Striving Readers
Implementation of the
Targeted and the Whole School Interventions
Summary of Year 1 (2006-07)
Springfield/Chicopee School Districts, Massachusetts
July 2008
Authors:
Kimberley Sprague, The Education Alliance, Brown University
Ivana Zuliani, The Education Alliance, Brown University
Anita Kite, The Education Alliance, Brown University
Colleen Zaller, The Education Alliance, Brown University
This report was submitted to the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Elementary and Secondary Education to fulfill requirements of the Striving Readers grant, Marcia Kingman, Program Officer.
TABLE OF CONTENTS

4SECTION I.  REPORT OVERVIEW

SECTION II.  DISTRICT CONTEXT
5
Springfield, Massachusetts: Background
5
Chicopee, Massachusetts: Background
6
Student Demographics
7
Graduation Requirements and AYP Status
7
SECTION III.  TARGETED INTERVENTIONS
9
READ 180 Targeted Intervention
9
Xtreme Reading Targeted Intervention
12
SECTION IV. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION
15
SECTION V.  TARGETED INTERVENTIONS: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGNS
18
Research Questions and Methods
18
SECTION VI. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGN
23
Research Questions and Methods
23
SECTION VII.  TARGETED INTERVENTION: LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION
28
Phase 1: Implementation Components
30
Phase 2: Implementation Component Ratings
30
Phase 3: Overall Implementation Ratings
42
SECTION VIII. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION: LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPLICATIONS
50
SIM-CERT Whole School Intervention
50
Implications
55
SECTION IX.  IMPLICATIONS FOR THE TARGETED INTERVENTIONS
57
Intervention Inputs
57
Intervention Classroom Model
58
Overall Implication (or what ratings may not tell you)
59
SECTION X.  OVERALL SUMMARY
68
SECTION X1.  REFERENCES AND SOURCES
70



LIST OF TABLES 

7Table 1. Student Demographic Information by Participating School, 2006-07

Table 2. AYP Determination for English Language Arts by District (2006 and 2007)
8
Table 3. Professional Development Rating for Read 180
34
Table 4. Professional Development Rating for Xtreme
34
Table 5. Materials / Provisions Rating for Read 180
36
Table 6. Materials /  Provisions Rating for Xtreme
36
Table 7. Classroom Organization - Structural Rating for Read 180
37
Table 8. Classroom Organization - Structural Rating for Xtreme
38
Table 9. Classroom Model Fidelity Ratings for Read 180
39
Table 10. Classroom Model Fidelity Ratings for Xtreme
40
Table 11. Behavior - Teacher Ratings for Read 180
41
Table 12. Behavior - Students On-Task Xtreme
41
Table 13. Summary of Read 180 component ratings by school and teacher (n = 6)
43
Table 14. Summary of Xtreme component ratings by school and teacher/class (n=5)
46
Table 15. Number of teachers reporting days of training in SIM-CERT, by district
51
Table 16. Number of teachers participating in SIM-CERT training by district, for each routine
51
Table 17. District documentation on participation in SIM-CERT training for literacy coaches
52
Table 18. Number of trained teachers, by district, reporting use of SIM-CERT routines
54
Table 19. Business as usual ELA for striving readers across districts (2006-07)
63


LIST OF FIGURES 

13Figure 1. SIM Content Literacy Continuum

Figure 2. Number of teachers by level of implementation
45
Figure 3. Number of Xtreme teachers by level of implementation
48


LIST OF EXHIBITS

11Exhibit 1. Read 180 Logic Model

Exhibit 2. Xtreme Logic Model
14
Exhibit 3. SIM-CERT Logic Model
17
Exhibit 4. Specific Implementation Research Questions: Targeted Intervention
20
Exhibit 5. Research Questions-Data Sources: Targeted Implementation Study
21
Exhibit 6. Implementation Research Questions: Whole School Intervention
25
Exhibit 7. Research Questions Data Sources: Whole School Implementation Study
26
Exhibit 8. Definition of implementation components and subcomponents
31


SECTION I.  REPORT OVERVIEW 

This report presents preliminary implementation evaluation findings based on district documentation and data gathered by The Education Alliance from the first year (August 2006 to June 2007) of the Striving Readers grant as implemented by the Springfield and Chicopee Public School Districts.  This grant requires the implementation of both targeted and whole school literacy interventions.  In the Springfield and Chicopee Public School Districts, five high schools (three in Springfield and two in Chicopee) are implementing two targeted interventions—both developed using scientifically-based research (SBR) to promote the reading skills of struggling readers—as well as a whole school intervention developed to promote reading skills throughout the student population. 

The targeted interventions are: (1) READ 180 Enterprise Edition (Scholastic, Inc.) and (2) Strategic Instruction Model (SIM) Xtreme Reading (University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning).  Both targeted interventions have been provided as a supplement to the regular English Language Arts curriculum in the participating schools.  The school-wide intervention is the Strategic Instruction Model Content Enhancement Routines for Teachers (SIM-CERT), which along with Xtreme Reading is a part of the University of Kansas’ Content Literacy Continuum (University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning).  

While the initial Year 1 report provided general findings related to implementation of both the targeted and whole school interventions, this executive summary includes a more detailed analysis of implementation at the teacher level accompanied by scoring of various components of  fidelity as requested by The U.S. Department of Education and their contracted Striving Readers technical assistance provider, Abt Associates.
  However, implementation will be considered as originally planned across two study years at a minimum to provide context for the impact analysis based on a two year sample to be reported in December 2008.
SECTION II.  DISTRICT CONTEXT

Springfield, Massachusetts: Background 

The Community.  According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the mid-sized city of Springfield is a community of 152,082 people (U.S. Census, 2006) located in western Massachusetts. Twenty-nine percent of Springfield’s population is comprised of children under the age of eighteen. Approximately 23% of the overall population and more than 75% of all public school students in Springfield live in households at or below the poverty line.

Springfield Public Schools (SPS).  Springfield Public Schools enrolled approximately 25,791 students in the 2006-07 school year.
  The second largest school system, and one of the lowest performing school districts in the state, Springfield has four high schools, three of which are participating in the Striving Readers Program.
  The district is a Title I District and although the three high schools—High School of Commerce, Putnam Vocational-Technical High School, and the Springfield High School of Science and Technology (SciTech)—are non-Title I schools by designation, they qualify as schools eligible to receive Title 1 funds (MADOE, 2007).
  Additionally, all three high schools participate in the Metropolitan Council for Educational Opportunity (METCO), a state-funded program designed to address racial imbalances by busing children from urban areas to surrounding suburban areas, (Metropolitan Council for Educational Opportunity, n.d.).

A state-appointed financial control board currently governs Springfield’s public schools as well as the City of Springfield.  The dire financial status of the city and the district, in addition to past teacher contract difficulties, has contributed to significant losses of teachers, other personnel, and services to the public schools. 
In March of 2007, the Massachusetts Department of Education (MADOE) granted Commonwealth Pilot School status to Putnam High School (a Chapter 74 approved vocational technical program school) in lieu of a declaration of chronic underperformance.  The MADOE’s intent was to promote greater school autonomy while also complying with the stricter accountability expectations that accompany a declaration of chronic underperformance (MADOE, 2007).
 
Chicopee, Massachusetts: Background 

The Community.  A neighboring community of Springfield, Chicopee has 23,117 households where 23% percent of the population is comprised of children under the age of 18.  The median household income is $35,672 and approximately 12% of the overall population lives below the poverty line (U.S. Census, 2006). 

Chicopee Public Schools (CPS).  Chicopee has two high schools, both of which are participating in the Striving Readers Program.  Like Springfield, Chicopee is a Title I District with its two participating high schools eligible to receive Title I funds.  Chicopee also participates in the METCO Program.  Chicopee Public Schools enrolled 7,691 students in the 2006-07 school year (MADOE, 2007).  

Student Demographics 

Demographic information for every high school participating in the Striving Readers Program is presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Student Demographic Information by Participating School, 2006-07

	Student Populations

	Chicopee Schools

______________
	Springfield Schools

___________________________
	State

	
	CHS
	CCHS
	Putnam
	SciTech
	Commerce
	

	
	% Total
	% Total
	% Total
	% Total
	% 

Total
	% Total

	African American
	2.6
	3.1
	25.5
	29.3
	33.7
	8.2

	Asian
	1.0
	0.8
	1.4
	3.2
	0.9
	4.8

	Hispanic
	21.5
	14.3
	57.1
	48.0
	51.2
	13.3

	American Indian or Alaska Native 
	0.0
	0.0
	.01
	0.1
	0.1
	0.3

	White
	74.7
	81.4
	14.0
	16.8
	11.7
	71.5

	Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
	0.0
	0.1
	.01
	0.0
	0.0
	0.2

	Multi-Race, Non-Hispanic
	0.2
	0.1
	1.8
	2.6
	2.4
	1.7

	First Language Not English
	15.6
	8.8
	21.9
	26.7
	24.1
	14.9

	Limited English Proficient (LEP)
	1.9
	1.1
	10.7
	16.8
	12.9
	5.6

	Low Income
	39.4
	22.2
	69.4
	66.2
	69.3
	28.9

	Special Education
	13.8
	13.4
	24.8
	22.3
	21.7
	16.9

	Total Number of Students
	1170
	1367
	1333
	1743
	1640
	--


Source:  Massachusetts Department of Education. School/District Profiles. Retrieved November 5, 2007 from http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/ 

Graduation Requirements and AYP Status

The five Springfield and Chicopee high schools operate in a high stakes climate with strict, state-mandated graduation requirements.  In the 2006-07 school year, high school students, over 60% of whom are from minority populations (86% in Springfield), and over 53% of whom live in poverty (68% in Springfield), must pass the Massachusetts Comprehensive Assessment System (MCAS) in order to graduate from high school.  

As required by the federal No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB), all schools and districts are expected to meet or exceed specific student performance standards in English Language Arts/reading (ELA) by the year 2014.  In order to monitor progress toward set performance goals, state departments of education issue adequate yearly progress (AYP) determinations yearly.  Table 2 depicts the performance history of the Springfield and Chicopee districts by providing a snapshot of AYP status for 2006 (the year of the grant application) and 2007 (the first year of implementation).  

Table 2. AYP Determination for English Language Arts by District (2006 and 2007)

	
	Chicopee
	Springfield

	
	2006
	2007
	2006
	2007

	Grade Span 6-8
	
	
	
	

	   Aggregate
	Not met
	Met AYP Criteria
	Not met
	Not met

	   Subgroup
	Not met
	Not met
	Not met
	Not met

	Grade Span 9-12
	
	
	
	

	   Aggregate
	Not met
	Met AYP Criteria 
	Not met
	Not met

	   Subgroup
	Not met
	Not met
	Not met
	Not met


These data demonstrate the great need for literacy support for both middle school and high school students.  Subgroups in Chicopee not making AYP in both grade spans include special education, low income, and Hispanic/Latino students.  Subgroups in Springfield not making AYP in both grade spans include African American, low-income, Hispanic/Latino, and special education students.  The fact that these subgroups are not making AYP is particularly relevant given that a majority of students (more than 50% aggregated across both districts) in the participating high schools are either African American, Hispanic/Latino or are living in poverty. 

SECTION III.  TARGETED INTERVENTIONS

Two targeted interventions (READ 180 and Xtreme) were selected by the Springfield-Chicopee
  school districts to improve the reading skills of struggling readers.  The following descriptions briefly summarize the key elements of these two targeted reading intervention programs. 

