participating in ongoing literacy-related professional development.

m Facilitating professional development programs for literacy at
multiple sites and providing assistance as needed with core and
supplementary instructional programs.

m Acting as a liaison between members of the consortium of schools
within the district.

m Effectively collaborating and coordinating with the state Reading
First management team to disseminate SBRR throughout the region.

m  Developing and coordinating literacy training programs for parents
and community volunteers.

m  Presenting or facilitating literacy professional development activities
including before and after school meetings, prep time collegial
discussions, classroom modeling, observation, and feedback.

m Facilitating the school literacy self-audit process and use of

monitoring data to inform instruction, determining professional
development needs, and refining programs as necessatry.
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m  Assisting classroom teachers with the integration of reading and
writing into other curricular areas.

m Serving as a mentor/coach for reading coaches and Literacy
Specialists.

m  Assisting in assessing the effectiveness of schoolwide literacy
programs and in developing improvement plans.

m Assisting in evaluating school and district progress in attaining
Reading First goals and objectives and reporting progress to the
Governor’s Literacy Advisory Council, MGT of America (the external
evaluator), and the NDE.

m  Coordinating with MGT of America and any federal evaluators on the
analysis and reporting of achievement data to the Nevada
Department of Education according to schedule.

m  Monitoring each school’s implementation of core and supplemental
programs, as well as Reading First professional development
activities.

m  Providing instructional assessment resources and assisting in
screening, diagnosing, and monitoring student progress.

m Assisting teachers and principals in analyzing and interpreting
assessment data to best assist instruction.

m  Collaborating with ELL and special education staff.
= Providing support to the site Student Intervention Team.

Reading Coaches

Reading Coaches provide expertise in the five essential elements of reading and
assessment strategies to Reading First schools. They work with school staff, employing
a variety of professional development techniques, to establish best practices for
implementing a research-based literacy program in each of the Reading First schools.
Clark County employs seven Reading Coaches; in Washoe County the Project Manager
assumes this role.

Clark County Reading Coaches work in teams of three and spend two days per week in
each Reading First school, training teachers on the essential elements of reading,
ensuring proper implementation of the literacy program and supplemental materials, and
assisting school staff with evaluating assessment data to guide instruction. This team of
Reading Coaches acts as support to principals, school-based Literacy Specialists/
Coordinators, and the Reading First Project Manager. Reading Coaches provided
technical assistance to schools through professional development activities including
before and after school meetings, prep time collegial discussions, classroom modeling,
observation, and feedback. The primary responsibilities of Reading Coaches include:
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m  Working effectively with administrators, classroom teachers, and
specialists at assigned schools to implement literacy and
intervention programs.

m  Serving as team builders in each Reading First school and liaison
between schools;

m Participating in ongoing literacy-related professional development
activities.

m Facilitating professional development programs for literacy at
multiple sites and providing assistance as needed with core and
supplementary instructional programs.

m Developing and coordinating literacy training programs for parents
and community volunteers.

m  Presenting or facilitating literacy professional development activities
including before and after school meetings, prep time collegial
discussions, classroom modeling, observation, and feedback.

m Facilitating the school literacy self-audit process and use of
monitoring data to inform instruction, determine professional
development needs, and refine programs as necessatry.

m Assisting classroom teachers with the integration of reading and
writing into other curricular areas.

m  Serving as a mentor/coach for classroom teachers.

m  Assisting in assessing the effectiveness of schoolwide literacy
programs and in developing improvement plans.

m  Providing instructional assessment resources and assisting in
screening, diagnosing, and monitoring student progress.

m Assisting teachers and principals in analyzing and interpreting
assessment data.

m  Collaborating with ELL and special education staff.

m  Providing support to the site Student Intervention Team.

Principals

Principals in Reading First schools serve as instructional leaders and collaborate with
the Reading First Project Manager, Reading Coaches, Literacy Specialists/Coordinators,
and K-3 teachers to ensure a seamless implementation of Reading First goals and
objectives. They also meet regularly with other Reading First principals throughout the
state and attend the state-sponsored Reading First Principal Cohort meetings and other
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district-provided professional development activities. Responsibilities of Reading First
principals include:

Collaborating with the Reading First Project Manager, Reading
Coaches, other Reading First principals and site-based Literacy
Specialists/Coordinators regarding program implementation.

Setting goals and benchmarks for student achievement and staff
professional development.

Gathering and interpreting assessment data and monitoring student
progress.

Implementing interventions when students are struggling to meet
benchmarks.

Site-Based Reading First Literacy Specialists/ Coordinators

Each Reading First school employs at least one full-time Literacy Specialist/Coordinator
devoted entirely to Reading First activities. These Literacy Specialists/Coordinators
focus on professional development and student instruction. The cohort of Reading First
Literacy Specialists/Coordinators plays a pivotal role in the delivery of job-embedded
professional development based on current literacy research. In addition to being
Literacy Specialists, they possess knowledge, skills, and strategies for teaching
teachers, making presentations, and facilitating adult learning. The Reading Coaches
and Reading First Literacy Specialists/Coordinators will work closely together to develop
and implement each site-specific professional development plan. The responsibilities of
Literacy Specialists/coordinators include:

Working effectively with administrators, classroom teachers, and
specialists at assigned schools to implement Reading First
intervention programs.

Participating in professional development activities related to
Reading First literacy programs.

Facilitating professional development programs for literacy at the
school site.

Developing and coordinating literacy training programs for parents
and community volunteers.

Presenting ongoing literacy professional development activities for
K-3 and special education teachers.

Preparing and demonstrating model classroom lessons and
providing instructional resource support.

Assisting K-3 classroom teachers with the integration of reading and
writing into other curricular areas.
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2.8 LITERAcCY INSTRUCTION IN READING FIRST SCHOOLS:

Serving as a mentor/coach for K-3 classroom teachers.

Assisting in assessing the effectiveness of schoolwide literacy
programs and in developing improvement plans.

Collaborating with other Reading First Literacy Specialists/
Coordinators at regularly scheduled events.

Implementing an effective literacy intervention program for identified
K-3 students.

Providing supplemental reading instruction, assessment, and related
services for identified K-3 students.

Collaborating  with  other site-based Literacy Specialists/
Coordinators, ELL and special education staff.

Serving in a leadership role on the site Student Intervention Team.

CORE

PROGRAM, ASSESSMENT, AND INTERVENTION

Nevada Reading First has mobilized resources and coordinated efforts to strengthen the
critical components of literacy instruction: classroom instruction incorporating the core
program, assessments to identify struggling readers and diagnose problems, and
interventions with struggling readers through supplemental instruction. Each of these
components is described below.

Core Program

The Nevada Reading First core program includes the following:

A minimum of 90 minutes of uninterrupted literacy instruction daily.
Specific teaching of concept of word in print and of text structures.
Direct instruction to foster students’ phonemic awareness.

Explicit, systematic instruction in phonics.

A sequential program of spelling, word study, and vocabulary that
will enable students to apply knowledge of letters and words in a
purposeful manner.

Direct instruction and practice in strategies to foster reading fluency.
Definitive comprehension instruction with opportunities for children to

read and discuss quality literature from a variety of genres, focusing
on sounds and language, but also on strategic comprehension by
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making predictions, generating questions, summarizing, making
inferences and/or comparisons, and drawing conclusions.

m  Writing experiences that allow children flexibility in nonconventional
spelling (invented or phonic) as they move closer to conventional
spelling with methodical and developmentally appropriate instruction.

m Integrating reading and writing to assist in organization and
exploration of challenging content across curricular areas.

m  Opportunities for listening, speaking, and writing in response to
reading experiences.

m Daily adult read alouds of high-quality literature and/or expository
text.

m  Progress monitoring at appropriate intervals using valid and reliable
screening and diagnostic tools.

Assessments

Assessments were selected to help teachers make informed decisions about instruction
such as what materials to use, how to group students for instruction, which instructional
strategies to employ, and which areas students need additional practice. The sequence
of assessments is:

m  Screening — Assessments that are administered to determine which
children are at risk for reading difficulty and who will need additional
intervention.

m Diagnosis — Assessments that help teachers plan instruction by
providing in-depth information about students’ skills and instructional
needs.

m  Progress Monitoring — Assessments that determine if students are
making adequate progress or need more intervention to achieve grade-
level reading outcomes.

m  Outcome — Assessments that provide a bottom-line evaluation of the
effectiveness of the reading program.

Screening and Diagnosis: DIBELS was developed to help identify students who are in
need of additional instruction in key literacy fundamentals. As a screening tool, DIBELS
allows schools to identify students who are at risk of reading failure because they are
below grade-level expectations in Key Literacy Skills. As a diagnostic tool, teachers are
able to perform an item analysis of and look for error patterns to help identify areas
individual children need further help.

Progress Monitoring: The progress monitoring of students included the subtests from

the DIBELS. The DIBELS subtests included Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, Nonsense
Word Fluency, and Oral Reading Fluency. Progress monitoring assessments are
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administered in fall (weeks 12-15) and spring (weeks 22-24) to identify K-3 students in
need of additional instruction as well as for grouping students for instruction.

Outcome Assessments: Subtests from DIBELS, ITBS, and the State CRT are used as
assessments of instructional outcomes. The DIBELS subtests included Phoneme
Segmentation Fluency, Nonsense Word Fluency, and Oral Reading Fluency. The ITBS
subtests included Language and Reading Total. These measures are described in more
detail in Chapter 5.0.

Exhibit 2-8 shows the screening, diagnostic, progress monitoring, and outcome
assessments for each of the five essential elements of instruction.

EXHIBIT 2-8
NEVADA READING FIRST ASSESSMENT MATRIX: 2006-2007

SCREENING AND DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENTS
FIRST SECOND THIRD

KINDERGARTEN GRADE GRADE GRADE
WEEKS 3-6 WEEKS 3-4 WEEKS 3-4 WEEKS 3-4

Phonemic DIBELS (ISF) DIBELS

Awareness (PSF)

Phonics DIBELS (LNF) DIBELS DIBELS (NWF)

(LNF, NWF)

Vocabulary DIBELS (ORF, DIBELS
RTF) (ORF, RTF)

Fluency DIBELS (ORF, DIBELS
RTF) (ORF, RTF)

Comprehension DIBELS (ORF, DIBELS
RTF) (ORF, RTF)

PROGRESS MONITORING ASSESSMENTS
FIRST SECOND THIRD
KINDERGARTEN GRADE GRADE GRADE
WEEKS 12-15 WEEKS 12-15 WEEKS 12-15 WEEKS 12-15
WEEKS 22-24 WEEKS 22-24  WEEKS 22-24  WEEKS 22-24

Phonemic DIBELS (ISF, PSF) DIBELS
Awareness (PSF)
Phonics DIBELS (LNF, NWF) DIBELS
(NWF)
Vocabulary DIBELS DIBELS (ORF) DIBELS
(ORF, RTF) (ORF)
Fluency DIBELS DIBELS (ORF) DIBELS
(ORF) (ORF)
Comprehension DIBELS DIBELS (ORF, DIBELS
(ORF, RTF) RTF) (ORF, RTF)
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EXHIBIT 2-8 (Continued)
NEVADA READING FIRST ASSESSMENT MATRIX: 2006-2007

OUTCOME ASSESSMENTS
FIRST SECOND THIRD
KINDERGARTEN GRADE GRADE GRADE

WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34
Phonemic DIBELS (PSF) ITBS

Awareness

Phonics | DIBELS (LNF, NWF) | ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

Vocabulary ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

Fluency DIBELS DIBELS (ORF) | DIBELS (ORF)
(ORF)

Comprehension ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

DIBELS=Dynamic Indicators of Basic Literacy Skills; ITBS=lowa Test of Basic Skills; CRT=Nevada Criterion
Reference Test.

Interventions
Assessment data will help teachers identify students who fall into the following groups:

m At Grade-Level Benchmarks: Students on track to achieve reading
outcomes with the core reading program.

m  Needing Strategic Intervention: Students who need some additional
instructional intervention above and beyond the core reading
program to achieve grade-level outcomes.

m  Needing Intensive Intervention: Students who need substantial
additional instructional intervention to achieve grade-level outcomes.

Schools will develop appropriate additional and substantial interventions for students not
achieving grade-level benchmarks. Interventions are classified as “strategic” or
“intensive” depending upon how far below proficiency the student is performing.
Intervention materials may include Reading Mastery Fast Cycle, Read Well, Voyager
Passport, Soar to Success, Early Success, and Early Reading Intervention. Children
whose lack of growth and achievement is still problematic to teachers and school
districts after repeated unsuccessful interventions may be referred to the literacy centers
at the universities for in-depth testing and recommendations.
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2,9 PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

A large portion of instruction in Nevada Reading First schools is designed to occur within
classrooms with students as job-embedded professional development facilitated by
teacher leaders and incorporated in site-based learning communities and networks. This
will allow for the practice, follow-up, and feedback that are essential to effective
professional development. Nevada Reading First professional development activities:

m Engage in concrete tasks of teaching, assessment, observation, and
reflection.

m  Are grounded in inquiry, reflection, and experimentation that are
participant-driven.

m Are collaborative, involving a sharing of knowledge among educators
and a focus on teachers’ communities of practice rather than on
individual teachers.

m Are sustainable, ongoing, intensive, and supported by modeling,
coaching, and the collective solving of specific problems of practice.

Classroom application of the professional development includes practices that:

m  Are directly linked to the Nevada Content and Performance
Standards.

m  Are scientifically based.
m  Contain print-rich environments.

m Intervene with early, intensive instructional support for students who
are experiencing reading difficulties.

m Provide opportunities for readers to collaborate.

m Use established, evidence-based, systematic teaching and active
learning strategies to meet the needs of all learners, including
English Language Learners and special education students.

m  Bridge continuity of content and instruction across grades and
schools within a district.

m  Foster opportunities for children to read independently as well as at
the level where they will profit most from scaffolding by a teacher or
tutor.

