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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report summarizes data at the end of the fourth year of the Reading First project. The report provides data on how well students are improving their reading performance at grades K-3 in Reading First schools in Utah and compares those data to data from a similar set of schools in the state. As well, the report provides additional data on Reading First educators that were collected to inform the student achievement data. 

Data are reported for three cohorts of Reading First schools. In the second year of Utah’s Reading First, a second cohort was added to the project, and a third cohort was added in the fourth year. Data are therefore reported, where possible, for Cohorts 1, 2, and 3. Cohort 1 consists of 15 of the original 16 schools (one school dropped out after Year 3). Cohort 2 consists of two schools; Cohort 3 consists of another four schools. 

CRT and ITBS Results

During the fourth year of Reading First, over 99% of all eligible students (Cohorts 1, 2, and 3) were administered the CRTs. This result shows a steady increase in the numbers tested on the CRTs across the project and across years in the project. Last year the number also was 99%. On the ITBS, 96% of all eligible students (Cohorts 1, 2, and 3) were tested in the fourth year of the project.

Fourth year results indicated that for Cohort 1, 58% of first graders (compared to 64% last year), 59% of second graders (compared to 65% last year) and 63% of third graders (compared to 59% last year) met or exceeded grade level expectations for reading according to state-administered CRT data. These results demonstrate a significant decline in the percentage of students who met or exceeded grade level expectations at first and second grade. At the third grade level, there was an increase in the percentage of students who met or exceeded grade level expectations, but the increase was not statistically significant.

For Cohort 2 schools at the end of Year 4, 35% of first graders (compared to 27% last year), 41% of second graders (compared to 44% last year) and 45% of third graders (compared to 59% last year) met or exceeded grade level expectations for reading according to state-administered CRT data. These results demonstrated a decline in the percentage of students meeting or exceeding grade level expectations at the first and second grade levels, but the decline was not significant. At the third grade level, however, there was a significant decrease in the percent of students meeting or exceeding grade level expectations.

For Cohort 3 schools, 56% of first graders (compared to 64% at baseline), 61% of second graders (compared to 65% at baseline) and 64% of third graders (compared to 60% at baseline) met or exceeded grade level expectations in reading according to CRT data. These changes from baseline to the end of year 1 were not significant. 
For the ITBS, third grade students in Cohort 1 schools performed lower in Year 4 than in Year 3. Results showed that 39% scored at or above the 50th percentile. This was a decrease from last year when 43% of students scored at or above the 50th percentile on the ITBS. In Cohort 2, results were disappointing as well, with significant declines in the percent of students at or above the 50th percentile (from 36% in Year 3 to 27% in Year 4). In Cohort 3, 37% of students scored at or above the 50th percentile in Year 3, and data have not been entered at the time this report was written for a comparison to this year.

Thus, in the fourth year of the project, Cohort 1 demonstrated significant declines in achievement proficiency of first and second grade students, with mixed results in grade 3—CRTs showing no change, but significant declines on the ITBS. Cohort 2 first and second graders showed no significant changes, but there were significant declines in the percent of students achieving proficiency in grade 3 according to both the CRTs and the ITBS. Cohort 3 data on the ITBS were unavailable for Year 4 when this report was written so it was not possible to compare Cohort 3 from Year 3 to Year 4.
Reading First and Comparison Schools

Outcome data collected for the Comparison Schools include the results for the Spring 2006 administration of the CRTs in grades 1-3 and the Fall 2005 administration of the ITBS in grade 3 only. Because Reading First and Comparison Schools could not be matched exactly on a school-by-school basis, and because some schools did not have a large enough enrollment to reliably conduct analyses, the comparisons were made on an aggregated level by comparing the complete set of Reading First schools to the set of Comparison Schools.

A comparison between Reading First and Comparison Schools in Year 4 indicated that 55% (vs. 54% of Comparison) of first graders, 58% (vs. 55% of Comparison) of second graders, and 61% (vs. 58% of Comparison) of third graders met grade-level expectations on the CRTs. Statistical comparisons between Reading First and Comparison Schools indicated no significant differences at grades 1, 2, and 3 on the percentage of students meeting or exceeding grade level expectations. Thus, even though the percentages of students achieving proficiency were greater for Reading First schools than for Comparison Schools at all grade levels, and thus in the right direction, the differences between the two sets of schools overall were not significant. Thus, the percentage of students achieving proficiency in reading is about the same in Reading First and in Comparison Schools.

DIBELS Results


In Utah’s Reading First, DIBELS was not used as an outcome measure, but instead as an instructional planning measure. From Years 3 to 4, all grades in Cohort 1, with the exception of kindergarten, had more students achieving benchmark on each task. In kindergarten, the percentage of students reaching benchmark this year was consistent with those reported last year.


In Cohort 2, more students in kindergarten and first grade reached benchmark on all tasks this year than last year. At the second and third grades, fewer students achieved benchmark on the oral reading task (the only task administered to these students) this year than last year.


In Cohort 3, there were insufficient data from which to compare this year’s results.
Reading Attitudes


One additional student data source was a survey administered each year to determine if Utah’s Reading First students’ attitudes toward reading changed across the years of the project. According to the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS), Utah’s Reading First students’ attitudes towards reading began positively compared to students nationally as demonstrated by higher than average scores on the nationally normed ERAS survey. Nevertheless, in Year 4, there were significant declines in student attitudes toward reading from Year 3. This was a change from earlier results, when a statistically significant increase was noted between Years 2 and 3, as well as within Year 3 from Fall to Spring. These fourth year declines in students’ attitudes toward reading are interesting in light of declines in the percentage of students achieving proficiency at grades 1, 2, and 3.

Summary of Student Outcomes


Results from this year’s testing were mixed, but overall disappointing. In Cohorts 1 and 2 the percentage of students at or above proficiency according to the CRTs and the ITBS declined or remained the same across all three-grade levels. According to DIBELS data, students improved, stayed the same, or declined depending up cohort, grade level and task. Additionally, students’ reading attitudes declined this year as well. At this point in time, it is difficult to know what to conclude about these mixed data. 

Teacher Measures

Findings across a number of measures suggest few changes in teachers this year over last year. First, teachers’ and educators’ knowledge about reading remained the same. In addition, their attitudes toward Reading First remained the same. However, teachers’ beliefs and perceptions of effective early reading instruction declined as did their confidence in teaching early reading. 

Interviews with school personnel suggested that even though all seven districts reported “effective” implementation of Reading First, educators within the districts were ambivalent about their ratings, and they wanted to differentiate the effectiveness of the project by schools, teachers, and/or grades. The themes that emerged as positive this year were professional development, increased teacher knowledge and confidence, the benefit of explicit or systematic teaching, and data-driven instruction. Interestingly, these positive themes were inconsistent with other teacher measures and with student outcome measures as well. Two identified persistent weaknesses were those mentioned in years past—including insufficient time and extraordinary demands, and teachers who were resistant to the project. 

According to the District Coordinators and the Project Implementation Survey, Reading First was being partially/inconsistently implemented to fully implemented, depending up the specific category evaluated. According to teachers themselves, less time was spent this year on the five critical components of reading than has been in past years. However, the teacher observations demonstrated relatively adequate amounts of time spent on the five critical components of reading.

In general additional teacher measures collected indicated additional inconsistent data. No clear pattern emerges as to why fewer students in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 achieved proficiency in reading as measured by the CRT and ITBS scores. Further, data reported from DIBELS are inconsistent as well. That is, some schools’ performances improved at some grade levels, but most declined. There has been no obvious reason for the decline. The Reading First Evaluation Team as well as the administrators of Reading First at the USOE do not know what to make of these disappointing data. No obvious event or series of events took place that would explain the disappointing and declining results.

Based on the gains or declines made between Years 3 and 4, the Evaluation Team determined and reported which schools in Cohort 1 should receive a bonus year of funding from Reading First and which schools in Cohort 2 should continue funding for another year. All schools in Cohort 3 will continue funding to complete their third year in the project.

PART I: OVERVIEW OF THE REPORT
There is an ever-increasing body of research to substantiate the importance of early reading success. This body of research was summarized in the National Research Council’s book, Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998) and in the Report of the National Reading Panel (National Reading Panel, 2000). The research suggests that strong, research-based reading programs can now be developed to significantly increase the number of children who experience early success in reading. In other words, the knowledge base is now sufficient to make significant changes in reading instruction in American schools so that almost all children can become successful readers by the end of the primary grades. 

Because of the knowledge base now available about beginning reading and the belief that schools can utilize this knowledge base to improve instruction, Congress has allocated over seven billion dollars to school reform in reading. Under the Clinton administration, Congress authorized the U. S. Department of Education to conduct a competitive grant, the Reading Excellent Act (REA) Grant, to improve reading instruction at the K-3 levels in high-poverty schools across the U. S. In 1999, Utah was one of the recipients of a REA award. 

Under the Bush administration, an additional six billion dollars was authorized to fund Reading First (RF), an extension of the overall goals set by the REA grants. Like the REA, Reading First is a five-year program targeted for high-poverty schools not making satisfactory progress in reading achievement. The goal of all Reading First programs is significantly improved reading achievement such that almost all children are reading on grade level by the end of the third grade. It is expected that the program will help teachers, schools, and districts implement high-quality reading instruction in the primary grades. 
In August of 2003, Utah received a Reading First award. The state Reading First award allocates more than 24 million dollars to implement and evaluate Reading First over the next five-years. The state conducted a competitive grant with 16 school districts in Utah that were eligible for funding due to having significant percentages of students below the poverty line. Six districts and 16 schools were originally funded. Two additional schools within one of the districts joined RF during Year 2 of the project. Three additional school within two districts joined RF during Year 4 of the project. Three districts were selected from urban areas, including schools with significant percentages of children from ethnically and linguistically diverse communities. One district is in an enterprise zone. Three districts are rural, including one partially on a Navajo reservation. Data reported here were taken from these districts and schools at the end of Year 4 of the project.

A. Purpose of the Report

The purpose of the report is to present data for the fourth year of implementation of Reading First in Utah. The report is made in compliance with the contract between the Utah State Office of Education and the University of Utah Reading First Evaluation Team.

The purposes of this evaluation report are to:

1.
Report the number of students tested and enrolled on the 2007 CRTs and 2006 ITBS.

2.
Report the data on the percentage and number of students in Utah Reading First who are meeting grade-level expectations in reading at the beginning and end of the third year of the project according to 2007 CRT and 2006 ITBS data.
3. 
Report the data on the percentage and number of students in Utah Reading First who are underachieving in reading at the beginning and end of the fourth year of the project according to 2007 CRT and 2006 ITBS data.
4.
Report the data on the percentage and number of students in Utah Reading First who are meeting grade-level expectations and underachieving in reading disaggregated by the four reporting categories: economically disadvantaged, major racial and ethnic groups, disability, and limited English proficiency at the beginning and end of the third year of the project according to the 2007 CRT and 2006 ITBS data.
5. Report the differences between Reading First schools and the comparison schools on progress made on the outcome assessments (CRTs and ITBS) in the fourth year of the project.

6. Report the data on the percentage and number of students in Utah Reading First who are meeting benchmark in the fall, winter, and spring of the fourth year of the project according to the DIBELS data.

7. Report the data on the percentage and number of students in Utah Reading First referred for special education for the first, second, third, and fourth year of the project.

8. Report the data on the additional measures collected for the second, third and fourth years of the project.

9. Provide recommendations to the state regarding the curriculum and students and professional development to teachers.

B. Contact Information

This report was prepared by:

Janice Dole (Department of Teaching and Learning, University of Utah) janice.dole@ed.utah.edu 
John Hosp (Florida Center for Reading Research, Florida State University) 
jhosp@fcrr.org
Michelle Hosp (Department of Special Education, University of Utah) Michelle.Hosp@ed.utah.edu 

with the assistance of  the following graduate students: Kristin Nelson, Department of Teaching and Learning; Gayatri Jayaraman, Shagufta Khan and Leota Pearson, Department of Special Education; Julia Hood, Greg Miles, Brook Ridge and Mindy Vanderloo, Department of Educational Psychology; and Elin Isaacson, Department of Linguistics..
Part II: Method and Procedure

This report presents the results from the fourth year of Reading First. Several within-year comparisons are made using data from Year 4 and between-year comparisons are made using data from Years 3 and 4, 2 and 3 and when possible Year 1. As additional years of the project are completed, a longitudinal analysis of growth at the school and district levels will be completed. Because comprehensive school reform is not a short-term objective, it is these latter analyses that we think will best demonstrate the effects of Reading First.

In addition to the existing CRTs and the ITBS data discussed, the evaluation also included outcome and implementation measures that were gathered from outside sources or developed by the evaluators. These additional measures are important to the examination of performance over time using Reading First schools as their own controls and to the correlational model analyses that will be conducted later on in the project. 

Data on the DIBELS and on additional measures were not collected in the comparison schools, so experimental and comparison contrasts were only available for existing student outcome measures provided by the state, e.g. existing state CRTs on grades 1, 2, and 3, and the ITBS for grade 3 (the only norm-referenced test widely administered to primary-grade students).

A. Description of Utah Reading First Schools and Participants

Reading First Schools 
Table 1 provides demographic data on the twenty-two Utah Reading First schools. The seven districts and twenty-two schools contained therein form relatively diverse communities within Utah. While all of the schools have reasonably high percentages of students receiving assistance in the form of free or reduced lunch, other demographics vary widely. For example, most of the schools in the San Juan school district are in a remote rural area in the southeast corner of the state. 
Table 1a: Demographic Characteristics of Reading First Schools in Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

	LEA
	NCES District

ID Number
	School
	Number of Teachers

K-3
	Number of Students K-3
	Percentage of K-3 Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch
	Percentage of K-3 Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups

	
	
	
	
	
	
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	32
	651
	34
	86
	0
	5
	1
	8
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	22
	405
	83
	38
	2
	45
	3
	1
	10

	
	
	Farnsworth
	16
	397
	61
	44
	1
	45
	3
	0
	6

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	21
	424
	48
	59
	1
	31
	1
	2
	4

	
	
	West Kearns
	20
	333
	65
	41
	2
	49
	1
	1
	3

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	8
	196
	60
	65
	0
	34
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	10
	216
	44
	90
	1
	8
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	13
	300
	68
	48
	4
	44
	0
	4
	0

	
	
	Dee
	15
	327
	100
	16
	6
	76
	0
	2
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	18
	315
	60
	43
	2
	51
	1
	2
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	17
	352
	100
	11
	1
	87
	0
	1
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	19
	368
	85
	12
	8
	64
	2
	2
	10

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	5
	50
	100
	8
	0
	0
	0
	92
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	8
	84
	100
	1
	0
	0
	0
	99
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	7
	107
	100
	3
	0
	0
	0
	97
	0

	
	
	Total
	231
	4525
	1108
	565
	28
	539
	13
	311
	34


Table 1b: Demographic Characteristics of Reading First Schools in Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	LEA
	NCES District

ID Number
	School
	Number of Teachers

K-3
	Number of Students K-3
	Percentage of K-3 Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch
	Percentage of K-3 Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups

	
	
	
	
	
	
	white
	African

American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	16
	293
	84
	16
	5
	70
	3
	1
	2

	
	
	Mountain View
	22
	401
	96
	11
	13
	55
	3
	0
	11

	
	
	Total
	38
	694
	180
	27
	18
	125
	6
	1
	13


Table 1c: Demographic Characteristics of Reading First Schools in Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)
	LEA
	NCES District

ID Number
	School
	Number of Teachers

K-3
	Number of Students K-3
	Percentage of K-3 Students Receiving Free or Reduced Lunch
	Percentage of K-3 Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups

	
	
	
	
	
	
	white
	African

American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	6
	68
	91
	81
	0
	18
	0
	1
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	13
	242
	54
	91
	0
	7
	0
	1
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	21
	408
	66
	36
	4
	48
	1
	2
	8

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	20
	345
	66
	60
	0
	3
	0
	36
	0

	
	Total
	60
	1063
	277
	268
	4
	76
	1
	40
	8


English language proficiency is a major challenge in these schools, and Navajo is the first language of many of the senior members of its occupants. Rural poverty is an aspect of this district as well as three other rural districts, Carbon, Duchesne and North Sanpete. The three urban districts, Granite, Salt Lake City, and Ogden, are populated with many students who speak English as a second language. Recent immigrants from Mexico are increasingly populating these schools. In addition, Salt Lake City has become the 11th largest refugee relocation center in the U.S. As well, Ogden is a designated “enterprise zone,” with many students and families in significant areas of poverty.

Reading First Participants
Students. Year 4 of this project included 4,525 students in grades K-3 from the seven Utah districts participating in Reading First. This group is referred to as Cohort 1 throughout the report. Cohort 2 joined the project in the 2004-2005 school year.  In the fourth year of the project, Cohort 2 had 694 students. Finally, 1,063 students from four schools joined the project for the 2006-2007 school year.  This group is referred to as Cohort 3. Students come from many racial and ethnic groups including a very small percentage of students from African American, American Indian, Asian and Pacific Islander groups and quite a bit larger Hispanic and White populations. 
Teachers. Teachers from Year 4 of this project included 326 females and 19 males in grades K-3 from the seven districts participating in Reading First. Approximately 21% of the teachers ranged from 20-29 years of age, followed by another 20% of the teachers whose ages ranged from 30-39.  Twenty-one percent of the teachers were between the ages of 40-49, and 33% of the teachers ranged from 50-59 years of age. Finally, 5% of the teachers were 60 years and older. Of the total group of teachers, 4% were American Indian, less than 1% Asian, 89% white, 4% Hispanic, and 2% other. The range of years of teaching experience was: 0-5 (36%), 6-10 (16%), 11-15 (15%), 16-20 (14%), and 21 or more (19%). The majority of teachers, (53%), had a bachelor’s degree plus 30 hours; bachelor’s degree alone (26%); master’s (8%), master’s plus 30 (11%), and specialist (less than 2%). In addition, of the total group of teachers, 48% held reading endorsements.

Principals. Principals in Year 4 of this study included  22 individuals (18 of which supplied demographic information) 61% of whom were female. The age range for this group was: 30-39 (11%), 40-49 (28%), 50-59 (44%), over age 60 (17%). 89 percent of the principals were white, 6% American Indian, and 5% other. The range of teaching experience was: 6-10 years (17%), 11-15 (33%), 16-20 (33%), and 21 or more (17%). In terms of education, 22% have a master’s degree, 72% have a masters plus 30 hours, and 6% have a Ph.D. Of these principals, only 5 (28%) held a reading endorsement.

Literacy Coaches. There were 21 literacy coaches that participated in Utah Reading First in the project’s fourth year. Twenty coaches (95%) were female. The age ranges of the literacy coaches was: 20-29 years (9%), 30-39 years (14%), 40-49 (29%), 50-59 (38%), and 60 or more (10%). Ninety-five percent of the coaches were white and 5% were American Indian. Teaching experience ranged from: 0-5 years (14%) 6-10 years (9%), 11-15 years (10%), 16-20 (19%), and 20 or more (48%). 
Nine percent of the coaches had a bachelor’s degree alone, 38% held a bachelor’s degree plus 30 hours, 53% held a master’s degree or above.  Finally, of the 21 coaches, 81% held a reading endorsement.
District Coordinators. Finally, there were 7 Reading First District Coordinators. Six of these coordinators were female (75%) and 88% were white. Ages of the coordinators ranged from: 40-49 (37%), 50-59 (50%) and 60 + (13%). The range of teaching experience of this group was: 11- 15 (25%), 16-20 (13%) and 20 or more (62%). In terms of education, 50% held master’s degrees and 38% held master’s degrees plus 30 hours.  One coordinator was a specialist (12%). Last, 88% of them held a reading endorsement.
Comparison Schools
One way to evaluate the progress of Reading First schools is to compare them and their progress to similar schools in the state. Therefore, several demographic characteristics of each Reading First school were examined and then matched to a similar school in the state. Characteristics included: 1) same or similar district, 2) eligibility for Reading First funding, 3) similar percentage of racial/ethnic students, 4) number of students eligible for free or reduced lunch, 5) total number of students per school, and 6) similarity of rural or urban district. Table 2 reports demographic data on the comparison schools. In Year 4, the list of comparison schools was revised to reflect changes in the make up of the Reading First cohorts.

Data available on the comparison schools included certain demographic characteristics as well as student outcome measures including CRT scores for 2007 grades 1-3 and ITBS scores for 2006 grade 3 only. All additional measures administered to Reading First students, teachers, literacy coaches, coordinators, and principals were not administered to comparison schools. Thus, there are no data on these additional variables. 

