Year One Evaluation Report/Impact Study:
lllinois Striving Readers

March 26, 2012

e

RESEARCH



Year One Evaluation Report/Impact Study:
lllinois Striving Readers

Presented to:

Shannon Mitchell, Education Program Specialist
Office of Elementary & Secondary Education
Stefanie R. Schmidt, Project Officer

Institute of Education Sciences

U.S. Department of Education

400 Maryland Avenue, SW; Room 3E336
Washington, DC 20202

Submitted by:

RMC Research Corporation

1501 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 1250
Arlington, VA 22209

Phone: 703.558.4000

Fax: 703.558.4823

Authors

Dimiter Dimitrov, Principal Investigator
Sonia Jurich, Project Director

Michael Frye

Jill Lammert

Sarah Sayko

Laura Taylor

March 26, 2012



TABLE OF CONTENTS

TABLE OF CONTENTS ..ottt sttt st sttt s e b besmeesreennesneens [
LIST OF TABLES ...ttt sttt e s et e sneebenneens iii
LIST OF FIGURES. ...ttt s bbb st be et e e e beeneennee e iv
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ettt sttt s sae et st esneebe e nns %
AV I O 11 L@ 1 ]\ RS 1
PART |: INTERVENTION AND LOGIC MODEL .....ocoiiiiiiisienieeesee e 4
Description of the intervention MOl ....... i 4
ClassSroom INTEIVENTION .........uuiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeaeeeeeeeeeeennnnns 4
UsSe Of t€CHNOIOQY .. .o e e e e e e 6
Professional DeVelOPMENT .........coooiiiiitcammmmm e e e e e e e e e 7
ASSESSIMENTS ...ttt e e eene e e e e e e eanas 8
Target POPUIALION ......ccoeeiiie et e e e e e e 9
Desired characteristics of the teachers ..., 9
Desired characteristics of the ClaSSIOOMS .....ccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 9
Recommended intensity for the StUAENTS ... 9
lllinois Striving Readers (ISR) LOGIC MOUEI .. eeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee et 10
OVBIVIBW ..ttt ettt e e e oo e e e e e e e e e et e et e ettt b s bmmnnns s bbb e e e e e e eeaaeas 10
ISR professional development MOdel .............coiiiiiiiiiiii 14
Planned classSroom INSTIUCLION ...........icermmeeiiiiire e s 15
Teachers CharaCteriStCS ... ..cooii i 16
Classroom CharaCteriSHICS. .......ooe e e e 16
ASSESSIMENTS ...ttt e et e e e e e e e e e e e e aan 16
ISR eligible STUAENLS ... s 17
EXpected StUAENTt OULCOMES..........euuuuutcmmmmmmm e e e e ee et ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeaeaeaeeeees 18
Planning Year (2009-2010).... ... eeeeeeeiiaeee e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeerbbse e e e e e e e e e aees 19
PART [1: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY .otiiiiiceeieeeeesie ettt s 20
Y186 )V B TS [ | o U PP PPUPPURUPPR 20
OVBIVIBW ..ttt ettt ettt ettt e e e oo e e e e e e e et e et et e ettt b s bmnmnns et b s e e e e e e eeeeaeas 20
RESEAICN QUESTIONS ... ..ottt s e e e e et ettt ettt bbb e e e e e e e e e e e 20
Data ColleCHION PIAN ...t 21
Defining fidelity of implementation ..o 22
Implementation Year 1 (2010-2011) .....uuuuummmmm ettt eeene e e e e e 24
Context OfRPJIIMPIEMENTAtiON ...........oooiiiiiiiiiieii st e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeeaeees 24
Professional development model implementatioN . .......ooovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeenn, 25
Implementation of the classroom mModel...... .o 27
Factors influencing the implementation.......cc e 33

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport i



(1T L=l = = (1 (0] £ TR 34

SPECITIC TACTONS. ...ttt s ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eaeeaeeeeeeeennnees 34
Factors influencing the impact aNalYSIS ... oo eveiiiiii e 37
PART T IMPACT STUDY .ottt ettt sae e sneesaeeneesneennens 38
Y 186 )V TS [ | o USSP PUPPUUURPRR 38
Y= 10 0] 0] LIS (=T od o] o PSP 38
D= 1= W @0 ]| [=Tox 1o o USSP PPUTTTPUPTPSPR 43
DAtA ANAIYSIS ...ttt ettt e e e e e e ettt e e eraa— e et erbnnan s 44
Impact on Students at the ENd Of Year ONe....ccoooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 45
Impact on student reading ProfiCIENCY ... e eeerrremnniiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeereeeeenanneeeennens 45
AdAItIONAl ANAIYSES ...t e e e e e e e e e 48
EXperimental 8NalYSES ........coooiiiiiiiiiicaeemmm e 48
CONGCLUSION .ttt sttt b et e se e s be et e s ae e seeebesseesbeentesseesseensesneensens 50
REFERENGCES...... .ottt ettt bt e et e ae e beeneeeseenbeeneesneeneens 52
APPENDIX A: Summary Statisticsfor OuUtCOMeMEaSUrES.........cccvrereerienieneee e 55
APPENDIX B: Implementation study protoCOIS .........cccoeviereriiniene e e 56

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport ii



LIST OF TABLES

Table 1. Professional development activities relatethe lllinois Striving Readers (summer

P20 0 TSy o] 1T 220 1 5t 14
Table 2. lllinois Striving Readers — List 0f aSSBEALS ...........ccovvvvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiee e eeeeeecee, 17
Table 3. lllinois Striving Readers schools (SY 2EI9) .........cvvvrrriiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenns 18
Table 4. Implementation evaluation — data souroelsdata collection processes ................... 22
Table 5. Alignment between IFI and evaluator 0bgBOW rubriC .............cccceeeiiiiiiieneeeeenn. 23
Table 6. Calculating the classroom implementatidality score............ccccceeevvieiieieeiennnnn. 24
Table 7. Student Enrollment in Passport Readingn&ys Il ..............ovvvviiiiiieiieeieeiceee, 25
Table 8. Hours of professional development ..............ooovvvveeeeiiiiiiii e, 26
Table 9. Hours of individualiZzed SUPPOIS .....uuueiiiiii i e e e 26
Table 10. Index of fidelity of implementation — pgesional development model................... 27
Table 11. Lessons completed during Class tiMe...........vuviveeiiiiieiie e eeeeeeeeeeeveeeeeee e 28
Table 12. School closures and class cancellations...............oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeee e 28
Table 13. Student reported atteNUANCE ....coooreeeeeeeeiceee e ee e 29
Table 14. Pacing oOf INSIIUCLION .........ccoiieieieie e e e e e e e e e e e 29
Table 15. Example of reporting on the benchmarkssBents ...........ccccceeeeeiiiiieee v v oo, 31
Table 16: Scoring for the classroom observatiomicub................cccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiis s ceeee, 32
Table 17. Fidelity SCOres per SCNOOI ...... oo 33
Table 18. ITT breakdowns DY SChOOI ... e 40
Table 19. Demographic breakdown Of ITT groUP e vvveeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiiieee e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 40
Table 20. List of independent variables used withéxperimental design model .................. 43
Table 21. A two-level Hierarchical Linear analysisder the model defined by equations 1

= 0 0 U PP PPPPPPPPRTTR 45
Table 22. OSL regression for the prediction of fEsitscores on the Grade 9 GMRT........ 46
Table 23. Two-level Hierarchical Linear analysmlar the model defined in equations 1 and

2, with the Grade 9 EXPLOREscores as the outcome variable .............cccceeevevevnennn.. 47
Table 24. OSL regression for the prediction of festtscores on the Grade 9 EXPLORE ..... 48
Table 25. Adjusted means and their standard devisidn the posttest Grade 9 GMRly

treatment condition aNd GENAEN ........uuueieeiieie e 48
Table 26. Adjusted means and standard deviatioriseoposttest Grade 9 EXPLOREy

treatment condition and €thNICHY............ovoeoeee e, 49

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport iii



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Logic Model for the study of the Illind&riving Readers..........cccceeevveeeeeeennenene. 11
Figure 2. lllinois Striving Readers —Implementatend study interaction ......................... 13
Figure 3. Consort diagram — ITT group attritiorrégards to EXPLORE............cccceovvveeen.ns 41
Figure 4. Consort diagram — ITT group attritiorrégards to GMRT .........cccovvveeevieiene. 42

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

lllinois State Board of Education (ISBE) competeddnd was awarded a four-year grant
Striving Readers program from the U.S. Departmémducation (USED). The lllinois
Striving Readers (ISR) Project had two purposesnfplement a supplemental reading
intervention for students in ninth grade who wesading below grade level, and (b) study the
impact of the intervention on students’ performaogetandardized assessments using a
randomized control trial design.

ISBE selectedPassport Reading Journeits (PRJ 1ll) as the supplemental reading
intervention to be implementedPRJ 1ll, published by Cambium Learning Groupa highly
structured reading program that is organized icggedition lesson series taught daily in 50-
minute periods during one school year. Each Expedcomprises a total of 10 lessons that
alternate between whole group and individual pcactiLessons 5 and 10 are dedicated to
reviewing, expanding, and assessing. During thesdessons, the teachers can choose a
number of strategies in a menu of options offengthle publisher. Depending on the number
of options that the teachers decide to use, Lessand 0 may take two to three days. The
materials for the intervention include teacher gliites, student workbooks, DVDs, and a
library of fiction and non-fiction books and magazs that are age-appropriate and have the
purpose of engaging the adolescent reader.

ISR involved six high schools in four school distsiacross lIllinois. All schools were Title I-
eligible schools that had not made, or were atofskot making, adequate yearly progress
requirements under tid¢o Child Left Behind Aaif 2001. Students who scored at the two
lowest quartiles on grade 8 EXPLORRere eligible for the study. Two exclusion crigeri
were proposed: (a) students with Individualized éadion Plans (IEP) that precluded their
participation in the study, and (b) students whuesents requested that their children not
participate in the study. The evaluators discus@#teach school district the requirements of
the Federal Policy for Protection of Human Subj¢8%sCFR, Part 97). Recommendations
were made for the schools to follow their proceddoe parental notification using an “opt-
out” (rather than “opt-in”) option.

After the exclusion criteria were considered, dligistudents were randomly assigned to
treatment and control groups. Students in thertreat group were instructed usiB&J Il

while students in the control group enrolled incéilee classes that did not provide
supplemental reading instruction. A total of 8&&dents participated in the study. The project
had two outcomes: (a) at least 50 percent of #erirent group students would demonstrate a
gain in reading achievement, at minimum, of onelgiavel or its equivalent (objective 1.3);
and (b) 75 percent of the students in the treatm@mbrts would score at or above proficient
on the state reading assessment (objective 1.4).

Each school hired a Reading Intervention Teach#r)(®ho was expected to have 80 percent
or more of his or her time dedicated to teachiy Ill. All RITs were required to have a
valid lllinois teaching license with a reading ersement, two to three years of teaching
experience, an understanding of the Responsedovérition process, and proven classroom
management skills. As part of the contract, thEsRiere required to attend all of the
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professional development activities related toitihervention and to implemeRRJ 111 with
fidelity. Each RIT was to have three to four ckssef no more than 25 students each.
Cambium Learning Group was responsible for proggrofessional development and
supports to the RITs.

RMC Research Corporation (RMC) competed for andavearded the contract to conduct the
ISR evaluation. The evaluation comprised an implatation and an impact study. The
implementation study answered the question of wérdtie intervention was implemented with
fidelity to the original model. To answer this gtien, the evaluators conducted monthly
phone calls with the RITs and yearly interviewshwhie project coordinator, local education
agencies (LEA) liaisons, and Voyager representsatividditionally, the evaluators observed
PRJ Il classrooms The impact study focused on the effects of thevetetion on student
academic performance, as measured by results @ridmde 9 Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests
(GMRT) 4" edition and Grade 9 EXPLORE.

ISR was planned as a four year study with the yiestr dedicated to planning followed by
three years of implementation. The project woel/s three cohorts of grade 9 students
(2010-2011, 2011-2012, and 2012-2013). In April@the USED announced that the
Congress had cut funding for the Striving Readengiam and the project was to conclude by
the end of the first implementation year. Thisoplescribes and discusses preliminary
findings from this first year of implementation athe one-year impact of the program on
treatment students compared to control studentsummary of key findings are presented
next.

| mplementation Study

* Findings from the first implementation year sugdkat all but one school attained
adequate implementation of the professional devetopt model, while the fidelity of
the classroom model ranged from inadequate to fidghity.

» Two factors were seen as influencing the fidelityngplementation across the six
schools: professional development and supportspesgtam format, particularly
pacing and routine.

» Specific factors that were seen as influencingsttteols differently included:
classroom management, resulting mostly from thiugien of students who fit the
eligibility definition but resented the interventioclassroom space, which had an
impact on the teachers’ ability to organize grawgiruction and manage student
behavior; actual time in instruction; and familignwith the program (or time in
implementation).

» Although teachers in all six schools had similackgarounds (in terms of licensing and
reading endorsement), attended similar interventitated professional development,
and received individualized supports, their abildydeal effectively with the factors
above varied across schools. Data from the finplementation year suggest that the
“specific factors” had moderator roles, either miraing or exacerbating the impact of
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the general factors on the fidelity of implemerdati This hypothesis could not be
tested due to the abrupt ending of the study.

I mpact Study

» Of the 1,985 students across the six high schotwtahof 855 students were eligible for
the study. These students were randomly assigniedatment (427 students) and control
(428 students) groups.

« Outcome analysis results on both reading measuttes grade 9 ACT EXPLORE
Reading and the grade 9 GMRF showed no significant impact of the reading
intervention on students' reading achievement.

o Estimates of between-school variance ofRIRa |1l effects were not
statistically significant thus indicating that timepact ofPRJ Il did not vary
across schools.

o Student inclusion in different demographic (gen@énnicity, special education,

free and reduced lunch, and English language peofty) subgroups yielded no
or negligible differences on the reading outcomasuees.
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INTRODUCTION

There is a collective effort underway in Americaéady students for college and career after
high school graduation (President’s Council of Atdvs on Science and Technology, 2010).
To accomplish this goal, students must be adequptepared to meet the increased literacy
demands they will face in middle and high schobleyralso must have the necessary supports
and strategies in place for overcoming learningidi to progress in their educational path.
In reality, many adolescent readers struggle taenaise most basic of literacy skills.
According to the National Center for Education Stats (NCES), more than 8 million
students in grades 4-12 are struggling readers PJ3803). Data from the National
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) showdsalts from the NAEP reading
assessment have remained unchanged over timelin @aly 34 percent of eighth graders
scored at or above proficiency (NCES, 2011). Rebeadicates that high school students in
the lowest 25 percent of their class are 20 timerertikely to drop out than their highest
performing peers (Carnevale, 2001). Additionadiythose who graduate, approximately 25
percent enroll in literacy remedial courses in pesbndary education (USED, 2003).

The most serious challenges faced by strugglingeadent readers are difficulties with
decoding, slow and labored reading, lack of baakgddknowledge, and limited vocabulary
(Beck, McKeown, & Kucan, 2002). Many of the poadaninority students who currently
perform below the 30th percentile in reading sleidered school with academic vocabularies
already only half the size of their middle-classmi@rparts (Beck, McKeown, & Kucan,
2002). Additionally, they have fewer opportunittesacquire the kinds of active reading
comprehension strategies that become increasingigitant as text increases in size and
complexity after third grade (Torgesen, 2005). aAgsult, these deficits interfere with
struggling adolescent readers’ ability to develaghbr level literacy skills and cause cognitive
challenges that may become impossible to overcome.

Research indicates that a crucial component toeagdarg struggling adolescent readers’ needs
is improving literacy instruction and interventipractices in schools. This includes providing
explicit vocabulary instruction, direct and exglicomprehension strategy instruction,
opportunities for extended discussion of text megind interpretation, and increasing
student motivation and engagement in literacy liegr{Kamil, Borman, Dole, Kral, Salinger,

& Torgesen, 2008). In addition, intensive and wdlialized interventions for those who
struggle most must be available and delivered &iped specialists (Kamil et al., 2008). These
interventions should target students’ instructioregds, occur in small group settings during
extended learning periods, happen with increassgléncy, and incorporate opportunities to
monitor student progress. Alternatively, reseanatpgests that it is important to avoid
intervention programs that have insufficient inignsveak instruction in word study skills,

and little or no direct instruction in comprehemssgirategies, as they have limited
effectiveness (Scammacca, Roberts, Vaughn, Edmuvelsler, Reutebuch, & Torgesen,
2007). Because interventions for students’ stdktering basic reading skills tend to stabilize
rather than remediate the relative reading defayid®cammacca et al., 2007), careful
selection of research-based adolescent readinggmsgs essential.

