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Striving Readers Danville, Kentucky

First Year Implementation Study Report

Executive Summary

Description of the Striving Readers Project
In year one, the Danville, Kentucky Striving Readers project involved 23 middle and high schools in 7 rural school districts.  The schools included 11 middle schools (sixth through eighth grades), 10 high schools (ninth through twelfth grades), and two schools serving grades 6 through 12.  One of the schools is an alternative school for students who have not succeeded in a traditional middle and high school setting. The high schools ranged in size from 550 to 1215 with an average student population of 866.  The middle schools ranged in size from 205 to 833 with an average student population of 539 . The two schools serving both middle and high schoolers were comprised of 273 and 164 students, respectively.  The racial/ethnic composition of the schools was primarily white with the middle schools serving student populations that averaged 90.5 % white, the high schools serving student populations that averaged 91.8 % white, and the grades six through 12 schools serving student populations that averaged 87.4 white. 
Targeted intervention. The targeted intervention for the Danville project was the Learning Strategies Curriculum (LSC), developed by the University of Kansas Center for Research on Learning as one component of the Strategic Interventions Model (SIM). In the Danville project, sixth- and ninth-grade students who scored two grade levels or more below grade level in reading received a minimum of 250 minutes per week of supplemental reading instruction in a targeted intervention class taught by an intervention teacher (who also serves the school-wide model as a literacy coach). Students were placed in this course in addition to their regular reading/language arts classes for an entire school year.  This reading course replaced an elective (i.e. band, civics). During year one, 192 sixth-grade students and 254 ninth-grade students received LSC instruction in the targeted intervention class.  

It is important to note that, due to scheduling necessities, some intervention classes met for longer than 250 minutes per week.  In those classes, teachers were instructed to provide no more than 300 minutes of LSC instruction and to utilize the remaining time on other literacy activities. 

The professional development model for the targeted intervention included summer and follow-up training and on-site support from a mentor coach. To learn how to implement the targeted intervention, teachers participated in 5 half-day workshops in the summer which were led by a certified LSC trainer from the University of Louisville (UofL). During the school year, the trainer led the teachers in six half-day follow-up workshops (one each month). To support their ongoing learning and development, teachers participated in monthly coaching visits by mentor coaches from the Collaborative for Teaching and Learning (CTL) who were trained in the intervention alongside the teachers during the summer and over the course of the year. Also, the Learning Strategies Curriculum trainer made visits to teachers who needed additional support.

It is important to note that the teachers for the targeted intervention also served as literacy coaches who supported the implementation of the school-wide model in their schools. As part of their training for the project, most of the teachers participated in a literacy coach certification training offered through Uof L. Through this facet of the training, they completed three hallmark assessments designed to support their work as literacy coaches for the school-wide model as well as to further develop their skills as targeted intervention teachers. As well, the intervention teachers fully participated in all training related to the school-wide model.


Whole-school intervention.  The whole-school intervention used in the Danville Striving Readers project was the Collaborative Model for Content Literacy (CMCL), developed by the Collaborative for Teaching and Learning (CTL). All teachers in the Striving Readers schools were expected to integrate the CMCL into their classroom instruction, across the curriculum and across grade levels (six through 12). It was expected that all teachers, including core subject and auxiliary, would use the CMCL strategies to some extent to integrate literacy into the content areas. 

The professional development model for the whole-school intervention included summer training and follow-up workshops for all content teachers, as well as on-going support from the school literacy coach (who spent ½ day coaching and ½ day teaching the targeted intervention).  Teachers engaged in an initial five-day teacher institute.  These trainings were conducted by personnel from CTL. The literacy coach was expected to provide on-going coaching for individuals and small-groups of teachers in implementing the school-wide model. 
Literacy coaches were trained by the CTL professional development providers through summer training, follow-up meetings, and on-going support from a CTL mentor coach. In addition to attending the school-wide trainings for all teachers, coaches participated in five half-day summer trainings in coaching the school-wide model and in six half-day follow-up trainings.  They received monthly visits from CTL mentor coaches who supported the literacy coaching, and communicated regularly with mentor coaches via telephone and email.

