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Executive Summary
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September 2008

The San Diego Unified School District Striving Readers Project aims to work within the research base on adolescent literacy to conceptualize, describe and apply the elements of effective teaching and professional development with the goal of increasing the literacy achievement of struggling adolescent readers.  

Both the whole school literacy model and the targeted intervention model are based on context-specific professional development of teachers and reading strategy instruction for students.  The program was designed based on research conducted by McDonald & Thornley since 2002 (Thornley & McDonald, 2002; McDonald & Thornley, 2004; McDonald & Thornley, 2005)
 and supported by on-going reviews of the adolescent literacy research base.   It is premised on the idea that in order to make meaning students must understand the ways authors use different text forms to present particular types of information and how the surface features of a text convey information about the content of the text.  The SDUSD Striving Readers’ program, called SLIC (Strategies for Literacy Independence across the Curriculum) is also premised on a strong belief that the best path to increased adolescent literacy achievement is through building the knowledge base of teachers in the ways texts work and their pedagogical knowledge of teaching about texts and analyzing student work to plan instruction.  

San Diego Unified School District

San Diego Unified School District currently enrolls approximately 138,000 students in 187 schools, and has marked more than 150 years of service to San Diego's children. It is the second largest district in California, and eighth largest urban district in the United States.  The student population is extremely diverse representing more than 15 ethnic groups and over 60 languages and dialects.  Approximately 30 percent of the district’s students are non-native English learners. Over half of the district’s students are eligible for federal free and reduced price lunch program and 12 percent of the district’s students are identified as students with special needs.  SDUSD operates 29 high schools and 24 middle /junior high schools.

The schools participating in the SDUSD Striving Readers program reflect the diversity of the district.  In year one there were five intervention schools including a large, comprehensive high school, a small high school and three middle schools.  During the first year, the intervention was provided to 7th and 9th graders, and to one class of 10th graders at the small high school, with the intention for year two to also include 8th and 10th grade.  SLIC is a multi-year intervention. Students enter in the 7th grade and remain through grade 10 unless their test score show they no longer qualify for the intervention. Of the 191 eligible students receiving the targeted intervention in year one approximately 50% were classified as English Learners, with an additional 14% previous English learners who had been reclassified as fluent English proficient and 36% fluent English proficient. In terms of economic status, 70% of the students were classified as economically disadvantaged.

Getting a project of this magnitude, that is build around context-specific professional development of teachers, and strategy instruction that uses the grade-level materials students use in their secondary content area classes, up and going is a huge undertaking.  As in any large, urban school district change is constant and changes in district and school leadership from the time the grant application was submitted to the time grant notifications were made had a direct effect on the first year implementation of the Striving Readers Project.  District changes led to delays in hiring at the project and site level and in getting contracts finalized. These hiring delays resulted in delays in professional development for administrators, teachers, and literacy coaches, which led to delays in implementation of the instructional approach in both the intervention and school wide content area classes.  Start up issues in the planning year resulted in implementation that was not uniform within or across sites. 

Exhibit 1 and 2 Combined Intervention and Whole School Logic Map

The instructional and curricular approach taken in this project is substantially the same for intervention and school-wide content area classes with the primary difference being intensity of instruction, or dosage.  As represented on the logic map on the following page, students in intervention classes receive targeted instruction on all aspects of the curriculum that is developed and refined on the basis of on-going formative assessments.  The starting point for instruction in both the intervention and school-wide approach is instruction in how to use text features and the structure of texts to support meaning-making and strategic reading behaviors to achieve deeper understanding across a range of challenging texts and tasks.  In the school-wide approach the exact strategies and activities are moderated by the content students must learn and the demands of the tasks in each content area class.

As noted in the logic model, students are given explicit daily instruction in recognizing and using text features such as titles, subtitles, captions, font style, and graphics to gain a rapid understanding of a text’s content, purpose, structure, and organization as expository, persuasive, or narrative text.  In addition to previewing text prior to reading, students receive explicit instruction in other strategic reading behaviors such as cross-checking among text features and between text features and running text to verify their understanding, using contextual clues to apprehend unfamiliar vocabulary, note-making and other forms of writing to organize textual information derived from readings, and breaking prompts into component questions.

Information About non-SLIC Literacy Services

In 2006-07, a variety of supplemental literacy support programs were available to schools through the District. All intervention and comparison middle schools participated in the Extended Day Reading Program (EDRP), which ran about 20 weeks before and after school (total about 60 hours instruction). Eligibility is determined largely by California Standards Test (CST) scores. EDRP can include a commercial literacy program (e.g., Sundance/Options Comprehension Strategies Kit) and/or high-interest magazine articles and a range of expository, persuasive, and narrative texts. Other curricula offered at some schools included READ 180 and the Newbridge curriculum.

Study schools participated in numerous other programs, although specific programs varied by school. Two of the most common were Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID) and California High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) preparation (high schools only). In addition, middle and high schools participated in some combination of after-school academic support and enrichment classes which included academic instruction, homework assistance, and/or tutoring. 

Some intervention and comparison schools used block scheduling. The model for the block classes includes no set curriculum and provides more time in English using a literature anthology and leveled fiction reading. Regular English class tasks are highly scaffolded, and students are given time to complete assignments in class. Middle schools typically use the adopted Prentice-Hall English class anthology, and high schools use the adopted McDougal/Littell anthology. 


Exhibit 2.   Research Questions on the Implementation of the Targeted Intervention in Year 1

What was the nature and amount of professional development/support for teachers/coaches in Year 1?

Professional development/support for coaches

What was the professional development model for coaches in Year 1? 

What was the variability (amounts) of professional development /support for coaches in Year 1?

Do coaches’ understandings of the SLIC model conform to the views of the program leadership?

What forms of direct support (e.g., district staff presence in teacher-coach meetings) and indirect support do coaches have in their work with SLIC teachers 

What kind/amount of support is provided to coaches by site leadership?
Professional development/support for SLIC teachers

What types of support were provided to teachers?

What types of PD were provided to teachers?

