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In 2011, the U.S. Department of Education awarded grants to six state education agencies (SEAs) through a national Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) discretionary grant competition to establish and support a state literacy team and to assist the states in developing a comprehensive literacy plan. Awarded SEAs included the Georgia Department of Education, the Louisiana Department of Education, the Montana Office of Public Instruction, the Nevada State Department of Education, the Pennsylvania Department of Education, and the Texas Education Agency. 
Each SEA is required to provide leadership activities and at least 95 percent of its grant funds to local education agencies or other eligible entities. SEAs distribute subgrantee awards, as required by the enabling legislation, for services and activities related to effective literacy instruction. These services and activities include professional development, screening and assessment, targeted interventions for students reading below grade level, and other research-based methods of improving classroom instruction and practice. 
In addition, the U.S. Department of Education awarded five set-aside grants reserved by Congress from the appropriation for literacy instruction programs run by the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) and four outlying areas (American Samoa, Commonwealth of the Mariana Islands, Guam, and the Virgin Islands).[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  Congress authorized a one-time formula grant fund of $10 million from the fiscal year (FY) 2010 SRCL appropriation to support formula grants to states based on a state’s relative share of funds under part A of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for FY 2009 (excluding funds awarded under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009). Congress stipulated that no state should receive less than $150,000 from the formula grant fund to establish or support a state literacy team with expertise in literacy development and education for children from birth through grade 12 to assist in the development of a state comprehensive literacy plan. For more information on the state comprehensive literacy plans developed through the SRCL formula grant fund, visit http://www2.ed.gov/programs/strivingreaders-literacy/index.html.] 

This SRCL National Performance Report explores the implementation and outcomes for the 2014–15 grant performance year. The findings for SEAs that received discretionary grant awards and BIE and outlying areas that received set-aside awards are presented in separate sections, since the differences in the size, scope, and funding in the two types of grants would limit meaningful comparisons of results.
[bookmark: _Toc462752230]Key Findings 
SRCL programs are serving disadvantaged student populations. 
· During the 2014–15 year, 78 percent of students served in SRCL schools in each state were identified as disadvantaged. Grantees defined disadvantaged student populations differently based on the needs and characteristics of their respective states. However, disadvantaged students typically included economically disadvantaged students, students with limited English proficiency, and students with disabilities.


All grantees are making progress in implementing their SRCL program goals through their state comprehensive literacy plan.
· ALL SEAs made progress in the implementation of their state comprehensive literacy plans, with the majority working to refine or improve future implementation activities. Grantees continually updated their state literacy plans to match the changing state standards (i.e., college and career readiness standards). One grantee is vertically aligning their literacy plan to enhance common language, goals, and developmentally continuous benchmarks for literacy from birth through grade 12. 
· SEA grantees fostered the development of district and school level literacy plans, allowing strategies and programs to be individualized to the needs of the subgrantees. 
· In two states, the state comprehensive literacy plan that was created using SRCL funds has become part of larger literacy initiatives. One grantee’s state literacy plan has been adopted into the state legislation and is now being disseminated throughout the state. Another grantee led the process in creating state preschool program standards.
· Set-aside grantees are working toward implementing activities from their current plans, including principal and teacher professional development activities, providing technical assistance for program implementation, collaboration with childcare programs, providing resources to families, and continual student assessment.
All grantees provide systemwide professional development focused on evidence-based methods to improve instructional practice. 
· SEA grantees offered workshops and leadership modules to a range of stakeholders, such as teachers, school leaders, coaches, early childhood education providers, and parents. 
· High-quality, targeted, and multifaceted professional development included trainings, conferences, workshops, online modules, weekly electronic office hours, implementation coordinators, and learning institutes monitoring, meetings, reporting, communication, mapping, and a best practices guide. Professional development was provided in different formats and conducted both online and in person, with some activities occurring onsite. 
· Grantees customized the professional development activities to the needs of the subgrantees and their student populations. For example, one grantee provided targeted professional development for teachers and school leaders who work with students with limited English proficiency. Activities involved analyzing data from the state English language proficiency system, understanding the information provided, and how it could assist with instruction.
· Set-aside grantees implemented high quality and job-embedded professional development activities, including programs targeted towards improving literacy among English language learners, developing authentic literacy and learning readiness skills, educating teachers and school leaders on the Common Core State Standards, and using assessment data to inform instruction.
All SRCL grantees reported increased data-based decision-making. 
· SEA activities included using data-based decision-making teams, providing guidance on how to use data for system change and improvement, monitoring data trends over time, training on assessments, creating tools for accuracy and consistency of data submissions, and creating data profiles. Grantees used data-based decision-making to improve school readiness, meet the academic needs of students, and increase literacy skills across the continuum.
· Set-aside grantees encouraged the use of short-cycle, formative, curriculum-based assessments tools, including I-Station, which assessed students on a monthly basis. 
SRCL grantees are implementing technology in their literacy programs. 
· SEA Grantees are using technology to increase student engagement and teacher effectiveness. Activities include online data management systems, hosting district technology fairs, and online professional development learning modules. Four grantees created online professional development that is available to all SRCL teachers, as well as to those who are not part of the program. Topics provide introduction and overviews of each states’ literacy plans and are geared to specific grade levels. The literacy learning modules and resources 
· Three of the five set-aside grantees have purchased technology devices (e.g., iPads, computers, and Kindles) through SRCL to help schools implement their programs effectively. However, challenges with technology infrastructure (e.g., bandwidth) remain for some grantees.
Four-year-old children made progress in their oral language skills from fall to spring, with all SEA grantees increasing the percentage of children making significant gains from the previous year.
· During 2014–15, the percentage of four-year-old children achieving significant gains in oral language skills ranged from 14 to 89 percent, with only three grantees obtaining gains in over 50 percent of the children.

Grantees demonstrated improvement in the oral language skills of disadvantaged student populations.
· Two grantees showed increases in the percentage of disadvantaged four-year-old children who made significant gains in oral language skills from the previous year. 
· Two grantees showed increases in the percentage of four-year-old children with limited English proficiency who made significant gains in oral language skills from the previous year.
· Five grantees showed increases in the percentage of four-year-old children with disabilities who made significant gains in oral language skills from the previous year.
· One grantee reported that the disadvantaged student populations had higher percentages achieving significant gains than the all four-year-old group. 

SEA student performance data demonstrated mixed results for 5th grade, 8th grade, and high school students when compared to the previous year.[footnoteRef:2]  [2:  One grantee was unable to provide assessment data due to technical problems with state testing during 2014–15. ] 

· Every SEA grantee experienced a change in the state assessment over the course of the grant cycle that prevents an observation of trends from 2011–12 to 2014–15. Because of changes in assessments, comparisons are only made for grantees that have multiple years of data with a single assessment.
· The percentage of 5th grade students scoring proficient in reading during the 2014–15 year ranged from 29 percent to 78 percent. Only two grantees have multiple years of data. One grantee demonstrated an improvement in 5th grade reading proficiency from 2013–14 to 2014–15 (a growth of 7 percentage points) whereas the other grantee demonstrated a decrease of 4 percentage points. 
· The percentage of 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading during the 2014–15 year ranged from 32 percent to 75 percent. Only two grantees have multiple years of data. One grantee demonstrated an improvement in 8th grade reading proficiency from 2013–14 to 2014–15 (a growth of 8 percentage points) whereas the other grantee demonstrated a decrease of 6 percentage points.
· The percentage of high school students scoring proficient in reading during the 2014–15 year ranged from 27 percent to 91 percent. Only three grantees have multiple years of data. Two grantees demonstrated an improvement in reading proficiency in high school from 2013–14 to 2014–15 (a growth of 11 and 4 percentage points, respectively) whereas the other grantee remained the same.
Grantees demonstrated improvement in the oral language skills and reading proficiency of disadvantaged student populations.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Disaggregated assessment data was not available for two grantees.] 

· Disadvantaged Students: Two grantees showed increases in the percentage of 5th and 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year. Four grantees showed increases in the percentage of high school students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year.
· Students with Limited English Proficiency: Two grantees showed increases in the percentage of 5th grade students and high school students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year. Only one grantee showed increases in the percentage of 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year.
· Students with Disabilities: Only one grantee showed increases in the percentage of 5th and 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year. Two grantees showed increases in the percentage of high school students scoring proficient in reading from the previous year.
Grantees are engaging in activities to sustain the SRCL program.
· SEA grantees have conducted outreach and dissemination efforts, developed and refined progress monitoring tools and processes, and strategically aligned themselves with existing programs and new initiatives.
· SEA grantees have focused on capacity building through professional development, increased use of technology, and the refinement and delivery of literacy resources and tools. Through the use of online modules, tools, or annual institutes, all SEA grantees sought to build capacity among administrators and staff.
[bookmark: _Toc462752231]Lessons Learned
As part of the APRs, the grantees described activities that were successful during implementation of the SRCL program, alongside potential challenges.
Dissemination activities are critical in building broad and collaborative system-wide support.
· SEAs noted family and community support activities, integration of SRCL activities across state projects, innovation awards, and alignment of curriculum as efforts to build broad and system-wide support for the SRCL program.
· Set-aside grantees reported collaboration with other programs to provide effective professional development and literacy councils as steps taken to increase the visibility of literacy in the community.
Building administrator and teacher capacity through the use of tools, literacy coaches, and professional development is important.
· SEA grantees found that engaging teachers directly in the creation of tools and working with literacy coaches played a critical role in implementing SRCL activities.
· One set-aside grantee reported success in implementing professional development activities in restructuring schools. Observations by service providers and principals showed evidence of shifts in classroom instruction stemming from the job-embedded professional development provided by the SRCL program.
Grantees highlighted successes in implementing data-based decision-making activities that benefited districts, schools, and students.
· SEAs reviewed the practices and implementation choices of highly successful schools, highlighted collaborative approaches to data-based decision-making, and established data retreats for subgrantees to learn how to better interpret and use data to refine and assess their local SRCL projects. 
Use of up-to-date technology, establishment of school leadership teams, ongoing revisions to state literacy plans, and annual leadership summits can all support administrators and teachers.
· To support administrators and teachers in implementing SRCL activities, SEAs upgraded schools’ technology infrastructure, established school leadership teams, made ongoing revisions to their state literacy plans, and held annual leadership summits.
· Three of the five set-aside grantees purchased technology devices, such as iPads, Kindles, and computers, through SRCL to help schools implement their programs effectively. 
[bookmark: _Toc462752232]Recommendations
The Literacy Education for All, Results for the Nation (LEARN) program is built upon the current SRCL program. Like SRCL, LEARN targets disadvantaged student populations, including students with limited English proficiency and students with disabilities. It also includes an emphasis on evidence-based programs and a focus on early childhood education. As the Department moves forward, the AEM team has some recommendations based on the current SRCL program evaluation activities:
Revise current SEA annual performance reporting efforts to include disaggregated Government Performance and Results Act targets.
· Current Government Performance and Results Act reporting includes only program-level data, making it difficult to identify improvements by schools.
· Many SEAs have multiple cohorts of SRCL grantees, and current reporting efforts make it difficult to disaggregate data by cohort. Currently, different cohorts are combined into a single performance target. Disaggregation would allow the review of progress at different points of implementation.
· In addition to reporting the percentage of students proficient, SEAs should include the percentage of students transitioning from one level to the next (e.g., from basic to advanced). One grantee reported changes in cut scores that affected proficiency levels.
Streamline the reporting process.
· SRCL program directors noted that the APR and quarterly monitoring report process was cumbersome and in many instances duplicative. 
· One grantee recommended an online form where the program director could access the report from a previous quarter or year and modify it as necessary, rather than re-entering the data.
Encourage SEAs to revise and resubmit previously reported performance data.
· Several SEAs reported data concerns or inaccuracies with previously submitted data leading to inaccurate interpretations from one year to the next. Allowing for revision and resubmission of data from previous years would contribute to accurate and up-to-date assessments of program performance.
· Additionally, this would allow for follow-up with states regarding data issues and explanation of dramatic decreases in Government Performance and Results Act measures from one year to the next.
Promote the use and reporting of localized assessments to ensure continuity of data and to provide accurate achievement results for students with disabilities.
· Each SEA experienced a change in the state assessments, making it difficult to compare student performance data over time. The use of local assessments or alternate data sources may allow for more consistent data and evidence of growth and improvement.
· Across SEA grantees, achievement gaps were often largest for children with disabilities. Some students with disabilities are able to complete an assessment with accommodations while others require an alternate assessment. These types of assessments are not often comparable. For example, one grantee replaced the modified state assessment in 2014–15 with a version that only allowed accommodations. The percentage of students with disabilities who met proficiency was 8 to 22 percentage points lower than the previous year. Alternate data sources would allow grantees to monitor literacy achievement of students with disabilities with greater accuracy.
Include measures of English language proficiency for limited English proficient students.
· SEA performance data also showed achievement gaps for limited English proficient students and that the achievement gaps increase as grade level increases. Moving forward, grantees could include measures of English language proficiency, such as Assessing Comprehension and Communication in English State-to-State for English Language Learners® (ACCESS for ELLs). An English language proficiency measure provides information about proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing. 
· A measure of English language proficiency is important since LEARN includes literacy across content areas. Research has shown that it is possible that the linguistic complexity of assessments may interfere with limited English proficient students’ ability to present a valid picture of what they know and are able to do.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Abedi, J. (2004). The No Child Left Behind Act and English language learners: Assessment and accountability issues. Educational Researcher, 3(1), 4–14.] 

Encourage grantees to provide targeted technical assistance for disadvantaged student groups using evidence-based practices and/or programs.
· Achievement gaps were largest for students with disabilities and students with limited English proficiency. Technical assistance activities should provide evidence-based strategies and/or programs for working with different student populations. 
· The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and LEARN place an emphasis on “evidence-based” interventions. This involves identifying evidence-based interventions for school improvement. However, some grantees or subgrantees may not have the capacity to determine the levels of evidence as identified in the legislation. The What Works Clearinghouse provides evidence-based practice guides and evidence ratings for programs. Moreover, grantees can leverage the resources available from several federally funded centers including the Comprehensive Centers, Regional Educational Laboratories, and Equity Centers to identify evidence-based programs or to receive high-quality technical assistance. 
Encourage rigorous evaluations of program efficacy.
· The external evaluators in the current SRCL program did not conduct rigorous evaluations of the program. Evaluation activities primarily included surveys of teachers and school leaders to gauge perceptions of professional development activities. 
· By design, the SRCL program targets the most at-risk students. Many times, student assessment data was presented alongside the state averages. To compare the performance of SRCL students to the state average is not ideal. A better situation would be to compare the performance of students in the SRCL program to a comparison group with students who have similar characteristics. A randomized controlled trial is the gold star of research design and when conducted properly, can provide impact evidence.
Encourage the adoption of common evaluation and survey questions across grantees.
· Common survey items across the various state implementation and administrator/teacher surveys would allow for a national program-level analysis across all grantees. 
· 
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[bookmark: _Toc462752233]National Performance Report
[bookmark: _Ref260989685]The Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Program was initiated in 2010 with formula grants that were awarded to establish and support state literacy teams in developing a comprehensive literacy plan. The goal of the program is to “advance literacy skills—including preliteracy, reading, and writing—for students from birth through grade 12, including limited-English-proficient (LEP) students and students with disabilities.”[footnoteRef:5] [5:  U.S. Department of Education (2013). Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program. Applicant Information. Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/programs/strivingreaders-literacy/index.html.] 

In 2011, the U.S. Department of Education (the Department) awarded SRCL discretionary grants based on the ability to meet two absolute priorities:
1. Improving Learning Outcomes: The project focuses on improving school readiness and success through 12th grade in the area of language and literacy development for disadvantaged students.
2. Enabling More Data-Based Decision-Making: The project is designed to collect, analyze, and use high-quality and timely data, especially on program participant outcomes, to improve instructional practices, policies, and student outcomes in early learning settings and elementary and secondary schools.
Projects proposing to implement evidence-based technology programs to support principles of universal design for learning and those addressing student learning challenges also received a competitive preference.
Six state education agencies (SEAs), including the Texas Education Agency, Pennsylvania Department of Education, Georgia Department of Education, Nevada State Department of Education, Louisiana Department of Education, and the Montana Office of Public Instruction, were awarded SRCL discretionary grants. SRCL set-aside grants were also awarded to the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) and four outlying areas including American Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands.
For the 2014 fiscal year, the Department appropriated approximately $158 million for six SEA continuation awards. Awards ranged from $6 million to $55 million, with 1 percent of the total appropriation reserved for the BIE and the four outlying areas.[footnoteRef:6] [6:  http://www2.ed.gov/programs/strivingreaders-literacy/awards.html ] 

[bookmark: _Toc462752234]Structure of the Report
This report summarizes the annual performance report (APR) findings from SRCL grantees for the 201415 school year, the third full year of implementation for all grantees. Since set-aside grantees do not receive the same level of funding, comparison to the discretionary grantees is not advised. Therefore, the National Performance Report is separated into two parts: (1) SRCL Discretionary Grantees and (2) SRCL Set-Aside Grantees. Each part is further divided into three sections: 1) Introduction, 2) Performance Indicators, and 3) Sustainable Change. The first section provides a brief introduction to the SRCL priorities and grantee goals and objectives and a look at the demographic characteristics of each grantee during 201415. Grantee characteristics are provided to inform understanding of the populations served.
The second section discusses findings related to five indicators, developed on the criteria for continuation awards provided in the SRCL fiscal year (FY) 11 grant application. They include
1. state literacy plan;
2. federal and state program alignment;
3. technical assistance (TA); 
4. data-based decision-making; and 
5. Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) measures.

The third and final section, sustainable change, describes grantee efforts to sustain program management activities, instructional practices and policies, and language and literacy development beyond the SRCL program. Activities and strategies perceived as successful by the grantees in enacting sustainable change are also discussed.
Each section of the report highlights accomplishments, implementation successes, knowledge gaps, and improvement areas where appropriate. Call-out boxes throughout the report will highlight grantee lessons learned and/or shared practices.
The primary data source for this report was the 201415 SRCL APRs. Secondary data sources included SRCL quarterly reports, approved SRCL grantee applications, state literacy plans, and state external evaluation reports. In addition, information gathered from interviews with the six state education agency (SEA) program directors will be used to document the perceived impact of SRCL and efforts to sustain the program. Additional details on primary and secondary data sources are presented in Appendix A; while definitions of SRCL key terms are shown in Appendix B. 