The professional development model included training and support for administrators, as well. School administrators were invited to participate in the full five-day school-wide model training with their faculties. In addition, four administrator training days were held, where administrators received professional development in literacy leadership to support both the targeted intervention and the school-wide model. 

Logic Models

Exhibit 1:  Logic Model for the Targeted Intervention.

See Appendix A.

Exhibit 2:  Logic Model for the Whole School Intervention
See Appendix B.

Summary of the Design of the Year 1 Implementation Study

Exhibit 3A: Research Questions for the Year 1 Implementation Study of the Targeted Intervention

What was the level of implementation variability of professional development/support for teachers/coaches/leaders in Year 1?

Professional development for teachers

What types and amounts of professional development were provided to intervention teachers?

What proportion of intervention teachers received/participated at different levels in the professional development?

What proportion of intervention teachers received/participated at an adequate level in the professional development?

What types and amount of coaching was provided to intervention teachers?

What is the proportion of intervention teachers who received different levels of coaching?

What proportion of intervention teachers received an adequate level of coaching?

What proportion of district leaders participated in an adequate level of professional development?

What proportion of district leaders received different levels of professional development?

What proportion of district leaders received an adequate level of professional development?

What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction in Year 1?

What proportion of intervention teachers used instructional strategies at different levels of implementation? 

What proportion of intervention teachers implemented the classroom model at an adequate level of implementation?

For what proportion of school days did students receive intervention instruction by a trained intervention teacher? (Teacher attendance)

What proportion of students received adequate days of instruction by a trained intervention teacher?

What proportion of administrators reported adequate levels of implementation? (This question will be answered in future years.)

	Exhibit  3B:  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Targeted Intervention (Learning Strategies Curriculum (LSC))

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	
	Responsible Partner
	Record Review

	
	Developer of CMCL model (CTL)
	U of L trainer/LSC certified trainer 
	Project Director
	Evaluator
	PD attendance records
	Intervention teacher School Attendance
	Surveys/Questionnaires/Logs/Classroom Observations

	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for intervention teachers/leaders in Year 1?

	What types and amount of professional development was provided to intervention teachers?
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	 
	X

	What proportion of intervention teachers received/participated at different levels in the professional development?
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	What proportion of intervention teachers received/participated at an adequate level in the professional development?
	
	X
	X
	
	X
	
	X

	What types and amount of coaching was provided to intervention teachers?
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	What is the proportion of intervention teachers who received different levels of coaching?
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	What proportion of intervention teachers received an adequate level of coaching?
	X
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	What proportion of district leaders participated in an adequate level of professional development?
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of district leaders received different levels of professional development?
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of district leaders received an adequate level of professional development?
	
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction in Year 1?

	What proportion of administrators reported an adequate level of intervention implementation?
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	

	What proportion of intervention teachers used instructional strategies at different levels of implementation?
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	What proportion of intervention teachers implemented classroom model at an adequate level of implementation?
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X

	For what proportion of school days did students receive intervention instruction by a trained intervention teacher?
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X


Exhibit 4a.  Research Questions on the Implementation of the Whole-school Intervention in Year 

What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for teachers/coaches/leaders in Year 1?

Professional development for teacher

What types and amount of professional development was provided to teachers?

What proportion of teachers received/participated at different levels in the professional development? 

What proportion of teachers received/participated at an adequate level in the professional development? 

What types and amount of professional development was provided to district leaders?

What proportion of district leaders received/participated at different levels in the professional development?

What proportion of district leaders participated in an adequate level of professional development?

Professional development/support for coaches/other relevant staff

What types and amount of professional development was provided to literacy coaches?

What proportion of literacy coaches received/participated at different levels in the professional development?

What proportion of teachers received/participated at an adequate level in the professional development?

What proportion of literacy coaches participated in an adequate level of professional development on coaching?

What types and amount of coaching was provided to coaches?

What proportion of coaches received different levels of coaching?

What proportion of coaches received adequate levels of coaching?

What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction in Year 1?

What proportion of teachers used instructional practices at different levels of implementation?