What amount of PD was provided to teachers?

What support/amount of support are teachers given in lesson planning and instruction?

What support are teachers given in assessing student work to determine student needs?

What kind/amount of support is provided by site leadership?

What is the proportion of teachers receiving different levels of support?

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

What is the Year 1 classroom model (materials, resources, strategies, grouping, assessment practices, etc.)?

What proportion of teachers has access to program materials and resources?

Fidelity of Implementation

With respect to teaching points, how closely does SLIC teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?

With respect to pedagogy, how closely does SLIC teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?

How do SLIC teachers differentiate instruction to target students’ assessed needs?

How do SLIC teachers make use of results from the program’s diagnostic assessments and student coursework?

What types of reading materials do SLIC teachers use with students? (What content/academic content areas? Which text forms? Use of grade level texts?)

What kinds of reading and writing tasks are students given in SLIC classes? 

Level of Implementation
What proportion of teachers used instructional strategies, student groupings, instructional practices, assessment practices, etc. at different levels of implementation?

What did the counterfactual (for targeted intervention) look like in Year 1?

What were the experiences of the control students parallel to the interventions received by the treatment students?
	Exhibit 2a.  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Targeted Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Teacher
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	What was the nature and amount of professional development/support for teachers/coaches in Year 1?

	Professional development/support for coaches

	What was the professional development model for coaches in Year 1?
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	

	What was the variability (amounts) of professional development /support for coaches in Year 1?
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x

	Do coaches’ understandings of the SLIC model conform to the views of the program leadership?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	What forms of direct support (e.g., district staff presence in teacher-coach meetings) and indirect support do coaches have in their work with SLIC teachers?
	
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	

	What kind/amount of support is provided to coaches by school site leadership?
	
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	


	Exhibit 2a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Targeted Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Teacher
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	Professional development/support for SLIC teachers

	What types of support were provided to SLIC teachers?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x

	What types of PD were provided to SLIC teachers?
	 x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 

	What amount of PD was provided to SLIC teachers?
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x

	What support/amount of support are teachers given in lesson planning and instruction?
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 
	

	What support are teachers given in assessing student work to determine student needs?
	x
	x 
	x 
	 x
	 
	 x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 

	What kind/amount of support is provided by site leadership?
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	x
	 

	What is the proportion of teachers receiving different levels of support?
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	x
	x
	x


	Exhibit 2a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Targeted Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Teacher
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

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

	What is the Year 1 classroom model (materials, resources, strategies, grouping, assessment practices, etc.)?
	 
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	What proportion of teachers had access to program materials & resources?
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 

	Fidelity of Implementation

	With respect to teaching points, how closely does SLIC teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 

	With respect to pedagogy, how closely does SLIC teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	x
	 
	 x
	x
	 
	 

	How do SLIC teachers differentiate instruction to target students’ assessed needs?
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	 x
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 

	How do SLIC teachers make use of results from the program’s diagnostic assessments and student coursework?
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 


	Exhibit 2a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Targeted Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Teacher
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	What types of reading materials do SLIC teachers use with students? (What content/ academic content areas? Which text forms? Use of grade level texts?)
	 x
	 x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 

	What kinds of reading and writing tasks are students given in SLIC classes?
	 x
	 x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	

	Level of Implementation

	What proportion of teachers used instructional strategies, student groupings, instructional practices, assessment practices, etc. at different levels of implementation?
	x
	x
	x
	x
	 
	 
	 
	x
	x
	 
	 

	What did the counterfactual (for targeted intervention) look like in Year 1?

	What were the experiences of the control students parallel to the interventions received by the treatment students?
	School leadership

x
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 x
	 
	 


Exhibit 3.  Research Questions on the Implementation of the Whole School Intervention in Year 1

What was the nature and amount of professional development/support for teachers/coaches in Year 1?

Professional development/support for coaches 

What was the professional development model for coaches in Year 1? 

What was the variability (amounts) of professional development /support for coaches in Year 1?

What support are coaches given in understanding content-specific needs, content, and pedagogy?

Do coaches’ understandings of the SLIC model conform to the views of the program leadership?

What forms of direct support (e.g., district staff presence in teacher-coach meetings) and indirect support do coaches have in their work with content teachers?

What kinds/amounts of school site support do coaches have in their work with content teachers?

Professional development/support for content teachers 

What types of support were provided to content teachers?

What types of professional development were provided to content teachers?

What amount of professional development was provided to content teachers?

What support are teachers given in lesson planning and instruction?

What support are content teachers given in assessing student work to determine student needs?

How are teachers supported in content specific use of SLIC?

How are content teachers supported in classroom work with SLIC students?

What kind and amount of support is provided by school site leadership?

What is the proportion of teachers receiving different levels of support?

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

What is the Year 1 classroom model (materials, resources, strategies, assessment practices, etc.)? 

What proportion of teachers has access to all of the program resources that the model specifies?

Fidelity of Implementation
With respect to teaching points, does content teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?

With respect to pedagogy, does content teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?

[Year Two] What types of reading materials do content teachers use with students? (e.g. grade level texts or teacher-provided notes).

[Year Two] What kinds of reading writing tasks are students given in content classes? 

Level of Implementation
What proportion of teachers tried SLIC instructional strategies in their classrooms?  

What did the counterfactual (for whole school intervention) look like in Year 1?

What were the literacy programs offered to students attending comparison schools?

	Exhibit 3a.  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Whole School Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Site Leadership
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	What was the nature and amount of professional development/support for teachers/coaches in Year 1?

