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Executive Summary

In the third year of implementation (2006—2007),affyng Reading First witnessed continued
successes. These included improvements in profedsievelopment, refinement of technical
assistance, and fine-tuning of intervention systeRerhaps even more importantly, the pattern
of significant gains in student reading achievenoemtinued. The year was also a time of
transitions. While bringing on a new round of szispthe project established continuation
criteria for the first round of schools and workeith them to plan for sustainability.

Remaining challenges include paraprofessionalisgaffnd its impact on group size, as well as
the durability of Reading First structures in sdsas they transition out of full grant funding.
These and others are summarized in more detawbelo

Student Achievement

To measure the progress of students in readingyytiming Reading First schools use the
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skiltg DIBELS. The 2006—2007 school year saw
continued gains in student achievement, includtagssically significant increases in the
percentage of students at benchmark in all graetgden fall 2006 and spring 2007.

Looking across years, round 1 schools—completieg third year of implementation—made

sustained increases in the percentage of studebé&nhehmark (see Figure E-1). Changes from
spring 2006 to spring 2007 were statistically digant in kindergarten, first, and second grades.
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Figure E-1. Percentage of Students at Benchmark adhe DIBELS, Round 1
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Round 2 schools—completing their first year of iempkentation—also saw increases in the
percentage of students at benchmark from basalitteetend of their first year (see Figure E-2).
Changes from spring 2006 to spring 2007 were izl significant in first, second, and third
grades, but not in kindergarten.
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Figure E-2. Percentage of Students at Benchmark adhe DIBELS, Round 2

In addition, the percentage of students needirensive intervention—those furthest behind—
decreased significantly from fall 2006 to sprin@20n kindergarten and third grade, but not in
first or second grade. Across years, round 1 dshwave continually reduced the percentage of
students requiring intervention; round 2 schoat® ahowed substantial decreases. These
changes were particularly notable in second gradbdth groups of schools.

Analysis of longitudinal data (examining progre$stodents over three years) showed successes
with students who began Reading First in kindesgartBy the end of second grade, the data
show an improved retention of students at benchroamkpared to last year, as well as upward
movement of many formerly struggling students todbenark. However, approximately one in
four students who began kindergarten in the intengroup remained there at the end of second
grade.

Professional Development

Professional development in 2006—2007 faced thkecitge of meeting diverse participant
needs. The state provided a menu of offeringgydeslito meet these needs while responding to
school interest in broad topics. In this they wargely successful; schools appreciated the
guality, timeliness, and responsiveness of profesgidevelopment.

Principal training in observations was particulasigll received; it provided principals with
hands-on practice and useful observation tooldgs @mphasis on instructional leadership may

vii



explain the large increase in teachers who recdeedback from their principal at least
monthly. Moreover, principals placed a high ptipon observations and believed that they
were an important support to teachers. Howeveeldeof instructional leadership were not even
across schools; at a few, teachers rarely sawpheicipal in their reading classroom or at
reading meetings.

There were notable improvements in professionatldgwment for coaches compared to
previous years. Coaches were positive about sdiges, with highest praise for a State Expert
training about their core program. Other enhanegsi@cluded providing explicit training in
coaching methods and changing from a distanceitegata in-person format.

Professional development for teachers was prouidedigh two venues: the annual Summer
Institute and ongoing work with their reading coadlihe Summer Institute focused on training
in templates and lesson maps, which most teachinsds relevant to their work. Although
some attendees found it mostly review, principaied that this training was one of their
primary resources for bringing new teachers upt®ed on Reading First, a support that will
become all the more important as schools addrestaisability.

The coaching of teachers at the building level gled job-embedded, sustained, and
individualized professional development for teashévlost teachers received a variety of
supports from coaches, including regular obsermatend feedback. Teachers found these
supports useful and many believed that coaches avsignificant part of instructional change at
their schools. While most teachers said they dicknow what they would do without their
coach, a few round 1 teachers felt they were outigigp them.

Technical Assistance

Improved support from technical assistance progiees a major success of the year. Most
schools contracted with one of four different po®ris, who gave onsite, differentiated assistance
to the entire school staff. For many schools rthesvider became a trusted and integral part of
the improvement process. However, some schools eeseenthusiastic, and found that their
providers were inaccessible or did not visit agdiently as they would have liked.

Similar to previous years, schools were extremeBitive about the support they received from

state project staff members. This was particuladiable as 2006—2007 saw a change in project
leadership at the state level; schools felt thiatttansition was smooth and well planned.
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Instruction

Reading instruction in Wyoming Reading First sclsadtilized a common core program; teacher
satisfaction with core programs increased steanligr the past three years, with almost
universal satisfaction by spring 2007. Fidelitythie core program remained high; teachers were
invested in teaching the core “as intended,” oftdlowing the precise language laid out in the
teacher’'s manual. The learning curve previous$peisited with the corresponding lesson maps
and templates (used by 11 schools), was diminigtretiany and they became well integrated
into lessons.

In addition, most schools extended their readinglbbeyond the required 90 minutes, adding
an additional 30-90 minutes of daily reading instian. In combination with other structures,
such as the implementation of walk-to-read, thisagiced the ability of teachers to provide
differentiated instruction. Particularly in classms with no paraprofessional support during the
reading block (the case for more than half of cla@s), teachers felt that ability grouping
through walk-to-read helped enormously.

Remaining concerns included the limited availapitit paraprofessional support to lower group
sizes, and enhancing student engagement and dassnanagement practices.

Interventions

Refinement of intervention programs was a focusstfuctional efforts in 2006—2007,
particularly for round 1 schools. Interventions—d#idnal, targeted work for struggling
students—were the focus of much technical assistamcaining for providers, largely
specialists and paraprofessionals, was also enggtasMany schools implemented a
replacement core, designed for use with those staderthest behind, which perhaps factored
into the high levels of satisfaction with interviemt materials.

The addition of the replacement core also perhapkmms a shift in the intensity of
interventions at round 1 schools; while slightlwés students received any type of intervention,
more students received interventions that wereagwedd over six weeks or longer. Teachers
described interventions as more deliberate an@tagdghan previously. Coaches reported that
they had reduced their intervention group sizasotonore than six students.

Still, only 58 percent of schools were able to seaall eligible students. Insufficient staffing was
cited as the primary obstacle; available spacealgsan issue. Several schools were concerned
about anticipated cuts in paraprofessional stafhbers for 2007—2008 and the impact of those
cuts on the capacity, intensity, and efficacy ¢éimentions.

Finally, addressing the needs of Native Americaeits remains an outstanding concern. Staff
members from the four schools with large Native Aican populations regularly report that

these students require more work with vocabuladytzackground knowledge. Although

coaches and principals felt that they were medtiege students’ needs in reading, teachers were
much less confident. This will be an area of fartexploration for the 2007—-2008 evaluation.



Sustainability

Sustainability, or what will happen as schools ¢faon out of Reading First, came to the
forefront in 2006—2007. In the middle of theirrthyear of implementation, round 1 schools
applied to continue into a fourth year with redut@ading. Principals felt that the state did a
good job of supporting them in addressing sustalifbabnd were generally optimistic about
their prospects.

While schools clearly have some of the charactesishat favor long-term sustainability
(positive outcomes, leadership stability, and facabmmitment), they lack others. Round 1
schools face some real challenges as they movafdrwithout the same level of financial
support. Most rely heavily on their coaches tonpote fidelity to the core program, collection
and use of assessment data, and meaningful caliédror Teachers in particular do not feel
prepared to maintain these components of ReadnsgWwithout the support of their coaches.
Furthermore, some schools regularly see a high tdweacher turnover and need support in
integrating their new teachers into the Readingtirodel.

In the face of these challenges, round 1 schodlsvesd continued support as they reshape their
structures to maintain Reading First without theegeus grant funding they previously enjoyed.

Recommendations

The evaluation made several recommendations baesedthese findings, many of which
focused on sustainability. These included: comtittuengage new schools in early and ongoing
discussions about sustainability; garner supporHaring results with multiple stakeholders;
develop a vision for what coaching might look likeross schools with reduced funding; and
provide new teachers at round 1 schools with adceRgading First training.

Recommendations in other areas included: helpaesthools that were unhappy with their
technical assistance providers broker new arrangemnelarify expectations of and training for
the state reading coach; provide training in aréastified by schools as needs; involve districts,
particularly those new to Reading First, as muchassible; help find ways to maximize support
from paraprofessionals; and continue to train iréation providers.

Recommendations for the 2007—2008 evaluation imduthclude classroom observations;
investigate more fully the needs of Native Ameritgarners; and collect data from round 1
schools with a focus on sustainability issues.



Chapter One:
Introduction

Reading First

Reading First is a federal initiative authorizedThte |, Part B, Subpart 1 of the
Elementary and Secondary Education &stamended by th¢o Child Left Behind Aatf
2001. Often characterized as “the means by winietgbals of NCLB are to be
achieved,” Reading First provides an unprecedeseount of funding and focused
support for the improvement of K-3 reading instiact with the ultimate goal of
ensuring that all children read at grade leveli®yend of third grade. In support of this
goal, Reading First funds states to support congmrgkie programs to improve reading
instruction at selected Reading First schools, @as more broadly in the state.

Most funds states receive under Reading Firstistaliited to selected Reading First
districts and schools, which are eligible for tharg based on state-determined criteria
(generally a combination of poverty level and higtof low reading performance).
While states vary in their plans to implement Regdtirst, most states’ plans include
many of the following expectations of grantee sdioo

» Selection and implementation of core reading pnognaaterials from a list of
approved research-based materials or evidencedhatreading program
materials have been selected on the basis of eotigevaluation process.

» Selection and implementation of research-basedmrgaadterventions from a
list of approved research-based materials (ornagaidence of rigorous
review of materials).

» Attendance of all K-3 staff members at a specsdaech-based Summer
Reading Institute each year, as well as the sghtipal and district K—12
special education teachers.

» Hiring of a full-time reading coach to provide merihg, coaching, training,
and demonstration lessons. Some small schooiseupirt-time coaches;
some larger schools in some states have both iggadaches and assessment
coordinators.

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

» Attendance of reading coaches, district-level comirs and principals at
regular state-provided professional development.



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

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

» Agreement to visits from independent evaluatora@ls as state and federal
Reading First administrators, and use of their lbaed.

Wyoming Reading First

The Wyoming Department of Education (WDE) made aw&o 10 schools in spring
2004; these round 1 schools began implementatitimei2004—2005 school year. A
second round of two schools received awards img@006 and began implementation
in the 2006—2007 school year. Table 1-1 listslthschools with subgrants.

Table 1-1
Wyoming Reading First Schools
School, by District (Cohort)
Big Horn Natrona
Burlington (1) Grant (1)

Rocky Mountain (1) Midwest (1)
Fremont 21 Mountain View (1)
Fort Washakie (1) Southridge (2)
Fremont 25 University Park (2)
Ashgrove (1) Willard (1)

Jackson (1)
Lincoln (1)

The External Evaluation

The Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory seasethe external evaluator for
Wyoming Reading First. The approved evaluatiomiporates both formative and
summative evaluation components to examine theviatig broad areas:

» Effectiveness of the technical assistance providegtant recipients
* Quality and level of implementation of statewideaRieg First activities
* Impact of Reading First activities on desired studed teacher outcomes

This report summarizes evaluation data collectethduhe 2006—2007 school year.



Chapter Two:
Evaluation Data and Methods

The evaluation of Wyoming Reading First collectatidabout both the implementation
and the impact of the project. As in past yedrs gvaluation relied on information from
a variety of instruments and respondents to caph@experience of a wide range of
project participants.

The evaluation instruments used in 2006—2007 irdude following:

Spring surveys—surveys of teachers, coaches, principals, anddistaff

Interviews—extended, open-ended interviews with principals @rathes

Focus groups—focus groups conducted with classroom teachers

Student assessmentsK—3 assessment scores on the DIBELS

Every year, evaluation instruments undergo a cohgrgive review and revision
process. The instruments used this year weresmmjar to those used in the previous
year’s evaluation; a large proportion of survey ardrview items were retained in order
to permit an analysis of change over time. Thesewieowever, 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 viewgofmhultiple stakeholders
while minimizing data collection burdens on schaotl project staff members

Copies of all instruments are included in the Agjien
The remainder of this chapter describes each sethestruments in detail, including the

selection process and/or response rates obtairedrgnlimitations or cautions about the
data collected.



Surveys

In spring 2007, surveys were administered to scht@ff members involved in Reading
First. The surveys were designed to gather inftionan school and classroom
practices, perceptions of Reading First, and i{gaich during the 2006—2007 year of
implementation. These surveys included:

* Principal survey (60 items)
* Reading coach survey (114 items)

» Teacher survey for staff members who taught K—8irgpduring the past
year (not including aides or student teachers) (telis)

» District survey for district Reading First coordiaes (32 items)

The surveys contained close-ended questions abeag eelated to grant implementation
including: assessments, use of the core programest grouping, collaboration,
professional development, beliefs and attitudesibBeading First, and sustainability.

Coach, principal, and teacher surveys were mailéld reading coach at each school
with explicit instructions for administration. Timprove response rates, coaches were
encouraged to set aside time for survey completianstaff member meeting or other
already reserved time. Survey instructions engrdaespondents to be candid and
honest in their answers and assured respondemtdeatiality; cover sheets for each
survey further explained the purpose of the suamyintended use of the data. To
further encourage honest responses, each respomdemfiven a confidentiality envelope
to seal before retuning their survey. Completasiesgs were collected by the reading
coach, who mailed them back to NWREL within a sfeditimeframe.

NWREL received surveys from 12 of the 12 schoolsQ@ percent response rate. These
included surveys from 141 teachers, 12 coaches]lamincipals.

The majority of teacher respondents were reguisscbom teachers (69%); additional
teacher respondents included language arts/reé2ilg) and special education (8%)
teachers. Regardless of position, respondentefaeed to as “teachers” throughout this
report unless otherwise noted.

This year for the first time, district surveys wegnducted 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. RflVreceived surveys from four of
four district coordinators, a response rate of gécent.



Interviews

Interviews were conducted with reading coachespaimtipals at all 12 Wyoming
Reading First schools. Interviews with the primtignd reading coach covered a similar
range of topics: the roles of each, the type amdgpeed effectiveness of professional
development, support from the state, perceptiomssdfuctional change at the school,
use of assessments, changes in communication dabdaration, as well as challenges
and successes of the past year. Interviews génesalbetween 30 to 90 minutes, with
the coach interview being somewhat longer tharptineipal interview.

Interviews were conducted by telephone and wer¢apad; instead, extensive notes
were recorded and then summarized for each scl@mhsequently, the quotes provided
in this report are not always verbatim, but do espnt as closely as possible the actual
wording of the respondents. Interviewees wereragstonfidentiality, meaning that
their individual or school name would not be ategtho their responses.

Interview questions were deliberately open-endEais provided a good balance to the
surveys, which predefined the issues for resposdamd 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-entie@ wd the questions allowed a range
of different responses.

Focus Groups

In order to obtain the perspectives of teacheReaiding First schools, focus groups were
held with four regular classroom teachers, one feath grade K-3. In schools with
multiple teachers per grade, participants werectsierandomly based on where their
name fell in the alphabet.

Teacher focus groups asked for participant disonssin aspects of classroom instruction
such as fidelity and differentiated instructiorgitrexperience working with the reading
coach, their school’s intervention program, andanability. As with interviewees,

focus group participants were assured confidetytiali

Focus groups were conducted by telephone with2adichools. Each group included
four participants, one from each grade level K43s phe evaluator. The principal and
reading coach were asked not to partake in thesfgooup to ensure that participants felt
comfortable expressing all of their opinions.



Student Assessment

Student progress in reading across the 12 WyomeagliRg 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, phamdgjuency.

The assessment is administered three times afgflawinter, and spring. It includes

five measures—Initial Sound Fluency, Letter Nantthgency, Nonsense Word Fluency,
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency, and Oral Readingnéyuefor which “benchmark”
levels have been established. Two additional nreasuRetell Fluency and Word Use
Fluency—are available, although no “benchmark” Ieveve been set to date and
administration of the measures remains optionalackcordance with DIBELS
administration guidelines, not all measures areiadiered to all students at each testing
period; instead, only those measures are admiadteat apply to skills students should
be mastering at a particular period. Table 2-icewes which measure is administered to
each grade level at each assessment period.

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, 1,28 K213

Collection and Analysis of DIBELS Data

Administration of the DIBELS assessment took placthe individual Reading First
schools three times during the year: fall, wingerg spring. The assessment was
administered by classroom teachers and/or scheekasient teams. While teams were
trained in how to administer the DIBELS, there hasn no comparison of actual
administration across schools, and it is posshae differential administration could
explain some of the variation in results from sdhoschool.

After results were collected, DIBELS scores werteesd into the online DIBELS
database maintained by the University of Oregohis Teport includes all data reported
on or before Thursday, May 31, 2007. The analys#ss report include only matched
students, or those who hhdthfall and spring results reported.



Missing Data

Table 2-2 summarizes missing demographic datagy #nd grade level for each of the
two rounds. As of the download date above, denpbgcadata were almost entirely
complete for round 1 across all grade levels, withexception of kindergarten, in which
nine percent of free/reduced-price lunch data @hpetcent of special education data
were missing. Among round 2 schools, data weredemplete. FRL and special
education data were missing for the majority ofdergarten students, and a notable
proportion of first- and third-grade students.

Table 2-2
Missing Demographic Data, Spring 2007

Round 1 Percent Missing Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 2 Grade 3
Race/Ethnicity 5 3 3 3
FRL 9 3 4 4
Special Education 18 3 4 3

Round 2 Percent Missing
Race/Ethnicity 6 8 5 6
FRL 59 15 8 16
Special Education 57 12 8 12

Calculation of Instructional Recommendations

A student’s raw score from each DIBELS measuregddloem 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 analyees of thousands of student
assessments. NWREL followed the guidelines oXH&ELS developers in order to
combine scores and determine overall instructioce@mmendations.

Calculation of Statistical Significance

The Pearson chi-square test was used to deternmether the change in percentage of
students at benchmark changed significantly frashyaar to this year. McNemar's test
(which is based on the chi-square distributiondmaounts for data that are matched from
one point in time to the next) was used to deteentive statistical significance of changes
among matched students from fall to spring of tineent school year.



Chapter Three:
Professional Development and Technical Assistance

Reading First encompasses multiple layers of psadeal development and technical
assistance: provided by the state, by districtyebuilding level, and individually from
coach to teacher. This chapter reports on thetguedlevance, and utility of Wyoming
Reading First professional development and techagsistance in 2006—2007. Data
from multiple sources are combined to provide aeraV picture of the successes and
challenges in the first year of the grant, as waslto identify needs for the coming year.

Professional Development

Professional development in 2006—2007 faced thiecitge of not only differentiating
according to individual principal, coach, and tesxaheeds, but also between the two
rounds of schools at different levels of impleméota Based upon previous evaluation
findings and the experience of the first two ye#Hrthe project, the state worked to
provide a menu of offerings that would meet diverseds while honing in on topics of
broad interest to schools.

Data indicate that these efforts were largely ssgfté. School staff members said the
state “does a good job of listening to us” and fitlfging needs and addressing them.”
They also appreciated the quality of professiomaketbpment, calling it “on-track” and
“consistently superb.” Reflecting over the paseéyears, one round 1 principal
commented:

They always meet my needs, | am very impressedheitevel of professional
development | have received as an educator. Uitegpphenomenal how much we
have learned. (Principal)

Although there were substantial improvements ingpial and coach professional
development—including rave reviews of certain swssonly half of coaches and
principals said it was tailored to meet the neddiifeerent groups. Some round 1
schools also added that after three years of Rgadist, trainings were starting to get
repetitive. These and other findings are explanegteater detail below.

Summer Institute

A centerpiece of the training efforts in the secgeadr of the grant was the 2006 Summer
Institute in Jackson, Wyoming. State project stadimbers and experienced round 1
coaches trained attendees in the use of the teespaid lesson maps developed by the
Western Regional Reading First Technical Assist&@ester (WRRFTAC) at this multi-
day training. From round 2 schools, all coaches@mcipals, as well as 80 percent of



teachers, attended. In addition, 90 percent oflves, 60 percent of principals, and 64
percent of teachers from round 1 schools attended.

Table 3-1 presents teacher feedback regardinghdtigute. Approximately three-
guarters of teachers felt that it provided thenmhwitstructional strategies that they used
in their classroom (76%) and was relevant to theirk (74%). Slightly fewer, but still
the majority, agreed that the Institute includedaqdate opportunities to share with their
colleagues (67%) and that it consisted of highitpplesentations (59%). In interviews,
round 2 coaches and principals commented thatappyeciated the networking and
informal interaction at the Institute:

Some round 1 school staff were there and througltonversations, walking
from the hotel to dinner, we learned about whatgeys in a Reading First
setting. (Principal)

The best thing about Summer Institute was bonditigmy staff, | was new to the
building and that was my first introduction to theif€oach)

Table 3-1
Feedback on Summer Institute
: : : Percent of Teachers

The Reading First Summer Institute... Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
Provided me with instructional strategies thatvehased in my 76
classroom

Was very relevant to my work 74

Included adequate opportunities to reflect andeskath my 67
colleagues

Consisted of high-quality presentations 59

Was mostly review for me 39

Just over one-third of teachers (39%) indicatedl ttia Institute was mostly review for
them; many, but not all, of these respondents Wwera round 1 schools that used the
templates the previous year. However, round 2ltemeand principals added in
interviews that while they appreciated the “handdearning” aspect of the Institute,
they had already heard many of the formal presgtiethe pre-grant workshops,
sometimes repeating the same presentation.

Professional Development for Principals

Beyond the Summer Institute, state-provided pradess development for principals
consisted of four mandatory trainings (see Tab®}.3 addition, the state made funds
available for principals to attend several optidanainings, according to their
individualized needs. This approach to differemdiaseemed to work for half (50%) of



principals, who agreed that offerings were tailai@dheet the needs of different groups;
this figure is similar to the previous year (44%).

