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Executive Summary

This report presents the current progress of the
Ensuring Literacy for All (ELFA) Initiative which began
in the 2004-05 school year under the name
Reading First (RF). Both qualitative and quantitative
research techniques were used, including analysis of
student performance data from local and statewide
assessments; surveys of principals, coaches,
coach/interventionists, and teachers; and focus
group interviews with members of district
management staff and regional coordinators. These
data were used to measure the effect of ELFA on
closing the performance gap between students who
have been historically low-performing in literacy and their more successful peers. After seven years of
implementation, ELFA schools continue to support accelerated gains for students over non-ELFA schools.
The ELFA Initiative does make a positive difference in serving disadvantaged populations.

Quantitative Analysis

The following figure displays the third grade iLEAP (integrated Louisiana Educational Assessment Program)
results for ELFA and non-ELFA schools over the last six years. Clearly, there have been substantial
increases in the percentage of students scoring basic or above across the state. The first two cohorts of
ELFA schools display a substantially greater increase in the percentages of students that are scoring basic
or above. Cohort 2 has a gain that is double the non-ELFA gain rate. Cohort 4 has a gain that is nearly triple
the non-ELFA rate. Cohorts 1 and 3 also show greater gains than non-ELFA schools and statewide.

Increases in the Percentage of Students Scoring Basic or Above on Third Grade iLEAP English Language Arts by
Cohort Since 2006
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Analysis of the program was more complicated this year due to two factors. First, participating schools
used two different versions of DIBELS. Second, the program endured a second round of budget cuts that
limited service levels. Some schools receiving support were designated as “reduced support” because they
appeared to have successfully embedded implementation and had a sustainable program in place. The
form of ongoing support they received was inclusion in staff development opportunities. They no longer
received funding allocations to continue the initiative. Based on these variations across the initiative, it was
determined that creating a merged dataset would be the most effective strategy for illuminating progress
over the longitudinal course of this study.

Qualitative Analysis

This year’s survey instrument revealed a consistent perception of a need for training. Across regions in the
state and across all job categories, teachers want additional assistance and training in how best to work
with struggling readers and build comprehension and writing skills for their students. They understand the
need to differentiate their instruction, and classroom management continues to be a challenge. The
Louisiana Coaching Cyclel (LCC) has proved to be a very powerful instrument for providing job-embedded
staff development for teachers. Those individuals who have provided and received the benefit of these
sessions universally report their appreciation and a desire for the program to continue.

On the district level, a correlation analysis compared ELFA implementation with performance on the iLEAP.
The results provided evidence that the degree to which a district successfully implemented the ELFA
activities is positively and significantly correlated to its success on the /LEAP.

Professional development this year consisted of a series of seminars focused on leadership strategies to
support site administrators. Many key leadership factors were addressed to support principals in becoming
more effective at creating change and improving schools. The sessions were based on a general model of
leadership for change that was customized to focus on literacy. Some who participated expressed a sense
of frustration due to a lack of available time. While they appreciated the information in the training
seminars, many were uncertain how much of it they would be able to apply at their sites. They indicated
successful transfer of the training would have required more job-embedded assistance than the seminars
provided.

Conclusions

ELFA has made a difference. First, as demonstrated by the bar graph above, participating schools
sustainably increased the percentage of students scoring basic or above on the 31 grade ILEAP ELA at a
rate that was faster when compared to the overall rate of state improvement. Second, there has been an
increase in the number of schools that implement the elements of the ELFA Initiative with high fidelity.
Schools are modeling the program to provide the best likelihood for increasing student literacy, especially
for those populations of students that are historically underperforming.

! The Louisiana Coaching Cycle (LCC) was put into practice during the 2009-10 school year. The LCC is a framework
for the Literacy Coach to support the classroom teacher that involves a cycle of planning, teaching, practicing and
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Recommendations

1. Continued implementation of ELFA in schools with high-needs.
The Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) identified schools that would continue to receive
intensive support and those that would have access to reduced support. Those receiving reduced
support continued to show successful outcomes showing greater growth on DIBELS and /LEAP than non-
ELFA schools. Those ELFA schools that continued to receive enhanced support showed growth that was
greater than non-ELFA schools, but overall performance was lower. The LDOE should continue to offer
enhanced support to these schools and continue to provide limited support to all others. The ELFA
model has shown to be effective in schools with high needs.

2. Continued use of LCC integrating Leadership summits into the model.
The LCC continues to be a well-regarded model for developing teacher literacy knowledge and practice.
While the leadership summits that were provided to ELFA schools in the 2010-11 school year were
informative, participants felt the need to spend more time integrating the leadership for change
materials into their schools. The LCC could provide the structure in which to leverage the leadership for
change knowledge within the ELFA Initiative.

3. Implementation of Louisiana’s Comprehensive Literacy Plan.
ELFA has been embedded within the Louisiana Comprehensive Literacy Plan (LACLiP) as the Elementary
Literacy Plan component. LACLIP has been propagated statewide as the model for all literacy activities
from birth through adolescence. Those schools that have reduced support for ELFA can serve as models
for other schools around the state for implementing and sustaining ELFA practices with fairly modest
levels of support.
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Ensuring Literacy for All (ELFA) Evaluation

Introduction

This report presents the 2010-11 progress of the Ensuring Literacy for All (ELFA) Initiative implemented in
the 2004-05 school year as Reading First (RF). Both qualitative and quantitative research were conducted,
including analysis of student performance data from local and statewide assessments; surveys of
principals, coaches, coach/interventionists, and teachers; and focus group interviews with members of
district management staff and regional coordinators. These data were used to measure the effect of ELFA
on closing the performance gap between students who have been historically low-performing in literacy
and their more successful peers. After seven years of implementation, ELFA schools continue to support
accelerated gains for students over non-ELFA schools. The ELFA Initiative does make a positive difference
in serving disadvantaged populations.

Quantitative Analysis

The quantitative analysis for determining the status of ELFA included using both DIBELS and the Integrated
Louisiana Educational Assessment Program (iILEAP) data. Student achievement data were gathered from
LDOE sources that were mandated of all schools within the ELFA Initiative or were statewide mandates.
Program outcomes will be measured using DIBELS for third-grade students, but will also include results
from the statewide mandated assessment, the iLEAP. These sources of data were utilized to measure
progress and also to explore correlation to survey data.

Assessment of the Louisiana statewide literacy initiatives in the 2010-11 school was more complicated
this year due to two factors. First, many schools transitioned to an updated version of the Dynamic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). Two versions of the DIBELS - DIBELS 6t edition (DIBELS
6) and DIBELS Next — made for complicated and less consistent results. Second, a percentage of schools
received reduced support this year. Substantially reduced resource allocation required the state to reduce
or remove funding for some schools and districts. This resulted in an uneven delivery of service, with
schools and districts making adjustments to try to provide support to struggling readers in different ways.
While there was continued effort to use the tiered system of service delivery, limited staffing, time, and
training increased the challenge. Different schools addressed the challenges in organic and locally
opportunistic ways that were deemed the most likely to maximize available resources. Those differences
make a single measurement device or system problematic.

This quantitative analysis section starts with a description of how the data were equalized across the two
versions of DIBELS. The analysis then concentrates on cohort performance, fall to spring growth, schools
with reduced state support and finally demographic subgroup performance.

DIBELS Version Equalization

DIBELS 6 and DIBELS Next: The two versions of DIBELS are not exactly the same but are based on many of
the same criteria. The choices were to evaluate only the students who took DIBELS 6 (used in the past and
by the most students), or find a way to merge the datasets. Merging the datasets was chosen as the most
consistent with past analysis and easiest to understand.

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




The key was to find matching variables (similar to a meta-analysis). In DIBELS 6, the summary measure is
instructional recommendation (IR). IR is defined two ways. From the beginning of kindergarten to the fall
assessment of first grade, IR is based on a combination of pre-literacy measures. Starting in the winter of
first grade, the summary assessment is oral reading fluency (ORF), which is the same as IR. The closest
match in DIBELS Next was chosen as follows:

Table 1: Variables Used for Analysis by Grade and DIBELS version

DIBELS 6 DIBELS Next
Kindergarten and fall of first Instructional Recommendation Composite
. . . . . DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency
Winter of first to spring of third Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) (DORF) Words Correct.
Labels for levels Benchmark, strategic, intensive Core, strategic, intensive.

While the two scales are not exactly the same, they are the best comparable scales. Overall in the group of
schools studied, DIBELS 6 tended to identify a larger group of students as being on benchmark. Moderating
this effect is that DIBELS Next was given to a population with slightly larger percentages of minority
students and students in poverty.

Table 2: Percentage on Benchmark by Term and DIBELS Version

Kindergarten First

Fall Winter | Spring | Fall
DIBELS Next (Composite) 47% | 67% 74% 68%
DIBELS 6 (Instructional Recommendation) | 44% | 70% 73% 77%
Computed Difference -3.7% | 2.8% -1.1% | 9.2%

Correlation r = 0.947

Table 3: Percentage on Benchmark by Term and DIBELS Version (ORF and DORF Words Correct)

 First Second Third
Winter | Spring | Fall Winter Spring | Fall Winter | Spring
DIBELS Next (DORF) 56% 54% 53% | 55% 50% 51% | 47% 41%
DIBELS 6 (ORF) 62% 61% 53% | 62% 53% 48% | 51% 44%
Computed Difference 5.7% 6.2% | 0.4% | 7.2% 3.1% -3.4% | 3.7% 2.6%

Correlation r = 0.878
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Table 4: Percentages of ELFA Demographic Groups by DIBELS Version

Male Poverty ‘ Non-White N
Kindergarten
DIBELS Next 51% 79% 64% 3,815
DIBELS 6 52% 80% 61% 12,480
First
DIBELS Next 50% 86% 65% 3,438
DIBELS 6 51% 82% 61% 12,728
Second
DIBELS Next 50% 85% 63% 3,128
DIBELS 6 52% 82% 61% 12,074
Third
DIBELS Next 52% 84% 63% 3,202
DIBELS 6 52% 83% 63% 11,395

Correlation2 is a key to predictability. DIBELS is highly and significantly correlated with iLEAP tests for ELA
and Reading. That means that the scores on DIBELS are similar to achievement on the iLEAP. The new
DIBELS Next composite measure is actually the most highly correlated with iLEAP.3

Table 5: Correlation between Scaled Scores on DIBELSand iLEAP, Spring 2011

DIBELS 6 ORF DIBELS Next DORF DIBELS Next Composite
iLEAP ELA 0.686 0.672 0.720
iLEAP Reading subscale 0.647 0.653 0.697

All correlations significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed)

Across most measures and demographic groups DIBELS 6 ORF and DIBELS Next DORF (words correct)
produce very similar results. It was concluded that the two measures are similar enough that they can be
used as one for the purpose of this evaluation.