	Professional development/support for coaches

	What was the professional development model for coaches in Year 1?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x

	What was the variability (amounts) of professional development /support for coaches in Year 1?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x

	What support are coaches given in understanding content-specific needs, content, and pedagogy?
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	Do coaches’ understandings of the SLIC model conform to the views of the program leadership?
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	What forms of direct support (e.g., district staff presence in teacher-coach meetings) and indirect support do coaches have in their work with content teachers?
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	x


	Exhibit 3a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Whole School Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Site Leadership
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	What kind/amount of school site support do coaches have in their work with content teachers?
	x
	x
	
	
	 
	 
	 
	x
	 
	 
	 

	Professional development/support for content teachers

	What types of support were provided to content teachers?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x

	What types of PD were provided to content teachers?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x

	What amount of PD was provided to content teachers?
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x
	x
	x
	
	x
	x 

	What support are content teachers given in lesson planning and instruction?
	x
	
	
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	

	What support are content teachers given in assessing student work to determine student needs?
	x
	x
	
	
	x  
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	How are teachers supported in content specific use of SLIC?
	x
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	x
	
	
	

	How are content teachers supported in classroom work with SLIC students?
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	


	Exhibit 3a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Whole School Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Site Leadership
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	What kind and amount of support is provided by school site leadership?
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	

	What is the proportion of teachers receiving different levels of support?
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	x
	

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

	What is the Year 1 classroom model (materials, resources, strategies, grouping, assessment practices, etc.)?
	
	x
	x
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	 
	 

	What proportion of teachers has access to all the program resources the model specifies?
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	 x
	x

	Fidelity of Implementation

	With respect to teaching points, does content teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	x
	x
	 
	 

	With respect to pedagogy, does content teachers’ instruction follow the SLIC model?
	x
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	 
	 


	Exhibit 3a. (continued):  Year 1 Data Sources on Implementation Linked with Research Questions:  Whole School Intervention

	Research Questions
	Measures/Data Sources

	 
	Interviews
	PD Observations
	Site Visit Observations
	Assessment Scoring Observations
	Coach Meetings   
	Classroom Observations
	Record Review

	 
	Coach
	District Staff
	Developer
	Site Leadership
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	Evaluators
	PD Attendance
	Site Visit Records

	[Year Two] What types of reading materials do content teachers use with students? (e.g. use of grade level texts or teacher-provided notes)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	[Year Two] What kinds of reading and writing tasks are students given in content classes? 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Level of Implementation

	What proportion of teachers tried SLIC instructional strategies in their classrooms?
	x
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	x
	
	 
	 

	What did the counterfactual (for whole school intervention) look like in Year 1?

	What were the literacy programs offered to students attending comparison schools?
	
	
	
	x
	
	
	
	
	
	 
	 


Implementation of Targeted Intervention

Professional Development Tables:  Targeted Intervention

Inputs

Professional development for coaches and targeted intervention teachers is a key aspect of the targeted intervention model, which assumes that professional development is ongoing throughout the program. In Year 1, professional development consisted of formal sessions led by program leaders; site visits by program leaders; and weekly coaches meeting. 

Using reported and observed data on all of these forms of professional development, adequacy levels for professional development were determined for each intervention teacher and intervention coach. These levels were based on the following scales:

Teacher PD Participation*
1 = less than 120 hours/year [adequacy = low]

2 =  120-160 hours/year [adequacy = medium]

3 = more than 160 hours/year [adequacy = high]

Coach PD Participation**
1 = less than 80 hours/year [adequacy = low]

2 =  80-150 hours/year [adequacy = medium]

3 = more than 150 hours/year [adequacy = high]

Another critical component is the support coaches provide to the targeted intervention teachers at their school sites. In Year 1, this support consisted of co-teaching of classes and meetings between coaches and teachers to debrief lessons, examine student work, and plan upcoming lessons.

Adequacy levels for coach-teacher support were determined for each targeted intervention teacher based on the scales below:***
Coach-to-Teacher Support

1 = less than 216 hours/year [adequacy = low]

2 =  216-288 hours/year [adequacy = medium]

3 = more than 288 hours/year [adequacy = high]

Using the scales presented above, the level of implementation of professional development/teacher support for the targeted intervention were estimated for each school, and results are presented in Exhibit 4 below. Implementation levels were estimated for each teacher within each category of PD/support—teacher PD participation, coach PD participation, and coach-to-teacher support—then, in schools with more than one intervention teacher, averaged across teachers. Summary scores were also calculated for overall coach-to teacher support—an average of “direct” support and the indirect effects of coach PD participation—and for overall implementation of PD/teacher support. (See “Appendix.”) Aggregated results of these estimates are presented in Exhibit 4.

Classroom Instruction

During Year 1 of the study, the evaluation team learned about the intervention in part through observation of targeted intervention classes.  However, since the team was developing an understanding of the program in Year 1 and a quantitative observation instrument had not yet been created, a quantitative measure of fidelity seems inappropriate. Qualitative observations were systematically analyzed but no attempt was made to derive ratings for the fidelity of classroom instruction. A rating of fidelity to the classroom model, which will be estimated in Year 2, is not estimated here.  

 Exhibit 4. Implementation of Targeted Intervention (Intervention Teachers)

	Level of Implementation (by school)

N=5
	Inputs
	Classroom Model

(not available Year 1)
	Average Adequacy Score

	
	Teacher PD Participation (% (#))
	Direct Coach Support
	Indirect Coach Support
	Average

Coach Support
	
	

	Low (<1.5)
	0
	20% (1)
	0
	0
	--
	0

	Medium (1.5-2.5)
	40% (2)
	20% (1)
	40% (2)
	40% (2)
	--
	60% (3)

	High (>2.5)
	60% (3)
	60% (3)
	60% (3)
	60% (3)
	--
	40% (2)


Implementation of Whole-School Intervention

Inputs

The Year 1 Implementation Report suggests that content-area teachers at participating intervention schools should participate in a minimum of 1) 15-20 hours of “Whole School/Cross site conferences”; 2) 8 hours of “Small group, content area seminars”; and 3) 8 hours of “Individual/in class support.” On average, these expectations were met much less often than expectations for implementation of the targeted intervention.