Table 3-2

Required Professional Development for Principals
When What Where
September Vocabulary and Comprehension (Jennifielodk) Riverton or Casper,

wY

October, December RF Leadership Workshop (Carl ik Paine) Casper, WY
December RF Leadership Workshop (Carl Cole, Stamelpa Webinar
February Data Summit (WDE) Riverton, WY

The data indicate that these offerings were ve{rgeeived by principals. On surveys
(see Table 3-3), the strong majority felt that pesional development met their specific
needs as Reading First principals (83%) and wasaal to their work (92%).

Moreover, almost all (92%) agreed that offeringsent@gh-quality, a substantial increase
over the previous year (67%). Principals alsotfedt the offerings gave them adequate
time to reflect and share with their colleague484this sentiment was echoed in
interviews, when principals noted that the timeasatle to interact with other schools
was one of the most useful aspects of trainings.

Table 3-3
Feedback on Principal Training

Percent of Principals

The professional development | received through Reting Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
First this year...

2006 2007
Met my specific needs as a Reading First principal * 83
Was very relevant to my work 20 92
Provided me with useful training in observing tearshand 90 92
providing feedback
Consisted of high-quality presentations 67 92
Included adequate opportunities to reflect andeshath my 89 84
colleagues
Was mostly review for me 20 34

*Not asked in 2006.

Almost all principals also agreed that they receiuseful training in observations and
feedback (92%), a finding likely attributable tetReading First Leadership Workshop
sessions in which principal walk-throughs were@uf In fact, principals had very high
praise for this training, with the majority citirigat it was one of the most useful of the

10



year. They called it “very practical”, saying #\ge them “tools” they could use at their
own school and “good suggestions on how to prorbeteer teaching.” Many
appreciated the walk-through instruments and sesswhich were followed by a
debriefing and intended to build a common undeditenamong principals.

We were able to visit other Reading First schoold see the same type of
instruction implemented in a different setting. yakso shared principal
observation instruments; we were able to try thernamd bring them back to use
in our own buildings. (Principal)

Stan Paine’s information is phenomenal. We weahtmther Reading First
school and did walk-throughs with him, that wasyveowerful; it reaffirmed that
others are working on some of the same thingswvieadre at our school. He gave
me stuff that | have posted up so | can look evéry day. (Principal)

Principals also had good things to say about thte Bammit, which allowed them to
“see the data,” “talk about progress,” and “evaduahat our school and others are
doing.” The also enjoyed sharing “what was workimghot working” and “setting

goals.” A smaller proportion noted the usefulnefsthe Vocabulary and Comprehension
training, which they said was “excellent”, “veryrfgs-on,” and “took us to another level
of how to more effectively utilize our materials.”

Jennifer Ashlock is an incredible resource; being author of this stuff, she
could give us definite answers. The training cedanfo that we didn’t get to in
the Summer Institute, it was very helpful. (Proat)

Of all the trainings, the Webinar session recethedleast positive feedback. While
some appreciated not having to travel, many feit the content and/or format were not
optimal.

| like to be in a room and actually talk to otheitss hard to be attentive with the
Webinar format. (Principal)

Even though | liked the Webinar and not travelimdfway across the state, it was
mostly a follow-up to see how things were goiryinCipal)

Professional Development for Coaches

Based upon the findings of the 2005-2006 evalugparfessional development for
coaches in 2006—2007 took a different approachdina¢d to meet individualized coach
needs while enhancing training in coaching methd€lgther, the delivery of coach
professional development was switched from a digtd@arning mechanism to an in-
person format, also based upon evaluation findamgscoach request.

Beyond the Summer Institute, state-provided prodess development for coaches
consisted of six mandatory trainings (see Tabl¢. 3k addition, the state made funds
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available for principals to attend several optidanainings, according to their
individualized needs. This approach to differemdiaseemed to work for half (50%) of
coaches, who agreed that offerings were tailoraddet the needs of different groups;
although low, this figure is an improvement oves firevious year (30%).

Table 3-4

Required Professional Development for Coaches
When What Where
September Program-Specific/State Expert Traininganghton Petaluma, CA

Mifflin (Ashlock Consulting)
September Vocabulary and Comprehension (Jennifielok) Riverton or Casper,
wY

August, December, Coaching Workshops (Jan Hasbrouck) Riverton, WY
February
February Data Summit (WDE) Riverton, WY

The data indicate that these offerings were ver{wgeeived by coaches and included
substantial improvements over previous years. Wveys (see Table 3-5), all coaches
(100%) agreed that professional development wasaal to their work; this was an
increase over the previous year (80%). Moreower strong majority (84%) agreed that
offerings were high quality, more than doubling gneportion that did so the previous
year (40%). Coaches also felt that the offerirmgeghem adequate time to reflect and
share with their colleagues (83%), again an ina@eagr the previous year (70%).
Finally, three-quarters of coaches (75%) felt thagl useful training in coaching
methods, a sizeable increase over the previous(6%%).

Table 3-5
Feedback on Coach Training

Percent of Coaches

The professional development | received through Reting Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
First this year...

2006 2007
Was very relevant to my work 80 100
Consisted of high-quality presentations 40 84
Included adequate opportunities to reflect andeshath my 70 83
colleagues
Met my specific needs as a Reading First coach * 75
Provided me with useful training in coaching method 40 75
Was mostly review for me 40 42

*Not asked in 2006.
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In interviews, coaches had positive feedback abbwf the sessions. In particular, the
Program-Specific/State Expert training was venhhjigraised. Coaches raved that it
was “excellent,” “beyond the basics,” and “extreyneéneficial.” They appreciated that
it provided a deeper understanding of the mateaglell as practical things to bring
back to their buildings: “things we could come backl apply to help the teachers right
away.” Coaches noted that afterwards, they fiedt lexperts,” and as one added, “I
needed that!”

Petaluma was very useful, that was the end of thegss we had started the year
before. We learned more about Houghton Mifflin &meltemplate work; just
being able to practice and feel more like an expdrén we coach our teachers
was very helpful. We were gone a whole week eawh but it was worth it.
(Coach)

The Expert Training gave me more knowledge abowttbdelp my teachers, so
| felt comfortable and was able to hold intelligennversations with them about
Houghton Mifflin since | don’t teach the prograrfCoach)

Many coaches agreed with principals that the Datar8it was very useful, referring to

it as “excellent,” “meaningful,” and “exciting.” daches appreciated that it provided
multiple charts and data, helped with interpretatod showed performance compared to
other schools and districts.

Several also enjoyed the Comprehension and Vocabiiéaning, appreciating that it
presented “specific strategies that we can uses’wih the State Expert training,
coaches appreciated Jennifer Ashlock’s expertlser. trainings are always beneficial.”
A concern regarding this session was that it wasaiored appropriately (e.g. one
school took kindergarten, first grade and spedalkation staff, but did not feel the
session was geared towards them).

Previous evaluation reports found that coachesyoming Reading First received little
training in actual coaching methods (working wiglsistance, conducting effective
observations, providing constructive feedback, ginthg demonstration lessons); this
was an area in which coaches expressed intere006—2007, the state addressed this
finding by providing ongoing, in-person coachingiting through three sessions with
educational consultant, trainer and author Jan idask. The first of these sessions was
very well-received.

The first Jan Hasbrouck session was powerful, egas ideas on how to help
teachers when they have question and make sur@sveeain a positive manner
so they want to come back. (Coach)

However, coaches felt that subsequent sessions“n@repecific enough” and
“repetitive.” Many found the discussion formattbé later sessions—intended to bring
their own concerns as coaches to the fore—“tookew” implying that they would
rather have the trainer present material than engag a less formal dialogue.
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The first session was really good, but in subsegsessions it was almost like she
had already told us everything the first time thla¢ could tell us. (Coach)

Professional Development for School Staff Members

In 2006—2007, professional development for teaclasprovided primarily through
ongoing training at the local (school and distriet)el. At the school, support from the
reading coach was the primary delivery mechaniSichools also held regular study
groups at their schools; in some cases trainingalsasprovided by technical assistance
providers and publisher representatives. Moste@creported that the professional
development they received through Reading Firstauatained and intensive (88%) and
that this professional development was focused loat Wwappened within the classroom
(82%). Each of these approaches is described beltivgreatest attention given to
coaching because of its significance.

Coaching of Teachers.In the Reading First model, a key aspect of thdingacoach

role is to provide ongoing, individualized professal development to the teaching staff.
In Wyoming Reading First, the expectation was tugiches spend the majority of their
time (60%) interacting with teachers—including miaelessons, observing classrooms,
providing feedback, facilitating study groups amddg-level meetings, and conducting
other professional development activities with widiials and groups. (Note that data
regarding how coaches spent their time are repant€hapter 4: Leadership.)

Data indicate that in 2006—2007, teachers continoedceive a wide variety of supports
from coaches and considered these supports helpfaiost all teachers reported
receiving coach observations and feedback (93%9a#fa), as well as other assistance
such as interpreting assessment results (98%)idangvinterventions (98%), and
monitoring interventions (98%). Less frequent weeenonstration lessons, although the
proportion of teachers reporting this occurred (pB¢as slightly higher than the previous
year (58%). Between 80 and 89 percent of teadbarsl each of these supports to be
usually or always helpful; these figures are sinitathe previous year. Those teachers
who did not find coach supports helpful were spreagl a number of schools.
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Table 3-6
Supports to Teachers from Coaches

Percent of Teachers
: . Considered Support
Regﬁ've;tth's Usually or Always
PP Helpful*
Observed by coach during the reading block 93 o
Feedback on instruction provided by the coach after
. 92 85
observation
Assistance from the coach in interpreting assessmen 98 88
results
Assistance from the coach in providing quality
. ) 98 82
interventions
Assistance from the coach in monitoring the
X . : 98 80
effectiveness of interventions
Demonstration lessons provided by the reading coach 65 89

*Helpfulness ratings are only from teachers whooréga receiving the support.
**Question not asked in this format.

More detailed data on the frequency of coach olagemns and feedback indicate that
they occurred on a fairly regular basis (once atimon more) for the majority of teachers
(see Figure 3-1). These results were similar éwipus years. The small percentage of
teachers (7%) who said that they were never obdeweee special education teachers or
did not work directly with students. Those regumssroom teachers who were
observed seldom (once or a few times a year) waead over a number of schools, but
included most of the teaching staff from one schatlere interview data corroborated
that the coach was not spending time in K-3 clases
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In a related finding, just over one-quarter of te&s (27%) said that they would like their
reading coach to come into their classroom and waitik them more often than they did.
This was slightly higher (38%) for teachers who eveeldom observed (less than once a
month).

How coaches decide which teachersto work with

While coaches observed almost all teachers at temst a year, some worked more
intensively with particular teachers. Coachescetéteachers based upon several
factors, varying slightly by school but with son@mon themes. Many explained that
they worked with all teachers, making an efforbbserve all classrooms, perhaps once
in the fall or in an ongoing fashion throughout ylear: “I try and stick my head in
everyone’s room,” or, “l try to rotate it and keamandle on what's going on.”

Beyond this level, coaches said they next focusethe neediest teachers and/or new
teachers. Teacher needs could be identified yobitlthe coach and teacher together, or
by observation, by student scores, or possiblynpat from the principal or technical
assistance provider.

| work with all our K-3 teachers. A little morettviour first-year teachers, | give
them more time, which extends beyond reading tgshike classroom
management. (Coach)

| hit hot spots of teachers who aren’t quite whign&y should be; | try to get in
there more often. | also keep a log of which rodresbeen in so | make sure |
get to all of them. (Coach)

When | go in to observe, there are some teachatgtaringly need additional
support. And there are some teachers that have ioeelved from beginning of
Reading First who could probably coach me. (Coach)

Coaches also were responsive to teacher requesty, moting that they preferred this
approach to classroom-level support.

| select teachers a variety of ways. | like it whieey ask, that’s the best, but
some would never ask! (Coach)

A lot of it is by request. From that, | try to faér because | don’t want to look
like I going into one classroom all the time. (Cba

Finally, some coaches discussed observations istaasteachers, whom they observed
as well:

Reading First says work with all K—3 teachershihk that’'s the expectation so
that’'s what I try to do. When you have a coup&hers who are not on board,
it's more difficult, they’re not fun to work withut you have to spend equal time.
(Coach)
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Perceived impact of coaching support

Data from teacher focus groups indicate that ol/#ralimpact of coaching was
substantial and coaches were a significant partsdfuctional change at many schools.
Teachers referred to their coaches as “very indflead “so well-integrated into what
we are doing.” Teachers also saw the variety ppstts that coaches provided, noting
“she wears many hats” and “she is an indispensaklteurce who helps us greatly.”

Most teachers said their coach helped them enheaanstruction through observation,
modeling, demonstration lessons, meetings, dataanskeproviding new ideas or
strategies. Teachers commented on different clsangéeir practices, both broad and
specific. Some credited the change directly toctheech, while others saw the coach as a
mediator and facilitator of change. Many teaclermments centered on their coach’s
focus on developing staff capacity to use data.

She is very, very involved in my classroom andihglme make sure my
instruction is as good as it can be. (Teacher)

My instruction definitely changed because we impletied Reading First. She
does a lot, and | appreciate the manner in whiok @dbes it. (Teacher)

At grade level meetings, we look at the data tagedind interpret findings; this
in turn impacts my instruction. (Teacher)

At a handful of round 1 schools, teachers felt ditdr three years of Reading First they
were comfortable with the templates and curriculsome said that the coach still helped
them “refine,” while others felt that they had “gubwn” the coach. Some noted the
coach’s continued involvement with structures saglgrade-level meetings and the
analysis of data. Others cited that it had bectitae school’s visiting technical
assistance providers who gave feedback and suggestnd therefore had a more direct
impact on their instruction. These sentiments geshevidence what is referred to in the
coaching literature as “coaching oneself out afla’j

Study groups. Study groups—a time when staff members from schomtse together to
discuss professional books or articles about readtontinued to be a component of
school-level implementation in 2006—2007. All sglsoheld at least one study group;
most (75%) held five or more. However, only 57qgeet of teachers found that attending
reading study groups was a good use of their tamtecrease from the previous year
(74%).

Professional development provided by publisher repsentatives.Training by

publisher representatives was slightly less comthan the previous year and received
mixed feedback. Publisher representatives provideding on the core program at four
of the 12 Wyoming Reading First schools, including two new round 2 schools. Only
half of coaches from these schools (50%) and Ha#axhers reporting that they received
this support (56%) found this training helpful.
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Future Professional Development

Principals, coaches, and teachers were all givempiportunity to identify areas where
they would like to receive additional professiodal/elopment. These included:

Principals:
» Walk-throughs, observations and feedback (includimignot limited to what to
look for in a Reading Mastery lesson)
» Coach and principal collaboration

Round 1 and 2 coaches:
* Working with resistance and conflict resolution
» Student engagement
» Differentiated instruction

Round 2 coaches:
* Coaching methods
» Developing rapport/buy-in with staff
* Budgeting

Round 1 and 2 teachers:
* Comprehension
» Student engagement
» Differentiated instruction
» Using supplemental programs
* Using intervention programs

Round 2 teachers:
» Using the core program effectively

In interviews, another area of professional develept interest that emerged for round 1
schools was sustainability. This is discussed mdhgin Chapter Seven: Sustainability.

Technical Assistance
Contracted Technical Assistance Providers

In 2006—-2007, Wyoming Reading First districts caated for building-level technical
assistance from four different providers: Jennishlock, J/P Associates, ERI, and Jill
Jackson. This was a change from the previous ydemnm some schools utilized the
Consortium on Reading Excellence (CORE). The oti@ate that this constellation of
providers was successful and there were notableomements over the previous year in
the usefulness of support.
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Most schools (75%) reported four or more visitsrrtheir provider during the year;
some had provider support as often as monthly. s8heol did not utilize a provider,
tagging on to occasional trainings with a neighbbgischool instead, and two reported
only one visit. Although many schools were pleasét the availability of their
providers, some noted that their providers wergytssible to get by e-mail or phone” or
that they would have liked more frequent visits.

They have been very helpful, the teachers havedeba lot. We haven’t seen
them a whole lot, but when we have, it's been gq@aach)

Providers brought expertise in materials, partidulReading Mastery, and a focus on
interventions. Schools considered providers atgesaurce that helped “firm up”
interventions and template work, gave suggestiang,provided an important external
viewpoint. As one coach noted, “it helped to hagmeone come in from outside and be
impartial,” calling their provider “honest” and “trpnt.” Providers worked side by side
with teachers as well as with the administratidhey further helped coaches grow into
their role and served as cheerleaders.

She has given individual teachers tips, ways fenttio improve instruction. She
has modeled, observed, and given feedback to thlegralso models coaching for
me and gives me feedback. When we hit a bumpy sbadeally was there for
us. (Coach)

Schools placed a high value on their technicaktmste. Among those who received at
least one visit, all coaches and principals (106& their provider’s support and input
were extremely helpful; this was an increase okwerrevious year (85%). In the words
of one coach, “On a scale of one to 10, they &@.a Many received rave reviews:

ERI has been excellent. They have really helpdchaw what we are doing with
the most struggling readers. Our representativdlydenows her stuff. She does
side by side coaching, so the teacher learns tiigiate on the spot. (Coach)

The real value and real staff development coméisawork that we’ve done with
our consultant, Jill Jackson. She sits down watichers, says ‘Here’s what |
saw, we’'ll try to adapt it this way,” and staff aable to ask her questions. She
always left us with things to work on for the nasit; that focused our efforts. It
helped us embed the process much more. (Principal)

Most coaches described the tone of the relations#tiyween providers and the school as
collaborative and supportive. However, these i@tahips took time to establish. Some
said “the beginning was sometimes difficult,” aadieers and other staff members
became accustomed to providers who were “not afeaidckle tough problems” and said
things that were “hard to hear.”
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Initially people were overwhelmed and intimateck &#lis it like she sees it. The
relationship is important and has developed, dtaffe seen that she is here to
help, she’s not judgmental, at first blush it miggel that way but it's really
constructive criticism. (Principal)

With repeated exposure and relationship-buildinghynschools were successful in
establishing trust with their provider. Almost eflaches and principals (96%) said they
trusted their technical assistance provider wity iaformation—good or bad—about
their reading program; this was an increase owepthvious year (85%).

My principal trusts her implicitly. The staff wlaoe on-board with Reading First
are not afraid for her to come into their rooms astakerve, they trust her.
(Coach)

In the beginning teachers and paras were nervoow, they are asking me when
she is coming back—they say, ‘Il want her to conteveattch me do this!’
(Coach)

However, in some cases, providers and schoolsatitltly develop the relationship.

For example, one coach said that teachers felthlegtrovider was checking up on them
and that they “had to report to her.” In anotliee, provider ruffled some feathers:
“teachers felt like she was almost criticizing thigke she knows it all.” Some were
happy with the company they chose, but hoped te badifferent individual visit their
school in 2007-2008 (“the person we have right reomot their best”).

Support From the State

State Reading Coach.The hiring of a state reading coach (SRC) was aaygwoach to
technical assistance in 2006—2007. The statenvigas that the SRC would visit the new
round 2 schools one full day per month and rousdhbols as requested.

According to coaches, the SRC conducted 18 visitsng the year, visiting both cohort 2
schools between two and four times, and eighteflihround 1 schools at least once.
Round 2 schools found these visits usually or agAssipful, and agreed that the state
reading coach’s input was extremely valuable. €&hsehools said that she was “very
helpful” and that they “trusted her a lot.” Thdg@mappreciated that she attended the
State Expert training with them and “was a resotwags while we were there.”

She has really played the role of coach for me naH®egin to question myself;
she is really encouraging and helpful. (Round @aty

Round 1 schools also appreciated the SRC’s vimitisfound that they added less value
than their round 2 counterparts. Round 1 schosdsribed the SRC as “very willing to
provide information” and “always positive and wilgj to listen.” Some appreciated that
she attended trainings to bring herself up to dategot answers for them quickly,
“because she has a more direct link to the topovéler, because they had the benefit of
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two previous years of training, many felt that 8C was learning from them, being
brought up to speed on Reading First.

She is great at trying to find answers and is |&agras fast as she can. However,
we have three years ahead of her. She is likelerelipful to new schools
because they don’t have the experience that w&Rlound 1 coach)

Some schools questioned why they did not receivesritequent visits, or commented
that visits were sometimes cancelled or otherweigtirough. Addressing the frequency
of the SRC'’s visits as well as their role with tiew schools might be a focus for the
state in 2007-2008.

State Project Staff Members. The 2006—-2007 year saw a change in project leaigersh
at the state; feedback from schools and evaludteereation indicate that this transition
was seamless. Schools were extremely positivetabewsupport they had received from
state project staff during the year and could agtenough good things about them.

They have supported us a million percent. We wadeto lose the previous
directors, but Lynda and Debi are marvelous to wwith, they were prepared
extremely well. They are extremely competerg,atpleasure and privilege to
work with them. (Principal)

Principals and coaches were in almost completecaggat (96%) that the state project
staff were responsive to their schools’ needsndiyals appreciated that they followed-
through and further described them with terms sasctvery responsive,” “supportive,”
“timely,” and “prompt.”

The State Department is doing a great job this yBabi and Lynda are so easy
to get along with, they are there for you whenaskiestion, turnaround times
are short, they are doing everything they can tetoar needs. (Coach)

| have to give them high praise, they deservétiink that the feedback we've
gotten from them has been very helpful, | likeaperational style where they say
‘here is what we see, here is a suggestion’ orpkae the efforts.” They are
direct and very helpful. (Principal)

Some principals further described specific issuewhbich state project staff had worked
with them, such as reconciling the relationshipeein special education and Reading
First; supporting them in their budgeting interans with the district; or giving a
presentation to their school board.
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Chapter Four:
Leadership and School-level Structures

This chapter of the evaluation report examinegitheslopment of instructional
leadership and the creation of structures and systhat facilitate collaborative and
focused efforts to implement change.

District Leadership

The 12 Wyoming Reading First schools are locatddun districts which range in size
from very small (one school) to one of the largeghe state (26 schools). The state
expected these districts to be involved in the gibgrdesignating a Reading First district
representative, attending trainings at least onggaa, and maintaining ongoing open
communication.

Each district designated a person to serve asiskréctirepresentative to Reading First.
These representatives spent an average of 21 pefcieir time on Reading First
activities; this was slightly more than was all@chto them by their district. Some of
this time was spent attending state meetings amapanying their technical assistance
providers to schools. In fact, all district regretatives (100%) said they went along on
all technical assistance visits.