Two research assistants interviewed principals in comparison schools in Year 3 of the project to determine the kinds of reading programs and reading reform activities that took place in the schools. This information was used to compare reading reform initiatives in Reading First programs and in comparison schools. The five questions that were asked of each principal were the following: 1) What basal reading program are you currently using? 2) Do you have a literacy coach or reading specialist at your school who works directly with students and/or teachers? 3) Are you currently using any specific intervention program, like Reading Recovery, Success for All, etc? 4) How long have you been involved in any reading program reform you have? 5) Are you using any assessment data to assess your students’ reading abilities? If so, what? Results of these interviews are reported in Part IV, section D. Differences between Reading First Schools and the Comparison Schools. These data will be collected again at the end of Year 5.
Table 2: Demographic Characteristics of the Comparison Schools
	LEA
	School
	Number of Teachers

K-3
	Number of Students 1-3
	Percentage of 1-3 Students Receiving Free/Reduced Lunch
	Percentage of 1-3 Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups

	
	
	
	
	
	white
	African
American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	10
	94
	48
	82
	2
	8
	0
	2
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	14
	190
	68
	118
	3
	50
	7
	3
	9

	
	Lincoln
	17
	139
	81
	60
	2
	65
	4
	6
	2

	
	Pioneer
	14
	197
	72
	78
	4
	83
	14
	2
	16

	
	Pleasant Green
	19
	203
	93
	134
	8
	56
	2
	0
	3

	
	Valley Crest
	16
	222
	89
	95
	7
	81
	25
	4
	10

	
	Western Hills
	13
	177
	82
	87
	2
	80
	2
	1
	5

	Iron
	Escalante
	4
	34
	24
	24
	0
	9
	0
	1
	0

	Ogden
	Edison
	12
	230
	207
	57
	18
	135
	5
	5
	10

	
	Lynn
	9
	141
	119
	63
	3
	70
	1
	3
	1

	
	Smith
	16
	194
	164
	57
	2
	130
	3
	1
	1

	Piute
	Circleville
	5
	31
	21
	25
	1
	5
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	13
	148
	140
	23
	5
	108
	3
	4
	5

	
	Jackson
	18
	177
	153
	38
	15
	100
	11
	6
	6

	
	Whittier
	16
	174
	119
	65
	10
	64
	15
	7
	13

	Uintah
	Todd
	11
	91
	80
	14
	1
	0
	0
	75
	1

	Total
	207
	2442
	1560
	1020
	83
	1044
	92
	120
	82


B. Description of Student Outcome Measures

Utah Language Arts End-of-Level Tests

 
The criterion-referenced test (CRT) series, published by the Utah State Office of Education, includes end-of-level tests for grades 1 through 6. Data reported for Reading First included end-of-level tests for grades 1, 2, and 3 only. The concepts measured at all three grade levels included: 1) oral language, 2) phonics and spelling, 3) vocabulary, 4) comprehension, and 5) writing. In addition to these concepts, phonemic awareness and concepts of print are measured at grade one only. Technical properties of the Utah CRTs are available from the Utah State Office of Education.

The CRT section of this report includes three sets of analyses: (a) the percentage and number of students in each grade who are reading at or above criterion for proficiency at the end of Year 3, (b) the percentage and number of students in each grade level whose scores fall below criterion for proficiency at the end of Year 4, and (c) a breakdown of performances for students in major groups at risk for reading difficulties at the end of Year 4. 

In addition, comparisons between the CRT scores from Year 3 and Year 4 of the project are provided in narrative form. 

Iowa Test of Basic Skills
The Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) for reading was administered to grade 3 students in Utah for the first time in 2004. The reading subtests included vocabulary, factual understanding, inference and interpretation, and analysis and generalization. For the purposes of Reading First, we report results for all Utah Reading First third grade students on the total reading test for 2005.

This report includes three sets of analyses: (a) the percentage and number of students in grade 3 who are reading at or above the 50th percentile at the end of Year 4, (b) the percentage and number of students in grade 3 whose scores fall at or below the 25th percentile at the end of Year 4 of the project, and (c) a breakdown of performances for third grade students in major groups at risk for reading difficulties at the end of Year 4 of the project according to the ITBS. In addition, comparisons between scores for Years 3 and 4 of the project are provided in narrative form.

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)

DIBELS is a set of measures of early reading skills used to monitor the progress of students' reading skills during the school year. It is administered to all Reading First students, kindergarten through grade 3, in the fall, winter, and spring. Tables analyzing students' test scores can be used by teachers to make decisions about the instructional needs of students in each classroom.

This report provides an overview of students' progress toward developmental "benchmarks" at the end of Year 4 of the project. We report the percentage and number of students who are at low risk or established, at some risk or emerging, and are at risk or deficit for the fall, winter, and spring of Year 4. These data are presented for Reading First as state and district level data for each grade. These data can be used to examine trends at a state and district level in the percentage and number of students who meet “benchmarks” and the percentage and number of students who need intensive instruction.

C. Description of Additional Measures

In addition to student outcome measures, several additional measures are presented. One is a measure of students’ motivation to read at the beginning and end of Year 4, as measured by the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS; McKenna & Kear, 1990). In addition, educators’ knowledge of reading content and attitudes toward Reading First and interview guides are presented. Further measures related to implementation of reading instruction, including a teacher observation measure, are also presented in this report. Comparisons are made between findings from Years 3 and 4 in narrative form. A copy of each of the additional measures was presented in the Appendix of the Year 1 report.

The Elementary Reading Attitude Survey

The ERAS (McKenna & Kear, 1990) was used to assess students’ attitudes toward reading over the course of the project. Baseline data were obtained in the fall of 2003 for Utah Reading First students. In addition, data are collected in the fall and spring of each year. Here we report data from Year 4. In narrative form we compare results from Years 3 and 4. 

The ERAS is a public domain elementary reading attitude inventory used at grades 1-3. Students are compared to their peers across the country in terms of their attitude toward reading in school and out of school. The survey produces two subscores for reading attitude—academic reading and recreational—in addition to a total attitude toward reading score. The maximum score is 80 points, 40 points for each subscore. Technical properties of the survey are available from McKenna and Kear (1990). 

Teacher Knowledge Survey

The measure used to evaluate teacher knowledge about reading instruction is called the Reading First Teacher Knowledge Survey (RFTKS). The purpose of the instrument is to “measure teachers’ broad and deep knowledge of reading and reading instruction” (Florida Center for Reading Research, 2003). The instrument measures four kinds of teacher knowledge: 1) knowledge of the reading process, 2) knowledge of effective instructional techniques, 3) knowledge of the elements of language structure related to reading, and 4) knowledge of instructional and behavioral management. This instrument was administered to all teachers, coaches, coordinators, and principals in the project to track educators’ learning across the five years of the project. Specific technical properties of this instrument are available from the Florida Center for Reading Research (2003). 

Baseline data were obtained in the fall of 2003. End of year data were collected at the end of each year of the project. In this report, Year 4 data are reported, and a comparison is made between baseline data and data in Years 3 and 4.

Survey and Attitude Measures 

Participants’ overall attitudes toward the project were measured through a brief instrument that asked participants to rate their attitudes and enthusiasm about participating in Reading First. Participants’ beliefs about the effectiveness of particular teaching strategies were also evaluated. Last, two tests of teachers’ and coaches’ beliefs about their own abilities to do the tasks necessary for effective instruction were measured. Baseline data were collected in fall of 2003 and end-of-year data were collected in 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007. In this report, data from 2007 are presented and then compared with data from earlier administrations. 

More specific technical properties of these instruments are available from the evaluators. 

Interview Data Collection and Analysis
Interview questions were developed to determine administrators’ views about progress of the project. Year 1 data were collected in the spring of 2004; Year 2 data were collected in the spring of 2005; Year 3 data were collected in the spring of 2006; Year 4 data were collected in the spring of 2007. This report includes only data related to Year 4 although we compare Year 3 data with Year 4. 

Individual interviews were conducted with all coaches, coordinators, principals, and Reading First administrators in the seven districts of Utah’s Reading First. Open-ended questions were asked related to: 1) the strengths and weaknesses of Reading First implementation at the district level, 2) specific progress in the five components of Reading First, 3) professional development, 4) the use of assessment to drive instruction, and 5) district and state support.

The three evaluators and one research assistant conducted all interviews. Interviewers took notes and audiotaped all interviews. Audiotaped interviews were then transcribed. 

The data analysis proceeded as follows. One evaluator trained three research assistants on how to read and interpret the data in one half-day workshop. Following that workshop, the three research assistants read all the transcripts and together coded all the interview data.

 The data were read specifically looking for the reported overall success of implementation in the district as well as particular areas of strengths and areas for improvement. Then, research assistants identified recurring themes and topics. In order for a theme or topic to be identified, it had to be discussed by three or more individual interviewees within a district. Further, those individuals could not come from just one school or from one group of individuals (e.g., all coaches or all principals). After research assistants identified themes and topics independently, they came together and discussed their identified themes. They discussed what they found and used the transcripts to confirm the themes and topics until they came to consensus. Finally, the research assistants wrote the draft of the interview report and discussed it with the three evaluators. Minor revisions were made to the draft.

At the state level, research assistants identified and tallied the specific themes and topics across all six districts. These were tallied and a draft report prepared. The draft report was then discussed among the three research assistants and the three evaluators until consensus was reached. The final draft was then revised by the research assistants.

Implementation Checklist


An Implementation Checklist was adapted from Arizona (Arizona Prevention Resource Center and Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory, 2003). This checklist evaluated several important aspects of the overall district implementation of Reading First including: assessment strategies, instruction, intervention strategies, study groups, environment, district-level professional development, district implementation, reading coordinators, reading coaches, and the principal. The checklist is used as a formative assessment of the district’s progress, but also to provide additional sources of data for the evaluation team.

The checklist was completed in the spring of each year of the project by the state technical assistant and the district coordinator. Each technical assistant and district coordinator filled out the implementation checklist independently and turned it into the evaluation team.
Teacher Self-Report Implementation of Literacy Practices
In order to find out more about the extent to which teachers were implementing Reading First best practices, teachers were asked to complete the Teacher Self-Report Implementation of Literacy Practices rating scale. This scale consisted of 40 items about literacy. These items reflected the same scientifically-based reading practices that were measured on the observation measure, the ICE-R2. For example, one Teacher Self-Report Implementation item corresponding to the vocabulary subsection of the ICE-R2 was, “I introduce and discuss new and unfamiliar words and I teach them what the words mean, e.g. ‘normal,’ ‘routine’ and ‘patience.’” Another Teacher Self-Report item corresponding to the phonics subsection of the ICE-R2 was, “I teach my children sound/letter combinations through writing activities such as writing words on paper, on small whiteboards, etc.” Teachers were asked to rate the extent to which they implemented these activities in their classrooms. The frequency scale ranged from “not at all”, “monthly”, “weekly”, to “daily”. 

This instrument was administered in the fall of 2003 to establish baseline data and is re-administered to all teachers in the spring of each year. Data are reported here for Year 4; Year 3 data are compared to Year 4 data.

Observation Measure

Teachers’ implementation of scientifically-based reading practices was measured by the Instructional Content Emphasis (ICE-R2). The original ICE-R was developed by the Texas Center for the Language Arts at the University of Texas at Austin (2002). The evaluators of Utah Reading First adapted this instrument for use in Utah. This adapted version is referred to as the ICE-R2. The instrument consists of a set of 10 reading instructional content emphases, including the five components of reading—phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension—as well as spelling, oral language, alphabetic principle, writing, and text reading. Trained observers spend the entire reading block of time in classrooms directly observing teachers and taking field notes. The field notes are then used to code the instructional content of what they saw. The coding includes the instructional content observed on a global level (word study), on a more specific level (letters and sound combinations), the grouping format of the lesson (small, large group), and the amount of time spent on the lesson. Interrater reliability was established at .90.


During the fourth year of the project, the evaluation team trained six graduate students to complete the observations and coding using the ICE-R2. A stratified random sample of regular classroom teachers was conducted using grade level and school to observe 119 of the total 341 classroom teachers in the project. Field notes from observers were used as a foundation for the coding that observers completed.  Interrater reliability ranged from .87 to 1.0 with a mean of .97 during training with a videotape and .64 to .89 with a mean of .76 from actual field notes. 


Data are reported in terms of how teachers spent their instructional time in reading and the language arts. Pie charts were developed for each grade level, and the percentage of instructional time spent on each of the 10 dimensions of reading and language arts were calculated. Observation data from Year 3 and Year 4 are compared in narrative form. 

Part III: Year 4 Project Results

A. Number of Students Tested and Enrolled

    Table 3a reports the number of students tested and enrolled on the CRTs in 2007 and the ITBS in 2006 from Cohort 1. Data indicated that over 99% of first graders, over 99% of second graders, and 100% of third graders were tested on the CRTs. In addition, 98% of third graders were tested on the ITBS. 


Table 3b reports the number of students tested and enrolled on the CRTs in 2007 and the ITBS in 2006 from Cohort 2. Data indicate that 100% of first graders, 100% of second graders, and 100% of third graders were tested on the CRTs. In addition, only 80% of third graders were tested on the ITBS.


Table 3c reports the number of students tested and enrolled on the CRTs in 2007 and the ITBS in 2006 from Cohort 3.  Data indicated that 100% of first graders, over 99% of second graders, and over 99% of third graders were tested on the CRTs.  One hundred percent of third graders were tested on the ITBS.

Table 3a

	Reading First students tested and enrolled based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	CRTs Spring 2007
	ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	163
	163
	178
	178
	136
	136
	129
	129

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	109
	109
	113
	113
	85
	85
	84
	84

	
	
	Farnsworth
	89
	89
	90
	90
	103
	103
	104
	104

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	129
	129
	101
	101
	93
	93
	98
	98

	
	
	West Kearns
	88
	88
	79
	79
	75
	75
	72
	72

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	48
	49
	56
	56
	35
	35
	32
	35

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	58
	58
	51
	51
	49
	49
	42
	45

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	75
	75
	75
	75
	81
	81
	83
	83

	
	
	Dee
	82
	82
	81
	85
	72
	72
	77
	77

	
	
	Gramercy
	87
	87
	86
	86
	79
	79
	72
	72

	
	
	Lewis
	90
	90
	90
	90
	96
	96
	80
	80

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	90
	90
	95
	95
	92
	92
	79
	91

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	15
	15
	11
	11
	8
	8
	7
	7

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	17
	17
	28
	28
	26
	26
	22
	26

	
	
	Montezuma
	31
	31
	39
	39
	29
	29
	26
	30

	
	
	Total
	1171
	1172
	1173
	1177
	1059
	1059
	1007
	1033

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3b

	Reading First students tested and enrolled based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	CRTs Spring 2007
	ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	82
	82
	68
	68
	91
	91
	63
	82

	
	
	Mountain View
	94
	94
	105
	105
	97
	97
	76
	91

	
	
	Total
	176
	176
	173
	173
	188
	188
	139
	173


Table 3c
	Reading First students tested and enrolled based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2006 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2005

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	CRTs Spring 2007
	ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	13
	13
	20
	20
	17
	17
	16
	16

	
	
	Wellington
	68
	68
	68
	68
	58
	58
	62
	62

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	109
	109
	102
	102
	112
	112
	107
	107

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	91
	91
	88
	88
	85
	85
	90
	90

	
	
	Total
	281
	281
	278
	278
	272
	272
	275
	275


B. Students Meeting Grade-Level Expectations in Reading
To examine the number of Reading First students in Utah who are meeting grade-level expectations in reading, scores on the CRTs for grades 1, 2, and 3 and on the ITBS for third graders were aggregated across schools and districts (Utah routinely tests only third-grade students on the ITBS). 

Tables 4a, 4b and 4c report data for 2006-2007, the fourth year of the project.  For Cohort 1, 58% of first graders, 59% of second graders, and 63% of third graders scored at or above proficiency level according to the CRTs administered to Utah’s Reading First students. For Cohort 2, data indicated that 35% of first graders, 41% of second graders, and 45% of third graders from this cohort scored at or above proficiency level according to the CRTs. For Cohort 3, 56% of first graders, 63% of second graders, and 64% of third-graders scored at or above proficiency level on the CRTs.

According to ITBS data, 39% of third-grade students from Cohort 1 scored at or above the 50% percentile on the ITBS. For Cohort 2, 27% of third-grade students scored at or above the 50th percentile on the ITBS.  For Cohort 3, 37% of third-grade students scored at or above the 50th percentile. These latter numbers are lower than those reported by the CRTs, a pattern that is fairly typical when comparing results of criterion-referenced tests to norm-referenced tests.


Tables 5a and 5b compare all students’ scores on the CRT and ITBS from last year to this year. For Cohort 1, the number of students meeting grade level expectations at first grade decreased by 6 percentage points from 64% last year to 58% this year. This was a significant decrease. Second graders also decreased significantly by 6 percentage points from 65% last year to 59% this year. On the other hand, third graders increased by 4 percentage points from 59% last year to 63% this year; although, this increase was not significant. The number of students meeting grade level expectations on the third grade ITBS decreased significantly by 4 percentage points from 43% last year to 39% this year. Thus, for Cohort 1, first and second graders showed a significant decline in their scores; third graders gained, but not significantly on the CRTs and declined significantly on the ITBS. 


For Cohort 2, Table 5b compares student scores on the CRT and ITBS from last year to this year. The number of students meeting grade level expectations at first grade increased by 8 percentage points from 27% last year to 35% this year. Second graders decreased by 3 percentage points, from 44% last year to 41% this year. Third graders decreased by 14 percentage points, from 59% last year to 45% this year. The number of students meeting grade level expectations on the third grade ITBS decreased by 9 percentage points, from 36% last year to 27% this year. There were significant declines for third graders on both the CRTs and the ITBS. No other changes were significant for Cohort 2. 


For Cohort 3, the number of students meeting grade level expectations at first grade on the CRTs decreased by 8 percentage points from 64% last year to 56% this year.  Second graders decreased by 2 percentage points from 65% last year to 63% this year.  Third graders increased by 4 percentage points from 60% last year to 64% this year.

Table 4a

	Reading First students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2007
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above 50th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	125
	163
	136
	178
	99
	136
	62
	129

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	61
	109
	54
	113
	53
	85
	20
	84

	
	
	Farnsworth
	66
	89
	65
	90
	65
	103
	50
	104

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	69
	129
	61
	101
	67
	93
	43
	98

	
	
	West Kearns
	49
	88
	59
	79
	51
	75
	31
	72

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	38
	48
	42
	56
	24
	35
	12
	32

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	50
	58
	37
	51
	35
	49
	25
	42

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	34
	75
	39
	75
	47
	81
	31
	83

	
	
	Dee
	32
	82
	47
	81
	44
	72
	26
	77

	
	
	Gramercy
	56
	87
	47
	86
	51
	79
	31
	72

	
	
	Lewis
	45
	90
	44
	90
	42
	96
	29
	80

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	32
	90
	31
	95
	51
	92
	18
	79

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	6
	15
	7
	11
	4
	8
	4
	7

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	4
	17
	14
	28
	9
	26
	5
	22

	
	
	Montezuma
	17
	31
	12
	39
	24
	29
	5
	26

	
	
	Total
	684
	1171
	695
	1173
	666
	1059
	392
	1007


Table 4b
	Reading First students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2007
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above 50th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	31
	82
	26
	68
	42
	91
	18
	63

	
	
	Mountain View
	31
	94
	45
	105
	42
	97
	20
	76

	
	
	Total
	62
	176
	71
	173
	84
	188
	38
	139


Table 4c
	Reading First students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2006
	Number of Students Scoring At or Above 50th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	12
	13
	11
	20
	14
	17
	5
	16

	
	
	Wellington
	40
	68
	53
	68
	46
	58
	34
	62

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	42
	109
	46
	102
	60
	112
	21
	107

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	62
	91
	65
	88
	53
	85
	42
	90

	
	
	Total
	156
	281
	175
	278
	173
	272
	102
	275


Table 5a
	Number of Reading First students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2006 & 2007, and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2005 and 2006

	Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Year
	05-06
	06-07
	X2
	05-06
	06-07
	X2
	05-06
	06-07
	X2

	CRT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proficient
	806

(64%)
	684

(59%)
	8.24*
	744

(65%)
	695

(59%)
	10.57**
	661

(59%)
	666

(63%)
	0.58

	Nonproficient
	450

(36%)
	487

(42%)
	
	385

(35%)
	478

(41%)
	
	419

(41%)
	393

(37%)
	

	ITBS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proficient
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	
	439

(43%)
	392

(39%)
	9.49***

	Nonproficient
	-


	-
	
	-
	-
	
	291

(28%)
	361

(36%)
	


*p < 0.004; **p<0.001; ***p<0.002

Table 5b
	Number of Reading First students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2006 & 2007, and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2005 and 2006

	Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	Year
	05-06
	06-07
	X2
	05-06
	06-07
	X2
	05-06
	
	X2

	CRT
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proficient
	45

(27%)
	62

(35%)
	2.25
	82

(44%)
	71

(41%)
	0.27
	105

(59%)
	84

(45%)
	7.25*

	Nonproficient
	121

(73%)
	114

(65%)
	
	103

(56%)
	102

(59%)
	
	72

(41%)
	104

(55%)
	

	ITBS
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proficient
	-
	-
	
	-
	-
	
	53

(36%)
	38

(27%)
	4.72**

	Nonproficient
	-


	-
	
	-
	-
	
	41

(28%)
	58

(42%)
	


*p < 0.006; **p<0.03

C. Students Underachieving in Reading

To examine the percentage and number of Reading First students in Utah who are underachieving in reading, scores on the CRTs for grades 1, 2, and 3 and for third-graders on the ITBS were aggregated across schools and districts. Those students reading below the criterion for proficiency were identified by examining those labeled “below proficiency” on the CRTs and by examining those identified as under the 25th percentile on the ITBS. 
Tables 5a and 5b report those data for 2006-2007, the fourth year of the project. For Cohort 1, 42% of first graders, 41% of second graders, and 37% of third graders scored below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs. For Cohort 2, 77% of first graders, 59% of second graders, and 55% of third graders scored below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs. For Cohort 3, 45% of first-graders, 37% of second graders, and 36% of third graders scored in this category.
According to ITBS data, 36% of third graders from Cohort 1 scored below the 25th percentile. For Cohort 2, 42% of third graders scored below the 25th percentile. Finally, 38% of the third-graders in Cohort 3 scored below the 25th percentile.
Tables 5a and 5b compare all students’ scores on the CRTs and ITBS from last year to this year. For Cohort 1, the number of students underachieving in reading in first grade by 6 percentage points from 36% last year to 42% this year; second graders increased by 6 percentage points from 35% last year to 41% this year, and third graders decreased by 4 percentage points from 41% last year to 37% this year. On the ITBS, the number of students underachieving increased by 8 percentage points from 28% last year to 36% this year 

For Cohort 2, the number of students underachieving in reading decreased at first grade by 8 percentage points from 73% last year to 65% this year; second graders increased by 3 percentage points from 56% last year to 59% this year; and third graders increased by 14 percentage points from 41% last year to 55% this year. On the ITBS, the number of students underachieving increased by 14 percentage points from 28% last year to 42% this year.
For Cohort 3, the number of students underachieving  in reading at the first grade increased by 10 percentage points from 36% last year to 44% this year. Second graders increased 2 percentage points from 35% last year to 37% this year. Third graders decreased 4 percentage points from 60% last year to 64%.