Nevada Reading First provides state-sponsored professional development activities in
the form of Reading First Academies that incorporate research-based knowledge into
teacher practices. The academies provide instructional tools and resources that focus on
phonemic awareness, systematic phonics and spelling, fluency, vocabulary,
comprehension, and writing.
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Level I Academies

The Level | Virtual Academies include an introduction to the key elements of effective
reading instruction, SBRR, and use of assessments to inform reading instruction. All K-3
classroom teachers and ELL and special education teachers at Nevada Reading First
schools are required to attend and complete the three-day (15 hours) training. Each
participant receives a Nevada Reading First Academy resource binder and a copy of
What Research Has to Say About Reading Instruction (Farstrup and Samuels, 2002).

Level IT Academies

The Level Il Academies concentrate on the learning needs of struggling students and the
instructional concerns of their teachers. These academies explore more specific issues
related to literacy instruction, allowing participants to deepen their knowledge of specific
components of literacy instruction and improve their ability to use assessments and
evaluate what is working and what is not. Each participant receives a Nevada Reading
First Level Il Academy booklet.

Level Il Academies, titled Consortium on Reading Excellence (CORE), consist of an
intensive Three-Day Reading Leader Workshop for principals/administrators and an
intensive Three-Day Reading Coach Workshop for Literacy Specialists/Coordinators,
district reading Project Managers, and district Reading Coaches.

Level ITI Academies

The Level Il Academies are professional learning community opportunities for small
groups of educators to concentrate on the specific obstacles facing their students. The
topics discussed in these academies are based on issues raised in formative evaluation
findings, and are part of a larger professional development effort to establish site-based
learning communities. The focus is to develop and expand literacy capacity and
expertise, build professional learning communities, and establish and sustain increases
in student reading achievement and decreases in reading deficiencies.

Level Ill Academies are offered as mini-grants in response to grant applications. Mini-
grants are a resource to extend Reading First professional development. Grants up to
$3,000 are awarded to fund professional development networks of Nevada Reading First
Academy participants. School communities that have formed a coalition of three or more
schools were also eligible to apply for professional development mini-grants from the
Nevada Department of Education. Possible uses of the mini-grants are workshops,
university mentors, study groups, and attendance at national professional literacy
conferences. Funds also may be used to visit other classrooms for model lessons or
similar exchanges.

On-Line Resources: Early Literacy Portal And Virtual Reading First Academy

The Nevada Reading First employs three websites to serve the needs of their project
sites and constituents. The sites were developed by Learning Options, the technology
advisor for Nevada. These sites include:
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Nevada Reading.org

m  The main website (http://www.nevadareading.orq) is designed to
support and extend the work of the project. Information and
communication tools are provided in response to expressed needs
of Nevada Reading First staff, Project Coordinators, Principals, and
Literacy Coaches.

Reading First Virtual Academy

m  The Virtual Academy (http://academy.nevadareading.org) is based
on the materials and activities developed for the Reading First Level
| Academy. It is a blended design (combining face-to-face and online
activities) structured around a cycle of team meetings, independent
readings, and classroom practice/reflections. The Virtual Academy
was developed so that teachers in remote areas of the state could
still participate in statewide professional development.

Early Literacy Portal

m The Early Literacy Portal (http://edreform.literacy.net) is jointly
supported by Nevada Reading First and the National Institute for
Community Innovations. It is a searchable online catalog of websites
and documents organized in eleven channels: phonemic awareness,
phonics & spelling, fluency, comprehension, vocabulary, writing,
motivation, family literacy, struggling readers, English language
learners, professional development, and instructional approaches.
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3.0 EVALUATION DESIGN

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requires that states receiving Reading First funds conduct
an external evaluation of their Reading First program. MGT of America, Inc., conducted
this evaluation for the Nevada Reading First program. This chapter presents a
description of the evaluation design for Nevada Reading First in terms of the questions
that the evaluation was intended to address and the methodology used to answer the
evaluation questions. Within the discussion of methodology, each data collection
strategy is described in detail.

3.1 EvALUATION FOocCus

The purpose of the Nevada Reading First evaluation was to examine the implementation
of Nevada Reading First requirements at the state level and in funded schools and to
assess the progress made in achieving the goal of having all children reading on grade
level by the end of third grade. The evaluation plan, developed by MGT in collaboration
with the Nevada Department of Education (NDE), focused on questions that reflect (1)
effective implementation of program components and (2) impact of the project in terms
of student outcomes. The questions that guided the data collection and analysis were as
follows:
m Effectiveness of Nevada Reading First Implementation
— State Management of Reading First
1. How did the state monitor grant implementation?
2.  What assistance was provided to struggling schools?
3. What was the status of the grant expenditures?
— Characteristics of Reading First Schools and Staff

4. What were the characteristics of Reading First schools?

5. What were the characteristics of the students in Reading
First classrooms?

6. What were the credentials and experience of school-based
literacy team members (principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators and teachers) and district reading coaches?

— District/School Literacy Leadership
7. What implementation support was provided by district

reading coaches/project managers to Reading First
schools? What was the focus of support activities?
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How effective was the support provided by district and state
staff to literacy specialists/coordinators and principals?

How has Reading First enhanced the literacy leadership
skills of principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and
teachers?

— Professional Development

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

— Clas

15.

16.

17.

MGT of America, Inc.

How was job-embedded professional development
implemented by literacy specialists/coordinators, and
principals?

How effective was job-embedded professional development
in enhancing the ability of teachers to implement effective
reading programs?

In what literacy-related professional development did
principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers
participate outside the classroom?

How effective was the additional literacy-related
professional development in enhancing the ability of
principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers to
implement effective reading programs?

What professional development needs continue to exist?

sroom Instruction in Reading First Schools

To what extent did the structure of the literacy program in
Reading First Schools reflect the Nevada Reading First
requirements, as reported by principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and teachers?

What changes have occurred in classroom instruction since
Reading First funding was instituted?

To what extent did classroom instruction in Reading First
Schools incorporate the required elements of Nevada
Reading First, as reported by principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and teachers?
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— Intervention with Struggling Readers

18.

19.

To what extent have Reading First programs offered
interventions for students who are not making sufficient
progress in reading?

Are the interventions as effective in meeting the needs of
struggling readers?

— Concerns and Recommendations of Staff in Reading First
Schools

20.

21.

To what extent do teachers, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and principals express concern versus
confidence about factors relating to knowledge of
scientifically based reading research, Reading First
implementation, and progress in student performance?

What recommendations do school staff offer to improve
Nevada Reading First to achieve the goal of having all
children reading by third grade?

m Impact of Nevada Reading First on Student Performance

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

MGT of America, Inc.

What were the characteristics of students in Reading First
schools in terms of gender, race/ethnicity, eligibility for
Free/Reduced Lunch, English Language Learner (ELL)
placement, and Special Education placement?

What percentage of K-3 students achieved grade-level
benchmarks on progress monitoring indicators during the
school year?

What percentage of K-3 students achieved proficiency on
outcome measures at the end of the school year?

How did schools vary in terms of the percentage of K-3
students achieving proficiency on outcome measures?

How did the reading achievement for Nevada K-3 students
compare to national norms (using average NCE on ITBS)?

What were the differences in performance on outcome
measures by gender and by race/ethnic categories?

How did subgroups of students (Free/Reduced Lunch
eligibility, English Language Learner placement, Special
Education placement) perform on outcome measures?
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29. What impact has Nevada Reading First had on improving
reading performance of students in grades 1 through 3
(combined) who were reading below grade level (as
evidenced by comparison of 2005-06 scores and 2006-07
scores; percentage at or above the 40th percentile and
below the 25th percentile, and average NCE on Reading
Total)?

30. Which schools made the most gains in improving reading
performance in grades 1 through 3 (combined) (as defined
by percentage at or above the 40th percentile on ITBS
Reading Total, comparing 2005-2006 and 2006-2007)?

31. To what extent were at-risk students (defined by DIBELS)
provided interventions?

32. What impact has Nevada Reading First had on improving
the reading performance of students who remained in
Reading First Schools through three years? This analysis
will review first grade students' data in 2004-05 and again at
the end of their third grade year (2006-07). The
measurements will include the ORF and the ITBS which are
administered in grades 1-3. ITBS — The spring score of first
grade in 2004-2005 will serve as the benchmark. This will
be compared to the student's spring score after two years in
the program (third grade — 2006-2007). ORF — The MOY1
score for first grade in 2004-2005 will serve as the
benchmark. This will be compared to the student's End
score after two and a half years in the program (third grade
—2006-2007).

3.2 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY

The approach to the Nevada Reading First evaluation was to provide a technically sound
evaluation plan that was feasible and efficient to implement, and that provided both
guantitative data and qualitative analysis to address the evaluation questions relating to
both implementation and outcomes. The evaluation design included a variety of data
collection methods, incorporating existing data whenever possible. A comprehensive set
of descriptive data was collected to describe the program implementation, while the
impact of the program on student performance will be analyzed using a quasi-
experimental design, incorporating pre/post assessment data and comparison schools.

To improve the efficiency of data collection, reporting, and information sharing, MGT
developed an evaluation Web site. In early 2005, key members of school literacy teams
were assigned user names and passwords to access the various components of the
Web site to report data as required by the evaluation plan. Additionally, perceptions
about program implementation and impact were reported by principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and K-3 teachers through surveys disseminated via the
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evaluation Web site. MGT staff monitored completion of the various components by
accessing school entries on the Web site. Technical assistance for evaluation Web site
users was available to schools by telephone. MGT's Web-based data collection also
included student assessment data reported by school staff.

The evaluation methodology addresses the two areas of focus for the
evaluation—implementation and outcomes—and incorporates a variety of quantitative
and qualitative data collection strategies. An overview of data collection strategies for
implementation and outcome data is provided below. Following the overview, detailed

information about each data collection strategy is provided. Following the overview,
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 provide detailed information about each data collection strategy.

Evaluation of Implementation

The school year 2006-2007 was the third full year of implementation. Evidence of
effective implementation included documentation of:

m State management and technical assistance activities.
m Implementation of Reading First in schools.
m  Support for instructional staff from literacy specialists/coordinators.

m  Support for school-based staff from state staff and district reading
coaches.

m Participation in additional literacy-related professional development.
m Literacy leadership.

m  Classroom instruction in Reading First schools, including
assessment to identify students who are not reading at grade level.

m Intervention for struggling reading in Reading First schools.
m  Concerns and recommendations of staff in Reading First schools.

Evaluation of Student Outcomes

Within Reading First schools, progress-monitoring information from DIBELS was
used to identify struggling readers and to target these students for intervention. The
evaluation provides a summary of the extent to which students made progress during
the year in achieving grade-level benchmarks, comparing beginning scores with mid-
year scores.

In terms of reading proficiency, the evaluation uses the data collected by Reading First
schools on the DIBELS, ITBS and state CRT assessments. The evaluation summarizes
reading performance for K-3 students by grade on the outcome measures. Analysis of
grades 1-3 combined provides an overall look at performance. These data are used to
identify schools making the most gains in performance.
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Analysis of reading performance by subgroups is also provided. In the student data
section of the evaluation Web site, K-3 teachers maintained a database of students for
their classroom. The database included demographic information, placement
information, data on intervention activity, and performance data. The demographic data
allowed analysis of performance to be disaggregated by gender and race and for special
student populations, including Free/Reduced Meals (FRM), English Language Learners
(ELL), and Special Education Students.

Baseline data are available for Cohort 1 schools for the ITBS at grades 1-2.
Comparison of performance relative to baseline is provided for these schools.

Additional statistical analysis and targeted focus groups/ interviews with principals,
literacy specialists/coordinators, teachers, and district reading coaches was conducted
to examine schools with most gains and other positive outcome indicators to identify
factors associated with success.

Sections 3.3 and 3.4 below provide a detailed description of the data collection
instruments used to collect implementation and student outcome data.

3.3 .DESCRIPTION OF DATA COLLECTION FOR EVALUATION OF
IMPLEMENTATION

A key part of the evaluation is the documentation of school-based literacy plans for
instructional improvements. Such documentation is essential to fully understand the
intervention and enable further research into performance variations. Program Profiles
provided this documentation.

Highly qualified school-based literacy leaders are essential to effective implementation of
Nevada Reading First, while continuing professional development strengthens their skills
and abilities to provide effective instruction. School staff recorded credentials and
maintained professional development logs in order to provide these data for the Reading
First evaluation.

Documentation of time and effort on implementation activities provided evidence of
program implementation, including relative emphasis on the various program
components. Activity logs provided this documentation for principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and district reading coaches. Progress monitoring logs
documented the technical assistance provided by State Coordinators.

The perceptions of K-3 teachers, literacy specialists/coordinators, and principals
concerning implementation were reported through stakeholder surveys.

Interventions provided to struggling students are a critical component of Reading First.
The evaluation included documentation of the type and intensity of interventions
provided to students in Reading First schools in intervention activities as part of the
student data set.

All districts and schools with a Nevada Reading First grant were required to participate in
the evaluation data collection activities. To create efficient data collection, MGT
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established and supported the Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web site. The Web-
based strategies and other data collection strategies for evaluation of the implementation
are summarized below.

Program Profiles

A systematic description of school plans was developed and maintained in Web-based
Program Profiles. The Program Profiles provided a summary of each grantee’s approach
to improving reading achievement using Reading First funding, including the schools’
selection of instructional materials, and the methods specified by the grantee for
evaluating the impact of the selected intervention strategies.

In addition to documenting the project plan, Program Profiles reported information about
the context in which the project was implemented. Although improvement in reading
scores is the ultimate goal for Reading First-funded projects, progress in creating
learning environments that are conducive to literacy development is another relevant
goal. Therefore, the Program Profile included academic indicators and nonacademic
indicators supported by research as predictive of a learning environment that promotes
effective instruction in reading. The profiles provided:

m  Key descriptors of the host school.

m  Concurrent school improvement initiatives.
m  School and grade level indicators.

m Student and teacher demographics.

m  Professional development strategies for principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and K-3 teachers.

m Descriptions of core and supplemental reading programs.
m Descriptions of intervention strategies.

