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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reading First is a federal initiative providing @amprecedented level of funding and
focused support for the improvement of K-3 readirggruction, with the ultimate goal of
ensuring that all children read at grade leveli®yend of third grade. The 2006—2007
school year represented the fourth year of Alaskadihg First, but was the third year of
school-level implementation. Reading First is iempented in 14 schools located in three
school districts—Anchorage, Fairbanks, and LakeReinsula school districts. The
first two districts are urban; the latter is veuyal and remote, presenting a different set
of contextual factors to implementation. Some sthbad multi-grade classrooms,
especially in Lake and Peninsula; some principats@aches were itinerant. Lake and
Peninsula had two itinerant coaches, one of whomk&ebas the district coordinator too.

The Alaska Department of Education and Early Dguelent (EED) contracted the
Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NWRELEbnduct annual evaluations of
its Reading First program. Alaska Reading Firstieaced some significant successes this
school year, namely:

» The Alaska Reading First program provided a congmsive approach to
professional development by providing four maj@atedtvide conferences;
providing ongoing professional development to ceaclvho in turn provided
coaching to their teachers; and having districtrdmators provide other support
to Reading First schools and staff members. TlaellRg Leadership Team Data
Retreat and the Reading First Summit were espgaiall received.

» Data use was pervasive in decision-making. Schegislarly used assessments
for screening, diagnosing, and progress-monitatieg intensive, strategic, and
benchmark students. Coaches and teachers useddditesfor a variety of
purposes, but most frequently when making decisidmait interventions.

» Teachers continued to teach their core prograntsfdélity and were satisfied
with their schools’ programs.

* The percentage of matched students at benchmarlgghr increased from fall
2006 to spring 2007 in every grade—significant gfesmwere made in
kindergarten and second grade. All grade levetsnedat least82 percent of
their benchmark students from the beginning tcetie of school. Kindergarten
retained 93 percent; first grade 82 percent; segoade 89 percent, and third
grade 88 percent.



* Results from a comparison study suggested thatiRg&d st students from rural
areas, and Reading First students identified ask@la Native/American Indian,
seemed to perform significantly better on the tigrdde state Standards-based
Assessment (SBA) in reading than their counterpart®mparison schools.
However, there was no overall significant differemt the performance of
Reading First students and students in comparisoooss.

This summary presents the major findings from ttter@al evaluation.

Professional Development

The Alaska Reading First program provided a comgmesive approach to professional
development. It provided four major statewide epefnces—the Consortium on Reading
Excellence (CORE) Leadership for principals, theREXCoach Institute, the Reading
Leadership Team Data Retreat, and the Reading$rsimit. CORE consultants
provided ongoing professional development to cosiet¢he schools; coaches worked
with their teachers; and district coordinators kdipo coordinate CORE visits, conducted
monthly coach and principal meetings, and proviolir support to Reading First
schools.

Overall, principals, coaches, and teachers fouadiading First Summit in March 2007
to be of high quality and relevant to their workjyabout a third of them reported the
content as “mostly review.” While almost all coasland principals attended the
summit, fewer than half of the teachers (49%) al¢einthe entire summit. Shortages of
substitutes were generally responsible.

Principal views. Principals were pleased with the quality and am@f all of their
training in instructional leadership that they riged this year. For them, the Reading
Leadership Team Data Retreat training was espgcia#iful. While the Reading First
Summit generally met their needs, only 59 percehébed it provided them with useful
training in observing teachers and providing fee#tbfewer agreed that it provided them
with useful tools for working with resistant teache Only about one-third of the
principals (36%) agreed that the Reading First Sirdi a good job of addressing
English language learner (ELL) issues. Principadse less pleased with CORE’s
Leadership Institute.

Coach perceptions Coaches were less enthusiastic than princijpalataheir overall
coach training this year. Like principals, coachesised the Reading Leadership Team
Data Retreat training. However, coaches wantectrand better quality coaching
training, specifically as it related to working Witesistant teachers, providing
constructive feedback, conducting classroom obsens and supporting differentiated
instruction. Less than one-third of the coach@¥/{Bthought that the summit adequately
addressed ELL issues.

Teacher opinions Coaching was the primary vehicle for school-lgrefessional
development for teachers. Coaches appeared tomereased the frequency by which
they provided demonstration lessons, and teaclppreaated this. Coaches continued
to observe teachers and provide them feedbacky dlse regularly administered,



scored, and interpreted assessment results, aadigdoand/or monitored interventions.
The majority of teachers usually found the asststdhey received from their coach
helpful; still, they requested additional trainimgstudent engagement, differentiated
instruction, comprehension, and the effective dsatervention programs.

On the other hand, infrequent coach observatioms the norm, as was reported by more
than half of the teachers (55%); these teachemtepbeing observed a few times a
year,at most The frequency of classroom observation variedelyiamong Reading

First schools.

While teachers highly rated the quality of the Regdrirst Summit, only about

40 percent of the teachers at the Reading FirsinStiagreed that it did a good job of
addressing English language learner (ELL) isst@sally, while infrequent, school-level
training for teachers from contracted experts/gerand district reading staff members
was adequate and tended to be more helpful than not

State-level Technical Assistance

The Alaska Department of Education and Early Dguelent had a single coordinator
who ran the Reading First project, and much ofpttedessional development and
technical assistance was provided by contractorsthe one hand, this produced, at
times, unevenness in services. On the other haadechnical assistance system was
smaller and it was easier to address specific neldsrview comments and survey
results indicated that principals and coaches wgeite positive about the work of the
state project staff. They thought the state hahlvesponsive to their school needs, they
trusted the state coordinator with information atibeir reading programs, they thought
the state coordinator understood their school ctsitand they found the support and
recommendations quite useful. Based on commenésway for the state to increase its
responsiveness to school needs might be to pr&Re@eling First training to new
teachers, as they made up, on average, 30 percat I§-3 teachers this year.

Leadership and School-level Structures

School and district leaders were responsible foelbgping structures and systems that
encouraged collaboration and assisted individuisiplementing change. In Alaska,
these leaders included district coordinators, fyials, and coaches. The state expected
them to participate in professional developmerdr $€hool leaders, the state expected
them to set up and facilitate Reading Leadershgni®e(RLTs) and grade-level teams to
promote collaboration and to implement change.

Most district coordinators regularly attended Ragdtirst professional development and
meetings, and usually found them helpful. Alltoé Wdistrict coordinators reported that
state expectations were clear and reasonablehahdtate Reading First project staff
members were responsive to their district’s ne€tlsmmunications was one area where
improvements might be warranted.



Principals highlighted three roles they thoughtevwerost important—provide leadership,
ensure fidelity, and use data. While the vast nitgjof principals supported the
instructional changes under Reading First, theuegy of their classroom observations
and their attendance at RLT and grade-level mestivas limited. Principals continued
to report “frequent” use of assessment data fareety of purposes. However,
compared to last year, there were substantial dsesein principals’ use of data to match
students to interventions, in their meetings wilnemts, and in looking at schoolwide (K-
3) trends.

Coaching and collecting and using data were the owamon time allocations reported
by coaches. These activities took about half eirttime. If coaches felt they were
unable to fulfill their coaching responsibilitigsyvas most often attributed to working
directly with students during the reading block.

School-level collaboration appeared to be moreftruat grade-level meetings rather
than RLT meetings. Except for one school, all sthbad RLTs in place; but the extent
to which they functioned differed. On the othenthamonthly grade-level meetings,
usually with the coach present, were likely to agausome schools, teachers were
leading these meetings. However, teacher collalborgia grade-level meetings was not
as high as possible. Only 48 percent of teaclegrsrted frequent attendance at these
meetings.

Reading First emphasizes the use of data at aldenf decision-making, and its use was
an important aspect of school-level collaboratioBsita use was pervasive this year.
Schools regularly used assessments for screenagpabing, and progress-monitoring
students. DIBELS was most commonly used, but pasgram and CORE assessments
were also cited. Teachers and coaches adminigbeogdess-monitoring assessments to
all students, but more frequently to strugglingdess.

Coaches and teachers used these data for a vafrigtiyposes. Most frequently, they
used them to make decisions about interventiomschiers reported high use of
assessment data for communicating about readitigati®n and student needs and
deciding about grouping, and coaches used datat@atthers. This year, coaches were
less likely to always use data when making decssadout student grouping, but teachers
were slightly more likely to do so—this may be sktaoaches were transferring to
teachers. Teachers and coaches were least likelset data when making decisions
about modifying lessons from the core program.

In 2006—2007, sustainability continued to be adshkds It was addressed at the Reading
First Summit in a two-day break-out session andhguRLT meetings. While teachers
were optimistic about the sustainability of a virief Reading First components, they
were least optimistic that the coach and RLT waealdain. Only about one-half of the
principals and coaches agreed that Reading Fssuictional changes would be
sustained. In addition, teacher buy-in to Readhingt was waning. Teacher support for
Reading First has steadily declined since 2009 thitee in fiveteachers now expressing



strong support for Reading First, down frdmee in four Perhaps this is a reflection of
the continuous turnover of teachers each year.
Instruction and Intervention

The ultimate goal of Reading First is to improvstinction so that all children are
reading at grade level by the end of third graélt.coaches, principals, and the majority
of teachers believed that reading instruction @irtechools had improved under Reading
First; over two-thirds of teachers agreed that Rep#irst had significantly changed

their own reading instruction.

Instruction in Reading First classrooms should &léesdred during an uninterrupted 90-
minute reading block. In the majority of casesagkia met this expectation. All students
in second and third grades received at least 9Qtesof uninterrupted reading
instruction; however, in about a third of the sdspk&indergarten students did not; nor
did students in one school’s first-grade. Becdtmebanks had one-half day
kindergarten classes, the district had a specialav#o provide a 60-minute block for
benchmark students. In the Lake and Peninsuladljgheir reading block looked
different because of multi-grade classes. In tisebeols, students received 30 minutes
of one-on-one or two-on-one instruction with themcher, and then independent
learning.

Reading First expects teachers to use a core ggadagram. Alaska’s Reading First
teachers taught from the core program and did sofwdelity. A few schools did not use
a core reading program exclusively. Less thandfakachers (40%) regularly used
templates. Teachers, coaches, and principals gquete satisfied with their core reading
program.

Additionally, instruction should be differentiated rather, delivered at students’
instructional level. Alaska Reading First teachsemed to deliver some instruction at
student’s instructional levels, but not as différaied or targeted as possible. “Walk-to-
read,” a strategy for delivering instruction atdstaots’ instructional level, was not the
norm in many schools. It was observed in less trahalf of the schools. Almost a
third of the coaches (29%) reported that their sthdid not use “walk-to-read,” and
over a third (36%) reported “walk-to-read” was ugedome grades or classes, but not
all.

Another strategy for differentiating instructionssiall group instruction. While teachers
(79%) reported using small group instruction duriimg reading block, it was unclear

how successful they were without some kind of supps two-thirds of the classes
ranged in size from 10 to 21 students. Only 44qetrof teachers worked daily with
paraprofessionals during the reading block; 41 ¢rdrof the teachers reported that they
“never” worked with a paraprofessional during ttiise. Compared to last year, a
smaller percentage of teachers this year had gistaisce of paraprofessionals. This lack
of paraprofessional support, or some kind of supppavuld make it difficult to do small
group instruction during the block or to do “walktead.”



In addition, only 62 percent of teachers reportggllarly differentiating instruction in
their reading blocks. Almost one-half of teach@®%) described their groups of
students during the reading block as having a watety of levels and differing
instructional needs. In heterogeneous classeshaeaneed to differentiate their
instruction or use small groups in order to deliappropriate instruction. Having
paraprofessionals during reading block can helphteis to differentiate instruction.
Differentiation was reported to be quite difficuitmulti-grade classrooms. Overall,
while teachers used small group instruction, nahasy seemed to be differentiating
their instruction or providing instruction at studi€ instructional level.

Different pieces of evidence suggested that thesieéstruggling readers were not fully
met. Teachers, coaches, and principals generallgat agree that Reading First was
doing “an excellent job of meeting of meeting Esfgllanguage learners’ needs.”
Schools’ dissatisfaction related to two concernsagdaquate ELL materials and lack of
teacher knowledge and skills to meet the needd.bfdiidents. In addition, schools’
intervention programs did not address the needd oftensive or strategic students. All
intensive students received intensive interventiori® percent of the schools, and all
strategic students received supplemental seruic89 percent of the schools. This
showed a slightly stronger focus on intensive sttgléhan strategic students. Of those
schools not serving 100 percent of students ebgiblreceive interventions, 18 percent of
the coaches indicated that insufficient staffingwlee primary obstacle.

Based on classroom observations and survey retedtshers generally provided
appropriate instruction in the “five essential caments” of reading—phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and camepsson. However, there seemed to
be some trouble spots:

* Phonemic awareness instruction was a regular parswuction across grade
levels, and 42 percent of the teacharkeast sometimgwacticed nonsense
words. Too much time and attention were givernasé activities.

* Only 37 percent of teachers reported regularly gifiurency assessments, an
important part of fluency instruction.

» Teachers did not focus much on “tier two” vocabylaprds, the use of
guestioning strategies requiring higher-order timglskills, or the use of other
research-based strategies to promote comprehension.

In observed classrooms, the evaluation team folatnany teachers provided ample
opportunities for student practice and quick traoss, and had effective classroom
management. Scaffolded instruction, through modedind questioning, was a regular
component of many, but not all, classrooms. WieisEhers monitored student
understanding more frequently than they providedatifeedback, neither activity was at
a very high level, given their importance. FinaRound Robin was witnessed during
two lessons—a practice discouraged by Reading. First
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Student Outcomes

Alaska Reading First assessed students in thenaller, and spring using thigynamic
Indicators of Basic Literacy Skill®IBELS) in each Reading First school. Each staden
was given amverallinstructional support recommendation (ISR): “inieas’

“strategic,” or “benchmark.” Different analysesreg@erformed to look at change over
the school year, change over time, and changeidests’ ISR grouping.

Changes from the fall 2006 to spring 2007 showed:

The percentage of matched studentsemichmarkhis year increased from fall
2006 to spring 2007 in every grade. Significararafes were made in
kindergarten (26% to 76%) and second grade (5184%6), but not in first grade
(63% to 65%) or third grade (45% to 48%).

The percentage of matched studentsiansivethis year decreased significantly

from fall 2006 to spring 2007 in kindergarten (3884.2%) and third grade (28%

to 20%), but remained relatively constant in fgside (12% to 15% ) and second
grade (24% to 24%).

Across grade levels, the percentages of AlaskarBl&merican Indian, Asian
and Latino students; students eligible for free mattliced-price lunch; students
eligible for special education; and English langubgarners at benchmark were
all lower than the state benchmark percentagepiong 2007. Likewise, the
percentages for these same subpopulations in tdwesime group in the spring
2007 were higher than the state percentage ofsmestudents. The percentage
of intensive students from these subpopulationspring 2007, was dramatically
higher than the state’s percentage in second amtgtades.

Changes in students’ ISR grouping in 2006-200 7uichet!:

All grades retained from 82 percent (first grade)Xa 93 percent (kindergarten)
of their students at benchmark from fall 2006 torgp2007. Almost all students
who dropped from benchmark, dropped to strategimffall 2006 to spring 2007.

Strategic students in fall 2006 had less difficaltgin intensive students in
changing their ISR group. In kindergarten, onlypeécent remained in strategic
and over three-quarters of them (77%) moved to ltimaack; 33 percent and 41
percent of first- and second-grade students, réispdc remained. Third-grade
strategic students (65%) were the most likely toaim in strategic over the year.

Students who were in the intensive group in fab@did not readily move out of
this group. While there was success in moving &egnt of kindergarten
students from the intensive group to benchmark,ynfiast-, second-, and third-
grade students who began the fall in intensive neeasthere in the spring (62%,
81%, and 65% respectively). Among grade levelspsé-grade intensive
students were the least likely to move out of titensive group over this school
year.

Vii



Changes over time included:

Since spring 2004, the percentagdefchmarkstudents has increased each year
in all grade levels until spring 2007, when thenttrélattened from spring 2006 to
spring 2007. In other words, the percentage otbherark students has remained
constant in all grade levels for the last two yeakssimilar but downward trend
was found for the percentageinfensivestudents.

Length of time in Reading First played a significesie in the percentage of
students abenchmarkand inintensivein spring 2007. The longer a student was
in Reading First, the more likely they would béahchmark, or, conversely, the
least likely they would remain in intensive. Fenichmark students, this was
especially dramatic in first and third grades;ifdensive students, there was a
marked decline at each grade level.

Changes in ISR groups over time were:

Compared to spring 2005, the percentage of matsbeahd-gradegbenchmark
students declined significantly (73% to 61%) byirsp2007. The percentage of
third-gradebenchmarlkstudents only slightly decreased, from 55 pertent

51 percent.

Since spring 2005, over 70 percent of students@orsd and third grades, who
were at benchmark, remained at benchmark by sgi06g (76% and 71%,
respectively). However, students who were in isiemtwo years ago were quite
likely to still be in intensive by spring 2007—6@&rpent for second grade and
74 percent for third grade. Second-grade studehtswere in strategic in spring
2005 were equally likely to drop to intensive, rémia strategic, or move up to
benchmark. Over half of the third-grade stratesgiclents (52%) remained in
strategic from spring 2005 to spring 2007.

Finally, the comparison study produced a few notéwofindings. Results suggested
that Reading First students from rural areas, amatiRg First students identified as
Alaskan Native/American Indian, seemed to perfoignicantly better on the third-
grade state Standards-based Assessment (SBA)dimgedan their counterparts in
comparison schools. However, there was no ovsigatificant difference in the
performance of Reading First students and studermismparison schools
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CHAPTER ONE:
INTRODUCTION

Reading First is a federal initiative providing amprecedented level of funding and
focused support for the improvement of K-3 readirggruction, with the ultimate goal of
ensuring that all children read at grade leveli®yend of third grade. This goal, in turn,
supports the larger goals of tNe Child Left BehindAct, passed in 2001, that all
students be able to meet state academic targesupport of this goal, Reading First
provides funds to states to support comprehensivgrgms to improve reading
instruction at selected Reading First schools. tNlowds that states receive under
Reading First are distributed to selected Readirg] #istricts and schools, which are
eligible for the grant based on state-determinddré (a combination of poverty level
and history of low reading performance).

In fall 2003, the Alaska Department of Educatiod &arly Development (EED) was
awarded a six-year federal Reading First State tGnafhile 2003—2004 was the first
year of the state program, 2004—-2005 marked teeyf@ar of school-level
implementation. Grant funds have been used dota level for:

» Selection and implementation of core reading pnognaaterials from a list of
approved research-based materials

» Selection and implementation of research-basedmrrgacdterventions from a
list of approved research-based materials

» Hiring of a full-time reading coach to provide merimhg, coaching, training,
and demonstration lessons

* Creation of a Reading Leadership Team to guidelé&ségn and
implementation of a K-3 reading delivery system

» Attendance of school leadership teams and all kaff ;miembers at regular
state-provided professional development events

» Use of approved assessments that are valid amdblelianalyses of results,
and use of results to make reading improvemensobets

* ldentification of students in need of intensivedieg interventions and
provision of appropriate, targeted interventiona small group setting

* Agreement to visits from independent evaluatorsy@lsas state and federal
Reading First administrators, and use of their lfae#



The EED established criteria and participation nempents for schools and districts in
order to select schools to participate in the gr&hib-grants were awarded to the
following 14 schools in three districts in winted(:

Table 1-1
Participating Alaska Reading First Schools

District School

Airport Heights
Creekside Park
Mountain View

Anchorage ] )
Spring Hill

Ursa Minor
Tyson William

Anderson
Fairbanks North Star Borough Nordale
Ticasuk
Chignik Lake
Kokhanok
Lake and Peninsula* Newhalen

Nondalton

Perryville

*Note: The Lake and Peninsula school district wasled as a “district-based”
rather than a “school-based” program. Two itineraading coaches serve several
schools each year.

The 14 schools agreed to specific requirementprigect staffing, the adoption of a core
reading program, and the use of the Dynamic Indisadf Basic Early Literacy Skills, or
DIBELS, to assess student reading. Professionaldement requirements for grantees
included attendance at summit meetings by the $d¢badership teams and all K-3 staff
members. In addition, onsite professional develapimcoordinated by the school and/or
district, would be ongoing.

School principals were required to agree to tal@adership role in the implementation

of the grant to provide the support necessarydrease the capacity of the school to
institutionalize early reading improvement straésgi They also agreed to attend Reading
First professional development workshops as a tionddf accepting funding.



The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory (NVIR&Eas contracted to conduct an
annual evaluation of the Alaska Reading First progr The evaluation is both formative
and summative and focuses on the following areas:

- Effectiveness of the professional development anbrtical assistance provided
to grant recipients

« Quality and level of implementation of statewideaRi&g First activities
- Impact of Reading First activities on desired studed teacher outcomes

Quantitative and qualitative evaluation methods/gl® EED with a record of progress in
both implementation and outcomes. Also, the evalogrovides feedback to EED and
individual schools to inform program developmembtighout the life of the grant.

The evaluation results reported in this documeafar Year 4, the 2006—2007 school
year, which was the third year of full implemematiof the Alaska Reading First
program at the school level.






CHAPTER TWO:
EVALUATION METHODS

The evaluation of Alaska Reading First looked ahlibe implementation and the impact
of the project. As in past years, the evaluatalied on information from a variety of
instruments and respondents to capture the exper@a wide range of project
participants.

The instruments used in the 2006—2007 evaluaticnded the following:

* Spring surveys—paper surveys of all teachers, coaches, principais all
Alaska Reading First schools, as well as onlingesgs of the district coordinators
in each of the three districts

+ Site visits to six randomly selectedchools, which included:
o Interviews with principals and coaches

o Focus groupswith randomly selected teachers

o Classroom observationgluring site visits, with targeted observationshvée
reading lessons at every school selected for aisite

« Student assessmentsK-3 assessment scores on the DIBELS

- Interviews with the State Reading First Coordinatorduring the November
Reading First Leadership Team Data Retreat anBdagling First Summit in
early March

- Ongoing review of project documentsas well as attendance at the 2006
Reading First Summit held in Anchorage

Every year, evaluation instruments undergo a cohgrgive review and revision
process. The instruments used this year wereaitailthose used in the previous year’s
evaluation; a large proportion of survey and in@mwitems were retained in order to
permit an analysis of change over time. They weogjever, further refined in order to:

+ ldentify redundancies and gaps in existing evatugitaistruments

- Gather information about new program areas thatrded attention

- Address all topic areas and encompass the viewgpofrmultiple stakeholders,
while minimizing data collection burdens on schaotl project staff members



This chapter describes each of the instrumentkjdimg major changes made, as well as
selection process and/or response rates obtainddirgy limitations or cautions about the
data collected via one of the instruments.

Spring Surveys

In spring 2007, surveys were administered to scht@éf members involved in Reading
First. The surveys were designed to gather inftionan school and classroom
practices, perceptions of Reading First, and ewidexf its impact during the 2006—2007
school year. These surveys included:

« Principal survey (53 items)
- Reading coach survey (115 items)

« Teacher survey for staff members who taught K-8irepduring the past year
(not including aides or student teachers) (11hse

- District survey for district Reading First liaisdosordinators, administered
electronically for the first time this year (30nte)

In fall 2006, the surveys once again underwentrapcehensive review, and evaluators
made minor changes to the previous year’s survagedon this review process. The
final surveys contained close-ended questions adreais related to grant
implementation, including assessments, use ofdhe grogram, student grouping,
collaboration, professional development, beliefd attitudes about Reading First, and
sustainability. Copies of the survey instrumenith whe frequencies of responses are
located in Appendices A through Bror details of any survey data reported in this
document, please refer to these documents.

Coach, principal, and teacher surveys were mailéld reading coach at each school,
with explicit instructions for administration. Cadees were asked to set aside time for
survey completion at a staff meeting or other alya@served time. Survey instructions
encouraged respondents to be candid in their assaed assured respondents’
anonymity; cover sheets for each survey furthetarged the purpose of the survey and
intended use of the data. To further encouragestaesponses, respondents received
confidentiality envelopes in which to seal theingys before returning them. Surveys
were sent out March 30, 2007. Completed surveys w@lected by the reading coach,
who was asked to mail them back to NWREL by Ap&] 2007. E-mail and telephone
reminders were made to encourage schools to respoddate surveys were accepted up
through June 1.

The response rate for Alaska Reading First was. hNWREL received surveys from 14
of the 14 schools—a 100 percent response ratelbvérall, NWREL received surveys
from all coaches, principals, and district coortlims. A total of 128 out of 133 teachers
completed their surveys. This represented a 96epéreturn rate.



The majority of teacher respondents were regusscbom teachers (83%); additional
teacher respondents included speech/language bgtsqih%), library specialists (1%),
paraprofessionals (3%), language arts/reading almstsi(4%), and special education
(8%) and ESL/bilingual teachers (4%). Regardlégmsition, all of these respondents
are referred to as “teachers,” unless otherwisechot

This year, for the first time, district surveys wearonducted online. District coordinators
were sent a request and link by e-mail; the lirdktthem to a secure NWREL Web site
where they were able to complete their surveys. RfBlVreceived surveys from three of
the three district coordinators, a response raf06fpercent.

Site Visits

This year, six schools—two schools in each of thied districts—were randomly
selected and site visits were conducted. Sitésviscluded interviews with the principal
and coach, a focus group with teachers (randoniégtssl), and observations of three
classrooms (also randomly selected). This was siemyfar to the structure of the visits
made over the previous two years, although interygetocols were revised to reflect
program changes and data collection prioritiespi€oof all site visit instruments can be
found in Appendix E.

A team of two evaluators conducted the site vigiggh school was visited by a single
team member. All evaluators had between two arelyfears previous experience
visiting Reading First schools. In order to refremderstandings of the instruments and
to enhance reliability, a two-day training was pded to site visitors in February 2007.

Prior to each site visit, reading coaches and/oicgrals were contacted to make
arrangements for the visit. For each site visiho®ls were asked to schedule the
interviews, focus groups, and observations. Thed& and content of each of these data
collection activities is described in greater ddiaiow.

Interviews

Interviews with both the principal and reading doaovered a similar range of topics:
the roles of each, the type and perceived effentise of professional development they
had received, their experience with technical smsce from the state, perceptions of
instructional change at the school, use of assegspehanges in communication and
collaboration, as well as challenges and succeddbe past year. The coach interview
was somewhat longer than the principal interview.



Interviews were not taped; instead, the intervietwek extensive notes during each
interview. Consequently, the quotes provided is thport are not verbatim, but they do
represent, to the degree possible, the actual ngwfithe respondents.

Interview questions were deliberately open-endEais provided a good balance to the
surveys, which pre-defined the issues for respaisdeamd asked them to express what
might be complex opinions by checking one of foufiwe choices. The interviews, in
contrast, allowed respondents to answer by talabwut the issues or concerns most
relevant to them. Qualitative analyses focusegaiterns found among respondents,
rather than exact counts, because the open-entiee & the questions permitted
respondents to take the conversation in many éiftedirections.

Respondents were encouraged to talk candidly gheutexperience with Reading First
and were promised confidentiality. For this reagba responses provided are never
identified by individual, school, or district.

Focus Groups

In order to obtain the perspectives of teacheReaiding First schools, focus groups were
held with four randomly selected classroom teach@&€esacher focus groups asked for
participant discussion on aspects of classroomuasbn such as fidelity and
differentiated instruction, their experience workivith the reading coach, and
sustainability.

Evaluators asked schools to limit the size of twu$ group to four regular classroom
teachers, ideally one per grade, in order to bé&dtslitate discussion. Teacher focus
groups occurred in all six schools. Principals ezatling coaches did not attend the
focus groups.

Classroom Observations

In most Reading First schools, reading instructioourred throughout the primary
grades during a single 90-minute block of time wigithe school day. This meant that in
most schools, evaluators only had a total of 9Quieisin which to observe as much
reading instruction as possible. For this reaswaluators visited portions of three
classes, at different grade levels, for 20 to 30ut@s each, well aware that this
information would provide only a “snapshot” of timstruction that occurred at the
school.

Evaluators randomly selected three of the four ggdd observe at each school, so
approximately the same number of classes at eacle devel would be observed across
all the schools. Site visitors then randomly seléclassrooms at those grades by telling
coaches they would like to visit the classes oflieas whose name fell within a certain
place in the alphabet. Coaches were informediéiaahers had the right to requestto



be observed, and that in such circumstances, erelift class could be substituted (such
substitutions were very rare).

In total, site visitors conducted 16 classroom olsgons, spread across grades:
kindergarten (19%), first grade (19%), second gKddéo), and third grade (38%). Some
classrooms contained more than one grade leves. aVarage observation was

22 minutes in length.

During the observations, the evaluators focusetherwork of the teacher and the
response of the students. For example, if thehragas working with a group of five
students, and other students were working withragsafessional or on their own, in
groups or individually, the observation focusedto®m small group work of the teacher.
Paraprofessionals and other adults were not edpladserved, although their presence
in the classroom was noted. Evaluators took detaibtes in consecutive five-minute
blocks, recording chronologically what the teaatierand how students responded.
After the observation, evaluators used their ntaeecord what was being taught in each
five-minute block during the observation (phonwsgabulary, etc.), and then used a
rubric to rate certain characteristics of the lessoich as its clarity, the provision of
opportunities to practice, the level of studentagegnent, and the level of appropriate
monitoring and feedback.

Because of some concerns about inter-rater ratiafilescribed below) in the reporting
of results, ratings of observed instruction andaing assessment of learning were
collapsed into two broad categories. Ratings betw@” and “2” were collapsed into
the category “occasionally, or not at all,” whikgings of “3” or “4” were put into the
category “yes, definitely.” These broader categ®then provided more reliable, if less
nuanced, estimates of lesson clarity, teacher nmaggjedtudent engagement, student
opportunities for practice, and teacher provisibolear and frequent feedback.

When excerpts from observation notes are includede text as examples, student
names have been changed in order to protect caorifadiey.

Validity and reliability of classroom observation. The term “validity” in research is
used to describe the degree to which the data loeitected are an accurate
measurement of the information desired. It is i@luo establish that the observation
protocol records information that actually descsibéements of instruction and in
particular, that it describes elements of instaurcthat have a real impact on student
achievement.

Reliability refers to the degree to which a toolasres the same thing in the same way.
When multiple observers are in classrooms usingemnigal ratings to summarize some of
the information about instruction, it is importdatensure that each observer rates the
same lesson in the same way.

The creation of the observation protocol was a irstép process designed to maximize
the validity of the tool within the time and budgeinstraints of the evaluation. The
designers began by reviewing recent literaturehosd elements of reading instruction



that have been shown to be clearly linked to dtifiees in student achievement. This
work highlighted a few key areas: subject of thestm, clarity of the lesson, ongoing
monitoring and adjustment to student understangirayiding clear feedback to
students, classroom environment, providing oppdtiesito practice, and student
engagement.

Reliability of the observation protocol was assdsshen a team of reading evaluators
compiled a first draft of an observation tool arséd it on a visit to a non-Reading First/
former Reading Excellence Act school in Portlanced@an in fall 2003. There, two or
three evaluators visited the same classroom aaime time and then completed a rating
form. After the visit, they carefully compared aslidcussed ratings, identifying items on
which it was harder to achieve agreement. Prelnyimter-rater reliability was

81.3 percent (within one point of agreement). Asaquent test of reliability was
conducted at an Arizona Reading First school. Teahtwo evaluators conducted
observations of eight lessons and rated their ¥aens independently (inter-rater
reliability was 91.2 percent within one point of@gment). Problematic items were
revised, and rubrics were developed to betterfglére basis for making decisions about
the ratings on each items.

After the actual site visits, ratings of differesitie visitors were compared, and some
evaluators appeared to rate consistently loweigdren than others. It is difficult to
know whether the differences reflected true diffees in the schools or differences in
site visitor rating. In order not to place excessieight on the difference between, for
example, a “1” and a “2” rating, low (0-2 point)dahigh (3-4 point) ratings were
collapsed for the analyses presented in this report

In addition to recording ratings, evaluators atsgged what was happening in the
classroom, and these notes were used to providgutdgative examples in the text.

Student Assessments—DIBELS

Student progress in reading across the 14 AlaskaiRg First schools was monitored
with theDynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skiks,DIBELS. DIBELS
measures the progress of student reading develdgroenkindergarten through third
grade in the areas of phonemic awareness, phamddjuency.

The ‘benchmark’ assessment is administered thmeesta year: fall, winter, and spring.

It includes five measures—Initial Sound FluencyttéeNaming Fluency, Nonsense
Word Fluency, Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, antR&ading Fluency—for which
benchmark levels have been established. Two additmeasures—Retell Fluency and
Word Use Fluency—are available, although therenarbenchmarks for these measures.
In accordance with DIBELS administration guidelinest all measures are administered
to all students at each testing period; instealy, those measures are administered that
apply to skills students should be mastering aréiqular period. Table 2-1 indicates
which measure is administered to each grade lé\edch assessment period.
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Table 2-1
Scheduled Administration of DIBELS Assessment Measas

Measure Fall Winter Spring
Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) K K --
Letter Naming Fluency (LNF) K, 1 K K
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF) 1 K, 1 K, 1
Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF) 1 K, 1 K, 1
Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,8
Retell Fluency (RTF)* 2,3 1,2,3 1,2,3
Word Use Fluency (WUF)* K, 1,23 K, 1,2, 3 K,2, 3

* No benchmark is available for this measure.

Collection and Analysis of DIBELS Data

Administration of the DIBELS assessment took placthe individual Reading First
schools three times during the assessment windeinsyshe Alaska Department of
Education and Early Development.

After results were collected, DIBELS scores werteesd into the online DIBELS
database maintained by the University of Oregocho8ls were required to complete
entry of student assessment results for spring 2i0the online database by June 1,
2007. Data included in this report were downloabgdNWREL evaluation staff
members on June 13, 2007; any information thataglded or changed after that point is
not included in this report. The analyses in tegort include only matched students, or
those who hadothfall and spring results reporteshd who were continuously enrolled.
Districts reported which students were not contiralp enrolled, and these records were
not included in the analyses.

Calculation of DIBELS Instructional Recommendations

A student’s raw score from each DIBELS measuregsdadlbem in one of three categories:
“at risk/deficit,” “some risk/emerging,” or “low sk/established.” When multiple
measures are administered, these categories #nerfuolled-up by grade-level and
testing window to produce averallinstructional support recommendation (ISR) for
each student: “intensive,” “strategic,” or “benchiné These categories are defined by
the assessment developers, based on the analy®es of thousands of student
assessments. NWREL followed the guidelines oXHRELS developers in order to
combine scores and determine overall instructioce@mmendations.
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Coding of English Language Learner (ELL) Status

Due to the complex way in which ELL data are repainh the DIBELS database, there
have been changes in the way that this report ptesata disaggregated by this variable.
Schools have the option of indicating on the DIBBA8b site whether students are
“current LEP” (Limited English Proficient), “formarEP,” and/or “home language not
English.” The definitions of these categories db appear to be consistent across
schools and districts.

Our solution has been to create two ELL categori@srarrow” and a “broad” one. The
narrow category included only those students ifiedtin the DIBELS database as
“current LEP” students; this is consistent withdeal reporting practices. The broad
category included those same students, as wellidergs who are identified as “former
LEP” and/or “home-language not English.” It is ionf@ant to consider the “broad” ELL
category, because this includes students who ehsefeool with little or no English but
have since developed English-language skills. whob them from the ELL analyses
would mean that the ELL group would always incletéy newcomers and would never
reflect the success that schools had achieveaahieg them English.

Missing Data

The data presented in this report represent wheabbean entered at the school level. The
spring 2007 data set, for example, contained & 86,495 students, of whom 640

(26%) had either no fall or no spring data and vexauded from the study. Also, data
sets contained a few records with no student ifieaiion numbers and a small number
of students with duplicate entries. These recarele also excluded from the analysis.
These latter two problems improved in the sprinudat. While slightly improved since
last year, missing data continues to be of someearon

Calculation of the Statistical Significance of Chages in Student Assessment Scores

The Pearson chi-square test was used to deternhiether the change in percentage of
students at benchmark changed significantly frashyaar to this year. McNemar's test
(which is based on the chi-square distribution,dmaounts for data that are matched
from one point in time to the next) was used t@®duatne the statistical significance of
changes among matched students from fall to spfitige current school year.

In the comparison study, the Mann-Whitrigyest, a relatively powerful nonparametric
test for comparing two independent samples, wad tesdetermine if significant
differences existed between Reading First and needRg First students’ performance
on the state’s third-grade, Standard-Based Assegq®BA) in reading. The percentage
of students who scored at the Not Proficient, BeRyaficient, Proficient, and Advanced
on the spring 2007 assessment were compared guardltisaggregated by geographical
location, income, and ethnicity.