What proportion of teachers implemented the classroom model at an adequate level of implementation?

What proportion of administrators reported an adequate level of school-wide model implementation?  (These data will be discussed in the Year 2 report.)

	Exhibit  4B:  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  School-Wide Intervention (Collaborative Model for Content Literacy (CMCL))

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	
	Responsible Partner
	Record Review

	
	Developer of CMCL model (CTL)
	U of L trainer/Coordinator 
	Project Director
	Evaluator
	PD attendance records
	Intervent. teacher School Attendance
	Surveys/

Questionnaire/Logs/ Observations

	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development support/participation for teachers in Year 1?

	What types and amount of professional development was provided to teachers?
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of teachers received/participated at different levels in the professional development?
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of teachers received/participated at an adequate level in the professional development?
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	

	What types and amount of professional development was provided to district leaders?
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of district leaders received/participated at different levels in the professional development?
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What proportion of district leaders participated in an adequate level of professional development?
	X
	
	X
	
	X
	
	

	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for literacy coaches/leaders in Year 1?

	What types and amount of professional development was provided to literacy coaches?
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X

	What proportion of literacy coaches participated in different levels of professional development on coaching?
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X

	What proportion of literacy coaches participated in an adequate level of professional development on coaching?
	X
	X
	
	
	X
	
	X

	What types and amount of coaching was provided to coaches?
	X
	
	
	
	X
	
	X

	What proportion of coaches received different levels of coaching?
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	What proportion of coaches received adequate levels of coaching?
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction in Year 1?

	What proportion of teachers used instructional practices at different levels of implementation?
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	What proportion of classroom teachers implemented the CMCL model at an adequate level of implementation?
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	

	What proportion of administrators reported an adequate level of school-wide implementation?
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	


 Summary of the Level of Implementation Attained for Targeted and Whole School Interventions

Table 1. Professional Development Inputs for Targeted Intervention by School.

	Professional Development Inputs
	Adequacy Metric
	% Adequate
	Mean (St. Dev.)

	
	
	MSa


	HSb


	6-12c


	MS


	HS


	6-12



	Intervention Teacher PD Days Attendedd 
(max = 7)
	6-7 days =

adequate 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	6.6

(.69)
	6.6

(.60)
	7.0

(0.0)

	School Administrator PD Days Attendedd

(max = 2)
	1.5-2 days = adequate
	  80.0%
	88.9%
	100.0%
	1.7

(.41)


	1.7

(.50)
	1.8

(.35)

	Mentor Coach PD Site Visit Hours

(range =15-45 hours)
	>24 hours = adequate
	100.0%
	83.3%
	100.0%
	30.0

(4.83)
	28.4

(7.28)


	33.5

(2.12)



	Certification Assignments Completed

(max = 2)
	Performance rating ≥ B- on each assignment
	60.0%
	55.6%
	50.0%
	-------
	------
	-------


Note. MS = 6th grade teachers; HS = 9th grade teachers; 6-12 = teachers who taught both 6th and 9th grades

an=10 schools. b n=9 schools. c n=2 schools.

d Each day represents six hours of professional development.

Table 2. Implementation of Classroom Model for Targeted Intervention by School

	Classroom Model
	Adequacy Metric
	% Adequate
	Mean 

	
	
	MSa


	HSb


	6-12c


	MS


	HS


	6-12



	Use of Instructional Strategies
	Intervention Teacher Interview
	Some evidence present =

adequate 
	100.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%
	-------
	-------
	------

	
	Evidence in Environment
	Some evidence present = adequate
	  90.0%
	89.0%
	100.0%
	------


	------
	------

	
	Classroom Observation

(weighted 2x)
	70-100% fidelity (% of class time using LSC strategies) = adequate
	50.0%
	60.0%
	50.0%
	51.1%
	65.5%
	75.0%

	Teacher attendance in intervention classroom

(max = 100%)
	≥90% of school days
	40.0%
	100.0%
	86.7%
	88.2%
	91.9%
	86.7%


Note. MS = 6th grade teachers; HS = 9th grade teachers; 6-12 = teachers who taught both 6th and 9th grades

an=10 schools. b n=9 schools. c n=2 schools.