Table 6a
	Reading First students underachieving in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2007
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below 25th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2006

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	38
	163
	42
	178
	37
	136
	34
	129

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	48
	109
	59
	113
	32
	85
	37
	84

	
	
	Farnsworth
	23
	89
	25
	90
	38
	103
	33
	104

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	60
	129
	40
	101
	26
	93
	32
	98

	
	
	West Kearns
	39
	88
	20
	79
	24
	75
	24
	72

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	10
	48
	14
	56
	11
	35
	11
	32

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	8
	58
	14
	51
	14
	49
	10
	42

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	41
	75
	36
	75
	34
	81
	25
	83

	
	
	Dee
	50
	82
	34
	81
	28
	72
	34
	77

	
	
	Gramercy
	31
	87
	39
	86
	28
	79
	17
	72

	
	
	Lewis
	45
	90
	46
	90
	54
	96
	35
	80

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	58
	90
	64
	95
	41
	92
	39
	79

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	9
	15
	4
	11
	4
	8
	3
	7

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	13
	17
	14
	28
	17
	26
	13
	22

	
	
	Montezuma
	14
	31
	27
	39
	5
	29
	14
	26

	
	
	Total
	487
	1171
	478
	1173
	393
	1059
	361
	1007


Table 6b

	Reading First students underachieving in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2006
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below 25th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2005

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	51
	82
	42
	68
	49
	91
	23
	63

	
	
	Mountain View
	63
	94
	60
	105
	55
	97
	35
	76

	
	
	Total
	114
	176
	102
	173
	104
	188
	58
	139


Table 6c
	Reading First students underachieving in reading based on Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test (CRTs) given Spring 2007 and Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) given Fall 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below Criterion for Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2006
	Number of Students Scoring at or Below 25th Percentile on ITBS Fall 2005

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number 
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	1
	13
	9
	20
	3
	17
	5
	16

	
	
	Wellington
	28
	68
	15
	68
	12
	58
	15
	62

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	67
	109
	56
	102
	52
	112
	59
	107

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	29
	91
	23
	88
	32
	85
	25
	90

	
	
	Total
	125
	281
	103
	278
	99
	272
	104
	275


D. Disaggregating Students by “Risk” Categories

Students in “Risk” Categories Meeting Grade-Level Expectations in Reading

To examine the percentage and number of Reading First students in Utah who are scoring at or above grade level by different “risk” categories, results were disaggregated across schools and districts. The next several tables, (Tables 7 through 16) present data on the number of students in Utah Reading First who scored at or above criterion for proficiency on the CRTs for grades 1, 2, and 3 and at or above the 50th percentile on the ITBS for grade 3 (the only primary grade tested in Utah) by “risk” category—economically disadvantaged, race/ethnicity, disability, and limited English proficiency. All data are reported for Year 4 of the project.

According to CRT data for Cohort 1, 53% of first graders, 53% of second graders, and 58% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored at or above proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring at criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 74%; African American 35%; Hispanic 48%; Asian 83%; American Indian 44%; and Pacific Islander 51%. At grade two, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 71%; African American 48%; Hispanic 50%; Asian 82%; American Indian 42%; and Pacific Islander 64%. At grade three, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 74%; African American 45%; Hispanic 53%; Asian 89%; American Indian 55%; and Pacific Islander 71%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring at grade level proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 1 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 34% of students scored at or above proficiency; 2) at grade two, 29% of students scored at or above proficiency, and 3) at grade three, 32% of students scored at or above proficiency. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring at or above proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 1 indicated that 41% of first graders, 38% of second graders, and 28% of third graders scored at or above the proficiency level.

According to CRT data for Cohort 2, 34% of first graders, 40% of second graders, and 43% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored at or above proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring at criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 50%; African American 17%; Hispanic 36%; Asian 33%; American Indian 67%; and Pacific Islander 25%. At grade two, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 44%; African American 42%; Hispanic 40%; Asian 50%; American Indian 33%; and Pacific Islander 33%. At grade three, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 74%; African American 45%; Hispanic 53%; Asian 90%; American Indian 55%; and Pacific Islander 71%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring at grade level proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 2 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 13% of students scored at or above proficiency; 2) at grade two, 14% of students scored at or above proficiency, and 3) at grade three, 25% of students scored at or above proficiency. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring at or above proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 2 indicated that 41% of first graders, 38% of second graders, and 30% of third graders scored at or above the proficiency level.
According to CRT data for Cohort 3, 49% of first graders, 58% of second graders, and 60% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored at or above proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring at criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 71%; African American 25%; Hispanic 36%; Asian 29%; American Indian 39%; and Pacific Islander 58%. At grade two, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 74%; African American 67%; Hispanic 43%; Asian 50%; American Indian 50%; and Pacific Islander 50%. At grade three, students scoring at or above criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 75%; African American 29%; Hispanic 52%; Asian 80%; American Indian 39%; and Pacific Islander 64%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring at grade level proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 3 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 49% of students scored at or above proficiency; 2) at grade two, 58% of students scored at or above proficiency, and 3) at grade three, 60% of students scored at or above proficiency. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring at or above proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 3 indicated that 29% of first graders, 38% of second graders, and 33% of third graders scored at or above the proficiency level.

Next we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 1 meeting or exceeding grade level expectations disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 35% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or above the 50th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or above the 50th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 50%; African American 32%; Hispanic 28%; Asian 57%; American Indian 35%; and Pacific Islander 35%. Only 24% of students with disabilities scored at or above the 50th percentile. Finally, only 11% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or above the 50th percentile. 

Next we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 2 meeting or exceeding grade level expectations disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 29% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or above the 50th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or above the 50th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 35%; African American 8%; Hispanic 29%; Asian 43%; American Indian 0%; and Pacific Islander 18%. Only 13% of students with disabilities scored at or above the 50th percentile. Finally, 7% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or above the 50th percentile.
Finally we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 3 meeting or exceeding grade level expectations disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 33% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or above the 50th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or above the 50th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 52%; African American 25%; Hispanic 13%; Asian 67%; American Indian 22%; and Pacific Islander 0%. Only 18% of students with disabilities scored at or above the 50th percentile. Finally, 5% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or above the 50th percentile.

Table 7a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                             Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	34
	57
	47
	69
	37
	59

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	36
	70
	29
	63
	29
	49

	
	
	Farnsworth
	28
	37
	29
	43
	30
	47

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	23
	49
	21
	35
	22
	31

	
	
	West Kearns
	28
	40
	27
	37
	28
	43

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	20
	28
	30
	43
	12
	18

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	28
	34
	14
	24
	15
	25

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	26
	59
	27
	56
	34
	62

	
	
	Dee
	32
	82
	47
	81
	44
	72

	
	
	Gramercy
	48
	75
	42
	79
	39
	67

	
	
	Lewis
	45
	90
	44
	90
	42
	96

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	31
	84
	31
	92
	46
	85

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	6
	15
	7
	11
	4
	8

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	4
	17
	14
	28
	9
	26

	
	
	Montezuma
	17
	31
	12
	39
	24
	29

	
	
	Total
	406
	768
	421
	790
	415
	717


Table 7b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	28
	78
	21
	60
	38
	84

	
	
	Mountain View
	29
	88
	43
	99
	35
	87

	
	
	Total
	57
	166
	64
	159
	73
	171


Table 7c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	8
	8
	10
	16
	11
	13

	
	
	Wellington
	17
	36
	28
	38
	25
	36

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	25
	68
	30
	74
	39
	79

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	36
	72
	45
	62
	36
	57

	
	
	Total
	86
	184
	113
	190
	111
	185


Table 8a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	White
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	108
	132
	0
	1
	3
	9
	2
	2
	11
	18
	1
	1

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	20
	30
	3
	3
	28
	56
	4
	5
	1
	1
	5
	14

	
	
	Farnsworth
	37
	47
	0
	0
	26
	37
	1
	2
	0
	0
	2
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	46
	78
	0
	2
	17
	38
	0
	0
	1
	2
	5
	9

	
	
	West Kearns
	19
	32
	0
	2
	29
	53
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	30
	33
	0
	0
	8
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	44
	52
	1
	1
	5
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	19
	31
	2
	5
	13
	37
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	6
	7
	0
	1
	24
	69
	1
	1
	1
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	25
	32
	0
	0
	30
	52
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	4
	7
	1
	1
	40
	82
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	5
	11
	1
	7
	39
	98
	1
	1
	0
	0
	5
	9

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	14
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	17
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	15
	29
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	365
	495
	8
	23
	262
	551
	10
	12
	39
	89
	19
	37


Table 8b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	8
	11
	2
	6
	20
	61
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	2

	
	
	Mountain View
	3
	11
	1
	12
	21
	53
	1
	3
	1
	1
	4
	14

	
	
	Total
	11
	22
	3
	18
	41
	114
	1
	3
	2
	3
	4
	16


Table 8c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	10
	11
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	39
	63
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	17
	30
	0
	3
	17
	61
	0
	1
	1
	2
	7
	12

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	50
	60
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	11
	28
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	116
	164
	1
	4
	20
	69
	0
	1
	12
	31
	7
	12


Table 9a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	125
	156
	0
	0
	2
	8
	2
	2
	7
	12
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	21
	39
	1
	1
	23
	57
	2
	2
	0
	1
	7
	13

	
	
	Farnsworth
	33
	44
	1
	1
	25
	36
	2
	3
	0
	1
	4
	5

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	36
	55
	1
	2
	16
	33
	2
	2
	3
	4
	3
	5

	
	
	West Kearns
	27
	34
	2
	4
	27
	36
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	3

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	27
	33
	0
	0
	15
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	37
	48
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	24
	35
	0
	0
	14
	36
	0
	0
	1
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	10
	17
	3
	3
	32
	59
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	23
	41
	3
	3
	21
	39
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0

	
	
	Lewis
	6
	10
	2
	5
	35
	74
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	1
	7
	3
	13
	20
	61
	0
	1
	0
	3
	7
	10

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	9
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	28
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	11
	37
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	373
	523
	16
	33
	230
	464
	9
	11
	44
	106
	23
	36


Table 9b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3) 

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	5
	8
	3
	5
	16
	50
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2

	
	
	Mountain View
	5
	15
	7
	19
	26
	61
	1
	2
	1
	1
	5
	7

	
	
	Total
	10
	23
	10
	24
	42
	111
	2
	4
	1
	1
	6
	9


Table 9c

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1) 

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	11
	18
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	49
	62
	0
	0
	4
	5
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	17
	31
	3
	5
	22
	55
	1
	2
	1
	3
	2
	6

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	41
	48
	1
	1
	3
	3
	0
	0
	18
	34
	2
	2

	
	
	Total
	81
	109
	4
	6
	26
	60
	1
	2
	19
	38
	4
	8


Table 10a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	84
	106
	0
	0
	3
	7
	1
	1
	11
	21
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	22
	30
	3
	5
	20
	34
	5
	6
	0
	1
	3
	9

	
	
	Farnsworth
	30
	39
	0
	0
	29
	56
	3
	4
	0
	1
	3
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	43
	57
	0
	0
	18
	29
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3

	
	
	West Kearns
	26
	37
	0
	0
	23
	35
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	20
	25
	0
	0
	4
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	32
	45
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	29
	45
	1
	3
	14
	28
	1
	1
	2
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	6
	9
	2
	2
	34
	59
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	22
	30
	1
	3
	26
	42
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	4
	5
	1
	2
	36
	87
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	10
	18
	1
	5
	31
	59
	2
	2
	0
	1
	7
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	8
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	26
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	24
	29
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	328
	446
	9
	20
	239
	448
	17
	19
	56
	101
	17
	24


Table 10b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	8
	12
	1
	7
	30
	69
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Mountain View
	8
	16
	4
	18
	17
	40
	5
	5
	0
	1
	8
	17

	
	
	Total
	16
	28
	5
	25
	47
	109
	6
	6
	2
	3
	8
	17


Table 10c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	12
	15
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	44
	53
	1
	1
	1
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	19
	32
	1
	6
	28
	55
	4
	5
	1
	3
	7
	11

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	39
	53
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0
	12
	30
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	114
	153
	2
	7
	33
	63
	4
	5
	13
	33
	7
	11


Table 11a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	10
	18
	8
	25
	10
	21

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	2
	9
	1
	12
	3
	7

	
	
	Farnsworth
	5
	12
	4
	11
	2
	7

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	3
	11
	2
	3
	1
	10

	
	
	West Kearns
	1
	10
	7
	15
	9
	18

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	1
	2
	3
	7
	0
	2

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	4
	6
	2
	8
	2
	6

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	1
	4
	3
	8
	2
	8

	
	
	Dee
	3
	9
	4
	10
	3
	11

	
	
	Gramercy
	2
	8
	5
	11
	5
	10

	
	
	Lewis
	2
	7
	0
	8
	2
	9

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	0
	5
	0
	15
	1
	17

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2

	
	
	Montezuma
	1
	2
	1
	4
	2
	4

	
	
	Total
	35
	104
	41
	140
	42
	133


Table 11b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	0
	5
	2
	11
	6
	23

	
	
	Mountain View
	2
	10
	1
	11
	2
	9

	
	
	Total
	2
	15
	3
	22
	8
	32


Table 11c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	4
	4
	1
	5
	4
	6

	
	
	Wellington
	1
	9
	5
	8
	6
	11

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	2
	7
	2
	16
	3
	16

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	3
	10
	1
	7
	2
	7

	
	
	Total
	10
	30
	8
	32
	15
	40


Table 12a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	5
	9
	1
	5
	0
	2

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	30
	55
	19
	52
	10
	24

	
	
	Farnsworth
	22
	31
	27
	39
	16
	39

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	7
	26
	9
	27
	4
	12

	
	
	West Kearns
	21
	44
	20
	28
	7
	17

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	6
	11
	12
	20
	1
	5

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	5
	5
	0
	3
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	0
	7
	0
	13
	1
	6

	
	
	Dee
	8
	38
	6
	23
	0
	10

	
	
	Gramercy
	1
	13
	9
	19
	2
	7

	
	
	Lewis
	20
	45
	8
	34
	5
	38

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	11
	51
	9
	49
	6
	28

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	2
	5
	0
	4

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	0
	7
	3
	5

	
	
	Total
	136
	335
	122
	324
	55
	197


Table 12b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	6
	35
	5
	34
	8
	40

	
	
	Mountain View
	15
	57
	9
	51
	5
	44

	
	
	Total
	21
	92
	14
	85
	13
	84


Table 12c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	18
	62
	22
	53
	14
	41

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	0
	0
	0
	5
	0
	2

	
	
	Total
	18
	63
	22
	59
	14
	43


Table 13a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	24
	54

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	10
	44

	
	
	Farnsworth
	19
	45

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	12
	30

	
	
	West Kearns
	17
	38

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	6
	16

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	10
	21

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	22
	61

	
	
	Dee
	26
	77

	
	
	Gramercy
	23
	59

	
	
	Lewis
	28
	79

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	17
	75

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	4
	7

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	5
	22

	
	
	Montezuma
	5
	26

	
	
	Total
	228
	654


Table 13b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	16
	60

	
	
	Mountain View
	15
	70

	
	
	Total
	31
	130


Table 13c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	3
	11

	
	
	Wellington
	19
	40

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	12
	75

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	27
	63

	
	
	Total
	61
	189


Table 14a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	52
	104
	0
	0
	0
	4
	1
	1
	8
	19
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	15
	33
	0
	3
	4
	30
	1
	6
	0
	1
	0
	11

	
	
	Farnsworth
	27
	41
	0
	1
	17
	52
	4
	6
	0
	1
	2
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	29
	60
	0
	0
	8
	31
	1
	1
	2
	3
	3
	3

	
	
	West Kearns
	18
	37
	0
	0
	11
	32
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	11
	26
	0
	0
	1
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	23
	39
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	20
	47
	1
	3
	6
	29
	1
	1
	3
	3
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	5
	10
	2
	5
	18
	61
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	15
	27
	1
	3
	13
	38
	1
	1
	0
	2
	1
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	4
	9
	1
	1
	23
	68
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	3
	14
	1
	3
	10
	53
	1
	2
	0
	0
	3
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	7
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	22
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	26
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	222
	447
	6
	19
	112
	406
	12
	21
	30
	87
	9
	26


Table 14b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	2
	9
	0
	4
	15
	48
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Mountain View
	5
	11
	1
	8
	8
	32
	2
	6
	0
	1
	3
	17

	
	
	Total
	7
	20
	1
	12
	23
	80
	3
	7
	0
	2
	3
	17


Table 14c

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	5
	14
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	33
	56
	0
	1
	1
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	13
	35
	1
	6
	5
	51
	2
	3
	0
	3
	0
	9

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	31
	53
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	8
	34
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	82
	158
	2
	8
	8
	60
	2
	3
	8
	37
	0
	9


Table 15a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	3
	18

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	2
	6

	
	
	Farnsworth
	2
	9

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	2
	9

	
	
	West Kearns
	8
	18

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	0
	1

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	1
	5

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	1
	7

	
	
	Dee
	3
	10

	
	
	Gramercy
	2
	6

	
	
	Lewis
	2
	10

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	0
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	1

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	3

	
	
	Total
	26
	110


Table 15b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	2
	14

	
	
	Mountain View
	1
	9

	
	
	Total
	3
	23


Table 15c

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	1
	5

	
	
	Wellington
	4
	13

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	0
	15

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	2
	7

	
	
	Total
	7
	40


Table 16a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	0
	18

	
	
	Farnsworth
	8
	33

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	4
	14

	
	
	West Kearns
	1
	12

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	0
	6

	
	
	Dee
	1
	13

	
	
	Gramercy
	1
	6

	
	
	Lewis
	1
	26

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	1
	16

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	2

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	4

	
	
	Total
	17
	150


Table 16b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	1
	15

	
	
	Mountain View
	2
	26

	
	
	Total
	3
	41


Table 16c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or Above 50th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	2
	36

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	0
	2

	
	
	Total
	2
	38


Students in “Risk” Categories Underachieving in Reading

To examine the percentage and number of Reading First students in Utah who are underachieving by different “risk” categories, results were aggregated across schools and districts. The next several tables, (Tables 17 through 26) present data on the number of students in Utah Reading First who scored below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs for grades 1, 2, and 3 and at or below the 25th percentile on the ITBS for grade 3 (the only primary grade tested in Utah) by “risk” category—economically disadvantaged, race/ethnicity, disability, and limited English proficiency. All data are reported for Year 4 of the project.

According to CRT data for Cohort 1, 43% of first graders, 47% of second graders, and 42% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored below the criterion for proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring below grade level proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 26%; African American 65%; Hispanic 53%; Asian 17%; American Indian 56%; and Pacific Islander 49%. At grade two, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 29%; African American 52%; Hispanic 50%; Asian 18%; American Indian 59%; and Pacific Islander 36%. At grade three, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 27%; African American 55%; Hispanic 47%; Asian 11%; American Indian 45%; and Pacific Islander 29%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 1 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 66% of students; 2) at grade two, 71% of students; and 3) at grade three, 68% of students. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring below the criterion for proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 1 indicated that 59% of first graders, 62% of second graders, and 72% of third graders scored below the criterion for proficiency.

According to CRT data for Cohort 2, 66% of first graders, 60% of second graders, and 57% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored below the criterion for proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring below grade level proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 50%; African American 83%; Hispanic 64%; Asian 67%; American Indian 33%; and Pacific Islander 75%. At grade two, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 57%; African American 58%; Hispanic 62%; Asian 50%; American Indian 33%; and Pacific Islander 33%. At grade three, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 33%; African American 80%; Hispanic 57%; Asian 0%; American Indian 33%; and Pacific Islander 53%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 2 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 87% of students; 2) at grade two, 86% of students; and 3) at grade three, 75% of students. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring below the criterion for proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 2 indicated that 71% of first graders, 62% of second graders, and 67% of third graders scored below the criterion for proficiency.

According to CRT data for Cohort 3, 51% of first graders, 42% of second graders, and 40% of third graders who are economically disadvantaged scored below the criterion for proficiency. In terms of race/ethnicity, grade one students scoring below grade level proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 29%%; African American 75%; Hispanic 71%; Asian 100%; American Indian 61%; and Pacific Islander 42%. At grade two, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 26%%; African American 33%; Hispanic 57%; Asian 50%; American Indian 50%; and Pacific Islander 50%. At grade three, students scoring below the criterion for proficiency broke out in the following manner: white 25%; African American 71%; Hispanic 48%; Asian 20%; American Indian 61%; and Pacific Islander 36%.

The percentage and number of students with disabilities scoring below the criterion for proficiency on the CRTs in Cohort 3 broke out as follows; 1) at grade one, 70% of students; 2) at grade two, 71% of students; and 3) at grade three, 68% of students. In terms of the percentage and number of students with limited English proficiency scoring below the criterion for proficiency, the CRT results for Cohort 3 indicated that 71% of first graders, 62% of second graders, and 67% of third graders scored below the criterion for proficiency.