12



CHAPTER THREE:
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

HIGHLIGHTS

* The Alaska Reading First program provided a comgmsive approach to
professional development. It provided four majatesvide conferences—the
Consortium on Reading Excellence (CORE) Leaderfmiprincipals, the CORE
Coach Institute, the Reading Leadership Team DateeRt Institute, and the Reading
First Summit. CORE consultants provided ongoingfgssional development to
coaches at the schools; coaches worked with thedhers; and district coordinators
helped to coordinate CORE visits, conducted montbhch and principal meetings,
and provided other support to Reading First schools

» Coaches, teachers, and principals found the sutorbg of high quality and relevant
to their work; only about a third of them reportbé content as “mostly review.”
While almost all coaches and principals attendedstimmit, fewer than half of the
teachers (49%) attended the entire summit.

» Principals were pleased with the quality and amadiail of their training in
instructional leadership that they received thigrye

0 Reading Leadership Team Data Retreat training wasaally useful.

o While the Reading First Summit generally met timeieds, only 59 percent
believed it provided them with useful training ibserving teachers and
providing feedback; fewer agreed that it provideeht with useful tools for
working with resistant teachers. Only about ongdtbf the principals (36%)
agreed that the Reading First Summit did a goodfaddressing English
language learner (ELL) issues.

o Principals were less pleased with CORE’s Leaderisisfitute.

» Coaches were less enthusiastic about their ovaatth training this year.

o Like principals, coaches praised the Reading Lesdij@Team Data Retreat
training.

o Coaches wanted more and better quality coachimgritg specifically as it
related to working with resistant teachers, prawdtonstructive feedback,
conducting classroom observations, and supporiffgrentiated instruction.
Less than one-third of the coaches (30%) thougtttttie summit adequately
addressed ELL issues.
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» Coaching was the primary vehicle for school-levelf@ssional development for
teachers.

o

o

Coaches appeared to have increased the frequenelibly they provided
demonstration lessons, and teachers appreciated@uaches continued to
observe teachers and provide them feedback. Tleeyegularly
administered, scored, and interpreted assessnwiitsrand provided and/or
monitored interventions

On the other hand, infrequent coach observatioms tire norm, as was
reported by more than half of the teachers (55%gsdheachers reported
being observed a few times a year, at most.

Frequency of classroom observation varied widelprgrReading First
schools.

The majority of teachers usually found the asst#ahey received from their
coach helpful; still, they requested additionairtirsg in student engagement,
differentiated instruction, comprehension, anddfiective use of intervention
programs.

» About 40 percent of the teachers at the Readirsi Eiimmit agreed that it did a good
job of addressing English language learner (ELE)I€S.

* While infrequent, school-level training for teach&om contracted experts/trainers
and district reading staff members was adequatdentbd to be more helpful than

not.

* One way for the state to increase its responsigeitethe needs of its Reading First
schools might be to provide Reading First trairtmgew teachers.
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CHAPTER THREE:
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

Under Reading First, schools received professidaaélopment and technical assistance
in multiple ways. The state provided statewidentrey through several major
conferences:

» Consortium on Reading Excellence (CORE) Leaderststitute This three-day
institute was held in late September 2006, forgpals.

» CORE Coach InstituteFor coaches, this three-day training was coretlict
early October 2006.

* Reading Leadership Team Data Retréathools’ Reading Leadership Teams,
consisting of principals, coaches, and teachetena@ed this retreat in late
November. At the two-day retreat, participantsddldeeper in their schools’
data.

» Alaska Reading First SummiOpen to Reading First and non-Reading First
school staff members, this two-day summit was cotetlin March 2007.

The majority of schools also received further onggdrofessional development from
CORE throughout the year. CORE visited all ofghkools in Fairbanks, and five of the
six schools in Anchorage (one Anchorage school$attess for Aknd received other
technical assistance from that program). Moshe$é schools received more than one
visit. CORE consultants provided professional dtgwment and technical assistance to
coaches on a range of topics, focusing on schaasieA strong focus was working with
coaches on modeling, and helping coaches to conhlktthroughs. However, in Lake
and Peninsula, the situation was different. Beeausts rurality, CORE made one visit
in late September; and found it quite difficultrédate to its context; as a result, it
discontinued its contract. The state Reading Eostdinator then continued technical
assistance to Lake and Peninsula, and made anasitdater on in the year. The
schedule of CORE site visits can be found in Appefd

At the district level, district coordinators helpdcoordinate the CORE site visits and
organized monthly principal and coach meetingseyTdlso worked with their district to
provide other kinds of support to Reading Firstostl, such as analyzing assessment
data and supporting core reading and interventiograms. At the school level, teachers
received training from their coaches, and othenriexal assistance from district staff
members, publishers’ representatives, and exteoredultants. They also participated in
teacher study groups at their schools. In LakeRerinsula, there were two itinerant
coaches. Each coach worked with a separate sehobls in the district, visiting each
school about once a month. They would go out feeak then return for a week to their
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home site. This was a very different coaching agerthan occurred in the other two
districts.

This chapter reports on the delivery, relevancd,raneption of Reading First
professional development and technical assistarmaded in Year 4 of the project.
Information was collected from surveys of princgdkachers, and coaches; interviews
with principals and coaches; focus groups withhees; and feedback information
collected at the Reading Leadership Team Data &edred the March 2007 Reading
First Summit. The chapter concludes with a revoéwechnical assistance provided by
state project staff members.

Reading First Summit

This year, attendance at the Reading First Sumastagain extended to other districts
and schools that had shown an interest in Readisglbiut were not funded in the
original and only cohort. More than 200 schooffsteembers attended the summit.
Through a series of whole group sessions and gralb, break-out sessions, different
topics were addressed including: increasing stuflieency, increasing student
engagement, differentiated instruction, comprelmnstrategies, effective teaching
strategies, sustaining Reading First, and usingrpss monitoring data to inform
instruction.

Workshop evaluations were administered to all pgdints; however, with few
exceptions, it was not possible to differentiateraen respondents from Reading First
schools and non-Reading First schools. A totdl4# participants returned
guestionnaires at the end of the first day, ance81rned them at the end of the second
day.

Overall, results were quite positive and most sesswere well received. The
most highly rated presenter at the summit was Afitiher who did both large
group and small group sessions on topics su&eéining Our Practice,
Increasing Student’s Reading Fluenapd Student Engagement Strategiés.
responses to an open-ended question about whalikbdymost about the
conference, participants overwhelming identifiedtAmrcher’s style, pace,
humor, and expertise. They found the context tedsg applicable to their own
situations, as exemplified by this comment:

Anita Archer was fantastic. Her energy was cordagiand she brought a
lot to the table for us to think about. Informatipresented is easily
applicable for immediate use in the classroom andsiable for a wide
range of grade levels and abilities.
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Some suggestions for improvement included:
« Have more teachers attend

« Have more sessions on what to do with ELL and stbeducation students; more
information on Response to Intervention

« Shorten plenary sessions to free up time for mogakbout sessions

A copy of the summit agenda and more detailed tefdm the summit evaluation can
be found in Appendix G.

Feedback about the Reading First Summit was alstiieal on the surveys of principals,
teachers, and reading coaches. Additionally, wers with principals and coaches
included discussions about professional developm€@titile most of the coaches (92%)
and the majority of principals (79%) attended &lilhe Reading First Summit, fewer than
half of Reading First teachers did so (49%). lyastr 31 percent of teachers did not
attend the Reading First Summit; this year 44 perdel not.

When asked about their attitudes towards the Rgdeist Summit, staff members were
more positive this year compared to last year,ranstly in agreement. There was
unanimous agreement that the Reading First Sumastrelevant to their work (100% of
principals, 100% of coaches, and 89% of teacherd)cansisted of high quality
presentations (100% of principals, 92% of coachrd,93% of teachers). Principals and
coaches were very likely to have had time to conién their colleagues (92%), while a
smaller proportion of teachers reported these dppities (63%). Less than a third of
principals (25%), coaches (18%), and teachers (3fr@ed that the Reading First
Summit was “mostly review.” Figure 3-1 presentssih results.

The Reading First Summit...
100%

100% 93% 9% 92%  92%
0, 77%
o 80% - 7 .
3 69
= ,63%
< 60% - 5% 54%  54%
- 50%
c
(D)
g 40% 319
o 25%
20% | 19
0% - | N
...consisted of high  ...included time to ...was mostly review
quality presentations reflect and share with for me
colleagues

Teachers 2006 M Teachers 2007
O Coaches 2006 O Coaches 2007
&3 Principals 2006 O Principals 2007

Figure 3-1. Attitudes Regarding the Reading FirsSummit
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Survey data revealed other interesting informagibaut the Reading First Summit:

* The majority of teachers (86%) continued to aghet the Reading First Summit
provided them with instructional strategies thaytsubsequently used in their
classrooms.

» Similar to last year, approximately one-third orrmof coaches, principals, and
teachers agreed that the Reading First Summit dabd job of addressing
English language learner (ELL) issues (30%, 36%,42%, respectively).

» Principals found the Reading First Summit to beédvetifferentiated to the needs
of different groups than did coaches (75% comp&oetb%).

Professional Development for Principals and Coaches

In addition to the Reading First Summit, principatgl coaches from Reading First
schools were given other training. For the 200@+2€chool year, this included the
CORE Leadership Institute for principals and theREOCoach Institute. In addition,
both principals and coaches received training@atNbvember Reading Leadership Team
Data Retreat along with teachers.

At the November Reading Leadership Team Data Repaeticipants provided feedback
at the end of the retreat. Because responsesnefgals and coaches can not be
disaggregated, overall results are presented etetal of 54 school staff members who
represented Reading Leadership Team membershijgatiehe retreat. Over 40 percent
of the participants were teachers; 17 percent weaehes; and 9 percent were principals.
The remaining 30 percent were special educatiomires teachers, bilingual teachers,
Title 1 staff members, counselors, and aides. dranization and content of the
presentation were very highly rated. In open-enm@dments, participants praised the
presenters and found the in-depth specifics of IBHata and data problem-solving
quite useful. Participants reported that they Waide the data to better meet student
needs, improve instruction, and guide intervenfioograms. Participants offered
suggestions for improvement, such as being pairddamother school using the same
core curriculum. For more detailed information ancbmplete listing of participants’
comments, please see Appendix H.

Leadership Professional Development for Principals

Overall, the majority of principals were pleasedhihe quality and amount of all the
training in instructional leadership that they riged this year. While the Reading
Leadership Team Data Retreat training was very rgekived, just over half of the
principals (53%) were pleased with CORE Leadersisfitute. The majority of
principals agreed that the Reading First Summitthngt specific needs as a Reading
First principal (67%); but fewer principals in 200w&n in 2006 believed that it provided
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them with useful training in observing teachers praviding feedback (59% in 2007
compared to 69% in 2006), and fewer still agreed ithprovided useful tools for
working with resistant staff members (41% in 20€admpared to 33% in 2006).
Principals who were not pleased with the amoumbstfuctional leadership training
unanimously agreed there was “too little.” Tabl& 8hows these findings.

Table 3-1
Perception of Principals’ Instructional Leadership Training, Spring 2007
Percentage
| am very pleased with... Agreeing/
Strongly Agreeing

The November 2006 training for School Leadershipriig

: ; : 85%
(i.e., Reading Leadership Team Data Retreat)

The Leadership Institute training provided by tren&brtium
of Reading Excellence (CORE) in September 2006

The qualityof training in instructional leadership that |
received through the state and Reading First #as.y

53%

85%

The _amounbf training in instructional leadership that |

; . ) . 78%
received through the state and Reading First #és.y

Coaching Training for Coaches

Coaches were not as enthusiastic about their cogttaining this year. Half of coaches
were pleased with the “quality” of training theyeéved in coaching this year, only a
fifth were pleased with the “amount” (Table 3-Again, the training at the Reading
Leadership Team Data Retreat was extremely wedived, but just half of the coaches
were pleased with CORE’s Coach Institute. Whilerahree-quarters of the coaches
(77%) agreed that the Reading First Summit met gpecific needs as a Reading First
coach, the majoritdisagreedhat the Reading First Summit provided them witafuls
training in coaching methods (54%), and still mdisagreedhat it provided useful tools
for working with resistant staff (61%). This wakigher percentage than in 2006—
61 percent compared to 54 percent, respectivebackies, who were not pleased with
the amount of coaching training, unanimously agteede was “too little.”
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Table 3-2
Perception of Coaches’ Coaching Training, Spring 207

. Percentage
Agree
The November 2006 training for School Leadershipriig 100%
(i.e., Reading Leadership Team Data Retreat) 0
The Leadership Institute training provided by tren&ortium 500
of Reading Excellence (CORE) in September 2006 0
The qualityof training in coaching that | received through th 5004
state and Reading First this year. 0
The amounbf training in coaching that | received through the 210
state and Reading First this year. 0

Still, when coaches were asked about topics in kvthiey felt the most need for
professional development in the 2007—2008 schaa, yanly 21 percent indicated
“coaching methods.” Instead, coaches were condesiith how to provide constructive
feedback (50%), conduct classroom observations 489pport differentiated

instruction (43%) and student engagement (36%) jretedpret and work with assessment
results (29%).

This last request presents a bit of a conundrurtheamajority of interviewed principals
and coaches commented that the Reading Leadership Data training was valuable in
terms of looking at data. One such coach commented

The training this year was in problem-solving a #thool level and data
analysis. Training was based upon a whole schigoV and was useful. We
needed to move to the next level of looking at ohatkepth, and that training was
helpful in this regard. (Coach)

Professional Development for Teachers

The Reading First Summit was the major state-spedswaining for teachers. However,
most Reading First professional development foetiees occurred at the school and/or
district level, provided mostly by the reading doasut sometimes by district staff
members, publisher representatives, or other eadteomsultants. Teachers continued to
report that the professional development they wecefrom Reading First focused on
what happened in their classroom (80%) and thaa# sustained and intensive (66%).
Both of these items witnessed slight increases femnyear.

School-level training for teachers, beyond what ve&®ived by the coach, was
infrequent. Coaches were more likely to reportghesence of contracted
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experts/trainers (57%) than district reading staéimbers (46%) or publisher
representatives/trainers (36%). Nonetheless tinasengs were more likely to be
helpful than not, and the majority of coaches reggbthe frequency of visits from CORE
to be “just right” (78%) as opposed to “too mucB2¢s).

Table 3-3 shows that the frequency with which teasheceived coaching assistance in a
variety of areas changed little from last year é@pt¢hat demonstration lessons occurred
slightly more frequently). The majority of teachdéound all of these activities helpful,
with the largest gains in demonstration lessoresjlfack provided after a classroom
observation, and assistance administering andrggagsessments.

Table 3-3
Teacher Perceptions of Assistance
Percentage* Percentage
Over the 2006-2007 school year, how helpful Usua:LyeloprfSIways TaDlg ';gfce
was/were: (Percentage point (Percentage point
change from 2006) change from 2006)

Observations of classroom during reading block by - 4%
reading coach (-3)
Feedback on your instruction provided by the coaftér 82% 17%
observation of your classroom? (+19) (-3)
Assistance from the coach in administering andisgor 84% 17%
student assessments? (+11) (+2)
Assistance from the coach in interpreting assessmen 87% 9%
results? (+5) (+6)
Assistance from the coach in providing quality 79% 13%
interventions? (+5) (+3)
Assistance from the coach in monitoring the effentess 82% 18%
of interventions? (+9) (+5)

. . . 78% 25%
Demonstration lessons provided by your reading lt®ag (+26) -9)

*  Percentage calculated only on the number of texcivho indicated the activity took place.
** Jtem not asked in this way.

While the table above suggests that almost alheac96%) were observed by their
reading coach at least once, the frequency of vhsens varied a great dedh
2006-2007, 45 percent of teachers were obserdedsitmonthly by their reading
coach—no change from last year. The majority atlers were observeat, most a few
times a year (55%). Feedback after observatiorsssimailar—48 percent of teachers
received feedback at least monthly and 53 peressived itat most a few times a year.

While some of the variation in frequency occurrathin schools (some teachers were
observed more regularly than others), there wasgaksat variation among schools—
some coaches observed more than others. For examplbout one in three schools
(36%), the coach observed all, or almost all, teexhegularly; in a contrasting group
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(43% of schools), few or no teachers were obserggdlarly. These percentages are
displayed in Table 3-4. Regardless of this varigtieachers wanting more frequent
classroom observations from their coach were imthrity (22%).

Table 3-4
Proportion of Teachers Regularly Observed

T percrtage of Sooo
All or almost all teachers (at least 80%)** 36%
Many teachers (60-79%) 14%
Some teachers (40-69%) 7%
Few or no teachers (less than 40%) 43%

* Regularly is defined as at least monthly.
** All of Lake and Peninsula teachers reported thye regularly observed.

What might explain the many schools where noteglthers were observed regularly?
Survey and interview data revealed four possibfgamations:

e Barriers to classroom observations existed.
* Selection of teachers to work with was uneven.
» Coaches focused on other job responsibilities.

» Coaches were uncomfortable observing.

Barriers to classroom observations.Some coaches described barriers, which included
the remoteness of the schools in the district, atht@ring assessments, and working with
groups of students.

Selection of teachers to work withWhile one coach said they worked with all teachers
equally, usually they described working with som&chers more than others. Most
often, they worked with novice teachers or those tteReading First. Some coaches
used data to identify individual or groups of teashwith whom to work with. Finally,
some coaches said they worked most often with exaaliho were “willing to work with
me,” or those who asked for assistance.

Coaches focused on other job responsibilitiesAccording to coaches, other coaching
tasks often took them away from classrooms. Thededed data analysis and testing,
interventions, meetings, and paperwork. The wayghich coaches used their time is

described in detail in Chapter 4.

Coaches uncomfortable observing Just over half of the coaches (57%) agreed ket t
were comfortable observing teachers and provideeglback; the majority of those
remaining were either neutral (29%), or disagréde®4). Two common requests from
coaches for more professional development werprimriding constructive feedback and
conducting classroom observations.
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One coach commented:

| could use more training centered on classrooneolsions. I'd like to
know how to approach and assist teachers at diftdevels of teaching
proficiency. (Coach)

A related finding was that teachers who were ole#niore frequently by coaches were
more positive about their reading coach. As showrable 3-5, regularly observed
teachers were more likely to view their coach a®¥Wadgeable and their ally, and were
more likely to report that their coach helped tHegsome more reflective and increased
their understanding of how children learn to read.

Table 3-5
Teachers’ Perceptions of Coaches, by Frequency ob®ervation

Percentage of Teachers
Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing

Coach Characteristic Teachers who were| Teachers who were
not observed observed regularly*
regularly* by coach by coach

Coac.h is knowledgeable resource about readingnasaad 83% 94%
practice
Coach is ally, even when providing critical feedbac 80% 94%
Coach has helped me become more reflective 60% 7%
Coach has increased my understanding of how chiliéan 59% 69%

to read

*Regularly is defined as at least monthly.

In all visited schools, most teachers felt theimadohad made a difference. Many
teachers pointed to specific assistance they haaiviedd: giving demonstrations and
modeling; reviewing data and brainstorming solwidoeing a “sounding board” or
“another set of eyes;” and helping develop stra®fpr improving engagement,
blending, and using templates.

The coach position needs to stay; we couldn't doviithout her. When |
have specific needs, she helps. For example, sherga a great deal of
training on the use of the templates. Coming id lbeing new, | could not
have done it without her. | could ask questiond sime would answer
them thoughtfully; she’d come into my classroom medlel lessons and
acquire any resource that | need. She has causetb meflect on my own
teaching. (Teacher)

Finally, teachers were also surveyed about thaff development needs for the
following school year. Like coaches, student eegagnt and differentiated instruction
were frequently cited (40% and 38%, respectivehigh percentage of teachers also
requested training in comprehension and the effectse of intervention programs this
year (40% and 32%, respectively).
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Teacher Collaboration

Teacher collaboration did not increase in 2006—208lightly more than half of the
teachers (58%) reported that another teacher odd@nvtheir classroom once or a few
times a year, and 53 percent reported that thegreed in another teacher’s classroom
once or a few times per year.

Technical Assistance from the State

Oversight of the Alaska Reading First program esrésponsibility of the Alaska
Department of Education and Early Development. pResibilities include funding
districts, programmatic oversight, technical assise, and the provision of training. The
department is also responsible for ensuring theaptibgram is evaluated. One state
Reading First Coordinator oversees the entire mragrWhile there are no regional
coordinators, as is the case in other states, #rerdistrict coordinators who assist the
state Reading First Coordinator.

When principals and coaches were asked if the staseresponsive to the needs of their
schools, 93 percent of principals agreed (up fr&% Tast year); a smaller proportion of
coaches agreed (75%). While no principals or ceaclsagreed that the state was
responsive to their needs; about two-thirds of beageported the state failed to provide
their school with technical assistance this yesztill, all, or nearly all, of the coaches
trusted the state coordinator with information atibeir reading program (100%); felt
she understood their school, programs, and cuten making recommendations
(93%); and found her support and input extremelyalale (93%). Finally, a common
theme expressed, especially by interviewed coathutdyy a principal as well, was the
need for training of new Reading First teacher&laska. On average, 30 percent of the
K-3 teachers in Alaska’s Reading First schools wene this year.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOL-LEVEL STRUCTURES

HIGHLIGHTS

Most district coordinators regularly attended Ragdtirst professional development
and meetings, and usually found them helpful. oAlihe district coordinators

reported that state expectations were clear arsbnaedle, and that state Reading First
project staff members were responsive to theiridt& needs. Communications was
one area where improvements may be warranted.

District coordinators and principals reported hligels of district support to Reading
First schools; however, coaches were less likebjtethe receipt of technical
assistance and reading-related professional develop

The influence of Reading First in the district’ swrBeading First schools was mixed:
all of the components were implemented in somé@inon-Reading First schools.
The use of a core reading program and the provsi@mofessional development in
reading were the most commonly implemented compshand the presence of a
reading coach and a system for progress monitstundents were the least
commonly reported Reading First components in neaelihg First schools.

Principals highlighted three roles they thoughtevwerost important—provide
leadership, ensure fidelity, and use data. Whieviast majority of principals
supported the instructional changes under Readisg Ehe frequency of their
classroom observations and their attendance atdRidIgrade-level meetings was
limited. Principals continued to report “frequente of assessment data for a variety
of purposes. However, compared to last year, tivere substantial decreases in
principals’ “very frequent” use of data to matchdsnts to interventions, in their
meetings with parents, and looking at schoolwide3jKrends.

Coaching, and collecting and using data, were thstmommon time allocations
reported by coaches. These activities took abalfitoi their time. If coaches felt
they were unable to fulfill their coaching respdunilgies, it was most often attributed
to working directly with students during the reaglislock.

School-level collaboration appeared to be mordftruat grade-level rather than RLT
meetings. Except for one school, all schools ha@lsRn place; but the extent to
which they functioned differed. On the other hamanthly grade-level meetings,
usually with the coach present, were likely to agausome schools, teachers were
leading these meetings.
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Teacher buy-in to Reading First is waning. Teaclport for Reading First has
steadily declined since 2005, witfiree in fiveteachers now expressing strong
support for Reading First, down fraitmree in four Teachers continue to question the
accuracy and validity of the DIBELS.

Data use is pervasive. Schools regularly usedsassnts for screening, diagnosing,
and progress monitoring students. DIBELS was rostmonly used, but core
program and CORE assessments were also cited hdrmsaand coaches administered
progress-monitoring assessments to intensive stsidegry regularly,” to strategic
students “regularly,” and to benchmark studentsdtrently.”

Coaches and teachers used these data for a vafrigtiyposes. Most frequently, they
were used when making decisions about interventidsen communicating about
students, teachers used data with colleagues aadtpaand coaches used data with
teachers. This year, coaches were less likel{ntays use data when making
decision about student grouping, but teachers glagietly more likely to do so—this
may be a task coaches are transferring to teacheachers and coaches were least
likely to use data when making decisions about fiyodj lessons from the core
program.

In 2006—2007, sustainability was addressed at #agliRg First Summit and during
RLT meetings. While teachers were optimistic alibatsustainability of a variety of
Reading First components—most notably, intervestiemgoing professional
development in reading, the 90-miunute readinglylgoouping, the core program,
and the way reading was taught—they were leasinigiic that the coach and RLT
would remain. Only about one-half of the princgahd coaches agreed that Reading
First instructional changes would be sustained.
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CHAPTER FOUR:
LEADERSHIP AND SCHOOL-LEVEL STRUCTURES

School and district leaders are responsible foelbging structures and systems that
encourage collaboration and assist individualsnpléementing change. In Reading First
schools in Alaska, these leaders include distoordinators, principals, and coaches.
This chapter examines the roles of these leadefisdbyooking at what they perceive the
state’s expectations are for their work and how tirely believe they are able to meet
these expectations. Second, the chapter discussssate expectations for teams within
Reading First schools, especially the Reading Lieshigle Team (RLT) and grade-level
teams, and how these teams meet these expectalibeshapter includes an
examination of evidence of the use of assessméat aad concludes with a discussion
on sustainability.

Districts and District Coordinators

Alaska’s 14 Reading First schools are located liegtistricts—Anchorage School
District, Fairbanks School District, and Lake arehiAsula School District. The first two
districts are urban, and the latter one is rurdl@mote. Districts range in size from 14
to 60 elementary schools. Some schools are veajl,sserving only five to 10 students,
with multi-grade classrooms; some principals aradimeg coaches are itinerant. There
are three district coordinators—one in each distriworking for Reading First. One of
the three coordinators also worked as a Readirsg édach. She is one of the two
coaches in the Lake and Peninsula School District.

The District Coordinator

Each district was required by the grant to desigaadistrict coordinator, who was
supposed to participate in Reading First meetimgstainings and work to support the
implementation of the grant in their district. Al the Alaska Reading First district
coordinators, whose roles included reading coatBEDS coordinator, and elementary
executive director, spent all of their time devotedReading First.

One responsibility that most district coordinatattended to was participation in Reading
First professional development and meetings. Athe district coordinators attended the
Reading Leadership Team Data Retreat in Novemb@s 20d the Reading First Summit

in March 2007. District coordinators usually atted other state meetings (see Table 4-1).
While district coordinators were always informedsohool visits made by the state
Reading First Coordinator, only one district coaedor reported always participating in
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these visits; the other two participated more oftem not. All of these activities were
rated as “usually” or “always” useful to particigan

Table 4-1
District Coordinators’ Attendance of Reading First Trainings
Percentage
Percentage of District Coordinators RA?:E\%SS
Reading First trainings ARSI A CIHES “Usually” or
“Always” Useful
Lo/ Once | 2-3times | 4 +times
attend
Novembgr .2006 School Leadership _ 100% _ __ 100%
Team training
March 2007 Reading First Summit -- 100% -- -- 100%
Other statewide coach and principal 33% 67% _ _ 100%
meetings
State meetings for district 33% 67% _ __ 100%
representatives

All of the district coordinators reported that stakpectations were clear and reasonable,
and that the state Reading First project was respeno their district's needs. However,
two-thirds of the district coordinators indicatéey could neither agree nor disagree that
state the Reading First staff did a good job of mamicating necessary information
regarding Reading First to district staff membe®ne district coordinator commented:

| think our state does an excellent job in suppagyiur district. Our state
director is very responsive to our requests forcjpeprofessional
development. She has come to do training in DIBBOhS each year has
provided quality training via CORE. The professibdevelopment
offered at our statewide meetings is generally kxae especially what
was offered in March 2007. The only way that compaiion could be
improved is by getting statewide meeting agendasoous in a more
timely fashion. (District Coordinator)

Sufficiency of Supports Provided by the District

District coordinators felt that district support Reading First was high, and they
reported numerous examples of assistance provadieeir schools. All of the district
coordinators agreed that their district stronglymarted the instructional changes
occurring under Reading First. Furthermore, thgnty, if not all, of the district
coordinators reported supporting the four pilladr®eading First in their Reading First
schools—professional development, leadership aadtidata, instructional programs,
and materials (see Table 4-2). Districts also meoed grant implementation; provided
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grant management; assisted with proposal writing;waorked to ensure that major
initiatives in the district did not contradict, were aligned to, Reading First.

Table 4-2
Types of District Supports for Reading First, Repoted by District Coordinators

Which of the following best describes your districs level of support for Reading First?
(select all that apply)

100% of Districts Reported 67% of Districts Reported
By providing professional development that is By facilitating districtwide Reading First meetings
aligned with Reading First for principals

By providing technical assistance to support schodBy having a district staff member designated as the
change Reading First “go-to” person

By modifying district requirements to align with

By analyzing student reading assessment data Reading First

By educating and galvanizing the community By pdawy overall curriculum guidance
By supporting the core reading program By providjngnt management
By supporting intervention programs By assistinghvgiroposal writing

By monitoring grant implementation

However, while principals corroborated this highdeof support, coaches were less
likely to do so. The vast majority of principalgraed that their district provided

sufficient support for Reading First (79%), semsistent messages (78%), and refrained
from implementing major initiatives that contra@idtor were not aligned with Reading
First (86%).

On the other hand, approximately 50 percent of lvesiceported receiving no technical
assistance or reading-related professional devedapfrom their district reading staff
during the 2006—-2007 school year. Furthermorey arthird of coaches (36%) agreed
their district refrained from implementing majoitiatives that contradicted, or were not
aligned with, Reading First.

Influence of Reading First in Non-Reading First Schols

Two Reading First districts had elementary schaatls and without Reading First

grants. District coordinators from these distrigexe mixed in their reports of the extent
to which Reading First influenced and attributedetasion between these schools. While
one district coordinator neither agreed nor disagithat Reading First greatly influenced
the reading program in their district's non-Readkugt schools, nor acknowledged
tensions between the schools, the other strongbedghat Reading First influenced
non-Reading First schools in the district, and glisad that tensions existed between
these schools.

This pattern continued when district coordinat@sarted the components of their
Reading First program that were implemented irrthen-Reading First schools. While
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none of the non- Reading First schools implemeatedomponents of the Reading First
program, non-Reading First schools did implementesthem. The use of a core reading
program and the provision of professional develampmereading were the most
commonly implemented components. This was followedhe use of DIBELS, a
90-minute reading block, and the provision of syst8c interventions. The presence of
a reading coach and a system for progress morgtstirdents were the least commonly
reported Reading First components in non-Readirgj &chools.

Because of the success of Reading First schodlasibeen possible to
use what we have learned from the Reading Firstainaad to modify it
with available resources for implementation acrdssdistrict. The core
curriculum and comprehensive assessment model bodthupon prior
programs and processes. Reading First schools'esses have provided
a motivation and momentum for the rest of our efearg schools for
change. Because Reading First schools do haveiaddl resources that
non-Reading First schools don't have, we need &rdjagainst
comparing results, although we do look forwardeeiag continuously
increasing achievement as a result of our effo(Bistrict Coordinator)

Principals in Reading First

Principals in Reading First schools are expectexktoe as instructional leaders by being
knowledgeable about reading and school changenobgeclassrooms frequently and
providing teachers with useful feedback, and usiaig to inform decisions and make
sure teachers do the same. They are also expeatealdel a high level of support for
Reading First.

Interviewers asked principals to describe whatsthée expectations were, in their own
words. While these interviews did not produce @ma@stive list of principal duties, they
highlighted the roles that principals believed wienportant. Those most commonly cited
were:

* Provide leadershipto ensure students learn to read

* Ensure fidelity of grant implementation

» Use datato make decisions
This section is organized around these most fratyueited responsibilities.
Many principals, from whom these data were drawerenexperienced educators. The
average number of years of experience as a prinegm 1l years. Although the years of

experience ranged from one year to 37, 14 perdgmiripals were new to the
profession. Over a third of the principals (36%&revnew to their schools this year.
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Provide Leadership

There was almost universal support for Reading Rirgong principals. Almost all
principals (93%) strongly supported the instructiochanges under Reading First, and
just 18 percent believed the grant put excessiveghasis on their involvement in
instructional matters. Furthermore, most teachatscoaches (at least 85%) saw their
principal as a visible advocate for reading.

While interviewed principals reported meeting megpectations, survey data revealed
that not all principals were attending school-lemetl grade-level meetings. While a
quarter of principals (23%) “always” attended RLEetings, the rest did so “sometimes”
or “often.” One principal reported that their sohdid not have a RLT. There were also
mixed reports from teachers of how often princitended grade-level meetings.
Almost half of the surveyed teachers (42%) repoptéacipals “seldom” or “never”
attended these meetings, while just over a quéz@8) said they did so “usually” or
“always.” In half of the visited schools, teachegported that their principals attended
grade-level meetings.

Ensure Fidelity

Interviewed principals felt that one of their maiuties was to ensure fidelity to the grant
and program, making sure there was a 90-minuteklaod that the materials and
assessments were used correctly. While almosf #ike interviewed principals felt that
their classroom walk-throughs were a helpful wagnsure fidelity, one-half of them
admitted that attending grade-level meetings wsfilan this regard, and a third relied
on data and their coach for ensuring fidelity. ok® principal commented:

| am in and out of classrooms frequently. | alsok at lesson plans. |
check to see if teachers are using the pacing guidad | go to grade
level meetings and patrticipate in discussions abeathing and students.
(Principal)

The majority of surveyed principals (93%) reportieely were comfortable observing and
providing constructive feedback, and the majoritynterviewed principals indicated that
walk-throughs should receive priority. Howevesmaaller proportion of teachers this
year than last year reported frequent observatidieachers were far more likely to be
observed less frequently (65%) than more frequdB8%6), even though most teachers
(90%) reported being observatlleastonce during the school year.

While the frequency adit least monthlypbservations was higher in 2007 than in 2005, but
less than in 2006, the frequency of teachers reagieedback from their principal
following an observation was similar to that repdrby teachers in 2005 (see Figure 4-1.)
Still, the majority of teachers (71%) reported ety feedbackat least onceand the vast
majority of them (82%) considered it to be “usually “always” helpful (82%).
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Figure 4-1. Teachers’ Report on Frequency of Pringial Observation and Feedback

Interviewed teachers were slightly more likelyndicate that their principal and coach
followed up on their implementation of Reading Ftlsough coaching—classroom
observations and modeling—than through principakobations and grade-level
meetings. However, in at least half of these fagasips, teachers indicated that their
principals did make frequent classroom observatansattended grade level meetings,
where, according to these teachers, “a lot of wgoas on in the classroom is discussed.”

Use Data

Reading First emphasizes the use of data at aldef decision-making. Principals saw
the use of data as one of their primary roles iadRey First, but reported using it slightly
less frequently in 2007 than in 2006. Survey datggested that principals regularly
(“usually” or “always”) used data to communicatdawieachers, to make decisions about
grouping and interventions, to study schoolwidedse and when meeting with parents.
This year saw a larger percentage of principals thst year using data when
communicating with teachers about their studentsvéVer, as shown in Table 4-3, there
were decreases in 2007 from 2006 in the percemtgencipals who said they “always”
used data in several of the other areas.
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Table 4-3
Principals’ Use of Reading Assessment Data

Percentage of Principals
| use the results of reading assessments (suc Always
as the DIBELS) when... Rarely/Never | Sometimes| Usually | (Percentage
point change
from 2006)
L . . 50%
Communicating with teachers about their students 0% 7% 43% (+12)
Communicating with teachers about their o 50%
instruction 0% 14% 36% )
. - . 77%
Making decisions about student grouping 0% 0% | 23% (+0)
: L . 71%
Matching students to the appropriate interventigns 0% 0% 29% (-21)
. . 64%
Looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends 0% 7% 29% -13)
. . 29%
Meeting with parents 0% 14% 57% (-17)

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 percent dueunding.

Coaches in Reading First

Like principals, coaches are important instructldeaders in Reading First schools.
Coaches support teachers and promote effectiveiatistn by: modeling effective
lessons, observing teachers and providing consteufdedback, assisting with
professional development, and serving as a resonacager for school staff members.
Data regarding how coaches provided professionadldpment are reported in
Chapter 3: Professional Development and Technicsigiance This section describes
the background and expectations of coaches, asawdlbw coaches fulfill those
expectations.

Most coaches in Reading First schools (86%) wenel@yad full time. One school had
two coaches, only one of which worked with K-3 tears. Overall, coaches were
experienced teachers, with an average of 13 ydaeaching experience. The majority
of coaches (64%) had advanced degrees—usuallyngeadrtificates and/or Master’s
degrees.

Coaches had an average of four years of coachipgriexce, although this ranged from
one to 10 years. The average number of yearsp&reence coaching in the coaches’
current schools was slightly lower—three yearswerage. One coach was new to
coaching and their school this year.
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Expectations of Coaches and Work Load

When asked in interviews what the state expectederh, most coaches described
multiple state expectations and responsibilitiEsr example, one coach said:

The state expects me to have an ongoing staffafsweht program, to
facilitate assessments, to get DIBELS data coltkated entered into the
University of Oregon database, to coach teachersiat presentations,
and to attend training.

These multiple expectations translated into longking hours for many coaches. This
year, the average number of hours worked per wemkined about the same as in 2006
(44 hours), as did the percentage of coachesepatted working longer hours. About a
third of the coaches continued to report workingerthan 50 hours a week.

During their working hours, interviewed coachesigheir primary roles were to:

» Coach—observe teachers, monitor fidelity, mentachers, and provide
professional development to staff

» Collect and analyze data and promote its use icldssroom

Coaching—observing, monitoring, mentoring, and prowing professional
development. The role of the coach in the provision of professicdevelopment to
teachers is covered more thoroughly in Chapter@&féBsional Development). Chapter 3
described a great variety in the frequency of cadadervations. For example, almost
half of coaches (43%) observed teachers fairlyeopfently. In addition to the
implications for teachers, infrequent observatiprabably affected coaches’ ability to
monitor program fidelity.