I. [bookmark: _Toc462752235][bookmark: _GoBack]SRCL Discretionary Grantees
In 2011, the SRCL Program awarded discretionary grants to six selected state education agencies including the Texas Education Agency, Pennsylvania Department of Education, Georgia Department of Education, Nevada State Department of Education, Louisiana Department of Education, and the Montana Office of Public Instruction. This part of the report examines the SRCL grants of the SEAs to describe and discuss the implementation of grant activities, the use of data-based decision making, student outcomes, and sustainable change.
[bookmark: _Toc462752236]Overview of Program Goals and Objectives 
Grantees interpreted the program priorities in unique but similar ways as they attempted to meet the demands of their specific needs and populations. Most commonly, grantees reported program goals tied to program and literacy development. For example, Montana’s SRCL program seeks to develop and implement a state literacy plan that makes provisions for all grade levels and aligns to standards and early learning guidelines. In responding to the SRCL program priorities, grantees set a number of specific goals and objectives that help to frame and structure their respective efforts. These goals were categorized into the following topic areas:
· Program/Literacy Development: program and literacy development including making changes in SEA policy/procedure, standards alignment, and development of literacy interventions and instruction.
· Student Achievement: improving student achievement and learning at the pre-K–12 level in all subjects including literacy, workforce readiness, and college preparatory assessments.
· Data-Based Decision-Making: the use of data-based decision-making for improving instruction, policy, and student outcomes in literacy.
· Disadvantaged Students: a focus on the literacy development of disadvantaged populations across all grade levels.
· School Completion: increasing graduation rates and decreasing dropout rates.
· Teacher Effectiveness: providing teacher training in effective literacy instruction that is aligned to standards and the state literacy plans.
· Technology: the use of technology to increase learning.
· Community Engagement: promoting community connections in order to encourage literacy within the community and strengthen community involvement with the school.
Appendix C contains detailed information on the grantees’ primary goals and objectives by grant priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc462752237]Grantee Characteristics: 2014–15
[bookmark: _Toc403545278][bookmark: _Toc402462280]Across all six SEAs, 1,440 schools and early childhood centers serving 691,982 children and students received SRCL subgrants. The number of schools and students served by each state ranged from 41 to 583, and 8,701 to 271,467, respectively. On average, across all six SEAs, 5 percent (36,875) of students served were birth to 5 years of age, 47 percent (325,836) were kindergarten to grade 5, and 48 percent (329,271) were in middle and high school (figure 1).
[bookmark: _Toc462752287]Figure 1. Percentage of SRCL students by grade level in funded SEAs, 2014–15
[image: ]Total Number of Students: 691,982

Sources: SEA Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 2014–15.
During the 2014–15 year, the majority of students served in SRCL schools in each state were identified as disadvantaged, ranging from 51 percent to 87 percent (see figure 2). Definitions of disadvantaged students varied by SEA (see appendix D), but most commonly included economically disadvantaged students, students with limited English proficiency, and students with disabilities. The percentage of students with limited English proficiency varied from state to state, with Texas (30 percent) and Nevada (27 percent) having the largest percentage of students identified. The percentage of students with disabilities varied less, with the percentage of students identified ranging from 10 percent (Montana) to 14 percent (Pennsylvania).

[bookmark: _Toc462752288]Figure 2. Percentage of SRCL students by disadvantaged population in funded SEAs, 2014–15
[image: ]
Note: Grantees defined disadvantaged student populations differently based on the needs and characteristics of their respective states (see appendix D).Total Number of Students: 691,982

Sources: SEA Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 2014–15.
[bookmark: _Toc462752238]
2014–15 Performance Indicators
The U.S. Department of Education developed five performance indicators to determine whether grantees were succeeding in improving learning outcomes and enabling data-based decision-making processes and practices. The indicators are based on the criteria for continuation awards provided in the SRCL grant application.[footnoteRef:7] These indicators include: [7:  U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education Academic Improvement and Teacher Quality Programs. (2011). Application for New Grants Under the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Program (CFDA 94.371C). Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/programs/strivingreaders-literacy/2011.371c.doc.] 

1. State Literacy Plan: Demonstration of progress in the implementation of a state comprehensive literacy plan. Progress may include plan development, updating the original plan, plan implementation, and continuous plan improvement.

1. Federal and State Program Alignment: Demonstration of increased alignment of federal and state funds and programs to support a coherent approach to funding and implementing effective literacy instruction for disadvantaged students, specifically through the following: 
1. Distribution of funds: Funds are distributed according to grant targets (i.e., 15 percent for birth to 5 years, 40 percent for K–5, 40 percent for middle and high school, and 5 percent for state activities). 
1. State leadership activities—aligns use of federal and state funds and programs: As appropriate, federal and state program alignment supports a coherent approach to funding and implementing effective literacy instruction for disadvantaged students under Head Start, the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, and the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006. 

1. Technical Assistance: Demonstration that grantee has provided high-quality technical assistance to subgrantees and implemented a rigorous monitoring process to ensure that SRCL subgrant funds are used to support effective literacy instruction, specifically through the following: 
2. State leadership activities—technical assistance/training: Subgrantees receive high-quality technical assistance from state grantee. 
2. State leadership activities—subgrantee monitoring: State grantees monitor subgrantees to inform continuous improvement in program implementation and outcomes. 

1. Data-Based Decision-Making: Demonstration that grantee collects, analyzes, and uses high-quality and timely data, especially on program participant outcomes, to improve instructional practices, policies, and student outcomes in early learning programs and in schools.

1. Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Measures: Demonstration of improvement on the GPRA measures as set out in the “Performance Measures” section of the SRCL application, to the extent such data are available. Specifically looks for the following: 
4. Percentage of participating four-year-old children who achieve significant gains in oral language skills; 
4. Percentage of participating 5th grade students who meet or exceed proficiency on state English language arts assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA);
4. Percentage of participating 8th grade students who meet or exceed proficiency on state English language arts assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA; and
4. Percentage of participating high school students who meet or exceed proficiency on state English language arts assessments under section 1111(b)(3) of the ESEA. 

The following sections focus on the demonstration of progress within each performance indicator and the evidence of that progress. 
[bookmark: _Toc430929698][bookmark: _Toc462752239]Performance Indicator 1: State Literacy Plan
This indicator measures how grantees are demonstrating progress and implementation of state literacy plans. Each SEA reported implementing a comprehensive state literacy plan that guides SRCL and literacy activities within their states (see appendix E for a list of state literacy plan components). For example, the literacy plans of all six grantees included elements or components focused on developing comprehensive literacy instruction across the birth to grade 12 spectrum, alignment to current standards, the collection of formative and summative screening and assessment data, targeted interventions and differentiated instruction through tiered models or response to intervention, and support for school leaders and teachers through professional development. 
[bookmark: _Toc430682965]In completing the APR, SEA grantees designate the status[footnoteRef:8] of several specific activities taken to implement or improve their original comprehensive literacy plan. These activities include (1) addressing the literacy needs of students, including subgroups, (2) aligning policies, resources, and practices, (3) stating clear instructional goals, and (4) setting high expectations for all students, including subgroups. All SEA grantees reported working toward implementing activities from their current plans, with the majority working to refine or improve future implementation activities. Summaries for each grantee are provided below: [8:  State literacy plan activity “status” indicates the developmental stage of each designated activity and is defined in the APR as follows: (1) Develop—an activity undertaken for the first time, (2) Update—a revision to a previously completed activity, (3) Implement—an effort to enact an activity from the current plan, and (4) Improve—an effort to refine future implementation of a specific activity.] 

· Georgia funded its fourth cohort of subgrantees in 2014–15. Each subgrantee developed a school literacy plan that was mapped to the Georgia State Literacy Plan. Each school literacy plan demonstrated the implementation of the six building blocks of effective literacy instruction: engaged leadership, continuity of care and instruction, ongoing formative and summative assessments, best practices in literacy instruction, systems of tiered intervention, and professional learning and resources. School literacy plans allowed strategies and programs to be individualized to the needs of the subgrantees. 

· Louisiana continued to improve its state literacy plan by addressing students’ literacy needs; aligning policies, resources, and practices; providing clear instructional goals; and setting high expectations for all students. To align with state literacy standards for college and career readiness, Louisiana implements the Literacy Design Collaborative framework. The Literacy Design Collaborative framework offers teachers, coaches, and leaders an instructional design system for developing literacy skills. Additional steps to ensure continuous improvements in literacy and writing outcomes of all students include transitioning to a unified early childhood system that reaches more children, encouraging alignment with state literacy standards, and using high-quality instructional materials. Louisiana also requires extra instructional time for all students below grade level, the use of professional development and ongoing training, and the regular use of data to make and support decisions. 
· Montana’s Implementation Team met quarterly to update the state literacy plan, ensure all schools had their own literacy plans in place (i.e., literacy binders for sustainability), and review data and lessons learned. Montana also continued to add to its electronic toolbox of resources to share resources and materials for use by schools across the state in increasing understanding of the state literacy plan and state standards.
· Nevada’s revision of its state literacy plan, Nevada State Literacy Plan: A Pathway to Possibilities, was completed in 2015. Driven in large part by SRCL, the revision of the plan provides an evidence-based guide on research-based literacy principles for all Nevada. The guide provides, by age band (birth to pre-K, elementary, middle school, high school, and adult literacy), an overview of Nevada’s literacy plan, a summary of current evidence-based practices, a self-assessment tool, an action roadmap tied to the five literacy essentials, forms and templates to aid districts and sites (e.g., action plan framework, growth plan templates, and educator planning guides), and links to additional resources. With its official launch at the June 2015 Summer Institute, the revised state literacy plan has been disseminated to every school superintendent, administrator, and principal; regional professional development sites; key community members; and state leaders. The revised state literacy plan has received praise from educators across the state, many of whom are using it for training, curriculum design, and for local needs assessment protocols.
· In December 2014, Pennsylvania released the newly revised Pennsylvania Comprehensive Literacy Plan (PaCLP). The PaCLP was revised to align with new state standards for pre-K through grade 12 that had been approved in March 2014. All SRCL subgrantees have developed, revised, and aligned their local comprehensive literacy plans with PaCLP and developed action steps for disseminating these plans to various stakeholders, including families and the community. To aid subgrantees and build capacity, Pennsylvania provided wide dissemination through the Standards Aligned System online portal. The portal is a “one-stop” shop for educators and noneducators. The portal houses the PaCLP along with a narrated overview, critical resources, templates for the development of local literacy plans, and rubrics to guide effective completion of the plans. 
· To further develop the Texas State Literacy Plan (TSLP), Texas convened a committee of age/grade-level experts to enhance vertical alignment (see box 1). The revision team included staff with expertise in each of the three grade levels (i.e., birth to school entry, kindergarten to grade 5, grade 6 through grade 12), and higher education partners. In addition, the committee received input from teachers, administrators, and staff representing the public schools, charter schools, and education service centers. The committee enhanced common language, goals, and developmentally continuous benchmarks for literacy from birth through grade 12. The committee also made the document more user friendly for all audiences. The team revised implementation indicators to help users more clearly see the progression from initial implementation (i.e., planning) to the higher levels (i.e., reflective sustainability). Revision of the birth to school entry section improved accessibility to the early childhood educators. Based on revisions to the TSLP, the TSLP resource website was updated to align action steps and online course lessons.
[bookmark: _Toc461706558][bookmark: _Toc462752418]Box 1.  Texas State Literacy Plan Revision 3.0
In spring 2015, Texas convened a committee of age/grade-level experts to review and update the Texas State Literacy Plan. The revision team included staff with expertise in each of the three grade levels (i.e., birth to school entry, kindergarten to grade 5, grade 6 through grade 12), and higher education partners. In addition, the committee received input from teachers, administrators, and staff representing the public schools, charter schools, and education service centers.
This TSLP update enhanced the alignment for birth through grade 12 and made the document more user friendly for all audiences. Specifically, the leadership and standards-based instruction components of the TSLP were targeted to increase alignment across grade levels and components. The team met in spring 2015 to complete revisions of these two components and review the rest of the components as needed. The team revised implementation indicators in the implementation guide charts to help users more clearly see the progression from initial implementation (i.e., planning) to the higher levels (i.e., reflective sustainability). Revision of the birth to school entry section improved accessibility to the early childhood educators.
National literacy experts reviewed and vetted the draft, which is pending final approval from TEA. Based on revisions to the TSLP, the TSLP resource website was updated and made available in September 2015. The TSLP implementation module and assessment modules have also been updated, with revisions to the remaining course content scheduled for spring 2016.

In addition to improving the State Literacy Plan, Nevada strategically aligned SRCL program efforts and the revised state literacy plan to state legislative initiatives. The partnership between SRCL and Nevada’s Read by Grade 3 (RBG3) initiative has been a recent highlight in Nevada and is a direct result of SRCL activities. Moving forward, RBG3 continues the momentum and progress started under SRCL and requires that districts write district-level literacy plans.
In Montana, members of the OPI team led the state process for creating Montana’s Preschool Program Standards (Chapter 63), which were adopted by the Board of Public Education. Chapter 63 identifies what needs to be in place for a high quality preschool program including: leadership, teacher assignments and qualifications, early childhood paraprofessional qualifications, class size, aggregate hours, enrollment, early learning content standards and developmental domains, curriculum, assessment, instruction, physical and learning environment, child guidance, and family and community engagement.
[bookmark: _Toc462752240]Performance Indicator 2: Federal and State Program Alignment
This indicator measures how funds are allocated and aligned to federal and state efforts across pre-K, elementary, and middle and high schools.
Distribution of Funds
All SEA grantees allocated 95 percent of their SRCL grant funds towards awarding subgrants to LEAs and specified procedures for ensuring that funds were allocated across pre-kindergarten, elementary schools, and middle and high schools according to SRCL targets. Georgia, Louisiana, and Texas make subgrants by calculating the per-pupil cost based on the number of students in the awarded districts. Montana and Pennsylvania determine upfront funding levels within SRCL targets and notify subgrantees of these amounts. Nevada, after reviewing each subgrantee’s proposed budget, separates each district award into five separate subgrants (district activities, birth to age 5, elementary, middle, and high school) ensuring that funds are allocated appropriately. While the majority of SEAs primarily awarded continuation funds, several states (Georgia and Louisiana) awarded new subgrantees/cohorts of SRCL districts, and Texas allowed continuing subgrantees to include additional schools. During the 2014–15 year, SEA grantees distributed approximately $156 million dollars in SRCL funds, including carryovers from the previous year (see table 1).
[bookmark: _Toc430682951][bookmark: _Toc462750531][bookmark: _Toc462752269]Table 1. SRCL funding appropriations and distributions, 2014–15
	
	Amount

	Total 2014–15 distribution
	$156,567,954

	2014–15 distribution of funds by level
	

	Birth to 5 years
	$23,298,195

	K–5
	$62,685,914

	Middle/High school
	$63,969,687

	State activities
	$7,166,133


Note: Amount reflects allowable carryover funds for some projects from fiscal year 2012–13. Additionally, one state education agency included $940,240 in district leadership activities not shown in the above funding levels. Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.
Several states also adopted online tools to aid in the proper allocation of funds. For example, Georgia implemented a online data management system, called Fluid Review, which allowed the state to maintain grant development and management in one place and set up workflows so that applicants can upload and manage grant development. The system also allows reviewers to conduct their grant reviews. Montana enters allocated amounts into an e-grants management system, in which subgrantees identify expenditures by grade level. Louisiana requires subgrantees to prepare an electronic budget, submitted through the eGrants Management System for SEA approval. This system prevents subgrantees from budgeting less or more than the distribution rate.
Alignment of Funds
SEA grantees are aligning their SRCL funds, resources, and activities to other federal and state initiatives to improve literacy. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· To support coherent approaches and funding to implement effective literacy instruction, Georgia coordinates and aligns with other divisions, state agencies, and education organizations throughout the state and nation. These activities include collaborating with divisions within the Georgia Department of Education (GaDOE) and serving on several steering committees within the state. For example, SRCL staff collaborate with teams from Teacher/Leader Effectiveness, Special Education Services, and State Schools twice a month. The SRCL program manager also serves on several committees that support projects throughout the state, including the state personnel development grant and the Spring Special Education Leadership Conference.
· Through the SRCL grant, Louisiana pushes the state department and districts to work together and consistently improve, ensuring that teacher practices support implementation of the standards for student learning. For example, Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) staff, district and school staff, and SRCL staff co-sponsored Louisiana’s annual teacher leader summit, which reaches more than 5,000 educators and focuses on best practices that foster student and teacher improvement.
· To support a coherent approach to funding and implementing effective literacy instruction Montana’s SRCL program is aligned with Title I, state standards, and new state initiatives (e.g., the Montana Preschool Development Grant). Montana is fostering Title I partnerships that focus on the alignment and integration of the Montana Striving Readers Project (MSRP) and OPI’s Title I School Support program. Schools receiving grant funding are required develop and implement success plans effectively, building on SRCL process and professional development. Through an online newsletter to districts, schools, and early childhood centers, MSRP program staff provide guidance and resources from the Montana literacy plan toolkit to aid school plans for comprehensive literacy instruction and assessment. Moreover, program staff meet quarterly with statewide division team members and statewide community partners to review and analyze MSRP activities and identify next steps.
· The 2014–15 school year saw the investment of $340 million in new education legislation that were specifically aimed (either directly or indirectly) at expanding literacy achievement across the state. Through these initiatives and the revised state literacy plan, Nevada supported a coherent approach for effective literacy instruction. The revised plan was formally attached to Nevada’s new Read by Grade 3 Initiative. The new initiative provides $4.9 million in state general funds for 2016 and $22.3 million in 2017 to support activities found to be effective in improving academic achievement in reading in kindergarten through grade 3. As part of this statute, all public school districts and charter schools (with K–3 grade levels) will be required to create their own local literacy plans aligned to the new state literacy plan.
· To effectively align literacy research, policy, and practice in Pennsylvania, the state created the Pennsylvania Guiding Coalition for Literacy. The coalition established formal relationships with partners across projects, state associations, higher education, school districts, early childhood education providers, and PDE to promote literacy improvement. Additionally, SRCL staff made presentations on the revised PaCLP and on writing a local literacy plan at the Pennsylvania Title I Improving School Performance Conference, the Pennsylvania Association of Federal Program Coordinators Conference, and the Pennsylvania Standards Aligned System Institute. PDE Federal Program Officers have been trained in SRCL policies and practices and assisted in monitoring activities. Lastly, Pennsylvania’s current No Child Left Behind School Improvement Process has been aligned with the SRCL initiative. LEAs, including non-SRCL districts, are using Title I and II funds to support SRCL initiatives.
· Texas SRCL program staff regularly communicate with the Texas Education Agency (TEA) to align and/or incorporate state and federal programs with the SRCL program. State and federal programs include the state ELL standards, Write for Texas initiative, Students Using Curriculum Content to Ensure Sustained Success (SUCCESS) initiative, and online teacher reading academies (OTRA), to name a few. To share resources and best practices, SRCL program staff have participated in the Write for Texas institutes, the Texas School Ready! Launch events, and the Children’s Learning Institute (CLI) Engage. SRCL literacy lines have been invited to participate in the Write for Texas institutes, and provided access to online reading interventions and professional development learning modules. Other areas of focus include aligning SRCL learning modules with Texas’s English language proficiency standards, integrating with early childhood initiatives (e.g., the TEA state leadership team now includes the Early Childhood Director), and supporting special education educators and students in the literacy lines.
[bookmark: _Toc462752241]Performance Indicator 3: Technical Assistance
This indicator assesses the extent to which grantees provide high-quality technical assistance to subgrantees. It also evaluates the monitoring process of subgrantees.
Technical Assistance/Training
All SEA grantees support teachers and engage school leadership through professional development, resources, and support. Technical assistance most commonly took the form of online learning modules, routine meetings and communications, onsite professional development, and literacy institutes for administrators and teachers. All SEA grantees provided onsite professional development through the use of SRCL staff, local literacy experts (e.g., from local universities), and literacy coaches. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· Georgia provided high-quality professional development to teachers and school leaders. This included online modules, weekly electronic office hours, leadership trainings, implementation field coordinators, onsite professional development, and learning institutes. Georgia also created the Comprehensive Reading Solutions website to provide sustainable professional development (see box 2). The website contains 68 professional learning modules that are open to all teachers in the state and worldwide. In addition to the learning modules, the website provides free evidence-based resources (e.g., a comprehensive K–5 text-rich reading curriculum to aid schools in empowering any class of students). This free professional development allows districts to increase capacity and build sustainability to improve literacy learning outcomes.
[bookmark: _Toc461703614][bookmark: _Toc462752419]Box 2. Georgia’s Comprehensive Reading Solutions
Comprehensive Reading Solutions, in collaboration with the SRCL program, has provided online professional learning modules for literacy instruction from birth through grade 12. On this website, teachers can learn from open-access professional readings and multimedia resources, and they can download and implement lesson plans. This free, evidence-based comprehensive reading program empowers schools to provide text-rich curriculum for any class of students. 
To date, over 65 professional learning modules have been developed and made available for free to all who support literacy instruction. Sample topics in the modules include Assessment, Language and Literacy Development, Building Basic Skills, Strategies for Student Reading, and Teaching Vocabulary and Writing. Modules provide introductions and overviews and are geared to specific grade levels (i.e., birth to pre-K, kindergarten to grade 5, and grades 6 through 12). The modules may be used independently, in a study group, or within a professional learning community. They offer teachers access to evidence-based information about reading and writing development, instruction, and assessment.
A steadily increasing number of teachers in Georgia and elsewhere have accessed the professional learning modules developed through SRCL funding. There have been 68,000 repeat users to the site, which has been accessed in over 168 countries.