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport 1



Addressing research findings regarding the needslaiescent who are struggling readers, the
U.S. Department of Education (USED) started a BigilReaders program. The program had
two main goals: (a) to address the challenges pforing reading skills for middle and high
school students who were reading below grade lewel;(b) to build a scientific base to
identify effective strategies that improve adolegdeeracy skills. Striving Readers was
geared to Title | eligible schools that had sigr@fit percentages of students reading below
grade level and/or schools that were not meetirgg-oisk of not meeting adequate yearly
progress (AYP) requirements under Ne Child Left Behind A{NCLB).

The program, which reflected a joint effort frone tBffice of Elementary and Secondary
Education (OESE) and the Institute of Educatiore®oes (IES), included three key
components: (a) supplemental literacy interventtangeted to students who were reading
“significantly below grade level;” (b) cross-distipary strategies for improving adolescent
literacy, including professional development argksrch-based reading and comprehension
strategies; and (c) a required evaluation compoungng an experimental design (USED,
2008).

The first cohort of Striving Readers grantees waarded in 2006. In 2009, USED published
a Request for Proposal for a second cohort, withesimportant changes in the scope of work.
The first cohort projects were limited to schodtdcts and included two types of intervention:
a school-wide model that involved professional digwment for all teachers in the school and
a supplemental reading intervention for struggheaders. The second cohort competition
requested that states put together a coalitiogludas that crossed school district boundaries
and focused solely on the supplemental readingviai¢ion. The four-year awards would

fund one planning year to start in school year (3009-2010, and three implementation years,
from SY 2010-2011 to SY 2012-2013. The lllinoistgtBoard of Education (ISBE) applied
for and was awarded one of the eight Striving Resageant funded as part of the second
cohort competition.

To prepare for the proposal, ISBE drew a list dfeTi eligible high schools and invited them
to participate in the project. Among the voluntsehools, ISBE selected six high schools in
four school districts. The participating high solsincluded Danville, Eisenhower, Kankakee,
Lanphier, MacArthur, and Springfield Southeast.niite is the high school for the Danville
Community Consolidated School District (DCCSD) #11&cated on the eastern boundary of
the state, DCCSD serves about 6,000 students a leaakakee is the high school for
Kankakee School District (KSD) # 111, located om tiortheast part of the state near Chicago,
and serving about 5,000 students a year. DecahodbDistrict (DSD) # 61 was represented
by its two high schools: Eisenhower and MacArthDSD, centrally located, serves about
8,000 students a year. Springfield School Dis{&3D) # 186, located in the state capital,
serves about 14,000 students a year and includedftits three high schools in the project:
Lanphier and Springfield Southeast.

ISBE staff also conducted a review of existing aesle-based supplemental adolescent reading
programs, and decided to URBassport Reading Journells (PRJ Ill). PRJcomprises a series

of reading interventions for students from gradbréugh 9.PRJ lllis a supplemental reading
intervention that targets ninth grade students arfeoreading below grade level. The
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intervention incorporates whole group, small grazgmputer-assisted instruction, and
individual practice, and offers a series of rededrased strategies including: explicit
vocabulary instruction, direct and explicit compeakion instruction, opportunities for
extended discussion of text meaning and interpogtainstruction in reading foundational
skills, and writing.

The lessons are organized in Expeditions that fooufiemes of interest for adolescent
readers. The intervention also includes a libddrfyction and nonfiction books and DVDs that
are intended to improve student motivation and gegeent in literacy learningPRJ Il

provides a standard protocol, easy-to-follow legslans, an assessment system, and
supporting materials for teachers and studentffef@ntiated strategies address the needs of a
diverse student population, including students witfabilities and English language learners.
The intervention is based on findings from readeggearch, is being implemented in many
school districts nationwide, and has been studiszligh the use of quasi-experimental design
(Denton, 2008; Shneyderman, 2006). However, nemx@ntal study had been conducted,
particularly with high school students.

The lllinois Striving Readers (ISR) project focusedninth grade students who scored at the
bottom two quartiles on the state assessment (F&¥PLORE’). A total of 855 students
participated in the project. Of these, 427 stuslerdre randomly assigned to the treatment
group, with 428 students going to the control group

This report presents findings from the first yeaingplementation of the lllinois Striving
Readers. The report is divided into three pddart | describes the intervention as proposed
by the developers and the project’s logic modrt Il discusses findings from the first
implementation yearPart 11l presents the analysis of the intervention’s impacstudent
academic performance, as measured by standardizedssnentsAppendix Aincludes a
summary statistics for the outcome measures, Wgfgendix Bncludes the forms used for
data collection.
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PART |: INTERVENTION AND LOGIC MODEL

Description of the intervention model*
Classroom I ntervention

Passport Reading Journe{BRJ), published by Cambium Learning Group (Cambiusy i
supplemental reading intervention that incorporatksle group, small group, computer-aided
instruction, and individual instruction to suppadolescent struggling readerscross grade
levels, he intervention maintains the same structure bittimtent and reading level change.
The intervention is calleBRJ Beginning$or sixth gradersPRJI for seventh grader®RJII

for eighth graders, ar@RJ Il for students in ninth gradd?RJ Il was the intervention
implemented in the ISR project.

The intervention encompasses daily, 50-minute lestiuat provide explicit, systematic
instruction in critical reading skills on a topelated to science or social studies. The lessons
are organized in Expeditions for a total of 14 Edipens that are taught within one school
year. Each Expedition is organized in two week;l&sson routines to facilitate teacher-led
instruction and students’ independent practicessbes one, three, six, and eight are organized
around whole-group instruction in which studentsiatroduced to new vocabulary and a new
reading passage. After whole group instructiomgeits can individually practice vocabulary
using the online technology componevib¢abJourneyand/or select books for independent
reading. VocabJourneys designed to enhance vocabulary and compreheskilbs taught in
PRJ 11l while allowing students to progress through at#siin a differentiated fashion.
Lessons two, four, seven, and nine include whobtesgreview of the previous day’s

instruction and the opportunity for students toead the passage to build fluency,
independently or with a partner. During this pérad independent or small-group structured
practice, the teachers are expected to work intelyswith students who present specific
instructional needs. Students spend lessons fislden of the Expedition on independent or
paired practice in a variety of activities intendedeview, extend, or assess previous learning.
Teachers may do any or all of the activities seléétom a menu provided by the publisher.
The choice is expected to reflect students’ legymeeds. Since re-teaching may be necessary,
lessons five and ten are intended to extend aonofigple days to allow teachers to adequately
address individual student needs. Cambium staffpnsultation with the ISR Director, set a
two day limit for lessons five and ten to promatelementation consistency across the state.
Therefore, for this project, the teachers were etqueto complete the ten lessons that
comprise each Expedition within twelve days.

Core instructional elements in reading

PRJ lll aims at mixing flexibility and intensity. That ihe intervention strives to be flexible
enough to meet the needs of older struggling reaedrile intense enough to accelerate
development of their literacy skills. Therefori&gelthe earlier program®RJ 11l blends

reading foundational skills, vocabulary instructidirect and explicit comprehension strategy

! This section was reviewed by Cambium Learning @rstaff for accuracy.
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instruction, text meaning and interpretation, amdimg. Alternatively, different from the
otherPRJprograms, it has less scripted language and mgueramities to engage students in
conversation connected to the Expedition topidse ifitervention is based on reading research
and research in learning, including works from Ba&émmons, & Kame’enui (2004), Beck,
McKeown, & Kucan (2002)Biancarosa, & Snow (200apeshler, Palincsar, Biancarosa, &
Nair (2007), Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, & Baker (2p0Graham & Perin (2007), Marzano
(2004), Mastropieri, Scruggs, & Graetz (2008jammacca, Roberts, Vaughn, Edmonds,
Wexler, Reutebuch, and Torgesen (2007), &clolatschneider, Buck, Torgesen, Wagner,
Hassler, Hecht, & Powell-Smith (2004).

Explicit vocabulary instruction focuses on words ftudents must understand in order to
comprehend each text segment and make connecebtnedn the words. Vocabulary
instruction also involves context clues, word partsluding compound words, morphology,
dictionary skills, high-frequency words, contenfated words, synonyms and antonyms,
multiple-meaning words, and homophones. A plarsegfience of vocabulary skills and
multiple exposures of high-utility words are meskethin the passages, comprehension
activities, and text discussions. Affixes and soate explicitly taught to students in a
sequential pattern that is supported by the idedtiivords in the passagegocabJourney
provides self-paced practice on vocabulary and ecehgnsion skills, while teaching additional
academic vocabulary and providing vocabulary supjpoiEnglish language learners.
Students work individually and the software morststudent responses and adapts instruction
to meet individual student needs.

Instruction in_reading foundational skills is prded through the advanced word study portion
of the daily Expedition lessons and the supplemewad study component of the intervention
program. The supplemental word study componegeased to offer more individualized
support to students who have difficulty with deeagand fluency. The thirty word study
lessons comprise phonemic awareness, recognitibigbffrequency words and irregular
words, as well as sight words, spelling, and pranithese word study lessons may be
provided prior to implementing the first Expediti@sson or on alternate days once the
intervention sequence has begun.

Direct and explicit comprehension strategies areamanto instruction to help students
develop skills that are traditionally lacking amasigving readers, such as making and
confirming predictions, reading charts and graptentifying or stating main ideas, generating
guestions, summarizing, and making inferences (BaunnFont, Edwards, & Boland, 2005).
Comprehension skills are taught explicitly and agapto expository passages in both the text
andVocabJourney.Live Ink, available invocabJourneyallows students to read online
passages and anthology passages in shorter ch8tikdents also examine organizational text
features that serve as frames for information agetél links between ideas. Comprehension
strategies are scaffolded in three stages: teanbdeling, teacher assistance with student
practice, and student independence. The stagessesth a gradual shift in responsibility for
learning from the teacher to the students. Diresttuction includes modeling in which the
teacher reads aloud to show students how to usedldéng strategies. A thinking aloud
method is employed to make thought processes mamsgarent to students. Modeling is
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followed with direct, guided practice and self-asseent to enable students to apply the newly
learned skills and strategies in a variety of teékét cover varying levels of reading ability.

Opportunities for extended discussion of text meamaind interpretation are elicited through
guestions posed by the teacher during and aftdinga In the first reading of the selection,
the teacher asks literal comprehension questioesdare understanding and to model the
metacognitive process of self-monitoring. Aftard#nts complete their reading, the teacher
asks critical thinking questions that reflect tlgigus levels of the revised Bloom’s Taxonomy
(Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). This teacher-directpiestioning is integrated with student-
generated questions as a key reading comprehestsadagy during reading and a way for
students to monitor and deepen their understarafitite text.

PRJ lll includes a two-fold approach to writing. Firstuses writing in response to reading,
which helps students check their understandingfaries returning to the text for more
information, and sharpens critical thinking skilBvery Expedition integrates writing practice
and instruction. Secondly, it offers a writingiaity option during lesson five and/or ten of
each Expedition that extends the comprehensiols siad content into a writing topic. These
lessons are designed to help students develompgptioficiency. The writing activity
includes practice in pre-writing strategies, elaion, word choice, sentence fluency,
organization, and writing paragraphs.

Motivation and engagement in literacy

To improve student motivation and engagement éndity learningPRJ 1l offers a library as
part of its instructional materials. The libragntains novels and texts that allow for partnered
and guided reading. The books are Lexile-levededhat students can choose a book at his or
her skill level. The fiction and non-fiction texteve been field-tested for high interest with
high school students and reach across the curnctduoster literacy development in social
studies and science content are@areer excerpts are highlighted throughout thecdodly. The
characters, content, and activities target studehtsrepresent diverse cultural and linguistic
groups. Examples of topics for the Expeditionsude Music without Instruments, Military
Medical Innovationsand The Multicultural Search for BeautypVD segments are presented
before and after each Expedition to provide badkgdoknowledge and create the foundation
for understanding of content. Each video segngehbsted by a teen who asks probing
guestions, highlights essential content-area vdeapwords, makes relevant connections to
students’ lives, and engages them in thinking atfmaitopics at hand.

Use of technology

Technology is incorporated infRJ Il through the/ocabJourney In addition, lessons one,
six, and nine include video technology in the fahDVD segmentsVocabJourneys a web-
based interactive program that provides teachetsmore flexibility to individualize
instruction. Itis comprised of three main compase- Acquire, Achieve, and Connect. In
Acquire, students learn new words and practiceipusly learned works. In Achieve,
students deepen word knowledge through word gaihash, cards, and exploring multiple
word meanings. In Connect, students study wordsiiegories by content or topic. Research
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has found that computer-assisted reading instnu¢tedps struggling readers by providing
individualized instruction, immediate feedback, ativating learning environment, a method
for monitoring student progress, and a way to naamnstudent interest (Kim, 2002; Kim,
Vaughn, Klingner, Woodrugg, Reutebuch & Kouzekanaf@i6).

Professional Development

Cambium Learning Group offers diverse professiaieaielopment activities for the teachers
that include launch training, online product tramjiongoing consultative support, coursework
on adolescent literacy, and data analysis meetimgs. launch training, the online product
training, and the online support are part of &J 11l package, while the other activities
depend on separate contracts between the schosdt@ol districts and the developer.

Group professional development

The launch training is traditionally conductedas eight-hour sessions intended to prepare
teachers to implement the intervention with fideliParticipants learn about the intervention,
and are instructed in specific practices, suchdasi@mstering the assessment measures,
grouping students, setting up their classroomagcgiring small and large group instruction,
and using intervention materials. The trainindudes time for practice of lesson delivery and
instruction inVocabJourneythe technology component of the intervention. fireg on the
Voyager data management system (VPORT) and classmm@nagement are also included.

During launch training, participants are invitedotaserve and reflect as the trainer
demonstrates a lesson. Following the demonstrgtianicipants have opportunities to
practice teaching the lesson. They regroup ag¢tigeof the training to debrief and plan next
steps. Materials include a DVD showing footagelagsroom instruction, illustrations of
program features, and the measures to practicenggtaring and scoring the assessments.
Tutorial booklets introduce the key features anghgonents of the program, present sample
lessons at each grade level, review the assessm@ponent, and provide suggestions for
managing time and working with students with spewéeds.

The online training modules provide instructioraiself-paced, interactive environment that
allows teachers to search, annotate, and bookméokmation. Each module includes
curriculum, assessment, and implementation ovejiewd provides links to a library of video
segments. The modules also offer suggestionsassrdom management and on
understanding Lexile levels. At the conclusioreath section, the teachers take a quiz to
check knowledge gained. They can redo the modalesprove knowledge, or come back to
them later to refresh information.

Coursework on adolescent literasydelivered through VoyagerU, Cambium’s profesalon
development arm. Two 15-hour courses present fatiothl information about adolescent
literacy, define the specific reading skills thedgnts need in order to master each academic
subject, and identify the best strategies to heffdia school students develop their reading
comprehension skills in these subjectfiese courses were developed by Deborah Reed,
principal investigator and project manager for Tlexas Adolescent Literacy Academies,
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Diane Lapp, Distinguished Professor of Educatian Biego State University and a member
of the International Reading Association Hall ofrfleg and Douglas Fisher, professor of
language and literacy education at San Diego Stateersity and co-director for the Center
for the Advancement of Reading at the Californiat&tniversity. VoyagerU courses are not
part of the regulalPRJ Ill package. Details about the professional developpianned for

ISR are described in thegic Modelsection.

Individual supports

Cambium offers individualized supports for teachen® are implementingRJ 1l through

trained experts, the Voyager Implementation Spisti@lIS). The VIS conducts visits to each
participating schools to observe how the intenamis being implemented. The frequency of
the visits is dictated by teachers’ needs and diné¢ract established between Cambium and the
school or school district. The VIS reviews studeaita with the teacher on an ongoing basis to
accurately formulate prescriptive technical asaistawhich must be geared towards each
teacher’s needs. Atthe end of each site vigtMIs conducts a debriefing section with each
observed teacher, the building principal, and otiesignated parties. As the teachers began to
implement the intervention, they are encouragembtdact the assigned VIS whenever needed,
either by telephone or e-mail.

Assessments

The assessment system witRiRJ Il includes benchmark assessments, semester exains, en
of-lesson assessments, progress monitoring, addrdtgelf-assessments through
VocabJourney The Reading Benchmark assessments are based. exites that allow
educators to quickly estimate expected reading cengmsion and monitor progress. Lexile,
developed by MetaMetrics, Inc., is a measure offiffeeulty of comprehension of a text
(Stenner, 2001; Stenner & Wright, 2004). The megduased on calculations of word
frequency and sentence length, is presented calathat ranges from OL to 2,000L. Text
measures at or below OL (zero Lexiles), are repaeBR (Beginning Reader).