The variations in the frequency of classroom oleons are part of a larger picture of
how differently coaches spent their time on varicasponsibilities. Survey data revealed
that, on average, coaches spent half of their imboth coaching and data-related work.
Specifically, one-quarter of their time (26%) wagst on coaching, and another quarter
(23%) was spent on data and assessment activitlesremaining time went to
interventions (15%) and other duties (35%). Coragdo 2006, coaches spent slightly
less time this year on coaching and “other” aagsitand slightly more time on data and
assessment, and interventidnéTable 4-4)

! While these general trends help build an oveiiatlipe of how coaches in Alaska Reading First work,
they also obscure the variation among coaches; soaehes spend most of their time working directly
with teachers, while others let “managerial” taghaperwork and meetings) take up a substantialquoof
their time (Deussen, Coskie, Robinson & Autio, 2007
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Table 4-4
Percentage of Time Spent on Coaching Tasks

Coach Responsibilities 2005-2006 2006-2007
One-on-one coaching (K-3) 22% 18%
Group coaching (K-3) 5% 5%
Coaching out-of-grade 1% 3%
Subtotal: Coaching 28% 26%
Administering/coordinating assessments 6% 7%
Managing data (entering, charting) 7% 7%
Using/interpreting data 8% 9%
Subtotal: Data & Assessment 21% 23%
Planning interventions 7% 8%
Providing interventions directly 7% 7%
Subtotal: Interventions 14% 15%
Planning for/attending meetings 17% 8%
Attending professional development 4% 4%
Paperwork 16% 15%
Unrelated (subbing, bus duty, etc.) 2% 8%
Subtotal: Other 3% 35%

Note: Numbers may not add to 100% due to rounding.

Even though they reported working long hours, sorterviewed coaches said they had
difficulty fulfilling all of their responsibilities especially coaching. The most commonly
stated reason for this difficulty was because tlvesehes were working directly with
groups of students during the reading block. Aliifosome coaches described
additional responsibilities required by their schaodistrict, such as bus duty or
substitute teaching, these duties were rarely roeedi as large obstacles to completing
their coaching work.

Despite the experience of these coaches, theyctdriheir role, and the extent to which
teachers understood their role, has not consigtenfiroved over time, as shown in
Figure 4-2. Specifically, 78 percent of coached #zeir role as a reading coach was
clearly defined. This marked a decline of sevargm@age points from last year.
Seventy-two percent of coaches said teachersiatsttteols understood the role of the
reading coach—a decline of five percentage ponois flast year.
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Figure 4-2. Coaches’ Perceptions of Their Roles Ov&ime

Analyze data and promote data useAs was the case in 2005-2006, coach responses to
survey questions revealed again this year thasa@chools, most of them used data for

a wide variety of purposes (Table 4-5). There amfcrease in the percentage of
coaches who reported using data when communicafithggeachers about their students
and for selecting and measuring progress in intégroes. There was a substantial
decrease in the percentage of coaches who regbetthey “always” used data to make
decisions about grouping. Otherwise, the percestabanged little from 2006. When

the categories of “usually” and “always” were conmdd, most coaches reported they

used data for most of the activities listed. Coragdo other activities, the following

data activities were conductezhstoften by coaches:

» Communicating with teachers about their instructi#® percent did this only
“sometimes.”

* Meeting with parents—40 percent did this “sometihmdess often.

* Modifying lessons from the core program—50 perakdithis “sometimes” or
less often.
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Table 4-5
Coaches Use of Reading Assessment Data

Percentage of Coaches
| use the results of reading assessments (suct Always
as the DIBELS) when... Rarely/Never | Sometimes | Usually | (Percentage
point change
from 2006)
0,
Communicating with teachers about their students -- 7% 43% (iolgo)

I 1 I I 0,
_Commqnlcatlng with teachers about their _ 29% 36% 36%
instruction (-5)

0,
Making decisions about student grouping -- -- 43% (5;?;
0,
Modifying lessons from the core program 17% 33% 33% %37/)0
0,
Identifying which students need interventions -- -- -- 1(?_%)/0
0,
Matching students to the appropriate interventions  -- 14% -- ?fg/)o
0,
Monitoring student progress in interventions -- -- 7% (513;23)
Helping teacher.s tallqr instruction to |nd|v_|dual _ 21% 36% 43%
student needs (i.e., differentiated instruction) (+5)
0,
Looking at school-wide (K-3) trends -- 18% -- ?52/)0
0,
Meeting with parents 10% 30% 20% ?EO/)O

Note: Numbers may not add up to 100 percent dueunding.

Collaborative Leadership

While the coach and principal are important leadteReading First schools, they are
also charged with creating a collaborative culiarehich teachers and principals share
decision-making. Reading Leadership Team (RLT)tmgse and grade-level meetings
can facilitate this collaboration. Informal comnzation throughout the school day can
also increase shared ownership of Reading Firsts Jection explores the collaborative
culture at Reading First schools and how RLT mestend grade-level meetings support
collaboration.

Collaborative Culture
All coaches, and the majority of principals (69%yldeachers (79%) agreed that
participating in Reading First helped their schi@Velop a more collaborative culture.

In the third year of Reading First implementatiorAlaska, grade-level teams appeared
to be more conducive to collaboration than did RLTs
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Reading Leadership Team

Each school is expected to have a RLT, which shimaldde at least the coach,
principal, and a teacher representative from eaatieg K-3. Teams should meet at least
monthly.

Except for one school, all schools had RLTs, andtmeet the state requirements for
team membership. Membership included the coaddl6f schools), principal (93%),
and, in at least 85 percent of the schools, a &adobm each grade K-3. The majority of
the teams included special education teachers (7d86ut a third of teams included
teachers from grades 4-6 (29%), and a fifth inaluBEL teachers and Title | teachers
(21%). While a third of the school’s RLTs met ntdgt 50 percent met less frequently.

In order to function well, RLTs are expected to/reh data, plan specifically and
collaboratively, and be integrally involved in timplementation of the grant. Data
suggested that this vision was met in some, buakhaschools.

* Most RLTsrelied on data 97 percent of teachers participating on RLTs Haay
talked about schoolwide data at RLT meetings.

* Some RLT9lanned specifically and collaboratively Some teachers reported
their RLT made decisions about instruction withiraoross grades (56%),
instruction for specific students (47%), and mategpurchases (50%).

* Some RLTs weretegrally involved in grant implementation, though not all
were described in this way. Some teachers (71ported their schools had a
visible and effective RLT, and the majority of pmpals (79%) and some coaches
(57%) said their school would not run effectiveljghwut the RLT. In addition,
while all principals and coaches said attending Ridetings was a good use of
their time, a lower percentage of RLT teacher masb&L%) agreed. Overall,
half of all teachers (51%) felt they had a voicé¢heir school’s decision-making
about Reading First.

Interview data corroborated that not all schoolpleamented RLTs, that membership
varied, and that all did not meet monthly. Somé#hefinterviewed coaches indicated that
their RLTSs relied on data, but none of the coaadessribed their RLT like the vision.

The one coach who came closest indicated that Rigirand grade-level meetings were
one in the same:

This is a very small school with two K-3 teachéhre is a Leadership Meeting
that covers what we would think of as RLT and giladel meetings. When | am
onsite, it's specifically about reading. Sometintssabout students, sometimes
it's about the reading program as a whole, otherds it's a professional
development piece. For the most part, | try tdude data in the meeting.
(Coach)
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The majority of those interviewed indicated thelrTRvas not that functional:

The Reading Leadership Team meets quarterly rattser monthly. We
haven't really implemented it; it's not as goodoas grade-level teams.
(Coach)

Grade-level Meetings

Grade-level meetings promote collaboration by gjueachers who teach the same grade
the opportunity to discuss teaching and learniMigst teachers (86%) reported grade-
level meetings fulfilled this purpose. Furthermase shown in Table 4-6, most teachers
found that all participant comments were welcom®48 and many reported the
meetings were a good use of their time (74%). @&mesults were similar to last year.

Table 4-6
Teachers’ Perception of Grade-level Meetings

Percentage of Teachers

At my school’s grade-level reading meetings... Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
2006 2007

We ohscusg the issues of teaching and learninghkagtarticipants 81% 86%

identify as important.

All participant comments and viewpoints are welcdme 83% 85%

We discuss the reasons for doing things, not hestéquirements. 84% 87%

Regularly attending grade-level meeting is a gosalaf my time. 7% 74%

Reading First does not have a set requiremenhéfrequency of grade-level meetings,
but 87 percent of teachers reported that they trietat monthly. In addition to teachers,
most of these meetings included coaches; feweunded principals. Seventy-two percent
of teachers said coaches “usually” or “always”radted these meetings, and 29 percent
said principals “usually” or “always” attended.

Half of the interviewed coaches viewed themselgefailitators or guides during grade-
level meetings. However, a third of these coadtaespassed that responsibility on to
teachers.

In addition to coaches’ roles as facilitators oidgs, many teachers in focus groups said

that grade-level meetings provided coaches andipafs a place to listen to discussion
and evaluate how well teachers were implementirepiRg First.
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Principals’ attendance at grade-level meetingslesscommon, but most principals
(86%) did agree that that attending them was a gsecdf their time. As one principal
explained:

Attending grade-level meetings gives me an oppiyttm become
familiar with where my students are and to joirdtyme up with good
ideas for improving student achieveme(Rrincipal)

Buy-In

Effective leaders within a reform effort can ingpparticipants to “buy into” the program
and believe in what they are doing. All leadersadbrms also typically struggle with
resistance to change. This section of the repihtesses the degree to which principals,
coaches, and teachers buy into Reading First,l@ndegree to which principals and
coaches perceive teachers’ resistance to be anbell

As in previous years, data indicated that coachdspancipals supported Reading First
more strongly than teachers (see Figure 4-3).ekample, nearly all principals and
coaches reported strongly supporting Reading FiFsacher support has steadily
declined since 2005, witthree in fiveteachers now expressing strong support for
Reading First, down frorthree in four

|93%

I 00%

Coaches 100%

100%
76% M 2005
Teachers 64% 02006
|61% 02007

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage agreeing that they
"strongly support the instructional changes ocagrrinder Reading First."

Figure 4-3. Perception of Instructional Changes Uner Reading First

Similarly, a smaller proportion of teachers thaimgipals and coaches were pleased that
their school had a Reading First grant—87 percetdachers, compared to all of the
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principals and coaches. Some teacher reservailomg Reading First had to do with
philosophical or pedagogical objections to Readhimgt. Sixteen percent of teachers
reported having these objections, while a similapprtion of principals (14%) had
objections as well. No coaches indicated any diojes.

At times, lack of buy-in caused difficulty withihé program. On the survey, 43 percent
of principals and 21 percent of coaches said ovemg teacher resistance was a
challenge. In addition, 9 percent of coaches wdher resistance was a reason that all
eligible students did not get interventions, asinegl by Reading First.

Interviews with principals and coaches supportestesufindings. While about half of
coaches and principals described teachers’ buy-hair school as “high;” the other half
described it as “mixed” or “medium.” Principalstacoaches, who described buy-in as
high, typically attributed it to the fact that te&ff wanted to apply for the grant. In a
typical comment, one principal said:

Teachers were unanimous Reading First was the prador them. They
wanted a curriculum, and Reading First came alohtha right time.
(Principal)

Reasons given by principals and coaches for laddugfin varied. Principals were more
willing to attribute limited teacher buy-in to aetwefor more time for the approaches to
make a difference. Coaches, on the other hand; mere willing to attribute limited
buy-in to personalities and a lack of willingnegsgry something new or let go of
something old.

In their interviews, coaches also noted a variétyays to effectively deal with
resistance. The most commonly-mentioned stratégobsded opening the discussion
with something positive, whether it be from a recgvservation or a joke; talking with
teachers to understand the root of the problem;\@hdn necessary, leaning on the
support of the principal. Other means of workinthwesistance included relationship
building, persistence, and using student data.

| keep plugging away at it—offer what | can dotfeem, over and over.
At times when it gets difficult, then | have tanlgrthe principal in. I try to
have honest discussions and see why they areingsisis it
philosophical, or do they just not want to do thek® (Coach)
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School Use of Assessment Data

At the federal level, Reading First emphasizesudeeof assessment data, not only to
determine the longer-term impact of the progrant ago to make key decisions about
instruction. In 2006—2007, Alaska Reading Firstogds not only conducted the required
benchmark assessments three times a year, behalbls also conducted very regular
progress monitoring, using tie/namic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS)and other assessments. The majority of schoptster] organized systems for
collecting, analyzing, and interpreting data. Tdestion of the report describes the use
of assessment data in Alaska Reading First sco@806—2007.

Administration of Assessments

Schools used a variety of assessments to scredenssufor reading difficulties, diagnose
the nature of problems, and monitor student pragrdhe DIBELS was the most widely
used measure for all three purposes. Assessnieeitgjed in the schools’ core
programs, were also used by more than half of dsHopothese purposes. In addition,
coaches also reported that their school used Cmsoon Reading Excellence (CORE)
Multiple Assessments for screening (29%) and diagn@3%). Teacher-developed
assessments were seldom used, according to coaches.

Benchmark assessments were administered by teatnsgatiied from school to school.
K-3 teachers were the most common team members)(6dlowed by the coach (50%),
paraprofessionals (36%), and specialists (21%)gfess-monitoring assessments were
most frequently administered by teachers (86%)aathes (71%), followed by
paraprofessionals (50%) and specialists (29%).

Schools also met Reading First’s requirement thatent progress be monitored
frequently. According to coaches,
* 100 percent of schools monitored intensive studanlsast every two weeks
e 71 percent of schools monitored strategic studanisast every two weeks

* 50 percent of schools monitored benchmark studdreast every four weeks

42



Most schools also had well-organized systems fariaidtering, analyzing, and sharing
DIBELS results, according to coaches and teacheesver coaches and teachers reported
the availability of data disaggregated by key deraphic variables. (See Table 4-7.)

Table 4-7
Organized Data Systems in Reading First Schools

Percentage
School Data Systems Coaches | Teachers*
Our school has an organized system for adminigjeha 93% 93%

DIBELS and other Reading First assessments.

Our school has an organized system for analyzidgsaaring
the results of the DIBELS and other Reading Fisseasments 85% 94%
with teachers.

Our school has an organized system for reviewiading
assessment data that have been disaggregated by key 42% 42%
demographic variables.*

* Teachers item read, “| have seen our schoobislirgy assessment data disaggregated
(split up) by key demographic variables.”

Accuracy of Assessment Results

Some teachers are skeptical regarding the validdagiiracy, and use of the DIBELS.
While the vast majority of principals (100%) andiches (93%) agreed that DIBELS
was valid and accurate, and that Reading Firshdicdbveremphasize the importance of
its results (72% and 100%, respectively), a thirteachers failed to agree in regard to
accuracy and validity (34%) and felt that its useswveremphasized (39%).

Interviewed coaches reported that everyone who rsidtared the DIBELS had been
trained. In addition, the majority of surveyed cloas (86%) were confident that before
each benchmark testing period, all members of #esessment team thoroughly
understood the administration and scoring of thBHLS. This was ensured by coaches
putting systems into place, such as using the DIBEintegrity alignment document,”
offering a pretest review, and retesting a sampituments after testing to validate
assessment team scores. Several interviewed dcheeport some concerns with
specific test administrators, but at least theyensware of potential problems and were
willing to address them.
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Teachers’ Use of Results

As in previous years, the percentage of teachemtiag they looked at reading
assessment data frequently was large, with theritya{67%) saying that they looked at
these data at least once a month. The frequertbywhich teachers looked at data
increased slightly from 2006, with most teached94Y looking at data weekly (42%) or
at least monthly (32%) (Figure 4-4).

100%

W 2005 02006 02007

80%

60%

37% 39% 41% 379, 42%

40% 7 32%
24%
20% - 159 18%
7%
0% ,h : :

Once or afew Once amonth 2-3 times a Atleast once a
times a year month week

Figure 4-4. Frequency of Reading Assessment Use bgachers

Teachers used reading assessment data extensieypercentages of teachers
reporting that they used data for specific purpese® similarly as high as last year, and
had increased slightly. The most common tasksigorg data “usually” or “always”

were identifying students for, matching studentsatal monitoring interventions. These
were followed by communicating with colleagues alreading instruction and student
needs. Teachers were least likely to use data winglifying lessons from the core
program (64%). (See Table 4-8).
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Table 4-8
Teachers’ Use of Reading Assessment Data

Percentage of Teachers
| use the results of reading assessments (suck Rarelv/ Always
as the DIBELS) when... arelyl | sometimes | Usually | (Percentage
Never point change
from 2006)

. - . . 0

G.rOl_meg students into small instructional groups 2% 9% 29% 57%
within my classroom (+3)

Communicating with colleagues about reading o o o 58%
instruction and student needs 3% 7% 32% (+2)
0,

Looking at school-wide (K-3) trends 3% 19% 37% ‘Ellf
0,

Meeting with parents 4% 9% 37% ?34/)()

o 24%
Modifying lessons from the core program 11% 25% 40% -1)
0,

Identifying which students need interventions 2% 2% 19% Zzl/)o
0,

Matching students to the appropriate interventions 2% 3% 32% (iigo)
. o : 64%
Monitoring student progress in interventions -- 8% 28% (-4)

Note: Between 1 and 9 percent of teachers repdirdah’'t do that” for each item. Those respondents
were not included in the analyses for either year.

Sustainability

During the 2006-2007 school year, Alaska Readimgt Bchools were in their third year
of school-level implementation. One important teatof most federally funded
initiatives is the requirement that grantees (ia tase, the Alaska Department of
Education and Early Development) take steps tarenthe benefit of a program extends
beyond the life of the grant. The department Bkert initial efforts to insure that LEA
sub-grantees provide for the “sustainability” ofddeng First practices.

During the March 2007 Reading First Summit, thees & two-day break-out sessions on
“Sustaining Reading First Outcomes Beyond Readirgj Funding,” facilitated by Stan
Paine. The session included four parts:

1) Discussion of the concept of sustainability in toatext of Reading First
elements and what had worked for others

2) ldentification of barriers to continuing each oétReading First elements and
how to overcome these barriers

3) Examination of organizational strategies to makange

4) Team work to develop a school plan for sustainmpgroved results over time
using other resources
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Almost two-thirds of the 22 participants found 8ession “good” or “excellent.”

In addition, for the next school year (2007-208@8hools will receive their final funding.
However, schools will have the option of spreadimegse funds over the next 27 months
even though 2007-2008 school year will mark theyaar of state-funded professional
development. This option will facilitate sustaif@p by giving schools additional time
to implement sustainability strategies with at tesmsme financial resources.

Teachers were more optimistic about sustaining Rgdeirst than were coaches and
principals. Teachers were asked which compondrReading First they believed
should continue beyond the grant (Table 4-9). Binto last year:

- Teachers strongly believed that interventions sthoohtinue (80%).

« Ongoing professional development in reading, then@ute reading block,
grouping, and the core program were also frequeitidgl as valued components
(71%, 70%, 64%, and 64%, respectively).

« The reading coach and the RLT were rated atetistlikely to continue beyond
the grant (49% and 34%, respectively).

Unlike last year, the percentage of teachers halethat ongoing professional
development in reading should continue after tReiading First grant increased from
50 percent to 71 percent. Also, more teacherscttad the continuation of grade-
level meetings after Reading First, an increasen f6@ percent to 60 percent.

Table 4-9
Teachers’ Views of the Sustainability of Program Cmponents
In your opinion, once your school Percentage
no longer has the Reading First . Definitely yes
grant, should the following Definitely Probably Probably (Percentage point
program components continue? not not bEs change from 2006)
0,
Interventions 1% 1% 18% (fg)ﬂ)
Ongoing professional development|in 71%
reading 1% 1% 21% (+12)
: . 70%
90-minute reading block 3% 4% 23% (+3)
0,
Grouping -- 3% 34% Ei)b
0,
Core program -- 4% 32% (ES)A)
0,
Grade-level meetings 2% 9% 30% (+(158)A)
0,
DIBELS 2% 3% 44% (45_3)&
0,
Reading coach 5% 16% 30% (_‘:Z)A)
0,
RLT 3% 13% 49% (i’g)&

46



Another view of sustainability was provided by mipeals and coaches who were
surveyed about the prospect of Reading First inBtmial changes continuing beyond the
grant (Figure 4-5). Almost three-quarters of tems{72%) disagreed that when their
schools no longer had Reading First grants thatwweaild go back to the way they were
teaching reading before Reading First. On therdthad, a smaller proportion of
principals (43%) and coaches (50%) agreed thaR#deling First instructional changes
would be sustained after the grant was over.

Teachers DISAGREE that when
school no longer has RF grant that
they will go back to way of teachin 72%
reading before.

76%

Coaches AGREE that all the
instructional changes made under RF
will be sustained after the grant is 50% 02006

OVer. 02007

41%

Principals AGREE that all the
instructional changes made under RF
will be sustained after the grant is 43%
over.

38%

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

Figure 4-5. Staff Perceptions about Sustainabilitpf Instructional Changes

Furthermore, sustainability was also a hot topiRlal meetings—68 percent of teachers
on RLTs cited discussing planning for sustainapaiter their Reading First funds
disappeared. This represented a significant iseré@m last year when only 14 percent
of the teachers reported such planning during RIEEtMgs.

Finally, praise for EEDs sustainability supportigdr The majority of coaches (100%)
and principals (67%) agreed that sustainability a@ddressed at the Reading First
Summit, but apparently it was not enough. Onlyarter of principals (28%) and two-
fifths of coaches (42%) were pleased with the arhofisupport from the state to address
sustainability; two thirds of the district coordines were.
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Echoing the sentiment of the principals and coaobres district coordinator commented:

The two-day session on sustainability offered atReading First Summit
was an excellent way for schools to process a tsaaEways and means
for sustaining Reading First practices. Using dable resources to
continue a program that strongly relies on a fihé¢ reading coach and
enhanced staff development, however, is not goihg fpossible at most
schools, due to a lack of resources. If the Rep#linst model is truly
effective, the state should lobby for the resoutcentinue at existing
sites and expand to additional schools and digratiross the state. |
would like to compliment the state on continuingupport Reading First
practices with non-Reading First schools througioms like funding
CORE training for coaches and principals, whichytlgid in fall 2006.
(District Coordinator)
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CHAPTER FIVE:
INSTRUCTION AND INTERVENTIONS

HIGHLIGHTS

All coaches, principals, and the majority of teashgelieved that reading instruction
in their schools had improved under Reading Foggr two-thirds of teachers agreed
that Reading First had significantly changed tl&in reading instruction.

All students in grades 2-3 received at least 9Qubes of uninterrupted reading
instruction; however, in about a third of the sdspk&indergarten students did not;
nor did students in one school’s first-grade. BseaFairbanks had one-half day
kindergarten classes, the district had a specialav#o provide a 60-minute block for
benchmark students. In the Lake and Peninsulaatjshe reading block looked
different because of multi-grade classes. Studdidtaot receive 90 minutes of
uninterrupted instruction, but rather received 3Autes of one-on-one or two-on-one
instruction with their teacher, followed by indegent learning.

Teachers taught from the core program and did sofwdelity. A few schools did not
use a core reading program exclusively. Less lfadiof teachers (40%) regularly
used templates. Teachers, coaches, and prineyeatsquite satisfied with their core
reading program.

Because Alaska Reading First decided to provideestis with exposure to grade-
level materials, the 90-minute reading block wasallg divided into two parts.
Teachers spent the first 45 minutes on grade-Bw@lprehension and vocabulary
instruction, and then, for the next 45 minutesgdshis did “walk-to-read” for skills at
their instructional level. This structure varigd_ake and Peninsula schools. No
time guidelines for whole group versus small grbage been set yet.

Alaska Reading First teachers generally delivenstriiction at student’s
instructional levels, but not as differentiatedangeted as possible. Teachers used
small group instruction, but only 62 percent ofcteexs reported regularly
differentiating instruction in their reading blockBifferentiation was difficult in
multi-grade classrooms.

On average, teachers instructed slightly more fftastudents during the reading
block. Two-thirds of the classrooms ranged in $iaen about 10 to 21 students
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Only 44 percent of teachers worked daily with paségssionals during the reading
block; 41 percent of the teachers reported that thever” worked with a
paraprofessional during this time. Compared toyeat, a smaller percentage of
teachers this year had the assistance of paraprafieds.

“Walk-to-read” was not the norm in many schoolswéas observed in less than one-
half of the schools; almost a third of the coaql2®86) reported that their schools did
not use “walk-to-read,” and over a third (36%) neépd “walk-to-read” was used in
some grades or classes, but not all.

Teacher collaboration via grade-level meetings masas high as possible. Only

48 percent of teachers reported frequent attendartese meetings. However, they
reported high use of assessment data for commumgcalbout reading instruction and
student needs, and deciding about grouping.

Teachers, coaches, and principals did not genaaghige that Reading First was
doing “an excellent job of meeting English langudggners’ needs.” Schools’
dissatisfaction related to two concerns—inadeqkéate materials, and lack of
teacher knowledge and skills to meet the needd.bfdfidents.

Based on classroom observations and survey retedtshers generally provided
appropriate instruction in the “five essential caments” of reading—phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and camepiston. However, there
seemed to be some trouble spots.

1. Phonemic awareness instruction was a regular parstuction across grade
levels, indicating too much time and attention wesgoted to this. Research
indicates that most children do not require moeant®0 hours of phonemic
instruction in kindergarten and/or first grade

2. Too much time was given to the practice of nonsevmes. It was practiceat
least“sometimes” by 42 percent of teachers; this defda@gpurpose of the
DIBELS assessment of reading nonsense words.

3. While oral fluency was a regular part of most teashinstruction, only
37 percent of teachers reported regularly doingrity assessments, which is an
important part of fluency instruction.

4. As aregular part of their instruction, teaches bt focus much on "tier two”
vocabulary words, the use of questioning stratetipasrequire higher-order
thinking skills, or the use of other research-bastestegies to promote
comprehension, such as look-back citations andifttion of main ideas.
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Many teachers provided ample opportunities foratiighractice and quick
transitions, and had effective classroom managemdaotvever, two coaches
reported disruptive student behavior in their s¢fio@d\so, scaffolded instruction
through modeling and questioning was a regular @rapt of many, but not all,
classrooms. While teachers monitored student stetteing more frequently than
they provided direct feedback, neither activity vaaa very high level, given their
importance. Finally, Round Robin was witnessedmdutwo lessons—a practice
discouraged by Reading First.

Over 90 percent of the schools provided interverstim at least 80 percent of their
strategic and intensive students. All intensiwelenhts received intensive
interventions in 79 percent of the schools, andtaditegic students received
supplemental services in 69 percent of the schobités shows a slightly stronger
focus on intensive students than on strategic stsdeOf those schools not serving
100 percent of students eligible to receive intetioms, 18 percent of the coaches
indicated that insufficient staffing was the primpabstacle.
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CHAPTER FIVE:
INSTRUCTION AND INTERVENTIONS

The ultimate goal of Reading First is to improvstiaction so that all students are
reading at grade level by the end of third graélt.coaches, principals, and the majority
of teachers (81%) believed that reading instrucitotieir schools had improved under
Reading First. Over two-thirds of the teachereadrthat Reading First had significantly
changed their own reading instruction. InstruciioRReading First classrooms should
ideally:

* Be delivered during an uninterrupted 90-minute iregthlock
» Use a core reading program

» Be differentiated and delivered at student’s ingianal level
» Cover the five essential components of reading

» Consist of high quality lessons and instruction

* Meet the needs of English language learners

Furthermore, for students who need additional stippgeading, the school should offer
interventions that should be delivered in smalug®and targeted to students’ specific
needs.

In order to look more closely at what happens atcthssroom level, this chapter
examines the evidence to determine the degreeithwhbhools are fulfilling the

Reading First expectations for instruction. Tea&mr&l coach surveys and site visits
provided this information. In February, two evadlra conducted six site visits during
which they interviewed the coaches and principatsted 16 classrooms, and conducted
six teacher focus groups, one at each school.

The 90-Minute Reading Block

In all Alaska Reading First schools, all studentsecond and third grade received at
least 90 minutes of uninterrupted reading instaucti This was not true, however, for
kindergarten students in 29 percent of the schaold for first-grade students in one
school. Because Fairbanks had one-half day kimadteng classes, the district had a
special waiver to provide a 60 minute block for ¢dfemark students. Strategic and
intensive students received more instruction. dkd.and Peninsula district, the reading
block looked different because their classes werkigrade. While students did not
receive 90 minutes of uninterrupted instructiorytkid receive 30 minutes of either one-
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on-one or two-on-one instruction with their teach&he rest of the remaining reading
time was spent doing the Waterford Reading progaathin learning centers.

Most teachers (90%) reported that the reading bieak strictly dedicated to reading.
On surveys, 61 percent said that theyerused this time to work on non-reading
instruction or other tasks. Only a few (4%) repdrthat they used the reading block for
other tasks “once a month,” and 7 percent repatiidher frequency.

The Core Reading Program

Several core reading programs were used in AlaglaliRg First schools. Seven schools
used Houghton-Mifflin, five used Harcourt, one u§&dacess for All, and one used
Reading Mastery. In one school, Success for A alao used as an early intervention
program; in a few schools, Reading Mastery was@mginted in different classes
together with another core program. The Anchofg®ool District is planning on
implementing Houghton-Mifflin districtwide next yea

During site visits, evaluators saw the core reagiragram being used in all observed
classrooms. According to 86 percent of the cogaheg schools used their core
program(s) almost exclusively. Almost all teach®X%) were using the core program
regularly, and most teachers (75%) indicated tiney tlosely followed the precise
language in the teacher’'s manual. In the obserlastrooms, 56 percent of the teachers
were reading directly from the teacher’s manuaiftbe core reading program, and

19 percent briefly consulted their manuals. Theaming one-quarter of the teachers
had their manuals out and/or open. In none otkagsrooms was the teacher’s manual
not visible. Over 40 percent of the surveyed teexlised templates as a regular part of
their teaching. Figure 5-1 shows these results.

100% 91%
800 73%
6|
0,
60% 44%
40%
20%
0% ‘
Use of the core Following the Use of the templates
precise language of
the manual

"...is aregular part of my teaching."

Figure 5-1. Teachers’ Reported Use of the Core Progm
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Almost all principals (93%), coaches (93%), and nteachers (80%) agreed that they
were satisfied with the core reading program beised at their schools.

Fidelity to the Core Reading Program

Regardless of satisfaction, teachers taught fractie program, and overall they did so
with fidelity. In general, using the core programith fidelity” meant that teachers
followed the program as it was designed. Thisemeesd challenges, since core programs
contained more materials than could be fit int@ar8nute reading block. Also, it was
unclear to many teachers and coaches if teacheudshe on the same page at the same
time or if they were supposed to read a scriptAlaska Reading First schools, the state
Reading First Coordinator reported that coachasitided discussions with teachers at
grade-level meetings to identify the key compongiismes, and related vocabulary in
the core reading program that each grade leveldveaich. Together, they made sure
they were teaching to these items every day.

While templates represented modifications to thgimal program, their use still
constituted “fidelity.” Templates are generic mstional routines designed to make the
core program more explicit by standardizing procedwsuch as responses, signaling,
pacing, and corrections. More than two out fivecteers reported using templates as a
regular part of their teaching. Usually templatese a part of instruction at schools
using Houghton-Mifflin, but were not used with students. Templates were used for
strategic and intensive students in small grouss year, two Harcourt schools started
using templates. In classroom observations, et@sianly observed one teacher using
templates.

Coaches clearly understood fidelity. Most coachd®n asked how they understood the
word, described fidelity as “following the program intended by the author” and
“teaching the five components of reading, . . .Boaising on those pieces of the
instructional program.” One coach noted thatjrat,fteachers had a hard time
maintaining fidelity; but when they began using pdates, fidelity increased. Most
coaches commented that expectations for fidelity i@t changed, but rather teachers’
understanding of fidelity had changed.

Differentiated Instruction (Delivery at Instruction al Level)

Differentiated instruction ensures that studentgiree instruction at their appropriate
level. Reading instruction at a studemtistructionallevel is not necessarily the same as
instruction at a student’s grade level. Besides-@mone instruction, flexible grouping is
another strategy used to respond to individuatucsibnal needs of students. Flexible
grouping allows for instruction at the student’stmctional level, since students can be
changed from one group to another based on thairgthg instructional needs. Flexible
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grouping can be accomplished by grouping withinrdgular classroom. In Reading
First, it was aided by the practice of “walk-to-dgan which students leave their regular
classroom to attend a reading group that is at thgiructional level.

Instruction in Targeted Groups

Alaska Reading First teachers generally delivenstriiction at student’s instructional
levels, but the instruction was not as differeetiiabr targeted as possible. According to
86 percent of the coaches, schools delivered “maostfuction at students’ instructional
level. In over one-half of the classroom obseorati(54%), evaluators saw small group
instruction. Also, a majority of teachers (79%Qaged regularly using small group
instruction during the reading block. Accordinghe majority of coaches (77%), all
teachers in their schools differentiated instruttiois year. On the teacher survey, a
smaller percentage of the teachers (62%) than esaeported that they differentiated
their instruction during the 90-minute reading ld@s a regular part of their instruction.
This was a slightly larger percentage of teachwaa tast year, when 56 percent reported
this. Almost two out of every five teachers wanaelditional professional development
in differentiated instruction.

Teacher focus groups highlighted the challengestéaahers in multi-grade classrooms
had with differentiated instruction, especially wrstudents “have 20 minutes of direct
instruction and then 70 minutes of independent vionke during the reading block.” On
the other hand, another teacher of a multi-gradgscbom noted that the small class size
enabled her to adequately differentiate. Othesttess found that the reading block
provided sufficient time to differentiate instruati, either through small group work or
because of “walk-to-read.”

While teachers were using flexible grouping to &ddrstudent instructional needs,
“walk-to-read” was not the norm in many schoolste Sisitors observed “walk-to-read”
in 44 percent of the observed classes. Almosird tii the coaches (29%) reported that
their schools did not use “walk-to-read,” and oaehird (36%) reported “walk-to-read”
was used in some grades or classes, but notraediddition, almost one-half of the
teachers (45%) described their groups of studerttse reading block as having a wide
variety of levels and differing instructional needa heterogeneous classes, teachers
needed to differentiate their instruction or usaligroups in order to deliver appropriate
instruction.

Small Group Sizes
On average, teachers instructed slightly more fftastudents during the reading block.

The smallest classroom contained three studemdatbest contained 27 students. Two-
thirds of the classrooms ranged in size from alifub 21 students.
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This is a very small school with multi-grade classns. Due to the small
size, we are able to adequately differentiate.hiibne group, student
has decoding down; so that student practices cohgrgion activities
while others do template work. (Teacher Focus @jou

Having paraprofessionals during the reading blauk leelp teachers to differentiate
instruction. However, 44 percent of the teacheported that they either “never” worked
(41%), or worked only “a few times a year” (3%)thva paraprofessional during the
reading block, while approximately the same praparof teachers (44%) worked with
paraprofessionals on a daily basis. Comparedsto/ar, a smaller percentage of teachers
had the assistance of parprofessionals this yegur@5-2).

Item: How often did a paraprofessional work withu
during the reading block?

100%
80% -
60% | 54% 54%
44% 44%
40% 1-33%33% |
3% 4% 4% 9% 9%
0% - S E— ‘
Never or afew  Atleast 1-3times a Daily
times a year monthly week

W 2004-2005 [@2005-2006 [12006-2007

Figure 5-2. Frequency of Paraprofessionals in Classoms

In the classrooms where lessons were observedGé@mt, or nine out 16 classrooms,
had no other adults. In those classrooms with aHalts, the adults were generally
working with students in small groups.

Teacher Collaboration and Use of Data

Differentiated instruction can only occur when salischave regular and reliable
information from assessments about what studerdady know and what they need.
The majority of teachers reported that their scedald an organized system for
administering, analyzing, and sharing DIBELS resWut only 42 percent indicated that
they had seen their schools’ reading assessmeiitsregsaggregated. Also, only

48 percent of the teachers reported frequent ateredat grade-level meetings that were
scheduled at least twice a month. It was at thesetings that data was usually most
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often shared. On the other hand, almost all taadhdicated that they used assessment
results when communicating with colleagues abaadirgy instruction and student needs
(89%), and for grouping students into small indiarmal groups (82%).

Meeting the Needs of English Language Learners

In Alaska, 15 percent of the Reading First studarésEnglish language learners.

Overall, belief that Reading First was meetingrieeds of ELL students was not
overwhelmingly high. Over three-quarters of pnopads (77%), but less than one-half of
the coaches (44%) and teachers (42%), agreedRbailing First program was doing an
excellent job of meeting these students’ needsth@fe remaining coaches and teachers,
a third or more could neither agree not disagrééoand 42%, respectively).