Both targeted interventions were implemented as supplemental interventions.  That is, the interventions were implemented in addition to the regular English Language Arts (ELA) class required in the participating schools.  This supplemental class replaced an elective or, in some cases, a requirement was waived.  
READ 180 Targeted Intervention 

The READ 180 program is an intensive literacy curriculum developed for struggling readers in grades 4 through 12 to bring their reading skills to grade level standards and to promote reading comprehension.  Initially developed in 1985 by Ted Hasselbring at Vanderbilt University, the program, then named the Peabody Literacy Lab, uses anchored instruction (Hasselbring & Goin, 2004).  Anchored instruction is based on a philosophy of using authentic situations as anchors to “enable students to practice noticing and resolving problem situations” (p.138).  The READ 180 program also uses computer-assisted instructional (CAI) software to track individual student progress and to adjust reading instruction accordingly. Using the concept of anchored instruction, the CAI software has “an animated tutor who guides the student and provides feedback via a digitized human voice” (p.133).  After purchasing the rights to the Peabody Literacy Lab Program and changing its name to READ 180, Scholastic contributed significantly to the program’s further development (Scholastic, Inc., 2005a).  Today, READ 180 focuses on reading development and comprehension and continues to use CAI technology to enhance students’ learning experiences.  According to READ 180’s Leadership Implementation Guide (Scholastic, Inc., 2005b), the program incorporates six crucial elements to promote success: a scientific research base, proven results, comprehensive instruction, purposeful assessment, data-driven instruction and professional development. 

The goal of READ 180 is to help struggling adolescent readers achieve proficiency in reading at grade level.  Objectives of the program include targeting specific elements of phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension, spelling, writing and grammar, and promoting self-directed learning (Scholastic, Inc., 2005c).  The logic model for READ 180 is presented in Exhibit 1.  In order to learn, students must be continuously engaged and motivated.  Oftentimes, when an adolescent is reading below grade level, the stories they encounter are of little interest to them as they are written for a much younger audience.  READ 180 materials are written specifically for adolescents.  The stories contain content that is of interest to their particular age group and is connected to their everyday experiences. 

The READ 180 developers recognize that professional development must be ongoing for teachers to improve their instructional strategies and techniques in a manner that ultimately improves student literacy.  READ 180’s comprehensive implementation training and professional development is designed “to help teachers be successful and to foster and sustain best teaching practices in the classroom” (Scholastic communication, 2007).  Accordingly, READ 180 offers a variety of professional development opportunities and support, ranging from implementation trainings, seminars, in-classroom support and training, web-based instructional support and online courses.  Read 180’s professional development model is illustrated in the logic model on the following page. The professional development provided to teachers is one of the “inputs” or resources provided (in addition to materials and support) in order to reach the ultimate goal of improving student outcomes.

Exhibit 1. Read 180 Logic Model
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Xtreme Reading Targeted Intervention 

The Xtreme Reading Program of the Strategic Instruction Model (SIM) was developed by the University of Kansas Center for Research on Learning (KU-CRL).  While READ 180 focuses on the fundamentals of reading, Xtreme Reading has a meta-cognitive approach focusing heavily on explicit strategy instruction. 
Xtreme Reading is part of the Content Literacy Continuum, a framework of literacy supports that vary in intensity depending on student need.  The KU-CRL model is based on research indicating content literacy occurs not only when students have mastered the critical content as determined by teachers, but also when students can manipulate and generalize this content to other learning situations.  This framework of adolescent literacy support is based on research that, in order to thrive throughout their academic careers, adolescents must be able to read and understand large volumes of complex and difficult reading materials.

Xtreme Reading is the name associated with Level 3 of the Content Literacy Continuum and is developed for adolescents who struggle with reading and writing.  More specifically, Xtreme Reading targets students reading at least two years below grade level but who read at or above the 4th grade level.  Xtreme Reading focuses on intensive strategy instruction, particularly reading instruction that helps students to develop accurate word recognition and increased fluency and comprehension.  The program addresses the skills and strategies needed to bring meaning to reading so students will learn how to read at grade level.  The SIM approach to instruction as described by KU-CRL involves intensive, carefully tailored lessons in which students have abundant opportunities to practice targeted learning strategies that will help them succeed in their classes.  

The team from KU-CRL trains teachers in all aspects of what are called “Learning Strategies” for students.  The professional development model for KU-CRL includes initial training, ongoing in-class mentoring by providers, as well as additional workshops on specific routines.  These strategies prompt teachers to organize, clarify, and standardize student approaches to engaging with and mastering content.
  The Learning Strategies (Level 3) combined with the SIM-CERT or Content Enhancement Routines for Teachers (Levels 1 and 2) comprise the three levels of the Content Literacy Continuum implemented in this program (refer to Figure 1).  
Figure 1. SIM Content Literacy Continuum

	Level
	Purpose
	Instruction

	1
	Master critical content
	Enhanced content instruction (strategic teaching to ensure mastery of critical content for all students)


	2
	Use learning strategies across classes
	Embedded strategy instruction (teachers embed selected learning strategies in core curriculum courses)


	3
	Master specific reading strategies (e.g., self-questioning, visual imagery, paraphrasing)

	Explicit strategy instruction (Xtreme Reading)


Source: Bonnie Faddis (personal communication, November 2007), RMC Research Corporation, Portland, Oregon, based on information provided by Susan Robinson, University of Kansas, Center for Research on Learning.
The logic model for Xtreme is presented in Exhibit 2.  Xtreme Reading teachers receive direct training in the Learning Strategies and SIM-CERT strategies as well as ongoing consultation services from the SIM developers (i.e., KU-CRL staff). Xtreme Reading instructional strategies fall into six categories: (1) reading; (2) storing and remembering information; (3) expressing information (writing); (4) demonstrating competence; (5) effectively interacting with others; and (6) motivating.  These strategies include components of reading as well as class participation.

Exhibit 2. Xtreme Logic Model
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SECTION IV. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION 

The SIM-CERT (Strategic Instruction Model–Content Enhancement Routines for Teachers) reading strategies focus on the improvement of literacy instruction across all disciplines and were developed by KU-CRL based on over 20 years of reading research. The intervention is comprised of Levels 1 and 2 of the Content Literacy Continuum (CLC) and is designed to help students understand critical course content (refer to Figure 1).  The overarching goal of SIM-CERT implementation is to empower teachers to facilitate and students to develop content literacy.  Content literacy is defined as the engagement skills and strategies (including listening, speaking, reading, and writing) necessary to process, understand, and master material across a range of academic disciplines. 

Content enhancement begins with the provision of meta-cognitive strategies for teachers to evaluate and therefore improve their practice.  The developers of SIM have identified three key teacher activities to promote content enhancement: evaluate the content; determine the necessary approaches to learning for student success; and, teach with routines and instructional supports that assist students as they apply appropriate techniques.  By following these steps, teachers will identify and demonstrate to students the goal or product of learning as well as model the method by which learning occurs.  Teachers must assess student characteristics such as intellectual curiosity, interest in the subject matter, and general motivation to learn, and decide on appropriate and customized instructional strategies or routines.  By matching instructional approaches with the learning characteristics of students, teachers can differentiate their instruction to meet individual student needs.  

The developers
 specify that the explicit instruction of the strategies used is critical for two reasons.  First, specificity is required in order for teachers to impart the details of given approaches to students (and to be sure students understand), and second, because explicit instruction on these approaches or routines teaches students how they are learning, in addition to what they are learning.  There are four categories of strategies or Enhancement Routines to be used by teachers as they evaluate, organize, prepare, deliver, and enhance content for students: planning and leading learning; exploring text, topics, and details; teaching concepts; and, increasing student performance.  The SIM-CERT logic model is presented in Exhibit 3.

A nationwide SIM trainer network, overseen by KU-CRL, works directly with teachers and districts to create opportunities for faculty to learn the SIM instructional practices as well as to promote and support the use of these strategies in the classroom in a manner that is customized to school needs.  Individual interviews with teachers allow SIM-CERT trainers to gather information about teacher challenges, student needs, and cultural norms specific to the school. Additionally, during interviews trainers educate teachers about the content and process of upcoming trainings.  Moreover, individual interview information is used to develop vignettes and themes for whole-group trainings.  A critical method of intervention delivery for the SIM-CERT model is the employment by each school of a SIM-CERT literacy coach.  This coach is trained intensively by the SIM network of trainers to provide ongoing support to teachers.

The planned implementation of SIM-CERT required the program be rolled-in over each year of the grant to achieve district goals.  Approximately 25 content area teachers per school, in science and social studies, were expected to attend professional development in the CLC model during the first year of implementation.  Teachers were initially to be selected by content areas but were often taken on a volunteer basis.  In cases with more slots than volunteers, teachers were selected as randomly as possible from other content areas such as math.  The English Language Arts teachers for Xtreme students, not for READ 180 or control students, were to be trained as well.  Teachers in the upper grades (e.g., 11th and 12th) were given priority in the selection process for training during the first year of the project.    

Exhibit 3. SIM-CERT Logic Model
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SECTION V.  TARGETED INTERVENTIONS: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGNS

The goals of the targeted implementation study were to present both a broad picture of the overall level of implementation and a sense of the variability that may have occurred.  The settings in which interventions are implemented will influence the ways in which intervention components are actually implemented.  The focus of the current report was to evaluate the first year of Springfield-Chicopee’s Striving Readers Program implementation and “…the extent to which the intensive targeted and school-wide interventions were implemented on-model,” as well as to describe the general context of implementation inclusive of potential barriers and outcomes.  For this study, “on-model” has been defined as the way in which the developers designed their interventions to be implemented accommodating for the collaborative adaptations that were made to meet the needs of the individual districts.
  
Research Questions and Methods 

Exhibits 4 and 5 include specific implementation research questions and data collection activities for the targeted interventions. The implementation research questions were developed based on the program models and their intended activities, methods, objectives and ultimate outcome goals.  In both exhibits, one asterisk (*) is used to specify where components of the targeted interventions are examined by level of implementation (e.g., majority of the time, most of the time, some of the time, almost never).  Two asterisks (**) are used to specify where both the appropriate level of implementation and the proportion of teachers evidencing this level of implementation were used to examine intervention implementation.
  Scoring is described in more detail in Section VII where implementation levels are presented and defined. 
Across the areas of implementation, data collection served multiple purposes: (1) to document and assess fidelity of implementation; (2) to determine the level of program implementation; (3) to document variation in program implementation; and (4) to examine variation in program implementation as a potential influence on observed or non-observed outcomes. Data were also collected to assess the presence of relevant contextual factors for both groups of targeted intervention teachers (e.g., participation in additional professional development activities, other reform or literacy initiatives occurring at the school or within the district).  Finally, data were collected to characterize the counterfactual (i.e., what happens in the absence of a targeted intervention treatment).  The multiple measures and data collection methods used for the Striving Readers’ Targeted Implementation Study for Year 1 are graphically displayed in Exhibit 5.  Teacher classroom observations were conducted at two points in time during the school year, first in February-March 2007 and again in May-June 2007.  Additionally, an online teacher survey was administered in April 2007 and teacher interviews were conducted in May 2007.  This table encompasses evaluation activities related to implementation during the course of the first year of the study.
 

	Exhibit 4. Specific Implementation Research Questions: Targeted Intervention



	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for teachers/administrators?

Professional development – initial training from developers: 

Teachers

· What proportion of teachers received/participated at different levels in the initial professional development?*

· What proportion of teachers received/participated in the initial professional development at an adequate level?**

Administrators 

· What proportion of administrators received/participated at different levels in the professional development?*

· What proportion of administrators received/participated in the initial professional development at an adequate level?**

Professional development – ongoing mentoring from developers:

· What proportion of teachers received different levels of ongoing mentoring?*

· What proportion of teachers received an adequate level of ongoing mentoring?**

Professional development – workshops or online courses provided by developers:

· What proportion of teachers received different levels of the additional workshops or courses?*

· What proportion of teachers received an adequate level of the additional workshops or courses?**

What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction?
· What proportion of teachers had access to all of the materials (i.e., technology, assessments) in time to be utilized as per the model? 