In practice, it was not always possible to distinguish, for a given segment of professional development/support, which of the three categories of expectations for whole-school implementation was being met. Therefore, Exhibits 5 and 6 below present both category-specific estimates of total PD/support hours received by teachers at a given site and estimates of total hours of PD/support received. When sessions seemed to cross categories of expected PD/support, time was evenly divided among the categories. For instance, a 4-hour session that provided both an overview of the intervention and discussion of content-specific literacy needs would count as 2 hours of “whole-school conference” and 2 hours of “content-area seminar. (It should be noted that some PD was likely not reported, especially when it was brief or informal, and, while sign-in sheets were almost always available for reported PD, they were missing for two brief (2.5-3 hours) whole-school PD sessions, for which participants have been inferred here.)

In Exhibit 5, percentage ranges are given for the site-level participation of teachers in “core” content areas—English Language Arts, Math, Science, Social Science/History—and Special Education at any amount (greater than 0 hours). In Exhibit 6, percentages of teachers who participated in the given categories for the expected amounts of time are shown. The expected amounts were estimated as:

more than 14 hours of “whole school” PD, which included any PD with the primary purpose of presenting general goals or practices of the intervention;

more than 7 hours of “content area” PD, which included PD provided to teachers in one content area, focused on the individual literacy needs of that area;

more than 7 hours of “individual/in-class support,” which included classroom observations, lesson-planning, and other individual-level support; and

more than 27 hours of total PD/support.

The adequacy of intervention coaches’ training, also a key to effective support of content teachers, is reported in Exhibit 7. (See “Implementation of Targeted Intervention” for an explanation of these levels.)

Exhibit 5. Content-Area Teacher Participation at Any Amount*

	Level of Implementation (by school)

N=5
	Inputs
	Classroom Model

(not available Year 1)

	
	“Whole-

School PD” (% (#))
	“Content-

Area PD”


	“Individual 

Support”
	Total Hours
	

	Less than 20%
	0
	3 (60%)
	1 (20%)
	0
	--

	20%-60%
	1 (20%)
	1 (20%)
	4 (80%)
	0
	--

	60%-80%
	0
	1(20%)
	0
	1 (20%)
	--

	More than 80%
	4 (80%)
	0
	0
	4 (80%)
	--


*Cell values reflect the number (and percentage) of schools where the percentage of teachers participating at any amount (>0 hours) fell within a given percentage range. For instance, the percentage of teachers participating in “Whole-School PD” was more than 80 for 4 schools and between 20 and 60 for one school.

Exhibit 6. Content-Area Teacher Participation at Expected Amounts*

	Level of Implementation (by school)

N=5
	Inputs
	Classroom Model

(not available Year 1)

	
	“Whole-

School PD” 
	“Content-

Area PD”


	“Individual 

Support”
	Total Hours
	

	Less than 20%
	4 (80%)
	4 (80%)
	5 (100%)
	4 (80%)
	--

	20%-60%
	0
	1 (20%)
	0
	1(20%)
	--

	More than 60%
	1 (20%)
	0
	0
	0
	--


*Cell values reflect the number (and percentage) of schools where the percentage of teachers participating at the expected amount fell within a given percentage range. For instance, the percentage of teachers participating in “Whole-School PD” at the expected amount was less than 20 for 4 schools and greater than 60 for one school.

Exhibit 7. Coach PD Participation




	Level of Implementation (by school)
N=5
	% (#) of schools

	Low (<1.5)
	0

	Medium (1.5-2.5)
	40% (2)

	High (>2.5)
	60% (3)


Selected Implications 

During the first year of the Striving Readers Grant (2006-07), the Strategies for Literacy Independence across the Curriculum (SLIC) targeted and whole school intervention was initiated in two high schools (one small school, one comprehensive school) and three feeder middle schools in the San Diego Unified School District.
 Year 1 was a planning year for the program.

Personnel.  In Year 1, the SLIC whole school and targeted intervention programs involved substantial professional development (PD) and relied on the transmission of SLIC knowledge from program developers/leaders to coaches and teachers and from teachers to students, and ongoing coach support for teachers. Each school had a coach and one or two SLIC teachers who led the targeted intervention classes, designed to provide students with consistent and intensive instruction in literacy skills applicable to all content area courses and texts required for success in secondary school. The SLIC teachers were English Language Arts teachers chosen by principals from among current and new school staff. Content area teachers at targeted intervention schools were instructors in the whole school intervention program. Eligible striving readers (those students designated as two years or more below grade level in reading) were assigned to the SLIC class in addition to their English Language Arts class. As long as students remain eligible, they can participate in targeted SLIC classes. The number of years students participate can vary from 1 to 3 years during the study period. All students in intervention schools participate in the whole school intervention through their content area classes. 

Program.  The targeted and whole school programs spring from the same theoretical model.  The targeted intervention classes taught literacy skills needed across all content areas, while, for the whole school program, content teachers at targeted schools were expected to add the teaching of literacy skills needed in that particular academic discipline. Because of various delays in Year 1 program start-up (detailed below), there was greater emphasis on implementing the targeted SLIC intervention than the whole school intervention. The whole school program is less intensive in terms of time and intensity of instruction and the breadth of literacy skills taught, and was introduced more gradually at schools. The whole school professional development model paralleled the targeted SLIC model, and began with whole school and cross-site professional development (PD) sessions, followed by leadership site visits and further PD events, and ongoing coach recruitment of and support for content teachers.  It was anticipated that, by using the SLIC program at both the targeted and whole school levels, the program would work synergistically to increase targeted students’ literacy competence. At the same time, the other students attending content classes would be exposed to SLIC as a set of supplementary skills that would expand their ability to learn from textbooks and use the writing forms appropriate to each discipline. 

Context of Year 1 Program Start-up

Several factors affected the development and implementation of the SLIC program in Year 1.  First, the contracts for the SLIC program developers (Trevor McDonald and Christina Thornley, Education Associates) and for the SLIC assessment team (led by Mark Wilson, Berkeley Evaluation and Assessment Research Center, Berkeley, CA) were approved by the SDUSD school board in late August 2006.  This delay was beyond the control of the SLIC leadership team but had considerable effect on their ability to schedule and staff the SLIC targeted and whole-school PD, to confirm the commitment of schools recruited to the program – especially schools with the required demographic profile
, and to develop the SLIC assessments. Delays in contract approval also meant that the program developers were not available until after the school year had begun in September 2006, which had an impact on the provision of PD and training of teachers and coaches. In general, coaches provided PD at the same time as they acquired basic program knowledge. In early November of 2006, the developers arrived and provided cross-site and site-specific professional development for coaches, and for SLIC and content teachers. The contractual delays also had an impact on coach placement and meant that three of five coaches reached their sites from one to three months into the academic year.