Next we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 1 at or below the 25th percentile in reading disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 40% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or below the 25th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or below the 25th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 27%; African American 42%; Hispanic 46%; Asian 5%; American Indian 41%; and Pacific Islander 35%. Fifty-nine percent of students with disabilities scored at or below the 25th percentile. Finally, 68% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or below the 25th percentile. 

Next we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 2 at or below the 25th percentile in reading disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 43% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or below the 25th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or below the 25th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 35%; African American 50%; Hispanic 40%; Asian 29%; American Indian 50%; and Pacific Islander 59%.  Sixty-one percent of students with disabilities scored at or below the 25th percentile. Finally, 71% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or below the 25th percentile.
Finally we report results of the ITBS for third graders in Cohort 3 at or below the 25th percentile in reading disaggregated by the four categories. According to ITBS data, 42% of economically disadvantaged third graders scored at or below the 25th percentile. The percentage and number of students from various racial/ethnic groups scoring at or below the 25th percentile broke out in the following manner: white 29%; African American 50%; Hispanic 55%; Asian 0%; American Indian 46%; and Pacific Islander 56%.  Sixty-eight percent of students with disabilities scored at or below the 25th percentile. Finally, 76% of students with limited English proficiency scored at or below the 25th percentile.

Table 17a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	23
	57
	22
	69
	22
	59

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	34
	70
	34
	63
	20
	49

	
	
	Farnsworth
	9
	37
	14
	43
	17
	47

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	26
	49
	14
	35
	9
	31

	
	
	West Kearns
	12
	40
	10
	37
	15
	43

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	8
	28
	13
	43
	6
	18

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	6
	34
	10
	24
	10
	25

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	33
	59
	29
	56
	28
	62

	
	
	Dee
	50
	82
	34
	81
	28
	72

	
	
	Gramercy
	27
	75
	37
	79
	28
	67

	
	
	Lewis
	45
	90
	46
	90
	54
	96

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	53
	84
	61
	92
	39
	85

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	9
	15
	4
	11
	4
	8

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	13
	17
	14
	28
	17
	26

	
	
	Montezuma
	14
	31
	27
	39
	5
	29

	
	
	Total
	362
	768
	369
	790
	302
	717


Table 17b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	50
	78
	39
	60
	46
	84

	
	
	Mountain View
	59
	88
	56
	99
	52
	87

	
	
	Total
	109
	166
	95
	159
	98
	171


Table 17c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	8
	6
	16
	2
	13

	
	
	Wellington
	19
	36
	10
	38
	11
	36

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	43
	68
	44
	74
	40
	79

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	26
	62
	17
	62
	21
	57

	
	
	Total
	88
	174
	67
	161
	74
	185


Table 18a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	24
	132
	1
	1
	6
	9
	0
	2
	7
	18
	0
	1

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	10
	30
	0
	3
	28
	56
	1
	5
	0
	1
	9
	14

	
	
	Farnsworth
	10
	47
	0
	0
	11
	37
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	32
	78
	2
	2
	21
	38
	0
	0
	1
	2
	4
	9

	
	
	West Kearns
	13
	32
	2
	2
	24
	53
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	3
	33
	0
	0
	7
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	8
	52
	0
	1
	0
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	12
	31
	3
	5
	24
	37
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	1
	7
	1
	1
	45
	69
	0
	1
	3
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	7
	32
	0
	0
	22
	52
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	3
	7
	0
	1
	42
	82
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	6
	11
	6
	7
	42
	61
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	9

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	8
	14
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13
	17
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	29
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	130
	495
	15
	23
	272
	514
	2
	12
	50
	89
	18
	37


Table 18b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	3
	11
	4
	6
	41
	61
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	2

	
	
	Mountain View
	8
	11
	11
	12
	32
	53
	2
	3
	0
	1
	10
	14

	
	
	Total
	11
	22
	15
	18
	73
	114
	2
	3
	1
	3
	12
	16


Table 18c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	1
	11
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	24
	63
	0
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	13
	30
	3
	3
	44
	61
	1
	1
	1
	2
	5
	12

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	10
	60
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	17
	28
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	48
	164
	3
	4
	49
	69
	1
	1
	19
	31
	5
	12


Table 19a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	31
	156
	0
	0
	6
	8
	0
	2
	5
	12
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	18
	39
	0
	1
	34
	57
	0
	2
	1
	1
	6
	13

	
	
	Farnsworth
	11
	44
	0
	1
	11
	36
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	5

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	19
	55
	1
	2
	17
	33
	0
	2
	1
	4
	2
	5

	
	
	West Kearns
	7
	34
	2
	4
	9
	36
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	6
	33
	0
	0
	8
	23
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	11
	48
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	11
	35
	0
	0
	22
	36
	0
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	7
	17
	0
	3
	27
	59
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	18
	41
	0
	3
	18
	39
	0
	0
	3
	3
	0
	0

	
	
	Lewis
	4
	10
	3
	5
	39
	74
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	6
	7
	10
	13
	41
	61
	1
	1
	3
	3
	3
	10

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	9
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	28
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	26
	37
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	150
	523
	17
	33
	234
	464
	2
	11
	62
	106
	13
	36


Table 19b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	3
	8
	2
	5
	34
	50
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	2

	
	
	Mountain View
	10
	15
	12
	19
	35
	61
	1
	2
	0
	1
	2
	7

	
	
	Total
	13
	23
	14
	24
	69
	111
	2
	4
	0
	1
	3
	9


Table 19c

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	7
	18
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	13
	62
	0
	0
	1
	5
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	14
	31
	2
	5
	33
	55
	1
	2
	2
	3
	4
	6

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	7
	48
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0
	16
	34
	0
	2

	
	
	Total
	28
	109
	2
	6
	34
	60
	1
	2
	19
	38
	4
	8


	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	22
	106
	0
	0
	4
	7
	0
	1
	10
	21
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	8
	30
	2
	5
	14
	34
	1
	6
	1
	1
	6
	9

	
	
	Farnsworth
	9
	39
	0
	0
	27
	56
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	14
	57
	0
	0
	11
	29
	0
	1
	1
	3
	0
	3

	
	
	West Kearns
	11
	37
	0
	0
	12
	35
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	5
	25
	0
	0
	6
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	13
	45
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	16
	45
	2
	3
	14
	28
	0
	1
	2
	4
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	3
	9
	0
	2
	25
	59
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	8
	30
	2
	3
	16
	42
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	1
	5
	1
	2
	51
	87
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	8
	18
	4
	5
	28
	59
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	8
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	17
	26
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	29
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	118
	446
	11
	20
	209
	448
	2
	19
	45
	101
	7
	24


 Table 20a

Table 20b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	4
	12
	6
	7
	39
	69
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	
	Mountain View
	8
	16
	14
	18
	23
	40
	0
	5
	1
	1
	9
	17

	Total
	
	
	12
	28
	20
	25
	62
	109
	0
	6
	1
	3
	9
	17


Table 20c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	3
	15
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	9
	53
	0
	1
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	13
	32
	5
	6
	27
	55
	1
	5
	2
	3
	4
	11

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	14
	53
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	18
	30
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	39
	153
	5
	7
	30
	63
	1
	5
	20
	33
	4
	11


Table 21a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	8
	18
	17
	25
	11
	21

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	7
	9
	11
	12
	4
	7

	
	
	Farnsworth
	7
	12
	7
	11
	5
	7

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	8
	11
	1
	3
	9
	10

	
	
	West Kearns
	9
	10
	8
	15
	9
	18

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	1
	2
	4
	7
	2
	2

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	2
	6
	6
	8
	4
	6

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	3
	4
	5
	8
	6
	8

	
	
	Dee
	6
	9
	6
	10
	8
	11

	
	
	Gramercy
	6
	8
	6
	11
	5
	10

	
	
	Lewis
	5
	7
	8
	8
	7
	9

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	5
	5
	15
	15
	16
	17

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2
	2

	
	
	Montezuma
	1
	2
	3
	4
	2
	4

	
	
	Total
	69
	104
	99
	140
	91
	133


Table 21b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	5
	5
	9
	11
	17
	23

	
	
	Mountain View
	8
	10
	10
	11
	7
	9

	Total
	
	
	13
	15
	19
	22
	24
	32


Table 21c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	4
	4
	5
	2
	6

	
	
	Wellington
	8
	9
	3
	8
	5
	11

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	5
	7
	14
	16
	13
	16

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	7
	10
	6
	7
	5
	7

	
	
	Total
	20
	30
	24
	32
	25
	40


Table 22a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4) 

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	4
	9
	4
	5
	2
	2

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	25
	55
	33
	52
	14
	24

	
	
	Farnsworth
	9
	31
	12
	39
	23
	39

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	19
	26
	18
	27
	8
	12

	
	
	West Kearns
	23
	44
	8
	28
	10
	17

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	5
	11
	8
	20
	4
	5

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	0
	5
	3
	3
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	7
	7
	13
	13
	5
	6

	
	
	Dee
	30
	38
	17
	23
	10
	10

	
	
	Gramercy
	12
	13
	10
	19
	5
	7

	
	
	Lewis
	25
	45
	26
	34
	33
	38

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	40
	51
	40
	49
	22
	28

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	3
	5
	4
	4

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	7
	7
	2
	5

	
	
	Total
	199
	335
	202
	324
	142
	197


Table 22b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	29
	35
	29
	34
	32
	40

	
	
	Mountain View
	42
	57
	42
	51
	39
	44

	
	
	Total
	71
	92
	71
	85
	71
	84


Table 22c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring Below Criterion for Proficiency

	
	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	44
	62
	31
	53
	27
	41

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	0
	0
	5
	5
	2
	2

	
	
	Total
	45
	63
	37
	59
	29
	43


	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	18
	54

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	20
	44

	
	
	Farnsworth
	15
	45

	
	
	Lakeridge
	10
	30

	
	
	West Kearns
	14
	38

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	5
	16

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	9
	21

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	20
	61

	
	
	Dee
	34
	77

	
	
	Gramercy
	16
	59

	
	
	Lewis
	35
	79

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	37
	75

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	3
	7

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	13
	22

	
	
	Montezuma Creek
	14
	26

	
	
	Total
	263
	654


Table 23a

Table 23b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	22
	60

	
	
	Mountain View
	34
	70

	
	
	Total
	56
	130


Table 23c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	4
	11

	
	
	Wellington
	14
	40

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	42
	75

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	20
	63

	
	
	Total
	80
	189


Table 24a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES

 District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	26
	104
	0
	0
	3
	4
	0
	1
	5
	19
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	13
	33
	3
	3
	13
	30
	1
	6
	0
	1
	7
	11

	
	
	Farnsworth
	7
	41
	0
	1
	25
	52
	0
	6
	1
	1
	0
	3

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	17
	60
	0
	0
	15
	31
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	3

	
	
	West Kearns
	11
	37
	0
	0
	12
	32
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	9
	26
	0
	0
	2
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	9
	39
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	10
	47
	0
	3
	15
	29
	0
	1
	0
	3
	0
	0

	
	
	Dee
	3
	10
	2
	5
	29
	61
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Gramercy
	4
	27
	1
	3
	12
	38
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1

	
	
	Lewis
	3
	9
	0
	1
	32
	68
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	8
	14
	2
	3
	28
	53
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	7
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	13
	22
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	14
	26
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	120
	447
	8
	19
	187
	406
	1
	21
	36
	87
	9
	26


Table 24b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	3
	9
	3
	4
	17
	48
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	
	Mountain View
	4
	11
	3
	8
	15
	32
	2
	6
	1
	1
	10
	17

	
	
	Total
	7
	20
	6
	12
	32
	80
	2
	7
	1
	2
	10
	17


Table 24c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening



	LEA/

District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	5
	14
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	11
	56
	0
	1
	4
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	19
	35
	4
	6
	29
	51
	0
	3
	2
	3
	5
	9

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	10
	53
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	15
	34
	0
	0

	
	
	Total
	45
	158
	4
	8
	33
	60
	0
	3
	17
	37
	5
	9


Table 25a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	12
	18

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	3
	6

	
	
	Farnsworth
	5
	9

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	6
	9

	
	
	West Kearns
	7
	18

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	1
	1

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	4
	5

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	4
	7

	
	
	Dee
	6
	10

	
	
	Gramercy
	2
	6

	
	
	Lewis
	6
	10

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	6
	7

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	1
	1

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	0
	0

	
	
	Montezuma
	2
	3

	
	
	Total
	65
	110


Table 25b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	7
	14

	
	
	Mountain View
	7
	9

	
	
	Total
	14
	23


Table 25c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills

Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	2
	5

	
	
	Wellington
	7
	13

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	13
	15

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	5
	7

	
	
	Total
	27
	40


Table 26a

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Duchesne
	4900240
	East
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	David Gourley
	12
	18

	
	
	Farnsworth
	19
	33

	
	
	Lake Ridge
	8
	14

	
	
	West Kearns
	9
	12

	North Sanpete
	4900660
	Moroni
	0
	0

	
	
	Mt. Pleasant
	0
	0

	Ogden
	4900720
	Bonneville
	5
	6

	
	
	Dee
	10
	13

	
	
	Gramercy
	4
	6

	
	
	Lewis
	20
	26

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Edison
	11
	16

	San Juan
	4900900
	Bluff
	0
	0

	
	
	Mexican Hat
	2
	2

	
	
	Montezuma
	2
	4

	
	
	Total
	102
	150


Table 26b

	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Salt Lake City
	4900870
	Backman
	9
	15

	
	
	Mountain View
	20
	26

	
	
	Total
	29
	41


Table 26c
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

Name of Assessment: Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Components Measured: Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening



	LEA/District
	NCES District 

ID #s
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at or below 25th Percentile

	
	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	4900150
	Peterson
	0
	0

	
	
	Wellington
	0
	0

	Granite
	4900360
	Stansbury
	27
	36

	San Juan
	4900900
	Blanding
	2
	2

	
	
	Total
	29
	38


E. Differences between Reading First Schools and the Comparison Schools

Because virtually all Title I schools have reading reform initiatives of their own, the Utah Reading First Evaluation Team wanted to know how Reading First compared to other reading initiatives. Do Reading First students perform better than students in other initiatives? In order to answer this question, the evaluation team identified a set of schools to compare with Reading First schools.


The comparison schools were identified by attempting to systematically match each Reading First school with a comparison school based on a number of relevant variables (see section II, A, c., p. 9 for a full description). However, there were not enough schools in Utah to fully match on all of the variables. This was a special problem, for example, with the American Indian population since there were not enough schools in the district, nor any other Utah district, to match one to one with each of the American Indian-populated schools. Therefore, a one-to-one comparison between Reading First and comparison schools was not possible. As such, comparisons were made between Reading First schools as a group and the comparison schools as a group.

Comparison School Initiatives

Interview data from principals at the comparison schools indicated that a wide variety of basal reading programs was used. All but three comparison schools reported having reading specialists or reading coaches to work with both students and teachers. Two of the three without on-site reading specialists were receiving coaching from district reading coaches. The third school without a reading specialist had the principal filling the role due to changes in funding. Unlike coaches in Reading First, reading coaches and specialists in comparison schools spent at least part of their time directly working with students, instead of just teachers.

The most commonly used school reform initiatives adopted by comparison schools were, 1) Success for All (four schools), 2) Cell and Reading Recovery (2 schools), and 3) Early Steps (two schools). Three of the comparison schools reported using no intervention program. Last, all comparison schools, like Reading First schools, used some form of assessment to track students’ progress in reading.

Students Tested and Enrolled in Comparison Schools

As shown in Table 27, a comparison between comparison schools and Reading First schools indicated that 98% (vs. 99%) of first graders, 98% (vs. 99%) of second graders, and 95% (vs. 100%) of third graders were tested on the CRTs. At the time of this report, no data were available for the number of students tested and enrolled on the ITBS for the comparison schools.
Thus, similar high percentages of enrolled students (who met the state’s criterion for continuous enrollment) were tested in Reading First and comparison schools. This indicates that the descriptors of and comparisons made between the two groups of students should be representative. 
Student Achievement in Reading First Schools and Comparison Schools
Outcome data collected for the comparison schools include the results for the Spring 2006 administration of the CRTs in grades 1-3 and the Fall 2005 administration of the ITBS in grade 3 only. Because Reading First and comparison schools could not be matched exactly on a school-by-school basis, and because some schools did not have a large enough enrollment to reliably conduct analyses, the comparisons were made on an aggregated state-wide level.


Table 28 reports the number of students meeting grade-level expectations in reading in the comparison schools. A comparison between comparison schools and Reading First schools indicated that 54% (vs. 55% of Reading First) first graders, 55% (vs. 58% of Reading First) second graders, and 58% (vs. 61%) of third graders, met grade-level expectations on the CRTs. 


Chi-square statistics were calculated to determine if there were significant differences between students meeting grade level expectations on the CRTs and the ITBS for comparison schools and Reading First schools. Results from the chi-square analysis for first grade indicated that no differences were found between Reading First and comparison school students who met the criterion for grade level proficiency on the CRTs (X2 [1, N=2874] = 0.498, p = ns). 


At second grade, there were no significant differences found between students meeting grade level expectations on the CRTs in Reading First and comparison schools (X2 [1, N=2758] = 1.515, p = ns). At third grade, there were no significant differences found between students meeting grade level expectations on the CRTs in Reading First and comparison schools (X2 [1, N=2620] =1.613, p = ns). Thus, even though the percentages of students achieving proficiency are greater for Reading First schools than for comparison schools, and thus in the right direction, the differences between the schools overall were not significant.

Table 29 reports the number of students in the comparison schools underachieving in reading and can be read and calculated as the converse of those meeting grade-level expectations in reading. Tables 29 through 38 provide information on the comparison schools by the number of students meeting grade level expectations broken down by the four risk categories: 1) economically disadvantaged, 2) racial/ethnic group, 3) students with disabilities, and 4) students with limited English proficiency. These tables are reported for information only; no further analyses were conducted.

Table 27 
	Comparison school students tested and enrolled based on CRTs given Spring 2007 and ITBS given Fall 2006



	LEA/District
	School Name
	CRTs Spring 2007
	ITBS Fall 2006*

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3
	Grade 3

	
	
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled
	Tested
	Enrolled

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	45
	46
	55
	55
	46
	46
	40
	Not Available

	Granite
	Arcadia
	97
	98
	84
	84
	93
	94
	97
	

	
	Lincoln
	73
	88
	74
	74
	66
	70
	63
	

	
	Pioneer
	106
	107
	93
	98
	91
	91
	98
	

	
	Pleasant Green
	121
	121
	111
	118
	77
	114
	122
	

	
	Valley Crest
	105
	105
	139
	139
	115
	116
	118
	

	
	Western Hills
	97
	98
	82
	82
	79
	79
	83
	

	Iron
	Escalante
	13
	13
	20
	20
	19
	19
	14
	

	Ogden
	Edison
	68
	68
	72
	74
	66
	67
	68
	

	
	Lynn
	72
	72
	55
	55
	56
	56
	65
	

	
	Smith
	95
	95
	96
	98
	96
	96
	102
	

	Piute
	Circleville
	17
	18
	11
	11
	14
	15
	15
	

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	77
	78
	78
	79
	61
	61
	69
	

	
	Jackson
	90
	90
	78
	84
	78
	87
	76
	

	
	Whittier
	95
	95
	78
	78
	78
	82
	88
	

	Uintah
	Todd
	45
	46
	47
	49
	46
	46
	40
	

	Total
	1216
	1238
	1173
	1198
	1081
	1139
	1158
	


* ITBS results are included in Addendum 1 (see p. 98 of this report).