Because about 17 percent of Alaska's Reading §tustents are Native Alaskan,
evaluators also asked coaches, in interviews diieig site visits, about the extent that
the program was meeting the needs of these studémtserally coaches commented on
the low level of vocabulary skills and lack of riife experiences that Native Alaskan
students brought to school. They also statedthiegaack of these skills was not isolated
only to Native Alaskans, but was found in ELL stodefrom other ethnic groups, such
as Spanish-speaking students and Hmong studeon&ch€s noted that the state had
conducted some training on addressing ELL issu#iseitbeginning of the grant, but had
not done anything recently. In fact, less than-loalk of the teachers (42%) and about a
third of the coaches and principals (30% and 368peetively) thought that the Reading
First Summit adequately addressed ELL issues.

Schools’ dissatisfaction with the way Reading Feestved ELL students generally related
to two concerns—inadequate ELL materials and ld¢kacher knowledge and skills to
meet the needs of ELL students. Many schools waneerned about the lack of
adequate and appropriate materials for working ®lth students. Two-thirds of
coaches and less than one-half of teachers (48¢4hé& schools used supplemental and
intervention materials that were well-matched ® tieeds of ELL students. In addition,
only about one-half of the teachers (56%) thoulgat they had the necessary knowledge
and skills to modify and supplement the core cuttum to meet the needs of ELL
students.

Instruction in the “Five Essential Components”

In its influential report, the National Reading BB(2000) identified five essential
components of reading instruction—phonemic awaign@wnics, fluency, vocabulary,
and comprehension. While these five componentsididepresent everything students
needed to know, they were both essential and héidisat research behind them to
inform professional development for teachers. filecomponents have since become a
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central focus of Reading First, providing a waygohools to think about the different
types of knowledge and skills that students neextdier to read successfully.

Although observers saw instruction in all five campnts, some components received
substantially more attention than others did. é@mple, evaluators saw phonics
instruction in one-half of the lessons they obsgnamd comprehension instruction in
three-quarters of the lessons (see Figure 5-3).

Phonemic
0,
Awareness D 6%

Phonics 50%

Fluency | 75%

Vocabulary | 56%

Comprehension | 75%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage of Observed Lessons (n=16)

Figure 5-3. The Five Components in Observed Lessdns

Phonemic Awareness

In February 2007, site visitors observed instructiophonemic awareness in only one of
the three observed kindergarten lessons—only siepé of all observed lessons. Not
surprising, site visitors did not observe it at atlyer grade level. On the teacher survey,
however, 76 percent of all teachers reported thahpmic awareness activities were a
regular part of their teaching. When this inforimatwas broken down by grade level, it
was found that phonemic awareness activities weegwaar part instruction for 92
percent of kindergarten teachers, 93 percent stf§rade teachers, 76 percent of second-
grade teachers, and 47 percent of third-grade ¢each

Even when multi-grade classrooms were taken intsideration, these percentages
seemed quite high. One concern about the instructi phonemic awareness is the

% The percentage of lessons including the five camapts totals over 100 percent because observeld cou
record more than one area of focus during each pienied they observed. It is important to note tha
observers were in classrooms for just over 20 remand did not observe the entire reading block;
therefore these percentages do not necessarilgsemrthe total amount of time devoted to eachefive
components over the entire lesson.
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possibility that teachers are directing too muafetand attention to it. According to the
National Reading Panel, most students require re tian 20 hours of phonemic
awareness instruction, usually in kindergarterherlieginning of first grade. Devoting
large amounts of time and energy to this areaiqudaitly for students who are already
readers, is probably not a good use of classroom. tiOn the other hand, observers, who
visited schools in the middle of the school yead, bt see an overemphasis on
phonemic awareness.

Phonics

Observers saw phonics instruction in the classre®ss often than any other of the five
components, except for phonemic awareness. This(2806—2007), phonics instruction
represented 50 percent of observed lessons. d$e tasses, it was evenly distributed
across all grade levels. At the higher grade Eveivas more common for lessons to
address more advanced topics, including multisidlalords and complex spelling
patterns.

Most phonics lessons involved students reading sygrdrases, or connected text.
Although the DIBELS assesses the reading of nomsensds, only a small percentage of
teachers (18%) reported that practicing readingeanse words was a ‘regular part’ of
their teaching. However, a higher percentageafhers (24%) said it was ‘sometimes’
part of their teaching. Overall, 42 percent of tk@chers were generally practicing
nonsense words. If the assessment is supposefrasent students’ first encounters
with unknown words, the regular practice of nonsensrd reading could reduce the
efficacy of DIBELS as a tool to identify studenthavstruggle to decode. On the other
hand, few coaches reported that they regularlyrsavgsense word practice in classrooms.

Fluency

Reading fluency refers to the ability to process senoothly, without having to struggle
to decode each word encountered. Fluency inclodesiderations of speed, accuracy,
and phrasing or prosody. The major instructiopglraach to fluency that has proven
effectiveness is repeated and monitored oral rgadinvhich students read passages
aloud several times and receive feedback and goedlnom a teacher or other adult.

On surveys, most teachers (86%) reported thatreaaling fluency practice was a regular
part of their teaching in the 90-minute block. Alshall teachers provided time for oral
fluency practice at least “sometimes.” During aliagons, site visitors saw fluency
practice—especially choral reading—in 75 percenheflessons, but seldom did
teachers discuss or model expressive reading.

While fluencyassessmers a significant piece of the work in fluency, vi@7 percent of
teachers reported that timed fluency assessmentgydbe reading block were a “regular
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part” of their instruction; an additional 23 perteaid it was “sometimes” part of their
instruction.

Vocabulary

The National Reading Panel (2000) noted that kndgéeof vocabulary, and sufficient
background information to comprehend, were esddntguccessful reading. The direct
instruction of particular vocabulary words is onaywo help students increase their
vocabularies. Also important is providing studenith the skills to identify and interpret
word parts, to build an ability to ascertain megrimom context, and to create a
heightened awareness to the use of words around tB®me effective strategies for
developing vocabulary include activating backgrokndwledge to introduce new
vocabulary, developing student-friendly definitipaad using examples and non-
examples when checking for understanding.

In general, over the course of Reading First, teexchave become more informed about
research-based practices in vocabulary instrucéispecially this year at the Reading
First Summit. In 2007, evaluators witnessed votaiyunstruction in 56 percent of
observed lessons. Teachers also reported reguksinyg research-based strategies for
vocabulary instruction:

* Focus on “tier two” vocabulary words (45%)
* Vocabulary practice that includes use of examphesreon-examples (60%)

However, a subset of teachers (15%) reported tiegtdid not know what “tier two”
vocabulary words were.

Comprehension

Research has identified a range of practices eraglby good readers to understand text,
especially to make meaning out of challenging téntcomprehension lessons, a range of
strategies might be employed to promote comprebansuch as the use of graphic
organizers, look-back citation, identification o&im ideas, story retell, recall questions,
and use of response journals. Comprehensiontlseiuenhanced through effective
guestioning, in which the teacher poses questiwaisask for higher-order thinking skills,
such as summarizing, analyzing, predicting, anduawiag.

The use of effective comprehension strategiesragwar part of teaching was generally
high among Alaska Reading First teachers, and dieclu

* Provision of background knowledge to prepare sttedeefore they read a new
text (85%)

» Comprehension questions that asked for literalllré@%300)

» Comprehension questions that asked for higher-dhdeking skills (60%)
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Findings from site visits reflected survey resulte visitors observed comprehension
strategies in 75 percent of the lessons. Teadhergporated questions requiring higher-
order thinking skills in 44 percent of comprehendiessons and recall questions in about
one-third of the lessons. The use of the othatesgies, however, remained relatively
low. Observers saw the use of both look-backioiatand identification of the main

idea in only 12 percent of the comprehension lesson

Other Classroom Characteristics

During the 20 to 30 minute classroom observatiemaluators also had opportunity to
view the quality of the lesson delivered to studerifter the observation, observers
rated each lesson on different characteristichriget major areas of high quality
instruction, namely:

» Lesson clarity and scaffolded instruction
* Monitoring student understanding and provisionicéat feedback

» Strong classroom management and student engagement

The site visitors observed 16 classrooms in sifeht schools, two in each of the three
districts. In addition, coaches and teachers tedarn related practices in these areas on
the spring 2007 surveys.

Clear Lessons and Scaffolded Instruction

Many core reading programs build in a high levetlioéct instruction from the teacher,
including scripted modeling. For some of the ott@e programs, the Reading First
templates increase the explicitness of instruciod provide structures for teacher
modeling. By first modeling a task for studenkgrt doing it with them, and then
gradually withdrawing so that students take ontéis& themselves, teachers scaffold
student learning. Alternatively, they can use gdiduestions to help direct students
toward a correct answer, and, over time, reducel¢igeee of guidance. Site visitors did
not expect to witness explicit modeling in evergssroom, since students often practice
already familiar routines and do not require mauebf every activity every day.

In the 2007 site visits, observers rated 62 pergttite lessons as clear, but only
witnessed modeling in 25 percent of the lessonachvf this modeling revolved around
the use of templates. In contrast, nearly twadthof coaches (64%) reported that “most
or “all” teachers in their school regularly modeledl coaches said that at least some of
the teachers in their schools modeled work or thiopkrocesses. On the survey, the
majority of teachers (78%) reported modeling asgalar part of their teaching. Perhaps
the reason for these discrepancies is a lack ohegainderstanding of what modeling
constitutes.
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The use of effective questioning to help studeigisré out answers was observed in over
one-half of observed lessons (56%). Coaches megtinat this was a practice they
tended to see slightly more regularly than obserdet. More than half of coaches
(64%) saw “most” or “all” teachers regularly doitlgs. Thus, overall it appeared that
scaffolded instruction through modeling and questig was a regular component of
many, but certainly not all, Alaska Reading Filsissrooms.

Monitoring Understanding and Provision of Direct Feedback

In the Reading First classroom, teachers are eggdéotmonitor how well students
understand the material they are working with amdeon-the-spot judgments about
whether students need more practice or are reahpt@ to something else. They also
need to address misunderstandings right away qutalceethem with correct information.

Overall, observers rated 50 percent of lessonteasly demonstrating teacher
monitoring of student understanding. Although nueed quite differently, coaches’
perceptions of how closely teachers monitored studederstanding during instruction
meshed with site visitors’ observations. One-balfoaches reported that they saw “all”
teachers in their schools monitoring student uridadsng, though many more (43%)
said “most” teachers did this. This left only véey coaches (7%) who felt that “some”
teachers regularly monitored their students’ undeding. In addition, the vast majority
of teachers (80%) indicated that adjusting acasitr practices, based on how students
answered previous questions, was a regular paéneafteaching.

Closely linked to monitoring is the provision oeal, direct, and frequent feedback, so
that students know when they made an error anthgeerror corrected, so they do not
repeat it. Observers witnessed this in only 3tgmarof the lessons. On surveys, about
one-fifth of the coaches (21%) reported that “tdichers regularly provided this type of
feedback. Again, many more coaches (50%) repaohitd'most” teachers in their school
did this, and almost a third (29%) said “some” tfis regularly. Most teachers (76%)
felt that immediate correction of student errors\waegular part of their teaching.

Overall, Reading First teachers seemed to monitmiesnt understanding more frequently
than they provided direct feedback; but both atiéigiwere mostly at moderate levels,
given their importance. To better promote readingd quality instruction, all teachers
should be doing these activities everyday in tbkeissrooms. In order to truly provide at-
level instruction to students, rather than simplyriove students through the curriculum,
monitoring and feedback are topics deserving amtthdi attention, either through group
professional development to teachers, or by engtinat coaches know how to help
teachers make appropriate in-class adjustments.
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Strong Classroom Management and Student Engagement

Overall, coaches and site visitors agreed that teashers used effective classroom
management to help keep students on-task and eshgageg their reading instruction,
and that they provided ample opportunities for stugractice. Overall in 2007,
observers saw strong student engagement in onefhalssrooms. There were
classroom management problems in a subset of aipprtely 19 percent of observed
lessons, but generally the percentage of studemiswere off-task in classrooms was
low, averaging about 6 percent. Also, about 14¢mrof the coaches reported that they
regularly saw disruptive student behavior in “mast™all” classrooms in their schools—
this was reported in two schools.

Observers also saw adequate opportunities for stymtactice in slightly more than one-
half of the classrooms (56%). These opportunitiekided ample occasions to practice
the lesson in a meaningful manner, involving twahoee different types of practice
(individual, partner, and group). However, sitsitars observed opportunities for
student practice less often in lessons than theiahumaches reported—79 percent of
coaches reported that most teachers provided apptes.

Even when behavior does not interfere with stuéegiagement, classroom routines can
either promote or hinder full engagement. For gXanthe practice of “Round Robin”
reading (in which students take turns reading alembrding to the order in which they
are seated) makes it easy for students to disengad is their turn to read. While this
practice is discouraged under Reading First anthismost part is not used, observers
witnessed it in 12 percent of observed lessonswmnléssons.

An organized classroom, with routines for efficiand orderly transitions, contributes
both to enhanced student engagement and incraasetbtfocus on reading. Almost all
coaches (93%) reported that “most” or “all” of tieachers in their schools provided
quick transitions. Site visitors, who obtainedyoalquick snapshot of classroom
routines, saw inefficient transitions that took eieway from lessons in only 12 percent
of the lessons (two lessons) they observed this yea

Interventions

Interventions are a critical part of Reading Fipsgviding additional, targeted, small
group instruction for those students who need rttaae the core reading program in
order to read at grade level. Alaska Reading kEgst the terms “supplemental
programs” and “intensive interventions” to defirdelsional services needed for
“strategic” and “intensive” students. Supplemeptalgrams and intensive interventions
are the add-ons that ensure that teachers hawverange of instructional options
available as they implement the core program. bidse of the core program is the 90-
minute reading block. Supplemental programs atehsive interventions are provided
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to students based on their needs and assessmadtg.rés supplemental programs,
teachers might pre-teach or re-teach the corectlmrn and/or use supplemental
materials that extend the critical elements ofdtwee program. Intensive interventions
are at least two hours a week for six weeks. idda goals are usually set, and student
progress is continuously monitored.

Survey results indicated that at the school lanedpring 2007, the perceptions of
teachers, coaches, and principals about their §shotervention system were
moderately positive. Teachers, coaches, and pafeheld consistent views on their
schools’ ability to provide appropriate readingemventions to all students who needed
them. About two-thirds of them agreed that thelta®ls were doing an excellent job
providing appropriate interventions.

Students Served

In Alaska Reading First schools, over 90 percenhefschools provided interventions to
at least 80 percent of their strategic and intenstudents. All intensive students
received intensive interventions in 79 percenhefdchools, and all strategic students
received supplemental services in 69 percent o$theols. This shows a slightly
stronger focus on intensive students than on giagtudents. A total of 551 students
across grade levels received intensive intervertiayear. However, there were also an
additional 492 students who receivedsintensive instruction—Iless than two hours a
week and/or less than six weeks—during the year.

Of those schools not serving 100 percent of stisdeligible to receive interventions,

18 percent of the coaches indicated that insufiicsaffing was the primary obstacle.
This is a lower percentage than last year's 38gmrcOther obstacles reported by about
10 percent of the schools included lack of traisedf, available space, and teacher
resistance.

Intervention Programs

A school’s ability to provide effective, targetederventions is directly linked to the
availability of an adequate number of well-trainetbrvention providers. In Alaska
Reading First schools, the kindergarten teach&%J7vere most likely to be the persons
to regularly provide interventions at their schoéddlowed by other grade-level teachers
(64% to 71%) and paraprofessionals (71%). Thistypsrcent of the coaches reported
that they also regularly provided interventionsottiBcoaches (71%) and teachers (72%)
agreed that their intervention providers were wained to meet the needs of struggling
readers. However, only 50 percent of surveyedcjpais indicated that their staffing
resources were sufficient to provide interventitmall students who needed them.

Also important is the quality of the materials uskenling interventions. Overall,
materials were of high quality. A slightly greapmrcentage of coaches than teachers
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(86% vs. 75%, respectively) considered interventr@terials to be well-matched to
student needs.

Students in intervention programs need to be fretipienonitored to ensure that they are
making progress. According to coaches, all schomlsitored intensive students, and
71 percent of schools monitored their strategidestisat leastevery two weeks.

Research suggests that interventions are mostigdechen delivered in small groups,
and that group size for interventions for the miotgnsive students should be even
smaller (Pikulski 1994; Torgesen 2004). The 2006872evaluation found that
interventions in Alaska Reading First schools waakvered to groups of about five
students. This represented the average fdatigestnumber of intensive students who
worked at one time with an intervention provid@he size of this group ranged from one
student to 17 students. About one-third of theoethhad one or two students as the
largest number of intensive students in a grouputbne-third had three or four
students. Overall, almost 70 percent of the schbatl five or fewer intensive students in
a group. One school did not have any intensiveesits.

During site visits, most teachers in focus groupgesl that their schools had intervention
programs; one very small school reported they dichave any students who needed
interventions. Teachers agreed that their intdrgea were helping students and that
students were improving.

Our intervention program works well this year. ¥fe moving many
intensive and strategic students up. Studentgetting into interventions
sooner this year than last year and our scores siiof@eacher)

What is working well is that we have smaller nurelod students in our
intervention groups. Read Naturally seems to befhle and students are
becoming fluent and better at comprehension. (Tegch

Coaches also commented that one of the biggest\amhients in their schools’ reading
interventions was the progress of the students.

The biggest achievement in our reading interventimogram this year
has been at the kindergarten level where they mowest kids from
intensive to the next level. (Coach)

For two schools, another achievement was actueliigduling the time blocks for the
interventions. While coaches identified few chadjes, one challenge was the
scheduling and another was a mid-year influx airgd number of new intensive
students. When asked how schools decided on vghiclents to focus their energies,
some coaches reported that because of their sina|ltkey were able to serve all
students who needed help; other coaches saidhigiasthools focused on moving
students out of the intensive group.
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CHAPTER SIX:
ASSESSMENT RESULTS

HIGHLIGHTS

This year, the percentage of matched studentsnahb@ark increased from fall 2006
to spring 2007 in every grade. Significant changese made in kindergarten and
second grade, but not in first or third gradesic8ispring 2004, the percentage of
benchmark students has increased each year aadé tgvels, until spring 2007,
when the percentage of benchmark students remaoresiant at all grade levels for
the last two years.

Length of time in Reading First played a significesle in percentage of students at
benchmark in spring 2007—the longer a student waeiading First, the more likely
they would be at benchmark. This was especialynatic in first and third grades,
but not as much in second grade.

This year, the percentage of students in interd@eeeased significantly from fall
2006 to spring 2007 in kindergarten and third gy it remained constant in first
and second grades. Since spring 2004, the trentdden downward, until spring
2007, when the percentage of intensive studentainsd constant in all grade levels
for the last two years.

Length of time in Reading First was an importawtda for intensive students. At
each grade level, there was a marked decline ipegheentage of intensive students
the longer they were in Reading First.

Across grade levels, the percentages of Alaskardl&tmerican Indian, Asian, and
Latino students; students on free and reduced-friash; students eligible for special
education; and English language learners at berétwwexe all lower than the state
benchmark percentage for spring 2007. Likewise pércentages for these same
subpopulations in the intensive group in spring2@@re higher than the state
percentage of intensive students. In spring 2003econd and third grades, the
percentage of intensive students from these sulbgiiqms was dramatically higher
than the state’s percentage
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Compared to spring 2005, the percentageeobnd-gradehenchmark students
declined significantly (73% to 61%) in spring 200he percentage dhird-grade
benchmark students changed slightly over time (56%i%).

Students who were in the intensive group in fab@did not readily move out of this
group. While there was success in moving 59 pemikindergarten students from
the intensive group to benchmark, many first-, sdepand third-grade students who
began the fall in intensive remained there in freng (62%, 81%, and 65%,
respectively). Among grade levels, second-gratEnsive students were the least
likely to move out of the intensive group over guhool year.

Strategic students, in fall 2006, had less diffigtthan intensive students in changing
their ISR category. In kindergarten, only 16 pataemained in strategic, and over
three-quarters of them (77%) moved to benchmarlge38ent and 41 percent of first-
and second-grade students, respectively, remainiild-grade strategic students
(65%) were the most likely to remain in strategiemthe year.

All grades retained at least 82 percent of theidents at benchmark from fall 2006
to spring 2007. Almost all students who droppednfibenchmark, dropped to
strategic from fall 2006 to spring 2007.

Since spring 2005, over 70 percent of studente@orsd and third grades, who were
at benchmark, remained at benchmark by spring 26@ivever, students who were
in intensive two years ago were quite likely tdl &t in intensive in spring 2007—
67 percent for second grade and 74 percent faf grde. Second-grade students
who were in strategic in spring 2005 were equallgly to drop to intensive, remain
in strategic, or move up to benchmark. Over hithe third-grade strategic students
(52%) remained in strategic from spring 2005 torgp2007.

In the comparison study, no significant differemaes found between the Reading
First schools and comparison schools in the peidoca of students on the third-
grade SBA in reading in spring 2007. However, wtata was disaggregated,
significant differences were found in the performaonf Reading First students and
comparison students from rural locations, and efskbn Native/American Indian
students. Reading First students in these subabas$ performed better.

68



CHAPTER SIX
ASSESSMENT RESULTS

Alaska Reading First students were assessed faltheinter, and spring using the
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy SKi{BIBELS) in each of the Alaska
Reading First schools. DIBELS results provide infation that guides decisions about
grouping, instructing, and intervening with indival students. Additionally, DIBELS
scores are a useful way to track student progosesrtl the ultimate goal of having all
students reading at grade level by the end of tiade.

This chapter summarizes assessment data from @&-2007 school year. While this is
the third year of school-level implementation iragka, it is the fourth year of Reading
First in the state. In the spring 2005, studemt8eéading First schools took the DIBELS
for the first time. These results are used foebas information. This chapter also
includes comparisons of spring 2007 data to s@0@6 and spring 2005 data from the
end of the first and second years of school-lenglémentation.

The chapter’s focus is on the Instructional Suppatommendations (ISR) for students
at each grade level. ISR scores used in this sisadye those calculated by the
University of Oregon DIBELS database. Analysesensanducted only with students
who had data from both the fall and spring tesgipgods. The data set consisted of
students whose fall DIBELS results were matchelth&ed with their spring results.

The results of the spring 2007 DIBELS assessmenprasented as follows:

« Overall project-level results. Overall project-level results provides a graphic
overview of grade-level benchmark and intensiveltsgrom the spring 2007,
changes from fall 2006 to spring 2007, and acrioss since spring 2004. Also,
the section presents the percentage of benchmdrineamsive students in the
spring 2007 by the length of time they have beedReading First.

« Overall progress in attaining benchmark.This section includes the percentage
of benchmark students in the fall, winter, andreprby grade level and key
demographic characteristics and school.

« Spring 2007 Instructional Support RecommendationsThis section reports the
spring 2007 percentage of students in each ohttee ISR categories, by grade
level and key demographic characteristics and d¢hoaddition to trends in ISR
status of matched students in spring 2005 to s@@ty, by grade level.
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Movement of students between Instructional SupporRecommendations The
section provides statewide information on the mosehof students who were in the
“intensive,” “strategic,” and “benchmark” groupsfadl 2006, over the course of the
school year, and the movement of students withoh ¢8R group from spring 2005 to
spring 2007.

« Comparison Study ResultsThe section examines the performance of third-
grade students attending Reading First schoolsamgarable non- Reading First
schools, on the state’s standards-based examdmgea

Key demographic characteristics include ethni@tigibility for free and reduced-price
lunch (FRL), and eligibility for special education.

Overall Project-Level Results

This section presents a graphic overview of gragetlbenchmark results from the
spring 2007, and changes from fall 2006 to sprid@72 It also contains information on
longitudinal trends in each grade level since gpA004.

Changes in Percentage of Students at Benchmark i/@6—2007

The percentage of matched students at the bencHevalkincreased from fall 2006 to
spring 2007 in every grade. The greatest percemamt change was in kindergarten,
which increased 50 percentage points, from 26 pétoer6 percent. This is not
surprising for kindergarten. The large amounysdal for kindergarten, and is

attributed to the test properties. Grade 2 hadéwend highest gains, with an increase of
Six percentage points (i.e., 51% to 57%). Redatt&indergarten and second grade were
statistically significant (McNemar’s test, p<0.0I)he percentage of first- and third-
grade students at the benchmark level increasgltlglifrom fall to spring. However,
these changes were not statistically signific&esults are shown in Figure 6-1.
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Figure 6-1. State Percentage of Matched Students Benchmark
in Fall 2006 and Spring 2007, by Grade Level

Longitudinal Trends in Benchmark Since Spring 2004

When looking at statewide longitudinal trends ia gercentage of benchmark students
each spring, only students with both fall and gpsenores in each school year are
selected to be looked at. The percentage of sts@dttwenchmark increased steadily
from spring 2004 to spring 2006 in all grade levdlsthe spring 2004, none of the
Reading First schools had yet implemented Readirsgy FThe gains from spring 2005 to
spring 2006 for first through third grades werengigant (Pearson Chi-square, p <0.01,
<0.001, and p<0.01 respectively). From spring 2@0€§oring 2007, the percentage of
benchmark students remained relatively constaail gtade levels, except in
kindergarten and third grade, where the percergahgjetly increased. None of the
changes from spring 2006 to spring 2007 were $itlly significant. Figure 6-2
displays these results.
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Figure 6-2. Percentage of Students at Benchmark,
Spring 2004 to Spring 2007, by Grade Level

The bar graph in Appendix | shows the state peaggnof allstudents at benchmark
across years, by grade level.

From another perspective, the evaluation invesij#tie percentage of students at
benchmark in spring 2007 after they had been irdRgairstfor one year only (2006—
2007), two years, or three years. For exampléhe@#87 students in first grade this year,
137 students had been in Reading First only fo20@6—-2007 school year. Of those
students, over one half (57%) had met benchmahe rémaining 350 students had been
in Reading First for two years—as kindergartenacsthen as first-grade students. Of
those students, a greater percentage of studeéd¥s) (tad met benchmark than had
students with only one year.

In addition, please note thanly students with matched fall to spring DIBELS resittr
each year were included. In order for a studebetoonsidered as receiving Reading
First for two years, they would need to have, faraple, fall 2006 and spring 2007
DIBELS results as well as fall 2005 and spring 200BELS results.

In second and third grades, it was possible fatesits to have been in Reading First for
one, two, or three years. In second grade, ovethadf of the students with one year or
two years of Reading First had reached benchmadritewver 60 percent of students
enrolled in Reading First for three years had at¢tdibenchmark. In third grade, there
was a dramatic percentage increase from studettisomy one year of Reading First to
students with two or three years of Reading Firgsp8rcent, compared to 55 percent
and 52 percent, respectively Table 6-1 shows thedimgs.
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Table 6-1
Percentage (N) of Matched Students at Benchmark i8pring 2007, by Grade Level
and Length of Time in Reading First

Kindergarten 76% (494) --

Grade 1 487 57% (137) 68% (350) -
Grade 2 464 55% (169) 54% (139) 61% (156)
Grade 3 410 36% (122) 55%( 115) 52% (173)

Changes in Percentage of Intensive Students in 26@607

Progress in Reading First is also measured bydheedse in the percentage of students
in the intensive grouping. The percentage of sitglm the intensive group from fall
2006 to spring 2007 decreased for kindergartentoye2centage points, and for third
grade by eight percentage points. Statisticatipificant changes were obtained at
kindergarten and third grade (McNemar's test, p£).0n first grade, the percentage of
intensive students increased by three percentages@nd in second grade, it remained
constant at 24 percent. These changes were tigtistdly significant. Figure 6-3
shows these findings.
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Figure 6-3. State Percentage of Matched Students intensive
in Fall 2006 and Spring 2007, by Grade Level
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Longitudinal Trends in Intensive Since Spring 2004

When looking at statewide longitudinal trends ia gercentage of intensive students
each spring, only students with both fall and gpsenores in each school year were
selected to look at. Overall the percentage afesits in the intensive group decreased
from spring 2004 to spring 2006 for all four grades

From spring 2005 to spring 2006, the most significkecreases were made by third-
grade students with a 10 percentage point drop {@8%8%), second grade with an eight
percentage point drop (32% to 24%), and first graitle a four percentage point drop
(19% to 15%). These declines were statisticatipificant in first grade (Pearson chi-
square, p<0.05), second grade (Pearson chi-squedd)1), and third grade (Pearson chi-
square <0.001). There was no statistically sigaift change for kindergarten.

From spring 2006 to spring 2007, the percentagsibdren in intensive remained
relatively constant when compared to the previedides. The percentage of intensive
kindergarten students dropped by two percentagegavhile the percentage of
intensive students in third grade increased bypgementage points. However, none of
these changes were statistically significant, iatlig no change across grade levels in
the percentage of intensive students from spriri 26 spring 2007. These findings are
displayed in Figure 6-4.
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Figure 6-4. Percentage of Students in Intensive,
Spring 2004 to Spring 2007, by Grade Level

As was the case in its analysis of benchmark stsdére evaluation investigated the
percentage of students in the intensive level #fiey were in Reading First for one year
only (2006-2007), two years, or three years. Agplease note that only students with
matched fall to spring DIBELS results for each yeare included. In order for a student
to be considered as receiving Reading First foryears, they would need to have, for
example, fall 2006 and spring 2007 DIBELS resudtsvall as fall 2005 and spring 2006
DIBELS results.
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At each grade level, there was a marked declitleapercentage of intensive students as
students remain in Reading First longer and lon§er. example, in second grade,

30 percent of the students in Reading First forctimeent year only were in the intensive
level in the spring 2007. In contrast, the peragatdropped to 24 percent for second-
grade students in Reading First for two years,thad to 17 percent for second-grade
students in Reading First for three years. Taled&plays these findings.

Table 6-2
Percentage (N) of Matched Students in Intensive i8pring 2007, by Grade Level
and Length of Time in Reading First

Percentage of Intensive Students, by Time
in Reading First (N)

Current Total N during [l 1 Year ONLY | 2 Yearsin RF | 3 Years in RF
Grade Level 2006-2007 2006-2007 2005-2007 2004-2007
Kindergarten 494 12% (494) -- -
Grade 1 487 24% (137) 12% (350) -
Grade 2 464 30% (169) 24% (139) 17% (173)
Grade 3 410 26% (122) 19% (115) 16% (173)

Overall Progress in Attaining Benchmark in 2006-200

The following tables (Table 6-3 through Table 6sBpw the progress of students during
this school year—from fall 2006, to winter 2007 sfring 2007—in meeting benchmark.
Students were matched on their fall and spring RIBEesults. The tables summarize
the percentage of students at benchmark in eade goeoken down by key demographic
characteristics and by school. Percentages foraiamwPacific Islanders should be
interpreted with caution, given the small numbethefse students. Sometimes there are
so few students in this category that interpreteisounadvisable.

Kindergarten

Across all Alaska Reading First schools, the peaggof kindergarten students at
benchmark increased from fall 2006 to spring 200ab(e 6-3). Even though there was
some individual variation in the percentage incesagained by individual schools across
the year, schools from every district increasethepercentage of kindergarten students
reaching benchmark from fall to spring. Acrossdbkool year, the percentage of
benchmark students increased from fall to winted, then from winter to spring. This
increase from the beginning to the end of the sichear was true for all race/ethnicities
and special categories, including a surprising &@gnt improvement among students of
“other” ethnicity, which mostly represents multhatc/racial students.
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Table 6-3
Percentage of Kindergarten Students at Benchmark ir2006-2007

All AK Reading First Kindergarten 494 26% 63% 76% 50
Receltnicy
Alaska Native/American Indian 81 23% 59% 72% 49
Asian 63 16% 43% 67% 51
Black/African American 0 -
Hispanic/Latino 31 23% 61% 65% 42
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 7 43% 71% 71% 28
Other 41 15% 80% 85% 70
White 224 32% 68% 79% 47
FreeandReducedpriceLunch |||
Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 301 24% 59% 73% 49
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lund 188 30% 70% 79% 49
Special Bdwcaton
Eligible for Special Education 35 29% 49% 54% 25
Not Eligible for Special Education 454 26% 64% 77% 51
(Engish Language Leamers |||
ELL Broad 80 26% 64% 7% 51
Not ELL Broad 414 28% 66% 7% 49
ELL Narrow 74 16% 49% 65% 49
Not ELL Narrow 420 28% 65% 7% 49
Sehool.byDiswict
Anchorage Airport Heights 41 15% 75% 98% 83
Creekside Park 51 12% 57% 92% 80
Mountain View 43 35% 21% 65% 30
Spring Hill 43 33% 41% 88% 55
Ursa Minor 47 30% 49% 68% 38
William Tyson 64 11% 23% 56% 45
Fairbanks Anderson 93 28% 30% 82% 54
Nordale 44 43% 38% 82% 39
Ticasuk Brown 58 33% 17% 59% 26
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsula 10 30% 20% 60% 30
* Students matched fall and spring
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First Grade

The percentage of first-grade Alaska Reading Bixgients who reached benchmark
increased by 2 percent statewide from fall 200§ptiong 2007 (Table 6-4). Many
ethnic/racial groups and one special category stiowgative growth, most notably
Alaska Native/American Indian (-6%), Asians (-8%0d “Other” (-4%), and both ELL
groups (-3%). Except for two schools, all sch@tiewed either no change or a decline
in the percentage of students at benchmark frohtcfalpring. The most growth was
shown by Anderson with an increase of 24 percent.

Second Grade

The overall percentage of second-grade Alaska Rgdsrst students who reached
benchmark increased by six percent from fall 2@0§pring 2007 (Table 6-5), slightly
greater than the improvement of 2 percent in §rade. Improvement varied across
race/ethnicities. No improvement was found forskka Native/American Indian and
Asian students. Both Hispanic/Latino and whitedstus improved by 16 percent and
10 percent, respectively. Improvement was also seall of the special categories,
except for ELL students—"narrow” experienced aldlidecline of 2 percent and “broad”
experienced no change. All but one school saveas®s from the beginning to the end
of the 2006—-2007 school year. Increases rangead 3rpercent to 20 percent. Spring
Hill showed the most growth from fall to spring—@ Rercent increase.

Third Grade

Almost one-half of the third-grade students readbeachmark by spring 2007—the
smallest percentage of students at benchmark agrade levels (Table 6-6). This
represented an improvement of 3 percent sinc®6. Three race/ethnic groups
showed no growth, or a decrease in the percenfagjadaents at benchmark, from the
beginning to the end of the school year. All ad #pecial categories improved by a few
percentage points. Except for three schools, dslsbhmwed improvement. Again, the
most growth was shown by Spring Hill—a 15 percectease.
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Percentage of First-Grade Students at Benchmark i2006-2007

Table 6-4

All AK Reading First Grade 1 487 63% 59% 65% 2
Receletnicty |
Alaska Native/American Indian 80 56% 53% 50% -6
Asian 58 67% 60% 59% -8
Black/African American 0 -
Hispanic/Latino 30 63% 53% 70% 7
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 9 67% 67% 67% 0
Other 28 75% 82% 71% -4
White 233 64% 60% 71% 7
FreeandReducedpriceLunch ||
Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 283 59% 57% 60% 1
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lund 204 70% 61% 72% 2
SpecialEdwcaton ||
Eligible for Special Education 48 33% 38% 33% 0%
Not Eligible for Special Education 439 67% 61% 68% 1%
Engish Language Leamers ||
ELL Broad 81 62% 58% 59% -3
Not ELL Broad 406 64% 59% 66% 2
ELL Narrow 79 62% 58% 59% -3
Not ELL Narrow 408 64% 59% 66% -2
sehool.byDiswict |
Anchorage Airport Heights 28 68% 57% 64% -4
Creekside Park 44 70% 80% 7% 7
Mountain View 51 67% 65% 63% -4
Spring Hill 39 74% 67% 62% -12
Tyson William 45 51% 49% 49% -2
Ursa Minor 34 74% 71% 74% 0
Fairbanks Anderson 99 62% 67% 86% 24
Nordale 52 65% 44% 54% -11
Ticasuk Brown 84 54% 39% 49% -5
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulg) 11 73% 78% 64% -9

* Students matched fall and spring



Table 6-5
Percentage of Second-Grade Students at Benchmark 2006-2007

All AK Reading First Grade 2 464 51% 68% 57% 6
|Raceletmnicty
Alaska Native/American Indian 81 40% 53% 40% 0
Asian 43 42% 49% 42% 0
Black/African American 0 -
Hispanic/Latino 37 35% 69% 51% 16
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 100% 100% 100% 0
Other 32 56% 72% 53% -3
White 224 56% 76% 66% 10
|Freeorreduced-Pricetuncn ||
Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 296 45% 63% 49% 4
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 167 61% 78% 71% 10
|SpecialBducation |
Eligible for Special Education 59 20% 32% 25% 5
Not Eligible for Special Education 401 56% 73% 62% 6
| Engisn Language Learners ||
ELL Broad 67 34% 52% 34% 0
Not ELL Broad 397 53% 71% 60% 7
ELL Narrow 60 35% 53% 33% -2
Not ELL Narrow 404 53% 70% 60% 7
|SchoolbyDiswict |
Anchorage Airport Heights 34 41% 50% 47% 6
Creekside Park 43 37% 47% 40% 3
Mountain View 37 46% 57% 35% -11
Spring Hill 41 63% 88% 83% 20
Tyson William 54 39% 50% 37% 2
Ursa Minor 43 60% 83% 7% 17
Fairbanks Anderson 88 55% 7% 67% 12
Nordale 54 59% 74% 63% 4
Ticasuk Brown 59 51% 73% 54%
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsula] 11 45% 73% 45% 0

* Students matched fall and spring
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Percentage of Third-Grade Students at Benchmark i2006-2007

Table 6-6

All AK Reading First Grade 3 410 45% 52% 48% 3
Receletnicy |
Alaska Native/American Indian 91 31% 36% 33% 2
Asian 62 35% 41% 35% 0
Black/African American 0 -
Hispanic/Latino 26 35% 46% 42% 7
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2 50% 50% 50% 0
Other 29 52% 48% 48% -4
White 167 58% 68% 64% 6
FreeorReducedrpricelunch ||
Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch 248 36% 44% 39% 3
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lund 162 58% 65% 62% 4
SpecialEdwcaton ||
Eligible for Special Education 54 28% 33% 31% 3
Not Eligible for Special Education 335 49% 55% 51% 2
Engish Language Leamers ||
ELL Broad 75 32% 35% 36% 4
Not ELL Broad 335 48% 56% 51% 3
ELL Narrow 70 31% 35% 36% 5
Not ELL Narrow 340 48% 56% 51% 3
SchoolbyDiswict |
Anchorage Airport Heights 49 35% 39% 39% 4
Creekside Park 48 50% 60% 58% 8
Mountain View 45 27% 38% 27% 0
Spring Hill 41 41% 54% 56% 15
Tyson William 42 31% 32% 26% -5
Ursa Minor 32 66% 72% 59% -7
Fairbanks Anderson 21 81% 95% 86%
Nordale 44 57% 61% 61% 4
Ticasuk Brown 68 47% 57% 53%
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulg] 20 30% 22% 20% -10

* Students matched fall and spring



Spring 2007
Instructional Support Recommendations

Tables 6-7 through 6-10 present the results fraarsgiring 2007 DIBELS. For each
grade, the table presents the percentage of ssioleaeach of the Instructional Support
Recommendation categories—‘intensive,” “strategantl “benchmark.” Again, the
analysis used only data from students with both2f@06 and spring 2007 DIBELS
results. Data are presented for all Alaska ReaBirgj schools, as well as disaggregated
by race/ethnicity, free and reduced-price lunclecsd education, and ELL, and by
district and school. Across grade levels, the gatiage of benchmark students declines
starting at 76 percent in kindergarten and faltmg8 percent in third grade.