TheReading Benchmarkssessments were developed using the Rasch caregiar item
response theory model to relate a reader's ahilitythe difficulty of the items. The primary
sources of validity evidence for Lexiles comes framexamination of the content of tARJ
assessments, and the degree to which the assessnesgure reading comprehension
(Lennon & Burdick, 2004). ThReading Benchmarkae expected to be administered in a
whole group format three times per school yearmdusipecified benchmark assessment
periods to assess comprehension (MetaMetrics, 200083Reading Benchmarki$
administered at the beginning of the school yeg@ldoe students in the appropriate level of
reading materialsThe Reading Benchmarksdindlll, conducted during the school year, are
used to monitor student progress on vocabularycantprehension.

Formative assessments are also administered ahthef each Expedition. These criterion-

referenced tests measure comprehension and vocabkils that have been taught during the
Expedition lesson series. Additionally, studenf-assessments are available through the
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VocabJourneyeports, which provide students with guided fee&hmttheir responses. The
teachers can review the feedback provided to stadgnlogging into VPORT.

Based on student performance on these assessthenisachers are directed to re-teaching
opportunities that are targeted to specific skilleere students have demonstrated difficulty.
Additionally, criterion-referenced semester exasseas students’ ability to apply the
vocabulary and comprehension strategies taughagihrthe Expeditions.

Target population

PRJ lllis geared to students in grade 9 who are definediraggling readers by their schools.
The intervention incorporates a number of diffeil@et strategies that are designed to address
students with a broad range of reading levelsyhiolg students who have limited English
proficiency, and students with disabilities who ¢e@nserved through group instruction.

Desired characteristics of theteachers

PRJ lll reflects a highly structured intervention. Eaghdher receives a teacher’s guide that
includes an explanation of the intervention, thalgoand the scope and sequence of each
component followed by detailed guidelines on howlgsson must be taught. The teacher is
expected to follow the guidelines and maintaindbepe and sequence of each lessons’
components. Small variations within the lessoesaiilowed to address differences in class
period and students’ needs, as explaind&iLogic Model

Decisions about hiring teachers are left to thalleducation agencies (LEAs). The
intervention’s scripted format and the professiat@lelopment offered are intended to
facilitate instruction by experienced and non-eigered teachers alike. For teachers who do
not have a reading background, Cambium providegiaddl training on reading through its
professional development branch (VoyagerU).

Desired characteristics of the classrooms

Cambium’s requirements f&RJ 11l classrooms include appropriate space for smallgrou
instruction and storage and use of material comaeict the lessons, including teacher guide
books, students’ workbooks, and the library. Aiddially, the classrooms are required to have
a DVD projector and computers. Cambium recommeanasximum of 20 students per
classrooms.

Recommended intensity for the students

PRJ lll is to be taught daily in a 50-minute period claghin one school year. As more
schools are adopting the 90 minute block timejrtervention has been adapted to allow for
teachers to cover two shortened lessons withiblibek period. The pacing of the lesson
should strike a balance between the expected sseriger period and students’ needs. If the
lesson cannot be completed within the allottedqukrthe teachers are instructed to continue it
the following day, starting from the point theygped the day before. Reducing writing time
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is an allowable strategy to accommodate the pabutyeducing reading time is not
recommended. The teachers are not expected toletmngil 14 Expeditions within the year,
although they should try to cover as many as ptessib

[llinois Striving Reader s (I SR) L ogic M odel

Overview

Figure 1 displays a graphic representation of digeclmodel proposed for the study of the ISR
project. The model comprised two components amdaumicomes. The components included
the professional development model and the classiostruction model. These two
components followed as close as possible to theelmpdposed by Cambium, with variations
that addressed the specific needs of participatihgols and ISBE’s requirements for the
project.

As seen in the graphic, the professional developmexlel contained a total of 14 hours,
which included eight hours of launch training andh®urs for data training. For the launch
training, each RIT met one-on-one with the VISdoe eight-hour intensive training session.
The data training, which occurred in March 201bught all the RITs together for six hours of
data review and discussions on using data to infostnuction. The RITs could also pursue
16 hours of online modules to reinforce or expdreibformation obtained during the launch
training. These were optional hours that depermutetthe RIT’s perceived need. Additionally,
ISBE required teachers to attend the three-dayammnvention of the International Reading
Association (IRA). The second component, the ctasa instruction model, focused on the
delivery of the intervention and assessments vidkslity.

The personnel resources available to support thjegirimplementation included 11 educators
located within the schools, the local educatiomagess, and the state education agency. Each
participant had defined roles and responsibilivéhin the project and in relation to the study
conducted by RMC, as explained below.

At the state level, the grant funded a 0.5 Full @igguivalent (FTE) Project Director position
to oversee the project. The ISBE Project Directdro worked under direct supervision from
the Division Administrator of Curriculum and Insttion, had a number of coordination and
monitoring responsibilities, including: communicgiand collaborating with the participating
school districts, Cambium staff, the external eatdts, and the USED representatives;
approving and monitoring the use of grant fundshgyparticipant districts and schools; and
providing support to the RITs to ensure that thegpam was implemented with fidelity.

The grant also funded a LEA Project Coordinatdy.&40 FTE for each school district. At the
district, the LEA Coordinatorsad four main responsibilities: (1) overseeingtihigng
procedures for the RITs, (2) coordinating projexdated activities with the ISBE Project
Director, Cambium, and the evaluators; (3) supergithe day-to-day implementation of the
intervention within the district; and (4) providisgudent-level outcome data to the evaluators
for the random assignment and the impact study.
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Figure 1. Logic Model for the study of the lllinoiStriving Readers

Strategies (M odel): Voyager Passport Journeys lll

Outcomes

Professional Development M odel

Classroom M odel (9" grade classrooms]

Year 2:

«*Summer 2010: Launch training (8

hours; required)

+“*School year:

0 Online module (16 hrs. optional)

0 In-school coaching (40 hrs.
maximum)

0 Assessment training (6 hrs.
required)

0 Attendance to the International
Reading Association (IRA) Annual
Convention (24 hrs. required)

Years 3-4:

+ New teachers = as above

+ Returning teachers
0 IRA convention (24 hrs.)

0 In-school coaching (25 hours)

+ Attendees:

0 Teachers= mandatory
participation

0 Projectleadership = not required

Provider:

% 2 Voyager Implementation Specialists
(Under guidance of the Vice-
President for Implementation
Services for the Northeastern
Region)

Structure
+*Year-long, daily 50 - minute lessons or every other day, 90-min block
++14 Expeditions; each Expedition divided into ten lessons, as such:
Lessons 1 and 3
0 Introduction to Expedition - day 1 only (discuss probing questions)
Before reading (introduce and practice vocabulary)
During reading (reading related to the topic)
After reading (check comprehension)
Independent study= practice vocabulary online; reading
independently
0 ELL = extend and practice
Lessons 2 and 4
0 Prepare to reread = review and practice (vocabulary, comprehension)l
practice using context clues; build new words using roots
o Reread = review and practice finding implicit main idea and details;
write a paragraph
o ELL = extend and practice
Lessons 5 and 10
0 Review, extend and assess
Content
“Lexile-leveled, focused on adolescent themes related to science, social
studies, and careers
Assessment
+*Reading Benchmarks I - placement (September)
+*Benchmarks Il and III - progress on fluency(January and May)
+»Comprehension and vocabulary assessment — Expedition days 5 and 10
+»Semester Exams — middle and end of the year (end of Expedition 7 and 14)

O O OoOOo

Short-term

At least 50% of
the treatment
students will

improve at least

one reading level,
as measured by

standardized

assessmen

Long-term

Gains in §' grade
persist as students
move to upper

grades as
measured by
standardized
assessments

Personnel

Classroom

6 FTE Reading Intervention Teachers ¢—— Principal or Assistant Principal €¢—— 4 LEA Project Coordinators 4—— ISR Project Director

School LEA

ISBE

Technology and supplies

RESOURCESS

% Grant-funded computers, DVD projectors
% Cambium: books and magazines in print, audio and e-baekseher guides; student workbooks; other suppprtiaterials
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At each of the six participant schools, a buildagyministrator worked with the LEA Project
Coordinator and the evaluators to facilitate anchitoo implementation and ensure the fidelity

of the random assignment process. Each schoal birve full time equivalent RIT who was
dedicated to the intervention for at least 80 paroéthe time. During the remaining 20 percent
of time, the RIT could be assigned to other dusesh as coaching teachers for grades 10-12 on
strategies for reading across the curriculum.

ThePRJdeveloper, Cambium Learning Group, was respon§iblthe professional
development component of the project. Cambiumepheded coaches, or Voyager Intervention
Specialists (VISs), worked under the supervisiothefVice-President for Implementation
Services for the Northeastern Region. The VISswesponsible for providing professional
development and coaching to the RITs; supervidiegnork of the RITs at each school through
the use of Cambium monitoring instruments; and ioliag feedback to the RITs and building
administrators to ensure that the intervention beiag implemented with fidelity.

Materials to support the intervention include@J Ill instructional materials and a library of
DVDs and books, provided by Cambium. Grant fundsenused to buy computers and DVD
projectors, while the schools’ regular library emgad the students’ choices of reading material.

The project included a short-term, yearly outcoara a long-term outcome that would be
measured through a growth model design. For the-$&rm outcome, ISBE expected that 50
percent or more of the students who participatatienintervention would improve at least one
grade level as measured by standardized assessmémsend of each intervention year. The
long-term outcome was that treatment students wslhubgv retention of gains in reading skills
when taking the statewide assessment in grade 11.

RMC Research Corporation, the external evaluatothi® project, was responsible for
developing the instruments for data collection eoltecting data for the implementation
evaluation through interviews, review of documeants] classroom observations. RMC was
also responsible for the random assignment of stsdend conducting the impact analysis. The
interaction between implementation and the ISRystsigraphically represented in Figure 2, on
the next page.
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Figure 2. lllinois Striving Readers —Implementatioand study interaction
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| SR professional development model

Table 1 summarizes the initial professional develept activities planned for the RITs and key
project participants. Between August 2010 andsgreng of 2011, the RITs were to receive 14
hours of requirePRJrelated professional development. Additionalhe RITs were expected
to attend the IRA Annual Convention, which occuroedMay 8-11, 2011 at the Orange County
Convention Center, in Orlando, Florida. Grant feupaid for airplane tickets, lodging, per diem,
and conference fees for all six RITs. RITs alsieieed a one-year IRA membership that would
be renewed throughout the grant period.

Table 1. Professional development activities rethte the lllinois Striving Readers (summer
2010 — spring 2011)

Structure Trainer Content Attendees Hours
Individual | Cambium Learning Introduction to the program; RITs 8
Group (VIS) assessments, technology,
classroom management.
Individual | Cambium Learning | One-day meeting for training RITs 6
Group (VIS) on administering, analyzing
and using assessments for
instruction.
Whole International Reading| Grant support for attendance RITs 24
group Association (IRA) to the annual IRA convention ISBE Project
Director
Required hours 38
Self- Cambium Learning PRJmodules supplement RITs 16
paced, Group launch training Topics:
online, curriculum, assessment,
optional implementation, classroom
management, understanding
Lexile levels, and other topic$.
Individual | Voyager On-site support includes RITs 25
support Implementation classroom observations and
(coach) Specialists feedback, lesson modeling apd
use of data for instruction.
ISR Director Community of Practice RITs 12

RITs to be hired in implementation years 2 and Bldoeceive similar training, but teachers that
remained in the project would be offered the ontmmlules, if needed, and a maximum of 25
hours of individualized coaching provided by th&sVIThe ISBE Project Director, the LEA
Project Coordinators, and the school administratene not required to participate in any of the
ISR-sponsored professional development activities.

Two VIS were contracted to provide a maximum oéfoays a year of on-site coaching for the
RITs for a total of 25 hours. The VIS worked untles supervision of Cambium’s Vice
President for Implementation Services in the Na#th&egion. Coaching activities included
modeling lessons, observing lessons and providiedbdack, discussing student data and using
data to plan the lessons, asking clarifying quastiand supporting the RITs as they
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implemented the intervention with their studentéie VISs were also available to address
guestions and concerns as needed via conferer@ndat-mail.

The topic of the individual on-site coaching suppuas tailored to the teachers’ needs, but the
coaching model followed a similar format in all pepant schools. First, the VIS observed a
lesson taught by the interventionist. The VIS vdaihlen model a lesson, followed by a
debriefing session during which the VIS discus$eddbservation with the interventionist and
made recommendations for improvement. The VIS mieskthe interventionist teaching another
lesson on a different day to see if he or she wesrporating the recommendations. During the
coaching visits, the VIS used Cambium’s Index afdfity of Implementation (IFI) to assess

how close the intervention implemented in the cla@m® was to the model interventiofhe IFI
was used as the foundation for the classroom oagernvinstrument developed by the
evaluators.

The ISBE Project Director also maintained montldgference calls with the RITs using a
Communities of Practice model, whereby the RITsharged information about their work and
discussed a journal article assigned by the Pr@eettor, with a focus on the classroom
application of the article. Additionally, as pafttheir supervisory responsibilities, principals
conducted regular in-class visits in conjunctiotivthe VIS visits. Also, the LEA Project
Coordinators visited the classrooms as neededdereb the implementation of the project. In-
class visits and support from school principalsAlddordinators, and the ISBE Project Director
had the purpose of monitoring and supporting thEsRI

Planned classroom instruction
Adaptations to the classroom model

The planned classroom model followed the develspmoddel, as described above (see
Description of the intervention moglelTeachers in schools with 90-minute block schiagu

were recommended to present two lessons in ondlday/modifying the 50 minute lessons to
45 minutes each. The total number of instructidrmairs remained the same. Adaptations were
discussed during the planning year to addressitfezaht class periods at the participating
schools. For instance, Cambium suggested the &if#ate some of the writing exercises
within each task in the Expedition to maintain plaeing of the lessons, placing the focus on the
reading process rather than the writing materalother suggestion was to use at least one of
the extra days in lessons 5 and 10 to initiatevaleeson or start a new Expedition if students
were showing strong results in the lesson-speaggessments.

Experiences for control group students
PRJ lll instruction was provided in periods that coinciaath time reserved for electives to
ensure that students participating in the studydcatiend the core content area classes offered

to all students in the same grade level. Studesitattending the intervention had the option to
enroll in electives that were not related to regdirstruction.
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Remediation classes

lllinois grade 9 students do not participate inestade assessments used for purposes of
determine AYP. Content area teachers, includingjiiimteachers, may individualize instruction
during their regular classroom time through différated instruction strategies, such as small
group instruction. These strategies, when availadole provided to all students in the classroom
according to their needs. Therefore, no additiamgtiuction was being provided to one group in
the study (e.g. control group) at the exclusiothefother group (e.g. treatment students). More
importantly, no reading instruction outsiB&J Il was being provided at the ISR schools.

Teacherscharacteristics

By the summer of 2010, a total of six Full Time B@lent (FTE) Reading Intervention Teachers
(RITs) had been hired to provide instructiorPiRJ 1ll, one per school. The hiring of the RITs
followed the process used by the school districtsie their regular teaching staff. The position
was announced in local newspapers, and the apdiegere interviewed by a panel that included
the school principals, who made the final decisidhe RITs were required to have a valid
lllinois teaching license with a reading endorsetnevo to three years of teaching experience,
an understanding of the Response to Interventioogss, and proven classroom management
skills. As part of the contract, the RITs wereuiegd to dedicate at least 80 percent of their time
to the intervention, attend all of the professia@lelopment activities related to the
intervention, and impleme®RJ IIl with fidelity.

Classroom characteristics

The teachers were assigned permanent classroomsdteexpected to have enough space to
conduct whole group and small group instructiomm@uters and DVD projectors were
available for instruction. ISBE staff held a dission regarding the maximum number of
students per classroom during the planning yeat naade the decision to allow up to 25
students per classrooms.

Assessments

Table 2, on the next page, lists the assessmeadisfoisthe ISR project. As describedHart 1,
Description of the Intervention ModétRJ Ill uses a variety of assessments to identify students
needs and inform instruction. During the launening, the teachers were instructed in how to
administer the assessments, analyze data, antdeisddrmation to individualize instruction.