Furthermore, teacher contracts limited mandatory attendance at professional development sessions, and it was not possible to require teachers to attend professional development sessions before the start of the school year. Nevertheless, some intervention schools had principals who "strongly encouraged" teachers to attend, and at these schools attendance at late-summer professional development sessions was high.  Due to these differences in school leadership and in scheduling of professional development, there was wide variation among participating schools in the amount of initial professional development teachers received. To compensate for this, the leadership team offered concentrated versions of their earlier PD to these schools during the school year, touching on the key points. Such meetings competed with other demands for teachers' time, so attendance tended to be limited. In instances where the PD could be provided in conjunction with a staff meeting, attendance was higher. 

As with any large, urban school district, change is constant in SDUSD. Changes in participating schools and staff, in particular, had an effect on implementation, and were one reason that progress in the implementation and support for the implementation was uneven in the first year of the study.  We would expect to see variation across sites in student outcomes, and less student growth than might otherwise have been the case.   Because of these obstacles, the circumstances in Year 1 were not ideal for the testing of student outcomes associated with SLIC implementation, and outcomes would not represent an accurate measure of the program’s effectiveness.

Targeted Intervention

Students. Students were eligible for the targeted intervention if they performed two or more years below grade level on one or more of three tests, the California Standards Test –English Language Arts (CST-ELA), the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP), or the California English Language Development Test (CELDT).   Students in the targeted intervention were 7th and 9th graders, with one class of 10th graders.  Of the 191 eligible students receiving the targeted intervention in Year 1, 50% were classified as English Learners, 36% were fluent English proficient, and 14% were reclassified as fluent English proficient. In terms of socioeconomic status, 70% of the students were classified as economically disadvantaged, 20% as non disadvantaged, with no data on 9% of the students.

PD and classroom instruction in targeted intervention.  Once the coaches were in place there was strong PD support for the targeted intervention teachers (at most sites) in formal PD sessions, site work provided by developers and district leadership, and in daily support from the coach.  By the end of the year classroom implementation of the curriculum was fairly high
, especially at sites with strong teacher/coach or teacher/leadership collaboration, and the program was successful at implementing instruction around literacy strategies and routines regarding text features and form. However, the goal of achieving instruction and student learning around deriving and communicating meaning (e.g. understanding main idea, critical reading, inference) presented a greater challenge in the first year   The last third of the SLIC curriculum, the more abstract elements such as synthesis and inference, received less attention in PD sessions or classroom teaching, partly due to the aforementioned delays, and this became a greater priority for Year 2.  Students’ literacy progress in gaining access to text and understanding the uses of text forms might be stronger than outcomes requiring interpretive skills. 

While PD and teachers’ classroom implementation of pedagogy (e.g. questioning strategies) expanded, it was unclear to what degree the students used SLIC skills independently and transferred them to other classes and reading tasks. The provision of instructional scaffolds and gradual release of students to conduct independent work was central to the pedagogical model and there was concern among leadership and coaches about whether teachers were giving enough independent work and whether students would transfer new literacy skills to content classes and testing situations.  Following a teacher’s example, developers increased instruction around understanding and answering general prompts and test prompts, and decided to expand that program focus in Year 2.
Examining program fidelity.  The leadership believes that SLIC strategies provide as much support for English learners as for native English speakers, but teachers and coaches found that English learners were making less progress than native English speakers. While teachers and coaches regularly looked at student work to understand changing educational needs, the differentiation of instruction to meet the varied needs of students, including English learners, is a program goal that was less commonly implemented in the first year than the leadership intended. Teachers with classroom support were better able to implement differentiation. The plan for Year 2 includes a couple of classes combining English learner and SLIC support, and more attention to differentiating instruction in general and in relation to English learners in particular. 

In Year 1, the Striving Readers assessments were in the development and piloting stage, and took more time and resources to develop and score than the district leadership anticipated. As a result, all SLIC students’ assessments and assessments from several content classes were scored and analyzed in September, while all students’ June assessments were scored.  Thus, the assessments were used as diagnostic tools rather than as formal assessment instruments in Year 1. 

During Year 1 and as part of planning for Year 2, new professional development and instructional materials were developed, and existing documents were modified. These changes were generally made in response to teachers’ and students’ perceived needs.  Among these changes, the district leadership and developers created a curriculum map, a progression of units, with suggested time frames for each unit to provide better pacing and ensure that the full curriculum was well covered in Year 2.  During the summer of 2007, SLIC staff wrote opening curriculum units to provide teachers with further support.  The program model posits that instruction should be responsive to educational needs, and it is anticipated that new materials will be developed as needed in future years.  This will require ongoing professional development, and might complicate measures of fidelity over time.

Barriers to targeted program implementation. Delays in the developers’ arrival had implications for the targeted SLIC program implementation, which were exacerbated at sites where coaches’ arrival was also delayed.  While the ideas and strategies associated with SLIC are generally known to adolescent literacy experts and are well known to district leadership, the SLIC realization of these ideas has been the work of the developers.  In the first two months of the 2006-07 school year professional development rested on the district leadership, which was also responsible for administrative requirements associated with program start-up and reporting.  To some degree, this meant that staff and student exposure to the full program was of shorter duration and depth than anticipated.  In some arenas, such as SLIC teacher PD, it was easier to compensate for lost time than in other areas, such as coaches’ work expanding interest and support among site staff.  Professional development for Year 2 began during the summer of 2007, with supplementary PD and curriculum materials developed during Year 1. 
Whole School Intervention

The whole school intervention served all students at targeted intervention schools as part of their content classes, and the classes incorporated elements of SLIC relevant to each discipline as part of reading and writing work. The whole school professional development was designed to be carried out in a manner similar to the targeted intervention, with cross-site and site specific formal PD for all content teachers, followed by site visits by the district leadership and developers interspersed with additional PD and then intensive work with coaches or developers to facilitate classroom instruction.  However, implementation varied across sites.  There were differences in the amount and content of PD offered by coaches, and the manner in which the whole-school program was integrated into schools’ organization (e.g. through departments, school-wide projects, or individual teachers). There were differences among schools in which academic departments were the “early adopters” of the program, and how broadly the whole school program spread across content areas. Often, these differences reflected the opportunities presented to coaches at each site.