· In Louisiana, SRCL staff, district and school staff, consultants, and partners provided a variety of professional development opportunities for subgrantees. Through training and coaching sessions (both face-to-face and online), teachers received help in aligning instruction and assessments to state standards. Additionally, literacy resources and effective instructional strategies were shared through the online Teacher Support Toolbox.[footnoteRef:9] The Teacher Support Toolbox provides resources for implementing the Common Core and improving teacher practice. The toolbox is regularly updated and improved several times a year.  [9:  http://www.louisianabelieves.com/resources/classroom-support-toolbox/teacher-support-toolbox] 

· Montana provided high-quality, on-going, and differentiated professional development. At the project level, OPI convened two statewide professional development meetings (fall 2014 and spring 2015) to provide School Leadership Teams with ongoing and differentiated professional development to address Montana’s new preschool literacy standards, student profiles, instructional frameworks, integrating state standards, assessment, and the development of literacy binders to support program sustainability. In addition, OPI Implementation Team members and instructional consultants provided tiered, targeted onsite technical assistance specific to the needs of each site. During site visits, the OPI Implementation Team worked with School Leadership Teams and staff members to build the literacy binder, engage in the continuous improvement cycle, review student assessment data, and identify monthly focus areas for each school.
· Nevada provides ongoing professional development for all subgrantees, coaches, coordinators, and site administration staff. Professional development included trainings on cross-programmatic monitoring tools and protocols, monitoring reports, and various presentations on the key elements of the SRCL program and the revised state literacy plan. In addition to ongoing technical assistance from literacy coaches, webinars, and workshops, Nevada held a Summer Institute event for all funded districts that focused on the newly revised state literacy plan.
· Pennsylvania provided high-quality, on-going, and multifaceted professional development. Professional development included literacy coaches, data profiles, nine literacy content modules, four principles of teaching innovation in the classroom modules, administrator training on H.E.A.T. (Higher order thinking, Engaged learning, Authentic connections, and Technology), and a literacy conference. Pennsylvania also created the Pennsylvania Comprehensive Literacy Institute on the Eduplanet21 website. Based on the nine content modules, the online independent learning paths were designed to create opportunities for districts that are not receiving funds from the SRCL grant or for teachers new to SRCL districts. In addition to the content modules, the institute provides resources and a community of practice. This free professional development allows districts to increase capacity and build sustainability to improve literacy learning outcomes.
· Texas provided professional development and technical assistance in face-to-face and online platforms that modeled and supported the use of data to guide instructional decisions. These included online resources and courses, leadership summits, summer institutes, grant implementation team meetings, and Texas Literacy Initiative leadership support (see box 3).
Subgrantee Monitoring
All SEA grantees have monitoring processes in place to ensure that LEA subgrantees are effectively implementing the state literacy plan and SRCL goals and objectives. Monitoring processes vary from quarterly reporting, regular communication and meetings/webinars, self-assessments, monitoring tools, and site visits. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· Georgia reviews program implementation through monitoring visits, at least once per year but as much as once a quarter if needed. During the monitoring visit, annual performance plans are reviewed with key school staff to determine implementation compliance. Additionally, all grade-level teams within each school complete a survey to discuss their program choices and grant implementation. Universal screening data are also analyzed to see how they are being used to influence and differentiate instruction. Classrooms and professional learning sessions are also observed, when possible, with corresponding debriefings and discussions with appropriate staff.
· Louisiana SRCL staff, in collaboration with the Division of Statewide Monitoring staff, conduct desktop and onsite monitoring of SRCL subgrantees using templates. The templates contain 16 indicators that are aligned with the agreed upon and signed assurances for SRCL implementation. Desktop monitoring occurs annually, and onsite monitoring occurs at least once during the life of the grant (more often if necessary). If subgrantees do not meet the indicators during the monitoring process, they are required to develop a corrective action plan to address any issues. A monitoring guidance document describes the entire monitoring process in detail for the subgrantees. The process is also discussed throughout the year during regular meetings. Overall, communication with subgrantees occurs frequently through various channels (phone calls, webinars, and face-to-face meetings).
· Montana continually monitors subgrantee electronic self-assessment data and student performance data (see box 3). Self-assessment data collected during the fall, winter, and spring indicate progress in each of the seven continuous improvement components. Continuous monitoring of student performance data at the project, school, and student level helps ensure meeting the needs of students through targeted instruction. These analyses are communicated to subgrantees though monthly site visits and follow-up conference calls.
[bookmark: _Toc412111910][bookmark: _Toc461609314][bookmark: _Toc462752420]Box 3. Montana’s Continuous School Improvement Cycle
Montana implements a continuous school improvement cycle to inform decision-making and to identify continuous improvement areas such as instructional practices, policies, and student outcomes. The continuous school improvement cycle monitoring process includes seven steps: 
1. Assess Current Status: Self-assessments administered during the three marking periods (fall, winter, and spring) rate each continuous improvement component in the Montana Literacy Plan on a five-point scale, ranging from Exploring, to Implementing, to Sustaining. Staff surveys, site observations, and the Response to Intervention Implementation Scale supplement the self-assessments. 
2. Develop a Plan of Change: Onsite teams, in collaboration with leadership teams, develop three to five action steps based on identified needs from the self-assessment and Response to Intervention Implementation Scale.
3. Implement the Plan: The onsite team implements the plan, informing all parties and identifying teacher leaders.
4. Monitor the Plan’s Progress: The onsite team remains informed and monitors the progress of identified action steps through data team meetings and grade-level notes.
5. Monitor the Impact of the Plan: Montana uses student data and teacher surveys to identify and solve problems in instructional implementation and to monitor teacher attitudes. 
6. Review New Data: There is ongoing review of student data, data team meetings, and grade-level notes. 
7. Revise and Refine the Plan: Leadership teams revise and update action steps as needed, as actions are completed, and after the identification of new actions.


· In Nevada, district communication and monitoring activities included quarterly desktop monitoring, ongoing conference calls, planning sessions, participation in quarterly report conference calls, and participation in trainings. State SRCL experts (e.g., the SRCL Literacy Coordinator) and two local district literacy experts conducted fall and spring onsite monitoring. Five to six classrooms were typically observed per visit, and sites received formative feedback at the completion of the visit. Classroom teachers received full debriefings after every visit, and all monitoring data were captured in a 12-page report. Based on these monitoring activities, Nevada identifies instructional and administrative weaknesses across school sites. District SRCL Literacy Coordinators then provide professional development and/or necessary curriculum changes.
· Pennsylvania has a three-tiered performance monitoring framework. Together, the three tiers cover routine performance monitoring, formal performance monitoring, and intensive performance monitoring. These three tiers help ensure that all subgrantees are implementing the SRCL initiative with fidelity to the elements of effective literacy instruction outlined in the PaCLP, in a manner consistent with Pennsylvania’s approved application, and according to all federal statutory requirements.
· Texas uses implementation maps to monitor program implementation, adjust online course materials, and revise the Texas State Literacy Plan. These data are reviewed during monthly and quarterly meetings of SRCL leaders, grant implementation team members, and local leadership teams. These meetings often include opportunities to develop or modify goals of the data-informed plans, as well as to deliver literacy-related professional development. Information from the summits and institutes (e.g., attendance data and survey responses) also allow TEA to monitor implementation and plan future technical assistance and professional development topics. Texas frequently monitors subgrantee performance and adjusts support accordingly. Subgrantees are required to submit a quarterly report outlining activities, monitoring processes, data information dissemination feedback loop, and funding use. These reports provide insight into specific subgrantee needs and additional support or guidance required.
[bookmark: _Toc462752242]Performance Indicator 4: Data-Based Decision-Making
This indicator examines how data are being used to inform decisions about instruction and teacher practice, policies, and student outcomes in early learning programs and in schools. All SEA grantees reported collecting data, reporting data, and using data to inform instruction. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· To detect themes related to substantial classwide growth in reading comprehension, Georgia identifies schools that have experienced exceptional growth (i.e., schools where at least 70 percent of the students meet or exceed growth expectation in comprehension) and examines the strategies and program choices in use. During the 2014–15 school year, 26 elementary schools, 13 middle schools, and 7 high schools were identified as “high growth.” Analysis of these high-growth schools investigated what changes had been made, what successes were noticed, and what program choices the schools had made. Master themes and commonalities were identified across sites to formulate and share valuable knowledge and foundation pieces suggestive of school improvement.
· Montana’s OPI Implementation Team members, instructional consultants, and School Leadership Teams provide onsite support for each school as they administer assessments and collect and analyze data. Activities include assigning schools to tiers, analyzing project-level summaries, reviewing school progress and monitoring site-level goals, analyzing monthly ISIP data reports, and using walk-through data to improve instruction. School literacy teams use data from a variety of sources (e.g., student performance data, self-assessments, monitoring feedback, data forms, and goal analysis) to develop and maintain literacy binders, which support the continuous improvement cycle.
· Nevada developed a collection of onsite monitoring tools. These tools, created by the SRCL Literacy Coordinators were aligned to the Nevada Academic Anchor Standards and generated annual reports. The reports were beneficial to the district leaders and site principals, as they provided information concerning instructional changes that needed to occur to increase literacy gains. All SRCL districts and schools have data-based decision-making teams that facilitate the analysis and discussion of student data (see box 4).
· During the 2014–15 school year, Pennsylvania provided each subgrantee with data profiles on student outcomes, school processes, perceptions, and student demographics. PDE tasked subgrantees with reviewing their data profiles during required literacy team meetings to review/revise their local literacy needs assessments and local comprehensive literacy plans. From these meetings, subgrantees developed priorities for the year that was included in their Year 4 continuation grant application and reviewed by the state SRCL team.
[bookmark: _Toc424633256][bookmark: _Toc447719458][bookmark: _Toc462752421]Box 4. Nevada’s Data-Based Decision-Making Teams
Through its SRCL grant, Nevada established DBDM literacy teams. These teams are aligned with a response to intervention framework and maintain a purposeful, respectful environment in which data can be collected, analyzed, and used to continually improve literacy achievement. DBDM teams use formative and summative assessment to measure student progress, determine content mastery, and improve instruction.
DBDM teams can be at the district or school level and are composed of staff in various roles, including district staff, literacy coaches, teachers, administrators, and parents. Each district has a DBDM team, which analyzes student assessment data and meets regularly to review data and make instructional or curriculum changes where needed. For example, one district DBDM team determined that teachers needed more coaching support and, after surveying teachers regarding their coaching needs, revised the support system accordingly.
DBDM teams operate similarly at the school level. In most cases, literacy coaches operate as team leaders or members to guide and support data analysis. School-based teams can be organized across all teachers or include only teachers of the same grade level for a more focused review. DBDM team meetings encourage members to work together to analyze data and generate ideas about improving instruction. In addition, NDE strongly encourages principals to participate in schoolwide DBDM teams as a way of securing administrative buy-in of the use of data to inform instruction and providing time for collaborative discussions about data. 

· To increase the use of data and data analysis, subgrantees develop language and preliteracy development plans and data-informed plans. These plans assist literacy lines as they outline their goals and necessary next steps and identify data success stories (see Box 6). Subgrantees are also required to submit quarterly activity and expenditure reports to aid TEA in progress monitoring. TEA uses the results from these reports to develop customized continuous improvement plans, specifically with the goal of providing additional support and guidance to subgrantees showing negative growth

[bookmark: _Toc462752243]Performance Indicator 5: Government Performance and Results Act Measures
To demonstrate improvement on student performance, SEA grantees provide the annual percentage of participating four-year-old children who achieve “significant gains”[footnoteRef:10] in oral language skills, and the percentage of students in 5th, 8th, and high school grades who meet or exceed proficiency on state English language arts assessments (figures 3–6). For a complete listing of sample sizes and the percentage of students meeting reading proficiency by year, refer to appendix F. [10:  “Significant gains” is defined in terms of a treatment effect size, which calculates gains as standard deviation units. An effect size of .20 standard deviations or greater in addition to the expected developmental gains based on a child’s age will be considered “significant.”] 

It is important to note that every SEA experienced a change in the state assessment over the course of the grant cycle. A summary of assessment changes per grantee is detailed below with critical details in bold:
· The 2014–15 school year marked the beginning of a new state outcome assessment system in Georgia. Georgia Milestones scores officially replaced the former Criterion Referenced Competency Test scores as a measure of student achievement. Georgia Milestones and the Criterion Referenced Competency Test are substantially different tests, with different expectations set for student achievement, and are not directly comparable. As expectations for student performance on the Georgia Milestones are higher, it was anticipated that the percentage of students considered proficient in reading would initially be lower. This change in assessment directly affects the percentage of 5th, 8th, and high school grade students who meet or exceed proficiency in reading.
· In spring of 2015, the PARCC test was administered statewide for the first time in Louisiana to students in grades 3 through 8. Before then, the LEAP or iLEAP was administered, depending on student grade level. Therefore, longitudinal comparisons on reported percentages of 5th and 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading after the 2013-14 year are inadvisable.
· OPI administered the MontCAS in 2011–12 and 2012–13 and received a waiver not to administer MontCAS in 2013–14 and 2014–15. For the 2013–14 and 2014–15 school years, student performance analyses were based on ISIP and DIBELS assessments. While previous MontCAS data are provided for historical purposes, caution is advised in any interpretation of student performance data between MontCAS and ISIP/DIBELS assessments.
· The 2014–15 school year marked the end of Nevada’s Criterion-Referenced Test for students in grades 3 through 8 and Nevada’s High School Proficiency Exam, as the state transitioned to new SBAC assessments. Because SBAC assessments and Nevada’s Criterion-Referenced Test are not comparable, the state sought to establish a new baseline from which to measure student performance. Although SBAC assessments were administered during the year, testing irregularities due to computer server problems prevented the majority of students from completing all four sections. Nevada therefore declared a statewide irregularity in test administration and advised that data from these limited administrations be used for informational purposes only. Thus, Nevada is unable to provide accurate information on the performance of SRCL students in grades 3 through 8 and high school.
· Since the beginning of the grant, Pennsylvania has had three different sets of academic standards: the Pennsylvania Academic Standards during 2012–13, a transitional set of standards in 2013–14, and new Pennsylvania Core Standards in 2014–15. With each change, the PSSA became more rigorous and demanding to address the new standards. For example, beginning in 2014, the PSSA no longer included simple recall of facts and terms, and in 2015, the PSSA began including text-dependent analysis questions that require students to construct well-written essays that synthesize information into a comprehensive response. Due to the new 2015 Pennsylvania Core Standards, new and more rigorous cut scores were set to classify a student’s performance as below basic, basic, proficient, or advanced. Additionally, beginning in 2013–14, the Keystone Literature Exam replaced the previous high school assessment. Similar to the PSSA exam for 5th and 8th grade, the Keystone Exams are aligned to the Pennsylvania Core Standards and introduced more rigor and higher expectations for students. Given these annual changes, caution is advised in comparing the performance of 5th grade, 8th grade, and high school students from year to year over the course of the SRCL grant.
· During the 2012–13 school year, TEA began to replace the high school Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) assessments with the STAAR EOC assessments. Caution is advised in comparing the high school performance data for 2011–12 with subsequent years as different exams were administered. During the 2013–14 school year, TEA administered the STAAR modified assessments for the final time. Instead, a new accommodated version of the STAAR assessment, STAAR A, was administered. Therefore, 2014–15 data for student with disabilities are not directly comparable with previous years of submitted data. In 2014–15, TEA provided additional reporting guidance and a new reporting feature that improved the quality of demographic data submitted by early childhood providers, resulting in increased numbers of students identified as disadvantaged. 
Because of changes in assessments, comparisons are only made for grantees that have multiple years of data with a single assessment.
[bookmark: _Toc461703454]Oral Language Skills Outcomes
During the 2014–15 school year, 14 percent of all four-year-old children in Georgia’s SRCL schools showed significant gains in oral language skills from fall to spring (see Figure 3). However, the higher percentages of four-year-old disadvantaged children (19 percent), children with limited English proficiency (16 percent), and children with disabilities (21 percent) showed significant gains. These findings may suggest that SRCL efforts have been more effective for at-risk children.
Data for Louisiana from 2014–15 indicate that 21 percent of all four-year-old children demonstrated significant gains in oral language skills from the fall to the spring, a 4 percentage point increase over the previous year. Findings were similar for four-year-old disadvantaged children (22 percent) and children with disabilities (23 percent). Four-year-olds with limited English proficiency demonstrated the greatest gains (30 percentage points), with 48 percent of children achieving significant gains in 2014–15. Descriptive evidence provided by Louisiana suggests that the improvement in four-year-old children’s achievement over the previous year may have been related to kindergarten readiness programs and collaborative partnerships established through SRCL (see box 5).
In Montana, 63 percent of all four-year-old children demonstrated gains in oral language skills from fall to spring in 2014–15, a 4 percentage point increase over the previous year. Findings were similar for four-year-old disadvantaged children (61 percent achieving significant gains). While the percentage of four-year-old children achieving significant gains increased for the overall disadvantaged group, four-year-old children with disabilities demonstrated a 7 percentage point decrease from the previous year, with 45 percent of children demonstrating gains in oral language skills. They also had the largest performance gap (18 percentage points) with the all four-year-old group, whereas the four-year-old disadvantaged children had a 2 percentage point gap.
[bookmark: _Toc427597096][bookmark: _Toc462752289]Figure 3. Percentage of SRCL four-year-olds achieving significant gains in oral language skills by grantee, 2012–151
[image: ]Note: Data for four-year-olds for the 2011–12 school year were not available. 
1 GaDOE and LDOE detected a discrepancy in how the 2012–13 data were reported. Rather than being based on significant gains from fall to spring assessments, 2012–13 assessment data stem solely from the percentage of four-year-olds scoring proficient during the fall assessment. 
Source: SEA Annual Performance Reports 2012–13, 2013–14, and 2014–15, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.

From 2014–15, 38 percent of all four-year-old children in Nevada demonstrated significant gains in oral language skills from the fall to spring, a 7 percentage point increase over the previous year. Findings were similar for four-year-old disadvantaged children; 39 percent of these children demonstrated significant gains. Four-year-old children with limited English proficiency demonstrated the largest achievement gap (9 percentage points) compared to all four-year-old children, with only 29 percent of these children making significant gains. In contrast, four-year-old children with disabilities demonstrated the largest year-to-year improvement with 41 percent demonstrating gains in oral language skills, a 22 percentage point increase from the previous year.
[bookmark: _Toc461600829][bookmark: _Toc462752422]Box 5. Improving School Readiness: St. Charles Parish’s Kindergarten Readiness Program
At the onset of SRCL implementation, St. Charles Parish identified kindergarten readiness as an area in need of improvement. Assessment data from fall 2012 led to the identification of Luling Elementary School and its corresponding feeder band as one of the highest need schools with 48 percent of entering kindergartners scoring at the core composite status on the DIBELS assessment and 78 percent of students considered disadvantaged. Luling’s feeder system includes the Carver Early Learning Center (where 100 percent of the children receive free or reduced-price lunch), private/nonprofit day cares, and children who remained at home prior to entering kindergarten. The challenge was to increase the literacy readiness skills of students entering Luling Elementary from these various areas.
In this effort, St. Charles Parish provided professional development for teachers at public and nonpublic schools and centers working with the student populations of concern, established collaborative partnerships, and sought to increase parental support and knowledge. Specific activities included:
· Professional development for Early Learning Centers: Through SRCL funds, a Literacy Integration Specialist and a Literacy Interventionist were hired to support teachers and staff at the Carver Early Learning Center. Additionally, all preschool district staff received training on Language Essentials for Teachers of Reading and Spelling (LETRS) for Early Childhood Educators.
· Learning Walks: During  monthly SRCL Learning Walks, the Carver Early Learning Center Literacy Integration Specialist, the Luling Literacy Integration Specialist, district SRCL staff, and the director of the Carver Center monitored, reflected on, and discussed literacy classroom practices, celebrated successes, and looked for support to deal with challenges. This effort led to increased collaboration between the preschool center and the receiving elementary school.
· Summer Literacy Camps: To sustain and expand on literacy skills, 30 of the Carver Early Learning Center’s most at-risk students were identified and given the opportunity to attend a three-week camp for two hours a day prior to entering Luling Elementary.
· Increasing Parental Support and Knowledge: A collaborative partnership with the United Way targeted the achievement of students not enrolled in the Carver Early Learning Center but who would be attending Luling Elementary. Together, the United Way and SRCL staff held Saturday literacy sessions for families in the SRCL feeder system. Sessions were developed to support reading aloud with your child, phonemic awareness, listening and speaking skills, and the new state standards.
At the end of 2014–15, Luling Elementary kindergarten students outperformed all other district schools with 94 percent of students at the core composite status.