 Table 3. Implementation of Professional Development Inputs for Whole-School Model by School

	Professional Development Inputs
	Adequacy Metric
	% Adequate
	Mean (St. Dev.)

	
	
	MSa


	HSb


	6-12c


	MS


	HS


	6-12



	% Content Teachers Attending PD 

(max = 100%)
	>80% =

adequate 
	80.0%
	77.8%
	100.0%
	___
	___
	____

	Literacy Coach PD Days Attendedd 

(max = 12)
	≥8 days = adequate
	90.0%
	83.3%
	100.0%
	11.1 (1.74)
	10.6 (2.25)
	12.0 (0.00)

	Mentor Coach PD Site Visit Hours

(range = 15-45 hours)
	>24 hours = adequate
	90.0%
	77.8%
	100.0%
	32.4

(7.06)
	29.0

(8.16)
	38.5

(9.19)

	School Administrator PD Days Attendedd

(max = 7)
	≥4 days = adequate
	80.0%
	66.67%
	50.0%
	5.6

(2.33)


	4.9

(2.20)
	4.25

(3.89)

	Certification Assignments Completed

(max = 1)
	Performance rating ≥ B- on assignment
	90.0%
	66.7%
	100.0%
	-----
	-----
	-----


Note. MS = 6th grade teachers; HS = 9th grade teachers; 6-12 = teachers who taught both 6th and 9th grades

an=10 schools. b n=9 schools. c n=2 schools.

d Each day represents six hours of professional development.

Table 4. Implementation of Classroom Model for Whole-School Model by School

	Classroom Model
	Adequacy Metric
	% Adequate
	Mean 

	
	
	MSa


	HSb


	6-12c


	MS


	HS


	6-12



	Use of Instructional Strategies
	Content Teacher Interview
	Some evidence present =

adequate 
	80.0%
	88.9%
	50.0%
	-------
	-------
	------

	
	Evidence in Environment
	Some evidence present = adequate
	  90.0%
	33.3%
	100.0%
	------


	------
	------

	
	Classroom Observation

(weighted 2x)
	30-100% fidelity (% of class time using CMCL strategies) = adequate
	40.0%
	33.3%
	0.0%
	33.0%
	24.5%
	12.9%


Note. MS =6th grade English teachers (27); HS = 9th grade English teachers (24); 6-12 = both 6th and 9th grade English teachers (4)

an=10 schools. b n=9 schools. c n=2 schools.

Exhibit 5a:  Summary of Implementation of Targeted Intervention in Year 1

	School
	
	PD Inputs

(% of schools)
	Classroom Model (%of schools)
	Overall Pattern

	
	
	
	
	Input-Model
	Percentage

	MS
	H
	70%
	50%
	H-H
	40%

	
	M
	30%
	50%
	H-M
	30%

	
	L
	0%
	0%
	M-H
	10%

	
	
	
	
	M-M
	20%

	

	HS
	H
	78%
	67%
	H-H
	56%

	
	M
	22%
	33%
	H-M
	22%

	
	L
	0.0%
	0.0%
	M-H
	11%

	
	
	
	
	M-M
	11%

	

	6-12
	H
	100%
	50%
	H-H
	50%

	
	M
	0%
	50%
	H-M
	50%

	
	L
	0%
	0%
	M-H
	0%

	
	
	
	
	M-M
	0%


Exhibit 5b:  Summary of Implementation of Targeted Intervention in Year 1

	
	Classroom Model

Numbers of schools at each Implementation Level

(% of schools)



	Professional Development Inputs

Numbers of schools at each Implementation Level

(% of schools)
	Middle Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	4 

(40%)
	3 

(30%)
	0

(0%)
	7 

(70%)

	
	M
	1

(10%)
	2

(2%)
	0

(0%)
	3

(30%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)

	
	Total
	5 

(50%)
	5 

(50%)
	0 

(0%)
	10 

(100%)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	High Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	5 