2 One measure changes reliably with another
3 The composite measure will be used by all Louisiana schools in 2011-2012.
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Cohort Performance

The current ELFA program was introduced in waves or cohorts of schools. Cohort 1 represents schools
from the very first year of the initiative (then called Reading First). The percentage of third grade students
on benchmark at spring assessment dropped for the third consecutive year. This year, the percentage on
benchmark dropped between 5 and 8% in all grades. Cohort 2 also had an across-the-board drop in the
percentage on benchmark. It is worth noting that the reduction in percent on benchmark occurred at the
same time as funding reductions to the program. Arguably, the two could be related.

Figure 1: Cohort 1 Percentage on Benchmark, by Grade, Spring 2011 (Oral Reading Fluency)
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Figure 2: Cohort 2 Percentage on Benchmark by Grade
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Figure 3: Percentage on Benchmark in spring 2011 by cohort
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As illustrated by Figure 3 above, the kindergarten group for Cohort 4 did not perform as well this year as
other cohorts. Cohort 4 did better in first and third grade, and was level with Cohort 3 in second grade for
the 2011 snapshot of results. As Table 6 illustrates, all ELFA cohorts have substantially outpaced non-ELFA
schools in gains of the percentage of students in the school at basic or above on the third-grade iLEAP
scores since 2006. Even the last two cohorts that began implementation two or three years prior have at
least matched the growth rate of the state and the last cohort has grown at nearly three times the
statewide rate.

Table 6: Percentage Scoring Basic or Above on the Third-Grade iLEAP for ELFA Cohorts
2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 2011 Gain
Non-ELFA 65.6% | 65.6% | 65.2% | 68.1% | 70.5% | 71.5% 5.9%
Cohort 1 (2004-05) | 50.1% | 54.0% | 53.9% | 56.5% | 58.2% | 62.6% 12.5%
Cohort 2 (2006-07) | 38.9% | 43.1% | 49.4% | 57.2% | 55.3% | 54.1% 15.2%
Cohort 3 (2008-09) | 59.3% | 64.6% | 66.4% | 62.4% | 65.9% | 68.4% 9.1%
Cohort 4 (2009-10) | 67.4% | 65.3% | 64.2% | 65.0% | 67.9% | 83.6% 16.2%
Statewide 63.5% | 64.0% | 63.9% | 66.4% | 68.6% | 69.6% 6.1%

Numbers shaded represent school years the cohort was in ELFA/RF.
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Figure 4: Increases in the Percentage of Students Scoring Basic or Above
on Third Grade iLEAP English Language Arts by Cohort Since 2006
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Figure 4 displays the iLEAP results for ELFA and non-ELFA schools over the last six years since the iLEAP
replaced the lowa Test of Basic Skills. Clearly, there have been substantial increases in the percentage of
students scoring basic or above across the state. The first two cohorts of ELFA schools display a
substantially greater increase in the percentages of students that are scoring basic or above. Cohort 2 has
a score that is double the non-ELFA gain rate. Cohort 4 has a gain rate that is nearly triple the non-ELFA
rate. Cohorts 1 and 3 also outperform the non-ELFA rate and the statewide rate.

Fall to Spring Changes

Table 7 summarizes the change from fall to spring. The vertical axis indicates the students’ assessment
level in the fall whereas the spring is represented by the horizontal axis. It helps to answer the question,
“Given the starting point, how do students perform at the end of the year? Percentage indicates the
percentage of students at the fall level that received the benchmark level in the spring (percentage of row).

The table is collapsed into two groups. Cohorts 1 and 2 are those that started under Reading First (RF) and
have been in the program longest. Cohorts 3 and 4 are those that started later after the program changed
to ELFA.

For the tables below, it is highly desirable to have a larger percentage of students who began the year at
“intensive” move to “strategic” or “benchmark.” For example, Table 7 displays the fall to spring results for
kindergarten through third grade. The first section contains the results for kindergarten, presenting the
results aggregated into two groups, one labeled RF which includes the first two cohorts and the other
labeled ELFA containing the last two cohorts. For the RF cohort, the first row indicated that of the 2,137
children that were on Benchmark in the fall, 89.2% remained on benchmark in the spring, 8.7% had fallen
into the Strategic category, and 2.1% were in Intensive. Similarly, of the 1,339 students that were Strategic
in the fall, 73.3% improved to scoring on Benchmark, 14.9% remained strategic, and 11.9% fell into the
Intensive category. Finally, of the 1,282 children that were in the Intensive category in the fall, 54.4%
improved to Benchmark, 22.1% improved to Strategic, and 23.5% remained Intensive.
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Table 7: Fall to Spring Percentage on Benchmark

Spring Assessment

Kindergarten Benchmark Core* Strategic | Intensive Number
RF (Cohorts 1 &2)
- Benchmark/Core 89.2% 8.7% 2.1% 2,137
E Strategic 73.3% 14.9% 11.9% 1,339
§ Intensive 54.4% 22.1% 23.5% 1,282
ﬁ ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)
= Benchmark/Core 89.0% 8.5% 2.4% 2,620
= Strategic 68.2% 17.3% 14.5% 2,023
Intensive 43.6% 24.7% 31.7% 1,129
First Grade Benchmark Core Strategic Intensive Number
RF (Cohorts 1 &2)
- Benchmark/Core 68.3% 20.2% 11.5% 3,616
E Strategic 25.3% 34.1% 40.7% 760
§ Intensive 12.9% 18.3% 68.8% 606
ﬁ ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)
= Benchmark/Core 74.0% 19.4% 6.5% 4,525
= Strategic 27.0% 36.0% 37.0% 848
Intensive 12.7% 18.5% 68.8% 497
Second Grade Benchmark Core Strategic Intensive Number
RF (Cohorts 1 &2)
- Benchmark/Core 81.3% 16.6% 2.1% 2,450
E Strategic 25.8% 42.0% 32.2% 1,244
§ Intensive 3.5% 13.8% 82.6% 1,129
ﬁ ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)
= Benchmark/Core 84.0% 13.7% 2.2% 3,130
- Strategic 23.9% 42.7% 33.4% 1,458
Intensive 3.5% 9.4% 87.0% 932
Third Grade Benchmark Core Strategic Intensive Number
RF (Cohorts 1 &2)
W Benchmark/Core 77.3% 20.5% 2.2% 2,374
E Strategic 22.2% 57.1% 20.7% 1,098
§ Intensive 1.9% 16.7% 81.4% 1,218
3 ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)
— Benchmark/Core 75.7% 23.4% 0.9% 2,656
= Strategic 18.2% 64.4% 17.4% 1,456
Intensive 1.6% 21.1% 77.3% 1,086

*DIBELS 6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Next uses “Core.”
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Basically, when looking at the relationship between fall and spring assessment benchmarks, there are
some areas where it is desirable to increase the percentage of students (e.g., students who moved from
intensive in the fall to core in the spring) and areas where it is desirable to decrease the percentage of
students (e.g., students who were core in the fall and intensive in the spring). Since the two shifts are
mostly mirrors of each other, we can concentrate on those where the percentage on benchmark was
higher. Within the DIBELS 6 group, a higher percentage of students stay on benchmark in RF and ELFA
schools than in non-ELFA schools. In addition, ELFA students tend to advance through the assessment
tiers at a higher rate than do their non-ELFA peers. For example, in Table 8 for ELFA (full state-support),
26% of the students who were assessed as strategic in the fall were assessed at benchmark in the spring.
This compares with 13% in non-ELFA schools. In many cases, ELFA schools are doing a better job keeping
students on benchmark or moving students up in benchmark status than non-ELFA schools.

Table 8: Spring Assessment Based on Fall Assessment, Cohort, and State Support Level

Spring 2011 Assessment

DIBELS Next DIBELS 6
Fall 2010 Assessment ‘ Core ‘ Strategic | Intensive | N Benchmark Strategic Intensive N
Non-ELFA
Core 78% 19% 3% 3,753 | 76% 24% 1% 15,012
Strategic 16% 48% 36% 1,185 | 13% 69% 17% 7,046
Intensive 2% 12% 86% 1,811 | 1% 18% 81% 5,112
RF (Cohorts 1 & 2)
Full state support
Core 73% 24% 4% 783 78% 22% 0% 848
Strategic 16% 50% 34% 263 26% 61% 13% 596
Intensive 2% 12% 86% 356 1% 18% 82% 579
Reduced state support
Core 81% 16% 3% 579 84% 16% 0% 164
Strategic 19% 49% 32% 146 24% 66% 11% 93
Intensive 5% 19% 75% 232 4% 25% 71% 51
ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)
Full state support
Core 73% 23% 4% 241 74% 26% 0% 678
Strategic 20% 38% 42% 108 17% 69% 14% 540
Intensive 0% 11% 89% 174 3% 25% 72% 416
Reduced state support
Core 75% 23% 2% 319 78% 22% 0% 1,418
Strategic 20% 51% 30% 81 19% 67% 15% 727
Intensive 1% 16% 83% 92 1% 23% 76% 404

Green shading indicates cells where a higher percent of ELFA students moved toward benchmark than non-ELFA
students.
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Reduced State Support Performance

The concern was the scores of students in programs that received reduced support would drop. In this
case, the analyst relied on the stated definitions of the program. The Reading First (RF) and later ELFA
programs were designed to create sustainable change in reading ability. As such, the programs should
have been able to sustain their effort even with reduced support from the state. In addition, when choosing
programs for reduced state support, the state chose programs that were most likely to succeed. Removing
these more successful programs from the studied group would give a false impression of relative change.
Thus, the decision was to continue to include the programs on reduced support as a part of the ELFA
evaluation.