Schools completed their Program Profile initially during the fall of 2004 and updated the
information during the spring of 2005. After the initial data collection was completed,
dynamic (auto-generated) reports were created on the Web site. Schools updated
Program Profile information again as needed throughout the year and for each
subsequent year.

Credentials of Reading First Implementers

Principals and literacy specialists/coordinators recorded their educational credentials
and their teaching and administrative experience in the credentials section of the
evaluation Web site. These data provided important descriptive information about the
Reading First implementers.
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Staff credentials were reported during fall of the 2004-2005 school year and will be
updated at the end of each school year. Teachers recorded their credentials as part of
the stakeholder surveys, described below.

Literacy-Related Professional Development

To document their literacy-related professional development during Reading First,
school staff used the Web-based Professional Development Logs maintained on the
MGT evaluation Web site. Principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and district
reading coaches recorded completion of workshops and conferences as well as their
evaluation of the effectiveness of these trainings. Additionally, they reported enroliment
and completion of relevant university courses. Staff were instructed to update their
professional development logs whenever professional development activities were
completed.

To address impact, principals, coaches, and K-3 teachers participating in Reading First
were asked to complete self-assessments indicating the extent to which they had been
trained and were confident in their ability to provide or supervise research-based reading
instruction. The self-assessments were administered as part of the implementation
survey described below.

Activity Logs

Another method for documenting program implementation was the Activity Logs used by
principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and reading specialists to document the
implementation of the processes intended to support teachers' learning and intervene
with students experiencing difficulties in reading achievement. Principals and literacy
specialists/coordinators used Activity Logs specific to their roles to record time spent on
literacy-related activities. Another form of the Activity Log was used by district reading
coaches to document training and technical assistance provided. Staff entered data into
the Web site monthly during the school year, and MGT compiled the activity data for
reports for monitoring purposes.

The Activity Logs for principals allowed for documentation of time spent for the following
activities, recording hours devoted to grades K-3:

m Classroom observations.
m  Conferences with literacy specialist/coordinator.

m  Conferences with other K-3 classroom teachers on literacy
instruction.

m Attendance at reading-related professional development and study
team meetings.

m Leadership Team Meetings (meetings related to grant strategies).

m  Monitoring of Student Performance (reviewing data and attending
meetings related to planning for individual students).

m  Procurement of instructional materials.
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The Activity Logs for literacy specialists/coordinators allowed for documentation of time
spent for the following activities, recording hours devoted to grades K-3:

Mentoring/coaching in K-3 classrooms.
Demonstration teaching in K-3 classrooms.
Planning for mentoring/coaching and demonstration teaching.

Monitoring student performance (reviewing and analyzing student data
and attending meetings for planning, data collection, and reporting).

Conducting teacher workshops.

Conducting study sessions (leading small groups on reading topics).
Attending Leadership Team meetings (meetings related to grant).
Assisting with assessments.

Assisting teachers in planning and implementing scientifically based
reading instruction.

Assisting teachers in planning and implementing student
interventions.

Ordering and organizing instructional materials.
Supporting family literacy connections.

Supervision/recruitment of volunteers.

The Activity Logs for district reading coaches allowed for documentation of:

School support activities, including date, total hours, and activities
conducted.

Training conducted or arranged, including topic, total hours, and
number attending by grade level.

Progress Monitoring Logs

State coordinators used the Program Monitoring Logs to document the status of
implementation of Reading First requirements in funded schools based on observations
during monitoring visits. In addition, they recorded the technical assistance they provided
to schools during site visits or telephone/e-mail consultations.

Stakeholder Surveys

Stakeholder perceptions of implementation are frequently used as a predictor variable in
the literature of reform implementation and school change. To gather stakeholder
perceptions, surveys were included in the evaluation plan. The surveys provided
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additional information about implementation of Reading First and changes observed.
Surveys elicited feedback from key stakeholders as to implementation status and
perceived effectiveness. These stakeholders included principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and K-3 teachers. A sampling plan was not developed as all staff were
encouraged to participate in the survey.

Survey instruments, using a variety of fixed-response and open-ended questions were
developed and disseminated to principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and to K-3
teachers to address implementation of each key component of Reading First. Survey
participants were asked to report their perceptions about:

m  Teachers’ credentials and experience.

m  The school’s structure for literacy instruction.

m  The K-3 core reading program.

m Classroom instruction.

m  K-3 screening and assessment.

m  Supplemental instruction.

m Intensive intervention.

m Classroom management.

m Literacy teams.

m Literacy leadership at the school.

m  Support for teachers from literacy specialists and principals.
m  Support to school administrators from district and state staff.
m Literacy-related professional development.

m  Concerns and recommendations about continuation of Reading
First.

m Implementation status, issues, and perceptions of accomplishments
of the program.

Nevada Reading First Observation Protocols

MGT conducted classroom observations in grades K-3 in a sample of Reading First
schools during the spring of 2007. A purposeful sample of 12 schools was selected for
observations based on location, free and reduced lunch status, past performance of
students in reading, and school accreditation status. Classrooms were chosen at
random from those classes where teachers were teaching their literacy block at the time
of the on-site visit. A total of 24 classrooms were observed in grades K-3.
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To conduct the observations, MGT used the Instructional Content Emphasis - Revised
(ICE-R). The ICE-R is an instrument published by the University of Texas Center for
Reading and Language Arts (CTCRLA). It is based on the ICE observation instrument
developed by Edmonds and Briggs (2003).

The data yielded by ICE-R include:

m  Multi-dimensional descriptions of reading and language arts
instruction.

= Amount of time allocated for components of reading instruction
relative to the total instructional time (i.e., rates of inclusion).

m  Student grouping patterns.

m  Materials utilized.

m Levels of student engagement.
m Instructional quality.

m Text reading variables.

To ensure inter-rater reliability, MGT observers were trained by a representative of
CTCRLA. To conduct the observations, MGT followed procedures outlined in the ICE-R
manual. With the exception of a few observations that were shortened due to
extenuating circumstances in some schools, MGT’s observations lasted from 45 to 60
minutes per classroom observation period.

After the observation period was over, observers coded their observations according to
the directions in the ICE-R manual and assigned a number from one to three for student
engagement and from one to four for quality of instruction.

To put the observations into a form that would be accessible to analysis, MGT consulted
with a representative from the University of Texas. CTCRLA has proposed a system
whereby the ICE-R observational data are converted to two dimensions. The first step of
the analysis is to determine the degree to which the instructional content aligns with
SBRR, and the second step is to assess the quality with which the instruction is
delivered. SBRR is determined by the percentage of observed time devoted to one of
the five components of SBRR weighted to reflect instructional priority. Classrooms at or
above average are ones where 90 percent or more of observed instructional time is
devoted to SBRR. Instructional quality is determined by a weighted average (by minutes)
of the quality indicator rating and the student engagement rating. A weighted average of
2.5 indicates an average instructional quality score.

Intervention Activities

The schools used the Program Profiles to report anticipated intervention activities at
the school for K-3 students. The Web-based form structured the information about
intervention in the following categories:

m  Tutoring;
m  Project LIFE;

MGT of America, Inc. Page 3-11



Evaluation Design

m  Additional Time; and
m  Computer-Assisted.

Actual interventions received by students were recorded in the Student Intervention
Data portion of the evaluation Web site. This section of the student data set included
information about the quantity and type of interventions provided to students who are not
meeting grade level benchmarks.

The surveys described above provided another source of information about the
implementation and impact of intervention services. Questions on the survey addressed
whether students were effectively identified for intervention, whether interventions were
aligned with classroom activities, and other related questions.

3.4 DESCRIPTION OF DATA COLLECTION FOR EVALUATION OF STUDENT
OUTCOMES

As a result of Nevada Reading First implementation, state and local stakeholders expect
that improvements in literacy development will be evident in student performance.
Nevada Reading First incorporates four primary sources of data for the analysis of
student performance:

m  Phonological Assessment of Literacy Screening (PALS) for
diagnostic.

— Concept of Word-Word ID

m  Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) for
screening, progress monitoring, and outcome measures.

— Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
— Nonsense Word Fluency

— Oral Reading Fluency

— Initial Sound Fluency

— Letter Naming Fluency

m lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) for outcome measures.

— Reading (comprehension and vocabulary)
— Language (phonics)

m Nevada CRT.

— Reading
— Vocabulary

To address these areas of performance, schools tested their students during the middle

of the fall and spring terms according to the Reading First assessment plan. Assessment
data were either entered by school staff into a specially constructed Web site, developed
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and maintained by MGT for DIBELS data or were obtained from NDE for PALS, ITBS,
and CRT. MGT conducted the analysis of the assessment data.

Exhibit 3-1 illustrates the instruments used and the pattern of testing at each grade level.

EXHIBIT 3-1
NEVADA READING FIRST ASSESSMENT
ADMINISTRATION PLAN

2006-07 Assessment Schedule
SCREENING ASSESSMENTS

KINDERGARTEN
WEEKS 3-6

DIBELS (ISF)

Phonemic Awareness

FIRST

GRADE
WEEKS 3-4

DIBELS (PSF)

Phonics DIBELS (LNF)

Vocabulary DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF,
RTF) RTF)

Fluency DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF,
RTF) RTF)

Comprehension DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF,
RTF) RTF)

DIAGNOSTIC ASSESSMENTS

DIBELS (LNF,
NWF)

SECOND
GRADE
WEEKS 3-4

DIBELS (NWF)

THIRD
GRADE

_ WEEKS 3-4

FIRST SECOND THIRD
KINDERGARTEN GRADE GRADE GRADE
WEEKS 6-8 WEEKS 3-4 WEEKS 3-4 WEEKS 3-4

Phonemic Awareness PALS K PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3
Phonics PALS K PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3
Vocabulary PALS K PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3
Fluency PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3
Comprehension PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3 PALS 1-3

PROGRESS MONITORING ASSESSMENTS
FIRST

KINDERGARTEN
WEEKS 12-15
WEEKS 22-24

DIBELS (ISF, PSF)

Phonemic Awareness

GRADE
WEEKS 12-15
WEEKS 22-24

DIBELS (PSF)

SECOND
GRADE
WEEKS 12-15
WEEKS 22-24

THIRD
GRADE
WEEKS 12-15
WEEKS 22-24

Phonics DIBELS (LNF, NWF) DIBELS
(NWF)
Vocabulary DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF) DIBELS
RTF) (ORF)
Fluency DIBELS DIBELS (ORF) DIBELS
(ORF) (ORF)
Comprehension DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF, | DIBELS (ORF,
RTF) RTF) RTF)

MGT of America, Inc.
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EXHIBIT 3-1 (Continued)
NEVADA READING FIRST ASSESSMENT MATRIX: 2006-2007

OUTCOME ASSESSMENTS
FIRST SECOND THIRD

KINDERGARTEN GRADE GRADE GRADE
WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34 WEEKS 32-34

DIBELS (PSF) ITBS

Phonemic Awareness

Phonics DIBELS (LNF, NWF) ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

Vocabulary ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

Fluency DIBELS DIBELS (ORF) | DIBELS (ORF)
(ORF)

Comprehension ITBS ITBS ITBS/CRT

DIBELS=Dynamic Indicators of Basic Literacy Skills; PALS= Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening;
ITBS=lowa Test of Basic Skills; CRT=Nevada Criterion Reference Test.

*PALS diagnostic is used only for students who do not meet benchmark goals of the DIBELS.

Source: Nevada Department of Education.

Analysis by Subgroup

Research on student achievement indicates that there are multiple variables that may be
associated with performance outcomes for students. Differential results in student
achievement have been correlated with socioeconomic status, attendance, participation
rates in special education, and English as a Second Language (ESL) program.

In the student data section of the Reading First Web site, K-3 teachers maintained a
database for students in their classroom. The database included demographic
information and placement information, as well as data on intervention activity. The
demographic data supported analysis of performance disaggregated for special student
populations, including English Language Learners, Special Education Students, and
students receiving Free/Reduced Lunch.

Predictive Analysis

To support NDE’s long-range plan for improving reading performance additional analysis
explores the relationship between progress monitoring data and outcomes data.
Specifically, MGT will analyze the predictive value of DIBELS scores on subsequent
ITBS Reading Total and State CRT Reading scores.

Exhibit 3-2 summarizes the cohorts for the 06/07 analysis and analysis in future years.
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EXHIBIT 3-2
COHORTS FOR PREDICTIVE ANALYSIS

Cohort 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Cohort 2 Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Cohort 3 Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
data not
available
Cohort 4 Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Cohort 5 Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Cohort 6 Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2

Source: MGT of America, Inc.
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4.0 IMPLEMENTATION STATUS

This chapter provides a comprehensive review of the implementation of the Nevada
Reading First Program during 2005-06, the second full year of implementation. Chapter
4.0 is organized into six sections that reflect the issue areas and evaluation questions as
presented in Chapter 3.0:

4.1 State Management of Reading First

4.2 Characteristics of Reading First Schools and Staff

4.3 District/School Literacy Leadership

4.4 Professional Development

4.5 Classroom Instruction in Reading First Schools

4.6 Intervention with Struggling Readers

4.7 Concerns and Recommendations of Staff in Reading First Schools

For each section, MGT presents findings from the various data sources including the
Program Profiles, Staff Credentials, Activity Reports, Professional Development Logs,
and student data (demographic and intervention) described in Chapter 3.0. In addition,
survey data from principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers provide an
overview of the status of classroom instruction and impact on students. Detailed
information from the surveys is provided in Appendix A.

Specifically, the findings address the following topics and evaluation questions relating to
the effectiveness of Nevada Reading First implementation:

m State Management of Reading First
- How did the state monitor Reading First grant implementation?
- What assistance was provided to struggling schools?
- What was the status of the grant expenditures?
m Characteristics of Reading First Schools and Staff
- What were the characteristics of Reading First schools?

- What were the characteristics of students in Reading First
classrooms?

- What were the credentials and experience of school-based
literacy team members (principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and teachers) and district reading coaches?

m District/School Literacy Leadership
- What implementation support was provided by district reading

coaches/project managers to Reading First schools? What was
the focus of these support activities?
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- How effective was the support provided by district and state staff
to literacy specialists/coordinators and principals?