The assessments used in the ISR project included:

* Reading Benchmark &dministered at the beginning of the year to ptadents with
the appropriate level of reading materjals

* Reading Benchmarks éindlll, administered in January and May and used for
monitoring and informing instruction;

» Comprehension and vocabulary assessmeultsiinistered during lessons 5 and 10 of
each Expedition to measure comprehension and varsiskills;
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* Semester examsiterion-referenced assessments that focus orenyast skills and
content taught, and are administered online a¢titeof Expeditions 7 and 14; and

* Online vocabulary technology self-assessmerssgd by students to track progress on
vocabulary, comprehension and content-specific text

Table 2. Illinois Striving Readers — List of assessnts
Purpose | Name | Timeline | Application
Instruction

Reading Benchmark | Place students at

Placement September appropriate reading
levels
Placement Reading Benchmarks Monitor student
and Il and Il January and Ma progress on
Monitoring y y vocabulary and

comprehension
End of Expeditions 7 | Monitor student
and 14 progress
Impact study
Spring previous school | Determine eligibility
year to the study

May of the school year
Grade 9 EXPLORE being studied
Outcomes Gates-MacGinitie Reading Early fall and late spring
Tests (GMRT) 4th Edition — | of each implementation
grade 9 year

Semester Exams

Eligibility Grade 8 EXPLORE

Impact study

Two assessments were used to measure studentrpanice: The Gates MacGinitie (GMR)T

4" edition for grade 9, and the Grade 9 EXPLOREMRT® from Riverside Publishing, is a
nationally-normed reading assessment that hasestblished psychometric qualities, as
documented in the 2002 technical manual (MacGiniiacGinitie & Dryer, 2002).
Approximately 3,600 students in grade 9 particigatethe standardization. Kuder-Richardson
Formula 20 (K-R-20) internal reliability coefficiesmwere 0.92 and 0.93 for the raw scores for
the ninth grade students who took the Level 7/8(fasm S) in the fall and spring, respectively.
The test was re-normed during SY 2005-2006 (Martdughes, 2008). For the ISR project,
grade 9 GMRT was to be applied twice a year, early in the fatl & late spring of each
implementation year.

Grade 9 EXPLORE s a component of the ACT testing system, pubtigeACT, Inc. This
criterion-referenced test measures academic aghiviein English, mathematics, reading and
science using a multiple choice format. Detailswlthe test development and psychometrics
are found in the technical manual (ACT, 2011).

I SR eligible students
Students eligible for the project were definedhaxse who scored at the two lowest quartiles in

the grade 8 EXPLORE® reading assessment. Thedergtuwere distributed across six high
schools located in four school districts in lllisoiTable 3 displays the number of students
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enrolled in the participant schools at the end¥v2808-2009, the percentage of minority and
low income students, the mobility rate, and the beanof students who scored in the two lowest
guartiles and were to be enrolled in the particig@hools the following school year. For the rest

of this report, the schools will be named by ranfjoattributed numbers to maintain their

privacy.

Table 3. lllinois Striving Readers schools (SY 20P809)

. L L ow . Strugglin
School District Si:_'r:ggls Enrc(Jll\llr)nent Ml(r;/(zr)lty Income M?g:gty Ree?dgersg
(%) (N)*
Danville Community| 0. oye 1,606 47.6 53.5 29.8 99
Consolidated
Decatur Eisenhower 1,149 53.4 52.7 37.7 188
MacArthur 1,112 51.1 45.2 25.3
Kankakee Kankakee 1,185 80.1 72.5 22. 129
Lanphier 1,220 40.9 66.1 35.2
Springfield springfield | 4 54 53.5 57.4 35.7 314
Southeast

*Number of 8" graders who scored in the two lowest quartilehéinSY 2008-09 statewide assessment and were expiacthe
Striving Readers schools
Source: lllinois State Board of Education

As displayed in the table, in SY 2008-2009, betbeebeginning of the intervention, these six
schools served a total of 7,568 students in gr@dasough 12. On average, students defined as
low income comprised about 58 percent of the s&@alpulation. Mobility rates varied from

30 to 38 percent. Students scoring 12 or belowhemeading component of the grade 8
EXPLORE® were eligible to participate in the project. Thst column on the table displays the
numbers of potential struggling readers that exgukit the participant schools during SY 2009-
2010. Two exclusion criteria were adopted: stuslenth an Individual Education Plan (IEP)

that precluded their participation in group instro, and students whose parents requested their
children be exempt from the studiart Ill: Impact Studydetails the process used to determine
eligibility and conduct the random assignment.

Expected student outcomes

ISBE proposed two goals and seven objectives iapdication to USED. The goals and
objectives included:

Goal 1: Foster reading improvement in grade 9isgiveaders
* Objective 1.1: By the end of Project Year I, projstaff and the external evaluator, in
consultation with the U.S. Department of Educatieifi, have developed implementation
and evaluation plans for the lllinois Striving Reeslproject.
* Objective 1.2: By the end of Project Year 4, previdssport Journeys IBupplemental
reading intervention classes to 1,350 grade 9istrikeaders in six participating high
schools.
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* Objective 1.3: By the end of each school year duRmject Years 2-4, 50 percent of
students in the intervention cohorts will demortstieagain in reading achievement, at a
minimum, of one grade level or its equivalent.

* Objective 1.4: By the end of Project Year 4, 75pat of students in tHeassport
Reading Journeys Idohorts will score at or above proficient on thetstreading
assessment.

Goal 2: Contribute to the scientific research Hasédentifying and replicating supplemental
reading programs that are effective in improvinglasicent literacy.

» Objective 2.1: By the end of Project Year 4, theemxal evaluator will conduct a project
evaluation that assesses the effectiveness ofrpleinentation ofourneys Illin the six
participating high schools.

» Objective 2.2: By the end of Project Year 4, theemxal evaluator will conduct a project
evaluation that assesses the effectiveneBas$port Journeys lih raising the literacy
levels of grade 9 striving readers in the six jpgyéting high schools.

* Objective 2.3: By the end of Project Year 4, dissette research findings on the
effectiveness of the intervention in raising therkcy levels of grade 9 striving readers.

Planning Year (2009-2010)

After the USED award was confirmed, ISBE issuedceguest for Proposal (RFP) for the
evaluation of their Striving Readers project. RIR€search Corporation (RMC) applied for and
was awarded the contract in March 2010. The etaisiaised the remainder of the planning
year to finalize the evaluation design and vis#t plarticipating schools. The evaluators’ visits
had three main purposes: (a) to become familidn thié schools’ procedures; (b) to understand
how the project was to be implemented within eattosl; and (c) to explain the design
(particularly the random assignment process) toaicidministrators and LEA representatives.
Discussions related to how to explain the studyaents were also conducted and it was
decided that the schools would follow their exigtprocedures for parental consent, with
support from the evaluators (if needed). Each aslchominated a staff member — either an
assistant principal or the school scheduler — tthbdiaison to evaluators for the random
assignment, while the LEA Project Coordinators as=dithe responsibility for providing the
evaluators with assessment data to be used imih&ct study.
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PART II: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY

Study Design
Overview

The evaluation of the ISR implementation aimedsgesas how close the implemented
intervention was to theRJ lllmodel. The implementation study was to be usedldescriptive
tool to further the understanding of the findingenh the impact study. The intervention’s
structure provided the framework upon which theaesh questions and the development of
instruments for data collection were built. Asadissed irPart I, PRJ Il is a highly-structured
intervention in which the RITs are expected torattall of the required professional
development activities and to follow a scripteddguihat details what, how, and when they will
teach. Diversions from the model are not expeotedlelcomed, except for minor adaptations to
adjust the expected pacing within allocated classrime

The evaluation strived to be as unobtrusive asilples® reduce the possibility of a “Hawthorne
effect” (Gillespie, 1991). The evaluators had imect contact with the students involved in the
project, except for silent classroom observationshich students are accustomed as a part of
regular administrative visits.

Resear ch questions

The implementation evaluation focused on fidelityte intervention model proposed by the
developers and incorporated in the ISR Logic Modéie implementation study was guided by
one broad question:

* To what extent did the implementationRRRJ Il in the lllinois Striving Reader project
schools reproduce the developeriedel?

This broad question was then divided into threesatb of questions:
* Professional development:
o0 What types and how many hours of professional @gwveént were offered to the
RITs?
o What types and how many hours of professional @gwveént did the RITs
attend?
o0 How many hours of coaching support did the RIT irex2
» Classroom instruction:
o How many hours of classroom instruction were plafne
o0 How many hours were provided?
o To what extent did the RITs follow the model guides?
* Influencing factors:
o0 What factors facilitated the implementation?
o What factors created barriers to the implementation
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Data Collection Plan

To collect information on the professional devel@mand classroom models, data were
collected from the following sources:

* Voyager Implementation SpecialistCambium maintains logs with the types and hours
of professional development offered, who attended, what was covered during the
activities. These data are accessed through VPORE.evaluators also interviewed the
VISs to obtain information regarding the coachiagvges provided and their
perceptions about tHeRJ Il implementation in the different schools, includihg
barriers and the facilitators encountered.

* Reading Implementation Teacher3he evaluators scheduled monthly “check-inshwit
the RITs to obtain their perspectives on projegilementation. Due to difficulties in
contacting all of the RITs by telephone on a monbasis, beginning in early 2011, they
could choose between telephone and online checkBetveen September 2010 and
May 2011, a total of eight check-ins were compldtedach interventionist.

» ISBE Project Director An interview was conducted with the ISBE Projgaector
regarding the supports provided to the RITs andgyeed barriers and facilitators to the
implementation.

» Classroom visits- Two evaluation teams were assigned to obdeR& Il classrooms,
with each school being visited by one team. Eaeimtwas comprised of an evaluator
with a reading background, who had been trainethemntervention, and an evaluator
with a methods background. The evaluation platuted four one-day visits to each
school, at the beginning, middle, and end of thetyear. For each of the visits, the
evaluators would conduct alternating half-day obstons at each school (e.g. on day
one, school A will be observed during the morning achool B will be observed during
the afternoon; the following day, school A will bbserved during the afternoon and
school B will be observed during the morning, aa@s). This process allowed for
observing instruction at different times of the @a on different days of the week to
cover the ten lessons routine that characterizefs Egpedition.

The evaluators took extensive notes during theviees and used categorizing and connecting
process for the analysis (Maxwell & Miller, 2008)ata were coded thematically to reflect the
PRJ Il components highlighted by the developer in its ¥ndieFidelity of Implementation (IFI).
These components included: amount of instructioality of instruction, classroom
management, use of assessment, and differentiatidormation from the interviews was used
to foster understanding of the process of impleatént in the different schools from the
different actors’ perspectives, as well as to pgevnformation regarding the barriers and
facilitators to implementation. The check-in quastaires, classroom observation rubrics, and
interview protocols are included Appendix B

Although the evaluators wanted to make unannounis#ts, the complex reality of school
scheduling made that impossible. To organize isiesythe evaluators obtained schedules from
each school highlighting the weeks when the scheoldd be occupied with statewide tests,
spring break, and/or other events that disruptleggiiassroom instruction. Coordination with

the RITs was also needed to avoid visits on dayswvdfass time was used for assessments. The
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evaluators visited each of the participant schowise during SY 2010-2011, one time in
October 2010 and the other in February 2011 fotal bf 27 observations. Two other visits
were planned for Mid-March and May 2011. Howeweth the cancellation of the Striving
Readers grant, and the need to maintain fundinthiodata analysis, the two final visits were
cancelled. Table 4 lists the data sources andamditection processes used in the
implementation evaluation.

Table 4. Implementation evaluation — data sourcesladata collection processes

Sour ce Process When Purpose
Obtain information
Close-ended
. ) Once a month about
Reading teacher check-in . .
implementation
(RIT)
Open-ended
. . January/May
interview
Voyager i
implementation _Open_ended January/May .

o interview Triangulate
specialist erspectives
LEA Project Open-ended perspe

. . . May (cancelled) regarding the
Coordinator interview implementation
ISBE Project Open-ended P

: . . May
Director interview
Classroom Oct, Feb — completed

Scaled rubric

Observation March, May - cancelled

Enrollment;

VPORT Excel spreadsheet  January/March/June
benchmark scoreg

Defining fidelity of implementation
Professional development model

Attendance to launch training and data meeting \nexgaired from all RITs. To reduce grant
costs and RITs’ travel time, the VIS provided traring to each RIT independently and on-site.
This process allowed for a reduction of the tradiéil 16 hours of launch training to no more

than eight training hours. Statements on the tyuafithe training were deemed unnecessary due
to Cambium’s quality control measures. The facéte PD activities were conducted by the
developers’ trained experts and the online modukre created by reading experts and
maintained by Cambium’s research division.

The other required intervention-related trainingswae data meeting, which occurred in March
2011. This statewide meeting focused on how tdyaaassessment data and use it to
individualize instruction. Additionally, RITs werequired per contract to attend the annual
convention of the International Reading Associafi&tA), an activity that was not directly
related taPRJ lll implementation, but was part of the ISR modelgured PD hours added to
38 hours, with 14 hours directly related to theiméntion and 24 hours focused on reading
research and practice.
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The RITs also had available a maximum of 25 hoticmaching and 16 hours of online
modules. Usage of these hours depended on thagmidlss and need of the interventionist;
therefore, these hours were included as extra Houtke fidelity index. Additionally, the ISBE
Project Director offered a forum for discussion a&xdhange of information that were included
in the extra hours count.

The score for the fidelity of implementation of fefessional development model was
calculated as the number of hours attended reladitiee 38 hours required in the logic model.
The index was computed by school, since each s¢tambbne interventionist. The evaluators
established a score of 1.00 or above as adequdaléyfito the professional development model,
while scores below 1.00 were considered inadequate.

The ISBE Project Coordinator, LEA Project Coordarat and school principals were not
required to attend the professional developmetinities. Considering the focused nature of the
intervention, participation in professional devetemt for non-teaching staff was not considered
a part of the fidelity of professional developmerddel.

Classroom model

The evaluators worked closely with Cambium’s resle@epartment to ensure that the site visit
rubric reflected the conceptual framework and fdrof@RJ Ill. The rubric included four
components. The first component, Section A: ctamsrenvironment, provided a descriptive
overview of classroom size, desk arrangementsntdoby elements, and materials required for
the intervention. Although not directly relatedtie IFI, the elements in Section A reflected the
evaluators’ experience with implementation of ediocel programs. Sections B through D
reflected the IFI. Section B and Section C focusedhe quality and amount of instruction and
use of differentiation strategies. Section B pded an overview of the lesson’s structure, while
Section C was lesson-specific, thus the templaa@g@id according to the lesson number within
the Expedition. Section D had elements of thesctasn management component found in the
IFI. Since the observers would not be presennguaissessment time, all information from the
assessments was obtained through VPORT. Tablkgptags the alignment between Cambium’s
IFI and the rubric developed for the site visisg8ppendix Bfor a copy of the rubric).

Table 5. Alignment between IFI and evaluator obsaton rubric

Voyager Index of Fidelity of
| mplementation (1 FI)

RM C Classroom Observation Rubric

A. Classroom environment

Quality of instruction
Amount of instruction

B. Lesson planning and delivery — Overview

_ — C. Lesson planning and delivery - Lesson-specific
Differentiation

Classroom management D. Classroom behavior/manageme
Use of assessments Obtained through VPORT
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During each school visit, two evaluators obserVvedinterventionist during an entire class
period and each observer completed the observatioit independently. Following each
observation, the evaluators met to discuss theirgs. After the first round of observations
(approximately 5 classroom observations), the etahs met to discuss any needed changes to
the observation rubric and to address questiorezdeyy the observation process and ratings.
The discrepancies in observer ratings were minandldid not indicate any problems with the
overall scoring process.

The process to calculate the fidelity score fordlassroom model was as follows: (1) all
observation rubrics completed by every member ®ftaluation team were entered into the
observation database; (2) the different observationeach evaluation team were combined to
get an average score across all observers forlesabn; and (3) the scores for both rounds of
observations were then combined to get an average $or each interventionist. Because each
school had only one teacher, the teacher scordsetiigaschool score. Table 6 displays the final
model for calculating the index of fidelity of ceasom implementation. Based on feedback
from Cambium, the evaluators established the faligwidelity levels: scores below 0.70 were
defined as inadequate or low implementation, scoeéseen 0.70 and 0.89 reflected medium
fidelity; scores of 0.90 or above were considenggh fidelity.

Table 6. Calculating the classroom implementatiaddlity score

Section | Weight Section Score Vggitgﬂ]tzgﬁcbgree
A .20 Xal6 .20
B .30 X Xg/(12 — number of N/A) .30
C .30 X/8 .30
D .20 Xp/(total time intervals — number of N/A) .20
Total possible score 1.00
Levels 0.0-0.69 =low 0.70 — 0.89 medium 0.90 — 1.0 = high

It is important to note that the fidelity of implemtation score was not used in the impact study.
Since the score had solely a descriptive purpbsegvaluators decided to keep the two scores
(professional development model and classroom mattkpendently, rather than creating one
score that would be less descriptive. The nexi@epresents the outcomes of the first year of
ISRproject implementation.