Other involvement of districts in the implementatend monitoring of the grant took
many forms. All districts said they district plalya role in:

» Writing the original proposal

* Managing and monitoring activities

» Training principals

* Analyzing data and providing curriculum guidance

» Providing supports for interventions, core prograamsl overall school change

Districts with more than one Reading First schasb &eld district Reading Leadership
Team (RLT) meetings. According to principals, theseetings were usually held
monthly, and principals attended all or almosbélihe meetings. Similar to last year,
two-thirds of principals (66%) reported that distfRLT meetings were a good use of
their time.

Perceptions of district support among principalseca Over half of principals (58%)
agreed that their district provided sufficient soggor Reading First:

We have made great strides because of the distteddership. Reading First

comes first. Our funding is decreasing next ybat,our superintendent said that
no matter what we have to do, we will continue Regpé#irst. (Principal)
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However, one-third of principals (33%) did not féeir district provided sufficient
support and an additional eight percent were nemtitheir response. Some principals
commented that their district provided “as muchpgurpas it could given the local
policies” but added that the level of support wasanough or that there were some
“nay-sayers” in the district.

When we had some rough seas earlier this year skedathe district to come and
help but they didn’t. (Principal)

No principals, however, described an adversarlatiomship with their district over
Reading First. This was corroborated by distegresentatives; all (100%) reported that
their district strongly supported the instructionabnges occurring under Reading First.

Non-Reading First Schools

In three of the four districts, all of the elemewgtachools have a Reading First grant.
The fourth district, a mix of Reading First and fiReading First schools, noted that
Reading First components had also been institutedrae (but not all) non-Reading First
schools. These included use of a coach, system#tiwentions, DIBELS, and a reading
block. One district described the magnitude ofithpact:

This has been a tremendous program. We have e€aliapressive growth.
Student achievement has increased and the capzfadiyr professional staff to
teach has increased. We appreciate the improvearehbur district has
realized this is a powerful and dynamic prograris(rict representative)

State Support for Districts

From the perspective of district representativegessupport for districts was strong. All
four districts (100%) agreed with the followingtstaents:

The state’s expectations for district involvemenRieading First are clear
» State Reading First project staff members are respe to our district’'s needs

* The state has done a good job of communicatingssacg information regarding
Reading First to district staff members

* The state’s expectations of district involvemenReading First are reasonable

Several districts did, however, request furthezgnation of Reading First and special
education.
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Principal Leadership

Wyoming Reading First principals brought a wealtlexperience as school leaders to
their schools; they averaged 12 years of experiaag®incipal and all 12 had been the
administrator in the same school for at least teary. In the Reading First model,
principals are asked to move beyond their roleustiing manager to become an
“instructional leader.” This includes modelingigthlevel of support for Reading First,
being actively involved in Reading First activitisgrving as a resource about reading
and school change, and being a presence in the@tas.

In their own words, principals described both instional and managerial expectations
from the state, including fiscal management, mamtpfidelity, examining data, being
in classrooms, and attending state trainings. tNwipals were unsure of the state’s
expectations, although some provided longer, metailgd lists than others.

They expect me to be in classrooms, to have tesain@tement with fidelity, to
attend all trainings, come up with interventionsvas look at data, participate in
book study and grade level meeting and attendidid®eading First meetings. |
think they want me to be an instructional leaded &mdo my job. (Principal)

They expect a lot! The big thing is to follow gnegram and that | monitor it.
They expect me to be in classrooms and know wigaing on, that is big. Also
to attend trainings, use programs, have the 90 temget aside for reading, and
use the coach in the ways they have outlined.n¢ifral)

Although some principals (34%) believed that tregess emphasis on their involvement
in instructional aspects of the grant was excessingest (66%) did not. This represented
a positive shift from the previous year as shoWwigure 4-1.

‘ 2006 O 2007‘

100%+

80%
66%
60%+1  50%
40% - 30% 34%
20%
20% -
0%
0% - ‘ ‘ ‘
Disagree/Strongly Neither Agree/Strongly
Disagree Agree

"| feel that Reading First is putting excessive éags on th:
involvement of the principal.”

Figure 4-1. Perceptions that Principals’ Expectedrvolvement is Excessive
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Principal Observations and Feedback

Reading First principals are expected to obserseuntion during the 90-minute reading
block and provide feedback to teachers. Giver2@@b—2006 finding that principal
observations were less frequent in the secondograpared to the first, professional
development for principals in 2006—2007 focusedaditional training and support in
this area.

This emphasis on instructional leadership may explee large increase over the past
year—21 percentage points—in teachers who repoeglving feedback from their
principal at least monthly: last year, only 29 matcreported receiving feedback at least
monthly, compared to 50 percent this year (Figu.4There was also a slight increase
in the percentage of teachers who reported at leasthly observations from their
principal (from 56% in 2006 to 62% in 2007).
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Figure 4-2. Frequency of Principal Observation and-eedback

While only a small minority of teachers (4%) weevar observed, a sizeable percentage
(34%) were observed only once or a few times a lggdheir principal. These teachers
were primarily clustered in three schools. Theesavas true for feedback from
principals; the 43 percent of teachers who repartdy receiving feedback once or a few
times a year were primarily from the same thre@slsh In the other nine schools, most
teachers reported at least monthly observations.

About one in four principals agreed they were natlassrooms as often as they should
or could be. In several cases, principals saglas due to time constraints, but in at
least one instance a principal said he believely daservations fell more to the role of
the coach, not the principal.
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The percentage of teachers who found principallfaeki usually or always helpful
remained high (79% in 2006—2007 compared to 782005—2006).

The training in instructional leadership also egeip principals with some specific tools
they could use during observations. About halirarficipals said they used checklists
from trainings such as the “Five-Minute Observation“Instructional Visit Checklist.”
Some principals used these consistently, whilersttieveaked” them or even made up
their own observation forms to “fit their styleA& few principals used a district-
mandated observation tool via their Palm Piloteiword and provide feedback to
teachers.

Most principals believed that a “high priority” shid be placed on classroom
observations. In interviews, they mentioned midtipenefits of observations beyond
monitoring fidelity to the core program. They salaservations gave them information
about instruction and student learning that theadis communicate with teachers,
understand data, be a “team member,” and “promptesdive climate.” Ultimately,
most principals believed that observations hadsitipe impact on teachers’ instruction
and gave teachers support while simultaneously mgakiem more accountable to the
program.

Walk-throughs help me connect with teachers andfsbey are making
progress. It keeps teachers on their toes and tamgnts formal staff
evaluations. They allow conversations about quatistruction and support and
promote collaborative efforts to improve instructio(Principal)

Observations enable me to communicate and plantedgtthers and the coach.
They help me evaluate the data a lot better sirc@nllook at scores and know
what classroom instruction is having an impactrirBipal)

It gives the teachers and kids a message thatd abhout what they are doing.
They know that | am as invested in Reading Firg¢hag are. (Principal)

Despite the unanimous views that observations weneficial to them, several principals
said they were unable to be in the classrooms & @sithey would like to be or should
be. One principal said observations had littleastpn teachers’ instruction because the
teachers were already very skilled; another wasnensthere was a benefit to teachers.

Unless someone sets the priority of classroom @bsens up as a shining light
in front of us, we are so bombarded with our wirdt they fall to the back
burner. (Principal)

Principals’ Attendance at Meetings

Principals were present at some grade-level mestaithough their presence or absence
varied by school. In over half of schools (58%solfiools), most teachers reported that
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their principal was at least sometimes at gradetlimeetings. In interviews, those
principals said attending grade-level meetings avgeod use of time because they
“focus on what teachers need,” “change instructmtime classroom,” and “talk about
individual students.”

In contrast, the majority of teachers from five @als (42% of schools) reported that their
principal was seldom or never at grade-level megstinrhese principals gave several
explanations as to why they did not attend, ineigdi

* Their coach provided the principal with necessafgrmation

* Teachers were doing what they needed to do

» Competing demands for principal’s time

* Principal’s time was better spent at data meetaitgs benchmark testing

In terms of Site RLT meetings, the majority of mipals (64%) self reported that they
“always” attended while some attended “often” (18%)Ysometimes” (18%). Their
attendance at RLT meetings was expected by the skataddition, the majority
principals said these meetings were useful, althabg structure did not fit in all schools
(see details under Communication and Collaboration)

Overall, principals’ presence at meetings and asslooms is likely a contributor to their
visibility as reading advocates: 93 percent of heas and 92 percent of coaches agreed
that their principal was a visible advocate fordieg.

Reading Coaches

The vision of a reading coach’s role in a Readimgtischool is first and foremost as a
support to teachers. Through modeling, obsenand,providing feedback, the intention
is for coaches to help teachers strengthen thbirede of reading instruction in the
classroom. In addition to this teacher- and ctamsr-centered focus, however, the
reading coach position includes a long list of ottedes and responsibilities, including:
setting up and monitoring interventions, adminisigor coordinating administration of
assessments, managing and using data, facilitateejings, and serving as resources for
school staff members.

(Note that data regarding professional developmemtided by coaches to teachers are
reported in Chapter 3: Professional DevelopmentTaahnical Assistance.)

Most reading coaches (84%) were in at least thed tyear of coaching and there was no
turnover from 2005-2006 among round 1 coachess fhneée-year continuity is likely a
contributor to the unanimous agreement (100%)ttieit role as coach was clearly
defined. The round 2 coaches, who were new coaui@/sr new to their school this
year, also agreed that their role was clearly e@efin
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Coaches were experienced in other ways as wepe®@nt had a master’s degree
(although often in an area other than reading)thayg averaged 18 years of teaching
experience. Across schools, coaches boasted 224 gkteaching experience prior to
becoming coaches. These qualifications may hehtaegxwhy three of the four districts
felt that finding qualified coaches was “very edsyhe fourth district found it

“somewhat difficult” to fill the original positiolecause “the training and background are
unique.” With an eye towards 2007—2008, the aisadded:

The process of finding qualified replacements wdeacthes retire is proving to
be difficult. (District representative)

Again this year, most coaches reported that thekedabove and beyond a 40-hour
work week: 51 hours was the average response (aldetical to the 52-hour average
reported last year). Some coaches reported woeksvas many as 78 hours.

On average in 2006—2007, coaches spent just avéndeof their time (36%) coaching,
29 percent of their time on assessment-relateditesi, a small portion of their time
(6%) on interventions, and the rest of their tifB8%) on other activities (Table 4-1).
These results were very similar to 2005-2006, aljhahere was a slightly increase in
the percentage of time spent coaching and a decnedise percentage of time on “other”
tasks. This decrease, however, could be due togelsan the definition of survey iterhs.

These data also show that the average time coaplkeas on assessments actually
increased slightly from 2005-2006, contradicting $tate’s belief that “coaches are
getting data down to where it is not as time-consgmas before.” This increase was not
due to the addition of round 2 schools; round Jstdhreported similar amounts of time
spent on assessment duties.

While the numbers above reflect #ineerageamount of time, they do not describe the
wide range with which some coaches reported ppditig in these activities. For
example, some coaches spent as little as two pestémeir time or as much as 17
percent of their time managing data; the rangadoninistering and coordinating
assessments was also large (from 4 to 32%).

There was also a range of time spent on coachskg;taoaches spent as little as 16
percent compared to as much as 61 percent engagee-ion-one coaching. In
interviews, coaches also painted varied picturdsoef successful they were at getting
into classrooms. Over one-third reported that tiey “no trouble” getting into
classrooms as often as they needed to:

Getting into classrooms is not an issue this yddrave cut down on paperwork
and get into every classroom at least once eveoydays. | spend about 75 to 80
percent of my time on observations and debriefii@pach)

1n 2007 the survey became more specific about wiaitems entailed. The 2006 “planning for
meetings” variable became “planning for/attending Rind grade-level meetings” in 2007. The 2006
“paperwork” variable became “paperwork not incluglassessment/data management” in 2007.
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Table 4-1
Percent of Time Spent on Coaching Tasks

Average Percent of Time
2005-2006 2006-2007
One-on-one coaching (K-3) 24 30
~ Group coaching -3) | a4 | a
~ Coaching out-of-grade | a4 | 2
Subtotal: Coaching 32 36
Administering/coordinating assessments 9 13
© Managing data (entering, charting) | 7 7
~ Usingfinterpreting data | o | °
Subtotal: Data & Assessment 25 29
Planning interventions 3 3
~ Providing interventions directy | A 3
Subtotal: Interventions 4 6
Planning for/facilitating meetings 17 11
~ Attending professional development | 7 5
Paperwork | s | e
* Unrelated (subbing, bus duty, etc) | 2 | a
Subtotal: Other 41 29

Note: Numbers might not add to 100% due to rounding

In contrast, the remaining two-thirds of coached #eey experienced varying degrees of
difficulty spending as much time as they wantedhtolassrooms. For some coaches,
issues that prevented them from spending timeasscboms, such as too much time out
of the building or too much paperwork, had mostipidished by the end of the year.

For others, however, the barriers remained. Thededed assessment and meeting
responsibilities, large school size, expectatiamside the grant (e.g., subbing and
working with grades 4-6), and preparing or condhgctechnical assistance visits.
Additional duties such as subbing, chairing schaddvwommittees, or working with
teachers in grades 4—6 were also distracting forescoaches, although others reported
that they did these tasks “by choice.”

Testing and meetings take time away from classrpbutne of the biggest
things is working with the trainers. | follow afleiners when they come to make
sure what they are doing is aligned to the grard #re language they use the
teachers is consistent with what we are doing iad®e First. (Coach)

We have so many teachers and assistants thatdirdsto see all of the people as
many times as | want to. (Coach)
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Taken together, the data about coaches suggeshéyatame close to meeting the state’s
expectation of spending 60 percent of their timekivay with teachers. This is partially
due to the clarification from the state that timéweachers included one-on-one
coaching as well as conferencing with teachemyiging professional development to
groups of teachers and conducting meetings thatue\collaborative learning and
problem-solving, such as grade-level meetings &mtlyggroups. From Table 4-1 above,
that could include coaching, using/interpretingeassent data, and planning for and
facilitating meetings, which averaged 56 percerd obach’s work week.

It was overwhelming two years ago when we firstath But a lot of that was

the pure volume of training we had to go througyow that has cleared and we
have a lot more time to actually get the job do(@oach)

Buy-In

Buy-in to Reading First among Wyoming coaches,qiypials, and teachers was strong
and remained nearly identical from previous yearsteown in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2
Support for Reading First
| strongly support the instructional changes Percent Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
that are occurring under Reading First Principals Coaches Teachers
2004-2005 100 100 70
2005-2006 100 100 69
2006-2007 100 100 70

Coaches and principals most commonly attributedhible levels of buy-in to “seeing the
results” of the program on student achievement.

In my building, buy-in is 100 percent. That isnpairily because they see it work.
The first year we entered into uncharted waters @aghers had to let go of what
they used before. But then they saw the improveimémeir kids and now they
want everything the state can throw at us. (Ppab

Teachers are starting to see that Reading Firshaking a difference, the things
they have learned over the past three years arengakdifference. (Coach)

Some principals and coaches also attributed highirbto other factors such as strong
principal or coach leadership, new hires who suigaiothe program from the beginning,
and the learning teachers have experienced asfphe grant.

Buy-in was not universal among teachers, howewémost half of coaches considered it
“mixed” and cited reasons that included teachestfation with the core program and
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lesson maps, high teacher turnover, and small grotifsqueaky wheels.” Although the
minority, some teachers themselves voiced skeptigia surveys. For example,

13 percent of teachers had philosophical objectiori®eading First (an additional 22%
were neutral which may suggest more subtle objektiddditionally, half of coaches
(50%) reported that dealing with resistance hadhlaeehallenge for them this year.

Communication and Collaboration

The Reading First vision recognizes the importasfa@mmunication and collaboration

in schools. The intention is that each school lilild structures and schedules that
facilitate communication and collaboration, inclgliregular meetings focused on
reading, common teacher planning time, and celeimsbf success. These provide
multiple opportunities for staff members to disctessding research and assessment data,
instructional practices, materials, and studenieseiment.

In 2006—2007, all coaches (100%), most principd284), and teachers (89%) agreed
that Reading First had helped their school devalamre collaborative culture. They
also gave high ratings to the usefulness of twaifipaypes of meetings: grade level and
Site Reading Leadership Team as shown in Figure #iHgse meetings are discussed in
detail below.

W Principalsd Coached] Teacher#

100%
100%- 92%
83% 83%

0
80% - 78% 75%

60%

40% -

20% +

0%
Grade-level meetings are a RLT meetings are a good use
good use of my time of my time

Figure 4-3. Perceived Utility of Meetings

Grade-level Meetings

Grade-level meetings are a time for teachers td together and discuss assessment
results, instruction, grouping, and other topibs most schools, the coach played the
central role in these meetings; they usually crelie agenda, scheduled the meetings,
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prepared data to discuss, and brought other infoomé& share. Coaches were also the
primary meeting facilitator. Perhaps due to thaatds organizational role, most teachers
reported attending these meetings fairly freques®ypercent attended at least two
meetings per month, an additional 27 percent attgmece per month. Only a small
percentage of teachers never attended (4%) orattdgded once or a few times per year
(7%). As previously reported, principals regulaatyended grade-level meetings in some,
but not all, schools.

Although coaches played a crucial role in thesetimge most teachers agreed that the
issues were important to them (94%) and felt tHatcemments and viewpoints were
welcomed (90%). The overall rating of grade-laweletings was slightly lower: 78
percent of teachers agreed that grade-level meetvwege a good use of their time.

Site Reading Leadership Team Meetings

In previous years, the evaluation found that nis@iools had site RLTs, and
recommended additional clarification regardingfimections of these teams. This year,
all 12 schools reported having a site RLT. All RLicluded the coach and principal,
most included Title | and special education teagh@&nd a representative from each
grade, K-3.

The Reading First vision for the Site RLT is thanieets monthly, relies on data, plans
specifically and collaboratively, and is integraliyolved in the implementation of the
grant. Data suggest that this vision was met iy some of the schools.

= About half of RLTs (58%)net monthly while the other half (42%) met less
frequently—sometimes only once or twice a year.

= Most RLTsrelied on datg 89 percent of teachérsaid they talked about school-
wide data at RLT meetings.

= Some RLT9planned specifically and collaboratively Some teachers reported
their RLT made decisions about material purchaSé%of, instruction within or
across grades (72%), and instruction for specitidents (66%).

=  While some RLTs wermtegrally involved in grant implementation, others
were not described in this way. Some coaches ribtgdlecisions were reserved
for grade-level meetings. A few other RLTs wersalied as “too
cumbersome,” “challenged by low attendance,” opétéive of what happened at
other meetings.” Furthermore, one in four prin8d@5%) felt the grant would
still run smoothly without the RLT.

2 Teacher responses to RLT questions included ealytters who were members of the RLT.

33



Although their purposes were mixed, the majorityndérviewed principals still felt the
meetings were useful.

The RLT meetings are very beneficial...to look atestiperformance, draw
conclusions about what's working and what is ndfuat our direction, and
develop short and long term goals. (Principal)

Assessment and Data Systems

In the Reading First model, student assessmenstatdd be an integral part of all
decisions surrounding a school’s reading progr&chools were required to administer
the DIBELS benchmark assessment three times afgdlamwinter, and spring) as well as
for periodic progress monitoring. Grade-level nregs should include discussion of data
not only from DIBELS, but also program assessmantsphonics and decoding
screeners. In 2006—2007, professional developtodrdth round 1 and round 2 coaches
included additional training in data use.

Coaches reported that, indeed, multiple assessroentsiued to be used in schools
including DIBELS, CORE multiple assessments, cesgling program assessments, and
ERDA. Systems for administering, analyzing, anarsiy the results of these
assessments continued to be in place in 2006—200Tywo round 2 schools also reported
that their systems were established.

Also similar to previous years, surveyed teachatsaaches reported reguldrlysing
data for multiple purposes, including:

» Grouping students

* ldentifying, providing, and monitoring interventi®n

» Communicating with colleagues
And, to a lesser extent:

* Modifying lessons
Much of this work was done during grade-level megdi Almost all coaches described
bringing data to grade-level meetings where thegclgssed the data,” and “decided what

to do about each student and their needs.”

This year, there has been a lot more focus on tegemtation and interpretation
of data at grade-level meetings. (Coach)

There is always data on hand to look at. (Prin€ipa

*Regularly” defined as at least 90 percent of resfEmts reported doing this usually or always. See
survey frequencies in the Appendix for specific fans.
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Surveyed principals also reported high levels ¢hddse, including regularly using data
to:

« Communicate with teachers
* Look at schoolwide trends
* Meet with parents

While data were used frequently and for multiplegmses, many schools still did not
disaggregate data by key demographic variabless ygar, 43 percent of teachers
reported seeing data disaggregated; a notableaseifeom last year’s 32 percent, but
still the minority of respondents.

Assessment Teams

Although it consists of a series of quick, one-nbéntimings, the assessment of the
DIBELS across an entire school can be a time-comgyactivity. Benchmark
assessments are given in the fall, winter, anchgpihile progress-monitoring is ongoing
throughout the year. In previous years, much efatiministration of both the
benchmark and progress-monitoring DIBELS assessielhon the coach.

This year, coaches continued to play a centralirob®th benchmark assessment and
progress monitoring. For benchmark assessmerdashes were usually a member of a
district assessment team along with specialistssantetimes paraprofessionals or
literacy facilitators (see Table 4-3).

In three schools, coaches reported that the regpltyfor administering progress
monitoring had been turned over to teachers, afthabe coordination and data entry
still fell to the coach. In the remaining schog@eygress monitoring remained a task that
the coaches had to, or chose to, keep on theg.platfact, more coaches reported being
involved in progress monitoring this year (83%) @amed to last year (70%) and the
involvement of other staff decreased slightly.