· What proportion of teachers implemented the classroom model (instructional strategies/practices, schedule/pace of activities, student groupings, assessments for instruction) at different levels of implementation?*

· What proportion of teachers implemented the classroom model as specified by the developers at an adequate level of implementation?**

What characterized the counterfactual?  How did the counterfactual compare to the treatment?
· What was the counterfactual (i.e., what did control students receive in the absence of treatment)?

· How did the counterfactual compare to the treatment (i.e., what students received)?




Exhibit 5. Research Questions-Data Sources: Targeted Implementation Study

	Research Questions*
	Measures/Data Sources** 

	
	Surveys/

Interviews
	Observations
	District Records/

Records Review

	
	Teacher 
	District-school administrative staff
	Teacher (classroom)
	Professional development attendance 

	Curricula, district-provided developer materials
	Class  rosters (scheduling, dosage)

	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for teachers/administrators?



	Professional development/support (PD) for teachers (initial, ongoing mentoring, and workshops and courses)

	Initial Professional Development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving different levels of initial professional development*
	√
	
	
	√
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving adequate level of initial professional development**
	√
	
	
	√
	
	

	Ongoing professional development - mentoring
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving different levels of ongoing professional development via mentoring*
	√
	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving an adequate level of ongoing professional development via mentoring**
	√
	
	
	
	
	

	Ongoing professional development - workshops, seminars and courses
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving different levels of professional development workshops/courses*
	√
	
	
	√
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving an adequate level of workshops/courses**
	√
	
	
	√
	
	

	What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction?



	Proportion of teachers with access to all materials (e.g., technology, assessments)*
	√
	
	√
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers who implemented the classroom model at different levels*
	√
	
	√
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers who implemented the classroom model at an adequate level **
	√
	
	√
	
	
	


SECTION VI. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION: IMPLEMENTATION STUDY DESIGN

Research Questions and Methods 

Similar to the approach for examining implementation of the targeted interventions, implementation research questions and data collection activities were developed for the SIM-CERT whole school intervention.  Exhibit 6 includes specific whole school implementation research questions developed based on the program models and their intended activities, methods, objectives and ultimate outcome goals.  Exhibit 7 lists the data sources to be used to answer each of the evaluation questions in Year 2 given the status of first year implementation.  
Evidence in support of the actual dosage and intensity of the implementation of the whole school intervention was obtained via three primary sources: (1) surveys administered to all teaching staff at the five participating high schools; (2) district and developer records; and (3) interviews conducted with the literacy coaches and school administrators during the 2006-2007 academic year.

The SIM-CERT teacher survey instrument was designed to capture attitudes about SIM-CERT, experience with professional development sessions, knowledge of the routines, and patterns of SIM-CERT routine use among teachers in the five high schools involved in the Striving Readers program.  All teachers were asked to complete the survey, regardless of whether they had participated in SIM-CERT training, to establish a baseline for professional development participation.  The survey was distributed to all teachers in April 2007.  Administrative staff members within each school were asked to distribute and collect the questionnaires.  A total of 452 teachers returned completed surveys, yielding a 66% completion rate across all schools.  The Striving Readers district team attempted to improve the response rate by scheduling a faculty meeting in each school during which administrators explained the purpose of the survey and study confidentiality and teachers were given time to complete the survey.  Additional efforts to increase the response rate included the provision of incentives; teachers who completed the survey qualified to participate in a lottery drawing (random selection) for one of two $25 bookstore gift cards.

Because the whole school analysis plan requires data be collected over four years of implementation, the survey results contained in this report provide only an initial and abbreviated picture.  Survey results for the entire teaching staff (SIM-CERT and non-SIM-CERT teachers) allow evaluators to identify the prevalence of SIM-CERT routine knowledge and use over time.  District and developer records such as attendance sheets and rosters and professional development agendas were collected to document implementation of the professional development model.  The literacy coach and administrator interviews were designed to gather data regarding SIM-CERT implementation and to solicit their perspectives on the nature of SIM-CERT practices in each school.  Interviews were conducted by the evaluation team in May-June 2007 to document SIM-CERT implementation. 

	Exhibit 6. Implementation Research Questions: Whole School Intervention


	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development /support for teachers/administrators/literacy coaches?

Professional development – initial training from developers: 

Teachers
· What proportion of teachers received/participated at different levels in the initial professional development?*

· What proportion of teachers received/participated in the initial professional development at an adequate level?**

Administrators 

· What proportion of administrators received/participated at different levels in the professional development?*

· What proportion of administrators received/participated in the initial professional development at an adequate level?**

Professional development – ongoing training from developers:

Teachers
· What proportion of teachers received different levels of ongoing training?*

· What proportion of teachers received an adequate level of ongoing training?**

Literacy coaches

· What proportion of literacy coaches received different levels of ongoing training?*

· What proportion of literacy coaches received an adequate level of ongoing training?**

Professional development – ongoing mentoring from literacy coaches: 

· What proportion of teachers received different levels of ongoing mentoring by coaches?*

· What proportion of teachers received an adequate level of ongoing mentoring by coaches?**

What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction?

· What proportion of teachers implemented the classroom model (frequency of SIM-CERT routine use) at different levels of implementation?*

· What proportion of teachers implemented the classroom model as specified by the developers at an adequate level of implementation?**


Exhibit 7. Research Questions Data Sources: Whole School Implementation Study


	Research Questions*
	Measures/Data Sources** 

	
	Surveys/

Interviews
	District Records/

Records Review

	
	Teacher 
	District-school administrative staff
	Literacy coach
	Professional development attendance 
	Curricula, district-provided developer materials
	Class  rosters (scheduling)

	What was the level of implementation and variability of professional development/support for teachers/administrators?



	Professional development/support (PD) for teachers, administrators, and literacy coaches (initial, ongoing workshops and on-site mentoring)



	Proportion of teachers, coaches, and administrators receiving different levels of initial professional development*
	√
	
	
	√
	√
	

	Proportion of teachers, coaches, and administrators receiving adequate level of initial professional development**
	√
	
	
	√
	√
	

	Proportion of teachers and literacy coaches receiving different levels of ongoing training*
	√
	
	√
	√
	√
	

	Proportion of teachers and literacy coaches receiving an adequate level of ongoing training**
	√
	
	√
	√
	√
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving different levels of on-site professional development via coaches *
	√
	
	√
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers receiving an adequate level of on-site professional development via coaches **
	√
	
	√
	
	
	

	What was the level of implementation and variability of classroom instruction?



	Proportion of teachers who implemented the classroom model at different levels*
	√
	
	√
	
	
	

	Proportion of teachers who implemented the classroom model at an adequate level **
	√
	
	√
	
	
	


SECTION VII.  TARGETED INTERVENTION: LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION

The goals of the targeted implementation study were to present both a broad picture of the overall level of implementation and a sense of the variability that may have occurred.  The settings in which interventions are implemented will influence the ways in which intervention components are actually implemented.  Districts and schools possess their own unique complexities.  Decisions made to ensure that plans for implementation are clearly defined and that implementation occurs as planned in a systematic and measurable way are critical to the success of any effort. The setting or context may support or hinder implementation and that may in turn affect hypothesized outcomes.  Defining and then rating the levels of implementation is a general way to identify potential influences on the outcomes of this study. 

The process of identifying levels of implementation is challenging given the overall complexity of the interventions and the specificity of the intervention components.  Each intervention encompasses both specifications for classroom implementation (where the intervention with students takes place) and specifications for the ways in which the classroom implementation should be achieved via inputs such as training, materials, scheduling, and teacher-student ratio. 

Therefore, the development of levels involved a systematic approach to identify key aspects (i.e., components) or measurable facets of the interventions given the proposed specifications for the Striving Readers program implementation.  Measurable aspects of the context of implementation were also identified.  Initial development of ratings began early in the first year of implementation as specifications for the interventions as well as measures of adequate implementation were obtained from developers via the districts and/or developed by evaluators to collect data regarding the fidelity of implementation.  

Wherever possible, ratings were based on data collected by evaluators, including teacher observation data and teacher survey data, which were used when observation data were not available or applicable.  In addition, the districts provided data necessary to calculate the ratings for the delivery and receipt of professional development.     

It is important to note that when characterizing complex systems such as the targeted interventions implemented in this study, details are often lost in an effort to obtain a broader understanding of the systems themselves.  The implementation rating process is no exception to this rule.  The ratings serve the purpose of providing a snapshot of the context of implementation rather than a definitive score of every nuance of implementation—including potentially important yet difficult to measure, undocumented, or unmeasured aspects of the interventions.  This is a descriptive process and not intended as a prediction of the impact of the interventions, which are being studied precisely because those impacts under the described conditions are unknown.  It is also important to note that the interventions are not equivalent and therefore their ratings should not be compared.  

Three major phases were undertaken in the development and evaluation of the level of intervention implementation.  The first phase involved the identification of the major components of the targeted interventions to be measured.  Being observation and survey data, the second phase involved the identification of measurable subcomponents that were comprised of item-level scores and ratings for each indicator.  Ratings for adequacy of implementation were established and are described based on the presence or absence of the specified subcomponent or component.  The third and final phase involved the calculation of the subcomponent and component scores identification of the percentages of teachers and classrooms at various levels of implementation.  In other words, adequacy of implementation was assessed with respect to (1) the presence/absence of model components and subcomponents and (2) the number of teachers/classrooms instantiating the presence/absence of the respective component/subcomponent.  
Phase 1: Implementation Components

The following five components were established to assess the fidelity of implementation of each targeted intervention.
     
1. Professional development (inputs)

2. Materials, technology, assessments (inputs)

3. Classroom organization, structure, context (inputs) 

4. Classroom model including rotations/practice/pacing, dosage, use of 
materials/assessments (classroom model)

5. Behavior – student (indirect)
To establish the program logic models presented in Section III, several sources were used including intervention implementation plans, materials provided by developers for tracking fidelity of implementation, teacher materials, student materials, developer publications, and information publicly available on intervention websites.  These models provided the framework necessary to identify the key components.  

Although both logic models do indicate expectations for teacher and student interactions and student behavior, these aspects of the models were more difficult to measure and include in the classroom model component.  Therefore, student on-task behavior was also included as a separate indirect model component because it is both a potential mediator and outcome.
Phase 2: Implementation Component Ratings

The ultimate goal for creating ratings of levels of implementation was to establish a level of “adequacy” of implementation.  Adequacy is defined as the implementation of intervention components as specified by the developers.  It is assumed that model components are specified at the level necessary to promote student improvements in reading skills.  Ratings for adequacy of implementation were established based on the observed or reported presence or absence of the specified subcomponent or component.  Therefore, quality of implementation is assessed by the overall rating of adequacy of implementation.  

Exhibit 8 below includes the identified model components and subcomponents and their associated ratings and total score ranges.  
Exhibit 8. Definition of implementation components and subcomponents

	Major Components and Subcomponents


	No
	Yes
	Score Range

	1. Professional Development Participation (attendance) 
	
	
	Score Range 0-3

	a. Initial training  
	0
	1
	

	b. Ongoing workshops, seminars, and/or online courses  
	0
	1
	

	c. Ongoing mentoring
	0
	1
	

	2. Materials / Technology / Assessments
	
	
	Score Range 0-1

	a. Provision / availability 
	0
	1
	

	3. Classroom Organization / Structure / Context 
	
	
	Score Range 0-2

	a. On schedule for intervention class time 
	0
	1
	

	b. Teacher-student ratio not exceeded 
	0
	1
	

	4. Classroom Model Fidelity 
	
	
	Score Range 0-4

	a. Instructional practices followed / pacing
	0
	1
	

	b. Appropriate dosage of the class  
	0
	1
	

	c. Use of materials and/or technology 
	0
	1
	

	d. Use of assessments to inform instruction 
	0
	1
	

	5. Student Behavior
	
	
	Score Range 0-1

	a. Students on-task  (75% or more)
	0
	1
	


Each subcomponent listed may include more than one item from the various sources of data used (e.g., observation and interview data) to calculate the rating.  The methods for deriving percentages and levels were based on this chart of subcomponent items and the scores calculated for each.  The following section describes in more detail the scoring for each of the five components and the data sources providing items for scoring within components listed above.  