Before continuing, it is important to note that while schools on reduced state support did not meet their
ultimate goal of 90 percent of students on benchmark, they were very close to achieving the interim goal
for having 75% by the 2012 iLEAP. Nothing in this section should be taken to indicate a positive or neutral
effect of reduced financial support. This analysis only establishes the strength of those schools on reduced
state support compared to those on continued state support.

The Louisiana Department of Education (LDOE) placed some former ELFA schools on reduced financial and
technical support. This is the first year with data available on schools no longer receiving full state support
for the ELFA program. Contrasting students in programs that are currently on reduced support with those in
programs that still receive full support, we find some very important differences. First, schools on reduced
support are outperforming schools receiving full support. This suggests that the state did a good job in
selecting schools that were more likely to maintain success without funding. Second, schools on reduced
support are often outperforming non-ELFA schools on both DIBELS and the iLEAP.

Table 9 summarizes the relative strength of the programs on the ILEAP. Those schools on reduced state
support actually exceed non-ELFA schools in the percent basic and above on the ELA and reading section
of iLEAP.

Table 9: Percentage at iLEAP Basic and Above by Cohort and Funding Level

ELA Reading Number
RF (Cohorts 1 &2) 62.0% 61.0% 7,096
Full state support 56.1% 55.8% 4,918
Reduced state support 75.2% 72.8% 2,178
ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4) 66.4% 67.2% 6,114
Full state support 56.9% 57.1% 2,760
Reduced state support 74.1% 75.5% 3,354
Non-ELFA 71.5% 70.2% 41,889
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The same could be said for DIBELS as displayed in Table 10. The programs on reduced state support
consistently have a higher percent of students on Benchmark (core) than non-ELFA schools.

Table 10: Percentage at Each Assessment Level in Third Grade, Spring 2011, by Cohort and Funding Level

Benchmark/Core* Strategic ‘ Intensive Number

DIBELS Next

RF (Cohorts 1 &2)

Full state support 44% 26% 30% 1,402
Reduced state support 53% 22% 25% 957
ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)

Full state support 38% 22% 40% 523
Reduced state support 52% 26% 22% 492
Non-ELFA 47% 22% 31% 6,749
DIBELS 6

RF (Cohorts 1 &2)

Full state support 40% 32% 28% 2,023
Reduced state support 53% 32% 15% 308
ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)

Full state support 37% 40% 23% 1,634
Reduced state support 49% 35% 16% 2,549
Non-ELFA 46% 35% 20% 27,170

*DIBELS v.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Next uses “Core.”

Ideally, those students who are on benchmark in DIBELS should also be on benchmark in iLEAP. Table 11
indicates the percent of students were basic and above on iLEAP out of those students who were on
benchmark in DIBELS. Students at schools that continued to receive full state support this year (again,
these schools were selected because they were lower performing) were less likely to reach basic or above
on the iLEAP ELA even though they were on benchmark on DIBELS.

Table 11: Out of Students on DIBELSBenchmark
The Percent of Students Who were Basic or Above iLEAP

| DIBELS 6 ORF  DIBELS Next DORF  Next Composite

RF (Cohorts 1 &2)

Full state support 51% 60% 60%
Reduced state support 81% 74% 76%
ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4)

Full state support 56% 58% 58%
Reduced state support 75% 68% 68%
Non-ELFA 72% 73% 73%

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




Subgroup Performance

The demographic analysis reflects the requirements of No Child Left Behind (NCLB) and the concern of
ELFA to address the needs of historically low-performing student subgroups. NCLB requires disaggregating
students into the following subgroups to ensure that all of them progress.

Free or Reduced Price Lunch (FRL) ParticipationFRL is a common measure of students living in poverty.
Note that while there are different definitions for free (130% of poverty) and reduced price (185% of
poverty) lunch, this report fuses the two categories into one throughout.

Ethnic Group There were too few students in some ethnic groups for reasonable assessment. Thus, this
report concentrates on African American (Black) and Caucasian (White) students. However, the term
“minority” includes all non-Caucasian students as reported in the state’s records.

Gendetr The percentage based on gender indicates the percentage of male students.

Special Educatiort Special education students were those the state has listed as needing additional
consideration due to health or development issues. “Special education” does not include students in
programs for the gifted or talented.

Historically, minority students and students from families of poverty have performed at lower levels than
their white and more affluent peers. In this section, results are presented to estimate the impact of the
ELFA program on these historically underperforming subgroups. Analysis of this year's scores compares
students’ fall scores to those same students’ spring scores to measure growth. Table 12 displays the
demographic percentages for each of the subgroups disaggregated for each of the ELFA-participating
schools.

Table 12: Percent of Students in Demographic Group by Cohort
All Grades K-3 ‘ Male Non-White In Poverty Special Ed Number

RF (Cohorts 1 &2) 51% 73% 87% 11% 30,091
Full state support 52% 81% 93% 11% 20,219
Reduced state support 52% 57% 76% 11% 9,872

ELFA (Cohorts 3 & 4) 52% 53% 76% 11% 27,768
Full state support 52% 76% 89% 12% 12,216
Reduced state support 52% 35% 65% 11% 15,552

Non ELFA 52% 50% 70% 11% 176,931

Statewide 52% 53% 73% 11% 234,790

Subgroup Analyses Summary
A detailed subgroup analysis can be found in Appendix A. It uses a chi-square and Kramer’s V calculation

to measure the statistical importance of the effect of different demographics on students’ fall to spring
assessments. For each demographic subset whose fall assessment level is listed in the left column, the
degree to which the demographic factor had an effect that was strong, moderate, weak, or none at all is
designated by the color of the square. In the chart, the more blank squares, the better. Where we would
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normally expect the subgroup factors to influence student performance, we see many spaces where ELFA
has effectively nullified the demographic effect.

Figure 5: Strength of Difference between Demographic Groups
Poverty K 1 2 3
BM/Core

Strategic

Fall Assessment

Intensive

Ethnicity K 1 2 3

BM/Core Strong

Strategic Moderate

Fall Assessment

Intensive Weak

None
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As can be seen in Figure 5, the data show no strong effect was generated by any demographic factor.
Because part of the purpose of the ELFA program is to eliminate the effect of these demographics on
student performance outcomes, it is clear the initiative is having the desired effect.

Although the majority of the grades and assessment levels have no effect, poverty is a factor of moderate
importance in first grade for students at the ends of the fall assessment spectrum. First grade is a
transition year, with different tests at the beginning and ending of the year. This may suggest a need for
closer progress monitoring that more effectively measures students in those groups. Ethnicity is a factor in
third grade for students who are on benchmark in the fall. Academic, multisyllabic language demands
increase substantially in the third-grade year, and students on the lower border of benchmark performance
in the fall assessment may need additional support and closer monitoring to remain on benchmark.
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Qualitative Responses

Multiple qualitative measures were used to gauge the degree of implementation of the ELFA Initiative and
perception of whether or not it is working. Surveys were conducted via Survey Monkey™ on the Internet.
Survey responses were collected from teachers (n=1,290), interventionists (n=210), literacy coaches
(n=152), and principals (n=119). Focus groups were also conducted with a limited sample of regional
coordinators, principals, and some other district office officials during their final staff development event.
The results of the qualitative analyses are presented in three sections. First, the survey questions related to
implementation level are analyzed within the context of student outcomes, the next section presents the
direct results from the survey, and the final section presented the open-ended questions from the survey
along with the findings from the focus group.

Correlation of Implementation and Student Outcomes

Analysis of survey responses included a correlation study to determine if there was a correlation between
the districts’ iLEAP scores and the ways survey respondents described the degree of implementation of the
ELFA Initiative in their district. It is worthy of note that there is a positive and statistically significant
correlation between the survey respondents’ description of implementation and the district’s scores. So, to
the degree that we accept that fidelity to the implementation of the model directly impacts the degree of
success of the initiative, it is gratifying to see that the professional practitioners’ perception of fidelity is
accurate. That is, they are aware of what needs to be done to maintain the model, and know how close
they are coming to that standard in their everyday practice.

In the survey of ELFA schools, we asked participants to evaluate how well a series of statements applied to
their campus using a range of phrases from “not yet done” to “fully and seamlessly incorporated.” This
gave us a scale of 1 (not done) to 4 (fully incorporated). Respondents from all role categories were asked
these questions (listed below). By averaging the answers to the questions we obtained a rating of
implementation. By combining the individual scores by district, a measure of district implementation was
created.

1 Formative assessments and peer observations systematically analyze and refine lesson
effectiveness.
Teachers and school leaders regularly meet to coordinate instruction ACROSS grade levels.

Intervention is working to help close achievement gaps.

Teachers and school leaders regularly meet to coordinate instruction WITHIN grade levels.
School leaders and teachers visit other successful schools to gain fresh insights.