Table 4-3
Staff Members Regularly Administering DIBELS Assesment

Benchmark :(;ggg?ﬁz
Reading coach 83 83
Specialists (Title I, ELL, Special Ed, etc.) 67 42
Paraprofessionals 33 33
Literacy facilitators 25 17
K-3 teachers -- 17
District staff 8 -
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Four coaches from two districts reported part-ttha&a entry assistance for DIBELS. In
most other schools, the coach was the primary lyrgaerson who entered and managed
data. His job was eased by the use of Palm Riaise school and with assistance from
a grade 4-5 reading coach in another school. Hemveasg noted earlier in this chapter, a
few coaches still reported spending almost one-bfttheir time managing data (e.qg.,
entering data and printing charts).

In interviews, all of the coaches felt very confitléhat the DIBELS benchmark
assessments were administered correctly since teadhseveral training opportunities
over the life of the project and many coaches ledfce assessments and/or spot checks
for accuracy. A few coaches did express concantéachers were too “lenient” with
progress monitoring their own students because‘theyen’t objective enough.”

Teachers’ confidence in DIBELS improved slightlgrir last year: three-fourths (76%)

of teachers agreed that it was a valid and accunatesure (a nine-percentage point
increase from last year). Coaches’ and principadsfidence in the assessment remained
high, although there was a 15-point increase (#)25 the percentage of principals who
felt Reading First overemphasized DIBELS.

DIBELS is a toothpick and we are using as the whagjesometimes. We have to
look at our high-stakes test. (Principal)

Table 4-4
Perceptions of the DIBELS
Percent Agreeing/Strongly Agreeing
(Change from 2006)
Principals Coaches Teachers
| think that the DIBELS is a valid, accurate 92 100 76
indicator of student reading ability. (+2) (+10) (+9)
In my view, Reading First overemphasizes 25 8 34
the importance of using DIBELS results. (+15) (+8) (+2)
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Chapter Five:
Instruction

The ultimate goal of the professional developmeahnical assistance and school
supports described in the previous chapters imprave instruction so that all students
are reading at grade level by the end of third grad

The perceived impact of Reading First on instruttiontinued to be very positive.
Almost all teachers (91%) felt that Reading Fimadl Isignificantly changed the way that
they taught reading. Moreover, almost all respotglagreed that reading instruction at
their school had improved noticeably by spring 208€ Figure 5-1).

. 100% 100%
100% 1 909 92% 90%
79%

80% -

60% - B 2005

O 2006

40% - 0 2007
20% A
0% -

Teachers Coaches Principals

"I believe that reading instruction at my schood traproved noticeably th
year."

Figure 5-1. Perceived Impact of Reading First on Istruction

This chapter draws on additional evidence to exarthe delivery of instruction to
students at Wyoming Reading First schools. Itiegiith a discussion of the core
reading program and fidelity; then it addressesidarery of instruction, including
differentiation and grouping; and ends with an gsialof interventions for struggling
readers.
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90-Minute Reading Block and Core Program

A cornerstone of the Reading First approach is#tablishment of a 90-minute
uninterrupted reading block. According to coaclaisschools (100%) met this
requirement in 2006—2007. Most schools extenden thocks beyond the 90 minutes,
adding an additional 30—90 minutes of daily readnggruction. As called for in the
grant, the reading block was characterized as tammpted” across all grades in 10 of 12
(83%) schools. The strong majority of teacherd fzat they never (72%) or rarely
(26%) used the reading block to work on non-readistruction or tasks.

In 2006—-2007, the new round 2 schools chose HougMitilin as their core program,
consistent with nine of the 10 round 1 schools (geteol used Reading Mastery Plus).
Both use of and satisfaction with the core progveene high. As in the previous year, all
principals (100%) and coaches (100%) were vergfsad with the core reading program
they used at their school. Moreover, satisfaciimong teachers (88%) grew in 2006—
2007 (see Figure 5-2). Those teachers who wersatisfied (12%) were from round 1
schools.
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Figure 5-2. Teacher Satisfaction with Core Program

Since its inception, fidelity to the core prograastbeen an emphasis of Wyoming
Reading First. This was deliberate on the pastatie project and school staff members,
who felt it was important for teachers to learn tiegv core program as it was written
before making alterations. In 2005-2006, introolucof lesson maps and templates
developed by the Western Regional Reading Firshifieal Assistance Center served to
tighten fidelity.

38



In 2006—2007, fidelity to the core program remaihegh. When asked what fidelity
meant to them, coaches put forth very similar rasps, emphasizing teaching the
program “as intended,” “doing what you are suppdsdok doing,” “following it to the
letter,” with “no additions or deletions.”

Fidelity to me means using the program the wayas wmtended to be used, for
example the correct order of the lesson maps, usiagemplates the way
intended. Keeping the focus on the 5 big areasaiding. (Coach)

Most round 1 coaches agreed that during their imReading First, fidelity expectations
had remained the same or even become strongere &added that while expectations
had not changed, their understanding had:

When we first started, we thought we couldn’t cleeagingle word. But as we
have gone through professional development, we heael that fidelity is to the
5 big ideas, not the wording in the program. Nbattwe have the lesson maps,
fidelity is much easier to maintain because it'stt®n out for you; do exactly
what is there and you are teaching with fidelityhe 5 big ideas. (Round 1
coach)

Teachers from virtually all schools said fidelitypectations were “100 percent’—or, as
one group joked, “110 percent!” They noted thgiextations were stressed by principals
and coaches, who were “very thorough about making we are keeping fidelity to the
program.” In support of this point, the majoritfteachers (84%) reported that following
the precise language laid out in the teachers’ @mlamnas a regular part of their teaching.

Templates and lesson maps continued to be a signifpart of instruction in Wyoming
Reading First schools. The data suggest thatithkbeniges associated with the additional
workload of adding the templates and maps in teeipus year had been overcome.
Moreover, templates and maps were used with higideof consistency and fidelity:
practically all classroom teachers (99%) at thédblighton Mifflin schools said that
templates were a regular part of their teaching.

We follow the maps and don’t deter from those. @dwng calendar keeps us on
track, tells us what day and what time to teacheacher)

This is consistent with the vision for use of thedon maps in Wyoming Reading First,
as articulated by state project staff members:

We expect schools to follow lesson maps, we engeubhem strongly to follow
the maps as written. It's more flexible with tleeabulary and comprehension
portions. For example, if the words on the less@p are not the best for their
students, they make some modifications and goatiéeahoices. Otherwise we
encourage them to stay on track and follow whaitsé¢. (State project staff
members)
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Overall, teachers evidenced strong support fotifigdelieving that expectations were
reasonable or “mostly reasonable.” This was dfieshto comments regarding the
benefits of fidelity for student success.

Without fidelity, the program would not be as s@stel as it is. It maintains
continuity and keeps the program pure. (Teacher)

We understand it is to the students’ benefit ifollew it 100%. (Teacher)

A few teachers voiced concerns that fidelity expgohs were “sometimes extreme.” At
one school, teachers felt pressure to literallpiéhe exact same page as other schools
in their district. Other teachers expressed cargtrat they were not meeting the needs
of “higher and older kids” who “get bored.” A fen@quested “some leeway” in the
sanctity of the 90-minute block.

If the building fell down, we’d probably still bedching reading. (Teacher)

While a handful of round 2 teachers cited frustratand “mixed messages” about what
fidelity was supposed to look like in the first yetnis was the exception to the rule.
Most round 2 teachers felt that expectations wkrar@and reasonable:

In the beginning we were freaking out, but the nveeehave trained the more we
see how to use it. (Teacher)

You just follow the program, it's reasonable. Témplates are clear. The coach
didn’t always know what to do but knew where totgetanswer. (Teacher)

Differentiation

Reading First promotes instruction targeted at sawatient’s reading level. Whether
working in large or small groups, students shoddvorking with materials that allow
them both to be successful and to develop thesgkily need in order to progress. In
Wyoming Reading First, the 90-minute block is deted to the whole group at the
students’ instructional level; students at mosbsthiwalk to read across classrooms
within their grade level. Schools have an addald0 minutes of small group time in
which differentiation occurs.

The 2005—-2006 evaluation found that differentiatias a struggle for some teachers;
fidelity requirements also raised concerns thalestts were not all learning at an
appropriate level or pace. The report recommetiagicthe state help teachers provide
adequate differentiation by providing guidance acou@ing strategies such as walk-to-
read, use of the lesson maps, lowering group serekretaining students at benchmark
using the Houghton MifflirChallenges Handboodnd the “If Time” sections of the
lesson maps.
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Data indicate that in 2006—2007, the state sucgigsbcused on many of these issues.
State project staff members noted that the tertsatween “balancing fidelity and
differentiation” had eased since the previous year:

Teachers are more comfortable with the templateslesson maps, they can see
how they work. Also walk-to-read has helped, ssdhteachers with benchmark
kids get through everything more quickly and mavéooother activities. (State
project staff)

Data collected from the schools verifies this assent. Schools were very positive
about their ability to differentiate, particulasyith supports such as walk-to-read (WTR),
extended reading time, and paraprofessionals terltive adult-to-student ratio in the
classroom. Each of these is addressed belowddii@n, differentiating to meet the
needs of Native American learners is discussed.

Walk-to-Read and Extended Reading Time

The strong majority of coaches (92%) said theiosthised WTR in all or some grades;
this was an increase over the previous year (8086xordingly, most teachers (79%)
said that the students in their classroom duriegé&ading block were homogenous, at
about the same instructional level and with similgtructional needs. Many teachers at
schools using WTR felt it helped enormously:

| think we are meeting their needs with WTR: ehengh we do the same lesson
in all classrooms, | will challenge my benchmarkgp by asking more high-level
guestions after the lesson has been followed. &fagger, so | can add more
work. (Teacher)

Other teachers, some of whom did not utilize WTéhtmued to express concerns about
benchmark students “getting bored” and not beirepadtely challenged.

For most teachers, small group differentiation oamaliduring extended reading time
beyond the 90-minute block. Among the 11 schosisgiHoughton Mifflin, extended
reading meant Universal Access (UA) time, an addél 30 minutes of small-group
work beyond the 90-minute block. The school ustegding Mastery Plus similarly
supplemented their reading block with an additi@@minutes of work in the core
program.

| think we have worked really hard to meet the stugl different needs. We have

UA groups that are really challenging to the uppevrel kids and some 1:1
groups working hard to get intensive students wiieeg need to be. (Coach)

41



Adult-to-Student Ratio

Another factor affecting ability to differentiate class size. As in the previous year,
Wyoming Reading First teachers reported a widegangheir class size during the 90-
minute block, from one to 27 students. Howeveg,rttajority tended to be on the
smaller side: two-thirds of classrooms (66%) haaddtewer students. (see Figure 5-3.)

21+ students
16%

1 to 10 student
31%

16 to 20 student
19%

11 to 15 student
35%

Figure 5-3. Class Size During Reading Block

What class size figures alone do not reveal isthdent-to-instructor ratio at schools
where paraprofessionals or other adults are irldssroom. As shown in Table 5-1,
responses were fairly evenly split regarding wheetbachers had paraprofessional
support during the reading block: teachers eitlagrihor did not, and the majority (61%)
did not. This was a slight increase from the pryasiyear, in which 52 percent had no
support. The data did not show that there wasatioaship between paraprofessional
support and either school or the number of studerttse classroom.

Table 5-1
Paraprofessional Support During Reading Block

Percent of Teachers

Never Occasionally Daily
2005-2006 52 4 44
2006-2007 61 8 31

Schools that had ample paraprofessional suppogdrtbat it enabled them to work with
students at their instructional level by reducingup size.
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| think we are able to meet their needs pretty wedl have a lot of aide support,
so we break into four groups and each group isangdr than 10 kids. For the
intensive students, it’s four. (Teacher)

We have lots of staff that help keep group siagsadten 1:1. They have every
opportunity to learn! (Coach)

On the other hand, schools lacking support expdefsastration about their inability to
differentiate and work with small groups.

We've been told that we need small groups of 2 thadbe 6 kids, but we can't,
because we have 22 to 26 students per classroorthargls only you and an
aide. (Teacher)

One concern is that we didn’t have enough teactlert® all of the recommended
groupings that our TA provider suggested. (Coach)

Meeting the Needs of Native American Learners

Three of the 10 Wyoming Reading First schools hafieggh proportion of Native
American students, with one school serving a 106gre Native American population.
Perceptions among staff members at these threelsdhat Reading First was doing an
excellent job of meeting the needs of Native Amaritearners are presented in Figure 5-
4. Although the results were similar to the pregigear, with slightly more principal but
less teacher agreement, teachers were notablgpéssistic than coaches or principals.
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"Our Reading First programis doing an excellebtgd meeting the needs
Native American students."

Figure 5-4. Perception that Reading First is Meetig the Needs of
Native American Students
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Schools described the challenges of meeting thésnefeNative American students,
including vocabulary, lack of background knowledgdamiliarity with the multiple
meanings of words, sentence structure, self exjpresand attendance.

Coaches generally felt that Native American stuslameds were being met with small-
group sizes, interventions, and use of Reading &gsind Language for Learning (for
language development with younger students). Alghahe state had not specifically
addressed the needs of Native American studerdashes noted that they supported
training in programs such as Language for Learnifuch they appreciated. As for
remaining needs, coaches felt they were doing Wiest could with language immersion
and the structures identified above.

Coach and Teacher Views of the Classroom

In 2005-2006, there was evidence that many teacisexs research-based practices in
fluency, comprehension, and vocabulary instructidhthe same time, some effective
practices such as offering student-friendly defams, explicit modeling of
comprehension strategies, and providing adequdapendent-level texts for students,
were not being used across all classrooms.

In 2006—-2007, teachers were asked on surveys aboumuch a part of their teaching
certain practices in vocabulary, fluency, and caghpnsion, as well as student
engagement. Teachers’ responses indicated thabften utilized many strong
practices, including:

* Oral reading fluency practice

» Focus on “tier two” vocabulary words

* Vocabulary practice that utilizes examples and examples

* Provision of background knowledge before studessl @ new text

» Comprehension questions that ask for higher-otdeking skills, as well as
those that ask for literal recall

* Explicit modeling of the work or thinking process

Teachers also indicated they were less likely ilzatstrategies explicitly intended to
improve DIBELS scores, such as timed fluency assests and nonsense word practice.

Coaches views somewhat corroborated these findngsyere more conservative on

some measures. Classroom observations, plannadl &mhools in 2007-2008
evaluation, will help to further develop this pictu
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Interventions

Interventions are a critical part of the Readingt-ilesign, providing additional, targeted,
small-group instruction for those students who naede than the core reading program
in order to read at grade level. The vision in \Wiyng Reading First schools is that
interventions are provided for 30 minutes in additio both the 90-minute reading block
and 30-minute extended reading time. The mosh#ne students are placed in a
replacement core; others received interventions supplemental materials.

The 2005-2006 evaluation found that the establistmiintervention programs was a
key success of that year; however, challenges redaiThe report recommended that
the state emphasize training for intervention patexs, and that schools reduce group
sizes in those instances where they exceed siestsitb one instructor. In 2006—2007,
further refinement of intervention programs was@extwide focus, and the state
addressed both of these areas.

Perceptions of intervention systems indicated tisathers and principals felt they had
improved over the past year; coaches were sligbsly positive (see Figure 5-5).
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"As a school, we are doing an excellent job of g appropriate readir
interventions to all students who need them."

Figure 5-5. Perceptions of Intervention Program

Moreover, many interviewees cited student achieverag a success of their intervention
program, such as this coach:

Teachers are very conscious of what they are danthwhy. The benefit is that

several of our students in interventions receiveafipient scores on PAWS, that'’s
a big change for us! (Coach)
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This section will explore these findings in greadetail—including who received
interventions, who provided them, and the successédshallenges to meeting the needs
of all students in this area.

Students Served

Table 5-2 shows the number of students servedémientions, as reported by the coach.
Among round 1 schools, in their third year of implntation, a 43 percent of studénts
received “intensive” interventions (defined as algghe reading block, at least two
hours per week for at least six weeks). Anothep@2ent of students received “less
intensive” interventions.

These figures represent a shift in the intensitytErventions; while slightly fewer
students received any intervention, more studeusived interventions that were
sustained over six weeks or longer. This incréaperhaps attributable to the addition
of a replacement core in many schools.

Among round 2 schools, in their first year of implentation, interventions were less
common. Fourteen percent, or 40 students, recaitedsive interventions; this figure
corresponds with the number of round 2 studentlanntensive group in fall 2006. Ten
percent, or 30 students, received less intenstegvientions.

Table 5-2
Number of Students Receiving Interventions
Round 1 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
L . 420 546 618
Intensive interventions
(29% of students) (37%) (43%)
. o _ 284 558 322
Less intensive interventions
(20% of students) (38%) (22%)
Round 2 2006-2007
L . 40
Intensive interventions
(14%)
. o : 30
Less intensive interventions
(10%)

Coaches indicated that they still were able to pl®interventions to the majority of

intensive and strategic students who needed theenT{gble 5-3). However, only at 58
percent of schools did all eligible students reeenterventions.

* Percentages calculated using the total numberyafrilihg Reading First students with valid yearlong
DIBELS scores as the denominator.
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Table 5-3
Proportion of Eligible Students Receiving Intervenions

Percentage of Schools

All students in “strategic” group receive intervienis 83
All students in “intensive” group receive interviemts 67
All students in both groups receive interventions 58

Among those schools where fewer than 100 percestuoients received interventions, the
primary obstacles cited were insufficient staffangd available space in the building.

When making decisions about who to provide intetiees to, most schools indicated that
they “start with the intensive first because thaydthe most needs and work our way up.”

We do all intensive kids, make sure they havevatdgion. We do most strategic;
we take a look at the child to see if they are mgkirogress, some need support
to hold on while some are ready to take off. (Cdach

We usually start at the bottom and work our wayHipwever, that does leave
some of the intensive kids in the beginning of/#& in the regular classroom.
We try to leave the kids we put in the replacernerd in for the entire year, they
struggle when they are moved back into HM. (Coach)

A round 1 coach added, “As the years go by, we lhewer intensive students.” Several
schools also emphasized that their systems forpgngland extended reading time
helped meet the needs of strategic students fomithey were not able to provide
additional interventions.

Group Size

Research suggests that interventions are mostigechen delivered to small groups,
and that interventions for the most intensive stislshould be even smaller. Although
staffing was cited as a challenge, the data inditt@t in 2006—2007 Wyoming Reading
First schools successfully reduced interventiorugrsizes, compared to the previous
year. In 2006, two-thirds of schools (66%) repotieat their largest intervention group
did not exceed six students; in 2007, this gred0 percent of schools.
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Figure 5-6. Proportion of Schools with Largest Intevention Group
Six Students or Fewer

Materials

In 2006—2007, all schools began using Reading Myagtkeis as a replacement core for
the lowest intensive students. The state encodrsgfgools not to place kindergarten
students in the replacement core too soon; insteady schools used Early Reading
Intervention (ERI). Less intensive students reedinterventions with supplemental
materials.

Satisfaction with intervention materials was hij0 percent of coaches and 85 percent
of teachers agreed that the intervention matenale well matched to the needs of their
struggling readers. Among teachers, this was ere@se over the previous year (76%).
Interviews reinforced this point; teachers wereyvyeased with intervention materials,
noting that they had been “tweaked” since last .ydaterviewees were very positive
regarding ERI and Read Naturally, and cited “hugeg with Reading Mastery as
replacement core. In turn, interviewees notedttiege materials resulted in “nice
growth” and “more solid” scores.

It's amazing how fast they moved along with ERdimdergarten. (Teacher)

The scores of students in Reading Mastery are dllmgker than some of the
kids who aren’t low enough to be in the replacenvene. (Teacher)
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Providers

In 2006—2007, training in interventions was an eagihof professional development at
the building and district levels:

We have focused training on Reading Mastery Plissyéar, we have had some
excellent professional development. Also, this ggary district has brought in
specific intervention training. You can hear itdgieel it from the intervention
providers. (State project staff)

Coaches at schools where contracted technicatassésfocused on interventions were
pleased with the assistance and training receilahy noted the value of “consistent
in-service” in interventions, providing a “knowleglgesource” upon which they could
call and focus their efforts:

The help of our consultants has really given usaion. (Coach)

Support from ERI has been big, teachers are exci(€dach)
The data indicate that this investment in trairpagd off; the strong majority of coaches
(92%) and teachers (82%) felt that their schoaitenvention providers were well-trained

to meet the needs of struggling readers (see Fhyif)e This marked an increase over
the previous year, particularly for coaches.
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Figure 5-7. Perception of Well-Trained InterventionProviders
Interventions were provided largely by special{480%), paraprofessionals (92%), and

primary-grade teachers (75% of schools). Thisaggmts a change from the previous
year in which fewer specialists but more primargetg teachers provided interventions.
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They were more rarely provided by literacy factbis (33%), the reading coach (25%),
paid tutors (25%), or volunteers (8%).

Specialists
Paras

K-3 Teachers
Lit facilitators
Coach

Paid Tutors

Volunteers

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

Percentage of Schools Using These Providers

Figure 5-8. Intervention Providers

A school’s ability to provide effective, targetederventions is directly linked to the
availability of an adequate number of interventwaviders. As noted previously, when
fewer than 100 percent of students received intgiwes, insufficient staffing was cited
as a primary obstacle. In a related finding, pwr half of principals (59%) felt their
staffing resources were sufficient to provide imégtions to all students who need them;
41 percent did not feel their staffing resourcesengifficient. However, this was an
increase over the previous year, in which only éftent felt their resources were
sufficient.

In fact, the primary concern voiced regarding iméettions was lack of staff members to
“get group size down to where it should be.”

A big issue is not having enough adults in the ramming flexible grouping time.
Even if you have someone, it's not the same daeilivhole time, so it's hard to
plan. If we had more staff resources, | could dotdetter job with my flexible
grouping. (Teacher)

Several schools that had adequate support in 2006-&ere concerned about losing
paraprofessional/aide support next year.

We know we are losing aide support. It will regllyt a monkey wrench in how
we do interventions next year. (Teacher)

Next year we anticipate losing some staff suppdrée will have to give up

interventions for strategic kids and, in the longpy that’ll mean we have more
intensive. (Teacher)
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Chapter Six:
Student Assessment Results

To measure the progress of students in readingyyaming Reading First schools use
theDynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skijlts DIBELS, which is administered
three times per year: fall, winter, and spring.Wgoming, it was also administered in
spring 2004 before program implementation begasyigng a baseline from which
future change may be measured.