In Pennsylvania, 52 percent of four-year-old children made significant gains in oral language skills, a 3 percentage point improvement over the previous year. Moreover, 55 percent of disadvantaged four-year-olds, 67 percent of limited English proficient four-year-olds, and 56 percent of four-year-olds with disabilities made significant gains in oral language skills. However, caution is advised in interpreting the percentage of limited English proficient four-year-olds due to the small number of students in this category from year to year.
In Texas, disaggregated data showed the performance gaps closed or were reduced to one percentage point for four-year-old disadvantaged children and limited English proficient children (with significant gains of 89 percent and 90 percent, respectively). While a 12 percentage point performance gap for four-year-old children with disabilities was reported, the trend shows steady growth culminating in a 5 percentage point increase since 2012–13. However, Texas advises caution in the interpretation of disaggregated four-year-old children’s performance due to an increase in the number of students categorized as disadvantaged, limited English proficient, or students with disabilities.
[bookmark: _Toc461600556][bookmark: _Toc461646660][bookmark: _Toc461703455]Reading Proficiency Outcomes
The percentage of 5th grade students, 8th grade students, and high school students who met or exceeded proficiency on the state assessments are presented in Figures 4, 5, and 6. Outcomes for each SEA grantee[footnoteRef:11] are presented below: [11:  Nevada did not provide information on the performance of SRCL students in 5th grade, 8th grade, and high school for the 2014–15 school year.] 

· Georgia: During the 2014–15 school year, 29 percent of 5th grade students, 32 percent of 8th grade students, and 27 percent of high school students met or exceeded proficiency on the Georgia Milestones reading assessments.
· Louisiana: In 2014–15, 60 percent of 5th grade students and 66 percent of 8th grade students met or exceeded proficiency on the PARCC assessments. Data for high school students from 2014–15 indicate that 91 percent of high school students met or exceeded proficiency on the English II EOC assessments, the same as the previous year.
· Montana: During the 2014–15 year, 48 percent of 5th grade students met or exceeded proficiency on the ISIP/DIBELS assessments, a 7 percentage point increase from over the previous year. Also, 69 percent of 8th grade students met or exceeded proficiency and 71 percent of high school students met or exceeded proficiency (an 8 and 11 percentage point increase over the previous year, respectively).
· Pennsylvania: During the 2014–15 school year, 55 percent of 5th grade students, 57 percent of 8th grade students, and 77 percent of high school students met or exceeded proficiency on the PSSA English language arts assessments.
· Texas: In 2014–15, 78 percent of 5th grade students and 75 percent of all 8th grade students met or exceeded proficiency in English language arts assessments (a 4 and 6 percentage point decrease compared to the previous year, respectively). In contrast to 8th grade performance, high school student performance suggests steady annual growth with 61 percent of high school students meet or exceeding proficiency standards in 2014–15.


[bookmark: _Toc427597097][bookmark: _Toc462752290]Figure 4. Percentage of SRCL 5th grade students scoring proficient in reading by grantee, 2011–15
[image: ]
Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 During 2013–14, student performance analyses were based on Istation’s Indicator of Progress (ISIP), and DIBELS Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) SRCL assessments as Montana received a waiver from administering its statewide assessments, the Montana Comprehensive Assessment System (MontCAS).  The solid red line indicates where a change in assessment occurred.
Sources: SEA Annual Performance Reports 2012–13, 2013–14, and 2014–15,  Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures..
U.S. Department of Education. EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC, 2014.
[bookmark: _Toc427597098][bookmark: _Toc462752291]Figure 5. Percentage of SRCL 8th grade students scoring proficient in reading by grantee, 2011–151
[image: ]
Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 During 2013–14, student performance analyses were based on ISIP and DIBELS SRCL assessments as Montana received a waiver from administering its statewide assessments, the Montana Comprehensive Assessment System (MontCAS). The solid red line indicates where a change in assessment occurred.
Sources: SEA Annual Performance Reports 2012–13, 2013–14, and 2014–15, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC, 2014.
[bookmark: _Toc427597099][bookmark: _Toc462752292]Figure 6. Percentage of SRCL high school students scoring proficient in reading by grantee, 2011–151
[image: ]
Notes: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 In 2014-15, the Georgia Milestones replaced the Criterion Referenced Competency Test.
During 2013–14 and 2014-15, student performance analyses were based on ISIP and DIBELS SRCL assessments as Montana received a waiver from administering its statewide assessments, the Montana Comprehensive Assessment System (MontCAS). 
During the 2012–13 school year, Texas replaced the high school Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) assessments with the State of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) end-of-course assessments. The solid red line indicates where a change in assessment occurred.
Sources: SEA Annual Performance Reports 2012–13, 2013–14, and 2014–15, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC, 2014.

Disadvantaged Populations: Reading Proficiency Outcomes
The percentage of SRCL disadvantaged students, students with disabilities, and limited English proficient students who met or exceeded proficiency on state assessments in 2014–15 are presented in this section.[footnoteRef:12] Data highlights include the following: [12:  Disaggregated 2014–15 data are not available for Georgia and Nevada.] 

· Louisiana: In 5th grade, 57 percent of disadvantaged students, 30 percent of limited English proficient students, and 26 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the PARCC reading assessments. In 8th grade, 64 percent of disadvantaged students, 27 percent of limited English proficient students, and 25 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the PARCC reading assessments. In high school, 89 percent of disadvantaged students, 67 percent of limited English proficient students, and 53 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the PARCC reading assessments. Louisiana was most successful in closing the achievement gap of disadvantaged students, where the gap did not exceed 3 percentage points with all students.
· Montana: All disadvantaged groups reported increases over the previous year’s assessments in all grade levels. In 5th grade, 41 percent of disadvantaged students, 19 percent of limited English proficient students, and 21 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the ISIP/DIBELS assessments. In 8th grade, 60 percent of disadvantaged students, 34 percent of limited English proficient students, and 20 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the ISIP/DIBELS assessments. In high school, 65 percent of disadvantaged students, 40 percent of limited English proficient students, and 26 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the ISIP/DIBELS assessments.
· Pennsylvania: In 2014–15, 40 percent of disadvantaged participating 5th grade students, 23 percent of limited English proficient students, and 20 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the English language arts PSSA. In 8th grade, 41 percent of disadvantaged students, 17 percent of limited English proficient students, and 15 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the English language arts PSSA. In high school, 41 percent of disadvantaged students, 15 percent of limited English proficient students, and 16 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the Keystone Literature Exam.
· Texas: In 5th grade, 77 percent of disadvantaged students, 76 percent of limited English proficient students, and 44 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the STAAR reading assessments. In 8th grade, 72 percent of disadvantaged students, 50 percent of limited English proficient students, and 35 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the STAAR reading assessments. In high school, 56 percent of disadvantaged students, 29 percent of limited English proficient students, and 20 percent of students with disabilities met or exceeded proficiency on the STAAR reading assessments. The achievement gap between disadvantaged students and all students did not exceed 5 percentage points.
[bookmark: _Toc462752244]Sustainable Change
This section of the report focuses on grantee efforts to sustain reform strategies and improve student language and literacy development. It highlights practices in program management, as well as instructional practices and policies.
[bookmark: _Toc462752245]Program Management
To sustain program management activities, SEA grantees have conducted outreach and dissemination efforts, developed and refined progress monitoring tools and processes, and strategically aligned themselves with existing programs and new initiatives. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:

· Georgia’s overarching goal for sustainability is to create broad support and alignment among GaDOE and other state agencies in Georgia, including the Department of Early Care and Learning (DECAL), Professional Standards Commission (PSC), and the Governor’s Office of Student Achievement (GOSA), to support capacity-building and learning in districts across the state to increase achievement of literacy outcomes. To ensure the sustainability and extended use of literacy planning documents beyond SRCL grantees, GaDOE intends to develop broad public support, build capacity within the Agency and districts, and further refine these tools. The long-term goal for sustaining this SRCL reform is statewide consistent use of common literacy planning documents. GaDOE plans to achieve this goal by aligning the work of GaDOE and other state agencies to support literacy plan development, implementation, monitoring, and training. 
GaDOE will also develop a comprehensive plan for the design and delivery of the universal screeners and diagnostic assessments tool, including: integration of universal SRCL data into the State Longitudinal Data System (SLDS), creating a literacy dashboard, designing and implementing a protocol to capture assessment practices from SRCL districts, communicating the power and purpose of universal screens, and showing districts how to replace or reduce student learning objectives with screeners.
· Louisiana’s sustainability plan focuses on improving writing on a statewide basis through increased precise application of writing rubrics aligned to established criteria. LDE’s theory of action for this focus is to build a deeper understanding of teachers’ expectations of writing tasks, which will inform instructional decision making, and which will ultimately improve writing performance. This sustainability effort is aligned to Louisiana’s Comprehensive Literacy Plan as well as LDE’s student learning targets (SLTs) initiative, to establish a vision for students what should know or be able to do at the end of the year.
· Montana’s plan is alignment and integration of the MRSP and OPI’s Title I School Support program. Schools receiving grant funding, including Title 1, from OPI will develop and implement success plans in place for literacy and math on a schoolwide basis as well as support needed to implement effectively and achieve results. To ensure that schools receiving grant funding develop and implement success plans effectively, building on SRCL process and professional development, OPI will create and finalize an application plan for schools to develop local math and literacy plans with schoolwide and student cycles, provide professional development at state meetings to support schools as they refine their plans, and provide ongoing onsite support to schools as they implement their plans. 
· To align policy across state initiatives, Nevada has begun creating a crosswalk of policies related to literacy. An initial policy scan has resulted in the identification of three key policies that NDE is leveraging to sustain the key SRCL reforms identified in their sustainability plan, including:
· Read by Grade 3, a state general fund to support evidence-based activities that improve reading in kindergarten through third grade, that resulted from SRCL and for which the NSLP is the foundation. SB 391 requires that all schools serving students in K-3 have a local literacy plan aligned to the NSLP. Because Read by Grade 3 is a direct result of SRCL, there is built-in alignment. 
· Victory Schools Program, supports students in the 20 lowest performing schools within Nevada’s highest poverty zip codes. Victory Schools create local comprehensive plans for improving student achievement based on these goals. NDE is planning to align the Victory Schools monitoring tools to the SRCL tools to increase the use of effective feedback to teachers to improve literacy instruction. 
· Nevada Ready!, a Preschool Development Grant, supports the expansion of full-day Pre-Kindergarten (pre-K) slots in high quality learning programs across the state and includes critical wrap-around supports for vulnerable families. To ensure that pre-K teachers are equipped to provide high-quality literacy instruction aligned to the NSLP, NDE is planning to provide professional development created through SRCL as part of Nevada Ready!
To build capacity in the field to use NSLP effectively in all public and charter schools in the state, the NDE is planning to create a Nevada Strategic Implementation Team focused on birth-to-adult literacy. 
· To ensure that public and charter districts and schools have Local Comprehensive Literacy Plans (LCLPs) aligned to the Keystones to Opportunity State Plan in place and the tools needed to develop, refine, and implement them, Pennsylvania’ sustainability plan focused on the continued development and support of conditions. Specifically, PDE plans to build internal organizational support for this work through alignment of policy, human resources, and organizational supports; creating a culture of continuous improvement; and developing a theory of action. To create these conditions PDE will implement three strategies. First, PDE will work with Eduplanet21 to build out the system for LCLP development and implementation. Second, PDE is planning to communicate the availability of the system though statewide conferences and social media. Finally, PDE will provide direct support to districts and schools to develop and implement LCDPs. 
To build stakeholder and public understanding of the critical importance of literacy for college and career readiness across the state, the PDE Sustainability Plan plans to provide ongoing communication to districts and schools through social media based on the Literacy is for Life Toolkit, created as part of PDE’s SRCL project (see box 6).
· Texas’s sustainability plan focuses on the continued development and support of conditions to ensure that the TSLP remains durable and adaptable over time. To build capacity for public value, the TLI leadership team’s long-term goals are for at least 60 percent of the ESCs to integrate the TLSP into their professional development offerings and at least 25percent of site/campus-based leadership teams to integrate it into their programs and practices. The TLI leadership team has the same goals for aligning systems and initiatives as it does for building capacity for public value. To achieve these goals, they will create a crosswalk between varying state initiatives including the TSLP, the Texas Teacher Evaluation and Support System (T-TESS), Texas Principal Evaluation and Support System (T-PESS), Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS), explicit instruction and other initiatives, and provide professional development to ESCs and others as applicable.
[bookmark: _Toc461646710][bookmark: _Toc462752423]Box 6. Pennsylvania’s Literacy Is for Life Campaign
Based on market research conducted with families, teachers, and students across Pennsylvania, PDE SRCL staff created a “Literacy Is for Life” campaign. The goal of the campaign was to disseminate research-based literacy practices and help improve the perception of literacy and its importance in everyday life through already existing channels (e.g., schools, districts, charter schools, intermediate units, social media, and local media contacts). 
As part of this focus on comprehensive literacy, Pennsylvania developed the Literacy Is for Life Toolkit.2 The toolkit provides literacy resources that share a consistent message across school districts, intermediate units, and charter schools. The toolkit provides fact sheets on key messages for various stakeholder groups (e.g., families, students, and teachers), inspirational videos, printable posters, ideas to encourage student engagement, and the use of social media to spread the campaign message.

[bookmark: _Toc462752246]Instructional Practices and Policies
To sustain instructional practices, SEA grantees have focused on capacity building through professional development, increased use of technology, and the refinement and delivery of literacy resources and tools. Through the use of online modules, tools, or annual institutes, all SEA grantees sought to build capacity among administrators and staff.
· Georgia plans to build broad public support and capacity within the Agency and districts to sustain professional learning resources, including CRS, in an effort to achieve its long-term goal for professional resources to be nested in a user-friendly online website with open access for all teachers. To make this happen, GaDOE will do a comprehensive analysis of professional resources, build additional courses as needed, align the resources to Get Georgia Reading Pillars, and align assessment tools a landscape analysis of tools used across GaDOE.
· Louisiana’s long-term goal for improving writing is to have all districts in the state create student learning targets focused on writing and aligned to state standards. During the 2016-17 school year, LDE will expand the writing professional development to elementary, middle, and high school teachers statewide using resources in the District and Teacher Support Toolbox, created with SRCL funding to improve Louisiana’s Comprehensive Literacy Plan. These resources include instructional materials reviews, guidebooks with writing performance tasks, writing rubrics, professional development courses, and the assessment toolkit and guides.
· To sustain and expand the use of tools and resources created through SRCL, Montana will create a single web portal. To do this, OPI will develop and implement a marketing plan, revise and update the resource database, and develop an Information Technology (IT) plan for the portal.
· Nevada is aligning internal organization structures to ensure that two key SRCL reforms are sustained. First, Summer Institutes, created through SRCL, have grown in popularity since they were first implemented in 2012, becoming one of the state’s go-to professional development activities.  NDE’s goal is for the Summer Institutes to become mainstream professional development in Nevada. Second, as part of SRCL, NDE created the Nevada Data Collection Application Tool (DCAT), an online system to collect district local assessment data from SRCL sub-grantees. The use of the DCAT expanded beyond SRCL and is now used to collect End of Course (EOC) data across the state. NDE will be engaged in aligning structures within the agency to ensure that both of these reforms are sustained beyond the life of SRCL in Nevada.
· Pennsylvania plans to expand the use of EduPlanet21, an online tool for districts and schools to develop and implement Local Comprehensive Literacy Plans. PDE plans to expand the use of these tools beyond SRCL grantees, making them available to districts and schools across the state, through a variety of strategies below that focus on aligning policy, human resource decision making, and organizational structures with this goal; creating a culture of continuous improvement; developing a theory of action; building stakeholder capacity and public support of these reforms. 
· Texas plans to expand the use of professional development tools beyond the current SRCL subgrantees, making it available to districts and schools through the state’s ESCs. The overarching goal of the TLI leadership team is for 100 percent of districts have open access to the online course and resource website.  The TLI is planning to leverage current funding to support this goal. To build capacity for public value, the TLI leadership team’s long-term goals are for at least 60 percent of the ESCs to integrate the TLSP into their professional development offerings and at least 25percent of site/campus-based leadership teams to integrate it into their programs and practices. To achieve this goal, the TLI leadership team will provide professional development on TSLP content and implementation to the ESCs.
[bookmark: _Toc462752247]Summary
The information collected in this report suggests that the SEA grantees are making progress towards implementing program goals. SEA grantees are progressing in the implementation of their state comprehensive literacy plans, with the majority of grantees working to refine and improve their literacy plan to better address the needs of all students, aligning to current policies and standards, stating clear instructional goals, and setting high expectations for all students. All SEA grantees are providing high-quality technical assistance to subgrantees, but they are also devising professional development modules, tools, and resources that can be shared and used beyond the SRCL grant. SEA grantees have demonstrated an increase in the use of data-based decision-making, through the increased usage of universal screening data, development of online monitoring tools, establishing data-based decision-making teams within schools, and supporting LEAs in collecting and analyzing assessment data.  