Kindergarten

In spring 2006, over three-quarters of the kindgegastudents (76%) in Alaska Reading
First schools scored at benchmark, while 13 penseng in the strategic group, and

12 percent were in the intensive group (Table 6E)cept for white students and
students from “other” racial/ethnic groups, thegeetages of students at benchmark in
all other racial/ethnic groups were lower thangtete benchmark percentage. Students
eligible for free and reduced-price lunch, speecation, and ELL students were also
less likely to score at benchmark than their pe@tkof the individual schools had over
one-half of their students at benchmark by theadritle year. The percentage of
benchmark students at individual schools rangea 86 percent at Tyson William to

98 percent at Airport Heights. Overall, at fivetioé 10 schools, the percentage of
benchmark students was lower than the state pegent

First Grade

In first grade, about two-thirds (65%) of studem@ached benchmark statewide

(Table 6-8). Twenty percent were identified aatstyic students, and 15 percent were
intensive. These percentages were the same asevieus year. The state percentage of
first-grade students who reached benchmark wafceptage points lower than the
percentage who reached this level in kindergarféfoand 65%, respectively).

American Indian/Alaskan Native, Asian, those eligitor free and reduced-price lunch,
those eligible for special education, and ELL shiddénad benchmark percentages lower
than the state percentage. The benchmark peresnéagong individual schools ranged
from 49 percent at Ticasuk Brown to 86 percent adexson.
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Table 6-7
Kindergarten Spring 2007 Instructional Support Recanmendations

All AK Reading First Kindergarten

Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lunch
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced-Price Lung

Eligible for Special Education
Not Eligible for Special Education

14%
8%

17%
11%

13%
13%

29%
12%

Alaska Native/American Indian 81 19% 10% 72%
Asian 63 13% 21% 67%
Black/African American 0 0% 0% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 31 29% 6% 65%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 7 0% 29% 71%
Other 41 5% 10% 85%
White 224 8% 13% 79%

73%
79%

54%
7%

ELL Broad 80 15% 18% 68%
Not ELL Broad 414 11% 12% 7%
ELL Narrow 74 16% 19% 65%
Not ELL Narrow 420 11% 12% 7%

Anchorage Airport Heights 41 0% 2% 98%
Creekside Park 51 4% 4% 92%
Mountain View 43 21% 14% 65%
Spring Hill 43 7% 5% 88%
Ursa Minor 47 11% 21% 68%
William Tyson 64 22% 22% 56%
Fairbanks Anderson 93 8% 11% 82%
Nordale 44 14% 5% 82%
Ticasuk Brown 58 16% 26% 59%
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulgl 10 30% 10% 60%

* Spring ISRs are from students with matched fatl apring scores.




Table 6-8
First-Grade Spring 2007 Instructional Support Reconmendations

Alaska Native/American Indian 80 19% 31% 50%

Asian 58 22% 19% 59%

Black/African American 0 0% 0% 0%

Hispanic/Latino 30 13% 17% 70%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 9 11% 22% 67%

Other 28 11% 18% 71%

White 233 13% 16% 71%
FreeorReducedrpriceLunch |

Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 283 19% 21% 60%

Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 204 10% 18% 72%
Special Bducaton |

Eligible for Special Education 48 38% 29% 33%

Not Eligible for Special Education 439 13% 19% 68%
(Englsh Language Leamers |

ELL Broad 81 21% 20% 59%

Not ELL Broad 406 14% 20% 66%

ELL Narrow 79 22% 19% 59%

Not ELL Narrow 408 14% 20% 66%
School.byDiswict |

Anchorage Airport Heights 28 14% 21% 64%

Creekside Park 44 7% 16% 7%

Mountain View 51 20% 18% 63%

Spring Hill 39 18% 21% 62%

Tyson William 45 27% 24% 49%

Ursa Minor 34 15% 12% 74%

Fairbanks Anderson 99 4% 10% 86%

Nordale 52 25% 21% 54%

Ticasuk Brown 84 15% 36% 49%

Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulgl 11 27% 9% 64%

* Spring ISRs are from students with matched fatl apring scores.




Second Grade

More than half (57%) of the second-grade studeota fAlaska Reading First schools
reached benchmark by spring 2006, 19 percent rdableestrategic level, and 24 percent
were categorized as intensive (Table 6-9). Extmpwhite students, the benchmark
percentages of student in the other racial/ethroagms fell below the state benchmark
percentage. Forty-nine percent of students ebgit free and reduced-price lunch made
benchmark, while only 25 percent of students whaliiad for special education, and a
third of ELL students, reached benchmark. Thesegmeages are substantially lower
than those for students who do not fall into thgsecial categories. The percentage of
benchmark students at individual schools rangea 86 percent at Mountain View to 83
percent at Spring Hill.

Third Grade

Almost one-half of third-grade students (48%) restthe benchmark level (Table 6-10).
Nineteen percent scored in the strategic levelzahgercent in the intensive level.
Across all grades, third-grade students had thesbywercentage of students reaching
benchmark. The percentages of American Indiankal&ative, Asian, and
Hispanic/Latino students meeting benchmark were tlegn the state benchmark
percentage. As in the second grade, the percentdgtudents eligible for free and
reduced-price lunch, for special education, and Eluidents who met benchmark were
substantially lower than the statewide benchmarkeggage. Only about one-third of
students in special categories met benchmark bggheg 2007. The benchmark
percentages among individual schools ranged frompe2€ent at Lake and Peninsula to
86 percent at Anderson.
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Table 6-9
Second-Grade Spring 2007 Instructional Support Reaamendations

Alaska Native/American Indian 81 37% 23% 40%

Asian 43 47% 12% 42%

Black/African American 0 0% 0% 0%

Hispanic/Latino 37 16% 32% 51%

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1 0% 0% 100%

Other 32 22% 25% 53%

White 224 17% 17% 66%
FreeorReducedrpriceLunch ||

Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 296 29% 22% 49%

Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 167 14% 15% 71%
Special Bducaton |

Eligible for Special Education 59 61% 14% 25%

Not Eligible for Special Education 401 18% 20% 62%
(Englsh Language Leamers ||

ELL Broad 67 40% 25% 34%

Not ELL Broad 397 21% 18% 60%

ELL Narrow 60 38% 28% 33%

Not ELL Narrow 404 22% 18% 60%

Anchorage Airport Heights 34 35% 18% 47%
Creekside Park 43 47% 14% 40%
Mountain View 37 38% 27% 35%
Spring Hill 41 10% 7% 83%
Tyson William 54 44% 19% 37%
Ursa Minor 43 2% 21% 7%
Fairbanks Anderson 88 17% 16% 67%
Nordale 54 17% 20% 63%
Ticasuk Brown 59 15% 31% 54%
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulgl 11 27% 27% 45%

* Spring ISRs are from students with matched fatl apring scores.




Table 6-10
Third-Grade Spring 2007 Instructional Support Reconmendations

Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch

Eligible for Special Education
Not Eligible for Special Education

28%
7%

46%
15%

33%
31%

22%
33%

Alaska Native/American Indian 91 25% 42% 33%
Asian 62 35% 29% 35%
Black/African American 0 0% 0% 0%
Hispanic/Latino 26 19% 38% 42%
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 2 50% 0% 50%
Other 29 17% 34% 48%
White 167 10% 26% 64%

39%
62%

31%
51%

ELL Broad 75 35% 29% 36%
Not ELL Broad 335 16% 33% 51%
ELL Narrow 70 36% 29% 36%
Not ELL Narrow 340 16% 33% 51%

Anchorage Airport Heights 49 33% 29% 39%
Creekside Park 48 13% 29% 58%
Mountain View 45 31% 42% 27%
Spring Hill 41 20% 24% 56%
Tyson William 42 33% 40% 26%
Ursa Minor 32 9% 31% 59%
Fairbanks Anderson 21 0% 14% 86%
Nordale 44 9% 30% 61%
Ticasuk Brown 68 12% 35% 53%
Lake and Peninsula Lake and Peninsulgl 20 40% 40% 20%

* Spring ISRs are from students with matched fatl apring scores.




Trends in ISR Status of Students Across Years

The spring 2007 ISR scores of students currenttijegrsecond grade and third grade
were matched to their ISR scores two years agonwhey were in kindergarten and first
grade, respectively. Inthe current second grdmepercentage of benchmark students
declined substantially, by 12 percent (from 73%180), since the spring of 2005. This
decline was statistically significant (McNemar’sttgp<0.01) and indicates that
instruction might not be intensive enough to keepdhmark students at benchmark once
they are at that level. The percentage of intensiudents slightly increased from

15 percent to 17 percent while the percentagerafiegjic students was much greater in
the spring of 2007 than in spring 2005 (22% comp&mel2%). However, neither of

these changes was statistically significant. Fadi# shows these findings.

73%

100%
80%
()
(@]
8 60%
c
(¢}
o
S 40%
15% 17% 22%
0%
Intensive Strategic
‘ @ Spring 2005 Spring ZOOﬂ

61%

Benchmark

Figure 6-5. Current Grade 2—Percentage of Matche&tudents
at Each ISR Status in Spring 2005 and Spring 200NE163)
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As shown in Figure 6-6, the trend in the third grachs somewhat different. While the
percentage of benchmark and intensive studentgpddoglightly by 2 percent, to

4 percent, the percentage of strategic studentsased by 7 percent, from 26 percent to
33 percent. None of these changes were statigtgighificant, indicating no change in
ISR status from spring 2005 to spring 2007. Whdesignificant, the drop in the
percentage of benchmark students might indicatsed for more focus on benchmark
students, to keep them at grade level over time.
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> 55%
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e 40% 33%
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20% - 19% 17%
Intensive Strategic Benchmark
‘ @ Spring 2005@ Spring ZOOﬁ

Figure 6-6. Current Grade 3—Percentage of Matche&tudents
at Each ISR Level in Spring 2005 and Spring 2007 @&L78)

Movement Between Instructional Support Recommendatins

In addition to summarizing the current status aflents in Reading First schools, it is
also helpful to look at students’ movements frore 88R to another (for example, from
the intensive group up to strategic). In this igegtthis is accomplished by looking at
overall trends across Alaska Reading First schindise movement of students across the
intensive, strategic, and benchmark groups duheg006—-2007 academic year.

Each table below presents a separate ISR groupddrsts—those who were in the
overall intensive group (Table 6-11), strategicugr¢Table 6-12), or benchmark group
(Table 6-13)—based on their fall 2006 DIBELS resulVithin each table, the different
cells report the percentage of students in thatgmwho dropped to a lower group,
remained the same, or moved up to a higher groupespring 2007 DIBELS
assessment. The analyses on these pages inclydsgwaents who had both fall and
spring results reported.
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Movement of Students Who Were Intensive in Fall 2006

Table 6-11 presents the movement of students imtaasive group from fall 2006 to
spring 2007. In many ways, this is a measure @effectiveness of the most intensive
interventions in helping to move the lowest perforgnstudents towards reading at level.
The data show that:

« There were some successes in moving 59 perceimaénigarten students from
the intensive group to benchmark.

« On the other hand, many first-, second-, and thratie students who began the
fall in intensive remained there in the spring (634%, and 65%, respectively).

« Among grade levels, second-grade intensive studests the least likely to
move out of the intensive group over the schoot.yea

« The results for the current reporting period (2G0#3~) closely mirrored those
found for the previous school year (2005-2006).

Table 6-11
Fall 2006 IntensiveStudents
Changes in Matched ISR Scores from Fall 2006 to Simg 2007, by Grade Level

Percentage
2005-2006 Percentage
Grade Level N ( ge)
Remained in Moved to Moved to
Intensive Strategic Benchmark
. 26% 14% 59%
Kindergarten 160
(26%) (21%) (53%)
62% 21% 17%
Grade 1 58
(61%) (23%) (16%)
81% 16% 3%
Grade 2 112 ° ° °
(82%) (15%) (3%)
65% 32% 3%
Grade 3 117
(63%) (37%) (0%)

Movement of Students Who Were Strategic in Fall 20®

Table 6-12 presents the movement, across all fiattes, of students who began the
2006-2007 school year in the strategic group. Basmeasure of the state’s double-
dosing/strategic interventions in helping move stiid who were somewhat below level
up to benchmark this year. The data show that:
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« In kindergarten, over three-quarters of student&d)/who were in the strategic
group in the fall moved to benchmark in the spring.

» Third-grade students were the most likely to reniaitine strategic group among
the grade levels. Almost two-thirds of these shiisi€65%) stayed in this ISR
level from fall to spring.

- Atall grade levels, students dropped from stratégintensive. The greatest
decline was in first grade. Almost a quarter & students (24%) dropped to
intensive from fall to spring. On the other haodly 5 percent of third-grade
strategic students fell to intensive.

- Results generally reflected those for the 2005-Zab@ol year with a few
exceptions—compared to last yeasnaallerpercentages of strategic
kindergarten students moved to intensivigrger percentage of students in first
grade moved to intensive andmallerpercentage moved to benchmark; and in
third grade, amallerpercentage remained in the strategic group wHheeger
percentage moved to benchmark.

Table 6-12
Fall 2006 _StrategicStudents
Changes in Matched ISR Scores from Fall 2006 to Simg 2007, by Grade Level

Percentage
2005-2006 Percentage
Grade Level N ( ge)
Moved to Remained in Moved to
Intensive Strategic Benchmark
. 7% 16% 77%
Kindergarten 205
(15%) (13%) (72%)
24% 33% 42%
Grade 1 120
(17%) (32%) (51%)
16% 41% 43%
Grade 2 117
(17%) (42%) (42%)
5% 65% 30%
Grade 3 109 ° ° °
(7%) (72%) (21%)

Movement of Students Who Were at Benchmark in Falk006

Table 6-13 presents the movement of students #garbthe 2006—2007 school year at
benchmark. This is a measure of the ability ofringion, using the core program, to
keep students who started at benchmark progreasiegel over the year. Ideally, this
figure should be 100 percent. The data show that:

- All grades retained at least 82 percent of studanienchmark.
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« Kindergarten retained the highest percentage athreark students (93%),
followed by second grade (89%). Lowest retenti@s m the first grade, at

(82%).

« Most students who dropped from benchmark droppetrabegic, not intensive.
Third grade had no students falling from benchmariktensive from the
beginning to the end of the school year. Thesdltseare almost identical to
those from the 2005-2006 school year.

Compared to last year, these results mirrored tfms®l in 2005-2006.

Table 6-13

Fall 2006 BenchmarkStudents

Changes in Matched ISR Scores from Fall 2006 to Simg 2007, by Grade Level

Percentage
Grade Level N (2005-2006 Percentage)
Moved to Moved to Remained in
Intensive Strategic Benchmark
. 2% 5% 93%
Kindergarten 129
(1%) (5%) (95%)
Grade 1 309 3% 15% 82%
(3%) (14%) (83%)
Grade 2 235 <1% 10% 89%
(0%) (8%) (92%)
0% 12% 88%
Grade 3 184
(0%) (11%) (89%)

Movement of Matched Students Across Years

DIBELS results from the spring 2005, two years agere matched to DIBELS
results of students in second and third gradesarspring 2007. This section
looks at the overall trends across Alaska Readirgg $chools in the movement
of students who were in each of the ISR levels—sitee, strategic, and
benchmark—in the spring 2005, and where they weoeykears later, in spring
2007. Within Table 6-14, the different cells refitve percentage of students in
that group who dropped to a lower group, remaihedsame, or moved up to a
higher group on the spring 2007 DIBELS assessmidaior findings include:

« Over 70 percent of students in second and thirdegavho were at
benchmark in spring 2005, remained at benchmaskiimg 2007 (76%
and 71%, respectively).
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Both second- and third-grade students who werstensive two years
ago were quite likely to be in intensive in spr2@D7. A higher
percentage of third-grade students than seconcegtadents remained in
intensive (74% compared to 67%).

In both grade levels, about one-fifth to one-quasfeboenchmark students in
spring 2005 dropped to strategic by the spring 2007

In second-grade, about one-third of the strategidesits in spring 2005 either
dropped to intensive, remained in strategic, oroupd to benchmark by spring
2007. On the other hand, over one-half of theenurthird-grade students (52%),
who were in the strategic group in spring 2005,am@d in the strategic group
after two years.

Table 6-14
Statewide Changes in Matched ISR Scores from
Spring 2005 to Spring 2007, by Grade Level

Movement within each ISR Group
from Spring 2005 to Spring 2007 n Percentage
Grade 2
Intensive (N=24)
to Intensive 16 67%
to Strategic 5 21%
to Benchmark 3 12%
Strategic (N=20)
to Intensive 7 35%
to Strategic 7 35%
to Benchmark 6 30%
Benchmark (N=119)
to Intensive 4 3%
to Strategic 24 20%
to Benchmark 91 76%
Grade 3
Intensive (N=34)
to Intensive 25 74%
to Strategic 8 24%
to Benchmark 1 3%
Strategic (N=46)
to Intensive 3 6%
to Strategic 24 52%
to Benchmark 19 41%
Benchmark (N=98)
to Intensive 2 2%
to Strategic 26 26%
to Benchmark 70 71%




Comparison School Study

To look at the impact of Reading First on studesrfggmance, a comparison
school study was conducted by comparing the pedoo® of students in Reading
First schools to students in comparison schoolherstate’s third-grade
Standards-based Assessment (SBA) in reading ingg@007. The percentage of
students who scored at the Not Proficient, BelowfiBient, Proficient, and
Advanced levels on the SBA, in Reading First sch@aold in comparison schools,
were compared overall, and were then disaggredstegographical location,
income, and ethnicity for additional analyses.

Comparison schools were matched to the Readingdeéin®ols on location
(rural/urban), socioeconomic status, and ethnicitge Anchorage and Fairbanks
schools were combined for the urban analysis. Bsraf the number of small
village schools in the Lake and Peninsula disttietse schools were combined
and counted as one school and used for the ruaffsas. Based on income and
minority percentages, comparison schools seemdewatthed to their
respective Reading First schools. Table 6-15 shsmivsol profiles for Reading
First schools and comparison schools.

Table 6-15
School Profiles for Reading First and Comparison Swols
Percentage Percentage
Reading First School Low Minority Comparison School Low Minority
Income Income

Anchorage Anchorage

Airport Heights 45% 76% Government Hill 44% 73%

Creekside Park 60% 67% Willow Crest 65% 65%

Tyson William 100% 94% Fairview 1009 93%

Mountain View 100% 87% Williwaw 100% 88%

Ursa Minor 46% 42% Ursa Major 51% 46%

Spring Hill 49% 56% Klatt 51% 61%
Fairbanks Not Fairbanks

Anderson available 19% Badger 30% 17%

Nordale 43% 37% Joy 36% 40%

Ticasuk Brown 30% 25% Crawford 36% 25%
Lake & Peninsula Lake & Peninsula

9schools combined 100% 100% Hooper Bay 100% 100%
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Results

Overall, no significant difference was found inweén Reading First students and
comparison students in their performance on the-piade SBA in reading. However,
when the data were disaggregated, a few differemiwesged. In the analysis of
geographic location, there was a significant ddfexe in the performance of Reading
First students and comparison students in ruratioocs—Reading First students
performed better. Also, Alaskan Native/Americadiém students performed better in
Reading First schools than did their counterpartsomparison schools.

In another analysis that looked at differenceseadrng First schoolsnly and
differences in comparison schoaolsly, statistically significant differences were found
between urban and rural students, and betweenrgtuilem low income families and
students not from low income families. In ReadHugt schools, urban students
performed better than rural students, and studettsom low income families
performed better than students from low income liasii The same results were found
for students at comparison schools.

These results are displayed in Tables 6-16 thr@g9.
Table 6-16

Percentage of Third-Grade Students Scoring at Eachevel on Reading SBA,
by Geographic Location

Reading Level—Percentage of Students
SchoolLocation ot Below Proficient Advanced N
Proficient Proficient
*Reading First Schools
Urban 7% 10% 44% 39% 442
** Rural 19% 19% 50% 12% 32
TOTAL 7% 11% 44% 37% 474
*Comparison Schools
Urban 7% 12% 40% 41% 505
Rural 30% 39% 30% - 33
TOTAL 8% 13% 40% 38% 538

*  In Reading First schools, a significant differengas found between urban and rural students; in
comparison schools the same result was found.

**  Significant difference found between ReadingsEiand comparison schools for rural students at p<

0.05.
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Table 6-17
Percentage of Third-Grade Students Scoring at Eachevel on Reading SBA,
by Income Level

*Reading First Schools
Low Income 10% 14% 48% 27% 305
Not Low Income 2% 5% 37% 56% 169
TOTAL 7% 11% 44% 37% 474
*Comparison Schools
Low Income 10% 19% 41% 30% 323
Not Low Income 5% 6% 39% 51% 215
TOTAL 8% 13% 40% 38% 538
*

In Reading First schools, a significant differengas found between low income and not low income
students; in comparison schools the same resulfausasl.

Table 6-18
Percentage of Third-Grade Students Scoring at Eachevel on Reading SBA,
by Ethnic Group

Reading First Schools
White 3% 6% 28% 63% 187
Black 8% 14% 47% 31% 36
Hispanic 3% 21% 66% 10% 36
Asian 20% 16% 46% 18% 71
* Am Indian/Alaskan Nat 11% 10% 59% 19% 106
Multi -- 16% 58% 27% 45
TOTAL 7% 11% 44% 37% 474
Comparison Schools
White 3% 6% 38% 52% 236
Black - 22% 54% 24% 37
Hispanic 8% 16% 40% 36% 63
Asian 23% 16% 43% 18% 44
Am Indian/Alaskan Nat 19% 25% 36% 20% 100
Multi 7% 12% 41% 40% 58
TOTAL 8% 13% 40% 38% 538

* Significant difference found between ReadingsFand comparison schools for Alaskan

Native/American Indian students at p<= 0.05.
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Table 6-19
Percentage of Third-Grade Students Scoring at Eachevel on Reading SBA,
by General Ethnic Group

Reading First Schools

White 3% 6% 28% 63% 187
Non-white 11% 14% 55% 21% 287
TOTAL 7% 11% 44% 37% 474
Comparison Schools
White 3% 6% 38% 52% 236
Non-white 13% 19% 41% 28% 302
TOTAL 8% 13% 40% 38% 538

96



CHAPTER SEVEN:
RECOMMENDATIONS

Now in its third year of school-level implementatjAlaska Reading First has achieved
some significant successes, namely:

The Alaska Reading First program provided a comgmeive approach to
professional development by providing four maj@atetvide conferences;
providing ongoing professional development to ceaclvho in turn provided
coaching to their teachers; and having districtrdmators provide other support
to Reading First schools and staff members. TreliRg Leadership Team Data
Retreat and the Reading First Summit were espgaiall received.

Data use was pervasive in decision-making. Schegglarly used assessments
for screening, diagnosing, and regularly progressitaring their intensive,
strategic, and benchmark students. Coaches atlietsaused these data for a
variety of purposes, but most frequently when mgkiacisions about
interventions.

Teachers continued to teach their core prograntsfwielity and were satisfied
with their schools’ programs.

The percentage of matched students at benchmarlgehr increased from fall
2006 to spring 2007 in every grade—significant gesmwere made in
kindergarten and second grade. All grade levetsnedat least82 percent of
their benchmark students from the beginning tcetie of school. Kindergarten
retained 93 percent; first grade 82 percent; segoade 89 percent, and third
grade 88 percent.

Results from a comparison study suggested thatiRgp&irst students from rural
areas, and Reading First students identified ask&laNative/American Indian,
performed significantly better on the third-gratite Standards-based
Assessment (SBA) in reading than their counterpart®mparison schools.
However, there was no overall significant differema the performance of
Reading First students and students in comparisooots

A summary of key findings from this report can barid in the Executive Summary.

Alaska Reading First has made significant progoees the past school year but still
faces significant challenges. The 2007-2008 scheal marks the final year of state-
provided professional development and technicas@see, although schools have two
more years to spend this year’s funding. Becab#@s) the evaluation offers many of
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the following recommendations for reflection anch&ideration in the event that the state
is awarded another round of Reading First fundifige state also might consider a few
of the recommendations for consideration for th@72@008 school year.

1. Modify the timing, format and content of professioral development events.

While both coaches and principals received theim specific training early in the
school year, teacher training was quite delaydae Reading First Summit occurred
in March 2007, when only a few months of schoolasrad. With the end of school
quickly approaching, it is doubtful that teacheasl Imany opportunities to practice
the new skills that they learned at the ReadingtBummit. Because of this, schools
and students never really benefited from improwvetiuction over the course of the
school year. Also, with late training, the bersefitere lost on those teachers who left
at the end of the year. In some schools, teacieover was significant.

The evaluation strongly suggests that the statetoyercome challenges and provide
teacher training as early as possible in the scyeen. If a fall Reading First Summit
is not feasible, the state might consider offesimgultaneously conducted,
districtwide professional development at an ingardonducted before school starts.
Another approach might be to conduct the statewmtderence in August and pay
teachers stipends to attend. With an earlier adbddeacher training, it would be
possible for the state to train new teachers aadlees and get them “on-board”
quickly with Reading First. To have an effectiwhgol program, training of new
teachers and coaches is essential. Either appveadld eliminate the problem of
finding enough substitutes.

Teachers highlighted several topics in which theyted professional development.
These were the same areas that received hightpriotihe previous year, namely:

* Student engagement

» Differentiated instruction

* Comprehension

» Effective use of intervention programs

Other topics that surfaced from the evaluation datiuded:
* ELL students and their instructional needs

* Reading First sustainability, which needs continagention and focus at the
Reading First Summit and other trainings

Coaches indicated that they were not particulatisBed with their overall training

on coaching. Adopting a more ongoing approacloszk training might better meet
their needs. This new approach might be a combimaf face-to-face and
teleconferencing. Coaches pointed out that theyt@gamore training in the areas of
working with resistant teachers, providing condimgcfeedback, conducting
classroom observations, and supporting differegdiatstruction. Training in these
areas would help to promote stronger coaching iges;tsuch as demonstrations and
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modeling, in addition to more frequent classroorsesbations and feedback to
teachers, which were limited this year.

2. Address more strongly the instructional needsfall readers during the reading
block.

Student outcome data show that the percentagenchbeark students did not
increase over the past two years, nor did the p&ge of intensive students decline.
Over two years, the percentage of students whtestat benchmark dropped by

25 to 30 percent in second and third grades, réspdc This is an indication that
school programs might not be strong enough tonretasir benchmark students.
Perhaps the Reading First schools encounterecedgals that interfered with
retaining benchmark students; or perhaps oncedaistuvas at benchmark, programs
switched their attention to other non-benchmarkietis and did not monitor their
benchmark students as closely as they should Haggardless, “weak” benchmark
students need continued support to prevent them fadling behind.

The needs of struggling readers were not fully nitiltiple sources of data all
pointed to the urgent need to provide additiongpsut to schools to help them better
meet the needs of their ELL students, minority pajens, poor students, and special
education students. ELL students made up almopeR&ent of Reading First
students this year. Non-native speakers of Engigste language and literacy
development needs that are not necessarily idétdi¢chose of their native-English-
speaking classmates. Teachers, coaches, andpaitsdid not think that Reading
First was doing “an excellent job of meeting Englisnguage learners’ needs.”
Schools’ dissatisfaction related to two concernsagdéqguate ELL materials, and lack
of teacher knowledge and skills to meet the neé&d. b students.

Across grade levels, the benchmark percentagetaska Native/American Indian,
Asian and Latino students, students on free anacextiprice lunch, students eligible
for special education, and English Language Leamere all lower than the state
benchmark percentage for spring 2007. Likewise pércentages for these same
subpopulations in the intensive group in the sp#@@7 were higher than the state
percentage of intensive students. The percentaigéensive students from these
subpopulations in spring 2007 was dramatically arghan the state’s percentage in
second and third grades.

These findings suggest a need for:

* More in-depth teacher and coach training on ELuéssand instructional
strategies to work with ELL students, such as theltS8red Instruction
Observation Protocol (SIOP) on a large scale

* More comprehensive training and coaching on diffeaged instructional
practices and effective small group instruction

* Increased understanding by all district coordinatdrout the needs of ELL
students and struggling readers
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* Increased focus on teaching students at theimictstnal level through more
comprehensive differentiated instruction, effecgweall group instruction,
and “walk-to-read.” While “walk-to-read” was ndte norm in many Reading
First schools, it should be revisited or speciichnical assistance be provided
to help school work out “walk-to-read” scheduldsis an effective strategy to
teach students at their instructional levels.

3. Strengthen interventions for struggling readers.

Student movement out of intensive and strategrdigative of the effectiveness of
intervention programs to move students toward stisdeading at grade level.
Overall it does not seem thin intensive and stiatstyidents are improving quickly
enough. Students who were in intensive two yegmosvweere quite likely to still be in
intensive by spring 2007 (67 percent for secondeand 75 percent for third grade).
Second-grade students who were in strategic img@005 were equally likely to
drop to intensive, remain in strategic, or movaaipenchmark. Over half of the
third-grade strategic students (52%) remainedrategic from spring 2005 to spring
2007. Based on this information, it seems thatetlsbould be a focus on the
intensive students in second grade and the steastigilents in third grade.

Additionally, all intensive students this year reeel intensive interventions in

79 percent of the schools and all strategic stisdeteived supplemental services in
69 percent of the schools. This showed a sligsttignger focus on intensive students
than strategic students. Obstacles cited for rmtiging intervention and
supplemental services included insufficient staffilack of trained staff, available
space, and teacher resistance.

For the students requiring the most intensive uaetions, research strongly suggests
that intervention groups serve six students or fevBchools need to be aware of this
research about the impact of group size. In AlaBkavever, group size seemed
sufficiently small, with interventions delivered gooups of about five students or
fewer. On the other hand, a substantial numbstuafents receivel@ssintensive
instruction—Iless than two hours a week and/ortleas six weeks during the year.
The constraints to providing more time for intesintervention need to be
investigated and problem-solved. In addition, bess and coaches seemed to need
additional assistance in designing appropriatevetgions for special populations,
such as ELL students; identifying and selectingappate materials; and scheduling
intervention and supplemental services. Indivitheal technical assistance may be
needed to help schools develop appropriate stete@irgeted for the specific school,
to increase the time provided for intensive indinrcand to address these other
issues around setting up interventions.
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4. Provide specific and focused support on sustaibdity.

There is no single “magic bullet” to sustain thaipes made under Reading First. In
and of themselves, continuing to strengthen impteate®n and addressing the
previous recommendations are steps toward susthiynalsustainability needs to be
specifically addressed and supported by the steéeliRg First program.

In 2006—2007, sustainability was addressed at #aliRg First Summit and during
RLT meetings. While teachers were optimistic alibatsustainability of a variety of
Reading First components—most notably interventiongoing professional
development in reading, the 90-miunute readinglylgoouping, the core program,
and the way reading was taught—they were leasitnigiic that the coach and RLT
would remain. Only about one-half of the princgahd coaches agreed that Reading
First instructional changes would be sustainedaddition, teacher buy-in to Reading
First was waning. Teacher support for Reading lhias steadily declined since

2005, withthree in fiveteachers now expressing strong support for Redelnsg

down fromthree in four

The influence of Reading First in the district’ swrBeading First schools was mixed,;
components were implemented to varying levels mesof the non-Reading First
schools. The use of a core reading program angrthasion of professional
development in reading were the most commonly impleted components, and the
presence of a reading coach and a system for @®gnenitoring students were the
least commonly reported Reading First component®imReading First schools.

Given this data, the state Reading First prograghtrexamine a few key areas to
help promote sustainability, such as addressirfgra@mber turnover, strategizing to
ensure that the vital work done by coaches doedisappear, and building enduring
structures to support shared leadership. All ef¢hareas are important to
sustainability.

» Addressing staff member turnover The impact of staff turnover can be
addressed in a number of ways, including: 1) priogdraining opportunities
for new teaches, principals, and coaches, 2) iiftemg district coordinator
visits to schools with new principals or coachgsr&ouraging districts to
hire new teachers or principals who support thedivegFirst model, and/or
4) creating Reading First “induction” materialsttban be shared with staff
members new to Reading First schools.

» Strategizing to keep the coaches’ contributionsThe evaluation has
repeatedly documented that coaches carry manynssjpldies beyond
working with teachers on their instruction. Inerdo maintain the high use
of assessment data, either the coaching posisetf must be retained, or
alternative ways of providing the same functionsch® be found. The state
Reading First office might support schools andrititst by: 1) helping them
find or redirect funding streams to maintain thaaung position and/or
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2) creating very specific models and guides for howistribute the coaching
workload in schools unlikely to keep a coach. Wtmild teachers take on
and how could their other responsibilities shifatwommodate these extra
tasks? How could the Reading Leadership Team beeostronger entity
with specifically defined responsibilities? Whatudd principals be
responsible for? Who at the school (e.g., adnratise assistants) could be
trained to enter data? How might districts help?

» Building enduring shared leadership structures.Creating strong, shared
leadership in schools may help to maintain a visiod direction, even in the
face of principal and/or teacher turnover. Whigary all schools had
Reading Leadership Teams already, their level n¢tioning varied
tremendously. Shared leadership could be prommted.) providing training
about effective school leadership teams and/octiezhnical assistance to
schools where Reading Leadership Teams meet rarelse not decision-
making bodies, and/or 2) identifying and formalgining teacher leaders in
Reading First schools to take on specific respadlitgs (e.g., grade-level
facilitators, data managers). The state coulceepinovide “teacher leader”
training directly, or train coaches (or districts)do so at their own site.

The points identified here may not be equally appate to all schools. To focus
technical assistance in sustainability, the staghttonsider administering a short
“sustainability needs assessment” survey of distaad principals, in order to
identify the most pressing issues at individualosts. While the state addressed
sustainability at its last Reading First Summitpoatinued focus needs to be
maintained this year.
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APPENDIX A

Alaska Reading First—Coach Survey 2007






11 ouT OF 11 COACHES (100%) COMPLETED THE SURVEY ON 14 SCHOOLS. ONE
COACH COMPLETED INFORMATION ON 4 SCHOOLS IN THE LAKE AND PENINSULA
DISTRICT, SO THERE IS A SURVEY FORM FOR EACH OF THESE FOUR SCHOOLS. UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED, ALL OR ALMOST ALL ANSWERED EACH QUESTION.

ALASKA READING FIRST
COACH SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Alaska Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every coach involved in Alaska Reading First. Please be
candid in your answers. There are no right or wrong responses. The information you provide
will be kept confidential and reported only in combination with responses from other
Reading First coaches.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year
(2006-2007). If you do not know the answer to a question or it does not apply to you, please skip
that question.

