	BELL Schools

	Reading First District Report: Spring Data 2008

	Please complete the following report on the progress of all Reading First students in your district.
Please note: You are no longer required to write a narrative for Questions 1 and 2 of this report.  In addition, you are no longer required to attach histogram and summary of effectiveness tables to your report. Please use the completed data tables from the principal report. 

Each question will have three tables to complete: (1) a table reporting English data for ALL of the students in your district (This MUST be reported) (2) a table reporting the English data for the ELLs only (3) a table reporting the Spanish data for ELLs. Each question will also provide you with the opportunity to report on performance of English ONLY students in your district. Please note: the tables summarizing the data for the subgroup of English ONLY students is OPTIONAL

	1. Reviewing Outcomes: How are K-3 students performing at the end of the year on essential components of beginning reading instruction within your district. In English, include: For Kindergarten: PSF and NWF, First Grade - Third Grade: ORF. In Spanish, include: For Kindergarten: FSF and FPS, First Grade - Third Grade: FLO 

a) What percent of students are reaching benchmark goals in each grade level? What percent of students have a deficit in benchmark skill areas for each grade level? (Include data in English for ALL students, and also data for ELLs in English and in Spanish).

b) Is there a significant increase in the percentage of students reaching targets in the spring from year to year within your district at each grade level? Is there a significant decrease in the percentage of students with a deficit in the spring from year to year within your district at each grade level? (Include data in English for ALL students, and also data for ELLs in English and in Spanish).

	Data sources to be utilized: 

Table 1

(a) Histogram Reports from DIBELS website for each grade level 

Tables 2a and 2b (The table including data for English ONLY students is optional.)

(a) Distribution reports from DIBELS website

Table 3

(b) Histogram Reports from IDEL website for each grade level


Table 1 Taking Stock: Reviewing Midyear Outcomes for ALL K-3 Students in ENGLISH Spring 2008 and Comparing to Spring 2007 

	Grade/Measure
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2007
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2008
	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease 

(+ or -)
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk)

Spring 2007
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk) Spring 2008

	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease

(+ or -)

	Kindergarten-PSF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kindergarten-NWF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2a Taking Stock: Reviewing ENGLISH Midyear Outcomes for K-3 ELLs Spring 2008 and Comparing to Spring 2007 

	Grade/Measure
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2007
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2008
	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease 

(+ or -)
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk)

Spring 2007
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk) Spring 2008


	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease

(+ or -)

	Kindergarten-PSF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kindergarten-NWF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 2b  Taking Stock: Reviewing ENGLISH Midyear Outcomes for K-3 English ONLY students Spring 2008 and Comparing to Spring 2007 

(THIS TABLE IS OPTIONAL)

	Grade/Measure
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2007
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2008
	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease 

(+ or -)
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk)

Spring 2007
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk) Spring 2008


	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease

(+ or -)

	Kindergarten-PSF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kindergarten-NWF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 3 Taking Stock: Reviewing SPANISH Outcomes for K-3 ELLs Spring 2008 and Comparing to Spring 2007

	Grade/Measure
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2007
	Percent at Established

(Low Risk) Spring 2008
	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease 

(+ or -)
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk)

Spring 2007
	Percent at Deficit 

(At Risk) Spring 2008


	Percentage Point Increase/

Decrease

(+ or -)

	Kindergarten-FSF
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Kindergarten-FPS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade-FLO
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-FLO
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-FLO
	
	
	
	
	
	


	2. Evaluating Support: How effective were the grade-level, Winter to Spring Instructional Support Plans (CSI Maps) for ALL students in English, and ELs in English and in Spanish?

a) For each grade, what is the total percentage of students that made adequate progress towards the spring benchmark goals? What percentage of students that were intensive in the winter achieved the spring benchmark goal or emerging/some risk status? What percentage of students that were strategic in the winter achieved the spring benchmark goal? What percentage of students that were benchmark in the winter achieved the spring benchmark goal? (Include data in English for ALL students, and also for ELLs in English and in Spanish).

b) Is there a significant increase in the total percentage of students that made adequate progress towards the spring benchmark goals from Spring 2007 to Spring 2008? Is there a significant increase in the percentage of intensive students that made adequate progress towards the spring benchmark goals from Winter 2007 to Spring 2008? Is there a significant increase in the percentage of strategic students that made adequate progress towards the spring benchmark goals from Winter 2007 to Spring 2008? Is there a significant increase in the percentage of benchmark students that made adequate progress towards the spring benchmark goals from Winter 2007 to Spring 2008? (Include data in English for ALL students, and also data for ELLs in English and in Spanish). 