For a detailed description of procedures for coding analyzing scores, please refer to
Chapter 2: Methods.

Chapter Organization
Analysis of DIBELS assessment results are presexgddllows:
(1) 2006—2007 DIBELS Resulté& graphic overview of change between fall and
spring of this year, as well as tables presentiegspring 2007 percentage of

students in each of the three overall instructi@oglport recommendation
groupings.

(2) 2004—2007 DIBELS Trends$sraphic overviews of change from baseline to

the spring of each year, as well as tables praggtite percentage of students
at benchmark over time.

(3) Longitudinal AnalysesA section examining changes in DIBELS results for
intact cohorts of students over time.

Where appropriate, data are disaggregated by kepgi@aphic characteristics—
ethnicity, eligibility for free or reduced-pricerlah (FRL), English language learner
(ELL) status, and eligibility for special educatieias well as by cohort and individual
Reading First school.
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2006—-2007 DIBELS Results

This section presents student assessment resutigtie 20062007 school year. Figure
6-1 presents the change in the percentage of dsideross Wyoming Reading First at or
above benchmark as measured by the DIBELS betvedie2006 and spring 2007. The
data show that there were strong increases ataaleg, particularly kindergarten, second
and third grades. The increase in the percenthgieidents at benchmark was
statistically significant in all grades (McNemai-siquare<0.001).

Compared to the previous year (2005-2006), groveth similar in first, second and third
grades and higher in kindergarten (seeYthar 2 Wyoming Reading First Evaluation
Repor). Data for round 1 and round 2 schools were genylar (as will be shown in the
subsequent tables), with round 2 showing slightigrgyer gains in the higher grades.

100%

91%

& Fall 2006 @ Spring 2007

80%

60%

40% -

20% -

0% -
Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade Third Grade

Figure 6-1. Percentage of Students at Benchmarkal 2006—Spring 2007
Rounds 1 and 2

Figure 6-2 presents the change in the percentagiidénts across Wyoming Reading
First in the intensive grouping (those strugglihg most in reading) as measured by the
DIBELS between fall 2006 and spring 2007. The datav that there were strong
successes in moving kindergarten and third-grad#ests out of the intensive grouping,
as denoted by the decreases at those levels. ebineage in second grade was more
moderate and there was a slight increase in fiesteg this increase was not statistically
significant. The decrease in the percentage dlfestis in the intensive group was
statistically significant in kindergarten and thgchde (McNemar chi-square <0.001).
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Round 2 schools started and ended with lower ptages of students in the intensive
group, versus round 1 schools. However, both rewaduced their numbers in a similar
fashion, excepting first grade, where the increasetensive students is attributable to
round 1 schools.
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Figure 6-2. Percentage of Students in Intensive at 2006—Spring 2007
Rounds 1 and 2

Tables 6-1 through 6-4 present the percentageaudésts in each of the Instructional
Support Recommendation (ISR) categories: intensivategic, and benchmark. The
numbers across each row should add up to 100 gerbeaddition to the trends noted
above, across grades, the data show that:

* The high proportion of third-grade students attagnbenchmark and low
proportion in the intensive group is notable.

* Between 22 and 24 percent of second- and thirdegsautlents were in the
strategic grouping in the spring. This percentage smaller for first grade
(14%), a drop from the previous year.

* Round 2 schools performed slightly better than doiirschools, with higher
percentages of students at benchmark and loweempges in intensive.
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their white counterparts; this trend was more pumed in first and second

grades than kindergarten or third. (These thietlgrdata represent a change from

the previous year.)

to attain benchmark.

Table 6-1
Kindergarten Spring 2007 Instructional Support Recanmendations

Students who were Native American were less likelgttain benchmark than

Students who were eligible for free or reducedghimch (FRL) were less likely

Spring 2007 Instructional Support

Recommendation
N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All WY Reading First Kindergarten | 415 5% 4% 91%
Round 1 346 5% 4% 90%
Round2 | 69| aw | o | 01%
Native American 64 11% 6% 83%
Black/African-American | 7| ow | 0% | 100%
Hispanic | 25| 8% | 2% | 80%
R 200  aw | aw | e3w
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 19p 7% 7% 86%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch| 162 2% | 2% | 96%
Eligible for Special Education 53 8% 6% 87%
Not Eligible for Special Education | 278 a% | s% | 91%
Big Horn Burlington 16 0% 0% 100%
'Rocky Mountain | 23| % | a | 96%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 34 17% 9% 74%
Fremont 25 Ashgrove 64 5% 0% 95%
Jackson | o  s% | 0% | 8%
Lincon | 66 | o | 3% | o7%
Natrona Grant 30 0% 0% 100%
‘Midwest | 14| 21% | 21% | 57%
‘Mountain View | : 26| 2% | 8% | 81%
‘Southridge | 6| 8w | 3% | 89%
University Park | 33| o | 6% | 4%
‘Wilad | 2 | 3% | % | 97%
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Tal

ble 6-2

First Grade Spring 2007 Instructional Support Reconmendations

Spring 2007 Instructional Support

Recommendation
N Intensive Strategic Benchmark

All WY Reading First Grade 1 444 8% 14% 7%
Round 1 369 9% 15% 75%
Round2 | 75 % | 1% | 88%
Native American 63 19% 24% 57%
Black/African-American | 8| 0% | 0% |  100%
Hispanic | 31| 6% |  28% | 1%
white | 329 6% | 2% | 81%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 234 10% 15% 75%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch| 197 6% | 13% | 8%
Eligible for Special Education 59 15% 25% 59%
Not Eligible for Special Education | 374 ™% | 12% | 81%
Big Horn Burlington 15 0% 7% 93%

|Rocky Mountain | 23| 0% | 4w | 96%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 41 24% 24% 51%
Fremont 25 | Ashgrove 65 14% 8% 78%

|Jackson | - a4l o | 200 | 70%

Lincoh | 66| 8w | 24% | 68%
Natrona Grant 40 3% 18% 80%

| Midwest | 1| o | 2% | 3%

| Mountain View | 28|  18% | % | 5%

 Southridge | 41| 2% | 200 | 78%

| University Park | 34| 0% | 0% |  100%

willard | 36| 3% | ew | 92%
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Table 6-3
Second Grade Spring 2007 Instructional Support Recomendations

Spring 2007 Instructional Support
Recommendation
N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All WY Reading First Grade 2 436 16% 22% 62%
Round 1 362 17% 22% 61%
Round2 |74l 12% | 23% | 65%
Native American 71 27% 32% 41%
Black/African-American | o | 0% | 2% | 8%
Hispanic | 2|  19% | 2% | 59%
White | 30| 1% | 200 | 67%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 234 21% 25% 54%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch| 191 9% | 7% | 73%
Eligible for Special Education 65 34% 28% 38%
Not Eligible for Special Education | 368 1% | 0 21% | 67%
Big Horn Burlington 12 0% 25% 75%
'Rocky Mountain | 23| a | 7% | 8%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 44 32% 32% 36%
Fremont 25 Ashgrove 62 16% 18% 66%
Jackson | 8| 1% | 7% | 71%
Lincoln | 64 | 25% | 17% | 58%
Natrona Grant 37 16% 14% 70%
‘Midwest | 1| 0% | 36% |  55%
‘Mountain View | 23 | 2% | 3% | 8%
‘Southridge | - al| 2% | 20 | 68%
‘University Park | 33 | 2% | 27% | 61%
‘willard |38 | 5% | 2% | 63%
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Table 6-4
Third Grade Spring 2006 Instructional Support Reconmendations

Spring 2007 Instructional Support
Recommendation
N Intensive Strategic Benchmark
All WY Reading First Grade 3 429 12% 24% 64%
Round 1 359 13% 25% 62%
Round2 | 0l 6% | 7% | 7%
Native American 58 9% 38% 53%
Black/African-American | 13 3% | 8% |  62%
Hispanic | 8|  16% | 2% | 53%
Whie | 314| 1% | 200 | 68%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 248 15% 25% 60%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch| 170 8% | 2% | 70%
Eligible for Special Education 81 36% 19% 46%
Not Eligible for Special Education | - 34p 6% | 25% | 69%
Big Horn Burlington 17 12% 18% 71%
Rocky Mountain | 28| % | 2% | 68%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 37 11% 41% 49%
Fremont 25 Ashgrove 69 3% 26% 71%
Jackson | 37| 200 | 8% |  68%
Lincoln | 61 | 13% | 28% | 59%
Natrona Grant 24 42% 21% 38%
Midwest | 9 | 3% | 1% | 56%
Mountain View | 35| 23% | a0% | 37%
Southridge | 34| 9w | 15% | 76%
University Park | 36| 3% | 19% | 8%
Wilard | 2| 0% | 14% | 86%
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2004-2007 DIBELS Trends

This section presents DIBELS results over timemflmaseline (spring 2004 for round 1
and spring 2006 for round 2) through spring 20B6und 1 and round 2 schools will be
presented separately.

Changes in Percentage of Students at Benchmark

Figure 6-3 below presents the change in the peagerdgfround 1schools at benchmark
on the DIBELS between baseline (spring 2004) aedsgring of each subsequent year
that the round 1 schools were in Reading Firseélyears). The data show that the
project has made sustained, strong increases petitentage of kindergarten and first-
grade students at benchmark from year to year. péhe of growth in second grade,
which had slowed between 2005 and 2006, pickeeh 2007. There was modest growth
in third grade. Changes from spring 2006 to spB@@7 were statistically significant in
kindergarten, first and second grades (Pearsoaqtiare<0.05).
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Figure 6-3. Percentage of Students at Benchmark, Rad 1
Spring 2004—-Spring 2007
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Figure 6-4 below presents the change in the peagerdfround 2schools at benchmark
on the DIBELS between baseline (spring 2006) amthg2007, the end of their first

year in Reading First. While round 2 schools beg#h a higher baseline than round 1
schools, they made substantial gains over theatest grade levels. This was
particularly notable in first, second, and thiradgs. Changes from spring 2006 to
spring 2007 were statistically significant in figglade (Pearson chi-square<.001), second
grade (Pearson chi-square<.05), and third grader¢Be chi-square<0.01).

100%

88% &1 Spring 2006

B Spring 2007

80% 77%
60%
40%
20%
0% ‘

Kindergarten First Grade Second Grade Third Grade

Figure 6-4. Percentage of Students at Benchmark, Rad 2
Spring 2006—Spring 2007

Changes in Percentage of Students in Intensive

Progress in Reading First is measured not onhhbyricrease in the percentage of
students at benchmark, but also by a decrease ipeiftentage of students who are
struggling in reading. The DIBELS identifies thadadents who are struggling the most
as “intensive,” meaning that they are in need efgbhool’s most intensive interventions
to bring them up to level.

Figure 6-5 below presents the change in the peagerdfround 1schools in the
intensive group on the DIBELS between baselinerjgi004) and the spring of each
subsequent year that the round 1 schools wereadiRg First (three years). The data
show that there have been sustained decreases petbentage of students in intensive
over time. In spring 2007, the drop in second gnads particularly notable, as that
grade had seen little change the previous yeaerellwvas more modest change in
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kindergarten and no change in first grade. Chabgéseen spring 2006 and spring 2007
were statistically significant in second grade aftgarson chi-square<0.05).
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Figure 6-5. Percentage of Students in Intensive, Rad 1
Spring 2004-Spring 2007

Figure 6-6 below presents the change in the peagerdfround 2schools in the
intensive group on the DIBELS between baselinerfgd@006) and spring 2007, the end
of their first year in Reading First. The datawltbat round 2 schools saw substantial
drops in the percentage of students in the intengigup, ending with very low
proportions in all grades (1 to 12%). Changes fepming 2006 to spring 2007 were
statistically significant in second grade only (Rea chi-square<0.05).
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Figure 6-6. Percentage of Students in Intensive, Rad 2
Spring 2006—Spring 2007

Tables 6-5 through 6-8 present the percentageudésts at benchmark beginning at
baseline and continuing through spring 2007. htezh to the trends noted above,
across grades, the data show that:

The percentage of Reading First students who atddyxenchmark increased
substantially across the 2006—2007 school year.

Round 2 schools started and ended the year witfehjgercentages of students at
benchmark, compared to round 1 schools.

There were increases in the percentage of Nativerfsan students at benchmark
during the 2004—-2005 school in kindergarten, secand third grades. However,
there was a decrease in first grade. This paittefirst grade was similar in
previous years; however, the increase in third @radrks a change from
previous years.

The pace of growth in the attainment of benchmarlstudents eligible for FRL
largely kept pace with that of their non-FRL-eligiltounterparts; overall, they
made the same proportional gains, although theg ata lower starting point.
This pattern was similar in 2005-2006.

All schools made strong gains in kindergarten. rélveas a wide variation in
performance across the other grades; several schboWed substantial growth,
with increases in third grade being particularlyatde. However, five schools
had no negative growth in at least one grade level.
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Table 6-5

Percentage of Kindergarten Students at Benchmark Gar Time

Fall 2006 | Winter 2007 | Spring 2007
N | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
All WY Reading First Kindergarten | 415 36% 80% 91%
Round 1 346 35% 79% 90%
Round2 | 69| 4% | 83% | 91%
Native American 64 19% 59% 83%
Black/African-American | 17| 3% | 9% | 100%
Hispanic | 25|  20% | 6% | 80%
White | 204 a% | 84w | 93%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 192 29% 73% 86%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunc 162 - aa | 88% |  96%
Eligible for Special Education 53 23% 72% 87%
Not Eligible for Special Education | 278 8% | 9% | 91%
Big Horn Burlington 16 50% 100% 100%
‘Rocky Mountain | 23| . a8% | 91% | 9%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 3% 17% 51% 74%
Fremont 25 | Ashgrove 64 36% 70% 95%
Jackson | 40| 58% | 85% | 85%
Lincoh | 66 | 18% | 82% |  9T%
Natrona Grant 30 43% 100% 100%
Midwest | 4| 2% | 50% | ! 57%
‘Mountain View | 26| 3% | 7% | 81%
Southridge | 6| - 2% | 78% | 89%
University Park | 3| . 2% | 88% |  94%
‘Willard | 2 | a4 | 0% | 97%

62



Table 6-6
Percentage of First-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime
Fall 2006 | Winter 2007 | Spring 2007
N | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
All WY Reading First Grade 1 444 69% 68% 77%
Round 1 369 67% 66% 75%
'Round2 | s e | 9% | 88%
Native American 63 62% 40% 57%
| Black/African-American | 8|  63% | 5% | 100%
 Hispanic | 1| 7% | 1% | 7%
white | 329 0% | 2% | 81%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 234 69% 64% 75%
| Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunc] 147 - % | 7a% | 81%
Eligible for Special Education 59 41% 39% 59%
| Not Eligible for Special Education | 374 4% | 73% | 81%
Big Horn Burlington 15 60% 100% 93%
Rocky Mountain | 23| 83w | 87% |  96%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 41 63% 32% 51%
Fremont 25 | Ashgrove 65 2% 71% 78%
Jackson | VI 5% | 57% | 70%
Lincom | 66 | 550 | 61% |  68%
Natrona Grant 40 80% 68% 80%
Midwest | 11| % | 3% | 3%
Mountain View | : 28| 64% |  64% | 75%
Southridge | n| 8% | 76% | 78%
University Park | 34l  76% | 82% | 100%
Wilard | 36 | 8% | 8% | 92%
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Table 6-7
Percentage of Second-Grade Students at Benchmark @vTime

Fall 2006 | Winter 2007 | Spring 2007
N | Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
All WY Reading First Grade 2 436 47% 64% 62%
Round 1 362 45% 63% 61%
‘Round2 | al 58% | 69% | 65% |
Native American 71 30% 38% 41%
 Black/African-American | ol % | 8% | 8% |
Mispanic | 2| 8% | 6% | 59% |
‘White | a310] 529 | 0% | 67% |
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 234 38% 57% 54%
Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 191 59% | 4% | 73% |
Eligible for Special Education 65 28% 45% 38%
' Not Eligible for Special Education | 368 51% |  68% | 67% |
Big Horn Burlington 12 58% 83% 75%
Rocky Mountain | 23|  61% | 2% | 78% |
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 44 25% 30% 36%
Fremont 25 Ashgrove 62 44% 67% 66%
Jackson | a8 520 | 3% | 71% |
Lincon | 64 |  a1% | 59% | 58% |
Natrona Grant 37 70% 70% 70%
Midwest | 11| 6% | 64% | 550 |
‘Mountain View | 23| 26% | 61% | 8% |
Southridge | a|  sew | 7% | 68% |
University Park | 33|  58% | 67% |  61% |
Wilad | 38| a7% | 68% |  63% |
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Table 6-8
Percentage of Third-Grade Students at Benchmark Ovelime

Fall 2006 | Winter 2007 | Spring 2007
N Benchmark | Benchmark | Benchmark
All WY Reading First Grade 3 429 47% 55% 64%
Round 1 359 45% 55% 62%
Round2 | 0] 57% | 59% | 7%
Native American 58 43% 47% 53%
‘Black/African-American | 13 8% | 54% | 62%
‘HWispamic | 8| a1 | 53% |  53%
‘White | 34| a8% | 57% | 68%
Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch 248 44% 51% 60%
‘Not Eligible for Free/Reduced Lunch| 171 51% |  61% | 70%
Eligible for Special Education 81 33% 36% 46%
‘Not Eligible for Special Education | 342 50% | 60% |  69%
Big Horn Burlington 17 71% 71% 71%
| Rocky Mountain | 28| 61% |  75% | 68%
Fremont 21 Fort Washakie 37 41% 41% 49%
Fremont 25 Ashgrove 69 41% 64% 71%
|Jackson | 37| a6% | s51% | 68%
Lincon | 61 | - a3% | 48% | 59%
Natrona Grant 24 29% 33% 38%
Midwest | 9 | ase | s6% | 56%
MountainView | 35|  20% | 37% | 3%
 Southridge | 34| 53% | 56% | 76%
University Park | 36| 61% | 61% | 8%
willard | 2| 60% | % | 86%
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Longitudinal Analyses

Another measure of program effectiveness is to @xamtact cohorts of students over
time, as they progress through Reading First. $&dction does just that, by presenting
the progress of students at round 1 schools wharbkigpdergarten in fall 2004, the first
year of Wyoming Reading First, and just completecbsd grade in spring 2007, the
third year of Wyoming Reading First.

To ensure that these analyses capture studentseebived a full two years of the
program, it only includes matched students for whbrae years of intact data are
available. The sample is comprised of 263 studeepsesenting roughly 75 percent of a
given class size (estimating 350 students per gadeund 1 schools).

Figure 6-7 below presents three years of springdB results for this sample, from the
end of kindergarten through the end of second grddhe graph shows that overall, the
percentage of students at benchmark declined Bliglam 75 to 63 percent. It should
be noted that this decrease is not atypical, atatigets for the spring of kindergarten are
comparatively easier to hit. The graph also dsm@ctincrease in the percentage of
students in the strategic group from 13 to 22 peraes well as the intensive group, from
11 to 15 percent.
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Figure 6-7. Longitudinal DIBLES Data, Kindergarten through Second Grade
(n=263)
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What the graph above does not provide is a moraaaghunderstanding of where this
movement is occurring among ISRs: is the patterredrby benchmark kids dropping to
strategic or intensive kids moving up to strategidterefore, another helpful way of
looking at student progress over the past two yisdrg examining their movement from
one ISR to another. The following three figures3(® 6-10) do exactly that.

Figure 6-8 depicts where those students who begaeigarten in 2004—2005 at
benchmark were at the end of second grade. O #héstudents, the strong majority
(88%) remained at benchmark; this is a measureeoébility of the core program to keep
students who started at benchmark progressingaeit I€airly small proportions were in
strategic (8%) or intensive (5%). Compared to wlthese same students were a year
prior at the end of first grade (see iMyoming Reading First Year 2 Evaluation Report
these data show improved retention of studentemttimark at the end of second grade.

Students who began Kindergarten at Benchmark

100% +—— .
ended Second Grade in...
80%
60%
40%
20%
Intensive, 5% Strategic, 8%
ool —

Figure 6-8. Spring 2007 DIBELS ISRs
Second-Grade Students who Began Kindergarten at Behmark (n=67)
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Correspondingly, Figure 6-9 depicts where thosdesits who began kindergarten in
2004-2005 in the strategic group were at the ersgtodbnd grade. Of these 130 students,
the majority (66%) moved up to benchmark. Abow-@ifth (19%) of these students
remained in strategic while the remaining propori(®5%) dropped to intensive. These
figures are fairly similar to the previous yeait]dwing the same group of students
through the end of first grade.

100%
Students who began Kindergarten in Strategic
ended Second Grade in...
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Figure 6-9. Spring 2007 DIBELS ISRs
Second-Grade Students who Began Kindergarten in Sdtegic (n=130)
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Finally, Figure 6-10 depicts where those studerits egan kindergarten in 2004—-2005
in the intensive group were at the end of secoadayr Of these 66 students, about one-
third (32%) moved up to benchmark; this is a measfithe effectiveness of
interventions in moving the lowest-performing stoideup to benchmark. A larger
proportion (41%) of these students moved up tdesjia and about one-quarter (27%)
remained in intensive. Compared to where these sandents were a year prior at the
end of first grade (see tW#yoming Reading First Year 2 Evaluation Repdhese data
show somewhat less success in moving intensivestsd

100%

80%

Students who began Kindergarten in Intensive
ended Second Grade in...

60%

40%

20% - Strategic, 41%
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Figure 6-10. Spring 2007 DIBELS ISRs
Second-Grade Students who Began Kindergarten in lensive (n=66)

As a conclusion to this section, the initial longiinal data presented above indicate that
there have been successes with students who begaling First in kindergarten. By the
end of second grade, the data show an improvedtiateof students at benchmark, as
well as successes in moving strategic and intersdivadents to benchmark. However, of
students who began kindergarten in the intensigagrover one in four remained there
at the end of second grade. A caution to theseiddhat they only capture three years of
implementation. The evaluation will continue tokaat the progress of round 1 students
over time as schools move into their fourth yeangslementation.
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Chapter Seven:
Sustainability

In 2006—2007, the topic of sustainability, or wiélt happen as schools transition out of
Reading First, came to the forefront in a way  hat in the past. In previous years,
Wyoming Reading First schools automatically receiftending for continued
implementation, as long as there were no compligsstees to be resolved. For the first
time at the end of this academic year, round 1@shwere only eligible for continued
funding if they registered a certain level of stuidachievement gains, which they could
meet one of three ways:

1. Have at least 50 percent of students at benchmatkee of four grades in winter
2007.

2. Have at least 50 percent of students make adequageess in three of four
grades.

3. Have 10 percent more students at benchmark frorrew2906 to winter 2007 in
three of four grades.

Schools that did not meet one of these criteriddceubmit a request that the decision be
based upon their spring 2007, rather than winté72{ata.