	Comparison School students meeting grade-level expectations in reading based on CRTs given Spring 2007


	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2006

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	30
	45
	42
	59
	41
	49

	Granite
	Arcadia
	55
	97
	59
	88
	55
	93

	
	Lincoln
	27
	73
	38
	78
	33
	66

	
	Pioneer
	59
	106
	46
	93
	47
	91

	
	Pleasant Green
	84
	126
	57
	111
	39
	77

	
	Valley Crest
	51
	107
	72
	140
	73
	115

	
	Western Hills
	41
	97
	49
	84
	50
	80

	Iron
	Escalante
	12
	15
	18
	20
	13
	19

	Ogden
	Edison
	45
	69
	50
	72
	44
	66

	
	Lynn
	42
	79
	33
	56
	37
	62

	
	Smith
	73
	98
	44
	96
	52
	96

	Piute
	Circleville
	12
	17
	9
	11
	13
	14

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	28
	77
	28
	78
	30
	71

	
	Jackson
	41
	99
	34
	78
	36
	78

	
	Whittier
	51
	96
	53
	78
	50
	78

	Uintah
	Todd
	22
	45
	22
	47
	28
	46

	Total
	673
	1246
	654
	1189
	641
	1101


Table 28
Table 29
	Comparison school students underachieving in reading based on CRTs given Spring 2007


	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring below Grade Level/Proficiency on CRTs Spring 2007

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	15
	45
	17
	59
	8
	49

	Granite
	Arcadia
	42
	97
	29
	88
	38
	93

	
	Lincoln
	46
	73
	40
	78
	33
	66

	
	Pioneer
	47
	106
	47
	93
	44
	91

	
	Pleasant Green
	42
	126
	54
	111
	38
	77

	
	Valley Crest
	56
	107
	68
	140
	42
	115

	
	Western Hills
	56
	97
	35
	84
	30
	80

	Iron
	Escalante
	3
	15
	2
	20
	6
	19

	Ogden
	Edison
	24
	69
	22
	72
	22
	66

	
	Lynn
	37
	79
	23
	56
	25
	62

	
	Smith
	25
	98
	52
	96
	44
	96

	Piute
	Circleville
	5
	17
	2
	11
	1
	14

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	49
	77
	50
	78
	41
	71

	
	Jackson
	58
	99
	44
	78
	42
	78

	
	Whittier
	45
	96
	25
	78
	28
	78

	Uintah
	Todd
	23
	45
	25
	47
	18
	46

	Total
	573
	1246
	535
	1189
	460
	1101


Table 30
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Economically Disadvantaged Students Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	11
	21
	20
	32
	22
	27

	Granite
	Arcadia
	16
	34
	25
	40
	22
	34

	
	Lincoln
	16
	45
	20
	41
	17
	36

	
	Pioneer
	18
	38
	23
	52
	19
	34

	
	Pleasant Green
	38
	59
	24
	56
	20
	34

	
	Valley Crest
	14
	45
	25
	61
	26
	44

	
	Western Hills
	16
	43
	22
	36
	24
	39

	Iron
	Escalante
	7
	10
	12
	14
	9
	14

	Ogden
	Edison
	39
	58
	42
	58
	38
	57

	
	Lynn
	35
	64
	28
	48
	32
	55

	
	Smith
	60
	84
	33
	75
	39
	80

	Piute
	Circleville
	7
	12
	3
	5
	9
	9

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	27
	71
	27
	77
	29
	69

	
	Jackson
	33
	86
	28
	68
	28
	67

	
	Whittier
	23
	68
	33
	54
	24
	51

	Uintah
	Todd
	19
	41
	19
	41
	22
	39

	Total
	379
	779
	384
	758
	380
	689

	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at

Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 1

	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	27
	39
	0
	1
	3
	5
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	38
	58
	0
	1
	10
	27
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	5

	
	Lincoln
	16
	30
	1
	2
	9
	36
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	2

	
	Pioneer
	25
	38
	2
	3
	25
	52
	4
	5
	0
	0
	3
	8

	
	Pleasant Green
	60
	82
	4
	5
	19
	36
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	
	Valley Crest
	24
	40
	2
	5
	11
	39
	12
	17
	0
	3
	2
	3

	
	Western Hills
	22
	44
	0
	0
	16
	47
	1
	2
	0
	1
	2
	3

	Iron
	Escalante
	10
	11
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Ogden
	Edison
	24
	29
	1
	1
	20
	37
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	Lynn
	24
	35
	3
	3
	13
	38
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1

	
	Smith
	22
	30
	0
	0
	49
	65
	1
	2
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Piute
	Circleville
	11
	14
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	6
	10
	0
	2
	17
	58
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	3

	
	Jackson
	12
	22
	3
	7
	21
	60
	3
	5
	1
	2
	1
	3

	
	Whittier
	30
	38
	1
	5
	12
	39
	6
	6
	1
	4
	1
	4

	Uintah
	Todd
	5
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	16
	38
	1
	1

	Total
	356
	526
	17
	35
	227
	545
	34
	46
	23
	58
	16
	36


Table 31 
Table 32
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at

Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 2

	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	38
	52
	1
	2
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	43
	58
	1
	4
	12
	23
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	2

	
	Lincoln
	25
	36
	0
	5
	12
	34
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	1

	
	Pioneer
	20
	33
	1
	1
	11
	42
	6
	6
	1
	2
	7
	9

	
	Pleasant Green
	43
	74
	1
	4
	9
	28
	0
	0
	1
	2
	3
	3

	
	Valley Crest
	30
	50
	2
	2
	19
	57
	12
	18
	1
	1
	8
	11

	
	Western Hills
	27
	44
	1
	2
	18
	34
	0
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2

	Iron
	Escalante
	15
	16
	0
	0
	3
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	Edison
	20
	27
	3
	3
	25
	37
	1
	3
	1
	1
	0
	1

	
	Lynn
	13
	20
	1
	1
	16
	32
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	Smith
	17
	33
	3
	3
	22
	57
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Piute
	Circleville
	9
	9
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	3
	8
	1
	2
	23
	63
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	3

	
	Jackson
	10
	22
	2
	4
	17
	43
	2
	3
	0
	0
	3
	6

	
	Whittier
	28
	38
	4
	5
	14
	27
	5
	5
	2
	2
	0
	0

	Uintah
	Todd
	12
	15
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	9
	31
	1
	1

	Total
	353
	535
	21
	38
	204
	487
	29
	41
	17
	44
	30
	42


Table 33
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), 

                                              Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/

District
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at

Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 3

	
	
	white
	African American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	38
	43
	1
	1
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	40
	60
	1
	2
	10
	23
	2
	3
	0
	1
	2
	4

	
	Lincoln
	17
	30
	0
	0
	12
	29
	1
	3
	3
	4
	0
	0

	
	Pioneer
	23
	40
	1
	1
	17
	31
	3
	9
	2
	2
	1
	8

	
	Pleasant Green
	28
	52
	2
	3
	8
	20
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Valley Crest
	36
	55
	1
	2
	24
	42
	6
	8
	0
	1
	6
	7

	
	Western Hills
	28
	43
	1
	2
	20
	33
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2

	Iron
	Escalante
	9
	13
	0
	0
	4
	6
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	Edison
	14
	21
	3
	4
	23
	37
	4
	4
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Lynn
	16
	28
	0
	0
	19
	32
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	0

	
	Smith
	17
	27
	1
	2
	33
	65
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Piute
	Circleville
	10
	11
	1
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	9
	13
	1
	3
	20
	50
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	2

	
	Jackson
	9
	16
	6
	8
	13
	40
	4
	6
	2
	4
	1
	3

	
	Whittier
	24
	27
	2
	5
	10
	25
	9
	9
	1
	3
	4
	9

	Uintah
	Todd
	8
	8
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	19
	37
	0
	0

	Total
	326
	487
	22
	35
	217
	438
	31
	45
	29
	59
	15
	36


Table 34
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2005 to 2006

Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test

Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students with Disabilities Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	3
	7
	6
	12
	9
	16

	Granite
	Arcadia
	0
	5
	8
	19
	5
	11

	
	Lincoln
	1
	10
	3
	14
	2
	11

	
	Pioneer
	4
	6
	3
	10
	2
	8

	
	Pleasant Green
	2
	7
	1
	13
	4
	16

	
	Valley Crest
	1
	6
	1
	6
	9
	16

	
	Western Hills
	0
	8
	3
	10
	1
	7

	Iron
	Escalante
	0
	1
	2
	4
	2
	4

	Ogden
	Edison
	1
	5
	3
	8
	1
	5

	
	Lynn
	2
	5
	0
	3
	0
	9

	
	Smith
	4
	11
	2
	8
	2
	9

	Piute
	Circleville
	2
	2
	0
	0
	2
	2

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	0
	4
	0
	6
	2
	6

	
	Jackson
	2
	9
	1
	15
	1
	12

	
	Whittier
	3
	5
	2
	8
	7
	14

	Uintah
	Todd
	1
	8
	2
	8
	5
	9

	Total
	26
	99
	37
	144
	54
	155


Table 35
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: Utah State Criterion-Referenced Test
Components Measured: Oral Language, Concepts of Print (First Grade Only), Phonemic Awareness (First Grade Only), Phonics and Spelling, Vocabulary, Comprehension, and Writing. 



	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students with Limited English Proficiency Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 2
	Grade 3

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	8
	21
	12
	21
	4
	16

	
	Lincoln
	9
	32
	12
	29
	7
	26

	
	Pioneer
	20
	46
	14
	42
	8
	28

	
	Pleasant Green
	21
	36
	9
	22
	4
	15

	
	Valley Crest
	21
	54
	32
	75
	6
	26

	
	Western Hills
	14
	41
	13
	28
	9
	22

	Iron
	Escalante
	1
	3
	2
	3
	3
	5

	Ogden
	Edison
	6
	12
	3
	11
	1
	8

	
	Lynn
	4
	16
	7
	16
	3
	8

	
	Smith
	11
	17
	3
	18
	2
	10

	Piute
	Circleville
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	12
	35
	7
	42
	5
	25

	
	Jackson
	13
	40
	7
	30
	6
	29

	
	Whittier
	12
	35
	0
	0
	2
	12

	Uintah
	Todd
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	152
	388
	121
	338
	60
	230


Table 36
	Comparison school students meeting grade-level expectations or underachieving in reading based on ITBS given Fall 2004



	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency on ITBS Fall 2004
	Number of Students Scoring below Grade Level/Proficiency on ITBS Fall 2004

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	9
	40
	25
	40

	Granite
	Arcadia
	43
	94
	30
	94

	
	Lincoln
	33
	60
	13
	60

	
	Pioneer
	30
	97
	45
	97

	
	Pleasant Green
	56
	120
	36
	120

	
	Valley Crest
	37
	118
	52
	118

	
	Western Hills
	28
	83
	28
	83

	Iron
	Escalante
	4
	14
	9
	14

	Ogden
	Edison
	24
	67
	26
	67

	
	Lynn
	25
	65
	25
	65

	
	Smith
	33
	99
	32
	99

	Piute
	Circleville
	1
	14
	8
	14

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	28
	69
	21
	69

	
	Jackson
	43
	71
	14
	71

	
	Whittier
	33
	86
	42
	86

	Uintah
	Todd
	19
	40
	11
	40

	Total
	446
	1137
	417
	1137


Table 37
	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007
Name of Assessment: ITBS

Components Measured:  Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, Environment, Listening 

	LEA/District
	School Name
	Number of Students Scoring at Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	Economic Disadvantage
	Special Education
	Limited English Proficiency

	
	
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total
	Number
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	11
	19
	2
	5
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	9
	36
	2
	10
	2
	16

	
	Lincoln
	8
	35
	0
	9
	1
	21

	
	Pioneer
	12
	32
	0
	7
	5
	25

	
	Pleasant Green
	15
	49
	7
	27
	1
	19

	
	Valley Crest
	16
	46
	5
	15
	2
	25

	
	Western Hills
	8
	40
	0
	9
	1
	20

	Iron
	Escalante
	5
	10
	0
	2
	0
	1

	Ogden
	Edison
	21
	58
	0
	2
	0
	7

	
	Lynn
	21
	56
	0
	10
	1
	9

	
	Smith
	25
	85
	0
	8
	0
	10

	Piute
	Circleville
	4
	9
	0
	1
	0
	1

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	20
	64
	0
	6
	1
	21

	
	Jackson
	10
	61
	1
	4
	0
	25

	
	Whittier
	15
	56
	6
	14
	0
	13

	Uintah
	Todd
	8
	36
	2
	8
	0
	0

	Total
	208
	692
	25
	137
	14
	213


	Comparison school Disaggregated Student Performance Report

School Year 2006 to 2007

Name of Assessment: ITBS

Components Measured:  Word Study Skills, Reading Vocabulary, Reading Comprehension, Language Skills, 

                                              Environment, Listening 

	LEA/

District
	School Name
	Number of Students from Major Racial/Ethnic Groups Scoring at

Grade Level/Proficiency

	
	
	White
	African-American
	Hispanic
	Asian
	American Indian
	Pacific Islander

	
	
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total
	No.
	Total

	Carbon
	Sally Mauro
	24
	36
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Granite
	Arcadia
	21
	60
	1
	2
	5
	23
	1
	3
	0
	1
	2
	5

	
	Lincoln
	6
	28
	0
	2
	6
	26
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	1

	
	Pioneer
	28
	46
	0
	0
	10
	32
	3
	10
	1
	2
	3
	7

	
	Pleasant Green
	28
	86
	1
	4
	7
	25
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	3

	
	Valley Crest
	31
	57
	0
	2
	12
	43
	5
	8
	0
	1
	4
	7

	
	Western Hills
	20
	45
	1
	2
	7
	31
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4

	Iron
	Escalante
	8
	12
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ogden
	Edison
	11
	25
	3
	4
	12
	36
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	Lynn
	13
	31
	0
	0
	11
	31
	0
	0
	1
	3
	0
	0

	
	Smith
	10
	27
	1
	1
	19
	69
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0

	Piute
	Circleville
	6
	11
	1
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Salt Lake City
	Franklin
	5
	13
	1
	2
	15
	47
	0
	1
	0
	4
	0
	2

	
	Jackson
	5
	14
	2
	6
	3
	36
	3
	6
	1
	5
	0
	4

	
	Whittier
	22
	34
	2
	5
	6
	26
	9
	9
	0
	3
	3
	9

	Uintah
	Todd
	6
	9
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	31
	0
	0

	Total
	244
	534
	13
	31
	116
	432
	23
	44
	9
	53
	12
	42


Table 38
F.
Results of Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills

The next set of tables reports the DIBELS data for all students participating in Reading First (i.e., state level) and for each Reading First district (i.e., district level) for the fall, winter, and spring of 2006-2007. Three sets of scores are reported in each table. “Low risk” and “established” refer to those students who are on track and in little danger of reading failure. “Some risk” and “emerging” refer to those students who have mastered some skills but may be in danger of reading failure. “At risk” or “deficit” refers to those students who have mastered few skills and are in the greatest danger for reading failure. 

The first set of numbers in each cell provides the percentage and number of students who are at low risk or established. The second set of numbers in each cell provides the percentage and number of students who are at some risk or emerging. The third set of numbers in each cell provides the percentage and number of students who are at risk or deficit. The data for Reading First at the state level are presented first followed by each district’s data for each grade level. These data can be used to examine trends at a state and district level in the percentage and number of students who meet “benchmarks” (i.e., low risk or established) and the percentage and number of students who need intensive instruction (i.e., at risk or deficit).


The skills assessed on DIBELS are initial sounds fluency, letter naming fluency, phoneme segmentation fluency, nonsense word fluency, and oral reading fluency. Initial sounds fluency measures the ability to quickly and accurately identify and produce initial sounds in words, while phoneme segmentation fluency measures the ability to quickly and accurately segment words into individual phonemes. Initial sounds fluency and phoneme segmentation fluency both measure phonemic awareness. Letter naming fluency assesses ones ability to quickly and accurately name capital and lower case letter. Nonsense word fluency assesses the ability to sound out or read nonsense words comprised mostly of consonant-vowel-consonant (CVC) patterns. Nonsense word fluency assesses decoding (i.e., phonics). Oral reading fluency assesses a child’s ability to quickly and accurately read a passage at grade level and provides an overall indication of reading development. 


Narrative discussions will summarize the results of DIBELS data for the spring only. These data are presented for the state and for Cohorts 1, 2 and 3. For Cohort 1, results from Year 3 will be compared to results from Year 4 and, results from Year 1 will also be compared to results from Year 4. Likewise, data from Cohort 2 are reported and discussed. For Cohort 2, results from Year 3 will be compared to results from Year 4, and results from Year 2 (baseline for Cohort 2) will be compared to results from Year 4. Data for Cohort 3 are reported but not discusses since Year 4 is their baseline year. Following the narrative description of these data, data from each district are reported in separate tables, but not discussed.

	Table 39a                                              Kindergarten: All Reading First Districts

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	48%, 493 (low risk)

25%, 259  (some risk)

27%, 277  (at risk)           
	37%, 382 (low risk)

43%, 453 (some risk)

20%, 209 (at risk)
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	39%, 400 (low risk)

22%, 227 (some risk)

39%, 401 (at risk)
	56%, 593  (low risk)

20%, 206 (some risk)

24%, 246  (at risk)
	56%, 580 (low risk)

21%, 214  (some risk)

23%, 236 (at risk)

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	64%, 667  (low risk)

16%, 163  (some risk)

20%, 215  (at risk)
	82%, 843 (low risk)

13%, 134  (some risk)

5%, 53  (at risk)

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	61.8%, 645 (low risk)

15.6%, 163 (some risk)

 22.6%, 236 (at risk)
	70%, 728 (low risk)

14%, 141 (some risk)

16%, 161 (at risk)


Cohort 1

Cohort 1 has completed four years of the project, with baseline occurring in 2003-04. In kindergarten students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 stayed the same on a phonemic awareness task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in kindergarten improved on the same phonemic awareness task. 


In kindergarten students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 stayed the same on a decoding task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in kindergarten improved on the same decoding task. 

Cohort 2

Cohort 2 has completed three years of the project, with baseline occurring in 2004-05 (Year 2) of the project. In kindergarten students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a phonemic awareness task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in kindergarten also improved on the same phonemic awareness task.

In kindergarten students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a decoding task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in kindergarten also improved on the same decoding task.

Figure 1a: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (Established)

[image: image1.emf]Kindergarten: Cohort 1

Yr1

Yr1

Yr2

Yr2 Yr3

Yr3

Yr4

Yr4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

PSF NWF

% Established


Figure 1b: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (at risk)
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	Table 39b                               Kindergarten: All Reading First Districts 

                                                    Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	KINDER.
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter 
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	34%, 49 (low risk)

24%, 35 (some risk)

42%, 61 (at risk)    
	%,   (low risk) *
%,  (some risk)

%,   (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	34%, 49 (low risk)

23%, 33 (some risk)

43%, 64 (at risk)
	64%, 103 (low risk)

14%, 22 (some risk)

22%, 36  (at risk)
	59%, 95 (low risk)

17%, 27 (some risk)

24%, 38 (at risk)

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	56%, 90 (low risk)

28%, 45 (some risk)

16%, 26 (at risk)
	74%, 119 (low risk)

18%, 29 (some risk)

8%, 12 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	66%, 106 (low ri sk)

16%, 26 (some risk)

18%, 29 (at risk)
	77%, 123 (low risk)

12%, 19 (some risk)

11%, 18 (at risk)



* Tests not taken
Figure 2a: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (Established)
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Figure 2b: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (at risk)
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	Table 39c                               Kindergarten: All Reading First Districts 

                                                    Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

	KINDER.
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	52%, 118 (low risk)

23%, 51 (some risk)

25%, 55 (at risk)    
	47%, 111  (low risk)

32%, 76 (some risk)

20%, 47  (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	55%, 123 (low risk)

19%, 42 (some risk)

26%, 59 (at risk)
	64%, 151 (low risk)

16%, 37 (some risk)

20%, 46  (at risk)
	67%, 154 (low risk)

16%, 38 (some risk)

17%, 39 (at risk)

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	65%, 152 (low risk)

9%, 22 (some risk)

26%, 60 (at risk)
	84%, 195 (low risk)

9%, 22 (some risk)

6%, 14 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	67%,156 (low risk)

8%,19 (some risk)

25%,59 (at risk)
	73%, 169 (low risk)

13%, 30 (some risk)

14%, 32 (at risk)


	Table 40                                                             Kindergarten: Duchesne

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	65%, 109 (low risk)

21%, 36 (some risk)

14%, 23 (at risk)    
	48%, 83  (low risk)

45%, 78 (some risk)

7%, 12  (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	52%, 88 (low risk)

27%, 45 (some risk)

21%, 35 (at risk)    
	54%, 94 (low risk)

20%, 35 (some risk)

25%, 44 (at risk)
	57%, 99 (low risk)

19%, 32 (some risk)

24%, 41 (at risk)

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	72%, 124 (low risk)

20%, 35 (some risk)

8%, 14 (at risk)
	89%, 153  (low risk)

10%, 17 (some risk)

1%, 2  (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	66.47%, 115 (low risk)

21.8%, 36 (some risk)

12.7%, 22 (at risk)
	76.5%, 132 (low risk)

14.5%, 25 (some risk)

9%, 15 (at risk)


Figure 3a: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (Established)
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Figure 3b: Cross-Year Kindergarten DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (at risk)

[image: image6.emf]Kindergarten: Cohort 3

Yr4

Yr4

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

PSF NWF

% At-risk


	Table 41                                                             Kindergarten: Granite

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	45%, 132 (low risk)

26%, 77 (some risk)

28%, 83 (at risk)    
	27%, 81 (low risk)

47%, 139 (some risk)

27%, 81 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	 41%, 120 (low risk)

22%, 65 (some risk)

37%, 107 (at risk)    
	55%, 165 (low risk)

22%, 67 (some risk)

23%, 69 (at risk)    
	51%, 151 (low risk)

24%, 73 (some risk)

25%, 74 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	51%, 155 (low risk)

17%, 50 (some risk)

32%, 96 (at risk)    
	75%, 223 (low risk)

18%, 54 (some risk)

7%, 21 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	52.16%, 157 (low risk)

19.93%, 60 (some risk)

27.9%, 84 (at risk)
	64%, 188 (low risk)

18%, 55 (some risk)

18%, 55 (at risk)    


	Table 42                                                       Kindergarten: North Sanpete

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	65%, 73 (low risk)

15%, 17 (some risk)

20%, 23 (at risk)    
	61%, 70 (low risk)

35%, 40 (some risk)

4%, 5 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	45%, 51 (low risk)

29%, 33 (some risk)

26%, 29 (at risk)    
	73%, 84 (low risk)

15%, 17(some risk)

12%, 14 (at risk)    
	75%, 85 (low risk)

13%, 15 (some risk)

13%, 15 (at risk)       

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	92%, 105 (low risk)

4%, 5 (some risk)

4%, 5 (at risk)    
	97%,112 (low risk)

2%, 2 (some risk)

1%,1 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	84%, 97 (low risk)

9%, 10 (some risk)

7%, 8 (at risk)    
	90%, 103 (low risk)

6%, 7 (some risk)

4%, 5 (at risk)    


	Table 43                                                              Kindergarten: Ogden

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	41%, 128 (low risk)

26%, 79 (some risk)

33%, 102 (at risk)    
	32%, 96 (low risk)

40%, 121 (some risk)

28%, 85 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	28%, 87 (low risk)

17%, 51 (some risk)

55%, 170 (at risk)    
	47%, 141 (low risk)

22%, 66 (some risk)