I mplementation Year 1 (2010-2011)
Context of RPJimplementation
Reading Implementation Teachers
Six full time RITs were hired by the ISR projecheoper school, following the procedures

established at the outs@&dtt I, ISR Logic Modé¢l Each RIT taught 3 to BRJ Il classes daily
and all remained with their classes for the duratibthe school year.
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Classroom space

Table 7, on the next page, presents the studeolirent information for the different schools
and grade levels for the beginning of the SY 20Q012 as collected in VPORT. During the first
implementation yeaRPRJ Il classevaried in size from 7 to 16 students, with an agerof 12.7
students per class. This information reflectsrthber of students that were actually entered
into the system as attending fARJ Ill classes, and not the number of students who taok th
outcome assessments. The input of students’ nantegesults of assessments into VPORT was
the RTIs’ responsibility. Considering that 427dsats had been randomly assigned to the
treatment group during the summer of 2010, it apgpteat 29 percent of the assigned students
never started the intervention. Information oladion these students indicated that they either
left the schools before classes began or werenegtan eighth grade.

Table 7. Student Enrollment in Passport Reading Joays |l

School Total Students Periods taught Average Students/ Class
1 43 3 14.3
2 42 3 14.0
3 36 5 7.2
4 59 5 11.8
5 62 4 15.5
6 62 4 15.5
Total 304 24 12.7

Source: VPORT enrollment records

All teachers had “permanent” classrooms, thatisy thad regularly scheduled space to conduct
the intervention. During the site visits, the exdbrs deemed that only one school had a class
that was too small to accommodate small groupuoson. All other classrooms were deemed
adequate in terms of space for instruction.

Professional development model implementation
Required professional development

The two VIS assigned to the project provided th&R4ith eight hours of individualized launch
training onsite before the beginning of the sch@ar. The training focused on how to
implement the intervention with fidelity, the ass@&nt system, and classroom management.
The VIS conducted a second day of individualizeafgssional development in January 2011 to
clarify questions. The RITs also had availabléhtem 16 hours of online modules in VPORT
for further clarification of the topics coveredthe launch training. These hours were optional.
Additionally, the RITs were required to attend tR& annual convention in May 2011. Table 8
displays the hours of professional development deta@ for each RIT. As the table indicates,
all RITs completed their hours of required profesal development, and five RITs completed
different portions of the online modules to excelrequired hours.
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Table 8. Hours of professional development

- Schools
Activities 1 > 3 2 5 6
Launch training 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.0 8.(
Data meeting 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 6.0
Online PD (optional) 8.0 16.0 16.0 2.0 0.0 16.p
IRA Convention 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.0 24.( 24.p
Total PD Hours 47.0 56.0 54.0 44.0 38.0 60J0

Individual Supports

The VIS were contracted to provide a maximum ohg@trs of on-site coaching to each RITs (5
visits per teacher; 5 hours per visit). All RI'Eported receiving visits from the VIS and
highlighted three topics as the most frequentlgwised during the coaching sessions: analyzing
data, sharing resources, and modeling instructiduring the monthly check-ins, the RITs also
reported maintaining regular attendance at theerente calls with the ISBE Project Director.
They mentioned the articles they had to read ferctill and the support received from the
Project Director and from each other.

Table 9 includes information related to the indiatized supports received under the ISR
project. As seen in the table, the RITs indicags®iving more hours of individualized support
from both the VIS and the ISBE Project Directomtliitially planned. Only one RIT indicated
having fewer support hours than planned. Despiéengts to triangulate the information from

the RITs with that from the support providers, d¢iats remained regarding the amount of
individualized supports. A partial explanation the discrepancies was that some RITs included
in their report the supports provided via e-maitedephone, while others reported only the
supports provided in person or by conference call.

Table 9. Hours of individualized supports

. Schools
Activities 1 5 3 4 5 6
Months reported 8 8 8 8 8 8
Expected hours coaching and supports 370 37.0 373¥.0 | 37.0| 37.0
Actual hours VIS coaching 410 350, 110 290 30.0 32p
Hours of coaching from ISBE Project Directpr20.5 | 10.0 9.0/ 14.0 7.0 16.B
Total hours of individualized supports 615 | 450 20.00 430 37.0 48P

Index of fidelity of implementation: professionalevelopment model

Based on the required professional developmentshailrinterventionists received an index of
1.0 or above, which was defined as the adequatkemgntation level for the IRS professional
development model. Across schools, the indexddlitly of professional development ranged
from 1.0 (school 5) to 1.6 (school 6). Table 19tle next page, summarizes the information on
the professional development and individualizedosus provided to the RITs during the first
implementation year.
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During the monthly check-ins, the RITs were alskedso rate the individual supports received
in three characteristics: relevance, sufficieney alignment between the two support providers.
RITs were asked to use a rating scale from 1 éwaatt/insufficient/ not aligned) to 5 (highly
relevant/sufficient/aligned). The highest averagere across schools was for the alignment
between the supports received from VIS and ISBEeBrdlirector (4.34); the average score for
the two other scales (relevance and sufficiencyy a4 (relevance) and 4.21 (sufficient).

Table 10 summarizes scores per school.

Table 10. Index of fidelity of implementation — pie@ssional development model

N Schools
Activities 1 5 3 4 5 6

Hours individualized | VIS 41.0/ 35.0, 11.0f 29.0f 30.0f 325

support$ ISBE Project Directof 20.5| 10.0 9.0, 14.0 70/ 16.3

Hours of PD and Convention attendance 47.066.0| 54.0, 44.0, 38.0, 60.0

Total hours PD and supports 108.5| 101.0f 74.0f 87.0| 75.0| 108.8

Index Fidelity of implementation - PD mode| 1.24| 147 1.42| 1.16, 1.00/ 1.58

. . Relevance 5.0 5.0 3.4 3.0 4.8 3.3

Individualized g triciancy 47| 50| 34 32| 48 33
supports (perception}——

Alignment 5.0 4.8 4.0 3.5 5.0 4.0

INot included in the index calculation
Required PD = 38 hours

| mplementation of the classroom model

As previously discusse®RJ lllis formatted as a series of lessons, or Expeditieash
comprised of ten lessons. The RITs were expectedver one lesson during a 50-minute
period or two shortened lessons if using 90-mimlbek scheduling. Lessons 5 and 10 of each
Expedition, used to re-teach or expand the infolemgtrovided in the previous lessons, could
take two days. Each Expedition was thus intenddzetcompleted in 12 days. Cambium
provided suggestions on how to modify the lessorfg the classroom period.

The evaluators conducted two visits to each optméicipant schools to monitor classroom
instruction for a total of 27 observations. Thrstfvisit occurred in October 2010, at the end of
the first month of implementation, and the secoisd wccurred in February 2011, as the
implementation entered its sixth month. Two ot¥isits were scheduled — one for mid-March
and the other for the end of May — but the visiesexcancelled to address cut in grant funds.
Data from the observations were analyzed with twad. fintensity of the intervention and fidelity

to the developers’ model.
Actual intensity of intervention

The actual intensity of the intervention the studerceived was influenced by three elements:
(a) actual instruction time; (b) actual days otiuastion; and (c) student attendance (or the need
to re-teach for absent students).
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Actual versus allotted classroom time: When consiganstruction time, two measures must be
considered — allotted time vs. actual time in mdtion. All six schools used a 90-minute period
for the intervention. However, classes that hapgeduring the first period tended to be
curtailed by announcements, and those in the &stgcould be shortened for early class
dismissal, assemblies, or meetings. Interruptdresto student behavior would further deplete
from the allotted instruction time and may expldia difficultly that some RITs had in complete
one lesson per day. Table 11 displays informatiothe number of lessons observed during the
visits and the number of lessons completed duhegybservation. During the two site visits, the
evaluators were able to observe four lessons iodsii, 3 and 4; five lessons in school 5; and
six lessons in school 2. Two of the RITs were ableomplete the expected number of lessons
during the observation, while the others had vasigttess in completing their lessons.

Table 11. Lessons completed during class time

L Schools
Activities 1 > 3 4 5 6
Number of lessons observed 4 @ 4 4 il b
Lesson completed in class 2 6 4 3 2 (¢

Days of instruction: During the monthly check-ittsg evaluators asked interventionists to report
the number of days the school was closed as w#leasumber of classes that were cancelled
during the time period covered by the check-inbl&d 2 presents information on school
closures and class cancellations as reported bgéobers.

Table 12. School closures and class cancellations

Schools
Number of Days 1 > 3 2 5 6
School closures 22.0 31.0 29.0 31.0 24.5 2710
Cancelled classes 4.0 0.0 0.0 3.5 9.0 410
Total missed classes 26.0 31.0 29.0 34,5 33.5 31.0

The list of closures included holidays, teacherkiay days, and inclement weather. Reasons
for class cancellations included professional dgwelent days, testing, and Positive Behavior
Interventions and Supports (PBIS) award ceremon@®eerall, in the nine-month period of
implementation data collection, students missedecto one month of instruction. It is
important to observe that, although school closapeear to be high, many of those days were
already part of the regular school calend&ore importantly, the numbers of class
cancellations were quite low, varying from 0 to @hw September 2010 through May 2011.

Student attendance: Students’ presence in therotamsvas the final element considered to
influence the dosage of the intervention. The@atalrs had initially planned to request student
attendance records from the participating schaaiseaend of the school year. Once the
Striving Readers grant funding was cancelled, tfauators chose not to place this additional
burden on the schools and to focus resources @iy the student achievement data.
Nevertheless, during the monthly check-ins, thduatars asked interventionists to report on

2 Illinois require a minimum of 176 days of teackarflent contact; school districts can exceed ttexggired days.
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student attendance during the month covered bgtibek-in. Table 13 displays the percentage
of “yes” responses to the question of “almost altlents attendedPRJ Il instruction within the
month in check. For school 1, for instance, th€ Risponded “yes” to the first option in 5 out
of 8 check-in times. The main reason for sporatliendance was student behavior. For
instance, within the period of a month, one of /fi€s had seven students suspended for a total
of 20 days of missed classes, while another RITsusgensions for a total of 34 missing days.

Table 13. Student reported attendance

Schools
1 2 3 4 5 6

62.5 75.0 100.0 87.5 100.0 87.%

Responses (%)

Almost all students attend&tRJ
[l class that month

Expeditions completed: The actual intensity ofititervention may be assessed by the number
of Expeditions completed during the school yeaamBium establishes a pacing calendar for the
interventionists to ensure that all Expeditions@reered within the school year. However, as
discussed above, a number of factors intervendutive planned calendar. Table 14 displays the
percentage of check-ins when the interventionegperted being on or off schedule regarding the
pacing calendar.

Table 14. Pacing of instruction

Schools
Responses (%) 1 2 3 4 5 6
On schedule 125 62.5 75.0 62.5 25.0 0.p
Ahead of schedule 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Behind schedule 87.5 37.5 25.0 37.5 75.0 100.4
Expedition completed 4 9 10 11 11 7

! Percent of responses during the check-ins
2 Information retrieved from VPORT on November 2011

As seen in the table, the majority of time, theiméntionists were behind the schedule. VPORT
includes information on the assessments conductdeeifinal lesson of each Expedition (lesson
10) with the number of Expedition. This informatis displayed in the last row of the table. Of
the 14 Expeditions that form t#RJ Il curriculum, completion rates varied from 29 petddn
Expeditions) to 78 percent (11 (Expeditions). Heerethe information must be viewed with
caution, since it refers to assessments admingsterd entered into the system by the RITs. If
the RIT was not up-to-date with the data input the system, the information will be
misleading.

All RITs had sufficient allotted class time to colete a full PRJ lesson per day, according to
Cambium’s parameters (50 minutes daily or 90 meteery other day). However, actual
instruction time varied from allotted time and &as could be curtailed for morning
announcements or early dismissals. Additionalgsses could be cancelled or students would
be missing for days, two events that disruptedRHes’ pacing. In fact, during the check-ins
with interventionists, the issue of pacing was ohthe most frequently cited concerns. Also,
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RITs were concerned about striking a balance betwesntaining the brisk pace while ensuring
that all students were learning.

During the interviews, the VIS confirmed that parimas a major issu¢How do | get through

this material in the amount of time and cover ithwidelity?” was a frequently heard question,
according to one of the two VIS assigned to thgegato To address the RITs’ concerns, the VISs
suggested strategies to keep the lesson movintg wiaking sure that students were learning,
and using the extra days in lessons 5 and 10 tanmzextheir efforts. Another recommendation
was to let the students who scored on the higheitdsedo more independent and challenging
work to keep them engaged, while leaving the RIitk wmore class time to concentrate on the
students with the lower Lexiles. The two VIS wdrgcussing the possibility of extending
lessons 5 and 10 to three days to allow for motteaehing or catching-up, a change that was to
be instituted the following implementation year.

Actual student use of technology

The ISR budget included money for the purchaseacdwiare to ensure that all classrooms had
the needed equipment for the intervention, spetificomputers and DVD projectors. The
main technology component of tR&J Il is theVocabJourneyan interactive online game
designed to help students with vocabulary pradtidered to their individual needs. Students
could acces¥ocabJourneyat any time from any computer. The RITs reported some
students were very excited by the game and playqdte frequently (even at home) in order to
earn as many points as possible. Alternativelygiostudents appeared totally disinterested in
the game.

During the site visits, the evaluators noted th&grventionists often asked students to play
VocabJourneyuring any “down time” in instruction; for examphen finished with an
assessment or waiting for other students to compietir work. It is of note that Cambium does
not recommend this practice. Instead, Cambiummeeends that the teacher monitors student
learning onvocabJourneyand immediately intervene with individualized sappas needed.

The observers also noted, and interventionistsrtepomultiple problems with accessing
VocabJourneyluring class time. RITs mentioned frequent coraptiteezes,” difficulty
accessing the online portal, and problems withrim@econnectivity, among others. They also
reported difficulty with the DVDs provided with tHRRJ. Evaluators observed them struggling
to find the correct location on the DVD that copesded with a particular lesson or having
problems with the DVD not loading correctly. Canniwas responsive to interventionists’
requests for assistance, and it is the evaluatioidérstanding that Cambium even made some
changes to the DVDs based on the RITs’ feedbacks Ri all four school districts were using
interactive whiteboards to provide more opportesitior students to actively participate in the
lessons and Cambium experts were adapting lessonsé on the interactive platforms.

Student assessment procedures actually carried out
As detailed irPart I, ISR Logic ModekthePRJ Ill assessment system includes measures of text

fluency and comprehension, end-of-lesson assessnppngress monitoring, and student self-
assessments. The assessments were administgriad@ad and each RIT had a calendar with
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the dates or times for the three Reading Benchiestk, the Semester assessments, and the
ongoing comprehension and vocabulary tests. Stedeerformances in the different
assessments were recorded on VPORT and RITs us&afdénmation to individualize

instruction according to information provided iretmonthly check-ins. The school divisions
also administered the GMRTand Explor& assessments used for the impact study, as distusse
in Part 111

VPORT displays results from tHRJ Il assessments by school, class, and individual stside
Table 15 displays a summary of class results othifle® benchmark assessments administered
during SY 2010-2011 as an example of the infornmgpimvided. In the table, the results are
displayed in Lexiles.

Table 15. Example of reporting on the benchmark assments

Sehool Scor es (L exiles)* .
B1 B2 B3 Gain?
1 629.5 699.2 794.1 164.6
2 649.8 738.9 726.0 76.2
3 715.3 751.9 813.5 98.2
4 737.0 773.3 849.4 112.4
5 850.8 824.5 917.2 66.4
6 783.8 799.2 808.1 24.3
*Lexiles measured from OL — 1500L
2Gain= B3-B1

Calculating fidelity of implementation

The classroom observation rubric comprised foutices. Sections A (context) and B (general
lesson plan and delivery) were scored on a twotsmale whereby scores of 2 reflected
adequacy, while scores below 2 reflected inadequ&extion C (specific lesson plan and
delivery) used a three-point score for C1 and GR2tao-point score for C3. Section D
(classroom behavior and management) reflected peot¢éime where the specific behaviors
were observed during the evaluators’ visits. Esattion received a weight that addressed the
importance of the section within the overall classn implementation model, as adapted from
Cambium’s IFI.

Table 16, on the next page, displays the scoringdch component in the four sections of the
rubric. Based solely on the adequacy of delivdrseoved during the site visits, two of the six
interventionists would have been classified asrattg high fidelity of implementation (score at

or above 0.90), three would attain medium fidelggores between 0.70 and 0.89, and one would
be classified as low fidelity (score below 0.70).