Even once schools met continuation criteria, tmaeliing they would receive in the 2007—-
2008 school year would be substantially lower timgpast year. This meant that schools
needed to consider how they could sustain what ltlagydeveloped under Reading First
with reduced financial resources.

This chapter examines the prospects for sustaityahinong Wyoming Reading First
round 1 schools by looking at the degree to whiely thave the necessary characteristics
to sustain a school reform. In a review of theriture on sustainability, Taylor (2005)
identified key characteristics associated with a@uastbility:

» Support political context

» Sufficient funding

» Positive student outcomes

» Leadership stability

* Faculty retention

* Faculty commitment

* Practical components structured into daily life
» Sustained professional development

» Protection from competing reforms
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Data collected from the Wyoming Reading First s¢saggest that while the schools
and districts clearly have some of the charactesishat favor longer term sustainability,
they lack others, or in some cases, certain sclawels stronger positions than other
schools.

Factors Favoring Sustainability

Positive student outcomesAs described in Chapter 6 of this report, Wyomirep&ing
First has made sustained, strong increases inetltemtage of students reading at grade
level during the past three years. This steadwtirdavors longer-term sustainability, as
it builds credibility for and buy-in to the Readikgst approach, both among school and
district staff members as well as in the commusitieey serve. For the positive
outcomes to create staff member and community sugpmwvever, they need to be
maintained and publicized. It would be helpfuttmtinue to monitor student
achievement in cohort 1 schools and to share sebrdtadly with multiple stakeholders.

Leadership stability. Among the 10 schools in cohort 1, only one sawanghk in
principal during the time the school had a Readhimgt grant. Six of the 10 schools had
the same principal for the past five years or ma#hile this does not predict turnover in
the coming few years, it does suggest that WyorRiegding First schools do not have a
pattern of high principal turnover and are likebyitenefit from leadership stability.

Faculty commitment. One of the most important factors for sustainirgork
accomplished under Reading First is teachers’ stigogrant activities. From the
onset, Wyoming Reading First has had very highl¢eskbuy-in. Teachers, coaches,
and principals report that they value the materthls training, and the approach to
instruction. Moreover, they believe it is effeetiand that what they are doing is making
a difference in instruction and student achievement

The majority (82%) of round 1 teachers said theulamot return to their “old ways” of
teaching after the grant ended; this marks an asg@ver the previous year (72%).
Some were not sure (13%) and a very small group €840 they would return to their
previous methods.

Teachers were also asked about whether they thapghtfic components of Reading
Firstshouldbe maintained after the grant was over. Suppastexé&remely high for
continuing interventions (99%), grouping (98%), toee program (97%), reading-related
professional development (96%), the 90-minute mgabiock, and grade-level meetings
(93%). Support was somewhat lower, but still ggrdor continuing the DIBELS (91%),
reading coach (86%), and the Site RLT (86%). Tligsees were nearly identical to the
previous year for all components except the realdiagk, for which support increased
(from 84% last year). This commitment favors thstainability of the changes made
under Reading First.
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Factors Discouraging Sustainability

Concerns about sustainability revolve primarilyuard funding and schools’ abilities to
continue to provide key services and maintain stimes without the funding that covered
this work during the grant period.

Sufficient funding. In 2007-2008, schools that meet criteria to comtiReading First
will continue to receive funding, but the level Mok reduced substantially. At the time
of spring interviews, schools were uncertain alvaugt transitioning into lower funding
might mean for their programs. In particular, tesre concerned about being able to
fund a full-time coach position.

We are still doing everything in the classroom, imytconcern is funding for a
fulltime coach. They say that when your coach Isdraguarter time, your
program suffers. (Principal)

This fear was not lost on state project staff mamsibe

Coaches are wondering about their jobs, what walbpen if they don’t qualify

for continuation. Their district might have funtdsgive them part-time or split
them across schools, but it's not the same. |f #re spread thin, they don’t have
the same impact. (State project staff members)

Some schools were also uneasy about losing furidimgrofessional development and
technical assistance providers.

We have been blessed with materials, so we areank.t Professional
development and our [technical assistance] constilteave been huge; our own
pot of money is small and it will be difficult teplace that. (Principal)

Some schools planned for this situation and conenhitiistrict and Title | funds to be
combined with reduced Reading First grants. Otrersmined uncertain of what funding
would look like.

We have a plan and a strategy in place. My undedshg is that we will have .5
of a coach position from the state, | have seteafithding and budgeted so we
can continue to have our full-time coach. (Prirad)p

We want to be 100 percent Reading First, but we hatake the money out of
other budgets, which puts us at unease. (Prinkipal

In a similar vein, some schools voiced concernsfthancial cutbacks would mean loss

of paraprofessional staff members in 2007-2008f stambers who are critical to
maintaining small group sizes and providing intetie@ns.
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Practical components structured into daily life. Many components of Reading First—
the use of the core program, the reliance on assgglata to make decisions, the high
level of collaboration—were valued by principalsaches, and teachers and have
become part of the daily life of schools. At tlaene time, in many schools, these
components are functional only because of the wbthe coach. Without a full-time
coach at the school, teachers were concerned #imuability to maintain their new
ways of working.

For example, although nine of 10 schools said thky expected to keep the same core
program, all agreed that they would not be abkuiain the same level of fidelity and
accountability without the support and monitorirfighe coach.

The core program would begin to lose its stabilitywould be easier without the
coach for teachers to become more lax, especiailpnéw teachers. (Teacher)

Use of the core would fall short of where it sholoég and fidelity would fall
without the coach because we wouldn’t have thadqeto help us stay
structured. (Teacher)

In addition, teachers said they simply did not héneetime to keep up the level of
benchmark assessment and progress monitoringnabtiches have facilitated under
Reading First. Whatever data they did collect wdé less well utilized without the
coaches’ guidance and input.

We wouldn’t have any data because we’d be busyitegc (Teacher)

The coach helps us take the data to the next la¥@hout her, even if we had the
data, we wouldn’t know what to do with it. (Teaghe

We would need to find a way to administer the testalyze the data and set up
meetings to discuss it ourselves. But where isitladable time? We would
probably look to each other as teachers for idea&ing ‘what do you know
about this kid from last year?’ But that woulddmary; | don't like that scenario!
(Teacher)

Teachers also reported that grade-level meetinggdaaange. Some felt that they
would meet as often as they had during the grantitbe quality of the meetings would
decline” or they “might easily get off-topic, sintiee coach sets the agenda.” Others
feared meetings would be few and far between wittiweicoach.

Together these responses suggest that teacheat thehprepared to take over and
maintain the practical structures of Reading Ringhout the leadership of the coach.
One school reported that it was beginning to dexckrtain coach responsibilities to the
teachers (such as facilitating book study or cotidgmbservations), but in general this
had not occurred at most schools.
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Factors That Affect Different Schools Differently

Supportive political context. As noted in Chapter 4, some schools described their
districts as very involved in implementation, pautarly supportive of Reading First and
“committed to making this happen.” In these situa, districts and schools planned for
sustainability collaboratively, making districtwidecisions; as one principal noted, “we
have discussed what we are going to do as a distric

On the other hand, principals from other distrfetsthat support was dampened by local
politics and “nay-sayers” in the district. The BBQ007 year was particularly difficult
because a number of reports about issues with Re&dist at the federal level were
released and added to any existing tensions.

State staff members worked to foster support fadiey First by presenting information,
including positive results, to the state legislafudistricts, and local school boards. Many
principals also took steps in this direction. Adumhal work in this area will be important
to building the support needed to sustain the chaingtiated under the grant.

Faculty retention and sustained professional devegbment. In discussions about
professional development, staff members at rouschbols tended to report that they
now felt confident in their instruction and did meguire the same level of ongoing
professional development (although these wereaheesndividuals who said they feared
fidelity would suffer without the coach, so cleathey did recognize the need for
periodic reminders).

Sustained professional development was a moreipgessnsideration at schools that
often saw a high number of new teachers enterieig school who needed to learn about
their approach to reading. Teacher turnover atdbhad 1 schools fluctuated—both
across schools and from year to year—ranging frera # 67 percent.

Principals said that in the past, new teachers Wwereght up to speed on Reading First
through a variety of mechanisms, including: attagdsummer Institutes and other
trainings, mentoring from other teachers, suppornfcontracted technical assistance
providers, and one-on-one work with the coach.

What we have done in the past is immediately d&sd to training. We also
have them piggy-back onto the experienced ReadisgtBachers. (Principal)

Particularly in the absence of a full-time coaobwrteachers will need access to training
in the core program and templates. It could bpfbukto schools for the state to provide
access to such training, either at Summer Inssifuteeven collaborative initiatives with
other nearby states seeking to train their new Rgdérst teachers.

Principals also mentioned that they sought to hé@w staff members who “fit in” with
the Reading First approach to reading instruction.
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During the interview process, we make sure sompbitesophically will be ok
with this. (Principal)

In the long run, it will only be possible to bringteachers which a similar philosophical
approach if teacher preparation programs providd#tkground and training in reading
that build those philosophies. Cultivation of aigoing relationship with state colleges
of education might help make this a feasible sgyafer schools that frequently need to
hire new teachers.

Protection from competing reforms. Schools reported varying levels of concern about
whether other reform efforts might pull energy aviryn their Reading First initiative.
Some school staff members felt that a way of moWamgyard and coping with the
reduced funding for a coach would be to expanddheeof the reading coach into
instructional facilitator, a trend of statewide flamg. This person might work with
teachers on math and writing, as well as readind,cauld begin to work with teachers
of grades 4-6.

On the other hand, some schools were concerneté¢ltatg other subject matters creep
in” would have a diluting effect on the coach’s mepand the efficacy of their reading
program. One school also reported a history afgrput one reform approach after
another, suggesting something else might sooncet@ading First. Finally, it is
difficult to know in advance what additional refam either in reading or other subjects
— might capture a school or district’s attention.

Overall Preparation to Sustain Reading First

Last year’s evaluation (2005-2006) recommendedthigastate continue to help schools
address sustainability, and that sustainabilityhmimecome a thread that ran throughout
all state-provided training. The majority of rouha@oaches and principals (80%) and all
district representatives (100%) were pleased wighamount of support from the state to
address sustainability this year.

Most principals said the state had provided theth @dme help in addressing
sustainability, mentioning conversations specificat the Leadership Workshops and
the Data Summit. Some commented that sustainabdil been discussed over multiple
years:

They have worked with us from the get go, we kreémggn that we absolutely
had to find a way to make this happen afterwarBsngipal)

We've talked about it a lot at in-services starttagp years ago. It made us start

thinking about it. The whole way through we halketd about leveraging funds
to help support it afterwards. (Principal)
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They were also, in general, optimistic about protpéor sustainability. Principals were
more positive than coaches (70%) that their schvarild sustain all of the instructional
changes they made under Reading First, but legsasahe previous year (see Figure 7-
1).

100%

100%

80%

0/,
80% 70% 70%

60%

| 2006
0 2007

40%

20% -

0% -
Coaches Principals

"I believe that all of the instructional changes m&de under Reading Fil
will be sustained after the grant is over."

Figure 7-1. Perceptions of Sustainability, Round 1

Despite the optimism and some factors favoringasnability (positive outcomes,
leadership stability, and faculty commitment), rdunschools face some real challenges
as they move forward without the same level ofrimal support. Most schools rely
heavily on their coaches to promote fidelity to toee program, high use of assessment
data and meaningful collaboration. Teachers itiqdar do not feel prepared to
maintain these components of Reading First wittlo@itsupport of their coaches.
Furthermore, some schools regularly see a high tdweacher turnover and need
support in integrating their new teachers intoReading First model.

In the face of these challenges, principals wepeethabout whether their school had a
sustainability plan, with responses ranging frofmst@utely” to “no.” Some said that
developing such a plan was a task they completdteddata Summit. Others said their
plans were being conceptualized, perhaps in tarvdiémthe district, but were not yet
formalized or written down. Regardless of theustatdf a formal plan, round 1 schools
will need continued support as they reshape theictires to maintain Reading First
without the generous grant funding they previogsijoyed.
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Chapter Eight:
Recommendations

A summary of key findings from this report can barid in the Executive Summary.
Recommendations stemming from those findings aia&ildd below.

Sustainability

Continue to engage schools in ongoing discussibastasustainability from the
beginning of their grant funding. Enhance cursamtainability planning with
schools to address those components of their rggulogram that require
financial resources: reading coaches, professiealopment, technical
assistance, and paraprofessional support.

Monitor student achievement in round 1 schoolsg@urtalicize positive outcomes.
Continue to share results with multiple stakehaddpresenting information about
Reading First to the state legislature, distriatg] local school boards to increase
understanding and build support for the prograrhis €valuation report, in part
or whole, could be circulated.

Develop a strategy for what coaching might loole ldcross schools with reduced
funding. Possibilities include: (1) prioritizingriding to maintain full-time
reading coaches in each building, (2) graduallyotierg coach responsibilities to
teachers, or (3) phasing coaches into more geimstalictional facilitator
positions. Examine the benefits and challenge=aoh approach, as well as what
is most appropriate to the Wyoming context.

Provide new teachers at schools with reduced fgnadatess to training in the
core program and templates. This could be eith8ummer Institutes, or even
collaborative initiatives with other nearby stasegking to train their new
Reading First teachers.

Professional Development and Technical Assistance

Identify the few schools that were not completeiisgied with the frequency or
quality of technical assistance in 2006—2007. Rethem an option of
switching providers, or broker a new agreement betwthe school and their
existing provider.

Clarify to schools what they should expect from $kege reading coach next year,
including how often they will see them and for wpatpose. Recognize the state
reading coach’s expertise and value added to sghrogless, but also identify
specific areas where they could benefit from furtha&ning.
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Provide training in 2007—2008 in some or all of #neas identified by principals,
coaches, and teachers in this report as theiregtateas of need.

Roles and Leadership

Involve districts as much as possible to develapraaintain support for Reading
First, particularly new districts. Continue to é&p public relations strategies,
such as press releases and presentations, asa gayering support.

Reinforce principal expectations, such as freqoéservations and attendance at
reading meetings, for the few who are not alreadigidle presence in
classrooms.

Instruction and Interventions

Help districts and schools find creative yet reaiways to maximize support
from paraprofessionals to maintain low group sime®ading classrooms and
interventions. This may involve providing diste@nd/or principals with specific
examples from peers that have successfully addidsseissue in the past.
Principals, coaches, and district representativag aso benefit from informally
addressing this issue with their peers at a meeting

Continue to train intervention providers, particlyat schools with high turnover
of paraprofessional staff members.

Evaluation

Data collection in 2007-2008 will include classroobservations to further
develop the picture of classroom instruction. €kealuation will also more
deeply explore concerns regarding meeting the ngaakeds of Native American
learners. Data collection will continue from athsols; instruments for round 1
schools will be modified to focus on sustainabiiiytheir fourth year of
implementation.
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Wyoming 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.)

2. What other services or training could the state provide to you as a Reading First
principal?

3. To what degree have state project staff (Lynda, Debi, and people in their office)
been responsive to your needs?

Leadership

4. What does the state expect from you as a Reading First principal?

5. Are there some expectations you are not able to fulfill?

6. How do you know (or how do you check) if teachers are using the practices that
they learned in professional development?

7. Tell me about principal walk-thrus 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-thrus?

(c) How much priority do you think should be placed on principal walk-thrus?
(d) How does conducting walk-thrus help you as an instructional leader?

(e) What do teachers learn from your walk-thrus? How do you think it affects
their instruction?
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8. 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?
9. 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? 1If yes, please explain.

Buy-In

10. How would you describe teachers” buy-in to Reading First?
o High
o Medium/Mixed
o Low

11. To what do you attribute the [high level/low level] of buy-in?
Communication & Collaboration

12. Do you think that attending Site RLT meetings is a good use of your time? Why
or why not?

13. What about grade-level meetings; is it a good use of your time to attend them?
Why or why not?
Sustainability

14. FOR CONTINUING SCHOOLS ONLY:

(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?
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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?
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Wyoming Reading First
Coach Interview 2007

Professional Development & Technical Assistance

19.

20.

21.

22.

Here is a list of the primary trainings to date (show list) that you have received
from the state this year.

(d) What stands out as especially useful? Why?
(e) What stands out as especially not useful? Why?

(f) 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?

State reading coach:

(a) To what degree have the services provided by the state reading coach been
helpful? (Please explain.)

(b) What is the relationship (tone, feeling) between the state reading coach and
your school? (Please explain.)

Contracted technical assistance providers:

(a) To what degree have the services provided by the contracted technical
assistance provider(s) been helpful?

(b) What is the relationship (tone, feeling) between the technical assistance
provider(s) and your school?

Coaching Role

23.

24,

What does the state expect from you as a Reading First coach?
(@) Do you end up taking on tasks beyond these expectations?

(b) Are there some expectations you are not able to fulfill?
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25.
26.
Buy-In

27.

28.

(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?

How would you describe teachers” buy-in to Reading First? (select one)

O High
O Medium/Mixed
O Low

To what do you attribute the [high level/low level] of buy-in?

Communication and Collaboration

29.

30.

The ideal vision of the Site 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)
o Al

Most

Some

Few

o o oo

None

b) What is your role at those meetings?

Data and Assessment

31.

(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 Al

0O Most
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32.

O Some
o Little
O None

(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 All
Most
Some
Little
None

O oo o

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

33.

34.

(a) What does fidelity mean to you?

NEW SCHOOLS
(b) How would you characterize the degree to which staff use the core program
with fidelity?

(c) What percentage (0-100%) of staff are using the core with “good fidelity”
right now?

CONTINUING SCHOOLS
(d) Have the expectations regarding fidelity changed since you began Reading
First?

(e) If so, how?

(a) What have been the biggest achievements in your school's intervention
program this year?

(b) What have been the biggest challenges?
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35. Understanding that there are often limited resources to provide interventions,
which students do you focus your energy on? Why?

36. 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?

Native American Students
(Ask only at schools that serve Native American students.)

37. (a) What are the challenges to meeting the needs of Native American students in
your school?

(b) What has the state done to help with those challenges?
(c) What additional support do you need?
Overall

38. Is there anything else about Reading First in your school you think I should
know?
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Wyoming Reading First
Teacher Focus Group 2007
This protocol is for use with up to four teachers, ideally one from each grade level.

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?

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?

I assume 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?

Establishing effective intervention systems has been a challenge for some Reading
First schools.

(a) (FIRST YEAR SCHOOLS ONLY): Does your school have an intervention
program for struggling readers?

If not, why not? (If yes, go to (b)).

(b) (CONTINUING SCHOOLS & FIRST YEAR SCHOOLS WITH INTERVENTION
PROGRAMS): In your school’s intervention program, what is working well and
what is not working

There are many different ways that Reading First coaches work in schools. Has your
coach helped you change your instruction? If so, how?

FOR SCHOOLS IN YEARS 2-4 OF IMPLEMENTATION (NOT NEW SCHOOLS)
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) Site RLT?
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WYOMING READING FIRST
PRINCIPAL SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Wyoming Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every principal involved in Wyoming 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.

Responses were received from 12 principals. Unless otherwise noted, the N for each item is equal
or approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the 2006 Reading First Summer Institute?
1 No 27% | 0 Yes—someofit 18% | [ Yes—all of it 54%

Please indicate your level of agreement with the following statements.

]
: : : 2t 3 | 25 z
The professional development that I received through Reading Cl Y < g ® g
First this year... § é é £ o~ < § <
@ o
z &
2. was very relevant to my work. ) | ) 8% | 67% | 25%
3. was mostly review for me. 8% | 33% | 25% | 25% | 8%
4. consisted of high-quality presentations. ) L) | 8% | 75% | 17%
5. provided.nTe with useful training in observing teachers ) | 8% | ) |58% | 33%
and providing feedback.
6. provided me with useful tools for working with resistant ) | 25% | 17% | 58% | ()
staff.
7. met my specific needs as a Reading First principal. ) | (=) | 17% | 83% | (-)

8. included adequate opportunities to reflect and share with ) | 8% 8% | 67% | 17%

my colleagues.

9. was differentiated (tailored) to meet the needs of different

groups, based on their level of pre-existing expertise. 8% | 8% | 38% | 50% | ()

10. did a good job of addressing English Language Learner

(ELL) issues. () | 67% | 5% | 8% | ()

11. did a good job of addressing sustainability. ) | 17% | 17% | 67% | (-)
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12. the quality of training in instructional leadership that I
received through the state and Reading First this year.

) | ) | 8% | 67% | 25%

13. the amount of training in instructional leadership that I

received through the state and Reading First this year. & () | 75% | 25%

14. If you were not pleased with the amount, was there too

much or too little? o Too much (--) | o 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.”

15. communicating with teachers about their students. -) ) --) 25% | 75% --)

16. communicating with teachers about their

instruction. ) | () | 17% | 58% | 25% | (--)

17. making decisions about student grouping. -) ) --) 8% | 92% | ()

18. making decisions about matching students to the
appropriate interventions.

) | )| )| 8% | 92% | ()

19. looking at schoolwide (K-3) trends. -) --) --) 17% | 83% )

20. meeting with parents. (--) 8% 8% 2% | 42% (--)

SECTION C: MEETINGS AND COLLABORATION

21. Are you a member of the Site Reading Leadership Team (RLT) at your school?
Yes 92% No (-) There is no RLT at my
school 8%

22. This year, how often did you attend Site RLT meetings?
O Never (--)
O Seldom (--)
O Sometimes 18%
o Often 18%
O Always 64%
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23. Are you a member of the District RLT?