(56%)
	 2

(22%)
	0

(11%)
	7 

(78%)

	
	M
	1 

(11%)
	1 

(11%)
	0 

(0%)
	2 

(22%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)

	
	Total
	6 

(67%)
	3 

(33%)
	0

(0%)
	9 

(100%)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	6-12 Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	1

(50%)
	 1 

(50%
	0

(0%)
	2

(100%)

	
	M
	0

(0%))
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

 (0%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)

	
	Total
	1 

(50%)
	 1 

(50%)
	0

 (0%)
	2 

(100%)


Exhibit 6a: Summary of Implementation of Whole-school Model in Year 1

	School
	
	PD Inputs

(% of schools)
	Classroom Model

(% of schools)
	Overall Pattern

	
	
	
	
	Input-Model
	Percentage

	MS
	H
	60%
	40%
	H-H
	10%

	
	M
	40%
	50%
	H-M
	40%

	
	L
	0%
	10%
	H-L
	10%

	
	
	
	
	M-H
	30%

	
	
	
	
	M-M
	10%

	
	
	
	
	
	

	

	HS
	H
	56%
	33%
	H-H
	22%

	
	M
	33%
	44%
	H-M
	22%

	
	L
	11%
	22%
	H-L
	11%

	
	
	
	
	M-H
	11%

	
	
	
	
	M-M
	11%

	
	
	
	
	M-L
	11%

	
	
	
	
	L-M
	11%

	

	6-12
	H
	50%
	0%
	H-M
	50%

	
	M
	50%
	100%
	M-M
	50%

	
	L
	0%
	0%
	
	


Exhibit 6b:  Summary of Implementation of Whole School Intervention in Year 1

	
	Classroom Model

Numbers of schools at each Implementation Level

(% of schools)



	Professional Development Inputs

Numbers of schools at each Implementation Level

(% of schools)
	Middle Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	1 

(10%)
	4 

(40%)
	1

(10%)
	6 

(60%)

	
	M
	3

(30%)
	1

(1%)
	0

(0%)
	4 

(40%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)

	
	Total
	4 

(40%)
	5 

(50%)
	1 

(10%)
	10 

(100%)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	High Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	2 

(22%)
	 2 

(22%)
	1

(11%)
	5 

(56%)

	
	M
	1 

(11%)
	1 

(11%)
	1 

(11%)
	3 

(33%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	1 

(11%)
	0

(0%)
	1 

(11%)

	
	Total
	3 

(33%)
	4 

(44%)
	2 

(22%)
	9 

(100%)

	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	 
	
	
	
	

	
	6-12 Schools
	H
	M
	L
	Total

	
	H
	0

(0%)
	 1 

(50%
	0

(0%)
	1

(50%)

	
	M
	0

(0%))
	1

(50%)
	0

(0%)
	1

 (50%)

	
	L
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0

(0%)
	0 

(0%)

	
	Total
	0 

(0%)
	 2 

(100%
	0

 (0%)
	2 

(100%)


Discussion and Implications from Year One

Before considering the implications of the implementation data from Year One, it is important to address a limitation of the study. The adequacy levels that are used in this report are derived from records kept or gathered by the evaluators, the project director, or by the professional development providers. The research questions that guided this study were developed well after Year One had ended, and therefore providing and compiling the data that answer those research questions was difficult, at times.  The data sources used in this report were the most complete and accurate that were available from Year One, but the accuracy of the data may be limited.  For instance, the teacher attendance data from this study were derived from professional development sign in sheets, but teachers may have neglected to sign the sheets.  Beginning in Year Three, the data needed to answer the implementation research questions will be closely monitored and scrutinized for accuracy and completeness during the project year that the implementation report covers.      

Nevertheless, judgments about the overall adequacy of the professional development inputs the levels of classroom implementation provide some insight into the extent to which the Striving Readers models were implemented in Kentucky in Year One of the project. Adequacy ratings indicate that the level of professional development inputs for both the targeted intervention and the school-wide models were relatively high overall.  While classroom implementation of the targeted intervention and school-wide models varied more, all but one middle school and all but two high schools implemented the classroom models at high or moderate levels. 