- How has Reading First enhanced the literacy leadership skills of
principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers?

m  Professional Development

- How was job-embedded professional development implemented
by literacy specialists/coordinators, and principals?

- How effective was job-embedded professional development in
enhancing the ability of teachers to implement effective reading
programs?

- In what literacy-related professional development did principals,
literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers participate outside
the classroom?

- How effective was the additional literacy-related professional
development in enhancing the ability of principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and teachers to implement effective
reading programs?

- What professional development needs continue to exist?

m Classroom Instruction in Reading First Schools

- To what extent did the structure of the literacy program in
Reading Schools reflect the Nevada Reading First requirements?

-  What changes have occurred in classroom instruction since
Reading First funding was instituted?

- To what extent did classroom instruction in Reading First
Schools incorporate the required elements of Nevada Reading
First?
m Intervention with Struggling Readers
- To what extent have Reading First programs offered
interventions for students who are not making sufficient progress
in reading?

- Are the interventions perceived as effective in meeting the needs
of struggling readers?

MGT of America, Inc.
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m  Concerns and Recommendations of Staff in Reading First Schools

- To what extent do teachers, literacy specialists/coordinators, and
principals express concern versus confidence about factors
relating to knowledge of scientifically based reading research,
Reading First implementation, and progress in student
performance?

- What recommendations do school staff offer to improve Nevada

Reading First to achieve the goal of having all children reading
by third grade?

4.1 STATE MANAGEMENT OF READING FIRST

Data and documents compiled by the Nevada Department of Education (NDE) provided
an overview of state-level management of the Reading First grant. The information
provided by NDE addresses the following questions:

m  How did the state monitor Reading First grant implementation?
m  What assistance was provided to struggling schools?
m  What is the status of the grant expenditures?

How did the state monitor reading first grant implementation?

A member of the management team made monthly contact with every Nevada Reading
First Local Education Agency (LEA) between September and June 2006-2007. Site visits
were conducted at twice during the school year. Both the monthly contact and site visits
allowed the state management team to address grantee’s implementation concerns and
issues and ensure that progress was being made in implementing the Reading First
requirements.

MGT of America, Inc. also provided Reading First schools a Web-based data
management system to assist the state in tracking activities, professional development
offerings, and collecting student data for the purpose of monitoring student progress and
outcomes. This system allowed district reading coaches/project managers and the state
Management Team to electronically monitor student achievement data as well as all
facets of implementation. MGT monitored data collection and provided the Reading First
management and school staff with constant access to all information via reports
available on the Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site.

What assistance was provided to struggling schools?

NDE provides additional support to schools that are deemed out of compliance after site
visits and meetings with each school’s literacy team, documenting issues such as using
unapproved reading materials, not maintaining an uninterrupted reading block in all K-3
classrooms, and not implementing their approved core reading program. LEAs provide
additional support to non-compliant schools so that schools return to compliance within
30 days. District-level personnel may be reassigned to non-compliant schools to support
the efforts of teachers and administrators in implementing Reading First. NDE will
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continue to monitor progress each month at non-compliant site by observing and
providing timely feedback and suggestions to maximize student achievement.

For 2006-2007, the site visits and schools meetings indicated that there were no schools
out of compliance with the Reading First requirements and, therefore, no need for
corrective action with schools. NDE did note, however, that some schools were able to
accelerate student learning better than others. For the schools that were not making as
much progress, the state provided more monitoring visits, more classroom observations
and feedback, and additional support to the local district. In addition, the state was able
to begin forming collegial networks, allowing principals with certain needs to begin
networking with other principals to solve problems or approach student learning needed
differently.

What was the status of the grant expenditures?

As of June 30, 2007, the Nevada Department of Education had expended $27,768,209
of the total Reading First allocation of $35,783,433. The amount disbursed to districts for
Grant Year 3 was $5,524,603; 80 percent of the total expended. In Grant Year 4,
Nevada Reading First used $138,115; two percent of the total expended, to provide
technical assistance to Reading First schools. The State expended $849,409 in Grant
Year 4, 12 percent of the total expended, to provide professional development to
kindergarten through third grade teachers, special education teachers, and
administrators.

Exhibit 4-1 provides an overview of the expenditures of Reading First funding across the
major funding categories. Of the total funding, 80 percent went to LEAs and 20 percent
to professional development and state administration.

EXHIBIT 4-1
BUDGET INFORMATION FOR

NEVADA READING FIRST GRANT

PRE-
IMPLEMEN-
TATION

YEAR 4
(7/06-6/07)

YEAR 1
(7/03-6/04)

YEAR
(4/03-6/03)

YEAR 3
(7/05-6/06)

YEAR 2
(7/04-6/05)

BUDGET BREAKDOWN

State Administration
Technical Assistance $ 201,824 $ 224,232 $ 125,808 $ 129,447 $ 138,115 $ 819,426
Evaluation $ 38,790 $ 42,711 $ 166,117 $ 167,434 $ 186,455 $ 601,507
State Indirect Costs $ 42,348 $ 46,982 $ 196,652 $ 200,834 $ 207,172 $ 693,988
Develonment $ 524332 | $ 583005 | $ 732866 | ° (49128 | $B849409 | 3438740
LEA Subgrants $3,229,176 $3,587,722 $4,885,775 $4,987,272 $5,524,603 $22,214,548
TOTAL $4,036,470 $4,484,652 $6,107,218 $6,234,115 $6,905,754 $27,768,209

Source: Nevada Reading First State Grant, Revised 2007.
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4.2 CHARACTERISTICS OF READING FIRST SCHOOLS AND STAFF

To compile a description of the schools and staff participating in Nevada Reading First,
MGT gathered information through four sources: (1) NDE data, (2) Program Profiles, (3)
Staff Credentials, and (4) student demographic data as recorded in the Nevada Reading
First Evaluation student data file. Collectively, these sources provide information that
addresses the following evaluation questions:

m  What were the characteristics of Reading First schools?

m What were the characteristics of students in Reading First
classrooms?

m  What were the credentials and experience of school-based literacy
team members (principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and
teachers) and district reading coaches?

What were the characteristics of Reading First schools?

Given the combined K-3 enrollment in Reading First schools, the program has the
potential to benefit approximately 11,500 students. Based on information from the
Nevada Annual Reports of Accountability, the characteristics of Reading First schools
were as follows:

m Reading First schools ranged in size from 662 K-3 students to as
few as 4.

m  Twenty-three of the 27 Reading First schools were Title | schools.

m The average expenditure per student was $8,508.

m  Most Reading First schools had high mobility populations. Ninety
percent of the schools reported a transience rate of greater than 25
percent.

m  Regular student attendance was a problem for over three-fourths of
the Reading First schools, with 24 percent of the schools reporting

an attendance rate of less than 95 percent.

Exhibit 4-2 and Exhibit 4-3 provide a summary of descriptive data for schools.
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EXHIBIT 4-2
READING FIRST SCHOOL

CHARACTERISTICS: 2006-07

Average per pupil expenditure (n=29) $8,508.00
Percent of schools with student mobility greater than 25% (n=29) 90%
Percent of schools with attendance rate less than 95% (n=29) 24%
Percent of schools served by Title | (n=27) 85%
(Pne:rgg)nt of schools where Limited English Proficient students exceeds 30% 45%

Source: Nevada Department of Education, Nevada Accountability Report, 2007.

EXHIBIT 4-3
READING FIRST SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

(REPORTED BY 27 READING FIRST SCHOOLS): 2006-07

K 1sT 2ND | 3RD TOTAL |
Smallest Enroliment per School 2 2 6 10 20
Largest Enrollment per School 411 268 217 245 1,141
Average Enrollment per School 113 120 118 115 466
Total Enrollment 2,819 2,869 2,949 2,871 11,508

Source: MGT of America, Inc., DIBELS Assessment End of Year Data, 2007.

What were the characteristics of students in Reading First classrooms?

Approximately 11,500 students participated in Reading First during 2006—2007; the
fourth full year of implementation. Through the student data section of the Nevada
Reading First Evaluation Web site, school staff reported information for 11,508 students.
Based on the demographic information provided, 62 percent were eligible for Free or
Reduced Lunch. Thirty-six percent of the students spoke a language other than English
at home and ten percent were receiving Special Education.

Exhibit 4-4 provides information about Reading First students during 2006—-07.
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EXHIBIT 4-4
STUDENTS IN READING FIRST SCHOOLS: 2006-07

SCHOOL YEAR 200607

CLASSROOMS/STUDENTS 5 3 TOTAL
Number of teachers 104 157 155 129 545
Total number of Reading First students 2819 2.869 2,949 2871 11,508

m Reading First students eligible for 1,525 1,814 1,953 1,878 7,170 (62%)
Free or Reduced Lunch

m Reading First students speaking a 744 1,252 1,103 1,066 4,165 (36%)
language other than English at
home

m Reading First students receiving 225 249 296 373 1,143 (10%)
Special Education

Source: MGT of America, Inc., DIBELS Assessment End of Year Data, 2007.

What were the credentials and experience of school-based literacy team
members (principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers) and
district reading coaches?

To better understand who the key Reading First implementers were, MGT’s Reading
First Evaluation Web Site included a Staff Profile section that addressed the educational
background of principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers. Staff were
asked about their training and certification as well as their level of experience in
education and at their current school.

Based on the credentials information provided by principals, they had an average of 19.7
years of teaching experience and seven years of administrative experience. On average,
they had been at their current school for 4.7 years. All (100%) held a master’s as their
highest degree. All held Administrative, Supervision Licensure, and Elementary
Education Licensure (100%). Exhibits 4-5 through 4-7 provide additional information
about principals’ credentials.

EXHIBIT 4-5
OVERVIEW OF EXPERIENCE REPORTED
BY PRINCIPALS: 2006-07

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience (n=3) 19.7
Years at Current School (n=3) 4.7
Administrative Experience (n=3) 7.0
K-3 Experience (n=3) 8.7
gggrce: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
7.
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EXHIBIT 4-6
OVERVIEW OF EDUCATION
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS: 2006-07

PERCENT
DEGREES HELD N=3
Master’s 100%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.
EXHIBIT 4-7

OVERVIEW OF CERTIFICATION/LICENSURE
REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS: 200607

AREA OR TYPE DEGREE / CERTIFICATION PERCENT

Administrative and Supervision Licensure (n=3) 100%

Elementary Education Licensure (n=3) 100%

Early Childhood Education Licensure (n=3) 0%

Special Education Licensure (n=3) 67%

Reading Specialist Endorsement (n=3) 33%

TESOL Endorsement (n=3) 0%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.

Literacy specialists/coordinators also reported their training and experience on the
evaluation Web site. Based on information provided by specialists/coordinators, they had
an average of 20.7 years of teaching experience, including 3.5 years of K-3 experience.
Specialists/coordinators had been at their current school for an average of 0.6 years. In
terms of education, 90 percent of the specialists/coordinators held a master’'s degree. All
(100%) held Elementary Education Licensure, and 60% held Reading Specialist and
TESOL Endorsements. Exhibits 4-8 through 4-10 provide additional information about
literacy specialists’/coordinators’ credentials.

EXHIBIT 4-8
OVERVIEW OF EXPERIENCE REPORTED BY LITERACY
SPECIALISTS/COORDINATORS: 2006-07

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience (n=10) 20.7

K-3 Experience (n=8) 35

Years at Current School (n=7) 0.6

Administrative Experience (n=10) 16.3
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.
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EXHIBIT 4-9
OVERVIEW OF EDUCATION REPORTED BY LITERACY
SPECIALISTS/COORDINATORS: 2006-07

PERCENT
DEGREES HELD N=10
Master’s 90%
Ed.S. 10%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,

2007.

EXHIBIT 4-10
OVERVIEW OF CERTIFICATION REPORTED BY LITERACY

SPECIALISTS/COORDINATORS: 2006-07

AREA OR TYPE DEGREE/CERTIFICATION PERCENT

Administrative and Supervision Licensure (n=10) 20%
Elementary Education Licensure (n=10) 100%
Early Childhood Education Licensure (n=10) 10%
Special Education Licensure (n=10) 20%
Reading Specialist Endorsement (n=10) 60%
TESOL Endorsement (n=10) 60%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.

District reading coaches reported their training and experience on the evaluation Web
site. Based on information provided, they had an average of 18 years of teaching
experience, including 17 years of K-3 experience, and no administrative experience.
One hundred percent held Masters Degrees and zero held Education Specialists
Degrees. All (100%) held Elementary Education Licensure, and 60% held Reading
Specialist Endorsement. Exhibits 4-11 through 4-13 provide additional information about
district reading coaches’ credentials.

EXHIBIT 4-11
OVERVIEW OF EXPERIENCE REPORTED
BY DISTRICT READING COACHES: 2006-07

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Teaching Experience (n=7) 19.0
Administrative Experience (n=5) 0
K-3 Experience (n=7) 17.9
ggg;ce: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
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EXHIBIT 4-12
OVERVIEW OF EDUCATION REPORTED
BY DISTRICT READING COACHES: 2006-07

PERCENT
DEGREES HELD N=7
Master’s 100%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.

EXHIBIT 4-13
OVERVIEW OF CERTIFICATION/LICENSURE REPORTED
BY DISTRICT READING COACHES: 2006-07

AREA OR TYPE DEGREE / CERTIFICATION PERCENT

Administrative and Supervision Licensure (n=7) 0%

Elementary Education Licensure (n=7) 86%

Early Childhood Education Licensure (n=7) 0%

Special Education Licensure (n=7) 0%

Reading Specialist Endorsement (n=7) 86%

TESOL Endorsement (n=7) 43%
Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Credentials section,
2007.