II. [bookmark: _Toc462752248]SRCL Set-Aside Grantees
In 2011, the Bureau of Indian Education (BIE) and four outlying areas of the United States were awarded SRCL grants to implement activities to improve student reading and language achievement. The outlying areas include American Samoa, Guam, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. The SRCL grants enabled the BIE and outlying areas to develop and implement literacy plans tailored to the unique needs of their target students and schools. During the 2014–15 school year, the BIE and outlying areas assisted subgrantees in program implementation, engaged in professional development and technical assistance, developed materials and supplies, and purchased new technologies and equipment. 
The BIE and outlying areas set goals for improving student literacy through their respective SRCL programs. All five grantees included goals to advance students’ literacy skills, two grantees had specific objectives to improve teacher professional development, and two grantees aimed to involve the broader community in literacy development. More information about grantee goals appears in appendix G.
[bookmark: _Toc462752249]2014–15 Performance Indicators
The following sections focus on the demonstration of progress within each performance indicator and the evidence of that progress.
[bookmark: _Toc462752250]Performance Indicator 1: State Literacy Plan 
The SRCL grant activities planned and implemented by the BIE and the four outlying areas share many common elements and goals, while also presenting five different approaches to improving student literacy outcomes. All five grantees included plans to align curricula to state standards (including the Common Core), improve professional development for teachers, and use technology in the classroom or in professional development programs. All grantees established literacy teams with a variety of experts and stakeholders to develop comprehensive literacy plans. Four grantees also implemented or planned to include community and parent engagement strategies to improve literacy learning at home and encourage a community-wide focus on the importance literacy.
All Set-aside grantees reported working toward implementing activities from their current plans, with the majority working to refine or improve future implementation activities. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· The BIE Literacy Plan and the Literacy Framework, developed in part by the BIE Literacy Leadership Team, were disseminated to every level of leadership in the BIE. The two documents formed a foundation for BIE SRCL subgrantee pilot schools to use as they generated their school literacy plans. The BIE uses the subgrantees’ pilot experiences to continually refine and develop a model school literacy program for schools from birth to grade 12. BIE schools have established a professional learning community. Through scheduled dates, times, and topics, schools engaged experts, participated in peer coaching, increased understanding of scientifically based reading instruction, and learned how to use multiple forms of data to guide instruction.
· In April 2014, the American Samoa SRCL team received approval for a project plan modification, and in July 2014, the comprehensive literacy team reconvened to update the ASDOE literacy plan. The SRCL team reported that the literacy plan is derived from the American Samoa College and Career Ready Standards, which are 80 percent aligned to Common Core and 20 percent focused on addressing the needs of local ELL students.
· Guam established a Literacy Plan Team to develop a comprehensive literacy plan that was aligned to the Guam Department of Education State Strategic Plan. In July of 2015, the draft literacy plan was submitted to Guam’s Deputy Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction.
· The Northern Mariana Islands SRCL leadership accomplishments include drafting a Comprehensive Support System for P–3, drafting language outcomes for reading from birth to 3rd grade, and implementing professional development trainings. The Northern Mariana Islands team also reported collaborating with childcare programs to develop or revise language outcomes and with parent engagement programs within the public school system.
· The Virgin Islands focused on supporting the Virgin Islands Literacy Council (see Box 7). Also, members of the Comprehensive Literacy Team collaborated to develop the Comprehensive Literacy Plan, completed in 2014 and to be revisited in 2016.
[bookmark: _Toc462139327][bookmark: _Toc462235582][bookmark: _Toc462752424]Box 7. Virgin Islands Literacy Council
Based on the Virgin Islands State Literacy Plan, the Virgin Islands Literacy Council was formed with the goal of establishing a local literacy council on each of the three main islands to help focus and guide literacy programs and activities. Although many agencies throughout the community were engaged in various literacy-based activities, the role of the Council is to combine all their energies for a greater impact. The Virgin Islands Literacy Council set two focus areas—oral language development and reading for information and enjoyment. This year, the Council participated in several community-based activities including the Reading Festival, the Back-to-School Fair, and the VIDE’s Educational Expo. All of the activities were well attended. The Council also partnered with the VIDE and the Governor’s Summer Reading Challenge to promote the summer reading initiative to elementary students and their parents.


[bookmark: _Toc462752251]Performance Indicator 2: Federal and State Program Alignment
Distribution of Funds
The BIE distributed funds to three subgrantee pilot schools: Lac Courte Oreilles Ojibwe Tribal School (birth to 5 years), Second Mesa Day School (kindergarten to 5th grade), and Oneida Nation School (6th to 12th grade). Gila Crossing Community School (birth to 8th grade) also volunteered to pilot the program without funding. The subgrantees were selected based on the requirements set in the fiscal year (FY) 2011 BIE SRCL Plan. Members of the Literacy Leadership Team selected the subgrant recipients. Pilot schools that are successful may receive continued SRCL funding to extend their implementation of the program. Since BIE schools are not divided between middle and high schools, all subgrantee secondary proposals included students from kindergarten to 8th grade or students from 8th to 12th grade. 
During the 2014–15 school year, the BIE distributed $790,000 in grant funds (table 2). Funds were equally distributed across grade levels primarily because all BIE subgrantees include middle school grade levels (i.e., either kindergarten through 8th grade, or 8th through 12th grade). Grade levels birth to 5 years, kindergarten to grade 5, and middle/high schools each received approximately 32 percent of the funds ($250,166). BIE leadership activities made up the remaining 5 percent ($39,500).
[bookmark: _Toc462750532][bookmark: _Toc462752270]Table 2. Distribution of grant funds in the Bureau of Indian Education
	Levels
	Amount $
	Percentage of Total

	Birth to 5 years
	$250,166
	32

	K–5
	$250,166
	32

	Middle School and High School
	$250,166
	32

	State Activities
	$39,500
	5

	Total Distributed
	$790,000
	100


Note: Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding.
Source: Bureau of Indian Education. FY 2013 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 
Outlying areas are not required to distribute awards to subgrantees, given the limited funding. In total, across the four outlying areas, $676,253 in funds was distributed: 
· Guam reported total costs of $309,981, which includes prior year funds not fully expended (i.e., $18,341). Salary and fringe benefits for the program coordinator and two part-time staff accounted for 27 percent ($78,678). Contracted professional development services to introduce and guide the implementation of the Winning Formula Process accounted for 10 percent ($30,000) of program funds. An additional 10 percent ($30,374.14) was spent for supplies and instructional materials (e.g., 3,000 copies of the Winning Formula Process books). Guam directed the largest amount of SRCL funds to procuring technology: 43 percent ($133,635) was expended on providing SRCL schools with iPads, tablets, wireless access points, and mobile charging stations. 
· The Northern Marianas reported a total budget of $130,545, which was spent on contractual services (65 percent), travel (13 percent), and supplies and materials (7 percent). 
· The Virgin Islands reported total costs of $235,727. In addition, the Virgin Islands reported that funding has not been drawn down in a timely manner, and the program intends to make changes in this last year of SRCL funding in order to support learners.
Alignment of Funds
Set-aside grantees are aligning their SRCL funds, resources, and activities to other federal and state initiatives to improve literacy. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· BIE SRCL activities are included under the statewide system of support in order to ensure alignment and to leverage support. This includes Title I, Title IIA, and the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act. Additionally, SRCL activities build on the foundation of the Reading First model and extending the BIE’s initiative to address Common Core State Standards and more comprehensive literacy instruction across grades and content areas.
· In an effort to align funding initiatives, the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Public School System carefully reviewed academic achievement results, particularly in reading and writing, and identified priorities for leveraging funds to support academic achievement in literacy. Areas for leveraging support to increase literacy and academic achievement included: professional development for teachers; parent engagement support such as Partners in Print (literacy support for parents to help their children in reading); and support for ELL students through collaboration with Title I teachers in all elementary schools. To date, funds have supported the recruitment of 31 Title I teachers, full-year comprehensive professional development, and resources for parents to support literacy.
· To better prepare students for kindergarten entry, the Virgin Islands SRCL program partnered with the Head Start programs under the Department of Human Services. Under this partnership, Head Start administers language assessments at the beginning and end of the four-year-olds’ academic year. These assessments are used to develop instruction and measure growth.
[bookmark: _Toc462752252]Performance Indicator 3: Technical Assistance 
During the 2014–15 school year, the BIE and four outlying areas undertook a variety of SRCL grant activities to reach their respective program goals. The grantees invested in high quality and job-embedded professional development activities, literacy and technology resources, and family support. Technical assistance activities focused on literacy instruction skills including programs targeted towards improving literacy among ELLs, educating teachers on the Common Core State Standards, and using assessment data to inform instruction. Summaries for each grantee are provided below:
· The BIE provided professional development to increase principals’ understanding of scientifically based reading instruction and to develop schools’ knowledge of curriculum mapping and the Common Core State Standards. The BIE also provided job-embedded professional development and coaching to teachers, where the participants identified the priority needs for the trainings. Activities included face-to-face training, desk monitoring, webinars, conference calls, and site visits. In addition, the BIE Early Childhood/Family and Child Education office provided support and technical assistance in identifying assessments for birth through age three. This allowed subgrantees to track growth in speech and language skills.
· Guam provided professional development and classroom resources. Professional development included training in the Winning Formula Process–seven strategies designed for developing authentic literacy and learning readiness skills. In addition to the training, observations, orientations, and follow-ups were conducted with each school. Guam’s professional development also included the use of the 68 learning modules on the Comprehensive Reading Solutions website that was created by the Georgia SRCL program. Moreover, each participating classroom was provided with supplemental classroom resources to enhance instruction, including a classroom library, SRA Kits, Targeted Intervention Kits, tablets (in 5th and 8th grade), and iPads (in 9th grade).
· The Northern Marianas’ professional development efforts focused on the 6+1 Trait Writing Model. This professional development addressed instructional shifts in English language arts state standards, ensuring that students are prepared to meet the higher order skills required of college and career readiness assessments, and that teachers can respond to student achievement data in reading and language development. 
· The Virgin Islands provided job-embedded professional development and coaching. The professional development focused on Tier 1 instruction. The Virgin Islands also provide one-on-one teacher/consultant interaction and feedback on research-based strategies and methods of instruction.
Three of the five grantees used grant funds to increase available technology in participating schools by distributing new equipment (e.g., iPads, computers, and Kindles) to improve the implementation of computer-based literacy programs (see box 8).
[bookmark: _Toc417371660][bookmark: _Toc462665806][bookmark: _Toc462752425]Box 8. Set-Aside Grantee Investments in Technology
· Three grantees distributed iPads, Kindles, and computers to local schools to aid in the implementation of technology-based literacy programs.
· American Samoa distributed 320 Kindles in fiscal year 2015.
· The Bureau of Indian Education provided iPads to manage student data and administer online assessments.
· Guam provided iPads/tablet computers to allow teachers and students to access a computerized literacy program.
· Two grantees use computer and internet-based literacy programs.
· American Samoa has established the I-Station program in participating schools.
· Guam is using the McGraw-Hill SRA 2.0 program.
· Two grantees provided professional development on using technology in the classroom.
· American Samoa implemented onsite trainings and webinars with I-Station experts.
· The Bureau of Indian Education provided professional development on Smart Board and iPad use to improve instruction and assessment. 

Two grantees invested resources in family literacy. The Northern Marianas provided literacy resources to help parents support their children’s literacy. For example, parents were provided with materials from Partners in Print, a family literacy program designed to promote literacy development in the home. The Northern Marianas also collaborated with parent engagement programs in the public school system. The Virgin Islands provided trainings, books, and resources for Head Start teachers and parents for home learning. They also provided community and focused preschool and kindergarten workshops and activities. Moreover, the Virgin Islands SRCL program partnered with Head Start programs to prepare students for kindergarten. Head Start administers language assessments at the beginning and end of the four-year-old children’s academic year. These assessments are used to develop instruction and measure growth.
[bookmark: _Toc462752253]Performance Indicator 4: Data-Based Decision-Making 
All five BIE/OA grantees use assessment data to track student progress throughout the year and to place students in appropriate levels of instruction. For example, the American Samoa Istation program tracked student progress monthly and made student reports available to be shared with teachers, parents, and school staff. They report that the principals use the assessment data to determine school goals and teachers use the data to differentiate instruction, and even use lesson plans supplied by the program to target students’ areas of weakness. Guam’s intervention programs also involved assessments that provided teachers with student data quarterly, which was used to assess progress and group students by reading levels. The BIE used assessment results to place students in multi-tiered instructional groups.
[bookmark: _Toc462752254]Performance Indicator 5: Government Performance and Results Act Measures
Like the SEA grantees, set-aside grantees reported the percentage of participating four-year-old children who achieve significant gains in oral language skills, and the percentage of students in 5th, 8th, and high school grades who meet or exceed proficiency on state English language arts assessments. For a complete listing of sample sizes and the percentage of students meeting reading proficiency by year, refer to appendix H.
Bureau of Indian Education 
In the 2014–15 school year, the BIE reported that 92 percent of 5th grade students, 71 percent of participating 8th grade students, and 60 percent of participating high school students reached proficiency on reading assessments in SRCL schools (see Figure 7). Also, 83 percent of four-year-old children achieved gains in oral language skills. 
The BIE also reported the percentage of students achieving significant gains in oral language skills or scoring proficient in English language arts for identified disadvantaged students and for children with disabilities. The BIE uses the U.S. Department of Education SRCL definition of “disadvantaged students” which includes children (1) who are at risk of educational failure, such as children living in poverty, (2) who are performing academically far below grade level and are not on track to becoming college- or career-ready by graduation, and (3) with disabilities. All tested students during the 2012–13, 2013–14, and 2014–15 school years met this definition (see Appendix Table H1). Although BIE schools enroll LEP students, the subgrantee schools did not specifically identify or target LEP students and do not report disaggregated performance by LEP students.
[bookmark: _Toc450916285][bookmark: _Toc462235569][bookmark: _Toc462752293]Figure 7. Percentage of BIE Students Achieving Significant Gains in Oral Language Skills or Scoring Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level, 2012–15

Source:  Bureau of Indian Education. Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 

American Samoa
The American Samoa Standards Based Assessment (ASSBA) was revised in 2014-15 for the 3rd and 5th grade tests only. The tests were aligned to the ASDOE’s College and Career Readiness Standards; therefore, the test results prior to 2014-15 are not directly comparable. 
In 2014-15, ASDOE SRCL grant was unable to provide Early Childhood Education with an early intervention program. The ASDOE also did not have any high school students participating in the Istation program. Thus, they did not report data for four-year-old children and high school students. Since the revised ASSBA was not administered to 8th grade students, data are available for 5th grade students only (see Appendix Table H2 for a complete listing of sample sizes and percentages by grade level and year). During the 2014–15 school year, 31 percent of 5th graders scored proficient or better on the ASSBA (see Figure 8).
American Samoa defines disadvantaged students as those students in pre-K through grade 12 who qualify for free and reduced-cost lunch. In American Samoa, 100 percent of students are classified as disadvantaged students.
[bookmark: _Toc462235571][bookmark: _Toc462752294]Figure 8. Percentage of American Samoan Students Scoring Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level, 2012–15

Note: Data for 8th grade students are not available as the American Samoa Standards Based Assessment was administered to 3rd and 5th grade students only.
Source: American Samoa Department of Education. Fiscal Year (FY) 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 

Guam
Guam transitioned from the Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition (SAT-10) to the ACT Aspire summative assessment in 2014–15. The SAT-10 and ACT Aspire are substantially different tests and are not directly comparable.
During the 2014–15 school year, 8 percent of 5th grade students, 25 percent of 8th grade students, and 20 percent of high school students met or exceeded proficiency on the English language arts assessments (see Figure 9). GPRA measures for four-year-olds are not applicable to Guam per approved project plan amendment. 
Guam defines disadvantaged students as students identified at risk or disadvantaged based on one or more of the following factors: 
· Are two or more grade levels below in reading, language arts, or math; 
· Scored in Levels 1 and 2 in the SAT-10 reading, language arts, and/or math; 
· Averaging a “C” or lower in reading, language arts, math, and other core subject areas; 
· Prior grade retention; 
· Low socioeconomic status (i.e., students qualified for free or reduced-cost lunch with eligibility status determined through the U.S. Department of Agriculture Child Nutrition Program); 
· Students with special needs; 
· English language learners; 
· Homelessness, transience/changing schools at nontraditional times or living in out-of-home care; 
· Negative peer pressure and/or poor behavior; 
· High absenteeism in school/truancy; 
· Teen pregnancy or parenting;
· Discipline issues/multiple discipline infractions, experience with the juvenile justice system; or 
· Having older siblings who have dropped out of school.

During the 2014–15 year, 5 percent of disadvantaged participating 5th grade students, 36 percent of disadvantaged participating 8th grade students, and 42 percent of disadvantaged participating high school students met or exceeded proficiency (see Appendix Table H3).
[bookmark: _Toc450916287][bookmark: _Toc462235573][bookmark: _Toc462752295]Figure 9. Percentage of Guam Students Scoring Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level, 2012–15  

Note: GPRA measures for four-year-olds are not applicable to Guam per approved project plan amendment.
Source: Guam Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 

Northern Mariana Islands
Evaluating the performance of participating 5th grade, 8th grade, and high school students has been challenging due to significant changes to the assessments used:
· In 2012–13, assessment data reflected the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands Standards-Based Assessments (SBA), a criterion-referenced assessment.
· Since 2013–14, the Commonwealth has used the Stanford Achievement Test, Tenth Edition (SAT-10), a norm-referenced test, to monitor proficiency of students across core content areas.
Given the changes in assessment data, caution is advised in interpreting change over time.
However, the assessment used for measuring the oral language skills of four-year-old children did not change over time. The performance of four-year-old children was measured using the Teaching Strategies Gold (TS Gold) assessment tool. The TS Gold is grounded in 38 research-based objectives that include predictors of success aligned to common core standards, state early learning guidelines, and the Head Start Child Development and Early Learning Framework.
During the 2014–15 school year, 82 percent of four-year-olds showed significant gains in oral language skills (see Figure 9). Additionally, 26 percent of 5th grade students, 28 percent of 8th grade students, and 22 percent of high school students met proficiency in English language arts assessments. The grantee did not supply data for disadvantaged students in any grade level, and did not report data on four-year-old LEP children (see Appendix Table H4 for a complete listing of sample sizes and percentages by grade level and year). 
[bookmark: _Toc450916289][bookmark: _Toc462235575][bookmark: _Toc462752296]Figure 10. Percentage of Northern Mariana Islands Students Achieving Significant Gains in Oral Language Skills or Scoring Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level, 2012–15 

Note: The 2014–15 year marked a transition in Northern Mariana Islands Public School assessments with the implementation of the SAT-10, norm-referenced test, for students in grade 3-9 and grade 11.
Source: Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Public School System. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 

Virgin Islands 
[bookmark: _Toc418086291][bookmark: __DdeLink__230_1573296313]The 2014–15 year marked the Virgin Islands’ transition to the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). Prior assessment results are based on the Virgin Islands Territorial Assessment of Learning (VITAL). The SBAC are aligned with the Virgin Islands’ new, higher standards. These assessments were administered online and contained open-ended questions unlike the multiple choice assessments previously used. However, significant infrastructure limitations, as well as students’ limited computer skills, impeded test completion. Schools will be using online practice tests during the 2015–16 school year to better prepare for the 2015–16 SBAC testing. Caution is advised in comparing proficiency across years, given the change in assessments and difficulties encountered with the transition to an online assessment.
During the 2014–15 school year, 86 percent of four-year-olds, 13 percent of 5th grade students, 20 percent of 8th grade students, and 20 percent of high school students showed significant gains in oral language skills or met proficiency in English language arts assessments (see Figure 11). 
[bookmark: _Toc450916291][bookmark: _Toc462235577][bookmark: _Toc462752297]Figure 11. Percentage of Virgin Islands Students Achieving Significant Gains in Oral Language Skills or Scoring Proficient in English Language Arts by Grade Level, 2012–15

Note: During the 2014–15 year, the Virgin Islands changed its annual reading assessment to the SBACs.
Source: U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C.

The Virgin Islands defines disadvantaged student populations based on school lunch surveys. In this case, all students were identified as disadvantaged (see Appendix Table H5). Data on LEP and disabled four-year-old children were not provided. Across the nine schools receiving SRCL program services, fewer students who are LEP or students with disabilities scored proficient or advanced in reading. In 5th grade, none of the LEP students or students with disabilities scored proficient or advanced. In 8th grade, no LEP students scored proficient or advanced, and only 3 percent of students with disabilities scored proficient or advanced. In high schools, no LEP students scored proficient or advanced, and only 9 percent of students with disabilities scored proficient or advanced.