The survey will take about 30 minutes to complete. Please return it, along with the other
materials from your school, to: Tess Bridgman, NWREL Evaluation Program, 101 SW Main
Street, Suite 500, Portland, OR 97204.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the March 2007 Reading First Summit?

-- No | 8% Yes —some of it | 92% Yes—all of it

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

]
: : | g | B 5
The professional development that I received at the W 5 B | < g g & ?b
< [+ i~
March 2007 Reading First Summit... £ 2 2 | £8 < | £<
» A =) =5 5 )
z &
2. was very relevant to my work. -- -- -- 23% | 77%
3. was mostly review for me. -- 55% | 27% | 18% -
4. consisted of high-quality presentations. - -- 8% | 23% | 69%
5. provided me with useful training in coaching 31% | 23% B 15% | 31%
methods.
6. prgvided me with useful tools for working with 8% | 23% | 15% 3 23%
resistant staff.
7. include('tl adequate opportunities to reflect and B B 8% | 779% | 15%
share with my colleagues.
8. met my specific needs as a Reading First coach. - 8% | 15% | 54% | 23%
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9. was differentiated (tailored) to meet the needs of
different groups, based on their level of pre-existing | -- 31% | 23% | 31% | 15%
expertise.

10. did a good job of addressing English Language

- 20% | 50% | 30% -
Learner (ELL) issues.

11. did a good job of addressing sustainability. -- - - 73% | 27%

Please indicate your level of agreement with thiedong statements.

12. the November 2006 School Leadership Team
training

-- - -- 57% | 43%

13. Coach Institute provided by the Consortium on

Reading Excellence (CORE) in Sept./Oct. 2006. - - 50% | 38% | 15%

14. the guality of coaching training that I received

through the state and Reading First this year. - - 50% | 50% -

15. the amount of coaching training that I received

. O, o, (o) .
through the state and Reading First this year. 64% | 14% | 21%

16. If you were not pleased, was there too much or too

little? -- Too much 100% Too little

17. Looking ahead to next year (2007-08), in which area(s) would you as coach most like
additional training: (select all that apply)

21% Coaching methods 21% Selection and use of supplemental programs
14% Developing rapport and buy-in with staff 14% Selection and use of intervention programs
21% Working with resistance or conflict 21% Working with ELL students
resolution
21% Lesson modeling 36% Student engagement
43% Classroom observations 21% Strategies to teach the 5 components
50% Providing constructive feedback 43% Differentiated instruction
21% Meeting facilitation -- Administering and scoring assessments
-- Budgeting 29% Interpreting & working with assessment results
-- Using the core program effectively 36% Other:
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18. EED 64%

7%

7%

14%

7%

20. Publisher

19. District readini staff 50% - 17% 17% - 17%

. . 64% - 29% - - 7%
representatives/trainers
21. District reading staff 54% 23% 8% - - 15%
22. Other cont%'acted 439 149 149 B 21% 79
experts/trainers

23. EED staff -- -- 14% -- 21% | 64%
24. Publisher representatives/trainers - - 15% | 15% | 15% | 54%
25. Other contracted experts/trainers 8% - 8% 8% | 38% | 38%

26. The frequency of visits from our Consortium for Reading Excellence (CORE) consultant

this year was:

22% Too much 0% Too little 78% Just right

SECTION B: STUDENT ASSESSMENTS

27. Which assessment(s) are used in your K-3 reading program for the following purposes:

ly)

(check as many as a

Screening 93% - 29% 64% 7% 21% -
Diagnosis 57% -- 43% 50% 7% 14% --
Jroress 100% - 7% 64% 7% 14% -
Monitoring

*CORE = Consortium on Reading Excellence
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28. Who regularly administers the K-3 DIBELS benchmark assessments to students at your
school? (select all that apply)

50% I do (coach) 64% K teacher(s)
-~ Principal 57% 1+ grade teacher(s) 7% Literacy facilitators
36% Paraprofessionals 57% 2~ grade teacher(s) | 7% District staff
7% Administrative/ 57% 3 grade teacher(s) | 14% Other:
support staff
21% Specialists (Title I, 7% 4t -6th grade
ELL, Special Ed, teachers
etc.)

29. Who regularly administers the K-3 DIBELS progress-monitoring assessments to students
at your school? (check all that apply)

71% 1 do (coach) 86% K teacher(s)
7% Principal 79% 1% grade teacher(s) 7% Literacy facilitators
50% Paraprofessionals 79% 2rd grade teacher(s) -- District staff
7% Administrative/ 79% 3t grade teacher(s) -- Other:
support staff
29% Specialists (Title I, 7% 4t -6t grade
ELL, Special Ed, teachers
etc.)
On average, how often are Every 7
students in each of th.e following Weekly Every 2 Every 3 Every 4 Every 6 | weeks or Never
groups progress-monltored at weeks weeks weeks weeks less
your school? often
30. Benchmark -- -- 14% 36% -- 43% 7%
31. Strategic 7% 64% 7% 21% -- -- -
32. Intensive 77% 23% - - - - -
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The section below asks about how frequently you use reading assessment data when performing specific
aspects of your job. If a question asks about an activity that you do not perform, please select the last
option, "I don’t do that.”

(7]
[} > @ [=]
I use the results of reading assessments (such as the E 'g’ E = g ;E =
()
DIBELS) when... z | & g | g Z | 8%
wn L
33. zzlrr;zllirsllcatlng with teachers about their B B 7% | a3 | 50% B
34. F:ommu@catmg with teachers about their B B 2% | 36% | 36% B
instruction.
35. making decisions about student grouping. - - - 43% | 57% -
36. modifying lessons from the core program. - 15% | 31% | 31% | 15% | 8%
37. identifying which students need interventions. - _ - - 100% -
38. matching struggling students to the correct
. . . -- - 14% -- 86% --
intervention for their needs.
39. monitoring student progress in interventions. - - - 7% 93% -
40. helping teacher§ tailf)r instrgctior'l to indi'vidual _ B 21% | 36% | 43% B
student needs (i.e. differentiated instruction).
41. looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. - - 149 - 64% | 21%
42. meeting with parents. - 7% 21% | 14% | 29% | 29%
SECTION C: COMMUNICATION AND COLLABORATION
43. Who is on the Reading Leadership Team (RLT)? (select all that apply)
100% I am (coach) 86% 51t grade teacher(s)
93% Principal 86% 2nd grade teacher(s)
21% ELL teacher(s) 86% 3t grade 3 teacher(s)
71% Special ed teacher(s) 29% 4t-6 grade teacher(s)
21% Title I teacher(s) -- District representative(s)
7% Parent(s) 29% Other:
14% Paraprofessional(s) -- Wedon'thave a RLT
93% K teacher(s)

44. This year, how often does your school have RLT meetings on average? (select one)

--  Never
36% Once or a few times a year
14% Every other month
36% Once a month

7% Every other week

7% Once a week

--  More than once a week
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SECTION D: ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES

In previous years, the evaluation has found that coaches work long hours and carry a range of
responsibilities. We ask in more detail about the amount of time you spend on different
activities, in order to track overall patterns about task allocations. No individual responses are
reported; only overall summaries are provided in the report.

45. As areading coach, how many hours a week do you work at this job, on average?
Average= 43.5 hrs; SD=12.5 hrs; Range = 10-60 hrs

46. On average, how many hours per week do you spend on the following tasks? Please write in
the number of hours next to each task and add up to make sure the TOTAL equals the
number in Question 45 above. Then bubble in your hours for each task in the section just

below.

NOTE: Instead of calculating the average number of hours, the percentage of time was
calculated by dividing the number of hours by the sum of all hours across tasks.

7%
7%
9%
4%
8%
5%
18%

2%

1%
8%
7%
1%
15%
1%
6%

Coordinating or administering reading assessments

Managing data (entering data, creating charts, etc.)

Reviewing and using reading assessment data

Attending professional development or state-level meetings

Planning for and attending RLT and grade-level meetings

Training groups of teachers in grades K-3
Observing, demonstrating or providing feedback to individual teachers in grades
K-3
Observing, demonstrating or providing feedback to individual teachers in grades
4-6

Training groups of teachers in grades 4-6

Planning interventions

Providing interventions directly to students

Covering or subbing for teachers
Paperwork (not including assessment/data management)
Bus/recess duty

Other:
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SECTION E: THE READING FIRST CLASSROOM

Please indicate the number of minutes (do not round).

NOTE: The number of minutes for each grade-level reading block was categorized as less
than 90 minutes or 90 or more minutes

How many minutes long is the
reading block?
Grade <90 minutes >= 90 minutes Are at least 90 minutes
uninterrupted?
47. Kindergarten 29% 71% 79% Yes  21% No
48. First 7% 93% 100% Yes -- No
49. Second -- 100% 100% Yes -- No
50. Third -- 100% 100% Yes -- No

51. Does your school use walk-to-read (students walk to another teacher for reading instruction)
during the 90-minute block?
36% Yes, in all or nearly all classes
36% Yes, in some grades or classes but not all
29% No, not at all

52. During the reading block, most instruction is at students’:

14% Grade level
86% Instructional level
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As the reading coach, you have a privileged view of what is going on across K-3 reading classrooms in your
school. In the following section, your expertise is called upon to report how often you see certain practices

when you are in classrooms during the reading block. Your school will not be graded on how you respond;
the objective is to document overall trends. Please skip any questions that do not apply.

When you observe K-3 classrooms during reading, with vg; ;’:w Some Most All
what proportion of teachers do you regularly see: teachers | ‘eachers | teachers | teachers
53. Use of the core program _ 79% 7% 86%
54. Use of the templates 9% 36% 9% 45%
55. Differentiated instruction - - 23% 77%
56. Nonsense word practice 79% 14% - 7%
57. Quick transitions from activity to activity - 7% 43% 50%
58. Modeling of the work or thinking process -- 36% 14% 50%
59. Guiding students with effective questioning - 36% 50% 14%
60. Providing multiple practice opportunities for students - 21% 43% 36%
61. Effective classroom management - 21% 57% 21%
62. Disruptive student behavior 36% 50% 7% 7%
63. Monitoring of student understanding - 7% 43% 50%
64. Provision of clear, direct and frequent feedback - 29% 50% 21%

The following series of questions refer to the interventions your school provides to students

outside of the reading block.

65. How many students will have received intensive interventions this year (from August or

66.

September 2006 to June 2007? 551 students

“Intensive interventions” occur outside the reading block, at least 2 hours per week for at least 6
weeks. Count any individual student only once, even if he/she has received interventions for more

than one session or term. 1If you do not have exact numbers, please provide the best estimate that you

can.

How many other students (not counted in the previous question) will have received less

intensive interventions (outside the reading block, less than two hours per week and/or less

than six weeks)? 492 students
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For what percentage of students in each DIBELS grouping is your school able to provide
interventions?

<20% 20-39% 40-59% 60-79% 80-99% 100%
67. Intensive -- -- -- 7% 14% 79%
68. Strategic -- 8% - 0% 23% 69%

69. If fewer than 100 percent of eligible students receive interventions, what are the primary
obstacles your school faces? (select all that apply):

18% Insufficient staffing
9% Lack of trained staff
-- Student transportation/bussing (limits before/after school options)
9% Available space in the building
9% Teacher resistance
- Lack of parental support
9% Other

64% of eligible students receive interventions

70. Who regularly provides interventions at your school? (check all that apply)

36% 1 do (coach) 79% K teacher(s) 7% Literacy facilitators
7% Principal 64% 1% grade teacher(s) -- District staff
71% Paraprofessionals 71% 20 grade teacher(s) -- Volunteers
-- Administrative/ 71% 3 grade teacher(s) 14% Paid tutors
support staff
64% Specialists (Title I, 7% 4t -6th grade 7% Other:
ELL, Special Ed, etc.) teachers

71. What is the largest number of intensive students that work at one time with an intervention
provider? Average: 5.2; SD=4.7; Range= 1-17 students. One school did not have any
intensive students.
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SECTION F: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement below. If a question is not applicable, please
leave it blank.

g3
> [ = >
& & & < & 2 T 9
. ) &b &b ) 5]
This year... e g 8 3 = &b g &
Z .2 2 £ R < £ <
®» A o ...2-3 g [77)
72. My role as the reading coach is clearly defined. - -- 21% | 57% | 21%
73. Ic\g(;i’; teachers at my school understand the role of the reading B 7% 1% | 43% | 29%
74. Our principal is a visible advocate for reading. - - 14% | 36% | 50%
75. 1 fortable ob ing teach d idi
am Very' comfortable observing teachers and providing _ 14% | 29% | 579% 0%
constructive feedback.
76. Reading First would not run smoothly without the RLT. - 14% | 29% 21% | 36%
77. Major initiatives (programs or grants) in our district o o o o
contradict or are not aligned with Reading First. 7% 29% | 57% 7%
78. Istrongly support the instructional changes that are occurring . _ . 36% | 64%
under Reading First.
79. Overcoming teacher resistance to Reading First has been a 36% | 35% 7% 14% 7%
challenge for me.
80. Thave significant philosophical or pedagogical objections to
. . 79% | 14% 7% - -
the approach of Reading First.
81. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the importance of o o o
using DIBELS results. 57% | 35% - 7% -
82. Ithink that tI'1e DIB'E'LS is a valid, accurate indicator of _ __ 7% 43% | 50%
student reading ability.
83. Iam fully confident that before each benchmark testing
period, all members of our assessment team thoroughly -- -- 14% | 50% | 36%
understand the administration and scoring of the DIBELS.
84. Our school has an organized system for administering the 79 29% | 649
DIBELS and other Reading First assessments. - - © © ©
85. Our school has an organized system for analyzing and
sharing the results of the DIBELS and other Reading First -- 7% 7% | 35% | 50%
assessments with teachers.
86. Our school has an organized system for reviewing reading
assessment data that have been disaggregated (split up) by 8% | 25% | 25% | 17% | 25%
key demographic variables (i.e. race/ethnicity or ELL status).
87. Iam pleased that our school has a Reading First grant. - - - 14% | 86%
88. Participating in Reading First has helped my school develop a
- - - 29% | 71%

more collaborative culture.
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89. Attending grade-level reading meetings is a good use of my o o o
time. - 8% - 23% | 69%
90. Attending RLT meetings is a good use of my time. -- -- -- 50% | 50%
91. Iam very satisfied with the core reading program we are o o o
using at our school. 7% 43% | 50%
92. 1believe that reading instruction at my school has improved 50% | 50
noticeably. h h N ? ¢
93. Our school uses supplemental and intervention materials that o o o o
are well-matched to the needs of our ELL students. B 1% | 22% | 44% | 22%
94. Teachers at my school have the knowledge and skills
necessary to modify and supplement the core program to - 11% | 22% | 44% | 22%
meet the needs of all ELL students.
95. The pI.ulosophy or pe.dagogy .of our ELL program or services 1% | 33 | 2% | 339% _
sometimes clashes with Reading First.
96. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job meeting o o o o
the needs of our ELL students. - 22% | 33% | 33% | 11%
97. The intervention materials we use are well-matched to the
- . 149% o, o,
needs of our struggling readers. %o | 0% | 36%
98. Our school’s intervention providers are well-trained to meet
- . 299 o, 219
the needs of struggling readers. 9% | 50% &
99. As a school, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who need -- 7% | 29% | 50% | 14%
them.
100. Instruction in f)ther. subjects has suffered because of all of the 79% 2% | 36% | 36% _
focus on Reading First.
101. State project staff are responsive to my school's needs. -- -- 25% | 50% | 25%
102. The state coordinator’s support and input has been extremely o o o
valuable. h h 7% 64% | 29%
103. I trust our state coordinator with any information — good or 50% | 509
bad - about our reading program. ° ©
104. Our state coordinator understands our school, our programs
and culture, and takes that into account when making - - 7% 43% | 50%
recommendations.
105. I believe that all of the instructional changes we made under 149, 369 509
Reading First will be sustained after the grant is over. ? ’ ?
106. I am pleased with the amount of support we have received 79 509 219 219

from the state to address sustainability.
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SECTION G: DEMOGRAPHICS

107.What is your current position?
14% - time reading coach
86% -time reading coach

108.1s there another reading coach at your school?
7% Yes  93% No

109.1f yes, does this reading coach also work with K-3 reading teachers?
- Yes 100% No

110.How many total years of coaching experience do you have (including this year)?
Average=4.1; SD=2.2; range=1-10 years

111.How many years have you been the reading coach at this school (including this year)?
Average:=3.3; SD=1.1; Range=1-6 years

112.How many years have you worked at this school (in any capacity, including this year)?
Average=7.6; SD=5.6; Range=3-25 years

113.How many years of teaching experience do you have (prior to becoming a coach)?
Average=13.1; SD=7.2; Range 5-26 years

114.What are your educational credentials? (select as many as apply)
71% Bachelor’s degree
29% Reading certification
14% Master’s degree - In reading
36% Master’s degree - In area of education other than reading
--  Master’s degree - In discipline other than education
--  Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.)

115.At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only* to make sure we hear from each
school. Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

District School Number
Anchorage Airport Heights 1
Anchorage Creekside Park 1
Anchorage Mt. View 1
Anchorage Spring Hill 1
Anchorage Ursa Minor 1
Anchorage Tyson William 1
Fairbanks Anderson 1
Fairbanks Nordale 1
Fairbanks Ticasuk Brown 1
Lake & Peninsula Chignik Lake 1
Lake & Peninsula Kokhanok 1
Lake & Peninsula Newhalen 1
Lake & Peninsula Nondalton 1
Lake & Peninsula Perryville 1

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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APPENDIX B

Alaska Reading First—Principal Survey 2007






14 OUT OF 14 PRINCIPALS (100%) COMPLETED THE SURVEY. UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED, ALL OR ALMOST ALL ANSWERED EACH QUESTION.

ALASKA READING FIRST
PRINCIPAL SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Alaska Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every principal involved in Alaska Reading First. There are
no right or wrong responses. Please be candid in your answers. The information you provide
will be kept confidential and reported only in combination with responses from the other
Reading First schools.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year
(2006-2007). If you do not know the answer to a question or it does not apply to you, please skip
that question.

The survey will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please return it to your reading coach, sealed
in the envelope provided. Thank you for your assistance.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the March 2007 Reading First Summit?
14% No | 7% Yes —some of it | 79% Yes —all of it

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

]
g 9
> (] = >
The professional development that I received at the March 2007 ® go §° %D .§° g ER
Reading First Summit... g2l 2 £8 | < E<
»n A (=] = 8 n
Zz &
2. was very relevant to my work. -- -- - 58% | 42%
3. was mostly review for me. - | 42% | 33% | 25% --
4. consisted of high-quality presentations. - - -- 58% | 42%
5. prov1ded.nTe with useful training in observing teachers B 8o | 33% | 429 | 179
and providing feedback.
6. Etrac;;fided me with useful tools for working with resistant B 8% | 50% | 33% | 8%
7. met my specific needs as a Reading First principal. -- 8% | 25% | 50% | 17%
8. included adequate opportunities to reflect and share with B 8% 0% | 75% | 179%
my colleagues.
9. was differentiated (taTﬂored) to meet t.he' needs of c'lifferent B 9% | 18% | 6a% | 9%
groups, based on their level of pre-existing expertise.
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10. did a good job of addressing English Language Learner B 99% | 550 | 18% | 18%
(ELL) issues.
11. did a good job of addressing sustainability. - | 17% | 17% | 42% | 25%

12. the November 2006 training for School Leadership Teams - 7% 7% | 71% | 14%
13. the Leadership Institute training provided by the o o o
- 159
Consortium on Reading Excellence (CORE) in Sept. 2006. 8% | 38% | 38% 5%
14. the quality of training in instructional leadership that I
. . . . - 7% | 7% | 64% | 21%
received through the state and Reading First this year.
15. the amount of training in instructional leadership that I
: . . . - - | 21% | 57% | 21%
received through the state and Reading First this year.
16. If you were nf)t pleased with the amount, was there too - Too much 100% Too little
much or too little?

SECTION B: USE OF ASSESSMENTS

The section below asks how frequently you use reading assessment data when performing specific aspects of
your job. If a question asks about an activity that you do not perform, please select the last option, “I don’t
do that.”

17. communicating with teachers about their students. - - 7% | 43% | 50% -
18. f:omrnul‘ucatmg with teachers about their B B 14% | 36% | 50% B
instruction.
19. making decisions about student grouping. - - - 21% | 71% | 7%
20. making decisions about matching students to the
s . - - - 29% | 71% -
appropriate interventions.
21. looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. -- -- 7% | 29% | 64% --
22. meeting with parents. - - 14% | 57% | 29% -




SECTION C: MEETINGS AND COLLABORATION

23. Are you a member of the Reading Leadership Team (RLT) at your school?

93% Yes | -- No

‘ 7% There is no RLT at my school

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement below. If a question is not applicable, please

24. This year, how often did you attend RLT meetings?

--  Never

--  Seldom
23% Sometimes
54% Often
23% Always

SECTION D: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

leave it blank.

g o
¢ > 3 3 u o
This year... 5 go go g : %
© » ®» =y - o =
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25. Iam very comfortable observing teachers and providing o o o
constructive feedback. - 7% - 36% | 57%
26. I feel that Reading Fir'st i§ put'tirTg excessive emphasis on the 21% | 29% | 21% | 149% | 14%
involvement of the principal in instructional matters.
27. Reading First would not run smoothly without the RLT. - | 14% | 7% | 43% | 36%
28. Il;/Ie?gi Ij;lilt:iiitsives in our district contradict or are not aligned with 50% | 36% | 7% 7% _
29. Istrongly support the instructional changes that are occurring o o o
under Reading First. h N 7% 29% | 64%
30. Our district provides sufficient support for Reading First. -- 7% | 14% | 50% | 29%
31. ix;eﬁecgrgneirflfrtzjecher resistance to Reading First has been a 14% | 439% __ 299% | 149%
32. Thave significant philosophical or pedagogical objections to the 57% | 21% 7% 14% 0%
approach of Reading First.
33. Iam pleased that our school has a Reading First grant. -- -- -- 21% | 79%
34. In .my view, Reading First overemphasizes the importance of 29% | 43% 14% | 14% .
using DIBELS results.
35. I think that the DIBELS is a valid, accurate indicator of student 71% 299
reading ability. ? ?
36. Participating in Reading First has helped my school develop a __ 15% | 15% | 23% | 46%

more collaborative culture.
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37. ;?Itl:e;nding grade-level reading meetings is a good use of my _ _ 14% | 43% | 43%
38. Attending RLT meetings is a good use of my time. -- -- -- 57% | 43%
39. itai)r; ;/es:g; szilsﬁed with the core reading program we are using __ _ 70 | 57% | 36%
40. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job meeting the _ . 23% | 54% | 23%
needs of our ELL students.
41. Ibelieve that reading instruction at my school has improved o o
noticeably. h - h 50% | 50%
42. Our staffing resources are sufficient to provide interventions to 76 | 2909% | 14% | 299 | 21%
all students who need them.
43. As a school, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who need -- -- 36% | 29% | 36%
them.
44. Instruction in f)ther' subjects has suffered because of all of the __ 29% | 14% | 50% 7%
focus on Reading First.
45. State project staff are responsive to my school's needs. - - 7% | 64% | 29%
46. We receive conflicting messages about reading from our district. | 21% | 57% | 7% | 14% | 0%
47. Ibelieve that all of the instructional changes we made under o o o o o
Reading First will be sustained after the grant is over. 14% | 7% 36% | 36% 7%
48. Iam pleased with the amount of support we have received from 70 | 36% | 29% | 21% 7%

the state to address sustainability.
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SECTION F: PRINCIPAL & SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS

49. How many K-3 classroom teachers do you have in your building?
Average 8; range 1-18

50. This year, how many of those teachers were new to your building?
Average:2; range 0-5

51. How many total years of principal experience do you have (including this year?
Average 11: range 1-37

52. How many years have you been the principal at this school (including this year)?
Average: 6; range 1-20

53. At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only™ to make sure we hear from each
school. Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

District School Number
Anchorage Airport Heights 1
Anchorage Creekside Park 1
Anchorage Mt. View 1
Anchorage Spring Hill 1
Anchorage Ursa Minor 1
Anchorage Tyson William 1
Fairbanks Anderson 1
Fairbanks Nordale 1
Fairbanks Ticasuk Brown 1
Lake & Peninsula Chignik Lake 1
Lake & Peninsula Kokhanok 1
Lake & Peninsula Newhalen 1
Lake & Peninsula Nondalton 1
Lake & Peninsula Perryville 1

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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APPENDIX C

Alaska Reading First—Teacher Survey 2007






128 OUT OF 133 TEACHERS (96%) COMPLETED THE SURVEY. UNLESS OTHERWISE
NOTED, ALL OR ALMOST ALL ANSWERED EACH QUESTION.

ALASKA READING FIRST
TEACHER SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Alaska Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every teacher involved in Alaska Reading First. Please be
candid in your answers. There are no right or wrong responses. The information you provide
will be kept confidential and reported only in combination with responses from other

Reading First teachers.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your school functioned this year
(2006-2007).

If you do not know the answer to a question or it does not apply to you, please skip that question.

The survey will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please return it to your reading coach sealed
in the envelope provided. Thank you for your assistance.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the March 2007 Reading First Summit?

44% No | 8% Yes —some of it | 49% Yes —all of it

If you attended some or all of the 2006 Reading First Summer Institute, please indicate below your
agreement or disagreement with each of the following statements. Otherwise, please skip to question 8

below.

g 3
> [ an = >
o & & < 8 o 3
The March 2007 Reading First Summit ... 58 4 5 2 B £ &
£ .2 2 < R < £ <
» A A = 5 )
Zz €
2.  was very relevant to my work. 6% 2% 3% | 44% | 45%
3.  was mostly review for me. 3% | 25% | 42% | 25% | 6%
4.  consisted of high-quality presentations. 2% 2% 5% | 48% | 45%
5. provi.ded me with instructional strategies I have 2% 89, 50 | 499 | 379
used in my classroom.
6. mcludec'i adequate opportunities to reflect and 6% 18% | 12% | a5 | 18%
share with my colleagues.
7. i job of ing English L
did a good job o addressing English Language 300 | 10% | 450 | 349 | so%
Learner (ELL) issues.
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Thinking back over this school year, please indicate how helpful you feel that the various forms of Reading
First professional development were for you, personally.

(7] [
52|22 | 82| 28| 83 58
Over the 2006-2007 school year, how helpful was/were: R - TR R - I o
2z | =g | Bz | 32| <2 ) A3
3} =
8.  training in the core program from the publisher? - 7% | 16% | 25% | 11% | 41%
9.  demonstration lessons provided by your reading 19% B 15% | 21% | 379% | 259%
coach?
10.  feedback on your instruction provided by the coach 19 2o | 13% | 20% | 399% | 17%
after observation of your classroom?
11. fe(?db.ack on your instru.ction provided by the 19 39, 8% | 2a% | 30% | 359%
principal after observation of your classroom?
12. assis'tance from the coach in administering and B s | 11% | 19% | 519% | 179%
scoring student assessments?
13.  assistance from the coach in interpreting 19% 1% | 10% | 25% | 549% | 99
assessment results?
14. .'alssistana'e from the coach in providing quality 19% 30 15% | 21% | 48% | 13%
interventions?
15. assistfmce from Fhe coach in monitoring the 19% 1% | 13% | 23% | 449 | 18%
effectiveness of interventions?
16.  Looking ahead to next year (2007-08), in which area(s) would you most like additional training:
(select all that apply)
12% Phonemic awareness 10% Using the core program effectively
12% Phonics 19% Using supplemental programs effectively
20% Fluency 32% Using intervention programs effectively
17% Vocabulary 6% Administering & scoring assessments
40% Comprehension 7% Interpreting assessment results
40% Student engagement 20% Using assessment results to drive instruction
22% Working with ELL students 6% Other:
38% Differentiated instruction
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SECTION B: STUDENT ASSESSMENTS

The section below asks how frequently you use reading assessment data when performing specific aspects of
your job. If a question asks about an activity that you do not perform, please select the last option, “I don’t

do that.”
* =
5] B - =
I use the results of reading assessments (such as the E 'g’ § = E’ 2
v < Y =] = -
DIBELS) when... z & g 2 < g
) <
17. gr9upmg students into small instructional groups 1% 39 8% | 28% | s549% | 6%
within my classroom.
18. .commur.ﬁcating with colleagues about reading B 39, 79 | 300 | 5700 | 19
instruction and student needs.
19. looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. -- 3% 18% | 34% | 39% 7%
20. meeting with parents. 3% 2% 8% | 36% | 47% | 4%
21. modifying lessons from the core program. 4% 6% | 23% | 36% | 22% | 9%
22. identifying which students need interventions. -- 2% 2% 19% | 76% 1%
23. matchi.ng struggling students to the correct intervention 1% 1% 30 | 31% | 620 | 39
for their needs.
24. monitoring student progress in interventions. -- -- 8% | 28% | 62% | 3%

SECTION C: THE READING FIRST CLASSROOM

25. Which best describes the group of students you usually have in your classroom during

the reading block:

instructional needs.

55% Homogeneous — students are mostly at about the same level and have similar

instructional needs.

45% Heterogeneous — students are at a wide variety of levels and have differing

26. On a typical day, how many students are in your classroom during the reading block?

Average: 15.4; SD=5.9; Range=3-27 students
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Please indicate the frequency with which the following activities took place during this school year (2006-
2007).

27. the principal observe your classroom during the

reading block? 10% | 55% | 12% | 10% | 13% -

28. the principal provide you with specific and
constructive feedback on your instruction?

29% | 45% | 11% | 13% 2% --

29. the reading coach observe your classroom during

the reading block? 4% 51% 28% 14% 3% -

30. the reading coach provide you with specific and

. . . 14% | 39% | 26% | 21% 1% --
constructive feedback on your instruction?

31. another teacher observe your classroom during

28% | 58% | 6% 5% 1% 2%

the reading block?
32. you observe another teacher’s reading lesson? 41% | 53% | 4% -- 2% -
33. paraProfessionals work with you during the 41% 39 29, 29 9% 44%
reading block?
34. you look at reading assessment data? -- 3% | 24% | 32% | 39% | 3%
35. you attend a grade-level meeting? 5% 8% | 39% | 26% | 21% | 1%

36. you need to use the 90-minute reading block to
work on non-reading instruction or tasks? (i.e.
writing, science, math, field trips, administrative
tasks)

61% | 29% | 4% 1% -- 6%

37. This year, how often did the principal attend your
grade-level meetings?

18% | 24% | 29% | 22% 7%

38. This year, how often did the coach attend your

grade-level meetings? 4% 8% 17% | 17% | 55%

c-4



In your reading classroom under Reading First, are the following items things that are not at all part of
your teaching, occasionally part of your teaching, sometimes a part of your teaching, or reqularly a part of
your teaching? If you do not know what the item refers to, check the first column ("I don’t know what this

is”).
g 4 = F o 5: g e § g g )
£ .2 <
dE |ssE|8sE 858 | 55
= = s ] @ @] 7} ] e 9
§5 |EEE|JEE|Enf e
39. Use of my school’s core reading program - 6% 2% 2% 91%
40. Follow1r,1g the precise language in the B 19% 6% 20% 739,
teachers” manual.
41. Use of the templates 12% 8% 15% 21% 44%
42. Dl'fferentlate'd instruction during the 90- 39 6% 1% 18% 62%
minute reading block
43. TtS)ﬁ)lilllj group instruction during the reading 1% 59, 6% 99, 799,
44. Phonemic awareness activities 1% 4% 8% 11% 76%
45. Nonsense word practice 2% 32% 24% 24% 18%
46. Time dgring the rea.ding block for students B B 39, 12% 86%
to practice oral reading fluency
47. ;lz;rir;igﬂ&iriy assessments during the B 16% 249, 239 379,
48. A focus on “tier two” vocabulary words 15% 9% 15% 16% 45%
49. Vocabulary practice that includes use of 29 6% 15% 17% 60%
examples and non-examples
50. Provision of background knowledge to
prepare students before they read a new - 1% 4% 17% 78%
text
51. (;omprehensmn questions that ask for B B 59 10% 859%
literal recall
2. hensi i hat ask f
5 C'ompre enswr? qu'estlon.ns that ask tor _ _ 6% 34% 60%
higher-order thinking skills
53. Explicit modeling of the work or th.mkmg B B 59 17% 789%
process before students try something new
54. Adjustment of activities or practice, based
on how students answered previous - 2% 4% 14% 80%
questions
55. Immediate correction of students when B B 39 20% 76%

they make an error
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SECTION D: MEETINGS AND COLLABORATION

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement. If these meetings do not occur at your school

or you did not attend, leave the items blank.

g g
At my school’s grade-level reading meetings... § g o g é ED g Eo
»B | B | ¥s %
7z &
56. we dlSCl.JS.S the issues (.)f teac.hmg and learning that we, 29, 49, 8% | 38% | 48%
the participants, identify as important.
57. all participant comments and viewpoints are welcomed. 6% 3% 6% | 26% | 59%
58. we dllscuss the reasons for doing things, not just the 59, 49, 4% | 39% | 48%
requirements.
59. Are you a member of the Reading Leadership Team (RLT) at your school?
31% Yes 67% No ‘ 3% There is no RLT at my school |

60. Which of the following topics do you typically discuss at RLT meetings? (select as many

as apply)

97% Talk about school-wide reading assessment data

80% Talk about student-level reading assessment data

44% Share about reading research (articles, ideas, etc.)

79% Exchange information about what is going on at the school in reading

53% Receive information from the coach and principal about what is going on with
Reading First at the state level (i.e. from their “monthly meetings”)

50% Make decisions about what reading materials to use/purchase

47% Make decisions about instruction for specific students

56% Make decisions about instruction within or across grades

24% Plan special reading events, family literacy activities

68% Plan for sustainability, or what will happen when the school no longer has Reading
First funds

12% Other

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement.

g g
BE| L | <2 2 | By
At my school’s Reading Leadership Team meetings... E & 5 g = &b s &
22| 2 | £R| « | E<
» A =) = 5 )
z &
61. all participant comments and viewpoints are welcomed. 9% 3% 3% | 40% | 46%
62. we d.iscuss the reasons for doing things, not just the 6% 6% 9% | 37% | 43%
requirements.
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SECTION E: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

The following statements present a range of opinions about different components of Reading First. Please
indicate your level of agreement with each statement. If a question is not applicable, please leave it blank.

]
£ 9
i BE| L 22| & | By
This year... s« g g = &b g &
=R 4 < A < £ <
»n A =) = F 93]
z &
63. Participating in Reading F'1rst has helped my school 1% | 6% | 14% | a6% | 33%
develop a more collaborative culture.
64. Our sch09l has a visible and effective Reading 39 | 6% | 209 | 2% | 29%
Leadership Team.
65. ﬁ}t:ir;iiirr;gegrade—level reading meetings is a good use 300 | 5% | 19% | 379% | 379%
66. Attending Reading Feadership Team (RLT) meetings 1% | s | 2% | 28% | 219
is a good use of my time.
67. Overall, the professional development I received 4% | 11% | 199% | 38% | 289%
through Reading First was sustained and intensive.
68. Overall, the professional development I received
through Reading First this year focused on what 4% | 5% | 12% | 47% | 33%
happens in the classroom.
69. I am very satisfied with the core reading program we o
49 11% | 439 79
are using at our school. 6% & o | 43% | 37%
70. I believe that xjeadmg instruction at my school has B 500 | 14% | 43% | 389%
improved noticeably.
71. I think the DIBELS is a valid, accurate indicator of o o
26% | 47% | 199
student reading ability. 3% | 5% 6% % | 19%
72. Our school has an organized system for
administering the DIBELS and other Reading First 1% | 3% | 4% | 29% | 64%
assessments.
73. Our school has an organized system for analyzing
and sharing the results of the DIBELS and other 2% - 4% | 40% | 54%
Reading First assessments with teachers.
74. I have seen our school’s reading assessment data
disaggregated (split up) by key demographic 6% | 25% | 26% | 27% | 15%
variables (i.e. race/ethnicity or ELL status).
75. Reading First has significantly ch d th I
eading First has significantly changed the way so0 | 59 | 239 | 419 | 28%
teach reading.
76. The intervention materlals'we use are well-matched 2o | 8% | 16% | 55% | 20%
to the needs of our struggling readers.
77. Our school’s intervention providers are well-trained 39 | 13% | 13% | 45% | 279%
to meet the needs of struggling readers.
78. As a school, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who | 5% | 12% | 12% | 40% | 31%

need them.

