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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ADVISORY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY

	ADVISORY GROUP: 
Read to Achieve (RTA) Steering Committee

LIAISON: 
Lori Shephard
	MEETING DATE: 
November 5, 2015 (9 am ET)
NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: 
Lori Shephard

	

	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT:
Gerry Brooks, Connie Cobb, Jo Davis (guest), Lynn Dodds, Kathi Haley, Enola Layton, Pamela Petty (Skype), Pamela Pickens (guest), Lori Shephard, Lena Wilson, Susan Robertson, Kristi Hale (Skype), April Pieper, George Hruby, Jessica Hearn (guest), Hannah Morgan (guest) and Rosemarie Young

	

	Agenda Item: Welcome, introductions and approval of minutes from July 2015 meeting
Discussion/Action: Lori Shephard opened the meeting with a brief welcome and introduced the guests from CCLD and the University of Kentucky’s Evaluation Center.  She also informed the members and guests that Dr. Angie Madden (university professor representative) resigned from the steering committee due to a change in her role because she returned to the classroom.  Dr. Madden’s replacement is Diana Porter from the Eastern Kentucky University.  Ms. Porter was not present at the meeting due to a previous commitment. Lori Shephard advised meeting attendees that travel forms and sub forms are available and the current mileage rate is $0.40.

Approval of Minutes—Members were sent the draft meeting minutes for review prior to the meeting.  Lena Wilson made a few suggestions for edits via email. There were no questions or discussion.  Rosemarie Young made a motion to approve minutes from the July 16, 2015 meeting. Lena Wilson seconded the motion.  All members were in favor.     
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item: RTA coordinator report
Discussion/Action: Lori Shephard shared an update on RTA grant work since the last meeting in July 2015.  She explained updates to the RTA webpage thus far and what other pages/information still to be updated—particularly the Steering Committee information on the Laws and Regulations page.  Lori shared compliance pieces of concern: full-time reading interventionists (other responsibilities); excessive planning time; other “duty” during instructional time.  Some compliance forms have been created so that the KDE (Lori) can track and monitor compliance concerns and resolutions.  Discussion followed. 
Key Questions/Concerns:  

	

	Agenda Item: Infinite Campus data report
Discussion/Action: Lori Shephard reported on data collected from CIITS/Infinite Campus Intervention Tab.  NWEA MAP data was collected due to the statistically small number of other universal screeners being tracked in CIITS/IC.  Data showed comparisons between RTA intervention students and state average for MAP percentiles for growth and progress among the intervention students grouped by beginning percentile ranges.  Extensive discussion followed and connections were made to new RFA set to open next school year.  
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item: Review and discussion of third-year checklist, desk audit and timelines
Discussion/Action: Lori Shephard shared 2 documents to be used for the Third-year Renewal Desk Audit.  She explained the purpose of the audit was to have schools analyze and reflect on their RTA intervention program.  Forms will give schools a place to reflect on their current practices, evaluate them and plan next steps for growth.  Extensive discussion followed about requirements and how each different grant-approved intervention program might complete the audit successfully.  Various edits were suggested.  General timeline for third-year renewal process: roll it out as soon as possible; due to KDE January 29, 2016; First/second week of February for Steering Committee review of desk audits.  Kathi Haley made the motion to accept the audit with agreed upon edits.  George Hruby seconded the motion.  All were in favor to accept the desk audit with edits.
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item: Collaborative Center for Literacy Development RTA annual report
Discussion/Action: Jo Davis (CCLD), Hannah Morgan (UK) and Jessica Hearn (UK) shared the RTA Annual Report 2014-2015 School Year.   Attached is the link to the presentation.  (The report link can be found on the RTA webpage of the KDE website.)
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Q: What did you see in high-performing schools?

A:  School-wide literacy block, kids ability-grouped

Q:  How many schools?

A:  Top 10 selected—only visited 9.

Q:  How did using KPREP scores relate?

A:  Tough because not targeted on K-2 students.

Q:  Was this a long-term look at data?

A:  No, just one (last) year focus.

Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item: Discussion of upcoming Request for Application
Discussion/Action: Lori introduced the topic of the upcoming Request for Application that will be opening for proposals in the 2016-2017 school year.  Reviewing ideas from the discussion of the third-year renewal process suggestions were given for planning the new RFA process.  Discussion followed.  Thoughts for components/considerations were leadership (self and others); ongoing professional learning; RTA teacher input; and PLCs, collaboration, etc.  The committee decided to talk more about the RFA specifics at the next regularly scheduled meeting so that information gained from the third-year renewal process could be considered as the RFA process rolls out.
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Other Items (can include items not on formal agenda, action to be taken, next steps, food for thought): 

Rosemarie Young motioned to adjourn at 1:15.  Gerry Brooks seconded the motion.  The next regularly-scheduled meeting will be held Thursday, March 10, 2016 from 9 am – 1 pm ET.  There will be an optional work day scheduled for Tuesday, February 16, 2016 from 9 am – 4 pm ET to review third-year desk audits.
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READ TO ACHIEVE GRANT PROGRAM


• Was established in 2005 by the Kentucky General 
Assembly to help ensure students’ reading proficiency by 
the end of the primary grades.  