A total of 427 teachers reported credentials information on the evaluation Website. This
group had an average of 10 years of teaching experience which included 8 years of K-3
experience. Almost half (49%) held a master's as their highest degree. In terms of
teaching certification, 95 percent held Elementary Education Licensure, and 22 percent
held TESOL endorsement. Fifteen percent held Early Childhood Education Licensure
and nine percent held Reading Specialist Endorsement. Exhibits 4-14 to 4-17 provide
additional detail about teachers’ credentials.

EXHIBIT 4-14
GRADE LEVEL TAUGHT: 2006—-07

PERCENT
GRADE LEVEL N=427
Kindergarten 19%
First 29%
Second 28%
Third 24%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Teacher Survey, 2007.
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EXHIBIT 4-15
OVERVIEW OF EXPERIENCE
REPORTED BY TEACHERS: 2006-07

AVERAGE YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

AREAS OF EXPERIENCE N=427
Teaching Experience 10
K-3 Experience 8
Years at Current School 5
Years at Current Grade Level 5

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Teacher Survey, 2007.

EXHIBIT 4-16
OVERVIEW OF EDUCATION REPORTED BY TEACHERS: 200607

PERCENT
DEGREES HELD N=422
Bachelor's 50%
Master’s 49%
Ed. Specialist 0.5%
Ph.D. 0.5%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Teacher Survey, 2007.

EXHIBIT 4-17
OVERVIEW OF CERTIFICATION REPORTED BY TEACHERS:

2006-07
- PERCENT
AREA OR TYPE DEGREE / CERTIFICATION N=427
Elementary Education Licensure 95%
TESOL Endorsement 22%
Early Childhood Education Licensure 15%
Special Education Licensure 7%
Reading Specialist Endorsement 9%
Administrative and Supervision Licensure 2%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Teacher Survey, 2007.

4.3 DISTRICT/SCHOOL LITERACY LEADERSHIP

With the increased professional competence that Reading First professional
development establishes, both administrators and teachers are in a position to provide
leadership in the development and oversight of K-3 literacy instructional programs.
Reading First seeks to establish principals as literacy leaders through focused,
systematic professional development and support for involvement in the classroom.
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Literacy specialists/coordinators have a key leadership role in the development of
literacy teams. Reading First also seeks to promote development of teachers as literacy
professionals in terms of an increased understanding of the literacy process and action
research. MGT'’s survey asked principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers
to comment on the literacy leadership within their school.

To examine perceptions about literacy leadership, surveys of principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators and teachers addressed the following evaluation questions:

m  What implementation support was provided by district reading
coaches/project managers to Reading First schools? What was the
focus of these support activities?

m  How effective was the support provided by district and state staff to
literacy specialists/coordinators and principals?

m  How has Reading First enhanced the literacy leadership skills of
principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers?

What implementation support was provided by district reading coaches/
project managers to Reading First schools? What was the focus of these

support activities?

In Reading First-funded schools, district reading coaches or Reading First project
managers supported Reading First implementation by conducting training sessions and
providing on-site technical assistance. As summarized from their Activity Logs for work
in Reading First schools, 9 district Reading First project managers reported 397 training
sessions, totaling 1,503 hours of training, for an average of 3.8 hours per session.
Literacy specialists/coordinators represented 27.3 percent of the trainee population.
Teacher participants represented between 14 percent and 16 percent at each grade
level. Administrators accounted for 2.5 percent.

In 2006-07, district reading coaches or Reading First project managers reported 1,246
school visits to Reading First schools, totaling 7,905 hours of support and averaging 6.3
hours for each school visit. During these visits, conferences were held and observations
were made. Forty percent of the visits included conferences with literacy
specialists/coordinators. Conferences with administrators occurred in 28 percent of the
visits. Conferences with teachers at each grade level occurred in 17.5 percent of the
visits. However, observations of teachers at each grade level were slightly higher
(K=19%, 15'=23%, 2"9=20%, and 3" =19%). Specialists/coordinators were observed in 8
percent of the visits. Other activities occurred during Reading First school visits,
including:

Local leadership team meetings (15%).
Literacy team meeting (17%).

Professional Development: Coaching (15%).
Professional Development: Presentation (13%).
Technical Assistance (20%).

Exhibits 4-18 and 4-19 provide additional detail about Reading First Literacy Specialists’
activity in Reading First schools.
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EXHIBIT 4-18
READING FIRST PROJECT MANAGERS/READING COACHES

ACTIVITY LOG FOR READING FIRST SCHOOLS:
PERCENTAGE OF TIME BY TASK: 2006-07

TRAINING SCHOOL SUPPORT

Training Sessions School Visits
Total Events 397.0 1,246.0
Total Hours 1,503 7,905.0
Average Hours 3.8 6.3
% OF VISITS: % OF VISITS:
ATTENDANCE Hours el R
(N=1,246) (N=1,246)
% TIIfIA(I) Eﬁzc CIE)II(\;?J;ET PERCENT* PERCENT*
Kindergarten 956 | 16.39 366 | 174,948 19% 15%
First grade 939 | 16.10 470 | 441,330 23% 18%
Second grade 828 | 14.20 475 | 393,300 20% 18%
Third grade 862 | 14.78 459 | 395,658 19% 19%
Literacy Spec. 1,592 | 27.30 1,124 | 1,789,408 8% 40%
Administration 144 2.47 328 47,232 -- 28%
Other 511 8.76 474 | 242214 - -
Total 5,832 | 100 - -

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Activity Logs, 2007.
Contact Hours = Number in Attendance multiplied by the number of hours of training they attended.
Note: Number in Attendance may be a duplicate count of individuals.

EXHIBIT 4-19
DISTRICT READING COACH ACTIVITIES DURING READING

FIRST SCHOOL VISITS: 2006-07

Monitoring 11
Demonstration Teaching 5
Professional Development: Coaching 15
Literacy Team Meeting 17
Technical Assistance 20
Professional Development: Presentation 13
Local Leadership Team Meeting 15
Other 24

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Activity Logs, 2007.
*Percents may not total 100% since more than one activity could be selected for each school visit.
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How effective was the support provided by district and state staff to literacy
specialists/coordinators and principals?

The MGT survey questioned principals and literacy specialists/coordinators on the
perceived effectiveness of the work of the district reading coaches/project managers and
the state staff on their school's behalf. The ratings of specific components of the
assistance varied.

DISTRICT SUPPORT

In terms of district effectiveness, principals gave the highest ratings to the component
“technical assistance” with 86 percent rating the components as very effective or
generally effective.

Five other components of district support were fairly favorably viewed by principals (60%
or higher). These components included:

m Assistance in diagnosing students’ reading problems (rated by 22%
as very effective and 56% as generally effective).

m  Assistance in monitoring student progress (rated by 26% as very
effective and 59% as generally effective).

m  Assistance in diagnosing students’ reading problems (rated by 22%
as very effective and 56% as generally effective).

m Assistance in designing and implementing interventions (rated by
22% as very effective and 56% as generally effective).

m Assistance in designing and implementing supplemental instruction
(rated by 26% as very effective and 52% as generally effective).

Literacy specialists/coordinators also rated district effectiveness. Components of district
support that were favorably viewed by specialists/coordinators included:

m Discussion/networking opportunities with other literacy
specialist/coordinators and principals (rated by 42% very effective
and 39% as generally effective).

m  Technical assistance (rated by 33% very effective and 44% as
generally effective).

m Assistance in monitoring student progress (rated by 28% as very
effective and 58% as generally effective).

m Assistance in diagnosing students’ reading problems (rated by 33%
as very effective and 47% as generally effective.

m Assistance in designing and implementing interventions (rated by
19% as very effective and 56% as generally effective).
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STATE SUPPORT

In terms of state effectiveness, principals gave the highest ratings to the component
“discussion/networking opportunities with other literacy specialists/coordinators and
principals” with 92 percent rating the components as very effective or generally effective.

Five other components of state support were fairly favorably viewed by principals (60%
or higher). These components included:

m  Assistance in monitoring student progress (rated by 37% as very
effective and 52% as generally effective).

m Assistance in diagnosing students’ reading problems (rated by 26%
as very effective and 48% as generally effective).

m  Assistance in designing and implementing interventions (rated by
30% as very effective and 52% as generally effective).

m  Assistance in designing and implementing supplemental instruction
(rated by 30% as very effective and 52% as generally effective).

m Technical assistance (rated by 37% very effective and 52% as
generally effective).

Literacy specialists/coordinators also rated state effectiveness. Components of district
support that were favorably viewed by specialists/coordinators included:

m Discussion/networking opportunities with other literacy specialist/
coordinators and principals (rated by 56% very effective and 28% as
generally effective).

m  Technical assistance (rated by 44% very effective and 39% as
generally effective).

m  Assistance in monitoring student progress (rated by 53% as very
effective and 31% as generally effective).

m  Assistance in diagnosing students’ reading problems (rated by 31%
as very effective and 50% as generally effective.

m  Assistance in designing and implementing interventions (rated by
31% as very effective and 44% as generally effective).

How has Reading First enhanced the literacy leadership skills of principals,

lLiteracy specialists/coordinators, and teachers?

Strong literacy leadership will result in a school culture that is focused on improving
literacy and enabling all children to read at grade level by third grade. Through the MGT
survey, virtually all Reading First principals (100%), literacy specialists/ coordinators
(95%), and teachers (94%) claimed that their school was committed to improving school
wide literacy programs so that every student will read by the end of third grade. The
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survey also addressed each of the critical staff groups in terms of their perception of
their own leadership and the leadership of other groups.

PRINCIPALS AS LITERACY LEADERS

The leadership of the school principal is critical to the implementation of an effective
literacy program. In a self-report, most (96%) of the Reading First principals reported
that they provided effective leadership to strengthen reading and literacy instruction in
their schools. Many teachers (83%) and literacy specialists/coordinators (83%) agreed
that their principal provided effective leadership for literacy instruction.

Most principals (93%) reported that their approach as a principal and as a literacy
instructional leader changed as a result of Reading First implementation. The most
significant changes reported were:

m Increased knowledge and understanding of literacy and reading
instruction (4).

m Improved ability to critically observe (3).

m  Greater involvement in using assessment results to identify
appropriate instructional paths (12).

LITERACY SPECIALISTS/COORDINATORS AS LITERACY LEADERS

Literacy specialists/coordinators have significant leadership responsibilities for
developing strong literacy programs in Reading First schools. MGT survey indicated that
many literacy specialists/coordinators (91%) reported that they had presented at study
sessions on literacy topics. Additionally, many specialists/coordinators (75%) reported
that they had been included in making decisions about Reading First concerns, such as
budget revisions, curriculum changes, and scheduling.

In their self-report, almost all (97%) of the literacy specialists/coordinators claimed that
they provided effective leadership to strengthen reading and literacy instruction in their
schools. Most principals (92%) and many teachers (82%) agreed that their
specialist/coordinator provided effective leadership for literacy instruction.

TEACHERS AS LITERACY PROFESSIONALS

Eighty percent of teachers indicated that their approach as a literacy professional
changed as a result of Reading First. One way that teachers can demonstrate leadership
is through involvement in the school’s Leadership Team and/or literacy study groups.
However, only 39 percent of teachers indicated they had participated in Leadership
Team meetings and only 32 percent reported that they had presented their study or
research on literacy topics at study group meetings.

4.4 PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The Nevada Reading First model of professional development was designed to create
learning environments in which all school staff would become knowledgeable about the
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literacy development of children through Scientifically Based Reading Research (SBRR)
and have expectations that all children can and would learn to read proficiently. This was
done by building the capacity at each school to provide ongoing, job-embedded
professional development at the local level, as described in detail in Chapter 2.0.
School-based professional development was provided by literacy specialists/
coordinators, principals, and district reading coaches through job-embedded
professional development.

To examine the implementation of job-embedded professional development, two data
collection methods were used: (1) Activity Logs maintained by principals and literacy
specialists/coordinators; and (2) surveys of principals, literacy specialists/ coordinators
and teachers. These data sources addressed the following evaluation questions:

m  How was job-embedded professional development implemented by
literacy specialists/coordinators, and principals?

m How effective was job-embedded professional development in
enhancing the ability of teachers to implement effective reading
programs?

m In what literacy-related professional development did principals,
literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers participate outside the
classroom?

m How effective was the additional literacy-related professional
development in enhancing the ability of principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and teachers to implement effective reading
programs?

m  What professional development needs continue to exist?

How was the job-embedded professional development implemented by literacy
specialists /coordinators, and principals?

PRINCIPALS’ ACTIVITIES

Principals played a significant part in the development of the K-3 literacy program
through observation in K-3 classrooms and feedback to teachers, as well as by
participating in study group meetings. Principals maintained Activity Logs of their K-3
literacy-related activities on the Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site.

Based on the Activity Logs, a total of 13,368 hours of K-3 literacy activity was reported
by 35 principals over the 2006—07 school year. The principals’ time for K-3 literacy was
fairly evenly distributed across the four grade levels, ranging from 19 percent of time
devoted to kindergarten to 29 percent devoted to first grade.

Of the total hours that principals reported as devoted to K-3 literacy, 3,854 hours (29%)
was spent in classroom observations. The remainder of the principals’ time was devoted
to conferences with literacy specialists/coordinators (13%), attending literacy-related
professional development and study group meetings (12%), conferences with other K-3
teachers on literacy instruction (12%), and monitoring student performance (12%).
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Exhibit 4-20 provides information about how the principals’ time was allocated to
classroom observations and other activities.

Through the survey administered by MGT, most principals (92%) expressed confidence
in their ability to critically observe K-3 literacy instruction and (93%) in their ability to
conference with teachers based on the observations. Time for classroom observations
was generally not an issue for most principals, with most (78%) reporting that they had
sufficient opportunity for observations of K-3 literacy instruction and 74 percent reporting
they had sufficient opportunity to conference with K-3 teachers.

In terms of classroom observations, principals reported through the survey that they
spent 56 minutes each day observing K-3 literacy instruction, including an average of 31
minutes of uninterrupted time. Fifty-nine percent reported that their uninterrupted
observations were between 30-60 minutes, 37 percent were less than 30 minutes, and 4
percent were between 61-90 minutes. Principals reported that they were able to conduct
K-3 literacy observations about three days per week, and observed in about 15 K-3
classes per month.