Individual scores were calculated based on presence or absence (1 = yes, adequate; 0 = no, not adequate) and then composite scores were created (ranging from 1 to 4) which were then used to rate implementation from the lowest to highest level:  1 = no evidence (0 - 24%); 2 = low (25 - 49%); 3 = moderate (50 - 74%); and 4 = adequate (75 - 100%).  Note that the percentage ratings were used where applicable for component scores.  These ratings were then rounded and rated level 1 through 4 and used to compile overall levels of implementation.  This rating system is broad and general for this purpose and does not capture implementation quality above and beyond the level of adequacy, which is the highest level to be obtained.  For example, the amount of mentoring provided may have exceeded the specified number of times over the school year that the model indicates should occur yet the rating would still be adequate as it is defined.  

1. Professional Development Ratings

Three subcomponents were included in the overall rating of the level and adequacy of professional development required and received: (1) initial training participation for teachers as well as their receipt of initial training before the school year began; (2) participation in the workshops, seminars, or online courses (e.g., Red courses)
 offered as planned throughout the nine-month school year; and (3) receipt of ongoing mentoring provided by intervention developers. Information used in these ratings included district self-report data as well as teacher survey data.   
The initial training participation ratings were based on attendance per the total number of days required to begin intervention implementation before the school year began.  For READ 180, two initial training sessions were required (6 hours each).  For Xtreme, three initial training sessions were required (4 hours each) which included both Xtreme and SIM-CERT content.  Therefore, both interventions required 12 initial hours of professional development for implementation. 
Workshops, seminars, and online course (i.e., RED courses) participation ratings were based on teacher attendance at these required professional development offerings throughout the school year.  For Xtreme, attendance in four full-day workshops (lasting approximately 6 hours/day) was required throughout the school year following the initial training.  For READ 180, attendance in an online course (approximately 6 hours total) as well as eight seminars (3 hours each for a total of 24 hours) was required.  

Finally, mentoring ratings were based on the receipt of the total number of monthly mentoring visits required.
  For both interventions, the mentoring visits were to occur once per month.
  However, the planned mentoring for each intervention began at different points in the nine-month school year based on the initial coordination between districts and developers.  For Xtreme, mentoring began in October and continued through May for an eight-month period.
  For READ 180, the mentoring began in December and continued through May for a six-month period.  

Note that the ratings of participation in professional development do not in any way reflect the nature of engagement of teacher or administrator participants in professional development sessions, as engagement was not directly measured.  However, professional development training sessions are assumed to have included both didactic and experiential elements designed to influence participant engagement and to promote substantive learning.  Adequacy was defined in accordance with what the developers specified as the number of training days required to sufficiently cover the intervention content, to enable teachers to implement the intervention strategies, and to support teachers’ ongoing implementation of the intervention.
  Again, an adequate level of initial training is reflected by the presence of all required components (i.e., a rating of “yes”).  Attendance is the sole measure used to assess training participation.
 
On average, intervention teachers received a total of 67% of the planned professional development for READ 180 and 73% for Xtreme (refer to Tables 3 and 4) over the course of the academic year.  As per READ 180 teacher surveys and district self-report, two teachers participated in 100% or all three subcomponents of the professional development required; two teachers participated in 67% or two of three; and the remaining two teachers participated in 33% or one of the three.  As per Xtreme teacher surveys, two teachers participated in 100%; two teachers participated in 67%; and one teacher participated in 33%.
 
Table 3. Professional Development Rating for Read 180

	Read 180

Teacher
	 
	Professional Development 

% 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

6
	 

 

 

 
	67%

33%

33%

100%

67%

100%

 
	 

 

 

 
	Moderate

Low

Low

Adequate

Moderate

Adequate

 

	Mean
	
	67%
	
	


Note: Two of the READ180 teachers co-taught in the same school.  Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Table 4. Professional Development Rating for Xtreme

	Xtreme 

Teacher
	 
	Professional Development 

% 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5
	 

 

 

 
	100%

67%

33% 

67%

 100%
	 

 

 

 
	Adequate

Moderate

Low

Moderate

Adequate

	Mean
	
	73%
	
	


Note: Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Based on the overall professional development participation rating and adequacy as defined as 100% participation, approximately 33% of READ 180 teachers (2 of 6) and 40% of Xtreme teachers (2 of 5) received an adequate level of training as planned.  Again, anything less than 100% participation and/or receipt of professional development received a score of moderate or low.  Of the three subcomponents contributing to the professional development rating, the mentoring was reported by teachers as occurring but not at the rate of once per month.  

This less than adequate report of mentoring participation may have been the result of fewer teacher-reported mentoring hours due to absence or lack of availability during scheduled provider visits.  Alternately, the planned period of time for the monthly visits as per the district may not have reflected the actual total implemented given individual school breaks and holidays (i.e., the month of January may have been missed).  Therefore, the denominators specified by districts, that is, the total number of possible mentoring days, may not reflect the actual total.  Finally, the teachers may be under-reporting the actual mentoring they have received.  District documentation and documentation obtained from model developers by the districts will be provided to evaluators and reviewed for Year 2 reporting.  This information will provide additional detail regarding mentoring participation. 
2. Material Provisions Ratings

Teacher survey items were used to rate the overall adequacy of the materials, technology, and assessments available to teachers.  One item was used to specify whether or not all required materials and/or technology were available for implementation.  Tables 5 and 6 present the ratings for READ 180 and Xtreme, respectively.

Table 5. Materials / Provisions Rating for Read 180

	Read 180

Teacher
	 
	Materials 

% 
	 
	Rating

 

	1

2

3

4

5

6
	 

 

 

 
	100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
	 

 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

	Mean
	
	100%
	
	


Note: Two of the READ180 teachers co-taught in the same school.  Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Table 6. Materials / Provisions Rating for Xtreme

	Xtreme

Teacher 
	 
	Materials 

% 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

 
	 

 

 

 
	100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
	 

 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate 

Adequate 

Adequate

 

	Mean
	
	100%
	
	


Note: Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Although some teachers and the districts reported issues related to the functionality of SIM-CERT materials and difficulties setting up the necessary technology in the period of time allotted, teachers indicated that materials were received as planned for implementation.  As per teacher surveys, 100% of READ 180 teachers and 100% of Xtreme teachers received the materials and/or technology necessary for implementation and in all cases implementation was rated as “adequate” for this component.  
3. Classroom Organization – Context Rating

Two subcomponents comprised the overall rating of the adequacy of the classroom organization and structure which must be put into place by the districts and schools as required for implementation: (1) class time allotted in individual school schedules and utilized; and (2) observance of teacher-to-student ratios.  Classroom observations as well as district-reported information were used to determine both subcomponent ratings. 

READ 180 requires 90 minutes of intervention class time per day and Xtreme requires 45 minutes of intervention class time per day.  Both interventions were to be implemented as add-on interventions to the districts’ regular ELA courses.  However, per developer specifications for the Xtreme model, ELA teachers of Xtreme students (as Xtreme teachers) were also required to receive training in CERT and content-enhancement routines. This meant that these students received the benefit of the additional intervention, CERT, for that additional 45 minute ELA period.  

Teacher-to-student ratios as planned for the implementation were 1 to 18 for READ 180 and 1 to 15 for Xtreme.  Tables 7 and 8 present the ratings for READ 180 and Xtreme, respectively.
Table 7. Classroom Organization - Structural Rating for Read 180

	Read 180

Teacher 
	 
	Class Structure % 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

6
	 

 
	100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
	 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate



	Mean
	
	100%
	
	


Note: Two of the READ180 teachers co-taught in the same school.  Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Table 8. Classroom Organization - Structural Rating for Xtreme

	Xtreme

Teacher 
	 
	Class Structure % 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5
	 

 

 
	100%

100%

100%

100%

100%


	 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

Adequate

	Mean
	
	100%
	
	


Note: Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Based on the aforementioned data sources, 100% of READ 180 teachers and 100% of Xtreme teachers had the allotted class time and spent the allotted class time on the intervention and 100% of intervention classes (READ 180 and Xtreme) adhered to the required teacher-student ratios.  Therefore, in all cases implementation was rated as “adequate” for this component.  However, it should be noted that although the allotted time was scheduled for the intervention as specified, this time may or may not have been fully utilized, especially in the vocational-technical school, which faced numerous challenges with daily implementation given a biweekly academic schedule. 

4. Classroom Model Fidelity Ratings

Four subcomponents comprised the overall rating of the adequacy of the implementation of the classroom model: (1) instructional practice and pacing; (2) dosage; (3) use of materials and/or technology; and (4) use of assessments to inform instruction.  All ratings were based on two evaluator observations with the following two exceptions: survey data were used to rate use of assessments for both interventions and instructional practice and pacing for Xtreme (i.e., teacher self-report information on the extent to which daily lesson plans were followed within a given week).
  In some instances evaluators were not able to observe teachers twice due to unexpected events such as an absence.  If two observations had been conducted per teacher, averages were calculated across a given indicator(s) to establish subcomponent ratings.  The ratings based on observations represent an occurrence of the practice at that point in time.  Given that both intervention developers indicate that the first three subcomponents of classroom model implementation—instructional rotations, pacing, dose, and materials—should occur at least to some degree daily, it would be reasonable to expect that any given observation day would be a reasonable representation of what regularly occurred in the intervention classes.  However, what is expected to be implemented on a daily basis differs and observations and therefore different items were used to determine what constituted the rating and adequacy for each intervention.  For example, the daily model for READ 180 is specified in several required components while the daily model for Xtreme was not specified in a similar manner.  Therefore, it is important to remember that ratings should not be compared.  

Tables 9 and 10 present the ratings for READ 180 and Xtreme, respectively.

Table 9. Classroom Model Fidelity Ratings for Read 180

	Read 180

Teacher 
	 
	Classroom Fidelity 

%
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

6

 
	 

 

 

 
	75%

100%

0%

75%

0%

33%

 
	 

 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

No evidence

Adequate

No evidence

Low

 

	Mean
	
	47%
	
	


Note: Two of the READ180 teachers co-taught in the same school.  Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Table 10. Classroom Model Fidelity Ratings for Xtreme

	Xtreme

Teacher 
	 
	Classroom Fidelity 

% 
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

 
	 

 
	100%

75%

75%

50%

0%

 
	 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate 

Moderate

No evidence

 

	Mean
	
	60%
	
	


Note: Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Based on the four subcomponents—rotations or practices, dosage, use of materials—a majority of teachers were generally observed to be implementing with adequate fidelity: 50% of READ 180 teachers (3 of 6) and 60% of Xtreme teachers (3 of 5) implemented the models with fidelity and 20% of the Xtreme teachers (1 of 5) implemented with moderate fidelity.  The remaining teachers were implementing at levels of fidelity considered to be less than adequate (20% for Xtreme and 50% for READ 180). 
   

5. Student Behavior Rating

One subcomponent was used to rate the overall occurrence of on-task student behavior using observation data.  One indicator was used to rate student behavior but the items contributing to that rating differed by intervention.  If most of students in the class (over 75%) were not disruptive and appeared to be exhibiting on-task behavior they received a score of 1.  That is, students were observed to be listening to the teacher or engaged in discourse, writing using intervention materials, or reading using intervention materials.  In general, this rating reflects student compliance with what the teacher asked of them during the classroom model implementation.  Although this rating could be considered to be an indicator of teacher skill (i.e., more skilled teachers are presumably better able to keep students on-task) on-task behavior does not necessarily indicate on-model behavior.  For example, in READ 180 students could be observed to be working on the computer but not working using READ 180 material.  That is, students could be using the Internet for purposes not pertinent to the daily lesson.  Again, on-task behavior is not as explicitly specified by the interventions as other components; these behaviors are implicit and may result from the intervention or affect or mediate intervention outcomes.  