Coaches spend their time working with classroom teachers on differentiation, vocabulary, and/or
comprehension strategies.

The activities of the Louisiana Coaching Cycle (LCC) are working to improve and refine teaching.
Staffing and scheduling decisions are based upon literacy-focused priorities.

School administrators actively support the literacy initiative at the school.

The school has the resources it needs to sustain the literacy plan.

Uninterrupted instructional blocks of time are protected for literacy instruction.

Appropriate spaces, facilities, and equipment are provided for interventions.

= =4 =8 -4 A

There are appropriate district office support and resource allocation.
Literacy faculty and staff use a scientifically based, explicit, and systematic curriculum.
Literacy strategies are implemented across all content areas daily

)l
1
1
1
T
T
T
1
)l

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




The results from these measures are summarized in Table 13. The computed implementation score by
district are in Table 14.

Table 13: The degree to which your school currently has each in place.
Scale: 1 to 4, with 4 representing most implemented. (“do not know” responses omitted)
Principals ‘ Teachers Coaches ‘ Coach/Int Interventionists

Uninterrupted instructional blocks of time

are protected for literacy instruction. 3.7 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.6

School administration actively supports the
literacy initiative at the school. 3.7 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.6

Teachers and school leaders regularly meet
to coordinate instruction WITHIN grade 3.6 3.5 3.6 35 35
levels.

Literacy faculty and staff use a scientifically

based, explicit, and systematic curriculum. 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.7 3.6

Appropriate spaces, facilities, and
equipment are provided for interventions. 3.6 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.4

Staffing and scheduling decisions are based
upon literacy-focused priorities. 3.6 34 34 3.3 3.4

Coaches spend their time working with
classroom teachers in differentiation,
vocabulary, and/or comprehension
strategies.

3.4 3.2 34 3.3 34

Intervention is working to help close

achievement gaps. 3.4 3.3 33 3.4 3.5

Literacy strategies are implemented across
all content areas daily. 3.3 34 341 31 3.4

The activities of the Louisiana Coaching
Cycle are working to improve and refine 3.3 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.3
teaching.

There are appropriate district office support

. 3.2 3.2 3.3 2.8 3.2
and resource allocation.

Formative assessments and peer
observations systematically analyze and 3.2 3.1 3.1 3.0 3.2
refine lesson effectiveness.

Teachers and school leaders regularly meet
to coordinate instruction ACROSS grade 3.0 3.1 29 3.0 3.2
levels.

The school has the resources it needs to

sustain the literacy plan. 2.9 3.3 2.9 2.8 3.2

School leaders and teachers visit other

successful schools to gain fresh insights. 2.5 2.6 2.6 2.8 2.8

Number 113 1,240 114 32 198
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Table 14: Relationship Between District Level Scaled Scores on DIBELS and iLEAP and Implementation Scores
Implementation Third-Grade Student Scaled Score

~ |ORF ORF  ORF |
District Number Avg. Students Fall Winter Spring Reading
Allen 17 34 337 79 96 103 303 | 317
Assumption 12 3.3 395 75 88 96 295 | 302
Avoyelles 106 3.3 453 75 90 103 295 | 298
Bogalusa 56 34 394 78 92 102 305 | 302
Caddo 122 3.2 914 73 86 97 273 | 274
Calcasieu 21 3.6 490 89 103 114 322 | 336
Cameron 34 3.0 86 76 92 104 299 | 324
Concordia 12 34 145 74 89 101 290 | 290
East Baton Rouge 40 3.2 357 65 80 95 261 | 260
East Carroll 28 31 88 81 96 105 305 | 300
East Feliciana 4 3.0 224 68 79 98 275 | 284
Franklin 20 29 203 73 93 100 296 | 301
Iberia 53 3.3 901 72 86 93 305 | 303
Iberville 74 3.3 670 77 88 97 302 | 299
Jefferson 6 3.1 1,266 66 76 85 278 | 278
Jefferson Davis 158 34 264 81 96 105 327 | 336
Lafourche 103 3.2 834 81 95 108 303 | 312
Madison 62 3.3 101 68 85 93 270 | 275
Monroe City 17 35 217 69 94 101 297 | 303
Natchitoches 36 3.3 128 73 92 108 284 | 287
Ouachita 17 3.2 117 78 92 102 292 | 300
Pointe Coupee 4 35 314 72 89 96 284 | 291
St. Bernard 15 3.5 446 83 98 110 320 | 318
St. Helena 25 3.0 67 68 80 92 240 | 231
St. James 4 3.2 577 75 92 97 311 | 310
St. Landry 118 3.3 1,062 75 91 101 300 | 307
St. Mary 28 34 343 78 94 105 311 | 310
Tangipahoa 929 3.3 678 73 89 99 282 | 292
Union 20 33 112 75 94 106 294 | 302
Vermilion 62 33 420 74 85 96 289 | 289
Washington 108 3.5 797 78 92 103 295 | 308
Webster 20 33 94 61 78 88 265 | 261
West Baton Rouge 77 34 325 75 88 96 293 | 302
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District implementation scores could then be correlated with district performance scores in ELFA schools.4
Table 15 below summarizes the compared scores. Despite having only 33 relationships to compare,
implementation scores were consistently and positively correlated with scaled scores on both third-grade
DIBELS and iLEAP scores. Assuming a one-tailed test of correlation, all relationships showed a significant
correlation.

Table 15: Correlation Between District Level Scaled Scores and Implementation Scores

DIBELS iLEAP

ORF Fall | ORF Winter | ORF Spring ELA Reading
Correlation to implementation score | .349 433 331 373 407
Significance of correlation .023 .006 .030 .016 .009

Correlations between scaled and ELFA implementation scores were not extremely high but they were
consistent, significant and showed a positive relationship between the two. Thus, the higher the
implementation score; the higher the average standardized test score. There was a reasonable concern
that implementation scores may have simply resulted from changes in the demographic mix. For example,
schools with low implementation scores may have also tended to have high poverty. Additional testing
(using partial correlations) did not support the concern. Thus, the research team concluded that the district
implementation score was a valid predictor of scaled assessment scores.

Specific Question Survey Results

Principals, coaches, and coach/interventionists were given one form of the survey. A separate form was
given to teachers and interventionists. Coach/interventionists were treated as coaches. Interventionists
were treated as teachers. The entire survey can be found in Appendix B.

4 Some school districts could not be included because of inability to identify enough respondents in the district.
Subjects were not required to provide location information.

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




Figure 6: Frequency Principals Visit a Classroom
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Figure 7: Frequency Feedback is Given After Visiting a Classroom
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Figure 8: Frequency Feedback is Received After a Principal Visit
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It is interesting to note from the figures above that 55% of the principals and 71% of the coaches indicated
they visit ELFA program classrooms more than weekly, but there is a group of over 3 percent of teachers
and 11 percent of interventionists that indicate they are not receiving visits from their principal or coach.
Eighty-seven percent of both teachers and interventionists report getting timely feedback with another 10-
11% getting timely and delayed feedback. Nearly 90% of both groups reported that the feedback “helped
refine planning and teaching” with the remainder choosing not to apply the feedback.

Figure 9: Reasons Principals Provide Feedback
H Principal ™ Coaches (all)
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Only a few of each class agreed that they did not provide feedback. Therefore, reasons for not providing
feedback were not considered acceptable. Particularly in light of the large number of individuals who have
seen evidence that their feedback does make a positive difference, principals and coaches as a group have
demonstrated their collective understanding of how powerful feedback can be in creating change.

With respect to teacher placement, principals and coaches were asked how regularly the most effective
teachers were assigned to teach in classrooms with the greatest need. The difference in perception
between principals and coaches in believing that the most effective teachers are consistently placed with
the classrooms of greatest need is remarkable. While over 40% of the principals believe it happens, less
than a quarter of the coaches believe it to be true.

Respondents were asked why “teachers may not be placed where they might be able to do the most good.”
The most commonly cited obstacle was teacher resistance. Closely following this was a need for classroom
consistency and then lack of effective teachers to assign. Coaches also felt strongly that there was often no
method in place to make necessary changes.

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




Figure 10: Consistency that effective teachers are placed in the classrooms with the greatest need
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Figure 11: Obstacles to most effective teachers being placed in classrooms with most need
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Table 16: Compared to last year, the level of support received from literacy supporters

Principal Teacher Coach ‘ Coach/Int Interventionist
Noticeably more 26.7% 26.2% 29.1% 24.2% 26.8%
About the same 50.0% 51.5% 53.0% 45.5% 51.7%
Noticeably less 10.3% 8.0% 12.0% 15.2% 7.3%
I was not a part of the program last year 12.1% 11.0% 4.3% 6.1% 10.2%
Decline to answer 0.9% 3.3% 1.7% 9.1% 3.9%
Number | 116 1,269 117 33 205

Table 17: Impact change in support had on the classroom
Teachers

Coach/Int

Coaches Interventionist

Helpful/productive 73% 75% 78% 78%
Limited 21% 23% 17% 7% 22%
Harmful/counterproductive | 6% 2% 5% 14% 0%

Number | 100 1,080 110 28 176

Overall, the perceived accuracy of DIBELS was high with between 78 and 97 percent of the respondents
agreeing that DIBELS was completely accurate or mostly accurate. The group with the smallest amount of
support for DIBELS was teachers.