[bookmark: _Toc462752255]Sustainable Change
The BIE and the OLA SRCL grantees are working towards program sustainability through their grant activities, including principal and teacher professional development activities, providing technical assistance for program implementation, and continual student assessment. Three of the five grantees have also purchased technology devices through SRCL to help schools implement their programs effectively. The BIE provided iPads to manage student data and administer online assessments; the Virgin Islands plans to distribute iPads to 10 schools to improve class participation, comprehension, and assessment scores; and Guam provided 27 iPads/tablet computers to allow teachers and students to access a computerized literacy program.
The BIE will continue site visits to monitor progress of SRCL subgrantees focusing on analyzing baseline data and ensuring inclusion of all programs, including LEP and special education, and parent and community involvement. Additionally, subgrantees are invited to share innovations that have accelerated their implementation processes; this feedback will be used to continue improving BIE Division of Performance and Accountability management of the SRCL grant.
American Samoa and the Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands did not report any specific long-term sustainability activities. The Northern Marianas did indicate that the language development effort from birth to age 3 and pre-kindergarten to 3rd grade has taken more time in collectively working on the infrastructure.
In the Guam Department of Education’s draft District Literacy Plan, each of the 15 action steps include specific sustainability plans. Some of these include the review and approval of the Curriculum Committee; implementation of the literacy plan; annual assessment of resources; and continued use of screening assessments each school year with training for teachers on how to use assessments.
For the U.S. Virgin Islands, funding will be allocated this year to launch a media outreach campaign to keep literacy as a focus for all community members. The materials and messages for parents and other community members will focus on language and literacy development and the importance of literacy in the community. The messages will be designed to help adults build strong communications skills in children and assist with schoolwork and homework completion. 
The Virgin Islands Literacy Council will also continue to focus on community outreach initiatives. To continue the assessment and preparation of Head Start populations, the program will procure the LAP-3 test booklets and related supplies to measure the language development progress of the four-year-old students. This initiative helps prepare and build students’ language skills for entry into kindergarten. The planned professional development opportunities (i.e., training for kindergarten and Head Start parents; home literacy and oral language development for the take-home book and backpack project) will support an increase in literacy. The job-embedded professional development for Head Start education directors on oral language development will also support long-term impacts. For sustainability, the directors will provide ongoing training to the Head Start teachers who were unable to directly benefit from the initial training. 
The Virgin Islands also provided specific examples of activities that can help ensure the sustainability of SRCL grant activities. The Virgin Islands reported success in implementing professional development activities in restructuring schools. Observations by service providers and principals showed evidence of shifts in classroom instruction resulting from the job-embedded professional development provided by the Virgin Islands SRCL program. The Virgin Islands noted that the SRCL program has increased the visibility of literacy in the community as a whole through activities conducted by the literacy councils. 
[bookmark: _Toc462752256]Summary 
The information collected in this report suggests that the set-aside grantees are making progress towards their program goals. Program successes included the importance of providing targeted professional development activities based on mentoring and coaching activities, supporting a process for implementation by building buy-in through walk-through and orientation sessions, and providing professional development on research-based instructional programs. Four of the grantees described significant challenges to their SRCL programs in the 2014–15 school year. The BIE, Guam, and the Virgin Islands all faced challenges with low funding levels for the program, which prompted the programs to reduce activities in order to sustain some level of SRCL work. American Samoa experienced unstable Internet infrastructures that impeded the effective use of technology, teacher turnover at Istation schools, and lack of administrative buy-in. Moving forward, the grantees intend to make strategic changes during this last year of SRCL funding to achieve the greatest impact on learners.

[bookmark: _Toc462752257]Program Technical Assistance
Through EDTASS, grantees receive various universal and targeted services designed to disseminate information broadly, establish small working groups for grantees with similar needs, and target individualized needs. As a regular part of the technical assistance design and delivery process, the SRCL technical assistance team used a variety of methods to identify emerging needs through verbal check-ins and polls on bi-weekly calls and surveys. Moreover, on an ongoing basis, the SRCL technical assistance team leveraged content and resources developed in other divisions within the U.S. Department of Education divisions to share information and tools. For example, Sustainability emerged as one such priority area of focus for technical assistance. In collaboration with U.S. Department of Education Race to the Top Reform Support Network, the SRCL TA team prepared a comprehensive technical assistance plan that included capacity building of SEA’s ability to use a sustainability rubric[footnoteRef:13] and associated materials. Through webinars, bi-weekly calls, and in-person workshops grantees were able to assess their capacity to sustain their SRCL efforts.  [13:  Reform Support Network. (April 2015). Sustainability rubric: A tool to help state education agencies assess their current efforts to sustain reform strategies to meet student achievement goals. U.S. Department of Education Retrieved from http://www2.ed.gov/about/inits/ed/implementation-support-unit/tech-assist/sustainability-rubric-full.pdf. ] 

Primarily, technical assistance activities have been provided in the form of an online community of practice (CoP), technical working groups (TWGs), biweekly grantee meetings, and peer exchange networks (PENs).
An online CoP provides and fosters an environment of continuous information sharing. The CoP portal, Communities3600, provides an effective and efficient delivery mechanism for sharing technical assistance material, promotes promising practices, and helps establish and facilitate network development among the grantees around topics of common concern. The CoP portal is divided into three different strands to better support the technical assistance: (1) Management of Program, Performance, Evaluation, and Sustainability, (2) Literacy Instructional Support, and (3) Outlying Area Support.
Experts from the grantees, the EDTASS team, and literacy content experts were brought together to create a CoP TWG. The CoP TWG worked to define the content and material for the portal and suggested methodologies for engaging and sustaining grantee interest.
Biweekly grantee meetings were held with both the SEA and outlying area grantees to offer technical assistance from subject matter experts in the field. Technical assistance topics have included:
· Differentiated instruction in middle and high school;
· Targeted reading intervention;
· Improving adolescent reading comprehension;
· Enhancing comprehension in small reading groups using a manipulation strategy;
· English language learners and literacy acquisition;
· Literacy coaching and its effect on middle and high school student achievement (a project for Nevada’s SRCL project); and
· Elevator speech to support communication plans.
PEN meetings enabled states and other grant stakeholders to share lessons learned, plans, and proven processes and techniques with peers who have experienced similar challenges and successes. In addition to the immediate benefits of exchanging hands-on experience, PEN engagements have built lasting relationships between state peers who can provide sustainable support beyond the term of the SRCL grants. During the 2014–15 year, the following three PEN meetings were held:
· LDC and Early Literacy Practices, Louisiana, February 5–6, 2015;
· Using Technology to Support Effective Instruction, Guam, May 21–22, 2015; and 
· Improving Adolescent Literacy Teaching & Learning, Montana, September, 2015.
Lastly, SEA SRCL project directors and teams of key stakeholders engaged in sustainability planning. The goal of this planning process was for each SEA SRCL team to create a comprehensive sustainability plan focused on the SRCL reforms that produce gains in student achievement, based on evidence and the conditions needed to ensure that these reforms “stick” beyond the SRCL grant period, despite any changes in the internal and external environment.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752259]Appendix A: Summary of SRCL Grantee Reporting Requirements
Appendix A provides additional documentation on the primary and secondary data sources used in compiling this report.
The primary data source for this report was the 201415 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) annual performance reports (APRs). APRs were the primary source for evaluating performance indicators as they were the only consistent and uniform source of information across the grantees. However, the absence of additional information or detail on performance indicators does not necessarily indicate the absence of an activity. Secondary data sources included approved SRCL grantee applications, state literacy plans, and SRCL quarterly monitoring reporting. It also includes information gathered from interviews with the six state education agency (SEA)  program directors.
[bookmark: _Toc462752260]Primary Data Source
SRCL 201415 APRs: Recipients of multiyear discretionary grants must submit an APR for each year of funding to receive a continuation award. The APR should demonstrate whether substantial progress has been made toward meeting the project objectives and the program performance measures and whether the grantee has demonstrated substantial progress. The APRs submitted by SRCL grantees document Government Performance and Results Act objectives and performance measures; explain progress; and summarize state leadership activities, distribution of funds, and the status of comprehensive literacy plans.
[bookmark: _Toc462752261]Secondary Data Sources
Grantee Applications: Approved applications for the SRCL program grants were reviewed to better understand grant plans, goals, objectives, needs assessments, activities, and projected outcomes. Grantee applications can be found at http://www2.ed.gov/programs/strivingreaders-literacy/2011applications.html.
State Literacy Plans: These plans document each state’s comprehensive literacy program to advance literacy skills—including preliteracy skills, reading, and writing—for students from birth through grade 12, including limited-English-proficient students and students with disabilities.
SRCL Quarterly Monitoring Report: The primary purpose of the quarterly report is to enable the U.S. Department of Education and the SRCL grantees to obtain formative information related to the performance indicators reviewed for state education agencies to determine whether they are achieving the intended outcomes of the grant and showing improvement against baseline data on the indicators.
Interviews: Telephone interviews were conducted with each SEA project director. The purpose was to learn more about the outcomes of SRCL and efforts to sustain the program. This included the elements of SRCL that were most effective, the impact of SRCL on teacher practice and data-based decision-making, and the impact on students at different grade levels and among the targeted disadvantaged populations. The duration of the interviews ranged from 25 to 60 minutes. 
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[bookmark: _Toc462752262]Appendix B: SRCL Key Terms
Appendix B lists key Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) terms and definitions.
Comprehensive state literacy plan: A plan (which may be a component or modification of the plan submitted under the SRCL formula grant program, CFDA 84.371B) that addresses the preliteracy and literacy needs of children from birth through grade 12, including limited-English-proficient students and students with disabilities; aligns policies, resources, and practices; contains clear instructional goals; and sets high expectations for all students and student subgroups.
Data-based decision-making: An absolute priority for the SRCL program. An applicant must propose a project that is designed to collect, analyze, and use high-quality and timely data, especially on program participant outcomes, in accordance with privacy requirements (as defined in this appendix), to improve instructional practices, policies, and student outcomes in early learning settings and in elementary and secondary schools.
Disadvantaged students: Children and students at risk of educational failure, such as children and students who are living in poverty, who are limited-English-proficient, who are far below grade level or who are not on track to becoming college- or career-ready by graduation, who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma, who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time, who are homeless, who are in foster care, who are pregnant or parenting teenagers, who have been incarcerated, who are new immigrants, who are migrant, or who have disabilities.
Effective literacy instruction: Developmentally appropriate, explicit, evidence-based, and systematic instruction that provides students with: 
(i) Early development and grade-level mastery of (A) oral language skills, both listening and speaking, (B) phonological awareness, using a wide vocabulary, (C) conventional forms of grammar, and (D) academic language; 
(ii) The ability to read regularly spelled words and high-frequency irregularly spelled words with automaticity and to decode regularly spelled unfamiliar words accurately, using phonemic awareness, print awareness, alphabet knowledge, and knowledge of English spelling patterns;
(iii) The ability to read texts accurately, fluently, and with comprehension, relying on knowledge of the vocabulary in those texts and of the background information that the students possess;
(iv) The ability to read with a purpose and the capacity to differentiate purposes and to select and apply comprehension strategies appropriate to achieving the purpose;
(v) An understanding of, and ability to adapt to, the varying demands of different genres, formats, and types of texts across the core content areas in order to comprehend texts of appropriate levels of complexity and content, including texts necessary for mastery of grade-level standards; 
(vi) The ability to effectively access, critically evaluate, and appropriately synthesize information from a variety of sources and formats;
(vii) The development and maintenance of a motivation to read and write, as reflected in habits of reading and writing regularly and of discussing one’s reading and writing with others; and 
(viii) The ability to write clearly, accurately, and quickly so as to communicate ideas and deepen comprehension in ways that fit purpose, audience, occasion, discipline, and format; adhere to conventions of spelling and punctuation; and benefit from revision so as to improve clarity, coherence, logical development, and the precise use of language.
	With respect to programs serving children birth through age five, the term “effective literacy instruction,” means supporting young children’s early language and literacy development through developmentally appropriate, explicit, intentional, and systematic instruction, in language- and literacy-rich environments, that provides children with foundational skills and dispositions for literacy, such as— 
(i) Rich vocabulary development;
(ii) Expressive language skills;
(iii) Receptive language skills;
(iv) Comprehension;
(v) Phonological awareness; 
(vi) Print awareness;
(vii) Alphabet knowledge; 
(viii) Book knowledge;
(ix) Emergent writing skills;
(x) Positive dispositions toward language and literacy-related activities; and
(xi) Other skills that correlate with later literacy achievement.
Evidence-based:  
(i)  Based on a comprehensive, unbiased review and weighing of one or more evaluation studies that—(A)  Have been carried out consistently with the principles of scientific research (as defined in this appendix); (B)  Have strong internal and external validity; and (C)  Support the direct attribution of one or more outcomes to the program, practice, or policy; or
(ii) In the absence of one or more studies described in paragraph (i) of this definition, based on a comprehensive, unbiased review and weighing of data analysis, research, or one or more evaluation studies of relevant programs, policies, or practices, that—(A) Were carried out consistent with the principles of scientific research; and(B) Are accompanied by strategies to generate more robust evidence over time through research, evaluation, and data analysis, including the measurement of performance with reliable process and outcome indicators and the implementation of evaluations with strong internal and external validity where feasible and appropriate.
Effective Use of Technology: A competitive priority for the SRCL program. At a minimum, it: (1) proposes to use technology—which may include technology to support principles of universal design for learning (as defined in this appendix)—to address student learning challenges; and (2) provides, in its application, an evidence-based (as defined in this appendix) rationale that its proposed technology program, practice, or strategy will increase student engagement and achievement or increase teacher effectiveness.
Improving Learning Outcomes: An absolute priority for the SRCL program. An applicant must propose a project that is designed to improve school readiness and success through grade 12 in the area of language and literacy development for disadvantaged students (as defined in this appendix [and included in these key terms]).  
Principles of Scientific Research: Has the meaning provided in section 200(18) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended; that is, it means principles of research that—(A) apply rigorous, systematic, and objective methodology to obtain reliable and valid knowledge relevant to education activities and programs; (B) present findings and make claims that are appropriate to, and supported by, the methods that have been employed; and (C) include, appropriate to the research being conducted—
(i) use of systematic, empirical methods that draw on observation or experiment;
(ii) use of data analyses that are adequate to support the general findings;
(iii) reliance on measurements or observational methods that provide reliable and generalizable findings;
(iv) strong claims of causal relationships, only with research designs that eliminate plausible competing explanations for observed results, such as, but not limited to, random-assignment experiments;
(v) presentation of studies and methods in sufficient detail and clarity to allow for replication or, at a minimum, to offer the opportunity to build systematically on the findings of the research;
(vi) acceptance by a peer-reviewed journal or critique by a panel of independent experts through a comparably rigorous, objective, and scientific review; and
(vii) consistency of findings across multiple studies or sites to support the generality of results and conclusions.


Privacy requirements: The requirements of the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 20 U.S.C. 1232g, and its implementing regulations in 34 CFR part 99, the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. 552a, as well as all applicable Federal, State, and local requirements regarding privacy.
Professional development: Coordinated and aligned activities that are designed to increase the effectiveness of educators, which may include teachers, principals, other school leaders, specialized instructional support personnel, paraprofessionals, early childhood educators, and other school staff, and that—
(i) Are based, to the extent possible, on an analysis of data and evidence that indicates the needs of students and teachers;
(ii) Are evidence-based and implemented with meaningful tracking of impact on educator practices and effectiveness;
(iii) Foster individual and collective responsibility for improving student academic achievement; 
(iv) Align with State academic content standards or State early learning standards, as appropriate, with LEA and school or early learning program improvement goals, and with school or early learning program instructional materials;
(v) Focus on understanding what and how students learn and on how to address students’ learning needs, including by reviewing and analyzing student work and achievement data and adjusting instructional strategies, assessments, and materials based on that review and analysis;
(vi) Where appropriate, focus on improving both content knowledge and pedagogical skill;
(vii) Set clear educator learning goals based on student and teacher learning needs;
(viii) Address educator needs identified through evaluation, including by providing support for teachers and principals who earn evaluation ratings indicating the need for opportunities to improve their knowledge and skills;
(ix) Are designed to provide educators with the instructional strategies necessary to meet the needs of disadvantaged students, including limited-English-proficient students and students with disabilities;
(x) Are active, sustained, intensive, and classroom- or early learning program-focused in order to have a positive and lasting impact on classroom or early learning program instruction and educator effectiveness;
(xi) Are, in general, provided through school- or early learning program-based, job-embedded opportunities for educators to work collaboratively and transfer new knowledge into classroom or early learning program practice, such as through classroom coaching, data analysis teams, observations of classroom practice, and the provision of common planning time; and
(xii) Are, as appropriate—(A) Designed to improve educators’ ability to collect, manage, and analyze data to improve instruction, student support services, decision-making, school improvement efforts, early learning program quality improvement efforts, and accountability; (B) Designed to provide educators with the knowledge and skills to work more effectively with families; (C) Provided through workshops, courses, institutes, on-line learning, and other activities that advance and supplement school-based or early learning program-based professional development; (D) Implemented with the involvement of external experts with relevant expertise, including content expertise; and (E) Designed to provide joint professional development activities, for school staff and other early childhood educators in publicly funded center-based programs, that address the transition to elementary school, including issues related to school readiness across all major domains of early learning.
Significant gains: Defined in terms of a treatment effect size, which calculates gains as standard deviation units. An effect size of .20 standard deviations or greater in addition to the expected developmental gains based on a child’s age will be considered as “significant.”
Universal design for learning (UDL): As defined under section 103 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, as amended, means a scientifically valid framework for guiding educational practice that—
(i) Provides flexibility in the ways information is presented, in the ways students respond or demonstrate knowledge and skills, and in the ways students are engaged; and
(ii) Reduces barriers in instruction, provides appropriate accommodations, supports, and challenges, and maintains high achievement expectations for all students, including students with disabilities and students who are limited-English-proficient.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752263]Appendix C: SRCL Primary Goals by State Education Agency Grantees
Appendix C presents primary SRCL program goals for state education agency grantees as reported in their original application and state literacy plans.
[bookmark: _Toc462750533][bookmark: _Toc462752271]Table C1. Program goals and objectives by state education agency grantees 
	Grantee
	Goals/objectives

	Georgia
	1. Increase high school graduation rate, decrease high school dropout rate, and increase postsecondary enrollment rate.
2. Strengthen teacher quality, recruitment, and retention.
3. Improve workforce readiness skills.
4. Develop strong education leaders, particularly at the building level.
5. Improve the SAT, ACT, and achievement scores of Georgia students.
6. Make policies that ensure maximum academic and financial accountability.

	Louisiana
	1. Improve school readiness and success through grade 12 in the areas of language and literacy development for disadvantaged students. 
2. Enable data-based decision-making to improve instructional practices, policies, and outcomes for all students, ensuring disadvantaged students receive maximum benefits. 
3. Use technology to address student learning challenges, to increase student engagement and achievement, and to increase teacher effectiveness, ensuring the needs of disadvantaged populations are particularly addressed across students in all grade levels. 

	Montana
	1. To further develop and implement a Montana Literacy Plan that makes provisions for literacy at all age/grade levels (including the challenging transitions from preschool to elementary school, elementary to middle school, and middle to high school), aligns to Montana Standards for English Language Arts and Montana Early Learning Guidelines, involves collaborating with other agencies, and addresses literacy across the content areas.
2. To run a rigorous, competitive subgrant application process. This will select local education agencies (LEAs) (district-operated K–12 schools and special education preschools) and Head Start programs that have a high capacity to implement comprehensive, effective literacy instruction that meets the needs of disadvantaged children and students.
3. To improve school readiness and success from birth through grade 12 in the area of language and literacy development. 
4. To fully implement a data-based decision-making process to collect, analyze, and use high-quality data in a timely manner to assess the effectiveness of the Montana Literacy Plan in meeting the targets in Goal 3, both statewide and at the LEAs and Head Starts.
5. To decrease the percentage of participating high school students who drop out of high school and, therefore, increase the graduation rate at all participating high schools. 

	Nevada
	1. Through high-quality, job-embedded professional development, teachers will understand and apply elements of effective literacy instruction and intentional use of instructional materials that are aligned to the Common Core State Standards so that every student knows how to use reading, writing, listening, viewing, speaking, presenting, and critical thinking skills from birth through grade 12. 
2. Implement interventions to ensure that all students (including students who are experiencing difficulties and students who are progressing ahead of their peers) are identified and served appropriately.
3. Establish data-based decision-making literacy teams at schools that are aligned with a response to intervention framework and maintain a purposeful, respectful environment in which data can be collected, analyzed, and used to continually improve literacy achievement. 
4. Strengthen existing and create new partnerships among early literacy programs, schools, libraries, family literacy programs, and community organizations to improve literacy for all children pre-K through grade 12.