Yes 92% No (--)

There is no such Team in

my district 8%

24. This year, how often did your district hold District/LEA RLT meetings on average?

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

(select one))
O Never 8%
Once or a few times a year 8%
Every other month 8%
Once a month 67% (8)
Every other week (--)
Once a week 8%

O o oooog

More than once a week (--)

O Never 9%
O Seldom 9%

O Sometimes (--)
O Often 18%

O Always 64%

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

SECTION D: YOUR VIEWS ON READING FIRST

leave it blank.

g
BE L |22y | By
This year... £ 9 & g2 | B E &
5a| 2 SR | < £ <
»w Al A -j.-:;' = 7]
7z &
26. Iam very comfortable observing teachers and providing o o
constructive feedback. () ) () 50% | 50%
27. I feel that Reading Fir'st i.s put.tirTg excegsive emphasis on the 33% | 33% =) 17% | 17%
involvement of the principal in instructional matters.
28. Reading First would not run smoothly without the Site RLT. (--) | 25% | 33% | 25% | 17%
29. Majo? initi.atives in our district contradict or are not aligned with 33% | 42% 17% =) 8%
Reading First.
30. Istrongly support the instructional changes that are occurring o o
under Reading First. () ) () 33% 67%
31. Our district provides sufficient support for Reading First. 8% | 25% 8% 25% | 33%
32. Overcoming teacher resistance to Reading First has been a 17% | 58% 17% 8% =)

challenge for me.
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Y o
o | © 5 -
®E| g <5| g w3
This year... § &D &D E, é’ ED § ED
®nAa|l B ¥ 5 @
38
33. Thave significant philosophical or pedagogical objections to the o o
approach of Reading First. 75% | 25% ) ) )
34. Iam pleased that our school has a Reading First grant. (-) (--) 8% | 17% | 75%
35. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the importance of o o o o
using DIBELS results. 25% | 42% 8% 25% )
36. I think that the DIBELS i lid, te indicator of student
1r'1 a. : e is a valid, accurate indicator of studen ) =) 8% 58% | 33%
reading ability.
37. Participating in .Reading First has helped my school develop a =) =) 8% 33% | 58%
more collaborative culture.
38. ;?Itrtle;nding grade-level reading meetings is a good use of my =) =) 17% | 58% | 25%
39. Attending Site RLT meetings is a good use of my time. )| () | 17% | 58% | 25%
40. Attending District RLT meetings is a good use of my time. (--) 8% 25% 33% 33%
41. 1 tisfied with th di i
am very satisfied wi e core reading program we are using =) =) =) 1% | 58%
at our school.
42. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job meeting the o o o
needs of our ELL students. ) ) 5% | 17% 8%
43. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job meeting the o o o
needs of our Native American students. () ) 42% | 42% | 17%
44. 1 be.lieve that reading instruction at my school has improved ) =) ) | 25% | 75%
noticeably.
45. Our staffing resources are sufficient to provide interventions to ) | 33% 8% % | 17%
all students who need them.
46. As a school, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who need ) | (=) 8% | 67% | 25%
them.
47. Instruction in f)ther. subjects has suffered because of all of the 9% 279, 9% 549, “)
focus on Reading First.
48. State project staff are responsive to my school's needs. (--) ) 9% 64% | 27%
49. The state reading coach’s support and input has been extremely “) 339 17% 339 17%
valuable.
50. The contracted technical assistance provider (Ashlock
Consulting, Jill Jackson, ERI, J/P Associates)’s support and input (--) (--) (--) | 50% | 50%
has been extremely valuable.
51. Ttrust our contracted technical assistance provider with any =) 8% =) 58% | 33%

information — good or bad - about our reading program.
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52. Our contracted technical assistance provider understands our
school, our programs and culture, and takes that into account (=) | 17% | 8% | 42% | 33%
when making recommendations.
53. We receive conflicting messages about reading from our district
§ Messages ) 17% | 67% | 8% | 8% | (-
and our contracted technical assistance provider.
54. Ibelieve that all of the instructional changes we made under
eve aral fnstructiona’ changes w v 8% | (-) | 8% | 50% | 33%
Reading First will be sustained after the grant is over.
55. Iam pleased with the amount of s ort we have received from
P w LI O Support we have recetv ) | 17% | 8% | 67% | 8%

the state to address sustainability.

SECTION E: PRINCIPAL & SCHOOL DEMOGRAPHICS

56. How many K-3 classroom teachers do you have in your building? (Bubble #)

Average 10; Range 3-16

57. This year, how many of those teachers were new to your building? (Bubble #)

Average 1; Range 0-4

58. How many total years of principal experience do you have (including this year)? (Bubble

#) Average 12; Range 5-20

59. How many years have you been the principal at this school (including this year)? (Bubble

#) Average 7; Range 2-18

60. 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.

8% Ashgrove

8% Burlington

8% Fort Washakie
8% Grant

8% Jackson

8% Lincoln

8% Midwest

8% Mountain View
8% Rocky Mountain
8% Southridge

8% University Park
8% Willard

93




This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external

WYOMING READING FIRST

COACH SURVEY 2007

evaluation of Wyoming Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every coach involved in Wyoming 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.

Responses were received from 12 coaches. Unless otherwise noted, the N for each item is equal
or approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the 2006 Reading First Summer Institute?
0 No 8% | [0 Yes—some of it 8% | 0 Yes—all of it 83%
g 3
: ] =9 g 2 & v 2o
The professional development that I received through 2 5 B < g o ER
. . . s < = ) 39
Reading First this year... § = z % % < § <
Zz €
2. was very relevant to my work. (--) (- () | 50% | 50%
3. was mostly review for me. () | 42% | 17% | 42% | (-)
4. consisted of high-quality presentations. (--) 8% 8% | 67% | 17%
5. rpﬁ'(:)t\}flij;j me with useful training in coaching ) | 17% | 8% | 58% | 17%
6. pro.V1ded me with useful tools for working with 8% | 42% | 25% | 25% | (-)
resistant staff.
7. includec'l adequate opportunities to reflect and () 89 8% | 500 | 33%
share with my colleagues.
8. met my specific needs as a Reading First coach. (--) () | 25% | 75% | (-)
9. was differentiated (tailored) to meet the needs of
different groups, based on their level of pre-existing | (--) | 33% | 17% | 42% | 8%
expertise.
10. did a good job of addressing English Language ) | 2% | 50% | 8% )

Learner (ELL) issues.
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17% | 33% | 50%

—~~
1
1
~

11. did a good job of addressing sustainability.

1
i
~

® o
- 5 e -
ER AN < & ¥ = Y
I am very pleased with Eg| ¢ 2 A Ec' : ED
RA S 8| A 2 5 @
Zz €
12. the guality of coaching trair'1ing t'hat I xjeceived @ | 17% | ) | 75% | 8%
through the state and Reading First this year.
13. the amount of coaching training that I received
. - 259 - 679 89
through the state and Reading First this year. ) Pl ) & &
14. If you were not pleased, was there too much or too o Too much o Too little
little? 33% 67%

15. Looking ahead to next year (2006-07), in which area(s) would you, as coach, most like
additional training: (select all that apply)

(] Coaching methods 25% U Using the core program effectively (--)
1 Developing rapport and buy-in with staff 17% U Selection and use of supplemental programs
17%
[0 Working with resistance or conflict resolution 0 Selection and use of intervention programs
58% (--)
(1 Lesson modeling (--) [0 Working with ELL students 17%
[1 Classroom observations 33% [ Student engagement 42%
(1 Providing constructive feedback 33% [0 Strategies to teach the 5 components 17%
(] Meeting facilitation 8% U Differentiated instruction 67%
(] Budgeting 25% [0 Administering and scoring assessments (--)
U Interpreting and working with assessment
results 8%
[0 Other: 8%

How frequently this year have the following external trainers provided building-level reading-
related professional development or technical assistance at your school?

Did not 5 or
take Once Twice | 3 times | 4 times more
place times

16. Contracted providers (i.e.
Ashlock Consulting, J/P 8% 17% (--) () 25% 50%
Associates, Jill Jackson, ERI)

17. Publisher 54% | 27% | 18% | (=) -) )
representatlves/tramers

18. District reading staff 549 9%, (--) 9% (--) 27%

19. State reading coach 17% 42% 25% 8% 8% (--)
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Over the 2005-06 school year, how helpful were visits SE|FE| £EE = & ;?‘ £ 28
— == QD = B o= —
from: Ef & 2 Ex |52 | <2 E%
) =
20. Contracted providers ) | (=) | 8% | 42% | 42% | 8%
21. Publisher representatives/trainers (=) | 17% | () | 8% | 8% | 67%
22. District reading staff ) | ) | 9% | 18% | 18% | 54%
23. State reading coach () | (=) | 17% | 50% | 25% | 8%
24. The frequency of visits from these sources this year was:
o Too much (--) o Too little 22% o Just right 78%
SECTION B: STUDENT ASSESSMENTS
25. Which assessment(s) are used in your K-3 reading program for the following purposes:
(check as many as apply)
2] %o 12 12
E| S gE| 2T E
2 | £ |gEE|SEE|EEE i :
& 2 |oZg| =Bz |95 g| &£ S
3 5 193¢ e£g gl ©
<| 8§ < © <
Screening 100% 8% 50% 67% (--) 17% (-)
Diagnosis 17% 75% 33% 42% (--) 25% (--)
Progress 2% | (=) | 25% | 67% | 17% | 17% | (=)
Monitoring

26. Who regularly administers the K-3 DIBELS benchmark assessments to students at your

school? (select all that apply)

O Ido (coach) 83% O Kteacher(s) (--) O Literacy facilitators 25%
O Principal (--) O 1% grade teacher(s) (--) O District staff 8%
O Paraprofessionals 33% O 20 grade teacher(s) (--) O Other: 25%
O Administrative/ support O 3w grade teacher(s) (--)
staff
)
O Specialists (Title I, ELL, O 4t -6t grade teachers
Special Ed, etc.) 67% (-)
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27. Who regularly administers the K-3 DIBELS progress-monitoring assessments to students

at your school? (select all that apply)

O Ido (coach) 83% O Kteacher(s) 25% O Literacy facilitators 17%
O Principal (--) O 1% grade teacher(s) 17% O District staff (--)
O Paraprofessionals 33% O 20 grade teacher(s) 17% O Other: 8%
O Administrative/ support O 3t grade teacher(s) 17%
staff (--)
O Specialists (Title I, ELL, O 4" -6t grade teachers (--)
Special Ed, etc.) 42%
On average, how often are Every 7
students in each of the following Every2 | Every3 | Every4 | Every6 | weeksor
groups Progress-monitored at Weekly weeks weeks weeks weeks less Never
your school? often
28. Benchmark (--) (--) (--) 17% 17% 50% 17%
29. Strategic (--) 33% 8% 58% (--) (--) (--)
30. Intensive 17% 83% (--) (--) (--) (--) (--)
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.”
- > p > o "g
I use the results of reading assessments (such as the 9 'S E = & %
DIBELS) when... 2 | 8 g |z Z 5=
= —
31. communicating with teachers about their
- - - OO 200 -
students. ) ) ) 8% 92 )
32. icati ith teach bout thei
fgsrnurli\;?;;a ing with teachers about their ) o | 17% | 33% | 50% | ()
33. making decisions about student grouping. --) () --) 8% | 92% | (-)
34. modifying lessons from the core program. (--) () | 42% | 17% | 8% | 33%
35. identifying which students need interventions. --) (--) --) () | 100% | ()
36. matching struggling students to the correct o
intervention for their needs. ) ) ) () | 100% ] ()
37. monitoring student progress in interventions. ) --) ) () | 100% | (-)
38. helping teachers tailor instruction to individual
- -- 8% | 25% | 67% --
student needs (i.e. differentiated instruction). -) ) & & & -)
39. looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. (--) (--) 8% 8% 83% (--)
40. meeting with parents. --) 8% | 17% | 42% | 33% | (-)
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SECTION C: COMMUNICATION AND COLLABORATION

41. Who is on the Site Reading Leadership Team (RLT)? (select all that apply)

71 Iam (coach) 100% 0 K teacher(s) 67%

[0 Principal 100% 1st grade teacher(s) 67%

1 ELL teacher(s) 8% 2nd grade teacher(s) 67%

Special ed teacher(s) 83% 3 grade teacher(s) 75%

Title I teacher(s) 83% 4t -6t grade teachers 42%

Parent(s) 17% District representative(s) 8%

O |o|o|o
O oo |o|g (o

Paraprofessional(s) 8% Other: 42%

We don’t have a RLT (--)

42. This year, how often does your school have Site RLT meetings on average? (select one)
Never (--)
Once or a few times a year 33%
Every other month 8%
Once a month 50%
Every other week 8%
Once a week (--)
More than once a week (--)

43. Are you a member of the District RLT?

Yes 83% No (-) There is no such Team in
my district 17%

44. How many reading study groups has your school held this year? (select one)

None (--) five-six 8%

one-two 17% seven or more 67%

three-four 8%
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SECTION D: ROLES & RESPONSIBILITIES

45. As a reading coach, how many hours a week do you work at this job, on average? (bubble in

a number) OO
Average 51, Range 40-78

46. On average, how many hours per week do youlspethe following tasks?

A. Coordinating or administering reading assessment
Average 6, Range 2-16

B. Managing data (entering data, creating chatts)
Average 4, Range 1-10

C. Reviewing and using reading assessment data
Average 4, Range 1-10

D. Attending professional development or statedleweetings
Average 2, Range 0-8

E. Planning for and attending RLT and grade-leveétimgs
Average 6, Range 2-10

F. Training groups of teachers in grades K-3
Average 2, Range 0-5

G. Observing, demonstrating or providing feedbackdividual teachers in grades K-3
Average 16, Range 7-30

H. Observing, demonstrating or providing feedbaxclktividual teachers in grades 4-6
Average 2, Range 0-8

I. Training groups of teachers in grades 4-6
Average 0, Range 0-1

J. Planning interventions
Average 2, Range 0-3

K. Providing interventions directly to students
Average 2, Range 0-6

L. Covering or subbing for teachers
Average 1, Range 0-2

M. Paperwork (not including assessment/data managgm
Average 5, Range 1-10

N. Bus/recess duty
Average .20, Range 0-1

O. Other
Average 1, Range 0-6
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SECTION E: THE READING FIRST CLASSROOM

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

Kindergarten | First Grade | Second Grade Third Grade
How many minutes long is the Average 98, 19%/ elr?age Average 102, | Average 102,
reading block? Range 90-120 gd_zfgge Range 90-180 | Range 90-180
Are at least 90 minutes Yes 92% Yes 92% Yes 100% Yes 100%
uninterrupted? No 8% No 8% No No

51. Does your school use walk-to-read (students walk to another teacher for reading instruction)
during the 90-minute block?

O Yes, in all or nearly all classes 58%
O Yes, in some grades or classes but not all 33%
O No, not at all 8%

52 During the reading block, most instruction is at students’:
O Grade level 46%

O Instructional level 54%

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 | teachers | teachers | teachers
53. Use of the core program (--) (--) (--) 100%
54. Use of the templates (--) (--) 8% 92%
55. Differentiated instruction 8% 25% 17% 50%
56. Nonsense word practice 75% 25% (--) (--)
57. Quick transitions from activity to activity (--) 8% 83% 8%
58. Modeling of the work or thinking process (--) 8% 58% 33%
59. Guiding students with effective questioning (--) 17% 67% 17%
60. Providing multiple practice opportunities for students (--) 8% 50% 42%
61. Effective classroom management (--) 17% 75% 8%
62. Disruptive student behavior 33% 58% 8% (--)
63. Monitoring of student understanding (--) (=) 75% 25%
64. Provision of clear, direct and frequent feedback (--) 8% 75% 17%
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65. How many students will have received intensive interventions this year (from
August/September 2006 to June 2007)?
“Intensive interventions” occur outside the reading block, at least 2 hours per week for at least 6

66.

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.

Total=658; Range per school 15-200

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)?

Total=352; Range per school 0-122

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 (--) (--) (--) (--) 17% 83%
68. Strategic (--) (--) 17% 8% 8% 67%

69. If fewer than 100 percent of eligible students receive interventions, what are the primary
obstacles your school faces? (select all that apply): (n=5)
o Insufficient staffing 80%

Other 40%

O 0O oooo g

Lack of trained staff (--)
Student transportation/bussing (limits before/after school options) 20%
Available space in the building 80%
Teacher resistance (--)

Lack of parental support 20%

100% of eligible students receive interventions (n=7)

70. Who regularly provides interventions at your school? (select all that apply)
O Ido (coach) 25% O Kteacher(s) 67% O Literacy facilitators 33%
O Principal 8% O 1%t grade teacher(s) 67% | O District staff (--)
O Paraprofessionals 92% O 20 grade teacher(s) 75% | O Volunteers 8%
O Administrative/ support | O 3 grade teacher(s) 75% | O Paid tutors 25%
staff (--)
O Specialists (Title I, ELL, O 4" -6t grade teachers O Other: (-)
Special Ed, etc.) 100% 17%

71. What is the largest number of intensive students that work at one time with an intervention
provider? (bubble in number) Average 4, Range 2-6
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SECTION F: YOUR VIEW ON READING FIRST

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

$g
o N I,
sE| E | <2 3 | B
This year... § ] © b é’ & § &
a8 B8 |F&| | &°
Z &
72. My role as the reading coach is clearly defined. (-) (--) () | 83% | 17%
73. Most‘ teachers at my school understand the role of the ) 8% 8% | 67% | 17%
reading coach.
74. Our principal is a visible advocate for reading. (--) 8% (--) 50% | 42%
75. Tam very. comfortable observing teachers and providing =) 8% =) 50% | 42%
constructive feedback.
76. Reading First would not run smoothly without the RLT. (--) 25% | 25% | 42% 8%
77. Major initiatives (programs or grants) in our district o o o o o
contradict or are not aligned with Reading First. 8% 42% 17% 17% 17%
78. Istrongly support the instructional changes that are o o
occurring under Reading First. ) ) ) 25% | 75%
79. Overcoming teacher resistance to Reading First has been a 17% | 25% 8% 339 17%
challenge for me.
80. Thave significant philosophical or pedagogical objections to o o
the approach of Reading First. 75% | 25% ) ) )
81. In my view, Reading First overemphasizes the importance of o o o o
using DIBELS results. 42% | 42% 8% 8% )
82. Ithink that the DIBELS is a valid, accurate indicator of o o
student reading ability. ) ) ) 75% | 25%
83. Iam fully confident that before each benchmark testing
period, all members of our assessment team thoroughly (-) (--) (-) | 50% | 50%
understand the administration and scoring of the DIBELS.
84. Our school has an organized system for administering the o o
DIBELS and other Reading First assessments. ) ) ) 25% | 75%
85. Our school has an organized system for analyzing and
sharing the results of the DIBELS and other Reading First (-) (--) (-) | 50% | 50%
assessments with teachers.
86. Our school has an organized system for reviewing reading
assessment data that have been disaggregated (split up) by (=) | 33% | 33% | 25% | 8%
key demographic variables (i.e. race/ethnicity or ELL status).
87. Tam pleased that our school has a Reading First grant. (--) (--) (--) 8% 92%
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g 3
) () = >
. SE| B | 22| 1 | Be
This year... § s b _q:, & 5% § 5%
38| B |Z2z| < | &8¢
8 S
Zz &
88. Participating in Reading First has helped my school develop o o
a more collaborative culture. () ) () 8% 92%
89. Attendi de-level readi tings i d £
\ttending grade-level reading meetings is a good use of my ) ) ) | 25% | 75%
time.
90. Attending Site RLT meetings is a good use of my time. (-) 8% (--) | 58% | 33%
91. I tisfied with th di
am very satisfied wi e core reading program we are ) =) ) | 42% | 58%
using at our school.
92. 1 be.lieve that reading instruction at my school has improved =) =) =) 17% | 83%
noticeably.
93. Teachers at my school have the knowledge and skills
necessary to modify and supplement the core program to (=) | 27% | 27% | 18% | 27%
meet the needs of all ELL students.
94. Our Reading First program is doing an excellent job meeting o o o
the needs of our Native American students. ) ) 50% | 30% | 20%
95. The int ti terial 1l-matched to th
e intervention materials we use are well-matched to the =) =) =) 58% | 4%
needs of our struggling readers.
9. O hool’s int ti id 1l-trained t t
ur school’s intervention providers are well-trained to mee ) 8% ) 7% | 25%
the needs of struggling readers.
97. As a school, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who need (-) 8% 8% | 33% | 50%
them.
98. Instruction in f)ther' subjects has suffered because of all of the 8% 17% | 17% | 50% 8%
focus on Reading First.
99. State project staff are responsive to my school's needs. (--) (--) (--) 75% | 25%
100. The state reading coach’s support and input has been =) 259 259, 9, 89,
extremely valuable. ’ ? ? ?
101. Qur contracted technical assistance provider’s support and ) 8% ) | 58% | 33%
input has been extremely valuable.
102. I trust our contracted technical assistance provider (Ashlock
Consulting, ERI, Jill Jackson, J/P Associates) with any (--) (--) (--) | 67% | 33%
information — good or bad — about our reading program.
103. Our contracted technical assistance provider understands
our school, our programs and culture, and takes that into ) | 17% | 8% | 58% | 17%
account when making recommendations.
104. I believe that all of the instructional ch de und
elieve that all of the instructional changes we made under ) 17% 89, 75% =)
Reading First will be sustained after the grant is over.
105. I am pleased with the amount of support we have received ) 8% 89, 75% 8%

from the state to address sustainability.
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SECTION H: DEMOGRAPHICS

106.What is your current position?
O Part-time reading coach (--)
O Full-time reading coach 100%

107.1s there another reading coach at your school?
o Yes 8% o No 92%

108.If yes, does this reading coach also work with K-3 reading teachers?
o Yes (--) o No 100%

109.How many total years of coaching experience do you have (including this year)?
Average 4, Range 1-10

110.How many years have you been the reading coach at this school (including this year)?
Average 2, Range 1-4

111.How many years have you worked at this school (in any capacity, including this year)?
Average 6, Range 1-20

112.How many years of teaching experience do you have (prior to becoming a coach)?
Average 18, Range 9-36

113.What are your educational credentials?