C-7




> W o g) g
= B>
| BLI L |23 ¢ | B:
This year... § s g = &b § &
£ .2 2 < R < E <
» A =) g é 2
79. 1 h.ave. significant philosophical or Pedagoglcal 26% | 39% | 18% | 13% | 3%
objections to the approach of Reading First.
80. Our principal is a visible advocate for reading. 2% - | 11% | 29% | 58%
81. ?n my view, Reac}mg First overemphasizes the 59 | 249% | 329 | 299% | 10%
importance of using DIBELS results.
82. Our 'readmg coachisa knowledgeable resource about 39 | 3% | 6% | 37% | 500
reading research and practices.
83. Even when providing critical feedback, I feel our
reading coach is an ally in helping me to improvemy | 4% | 2% | 8% | 40% | 46%
instruction.
84. Our re.admg coach has he.lped me ?:)ecome more 59 | 6% | 200 | 36% | 31%
reflective about my teaching practice.
85. Our readlr.lg coach has increased my understanding 50 | 8% | 249% | 38% | 259%
of how children learn to read.
86. I would like our reading coach to come in my
classroom and work with me more often than s/he 9% | 30% | 39% | 16% | 6%
does.
87. Ig :;;pleased that our school has a Reading First B 30 | 11% | 299% | 58%
88. 1 fee.l that I have a \{01ce .m our school’s decision- 1% | 12% | 27% | 29% | 229
making about Reading First.
. Instruction in oth jects h £f £
89. Instruction in other su‘t?]ects' as suffered because o 3% | 14% | 20% | 40% | 23%
all of the focus on Reading First.
90. I strorTgly support the' 1nst1:uct10na1 changes that are 2o | 5% | 309 | 379% | 249
occurring under Reading First.
91. Ifeel that Reading First puts excessive emphasis on
the involvement of the principal in instructional 11% | 31% | 41% | 10% | 7%
matters.
92. Our Readmg First program is doing an excellent job 4 | 13% | 419 | 35% | 79
meeting the needs of our ELL students.
93. Our school uses supplemental and intervention
materials that are well-matched to the needs of our 5% | 7% | 41% | 39% | 7%
ELL students.
94. Ihave the knowledge and skills necessary to modify
and supplement the core program to meet the needs 2% | 11% | 31% | 42% | 14%
of my ELL students.
95. The phllosopby or peda.gogy of our FLL . . 300 | 179% | 59% | 17% | 49
program/services sometimes clash with Reading First.
96. When our school no longer has Reading First
funding, I think that I will to go back to more or less 28% | 44% | 20% | 5% | 3%

the way I was teaching reading before.
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SECTION F: SUSTAINABILITY

In your opinion, once your school no

longer has the Reading First grant, should

the following program components Definitely Probably Probably Definitely

continue? not not yes yes
97. Core program - 4% 32% 64%
98. 90-minute reading block 3% 4% 23% 70%
99. DIBELS 2% 3% 44% 51%
100. Reading coach 5% 16% 30% 49%
101. Ongoing prof.esswna'll 1% 1% 279 719%

development in reading

102. Grouping -- 3% 34% 64%
103. Interventions 1% 1% 18% 80%
104. Grade-level meetings 2% 9% 30% 60%
105. RLT 3% 13% 49% 34%

SECTION H: DEMOGRAPHICS

106.What is your primary teaching role this year? (select one)

83% Regular classroom teacher
1% Specialist - Speech/language

4% Specialist - Language arts/reading (e.g., Title I, reading specialist)

1% Specialist - Library

8% Specialist - Special education
-~ Specialist - ESL/bilingual

3% Paraprofessional

-- I do not work directly with students

107.This year, which grade(s) do you teach during the reading block? For example, you
might teach first and second grade students. (select all that apply)

32% GradeK [ 36% Gradel | 40% Grade2 [34% Grade3 | 6% Other

1% 1do not provide direct classroom instruction during the reading block.

108. This year, what is the grade level of the material you teach from during the reading
block? For example, you might teach using the second grade Open Court materials.
(select all that apply)

31% Grade K ‘ 44% Grade 1 ‘ 36% Grade 2 ‘ 29% Grade 3 | 6% Other

1% 1do not provide direct classroom instruction during the reading block.

109. How many years teaching experience do you have? Average=12.3; SD=8.2; Range= 0-35
years

110. How many years have you worked at this school? Average=6.4; SD=5.0; Range= 0 to 23
years
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111. At which school do you work? Your school name is used *only* to make sure we hear from
each school. Your responses are confidential and no school names will be used in reporting.

District School Number
Anchorage Airport Heights 9
Anchorage Creekside Park 17
Anchorage Mt. View 1
Anchorage Spring Hill 14
Anchorage Ursa Minor 1
Anchorage Tyson William 1
Fairbanks Anderson 2
Fairbanks Nordale 2
Fairbanks Ticasuk Brown 12
Lake & Peninsula Chignik Lake 1
Lake & Peninsula Kokhanok 10
Lake & Peninsula Newhalen 16
Lake & Peninsula Nondalton 13
Lake & Peninsula Perryville 12

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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APPENDIX D

Alaska Reading First—District Coordinator On-line Survey 2007






3 OUT OF 3 DISTRICT COORDINATORS (100%) COMPLETED THIS SURVEY. UNLESS
OTHERWISE NOTED, ALL OR ALMOST ALL ANSWERED EACH QUESTION.

ALASKA READING FIRST
DISTRICT SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Alaska Reading First. This survey should be completed by the person in your
district who is the designated Reading First coordinator; if there is more than one such person,
please have the person who spends the most time on Reading First complete this survey.

Your input is critically important; this survey is the only opportunity we have to hear from
every district involved in Alaska Reading First. There are no right or wrong responses. Please
be candid in your answers. The information you provide will be kept confidential and
reported only in combination with responses from other district coordinators.

When answering the questions, please answer according to how your district functioned this
year (2006-2007).

If you do not know the answer to a question or it does not apply to you, please skip that question.

The survey will take about 10 minutes to complete. Please return it to Tess Oliver, NWREL
Evaluation Program, 101 SW Main Street, Suite 500, Portland, OR 97204.

1. How many elementary schools are in your district?
Average: 31 schools; range 14-60

2. How many elementary schools have a Reading First grant?
Average: 8 schools; range 3-14

3. Beyond Reading First, what is your role in the district?
-~ Superintendent
--  Assistant Superintendent
-~ Curriculum director/specialist
- Instruction director/specialist
-~ Literacy director/specialist
-~ Budget/finance officer
100% Other

4. What percentage of time are you officially allocated to spend on Reading First?
2 out of 3=100% ; 1 out of 3=no response
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In past years, some district coordinators have reported spending more time than

anticipated on Reading First activities. In order to report any continuing discrepancies,

please report the actual percentage of your time spent on Reading First.
2 out of 3=100% ; 1 out of 3=no response

In which of the following ways has your district supported Reading First? (select all that

apply)

67% By assisting with proposal writing
67% By providing grant management

100% By monitoring grant implementation
67% By having a district staff member designated as the Reading First “go-to”

67% By facilitating district-wide Reading First meetings for principals

67%
100%
100%
100%
100%
100%

67%

person (district-level coordinator, representative)

By facilitating district-wide Reading First meetings for coaches
By modifying district requirements to align with Reading First
By analyzing student reading assessment data

By providing professional development that is aligned with Reading First

By providing technical assistance to support school change
By supporting the core reading program

By supporting intervention programs

By providing overall curriculum guidance

100% By educating and galvanizing the community

7. In 2006-2007, how frequently did you attend the following activities?
Did not Once Twice 3times | 4+ times
attend
November 2006 School B 100% ) ) )

Leadership Team training

March 2007 Reading First Summit -- 100% - - -
Ot'helj statew1d'e coach and 33% 7% B 3 3
principal meetings

State meetings for district 33% 7% B 3 3

representatives
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8. How useful, to you as Reading First coordinator, was your attendance at the following;:

]
= > E3 | 23 == Il
SE | T | 2% | SE| FE | 2§
2 o = 0 T 5 9 z 9 s 2
0 c 0 E D n 2 _— = 22
Zo | &0 g% | PP | <P | A<
November 2006 School Leadership 339 67%
Team training ’ ’

2007 Reading First Summit - - -- 33% 67% --
Other statewide coach and 67% 339
principal meetings ° 0
State meetings for district 339 679%
representatives ° °

When the state coordinator visits schools in your district, are you informed ahead of
time
Seldom
-~ Sometimes
- Often
100% Always

9. When the state coordinator visits schools in your district, how often do you participate?
-~ Never
-~ Seldom
33% Sometimes
33% Often
33% Always

10. Who made hiring decisions about coaches at Reading First schools in your district?
33% District
33% School
33% Both

11. How easy/difficult was it to find qualified applicants for the coaching position(s)?
50% Very easy
50% Somewhat easy
-~ Somewhat difficult
- Very difficult
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12.

In what ways was it difficult to find qualified applicants for the coaching position(s)?

Please be as specific as possible.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement below.

g3
> [ = >
i BH| B | Tg| B | PE
This year... 8« 8 g = &b g &
=R 4 < A < £ <
»n A =) B 93]
z &
13. The state’s expectations for district involvement in 33% | 67
Reading First are clear. ° ’
14. State Reading First project staff are responsive to our 7% | 339
district’s needs. ° °
15. The state has done a good job of communicating
necessary information regarding Reading First to - - 67% - 33%
district staff.
16. Our district strongly supports the instructional 33% | 67
changes occurring under Reading First. ° °
17. Major initiatives (programs or grants) in our district 67% | 33
contradict or are not aligned with Reading First. ° ’
18. I am pleased with the amount of support we have
. . - - 33% | 67% | 0%
received from the state to address sustainability.
19. Reading First has greatly influenced the reading 509 509
program in our district’s non-Reading First schools. ° ’
20. There are tensions between Reading First and non-
. . . o - 50% | 50% -- -
Reading First schools in our district.
21. The state’s expectations of district involvement in 7% | 339

Reading First are reasonable.
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22.

In what ways could the state further support districts in the implementation of Reading
First? Please be as specific as possible.

Help us deal with getting all of our new staff trained year after year. We have a high
turnover and after the first year the state has not had training for new teachers to the
model. I think our state does an excellent job in supporting our district. Our state director
is very responsive to our requests for specific professional development. She has come to
Fairbanks to do training in DIBELS and each year has provided quality training via
CORE. She also hosted a CORE Coach Institute in Fairbanks this year. The professional
development offered at our statewide meetings is generally excellent, especially what was
offered in March, 2007.

The only way that communication could be improved is by getting statewide meeting
agendas out to us in a more timely fashion. The 2 day session on sustainability offered at
the Reading First summit was an excellent way for schools to process a variety of ways
and means for sustaining Reading First practices. Using available resources to continue a
program that strongly relies on a full time reading coach and enhanced staff development
however, is not going to be possible at most schools, due to a lack of resources. If the
Reading First model is truly effective, the state should lobby for the resources to continue
at existing sites and expand to additional schools and districts across the state.

I would like to compliment the state on continuing to support Reading First practices with
non-Reading First schools through efforts like funding CORE training for coaches and
principals which they did in Fall, 2006.

Please indicate if all, some, or none of the non-Reading First schools in your district have the following
reading program components.

Non-Reading First schools
No non-RF Some non- All non-RF
schools RF schools schools

23. Have a K-3 reading coach 50% 50% -
24. Use DIBELS for benchmark assessments B 100% B

three times a year
25. Systematically progress monitor students 50% 50% --
26. Use the same core reading program as

. . - 50% 50%

Reading First schools
27. Have a 90-minute reading block in K-3 -- 100% -
28. Provide systematic interventions for

struggling students outside the 90- - 100% -

minute reading block
29. Provide or attend ongoing, high-quality B 0% 50%

professional development in reading
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30.

In which district do you work? Your district name is used *only* to make sure we hear from
each school. Your responses are confidential and no district names will be used in reporting.

Anchorage
Fairbanks
Lake & Peninsula

Thank you for your support of the evaluation!
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AK RF State Staff Interview 2007

Alaska Reading First
State Staff Interview 2006-07

The purpose of this interview to update our understanding of your vision of Reading
First in Alaska. This helps us make sure we ask the right questions in our instruments
and to interpret the results for next year’s evaluation report.

Vision of WA Reading First in the Schools

1.

I have a few questions about what the reading block in a RF classroom should look

like:

* What is the minimum amount of time a student can receive per day?

* Is this the same for grade K?

» Ss taught at grade level or instructional level?

* How much whole versus small group work?

» Are spelling and writing permitted within the 90-minute block?

* Is use of supplemental materials during the block permitted? Under what
circumstances?

* What are the expectations, in terms of time especially, for reading instruction
outside the block?

Tell me what “fidelity” means to you. How are schools supposed to balance
fidelity to the core program with providing targeted instruction to students?
[Interviewers: you may want to ask about lesson maps or templates here,
optional.]

What would you expect a well-functioning intervention program in a RF school to
look like, at this point? [if possible, find out about prioritizing strategic vs.
intensive students, amount of time per week, training of intervention providers,
any other concrete info that helps us know what to measure]

At this point in RF, what would constitute a good use of assessment data in a
school? To what degree do you feel schools are fulfilling these expectations? [

When you encourage RF principals to be instructional leaders, what concrete
behaviors are you envisioning this to include? To what degree do you feel your
principals are fulfilling these expectations?

Can you describe to me what you think a well-functioning Reading Leadership
Team should be doing this year?

What would constitute good support from a district for its RF schools?
Tell me about what you believe RF schools should be doing in their work with ELL

students. New arrivals with almost no English? Students who have been here
several years but lack a wide vocabulary?
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AK RF State Staff Interview 2007

Provision of Professional Development

9.

10.

1.

12.

13.

What are the focus areas for professional development from the state this year?
How were these determined? Are they the same for all schools?

Please talk about the role of the coach in WA RF schools. What do you expect
coaches to be spending their time on in schools? [to what degree are they
providing the PD content identified in previous question] How much variation do
you expect across schools and districts?

How do you prepare coaches to fulfill those expectations - in other words, what
does their professional development look like?

Can you talk a little about professional development for RF principals? What is the
main content you wish to convey (especially this year)? How did you choose this
over other possibilities? Please talk about the format of professional development
of principals - how it is delivered.

For coaches, teachers, and principals, how are you dealing with turnover? [how
much is there?]

Delivery of Technical Assistance

14. Tell me about technical assistance to RF schools in 2006-07. Who is providing it?

How is the focus of assistance determined? What kind of accountability is there for
schools and for providers? [that is, if a school is not showing progress, what
happens in terms of technical assistance, funding, etc.?]

15. To what degree can schools modify and adapt the vision you have outlined above?

How might TA providers be involved in decisions to modify?



AK RF Coach Interview 2007

Alaska Reading First
Coach Interview 2007

Professional Development & Technical Assistance

Here is a list of the primary trainings to date (show list) that you have received from the
state this year.

(a) What stands out as especially useful? Why?
(b) What stands out as especially not useful? Why?

(c) Overall, as a professional development package, how well did these offerings
meet your needs as coach? (Please explain.)

What other services or training could the state provide to you as a Reading First coach?
Regional coordinators:

(a) To what degree have the services provided by regional coordinator(s) been
helpful? (Please explain.)

(b) What is the relationship (tone, feeling) between the regional coordinators and
your school? (Please explain.)
Coaching Role
What does the state expect from you as a Reading First coach?
(a) Do you end up taking on tasks beyond these expectations?
(b) Are there some expectations you are not able to fulfill?
(c) Some coaches say that they are not able to get into classrooms as much as
they would like to or feel they should. To what degree has this been an issue
for you?

(d) If it is an issue, what prevents you from spending more time in classrooms?

How do you select which teachers you work with?
How do you work with resistance?




AK RF Coach Interview 2007

Buy-In

How would you describe teachers” buy-in to Reading First? (select one)

0 High
0 Medium/Mixed
0 Low

To what do you attribute the [high level/low level] of buy-in?

Communication and Collaboration

The ideal vision of the Reading Leadership Team is a body that meets at least monthly,
plans specifically and collaboratively, relies on data, and is integrally involved in
the implementation of the grant. To what extent is this true of the RLT in your
school? Why?

a) Out of all K-3 grade-level meetings, do you attend: (select one)

All
Most
Some
Few

oo oo 0o

None
b) What is your role at those meetings?
Note: The focus of this question is on “b”. Are they facilitating? Planning? Providing
professional development? Interpreting data? Not sure?
Data and Assessment

(a) Would you say you do all, most, some, little, or none of K-3 reading data collection
(administration and/or coordinating administration) at your school? (select one)

o All

O Most
O Some
o Little
O None



AK RF Coach Interview 2007

(b) Would you say you do all, most, some, little, or none of K-3 reading data
management (data entry, making charts) at your school? (select one)

o Al

O Most
O Some
o Little
0o None

b) What support do you have for data collection and management?
Administration and scoring of the DIBELS:
(a) How have the staff who administer the DIBELS been trained?

(b) Do you think they administer and score the DIBELS correctly and
consistently? Any concerns?

Instruction and Interventions
(a) What does fidelity mean to you?

(b) Have the expectations regarding fidelity changed since you began Reading
First?

(c) If so, how?

(a) What have been the biggest achievements in your school's K-3 reading intervention
program this year?
(b) What have been the biggest challenges?

Understanding that there are often limited resources to provide interventions, which
students to focus your energy on? Why?

(For example, strategic or intensive, those closest to benchmark or furthest behind,
specific grades?)

To what degree do you think that your school is successful at grouping students to meet
their different needs? Do you have any concerns about grouping?

(This could be about the 90-minute block or interventions, note which one they are
addressing.)



AK RF Coach Interview 2007

English Language Learners
(Only at schools that serve ELL students. If you are unsure, ask.)

(a) What are the challenges to meeting the needs of ELL students in your school?
(b) What has the state done to help with those challenges?
(c) What additional support do you need?

Overall

Is there anything else about Reading First in your school you think I should know?



AK RF Principal Interview 2007

Alaska Reading First

Principal Interview 2007

Professional Development & Technical Assistance

1.

Here is a list of the primary trainings to date (show list) that you have received
from the state this year.

a) What stands out as especially useful? Why?
b) What stands out as especially not useful? Why?

c) Overall, as a professional development package, how well did these offerings
meet your needs as principal? (Please explain.)

What other services or training could the state provide to you as a Reading First
principal?

To what degree have state project staff (Stacy, Paul Prussing, and people in their
office) been responsive to your needs?

Leadership

4.

What does the state expect from you as a Reading First principal?
Are there some expectations you are not able to fulfill?

How do you know (or how do you check) if teachers are using the practices that
they learned in professional development?

Example if necessary: After training on pacing, how do you know they are
pacing correctly?

Tell me about principal walk-throughs at your school.
(a) On average, how often do you observe a given teacher? (__ per __ )
(b) What checklists or tools, if any, do you use during walk-throughs?

(c) How much priority do you think should be placed on principal walk-
throughs?




Buy-In

10.

11.

AK RF Principal Interview 2007

(d) How does conducting walk-throughs help you as an instructional leader?

(e) What do teachers learn from your walk-throughs? How do you think it
affects their instruction?

On the survey you will receive this spring, you'll be asked whether or not you
agree with the following statement, “Our district provides sufficient support for
Reading First.”

(a) Would you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree? (select one)
O Strongly agree
O Agree
0 Disagree
O Strongly disagree

(b) Why?
Has your district provided other training in reading — either concurrent with
Reading First or in the recent past — that philosophically or pedagogically is a

mismatch with the Reading First approach? If yes, please explain.

(Note: Encourage them to be specific and follow up with name/type of initiative that
clashed.)

How would you describe teachers” buy-in to Reading First?

o High
o Medium/Mixed
o Low

To what do you attribute the [high level/low level] of buy-in?

Communication & Collaboration

12.

13.

Do you think that attending RLT meetings is a good use of your time? Why or
why not?

What about grade-level meetings; is it a good use of your time to attend them?
Why or why not?



AK RF Principal Interview 2007

Sustainability
14. FOR ALL SCHOOLS :

(a) What is the typical level of turnover of K-3 teachers in your building?
(percentage)

(b) How do you bring new teachers up to speed on Reading First?

15. (a) What has the state done this year to help you address sustainability beyond
the life of the RF grant?
(b) Have they helped you develop a plan?

16. What is your school doing to address sustainability?

17. What else is or will be necessary for your school to maximize sustainability?

Overall

18. Is there anything else about Reading First in your school you think I should know?



AK RF Teacher Focus Group 2007

Alaska Reading First

Teacher Focus Group 2007
This protocol is for use with up to four teachers, ideally one from each grade level.

Opening

Thank you so much for taking time out of your busy day to meet with me. I have a few “big
picture” questions for you about Reading First, what it has been like at your school, and what is
has meant to you, personally, to have this grant. While we talk, I will be taking (hand or
computer) notes to capture your responses to these questions. My notes from today are
completely confidential: I will not share anything you say with your colleagues, coach, or
principal. The data from our meeting here go into a big pool of data from all the schools we are
visiting so we can understand, across the state, what some of the overall trends are. Nothing you
say will be attached to your name or your school’s name. Moreover, I hope that among
yourselves, nothing you say leaves this room. Before I begin, do you have any questions for me?

Next, could you go around the table and introduce yourselves and tell me the grade that you
teach?

1. There is a lot of talk in Reading First about this word “fidelity.” At your school, to
what degree are you expected to maintain fidelity to the core program? In your
opinion, are these expectations reasonable?

2. How do your principal and/or reading coach know if you are really using the
instructional strategies and materials you have been trained in through Reading
First?

3. Tassume that students in your classrooms have different needs; even those whose
assessment results put them at about the same instructional level. To what extent
does your teaching situation permit you to provide sufficient differentiated
instruction to students during the reading block?

By “differentiated instruction” I mean varied approaches to teaching in which you anticipate and
respond to student differences in readiness, interests and learning needs by varying content,
delivery, style, level, etc.

We are most interested if in general they perceive that the structures around them — the amount
of time, the size of groups, the number of aides, the expectations about use of the core program —
all permit them to differentiate enough to meet the needs of their students. Steer away from
details about what they did for a specific student.
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AK RF Teacher Focus Group 2007

4. Establishing effective intervention systems has been a challenge for some Reading
First schools.

(a) Does your school have an intervention program for struggling readers?
If not, why not? (If yes, go to (b).)
(b) In your school’s intervention program, what is working well and what is not
working?
5. There are many different ways that Reading First coaches work in schools.
Some of the things that coaches do include: administering assessments, working
with data, working with teachers in their classrooms on their instruction by
observing and giving feedback, setting up and monitoring interventions, providing
interventions directly to students, training groups of teachers, giving demonstration
lessons, or conducting grade-level and other meetings.
Has your coach helped you change your instruction? If so, how?
6. Imagine that next year your school no longer has a reading coach. What happens
to...
a) The core program?
b) Assessment and data use?
c) Grade-level meetings?

d) Interventions?

e) RLT?
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

Date: School & District:

Teacher: Evaluator:

Grades of students (circle main grade level or ntiwee one if there are many Ss from different gs@ide
K 1 2 3 Other

Instructional Level:
ABOVE AT BELOW MIXED

Observation start time:

Observation end time:

TOTAL Observation Minutes (minimum 20):

Number of students at start of observation

Number of adults besides the teacher (presentdidiopall of the observation):

What are other adults doing? (check all that apply)

[0 Teaching small group(s) 1 Providing ELL assistance to students

[0 Working 1:1 with students 1 Not working with students (e.g., grading)
[ Circulating around the room 1 Other

[J Assessment

Is this a walk-to-read class or a self-containegsloom?

0 WTR
[J Self-contained

What core reading program materials do you segetigher usingluring your observation? (check all you see)
[0 Harcourt [0 Reading Mastery
[0 Houghton Mifflin [1  Success for All

Is the teacher using the teacher’s manual fronctine reading program during your observation?
[0 Yes —reading 1 Yes — consults [0 No - butit's open 7 No
directly from it briefly and/or out

[0 Check if instruction is clearlgot using the core reading program.
Explain:
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

Use the following space to record what happensxdwach 5-minute observation block, a separate shee
for each block. Include both what the teacheisgl and what students are doing. Also describe
transitions. At the end of the five minutes, l@bkund and count up the number of students off-aask
total number of students.

OBSERVATION BLOCK # 1

Size of group (number of students) working with teaher

Time | Notes of what happens Labels/Notes
Please include a sentence or two to provide theestr big picture of what is going or}.
Context:

time
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

BREAK. Number of students off-task: al@&tudents in the room:

OBSERVATION BLOCK # 2

Size of group working with teacher

Time | Activities Labels/Notes
time
Number of Students off-task: Totat8nis in the room:
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

OBSERVATION BLOCK # 3

Size of group working with teacher

Time | Activities

Labels/Notes

time

Number of Students off-task:

Totat&nis in the room:
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

OBSERVATION BLOCK # 4

Size of group working with teacher

Time

Activities

Labels/Notes

Number of Students off-task:

Totat8nis in the room:
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

Observation Ratings
Try to complete the ratings on the same day asliservation but aftethe observation is complete.

A. TIME IN SMALL GROUP
Total Minutesof Small Group Instruction (6 or fewer):

B. FOCUS OF INSTRUCTION

What was the_mainfocusof the teachers’ instruction for each 5-minute blok you
observed (Choose up to 2 per block.)
% S Size of
] RN > 2 -~ 0 o SS Off-Task
08 | 953 . 2 5 3 & = S | Group | “rraction)
Sc 8 co e =] S S = > IS S with T
c @ 3T 3 @ 2 s £ ) n @ S 5
S g S O« = ISt 20 o < = 4] Z 5
£ | £856| € S 5 =g £ < 2
o < a8 [ali7 > 8 [aly= 6 =
Blockl
Block?2
Block3
Block4
(1 Check if you saw the use of WRFTAC templates.
C. COMPREHENSION
In a comprehension lesson, did you see any ofali@fing?
O Check here if there was no comprehension lesson.
1%} i) 2 - =y o
"6'903 é: 53 2% =g =g’§ :E gc—ué éﬁ
285| 2 | 28 |gcb| §% |BE% gE | gt | 3@
n 8 © X © o 0 ST @ V5o IS 0 > L ©
oH 2 85 B 29 x s o= S 290 £ o
Blockl
Block2
Block3
Block4

Other comprehension:
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D.

INSTRUCTION FROM TEACHER & ON-GOI

Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

NG ASSESSMENT OF L EARNING

Always rate the instruction overall (across theckk). Provide block numbers where there is
evidence of 0, 1, or 4 scores.
Remember to refer back to the rubric!

1. Lesson is clearly presented.

See block(s) #

2. The teacher models the work or thinking procgsse |

See block(s) #

3. The teacher guides students through thinking efitective
questioning.

See block(s) #

4. All students are engaged in the lesson.

See block(s) #

5. Students have opportunities to practice theesurdf the lesson. |

See block(s) #

6. The teacher monitors student understanding.

See block(s) #

7. The teacher provides clear, direct, and freqfesdback. |

See block(s) #

E.

IDENTIFICATION OF PROBLEM AREAS

Did you see any of the following “problematic” isses?

-

[0 Time is lost due to lengthy transitions or In general >4 minutes transition is a problem —
directions use your judgment for exceptions — explain i
necessary.

[0 Students were confused and teacher did not | Should be evident in your notes (at least some

adjust the lesson students answer incorrectly or inconsistently).

[1 Material seemed too easy and/or was presentéshould be evident in your notes (students

too slowly (students were bored) fidget, yawn, fall asleep).

[1 Interruptions to the 90-minute block Ss arriving late is not an interruption unless
their arrival actually disrupts the lesson.
Announcements over the loudspeaker, fire drill,
nurse coming to check for lice - these are
examples of interruptions.

[0 Round-robin reading Any time the T moves in a predictable patter
to call on the next S to read, small or large
group.

[l Other:
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Alaska Reading First 2007
Classroom Observation Protocol

F. GUIDE TO QUALITATIVE NOTES

In your qualitative notes, are there (choose all tht apply):
Especially positive examples of

(0]

[e2NelNelNeolNe]

(0]

Phonemic awareness

Phonics/decoding

Fluency

Vocabulary

Comprehension

Classroom management or student engagement
Other

Do not check “positive example of fluency” if yated the lesson below a 3 in clarity or
engagement.

Especially problematic examples of

(0]

O O0OO0O0OOo0o

Phonemic awareness

Phonics/decoding

Fluency

Vocabulary

Comprehension

Classroom management or student engagement
Other

Why?

G. OTHER COMMENTS (optional — including comments to explain yourmgs)
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CORE Site Visit Schedule 2006-2007

Anchorage School District

Airport Heights — October 18-10; March 16; April 11

Creekside Park — September 28-29; October 24-25; February 14-15; March 13-14;
May 1-2

Mountain View — October 16-17; February 21-22; April 12

Spring Hill — September 26-27; December 7-8

Ursa Minor — September 27; October 23; February 12-13

Fairbanks

Anderson — April 17

Nordale — September 27; November 1; January 31; April 19

Ticasuk Brown — September 28-29; November 2; January 30; April 18

Lake and Peninsula
South Schools — September 18-22; Contract disasedimfter that visit
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

G

Alaska Reading First Summit
March 5-6, 2007
Anchorage Hilton Hotel

DAY ONE AGENDA
Monday, March 5

8:30 a.m. — 8:45 a.m.

Welcome

» Stacy McKeown, Department of Education & Ea
Development

Alaska/Denali Room

rly

8:45 a.m. —10:00 a.m.

Keynote Address, “Refining our Teaching, fron

Good to Great”
e Anita Archer, consultant

1AIaska/DenaIi Room

10:00 — 10:15 a.m.

BREAK

10:15a.m. — 11:45 a.m

Keynote Address: “A Matter of Degrees: Getting
Underneath the Reading Research and Going Beyond
‘The Big Five™

Jill Jackson, Jackson Consulting

Alaska/Denali Room

11:45a.m. — 1:00 p.m,

LUNCH

1:.00 p.m. —4:00 p.m.

From Research to Practice: Understanding the
Sequence of Phonics and Multisyllabic Word
Instruction and Planning for Powerful Instruction
for ALL Students

Jill Jackson
*see back of sheet for description

Lupine Room

1:.00 p.m. —4:00 p.m.

Student Engagement Strategies
* Anita Archer, Consultant
*see back of sheet for description

King Salmon/lliamna
Room

1:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m.

Sustaining Reading First Outcomes Beyond
Reading First Funding

Stan Paine, WRRFTAC
*see back of sheet for description

Katmai Room

1:00 p.m. — 4:00 p.m.

Accelerating the Growth: A Review of Reading First
ELL Data Plus Strategies for Vocabulary & Oral
Language Development"

Erin Chapparro, WRFFTAC

* see back of sheet for description

Dillingham Room

1:.00 p.m. —4:00 p.m.

Comprehension Strategies for
Primary Teachers

Nancy McGivney, CORE Consultant
*see back of sheet for description

Fireweed Room
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BREAKOUT DESCRIPTIONS

Title: From Research to Practice: Understanding tle Sequence of Phonics and Multisyllabiévord
Instruction and Planning for Powerful Instruction f or ALL Students

Description: This interactive session will focus on the saferglly based research timeline of
phonics and decoding milestones and support tlieteaoach, support staff and classroom teacher
in planning meaningful instruction for studentabiistages of the phonics timeline.

Title: Getting Them All Engaged — Inclusive ActiveParticipation
Description: Do you have students who are not attending diggaaiting during your lessons?
In this session, Dr. Archer will present proceddmsactively involving ALL students in
instruction with an emphasis placed on the use@igresponses, partner responses, and written
responses. In addition procedures for involvingtldents in the reading of classroom materials
will be presented. Procedures will be explainesmadnstrated, and practiced. Examples will
represent a variety of courses and age leveldicipants will also analyze the best practices
demonstrated in videos.

Title: Sustaining Reading First Outcomes Beyond Ra&ling First Funding
Description: What will happen to our Reading First results wReading First funding expires?
In this session we will identify issues and straegelated to continuing the improved outcomes
achieved in Reading First—even after Reading Furstling has ended. This workshop will
include four parts: 1) We will learn about the cept of sustainability in the context of Reading
First elements and examine what has worked forsth@) We will identify barriers to continuing
each RF element, and how these can be overcoméfe 3)ill explore a series of organizational
strategies that have the power to make changeaadt4) Most importantly, we will have time to
work in teams, and in consultation with the trajarerdevelop a specific plan for our own schools
for sustaining our improved results over time ugitiger resources.

***%  This session is designed for Reading First Schooly. ****

Title: Accelerating the Growth: A Review of Readng First ELL Data Plus Strategies for

Vocabulary and Oral Language Development
Description: This session will reveal the results of data analifsat examined two years of
longitudinal data from the Western Region Readiingtata base. Conclusions regarding the
education of the ELL students in the Reading Firstlel will be shared and discussed.
Additional research regarding ELL students, vocatyland oral language development will be
reviewed. The application of these studies to thescoom will be shared. Time will be made
available for questions and for group discussions.

Title: Comprehension Strateqgies for Primary Teaches

Description: This session focuses on the different ways tstasgidents to access both narrative
and expository texts. Specific reading skills atrdtegies will be presented using explicit
instruction, with hands-on lesson models and practCritical strategies include but are not
limited to activating background knowledge, quastig, summarizing, making inferences,
predicting, and recognizing text structure, alltigafarly important for English learners.

Learn to apply these techniques with understanaimbfacility to your current reading program
or to grade-level-appropriate literature or contaaterials.

*** Participants attending this session will need togba teacher’s edition from the current
reading/language arts adoption.

Note: This session is designed to be a full day worfskiterefore teachers who attend this must
attend the sessions both days.
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Alaska Department of Education & Early Development

Alaska Reading First Conference
March 5-6, 2007
Anchorage Hilton Hotel

DAY TWO AGENDA
Tuesday, March 6

8:30 - 11:45

Research-validated Procedures for
Increasing Student’'s Reading Fluency

* Anita Archer, Consultant
*see back of sheet for description

King Salmon/lliamna
Room

8:30 - 11:45

Formative evaluation: Using DIBELS/CBM
progress monitoring data to inform instruction.

« Jennifer Knutson, Anchorage School
District
*see back of sheet for description

Lupine Room

8:30 - 11:45

Using Effective Teaching Strategies to Increase
Intensity of Instruction

e Erin Chapparro, WRFFTAC

*see back of sheet for description

Dillingham Room

8:30 —11:45

Sustaining Reading First Outcomes
Beyond Reading First Funding
» Stan Paine, WRFFTAC

*see back of sheet for description

Katmai Room

8:30 - 11:45

Comprehension Strategies for Primary
Teachers
« Nancy McGivney, CORE Consultant

*see back of sheet for description

Fireweed Room

11:45-1:00

LUNCH

1:00-1:30

Key Findings from Reading First,
Years 1 and 2

e Stacy McKeown, Alaska Reading First
Coordinator

Alaska/Denali Room

1:30-2:30

Keynote Address - “Dynamic Vocabulary
Instruction in the Elementary School

¢ Anita Archer, Consultant

Alaska/Denali Room

2:30 —2:45

BREAK

2:45 — 4:00

Keynote Addressontinued

Alaska/Denali Room




BREAKOUT DESCRIPTIONS

Title: Research-Validated Procedures for Increasig Student’s Reading Fluency

Description: All of us recognize fluent and non-fluent reagligr our
classrooms. Fluency is critical for a number @fsans. First, if decoding is
laborious and slow, vital cognitive resources areqn decoding rather than on
comprehension. Second, students with very lownfiyere less likely to read
books and as a result don't gain all of the giftsaracious reading: increased
decoding, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension, anting skills. Finally, lack
of fluency interferes with assignment completiod &st performance Thus, it is
important that students are not only accurate lnenf readers. In this session,
Dr. Archer will review the research on fluency grdcedures for increasing
fluency including independent reading, effectivadiag practice in all classes,
and use of repeated reading procedures. Resealidated procedures and
programs will be introduced.

Title: Formative evaluation: Using DIBELS/CBM progress monitoring data to

inform instruction

Description: Formative evaluation is a critical factor in impiog student
outcomes. Participants will

learn how formative evaluation fits into the Readkirst model, how to conduct
progress monitoring using DIBELS/CBM, and how tokenaecisions using
progress monitoring data. This break-out sessiforiparticipants who have
administered DIBELS/CBM and want to learn how te tlse data more
effectively to inform instruction.

Title: Using Effective Teaching Strategies to Inocease Intensity of Instruction

Title:

Description: In this workshop participants will deepen tHeiowledge of
intensity of instruction. We will discuss the unigerg components of how to
increase the intensity of instruction in order ¢toelerate student learning.
Examples will be provided and opportunities to pccwill be offered.

Sustaining Reading First OQutcomes Beyond Raling First Funding

Description: What will happen to our Reading First results wReading First
funding expires? In this session we will ideniggues and strategies related to
continuing the improved outcomes achieved in RepBirst—even after
Reading First funding has ended. This workshopimdlude four parts: 1) We
will learn about the concept of sustainability e ttontext of Reading First
elements and examine what has worked for oth@)sWe will identify barriers
to continuing each RF element, and how these cavéeome; 3) We will
explore a series of organizational strategiestihge the power to make change
last; and 4) Most importantly, we will have timework in teams, and in
consultation with the trainer, to develop a spegilan for our own schools for
sustaining our improved results over time usingptlRsources.

Audience: This session is designed for Reading First Schooly.
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Title: Comprehension Strategies for Primary Teaches

Description: This session focuses on the different ways teshssidents to
access both narrative and expository texts. Speehding skills and strategies
will be presented using explicit instruction, witands-on lesson models and
practice. Critical strategies include but arelimited to activating background
knowledge, questioning, summarizing, making infee= predicting, and
recognizing text structure, all particularly impanmt for English learners. Learn
to apply these techniques with understanding acititfato your current reading
program or to grade-level-appropriate literatureamtent materials.