31%, 95 (at risk)    
	53%, 152 (low risk)

20%, 58 (some risk)

27%, 78 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	60%,181 (low risk)

13%, 40 (some risk)

27%, 81 (at risk)    
	77%, 223 (low risk)

15%, 42 (some risk)

8%, 23 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	55.5%, 167 (low risk)

12%, 36 (some risk)

32.5%, 98 (at risk)    
	68%, 195 (low risk)

10%, 30 (some risk)

22%, 63 (at risk)    


	Table 44                                                           Kindergarten: Salt Lake

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	34%, 30 (low risk)

31%, 28 (some risk)

35%, 31 (at risk)    
	21%, 19 (low risk)

57%, 51 (some risk)

22%, 20 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	33%, 29 (low risk)

18%, 16 (some risk)

49%, 44 (at risk)    
	68%, 62 (low risk)

12%, 11 (some risk)

20%, 18 (at risk)    
	47%, 44 (low risk)

26.5%, 25 (some risk)

26.5%, 25 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	52%, 47 (low risk)

32%, 29 (some risk)

16%, 15 (at risk)    
	74%, 69 (low risk)

20%, 19 (some risk)

6%, 6 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	61.5%, 56 (low risk)

15.38%, 14 (some risk)

23%, 21 (at risk)    
	52%, 48 (low risk)

24%, 23 (some risk)

24%, 23 (at risk)    


	Table 45                                                            Kindergarten: San Juan

	KINDER.
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	36%, 21 (low risk)

38%, 22 (some risk)

26%, 15 (at risk)    
	52%, 33 (low risk)

38%, 24 (some risk)

10%, 6 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	43%, 25 (low risk)

29%, 17 (some risk)

28%, 16 (at risk)    
	75%, 47 (low risk)

15%, 10 (some risk)

10%, 6 (at risk)    
	78%, 49 (low risk)

17%, 11 (some risk)

5%, 3 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	88%, 55 (low risk)

6%, 4 (some risk)

6%, 4 (at risk)    
	100%, 63 (low risk)

0%, 0 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	84%, 53 (low risk)

11%, 7 (some risk)

5%, 3 (at risk)    
	98.5%, 62 (low risk)

1.5%, 1 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    


	Table 46                                                            Kindergarten: Salt Lake

	KINDER.
	Cohort 2 Year 3 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	34%, 49 (low risk)

24%, 35(some risk)

42%, 61 (at risk)    
	%,  (low risk)

%,  (some risk)

%,  (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	34%, 49 (low risk)

23%, 33 (some risk)

43%, 64 (at risk)    
	64%, 103 (low risk)

14%, 22 (some risk)

22%, 36 (at risk)    
	59%, 95 (low risk)

17%, 27 (some risk)

24%, 38 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	53%, 90 (low risk)

28%, 45 (some risk)

16%, 26 (at risk)    
	74%, 119 (low risk)

18%, 29 (some risk)

8%, 12 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	66%, 106 (low risk)

16%, 26 (some risk)

18%, 29 (at risk)    
	77%, 123 (low risk)

12%, 19 (some risk)

11%, 18 (at risk)    


	Table 47                                                            Kindergarten: Granite

	KINDER.
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	38%, 32 (low risk)

34%, 28 (some risk)

28%, 23 (at risk)    
	10%, 9 (low risk)

47%, 41 (some risk)

43%, 38 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	33%, 28 (low risk)

30%, 25 (some risk)

36%, 30 (at risk)    
	36%, 32 (low risk)

27%, 24 (some risk)

36%, 32 (at risk)    
	46%, 39 (low risk)

18%, 15 (some risk)

36%, 30 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	33%, 29 (low risk)

12%, 11 (some risk)

54%, 48 (at risk)    
	62%, 52 (low risk)

23%, 19  (some risk)

15%, 13 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	26%, 23 (low risk)

17%, 15 (some risk)

57%, 50 (at risk)    
	37%, 31 (low risk)

28%, 24 (some risk)

34%, 29 (at risk)    


	Table 48                                                            Kindergarten: San Juan

	KINDER.
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	57%, 45 (low risk)

17%, 13 (some risk)

26%, 20 (at risk)    
	63%, 50 (low risk)

32%, 25 (some risk)

5%, 4 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	70%, 55 (low risk)

10%, 8 (some risk)

19%, 15 (at risk)    
	82%, 65 (low risk)

14%, 11 (some risk)

4%, 3 (at risk)    
	76%, 60 (low risk)

20%, 16 (some risk)

4%, 3 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	92%, 73 (low risk)

5%,  4(some risk)

3%, 2 (at risk)    
	99%, 78 (low risk)

0%,0  (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	98%, 78 (low risk)

0%, 0 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    
	97%, 77 (low risk)

1%, 1 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    


	Table 49                                                            Kindergarten: Carbon

	KINDER.
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Initial Sound 

Fluency 
	66%, 41 (low risk)

16%, 10 (some risk)

18%, 11 (at risk)    
	77%, 51 (low risk)

15%, 10 (some risk)

8%, 5 (at risk)    
	

	Letter Naming 

Fluency 
	64%, 40 (low risk)

13%, 8 (some risk)

22%, 14 (at risk)    
	82%, 54 (low risk)

3%, 2 (some risk)

15%, 10 (at risk)    
	82%, 55 (low risk)

10%, 7 (some risk)

7%, 5 (at risk)    

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency 
	
	74%, 49 (low risk)

11%, 7 (some risk)

15%, 10 (at risk)    
	97%, 65 (low risk)

3%, 2 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	
	83%, 55 (low risk)

6%, 4 (some risk)

11%, 7 (at risk)    
	91%, 61 (low risk)

7%, 5 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    


	Table 50a                                                    Grade 1: All Reading First Districts

                               Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

	GRADE 1
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	60%, 596 (low risk)

22%, 220 (some risk)

18%, 181 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	80%, 799 (low risk)

14%, 135 (some risk)

6%, 63 (at risk)    
	92%, 942 (low risk)

5%, 51 (some risk)

3%, 26 (at risk)    
	97%, 971 (low risk)

3%, 34 (some risk)

0%, 10(at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	70%, 699 (low risk)

16%, 162 (some risk)

14%, 136 (at risk)    
	70%, 713 (low risk)

25%, 253 (some risk)

5%, 53 (at risk)    
	83%, 837 (low risk)

14%, 146 (some risk)

3%, 33 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	57%, 583 (low risk)

31%, 311 (some risk)

12%, 125 (at risk)    
	64%, 656 (low risk)

21%, 211 (some risk)

15%, 148 (at risk)    


Cohort 1

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a phonemic awareness task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same phonemic awareness task. 

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a decoding task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same decoding task.

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same oral reading fluency task.

Figure 4a: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (Established)
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Figure 4b: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (at risk)
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	Table 50b                                             Grade 1: All Reading First Districts 

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	GRADE 1
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	53%, 85 (low risk)

17%, 27 (some risk)

30%, 47 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	51%, 81 (low risk)

32%, 51 (some risk)

17%, 27 (at risk)    
	80%, 135 (low risk)

13%, 22 (some risk)

7%, 12 (at risk)    
	91%, 153 (low risk)

7%, 12 (some risk)

2%, 3 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	61%, 97 (low risk)

16%, 26 (some risk)

23%, 36 (at risk)    
	57%, 96 (low risk)

25%, 42 (some risk)

18%, 31 (at risk)    
	70%, 117(low risk)

23%, 38 (some risk)

8%, 13 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	44%, 74 (low risk)

29%, 49 (some risk)

27%, 46 (at risk)    
	48%, 81 (low risk)

23%, 38 (some risk)

             29%, 49 (at risk)    


Cohort 2

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a phonemic awareness task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same phonemic awareness task. 

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on a decoding task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same decoding task.

In first grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in first grade also improved on the same oral reading fluency task.

Figure 5a: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (Established)
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Figure 5b: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (at risk)
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	Table 50c                                             Grade 1: All Reading First Districts 

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

	GRADE 1
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	63%, 164 (low risk)

23%, 60 (some risk)

14%, 37 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	78%, 204 (low risk)

16%, 42 (some risk)

6%, 15 (at risk)    
	95%, 252 (low risk)

4%, 12 (some risk)

0%, 1 (at risk)    
	96%, 253 (low risk)

3%, 9 (some risk)

0%, 2 (at risk)      

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	71%, 186 (low risk)

15%, 40 (some risk)

13%, 35 (at risk)    
	58%, 153 (low risk)

34%, 91 (some risk)

8%, 21 (at risk)    
	83%, 220 (low risk)

13%, 35 (some risk)

3%, 9 (at risk)      

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	49%, 131 (low risk)

38%, 102 (some risk)

12%, 32 (at risk)    
	61%, 161 (low risk)

23%, 61 (some risk)

16%, 42 (at risk)


Figure 6a: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (Established)
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Figure 6b: Cross-Year Grade 1 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (at risk)
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	Table 51                                                                Grade 1: Duchesne

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	62%, 95 (low risk)

22%, 34 (some risk)

16%, 25 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	94%, 145 (low risk)

5%, 7 (some risk)

1%, 2 (at risk)    
	97%, 156 (low risk)

3%, 5 (some risk)

0%, 1 (at risk)    
	98%, 158 (low risk)

2%, 3 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	72%, 110 (low risk)

14%, 22 (some risk)

14%, 22 (at risk)    
	84%, 135 (low risk)

12%, 20 (some risk)

4%, 7 (at risk)    
	 93%, 146 (low risk)

7%, 14 (some risk)

0%, 1 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	63%, 103 (low risk)

33%, 51 (some risk)

4%, 8 (at risk)    
	82%, 132 (low risk)

12%, 19 (some risk)

6%, 10 (at risk)    


	Table 52                                                                 Grade 1: Granite

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	58%, 174 (low risk)

25%, 73 (some risk)

17%, 50 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	74%, 220 (low risk)

18%, 53 (some risk)

8%, 24 (at risk)    
	91%, 279 (low risk)

5%, 16 (some risk)

4%, 12 (at risk)    
	94%, 295 (low risk)

4%, 13 (some risk)

2%, 5 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	67%, 199 (low risk)

19%, 56 (some risk)

14%, 42 (at risk)    
	65%, 200 (low risk)

30%, 92 (some risk)

5%, 15 (at risk)    
	80%, 249 (low risk)

16%, 50 (some risk)

4%, 14 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	64%, 196 (low risk)

24%, 73 (some risk)

12%, 38 (at risk)    
	69%, 215 (low risk)

17%, 53 (some risk)

14%, 45 (at risk)    


	Table 53                                                            Grade 1: North Sanpete

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	78%, 77 (low risk)

14%, 14 (some risk)

8%, 8 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	94%, 93 (low risk)

6%, 6 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	97%, 99 (low risk)

3%, 3 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	98%, 101 (low risk)

2%, 2 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	86%, 85 (low risk)

12%, 12 (some risk)

2%, 2 (at risk)    
	83%, 85 (low risk)

17%, 17 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	90%, 93 (low risk)

10%,10 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	81%, 82 (low risk)

19%,19 (some risk)

0%,1 (at risk)    
	80%, 83 (low risk)

16%, 16 (some risk)

4%, 4 (at risk)    


	Table 54                                                                Grade 1: Ogden

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	54%, 167 (low risk)

21%, 66 (some risk)

25%, 77 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	77%, 238 (low risk)

14%, 44 (some risk)

9%, 28 (at risk)    
	89%, 271 (low risk)

7%, 22 (some risk)

4%, 12 (at risk)    
	94%, 280 (low risk)

5%, 10 (some risk)

1%, 4 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	67%, 208 (low risk)

16%, 49 (some risk)

17%, 53 (at risk)    
	63%, 193 (low risk)

29%, 88 (some risk)

8%, 24 (at risk)    
	77%, 225 (low risk)

19%, 57 (some risk)

4%, 12 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	40%, 123 (low risk)

41%, 124 (some risk)

19%, 58 (at risk)    
	53%, 155 (low risk)

24%, 70 (some risk)

23%, 69 (at risk)    


	Table 55                                                         Grade 1: Salt Lake City

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	51%, 43 (low risk)

25%, 21 (some risk)

24%, 20 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	66%, 56 (low risk)

23%, 19 (some risk)

11%, 9 (at risk)    
	93%, 82 (low risk)

6%, 4 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    
	92%, 80 (low risk)

7%, 6 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	60%, 50 (low risk)

21%, 18 (some risk)

19%, 16 (at risk)    
	61%, 53 (low risk)

31%, 27 (some risk)

8%, 7 (at risk)    
	79%, 69 (low risk)

15%, 13 (some risk)

6%, 5 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	42%, 37 (low risk)

37%, 32 (some risk)

21%, 18 (at risk)    
	41%, 36 (low risk)

39%, 34 (some risk)

20%, 17 (at risk)    


	Table 56                                                               Grade 1: San Juan

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	75%, 40 (low risk)

23%, 12 (some risk)

2%, 1 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	89%, 47 (low risk)

11%, 6 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	98%, 55 (low risk)

2%, 1 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	100%, 57 (low risk)

0%, 0 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	89%, 47 (low risk)

9%, 5 (some risk)

2%, 1 (at risk)    
	84%, 47 (low risk)

16%, 9 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	95%, 55 (low risk)

3%, 2 (some risk)

2%, 1 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	75%, 42 (low risk)

21%, 12 (some risk)

4%, 2 (at risk)    
	62%, 35 (low risk)

33%, 19 (some risk)

5%, 3 (at risk)    


	Table 57                                                               Grade 1: Salt Lake

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 2 Year 3 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	53%, 85 (low risk)

17%, 27 (some risk)

30%, 47 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	51%, 81 (low risk)

32%, 51 (some risk)

17%, 27 (at risk)    
	80%, 135 (low risk)

13%, 22 (some risk)

7%, 12 (at risk)    
	91%, 153 (low risk)

7%, 12 (some risk)

2%, 3 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	61%, 97 (low risk)

16%, 26 (some risk)

23%, 36 (at risk)    
	57%, 96 (low risk)

25%, 42 (some risk)

18%, 31 (at risk)    
	70%, 117 (low risk)

23%, 38 (some risk)

8%, 13 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	44%, 74 (low risk)

29%, 49 (some risk)

27%, 46 (at risk)    
	48%, 81 (low risk)

23%, 38 (some risk)

29%, 49 (at risk)    


	Table 58                                                              Grade 1: Granite

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	48%, 45 (low risk)

31%, 29 (some risk)

21%, 20 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	59%, 56 (low risk)

29%, 27 (some risk)

12%, 11 (at risk)    
	90%, 89 (low risk)

8%, 8 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    
	94%, 91 (low risk)

4%, 4 (some risk)

2%, 2 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	46%, 43 (low risk)

29%, 27 (some risk)

25%, 24 (at risk)    
	40%, 39 (low risk)

47%, 46 (some risk)

13%, 13 (at risk)    
	79%, 77 (low risk)

15%, 15 (some risk)

5%, 5 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	22%, 22 (low risk)

57%, 56 (some risk)

20%, 20 (at risk)    
	55%, 53 (low risk)

22%, 22(some risk)

22%, 22 (at risk)    


	Table 59                                                              Grade 1: San Juan

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	79%, 70 (low risk)

11%, 10 (some risk)

9%, 8 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	96%, 85 (low risk)

2%, 2 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    
	99%, 87 (low risk)

1%, 1 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	99%, 87 (low risk)

1%, 1 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	94%, 83 (low risk)

1%, 1 (some risk)

4%, 4 (at risk)    
	83%, 73 (low risk)

15%, 13 (some risk)

2%, 2  (at risk)    
	98%, 86(low risk)

1%, 1 (some risk)

1%, 1 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	84%, 74 (low risk)

14%, 12 (some risk)

2%, 2 (at risk)    
	83%, 73 (low risk)

12%, 11 (some risk)

4%, 4 (at risk)    


	Table 60                                                              Grade 1: Carbon

	GRADE 1
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Letter Naming

Fluency
	62%, 49 (low risk)

26%, 21 (some risk)

11%, 9 (at risk)    
	
	

	Phoneme Segmentation Fluency
	80%, 63 (low risk)

16%, 13 (some risk)

3%, 3 (at risk)    
	96%, 76 (low risk)

3%, 3 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	95%, 75 (low risk)

5%, 4 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	76%, 60 (low risk)

15%, 12 (some risk)

9%, 7 (at risk)    
	52%, 41 (low risk)

40%, 32 (some risk)

7%, 6 (at risk)    
	72%, 57 (low risk)

24%, 19 (some risk)

3%, 3 (at risk)    

	Oral Reading Fluency
	
	44%, 35 (low risk)

43%, 34 (some risk)

13%, 10 (at risk)    
	44%, 35 (low risk)

35%, 28 (some risk)

20%, 16 (at risk)    


	Table 61a:                                                      All Reading First Districts

                              Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 1)

	GRADE 2
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	69%, 630 (low risk)

24%, 218 (some risk)

7%, 68 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	50%, 454 (low risk)

23%, 212 (some risk)

27%, 249 (at risk)    
	54%, 498 (low risk)

15%, 137 (some risk)

31%, 283 (at risk)    
	49%, 450 (low risk)

17%, 154 (some risk)

34%, 307 (at risk)    


Cohort 1

In second grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in second grade also improved on the same oral reading fluency task.

Figure 7a: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (Established)
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Figure 7b: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (at risk)
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	Table 61b                                              Grade 2: All Reading First Districts 

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	GRADE 2
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	53%, 80 (low risk)

26%, 40 (some risk)

21%, 31 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	38%, 57 (low risk)

21%, 32 (some risk)

41%, 61 (at risk)    
	41%, 66 (low risk)

14%, 23 (some risk)

44%, 71 (at risk)    
	33%, 53 (low risk)

15%, 24 (some risk)

53%, 86 (at risk)    


Cohort 2

In second grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 declined on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in second grade have not improved on the same oral reading fluency task.

Figure 8a: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (Established)
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Figure 8b: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (at risk)
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	Table 61c                                          Grade 2: All Reading First Districts 

Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

	GRADE 2
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	69%, 174 (low risk)

26%, 60 (some risk)

7%, 17 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	47%, 119 (low risk)

27%, 69 (some risk)

25%, 64 (at risk)    
	52%, 139 (low risk)

17%, 45 (some risk)

31%, 83 (at risk)    
	47%, 124 (low risk)

19%, 51 (some risk)

34%, 89 (at risk)    


Figure 9a: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (Established)
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Figure 9b: Cross-Year Grade 2 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (at risk)
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	Table 62                                                               Grade 2: Duchesne

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	73%, 120 (low risk)

20%, 34 (some risk)

7%, 12 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	55%, 91 (low risk)

26%, 43 (some risk)

19%, 32 (at risk)    
	62%, 106 (low risk)

15%, 25 (some risk)

23%, 39 (at risk)    
	58%, 99 (low risk)

17%, 29 (some risk)

25%, 43 (at risk)    


	Table 63                                                               Grade 2: Granite

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	72%, 205 (low risk)

23%, 64 (some risk)

5%, 15 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	54%, 154 (low risk)

23%, 64 (some risk)

23%, 66 (at risk)    
	58%, 167 (low risk)

16%, 46 (some risk)

26%, 77 (at risk)    
	50%, 142 (low risk)

20%, 59 (some risk)

30%, 88 (at risk)    


	Table 64                                                           Grade 2: North Sanpete

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	83%, 38 (low risk)

17%, 8 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	76%, 35 (low risk)

15%, 7 (some risk)

9%, 4 (at risk)    
	76%, 35 (low risk)

13%, 6 (some risk)

11%, 5 (at risk)    
	73%, 34 (low risk)

7%, 3 (some risk)

20%, 9 (at risk)    


	Table 65                                                                Grade 2: Ogden

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	66%, 196 (low risk)

26%, 76 (some risk)

8%, 23 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	41%, 120 (low risk)

22%, 65 (some risk)

37%,109  (at risk)    
	46%, 134 (low risk)

14%, 39(some risk)

40%,114  (at risk)    
	46%, 127 (low risk)

16%, 44  (some risk)

38%, 107 (at risk)    


	Table 66                                                         Grade 2: Salt Lake City

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	49%, 39 (low risk)

31%, 25 (some risk)

20%,16  (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	37%, 30  (low risk)

29%, 23 (some risk)

34%, 27  (at risk)    
	46%, 37 (low risk)

15%, 12 (some risk)

39%, 31 (at risk)    
	37%, 30 (low risk)

12%, 10 (some risk)

51%, 42 (at risk)    


	Table 67                                                              Grade 2: San Juan

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	72%, 32 (low risk)

24%, 11 (some risk)

4%, 2 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	54%, 24 (low risk)

22%, 10 (some risk)

24%, 11 (at risk)    
	42%, 19 (low risk)

20%, 9 (some risk)

38%, 17 (at risk)    
	40%, 18 (low risk)

20%, 9 (some risk)

40%, 18 (at risk)    


	Table 68                                                        Grade 2: Salt Lake

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	GRADE 2
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	53%, 80 (low risk)

26%, 40 (some risk)

21%, 31 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	38%, 57 (low risk)

21%, 32 (some risk)

41%, 61 (at risk)    
	41%, 66 (low risk)

14%, 23 (some risk)

44%, 71 (at risk)    
	33%, 53 (low risk)

15%, 24 (some risk)

53%, 86 (at risk)    


	Table 69                                                              Grade 2: Granite

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	58%, 50 (low risk)

28%, 24  (some risk)

14%, 12(at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	29%, 25 (low risk)

34%, 30 (some risk)

37%, 32 (at risk)    
	36%, 34 (low risk)

18%, 17 (some risk)

46%, 44 (at risk)    
	31%, 29 (low risk)

21%, 20 (some risk)

48%, 45 (at risk)    


	Table 70                                                              Grade 2: San Juan

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	87%, 75 (low risk)

13%, 11 (some risk)

0%, 0 (at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	66%, 57 (low risk)

22%, 19 (some risk)

12%, 10 (at risk)    
	71%, 61 (low risk)

10%, 9 (some risk)

19%, 16 (at risk)    
	67%, 58 (low risk)

14%, 12 (some risk)

19%, 16 (at risk)    


	Table 71                                                              Grade 2: Carbon

	GRADE 2
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Nonsense Word Fluency
	62%, 49 (low risk)

32%, 25 (some risk)

6%, 5(at risk)    
	
	

	Oral Reading 

Fluency
	47%, 37 (low risk)

25%,20  (some risk)

28%, 22 (at risk)    
	51%, 43 (low risk)

22%, 19 (some risk)

27%, 23 (at risk)    
	43%, 36 (low risk)

23%, 19 (some risk)

34%,28  (at risk)    


	Table 72a                                                  Grade 3: All Reading First Districts

                           Cohort 1 (Implementation Year 4)

	GRADE 3
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	45%, 393 (low risk)

27%, 229 (some risk)

28%, 237 (at risk)    
	44%, 386 (low risk)

28%, 240 (some risk)

28%, 242 (at risk)    
	47%, 407 (low risk)

31%, 273 (some risk)

22%, 188 (at risk)    


Cohort 1


In third grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 improved on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 1 to Year 4 students’ scores in third grade also improved on the same oral reading fluency task.