Tables 11 and 12 present ratings for student behavior for READ 180 and Xtreme, respectively.

Table 11. Behavior - Teacher Ratings for Read 180

	Read 180

Teacher 
	 
	Behavior 

%
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5

6

 
	 

 

 

 
	0%

0%

0%

100%

0%

100%

 
	 

 

 

 
	No evidence

No evidence

No evidence

Adequate

No evidence

Adequate

 

	Mean
	
	33%
	
	


Note: Two of the READ180 teachers co-taught in the same school. Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Table 12. Behavior - Students On-Task Xtreme

	Xtreme

Teacher 
	 
	Behavior

 %
	 
	Rating

	1

2

3

4

5
	 

 

 

 
	100%

100%

100%

100%

0%
	 

 

 

 
	Adequate

Adequate

Adequate 

Adequate

No evidence

	Mean
	
	80%
	
	


Note: Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence (0-24%); 2 = Low (25-49%); 3 = Moderate (50-74%); and 4 = Adequate (75-100%).
Again, it is important not to compare interventions because the time teachers have to keep students on-task differs.  
Phase 3: Overall Implementation Ratings 

The final phase in establishing an overall level of implementation rating for each of the targeted interventions involved compiling the five component ratings by school and teacher and indicating the numbers of teachers reaching the highest level, adequacy.  Again, a rating of adequate has been defined as implementation of the intervention at the expected level given model specifications and the composite rating comprised of subcomponents on which component scores are based.  It is important to note that the scores are based on a snapshot of two observations.  However, as described in the models, prescribed intervention activities should be observable in every lesson.     
READ 180 Implementation Ratings

A summary of ratings for each of the five implementation components for READ 180—as described in the prior section—is presented by school and teacher in Table 13.  These components were organized into the two broader categories of intervention as requested by the U.S. Department of Education and Abt Associates for comparison across Striving Readers sites: inputs and classroom model.  The category of indirect was created to include student behavior ratings as reported prior in the summary tables below.  However, this category is not reported as a part of the overall implementation ratings presented for reasons described earlier.  

Table 13. Summary of Read 180 component ratings by school and teacher (n = 6)
	Teacher
	Input Components
	Inputs
	Classroom Model
	Indirect

	
	1. Professional development
	2. 

Materials / technology, etc.
	3. Organization/

structure
	1-3.

Average inputs
	4.  

Classroom model
	5.  

Student behavior

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1
	Moderate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	No evidence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Low
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Moderate
	Adequate
	No evidence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Low
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Moderate
	No

evidence
	No evidence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Moderate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	No

evidence
	No evidence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Low
	Adequate


Note: Teacher is equivalent to school in Grade 9 in all but one school where there were two READ 180 co-teachers. 

Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence; 2 = Low; 3 = Moderate; and 4 = Adequate.
As illustrated in Table 13, two of the three model inputs were rated as adequate, indicating the appropriate level of implementation was achieved by all schools.  However, one of the three components contributing to the overall input score, professional development, has demonstrated less consistent ratings.  As explained earlier in the description of Phase 2, the overall professional development score itself was perhaps unduly influenced by one of the three items (reported mentoring) contributing to that rating.  For the classroom model, three of the six teachers within two of the five schools were rated as “adequate,” indicating the appropriate level of implementation was achieved.  The remaining three teachers located in three of the five schools were rated as “low” or “no evidence,” indicating the appropriate level of implementation for the classroom model was not achieved.  Caution should be used when interpreting these findings to not compare the READ 180 and Xtreme component and subcomponent scores as these have different levels of specificity.
Two of the six teachers received ratings of adequate at the end of Year 1 in the implementation of both inputs and classroom model.  An additional teacher was rated “moderate” and “adequate,” respectively.  The remaining three of the six teachers were rated at mixed levels for both inputs and classroom model.  Of the three teachers with the expected level of classroom model ratings, only one received a rating of adequate for student behavior while the remaining two received less than adequate ratings.  Of the four teachers with less than adequate ratings for student behavior, all received less than adequate ratings for professional development (two with low ratings and two with moderate ratings).  

In general, Table 13 illustrates there was variability in READ 180 implementation.  Two teachers in one district and one teacher in the other district were not implementing key aspects of the classroom model as observed.
  One of these two teachers was chronically absent and eventually on leave.  Therefore, an observation of the substitute teacher was conducted.   
Finally, a composite score was calculated to represent READ 180 implementation using two of the three intervention category ratings (inputs and classroom model).  Note that the indirect model category was not included in the overall composite rating.  First, because the appearance of student on-task behavior was rated as separate from teacher behavior, student behavior is considered a separate category itself.  Second, student on-task behavior was not explicitly linked to teacher practice.  That is, some students appeared to be on or off-task regardless of teacher efforts.  An equal weight was assigned to the two categories (inputs and classroom model) representing summary implementation ratings.  Also note that the average of the two category scores was rounded up (i.e., 3.5 was rounded to 4).  Figure 2 presents the numbers of READ 180 teachers by each level of implementation for the two categories, inputs and classroom model, as well as the overall average implementation score. 

Figure 2. Number of READ 180 teachers by level of implementation
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It is important to note that implementation is rated at a moderate or adequate level for five of the six teachers.  Although only three of the six teachers were rated on average as implementing at appropriate levels, the overall scores and input model scores should be interpreted with caution because, as described prior, they are influenced by the weighting of subcomponent scores and the definition of adequate applied to each item score. 
Xtreme Implementation Ratings

A summary of each of the five implementation component ratings for Xtreme, as described in the prior section, is presented by school and teacher in Table 14.  These components are organized into the broader categories of intervention: input model, classroom model, and indirect model.  

Table 14. Summary of Xtreme component ratings by school and teacher/class (n = 5)
	Teacher
	Input Components
	Inputs
	Classroom Model
	Indirect 

	
	1. Professional development
	2. 

Materials/ technology, etc.
	3. Organization/

Structure
	1-3.  AVERAGE Inputs
	4.  Classroom model
	5.  

Student behavior

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1


	Moderate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	No

evidence
	No evidence

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3


	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4


	Low
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Moderate
	Adequate
	Adequate

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5


	Moderate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Adequate
	Moderate
	Adequate


Note: Teacher is equivalent to school in Grade 9.  Implementation levels were defined as: 1 = No evidence; 2 = Low; 3 = Moderate; and 4 = Adequate.
As illustrated in Table 14, two of the three model inputs were rated as adequate indicating the appropriate level of implementation was achieved by all schools (as was the case for READ 180).  However, one of the three components contributing to the overall input score, professional development, had less consistent ratings for the reasons explained previously.  For the classroom model, three of the five teachers were rated as “adequate,” indicating the appropriate level of implementation was achieved.  The remaining two teachers were rated as “moderate” and “no evidence,” indicating the appropriate level of implementation for the classroom model was not achieved.  
Two of the five teachers received a rating of adequate at the end of Year 1 in the implementation of both inputs and classroom model.  Two additional teachers were rated at mixed levels for both inputs and classroom model.  The final teacher was rated “adequate” for inputs but at the lowest level for classroom model implementation.  Of the three teachers with classroom model ratings of adequate, all received a rating of adequate for student behavior.  The teacher with moderate classroom model ratings also received a rating of adequate for student behavior.  One of the five teachers received less than adequate ratings for student behavior yet adequate ratings for professional development.  

In general, Table 14 illustrates there was variability in Xtreme implementation.  A teacher in one of the districts did not implement key aspects of the classroom model when observed.  Finally, a composite score was calculated to represent Xtreme implementation using two of the three intervention category ratings (inputs and classroom model), as was done for READ 180.  Figure 3 presents the numbers of Xtreme teachers by each implementation level for the two categories, inputs and classroom model, as well as the overall average implementation score. 

Figure 3. Number of Xtreme teachers by level of implementation
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It is important to note that implementation is rated at a moderate or adequate level for all teachers.  Although four of the five teachers were rated on average as implementing at appropriate levels, the overall scores and input model scores should be interpreted with caution because, as described earlier, they are influenced by the weighting of subcomponent scores and the definition of adequate applied to each item score. 

SECTION VIII. WHOLE SCHOOL INTERVENTION: LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION AND IMPLICATIONS

SIM-CERT Whole School Intervention 

Professional Development 

The first-year CERT-trained cohort consisted of 110 teachers and 5 literacy coaches for a total of 115 of the original 125 proposed.  Of these 110 teachers, 90 responded in the SIM-CERT survey that they had received training provided by the developers.
  Among survey respondents (n = 452) drawn from the entire population of teaching staff at the five participating high schools, 24% (n = 45) of the teachers in Chicopee and 17% (n = 45) in Springfield reported receiving SIM-CERT training during the first year of SIM-CERT implementation.  Because the original research design proposed to look at the “penetration” of the whole school intervention over time, the entire population of teaching staff was surveyed.

As planned, the teachers who received SIM-CERT training met the selection criteria established by the district and the evaluation team.  The survey respondents, specifically those who stated that they were trained in SIM-CERT during the 2006-07 academic year, reported teaching courses in the following areas:  ELA and/or Xtreme Reading (n = 21), history/social science (n = 21), science (n = 19), math (n = 18), and other courses (n = 18).  Of these 90 respondents, 86 identified what courses they taught.
  
Table 15 demonstrates the amount of professional development SIM-CERT-trained teachers reported receiving during the 2006-2007 school year.  Overall, two thirds of SIM-CERT-trained teachers in both districts received a minimum of four days training as planned by developers and the Striving Readers district team.  At the time of survey administration, 60 teachers had received four or more days of training while 28 teachers received less than four days of training.  A greater proportion of Chicopee teachers had received the prescribed four or more days of training than Springfield teachers.  However, according to district-provided documentation, these differences in the amount of training received by Springfield and Chicopee teachers were rectified at the end of the school year.

Table 15. Number of teachers reporting days of training in SIM-CERT by district

	District 
	Days of Professional Development,   

(1-3 days)
	Days of Professional Development,       

(4 or more days)
	Days of Professional Development (N/A)

	Chicopee (n = 45)        
	11 (24%)
	33 (73%)
	1 (2%)

	Springfield  (n = 45)       
	17 (17%)
	27 (75%)
	1 (2%)

	Total  (n = 90)               
	28 (31%)
	60 (67%)
	2 (2%)


Note: One day of Professional Development is defined as 6 hours of initial, ongoing, and/or on-site training.

Table 16 presents survey results indicating the number and percentage of SIM-CERT-trained teachers by district who received training on specific SIM-CERT routines.  Consistent with district records of the developer-provided initial professional development sessions, most SIM-CERT-trained teachers in both Chicopee and Springfield received training in the Unit Organizer routine, while the fewest number of teachers received training in Concept Mastery.  Perhaps variation by district was observed due to the delayed implementation of training on the course organizer routine in Springfield.  At the time of survey administration, a higher percentage of Chicopee teachers had received training introducing the Course Organizer, Unit Organizer, LINCing, and Framing routines than Springfield teachers.  This variation was most evident for the Course Organizer routine where 93% of all SIM-CERT-trained teachers in Chicopee reported receipt of training while only 40% of all SIM-CERT-trained teachers in Springfield reported the receipt of this training.  District records indicated that discrepancies regarding the content of training received by Springfield and Chicopee teachers were rectified at the end of the school year.   

Table 16. Number of teachers participating in SIM-CERT routine training by district

	District ID
	Course Organizer
	Unit Organizer
	LINCing
	Framing
	Concept Mastery

	Chicopee (n = 45)        
	42 (93%)
	43 (96%)
	31 (69%)
	30 (67%)
	12 (27%)

	Springfield  (n = 45)       
	18 (40%)
	38 (84%)
	28 (62%)
	22 (49%)
	20 (44%)

	Total  (n = 90)               
	60 (66%)
	81 (90%)
	59 (66%)
	52 (58%)
	32 (36%)


Note: Teachers from different districts did not receive training on the same schedule initially which may account for the lower rates reported by one district.  