	Pennsylvania
	1. Align literacy instruction and state initiatives along the birth to grade 12 continuum and provide guidance to subgrantees in aligning local literacy initiatives.
2. Demystify the language and essential elements of effective literacy instruction and mobilize all literacy stakeholders in support of improved literacy outcomes.
3. Provide structures, supports, and tools for school leaders and teachers to use valid and reliable data to guide instructional decision-making in language and literacy.
4. Create 21st century literacy environments where children can acquire the reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language skills they need to succeed academically.
5. Seed innovation by incentivizing and disseminating research-based literacy strategies that result in exceptional reading growth.

	Texas
	1. Increase the oral language and pre-literacy skills of participating preschool children. 
2. Increase the performance of participating students in K–2 on early literacy assessments. 
3. Increase the percentage of participating students who meet or exceed proficiency on the state English language arts assessments in grades 3–11. 
4. Increase the use of data and data analysis to inform all decision-making in participating LEAs, campuses, classrooms, and early learning settings. 
5. Increase the implementation of effective literacy instruction in participating LEAs.


Sources: 
State Application for Grants under the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Grant Program CFDA #84.371C. 
State Literacy Plans and Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 201213.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752264]Appendix D: Demographic Characteristics of SRCL Schools in Funded State Education Agencies, 2014–15
Appendix D presents the number of participating districts and schools by state education agencies (SEAs), the number and percentage of students by grade level and disadvantaged populations by SEAs, followed by a description of how each SEA defines “disadvantaged students.”
[bookmark: _Toc462750534][bookmark: _Toc462752272]Table D1. Demographic characteristics of SRCL schools in funded state education agencies, 2014–15
	
	Georgia
	Louisiana
	Montana
	Nevada
	Pennsylvania
	Texas
	Total

	Number of Districts and Schools

	Total number of districts
	36
	27
	13
	4
	58
	31
	169

	Total number of schools and early learning providers
	256
	123
	41
	104
	333
	583
	1,440

	Total Number and Percentage of Students by Level

	All students
	170,560
	67,515
	8,701
	72,543
	101,196
	271,467
	691,982

	Birth to 5 years
	5,440
(3%)
	4,185
(6%)
	338
(4%)
	2,174
(3%)
	4,495
(4%)
	20,243
(7%)
	36,875
(5%)

	Kindergarten to grade 5
	88,747
 (52%)
	27,939
(41%)
	4,621
(53%)
	32,617
(45%)
	50,180
(50%)
	121,732
(45%)
	325,836
(47%)

	Middle and high school
	76,373
(45%)
	35,391
(52%)
	3,742
(43%)
	37,752
(52%)
	46,521
(46%)
	129,492
(48%)
	329,271
(48%)

	Number and Percentage of Total Students by Disadvantaged Populations

	All disadvantaged students
	137,324
(80%)
	52,798
(78%)
	6,466
(74%)
	56,394
(78%)
	51,763
(51%)
	236,212 (87%)
	540,957
(78%)

	Limited English proficiency 
	11,374
(7%)
	2,275
(3%)
	1,104
(13%)
	19,883
(27%)
	1,746
(2%)
	80,151 (30%)
	116,533
(17%)

	Students with disabilities
	21,507 (13%)
	8,115
(12%)
	844
(10%)
	9,089
(12%)
	13,756
(14%)
	27,662 (10%)
	80,973
(12%)


Note: Grantees defined disadvantaged student populations differently based on the needs and characteristics of their respective states.
Sources: SEA Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 2014–15.


[bookmark: _Toc462750535][bookmark: _Toc462752273]Table D2. State-provided descriptions of disadvantaged students
	Grantee
	State description of disadvantaged students

	Georgia
	The State of Georgia uses the free/reduced meal rate to define disadvantaged students.

	Louisiana
	Disadvantaged children in Louisiana include children who are: living in poverty, homeless or in foster care; limited English proficient; new immigrants or migrant; performing far below grade level; at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time or have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma; pregnant or parenting teenagers; incarcerated or have been incarcerated; and students with disabilities.

	Montana
	Disadvantaged includes students who are economically disadvantaged, have limited English proficiency, are American Indian, or who qualify for IDEA (special education).

	Nevada
	Limited English Proficient (LEP)—The term limited English proficient, when used with respect to an individual, is defined in section 9101(25) of the ESEA to mean an individual: (A) who is aged 3 through 21; (B) who is enrolled or preparing to enroll in an elementary school or secondary school; (C)(i) who was not born in the United States or whose native language is a language other than English; (ii)(I) who is a Native American or Alaska Native, or a native resident of the outlying areas; and (II) who comes from an environment where a language other than English has had a significant impact on the individual’s level of English language proficiency; or (iii) who is migratory, whose native language is a language other than English, and who comes from an environment where a language other than English is dominant; and (D) whose difficulties in speaking, reading, writing, or understanding the English language may be sufficient to deny the individual: (i) the ability to meet the State’s proficient level of achievement on State assessments described in section 1111(b)(3); (ii) the ability to successfully achieve in classrooms where the language of instruction is English; or (iii) the opportunity to participate fully in society. 
Economic Disadvantage (FRL)—An individual who is eligible for free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Act. 
Student with Disabilities (SpEd)—“Pupil with a disability” means a person under the age of 22 years who deviates either educationally, physically, socially, or emotionally so markedly from normal patterns that the person cannot progress effectively in a regular school program and therefore needs special instruction or special services.

	Pennsylvania
	The term “disadvantaged students” means children and students at risk of education failure, such as children and students who are living in poverty; who are limited English proficient; who are far below grade level or who are not on track to becoming college- or career-ready by graduation; who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma; who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time; who are homeless; who are in foster care; who are pregnant or parenting teenagers; who have been incarcerated; who are new immigrants; who are migrant; or who have disabilities.

	Texas
	Disadvantaged children and students include those children and students who have been identified as economically disadvantaged, limited English proficient (LEP), and/or children and students who have disabilities.


Source: Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 2012–13, 201314, and 201415.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752265]Appendix E: State Literacy Plan Components by State Education Agency Grantees
Appendix E describes state literacy plan components by state education agency grantees.
[bookmark: _Toc462750536][bookmark: _Toc462752274]Table E1. State literacy plan components by grantee
	Grantee
	State literacy plan components

	Georgia
	1. Standards: Students birth through grade 12 will receive standards-based curriculum (e.g., Georgia Early Learning Standards (GELS) for early literacy from birth through the third year of life, Head Start Child Outcomes framework standards for literacy for children 3–5 years of age, Common Core Georgia Performance Standards).
2. Components unique to birth-to-five: These include professional learning opportunities, coordination of services among the birth-to-five community, assessments, and transition support.
3. Ongoing formative and summative assessments: Teachers will have access to ongoing formative and summative assessments data (e.g., screenings, diagnostics assessments, progress monitoring) to inform instructional decisions about the intensity of interventions and to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction. 
4. Response to intervention: Applicants will employ a four-tiered response to intervention model for all students: Tier 1 the core curriculum, Tier 2 strategic intervention, Tier 3 intensive intervention, and Tier 4 due process. 
5. Best practices in instruction: These include research-based programs with systematic and explicit instruction (e.g., organizing instruction to improve learning, extended time for reading based on grade level). 
6. High-quality teachers: Teachers will have access to high-quality professional learning to build competence in evidence-based practices in literacy instruction. 
7. Engaged leadership: Schools will have leadership that is committed to improving instruction (e.g., administrators attend professional learning opportunities, regularly monitor classrooms). 
8. Clearly articulated plan for transitions and alignment: Districts will provide a clearly articulated plan for curriculum and professional learning alignment vertically and horizontally as well as for transition between grades and schools. 
9. Intentional strategies for maintaining engagement: Teachers will use intentional strategies for developing and maintaining engagement as students progress through school.


	Louisiana
	1. Leadership and Sustainability: Louisiana notes the importance of committed leadership from administrators, teachers, caregivers, community members, and parents. Having effective leadership in place brings the needed attention to extended time for literacy, collaborative teacher teams, and collective instructional leadership focused on improvements in student achievement.
2. Standards-Based Curriculum: Louisiana’s Early Learning Guidelines and Program Standards: Birth through Three, Standards for Programs Serving Four-Year-Old Children, the Comprehensive Curriculum, and supporting resources serve as a framework for attaining early learning environments necessary to meet the needs of young children. For elementary students, the Comprehensive Curriculum and a research-based reading program form the basis for effective instruction to meet the standards in reading, writing, speaking, listening, and language. The inclusion of literacy instruction in all subjects throughout the day to ensure students’ access to, and understanding of, subject-matter content is also important. Louisiana notes that the teachers of adolescents need the knowledge to integrate reading, writing, speaking, listening, and critical thinking skills in all content areas.
3. Assessment System: The main objectives of assessment in early childhood are to determine a developmental baseline, to monitor progress toward learning goals, to plan intentional instruction that supports language and literacy development, and to strengthen programs. Comprehensive assessment practices for elementary and adolescent levels include both assessment for learning (formative) and assessment of learning (summative). Formative assessment is ongoing and used to provide information about student progress or to make effective instructional adjustments, while the use of summative assessment is to evaluate programs and for accountability purposes.  
4. Instruction and Intervention (RTI): Developmental interventions provide an inclusive, systematic approach to respond to early learning difficulties in an effort to support the literacy development and meet the needs of all children. High-quality instruction and early intervention are key components to creating literacy skills in beginning readers that enable them to have success in school from the very beginning and to motivate them to continue to want to learn. Explicit instruction, which includes modeling and student practice opportunities, is an important characteristic of high-quality instruction. Differentiated instruction, early intervention, and technology are necessary to meet the needs of individual learners. Excellent instruction also enhances students’ motivation to read, and offers opportunities to engage students in text-based discussions, meaningful writing assignments, and technology use.  
5. Professional Learning and Resources: Professional development is most effective when it is ongoing, includes adult learning principles, and links to teachers’ settings and situations. Engaging parents as partners by providing them with resources and tools to support their child’s literacy development is an important aspect in strengthening the home-school connection and in increasing parents’ skills in language development.

	Montana
	1. Instructional Literacy Leadership: Focuses on improving literacy instruction and achievement through communication of shared responsibility between administrators and teachers, ongoing literacy improvement planning (e.g., data-based professional development and embedded classroom modeling), the allocation of necessary resources (e.g., funding and time), and the collaboration of staff in establishing onsite literacy leadership teams (e.g., grade level, department, special education, and general education). 
2. Standards: Within the Montana Literacy Plan, refer to the Montana Early Learning Guidelines (MELG) and the Montana Common Core Standards for English Language Arts and Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects Grade-Band K–12 (MCCS). The MELG provide specific guidelines for infant and toddlers (birth to 36 months) and children ages 3–5. The MCCS, adopted in May of 2011, reflect new standards in English language arts that prioritize building knowledge through content-rich nonfiction, reading, writing, and speaking grounded in evidence from both literary and informational text, and regular practice with complex text and academic language. 
3. Instruction and Intervention: Refers to effective literacy instruction established by the Montana Striving Readers Program and based upon the MCCS tailored to groups of students by grade/class year.
4. Assessment and Data-Based Decision-Making: Refers to a comprehensive assessment framework, aligned to standards, that includes regularly scheduled sessions for reviewing data and making informed decisions about instruction. Student Achievement Data to Support Instructional Decision Making (Hamilton et al., 2009) recommends making data part of an ongoing cycle of instructional improvement. 
5. Professional Development: Provided for staff across all content areas; aligns to the MELG and the MCCS. The goal of professional development is to increase educator effectiveness and achievement for all students. The MCCS requires school districts to provide annual professional development for the effective use of assessments and instructional materials and strategies for explicit, systematic, and differentiated instruction.  
6. Systemwide Commitment: Refers to creating commitment from all partners within a system to increase capacity and sustainability of efforts. This includes working with local instructional leaders on strategic planning and goal setting, establishing community partnerships that support student learning, supporting all students as they transition from one literacy setting to the next, finding an efficient way to manage and share student achievement data with all literacy stakeholders, and integrated, coordinated community supports with instructional efforts and interventions. 
7. Community and Family Involvement: Has positive results on students’ social, emotional, physical, academic, and occupational growth according to the research literature. Community stakeholders can include educators, family members, community organizations, businesses, early childhood education, local education agencies, higher education, and/or local unions. The Montana Literacy Plan highlights the importance of communicating literacy goals and expectations to stakeholders, engaging partners in ways that are culturally and linguistically sensitive, and providing parents and families of students in Tier 2 and 3 interventions with regular updates (at least six times a year) on their child’s progress. Building strong communication among all participants helps to ensure supportive transitions for students from one literacy setting to the next.

	Nevada
	1. Effective Leadership: Literacy leaders will work collaboratively to initiate, support, and supervise the improvement of literacy instruction at all levels (including teachers, school administrators, literacy coaches, school librarians, central office administrators, directors of early childhood programs, members of boards of education, university and college faculty, consultants, and Nevada Department of Education [NDE] personnel) to build capacity within school districts and schools, examine research, align classroom instruction with Common Core State Standards (CCSS), and use formative and summative assessments.
2. Effective Instruction: All teachers in Nevada will share the responsibility for student literacy development and must provide effective instruction that is aligned with CCSS. Summative and formative assessment data, ongoing progress monitoring data, and other relevant data are used to inform and monitor decisions related to planning and implementing differentiated instructional strategies at the state, school district, school, classroom, small group, and individual student levels.
3. Teacher Preparation Programs: Nevada institutions of higher education will play a critical role in creating a corps of knowledgeable, qualified, and competent educators. Working with literacy leaders throughout the state, colleges and universities will prepare teachers and work with literacy leaders to shape policy to improve literacy instruction.
4. Family and Community Partnerships: Literacy leaders recognize that there is a shared interest and responsibility for our students’ literacy development and will work together to expand opportunities for children, adolescents, and families. 
5. Early Childhood Literacy Instruction: Early childhood literacy leaders will support the emerging literacy development of children from birth through grade 3 by providing instruction that is appropriate for the development of young children and focused on progression through the stages of research-based developmental domains. In addition, they provide coordination of instructional efforts between pre-schools and elementary schools, ongoing monitoring of student progress, and support for families of young children. 
6. Intermediate and Adolescent Literacy Instruction: Intermediate and adolescent literacy leaders will support the ongoing literacy development of students in grades 4 through 12; coordinate instructional efforts with elementary, middle, and high schools; monitor student progress; collaborate with content and specialty area teachers; and support families.


	Pennsylvania
	1. Literacy as a Critical Foundation: Standards for literacy must promote learning for all students (birth through grade 12) to ensure they are prepared to meet the challenges of the 21st century.
2. Culture and Learning: Student learning, motivation, and educational opportunities are increased when cultural experiences are valued, understood, and represented in curriculum and classrooms. 
3. Meeting the Needs of All Students: High expectation for all learners and instruction that addresses the full spectrum, is differentiated, and requires a well-integrated system for connecting general, compensatory, gifted, and special education.
4. Evidence-Based Instruction: Evidence-based decision-making must be at the heart of all literacy development instructional decisions; teachers must use summative, formative, benchmark, and diagnostics measures to obtain comprehensive and personalized view of student literacy needs.
5. High-Quality Teaching: Educators must be prepared to teach effectively and be provided with continuing professional development support.


	Texas
	1. Leadership: Focuses on the importance of leadership at all levels (school, district, region, state) and includes leadership team professional learning communities who are responsible for creating a plan of action for providing resources of time, materials, and professional development, implement the plan, and evaluate its results.”
2. Assessment: Focuses on using formal and informal assessments to guide decision-making. Measures must be valid and inclusive of assessments for English language learners. Formal assessments include screening, diagnostic, progress monitoring, and outcome measures.
3. Standards-Based Instruction: Focuses on the use of evidence-based materials for instruction, and state standards found in the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, in both English and Spanish.
4. Effective Instructional Framework: Includes a response to intervention model and differentiated instruction to meet the needs of struggling readers, but also includes differentiated instruction for English language learners, students identified as gifted or talented, or students identified as needing dyslexia or special education services.
5. Reporting and Accountability: Focuses on the reporting requirements of the state, including student outcomes and teacher appraisals.
6. Sustainability: Strives to make each student in the state “college and career ready” by leveraging resources, continuous evaluation of program components, monitoring and supporting teaching and learning, providing effective professional development, and incorporating data-driven decision-making.


Sources: State Application for Grants under the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Grant Program CFDA #84.371C, State Literacy Plans, and Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports, 201213.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752266]Appendix F: State Education Agency Student Outcomes by Disadvantaged Populations
Appendix F presents individual state education agency tables on SRCL student performance measures by disadvantaged populations.

[bookmark: _Toc462750537][bookmark: _Toc462752275]Table F1. Georgia SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2011–15.
	
	2011–12
	2012–132
	2013–14
	2014–153

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	596 
	72
	2,132 
	13
	5,263
	14

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	456
	72
	 890 
	19
	1,869
	19

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	104
	88
	 193 
	23
	413
	16

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	47
	60
	 86 
	19
	219
	21

	Grade 5
	6,291
	95
	10,544
	94
	6,187 
	93
	11,412
	29

	Disadvantaged Students
	4,639
	94
	5,906
	90
	4,651 
	91
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	412
	94
	353
	76
	 458 
	88
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	809
	83
	1,452
	78
	 750 
	77
	†
	†

	Grade 8
	6,095
	98
	10,578
	96
	6,013 
	96
	10,188
	32

	Disadvantaged Students
	4,203
	97
	5,619
	93
	4,224 
	96
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	143
	90–94‡
	238
	81
	 205 
	89
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	706
	88
	1,102
	88
	 600 
	79
	†
	†

	High School
	4,953
	87
	20,778
	89
	9,404 
	90
	7,231
	27

	Disadvantaged Students
	3,058
	84
	9,789
	82
	5,973 
	87
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	80
	65–69‡
	343
	57
	 115 
	47
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	444
	56
	1,895
	56
	 838 
	52
	†
	†


Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Georgia uses the free/reduced meal rate to define disadvantaged students (i.e., economically disadvantaged).
2 GaDOE detected a discrepancy in how the 2012–13 data were reported. Rather than being based on significant gains from fall to spring assessments, 2012–13 assessment data stem solely from the percentage of four-year-olds scoring proficient during the fall assessment.
3 The 2014–15 school year marked the beginning of a new state outcome assessment system in Georgia. Georgia Milestones scores officially replaced the Criterion Referenced Competency Test scores as a measure of student achievement. Georgia Milestones and the Criterion Referenced Competency Tests are substantially different tests, with different expectations set for student achievement, and are not directly comparable.
† Data not available. EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. As this was the first year the Georgia Milestones assessments were used, disaggregated results for disadvantaged students, limited English proficient students, and students with disabilities were unavailable at the time of this report.
‡ 2011–12 EDFacts data for medium-sized groups (i.e., fewer than 200 students in a cell for the “All Students, All Grades” category and fewer than 300 for all other categories) are reported as a range, to protect against the ability to determine personally identifiable information on students.  
Sources: Georgia Department of Education. Annual Performance Reports FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. (2014). EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC.