Table 18: Accuracy of DIBELS

Principals | Teachers

Coaches

Coach/Int

Interventionist

Complete accuracy 16.4% 18.3% 25.6% 21.2% 27.0%
Mostly accurate 75.9% 59.2% 69.2% 75.8% 62.7%
Sum of above 92.3% 77.5% 94.8% 97.0% 89.7%
Often inaccurate 1.7% 10.9% 0.9% 0.0% 4.9%
Unreliable 0.0% 2.9% 0.0% 0.0% 2.0%
Number 109 1,156 112 32 197

After excluding those respondents that reported complete accuracy of DIBELS, the remaining respondents
were asked the direction of DIBELS inaccuracy. Depending on respondent group, between 48 and 60
percent felt there was a mixture of inaccuracies. These findings should be understood in the context of
substantial research conducted regarding the purpose and use of DIBELS. The DIBELS are, by definition,
indicators of students’ future success in reading. They are brief one minute probes that have been showns
to be effective and efficient indicators of the probability of children becoming successful readers or,
alternatively, needing additional support to become proficient.

Table 19: Direction of DIBELS Inaccuracy

Principals

Teachers ‘ Coaches

Coach/Int

Interventionists

Overidentified 21.8% 25.6% 24.1% 30.4% 30.7%
Underidentified 18.4% 18.6% 16.5% 21.7% 11.7%
Mixture 59.8% 55.7% 59.5% 47.8% 57.7%
Number * 87 897 79 23 137

5 A good starting point for information on the history, research, and appropriate use of DIBELS can be found here:

https://dibels.uoregon.edu/dibelsinfo.php.
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* Does not include those that felt DIBELS was completely accurate.
Table 20: Need for Professional Development (percentage that agreed)
Principals Teachers Coaches Coach/Int Interventionists

Differentiated instruction 76% 49% 70% 50% 41%
Comprehension 67% 53% 62% 57% 55%
Struggling readers 66% 60% 64% 63% 64%
Writing 59% 50% 50% 57% 38%
Classroom management 55% 38% 62% 33% 48%
Teaching strategies 53% 38% 39% 40% 40%
Vocabulary development 48% 32% 29% 30% 40%
Teacher collaboration methods 43% 30% 30% 23% 26%
Data analysis/use (Not DIBELS 36% 15% 30% 27% 20%
School improvement strategies 34% 19% 25% 27% 26%
Grouping students 33% 26% 22% 17% 32%
DIBELSdata use 27% 14% 12% 10% 21%
State/District standards 16% 11% 11% 7% 12%
Louisiana Coaching Cycle 15% 11% 8% 7% 10%
Number 112 1,197 115 30 189

Focus Group Interview and Open-Ended Survey Response Results

Focus group interviews were conducted with a limited sample of regional coordinators, principals, and
some other district office officials during their final staff development event. Five focus groups lasting
about one hour each included 25 participants including 17 regional literacy coordinators.

Once the focus group interviews and open-ended responses from the survey data were combed for themes,
topics, and areas of common concern, several main ideas emerged. The following list includes the most
prevalent of these:

1. The LCC model and the ELFA systems of tiered instruction, literacy coaches, and interventionists are
still perceived to be excellent, and the higher the levels of fidelity to these models practitioners are
able to attain, the more effective they are.

2. Resource limitations—staff and time—are perceived to have a severe negative impact on the
effectiveness of all initiatives and professional development.

3. Although the role of principal is still viewed by nearly all respondents as key to progress, several
difficulties were identified as reducing the effectiveness of these professionals.

4. This year’s professional development was seen as generally good but not sufficiently targeted toward
literacy efforts or supported so that site leaders had time to implement the ideas presented, and so
were perceived to be unlikely to induce positive change.

In spite of the challenges faced by all school systems this year with respect to reduced funding, the
message continued loud and clear that the LDOE’s LCC and the ELFA Initiative’s tiered instructional design
with coaches, interventionists, and regional coordinators remain highly valuable and important additions to
literacy support in schools. Well over 80% of the comments about these programs were strongly positive.
The majority of the negative comments focused on a lack of teacher independence in selection and use of
materials or structuring their classroom without assigned programmatic times. Examples of the comments
follow:
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Most definitely it is working. ... many of my students making progress. ... Having a reading coach
and interventionist has been a godsend.

The small group instruction plays a major role in its effectiveness. You can reach students on their
level when they are ability grouped and this is a great advantage to their reading skills.

| can see the improvement of the student's reading in my room.

... the ELFA program has assisted students in phonemic awareness of unfamiliar words. It has
assisted the students in better reading skills and preparing them for reading comprehension.

| think it would be great for all new teachers to have the training. | think many of our students are
receiving meaningful instruction and are achieving success in reading as a result.

Yes mostly because of the coaches. ... It is helpful to have someone else in with the teacher
working with a group of children that need more small-group time.

It is my hope that funding is found to continue this phenomenal effort at helping students reach
their full potential as fluent readers. The past five years have had one of the greatest impacts on
my teaching career.

9 Students in low-performing, inner city schools really benefit from this program.

=A =_ =2 a4 =4 =4

Another key idea that appeared very frequently in the comments of the respondents was the anticipated
impact of declining budgets. A sample of responses reflecting this prevalent concern appears below.

9 We are hurting because our parish has funded one reading coach/interventionist and 2
paraprofessionals to work with our students. We need a full time reading coach and a full time
interventionist as well as 2 paraprofessionals. We have about 440 students K to 4.

Teachers need an incentive to be at a high poverty school.

... cutting the ELFA program completely out would prove detrimental to many schools. ... | know

that neither my school nor my district can sustain this program without funding. The interventionist

and coach's position will go away without funding, This would be a great disservice to our students.

9 ... all of our students are not seen due to a lack of interventionist at our school. Therefore, the
literacy program is not incorporated effectively.

We make the best of what we have. However, as a faculty, we feel that more financial support from
the district coupled with more parental involvement would greatly benefit our students. ,,, We have
heard that we will have no funding next year for a Reading Coach or interventionists. The children
are the only people who will suffer.

= =4

Many participants in both the open-ended survey and the focus groups indicated a serious concern over the
current demands placed on school principals. The prevalent issues included the number of demands
placed on site administrators to be accountable and to be instructional leaders and site managers, as well
as the nature of school principals who have personal areas of strength in their academic backgrounds that
do not necessarily dovetail with literacy as the top priority for their school. Local control of decision making
has an obviously high impact on each individual school site, and many coaches, interventionists, and
district level officials indicated ongoing concern over the variation in principals’ priorities across schools
due to the independence of site administrators to make site-based decisions. Some of the responses that
articulated these concerns are included here:

T “..administrators are still thinking this is my school and this is the way we do it.”

9 As a principal, the strength of the program is having the coaches and interventionists run the
program, because as the principal of an at-risk school there is ho way | can run the reading
program and try to keep everything else going on all the time.
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T In some of our parishes and districts, ... No one really moves in, you're not going to get real strong
principals in that type of district unless you can reach out and offer them something. If you have a
weak principal then you probably have a weak coach because you have a large pool of weak
teachers.

9 One principal told me [the focus group participant] she was not in ELFA because it was more than
she could handle. She had all these things she had to do and it was just too much.

i ...some coaches are so involved in data collection they don’t have time to go into classrooms with
the teachers.

When asked about the impact of this year’s training, reviews were mixed. While there seemed to be
general agreement that the training was a worthwhile effort to try to build leadership skills for site
administrators, there appeared to be limited focus on working to ensure that support for literacy
instruction was the focus of the leaders’ efforts at the schools. Comments that reflect these perspectives
include the following:

9 Now more than ever | think the current staff development ... in my school with regional
coordinators has been beneficial. The guidance with analyzing data and applying grounded
strategies seems to be just what we need to build long term capacity in our failing schools.

9 Based on the extensive professional development offered by the LDE Literacy Team, my school and
| have benefitted greatly. We are implementing several strategies presented by JoAnn, we are
working on creating a school-wide/cross grade level video of our teaching strategies in order for
peers and parents to observe what occurs in the classroom.

9 ltis still not working because they're still managers—they worked that way for years and that’s
going to take some time to change. We no longer need them to be a 100% manager...we need
them to be an instructional officer.

9 There were times when the power point presentations did not match the adjustments the
presenters made in the material ...

Conclusions

There are several important themes that emerge from this report. First, ELFA has made a difference. Those
schools that have participated in ELFA, regardless of whether the level of support was reduced this year,
showed greater levels of growth as measured by DIBELS within the school year or measured by the year to
year growth in students scoring basic or above on the third grade IiLEAP. These results apply within the
subgroups as well; minority students, students of poverty, and special education students in ELFA schools
show greater growth than do their counterparts at non-ELFA schools. While the overall performance of
students at non-ELFA schools is generally higher, the students within ELFA schools are improving more.

Second, this report has documented that teachers’ perceptions of implementation quality are significantly
correlated with measured outcomes. This provides evidence that implementations that are more closely
conforming to the implementation model, do produce higher performance. While the teachers’ perceptions
are an indirect measure of implementation, their perceptions of implementation level should not be
discounted.

Finally, it appears that the LDOE has chosen well in deciding which schools are most in need of additional
assistance. The schools that were identified to receive reduced support from the state appear to have fared
well. They have outperformed those schools that continued to receive more substantial support and have
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apparently maintained the level of implementation they achieved in previous years of relatively greater
state support. These schools outperform ELFA and non-ELFA schools in their ability to move students to
higher tiers of literacy performance and maintain students at higher levels.

Recommendations
Based on the findings in this evaluation report, findings from previous year, and the current budgetary
challenges that the state of Louisiana is facing, we provide the following set of recommendations.

Continued ELFA Implementation

Since the properly implemented elements of ELFA present the best chance currently available in Louisiana
for students to increase their literacy achievement, it would be wise to use all available resources to
perpetuate the initiative, either as it was originally conceived or as a part of future initiatives.