As survey results illustrate, there was variation in the implementation of professional development trainings between Springfield Public Schools and Chicopee Public Schools in terms of the sequence of delivery and the content provided.  The Chicopee school district was able to use already scheduled in-service days to provide SIM-CERT training but Springfield was not able to do the same, creating differences between districts in the rate with which teachers were able to receive professional development training.  Initial differences in this professional development scheduling structure provided for training in the use of the Course Organizer Routine in August of 2006 in Chicopee, while the Springfield teachers did not receive this training until later in the school year.  Furthermore, Springfield teachers received training in the use of two of the three remaining routines (i.e., Framing, LINCing, Concept Mastery) while Chicopee teachers initially received training in all three routines at once.  According to documentation provided by the district Striving Readers district team, Springfield teachers later received training in both the Course Organizer and the Concept Mastery Routines. 

Based on district-provided records, administrators and literacy coaches received SIM-CERT training as planned.  Administrators participated in a half-day initial training and orientation session in the fall of 2006.  The five school-based literacy coaches participated in all developer-provided SIM-CERT training sessions in addition to the professional development activities indicated in the table below.

Table 17. District documentation: participation in SIM-CERT training for literacy coaches

	
	Date of session
	Date of session
	Date of session
	Date of session

	
	9/11-9/13
	10/24-10/25
	11/1-11/03
	12/5-17/07

	Number of literacy coaches participating in professional development (n = 5)
	5
	5
	5
	5

	Number of hours
	18 hours
	12 hours
	18 hours
	18 hours

	Basic features of instruction/activity
	Instructional Coaching Institute
	Completion of Instructional Coaching Institute
	Book Study, Coaching Strategies, Routines
	Book Study, Case Studies, Concept Mastery


Per contract agreement, SIM instructors were also required to provide technical assistance and on-site support to literacy coaches.  Interview data indicate that this additional support was provided as planned.  Note that the requirement that literacy coaches possess Reading Specialist certification (or an “In Process” designation) was eliminated given the lack of qualified staff available to fill such positions.  In addition, districts reported that developers indicated that the literacy coaches did not need specialized training in reading instruction to be “good coaches.”   The districts reported working with the SIM-CERT team to identify teachers without the requirement for specialist certification to fill the literacy coach positions.

On-site Support

According to district records, teachers had daily access to the on-site literacy coach for additional mentoring.  This component of the SIM-CERT professional development implementation plan was to be available to teachers trained in SIM-CERT as needed; no specifications were provided regarding the amount, frequency, and content of this on-site mentoring support.
  Interviews with literacy coaches provided more detail regarding the composition of on-site mentoring and the proportion of SIM-CERT-trained teachers who received this support.  Literacy coaches mentioned several responsibilities involved in providing on-site support to teachers including individual and group meetings, presentations of SIM-CERT-related information, classroom observations, modeling lessons, and general attempts to be available to teachers to answer questions as they implement SIM-CERT in their classrooms.  Coaches reported having contact with nearly all SIM-CERT teachers at some point during the 2006-2007 school year.
Use of SIM-CERT Routines in the Classroom

Documentation from KU received from the districts in February 2007 indicated that for Year 1, SIM-CERT teachers were expected (at minimum) to develop a Unit Organizer for every unit delivered from November 1, 2006 through the end of the school year.
  In addition, SIM-CERT teachers were to implement a routine with each unit as well as use the other routines in which they had been trained (e.g., LINCing, Framing, Concept Mastery) as appropriate.

Table 18 shows levels of SIM-CERT routine use in the classroom.  Aligned with developer expectations, nearly all teachers across the two districts reported classroom-level implementation of the Unit Organizer routine.  Of the teachers who received training in the Unit Organizer routine (refer to table 16), 96% reported using this routine in the classroom.  A majority of Springfield and Chicopee teachers who received training in the Course organizer, LINCing, and Framing routines also indicated that they implemented these specific routines in the classroom (65%, 63%, and 63%, respectively).  At 41%, less than half of the Springfield and Chicopee teachers who were trained in the Concept Mastery routine reported using it in their classes.  While findings on classroom implementation for the Unit Organizer routine were consistent across the two districts, there was some variation in reported use of the Course Organizer, LINCing, and Concept Mastery routines among teachers who had received training in these specific routines.  Overall, reported use of these three particular CERT routines among trained Springfield teachers was higher than among trained Chicopee teachers (though this was not the case for every routine). 

Table 18. Number of trained teachers reporting use of SIM-CERT routines by district

	District
	Course Organizer
	Unit Organizer
	LINCing
	Framing
	Concept Mastery

	Chicopee        
	25/42 (60%)
	42/43 (98%)
	18/31 (58%)
	18/30 (60%)
	3/12 (25%)

	Springfield     
	15/18 (83%)
	36/38 (95%)
	19/28 (68%)
	15/22 (68%)
	10/20 (50%)

	Total                 
	40/62 (65%)
	78/81 (96%)
	37/59 (63%)
	33/52 (63%)
	13/32 (41%)


To obtain additional contextual information on the prevalence of SIM-CERT routine use in the five participating schools, interviews with literacy coaches were conducted.  Interview results suggest that the implementation of SIM-CERT was not uniform, particularly during the first four months of implementation.  Some of teachers used the routines regularly, while others were more hesitant to implement the intervention in their classrooms.  Coaches indicated that a lack of buy-in for the SIM-CERT program contributed to these varying levels of classroom-level implementation.  Coaches explained that teachers had not volunteered to participate in the intervention and were thus less willing to use the routines in their classrooms.  As one coach stated, “They haven’t refused.  They just haven’t bought in.”  Coaches’ assessments of the status of implementation were based on data they had collected via classroom observations and a fidelity checklist tool they had developed with the Striving Readers district team.  Examples of literacy coach feedback included the following:

Everyone except for one teacher is using the Unit Organizer.  They are each using it to different levels. The group is pretty evenly divided with about a third writing the UOs [Unit Organizers] but not consistently implementing them, a third writing and implementing them with limited success, and a third writing and implementing them consistently with success—or at the highest level of fidelity.

[Four are] doing it with high level of fidelity. There are six more who are planning and preparing to begin to use it with fidelity... I think it better that they plan and do it well than do it without investment.

Implications 

The following section describes differences between the proposed and planned intervention and barriers experienced in implementation.
Professional Development 

Content and timing of training sessions.  Springfield-Chicopee initially proposed conducting professional development trainings together of similar content and at the same time intervals.  However, due to differences in the professional development scheduling at the district level, Chicopee was able to provide training for two of the routines earlier than Springfield.  This discrepancy was rectified at the end of the school year.

Qualifications of Literacy Coaches.  The Springfield-Chicopee Striving Readers implementation plan requirement that qualified literacy coaches should have a Reading Specialist certification or an “In Process” designation was not realized given the lack of available and qualified staff and because developers indicated to districts that Reading Specialist certification was not required.  Districts worked with the SIM-CERT team to identify and train teachers without this specialist certification.

Classroom Model 

Expectations of the developer.  Springfield-Chicopee reportedly had not received specific information regarding developer expectations for SIM-CERT implementation.  Minimum teacher requirements for implementation were provided later in the first year given some of the reportedly necessary development which occurred earlier in the year.  These requirements included developing a Unit Organizer for every unit delivered, and the implementation of a routine with each unit and other units as appropriate.

Classroom-level implementation.  Overall, a majority of the teachers trained in specific SIM-CERT routines indicated they had implemented these routines in their classroom.  Nearly all teachers (96%) implemented the unit organizer routine and less than half of the teachers (41%) implemented the concept mastery routine.  Interview findings suggest that regular use of SIM-CERT routines varied according to levels of teacher buy-in and reported training.
   

SECTION IX.  IMPLICATIONS FOR THE TARGETED INTERVENTIONS 

The goal of the implementation study was to present a broad picture of the overall level of implementation of each of the two targeted interventions, READ 180 and Xtreme, as implemented by the Springfield and Chicopee Public School Districts.  The Striving Readers grant required both a targeted intervention as well as a whole school intervention be implemented and be rigorously evaluated.  The districts planned and implemented the two targeted interventions in all grades, but only as a randomized controlled trial (RCT) in the 9th grade.  Implementation will be assessed across two years to provide contextual information for interpreting results from the impact analysis.  While implementation results are presented here for both the targeted interventions, a comparison of the interventions to one another is not intended. 
As noted previously, the definition of adequacy of implementation is based on the presence of observed model components as defined by the interventions’ developers.  Note that overall scores should be interpreted with caution given that the subcomponents have different numbers of corresponding items and are not all weighted equally.  
Intervention Inputs 

The overall score for inputs was comprised of three component scores: (1) professional development; (2) materials, technology, and assessment; and (3) classroom organization, structure, and context.  On average, intervention teachers received a total of 67% of the planned professional development for READ 180 and 73% for Xtreme.  

Based on the overall professional development participation rating and adequacy as defined as 100% participation, approximately 33% of READ 180 teachers (2 of 6) and 40% of Xtreme teachers (2 of 5) received an adequate level of training as planned.  Teachers reported via surveys that mentoring did occur throughout the year but not at the rate of once per month.  This subcomponent influenced the overall input rating given the way in which adequacy was defined.  District documentation and documentation obtained from model developers by the districts will be provided to evaluators and reviewed for Year 2 reporting.  This information will provide additional context regarding reported mentoring participation.  

For the latter two component scores (materials and classroom organization) both interventions reached the level of adequate, the highest possible implementation level indicating adequate or appropriate implementation. The fact that two of the three component scores that comprised the overall implementation rating were adequate tended to diminish the significance of the mixed results obtained in both interventions for the professional development component given equal weight.  Thus, input ratings for the majority of teachers in each intervention, READ 180 and Xtreme, were adequate (4 of 6 and 4 of 5, respectively) while input ratings for the remaining teachers were moderate (2 of 6 and 2 of 5, respectively).   

Intervention Classroom Model 

The overall score for classroom model was comprised of four subcomponent scores: (1) instructional rotations and/or practices inclusive of pacing; (2) dosage; (3) use of materials and/or technology; and (4) use of assessments to inform instruction.  These items were equally weighted as there was no guidance by which to assess each subcomponents’ relative importance to the overall model.  On average, 50% of the READ 180 teachers (3 of 6) and 60% of Xtreme teachers (3 of 5) were observed to be implementing with fidelity.  Twenty percent of the Xtreme teachers (1 of 5) were observed to be implementing with moderate fidelity.  The remaining teachers were observed to be implementing the classroom models at levels of fidelity considered to be less than adequate (20% of Xtreme teachers and 50% of READ 180 teachers).  
It is especially important to note that the classroom models differ by intervention in practice and prescription.  Each intervention is based on its own theoretical model which outlines the ways in which improvements in student reading skills should be accomplished.  The classroom model subcomponents, of necessity, reflect the structure of the interventions themselves and as such differ between the two interventions.  For example, the first subcomponent contributing to the overall classroom model rating, instructional rotations and/or practices, was defined with more specificity for READ 180 than for Xtreme because of the manner in which each program has designed its instructional approach.  For Xtreme, adequacy was rated based on the presence of a model practice while for READ 180 adequacy was determined based on the presence of several criteria related to practice rotations.  Given that the basis for the subcomponent scores was not equivalent for the two programs the overall classroom model scores must not be considered equivalent. 

Overall Implication (or what ratings may not tell you) 

The ratings presented in this first year interim report serve as a broad gauge of fidelity to the intervention models by which implementation, when combined with the Year 2 results, will provide the context for the interpretation of impact results.  As described prior, this broad gauge does not encompass every nuance of implementation such as potentially important yet difficult to measure, undocumented, or unmeasured aspects of the interventions.  This was a descriptive process that was not intended to predict the effect of the interventions. 