Figure 10a: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (Established)
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Figure 10b: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 1 (at risk)
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	Table 72b                                             Grade 3: All Reading First Districts 

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	GRADE 3
	Year 3 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	42%, 69 (low risk)

25%, 41 (some risk)

33%, 54 (at risk)    
	40%, 69 (low risk)

27%, 46 (some risk)

33%, 56 (at risk)    
	43%, 73 (low risk)

27%, 46 (some risk)

30%, 50 (at risk)    


Cohort 2

In third grade students scores from Year 3 to Year 4 decreased on an oral reading fluency task. From Year 2 to Year 4 students’ scores in third grade have also decreased on the same oral reading fluency task.

Figure 11a: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (Established)
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Figure 11b: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 2 (at risk)
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	Table 72c                                               Grade 3: All Reading First Districts

                           Cohort 3 (Implementation Year 1)

	GRADE 3
	Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	45%, 115 (low risk)

22%, 57 (some risk)

32%, 82 (at risk)    
	45%, 115 (low risk)

24%, 63 (some risk)

31%, 79 (at risk)    
	42%, 109 (low risk)

30%, 76 (some risk)

28%, 71 (at risk)    


Figure 12a: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (Established)
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Figure 12b: Cross-Year Grade 3 DIBELS Performance for Cohort 3 (at risk)
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	Table 73                                                                Grade 3: Duchesne

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	56%, 71 (low risk)

24%, 30 (some risk)

20%, 26 (at risk)    
	53%, 69 (low risk)

29%, 37 (some risk)

18%, 23 (at risk)    
	57%, 74 (low risk)

34%, 44 (some risk)

9%, 12 (at risk)    


	Table 74                                                                Grade 3: Granite

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	50%, 108 (low risk)

27%, 60 (some risk)

23%, 51 (at risk)   
	52%, 115 (low risk)

25%, 57 (some risk)

23%, 52 (at risk)   
	51%, 115 (low risk)

31%, 69 (some risk)

18%, 41 (at risk)   


	Table 75                                                           Grade 3: North Sanpete

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2006)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	53%, 42 (low risk)

27%, 21 (some risk)

20%, 16 (at risk)   
	54%, 44 (low risk)

30%, 25 (some risk)

16%, 13 (at risk)   
	53%, 44 (low risk)

35%, 29 (some risk)

12%, 10 (at risk)   


	Table 76                                                                Grade 3: Ogden

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	41%, 121 (low risk)

27%, 78 (some risk)

32%, 93 (at risk)   
	38%, 109 (low risk)

27%, 78 (some risk)

35%, 100 (at risk)   
	42%, 122 (low risk)

29%, 81 (some risk)

29%, 81 (at risk)   


	Table 77                                                         Grade 3: Salt Lake City

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	40%, 33 (low risk)

22%, 18 (some risk)

38%, 31 (at risk)   
	33%, 29 (low risk)

26%, 22 (some risk)

41%, 35 (at risk)   
	37%, 31 (low risk)

28%, 24 (some risk)

35%, 30 (at risk)   


	Table 78                                                               Grade 3: San Juan

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 1 Year 4 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	30%, 18 (low risk)

37%, 22 (some risk)

33%, 20 (at risk)   
	33%, 20 (low risk)

35%, 21 (some risk)

32%, 19 (at risk)   
	34%, 21 (low risk)

43%, 26 (some risk)

23%, 14 (at risk)   


	Table 79                                                         Grade 3: Salt Lake

Cohort 2 (Implementation Year 3)

	GRADE 3
	Year 3 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	42%, 69 (low risk)

25%, 41 (some risk)

33%, 54 (at risk)    
	40%, 69 (low risk)

27%, 46 (some risk)

33%, 56 (at risk)    
	43%, 73 (low risk)

27%, 46 (some risk)

30%, 50 (at risk)    


	Table 80                                                               Grade 3: Granite

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	29%, 29 (low risk)

26%, 26 (some risk)

44%, 44 (at risk)   
	26%, 26 (low risk)

30%, 30 (some risk)

43%, 43 (at risk)   
	26%, 26 (low risk)

34%, 33 (some risk)

40%, 39 (at risk)   


	Table 81                                                               Grade 3: San Juan

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	61%, 51 (low risk)

24%, 20 (some risk)

14%, 12 (at risk)   
	67%, 56 (low risk)

20%, 17 (some risk)

13%, 11 (at risk)   
	67%, 56 (low risk)

19%,16  (some risk)

14%, 12  (at risk)   


	Table 82                                                               Grade 3: Carbon

	GRADE 3
	Cohort 3 Year 1 (2006-2007)

	
	Fall 
	Winter
	Spring

	Oral Reading

Fluency
	49%, 35 (low risk)

15%, 11 (some risk)

36%, 26(at risk)   
	44%, 33 (low risk)

22%, 16 (some risk)

34%, 25 (at risk)   
	36%, 27  (low risk)

36%, 27 (some risk)

27%, 20 (at risk)   



DIBELS data indicated that, for Cohort 1, at every grade but kindergarten, the percentage of students reaching benchmark was higher between Year 3 and Year 4 for each task (1st grade includes a phonemic awareness, decoding, and oral reading fluency task; 2nd and 3rd grades include an oral reading fluency task). For Cohort 1 at kindergarten, there was no change indicated on the DIBELS tasks (kindergarten includes a phonemic awareness task and a decoding task). Comparing progress on DIBELS for Cohort 1 from the beginning of the project (Year 1) to Year 4 there has been an increase of the percentage of students reaching benchmark at each grade level (kindergarten through grade 3) on every DIBELS task. Overall, it can be said that Cohort 1 has had good results since their first year in Reading First. 

DIBELS data indicated that, for Cohort 2, in kindergarten and first grade, the percentage of students reaching benchmark was higher between Year 3 and Year 4 for each task (kindergarten includes a phonemic awareness and a decoding task, first grade includes a phonemic awareness, decoding, and oral reading fluency task). For Cohort 2, at second and third grades, the percentage of students reaching benchmark decreased between Year 3 and Year 4 on an oral reading fluency task. Comparing progress for Cohort 2 from the beginning of the project (Year 2) to Year 4 there has been an increase in the number of students reaching benchmark for kindergarten on a phonemic awareness and decoding task, and an increase in the number of students reaching benchmark in grade 1 on a phonemic awareness, decoding, and an oral reading fluency task. During this same time period, for grade 2 there has been no difference in the number of students reaching benchmark on oral reading fluency. For grade 3 during this time period the number of students reaching benchmark has actually declined on an oral reading fluency task compared to where they started three years ago. Overall, it can be said that Cohort 2 has had mixed results, depending on the grade since their first year in Reading First with kindergarten and first grade performing better than second and third grades.
G. Students Referred for Special Education


Table 83 shows the number of students referred for special education during the four years of the project. The trends in the data are inconsistent with some districts reporting a decrease and some reporting an increase. For the first two years of the project it is unclear how well these data represent the actual number of students referred since schools did not have a mechanism for tracking these data. Efforts to obtain these data were more systematic in year three with districts updating this information monthly. However, in Year 4, districts and schools consistently had difficulty reporting the data. Therefore, it is difficult to make comparisons across the years of the project and to draw any reliable conclusions.
Table 83
	Reading First Disaggregated Student Performance Report

	School Year 2006 to 2007

	LEA/District
	 
	Rate of Referral to Special Education

	
	 
	

	
	School Name
	Percentage

	
	 
	03-04
	04-05
	05-06
	06-07

	Carbon
	Peterson
	3.80%
	4.80%
	2.60%
	1.47%

	
	Wellington
	2.40%
	4.20%
	0.90%
	4.95%

	Duchesne
	East
	2.40%
	4.70%
	0.60%
	 1.84%

	Granite


	David Gourley
	6.20%
	4.60%
	1.70%
	 .24%

	
	Farnsworth
	5.70%
	6.10%
	4.90%
	 0%

	
	Lake Ridge
	4.90%
	2.80%
	0.20%
	 0%

	
	Stansbury
	 
	 
	 
	 1.47%

	
	West Kearns 
	10.00%
	11.20%
	6.80%
	 4.20%

	North Sanpete 
	Moroni 
	1.20%
	1.80%
	0.60%
	 1.53%

	
	Mount Pleasant 
	3.50%
	0.50%
	0.90%
	 No data

	Ogden


	Bonneville
	1.50%
	2.60%
	3.70%
	 2.00%

	
	Dee 
	1.30%
	1.00%
	2.50%
	 5.20%

	
	Gramercy
	2.00%
	2.10%
	3.60%
	 2.86%

	
	Lewis
	2.00%
	2.70%
	2.50%
	 3.41%

	Salt Lake

	Backman
	*
	4.20%
	5.90%
	 3.00%

	
	Edison 
	0%
	2.20%
	5.30%
	 4.00%

	
	Mountain View 
	*
	5.00%
	5.20%
	 2.74%

	San Juan

	Blanding
	 
	 
	 
	 1.45%

	
	Bluff
	3.80%
	4.80%
	2.60%
	 0.00%

	
	Mexican Hat
	2.40%
	4.20%
	0.90%
	 1.19%

	
	Montezuma
	0%
	1.10%
	2.00%
	 0%


H. Ranking of Schools and Districts

The U. S. Department of Education Reading First leadership has required every state to identify districts and schools that have shown the largest gains in reading achievement based on changes in performance between Year 3 (2005-2006) and Year 4 (2006-2007). If possible, this analysis is to include schools and districts not participating in Reading First as well as those that are. Because the Utah Reading First Evaluation Team has included data on Comparison schools, we have used those data as comparable non-Reading First schools.

Schools and districts were ranked on the following variables:

· For grades 1, 2, and 3, the gain on the CRTs from Year 3 to Year 4 was calculated by subtracting the percent of students above the criterion for proficiency in Year 3 of the project (2005-2006) from the percent for Year 4 (2006-2007)

· A weighted mean
 was calculated for these three figures to provide one gain score that accounts for the number of students in each grade level.

Analyses were conducted at the school level initially. Results were then aggregated across schools within each district to also provide a ranking of districts. As such, district results only include the schools for which data are included. Therefore, a district can be included as both a Reading First district and a non-Reading First district because of a the focus on separate schools within the district that have or have not participated in Reading First. 

As can be seen in Table 67, eight schools had gains greater than 3% when averaged across grades 1-3. Five of these eight high-achieving schools are Reading First schools. 23.8% of Reading First schools fell into this category as compared to 23.1% of comparison schools. In addition, two other Reading First schools (9.5%) showed positive growth although not quite 3%.
It should also be noted that Bruin Point made excellent gains (>10%). This school should be commended for its efforts.

At the district level (see Table 68), three of the seven Reading First districts (42.9%) demonstrated a gain in student achievement in the schools participating in Reading First. This is in contrast to only one of the five comparison districts (20%) making gains.

Table 67: Ranking of Reading First and Comparison Schools 
	Reading First Schools
	Rank
	Avg. Achievement Gain
	Comparison Schools

	Bruin Point (C)
	1
	14.7
	

	Farnsworth (G)
	2
	7.2
	

	
	3
	6.6
	Arcadia (G)

	
	4
	6.0
	Escalante (I)

	Montezuma Creek (SJ)
	5
	4.8
	

	Lewis (O)
	6
	3.4
	

	West Kearns (G)
	7
	3.2
	

	
	8
	3.1
	Lynn (O)

	David Gourley (G)
	9
	2.7
	

	Moroni (NSP)
	10
	1.9
	

	Lake Ridge (G)
	11
	0.1
	

	Bluff (SJ)
	12
	0
	

	Blanding (SJ)
	13
	-0.7
	

	East (D)
	14
	-0.7
	

	Mountain View (SL)
	15
	-1.0
	

	
	16
	-2.9
	Valley Crest (G)

	
	17
	-3.3
	Jackson (SL)

	
	18
	-3.3
	Lincoln (G)

	Dee (O)
	19
	-3.7
	

	Stansbury (G)
	20
	-3.7
	

	Bonneville (O)
	21
	-5.2
	

	
	22
	-6.8
	Smith (O)

	Backman (SL)
	23
	-6.9
	

	Wellington (C)
	24
	-7.3
	

	
	25
	-7.4
	Pioneer (G)

	
	26
	-8.3
	Edison (O)

	
	27
	-8.4
	Whittier (SL)

	
	28
	-8.5
	Pleasant Green (G)

	Mount Pleasant (NSP)
	29
	-9.3
	

	Mexican Hat (SJ)
	30
	-9.4
	

	Gramercy (O)
	31
	-11.1
	

	
	32
	-15.7
	Franklin (SL)

	Edison (SL)
	33
	-17.3
	

	
	34
	-19.9
	Todd (U)


Note. C = Carbon, D = Duchesne, G = Granite, I = Iron, NSP = North Sanpete, O = Ogden, SL = Salt Lake, SJ = San Juan, & U = Uintah.

Table 68: Ranking of Reading First Districts
	Reading First District
	Rank
	Avg. Achievement Gain
	Comparison District

	
	1
	6.0
	Iron (1)

	San Juan (4)
	2
	4.4
	

	Carbon (2)
	3
	1.6
	

	Granite (5)
	4
	0.9
	

	Duchesne (1)
	5
	-0.7
	

	
	6
	-3.2
	Granite (5)

	Ogden (4)
	7
	-3.7
	

	
	8
	-4.1
	Ogden (3)

	North Sanpete (2)
	9
	-4.5
	

	
	10
	-9.1
	Salt Lake (3)

	Salt Lake (3)
	11
	-13.7
	

	
	12
	-19.9
	Uintah (1)


Note. Number in parentheses is number of schools included in sample.

I. Schools Eligible for Additional Funding
Reading First is a five-year project in which schools had been promised at least three years of funding. Most schools were awarded funding in the first year; however, some schools were awarded funding later. What this means is that Cohort 1 schools just completed their fourth year of funding; Cohort 2 schools completed their third year and Cohort 3 schools just completed their first year of funding. The U. S. Department of Education recommends that Cohort 1 schools be eligible for a bonus year beyond the five years of funding if they demonstrate positive growth between Years 3 and 4. In addition, Cohort 2 schools may receive another year of funding if they demonstrate positive growth between their second and third year. Therefore, the Evaluation Team analyzed the progress of schools in Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 to determine which schools, if any, to recommend for additional funding. The Cohort 3 schools were not evaluated since they had not completed three years in the project.

In their analysis, the Utah Evaluation Team defined positive growth as an increase of 3% or more in the number of students reaching proficiency on the CRT scores between Years 3 and 4. The team chose this criterion because it was consistent with Annual Yearly Progress (AYP) established by the U. S. Department of Education. In addition, the Reading First Evaluation Team set another criterion.  That is, if schools declined by more than 3%, they would not be eligible for additional funding. 

The Utah Evaluation Team analysis showed that four schools in Cohort 1, Farnsworth Elementary in Granite, Montezuma Creek Elementary in San Juan, Lewis Elementary in Ogden and West Kearns Elementary in Granite all made more than 3% gains in the number of students achieving proficiency and therefore are recommended for a bonus year of funding in the project. The following six Cohort 1 schools were not  recommended for funding in a bonus year because they declined between Years 3 and 4 by more than 3%: Dee Elementary in Odgen, Bonneville Elementary in Ogden, Mt. Pleasant Elementary in North Sanpete, Mexican Hat Elementary in San Juan, Gramercy Elementary in Odgen, and Edison Elementary in Salt Lake City. In Cohort 2, Backman Elementary in Salt Lake City was not recommended for continued funding because the percentage of students achieving proficiency actually declined by more than 3% between Years 3 and 4. 

Some schools in Cohorts 1 and 2, however, fell somewhere between a 3% increase and a 3% decline in the percentage of students achieving proficiency. The team further evaluated these schools to determine if they too would be eligible for continued funding based on their trajectory across the years of the project. If schools demonstrated a positive trajectory, then they were recommended for continued funding. If they demonstrated a negative trajectory, then they were not recommended.

There were seven schools that fell within this category, six from Cohort 1 and one from Cohort 2. Here are the arguments made for the inclusion or exclusion of each school. 

In Cohort 1, David Gourley Elementary showed a positive trajectory in two ways. First, they showed a growth of 2.7% in the number of students achieving proficiency between the third and fourth years. The Evaluation Team deemed this as close enough to a 3% gain. In addition, the school demonstrated improvements from the second to third year, +4.8%. This positive trajectory leads the Evaluation Team to recommend that David Gourley receive funded for a bonus year.

Moroni Elementary in North Sanpete also showed a positive trajectory. The school demonstrated a 1.9% growth in the number of students achieving proficiency between the third and fourth years. Additional support came from the 7.9% gains made from Years 2 to 3. Because they demonstrated a positive trajectory, it is recommended that Moroni receive a bonus year.

Lake Ridge Elementary in Granite demonstrated little growth this year, scoring 0.1%. In addition, they declined by 1.1% from Years 2 to 3, and declined by 2.3% from Years 1 to 2. Based on these four years of negative trajectory, it is recommended that Lake Ridge not be considered for funding in the bonus year.

Similarly, Bluff Elementary in San Juan showed no growth from Years 3 to 4, (scoring 0%), Years 2 to 3 (-2.5%) and Years 1 to 2 (-3.1%). Because of this negative trend, it is recommended that Bluff not receive funding in the bonus year.

East Elementary in Duschesne also demonstrated a negative trajectory. They failed to demonstrate growth from Years 3 to 4, at 0.7%. In fact, each year the school has declined in its percentage of students who demonstrated proficiency. They demonstrated some growth from years 2 to 3, at 2.7%. They also showed growth from Years 1 to 2 at 3.4%. Given that they have had four years in the program, the negative trajectory is troubling. Therefore, it is recommended that East Elementary not be considered for funding in the bonus year.

Finally, in Cohort 2, Mountain View Elementary in Salt Lake District demonstrated a slight decline in the percentage of students demonstrating proficiency, at -1.0%. This follows a small increase of 2.0% last year. At this point, there are not enough data to indicate trajectory. Additional data would help assess Mountain View’s trajectory. The Utah Evaluation Team recommends that Mountain View submit a report making a case to the USOE for how they plan to demonstrate a +3% or more growth next year. If the plan is acceptable, then they should have an opportunity to continue funding.

Table 86: Reading First Schools Eligibility Data
	Percentage of Increase or Decrease on CRTS 

	School
	Years 

3-4
	Years

2-3
	Years

1-2

	Farnsworth
	9.2%
	
	

	Montezuma Creek
	4.8%
	
	

	Lewis
	3.4%
	
	

	West Kearns
	3.2%
	
	

	David Gourley
	2.7%
	4.8%
	-8.4%

	Moroni
	1.9%
	7.9%
	4.1%

	Lake Ridge
	0.1%
	-1.1%
	-2.3%

	Bluff
	0.0%
	-2.5%
	-3.1%

	East
	-0.7%
	2.7%
	3.4%

	Mountain View
	-1.0%
	2.0%
	NA

	Dee
	-3.7%
	-3.4
	11.5%

	Bonneville
	-5.2%
	2.7%
	6.2%

	Backman
	-6.9%
	2.7%
	NA

	Mount Pleasant
	-9.3%
	18.1%
	0.4%

	Mexican Hat
	-9.4%
	0.3%
	17.1%

	Gramercy
	-11.1%
	7.2%
	4.3%

	Edison
	-17.3%
	19.7%
	-8.4%


Part IV: RESULTS OF ADDITIONAL MEASURES

A. Results of the Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (ERAS)
The ERAS reports students’ attitudes towards reading broken down into two kinds of reading—outside school or Recreational Reading and in-school or Academic Reading.

In Year 4 of the project, there were two significant changes from Year 3 of the project. These changes, unfortunately, were not for the better. Instead, students indicated they liked Academic Reading less in the Spring of 2007 than they had in the Spring of 2006 of the project. Also, they liked Recreational Reading less in the Fall of 2007 than they had in the Fall of 2006.