Louisiana Coaching Cycle
Continue and increase support for the LCC model as a proven method for high level and appropriately

differentiated staff development. As such it provides the greatest promise for providing teachers, and
coaches, with professional learning opportunities in differentiation, writing, comprehension, and assisting
struggling readers. Although not specifically measured for this evaluation, previous research has shown
that increasing academic vocabulary would also be likely to increase student literacy achievementsé.
Continue to refine the LCC model to focus on implementation fidelity issues at sites. Improved execution of
the tiered support system, effective core instruction, and use of best practice teaching strategies will likely
allow participating schools to move students beyond current achievement levels.

It would be wise to require site leadership to participate in and support implementation of an LLC model
program targeted at collaboration and professional learning communities that make literacy instruction a
priority. Additional data summits, principal-specific training and job-embedded coaching activities will
assist school sites in increasing literacy.

Louisiana's Comprehensive Literacy Plan
The ELFA Initiative served as one of the core programs in the creation of Louisiana’s Comprehensive

Literacy Plan (LACLiP). LACLIP covers literacy activities from birth through high school and is, therefore,
much broader than ELFA which began as a K-3 initiative and expanded to include prekindergarten and
fourth grade. LACLIP covers literacy practices through three highly coupled but distinct plans for Emergent
Literacy, Elementary Literacy, and Adolescent Literacy. The Elementary Literacy Plan contains all the
elements of the ELFA Initiative and is currently being propagated statewide. LDOE offers some level of
support to all schools in Louisiana for LACLIiP, but ELFA schools receive targeted support. The ELFA schools
that continue to receive enhanced support from LDOE are those that have been identified as most in need.
ELFA should continue to target support for these schools to ensure that the ELFA and LACLiP can be
implemented with fidelity. The schools that received reduced support from LDOE for continued
implementation of ELFA can serve as models for other non-ELFA schools on how to successfully integrate
and sustain ELFA practices with limited resources.

6 For example, see Nation, K., & Snowling, M. (2004). Beyond phonological skills: Broader language skills contribute
to the development of reading. Journal of Research in Reading,, 27(4), 342-356.
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APPENDIX A: Detailed Subgroup Analysis

The following tables provide the academic performance indicators of historically underperforming groups.
For the most part, these groups are still under-performing their demographic counterparts. When the
historically underperforming groups actually performed better, the instances are highlighted for ease of
review. In most cases, ELFA did not completely overcome the deficit in the underperforming category.

Methods
The analysis of demographic subgroups was designed to look at the growth of various populations from

spring to fall of a single year. The reader should be able to understand how the relative rates of growth
compare across groups and how the absolute performance compares across groups. Therefore, the results
are presented in two ways.

First, we use projection lines for fall to spring performance in the second to third grade. The actual score
from the fall assessment for oral reading fluency (ORF) for all students in ELFA (including those programs
on reduced support) was used to predict the spring score. Projection lines compare the relative growth
across the group. The method used a linear regression analysis to create an equation. The equation was
used to create the projection lines. The vertical axis has been reduced to emphasize differences. All
regression equations represent a census of the population and all equations are significant at a probability
< 0.001.

Second, tables show the assessment level of students at the beginning and end of the year by subgroup
and cohort. They answer the question of what happens by the end of the year to a student at one
benchmark level at the beginning of the year. As above, kindergarten through the first assessment of first
grade uses the pre-literacy measures whereas the end of first grade and beyond uses ORF to determine
benchmark levels.

According to DIBELS benchmark targets, students who are assessed on benchmark (core) at the beginning
of the year have an 80% chance of being on benchmark in the next assessment. Without intervention,
students at the strategic should have about a 50% chance of reaching benchmark and students at the
intensive level should have a 20% chance of reaching benchmark.

Ideally, students would move from low levels to higher levels or stay at a high level. For example, in Table
21 below, 91.3% of female kindergarten students in ELFA cohort 1 who were on benchmark in the fall
were also on benchmark in the spring. This compares to 86.3% of the male students.
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Effect of Gender

As displayed in Figure 12, male students’ scores on ORF tended to increase faster than females. This was
true for both the second and third grade. As such, students in the ELFA program tended to close the gap
between male and female students.

Figure 12: Comparing Fall to Spring Growth by Grade and Gender
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Male 2nd Spring = 32.547+(1.056* Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.717
Female 2nd Spring = 36.609+(1.004 *Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.711
Male 3rd Spring = 24.35+(1.011*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.775
Female 3rd Spring = 29.656+(0.939*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.804

Whereas Figure 12 indicates the trends in the performance scores, Table 21 presents the distribution of
the scores. From it, we can see that females generally outperformed males although the two groups were
pretty close. The largest differences tend to be where male students were more likely to be at or moving
into the intensive category by the end of the year. On the other hand, males were often more likely present
at the strategic level than females.
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Kindergarten

Benchmark/Core*

Table 21: Fall to Spring Change by Gender (Kindergarten and First Grade)

Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core

Strategic

Intensive

Number

Fall Assessment

Benchmark/Core

Benchmark/Core

Strategic

Intensive

Female 91.3% 7.3% 1.3% 980
§ | Male 86.3% 10.4% | 3.3% 855
;: Strategic
E Female 78.4% 12.2% 9.4% 556
§ Male 68.4% 16.6% 15.1% 670
& Intensive
Female 61.3% 21.1% 17.6% 460
Male 49.2% 22.7% 28.1% 644
Benchmark/Core
Female 91.0% 7.4% 1.6% 1,379
g Male 86.8% 9.6% 3.6% 1,173
o | Strategic
£ [ Female 72.6% 153% | 121% | 887
% Male 64.9% 18.4% 16.7% 1,087
g’ Intensive
L | Female 46.6% 23.7% 29.7% 438
“ Male 41.4% 25.2% 33.4% 647
Grand Total 73.9% 14.3% 11.8% 9,776

Number

Fall Assessment

Female 72.0% 19.0% 9.1% 1,801
g Male 64.3% 22.1% 13.6% 1,546
: Strategic
'E Female 29.5% 38.1% 32.4% 315
§ Male 19.1% 34.1% 46.8% 387
i | Intensive
& Female 15.9% 22.1% 62.1% 195
Male 10.4% 16.4% 73.1% 335
Benchmark/Core
Female 76.9% 18.5% 4.7% 2,291
g Male 71.1% 20.6% 8.3% 2,135
o | Strategic
£ | Female 32.2% 35.0% 32.8% 369
)
S | Male 22.6% 36.9% 40.5% 464
‘::, Intensive
L | Female 12.0% 21.3% 66.7% 183
i
Male 11.9% 17.2% 70.9% 268
Grand Total 59.1% 22.2% 18.7% 10,289

*DIBELS v.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Next uses “Core.”
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Table 22: Fall to Spring Change by Gender (Second and Third Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core Strategic

Second Grade Intensive Number

Benchmark/Core*

Female 83.0% 14.9% 2.1% 1,200
§ Male 79.0% 18.8% 2.2% 1,029
w | Strategic
()]
E | Female 25.0% 43.0% 32.0% 575
§ Male 25.4% 40.6% | 34.0% | 586
E Intensive
g Female 3.2% 15.4% 81.3% 402
E Male 3.8% 12.4% 83.8% 637
§ Benchmark/Core
< Female 85.3% 126% | 2.1% 1,604
N ¥ | Male 82.5% 15.1% 2.4% 1,443
3 -
o | Strategic
£ | Female 23.0% 45.0% 32.0% 662
o
< | Male 24.7% 40.0% 35.3% 760
% Intensive
E Female 3.7% 10.5% 85.8% 325
Male 3.6% 8.2% 88.3% 562
All Students 51.8% 21.5% 26.7% 9,785

Intensive

Third Grade Benchmark/Core
Benchmark/Core

Strategic

Female 79.1% 19.4% 1.4% 1,116
§ Male 74.8% 22.2% 3.0% 938
w | Strategic
‘g Female 23.1% 58.0% 18.9% 481
§ Male 20.1% 57.5% | 22.4% | 527
= | Intensive
= & |"Female 2.1% 183% | 79.6% | 431
g Male 1.7% 17.0% 81.4% 660
§ Benchmark/Core
é’t’ Female 76.3% 23.2% 0.5% 1,302
E g Male 75.6% 23.4% 1.0% 1,225
o | Strategic
% Female 19.4% 63.7% 16.9% 633
% Male 16.9% 66.0% 17.1% 783
2 [ Intensive
E Female 2.0% 20.9% 77.1% 407
w Male 1.4% 21.6% 77.0% 626
All Students 44.0% 32.1% 24.0% 9,129

*DIBELS v.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Next uses “Core.”
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Effect of Ethnicity

Students were divided between those identified as White and all other students (minority). In the second
grade, White students generally scored higher than minority students with minimal gap closure. In the
third grade, the two groups had nearly identical growth lines with nearly no separation.