EXHIBIT 4-20
ADMINISTRATOR ACTIVITY LOG

PERCENTAGE OF TIME BY TASK: 2006-07

ACTIVITY FOR 35 PRINCIPALS HOURS ‘ PERCENT
Total Activity Hours 13,368 100%
Total Classroom Observations 3,854 29%
Kindergarten (19%) 764 --
First Grade (29%) 1,110 -
Second Grade (26%) 1,029 --
Third Grade (26%) 951 --
Conferences with literacy specialists/coordinators 1,779 13%
Conferences with K-3 teachers on literacy instruction 1,541 12%
Attending literacy-related professional development and study group 1,625 12%
meetings
Leadership Team meetings: Meetings related to grant work 1,155 9%
Monitoring student performance: Reviewing and analyzing student 1,640 12%
data
Monitoring student performance: Attending meetings related to 1,096 8%
planning for individual students
Other 678 5%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Activity Logs, 2007.
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LITERACY SPECIALISTS/COORDINATORS’ ACTIVITIES

To document their activities, literacy specialists/coordinators maintained Activity Logs in
which they recorded the hours they spent on various activities and the grades
associated with these activities. A total of 37,540 hours of activity were reported for 43
literacy specialists/coordinators over the 2006—07 school year. In terms of amount of
time for mentoring/coaching and demonstration teaching, an emphasis was placed on
second grade.

Of the total hours reported by literacy specialists/coordinators, 5,132 hours (14%) were
devoted to mentoring/coaching in K-3 classrooms and leadership team meetings (4,767
hours or 13%). The remainder of the specialists/coordinators’ time was devoted to
assisting with assessments (8%), planning (7%), monitoring student performance (8%),
procuring instructional materials (6%), conducting teacher workshops, etc.

Exhibit 4-21 provides information about how the literacy specialists/coordinators’
classroom time was allocated by grade level and to which tasks the remainder of the
time was devoted.

EXHIBIT 4-21
LITERACY SPECIALIST/COORDINATOR ACTIVITY LOG
PERCENTAGE OF TIME BY TASK: 2006-07

ACTIVITY FOR 35 LITERACY
SPECIALISTS/ COORDINATORS HOURS K 1 2 3

Mentoring/Coaching in K-3 classrooms 5,132 21% 26% 28% 25%
Demonstration teaching in K-3 classrooms 1,749 15% 22% 38% 25%
Total Activity Time 37,540 100%
Mentoring/Coaching in K-3 classrooms 5,132 14%
Demonstration teaching in K-3 classrooms 1,749 5%
Planning for mentoring/coaching and demonstration teaching 2,782 7%
Monitoring student performance: Reviewing and analyzing student data 2,882 8%
Monitoring student performance: Attending meetings for planning, data
collection, and reporting 2,239 6%
Conducting teacher workshops 2,260 6%
Conducting study sessions: Leading small groups on reading topics 516 1%
Leadership Team meetings: Meetings related to grant work 4,767 13%
Assisting with assessments 2,871 8%
Assisting teachers in planning and implementing SBRR instruction 2,012 5%
Assisting teachers in planning and implementing student interventions 1,980 5%
Ordering and organizing instructional materials 2,346 6%
Supporting family literacy connections 1,114 3%
Supervision/recruitment of volunteers 487 1%
Other 4,403 12%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Activity Logs, 2007.
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Almost all literacy specialists/coordinators felt confident in their ability to critically
observe K-3 literacy instruction (97%) and to conference with teachers based on the
observations (95%). All (100%) felt they had sufficient knowledge and experience to be
an effective coach. Many (89%) indicated that they had sufficient opportunity to observe
K-3 teachers. Ninety-two percent indicated they had sufficient opportunity to
demonstrate instructional strategies in the K-3 classrooms, with eight percent
disagreeing. Seventy-eight percent reported that they had sufficient opportunity to
conference with K-3 teachers (19% disagreed).

In 2006-07, Literacy specialists/coordinators reported spending slightly more that one
hour (average of 92 minutes) each day observing K-3 literacy instruction.
Specialists/coordinators also reported that they observed an average of 34 minutes of
uninterrupted time for observations. Literacy specialists/coordinators observed in K-3
classrooms an average of four days per week. Literacy specialists/coordinators reported
they observed an average of 12 K-3 classrooms per month, compared to 10 in 2005-06.

LEADERSHIP TEAMS

Within each Reading First school, local Leadership Teams were developed for the
purpose of monitoring the implementation of the Reading First subgrant and providing
leadership to the Literacy Teams within the school. All principals and all literacy
specialists/coordinators reported that they participated in Leadership Team meetings in
their school on Reading First grant related topics.

LITERACY TEAMS AND STUDY GROUPS

The Reading First model called for school literacy teams to facilitate study groups to
provide professional support to staff by focusing on literacy-related topics, and to
collaboratively plan interventions to support struggling readers. Agreement of whether
these expectations were met varied across the groups surveyed.

Through the MGT survey, principals (93%), literacy specialists (81%), and teachers
(71%) reported that school literacy teams facilitated study groups on literacy-related
topics. Similarly, most literacy specialists (86%) and principals (93%) indicated that
literacy teams planned interventions, while only 69% of the teachers agreed.

Most staff reported that they had participated in study groups or grade-level/team
meetings on literacy topics. Almost all (98%) specialists/coordinators and principals
(92%) reported that they had participated in study group meetings; compared to 84% of
the teachers.

As to whether the study groups were helpful to staff in applying scientifically based
reading research to literacy instruction, 89% of literacy specialists agreed compared with
74% of principals and 68% of teachers.

How effective was job-embedded professional development in enhancing the

ability of teachers to implement effective reading programs?

The survey administered by MGT provided an opportunity for principals, literacy
specialists/coordinators, and teachers to provide a self-assessment of the effectiveness
of the job-embedded professional development in Reading First schools.
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Principals and specialists/coordinators were positive in their assessment of the
effectiveness of the model. The survey results indicated that:

m  Principals (97%) and literacy specialists/coordinators (98%) reported
that K-3 teachers have had adequate support from a literacy specialist/
coordinator to assist in developing effective instruction.

m  Similarly, 96 percent of principals and almost all specialists/
coordinators (97%) reported that teachers have had adequate support
from a literacy specialist/ coordinator to assist in diagnosing problems.

m  Most principals (93%) and specialists/ coordinators (95%) reported that
support from the principal and literacy specialist/coordinator has had a
positive effect on teachers’ abilities to achieve literacy goals.

m  Many specialists/coordinators (78%) reported that teachers can now
teach the literacy block effectively without the presence of the
specialist/coordinator.

m  Most specialists/coordinators (98%) reported that they provided clear,
effective demonstrations for lab classroom teachers.

m  Most specialists/coordinators felt they provided adequate support to
teachers to develop effective instruction (95%).

m All specialists/coordinators (100%) reported that they procured
materials for classrooms in a timely manner.

m In terms of support for the literacy specialist by the principal, most
specialists/coordinators indicated that they have had adequate support
from their principal to assist in developing effective instruction (86%);
however, 75% reported adequate support from principals to assist in
diagnosing problems.

Teachers also were asked to describe how effective support from the literacy
specialists/coordinators and principals was in implementing SBRR in their schools. The
components rated highest in effectiveness were “discussion/networking opportunities
with other teachers” and “assistance in implementing the core reading program,” with
many (81%) teachers rating the components as “very effective” or “generally effective.”

At least 60 percent of teachers responding to the survey rated each of the other
components as “very” or “generally effective.”

Exhibit 4-22 provides more information about teachers’ rating on features of the support
that literacy specialists/coordinators provided to teachers.
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EXHIBIT 4-22
EFFECTIVENESS OF SUPPORT FROM LITERACY SPECIALISTS

RATINGS BY TEACHERS: 200607

GENERALLY NoT DoN’T
VERY GENERALLY NoT EFFECTIVE KNOW/NOT

Torics EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE  ATALL  APPLICABLE

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS (N=421) \

Demonstration lessons by literacy

specialist/coordinator (or coaches if 20% 44% 18% 8% 11%
applicable)

IFersesqounesncy of observation of my 20% 58% 15% 3% 59
Feedbaqk and reflections based on 18% 5204 20% 6% 4%
observation of my lessons

Assmtance in devek_)plng effective 20% 5506 16% 5% 5
instructional strategies

,ré\ese'ls(;isr'c]z;ngreoglénr:]plementlng the core 2204 54% 14% 5% 6%
Assistance in designing and

implementing supplemental 18% 53% 18% 5% 7%
instruction

Assstancg in Qe3|gn|ng and 19% 51% 20% 5% 4%
implementing interventions

ASS|$tance in diagnosing students 16% 50% 24% 5% 6%
reading problems

Qrsc;s;;asr;ce in monitoring student 21% 56% 16% 2% 4%
D!scussmn/networkmg opportunities 2306 58% 129% 4% 4%
with other teachers

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Teacher Survey, spring 2007.

Teachers were asked what was most helpful about the support of the literacy
specialists/coordinators. The features most frequently noted as helpful are listed below,
with the number of applicable responses in parentheses.

m  Assistance with assessments—Literacy specialists/coordinators
offered much needed assistance with the DIBELS and PALS
assessments and other testing (33).

m  Trainings and modeled lessons—The modeling and coaching
provided by literacy specialist/coordinators helped teachers better
understand and implement the core program (46).

m Feedback—Feedback from the literacy specialists/coordinators based
on classroom observations was beneficial to many teachers (56).
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Classroom management and organization of the literacy block—
Literacy specialists coordinators helped teachers organize their
classrooms and arrange their schedules to best implement the
literacy block, and offered assistance with specific lessons, such as
vocabulary lessons, and classroom management (106).

Sharing ideas—The literacy coordinators shared helpful strategies
and new ideas, and provided an opportunity to talk about what was
working and what was not (125).

Teachers were also asked to identify what needs to be changed about the support of
literacy specialists/coordinators. Teachers noted that improvements were needed in the
following areas:

More support—Provide more time and support to teachers as
opposed to other activities (39).

Modeling—More modeling or demonstration of lessons by the
literacy specialist/coordinator (38).

Feedback—More observations and more feedback after
observations (45).

Help with assessments—Less time on assessments and more help
in reviewing assessment results (9).

Better information—More clearly defined expectations, more
consistent information, more timely information, and more
information about dates (22).

Training—Literacy specialists/coordinators need more training,
especially in the area of assessments (10).

Availability—More accessibility and availability of specialists (37).

Amount of time in the classroom—Spend more time in the
classrooms (42).

Interventions—Offer more assistance with identification and
intervention with struggling readers (17).

Nothing---They did a great job (110).

Principals and specialists/coordinators reported that:

Teachers have been very or mostly accepting of Reading First and
willing to change practice (reported by 92% of principals and 92% of
specialists/coordinators).

Teachers were reluctantly cooperative and slow to change practice
(reported by 4% of principals and 6% of specialists/coordinators).
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Teachers themselves see their acceptance differently. Eight-six percent of teachers
described themselves as very/mostly accepting and willing to change practice. Only
three percent described themselves as reluctant and one percent as uncooperative.

Literacy specialists/coordinators were asked to describe any challenges they
encountered that had not yet been resolved. Specialists/ coordinators described the
unresolved challenges as:

m Resistance or negative attitude from individual teacher(s) to the
whole program or to aspects of the program/practice (17); (e.g., lack
of interest in reading, resist change, reluctance to teach with fidelity,
uncooperative teachers, being defensive).

m Limited time for literacy specialist to provide adequate support to the
teachers (11).

m Inadequate meeting student needs (3).
m  Technical difficulties (2).

In what literacy-related professional development did principals, literacy
specialists /coordinators, and teachers participate outside the classroom?

Reading First professional development included job-embedded professional
development as described in the previous sections, as well as professional development
outside the classroom. The primary mode for outside professional development was the
Reading First Academies sponsored by NDE for principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and K-3 teachers. The series, described in Chapter 2.0, included Level |
Academies for teachers and Level Il Academies for administrators, district managers
and coaches, and site-based literacy specialists/coordinators.

Staff also participated in other district training, site-based training, or other professional
development. Among those trainings were NELIP/RPDP, PALS, DIBELS, assessment,
and Reading program training.

Additional professional development was available through university-based graduate-
level courses in literacy as well as reading-related conferences, such as the Silver State
Reading Association Conference and the International Reading Conference.

Through MGT’s Web-based Professional Development Logs, principals, district reading
staff, and literacy specialists/coordinators maintained individual records of their
professional development activity throughout the year. Thirty-four percent of the literacy
specialists/coordinators and 10 percent of the principals maintained Professional
Development Logs. The teachers reported their professional development through the
survey.

STATE READING FIRST PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
A major component of the overall professional development plan was Reading First Level |
Academies; consisting of approximately 15 hours of training. This training, described in

detail in Chapter 2.0, addressed a wide variety of topics relating to the essential elements
of reading, assessment, classroom implementation, and other related topics.
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Other state Reading First professional development offerings included Introduction to
Reading First; Reading Recovery Continuing Contact, Data Driver Dialogue, GLAD
Training, Reading Virtual Academy, DIBELS Assessment Result Training, WCSD
Literacy Cadre, Houghton Mifflin, Introduction to Interact, Owning Words for Literacy
(OWL 1), Harcourt Trophies Implementing Centers.

For 2006-2007, principals reported an average of eight hours of training in Level I
Academies. Literacy specialists/coordinators averaged 15 hours of training and teachers
reported an average of 10. Exhibit 4-23 provides a summary of the attendance at
Reading First Academies reported by school-based literacy team members.

EXHIBIT 4-23
ATTENDANCE AT LEVEL I ACADEMIES

REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07

LEVEL I ACADEMIES

Level | Academies
% Attending Total Hours Average
Principals (n=27) 48% 210 8
Literacy 97% 525 15
Specialists/Coordinators (n=31)
Teachers (n=409) 65% 4,003 10

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Principal, Literacy Specialist, and Teacher
Surveys, 2007.