The level of implementation of the whole school SLIC program also varied by content area. The greatest interest in the program was in science departments, followed by social studies and English departments. Science teachers’ interest was consistent with the leadership’s recruitment efforts and professional development emphasis on text features and expository text, and their common use of science and social studies textbooks in their demonstration lessons.   

PD and classroom instruction in the whole school program. Coaches were not trained before the school year began, and their learning about adolescent literacy and SLIC and their training of teachers took place concurrently.  Further, the groundwork for SLIC at the schools, specifically familiarizing principals and key personnel with the program and program requirements, was not sufficiently laid in September when the school year began. Knowledge about the program by principals and staff, and knowledge about the schools by the district, developed over the first several months of the school year.  These factors probably delayed the development of the ties between coaches and school staff that would allow the program to take hold.  While the great majority of content teachers attended some formal PD events, the greatest responsibility for recruiting teachers to ongoing work with the program and for supporting the content area work was placed on the coaches.  

The introductory formal PD sessions reached virtually all teachers at most schools, but the planning and ongoing PD necessary for classroom implementation reached far fewer content teachers (see Exhibit 6). Ongoing collaboration between content teachers and coaches, leadership, or expert teachers was often a necessary prelude to classroom implementation, since content teachers generally had little knowledge about literacy instruction or specific ideas about how they might bring it into their classes.  Initiating this work required time for lesson planning and debriefing, and there was little time for this in the first year.  This sort of intensive and ongoing work requires not only time but also a significant degree of interest from content teachers. Thus, while the great majority of teachers at SLIC schools were exposed to SLIC theory and pedagogy, mainly in the form of cross-site or school-wide PD, fewer content teachers were involved in sustained work with the program, and continuing classroom implementation was rarer.  With the exception of one school, there was little ongoing PD work with content teachers, and very limited implementation of SLIC in content-area classes, both in terms of the amount of SLIC-related instruction and fidelity to the SLIC model.    

These challenges were anticipated by the program leaders, who stated at the outset that it would take time to build “capacity,” specifically the number of teachers involved, their experience and skill at integrating SLIC literacy strategies with their instruction, and their ability to recognize students’ content area literacy problems as such.  Moreover, the leadership expected it would take time to build interest and “buy-in” among content teachers, and that an excessively “top down” approach would provoke resistance. Instead, the leaders expected that interest in the program would build over the five years of the grant as successful student outcomes became apparent.

Examining program fidelity.  Program fidelity of the whole school intervention was also emerging in Year 1. The degree to which teaching resembled SLIC pedagogy was uneven across classes in which introduction of the program was observed. One reason for the inconsistency is that understanding of the intervention was at a basic level, and it may be that teachers and coaches were not yet certain what was and was not part of the pedagogy in content area instruction, or how to implement the pedagogy to achieve the greatest effect.  While the developers’ demonstration lessons provided clear examples, there was some discussion around how far teachers were diverging from this practice.  Among teachers and coaches, it was less understood or less commonly agreed upon which literacy activities were peripheral to SLIC, or whether a particular use of the strategies was substantive or superficial. There may have been some trade-off between speed and breadth of implementation and achieving fidelity to the instructional model, and school sites differed in the effort devoted to broad exposure on the one hand and fidelity to the program model on the other.

The recruitment and retention of personnel and fidelity of implementation may in some cases also constitute trade-offs, and it may be easier and more appealing to some to adapt the program to their purposes and style than to implement with precision.  Similarly, experienced teachers may bring skill and an understanding of how to implement curriculum, but may also have more distinct pedagogical preferences than new teachers.  Whether it is fidelity of implementation or skill of implementation that produces the best results is an open question, but it cannot be assumed that one implies the other.

There was some fluctuation in the emphasis placed on “co-construction” of the program, or, more specifically, the relative emphasis placed on fidelity of implementation and adaptability of the program to the demands of multiple content areas, educational settings, and student needs. This became most apparent with respect to the whole school program.  Even when there was understanding that “co-construction” referred to implementation process rather than the program model, there was some lack of clarity around the question of whether curriculum was adaptable to context, or was an immutable expression of the program model itself.  A common understanding may develop in Year 2 as there are more instances of content area implementation and a better understanding of the model among program personnel, although it is also possible that the tension between fidelity and adaptability will remain. The implications of flexibility for program fidelity and evaluation design will become clear over the next few years.

Barriers to whole school program implementation.  Barriers to implementation included the previously mentioned contractual delays and associated delays.  Furthermore, the SLIC program relies on PD for the communication of knowledge, and in the first year of the grant the leadership and coaches’ time was absorbed not only by conveying and gaining program knowledge, but also by a range of issues associated with grant start up and gaining familiarity with the school sites.  Finally, facilitation of the evaluation and assessment work placed additional demands on program time.

Other barriers were more systemic than situational.  According to some coaches, one barrier to whole-school implementation was skepticism among content teachers that a literacy intervention could contribute to content area instruction, concern that it might take important time away from content-specific instruction, and skepticism that a coach outside their content area would have the expertise to improve their teaching or could understand the teaching challenges of their content area.  A teacher dedicated to an inquiry oriented model of education indicated that the SLIC goal of increasing access to text had limited educational value in his discipline. These beliefs may have affected participation in PD, willingness to work with coaches, and use of SLIC methods in content classes.  Moreover, some coaches noted that content teachers, including some English teachers, were not knowledgeable about or comfortable with teaching literacy.   