Figure 13: Comparing Fall to Spring Growth by grade and ethnicity
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White 2nd Spring = 37.689+(1.007 * Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.735
Minority 2nd Spring = 32.825+(1.037*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.696
White 3rd Spring = 28.384+(0.968*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.811
Minority 3rd Spring = 26.28+(0.976*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.772

As displayed in Table 23 and Table 24, minority students were less likely to be assessed as high
performing compared to White students. However, there is evidence of greater benchmark volatility among
minority students. Minority students are slightly more likely to move from intensive to strategic or
benchmark. In addition, second and third grade minority students are more likely to move from
benchmark to strategic and intensive.
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Table 23: Fall to Spring Change by Ethnicity (Kindergarten and First Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic Intensive Number

Kindergarten

Benchmark/Core*

White 93.2% 4.5% 2.4% 381
§ Minority 87.9% 9.9% 2.2% 1,454
‘;" Strategic
5 | White 74.7% 14.0% 11.2% 178
S [ Minority 72.6% 14.7% | 12.7% | 1,048
w | Intensive
N © [ white 44.8% 229% | 324% | 105
E Minority 55.3% 21.9% 22.8% 999
§ Benchmark/Core
§ __ | wnite 89.6% 8.0% 2.4% 1,311
G 3 | Minority 88.5% 8.9% 2.7% 1,241
o | Strategic
£ [ White 68.7% 16.4% 14.9% 818
-§ Minority 68.1% 17.5% 14.4% 1,156
% Intensive
L | White 41.2% 24.9% 34.0% 362
" MMinority 44.7% 24.5% 30.8% 723
All Students 73.9% 14.3% 11.8% 9,776

Strategic Intensive

First Grade Benchmark/Core ‘
Benchmark/Core

White 71.1% 18.6% 10.3% 866
§ Minority 67.5% 21.1% 11.4% 2,481
i | Strategic
g White 27.8% 33.1% 39.1% 151
§ Minority 22.7% 36.7% 40.7% 551
= | Intensive
£ = White 17.5% 18.3% 64.2% 120
E Minority 11.0% 18.5% 70.5% 410
§ Benchmark/Core
< White 78.3% 17.1% | 4.5% 2,323
5 g Minority 69.4% 22.1% 8.6% 2,103
o | Strategic
*.‘36 White 25.5% 373% | 37.3% | 357
§ Minority 27.9% 35.1% 37.0% 476
: Intensive
E White 11.7% 21.4% 66.9% 154
Minority 12.1% 17.5% 70.4% 297
All Students 59.1% 22.2% 18.7% 10,289

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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Table 24: Fall to Spring Change by Ethnicity (Second and Third Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic Intensive Number

Second Grade

Benchmark/Core*

Third Grade
Benchmark/Core

Benchmark/Core ‘

Strategic

White 83.1% 15.3% 1.6% 686
§ Minority 80.3% 17.3% 2.4% 1,543
: Strategic
"g White 27.3% 46.8% 25.8% 267
fg Minority 24.6% 403% | 351% | 894
= | Intensive
N % White 2.6% 16.4% | 81.0% | 232
% Minority 3.8% 12.8% 83.4% 807
§ Benchmark/Core
2 White 87.1% 11.7% 1.2% 1,711
N § | Minority 79.9% 16.5% | 3.6% 1,336
] -
o | Strategic
"2 White 27.5% 43.1% 29.5% 648
'§ Minority 20.9% 41.7% 37.3% 774
% Intensive
E White 4.0% 12.6% 83.4% 325
Minority 3.4% 6.9% 89.7% 562
All Students 51.8% 21.5% 26.7% 9,785

Intensive

Number

White 84.0% 14.9% 1.1% 643
§ Minority 74.1% 23.3% 2.6% 1,411
w | Strategic
(/]
‘g White 20.8% 56.8% 22.4% 192
§ Minority 21.7% 58.0% 20.3% 816
= | Intensive
o
t White 2.7% 21.3% 76.0% 221
[
g Minority 1.6% 16.6% 81.8% 870
§ Benchmark/Core
< White 80.6% 19.1% 0.4% 1,358
N § | Minority 70.7% 28.2% 1.1% 1,169
g Strategic
% White 18.1% 65.8% 16.2% 587
-5 Minority 18.0% 64.4% 17.6% 829
o
:t’ Intensive
E White 1.7% 21.3% 77.0% 361
Minority 1.6% 21.3% 77.1% 672
All Students 44.0% 32.1% 24.0% 9,129

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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Effect of Poverty

Student poverty is defined by participation in the free or reduced price lunch program. Those paying for
their meals are referred to as “paid” lunch. Second grade students show evidence of some gap closure but
it is not enough to overcome the difference between FRL and paid lunch students. The projection lines for
third grade students were nearly identical between FRL and paid lunch students.

Figure 14: Comparing Fall to Spring Growth by Grade and Poverty
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Paid 3™ Spring = 29.372+(0.949*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.803
FRL 3™ Spring = 26.281+(0.983*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.781

Students in poverty (FRL) were less likely to be on benchmark than others. This was particularly true for
students in Cohorts 1 and 2. FRL students in cohorts 3 and 4 were somewhat more likely to move from
intensive to strategic than their paid lunch counterparts.
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Table 25: Fall to Spring Change by Poverty (Kindergarten and First Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic Intensive Number

Kindergarten

Benchmark/Core*

Paid 91.5% 7.2% 1.3% 319
g FRL 88.5% 9.1% 2.4% 1,516
T,', Strategic
E Paid 75.9% 17.6% 6.5% 108
=
S | FRL 72.6% 14.3% 13.1% 1,118
w | Intensive
o
= Paid 55.9% 20.3% 23.7% 118
qé FRL 54.1% 22.2% 23.7% 986
§ Benchmark/Core
ﬁ Paid 92.1% 5.9% 1.9% 878
E g FRL 87.5% 9.7% 2.8% 1,674
m | Strategic
‘g Paid 75.5% 13.4% 11.1% 424
§ FRL 66.4% 18.0% 15.6% 1,550
< | Intensive
E Paid 46.9% 29.5% 23.7% 207
FRL 42.7% 23.5% 33.8% 878
All Students 73.9% 14.3% 11.8% 9,776

Intensive

First Grade Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic

Benchmark/Core
Paid 81.3% 12.7% 6.0% 401
§ FRL 66.7% 21.5% 11.8% 2,946
i | Strategic
g Paid 30.6% 34.7% 34.7% 49
§ FRL 23.3% 36.0% 40.7% | 653
= | Intensive
€ & Paid 33.3% 23.8% 42.9% 42
g FRL 10.7% 18.0% 71.3% 488
§ Benchmark/Core
2 Paid 83.8% 13.9% 2.4% 1,220
E :1'; FRL 70.4% 21.6% 8.0% 3,206
o | Strategic
42 Paid 30.1% 39.7% 30.1% 146
2 [FRL 26.2% 352% | 386% | 687
% Intensive
E Paid 20.5% 159% | 63.6% | 44
FRL 11.1% 19.2% 69.8% 407
All Students 59.1% 22.2% 18.7% 10,289

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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Table 26: Fall to Spring Change by Poverty (Second and Third Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core

Second Grade

Strategic Intensive Number

Benchmark/Core*

Paid 88.6% 10.2% 1.2% 332
§ FRL 79.9% 17.8% 2.3% 1,897
: Strategic
5 | Paid 27.7% 47.3% | 25.0% 112
§ FRL 25.0% 41.2% 33.8% 1,049
- E Intensive
5 Paid 4.9% 18.0% 77.0% 61
g FRL 3.5% 13.3% 83.2% 978
§ Benchmark/Core
: __ | Paid 89.2% 9.8% 1.1% 943
i ; FRL 81.6% 15.6% 2.8% 2,104
™ | Strategic
'-g- Paid 30.4% 39.5% 30.0% 263
§ FRL 22.4% 43.0% | 34.6% | 1,159
< | Intensive
E Paid 5.7% 6.7% 87.6% 105
FRL 3.3% 9.3% 87.3% 782
All Students 51.8% 21.5% 26.7% 9,785

Third Grade Benchmark/Core ‘
Benchmark/Core

Strategic Intensive

Paid 85.3% 13.4% 1.3% 313
§ FRL 75.7% 22.0% 2.3% 1,741
;l Strategic
E Paid 31.6% 50.0% 18.4% 76
§ FRL 20.7% 58.4% | 20.9% | 932
= | Intensive
©
t Paid 4.6% 12.3% 83.1% 65
(]
g FRL 1.7% 17.8% 80.5% 1,026
§ Benchmark/Core
2 Paid 81.7% 17.9% 0.4% 814
il T [FRL 733% 259% | 09% | 1,713
o | Strategic
% Paid 19.3% 66.8% 13.9% 259
o
'g FRL 17.7% 64.6% 17.7% 1,157
% Intensive
5 Paid 0.8% 20.5% 78.7% 122
" FRL 1.8% 21.4% | 76.8% | 911
All Students 44.0% 32.1% 24.0% 9,129

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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Special Education

Special education students (not including gifted and talented) represent what may be the most difficult
group with whom to generate academic growth. The designation specifies their inclusion in the category by
virtue of demonstrated reduced performance on academic tasks. Thus, relatively smaller increases in
scores represent substantial improvement by overcoming whatever processing obstacle they possess.

While their performance did not outscore the non-special education group in any grade level, many grade
levels showed improvement.

Projection lines indicate a dramatic difference between special education and regular education in fall
scores. However, special education students show much more growth over the year. There is some
evidence of gap closure between the two groups.