• The RTA fund imparts renewable, two-year grants to 
schools primarily for the hiring of an intervention teacher 
who provides short-term, intensive instruction to students 
who struggle with reading.  


• As part of the RTA grant, 321 schools received $48,500 at 
the start of the 2014-15 school year.







321 schools
within 101 districts







RTA GRANT PROGRAM FUNDING


• On average, administrators reported spending:
– 94 % of grant monies on teachers’ salaries


– 2 % or less on intervention materials, the intervention program, 
progress monitoring, and professional development. 


• For many schools, the RTA grant did not cover the full cost 
of the program
– ¾ of Administrators supplemented funding


– $16,465 additional funds on average







A YEAR OF CHANGES


New RTA Schools


• During the 2013-14 school year, KDE issued a new Request for 
Applications for RTA which opened the grant competition up to 
all public elementary schools that included primary grades.  
That meant that  RTA schools that had had funding since 2008 
had to re-compete for their RTA grant funding for this academic 
year.  


• The new cohort of RTA schools includes 67 schools new to the 
RTA grant program


• 33% of all RTA schools had new RTA teachers this year







NEW LIST OF GRANT APPROVED INTERVENTION


PROGRAMS


Last Year’s List


Interventions Used in 2013-2014 
Benchmark Phonetic Connections 


Breakthrough to Literacy 


Comprehensive Intervention Model 


Early Success 


Early Intervention in Reading 


Early Reading Intervention 


Early Steps 


Earobics 


Harcourt Achieve Elements of Reading 


Fast ForWord 


Great Leaps 


Guided Reading Groups 


Harcourt Trophies 


Headsprout Early Reading 


Leveled Literacy Instruction 


Lexia Reading 


Lindamood Bell 


Literacy Support Groups 


McGraw Hill Reading Triumphs 


Orton Gillingham 


Plato’s Focus 


Project READ 


QuickReads 


Raz-kids 


Reading Mastery 


Reading Recovery 


Read Naturally 


Pearson’s Ready Readers 


Scott Foresman Early Reading Intervention 


Seeing Stars 


Sing, Spell, Read, & Write 


Soar to Success 


StarFall 


Start Up, Build Up, Spiral Up 


SuccessMaker 


Visualizing & Verbalizing 


Voyage Passport 


Other 


This Year’s List*


RTA Grant-Approved Programs 


Early Intervention in Reading (EIR) K-3


Reading Recovery 1


Comprehensive Intervention Model (CIM) K-3


Reading Mastery K-3 (for English Learners)


* KDE website







NEW TO THE EVALUATION


Using the Intervention Tab


• RTA schools were asked to record and track student information in 
a special section of the KDE sponsored online portal—Infinite 
Campus, referred to as the Intervention Tab.  


• RTA teachers recorded information related to student entry/exit 
dates, length, duration, and the program used. 


• In the past RTA teachers used Excel spreadsheets to input 
attendance data to share with KDE. 


Using the CIITS Database


• The CIITS database is a state sponsored assessment database 
which contains demographic information and state mandated 
assessment data (K-PREP) for all Kentucky students. 


• If schools use MAP or STAR assessments to evaluate reading, the 
CIITS database also contains these assessment scores.







NEW FOCUS OF EVALUATION


Looking at MAP data more closely
• In the past K-PREP data was the primary source of reading 


achievement data used in the evaluation of the RTA program. 
With the onset of the CIITS database, MAP scores are now more 
accessible.  


• Also, using K-PREP data this year was problematic.


Looking at Top Performing Schools
• Pilot study schools 


• Can we identify high performing RTA schools?







NEW EVALUATION TEAM


• The Evaluation Center at the University of Kentucky’s 
College of Education conducted this year’s evaluation 
for the first time
• Jessica Hearn, Director
• Hannah Morgan, Research Assistant
• Meg Gravil, Project Manager


• Susan Cantrell guided this year’s evaluation but left the 
CCLD Research Department this summer


• New Steering Committee Chairs and Members
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EVALUATION


• Focus on 2014–15 SY


• Mixed method approach


• Primarily descriptive in nature 


• Does not attempt to connect students’ 
reading achievement causally to RTA







DATA SOURCES


• Surveys


• CIITS database


• Infinite Campus (Intervention Tab)


• Semi-structure phone interviews


• Structured observations (ELLCO)







OVERVIEW


• Background 


• Evaluation  


• Evaluation questions


• Results


• Recommendations
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EVALUATION OVERVIEW


Pilot Study







EVALUATION QUESTIONS


• RTA teachers
– Who are the RTA teachers and what is the relationship among 


RTA and traditional classroom teachers? 


– What are classroom teachers and administrator perceptions of 
RTA teachers’ roles and responsibilities as a part of the school 
system?


– What are teachers’ level of training and confidence by 
program?