These changes were especially noteworthy given that from Year 2 to Year 3, there was a significant increase in students’ attitudes toward Academic Reading from Year 2 to Year 3. Second, there was a significant increase in students’ attitudes toward reading from Fall 2005 to Spring 2006. This was an increase in students’ attitudes within Year 3 of the project as well as across Years 2 and 3. The negative findings this year may be cause for concern. Before this year, Reading First did not have negative effects on students’ attitudes toward reading; instead, students’ attitudes improved or stayed the same. It is not possible to determine a trend from this year’s data alone, however, next year’s data should supply additional information.
Table 87a
	
	Spring 2006 (Yr. 3)
	Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)

	
	Recreational 
	Academic 
	Total 
	Recreational 
	Academic 
	Total 

	Duchesne
	31.8
	31.1
	62.9
	31.5
	30.7
	62.1

	Granite
	31.1
	30.8
	61.9
	31.2
	30.9
	62.1

	North Sanpete
	32.5
	32.3
	64.9
	32.0
	31.2
	63.1

	Ogden
	31.8
	31.7
	63.5
	30.9
	30.8
	61.7

	Salt Lake City
	31.8
	32.3
	64.1
	31.6
	31.7
	63.3

	San Juan
	32.8
	32.3
	65.2
	31.1
	30.2
	61.3

	State Total
	31.7
	31.6
	63.3
	31.25
	30.87*
	62.1*


Maximum of 40 points for Recreational and 40 points for Academic

*p < .05
Table 87b
	
	Fall 2006 (Yr. 4)
	Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)

	
	Recreational 
	Academic 
	Total 
	Recreational 
	Academic 
	Total 

	Duchesne
	31.3
	30.5
	61.8
	31.5
	30.7
	62.1

	Granite
	31.3
	30.9
	62.3
	31.2
	30.9
	62.1

	North Sanpete
	31.8
	31.3
	63.2
	32.0
	31.2
	63.1

	Ogden
	31.6
	31.5
	63.1
	30.9
	30.8
	61.7

	Salt Lake City
	31.3
	31.4
	62.6
	31.6
	31.7
	63.3

	San Juan
	31.9
	31.9
	63.8
	31.1
	30.2
	61.3

	State Total
	31.58
	31.13
	62.69
	31.25*
	30.87
	62.1*


Maximum of 40 points for Recreational and 40 points for Academic

*p < .05 (Sample size in the spring was decreased)
B. Teacher Knowledge Measure

In order to examine growth of teacher knowledge of reading, the RFTKS (Florida Center for Reading Research, 2003) has been administered to all teachers, coaches, coordinators and principals over the four years of the project. 

Data were analyzed for coaches, teachers, and principals only, since there were not enough coordinators (n =6) to calculate statistical significance for this group. 

Results from Year 3 to Year 4 showed no significant changes in knowledge of reading by all those surveyed. This was a change from the last year’s results in which there was a significant gain in knowledge for coaches and teachers. Prior to Year 4, teachers had consistently made significant gains across the years of the project. Coaches did not make significant gains from Years 1 to 2, but they did make significant gains from Years 2 to 3.  

Table 88 shows a comparison of teacher knowledge from spring of Year 3 to spring of Year 4 of the project.    
Table 88: Reading First Teacher Knowledge Survey

________________________________________________________________________




Spring 2006 (Yr. 3)


  
            Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)



_______________




______________

Participants

M

SD

Participants

M

SD

Coordinators (n = 6)
27.17

1.33

Coordinators (n = 7)
24.71

3.99

Coaches (n = 18)
25.72

2.27

Coaches (n = 20)
25.00

2.53
Principals (n = 18)
21.17

4.98

Principals (n = 20)
20.45

3.86
Teachers (n = 275)
20.56

4.29

Teachers (n = 341)
19.93

4.23
Note. Total number of items is 29. Coordinators were not tested for significance because of small n.

C. Survey and Attitude Measures

Two additional measures were administered to determine participants’ attitudes toward Reading First and their beliefs and perceptions about effective Reading First instruction. Table 89 reports data from Years 3 and 4 on attitudes toward Reading First. Data indicated there were no significant differences in coaches’, principals’, or teachers’ attitudes towards the project. This result was consistent with the information from prior years. 
Table 89: Reading First Overall Teacher Attitude Survey

________________________________________________________________________



            Spring 2006 (Yr. 3)

  

           Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)



_______________




______________

Participants

M

SD

Participants

M

SD

Coordinators (n = 6)
11.50

1.22

Coordinators (n = 8)
10.88

2.48
Coaches (n = 18)
11.72

0.67

Coaches (n = 21)
11.66

.66
Principals (n = 18)
11.03

1.59

Principals (n = 19)
11.42

1.07
Teachers (n = 275)
  9.82

2.02

Teachers (n = 337)
  9.80

2.06
Note. Average score from low of 2 to high of 12. Coordinators were not tested for significance because of small n.

Table 90 reports participants’ beliefs and perceptions about effective reading instruction. In Year 4, teachers showed a significant decrease in their beliefs and perceptions from Year 3. Similar results were also reported for teachers with a significant increase in their beliefs and perceptions from Year 1 to Year 2. Coaches and principals did not alter their beliefs and perceptions from Years 3 to 4.
Table 90: Outcome Expectancy of Early Reading Instruction 

________________________________________________________________________




Spring 2006 (Yr. 3)


  
            Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)



_______________




______________

Participants

M

SD

Participants

M

SD

Coordinators (n = 6)
93.52

10.39

Coordinators (n = 7)
90.39
          7.59
Coaches (n = 18)
98.05

2.40

Coaches (n = 19)
97.46

4.25
Principals (n = 18)
95.02
            6.15

Principals (n = 19)
92.50

5.43
Teachers (n = 275)
96.18

4.79

Teachers (n = 341)
94.70*

8.36
*p < .05. 

Note. On a scale of 1-100. Coordinators were not tested for significance because of small n.


Next, a self-efficacy survey administered to the coaches and teachers each year examined the self-confidence of coaches and teachers in their abilities to teach early reading effectively. Only coaches and teachers were administered this survey because they are the only ones who work directly with students. 


Table 91 reports data from that survey for Years 3 and 4. In Year 4, there was a significant decrease in teachers’ self-efficacy in teaching early reading effectively. This was a change from last year when there were no significant differences among teachers. Coaches showed no significant differences in their self-efficacy from Years 3 to 4.
Table 91: Self-Efficacy about Early Reading Instruction

______________________________________________________________________________




Spring 2006 (Yr. 3)
  

   
           Spring 2007 (Yr. 4)



_______________




______________

Participants

M

SD

Participants

M

SD

Coaches (n = 17)
95.37
3.64

Coaches (n = 20)

97.71

2.06
Teachers (n = 275)
89.22
9.68

Teachers (n = 341)

86.86*

12.58
Note. On a scale of 1-100. *p < .05
D. Interview Results

In total we interviewed 59 individuals on the Reading First project at the end of Year 4 of the project in May of 2007.  Participants of Reading First were asked about the strengths and weaknesses of Reading First during its fourth year of implementation. All seven of the districts reported “effective” implementation of Reading First in Year 4, a score of four on a five point scale (1=very ineffective to 5=very effective). It should be noted that several respondents were ambivalent about their ratings in that they wanted to differentiate the effectiveness of the project among such variables as schools, teachers, and grades. 

There were several major themes related to the strengths of the implementation identified by the seven districts. All seven districts expressed gratitude for the growth in their students’ reading achievement as a result of the project. One interviewee summed it up this way, “Our number of students at risk has diminished significantly and our reading scores have gone up.” Consistent with past interviews, six out of seven appreciated the professional development provided by Reading First.  Specifically, they cited that the study groups, inservices, and reading endorsement classes provided valuable tools and knowledge so they could provide more directed and explicit instruction to their students. Some described the template training as especially useful. One person interviewed noted that, “They have been given enough years of professional development and knowledge to be able to quickly identify holes and target them.”
In addition, increased teacher knowledge and confidence were once again described as positive aspects of the project by four of the seven districts. This combination as a theme had emerged in Year 2 as participants began to see positive results from the project. For five of the seven districts, another positive theme emerged, perhaps related to knowing more about reading: the benefit of more explicit or systematic teaching.  One principal commented about her staff, “They are all stand-up teachers now.”
As has routinely been the case, interviewees described the value of having data on their students’ abilities. In Year 4, four of the seven districts felt that assessment data were driving the instruction in the classroom. Teachers felt that they could identify specific problems that students were encountering. More importantly, they not only could identify these problems, but also had the tools to address them. One coach commented, “We are using all of the data to assess what kids need and target those areas.”

Meanwhile, the persistent weakness of the project for participants continued to be the extraordinary demands on their time. In the fourth year, six of seven districts listed not having enough time as a burden for them. Specific drains on their time included training, meetings, completing surveys, and planning. One individual stated, “You just don’t have enough time to do what you want to do ever.” 
Another lingering problem for four of the seven districts was teachers who are resistant to the project. They are described as not “buying into,” the concepts of the project and displaying negative attitudes about it in general. One principal lamented, “Some people are not even willing to look and see that there is another option; that their philosophy might not be the only way to do something.” Other noted weaknesses of the project such as staff turnover, and the lack of certain staff in place, were too specific to the districts to emerge as major themes across them.
E. Implementation Checklist
The goal of the implementation survey was to assist in the triangulation of data collected as part of Reading First. The implementation checklist asks technical assistants and district coordinators to evaluate the extent to which districts and schools did or did not implement Reading First fully, from 1, “not being implemented at all,” through 4, “being fully implemented.”  Cut scores were as follows: <- 2.49, limited implemented, 2.5 – 3.49, partial/inconsistent implementation, and 3.5-4.0 full implementation. The state technical assistant and the district coordinator completed the checklist together. However, in Years 3 and 4 only district coordinator supplied the data.

In Year 4 of the project, district coordinators reported from partial/inconsistent to full implementation of the various elements of the project. All district coordinators reported full implementation of assessment strategies (range of 3.5 – 4.0). For instruction, the range was between 3.03 (partial/inconsistent implementation) and 3.86 (full implementation).  Levels of implementation for intervention strategies ranged from a low of 3.4 (partial/inconsistent implementation) to 4.0 (full implementation). Levels of implementation for study groups ranged from a low of 3.59 to 4.0 indicating full implementation. The category of environment was rated from a low of 3.31 (partial/inconsistent implementation) to a high of 4.0 (full implementation). District professional development was rated as the lowest of all categories, from a low of 2.83 to a high of 3.0, indicating partial/inconsistent implementation.
 District support was rated from a low of 3.62 to a high of 4.0, indicating that all district coordinators reported their districts as fully supporting the implementation of Reading First. The support of reading coaches was rated from a low of 3.71 to a high of 4.0, again indicating full implementation. Lastly, the support of the principal was rated from a low of 3.35 to a high of 4.0, indicating partial/inconsistent to full implementation. 


Overall, then, district coordinators rated the various districts from partial/inconsistent to full implementation of Reading First in Year 4 of the project. The range of ratings this year was consistent with those reported last year. However, in five categories the average implementation increased from last year to this year and in two other categories, decreased. District coordinators reported increases in the categories of intervention strategies, study groups, the environment, district support and reading coaches. They also reported decreases in the categories of district professional development and principal support.

Table 92
	District

	
	Assessment

Strategies
	Instruction
	Intervention

Strategies
	Study

Groups
	Environment
	District

Professional Development
	District

Support
	Reading Coach
	Principal

	Duchesne
	3.77

(.06)
	3.78

(.10)
	3.70

(.14)
	3.83

(.23)
	3.87

(.18)
	2.83

(.24)
	3.78

(.30)
	3.95

(.41)
	3.64

(.05)

	Granite
	3.85

(.13)
	3.49

(.35)
	3.71

(.32)
	3.96

(.09)
	3.69

(.30)
	2.92

(.08)
	3.62

(.45)
	3.93

(.21)
	3.36

(.39)

	North Sanpete
	3.84

(.05)
	3.86

(.16)
	3.5

(.12)
	4.00

(.00)
	4.00

(.00)
	2.96

(.08)
	4.00

(.00)
	3.87

(.22)
	3.56

(.53)

	Ogden
	4.0

(.00)
	3.86

(.00)
	4.0

(.00)
	3.89

(.00)
	4.0

(.00)
	3.00

(.00)
	4.00

(.00)
	4.00

(.00)
	4.00

(.00)

	Salt Lake
	3.80

(.14)
	3.43

(.12)
	3.4

(.57)
	3.78

(.16)
	3.56

(.24)
	2.96

(.08)
	3.79

(.43)
	3.72

(.19)
	3.35

(.56)

	San Juan
	3.95

(.09)
	3.03

(.61)
	3.65

(.47)
	3.59

(.17)
	3.31

(.47)
	3.00

(.00)
	4.00

(.00)
	3.56

(.51)
	3.25

(.68)

	Carbon
	3.50

(.19)
	3.79

(.10)
	3.40

(.28)
	3.78

(0.00)
	3.75

(.35)
	3.0

(0.00)
	4.0

(0.00)
	3.93

(.09)
	4.0

(0.00)

	Total
	3.85

(.15)
	3.57

(.39)
	3.66

(.36)
	3.85

(.16)
	3.73

(.33)
	2.96

(.09)
	3.84

(.33)
	3.86

(.26)
	3.47

(.52)


F. Teacher Self-Report Implementation of Literacy Practices

The purpose of the Teacher Self-Report Implementation of Literacy Practices was to find out more about how often teachers reported their use of Reading First, evidence-based practices. The self-report scale consisted of 40 items about the 10 dimensions of literacy measures on the ICE-R2:
· Concepts of print

· Phonological awareness

· Alphabetic knowledge

· Word study (phonics) 

· Spelling

· Oral language

· Fluency

· Text reading

· Comprehension

· Writing

The items on the Teacher Self-Report reflected the same scientifically-based reading practices that were measured on the ICE-R2. For example, one Teacher Self-Report Implementation item corresponding to the vocabulary subsection of the ICE-R2 was, “I introduce and discuss new and unfamiliar words and I teach them what the words mean, e.g. ‘normal,’ ‘routine’ and ‘patience.’” Teachers were asked to rate the extent to which they implemented these practices in their classrooms, 1) not at all, 2) monthly, 3) weekly, or 4) daily. 


For the purposes of this report, preliminary cut-scores for the dimensions were indicated as follows. A rating of 2.49 or below was considered to represent those skills taught monthly (one to two times a month). A rating of 2.5 to 3.49 was considered to represent those skills taught weekly (one to three days a week). A rating of 3.5 to 4.0 (averaged across all items in the dimension) was considered to represent those skills taught daily (four to five days a week). 

In Year 4, kindergarten teachers reported teaching concepts of print and alphabetic knowledge daily. All other dimensions, except for spelling, were reported as taught weekly. This development is a change from last year when kindergarten teachers reported teaching phonological awareness and text reading daily, and the remaining areas, including concepts of print and alphabetic knowledge, weekly. Given that the surveys were administered at the end of the school year, this is a surprising development. Interestingly, concepts of print and alphabetic knowledge were reported as being taught with the same frequency in Year 1 of the project, before teachers had extensive professional development. It would appear that kindergarten teachers have returned to their earlier emphases rather than focusing on the critical skills necessary to facilitate early reading, namely, phonological awareness, phonics and text reading.

In Year 4, first grade teachers reported teaching phonics and text reading daily. All other dimensions were taught weekly. In addition, last year teachers reported teaching phonological awareness as well as phonics and text reading daily. They reported all other dimensions being taught weekly. The emphasis on phonics and text reading is positive as is spending less time on phonological awareness, assuming that students have mastered these skills. However, it is also important to remind teachers to spend more time teaching the other dimensions of reading.

At the second grade level, teachers reported spending time daily on text reading. Concepts of print and alphabetic knowledge were reported being taught monthly. All remaining dimensions were reported being taught weekly. Last year, second grade teachers reported teaching text reading daily, but also, and more appropriately, comprehension and writing. Thus, second grade teachers also have returned to their Year 1 instructional pattern.

Finally, in Year 4, third grade teachers reported teaching comprehension daily. Concepts of print and alphabetic knowledge were reported as being taught monthly. All remaining dimensions were reported as being taught weekly. Last year teachers reported the inclusion of text reading in their daily instruction as well as comprehension.

It appears that there is a shift in instructional emphasis in Year 4 based on the Teacher Self-Report. On the whole, this shift is not a positive shift, as teachers appear to be returning to their instructional patterns in Year 1 of the project. This is troubling since CRT and ITBS scores have declined.

Table 93
	Teacher Self Report 2006-2007 (Yr. 4)

	Grade
	Dimensions

	
	Concepts of Print
	Phonological Awareness
	Alphabetic Knowledge
	Phonics
	Spelling
	Oral Language
	Fluency
	Text Reading
	Comprehension
	Writing

	Kindergarten
	3.81
(.43)
	3.48
(.26)
	3.92
(.32)
	3.26
(.43)
	.85
(1.30)
	2.92
(1.02)
	3.06
(.90)
	3.17
(.52)
	3.1
(.80)
	2.56
(1.0)

	Grade 1
	2.96
(1.21)
	3.28

(.50)
	3.08
(1.17)
	3.54
(.42)
	3.18
(1.03)
	3.09
(.76)
	3.45
(.69)
	3.69
(.34)
	3.37
(.52)
	3.18
(.62)

	Grade 2
	1.50
(1.63)
	2.62
(.91)
	1.53
(1.56)
	3.13
(.58)
	3.10

(1.12)
	3.09
(.81)
	3.11
(.90)
	3.63
(.37)
	3.47
(.48)
	3.24
(.48)

	Grade 3
	.76
(1.45)
	1.82
(1.02)
	.76
(1.35)
	2.54
(.80)
	3.22
(1.00)
	3.15
(.89)
	2.82
(.99)
	3.62
(.40)
	3.56
(.41)
	3.04
(.79)


G. Observation Measure


For Year 4 of the project, a stratified random sample of about 40 percent of the teachers in the project was made based on grade level and school in the project. Observations were made on a total sample of 119 regular classroom teachers. Observations included 28 kindergarten teachers, 35 first grade teachers, 29 second grade teachers, and 26 third grade teachers. Observations were conducted during February and March. Each teacher is observed for one three-hour reading/language arts block. 
Based on the observations, the charts below present the amount of time spent on each dimension of reading at each grade level, K through 3. Dimensions of reading included:

· Concepts of print

· Phonological awareness

· Alphabetic knowledge

· Word study/Phonics 

· Spelling

· Oral language

· Fluency

· Text reading

· Comprehension

· Writing

For the purposes of this report, preliminary cut-scores for the dimensions were indicated as follows. Over 20% of time indicated on a dimension was considered “much time.” Between 10% and 20% indicated that “some time” was spent on a dimension. “Little time” was indicated as less than 10%.


In Year 4 of the project, data indicated that kindergarten teachers spent most of their time teaching phonics (36%). Additional time was spent on comprehension (15%), text reading (13%), and writing (13%). The total amount of instructional time spent on these four dimensions was 77%. The remaining time was spent on the other four dimensions of language arts. These results are fairly consistent with results reported from observations of kindergarten teachers in Years 1, 2 and 3. They appear to be adequate for the development of early reading skills. 
Figure 13: ICE-R2 Instructional Dimensions for Kindergarten Observations


[image: image25]
At the first grade level, teachers spent the most amount of instructional time on phonics, text reading, and comprehension (29%, 21%, and 24% respectively). Some time was spent on writing (10%) and fluency (7%). These five dimensions covered 91% of the instructional time. Little time was spent on phonological awareness (3%), alphabetic knowledge (0%), and spelling (3%). Teachers are continuing to spend the majority of their instructional time, 90% or greater, on four of the five critical components of reading as identified by the National Reading Panel. Additional time spent on writing would likely benefit children and assist in their learning of phonics.
Figure 14: ICE-R2 Instructional Dimensions for Grade 1 Observations


[image: image26]
At the second grade level, teachers were observed spending most of their time teaching comprehension (34%). Some time was spent on phonics (24%), text reading (17%), and writing (12%). These four dimensions accounted for a total of 87% of the reading/language arts instructional block. All other dimensions were observed few times. The total instructional time on the four elements (87%) is similar to the amount of time spent on these activities in Years 1 (89%), Year 2 (84%) and Year 3 (85%). It is recommended that some time be taken away from text reading and comprehension (44%) and be shifted toward writing (10%).
Figure 15: ICE-R2 Instructional Dimensions for Grade 2 Observations


[image: image27]
Finally, at the third grade level, teachers appeared to spend most of their instructional time on comprehension (34%) and writing (16%). Some additional time was spent on text reading (16%) and phonics (17%). This amounted to 83% of the total instructional block of reading/language arts. Little time was spent on all other dimensions. Last year, observers reported about the same amount of time spent on comprehension (37% compared to 34%) and in writing (20% compared to 20%). More time this year was spent on phonics (17% compared to 11% last year) and the same amount of time was spent on text reading (16% compared to 16%). It is likely that not enough time is spent on phonics at this grade level. This is not to say that time should be spent teaching CVC words, but instead teaching more complex skills such as prefixes and suffixes, and multi-syllabic words. 
Figure 16: ICE-R2 Instructional Dimensions for Grade 3 Observations
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In sum, observations of this sample of K-3 classroom teachers were inconsistent compared to last year. In K and 1, most of the instructional time was spent on word study/phonics, with the addition of text reading and comprehension in grade 1. In grades 2 and 3 most of the time was spent on comprehension with additional time on writing and text reading.  These data indicate an overall appropriate shift in emphasis from word study/phonics at the K-1 level to comprehension at the 2-3 grade level. However, data reported by the observations are inconsistent with data reported in the Teacher Self-Report surveys. This discrepancy is difficult to interpret.
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� A weighted mean is the average of the three scores with more weight given to those grade levels with more students and less weight given to those grade levels with fewer students. 
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