Participants attending this session will need togha teacher’s edition from the
current reading/language arts adoption.

***Note: This session is designed to be a full daykshop, therefore teachers
who attend this must attend the sessions both days.
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Alaska Reading First Summit--March 5-6, 2007
Evaluation Results

Table
Summit Participants’ Opinions of the Summit

Percentage Distribution and Averages, by Item

LARGE GROUP

Teachers—Nancy McGivney

BREAK OUT SESSIONS

1. Research-validated Procedures for
Increasing Student’s Reading
Fluency—Anita Archer

3%

97%

1. Keynote Address-Anita Archer -- - 4% 96% 4.0 (0.2) 143
“Refining Our Practice

2. Keynote AddressTJlll Jackson “A 2% 28% 39% 30% 3.0 (0.8) 142
Matter of Degrees

BREAK OUT SESSIONS

3. Understanding the Sequence—lJill 3% 9% 28% 59% 3.4 (0.8) 32
Jackson

4, Stydent Engagement Strategies— _ _ 7% 93% 3.9(0.3) 72
Anita Archer

5. Sustaining Reading First Outcome
Beyond Reading First Funding—Stajn -- 27% 42% 31% 3.0(0.8) 26
Paine

6. Student Engagement Strategies— _ _ o _
Margo Healy & Katherine Lovan 100% 4.0(0.0) 1

7. Accelerating the Growth—Erin _ _ 86% 14% 3.1(0.4) 7
Chapparo

8. Comprehension Strategies for Primgry 2504 42% 33% 3.1(0.8) 12

4.0 (0.2)

87

2. Formative Evaluation: Using
DIBELS/CBM Progress Monitoring
Data to Inform Instruction—Jennifer
Knutson

14%

29%

57%

3.4 (0.8)

14

3. Using Effective Teaching Strategies
to Increase Intensity of Instruction—
Erin Chapparro

17%

33%

50%

3.3(0.8)

12

Funding—Stan Paine

4. Sustaining RF Outcomes Beyond RF

32%

36%

27%

2.9 (0.9)

22

Teachers—Nancy McGivney

5. Comprehension Strategies for Primary

56%

44%

3.4 (0.5)

LARGE GROUP
Key Findings from RF, Years 1 and 2+
Stacy McKeown

56%

41%

3.4 (0.6)

108

Keynote Address—Anita Archer

4%

96%

4.0 (0.2

125

G-6



Day 1

Alaska Reading First Summit—March 5-6, 2007
Responses to Open-ended Questions

—What did you like MOST about the conference?
Anita.
It was great. Short engaging sessions.
Dr. Archer's presentation was outstanding. Very engaging, and because she modeled
and we practiced, the new knowledge will stick.
Dr. Archer is a shot in the arm - shows you what to do and makes you feel you can do it.
Humor. The best conference I've been to for Reading First.
Wow. The simplicity and the encouragement of "can do" and above all, Anita Archer.
Without a doubt, Anita Archer, is the best presenter | have seen. Every teacher should
be privileged to attend a presentation/performance by her. Also, Nancy McGivney
(CORE) was excellent, as always.
Anita Archer reminds me of why | love teaching. So innovative and positive, and her
presentation is informative, interactive, and humorous. Archer's presentation and
keynote address allowed me to make many applications and strategies to implement
within my classroom. Well done.
Great choices. Dr. Archer was incredible!
The information was useful and provided ready-to-use ideas. Presenter Anita Archer was
awesome.
Upbeat presenters with valuable content.
Presentation of relevant information | can take with me and use immediately.
Enthusiasm, ideas shared, and a feeling of being empowered again. A refreshing boost
at this time of year.
The variety of concepts the presenters are sharing. It's nice to have a choice of
workshops to attend.
Anita Archer was excellent. Great speaker with amazing ideas. | will be able to apply
many skills/ideas she talked about.
Great speakers and presentations. Practical ideas to take back.
Jill Jackson gave excellent activities and how to find student gaps in their reading.
Engaging speakers.
Anita's vivaciousness.
Great keynotes - Anita Archer.
Second-year, Reading First-eligible schools participate; sessions scaffolded nicely from
previous Reading First Summit.
Anita Archer. Also, conference on Monday and Tuesday. Good days to be out of the
building.
The knowledge and ability to present of the speakers.
Anita Archer is fabulous. Her suggestions and research are fabulous and user-friendly.
Research-based; specific details.
You can take everything back and immediately use.
Long sessions are wonderful.
Very productive days. Anita Archer - excellent. Jill was also very good, but | wish she
could have provided more examples of modeling explicit instruction in comprehension -
there were examples in her packet, but it would have been better to have her model. All
teachers benefit from the modeling (i.e., Anita's excellent vocabulary, modeling of
instruction for the word "merger").
Dr. Anita Archer's opening.
Anita Archer was great. Informative, funny, great ideas.
Anita Archer's perky pace and involvement.
Anita and Jill.
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Anita Archer was a wonderful keynote speaker. | enjoyed her session on student
engagement strategies.

Humor and engagement of presenters

Our afternoon class was small, so we were able to do the activates and share with
others.

Definitely much better pacing today. Topics were more on target of classroom practices.
The keynote speakers were engaging and very informative

Primary focus. Anita's energy was great.

| really enjoyed Anita Archer's expertise. | also felt the Reading First data was uplifting
and encouraging.

Anita Archer was an exceptional presenter and kept everyone engaged and interested.
The great strategies and suggestions.

Anita Archer - great modeling.

Anita Archer's talk - very engaging. Comprehension talk - | was able to see in my
curriculum where | can use these strategies.

Research-based practices shared professionally and effectively. Humor kept us
engaged.

Anita Archer.

Anita Archer was fantastic. Her energy was contagious and she brought a lot to the table
for us to think about. Information presented is easily applicable for immediate use in the
classroom and is usable for a wide range of grade levels and abilities.

Networking.

Anita's keynote was excellent! Very understanding of reality. In session, listening to how
other schools are working towards the funding issue.

Collaboration opportunity.

Anita Archer - digging deep -deep knowledge - more than just surface into.

The modeling of good instructional technique during a presentation (Archer).

The information, seeing other educators, sharing ideas.

Fun and interesting - very engaging; lots of good ideas.

Anita Archer.

A lot of great ideas were presented; ideas that were modeled and that | can use right
away.

I love Reading First. | wish | could have participated in some of the "teacher" sessions
Anita's practical strategies, coupled with her research knowledge, presentation style,
were excellent. The handouts were really nice to have. Thank you.

The focus of the conference was specific! | liked that it provided a layering application
and not a "shotgun effect."

The presenters and the topics presented.

Anita Archer - fantastic knowledgeable presenter.

Anita Archer's keynote was a great overview and motivational too!

Item 1: Very engaging and meaningful. Item 3: Appreciated the time to practice what was
presented. Alternating keynotes with workshop break out session. Also having high
quality presenters like Anita Archer and Jill Jackson.

Limited number of speakers so that we could focus on what applied.

Anita. | liked having the whole-group addresses first and last, with breakouts in-between.
Anita was a wonderful presenter with lots of useful information.

Anita Archer's real take on literacy (very easy to relate to).

Anita was awesome.

Anita Archer was excellent, "perky," and informative. She was a great speaker with a lot
of substance and useful strategies to share. Great book-end for the conference.

Jill was too global. | would have liked her to focus on specifics - last part of presentation.
Anita Archer.

Keynote speakers.

Great speakers and presentations. Practical ideas to take back.
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The resources given and application processes taught.

Excellent - dynamic presenters.

Anita Archer - great speaker.

Good keynote by Anita.

| thought that both keynote speakers were good and engaging.

Learning new strategies to engage students and increase fluency.

Anita Archer - a very good speaker. She shared many good strategies to engage
students and to get them fluent.

| liked the keynote at the beginning of first and then coming back together at the end of
Day Two.

| needed a review of what to look for in a primary reading classroom as a principal.
Anita's pace, humor, and thorough knowledge of reading instruction left me enjoying the
experience and learning a few valuable tricks of the trade.

Enthusiastic presenters/speakers. Picked up a lot of ideas! Great offering of sessions.
Anita Archer.

Anita's first keynote. Her energy was fun and her pacing was "perky" enough to keep
people focused.

Anita Archer.

Anita Archer - she is wonderful!

| learned a lot of information | can take back to my classroom.

Anita Archer was a very motivating, engaging speaker. Audience participation kept me
involved in her sessions.

Item 4 - Super.

Very useful information that can be used immediately in the classroom. Anita Archer was
fantastic.

All of Anita’s ideas - and she uses what she teaches!

Anita Archer.

Useful meaningful information and practices.

Dr. Anita Archer.

Anita was full of humor and practical experience.

Anita.

The strategies. The enthusiasm for teaching readers from the presenters was
empowering.

Very applicable information.

Organization, credit, keynote speaker, snacks (woo! Thanks), Anita Archer.

Anita Archer.

The speakers; earning credit.

Just being here with other educators is an encouragement. The professionalism of the
team has been inspiring.

Perky pace - presenters used good teaching practices with us.

Keynote speaker, Anita Archer, was outstanding. Large room was comfortable.

The feature speakers were motivated and set the tone for this year's conference.

Anita Archer was amazingly engaging and did a wonderful job modeling. Stan Paine did
a fantastic job presenting a very difficult subject. He was very encouraging. The
conference organization was excellent. Great topics from which to choose. Thanks for
offering the summit for credit. | know that is added work, time, energy, and effort for you.
| am extremely appreciative.

Anita, of course, was absolutely wonderful!! Stan had excellent information and is
beginning to bring us all to a place where we can make those hard decisions about
sustaining this grant. Stacy, this is one of the best summits we've had. Thanks for your
hard work on this meeting.

Anita Archer was very engaging. Stan Paine helped us face reality without money. Itis
never easy to contemplate loss of funding. There was a nice balance.
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| thoroughly enjoyed the session on "Sustaining Reading First Outcomes Beyond
Reading First Funding" by Stan Paine. Excellent presentation - good information.
Principal and teacher input was very valuable too.

Anita Archer - she was wonderful. Item 5 [Sustaining Reading First.. Beyond Funding]:
made us really think about what we don't want or think about.

Dr. Archer's presentation was very motivating and interesting.

Day 1—What would you like to see added or improved?

While we are educators, it would be nicer to use more common wording or less wording.
It would be easier to remember that way.

Make it available again soon (with Dr. Archer and other presenters with talent for
presenting).

More of this quality; every bit as good as IRA. Would have much rather have more
attend this than few to IRA. Helps to get us on the same page. Thank you.

More CORE. More strategies with practical, "hands-on" materials. More modeling by
master teachers (video, etc.).

Making the choice between breakout sessions was difficult. To attend one, it was
necessary to miss another with important information. Thank you for bringing such great
presenters.

Nothing. Anita - fabulous as Keynote and break-out session.

Add: vendors from teacher stores, book stores, Alaskan crafts.

More teacher training at school district level. Would love to come back to your
conference next year.

More training in how to find student gaps in their reading.

Separate day for principal/coach session on sustainability so coaches can attend other
sessions.

Don't put two keynotes back-to-back. It is too much sitting and listening.

Great breakouts - but some of the best were scheduled on the same day and time.

N/A

It was perfect.

Everyone at my building able to attend.

There were many teachers talking during the presentations. | can see every now and
then, but they talked 90 percent of the time. Don't know what can be done.

It was great.

I'd like to see biographies of the presenters; their education, experience, etc.

Jill Jackson keynote - too many words, not enough information. Student engagement:
great way to engage but mostly requires "recall” from kids. What about the higher-level
guestioning strategies?

The breakout sessions were basically a review of previous Reading First summits.

Ice water available.

Ms. Jackson needs to move around the room just like Ms. Archer modeled.

N/A

Let us know which sessions are for Reading First fourth year. Some sessions were once
again what we have learned, and no new learning.

More Anita Archer.

| was a bit disappointed in the second keynote speaker. She had strong speaking skills;
however, | was a bit lost about what the purpose of her presentation was. This may be
due to the short notice of her being asked to present.

Practical activities and ideas that will contribute to the concept of sustaining outcomes.
Item 1: 1 would have liked the option of an advanced session for those of us further down
this path. Item 2: Really didn't do Reading First justice. Item 3: What was the message?
Don't get someone from the "B" list to fill in when the star drops out.
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« Examination of intervention programs (venders). More teachers attending.

» Differentiated instruction for different backgrounds.

»  Opportunities for more teachers to attend.

e Good format, great speakers. It's not broke - don't fix it.

* More breaks.

» Jill's presentation was not really relevant for those of us who have been in Reading First
for awhile.

e Seating first-come, first-serve; no saving of all seats beforehand.

» More application and less theory.

* Item 2: Talks too fast.

* Would have liked more new material from Anita in the afternoon. Jill Jackson said what
we've already heard many times.

e Have sessions that are just for member schools that focus on teaching strategies and
ideas. Then mark and open sessions that are for introducing and hook people to Reading
First.

* More sessions on what to do with SPED/ELL students.

» A chance to get a little of each session - shorter sessions to get in two a day, perhaps.

» Great conference.

« Jill's "Matter of Degrees" presentation was too basic for the audience she was
addressing. | know there's a desire to bring in non-Reading First schools to the training,
but we need to differentiate the keynotes if you're going to have presenters rehash
material covered at every training we've had. This might have been okay for new people,
but the pacing was too slow and too repetitive for the Reading First veterans. | know it
was difficult when Jennifer cancelled, but having another breakout would have been
better use of time and would have been more beneficial as well.

* More teachers from our school able to attend.

» Parking could be improved.

» This was a great conference! Great speakers.

» Item 2: She spoke very fast; not enough time to discuss in group.

e Time to talk with teachers at my grade level.

» Evening opportunities.

*  Warmer weather.

» Item 2: felt talked down to as an educator. | heard good things about the Jill Jackson
sectional and am disappointed that it was not offered more than once. More teachers in
state to have opportunity to listen to Anita Archer - especially first/second year teachers.

* More time; better parking.

We would like to hear more about Response to Intervention funding or any other funding
sources such as what might be coming with No Child Left Behind reauthorization.

* We need more of Anita. | learned so much.

» Dr. Archer's breakout session was the same as her morning presentation. It was slightly
disappointing.

Day 2—What did you like MOST about the conference?
Great ideas, great attitude.

» | appreciated all of the information Dr. Archer presented in a teacher-friendly format with
a great sense of humor.

» Excellent presenters - the time flew by; lots of practical information and excellent
modeling and opportunities to practice, to talk, and share with other participants; treats
were good, too.

» Perky pace. Wealth of information. Great job

» Information; handouts; Anita Archer; clarity for application
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The best thing about the conference was Anita Archer. The second best thing was the
fluency block on Tuesday morning. It was well-presented and valuable. Focusing on
“"the big five" is a great idea.

Dr. Archer's "real" examples of research to practice were outstanding.

Anita, Anita, Anita.

Key areas. Great speakers.

Anita Archer - very engaging and energetic.

The speaker and information given was excellent. Anita was fabulous; keynote fabulous.
Knowing my school is using Harcourt, and students are doling well. Seeing my co-
workers from other districts. It's nice to hear how my old students are doing.

Learned a lot of skills that can be applied in my classroom.

Anita Archer, excellent; Jill Jackson, great.

Reaffirmation.

Jennifer Knutson did an awesome presentation. We will use her information to
modify/build upon the reading skills block we have started - along with writing goals
Valuable practical information.

Anita Archer's presentations.

Anita's energy.

| truly enjoyed Anita Archer. She was totally knowledgeable and refreshing.

Anita Archer - Instructional tools and ideas.

A breakout in the morning. Anita was a great speaker - hands on, wonderful ideas for us
to use. Thank you.

The keynote was excellent. Very real. Very informative. Very useful

All presentations dove-tailed and supported each other with focus on specific details.
Anita Archer made the conference very enjoyable.

| really liked having the long sessions. | really liked Tuesday's schedule with the keynote
in the afternoon.

Excellent content and speakers - all in all, very good session! Good, practical
applications.

Dr. Anita Archer's lecture.

Anita Archer provided enough research to validate our instructional change.

Practical application we can integrate into H.M.

Everything.

Anita Archer is a wonderful presenter.

Topics seemed more relevant; didn't focus so much on first-year teacher needs. Thanks
for all of the reminders

Dr. Archer was excellent.

The accommodations at the Hilton are very nice and comfortable. The atmosphere was
very positive.

Keynote speaker was excellent!

The information was extremely relevant and could be applied in the classroom.

Stan Paine - sharing of ideas.

Professional, research-based; humor kept us engaged.

Anita Archer

Anita Archer was fantastic.

Staff able to network and listen to experts - Anita Archer.

Hearing other ideas. Spending time to plan, share. Great vocabulary keynote section -
great ideas, very helpful.

Research-based practice (validated).

Information tied closely to the research in Anita Archer's sessions.

Keynote by Archer was excellent; the modeling of effective strategies [was] timely.

The presentation; the information.

Anita.
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Anita Archer's energy made the session go quickly and gave useful ideas | can use
tomorrow!

Anita Archer is a good speaker.

| went back to Anita after an incredible day and it was a good choice.

Again, the application and focus.

Fantastic speakers and breakouts.

Many interesting and exciting choices.

Anita again.

Anita Archer.

Dynamic speakers. Allowing non-Reading First teachers to attend.

Anita was a very engaging speaker but | also learned a lot. Thank you.

Anita Archer.

The variety of sessions offered and the great ideas shared.

Lecture, location.

Anita. Great.

Item 5: Enjoyed the time to work with my team on sustaining our practice.

Stan Paine gave useful time for developing our own School Sustainability Plan.
Anita Archer was both knowledgeable and engaging. She practices what she preaches.
Very positive; very relevant.

Anita Archer.

Very engaging speakers. Many examples | can take into my classroom.

Same as yesterday [Day 1].

| totally appreciated the humor.

Anita Archer is a great presenter.

Great.

Good speakers - got some great ideas/suggestions to take back to the classroom.
Good keynote on vocabulary!

Keynote speakers had good energy.

Strategies to increase fluency.

| appreciated being able to attend different sessions during each day. Again, Anita
Archer was very engaging.

Anita was great. What a wonderful model.

The quality of the presentations

| enjoyed Dr. Archer's sessions! Most beneficial were the clips from her sessions that
modeled the practice or strategy.

Anita Archer.

The enthusiasm and new instruction techniques in reading. | hope to try some.
Meaningful. Current. Many immediately useful applications to take back to my school.
All of Anita Archer's presentations.

Anita.

Anita Archer was awesome!

Item 7: Exciting data - academic growth! Anita Archer sessions.

Anita Archer.

Dr. Anita Archer. All of Anita's presentations were incredible. This was great!
Again, for a second day, the enthusiasm for teaching reading from the presenters. The
presenters had thoughtful research-based strategies to offer that | can put into my
strategies toolbox.

Anita was great - what an inspiration!

Anita! Awesome.

Item 1: Wonderful - more like A/O

Information distributed in sessions; hands-on activities.

Anita Archer was very informative and a great presenter.

Anita Archer.
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The perky-paced speaker with the myriad of ideas for increasing vocabulary and fluency.
Every session | attended were productive, informative, and encouraging. I'm doing some
things right! Neat to hear results.

Working and learning with my co-workers; good presenters. Validated what we are doing
in our school, but still got refinement.

Keynote speaker; useful, easy-to-adapt skills to teach fluency; and the professional
development opportunities.

Jennifer gave "practice time" to determine progress monitoring. This was helpful.

Stan Paine was very accessible and seemed to care about what was happening in our
school. He encouraged people to share ideas as a group and gave us time to work on
our plans. | enjoyed his "wrap-up" slide show with music, and the end of his
presentation.

Anita; sustainability discussion; collaborating with colleagues.

There was a nice balance between training and encouragement.

Once again, | enjoyed Part Il with Stan Paine, Great presenter with lots of informative
material. He got me "thinking" and in the right direction

Item 4: Great to see the data.

Bringing up a national speaker who is really up on current research and showing how it
looks in the classroom was excellent.

It was great to hear what goes on at other schools. Dr. Archer had a wonderful keynote
on vocabulary.

Day 2—What would you like to see added or improved?

Videos of Dr. Archer's modeling made available to principals/Reading Specialists/
coaches

Keep at it with great presentations

Bring Anita Archer back. Also, recognized experts demonstrating various
techniques/practices, etc., like Anita showed in her vocabulary presentation.

More opportunities to attend break-out sessions.

More depth/time for Jill.

More time to coach teachers more.

More professional development like this.

| would like for our motivational speaker, Ms. Archer, to schedule future speeches for a
larger audience

To bring more teachers.

The slides for each available on-line. | want the information from the classes | didn't
attend also, as well as sharing with teachers at school.

Anita Archer was wonderful.

More real-world classroom implementation on how to employ Reading First techniques.
Another day to get to more things.

Vocabulary instruction this afternoon is similar to Linda Diamond's keynote last year.
Regarding the session: Using Effective Teaching Strategies...: Erin - there were a lot of
side conversations going on throughout the session (participants who talked on and on
throughout much of the session with each other.) It was very distracting. A suggestion
would be to ask folks at the very beginning to attend to one conversation - then pre-treat
the issue so that it is not an issue. | would have appreciated you speaking quietly to
offenders once they started this behavior. You have a very appealing presentation style
and it sounds like some good information. It was hard to focus because of the
distractions. If you moved around the room it might help folks maintain focus better.
NA

Everything was fine and well-planned.

Proved sustainability.
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Presentation at district level for all K-5 teachers (Mat Su) and administration.
Reinforcement of effective instructional techniques that are effective.

More Anita!

Extra day so we could attend all sessions!

Get Anita Archer to teachers.

Spread the knowledge, enthusiasm, and "perkiness" of Dr. Archer to all teachers.

More movement.

ESL - teaching strategies.

Item 5: Needed to provide some activities, mix up presentation style. Good information,
slow pace.

New information for people who have been in the Reading First program since its
beginning.

I would have liked to be able to go to more sessions. Maybe three days would allow a
couple more choices.

Jennifer Knutson said most of the same things she did at leadership conference.
Different strands that are more focused toward members.

Nothing. The number of sessions and the content were perfect and addressed the
needs/concerns schools have regarding student academic progress.

Perhaps this little sample of information is not enough to use - do | jump in with both feet,
read up some more, and go for it?

Web site and bibliography in packet. Data should have a control group.

Item 4: Session could use more hands-on techniques.

Receipts for parking. Cell phones were an interruption.

Sectionals offered twice or video tape sectionals to be distributed to teachers in schools
to improve their delivery of reading instruction. ARFS participants could facilitate the
viewing of the videos

| would appreciate a dynamic speaker, similar to Anita, who could provide strategies to
increase comprehension. Additionally, it would be helpful to have time to work with
grade-level teachers - exchanging ideas, tips, suggestions, tricks - the things that are
working at their schools.

Item 5: Presenter: F!

More time.

Nothing - this was a good one.

We would like to hear more information on Response to Intervention Funding and any
additional funding sources that might be available.

More Anita.

| think the sustainability break-out could have been one day. It would have been nice to
go to another session during this conference.

Dr. Knutson's workshop was very informative; it would have been very beneficial at the
beginning of the year for me, as a first-year teacher.

Day 2—Other Comments/Suggestions:

Enjoyed all two days listening to Anita. Finally some information | can use! | was
relieved we didn't have another boring conference. Anita was impressive. | feel
educated.

It was a lot of information to digest at one sitting and it came at you fast.

Thank you for allowing MAT for District to come to this very helpful conference.
Thanks for a wonderful conference. | felt fortunate to be here.

Nice job. Thanks for having 'others' participate.

It's great you invited non-Reading First schools as, for the most part, they are most in
need. Also, the program was well-organized and the focus was clear and practical.
Publicize the Web site (EEDs) and the various conferences pertaining to reading and
instruction. Also, DIBELS training. How can other schools find out about it?
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This was the best conference I've been to.

Thank you

Less all-day (both breakout) commitment - I'd like to go for more breadth, variety.
Great conferences. The best in years.

More teachers need to be able to attend this question.

Would have preferred that the 1/2 day Sustainability sessions for coaches and principals
be at a different time (a Day 3) like we've done in the past so coaches could attend other
sessions (like Anita Archer's Fluency).

The two-day conference was outstanding.

Awesome conference.

Wonderful.

Very well organized throughout the conference.

Absolutely great!

Hilton is a nice facility but they need to turn up the heat in the large rooms.

| would like to know more about the academic and professional background of our
presenters.

Anita is tremendous.

Very well planned, good timing between sessions, lunch, and breaks.

Anita Archer is a great presenter. | really enjoyed listening to her.

Water bottles available.

Add a luncheon to the program.

Very nice!

Anita should speak to more teachers in Alaska.

More teachers attending! Thanks.

Nicely organized. Good timing for sessions and breaks. Thanks for bringing Anita and
Jill. They were terrific.

Put cookies out in the afternoon, not morning.

If a person has heard the presentation before, maybe they should be told to choose a
different session.

| appreciated the findings and results of our work the past couple of years. Itis nice to
see positive results from what we are doing.

Having a presenter that is engaging and has a sense of humor, especially at the end,
was great.

| would encourage more ice water be made available throughout the day. Also, cookies
are a rough way to bring a start to the day, nutritionally-speaking. Great conference,
otherwise.

Thanks, well done.

Very enthusiastic.

Would love to have more training with Dr. Archer.

This even was not listed on the Anchorage School District My Learning Plan. It should
have been. Future events should be listed.

Great conference.

Great conference.

It was nice that there were less people in attendance this year. Last year was too
crowded.

| would be better to hold the conference at the end of the week rather than at the
beginning. Also, the week before spring break is difficult. This means two weeks with no
instruction for my students just two weeks before testing (plus it is the end of quarter).
Yikes.

It is good to have summit meetings.

Thanks Stacy.

This was the most productive and best summit | have every been to. A lot of great
information.
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Alaska Reading First Leadership Team
Data Retreat, Nov 30-Dec 1, 2006
Evaluation Results

Table 1
Roles of Data Retreat Participants
(N=54)
Role Percentage (n)
Teacher 44% (24)
Coach 17% (9)
Principal 9% (5)
tsegiﬂgl ed/resource 7% (4)
Other 7% (4)
Bilingual resource teacher 6% (3)
Titlel staff 6% (3)
Counselor 2% (1)
Aide 2% (1)
Table 2

Organization and Content of Presentations
Participants’ Ratings

Percentage Distribution
Presentation 1 2 3 4 5 Average N
Low (SD)
Alaska RF 46
Update - - - 44% 56% (0. 5) 52
(McKeown) '
Problem 4.7
Solving -- -- -- 27% 73% (0'4) 52
(Knutson) '
Evaluation Your
Wide Reading _ _ 0 o o 4.7
Program 2% 26% 2% (0.5) 53
(Chapparro)
Overall - - - 9 0 4.7
30% 70% (0.5) 43
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Alaska Reading First Leadership Team
Data Retreat, Nov 30-Dec 1, 2006
Evaluation Results—Responses to Open-ended Questson

What were the highlights of the meeting?

e The knowledge of how to refine interventions argtrinction that we are doing in the classroom.

e Seeing success! Meeting with team/opportunitylam pnd evaluate.

» How to deal with sustainability. Time to discuss aaeds as a school, based on data, and then
how to address them.

« | thought the presenters were excellent and veopdledgeable about reading.

» Case histories and being able to ask Jenny spegiéstions about why we emphasize NWF at the
second level versus reading level.

» | especially liked the hands-on compiling of data going over individual case studies. It was
very informative and helpful.

* Erin and group data; Jenny and individual caseiesud

» Being able to see case studies and brainstormheiget

» Hearing other schools and their Reading First corecand successes.

» Being able to share real data; sharing ideas angtits.

»  Working with Erin; Looking at data for groups; JgnQualitative analyzing of the DIBELS data

* Analyzing data and applying to our own students.

e Opportunity to work as a team with Erin.

» Opportunities to brainstorm with colleagues.

» The sharing of different schools was so helpful!

» Time for discussion.

» Seeing how other schools/kids are doing. Havirerpprovide suggestions.

* The case studies.

» Case studies.

e The training was very useful and assisted in motingext steps to refine our program delivery.

e Graphing group data and determining how many wpeisveek were needed for group/student to
meet goals.

» | really enjoyed Erin's presentation. That was m#&armation-- to see if what you are doing in an
intervention group is working.

» Erin's information was presented well and will lseful at the schoolwide level.

» Action plans; evaluating intervention effectivendssinstorming on "problem" kids;
celebrations.

» Case study; evaluation of our own data.

» This is my first year with Reading First and evamy is a highlight for me. | am a reading
teacher but | never get the chance to progresstardigcause that is the homeroom teacher's job
in our building. So | learned about "Dibeling" fat to do with the data. Now | know where I'm
standing.

e Hearing that we are making a difference!

» Statewide Reading First graph information; heafiog other buildings.

» Taking time out to specifically "focus" on reading.

» | enjoyed having time to process with my distreain; reflect on effectiveness at the building
level.

* Information sharing.

» Collaborating.

» Jennifer's work with DIBELS; the numerous handsaotivities at both sessions.

» Focus on the intervention process in Erin's session

e Time and guidance for dialogue
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e Collaboration time with other Reading First schools

» Problem-solving individual students; district amth@ol goal setting; how to determine adequate
progress

»  Time with our staff.

» Jennie's was fantastic. Everything was very uséfghve us some ideas for inservice, along with
reading information. She is always so helpful givéts us practical information.

» Discussion time with my group about what we arerligsy; case studies, getting ideas from other
schools.

» Looking closer at data and how to best utilizelitstening to how other sites are using data.

e Working through all our students' data

» Understanding the DIBELS data and how to use it.

» Group discussions; action plans (examples); caskest; evaluation of our data.

» Looking at the intervention group's progress an#lingaa plan for the next interventions, starting
in January.

» Time to talk with our team under the support of wrexlgeable trainers who could guide us.

» Brainstorming and learning how to analyze data.

* Tools: Alterable Instruction Variables; Proces®eftoding Evaluation

» Getting ideas from other teachers/presenters.

» In-depth and specifics on using data.

» Problem-solving of other school data.

» Hearing form other schools; looking at DIBELS eramalysis

» Problem-solving with each other and other schools.

e The overview and evaluation of an effective reaginggram. The feeling of success in my
classroom, grade level, and schoolwide progress

» Listening to what is working at other schools

» Erin's presentation was very helpful as we weresoog if we were going in the right direction
schoolwide. Stacy and Jennifer are always exdellen

What could be improved?

* The meeting rooms were too small and very hot.

»  Fresh fruit platters!

« Adifferent location to stay; other than that, gx@re was awesome!

» All presenters were focused and prepared, and meseery well.

e Youdid an excellent job! Temperature of room abég!

* We missed the cookies!

e The training was awesome!

*  Environment; one room too hot, one too cold. Alsajould be great to have copies of the
PowerPoints for sharing with other staff members.

*  More time to work in our teams.

* Room temperature.

» Planning for the presentation. It was not relayed we were to present without working as a
group first.

* The heat in the room

* Move the content pace a little faster; be more iipean what to bring to the training.

« More time spent on own school planning and not sochhon other schools' problems.

e Jenny's day was good reminders, but we really djrbave been trained in error analysis and a
little quicker review could have been better; mimee problem solving.

*  Warmer rooms. It's cold in here! More time torplgith your school and/or other schools.

* More group talk.

» Pair with schools that have the same core readingram.

» Pairing like core programs with like from differedistricts, i.e., Harcourt with Harcourt, etc.
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* Principals share in responsibility of coaches.

* More breaks.

« Start and stop times need to be adhered to; sitkeecsations.

» Additional case study reviews.

» | think many more staff are ready to learn moreutlgata! Wish they could have been here to see
speakers outside the school.

» Some of the information was glossed over rathecldyi Consider minimizing the presented
information to increase learning.

e Let us know more specific data we needed to bring.

« Warmer rooms away from exit doors; Internet access.

e Hilton - sitting next to door - very drafty.

* A warmer room; snacks.

* Room temperature.

e More movement during learning --sitting too long.

*  Working on sustainability plans.

* More time to work as a team; getting together chsairare commodity.

* Nothing; these meetings were effective.

* The rooms were too crowded; not enough water. fétheral Reading First situation was glossed
over.

» One thing that would be helpful would be to havéoak see" at some of the SRB supplemental
materials available. We would like to know moreaibFast Forward.

How will you use the information at your school?

« | will use the information to help with student ¢satting and self-evaluation instruction.

* We will begin to more closely analyze the data &ildr to students' needs.

e | will track the average growth in my reading greup

»  Will share more individual goals at grade-level timags.

» Share with staff and start collecting data; try eneariations on tests and more interventions.

» To share at grade level/ Reading First staff inserto see what further work we can do for small
groups or individuals that aren't moving.

» To change or improve instruction

e Share with grade level partner.

» Better meet my students' needs; being able to a@ahy class.

* In grade-level data meetings, looking deeper at.dat

« Data analyzing provides specific information, sasgessing to instruction can be done.

» Refine/change procedures for assessing/analyziegsnaf intensive students.

*  We'll be re-evaluating our top priorities and what action plans will be.

* We were able to spend some time as a team to noake changes in what is not working and
we're going to try some of the ideas.

» For evaluating students, program and presentation.

»  Will share with other teachers and it gives ustariore options to help move kids forwards.

* The leadership team will meet soon to discuss taygals developed during this training.

e Look more closely at DIBELS data group and indiadu

« It made me think "again" about getting teachers their p.m. booklet to analyze the errors.

e The average reading growth information will be used

e To help guide the reading intervention times - @sgjgvhat resources to use.

e Use as discussion points for next grade-level mgsti

» To help keep the focus! Stay on task and keegges on the goal!

» Share handouts and ideas for refining and inteingjfgielivery.

* More meetings with teacher; more focused.
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» Follow-up intervention process.

e Restructure our plan for all our new leadershipva as for future new staff.

» Evaluation of individual students in interventiomdaalso their groups to determine effectiveness.

*  Writing interventions with goals that reflect adatpiprogress.

* In many ways--running data meetings, looking at#jmekids in a different way, focusing on
whether the instruction is effective.

» Use data more to drive instruction

» Taking data farther; what other interventions cduddused?

* | plan to use a lot of the information. | will skkamost at the grade-level meetings. We will also
work through some of this in our Reading Leader§i@am meetings.

» Todrive instruction and interventions.

» Discuss with team.

» Share with staff at data meetings, grade-level imget

* To move forward, to be more intentional in our imentions.

»  Supporting at-risk readers (strategic/intensive)

* Use ideas to attempt to have better/more effestivdent lessons.

» Can't wait to meet with team partner to fine tumgriuctions for intensive learners.

» Data review.

» Share at grade-level meetings.

» Data, data, and more data. Try to implement a Walktervention program for first grade

« Continue to use the tools that are ingrained ane baen district wide implemented. Use the data
to drive my instruction

e | am new to Reading First, so all of this was infative and helped me make better sense of the
whole intervention process.

*  We will be better informed to do a better job wstihdents, digging deeper and making better
decisions schoolwide.

What would you like to have training on in the futue?

» The "other" things you can do - screenings - thBEMS book - "now what do we do?" Kind of
stuff.

* Help with sustainability and more activities thagage kinders.

e How to sustain the program after money runs out.

» Some of the additional intervention programs, Fast Forward, Rode to Code, etc.

» More sharing what has worked well among schools.

» DIBELS for new teachers.

e Continued dialogue with other teachers, and shadiegs

» Don't forget to keep us posted on training for rstaf.

* Not sure.

» Sustainability of program after funding runs out.

» Techniques to assist slow learners, SPED kids.

» Techniques | can use for my special ed studentsiandlearners.

» Parental involvement.

* Linda M--- Bell

*  What do we do with most intensive students.

We would like Stacy to come and train us on obsgrd.l. and opportunities to respond; also
more LMB training.

e How to help children who are failing.

* Types of interventions to try.

* The program-specific templates.

* More hands-on with data and group problem-solving.
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e Systemic integration of Reading First with all ateabjects.
 More ESL strategies.

» Keep pushing us to do more with data.

»  Other reading interventions.

* More exchange with other schools.

» Overall DIBEL training: assessing, analyzing, ewadilng, etc.
* More time to work as a team.

» Creating systematic pyramid of interventions witkffs

e Sharing of in-depth interventions.

* More error analysis; more information about FastWeod, GATE.
* More sharing and discussion!

« How to effectively increase time on interventions.

Other Comments:

 Well done! Good pacing.

* | think it would be great if some of the books nieneéd were available for purchase.

« | felt this was useful to "where I'm at" in my RéagliFirst journey, rather than being handed "top
down" preaching about...

» Agreatjob, team!

* The hotel could have done a better job; temperahatcold water. It was okay.

*  Thanks!

e What do we do with lack of funding?

e Thanks for the candy!

e Great job coordinating the two days.

* Snacks.

*  Thanks much.

* Very organized - great information.

*  Thanks!

* Thank you. Good to hear from other schools - gisds.

» Thanks for everything!

* Thanks.

« Jenny's presentation, question and answer, was baitdr than one she did in Anchorage for a
huge group a year or two ago. | enjoyed her hgraasll expertise shared in a more down-to-earth
way. Thank you
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