O Bachelor’s degree 75%
Reading certification 42%
Master’s degree--In reading 25%
Master’s degree--In area of education other than reading 67%
Master’s degree-- In discipline other than education (--)
Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) (--)

O 0o oo

114.At which school do you work?

8% Ashgrove

8% Burlington

8% Fort Washakie
8% Grant

8% Jackson

8% Lincoln

8% Midwest

8% Mountain View
8% Rocky Mountain
8% Southridge

8% University Park
8% Willard
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WYOMING READING FIRST
TEACHER SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Wyoming Reading First. Your input is critically important; this survey is the only
opportunity we have to hear from every teacher involved in Wyoming 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.

Responses were received from 141 teachers. Unless otherwise noted, the N for each item is equal
or approximate to this number.

SECTION A: PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

1. Did you attend the 2006 Reading First Summer Institute?

1 No 33% | 0 Yes—someofit 13% | [ Yes—all of it 54%

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.

gy
. : SE| B | <% & | Pt
The Reading First Summer Institute... § s s 5 2 & § &
£ 2 = £ A < £ <
»n A A = 5 n
Zz €
2. was very relevant to my work. 5%, 16% | 4% | 47% | 27%
3. was mostly review for me. 12% | 29% | 20% | 31% | 8%
4. consisted of high-quality presentations. 4% 19% | 17% | 48% | 11%

5. provided me with instructional strategies I have 39 0% | 12% | 48% | 28%

used in my classroom.

6. 1nc1udec'1 adequate opportunities to reflect and 29 | 15% | 15% | 50% | 17%
share with my colleagues.

7. did a good job of addressing English Language

89 249 509 189 -
Learner (ELL) issues. 70 o To % | (=)
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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] [
sE |22 | E2 28| ez 88
Over the 2006-2007 school year, how helpful was/were: AR I N ) el
Zg |z | Bx|SD | <2 | A
2} =
8. training in the core program from the publisher? 2% | 5% | 13% | 17% | 8% | 54%
9. demonstration lessons provided by your reading 2% | (=) | 5% | 14% | 44% | 35%
coach?
10. feedback on your instruction provided by the coach ) | 6% | 7% | 24% | 54% | 8%
after observation of your classroom?
11. fe(?db.ack on your instru.ction provided by the 1% | 2% | 12% | 319% | 39% | 11%
principal after observation of your classroom?
12. assis'tance from the coach in administering and 19% | 1% | 5% | 23% | 56% | 14%
scoring student assessments?
13. assistance from the coach in interpreting ) | 3% | 8% | 15% | 72% | 2%
assessment results?
14. .'alssistana'e from the coach in providing quality 1% | ao% | 1a% | 24% | 56% | 2%
interventions?
15. assistfmce from Fhe coach in monitoring the 19% | ao | 1a% | 23% | 55% | 2%
effectiveness of interventions?
16. Looking ahead to next year (2007-2008), in which area(s) would you most like additional
training: (select all that apply)
[0 Phonemic awareness 7% 1 Using the core program effectively 12%
0 Phonics 6% 1 Using supplemental programs effectively 32%
00 Fluency 22% [ Using intervention programs effectively 36%
0 Vocabulary 18% (1 Administering and scoring assessments 5%
00 Comprehension 34% [ Interpreting assessment results 9%
0 Student engagement 42% (1 Using assessment results to drive instruction
16%
0  Working with ELL students 8% 0 Other: 2%
0 Differentiated instruction 35%
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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.”

> g 2 2 £
I use the results of reading assessments (such as the E 'S § = E’ 2
[9) =] -
DIBELS) when... z | & | E| & |2 %
@ .
17. gr.ou.ping students into small instructional groups 1% 2% 7 | 15% | 70% | 79%
within my classroom.
18. .commufﬁcating with colleagues about reading ) 1% 6% | 26% | 66% | 1%
instruction and student needs.
19. looking at school-wide (K-3) trends. (--) 39% 14% | 26% | 56% | 2%
20. meeting with parents. 1% 4% 18% | 35% | 40% 3%
21. modifying lessons from the core program. 7%, 7% | 21% | 23% | 22% | 19%
22. identifying which students need interventions. (--) --) 6% 13% | 79% | 2%
23. matchi.ng struggling students to the correct intervention ) ) 9% | 2% | 6a% | 4%
for their needs.
24. monitoring student progress in interventions. ) 1% 6% 17% | 74% 29

SECTION C: THE READING FIRST CLASSROOM

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

reading block:

__Homogeneous - students are mostly
at about the same level and have similar
instructional needs. 79%

__Heterogeneous - students are at a

wide variety of levels and have
differing instructional needs. 21%

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

(bubble in number) Average 13, Range 1-27

Please indicate the frequency with which the following activities took place during this school year (2006-

2007).
« : « «
b 5 Y x b = 3 = 3 4 2>
This year, how often did... z s 8§ - EE| EE i
Z |g% ™ OE © E| o % A
©3 & &
27. the Prmmpal observe your classroom during the 49 349% 349 21% 7% =)
reading block?
28. the prmCl.pal provide you w1thAspec1f1cA and 70, 43% 31% 17% 29, =)
constructive feedback on your instruction?
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© : « «
9] 5 2 o = 4 = S v i)
This year, how often did... : Y E i - E5| E¢ 5
Z 5 2 O g o g o 2 )
& a —
29. :1}12 igzjxg l(';<1)(e)1ccl}<1?observe your classroom during 79, 19% | 38% | 24% | 14% 1%
30. the readn'1g coach provide you 'w1th sp'ec1f1c and 7% 7% | 36% | 22% | 12% =)
constructive feedback on your instruction?
31. ;1:;1;2; itrei;c;ez'cil;serve your classroom during 41% | 54% | 4% 1% =) 1%
32. you observe another teacher’s reading lesson? 46% | 48% | 5% (--) (--) 1%
33. f::;f:;fsls;i?als work with you during the 61% 6% 29, -) 29, 31%
34. you look at reading assessment data? (-) 1% 19% | 54% | 21% | 4%
35. you attend a grade-level meeting? 4% 7% | 27% | 42% | 19% 1%
36. you need to use the 90-minute reading block to
o . > i
work on non-reading instruction or tasks? (i.e. 72% 26% -) 29 -) -)

writing, science, math, field trips, administrative
tasks)

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

38. This year, how often did the coach attend your grade-level meetings?

Never 29%
Seldom 17%
Sometimes 14%
Usually 25%
Always 15%

Never 1%
Seldom 1%
Sometimes 2%
Usually 18%
Always 80%
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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 <
JE |scE|fsE|fsE| 5EE
- - 7] 9 9 e 9
§1 [FR%)5R% 55| 578
39. Use of my school’s core reading program (--) 6% 3% 2% 89%
40. fec;lg)l:;isr’\gr,;:z 1farlecise language in the ) 2% 39 12% 849,
41. Use of the templates 7% 9% 1% 3% 79%
42. Eiifrie;eer;t;:’;eii ;nbslt::l:tion during the 90- 1% 16% 199% 249, 489%
43. 1l i i ing th i
3 E)E:k group instruction during the reading 1% 219% 1% 13% 549,
44. Phonemic awareness activities 1% 3% 8% 6% 82%
45. Nonsense word practice 1% 33% 23% 20% 23%
46. Time during the reading block for students 1% 49, 89% 17% 70%
to practice oral reading fluency
47. ;f;;réeii gﬂ;iriy assessments during the 4% 40% 16% 18% 219%
48. A focus on “tier two” vocabulary words 3% 8% 16% 24% 50%
49. Vocabul tice that includ £
ocabulary practice that includes use o ) 6% 13% 26% 56%
examples and non-examples
. Provisi f back knowl
50. Provision of background knowledge to ) 49, 79% 17% 729
prepare students before they read a new text
51. I(.Zeigrﬁ)rehension questions that ask for literal 1% 19% 5% 15% 799,
2. hensi tions that ask f
5 C.ompre ension questions that ask for 1% 1% 59 21% 729
higher-order thinking skills
53. Explicit modeling of the work or th'mkmg 1% 19% 39 19% 849,
process before students try something new
54. Adjustment of activities or pr.actice, bas.ed on ) 29, 29, 28% 68%
how students answered previous questions
55. Immediate correction of students when they ) 19 39 89, 889%

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 d

id not attend, leave the items blank.

> g |=8 9 >
e8| & |EEg g g
At my school’s grade-level reading meetings. .. g g g ¢ B § &
Sa| & |2%a ¢ | &°
56. we discuss t.h(.E issues' of ‘cef:lching?7 and learning that 2% | 4% 1% | 399 559
we, the participants, identify as important.
57. all participant comments and viewpoints are 29 4% 6 | 279 61%
welcomed.
58. we d'iscuss the reasons for doing things, not just the 1% 6% 5% | 37% 519
requirements.
59. Are you a member of the Site Reading Leadership Team (RLT) at your school?
Yes (please continue). No (please skip to There is no Site RLT at my

39%

Section E). 53%

school (please skip to
Section E). 8%

60. Which of the following topics do you typically discuss at Site RLT meetings? (select as
many as apply) (N=53)
Talk about schoolwide reading assessment data 89%

O

| I R W A

O 0o oo

O

Talk about student-level reading assessment data 83%

Share about reading research (articles, ideas, etc.) 53%

Exchange information about what is going on at the school in reading 89%

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”) 81%

Make decisions about what reading materials to use/purchase 57%

Make decisions about instruction for specific students 66%

Make decisions about instruction within or across grades 72%

Plan special reading events, family literacy activities 38%

Plan for sustainability, or what will happen when the school no longer has

Reading First funds 34%
Other 4%

Please indicate your level of agreement.

28l 8 |g&g 2
- : PhH| b (£ofy £ | PE
At my school’s Site RLT meetings...(N=53) § 3 s ¥ 38 B § &
a6 | A& |[2258 < |&°
61. all participant comments and viewpoints are welcomed. | (.. 6% 29 | 38% | 54%
62. we d'iscuss the reasons for doing things, not just the ) 2% | 10% | 40% | 48%
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.

g 3
This year... § s g g = &b § &
2 2 o < A < = <
»n A =) = 5 n
Z €
63. Participating in Reading F'1rst has helped my school 1% | 3% | s | aoon | avos
develop a more collaborative culture.
64. Our sch09l has a visible and effective Reading 2o | 700 | 179 | a0% | 34
Leadership Team.
65. ?ft;elr}liiir;;gegrade—level reading meetings is a good use 2o | 6% | 15% | 47% | 31%
66. Attending Site Reading Leadership Team (RLT)
-) | 69 19% | 48% | 279
meetings is a good use of my time. (n=52) ) % & & &
67. ﬁ;tlindmg reading study groups is a good use of my 59 | 129% | 26% | 39% | 18%
. 11, th fessional 1 tI i
68. Overall, the pro es§1ona deve oPmen re.celvec.l “) 2% 10% | 52% | 36%
through Reading First was sustained and intensive.
69. Overall, the professional development I received
through Reading First this year focused on what 3% | 4% | 11% | 52% | 30%
happens in the classroom.
70. Tam v'ery satisfied with the core reading program we 1% | ao | s | a1 | a7os
are using at our school.
71. Ibelieve that reading instruction at my school has
_ 20 O, (o) 40
improved noticeably. ) % | 6% | 39% | 54%
72. 1 think the D;BELS}? a valid, accurate indicator of 29 | 10% | 129% | 46% | 30%
student reading ability.
73. Our school has an organized system for
administering the DIBELS and other Reading First 1% | 2% | 1% | 29% | 68%
assessments.
74. Our school has an organized system for analyzing
and sharing the results of the DIBELS and other 1% | 3% | 3% | 34% | 59%
Reading First assessments with teachers.
75. This year I have seen our school’s reading assessment
data disaggregated (split up) by key demographic 5% | 21% | 27% | 30% | 17%
variables (i.e. race/ethnicity or ELL status).
76. Reading Fi'rst has significantly changed the way I 1% | 2% | 6% | 379 | 55%
teach reading.
77. The intervention materlals.we use are well-matched 1% | 5% | 9% | ago | 39%
to the needs of our struggling readers.
78. Our school’s intervention providers are well-trained 1% | 6% 79% | 41% | 459

to meet the needs of struggling readers.
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79. As aschool, we're doing an excellent job of providing
appropriate reading interventions to all students who | (--) 7% | 10% | 41% | 42%
need them.
. Th ignificant phil hical ical
80 ave significant philosophical or Pedagoglca 31% | 33% | 200 | 8% | 5%
objections to the approach of Reading First.
81. Our principal is a visible advocate for reading. ) | 1% | 6% | 41% | 52%
82. ?n my view, Rea§1ng First overemphasizes the 13% | 26% | 279% | 250 | 99
importance of using DIBELS results.
83. Our .readmg coachis a knqwledgeable resource about 1% 1% | 9% | a1 | a9%
reading research and practices.
84. Even when providing critical feedback, I feel our
reading coach is an ally in helping me to improvemy | 1% | 6% | 9% | 31% | 54%
instruction.
85. O di h has helped me b
ur reading coach has helped me become more 1% | 9% | 15% | 36% | 38%
reflective about my teaching practice.
86. Our readlr'lg coach has increased my understanding a | 6% | 179 | 39% | 35%
of how children learn to read.
87. I would like our reading coach to come in my
classroom and work with me more often than s/he 9% | 24% | 40% | 23% | 4%
does.
88. fgj;?ltpleased that our school has a Reading First 1% 1% | 179 | 300 | a9,
89. 1 fee'l that I have a Yoice 'in our school’s decision- 9% | 14% | 179% | 31% | 29%
making about Reading First.
90. Instruction in other sub.jects.has suffered because of a0 | 14% | 2a% | 449 | 149
all of the focus on Reading First.
91. Ist 1 t the instructi 1 ch that
strongly support the instructional changes that are 1% | 50 | 24% | a6 | 249
occurring under Reading First.
92. I feel that Reading First puts excessive emphasis on
the involvement of the principal in instructional 9% | 41% | 32% | 16% | 1%
matters.
93. Our Beading First program i§ doing ar'l excellent job 29 | 6% | 549% | 29% | 89%
meeting the needs of our Native American students.
94. Ihave the knowledge and skills necessary to modify
and supplement the core program to meet the needs 5% | 19% | 38% | 30% | 8%
of my ELL students.
95. When our school no longer has Reading First
funding, I think that I will to go back to more or less 32% | 50% | 12% | 4% 1%

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

If this is your school’s first year in Reading First, please skip to section G.

In your opinion, once your school no longer has the Reading First
grant, should the following program components continue?
Definitely not Probably not Probably yes Definitely yes
96. Core program 1% 2% 31% 66%
97. 90-minute reading 1% 6% 379 569%
block
98. DIBELS 2% 6% 43% 48%
99. Reading coach 5% 9% 33% 53%
100. Ongoing prof.essmna'il 1% 39 50% 469%
development in reading
101. Grouping (--) 2% 33% 64%
102. Interventions 1% 17% 17% 82%
103. Grade-level meetings (--) 6% 44% 50%
104. RLT 2% 12% 52% 34%
SECTION H: DEMOGRAPHICS

105.What is your primary teaching role this year? (select one)
___Regular classroom teacher 69%
___Specialist--Speech/language 1%

___Specialist-- Language arts/reading (e.g., Title I, reading specialist) 21%

___ Specialist--Library (--)

___ Specialist--Special education 8%
___ Specialist--___ ESL/bilingual (--)
___ Paraprofessional (--)
___Idonot work directly with students 1%

106.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).

1. GradeK | 2.
25%

Grade 1
24%

3. Grade?2
32%

4. Grade3
32%

5. Other
12%

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

107. 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.)

7. GradeK | 8.
26%

Grade 1
35%

9. Grade?2
36%

10. Grade 3
28%

11. Other
13%

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

108. How many years teaching experience do you have?
Average 12, Range 1-37
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109. How many years have you worked at this school

Average 8, Range 1-36

110. 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.

11%
7%
12%
7%
9%
12%
3%
9%
6%
6%
9%
10%

Ashgrove
Burlington

Fort Washakie
Grant

Jackson
Lincoln
Midwest
Mountain View
Rocky Mountain
Southridge
University Park
Willard
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WYOMING READING FIRST
DISTRICT SURVEY 2007

This survey is part of the Northwest Regional Educational Laboratory’s (NWREL) external
evaluation of Wyoming 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 Wyoming 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.

Responses were received from 4 district representatives. Unless otherwise noted, the N for each
item is equal or approximate to this number.

1. How many elementary schools are in your district?
1,2,3,26

2. How many elementary schools have a Reading First grant?
1,2,3,6

3. Beyond Reading First, what is your role in the district?
Superintendent

Assistant Superintendent (25%)

Curriculum director/specialist (25%)

Instruction director/specialist

Literacy director/specialist

Budget/finance officer

Other: principal, school psych/special ed director (50%)

4. What percentage of time are you officially allocated to spend on Reading First?
Mean 17%; Range 0-50%

5. 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.

Mean 21%: Range 10-50%
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6. In which of the following ways has your district supported Reading First? (select all that
apply)

O

o o o

Ooo0oooooooooo o

By assisting with proposal writing (100%)
By providing grant management (100%)
By monitoring grant implementation (100%)

By having a district staff member designated as the Reading First “go-to” person
(district-level coordinator, representative) (100%)

By facilitating District Reading Leadership Team (RLT) meetings (100%)
By facilitating district-wide Reading First meetings for principals (100%)
By facilitating district-wide Reading First meetings for coaches (75%)

By modifying district requirements to align with Reading First (75%)

By analyzing student reading assessment data (100%)

By providing professional development that is aligned with Reading First (100%)
By providing technical assistance to support school change (100%)

By supporting the core reading program (100%)

By supporting intervention programs (100%)

By providing overall curriculum guidance (100%)

By educating and galvanizing the community (100%)

Other: __(50%, see below)

Reading First has become the core delivery system for reading in K-3. Our 4th and 5th grade
school is continuing with the program in sequence through the subsequent grades. This has had a
major influence on the way we do business. The model is dynamic and effective.

The district spent money to purchase research based curriculum for other grade levels to match
RF. The district gave extra money to ensure correct PD for all grade levels K-6.

7. In 2006-2007, how frequently did you attend the following activities?
Did not Once Twice 3times | 4+ times
attend
2006 Summer Institute 25% 75% = = =
Sta.te'wide coach and principal 50% B 259 B 259
trainings
State meetir}gs for district B 259 259% 259 259
representatives
Visits to schools from state
reading coach or contracted - 25% 25% - 50%
technical assistance provider*

* Ashlock Consulting, ERI, [ill Jackson, J/P Associates, for example
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8. How useful, to you as Reading First coordinator, was your attendance at the following;:

sz | >z | 83 | 22 | sz | it
5 ") 8 ") .‘5 ") '(-‘; ") ; ") -g §
z3 | &5 | ES | 88 | 25 | B <
@
2006 Summer Institute 50 25% 25%
Sta'te.wn:le coach and principal 259 259% 259 259
trainings
State meetlr.lgs for district 50% 259 259
representatives
Visits to schools from state reading
coach or contracted technical 50% 50%
assistance provider
9. When the contracted technical assistance provider visits schools in your district, are you
informed ahead of time?
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always (100%)
10. When the contracted technical assistance provider visits schools in your district, how
often do you participate?
Never
Seldom
Sometimes
Often
Always (100%)
11. Who made hiring decisions about coaches at Reading First schools in your district?
District [Go to 12] (25%)
School [Go to 14]
Both [Go to 12] (75%)
12. How easy/difficult was it to find qualified applicants for the coaching position(s)?

Very easy [Go to 14] (75%)
Somewhat easy [Go to 14]
Somewhat difficult [Go to 13] (25%)
Very difficult [Go to 13]
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13. In what ways was it difficult to find qualified applicants for the coaching position(s)?
Please be as specific as possible.

The training and background are unique. We were fortunate to find such individuals. The
process of finding qualified replacements when coaches retire is proving to be more difficult.

Please indicate your level of agreement with each statement below.

)
]
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14. The state’s expectations for district involvement in
. . 25% | 75%
Reading First are clear.
15. State Reading First project staff are responsive to 100%
our district’s needs. °
16. The state has done a good job of communicating
necessary information regarding Reading First to 100%
district staff.
17. Our district strongly supports the instructional
. . . 50% | 50%
changes occurring under Reading First.
18. Major ir'ﬁtiatives (progljams or grants) iI.‘l our.district 50% 25% | 259%
contradict or are not aligned with Reading First.
19. I am pleased with the amount of support we have 100°%
received from the state to address sustainability. °
20. Reading First has greatly influenced the reading 259 750
program in our district’s non-Reading First schools. ° ’
21. There are tensions between Reading First and non-
. . . s 50% | 50%
Reading First schools in our district.
22. The state’s expectations of district involvement in
, , 25% | 75%
Reading First are reasonable.
23. In what ways could the state further support districts in the implementation of Reading

First? Please be as specific as possible.

Continue to work with Special Education issues. Look at how writing can be supported better in the RF
model.

Mandatory meetings Not allow Reading Recovery and other marginal programs Demand involvement by
Special Education

Our state has done an excellent job of helping districts. They are responsive and knowledgeable. We are
extremely pleased with the help we have received.

We are delighted with the support that the state has provided us with.

118




Please indicate if all, some, or none of the non-Reading First schools in your district have the following
reading program components.
Note that responses only include the district that has non-RF schools (n=1).

Non-Reading First schools

No non-RF Some non- All non-RF
schools RF schools schools
24. Have a K-3 reading coach X
25. Use DIBELS for benchmark assessments X
three times a year
26. Systematically progress monitor students X
27. Use the same core reading program as
. . X
Reading First schools
28. Have a 90-minute reading block in K-3 X
29. Provide systematic interventions for
struggling students outside the 90- X
minute reading block
30. Provide or attend ongoing, high-quality X
professional development in reading
31. Any other comments about Reading First in your district?
The state department people are wonderful. You have changed the lives of so many children and
we are grateful.
This has been a tremendous program. We have realized impressive growth. Student achievement
has increased and the capacity of our professional staff to teach has increased. We appreciate the
improvement our district has realized as a result of this powerful and dynamic program.
32. 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.

Bighorn1 (25%)
Fremont 21 (25%)
Fremont 25 (25%)
Natrona  (25%)
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