However, there were additional data—survey and interview data—collected from teachers that were not included in the implementation ratings reported.
 These data illuminate ratings as well as provide more detailed context for the implementation of targeted interventions.  A summary of the analysis of these data is presented below.      

READ 180

Teachers asked via survey about implementation inputs such as mentoring, indicated that they had not participated in monthly mentoring sessions.  In addition, there were fewer overall sessions because the provision of mentoring assistance did not begin until the end of the calendar year as reported by the districts given scheduling difficulties for the developer.  Teachers mentioned scheduling challenges as well as mandatory testing as barriers to classroom-level implementation
 because instructional time was reduced as a consequence.  Teachers also reported variation in classroom model implementation related to “whole-group wrap-up” and independent reading.  The manner in which block scheduling is generally implemented at one of the high schools reportedly affected the pacing of instruction and the number of rotations implemented each week.  

Within three months the same school had been determined to be chronically underperforming by the State of Massachusetts and was subsequently converted to a pilot school.  The scheduling complexities involved in implementing Striving Readers in this school appeared to contribute to the slower progress in implementation and to the teachers receiving fewer pacing workshops. 

All of the teachers surveyed and/or interviewed (5 of 6) reported making adaptations to the model, most often through the addition of materials.  Adaptations included additional texts, MCAS or assessment preparation materials, vocabulary, writing (including John Collins, one of the district-wide programs), supplementary reading, and other ELA class materials used in the school.  Although teachers reported the inclusions as adaptations, it is unclear whether or not these things were in fact adaptations because most of what teachers referenced was actually business-as-usual strategies to be integrated into all courses.  Reasons teachers provided for their adaptations included student ability and student needs, student placement considerations, concomitant district-level literacy programs, and high-stakes testing.  
Xtreme 

Teachers asked via survey about implementation inputs––professional development, materials, classroom organization––they reported the receipt of all materials.  However, based on district reports of the timing of the receipt of materials, teachers may not have known the full complement of what they were to receive.  Districts reported some materials were provided later in the school year and some were further developed after they had been initially received.  Teachers reported that there were issues regarding the organization of materials.  In addition, although the class size cap of 15 was adhered to across all schools and for all sections of Xtreme reading, some sections were reportedly very small which may alter the nature of the intervention. 

All teachers surveyed reported following the lesson plan closely “three to five times per week” but not everyday.  Pacing varied among teachers and school districts.  While seven teachers rated the difficulty in implementing these strategies, four of the seven teachers selected “not applicable” for the final three strategies (Paraphrasing, Summarizing, and Inferencing) of the year.  Teachers reported the pacing expectations were unrealistic and that there was not enough time in the school year to complete the implementation of all strategies.  Other factors identified as influencing pace included the rate at which testing occurred (needs and achievement), student absenteeism, and the block-scheduling of the technical high school which operated on alternate academic weeks.  Note that teachers were still rated overall as implementing adequately despite these reported discrepancies as described earlier.  However, if pacing across the year had been considered in the scoring of Xtreme classroom model implementation, the adequacy ratings for implementation would be lower given specific units were not covered within the year.  Evaluators will consider the inclusion of pacing across the year for scoring in Year 2.  Teachers reported that overall barriers to implementation of Xtreme included: reduced student attendance, concerns regarding student placement, and a lack of planning time.  Teachers did not note specifically that small class size was a barrier.  Adaptations to the model included the addition of more writing and vocabulary activities.
Final plans for Xtreme Reading were settled immediately prior to implementation and included the developer requirement at that time that the whole school intervention training (SIM-CERT) be delivered to Xtreme teachers as well.  However, each district included the SIM-CERT component differently: Springfield Public Schools teachers taught Xtreme Reading and ELA to the same group of students back to back; and Chicopee Public School teachers taught only Xtreme Reading and had their students take ELA with another teacher who had been SIM-CERT trained.  This finding has implications for the way in which impact analyses are conducted and there are several aspects of this finding which may confound study results.  The 90-minute block scheduling in Springfield meant that for Xtreme, there was an additional 45 minutes in the class period.  As a result, students in the Xtreme classes remained for the second 45 minutes to receive standard ELA.  

Three issues have been identified as a result of this difference between the two districts: (1) teachers integrated Xtreme into the standard ELA course over the 90-minute block so intervention components were less distinguishable; (2) the class sizes for what was to be standard ELA (25 or more) were smaller given the Xtreme ratio was utilized (15 or less); and, (3) overall, the regularly offered ELA class sizes increased.  The magnitude of these potential issues will be assessed and reported in Year 2 following an analysis of all data, including rosters of ELA courses.  In addition, the integration of Xtreme into ELA classes was identified early in Year 1 by the Striving Readers district team and they reminded developers, school staff, and teachers of the original plan to implement the interventions consistently across districts as an add-on or supplemental 45 minute class. That is, despite the fact that integrating Xtreme practices into ELA classes may be good practice from a pedagogical perspective (and Xtreme developers explicitly recommend doing so), this was not the model Xtreme developers and districts proposed implementing across both districts and in all schools.  The intervention implementation as planned for this study was designed to be the same across schools to ensure that there was adequate power to test the effect of each intervention. As such, it is required that districts adhere to the planned model.
   
Additional Context

Although interventions are not equivalent and as a result ratings should not be compared, the implementation of two unique interventions affords an opportunity to identify common contextual patterns and potential barriers within the schools and districts that may be unrelated to the interventions themselves but which could influence results.  For example, districts as well as individual schools face different challenges and observed variation may result from such challenges above and beyond the challenges of implementation of the intervention models.  If observed variations appear systematic within districts or schools, it has implications for the analysis and interpretation of impacts.  If implementation barriers were systemic within a school or district, these issues would presumably arise in the implementation of either intervention.  
Overall, teachers at two of the five schools did not fully implement either intervention.  One of the schools had a teacher with chronic absenteeism.  Another of the five schools had a READ 180 teacher not implementing on model, however, the Xtreme teacher within this school was observed to be implementing on model, indicating the school itself did not appear to experience barriers to intervention implementation.  The two schools in which teachers did not implement the interventions on model were in the same district.  One of these schools uses a block-scheduling structure that makes the act of implementing as planned and as anticipated extremely difficult.  In addition, simultaneous with the Striving Readers interventions, this school experienced their first year of a mandatory conversion to pilot status and the consequent creation of small schools within this school.  Implementation as planned in Year 1 was to occur in classes comprised of targeted students across the five schools but instead the classes were established within in each of the five schools. Therefore, class sizes were smaller than anticipated which has implications for the research study and the interpretation of data.  This district clearly faced more contextual challenges than its counterpart.  Despite this fact, there have been additional efforts made to ensure consistent implementation within schools and across districts.  

English Language Arts 

There were planned differences in the dosage of standard ELA based on several factors:  each district’s scheduling; whether or not supplemental reading supports were considered inclusive or exclusive to ELA instructional time; and based on graduation and course requirements.  These differences were outlined in the districts’ implementation reports and illustrated in the final dosage chart (see below).  There were also unplanned differences noted in ELA dosage for three of the five schools, where the total length of the ELA course per day was not delivered as anticipated resulting in differences in the total average dose delivered.  However, this difference may in fact reflect the actual ELA course as it occurs in the schools and as it would have been proposed.  

Table 19. Business as usual ELA for striving readers across districts (2006-07)

	
	CHS
	CCHS
	HST
	COMM
	PUTNAM A Week
	PUTNAM B Week

	
	Grade 9
	Grade 9
	Grade 9
	Grade 9
	Grade 9
	Grade 9

	PLANNED IMPLEMENTATION 

	Control Group: Business as Usual*
	45 min ELA + whatever additional support normally provided
	45 min ELA + whatever additional support normally provided
	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided


	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided


	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided



	ACTUAL IMPLEMENTATION

	Control Group: Business as Usual*
	45 min ELA + whatever additional support normally provided
	45 min ELA + whatever additional support normally provided
	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided (1st or 2nd Semester but not both)

	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided (every other day for year)

	90 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided

	45 min ELA block inclusive of support normally provided


Note: Business as usual ELA was to be provided to all striving readers: control, READ 180, and Xtreme.  
Observed differences related to school schedule restrictions included: (1) a vocational-technical school operating on A and B weeks; and (2)  two schools operating on differing block schedules in which ELA was provided either every other day or in only one of two semesters, to accommodate schedules.  Going forward, the school schedules and dosage prior to grant implementation will be obtained to explore what represented the “true” ELA schedule prior to implementation of this grant.   

Business as Usual: Supplemental Intervention 

Business as usual for striving readers is what occurs in the absence of treatment, or the counterfactual, which would consist of whatever supplemental or add-on services are ordinarily available to students in need of additional reading support.  All students, treatment included, were to receive the standard ELA courses that all other students were to receive because the interventions were proposed as additions to the regular ELA courses.   

While no systematic approach across schools prior to this grant existed for the identification of striving readers, multiple informal methods were used in addition to formal school-wide and district-wide assessments to identify students in need of services.  None of the five high schools participating in the Striving Readers study currently had a comprehensive approach to support students in need or striving readers (other than the school-wide implementation of SIM-CERT afforded by this grant).  An analysis of information gathered from district and school documents, as well as interviews illustrated that there was a great deal of variation in the supplemental services offered between districts and schools as well as within schools.  

Finally, some of the control students receive very limited intervention services as their business as usual in one district.  Limited READ 180 v1.6 services are provided to a small percentage of special education students as per their individualized education plans (these are business as usual supplemental services for these students).  In addition, prior to entering high school, a small percentage of students received READ 180 v1.6 services (approximately 15% as reported by the district).  According to the districts, there was no differential receipt of services for students among the three groups: READ 180, Xtreme, and control.
  

Control teachers were not observed to be using READ 180 and Xtreme materials, technology or model-specific instructional strategies, nor did they report using them.  The unique characteristics of the interventions were not found to be incorporated in the supplemental services control students received.  Students in the control group who did not receive supplemental services generally filled their course slots with non-related electives at their discretion.  

Teacher Recruitment
Fewer teachers were hired for Striving Readers in Springfield and Chicopee because initial estimates were based on the projected numbers of all students reading two grade levels or more below their current grade.  Later, adjustments were made to ensure an equivalent comparison group for both interventions, necessitated by the SIM-Xtreme intervention model specifications, which narrowed the range of striving readers to be identified for study purposes.
  
Given the time and money required to directly assess teacher quality in a valid and reliable way, doing so was beyond the scope of specified evaluation activities. However, all teachers were randomly assigned to teach either one of the targeted interventions or standard ELA.  Random assignment was employed to help ensure quality would be as equally distributed among the conditions as possible.  The numbers of teachers were small and there may be differences between the interventions in teacher quality as a result.  Data regarding teacher characteristics were collected to assess any differences.  Of the final number of intervention teachers participating, 55% (6 of 11) reported certification specific to grades 9 through 12.  A total of 64% (7 of 11) met the districts’ preference for having five or more years of teaching experience and 55% (6 of 11) reported having masters’ degrees.
  It is important to note that teacher characteristics are not necessarily presumed to be indicators of teacher quality.  In fact, the implementation levels were mixed for those with higher levels of education, more years of experience, and certification grades 9 through 12.     

Finally, teachers that had not returned for Year 2 of the grant (4 of 11) were evenly distributed a across the districts and districts reported that the patterns of attrition did not differ from those normally observed.  Districts also reported all teachers were placed based on their random assignment as planned. 

Overall Implementation

Overall ratings of implementation fidelity were “adequate,” the highest possible level of implementation given intervention specifications.  However, there was observed variation among ratings for both interventions especially for the implementation of the classroom models.  In addition, other evaluation data suggest challenges and barriers to implementation, especially for one district and school in particular.  These barriers may be difficult to overcome given they appear to be largely contextual and systemic (e.g., scheduling).  It is important to note that a greater degree of variability is not necessarily unexpected in the first year of implementation especially considering the complexities involved.  However, it is expected that in a second year implementation will become more established and systematic.  