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport 31



Table 16: Scoring for the classroom observation rig

Components Schools
1 2 3 4 5 6
Number of classes observed 4 6 4 4 4 5
Classroom time observed (minutes) 46 47 50 59 49 47
Section A: Classroom Environment
Al - Sufficient space 200 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 0.40
A2 - Instructional areas 200 | 1.50 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 0.80
A3 - Teacher resources 200 | 1.80 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00
A4 - Student materials 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00 | 2.00
Section score: X8 1.00  0.85| 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.65
Section B: Lesson Plan (General)
B1 - Follows curriculum guide 200 | 0.50| 1.00] 2.00 | 1.50 | 0.60
B2 - Brisk pace 150 | 1.50| 1.80] 2.00 | 2.00| 0.10
B3 - Skills modeled 2.00| 1.30| 2.00] 2.00 | 1.90 | 0.80
B4 - Correction procedures 2.00 | 0.70| 1.70 2.00 | 2.00 | 0.00
B5 - Students in groups 2.00| 1.50| 2.00 | 2.00| 2.00, 2.00
B6 - Differentiation 2.00 | 2.00| 2.00| 2.00| 2.00 n/o
Section score: (12 — number of n/o) 096  0.63] 087/ 100 095 0.3b
Section C: Lesson Plan (Specific)
C1 - Components delivered in order 1.60 | 2.00| 2.00] 200 1.70 1.70
C2 — Steps delivered in order 090 | 1.10| 0.00, 2.00 130 0.70
C3 - Completed within suggested timeframe 0.00 | 2.00 nfo| 2.00 n/o 0.0
Section score: ¥(6-number of n/o) 0.41| 085/ 050 1.00 075 041
Section D: Classroom Management
D1 - % time students pay attention 1.00 | 1.00| 1.00f 1.00 1.00 0.80
D2 - % time students respond to prompts 0.80| 0.70| 1.000 090 0.80 0.70
D3 - % time students actively participate 1.00 | 1.00| 1.00f 1.00 1.00 0.70
D6 - % time students follow expectations 090 | 1.00| 1.00 100 1.00 0.9
D4 - % time teacher addresses behavior (x2) | 1.60 | 1.70| 2.000 1.80 2.00 1.60
D5 - % time teacher engaging students (x2) 200 | 1.10| 1.70, 1.7 2.00 1.90
Section score: ¥(total time intervals —N/A) 090| 0.81| 096, 091 0.97 0.8
Weighted scores
Sections Weight 1 2 3 4 5 6
A .20 0.20 | 0.17| 0.20, 0.20 0.20 0.1B
B .30 0.29 | 0.19| 0.26) 0.30 0.28 0.1
C .30 0.12 | 0.26| 0.15| 0.30 0.23 0.1p
D .20 0.18 ' 0.16/ 0.19 0.18 0.19 0.1y
Classroom Fiddlity Index 0.79 | 0.78| 0.80 0.98 0.90 0.53
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Table 17 displays the scores for the fidelity oplementation of both models (professional
development and classroom implementation). Acogrtl these indices, all schools attained
adequate implementation of the professional devetopt model, while the fidelity of the
classroom model ranged from inadequate to highitiyde

Table 17. Fidelity scores per school

Scor es
M odel 1 5 3 2 5 6 Overall
PD 1.24 1.47 1.42 1.16 1.00 1.58 1.31L
Classroom 0.79 0.78 0.80 0.98 0.90 0.53 0.80
Levels
PD A A A A A A A
Classroom M M M H H I M

Legend: I= Inadequate; M = Medium (Adequate); Hghi

Factorsinfluencing the implementation

The initial framework which was proposed for thalgsis of thePRJIIl implementation

included the two components of the logic model efgssional development model and
classroom instruction model. A third component wdded to include elements that was not
directly connected to the reading supplemental garmg but which the evaluators considered
relevant from their experience with the evaluawbeducation programs and initiatives. This
component, called context, comprised two elemgafitgsical resources and time in instruction,
which included actual length of daily instructiall¢cated time — time used for activities
unrelated to instruction, such as announcemerntiasesroom management) and days dedicated
to instruction.

Two hypotheses were discussed on how to incorptiiegehird component into the framework.
The first hypothesis considered context as a mooleod the classroom implementation,
strengthening or weakening the implementation efdlassroom instruction model. The second
hypothesis considered context as an independerpaoent, with similar weight as PD and
classroom instruction. A provisional decision waade to incorporate context into the
classroom instruction model for year one and, uaiggounded theory approach (Glaser &
Strauss, 1967), “ask questions” to the first yediadn order to fine-tune the model and the data
collection process for year two.

During the planning year, the implementers madeffont to promote consistency across the
schools. Teachers had similar background in t&fisensure and reading endorsements and
received similar general professional developmadtiadividualized supports that addressed
their particular needs, while the ISBE Project Diog worked closely with the district liaisons to
support the implementation within each school. , ¥eatels of fidelity of the classroom
implementation varied across schools. One sclenalived a below adequate score, three scored
within the medium implementation range, and twaia#d high level of implementation scores.
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The analysis of implementation data revealed twmrfaetors that worked as general
contributors, either facilitating or hindering timeplementation in all the schools, and four
factors that varied across schools. A discussighese factors follows.

General factors

Professional development and supports: Withirtwieecomponents of the logic model,
professional development and supports seemed ®warked as a “general” factor that
facilitated the fidelity oPRJIIl implementation at all participating schools. Dgrthe
interviews, the VIS commented on the overall sutsptirey and the RITs were receiving from
the ISBE Project Director, the LEAs Project Cooedors, and the school principalBrincipals
have been very supportive, reshuffling classesitomze behavior problems, and rearranging
classrooms to make them more welcomirap$erved a VIS. The LEA coordinators were
described as very supportive and involved in tleegss, acting on feedbacks from the VIS and
helping the RITs with needed resources. VIS arisRlike commented on the benefits of the
community of practice (CoP) organized by the ISB&jétt Director. Regarding the CoP, the
RITs particularly appreciated the opportunity teda forum where they could exchange
experiences and ideas and support each other.

Intervention format: For the second componenteflogic model, classroom instruction,
findings were more complex. The format of the pang seemed to have worked as a “general”
challenging factor for the implementation. Pacamgl routine were the two characteristics of the
intervention that received the most comments dutegRITs’ check-ins and site visits. As
described irPart I, Description of the intervention modBRJ Il blends a repetitive approach of
tightly structured daily lesson components with sdtaxibility to address the needs of an older
student population. This includes more independadtpaired student work than in fRBRJ
programs for lower gradeBéginnings, | and )l To allow for flexibility, Cambium does not
establish the timeframes for each daily lesson asmapt inPRJ Ill, as it does with the lower
gradePRJprograms. However, in the interest of promotmglementation consistency across
sites for the ISR project, Cambium, in consultatth the ISBE Project Director, developed
suggested timeframes for each daily lesson componen

Interview and observation data indicate that RI'Eseastruggling (with different levels of
success) to attain the balance between the appacentlicting requirements of keeping a brisk
pace and completing the required lesson compomestguence while providing students with
some flexibility and independence. The RITs alssesved that students complained about the
“sameness” of the lesson formats and attributedesointhe observed student behavior to
boredom. During the check-ins, the RITs recognibatl Cambium was making changes in the
program to address their concerns. However, asSac¥inmented, establishing the routine was
essential. When the implementation progressecdesstdly, commented the VIS, “yaan tell
that a routine is established, because the [stug]datow what to expect.”

Specific factors

The analysis of the first year data suggests thidher of the two above factors influenced the
implementation process by itself, but it was thimagcomplex interaction with four elements

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport 34



that are being called here “specific factors.” Fmtance, although all RITs received the same
type and amount of professional development relatd¢kde program, some showed greater ease
in handling the program’s challenges, includingipg@nd routine, while others struggled with
them. Likewise, although the program format wasgame across school, some RITs were
dealing with issues of space that were not comraail schools and that appeared to have
influenced how the program was implemented. Theeifip factors highlighted in the analysis
of the first implementation year included: classmomanagement, defined as the teacher’s
ability to maintain student engagement throughtagsctime; classroom space; actual time in
instruction; and implementation time. These elethappeared to behave not as factors in
themselves, but as moderators of the two major copts of the implementation. The role of
these four elements would merit further exploratiogear two if the grant had continued.

Classroom management: During the site visitsetlauators observeminumber of students
disengaged from instruction and the RITs’ sometiomesuccessful efforts to engage them. ltis
of note that disruptive behavior was not commornigerved during the site visits, and the RITs
or VIS did not comment that such behavior was a&eon The evaluators observed mostly off-
task chattering, occasional “back talk,” and stuslet responding to teachers’ questions. As
commented above, student “boredom” of the progm@umine was suggested by the RITs as a
major reason for this off-task behavior. Howewewas also clear that response to the
“boredom” was different across the schools. SomksRésorted to creative strategies to
motivate students and increase participation, sisdiaving students toss a ball to one another to
respond to questions. Another saidefided up typing the discussion questions ahetichefto
give to students, because it's hard to get thedidouss in the group; they just don’t feel like
talking.” Other RITs were less successful in their attempengage their students in the tasks
at hand, which resulted in incomplete student assents and/or inability to gauge student
understanding of content taught. Likewise, althopgcing was a common challenge across all
schools, the ISBE Project Director commented tithe more effective teachers in the group are
figuring out how to deal[with pacing], while others were clearly struggliagd unable to finish
their lessons within the allotted time, as detaited@able 14 (p. 36). A major part of this
“figuring out” was related to the teachers’ abilitykeep students on-task and minimize
disruption to instruction. It is important to higght that classroom management should not be
interpreted as teachers’ sole responsibility olitgbiAs discussed above (professional
development and supports), school administratadsainamportant role in facilitating classroom
management by “reshuffling classes” to minimizeufisive student behavior and rearranging
classrooms to make them more welcoming.

Classroom space: Within context, classroom spaseome component that differed at least in
one of the schoofs It is of note that the only school where clasai@pace was a challenge

also scored low on other measures, including ovsdon plan and classroom management,
and the overall fidelity level was below adequatée actual impact of space (or lack thereof)

on instruction was not clear, particularly as tfessroom observations were cut short due to the
termination of the grant. Within the limited awadile data, lack of space was seen as influencing
the teacher’s ability to organize the room for efifee group work, an integral part of the lesson

% As a side note, inadequate space as a barrietelity of implementation was also a finding in #mer Striving
Readers project evaluated by RMC.
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plan, and to maintain students engaged in the hessothe physical proximity between students
facilitated off-task conversation.

Actual time in instruction: Also under context, @&ftime in instruction was another factor that
influenced the implementation of the classroom rhodéne in instruction is here defined as
allotted class time (minutes allocated in eachga@rminus time dedicated to activities unrelated
to instruction, such as morning announcements, @dtrative tasks, or time spent repeating
lessons for chronically absent students. Timensfruction due to other school-related
activities affected mostly the first period clasd@®ugh the morning announcements. Yet, RITs
did not appear affected by this element, and mioteocomments during check-ins were related
to the ‘thronically absent students.”

Students were absent either for being suspendsidhpty avoiding attending the class. This
reflected not only on missing days (that is, dosafgastruction), but also on time in instruction
as teachers had to repeat information previouskgiem when the absent students returned to
class. The study format was the reason for tlifa RITs commented that some students had
been assigned to the treatment due to a low sodheigrade 8 assessments (the eligibility
criterion), but scored high in tHeRJ Il benchmark assessments. These were probably good
readers who simply did not take testsd’ seriously, explained one RIT. The perception from
the teachers was that the students were resistém intervention, because they did not need it
and resented being labeled struggling readersy Singply would not come to class. However,
the RITs were constrained to keep the studentlags ¢o maintain the fidelity of the random
assignment. The data did not clarify how many sthaere affected by this conflict between
low grade 8 EXPLORE® score but higRJIll benchmark score. At least one of the schools
showed a clear impact of these students in theathtevel of implementation. Had the study
continued a second year, the data collection pobteould be changed to identify the number of
students under this category and their attendaatterps.

Implementation time: Interviews with teachers & suggested that the influence of
classroom management and program format on classiaplementation was inversely related
to familiarity with the program. As teachers pregged with th®RJIIl implementation, and
started feeling more comfortable with the progrémy felt that student behavior and,
concomitantly, classroom management became lespadblem. Likewise, pacing became less
of a challenge. A comment from one RIT summarthesmpact of time on implementation
familiarity,

Since October, discipline is a lot better. [Thed&nts] are maturing a bit. A bit more
understanding of why we're here doing this. Theynkthe routine so we can do it
faster. We're able to do some writing now. Ndiwdw we can make some
modifications.
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Factorsinfluencing theimpact analysis

Regarding the impact analysis, two factors shoelthighlighted. The first factor was the
variation in implementation across the schoolsciwhesulted in a score of middle
implementation for the overall project. The sectaxdor, highlighted by the RITs, was that the
outcome assessments were administered beforesttigets had the opportunity to cover the
curriculum. Students were still making progresshad already been assessed for impact. Itis
not clear how much another month of class woulcelahanged the results of the reading
assessments. Yet, since none of the teachers blereodinish the “regime,” using a medical
metaphor (none went beyond Expedition 11), studiesre the “regime” is allowed to be
completed may bring a better understanding ofrtiymaict of a supplemental program on
adolescent struggling readers.

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport 37



PART I11: IMPACT STUDY

Study Design

The evaluation design proposed by RMC ResearchdCatipn (RMC) to investigate the impact
of thelllinois Striving Reader$ISR) project on student academic performance was tjuinked
by three major research questions: one exploraiodytwo non-experimental questions. The
main (exploratory) question pertains to treatm@&mRJ Ill) effects directly targeted with the
experimental design of tH8R. The two non-experimentplestions were intended to capture
reading achievement of students before, during,adtied their experimental exposureRRJ 111
With the abrupt cancellation of the study, only thain impact question was addressed.

* RQ1[Main Impact Question]: What is the experimental (pretest-posttest) efdéthe
PRJ Il supplemental literacy intervention on reading aecbiment of grade 9 students at
the end of the first implementation year (SY 201071

RQ1 is addressed by using a two-level Hierarchiogad¢al Modeling (HLM) model that takes

into account the multilevel structure of the dagirted by nesting students within schools. The
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Te&t6GMRT) 4" Edition and the reading component for the Grade
9 EXPLORE® were used to measure the reading achievemergaifitent and control students.

Sample selection

As described in thintroduction six high schools in four school districts inrltiis participated

in the study. All of the schools were eligiblerezeive funds under Title |, Part A, pursuant to
ESEA section 1113. The percentage of low-incomdesits in these schools during SY 2008-09
ranged from 44 to 66 percent and the grade 9 eneoll ranged between 390 and 587 students
per school.

Students enrolled in grade 9 at the six partiangakiigh schools who had records of taking the
grade 8 EXPLORE in the spring were considered for Striving Reaetigibility. Data on

results from the ACT’s assessment for the firsjgmioyear were provided to the evaluator by the
LEA Project Coordinator from the four participatidgptricts during May and June 2010. This
early date was important for the schools to enawsmooth transition of students from grades 8
to 9 and allow for careful scheduling of all thedgnts.

The total number of incoming ninth graders acrbsssix schools was 1,985 in the first program
year. Students who scored above 12 on the readimgonent of the EXPLOREwere
determined to be ineligible for the study. Theofiuscore of 12 was determined based on the
following criteria:

« The cutoff score of 12 is approximately thd"2@rcentile of students, which is the
recommended cutoff for the low performance categatly normally distributed
assessment data (Kelley, 1939). Preliminary daédyaes revealed that the distribution
of EXPLORE® reading data was normal.
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» This cutoff score allowed for obtaining an adequsample of eligible students that
satisfies the minimum number of student participaatuired by the USED.

* The cutoff score matched previous school practicesteacher experiences in
identifying struggling readers.

All students scoring at or below this criterion sewere included in the list of eligible students
returned to the schools so they could apply exchssbefore the random assignment. The
exclusions included students who had an IndividealiEducation Program (IEP) specifically
forbidding their participation in a program likeri8ing Readers, and students whose parents
requested that they be excluded from the studydithxhally, students who were retained in
grade 8 were also excluded from the list.

Documenting attrition

After students were randomly assigned to the treatrand control groups, students who
transferred to another participating school duthmgschool year would continue their
assignment as treatment or control group studedidy one school district had a high school
that was not involved in the project. Therefoo,this LEA, data would be requested for the
students who transferred to a non-participant siclasahey would continue to be part of the
impact analysis based on Grade 9 -EXPLORESting results but not on GMRTesults

(GMRT® is not administered to students in schools outsfdke Striving Readers project). The
only students expected to be missing from the impaalyses would be those who missed the
spring administration of the two outcome measunesthose who transferred or otherwise
stopped attending schools in the participating sttwtricts. ISBE had indicated that a 10
percent annual attrition rate was to be expectesia precaution, planning was made to study
differential attrition by determining if there wassignificant interaction between attrition status
and experimental condition on baseline outcome areas

Random assignment

The random assignment of students to interventimhcantrol groups was conducted after
obtaining the lists of eligible students with exsbns applied from the schools. A total of 855
students were included in this final list. Thegqass for the random assignment included three
steps. First the eligible students were assigoguirs, with the students in each pair matched
on relevant characteristics: EXPLOREeading score, Limited English Proficiency (LEfge
and reduced meals (FARM) eligibility, special edimrastatus (SPED), gender, and ethnicity.
Students were matched on as many criteria as pessiben the students from each pair were
randomly assigned to two different groups usingeanBulli distribution function wittp = 0.5.
The process was completed by randomly assigningberoups to the two treatment
conditions (intervention or control). The resuitimtent-to-treat (ITT) group, comprised of 855
students, represented 43 percent of the totallement across the six schools.