To learn to implement the targeted intervention, intervention teachers attended professional development sessions in the summer and throughout the school year, received coaching visits and other support from a mentor coach, and completed written assignments that counted for graduate credit leading to certification in literacy leadership.  In Year One, it appears that the majority of intervention teachers attended and participated in these activities at adequate levels. 

Classroom implementation of the targeted intervention in each classroom was assessed during two visits by the evaluation team during which teachers were interviewed and observers rated the classroom environment and the teachers’ instruction.  In addition, the dosage of instruction that students received was measured by the intervention teachers’ attendance in the intervention classroom.  Although only about one half of the intervention teachers were implementing the targeted intervention instruction with adequate fidelity during the observations, interview and environmental evidence indicated that teachers were making an effort to implement the targeted intervention.  Interview data suggested that intervention teachers were able to articulate the ways in which they utilize the intervention instruction, but they need additional support, in future project years, to fully implement the strategies in actual classroom practice.

In terms of teacher attendance, it appears that a relatively large percentage of middle school teachers were absent from their classrooms for more than 10% of the time, and these absences might affect intervention students’ progress.  

To learn to implement the school-wide model, all content teachers attended a summer institute on the school-wide model, and half-time literacy coaches (who spent the other half of their time implementing the targeted intervention) were trained to provide on-going support of the school-wide model in their schools.  As was with the targeted intervention, the literacy coaches received visits and other support from mentor coaches, and they completed assignments that counted toward literacy leadership certification.  In addition, administrators participated in their schools’ summer institutes and attended several days of literacy leadership training.  In all of these activities, the level of participation by schools was relatively high, with similar percentages of middle and high school content teachers participating in the school-wide model training.  Middle school principals participated in training to a greater extent than high school principals. 

Classroom implementation of the school-wide model was assessed during two visits to each English/Language arts
 classroom during which teachers were interviewed and observers rated the classroom environment and the teachers’ instruction. While fidelity of implementation was relatively low during the classroom observations, interviews indicated that teachers were making some effort to implement the school-wide model.  Observations of the classroom environment reflected evidence of implementation in a high percentage of middle school classrooms but in a low percentage of high school classrooms. In future years of the project, content teachers need ongoing support in implementing the school-wide model, and coaches need to continue to refine their coaching skills with teachers.  High schools might need more support than middle schools, particularly if administrators in high schools are less supportive of the project (as evidenced by high school administrators’ lower participation in professional development).

The relationships between the professional development inputs and the level of classroom implementation are complicated, but examining them might lend some insight into the efficacy of the professional development models.  Exhibits 5B and 6B illustrate those relationships.  If the level of professional development inputs was directly correlated with the level of classroom implementation, then schools would be expected to receive the same high, moderate, or low ratings for both categories (and fall along the diagonal in Exhibits 5B and 6B).  One way to interpret the implementation data is that if schools tended to have equal or higher levels of classroom implementation than professional development inputs, then the professional development could be considered effective.  Conversely, if schools tended to have lower classroom implementation than professional develop participation, the professional development might be considered less effective. As Exhibits 5B and 6B indicate, most schools tended to fall on or above the diagonal, indicating that the professional development inputs were effective.  Exceptions to this might have occurred where schools received high professional development inputs yet implemented the classroom models at moderate or low levels.  It is possible that schools that were struggling to implement the classroom models received additional professional development support, particularly in the form of mentor coaching, to help them overcome difficulties with implementation. 
It is important to recognize that implementation fidelity is often at its lowest during the early stages of educational innovation. In year one, the intervention teachers were learning how to implement the intervention at the same time that they were expected to implement it. As such, intervention teachers were not fully implementing the models during this year of study, which is typical for teachers who are just learning to implement new teaching strategies. In future years, it is expected that teachers will implement both the targeted intervention and school-wide models with high fidelity.












































































STUDENT OUTCOMES











� English/Language arts teachers were observed to assess the instruction that the targeted intervention and control-group students received in these classes.  These observations may not reflect the extent to which teachers in other content areas implemented the school-wide model.
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