Teachers reported an average of seven hours of training in other state Reading First
professional development offerings. Specialists/coordinators averaged nine hours and
district reading staff reported an average of 17 hours. Exhibit 4-24 provides a summary
of the participation reported by school-based literacy team members and district staff.

EXHIBIT 4-24
OTHER STATE READING FIRST PROFESSIONAL
DEVELOPMENT
REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07

OTHER STATE READING FIRST PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

NUMBER SESSIONS /' TOPICS
REPORTING REPORTED TOTAL HOURS = AVERAGE
Principals 1 1 40 40
Literacy 11 72 675 9
Specialists/Coordinators
Teachers 277 982 6,574 7
District reading staff 9 66 1,126 17

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Reading First Professional
Development Logs, and Teacher Surveys, 2007.
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DISTRICT, SITE, AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Several other professional development strategies were featured in the Reading First
professional development plan. These included trainings in NELIP/RPDP, PALS,
DIBELS, assessments, Reading Program, etc.

Exhibit 4-25 shows more detail about the type and amount of other professional
development reported by literacy team members.

EXHIBIT 4-25
OTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07

LITERACY
PROFESIONALDBVELOPMENT  pamcmus(v= e e ™
(N=11)
% HoOURs % HoOURs % HoOURs

NELIP/RPDP 100% 24 27% 32 0% 0
Assessment Training 0% 0 36% 24 22% 10
PALS 0% 0 27% 8 33% 16
DIBELS 0% 0 45% 32 22% 11
Reading Program Training 100% 16 64% 71 44% 10
Other 0% 0 91% 509 100% 1,079

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Professional Development Logs,
and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

LITERACY-RELATED CONFERENCES

Additional professional development was offered at professional literacy-related
conferences. Staff in Reading First schools attended the following conferences in
particular: Silver State Reading Association Conference, Nevada Reading Week
Conference, Start Fresh/Finish Fresh, and International Reading Association
Conference. Exhibit 4-26 shows the participation by staff group in each of these
conferences. As the exhibit shows, there was limited attendance reported for 2006-2007
from each group.
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EXHIBIT 4-26
CONFERENCE ATTENDANCE
REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07

LITERACY
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPALS (N=4) CSPECIALISTS/ DIS; et REf;) NG
ACTIVITIES OORDI_NATORS TAFF (N=8)
(N=7)

% HouRs % HouRrs % HoUuRs
Silver State Reading Association 0 o 0
Conference 0% 0 29% 30 25% 8
Nevada Reading Week Conference 25% 24 14% 25 0% 0
Start Fresh/ Finish Fresh 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0
International Reading Association o 0 0
Conference 0% 0 29% 48 25% 50

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Professional Development Logs,
and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

GRADUATE COURSES IN LITERACY

The final component of professional development was enrollment in graduate-level
literacy courses at state universities. Staff accessed three primary universities for their
courses. A wide variety of courses were reported. A detailed list of courses completed by
Reading First staff is available upon request, as reported from the MGT Professional
Development Log database.

Exhibit 4-27 shows the universities from which courses were taken in 2006-2007.

EXHIBIT 4-27
UNIVERSITY COURSEWORK
REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07

LITERACY
SPECIALISTS/
UNIVERSITY AT WHICH PRINCIPALS COORDINATORS TEACHERS DISTRICT READING STAFF
(070]8): 8 SAVIN VN A (N=0) (N=3) (N=107) (N=2)
University of Nevada, 0% 33% 18% 0%
Reno
University of Nevada, 0% 33% 20% 50%
Las Vegas
Sierra Nevada 0% 33% 14% 50%
University
University of Phoenix 0% 0% 8% 0%
Southern Utah State 0% 0% 23% 0%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Professional Development Logs,
2007.
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ON-LINE RESOURCES

As described in Chapter 2.0, two on-line resources were available to Reading First staff.
The Nevada Reading First Web site (www.nevadareading.org) was designed to share
information about the funded sites and resources, and to serve as a bulletin board for
project activities and accomplishments. The Nevada Reading First Early Literacy Portal
(http://literacy.edreform.net), a virtual library, provided Nevada Reading First lessons
and resources for classroom teachers and principals on-line. Training materials for the
Virtual Reading First Academy were posted so that teachers in remote areas of the state
could still participate in statewide professional development.

The MGT survey asked site-based Reading First staff about their experience with these
two on-line resources. Most principals and literacy specialists/coordinators reported that
they used the Reading First Web site. Very few principals and teachers are utilizing the
Early Literacy Portal. Exhibit 4-28 provides a summary of responses.

EXHIBIT 4-28
USE OF ON-LINE RESOURCES
BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 200607

% Using % Frequency % Using % Frequency
Principals (n=27) 85% | 15% Never 11% | 89% Never
7% Weekly 7% Occasionally
33% Monthly 4% Rarely
33% Occasionally
11% Rarely
Literacy specialists/ 97% | 3% Never 31% | 69% Never
coordinators (n=36) 8% Weekly 0% Weekly
53% Monthly 6% Monthly
28% Occasionally 8% Occasionally
8% Rarely 17% Rarely
Teachers (n=409) 39% 1% Never 11% | 3% Never
6% Weekly 1% Weekly
4% Monthly 1% Monthly
16% Occasionally 2% Occasionally
12% Rarely 4% Rarely
61% NA 90% NA

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Principal, Specialist, and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

How effective was the additional literacy-related professional development in
enhancing the ability of principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and

teachers to implement effective reading programs?

STATE READING FIRST PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

At the time literacy team members completed their Professional Development Logs
and/or surveys, they had the opportunity to rate the professional development
opportunities overall as being Very Effective, Generally Effective, Generally Not
Effective, Not Effective At All, or Don’t Know/Not Applicable.
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Level | Academies were rated Very Effective or Generally Effective by most participants.
Exhibit 4-29 provides additional detail about the overall rating for Reading First training.

EXHIBIT 4-29
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF READING FIRST ACADEMIES

REPORTED BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07
PERCENT OF TRAINING SESSIONS REPORTED BY EACH

ROLE
LEVEL I ACADEMIES
VERY GENERALLY G115 TRE B @ DoN’T
NoT EFFECTIVE AT
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE KNow/NA
EFFECTIVE ALL

Principals (n=27) 19% 30% 4% % 48%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o
coordinators (n=36) 36% 56% 3% 3% 3%
Teachers (n=410) 11% 39% 8% 5% 36%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Reading First Professional
Development Logs, and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

The other state Reading First Professional Development was rated overall as very
effective or effective by almost all participants who rated. Exhibit 4-30 provides additional
detail about the overall rating for state Reading First training.

EXHIBIT 4-30
OVERALL EFFECTIVENESS OF STATE READING FIRST

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT REPORTED BY LITERACY
TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07
PERCENT OF TRAINING SESSIONS REPORTED BY EACH
ROLE

STATE READING FIRST PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

VERY
EFFECTIVE
1

EFFECTIVE

2

MODERATELY

EFFECTIVE
3

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS
4

NoT
EFFECTIVE
5

Principals (n=3) 7% 80% 13% 0% 0%
thera_cy speC|aI_|sts/ 31% 49% 15% 1% 1%
coordinators (n=16)

(Drig;‘:t reading staft 48% 38% 9% 5% 0%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Reading First Professional
Development Logs, 2007. * MGT does not normally report numbers with very little significant value.
However, this information was provided to inform the Nevada Department of Education of the numbers
reporting.
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DISTRICT, SITE, AND OTHER PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

The other major professional development offerings also received high effectiveness
ratings from participants, although the number reporting and rating was very limited.
These training events included NELIP/RPDP, Assessment Training, PALS Training,
DIBELS Training, and Reading Program Training. Exhibit 4-31 provides a summary of
the effectiveness ratings for each of the major training topics.

EXHIBIT 4-31
EFFECTIVENESS OF DISTRICT, SITE, AND OTHER

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT REPORTED
BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 200607

PERCENT OF TRAINING SESSIONS

REPORTED BY EACH ROLE

VERY
EFFECTIVE

NELIP/RPDP

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

NoT
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=1) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o

coordinators (n=3) 0% 67% 0% 0% 33%
(Dnlztor;ct reading staff 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

ASSESSMENT TRAINING

VERY
EFFECTIVE

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

NoT
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
thera_cy speC|aI_|sts/ 50% 0% 50% 0% 0%
coordinators (n=4)

(Dn'ig;‘:t reading staft 50% 50% 0% 0% 0%

PALS TRAINING
VERY MODERATELY LIMITED NoT
EFFECTIVE
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVENESS EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=0) 0% 0% | 0% 0% 0%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o
coordinators (n=3) 0% 67% 33% 0% 0%
?n'jg;a reading staff 67% 33% | 0% 0% 0%
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EXHIBIT 4-31 (Continued)
EFFECTIVENESS OF DISTRICT, SITE, AND OTHER
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT REPORTED
BY LITERACY TEAM MEMBERS: 2006-07
PERCENT OF TRAINING SESSIONS REPORTED BY EACH

ROLE
DIBELS TRAINING
VERY MODERATELY LIMITED NoT
EFFECTIVE
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVENESS EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o
coordinators (n=5) 20% 80% 0% 0% 0%
(Dnlig;(:t reading staff 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

READING PROGRAM TRAINING

VERY
EFFECTIVE

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

NoT
EFFECTIVE

(n=4)

Principals (n=1) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o

coordinators (n=7) 5% 29% 0% 14% 0%
District reading staff 2504 2506 50% 0% 0%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Professional Development Logs,
2007. * MGT does not normally report numbers with very little significant value. However, this information
was provided to inform the Nevada Department of Education of the numbers reporting.

LITERACY-RELATED CONFERENCES

The series of exhibits below show the effectiveness ratings for the major conferences
that staff from Reading First schools attended. The information in Exhibit 4-32 provides
details about the effectiveness ratings by conference.

EXHIBIT 4-32
EFFECTIVENESS OF LITERACY-RELATED

CONFERENCES: 2006-07

SILVER STATE READING ASSOCIATION CONFERENCE

VERY MODERATELY LIMITED Not
EFFECTIVE
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVENESS EFFECTIVE
Principals (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
therapy speC|aI_|sts/ 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
coordinators (n=2)
District reading staff (n=1) 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
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EXHIBIT 4-32 (Continued)
EFFECTIVENESS OF LITERACY-RELATED
CONFERENCES: 200607

NEVADA READING WEEK CONFERENCE:

VERY
EFFECTIVE

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

Not
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=1) 0% 100% 0% 0% 0%
therapy speC|aI_|sts/ 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
coordinators (n=1)

District reading staff (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

START FRESH / FINISH FRESH:

VERY
EFFECTIVE

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

Not
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
therapy speC|aI_|sts/ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
coordinators (n=0)

District reading staff (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

INTERNATIONAL READING CONFERENCE

VERY
EFFECTIVE

EFFECTIVE

MODERATELY
EFFECTIVE

LIMITED
EFFECTIVENESS

Not
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=0) 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Literacy specialists/ o o o o o

coordinators (n=2) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
District reading staff (n=1) 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Nevada Reading First Evaluation Web Site, Reading First Professional
Development Logs, 2007. * MGT does not normally report numbers with very little significant value.
However, this information was provided to inform the Nevada Department of Education of the numbers

reporting.

ON-LINE RESOURCES

Through the surveys, staff rated the effectiveness of the on-line resources. Ratings for
the Reading First Web Site from the principals and literacy specialists were
predominately very effective or generally effective. Almost all of the principals, literacy
specialist, and teachers were unsure about the effectiveness of the portal. The
information in Exhibit 4-33 provides details about the effectiveness ratings by
conference.
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RESOURCES: 2006-07

EXHIBIT 4-33
EFFECTIVENESS OF ON-LINE

NEVADA READING FIRST WEB SITE

GENERALLY

Not

VERY GENERALLY Not
NoT EFFECTIVE AT
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE APPLICABLE
EFFECTIVE

Principals (n=27) 7% 59% 7% 4% 7% 15%
Literacy specialists/ 17% 72% 6% 0% 3% 3%
coordinators (n=36)
Teachers (n=409) 3% 24% 4% 2% 4% 63%

EARLY LITERACY PORTAL

GENERALLY Not
VERY GENERALLY NoT
NoT EFFECTIVE AT
EFFECTIVE EFFECTIVE APPLICABLE
EFFECTIVE ALL
Principals (n=45) 0% 4% 0% 4% 4% 89%
Literacy specialists/ 0% 14% 6% 3% 8% | 69%
coordinators (n=36)
Teachers (n=409) <1% 4% 1% 1% 4% 90%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Principal, Specialist, and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

What professional development needs continue to exist?

Through the survey administered by MGT, principals, literacy specialists/ coordinators,
and K-3 teachers indicated their level of interest in pursuing additional professional
development in a defined set of topics. Additionally, the three groups were asked to list
the topics they were most interested in addressing over the next year.

Torics OF HIGH INTEREST

With regard to continued professional development, principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and teachers, indicated a high or extremely high interest in additional
training on the topics shown in Exhibit 4-34 below. Principals indicated the highest
interest in the topics of literacy instruction for children with special needs and
intervention programs. Literacy specialists/coordinators indicated the highest interest in
the use of intervention programs. Teachers indicated writing instruction as the area of
highest interest along with literacy instruction for children with special needs.
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EXHIBIT 4-34
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

REPORTED BY PRINCIPALS, SPECIALISTS/
COORDINATORS, AND TEACHERS: 2006-07

PERCENT REPORTING HIGH INTEREST

Torics LITERACY
PRINCIPALS SPECIALISTS/ TEACHERS
N=27 COORDINATORS N=409
N=36

Phonemic Awareness 45% 42% 35%
Explicit Systematic Phonics 49% 50% 31%
Fluency 59% 45% 43%
Vocabulary 59% 58% 41%
Comprehension 70% 59% 44%
Writing Instruction 59% 64% 57%
Spelling 40% 44% 33%
L|_tere}cy' mstructl_on for c'hl'ldren 63% 71% 51%
with limited English proficiency
L|_teracy instruction for children 24% 64% 24%
with special needs
_Organ|z§1t|on ar_ld supervision of 5206 7204 34%
literacy instruction
Using PALS to diagnose student 24% 39% 20%
strengths and weaknesses
Usm_g DIBELS and Gates to 54% 5506 29%
monitor student progress
Us.lng 'student' assessments to 71% 69% 37%
guide instruction
Use of the core reading program 60% 56% 35%
Use of supplemental materials 63% 72% 45%
Use of intervention programs 74% 75% 42%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Principal, Specialist, and Teacher Surveys, 2007.