As soon as the random assignment was conductedy#heators provided the school
representatives with the lists of students assigoécatment and control group. Open
communication between the evaluators, the LEAs,thadgchools ensured that the transfer of
these lists was efficiently handled and questiois@ncerns were addressed. The random

Illinois Striving Readers, Implementation Year Greport 39



assignment results were provided to the distrietsvben 5/10/10 and 6/30/10, depending on
when the reviewed eligible lists were returnedhi® ¢valuator. Each school scheduler initiated
the process of assigning students to their respectasses, with treatment students attending
PRJ lll while control students were to enroll in electiveselated to reading supplemental
intervention. Table 18 presents ITT group breaka®ty school.

Table 18. ITT breakdowns by school

School Treatment Control . Total
District SIS Group Group Non-Eligible | £\ oiment
Danville Danville 87 88 240 415
Eisenhower 54 54 187 295
Decatur
MacArthur 62 62 161 285
N Lanphier 63 64 173 300
Springfield ——
Springfield Southeast 84 85 206 375
Kankakee | Kankakee 77 75 163 315
Total 427 428 1,130 1,985

Demographics of ITT group

The demographic makeup of the ITT group was prip&irican American (58%). White
students constitute 30 percent of the ITT grouglendther races (American Indian, Asian,
Hispanic, mixed, and other) represent 12 perc&he ITT group contained slightly more males
than females, and the majority of students (85%ified for free and reduced lunch, which is
used as the proxy for low socioeconomic statushlera9 displays the demographic breakdowns
for the ITT group. The matching procedure useth@random assignment process ensured that
the demographic percentages were equally distablogéween the treatment and control groups.

Table 19. Demographic breakdown of ITT group

Subgroups Per centage
African American 58.0
. Hispanic 5.0
R Ethnicit .
ace/ Ethnicity White 30.0
Other 7.0
Gender Male 56.7
Female 43.3
Free and Reduced Lunch 84.7
Special Education 17.6
Total (N) 855

Random assignment monitoring

To monitor the integrity of the random assignmewicpss the evaluator accessed VPORT,
which allowed for inspection of which students wereeiving the treatment. Also, the evaluator
exchanged information with LEAs to confirm the gtabf ITT students assigned to control. The
first monitoring review took place in December 20106formation on attrition was gathered
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from the LEASs to document the reasons why studeate missing from their respective ITT
group. Common reasons were: exiting the schodlbamg in the ninth grade (that is, retained
in grade 8 after the random assignment had beepleted); excluded after the random
assignment process due to special education regeits; and not having available test data.
Figure 3 displays the consort diagram showing THedroup attrition in regards to EXPLORE,

while Figure 4, on the next page, displays thetattrin regards to GMRY.

Figure 3. Consort diagram — ITT group attrition imegards to EXPLORE
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Figure 4. Consort diagram — ITT group attrition imegards to GMRT
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Of the 363 treatment and control students who déxlie study after the baseline: 108 (30%)
exited the school, 15 (4%) were not in grade 9,&N({{L0%) were excluded after the random
assignment process. The most common reason fitioativas a lack of test data, which
accounted for 203 of the 363 (56%) of the studesis exited the study after the baseline. The
value for no test data in the “Attrition at Follayp” box represents the number of students for
whom test data was not available and the evalwedsrnot able to verify the cause for these
missing data specific to the students. Schooldstdict staff indicated that these students had
either exited the system or were absent on thegeday. They also mentioned that after the
termination of the Striving Readers funds, RITsevaluctant to pursue testing for students with
missing data, particularly with a testing instrurnéirat was used specifically as an evaluation
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tool for the grant. Thus, the number of studeatsMhom test data were not available at the end
of the year was high.

Final numbers for student attrition are based emtlmber of ITT students for whom the
evaluator was able to gather post-test data. ©885 ITT students, 460 (53.8%) had data for
GMRT pre- and post-tests. A dummy variable adjesthprocedure was used to account for
missing data in 17 instances, where the studenka @MRT post-test score from the spring, but
no GMRT pre-test. For EXPLOREOf the 855 ITT students, 514 (60.1%) had datagfer and
post-tests. A dummy variable adjustment procedwr® used to account for missing data in 8
instances, where the students had an EXPLOREt-test score from the spring, but no pre-test.

Data Collection

The following data were collected for the impactdst

» Assessment data:
o Diagnostic(selecting striving readers) — lllinois’ school®EXPLORE? an

assessment developed by ACT, Inc., with the grastedents to assess their
ability to understand written materials from diat school subjects. Results on
the test were used to compile the list of studehggble for the study, as

explained above.
o Impact(assessing performance) — Two assessments wereousealuate changes

in student performance between the treatment anddhtrol group students: the
Gates MacGinitie (GMRY) 4™ edition, from Riverside Publishing, and the Grade
9 EXPLORFE, from ACT, Inc.

* Demographic datastudent lists included information on gender, reiteficity, limited
English proficiency, special education status, eliglbility to free and reduced lunch.
The data were used as covariates in the analysielmo

Table 20 displays a list of independent varialiles level of analysis where the variables were
used, when they were to be collected and who peavitle variables to the evaluators.

Table 20. List of independent variables used witle experimental design model

Variable L evel Provided by Notes on Data
Treatmenf[ Condition Student School Fall assignment
(Intervention vs. Control)
Grade 9 GRMT [pretest] Student School Annually— Fall (graden/p
LEP Student School Annually — test administratiated
SPED Student School Annually — test administratiate
FARM eligibility Student School Annually — test athistration date
Gender Student School Annually — test administratiate
Ethnicity Student School Annually — test administmna date
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Data Analysis

The main impact questieAWhat is the immediate (pretest-posttest) effechePRJ 1lI
supplemental literacy intervention on reading aofmeent of grade 9 students for the 2010-2011
implementation year2was addressed by using a two-level HLM model thle$ into account
the multilevel structure of the data defined bytmgsstudents within schools.

Leve 1 (within-school) part:

Y;j = Boj + B1j(PRJ;j — PR] ;) + B;j(PRE;; — PRE ;) + &, 1)
where:
Y;; = the posttest score of studem schoolj on the Grade 9 GMRT
PR]J;;= a treatment indicator variable, wiBtk/;; = 1 indicating that studenin schoolj
participates irPRJ Ill, andPR];; = 0 otherwise;
PRE;; = pretest score of studenn schoolj [on the Grade 9 GMFRT;
(PRJ;; — PRJ ;) and(PRE;; — PRE ) indicate thaPRJ;; andPRE;;, respectively, are
centered around their school meagi®ip centeringRaudenbush & Bryk,
2002];
Bo; = the mean of schoplon the Grade 9 GMPR (by virtue of the group centering);
p1; = the treatment (PRJ) effect for schpdiolding constant pretest performance;
B2 = the pretest/postteskopefor schoolj, holding constanPRJ(1 or 0);
&;; = errorsig;; ~N(O, 0?).

Leve 2 (between-schools) part:

Boj =Yoot Ugj; Upj~ N(O, Tgp),

B1j =10 + Uyj; Uy~ N(O, 144),

B2j =V20t Uzj; Uz j~ N(O, 755), (2)
where:

Yoo = the grand mean [on posttest Grade 9 GNMRdores];

Y10 = the overall average VPRJ effect;

Y20 = the average pretest/posttest slope;

Too = between-school variance of mean scores;

7,1 = between-school variance of VPRJ effects;

T,, = between-school variance of pretest/postteseslop

Note A single estimate of the impactBRJ Il on reading outcomes (9 GMRBcores) is provided by the HLM
estimate of/,,; (the precision of this estimate is provided by HLM value ofz,).

The dependent variable in the impact model defmedquations (1) and (2) is the posttest score
of students on the Grade 9 GMRTAlternatively, the analysis under the same mods
conducted with the dependent variable being théggiscores of the students on the Grade 9
EXPLORE® (the findings from all analyses did not differ @ss these two dependent variables).
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Impact on Students at the End of Year One
Impact on student reading proficiency

The computations for the estimation of parametageuthe HLM model defined by Equations 1
and 2 were conducted by using the computer prodpastatistical analysis with latent variables
in the framework of structural equation modelinglivp(Muthén & Muthén, 2008). The

analytic notations used in Equations 1 and 2, hewere consistent with the HLM notations
adopted in Raudenbush and Bryk (2002) to facilitaéeinterpretation. The computer program
Mplus was used for its efficiency in handling HLMssing data under the approach of multiple
imputations adopted in this study (Allison, 200Eparouhov & Muthén, 2010a, 2010b; Muthén
& Muthén, 2010). Multiple imputations were usechendle missing post-test data, whereas the
missing pre-test data were replaced using a dunarighle adjustment, as mentioned above.

The examination of the results in Table 21 shows tie overalPRJ 1l effect {10 = 0.39) isnot
statistically significantg = .720). In addition, the estimate of the betwseheol variance of the
PRJ lll effects €11 = 3.38) isnot statistically significant eithemp(= .234) thus indicating that the
GMRT® performance oPRJ lll students relative to the comparison group studses not
depend on school membership. An additional supgfdttis finding is that the estimate of
overallPRJ Il effect under the two-level HLM/{o = 0.39,p = .720) is practically equal to its
counterpart obtained under the conventional OL$es=ion model defined by Equationf3 €
0.35,p = .666). Note that the OLS regression modeligHe entire sample students ignoring
their school membership.

Yi = BO + B]_PRJ + BzPRE + & (3)
where
g ~ Ngr% a?) is the residual associated with—the posttest score of studemn the Grade 9
GMRT".

Table 21. A two-level Hierarchical Linear analysismder the model defined by equations 1
and 2

Fixed Effects Estimate Standard Error p-value
Grand meany) 516.61 1.92 <.001
Overall PRJ effectyfg) 0.39 1.08 .720

Average within-school pretest/posttest

0.86 0.03 <.001

slope {2)
Variance Components

Between school
Xar)lance in site mean on GRMT scores 20.96 12 44 092

00

Variance in site PRJ effects{) 3.38 2.84 234
Variance in pretest/posttest slopes)( 0.01 0.01 167

Within school
Residual variances() . 12892 | 14.72 <.001

Note The parameter estimates in bold are statisticadjgificant ¢ < .001).
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The examination of the results in Table 21 shows #iat none of the between-school estimates
of variance componentsof, 11, andtyy) is statistically significant. In fact, this resig not a
surprise given the relative similarity of schoolstle-I eligible schools not making AYP) and
students scoring at the lowest quartile on the deget variable measure (ACT’s EXPLORE
Therefore, without danger to validity of the reswdnd their interpretation, we used a
conventional OLS regression analysis for the tedahple of students in all six schools to
examine the (pretest-posttest) effect of ] 11l supplemental literacy intervention on reading
achievement of grade 9 students for the year 2@10-2 Under the OLS, we also investigated
for possible effects of the within-school covarsagender, ethnicity, special education status,
free and reduced lunch, and limited English preficly using the analytic model in Equation 4.
Given the dominating sample size for African-Amaricstudents in all schools (see Table 19,
p.38), the covariate for ethnicity was designedxamine the effect of African-American
students versus all other students.

Yi =Bo + P1(PRJ) + B2(PRE) + P3(GEN) + Ba(AA) + Pe(SED) + Pe(FRL) + P2(LEP) +&i, (4)

where
GEN stands for gendef5EN = 0 if female,GEN = 1 if male),
AA stands for African-AmericarA@ = 1 if African-AmericanAA = 0 if Other),
SED stands for special educatidBED = 1 if ‘yes’, SEDQ = 0 if ‘no’),
FRL stands for free and reduced lunétiR(; = 1 if ‘yes’, FRL; = 0 if ‘no’),
LEP; stands for limited English proficienckEP, = 1 if ‘yes’, LEP, = if ‘no’), and
& ~N(0, 02) is the residual fo¥;—the posttest score of studémn the grade 9 GMRT

The results in Table 22 indicate that, exceptlierregression coefficient of pretest scores, none
of the regression coefficients associated withatther six covariates is statistically significant.
As a side note, the same holds when each of tlitese\sariates is taken separately in
combination of the treatment variabRRJ(the results are not shown here).

Table 22. OSL regression for the prediction of pest scores on the Grade 9 GMRT

Variable B SE(B) p-value
Constant 71.852 10.997 <.001
Treatmen(PRJ) 0.374 0.811 .644
Pretest 0.869 0.021 <.001
Gender -0.332 0.824 .687
African-American -0.104 0.841 .902
Special education 0.769 1.083 478
Free and reduced lunch -1.394 1.060 .189
Limited English proficiency -0.533 5.888 .928

The analysis under the HLM model defined by Equmtib and 2 was conducted again by using
the student performance on the posttest Grade 3 BRE® (instead of Grade 9 GMFY as the
dependent variable. The results are summarizédlahe 23. The comparison of the results in
Table 21 and Table 23 shows that the findings desgrearlier for the HLM model with the
Grade 9 GMRY as an outcome variable are identical to their tenparts under the same HLM
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model, but with the Grade 9 EXPLORES the outcome variable. The differences in the
corresponding parameter estimates in the two tavkedue to different scales for the Grade 9
GMRT® and Grade 9 EXPLORE respectively, but this is irrelevant to the (itieal) HLM
findings under these two scenarios.

Table 23. Two-level Hierarchical Linear analysisxder the model defined in equations 1 and
2, with the Grade 9 EXPLORE scores as the outcome variable

Fixed Effects Estimate SIENEEIE p-value
Error

Grand meanyg) 12.10 0.14 <.001
Overall VPRJ effecty{o) -0.26 0.19 .168
Average within-school pretest/posttest slopg) ( 0.37 0.07 <.001
Variance Components

Between school
Variance in site mean on ACT scoreg)( 0.08 0.05 .106
Variance in site VPRJ effects,{) 0.07 0.07 . 369
Variance in pretest/posttest slopes)( 0.01 0.03 . 952

Within school
Residual variances() | 5.390 | 0845 | <.001

Note The parameter estimates in bold are statisticadjgificant p < .001)

Thus, under Grade 9 EXPLORRs an outcome variable, the overall PRJ effenbis

statistically significant ({10 = -0.26,p = .168) and the variation of the PRJ effects ansuigpols

is not statistically significant either{; = 0.07,p = .369). Therefore, it was appropriate here
again to run the conventional OLS regression mddéhed by Equation 4, with the outcome
variable being the posttest Grade 9 EXPL8REores of the students regardless of their school
membership that is

Yi =Bo + B1(PRJ) + B2(PRE) + B3(GEN) + Ba(AA) + Bs(SED) + Pe(FRL) + B7(LER) +&i, (5)

whereY; is now the posttest Grade 9 EXPLOREore andRE is the pretest Grade 9
EXPLORE® of studeni.

The results are summarized in Table 24, on the pay¢. The findings based on these results
for the prediction of the posttest Grade 9 EXPLGBREbres are similar to those based on the
results in Table 22 for the prediction of the pestiGrade 9 GMR¥ scores for the same set of
predictors, with the exception that the regressimefficient for special education in Table 24 is
statistically significantf{s = 0.778,p < .001). The positive sign of this regressionfitcient
indicates that the predicted posttest Grade 9 EXREOscore for special education students is
less than one point (0.778) higher than that for-special education students when controlling
for all other predictors under the model in Equatto One may argue that, despite its statistical
significance, the unique contribution of the spkeetucation variable to the prediction of the
posttest Grade 9 EXPLOREcores (in favor of special education studentp)astically
negligible.
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Table 24 OSL regression for the prediction of posttest s the Grade 9 EXPLORE

Variable B SE(B) p-value
Constant 9.195 0.721 <.000
Treatmen{PRJ) -0.269 0.161 .095
Pretest 0.326 0.063 <.001
Gender -0.199 0.164 226
African-American -0.154 0.166 .353
Special education 0.778 0.213 <.001
Free and reduced lunch -0.039 0.210 .852
Limited English proficiency 0.011 1.170 .992

Additional Analyses
Experimental analyses

Subgroup analyses were also conducted to investigapossible interactions between the
treatment conditiorPRJ Ill, and each of the five student-related variablesl s this study:
gender, ethnicity, special education, FARM, and L &Rile controlling for pretest scores on the
Grade 9 GMRY. Specifically, a two-factor analysis of covariaf@NCOVA) was performed
five times, with the posttest scores on the graB3BRT® as a dependent variable, the pretest
scores on the grade 9 GMR®s a covariate, and the factors being the treatotewlition (1 =
PRJ 0 = Control) and each the five student-relatetattes, respectively. In all five ANCOVA
analyses, the assumptions of normality, homogeétariances, and homogeneity of
regression slopes were met. The only statisticadjgificant effect in all five ANCOVAs was
related to the interaction between treatment candand gendelf; (1, 827) = 4.43p = .005,

pn® = 0.005. At the same time, however, the partaisguared value {p = 0.005) indicates

that the effect size for the interaction effeatégligible as only 0.5% of the variance in the
dependent variable is accounted for by the intemaaffect between the two factoRRJand
gender) while controlling for their main effectsitiVthis in mind, the results showed that this
interaction is of disordinal type, with tiRJmales scoring slightly higher than the control
group males and, conversely, fARJfemales scoring slightly lower than the controlugyo
females. The descriptive statistics (ANCOVA adpasineans and standard deviations) are given
in Table 25. Note that sample sizes reflect thaydical groups that contain imputed data.