The following includes a brief discussion of best practices related to implementation as well as recommendations within the two overarching implementation categories: inputs and classroom model.     

Inputs: professional development; materials, technology, and assessments; and, classroom organization, structure and context. 

The inputs identified in each intervention logic model provide the foundation for the classroom implementation to occur.  Establishing systems and processes by which inputs are to be delivered is critical to successful implementation and making this happen is largely dependent upon district, administrative, and school staff as these stakeholders hold the requisite authority and accountability for implementation.  There must also be time for the development of fully specified inputs which requires planning and intensive collaboration with intervention developers prior to implementation to test the final-planned intervention. Planning was more difficult in the first year of this grant implementation given the school year and grant schedule.  Finally, efforts must be made to ensure effective communication among all stakeholders such that there is a general understanding of what is proposed, what the expected parameters are for implementation, and what systems of accountability exist. Buy-in and commitment from all levels of administration and school staff to execute the interventions as planned is critical to the success of this and any grant implementation.     

Classroom Model: instructional rotations, practices, pace; dosage; and use of materials and assessments for instruction.  

The intervention is delivered via the classroom model and, as specified by both logic models, adequate implementation must occur to affect improvements in students’ reading status.  Developers and districts must collaborate and plan for successful implementation.  Developers and districts have collaborated to specify the ways in which implementation should occur and have worked together with the goal of achieving an adequate level of implementation within the restricting framework of a rigorous research study—not normally the conditions under which interventions operate.  Buy-in from all stakeholders is critical for success as is coordination in the monitoring and tracking of implementation. Districts, with the necessary support from developers, reportedly will utilize additional tools to more systematically and frequently track implementation quality and consistency over time to ensure implementation is occurring as planned, especially at the classroom level.  Finally, the context for implementation as specified in the logic models is incredibly complex and barriers arise as a result.  Districts are attempting to articulate policy regarding the accountability of teachers as well as general school and administrative staff to further strengthen the quality of implementation in the future.  Developers as well as teacher, school, and/or district modifications to implementation as planned must be minimized to avoid jeopardizing study outcomes so collaboration is crucial to the success of the grant implementation and research design.  

SECTION X.  OVERALL SUMMARY
The Springfield-Chicopee districts have overcome many obstacles in the development, planning, and implementation of their Striving Readers Grant.  In particular, the collaboration of two dissimilar districts and the implementation of two disparate targeted interventions were challenges to be addressed.  Moreover, the challenge of actually implementing any program in a complex urban school setting is daunting but implementing two interventions uniformly in two districts, setting parameters, coordinating logistics, and establishing tracking systems is truly a monumental task.  
Year 1 intervention plans required consistent tailoring to accommodate a rigorous research study design and involved the devotion of unanticipated time by district staff and evaluators to ensure successful implementation would occur.  Many of the barriers presented in the implementation of the grant in Year 1 resulted from contextual and contractual complexities of implementation which did not necessarily emerge from the intervention models themselves but may have resulted from attempts to fit the models as required into this context (refer to the logic models for an overview of context).  However, Xtreme did make changes to what was originally planned in the areas of pacing and assessments.    
Contextual complexities include: the urban setting, population, and needs of the students; the various administrative, scheduling, and other policies of the schools and districts; as well as general staffing and personnel matters.
  Contractual complexities include: the requirements for the grant implementation; the necessary work to be done to ensure fidelity of implementation; and the observance of the rigorous research specifications.  

Complexities were also faced which would not normally be encountered in a standard implementation of an adolescent literacy intervention given districts proposed a collaborative endeavor to implement two interventions.  In addition, the research requirements for this grant would not be encountered in a standard implementation (i.e., systematically screening, randomly assigning, and placing students).  For example, an initial barrier involved the cooperation, ability, and willingness of both districts to incorporate a “true” control group to address the counterfactual (i.e. what would happen in the absence of treatment) as well as the need to standardize implementation across two very different district and school systems.  This challenge was overcome as a result of communication regarding grant requirements and specifications of a rigorous evaluation design.  In addition, although communication and buy-in at all levels of school staff and district administration would be required to successfully implement any program or intervention, districts were challenged in fully obtaining buy-in because of the quick start-up of the grant cycle as well as the prolonged period of intervention and rigorous design specifications required for this effort.  Implementation and design plans were being finalized at the end of the school year when a majority of staff were unavailable to participate.

Finally, the developers of SIM made regular changes related to pacing, assessment and training to “be responsive” to the teachers and the districts for the implementation of Xtreme.  In addition, developers worked with the districts to further specify the whole-school intervention.  These changes presented additional challenges for teachers and the districts in implementing the program.   

The less tangible but no less important work of the Striving Readers district team to ensure implementation occurred as planned must also be acknowledged.  Specifically, the districts have maintained the integrity of the randomized control trial design throughout implementation and have repeatedly demonstrated their commitment to ensuring the success of the grant.  District staff collaborated fully with evaluators in the planning and redesign phase of the evaluation.  They also considered seriously any unintended potential positive or negative influences on study outcomes and continue to do so.  Such diligence has helped to ensure results of this study will produce information that can be used by policymakers, district administrators, and school staff to make confident choices regarding effective interventions for their students.   
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� Local poverty statistics obtained from a district document downloaded from �HYPERLINK "http://www.sps.springfield.ma.us"�www.sps.springfield.ma.us�, November 7, 2007. 


� Data were obtained from the Massachusetts Department of Education’s District Profiles database, http://profiles.doe.mass.edu/, November 5, 2007. 


� This does not include the numerous alternative secondary schools and private secondary schools located in Springfield.


� This is true of Chicopee High Schools as well. Eligibility for the high schools relies upon what one US DOE Striving Readers program manager referred to as a “calculation of preponderance”—meaning that although the number of students in the high schools registered for free or reduced lunch does not necessarily reflect a percentage that warrants Title I status, the preponderance of other factors (most notably the Title I status of all sending middle schools) indicates that the actual number of known free/reduced lunches in the high schools is lower than the actual number of students qualifying.  





� The MADOE also has specific guidelines for such schools related to autonomy, accountability, personalized teaching and learning as well as a school-wide vision.  These schools are required to have specifics on the following conditions in place: faculty buy-in, design team formation and proposal development, school size, principal hiring and evaluation, staff selection and assignment, annual work conditions, school practices, governance,  compliance with state and federal laws, and membership in the statewide network of schools (see � HYPERLINK "http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/redesign/guidelines.html?section=all" ��http://www.doe.mass.edu/sda/redesign/guidelines.html?section=all�).


� Springfield-Chicopee is used as an abbreviation for the Springfield Public Schools and Chicopee Public Schools implementing the jointly-proposed Striving Readers program. 


� Xtreme Reading teachers will receive materials and training in all of the same Content Enhancement Routines for Teachers.  See the whole school implementation section for more information.


� KU-CRL is the developer of SIM (the developers of SIM are referenced throughout this document).   


� Project Officer communication, November 15, 2006.


� This method was provided by Abt Associates, the technical assistance provider to Striving Readers evaluators.  


� Note that this table represents the data obtained.  Additional secondary data was anticipated and will be obtained for the Year 2 report.  


� Initial training in this context for teachers is defined as training that took place in the planned summer professional development (PD) period prior to first year implementation.  This PD is considered to be the foundation for program implementation.  Administrators received initial PD at the beginning of the school year. 


� District-school facilitators were also trained as per the READ 180 model in the initial PD sessions to support the facilitation of the Scholastic RED online courses.  The questions regarding this facilitator training are not specified above as this training was only a part of the READ 180 model (however, the questions are the same as those outlined above).  


� Data presented regarding attendance of teachers at professional development sessions was based on self-reported information provided by districts as well as teacher surveys.


� Initial in this context for teachers and administrators is defined as training that took place in the planned summer professional development (PD) period prior to first year implementation.  This PD is considered to be the foundation for program implementation. 


� On-site literacy coaches provided ongoing mentoring (classroom observations and demonstrations, problem-solving, feedback, etc.) for teaching staff.


� Components and ratings presented initially by evaluators at the Striving Readers Program meeting sponsored by the Department of Education in the spring of 2008 consisted of this structure, but at the time only the classroom model and its subcomponents and ratings were presented for the initially collected data.


� As described in the logic model, inputs are the resources that support delivery in the classroom and allow it to happen (inputs include, professional development, infrastructure, etc.).


� Districts expressed concern about the inclusion of Scholastic RED Courses in the overall scoring of READ 180 professional development.  The districts clarified that the RED courses were an additional component to the core READ 180 professional development model (i.e., training in how to use Read 180, the computer component, materials, and five-part rotation).  In fact, other districts chose to implement only the core model and not the RED Courses.  However, RED courses were included in the overall professional development score because they were included in the planned professional development READ 180 teachers were to receive.  The evaluator’s role was to assess what was planned versus what actually occurred.  





� This assumption may be adjusted in the Year 2 report if necessary based on developer interviews to be conducted 	(they may suggest a different minimum number as adequate). 


� Note that both of the interventions indicate they conduct additional mentoring visits “as needed” but the rating is 	based solely on the occurrence of the minimum number of visits as required by the models.  


� The schedule of mentoring visits was reported by the districts.  Evaluators do not have the intervention records, 	district reports, or explanations for differences.  


� Developers may have built in some redundancy in the training content sessions in anticipation of some number of teachers being unable to fully attend the summer sessions.  Note that this assumption may be adjusted in the Year 2 report if necessary based on developer interviews to be conducted.  


� Attendance is both district-reported and teacher-reported via surveys.


� Districts expressed concern about the rates of participation in professional development activities as reported by teachers.  Districts indicated that, per their own documentation, all teachers in the study received all of the planned monthly mentoring visits from the developers.  Evaluators acknowledge that it is possible teachers’ under-reported receipt of monthly professional development visits when responding to the teacher survey.  As stated later in this report, districts plan to request summaries of mentoring visits (by teacher) from the developers. This information will be provided to evaluators as an additional source of data.





�  Daily pacing was not fully specified in the Xtreme intervention as for READ 180, so this component could not solely be based on observation data.  


�  Dosage was measured in terms of weekly lesson plans but not in terms of units completed over the course of the academic year. Although several Xtreme teachers did not cover all the units as planned for the year, this is not captured in the current scores.  Evaluators will consider the inclusion of curriculum/pacing over the year specifically in Year 2.   


� Teachers also reported via survey data that they were not implementing key model aspects.  


� The number of teachers who reported receiving SIM-CERT training (n = 90) is lower than the number reportedly trained (n = 110).  District documents indicated that by the end of the 2006-2007 school year 110 teachers had attended all professional development workshops and had received SIM-CERT routine training. 


� Note that some respondents indicated that they were teaching courses in more than one of the areas listed above.


� This receipt of this information is anticipated for inclusion in the Year 2 report. 


� Springfield-Chicopee reportedly had not received specific information regarding developer expectations for SIM-CERT implementation until later in the first year.


� CLC Program Evaluation Implementation Phase Tool Kit, February 2007.


� CLC Program Evaluation Implementation Phase Tool Kit, February 2007.


� Districts will provide additional documentation to be reported in Year 2 regarding literacy coaches and their work with SIM-CERT teachers.  


� Additional district data will be provided for the second year report as well.


� Note that as planned students would attend regular ELA classes with other students where teachers were to be trained in SIM-CERT strategies.  Given the Xtreme teacher was the ELA teacher for the same students in Springfield for this 90 minute block, the lines between the two roles were easily blurred and this appeared to be the case largely because of the block-schedule structure.      


� Additional data regarding supplemental services and prior participation will be obtained, analyzed, and presented in the Year 2 report. 


� Xtreme serves students performing at or above a grade 4 level as proposed.  


� Additional data regarding teacher departures and replacement teachers will be obtained, analyzed, and reported in the Year 2 report. 


� One of the districts SR program leads took another position elsewhere prior to the first school year of grant implementation. 