[bookmark: _Toc462750538][bookmark: _Toc462752276]Table F2. Louisiana SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 201115
	
	2011–12
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–152

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	n
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	1,452
	44
	2,970
	17
	2,936
	21

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	1,341
	44
	2,694
	18
	2,675
	22

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	24
	50
	 80
	18
	46
	48

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	102
	48
	 299
	20
	216
	23

	Grade 5
	1,731
	60
	1,547
	67
	3,758
	63
	4,988
	60

	Disadvantaged Students
	1,469
	57
	1,314
	63
	3,098
	50
	4,084
	57

	Limited English Proficient Students
	40
	50–59‡
	42
	45
	 140
	37
	157
	30

	Students with Disabilities
	239
	40–44‡
	134
	49
	 269 
	29
	645
	26

	Grade 8
	2,433
	62
	2,107
	65
	4,843
	59
	5,309
	66

	Disadvantaged Students
	1,864
	57
	1,586
	59
	3,955
	54
	4,084
	64

	Limited English Proficient Students
	39
	20–29‡
	63
	24
	 122
	21
	159
	27

	Students with Disabilities
	362
	45
	132
	34
	 265
	28
	608
	25

	High School
	2,889
	89
	2,903
	93
	4,856
	91
	5,006
	91

	Disadvantaged Students
	1,787
	85
	1,812
	91
	3,462
	87
	3,353
	89

	Limited English Proficient Students
	33
	70–79‡
	47
	77
	 100
	58
	102
	67

	Students with Disabilities
	248
	45–49‡
	240
	62
	 426
	56
	395
	53


Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Louisiana defines disadvantaged students as those deemed living in poverty, homeless, or in foster care; limited-English proficient; new immigrants or migrants; performing far below grade level; at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time or have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma; pregnant or parenting teenagers; incarcerated or have been incarcerated; and students with disabilities.
2 In spring 2015, the PARCC test was administered statewide for the first time in Louisiana to grades 3 through 8. Before then, the LEAP or iLEAP had been administered, depending on student grade level.
† Data not available. EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. 
‡ 2011–12 EDFacts data for medium-sized groups (i.e., fewer than 200 students in a cell for the “All Students, All Grades” category, and fewer than 300 for all other categories) are reported as a range, to protect against the ability to determine personally identifiable information on students. 
Sources: Louisiana Department of Education. Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Reports FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. 2014. EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC, 2014. 

[bookmark: _Toc462750539][bookmark: _Toc462752277]Table F3. Montana SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2011–15
	
	2011–12
	2012–13
	2013–142
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	284
	65
	307
	59
	334
	63

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	226
	61
	270
	59
	288
	61

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	2
	100
	3
	0
	0
	-

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	29
	41
	65
	52
	66
	45

	Grade 5
	725
	79
	628
	69
	511
	41
	690
	48

	Disadvantaged Students
	539
	74
	528
	64
	413
	35
	540
	41

	Limited English Proficient Students
	52
	20–29‡
	74
	27
	33
	9
	135
	19

	Students with Disabilities
	91
	45–49‡
	60
	40
	31
	19
	71
	21

	Grade 8
	824
	76
	1,126
	75
	598
	61
	957
	69

	Disadvantaged Students
	546
	69
	762
	67
	449
	52
	642
	60

	Limited English Proficient Students
	87
	20–24‡
	80
	30
	46
	24
	82
	34

	Students with Disabilities
	87
	30–34‡
	104
	43
	65
	15
	88
	20

	High School
	195
	60–64‡
	1,033
	77
	487
	60
	562
	71

	Disadvantaged Students
	144
	50–54‡
	630
	68
	339
	51
	398
	65

	Limited English Proficient Students
	23
	20‡
	52
	21
	33
	30
	57
	40

	Students with Disabilities
	19
	20‡
	99
	36
	52
	10
	62
	26


Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies for the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Montana defines disadvantaged students as those who are deemed economically disadvantaged, have limited English proficiency, are American Indian, or qualify under the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (special education).
2 Montana received a waiver from administering the MontCAS in 2013–14 and 2014–15; instead, 2013–14 and 2014–15 5th grade, 8th grade, and high school reading proficiencies are based on the required SRCL assessments, ISIP and DIBELS.
† Data not available. EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. 
‡2011–12 EDFacts data for medium-sized groups (i.e., fewer than 200 students in a cell for the “All Students, All Grades” category and fewer than 300 for all other categories) are reported as a range, to protect against the ability to determine personally identifiable information on students. 
Sources: Montana Office of Public Instruction. FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. (2014). EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC. 


[bookmark: _Toc462750540][bookmark: _Toc462752278]Table F4. Nevada SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 201115
	
	2011–12
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014-152

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	757
	32
	 764 
	31
	126
	38

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	430
	34
	n/a
	n/a
	76
	39

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	298
	40
	 290 
	32
	34
	29

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	179
	15
	 43 
	19
	66
	41

	Grade 5
	4,485
	59
	2,665
	61
	7,530 
	61
	†
	†

	Disadvantaged Students
	3,477
	53
	1,844
	53
	6,040 
	55
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	954
	22
	571
	23
	1,424 
	19
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	538
	21
	322
	24
	 938 
	23
	†
	†

	Grade 8
	5,330
	38
	2,584
	40
	8,816 
	38
	†
	†

	Disadvantaged Students
	3,989
	33
	1,871
	36
	7,462 
	35
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	588
	4
	313
	6
	1,740 
	6
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	647
	10
	302
	9
	 976 
	7
	†
	†

	High School
	4,492
	67
	1,123
	28
	7,102 
	51
	†
	†

	Disadvantaged Students
	2,810
	62
	820
	26
	5,406 
	45
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	449
	15
	126
	3
	 716 
	4
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	506
	28
	150
	5
	 676 
	15
	†
	†


Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies during the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Nevada defines disadvantaged students as students with limited English proficiency, individuals who are eligible for free or reduced-price meals under the National School Lunch Act, or students with disabilities.
2 The 2013–14 data for identifying disadvantaged four-year-olds were not available (n/a).
† Data not available. EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. During the 2014–15 school year, Nevada transitioned to the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC) assessments in grade 3-8 and the high school proficiency exams. However, technical problems prevented the collection and reporting of data.
Sources: Nevada Department of Education. FY 2012, FY 2013, and FY 2014, Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. (2014). EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC. 


[bookmark: _Toc462750541][bookmark: _Toc462752279]Table F5. Pennsylvania SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 201115.
	
	2011–12
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	1,772
	56
	 2,006 
	49
	1,934
	52

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	1,048
	55
	 1,183 
	51
	1,309
	55

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	60
	55
	 20 
	50
	93
	67

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	124
	44
	 202 
	52
	189
	56

	Grade 5
	11,013
	62
	10,167
	55
	 9,067 
	56
	8,154
	55

	Disadvantaged Students
	5,511
	49
	6,151
	41
	 4,924 
	40
	4,683
	40

	Limited English Proficient Students
	186
	15–19‡
	244
	29
	 209 
	28
	159
	23

	Students with Disabilities
	2,025
	36
	1,814
	20
	 1,571 
	20
	1,474
	20

	Grade 8
	9,163
	77
	7,047
	78
	 6,082 
	79
	5,894
	57

	Disadvantaged Students
	3,952
	64
	3,504
	63
	 2,760 
	67
	2,699
	41

	Limited English Proficient Students
	103
	24–29‡
	90
	54
	 70 
	56
	59
	17

	Students with Disabilities
	1,472
	37
	1,063
	33
	 947 
	39
	910
	15

	High School
	8,201
	67
	18,419
	67%
	12,143 
	51
	7,780
	77

	Disadvantaged Students
	2,771
	50
	8,449
	49
	 5,625 
	36
	4,249
	41

	Limited English Proficient Students
	95
	6–9‡
	333
	26
	 305 
	20
	183
	15

	Students with Disabilities
	1,269
	33
	2,501
	22
	 2,084 
	12
	1,508
	16


Notes: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies during the 2011–12 school year. Instead, the 2011–12 data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Pennsylvania defines disadvantaged students as children and students at risk of education failure, such as children and students who are living in poverty; who are limited-English-proficient; who are far below grade level or who are not on track to becoming college- or career-ready by graduation; who have left school before receiving a regular high school diploma; who are at risk of not graduating with a diploma on time; who are homeless; who are in foster care; who are pregnant or parenting teenagers; who have been incarcerated; who are new immigrants; who are migrant; or who have disabilities.
† EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. 
‡ 2011–2012 EDFacts data for medium-sized groups (i.e., fewer than 200 students in a cell for the “All Students, All Grades” category and fewer than 300 for all other categories) are reported as a range, to protect against the ability to determine personally identifiable information on students. 
Sources: Pennsylvania Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Report, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. (2014.) EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC. 


[bookmark: _Toc462750542][bookmark: _Toc462752280]Table F6. Texas SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2011–15
	
	2011–12
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	9,277
	80
	13,100 
	86
	13,571
	89

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	8,553
	80
	 6,807 
	89
	13,154
	89

	Limited English Proficient Children
	†
	†
	4,872
	75
	 2,998 
	91
	6,767
	90

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	295
	65
	 378 
	72
	435
	77

	Grade 5
	15,677
	82
	15,286
	84
	16,229 
	82
	18,101
	78

	Disadvantaged Students
	13,820
	81
	13,715
	83
	14,460 
	80
	16,386
	77

	Limited English Proficient Students
	3,963
	69
	4,286
	73
	 4,790 
	70
	7,980
	76

	Students with Disabilities
	1,727
	72
	1,544
	76
	 1,519 
	72
	2,013
	44

	Grade 8
	16,264
	82
	16,354
	83
	17,048 
	81
	18,420
	75

	Disadvantaged Students
	13,807
	80
	14,177
	81
	14,687 
	79
	15,782
	72

	Limited English Proficient Students
	2,457
	49
	2,606
	54
	 2,856 
	51
	4,089
	50

	Students with Disabilities
	1,692
	64
	1,580
	54
	 1,575 
	57
	1,913
	35

	High School
	12,360
	86
	18,464
	57
	16,752 
	59
	17,604
	61

	Disadvantaged Students
	9,666
	85
	15,495
	53
	13,737 
	54
	14,336
	56

	Limited English Proficient Students
	1,338
	56
	3,001
	21
	 2,436 
	22
	3,329
	29

	Students with Disabilities
	1,302
	64
	1,846
	30
	 1,547 
	28
	1,784
	20


Note: Grantees were not required to submit reading proficiencies during the 2011–12 school year. Instead, these data were obtained from the U.S. Department of Education EDFacts initiative. 
1 Texas defines disadvantaged students as those who have been identified as economically disadvantaged, limited-English-proficient, and/or children and students who have disabilities.
2 During the 2013–14 school year, TEA administered the STAAR modified assessments for the final time. Therefore, 2014–15 data for students with disabilities are not directly comparable with data submitted in previous years.
† EDFacts does not collect data on four-year-olds’ oral language skills, nor were these data available through grantee annual performance reporting. 
Sources: Texas Education Agency. FY 2012, 2013, 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Annual Performance Report, Section A—Performance Objectives Information and Related Performance Measures: Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA) Objectives and Performance Measures.
U.S. Department of Education. (2014). EDFacts: SY 2011–12 Reading/Language Arts Assessment Results, Washington, DC
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[bookmark: _Toc462752267]Appendix G: SRCL Primary Goals by Set-Aside Grantees
Appendix G describes the program goals of the Bureau of Indian Education and outlying areas. 
[bookmark: _Toc424827390][bookmark: _Toc462750543][bookmark: _Toc462752281]Table G1. SRCL program goals of the Bureau of Indian Education and the four outlying areas
	Grantee
	Specific SRCL Program Goals

	Bureau of Indian Education
	· Advance literacy skills, including preliteracy skills, reading, and writing for students from birth to grade 12, including limited-English-proficient students and students with disabilities

	American Samoa
	· Build literacy in both the English and Samoan languages
· Involve all school and community stakeholders in supporting literacy development

	Guam
	· Improve reading comprehension of all elementary and secondary students
· Increase the graduation rate
· Decrease the dropout rate
· Develop a system of effective instruction through comprehensive professional development opportunities
· Provide support to students to ensure seamless transitions between levels of schooling

	Northern Marianas
	· Improve learning outcomes for kindergarten students 
· Enable more data-based decision-making by kindergarten teachers
· Improve kindergarten teachers’ use of technology in curriculum

	Virgin Islands
	· Increase literacy achievement for all students
· Improve teacher preparation for literacy teaching
· Promote language and literacy development throughout the community


Sources: 
American Samoa Department of Education, Office of Curriculum, Instruction, and Accountability. 2012. Literacy Plan for the American Samoa Public School System: Birth to Grade 12. 
Bureau of Indian Education. August 10, 2011. Application for Grants under the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Grant Program CFDA #84.371C. 
Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Public School System. April 25, 2011. Application for Grants under the Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy Grant Program CFDA #84.371C. 
Guam Department of Education. 2011. Guam State Literacy Plan. 
U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Education. 2012. U.S. Virgin Islands State Literacy Plan: Birth through University.
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[bookmark: _Toc462752268]Appendix H: Set-Aside Grantee Student Outcomes by Disadvantaged Populations 
Appendix H presents individual tables on SRCL student performance measures by disadvantaged populations for the Bureau of Indian Education and outlying areas.
[bookmark: _Toc462750544][bookmark: _Toc462752282]Table H1. Bureau of Indian Education SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2012–15
	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	9
	67
	19
	67
	30
	83

	Disadvantaged Children
	9
	67
	19
	67
	30
	83

	Children with Disabilities
	2
	50
	5
	100
	†
	†

	Grade 5
	42
	69
	50
	80
	60
	92

	Disadvantaged Students
	42
	69
	50
	80
	60
	92

	Students with Disabilities
	9
	11
	9
	11
	†
	†

	Grade 8
	27
	7
	70
	50
	70
	71

	Disadvantaged Students
	27
	7
	70
	50
	70
	71

	Students with Disabilities
	12
	17
	11
	0
	†
	†

	High School
	21
	10
	100
	40
	100
	60

	Disadvantaged Students
	18
	11
	100
	40
	100
	60

	Students with Disabilities
	7
	0
	4
	0
	4
	0


Note: Although BIE schools enroll LEP students, the subgrantee schools did not specifically target the LEP students and do not report disaggregated performance by LEP students.
† Data are not available due to errors in reporting.
1 The BIE uses the U.S. Department of Education SRCL definition of “disadvantaged students” to include children (1) who are at risk of educational failure, such as children living in poverty, (2) who are academically performing far below grade level and are not on track to becoming college- or career-ready by graduation, and (3) with disabilities. Although BIE schools enroll LEP students, the subgrantee schools did not specifically target the LEP students; thus, the BIE’s definition in this report does not include LEP students.
Sources: Bureau of Indian Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 


[bookmark: _Toc462750545][bookmark: _Toc462752283]Table H2. American Samoa SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by grades 5 and 8: 2012–15
	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Grade 5
	200
	3
	112
	4
	110
	31

	Disadvantaged Students
	200
	3
	112
	4
	110
	31

	Limited English Proficient Students
	195
	3
	112
	0
	110
	31

	Students with Disabilities
	15
	0
	29
	0
	7
	71

	Grade 8
	154
	4
	121
	12
	†
	†

	Disadvantaged Students
	154
	4
	121
	12
	†
	†

	Limited English Proficient Students
	149
	10
	121
	0
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	9
	0
	9
	0
	†
	†


Note: Four-year-old children and high school students did not participate in American Samoa Istation program.
†Data are not available as the American Samoa Standards Based Assessment was administered to 3rd and 5th grade students only.
1 American Samoa defines disadvantaged students as those students in pre-K through grade 12 who qualify for free and reduced-cost lunch.
Sources: American Samoa Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 


[bookmark: _Toc462750546][bookmark: _Toc462752284]Table H3. Guam SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2012–15
	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Grade 5
	2,296
	12
	118
	11
	162
	8

	Disadvantaged Students
	2,147
	12
	108
	10
	74
	5

	Limited English Proficient Students
	1,178
	10
	58
	7
	11
	0

	Students with Disabilities
	326
	23
	16
	6
	6
	0

	Grade 8
	2,359
	16
	414
	21
	424
	25

	Disadvantaged Students
	1,737
	17
	365
	21
	107
	36

	Limited English Proficient Students
	1,263
	14
	246
	18
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	382
	27
	47
	40
	†
	†

	High School
	8,722
	5
	609
	9
	994
	20

	Disadvantaged Students
	116
	12
	487
	7
	189
	42

	Limited English Proficient Students
	2,023
	5
	298
	7
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	953
	4
	86
	17
	†
	†


Note: The grantee did not provide performance measures of four-year-old children’s oral language skills in its APRs. 
† Data are not available due to errors in reporting.
1 Guam defines disadvantaged students as students identified as at risk or disadvantaged on one or more of the following factors: are two or more grade levels below in reading, language arts, or math; scored in Levels 1 and 2 in the SAT-10 reading, language arts, and/or math; averaging a “C” or lower in reading, language arts, math, and other core subject areas; prior grade retention, low socioeconomic status (i.e., students qualified for free or reduced-cost lunch with eligibility status determined through the U.S. Department of Agriculture Child Nutrition Program); students with special needs; English language learners; homelessness, transience/changing schools at nontraditional times or living in out-of-home care; negative peer pressure; poor behavior; high absenteeism in school/truancy; teen pregnancy or parenting; discipline issues/multiple discipline infractions; experience with the juvenile justice system; or having older siblings who have dropped out of school.
Sources: Guam Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C. 



[bookmark: _Toc462750547][bookmark: _Toc462752285]Table H4. Northern Marianas SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2012–15
	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	327
	96
	308
	83
	319
	82

	Children with Disabilities
	†
	†
	23
	57
	23
	57

	Grade 5
	772
	40
	753
	36
	719
	26

	Limited English Proficient Students
	344
	31
	150
	20
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	64
	5
	61
	0
	†
	†

	Grade 8
	796
	65
	771
	36
	799
	28

	Limited English Proficient Students
	259
	50
	285
	24
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	79
	10
	64
	3
	†
	†

	High School
	2,830
	19
	1,450
	32
	2,052
	22

	Limited English Proficient Students
	536
	11
	137
	2
	†
	†

	Students with Disabilities
	165
	3
	88
	1
	†
	†


1 Northern Marianas defines disadvantaged students as students with disabilities and English language learners.
† In its APRs, the grantee did not provide data on all disadvantaged SRCL students, breakouts for four-year-old children’s oral language skills, and disaggregate breakouts for the 2014–15 year. 
Sources: Commonwealth of the Northern Marianas Public School System. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C.


[bookmark: _Toc462750548][bookmark: _Toc462752286]Table H5. Virgin Islands SRCL student performance measures for disadvantaged students,1 limited-English-proficient students, and children with disabilities, by four-year-olds, grade 5, grade 8, and high school: 2012–15
	
	2012–13
	2013–14
	2014–15

	
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient
	n
	Percent Proficient

	Four-Year-Olds
	†
	†
	310
	78
	379
	86

	Disadvantaged Children
	†
	†
	310
	78
	379
	86

	Grade 5
	116
	31
	186
	54
	213
	13

	Disadvantaged Students
	116
	31
	186
	54
	213
	13

	Limited English Proficient Students
	5
	40
	16
	31
	21
	0

	Students with Disabilities
	9
	0
	17
	24
	6
	0

	Grade 8
	809
	51
	860
	53
	776
	20

	Disadvantaged Students
	809
	51
	860
	53
	776
	20

	Limited English Proficient Students
	32
	25
	48
	23
	38
	0

	Students with Disabilities
	83
	5
	82
	6
	63
	3

	High School
	437
	28
	186
	21
	179
	20

	Disadvantaged Students
	437
	28
	186
	21
	179
	20

	Limited English Proficient Students
	5
	0
	3
	0
	6
	0

	Students with Disabilities
	25
	4
	14
	14
	11
	9


1 The Virgin Islands defines disadvantaged student populations based on school lunch surveys.
† The grantee did not provide performance measures of four-year-old children’s oral language skills in its 2012 APR and did not provide performance measures on LEP students and students with disabilities.
Sources: U.S. Virgin Islands Department of Education. FY 2012, 2013, and 2014 Striving Readers Comprehensive Literacy (SRCL) Annual Performance Report (APR) CFDA #84.371C.
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