The professional background and content area efficacy of the coach was also important to program implementation. A couple of coaches mentioned that they had always felt less adept at understanding texts that were distant in content and form from their own educational and teaching backgrounds.  It is unclear whether this slowed their progress in working with other content area teachers. Part of the PD work involved familiarizing coaches, as readers, with the texts of multiple content areas.    

The coach’s perceived role among school staff as either a type of teacher or an administrator made a difference at some sites, and was treated as an issue of group identity and loyalty.  At one such site, the coach was cautious about anything that might be perceived as excessive district supervision of instruction, and wary about being identified as an administrator. This may have been the case at other schools as well.

The skills, knowledge and experience of coaches varied, and traits that facilitated implementation were knowledge about literacy, prior involvement in reading and writing programs, substantial background in teaching and coaching, understanding of content-area perspectives other than ELA and sufficient content area expertise to garner respect, experience in planning and delivering PD, and prior history at the site. The coaches placed at middle schools had middle school teaching background, and those placed at high schools had been high school teachers.  For the whole school program, the coach’s content area skill and credibility in an area aside from ELA, along with familiarity with the site and PD experience, may have been especially valuable.

Coaches arriving at their sites at the beginning of the school year avoided some of the challenges that faced those reaching their schools later.  Familiarity with the teachers and site staff were important factors in acceptance, and coaches arriving after the start of the school year took longer to become integrated, unless they had substantial prior contact with the school.  As part of preparation for Year 2, new coaches participated in PD during Year 1 and summer before Year 2, and were introduced to their school sites well before the new school year began.

Site support and leadership strength and continuity affected the level of content area implementation at some sites. Principals’ active support for the whole-school program varied across school sites, and this had an impact on how much SLIC PD content teachers were “strongly encouraged” to attend.  In turn, some principals considered themselves more free to act than did others; principal turnover is fairly common in this district, (especially at the beginning of a new district administration), and the new district administration emphasized amicable relations with teachers over centralized control. The strength and stability of leadership at the school site was another variable affecting the ability of the coach to recruit teachers to the program and the amount of informal authority given to the coach.  

The organization and educational focus of the school site made a difference in the course and nature of whole school implementation.  Schools in Program Improvement 5 status under the No Child Left Behind Act were required to have educational improvement plans in place before the SLIC program began and before the grant award was announced.  In one PI 5 school, the targeted intervention fit well with the existing plans, while the whole-school program was neither consistent nor inconsistent with the plans.  A school that had already reorganized after failing to meet Annual Yearly Progress goals had a project focus which constrained the way the whole-school SLIC program could be realized; SLIC had to take shape through the project orientation of the site. To some degree, this put SLIC implementation at the school slightly out of sync with the other four sites. The school’s focus presented opportunities but also meant that the coach had additional work in envisioning and planning the form SLIC implementation could take.

In the first program year, there were many obstacles to implementing program curriculum and pedagogy in content area classes. A great deal was learned this year about how to overcome obstacles particular to the program’s first year and some ongoing challenges that face efforts to introduce literacy instruction in secondary school content classes.  Progress was made in initiating the program at all of the schools, although the process was slower than planned.

For a variety of reasons discussed above, we would not expect substantial changes in student outcomes associated with Year 1 whole school implementation.

The Counterfactual

Students in the control group were subject to different kinds of treatment, depending on the schools they attended.

At all intervention schools, SLIC students participated in the intervention in addition to an ELA class.  Two of the five intervention schools had intact control classes. At one of these schools, the control class functioned much like a beginning English language development class because of the preponderance of English learners. The other school placed control students in English language arts (ELA) classes that used the Newbridge curriculum and, for the lowest-level striving readers, READ 180. In the READ 180 class, students were given both whole-group and small-group instruction along with independent reading time and computer-based individualized literacy skills practice.  In short, treatment and control students at these schools all received some form of literacy intervention—either SLIC or a non-SLIC intervention – in addition to ELA classes that were not tied to a particular literacy intervention.

The remaining three schools did not have intact control classes; rather, students randomized into the control group enrolled in elective classes they would normally have, following a 'business as usual' model. Students enrolled in the SLIC intervention class were not able to enroll in electives. Thus, at these schools, elective classes were, in effect, the control condition. As a consequence, the SLIC students at these schools spent more time on literacy than did the control students, in contrast to the situation at the two schools described above, which offered literacy interventions, of different sorts, to both SLIC and control students.  In terms of student outcomes, we would expect to see greater positive growth among intervention students than among control students in schools in which control students do not attend an alternate literacy class, and relatively less difference in growth where both intervention and control students are exposed to supplementary literacy instruction. Similarly, comparison schools with robust Literacy Advancement Academies (support classes) might be more successful or relatively successful in increasing literacy outcomes, all other factors being held equal, than comparison schools without Academies.

Of the schools achieving an acceptable level of correct student placements in SLIC or control groups (i.e., compliance with random assignment by the external evaluator), half were considered by leadership to have high implementation of the targeted intervention and half were viewed as sites with relatively low implementation.  However, the sites with high implementation provided supplementary literacy instruction for control students, and the sites considered to have low implementation had no alternate literacy intervention for control students.  This confound may limit the evaluators’ ability to interpret the impact of the program on student outcomes in the first year.