• RTA students
– Who are they and what is a typical RTA student experience? 







QUESTIONS (CONT.)
• Outcomes


– How do RTA students’ performance on assessments change 
and compare to national norms? 


• How do the grant approved reading programs 
compare to one another?
– How do the programs compare (frequency of intervention, 


length of intervention)?


• Pilot study: Can we identify high performing RTA 
schools?


• What are the perceived barriers and benefits of the 
RTA program?







OVERVIEW


• Background 


• Methodology 


• Research questions


• Results


• Recommendations


• Q & A







Who are the RTA teachers and what 
is the relationship among RTA and 
traditional classroom teachers? 







RTA TEACHERS


• Female (98%)


• White/Caucasian (99%)


• Highly qualified (Ranks 1 & 2, Masters, Doctorate, 
or National Board Certification) (96%) 


• 16.83 average years teaching experience


• 4.46 average years as RTA teacher


• The 2014–15 school year was the first year one-
third of the teachers were a RTA teacher







RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RTA AND


TRADITIONAL TEACHERS


• Formal literacy teams (91%)


• Teachers at top performing RTA schools reported 
frequent informal check-ins


• Nearly all classroom teachers reported 
collaborating with RTA teachers


• Changes in instruction due to communication







What are classroom teachers and 
administrator perceptions of RTA 
teachers’ roles and responsibilities as 
a part of the school system?







COLLEAGUES’ PERSPECTIVES


• Administrators and classroom teachers overall 
very satisfied with RTA teacher qualities 


• RTA teacher leadership possible area for 
improvement


• Many traditional classroom teachers indicated   
RTA teachers’ lessons were not observed







What are teachers’ level of training 
and confidence by program?







RTA TEACHER TRAINING
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RTA TEACHER CONFIDENCE


• Nearly all the Reading Recovery (N =234) teachers 
reported being very confident or fairly confident


• The majority of CIM (N =153) and EIR teachers (N=74)
reported being very confident or fairly confident


• Teachers new to Reading Mastery (N = 7) reported feeling 
not confident at all.







Who are the students and what is a 
typical RTA student experience? 







RTA STUDENTS


• 10,445 students


• 1,300 fewer 


students than last year


K
18.9%


1st
43.6%


2nd
23.0%


3rd
14.5%







RTA STUDENT EXPERIENCE


• Decided based 
on:


• universal 
screener (95%)


• classroom 
teacher referral 
(90%)


Entry


• Began 3 weeks after 
start of school (45%)


• 1-on-1 or small group


• Typically occurs during 
lit. instruction


Intervention


• Typically 
decided by 
RTA teacher


Exit







How do RTA students’ performance 
on assessments change and compare 
to national norms? 







STUDENT OUTCOMES
• MAP reading scores higher at 


spring compared to fall 
administration


• 2nd and 3rd grade making 
gains and closing the 
achievement gap


• K and 1st grade showing
growth, but growth is 
comparable to national norms
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How do the programs compare 
(frequency of intervention, length of 
intervention)?







STUDENTS SERVED


• RTA teachers served the most students 
using EIR, followed by CIM and Reading 
Mastery 


• Reading Recovery tended to serve fewer 
students due to its one-on-one nature.







FREQUENCY OF INTERVENTION


• Frequency of the intervention was 
overwhelmingly reported as daily 


• EIR and CIM also reported that students 
received services 3-4 days a week 







LENGTH OF INTERVENTION


• Intervention duration was 30 min for the 
majority of students (73%)


• 20% of students in EIR received the 
intervention for < 30 min







PROGRAM OUTCOMES


• Reading Recovery and CIM more likely to 
successfully exit the intervention programs 
(55% and 39%) 


• EIR and Reading Mastery most common 
outcome: continue in the intervention 
program (39% and 55%) 







Can we identify high performing RTA 
schools?







IDENTIFY HIGH-PERFORMERS


PROS


• Uses K-PREP reading 
only


• Controls for school 
demographics


• Outcome is 
consistent with RTA 
goals 


CONS


• Included all students 
(not just RTA)


• Old data


• 3rd – 5th grade


Regression analysis; used residuals to determine 
schools performing better than expected







QUANTIFY QUALITY OF LIT INSTRUCTION


Structured  classroom observations using Early 
Language and Literacy Classroom Observation


PROS


• Research based; 
established validity 
and reliability 


• Intended for K-3rd


• Observer training 
minimizes errors


CONS


• Intervention setting 
differs from ELLCO 
intended use


• Resource intensive


• Lengthy observation 
tool with many 
categories







What are the perceived barriers and 
benefits of the RTA program?







BENEFITS OF RTA
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BARRIERS TO RTA
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RECOMMENDATIONS


• Focus on RTA Grant Program implementation


• Continue training efforts


• Expand the RTA Grant Program at RTA schools 


• Continue parental involvement


• Consider the use of a universal literacy 
assessment at RTA schools


• Explore program factors related to student 
outcomes


• Examine alternate observation measures
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THANK YOU!


• Questions 


• Comments


• Thoughts 