When asked what literacy-related professional development needs/topic principals’ were
most interested in addressing over the next year, the most frequent responses given
were as follows (number of applicable responses in parentheses):

m Interventions—Strategies for interventions within the classroom (8).

m  Following Core—Helping teachers understand the need for and
develop learning centers using the core reading materials (9).

m  Time management—Scheduling and time management, such as

incorporating the writing process, pacing, and scheduling for
additional instruction (3).
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Professional Development—Training for all staff (4).

Special needs children—Offering differentiated instruction to meet
the educational needs of students, including ELL students and
students in special education (10).

Assessment—Using assessments to guide instruction, using
DIBELS and PALS (6).

Other/NA (4).

The literacy specialists/coordinators most often identified their need for additional
training in:

More information/training on the five essential elements, learning
strategies, and core/supplemental programs (34).

Effective ways to work with ELL and/or special education students
(13).

More information/training for teachers to understand and effectively
use differentiated instruction (15).

More information/training on how to use intervention programs with
specific groups (20).

Training on use data to guide instruction and/ore intervention (5).

Teachers most frequently identified a need for additional training in:

ELL students—Addressing the needs of ELL students and other
struggling readers (95).

Writing instruction—Effective writing instruction and how to integrate
writing into the daily schedule (110).

Interventions—How to implement effective interventions at each
grade level (80).

Core reading—How to better implement the core reading program
(14).

Assessments—Using assessments to guide instruction, how to
interpret results, how to test effectively (46).

Incorporating other subjects into the instructional day—Managing all
areas of instruction, including math and science, within the available
instructional time (9).

Supplemental materials—Developing and using supplemental
materials effectively, including materials for high-achieving students
(38).

MGT of America, Inc.

Page 4-35



Implementation Status

m  Comprehension—Strategies to help students gain comprehension
skills (54).

m Vocabulary—How to teach vocabulary and build vocabulary in
students (43).

m  Fluency—Increasing fluency in readers (49).

m  Guided Reading—More guided reading lessons and modeling on
guided reading (12).

m  Centers/circles—Developing appropriate centers, using centers for
ability grouping, how to implement Literature Circles (71).

m  Phonemic awareness and phonics—Coherent instruction in
phonemic awareness and explicit phonics, use of phonics charts and
readers (28).

m  Grouping—Strategies to develop groups and provide small group
instruction (41).

m Classroom organization—Organization and supervision of core
reading program, classroom management, time management (27).

m Accelerated students—How to challenge above average students,
providing opportunities for enrichment (17).

m Spelling—Strategies for spelling instruction (9).

4.5 CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION IN READING FIRST SCHOOLS

The Reading First program was established to bring about a change in the way reading
is taught and to align instructional strategies more closely with the current research on
effective practice. Specifically, the program seeks to infuse scientifically based reading
research into reading and literacy instruction. This research defines reading as a system
consisting of several dimensions, including the understanding of phonemes, decoding
ability, fluency, information and vocabulary to support comprehension, and strategies to
construct meaning from print. Each of these dimensions is critical to effective literacy
instruction.

Given the professional development emphasis of Reading First, teachers who have
participated in the training should be knowledgeable in several areas. Teachers should
know the essential elements of the reading process and how to translate this knowledge
into instructional practice. Teachers should also be able to effectively individualize
instruction based on the needs of the students, using diagnostic assessments to identify
areas of need and modifying instruction accordingly. Teachers should be able to
organize classrooms to maximize the amount of time students are actively engaged in
reading instruction and know how to select and use reading resources. Efficiently
organizing instruction, carefully selecting and modifying reading material, and effectively
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presenting the material can prevent reading failure. Adequate instructional time, well-
designed materials, and effective presentation techniques are all essential ingredients of
a successful school reading program.

Students who are not meeting benchmarks on reading progress monitoring instruments
at the beginning or middle of the school year are much more at risk of not meeting the
end-of-year benchmarks on outcomes assessments. When these students are identified
through screening and assessment (as described in the previous section), Nevada
Reading First calls for teachers to arrange time within the school day for additional
instruction beyond the core reading program that is targeted to the students’ specific
reading difficulties.

MGT gathered information about Reading First classroom instruction through two
primary sources: (1) Program Profiles and (2) surveys of principals, literacy specialists/
coordinators, and teachers. Collectively, these sources provide information and
document perceptions about the nature and impact of instruction under Reading First.
These data sources addressed the following evaluation questions:

m  To what extent did the structure of the literacy program in Reading
First Schools reflect Nevada Reading First requirements?

m  To what extent did classroom instruction in Reading First Schools
incorporate the required elements of Nevada Reading First?

m  What changes have occurred in classroom instruction since Reading
First funding was instituted?

m  To what extent have Reading First programs offered interventions
for students who are not making sufficient progress in reading?

m Do staff see the interventions as effective in meeting the needs of
struggling readers?

To what extent did the structure of the literacy program in reading first schools
reflect Nevada Reading First requirements?

Based on survey responses in 2006-07, principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and
teachers described a structure for literacy instruction that reflects Nevada Reading First
requirements. Principals, literacy specialists/coordinators, and teachers agreed that:

m  The approach to literacy was consistent with SBRR (100%, 97%,
and 93%).

m The components of the literacy program are systematic and
sequential, emphasizing explicit instruction (100%, 97%, and 96%).

m The school has established an uninterrupted block of time for
reading instruction of at least 90 minutes (100%, 97%, and 99%).

m  The literacy program includes explicit instructional strategies and
coordinated sequences of skill development (100%, 100%, and
95%).
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m  Teachers use in-class grouping strategies, including small group
instruction, to meet students’ needs (100%, 97%, and 97%).

Perceptions concerning the adequacy of the school's library to support K-3 literacy
development varied across principals, specialists/coordinators, and teachers. While 92%
of all principals indicated their library supported K-3 literacy development, 83 percent of
literacy specialists/coordinators and 80 percent teachers agreed.

To what extent did classroom instruction in reading first schools incorporate

the required elements of Nevada Reading First?

CORE READING PROGRAM

The instructional content of the core reading program was effectively addressed as
reported by principals, literacy specialists, and teachers through the survey. For the
various elements of the program, these groups indicated effectiveness as follows:

m  Phonemic awareness and/or phonics: literacy specialists (100%),
principals (97%), and teachers (92%).

m  Vocabulary development: literacy specialists (97%), principals
(96%), and teachers (88%).

m  Reading fluency, including oral reading strategies: literacy specialists
(100%), principals (100%), and teachers (88%).

m Reading comprehension: literacy specialists (98%), principals (96%),
and teachers (91%).

Literacy specialists, principals, and teachers all agreed that student materials were
effectively aligned with the core reading program instruction (100%, 100%, and 94%
respectively).

CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION

Staff were asked to describe classroom instruction in their school for the 2006—07 school
year in terms of Nevada Reading First requirements:

m In terms of the literacy block, 97 percent of teachers reported that
their students received at least at least 90 minutes of uninterrupted
reading instruction daily. All specialists/coordinators and almost all
principals (97%) literacy agreed that this was occurring in the
classrooms in their school.

m  Most teachers (93%) reported that they based instructional decisions
on students’ needs. All principals and many literacy specialists/
coordinators (83%) agreed.

m  Most teachers (95%) reported that they included writing lessons

daily with 85 percent of principals agreeing. However, only 59
percent of literacy specialists/coordinators agreed.
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Teachers were asked specifically how much time they spent each day providing
instruction in reading and language arts. The average time reported was 145 minutes.
Thirty-three percent reported (91-120) minutes, 27 percent reported (121-150) minutes,
and 27 percent reported spending (150-180+) minutes.

In terms of instruction for special populations:

m  Most teachers (85%) reported that they use instructional strategies
for students with limited English proficiency. Eighty-six percent of
literacy specialists/coordinators and 85 percent of principals agreed.

m  Seventy-seven percent of teachers felt that instruction for students
with disabilities was effective. Eighty-nine percent of principals and
78 percent of literacy specialists/coordinators agreed.

Teachers included a wide variety of instructional strategies in their reading lessons. At
least 90 percent of teachers reported using the following strategies regularly:

m  Kindergarten

— Reading aloud (98%).

— Shared reading (90%).

— Guided reading (95%).

— High frequency/sight-word instruction (98%).
— Phonological awareness (98%).

— Modeling (97%).

m First Grade

— Reading aloud (99%).

— Shared reading (96%).

— Independent reading (98%).

— Guided reading (99%).

— High frequency/sight-word instruction (93%).
— Explicit teaching by demonstration (93%).

— Phonological awareness (96%).

— Vocabulary fluency (95%).

— Modeling (100%).

m  Second Grade

— Reading aloud (98%).

— Independent reading (97%).

— Guided reading (97%).

— Independent writing (90%).

— High frequency/sight-word instruction (91%).
— Phonological awareness (92%).

— Vocabulary fluency (96%).

— Modeling (96%).
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m  Third Grade

— Reading aloud (95%).

— Shared reading (92%)

— Independent reading (98%).
— Independent writing (93%).
— Guided reading (97%).

— Modeling (99%).

— Vocabulary fluency (97%).

Exhibit 4-35 lists the strategies that teachers reported using regularly, by grade level.

EXHIBIT 4-35
INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES
USED REGULARLY: 2006-07

PERCENT USING STRATEGY REGULARLY

INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGIES

Reading aloud 98% 99% 98% 95%
Shared Reading 90% 96% 86% 92%
Independent Reading 95% 98% 97% 98%
Guided Reading 95% 99% 97% 97%
Literature Circles 23% 28% 34% 31%
Interactive Writing 82% 70% 60% 56%
Write Aloud 48% 48% 35% 30%
Independent Writing 92% 87% 89% 93%
Writing Conferences 32% 43% 47% 44%
Writing Mini-lessons 45% 67% 61% 65%
Literacy Corners 47% 54% 39% 43%
High frequency/sight-word instruction 98% 93% 91% 80%
Motivational materials and activities 83% 69% 76% 67%
Explicit teaching by demonstration 92% 93% 87% 92%
Modeling 97% 100% 96% 99%
Literacy instruction integrated with content from

other subject areas 77% 68% 74% 69%
Opportunities to independently apply new learning 85% 69% 72% 71%
Phonological awareness 98% 96% 92% 83%
Vocabulary fluency 87% 95% 96% 97%
Other 10% 7% 10% 6%

Source: MGT of America, Inc., Teacher Survey, spring 2007.
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EMPHASIS OF INSTRUCTIONAL CONTENT

MGT consultants visited a total of 12 Reading First Schools during the 2006-2007 school
year. Each school was visited in the spring to determine the impact of the program
during the third year of implementation on the classroom.

During the visits, MGT conducted a total of 24 classroom observations of the designated
90-minute reading block using a formal reading observation tool—12 first grade and 12
third grade. MGT consultants reported that first grade and third grade classrooms had an
average of 17 students.

To ensure consistency among the consultants, MGT utilized the Instructional Content
Emphasis - Revised (ICE-R) instrument for recording classroom reading instruction (see
Appendix B). This instrument allows consultants to summarize instructional activities by
instructional category, instructional subcategory, grouping, materials used, student
engagement, and teacher quality. The 10 main instructional categories are:

Concepts of Print;
Phonological Awareness;
Alphabetic Knowledge;

Word Study/Phonics;
Spelling;

Oral Language Development;
Fluency;

Text Reading;
Comprehension; and
Writing/Language Arts.

MGT condensed the instructional categories to six—phonological awareness, word
study/phonics, fluency, text reading, comprehension, and writing/language arts—for
analysis to focus more on the five essential components of Reading First.

Classroom observations lasted an average of 44 minutes. During that time, MGT
consultants reported observing an average of 42 minutes of reading instruction and an
average of two minutes addressing tasks that did not directly relate to the reading
instruction. Consultants recorded at total of 63 instructional activities at the first grade
level and 56 in the third grade.

The following is a summary of the data collected from classroom observations across
the state by grade level.

In the first grade classrooms, the observed instructional focus for the included word
study/phonics, text reading, and phonological awareness. In third grade classrooms,
consultants observed activities that focused on comprehension and text reading.
Exhibits 4-36 and 4-37 illustrate a breakdown of the main categories of instruction
integrated into the reading block by grade level.
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EXHIBIT 4-36
MAIN INSTRUCTIONAL CATEGORIES

OF ACTIVITIES OBSERVED: GRADE 1

35%
30% - 29%
3 24%
> 25%
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Phonological Word Fluency Text Reading Comprehension  Writing/Language
Awareness Study/Phonics Arts

Main Instructional Category

Source: MGT ICE-R Classroom Observations, spring 2006.

MGT of America, Inc. Page 4-42



Implementation Status

EXHIBIT 4-37
MAIN INSTRUCTIONAL CATEGORIES

OF ACTIVITIES OBSERVED: GRADE 3

60%

48%
50% -

40% +

30% -

21%

20%

Percentage of Activities Observed

9% 7% 7%
10% | ’
0% . : .
Phonological Word Fluency Text Reading ~ Comprehension Writing/Language
Awareness Study/Phonics Arts

Main Instructional Category

Source: MGT ICE-R Classroom Observations, spring 2007.

Exhibit 4-38 shows the number of activities consultants recorded by instructional
category and the average number of minutes per activity by grade level.
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EXHIBIT 4-38
AVERAGE TIME-ON-TASK PER INSTRUCTIONAL
ACTIVITY BY GRADE LEVEL

Number of Aver