Figure 15: Comparing Fall to Spring Growth by Grade and Special Education
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Paid 2™ Spring = 37.975+(0.985* Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.701
FRL 2™ Spring = 18.203+(1.237*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.783
Paid 3" Spring = 30.874+(0.933*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.768
FRL 3" Spring = 14.355+(1.12*Fall), Adj R-Square = 0.835
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Table 27: Fall to Spring Change by Special Education (Kindergarten and First Grade)
Spring Assessment

Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic Intensive Number

Kindergarten

Benchmark/Core*

Not Special Ed 89.4% 8.5% 2.0% 1,732
§ Special Ed 81.6% 12.6% 5.8% 103
| Strategic
"g Not Special Ed 74.7% 14.3% 11.0% 1,114
fg Special Ed 55.4% 17.9% | 26.8% | 112
'ﬁh: Intensive
';é; Not Special Ed 57.7% 22.5% 19.8% 953
E Special Ed 32.5% 19.2% 48.3% 151
§ Benchmark/Core
% Not Special Ed 90.0% 8.2% 1.9% 2,390
E T Special Ed 75.9% 12.3% 11.7% 162
] ;
o | Strategic
£ | Not Special Ed 71.0% 16.0% 13.0% 1,736
'§ Special Ed 48.7% 24.4% 26.9% 238
% Intensive
E Not Special Ed 47.6% 25.2% 27.3% 9206
Special Ed 22.9% 21.8% 55.3% 179
All Students 73.9% 14.3% 11.8% 9,776

Intensive

First Grade Benchmark/Core
Benchmark/Core

Strategic

Regular 69.0% 20.4% 10.6% 3,126
§ Special Ed 60.6% 20.4% 19.0% 221
‘:’" Strategic
S | Regular 25.0% 35.8% 39.2% 617
§ Special Ed 15.3% 36.5% 48.2% 85
& Intensive
t Regular 14.8% 20.6% 64.6% 393
% Special Ed 5.8% 12.4% 81.8% 137
§ Benchmark/Core
< Regular 74.9% 19.1% 6.0% 4,083
E g Special Ed 63.8% 24.2% 12.0% 343
o | Strategic
£ | Regular 28.7% 37.2% 34.1% 701
% Special Ed 17.4% 29.5% 53.0% 132
‘:‘:— Intensive
L | Regular 13.2% 19.5% 67.3% 318
“ Special Ed 9.0% 17.3% 73.7% 133
All Students 59.1% 22.2% 18.7% 10,289

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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Table 28: Fall to Spring Change by Special Education (Second and Third Grade)
Spring Assessment

Second Grade

Benchmark/Core ‘ Strategic Intensive Number
Benchmark/Core*
Regular 82.0% 16.0% 2.0% 2,070
& [Special Ed 70.4% 252% | 4.4% 159
: Strategic
‘g Regular 26.5% 41.4% 32.1% 1,046
::3 Special Ed 13.9% 45.2% 40.9% 115
w | Intensive
g & ["Regular 4.2% 15.7% 80.1% 813
g Special Ed 1.3% 5.8% 92.9% 226
§ Benchmark/Core
2 Regular 84.7% 13.3% 1.9% 2,824
E g Special Ed 74.0% 19.3% 6.7% 223
o | Strategic
*g Regular 24.5% 43.4% 32.1% 1,258
‘S | Special Ed 19.5% 34.1% 46.3% 164
% Intensive
L | Regular 4.5% 11.4% 84.2% 651
u Special Ed 1.3% 2.5% 96.2% 236
All Students 51.8% 21.5% 26.7% 9,785
Third Grade Benchmark/Core | Strategic Intensive Number
Benchmark/Core
Regular 77.9% 20.1% 1.9% 1,936
§ Special Ed 64.4% 29.7% 5.9% 118
\"'l’ Strategic
‘g Regular 22.7% 58.3% 19.0% 925
§ Special Ed 8.4% 51.8% 39.8% 83
= | Intensive
£ % [Regular 2.3% 205% | 77.2% | 830
§ Special Ed 0.4% 8.0% 91.6% 261
§ Benchmark/Core
é’ Regular 76.4% 23.0% 0.6% 2,371
E g Special Ed 69.9% 28.2% 1.9% 156
o | Strategic
g. Regular 18.3% 65.6% | 161% | 1,247
.§ Special Ed 16.0% 60.4% 23.7% 169
: Intensive
E Regular 1.8% 25.3% 72.9% 716
Special Ed 1.3% 12.3% 86.4% 317
All students 44.0% 32.1% 24.0% 9,129

*DIBELS.6 calls this level “Benchmark” and DIBELS Nextuses “Core.”
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APPENDIX B: Survey Questions

Literacy survey 2011

Thank you for your participation in the 2011 Literacy Survey.
You will be asked up to 18 questions and should take about 10 to 15 minutes.

This CONFIDENTIAL survey is designed to gather feedback from principals, literacy coaches, teachers, and interventionists
on the successes and challenges that schools experienced when implementing ELFA during the 2010-11 school year. Please
answer all questions based on the school year 2010-11.

The Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning at the University of Louisiana at Lafayette is conducting this
survey and will summarize the results in its 2010-11 ELFA Evaluation Report.

School level and personal identifiable information will not be released and will be destroyed as soon as possible. Data will
not be published in any way that reflects upon you personally.

If you have any questions or concerns, you can contact the survey administrator, Dr. Steven Dick, at the Picard Center at
(337) 4821549 or Dr. Nancy Manuel at (337) 4821569. Thank you again for sharing your feedback.

As independent evaluators, The Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning provides high quality,
rigorous evaluations of programs that are implemented to address learning from birth through adulthood.

We very much appreciate and value your opinion and insights as a practicing professional. Based on your experiences this
year, do you feel the literacy program (ELFA or Literacy Pilot) is working? Why?

By defining your role at the school, we can ask questions that are appropriate for your responsibilities. There are only a few
questions required in this survey (noted by a *) and this is one of them.

What is your role at your ELFA or Literacy Pilot school(s)?
If you do not fit into only one of these roles, please choose the one that takes up most of your time/effort.
If none are appropriate, please discontinue this survey.

0 Principal

0 Teacher

0 Coach

0 Interventionist

0 Coach/Interventionist

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning




Principals and Coaches ONLY

As a part of the literacy program, | visit classrooms.
0 Never

Once a semester or less

Once a month

Weekly

More than weekly

Decline to answer.

O O Oo0OO0ooOo

When | visit a classroom, | provide feedback

0 Never

0 Rarely

0 Regularly

0 Everytime

0 Decline to answer.

I do not visit and/or provide feedback because (check all that apply):
0 | feel the teacher/intervensionist knows the program better than | do.
Teachers react negatively when | do.
This is the job of someone else at the school.
It's not an expectation in our district.
| save comments for a long term performance review.
I don't have time.
Other (please specify)

O O OO0 O0Oo

| provide feedback because (check all that apply):
0 It's something the district expects.
It's something the teachers expect.
| have seen evidence that my feedback helps.
| believe | can help the teachers/students (without evidence).
| want to take a leadership role.
Other (please specify)

O O 0O Oo0Oo

Effective teachers are placed in the classrooms with the greatest need:
0 Never placed
0 Rarely placed
0 Regularly placed
0 Consistently Placed

In your school, what are the obstacles to most effective teachers placed in classrooms with most need
(choose all that apply)?
0 Teacher resistance
Union issues
District resistance
Inability to assess teacher skill
Inability to anticipate student needs
A desire to maintain classroom consistency
Lack of highly effective teachers
A choice not to try.
The school has no consistent method in place.
Not Applicable
Other (please specify)

0}
0}
0}
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
0}
0}
0}
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Teachers and Interventionists ONLY

When my principal visits my room, | receive feedback

0 Often

0 Occasionally

0 Never

0 The principal does not visit.
0 Decline to answer

The form of the feedback was:

0 Written
0 Verbal
0 Both

The feedback | received was generally:
0 Timely (same day or within days)
0 Delayed (much later or after several observations)
0 Delayed (much later after one or two observations)
0 Mixture of both timely and delayed

The feedback | received:
0 Helped me refine my planning and teaching.
0 Didn't make much difference in how | teach.

Compared to last year, the level of support | received from my literacy supporters (e.g., state, regional or district
coordinators) is:
0 Noticeably more.
About the same.
Noticeably less.
| was not a part of the program last year.
Decline to answer

O O OO

The impact this had on the classroom was:
0 Helpful/productive
0 Limited
0 Harmful/counterproductive
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All respondents get these questits

DIBELS identified those students most needing interventions and at the correct level of intensity with:

(o]

O O Oo0OO0ooOo

Complete accuracy all student reasonably placed.

Mostly accurate a reliable measure but still needs to be watched.
Often inaccurate Too many students are inaccurately identified.
Unreliable | do not depend on this measure at all.

| do not know or understand the accuracy of DIBELS.

Decline to answer

For those students who were incorrectly identified by DIBELS, they are:

(0]
(0]

(0]
(0]

Primarily identified as needing services they don’t need—they are better readers than the test says.

Primarily identified as not needing services they would benefit from—they are not as good at reading as the test
says.

A consistent mixture of both.

Comments

From the list below, please identify the degree to which your school currently has each in

place, where

1=not yet done, 2=attempted but ineffective, 3=satisfactorily working, 4=fully and seamlessly incorporated.
DK = Don't know

O O OO0 O0o0Oo

(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]
(0]

Cecil J. Picard Center for Child Development and Lifelong Learning

Intervention is working to help close achievement gaps.

School leaders and teachers visit other successful schools to gain fresh insights.

Teachers and school leaders regularly meet to coordinate instruction ACROSS grade levels.
Formative assessments and peer observations systematically analyze and refine lesson effectiveness.
Teachers and school leaders regularly meet to coordinate instruction WITHIN grade levels.

Coaches spend their time working with classroom teachers in differentiation, vocabulary and/or comprehension
strategies.

The activities of the Louisiana Coaching Cycle are working to improve and refine teaching.

Staffing and scheduling decisions are based upon literacy focused priorities.

There are appropriate district office support and resource allocation.

The school has the resources it needs to sustain the literacy plan.

Uninterrupted instructional blocks of time are protected for literacy instruction.

Appropriate spaces, facilities, and equipment are provided for interventions.

Literacy strategies are implemented across all content areas daily.

Literacy faculty and staff use a scientifically based, explicit and systematic curriculum.

School administration actively supports the literacy initiative at the school.




In which area(s) would professional development help your school improve reading instruction?
(Check all that apply.)

Teacher collaboration methods
Data analysis/use (Not DIBELS)
Grouping students

Writing

Louisiana Coaching Cycle
Differentiated instruction
Comprehension

Classroom management
Struggling readers

DIBELS data use

School improvement strategies
Vocabulary development
Teaching strategies
State/District standards

Other (please specify)

O 0O 0000000 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OOo
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