Appendix

Ratings by Teacher on Implementation of Selected Inputs  (Targeted Intervention)

	 
	 
	Coach-to-Teacher Support
	 

	 
	Teacher PD Participation*
	Direct 

(“Coach-to-Teacher Support”)
	Indirect 

(“Coach PD Participation”)
	Average Coach-to-Teacher Support
	Average Score on Adequacy for 2 Components 

	 
	Rating/Adequacy
	Rating/Adequacy
	Rating/Adequacy
	Average Rating
	 

	School 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	1
	(teacher 1 score + teacher 2 score)/2
	(teacher 1 score + teacher 2 score)/2
	coach score
	(direct + indirect) / 2
	(teacher PD participation + average coach-to-teacher support) / 2

	2
	teacher score
	teacher score
	coach score
	(direct + indirect) / 2
	(teacher PD participation + average coach-to-teacher support) / 2

	3
	teacher score
	teacher score
	coach score
	(direct + indirect) / 2
	(teacher PD participation + average coach-to-teacher support) / 2

	4
	teacher score
	teacher score
	coach score
	(direct + indirect) / 2
	(teacher PD participation + average coach-to-teacher support) / 2

	5
	(teacher 1 score + teacher 2 score)/2
	(teacher 1 score + teacher 2 score)/2
	coach score
	(direct + indirect) / 2
	(teacher PD participation + average coach-to-teacher support) / 2


Inputs








Assessment


District Leadership


Program Developers


UC Berkeley (BEAR)








Professional Development








1  Leaders and developers build teacher knowledge and understanding of striving readers curriculum (scope & sequence) in intervention classes to SLIC teachers and coaches


2  Leaders and developers develop planning sequence, curriculum & pedagogical practice of SLIC teachers and coaches through observation, collaborative planning, coaching, team teaching, demonstration, review of student work, reflection and feedback. Coaches increasingly responsible for support to teachers


3  Leaders and developers build content area teachers’ and coaches’ knowledge of the application of the scope & sequence to content area (school-wide) classroom instruction





4  Leaders and developers develop planning sequence, curriculum and pedagogical practice of content area teachers (school-wide) and coaches through approaches described in (2) above. Coaches increasingly responsible for supports to teachers














5  Leaders and developers with UC Berkeley develop & trial diagnostic and summative curriculum assessments


Train SLIC teachers and coaches in use of diagnostic assessments for on-going planning and summative purposes 








Instruction





1  SLIC  Classes, (students 2 or more years below grade level on 1 or more of 3 assessments)


Daily explicit instruction in strategic reading behaviors from scope & sequence, moving from overview of content using text features to reading and meaning-making in running text, cross-checking for accuracy and higher level skills of inference, synthesis and critique to building vocab knowledge





Daily reading in increasingly complex texts to complete increasingly complex grade level written tasks





2  SLIC Instructional approach focusing on literacy skills in order to access content





Teacher questioning to focus on metacognitive skills, build shared charts of learning processes





On-going student reflection & review of progress, writing in academic journals and glossaries











3&4  Content Area Teachers–School-wide (all SLIC, control & other students at intervention schools)


Instruction in relevant SLIC strategies to increase interaction with text, preview text features to build knowledge base, read and note-make, write for academic purposes (at least three times weekly)





5  Assessment


On-going analysis of diagnostics and benchmark assessments to inform and differentiate instruction





Confounds and External Factors affecting Implementation: site support, teacher engagement, teacher & coach turnover, teacher & coach experience, literacy knowledge and beliefs, working relationships, supports to control group over and above content area learning experiences





Evaluation


UCSD


Oversight & Support


USDOE & Abt


Material Resources


Federal grant


District infrastructure 








Leadership


District Leadership


Program Developers


School-Level 


Literacy Coaches


Intervention Teachers (SLIC)


Content Area Teachers (school wide)

















Skills & Abilities (Surveys & Observations)


Increased reading & writing stamina, independence, efficacy, use of text, academic language, writing for learning 


Measures (Diagnostics & Standardized)


Targeted SLIC Intermediate:


All students make progress on writing benchmarks (four point scale) and on two reading diagnostics during the year


Targeted SLIC Long Term:


All students make 2yrs+ growth per year on DRP


All students make yearly progress of at least one sub level to at least proficient by 10th grade 


ELs increase OPL by one proficiency level per year until advanced or reclassified (CELDT)


All students score proficient or advanced on English 9&10 end of course exams (EEOCE)


All students (SLIC, control & others) 


5% increase in proficient or above each year (CST)


5% reduction in students scoring below or far below (CST)


All first time test takers pass CAHSEE





Outcomes





Exhibit 1. 		SDUSD:  Striving Readers’ Logic Model for Implementation Process and Fidelity of Implementation
























































� McDonald, T., & Thornley, C. (2004). Literacy strategies for unlocking meaning in content area texts: 


Using student voices to inform professional development. Thinking Classroom, 5(3), 7-14





McDonald, T., & Thornley, C. (2005). Literacy teaching and learning during the secondary years: Establishing a pathway for success to NCEA and beyond. SET: Research Information for Teachers, (2), 9-14.





Thornley, C., & McDonald, T. (2002). Reading across the curriculum: Secondary students talk about themselves as readers. SET: Research Information for Teachers(1), 19-24.





* Based on expectations stated in the Year 1 Implementation Report, full implementation would require approximately 200 hours of professional development for targeted intervention teachers. Cutpoints of 60 and 80% of this total are used here. For two teachers who split the academic year roughly in half, compliance levels are estimated based on reaching 50% of these cutpoints.





** Based on expectations stated in the Year 1 Implementation Report, full implementation would require approximately 370 hours of PD for coaches. Cutpoints of 60 and 80% of this total are used here. For one coach who was hired in November of Year 1, implementation is based on 100% of the yearlong expectations, as no other coach was at the site.





*** Based on expectations stated in the Year 1 Implementation Report, full implementation would require approximately 360 hours of direct teacher-coach support over the course of the year. Cutpoints of 60 and 80% of this total are used here. For two teachers who split the academic year roughly in half compliance levels are estimated based on reaching 50% of these cutpoints.





� A third high school left the program early in the school year after a change in leadership. In Year 2, a feeder middle school and two more high schools (one small school, one comprehensive school) were added to the study. 


� In several cases, schools with a high proportion of English Learner students were going into “Program Improvement 5” (PI5) status based on failure to meet Annual Yearly Performance (AYP) standards as defined by the No Child Left Behind Act over the course of four consecutive years.  These schools had to have educational plans in place well before the school year began.


� This statement is based on qualitative observation in SLIC classrooms: SLIC was the exclusive focus of instruction in SLIC classes at 4 of the 5 schools, and took about half of the class time at the 5th school.
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