Table 25. Adjusted means and their standard dewiasi on the posttest Grade 9 GMRBy
treatment condition and gender

Group \ n | M \ SD
Treatment PRJ
Male 239 518.84 20.61
Female 182 516.31 20.28
Control
Male 238 516.05 19.68
Female 181 517.32 22.78
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The five ANCOVA analyses were conducted again imstead of the posttest Grade 9 GMRT
scores, this time the dependent variable was thttgs Grade 9 EXPLOREscores. The only
statistically significant effect now happens totbe interaction between treatment condition and
ethnicity (1 = African-America, 0 = Otheff}, (1, 827) = 5.03p = .025, p> = 0.006. The
descriptive statistics (ANCOVA adjusted means aaddard deviations) are given in Table 26.
Clearly, despite the statistical significance a$ ihteraction, the difference between the adjusted
posttest Grade 9 EXPLORBcores for African-American and other studentspaaetically
negligible.

Table 26. Adjusted means and standard deviationgtmposttest Grade 9 EXPLORBy
treatment condition and ethnicity

Group \ n | M \ SD
Treatment PRJ
African American 243 12.09 0.15
Other 178 11.86 0.18
Control
African American 243 12.05 0.15
Other 176 12.54 0.18

!African American = 1; Other = 0

The overall finding from the ANCOVA analyses, imsistency with the regression analyses for
the same variables on the same data, is that éinemn@o main effects for treatment condition and
student-related variables (gender, ethnicity, spesducation, FARM, and LEP) for any of the
two dependent variables used in this stutlye posttest Grade 9 GMREcores and the posttest
Grade 9 EXPLORE scores of the students. There are no interackietvseen the treatment
condition and the student-related variables, wWithé@xception of negligible interaction effects
between treatment condition and gender for thetpstsBrade 9 GMRTscores and between
treatment condition and ethnicity (1 = African-Anoan, 0 = Other) for the posttest Grade 9
EXPLORE® scores as the dependent variable.
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CONCLUSION

lllinois Striving Readers was a complex project tiemuired schools to implement a randomized
assignment of adolescent struggling reader studeritsatment and control classrooms. It also
required teachers to learn and implement a newngaulogram to some but not all of those
struggling students while being observed. Randatiun is hot a common procedure in public
schools, nor is learning a new program as partragfaous study that involves so much scrutiny.
Despite these challenges, the project had a sdatésst year, with the classroom
implementation attaining middle to high levels wiplementation in five of the participating
schools, and the randomization process maintaitsrigtegrity in all six schools.

The planning year USED incorporated into the gsfiaiuld be highlighted as a major contributor
for this success. From the perspective of the implgation, the planning year provided time for
the representatives from the state, local educatg@mmcies, and schools to familiarize themselves
with each other, ask questions and solve concérhe.developers had time to address the
guestions brought by the school personnel befaadtual instruction started, and propose
adaptations to the intervention to address theuamgss of each school. At the start of the
implementation year, all participants had a clderiof their roles, responsibilities, and
expectations. They also had become familiar Wighihtervention, and when challenges started
to appear as the implementation progressed, impitarseeand developers were able to work
closely together to address the challenges.

From the perspective of the study, the planning yes essential for the evaluators to build trust
with the implementers, learn about the differerigies and regulations that could affect the
study in each of the participant school distrietkijle addressing questions and assuaging fears
from school administrators and school division esgntatives regarding the random assignment.
Furthermore, the planning year provided the evalgatith enough time to become familiar

with the intervention and to develop and test datiection instruments that better reflected the
intervention model.

In April 2010, Striving Readers grantees and ewalsavere notified that funds for the Striving
Readers program had been cut by Congress anddjeetpvas to end as the first
implementation year came to a close. In talkintheoproject participants, the announcement
appeared to have caused no clear disruption imthkementation process. Four of the six RITs
had tenure at their school districts and knew theyld be assured a job, while the two recently
hired RITs were also confident they would find jod$he main comments regarding the process
was the lack of time for the RITs to learn the imémtion and work out potential challenges
before the impact study was completed. As onedhi§erved, The first year there are always
kinks. Next year will be better because they’llkribe procedures and will know about how to
get started.”Likewise, one of the RITs commented

The first year of a new curriculum . . . is alwaysllenging. After we all got used to the
routine, the students began to move forward... | e@pgointed that the grant has
ended, but I am thankful that my administrationd¢eRJ] is an important part of the
high school and decided to keep me here.
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At least two of the school districts decided totamure the intervention after the grant expired.
The RITs in these two school districts expressetirfg happier that they would continue with
the intervention without the constraints of thedgtuAccording to a RIT in one of these districts,

| will be having this same position for the 2011t2&chool year. We will select students
based on need and attendance. A student will stéyel program only if their behavior
allows others in the class to learn. | will be digia small group rotation for the

structure of the program. This allows studentsermfra variety throughout the lesson
and will give me a chance to work with small groopstudents on or close to their
[reading] levels. | will still introduce the storgs whole group but then move into small
groups. | look forward to next years’ experience.

From the study’s perspective, the sudden reduatidunds led the evaluators to curtail the
evaluation activities related to implementatiororder to conserve resources for the impact
study and reporting, following USED recommendatioR$ans to collect attendance data or
further explore some of the preliminary findingslhia be cancelled and the implementation
study came to an abrupt halt. The school persaiselmentioned that after the termination of
the Striving Readers funds, school staff was rahicto pursue testing with the control group
students, particularly with a testing instrumemtttivas used specifically as an evaluation tool for
the grant. This reluctance was reflected in thalmer of control group students without testing
data.

Two lessons can be learned from this “rise and &dlthe second cohort of Striving Readers
studies. The first lesson is that, for any stugtyuiring schools to go outside their routines and
incorporate randomized controlled trials, a plagnmear will certainly facilitate the
understanding of the process, the buy-in, and thexethe integrity of the randomization. The
planning year also allows for building trust amahg different players, including implementers,
program developers and evaluators. This trustdsrdgsl to ensure open channels of
communication, particularly when obstacles arisenduthe implementation. The second lesson
is that a rigorous study should be given time teadmpleted in order to avoid the risk of
presenting only provisional results that must lkemawith caution. More importantly, such an
abrupt end of a study that required so much intimhmitment and preparation from
implementers also risk leaving participants afi@ié@ngaging in similar projects in the future. In
the end, education research suffers.
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APPENDIX A: Summary Statistics for Outcome M easur es

Unadjusted means and standard deviations on thetigss Grade 9 EXPLOREby treatment

condition

Mean SD n
Treatment 11.99 2.824 264
Control 12.34 2.889 250

Unadjusted means and standard deviations on thet{gs¢ Grade 9 GMRT by treatment

condition

Mean SD n
Treatment 517.10 23.650 232
Control 517.16 25.824 216

*Note that the n’s in this table add up to 448, ethis 12 fewer than the final analytical samplespreed in the
consort diagram (Figure 4). This is due to 12 etiisl— 6 in the treatment and 6 in control — hayiost-test data
for only one component of the GMRT, and thus havingotal GMRT score
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APPENDIX B: Implementation study protocols

Illinois Striving Readers
Classroom Observation Rubric

Instructionsto observer

1. Observers should stay for the whole class; if yeedito leave the room before the end of
the class, please check here and explain the réasloa back of this page

2. Before starting the observation,

a. Ask the teacher the number of the Expedition yduatiserve (from 1 to 10 in
the Expeditions sequence).

b. Within the Expedition, ask the teacher the numlbéh® word study lesson she is
teaching that day.

3. If you answer partially or no to any item in yourservation forms, please use the back
of the page to explain your answer.

4. In the classroom behavior/management table, ib&tevior is not applicable during part
of the observation time, write n/a and deduct geatod from the score (e.g. instead of
dividing by 5, divide by 4 or what is applicable).

5. Use back of the observation page to enter commefds.don’t need to comment in
every aspect of your observation but make shortneents about behaviors or events that
catch your attention and can be relevant to a bettéerstanding of why the lesson
occurred the way it did.

Note

lllinois has two days for lesson 5 and two dayslésson 10. Each expedition takes a
total of 12 days
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OVERVIEW

School: Grade Tebidrae:

Observer: Observation Date:_ Observation Time:
Lesson Number: Expedition Number: _ No. of students:

Was the entire lesson completed in the class period Yes No

In addition to the teacher, is there another adulie room?  Yes No

Who? (circle) Special education teacher  Specdacation aide Voyager coach
School administrator School district staff Illinois Project Director Other

A. Classroom Environment

Yes Partially No
(complete at beginning of lesson)
1. Teachers have sufficient space to conduct indiVidoe/or
group work
2. Instructional areas are clearly identified (i.e.akhgroup,
independent small group, word study)
3. Teacher resources for the daily lesson are reasdjlable
4. All students have readily available materials, esded
B. Lesson Planning and Delivery — overview , Not
Yes Partially No
(complete at the end of lesson) observed
5. Teacher closely follows the curriculum guide during
instruction
6. Pace is brisk and business-like, yet personal
7. Skills are modeled correctly
8. The steps of the correction procedures are folloaged
needed
9. Teacher puts students into groups as indicatetidy
lesson
10. Teacher uses built-in differentiated instruction
strategies as needed :
[1 re-teach lesson
[l word study lesson
[1 English Language Learner strategies
[l challenge questions
[1 Paired reading
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Lesson 1 Form

WHOLE GROUP
Introduce the Expedition (10-15 min.)

[0 Discuss probing questions
Start time End time

Before Reading (15 min.)
71 Introduce vocabulary
Start time End time
71 Introduce the target skill
Start time End time
01 Introduce the passage
Start time End time

During Reading (10-15 min.)
[J Students read text

Start time End time
After Reading (5-10 min.)
v [0 Check comprehension
Start time End time
INDEPENDENT

71 Students’ practice vocabulary using the
online technology component

Start time End time

[J Students’ select books for independent
reading
Start time End time

1. Half or more of the students are paying attenton
teacher or following teacher instructions

2. Half or more of the students are responding to
teacher questions or prompts

3. Half or more of the students aaetively
participating in the activities assigned by thectesa
(group or individually)

4. Teacher addresses student behavior promptly to
minimize disruption in the classroom

5. Teacher makes an effort to involve students who
appear disengaged

6. Students follow expectations for working in groups

—

D. Classroom Behavior/Management Scale: 1 NaAlAt2 Occasionally 3 Frequently
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L esson 2/L esson 4/L esson 7/L esson 9 Form

WHOLE GROUP
Prepare to Reread (15 min.)
71 Introduce the lesson

Start time End time
71 Practice vocabulary
Start time End time

v Reread (25-30 min.)
[0 Apply the target skill

Start time End time
(] Write in response to reading
Start time End time

Expedition Organizer (5-10 min.)
This is meant to be a quick activity. There shaiilte a lot of
thought needed to fill in Parts A & B. It is spdeaut over
several lessons, so all parts do not need to shéd
immediately.

Build Background DVD (5-10 minLlesson 9 ONLY

While the larger group of students is independeatling, a small group of students may be involwed
teacher-directed Word Study.

Half or more of the students are paying attentgon t
teacher or following teacher instructions

2. Half or more of the students are responding to
teacher questions or prompts

3. Half or more of the students aaetively
participating in the activities assigned by the
teacher (group or individually)

4. Teacher addresses student behavior promptly t
minimize disruption in the classroom

5. Teacher makes an effort to involve students who

appear disengaged

A=

6. Students follow expectations for working in groqps

D. Classroom Behavior/Management Scale: 1 NailAt2 Occasionally 3 Frequently
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L esson 3/Lesson 6/ Lesson 8 Form

WHOLE GROUP

Before Reading (15-20 min.)
71 Introduce vocabulary
Start time End time
71 Introduce the target skill
Start time End time
01 Introduce the passage
Start time End time

During Reading (20-25 min.)
[1 Students read text
Start time End time

After Reading (5-10 min.)

1 Check comprehension
Start time End time

INDEPENDENT

71 Students practice vocabulary using the

online technology component

Start time End time

71 Students select books for independen
reading
Start time End time

t

1. Half or more of the students are paying attention
to teacher or following teacher instructions

2. Half or more of the students are responding td
teacher questions or prompts

3. Half or more of the students aaetively
participating in the activities assigned by the
teacher (group or individually)

4. Teacher addresses student behavior promptly to
minimize disruption in the classroom

5. Teacher makes an effort to involve students who
appear disengaged

6. Students follow expectations for working in
groups

D. Classroom Behavior/Management Scale:
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L esson 5/10 Forms

WHOLE GROUP - teacher selects any or all options
Review, Extend, Assess
71 Review vocabulary
Extend vocabulary
Assess Comprehension and Vocabulary
Reteach
Passport Reading Journeys Library
Technology
Expedition Project
Writing Process

I I By

While the larger group of students is independeatling, a small group of students may be involwed
teacher-directed Word Study.

1. Half or more of the students are paying attentmn {
teacher or following teacher instructions

2. Half or more of the students are responding to
teacher questions or prompts

3. Half or more of the students aaetively
participating in the activities assigned by thectesa
(group or individually)

4. Teacher addresses student behavior promptly to
minimize disruption in the classroom

5. Teacher makes an effort to involve students who
appear disengaged

6. Students follow expectations for working in groups
D. Classroom Behavior/Management Scale: 1 NailAt2 Occasionally 3 Frequently
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ILLINOIS STRIVING READERS
READING SPECIALIST CHECK-IN PROTOCOL

School

(Check the school where the interventionist youcating works)

Springfield Decatur Kankakee
Lanphier Eisenhower
Springfield Southeast MacArthur Douglas Danville

Date of Call

(Please write the day in the corresponding monthetall)

2010 2011
September January
October February
November March
December April

May

Note: Long interview with interventionists in June

Caller:

Professional Development

1. What professional development (PD) have you attetigis month?

2. If the answer to question 1 is no, why?

Lack of time

Other reasons (specify)

No PD was offered this month

Lack of interest

None

Voyager-related PD for hours topic:
School-based PD for hours topic:
Other: number of hours topic:
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Coaching/Mentoring Support
3. Did you receive coaching/mentoring support this thdrom

The Voyager Implementation Specialist

School staff (assistant principal, other)

lllinois Board of Education

Other reasons (specify)

4. How many hours of coaching/mentoring support did seceive this month?
5. What was the focus of the meeting?

6. If you did not receive any coaching or mentoringgart this month, why not?

| will be receiving support next month

I don’t know if | will be receiving coaching or m&ring support

| have been too busy

Other (specify)

7. How would you rate the coaching or mentoring suppou received this month?

Not relevant Very relevant
1 2 3 4 5
Insufficient Sufficient
1 2 3 4 5

8. How aligned is the training and support you receifrem the coach, the project director,
the liaison, and any other Voyager staff?
Conflicting Very aligned
1 2 3 4 5
Instruction

9. How was attendance in your classes this month?

Almost all students attended

____ Number of students chronically absent (moaa thnce a week)
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____ Students were suspended (OSS) for _ days
____ Students were suspended (ISS) for _ days
The school was closed for _ days

Ihad __ class days cancelled due to

10.What Expedition and Lesson are you on in each of gtasses?

Expedition lesson

11.In relation to the pacing guide, how far are yanirwhere you should be at this time of

the year?
lamahead by  lessonsin___  classes (nmumhbkasses)
lam behindby  lessonsin___ classes
Il am on schedulein __ classes

12.What activities did you choose for th® &nd 18' days of the Expedition?

13.Why did you make these choices?

Use of time
14.Can you say that at least 80% of your time thistmdas been dedicated to teaching
Voyager?
Yes No
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15.1f not, what other duties have you been asked ® do

16.Do you have scheduled time to plan your classesgltine school day?
Yes No

Conclusion
17.1s there anything you would like to share with tghés time about the implementation of
the program?
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Interview Protocol - coaches
Date
Site

1. How frequently do you meet with the teachers?

2. What is the main focus of her work with the teasRer

3. What issues the teachers are encountering?

4. How much support are they receiving from principals

5. What factors do you feel influence the implemeptatf the intervention?

6. Other comments?
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