	Data source to be utilized: 

Table 4

Summary of Effectiveness Reports by School for each grade level from DIBELS website

Tables 5a and 5b and 6

Data tables created for the end of year IBR


Table 4 Evaluating Winter to Spring 2007-08 Grade-Level Instructional Support Plans: Percent of ALL Students Making Adequate Progress Towards DIBELS Benchmark Goals

	Grade/

Benchmark Goal Measure
	Total percent of students at each grade that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 90/100 or 90%.
	Percent of Intensive Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 1/5 or 20%.
	Percent of Strategic Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 25/50 or 50%.
	Percent of Benchmark Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 95/100 or 95%.

	
	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)



	Kindergarten- PSF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade- ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Continued on page x.

Sample for kindergarten:

	Kindergarten-ISF


	70/100 70%
	70/80 88%
	+18
	20/40 50%
	30/50 60%
	+10
	10/20 50%
	20/30 67%
	+17
	9/10 90%
	14/15 93%
	+3


Table 5a Evaluating Winter to Spring 2007-08 Grade-Level Instructional Support Plans: Percent of ELLs Making Adequate Progress Towards DIBELS Benchmark Goals

	Grade/

Benchmark Goal Measure
	Total percent of students at each grade that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 90/100 or 90%.
	Percent of  Intensive  Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 1/5 or 20%.
	Percent of Strategic Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 25/50 or 50%.
	Percent of Benchmark Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 95/100 or 95%.

	
	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)



	Kindergarten- PSF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade- ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 5b Evaluating Winter to Spring 2007-08 Grade-Level Instructional Support Plans: Percent of English ONLY students Making Adequate Progress Towards DIBELS Benchmark Goals

(THIS TABLE IS OPTIONAL)

	Grade/

Benchmark Goal Measure
	Total percent of students at each grade that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 90/100 or 90%.
	Percent of  Intensive Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 1/5 or 20%.
	Percent of Strategic Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 25/50 or 50%.
	Percent of Benchmark Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 95/100 or 95%.

	
	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)



	Kindergarten- PSF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade- ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-ORF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table 6 Evaluating Winter to Spring 2007-08 Grade-Level Instructional Support Plans: Percent of ELLs Making Adequate Progress Towards IDEL Benchmark Goals

	IDEL Grade/

Benchmark Goal Measure
	Total percent of students at each grade that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 90/100 or 90%.
	Percent of Intensive Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 1/5 or 20%.
	Percent of Strategic Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 25/50 or 50%.
	Percent of Benchmark Students that made Adequate Progress

Include actual numbers of students,

e.g., 95/100 or 95%.

	
	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Winter to Spring

 (+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)


	Winter to Spring

2007
	Winter to Spring

2008
	Percent Change

(+ or -)



	Kindergarten-FSF


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First Grade-FLO


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Second Grade-FLO


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Third Grade-FLO


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Question 3:

a) Based on Tables 1-6 and the normative criteria presented in Figure 1 and 2 (on the following pages), list grade levels and systems that are going to need support to improve student outcomes.

List grade levels (by school and/or district) and systems (e.g., intensive third graders, strategic first graders, benchmark kindergarteners) that are meeting the goals for expected performance (i.e., getting most students to meet benchmark goals and/or with a high percentage of students making adequate progress).

b) Based on the data listed in Question 3, Section a), list grade levels (by school and/or district) and systems that are going to need support to improve student outcomes.




	4.  Based on the above data analyses and review of each school’s data, list district level actions (template provided) that will improve reading performance for the 2008-2009 school year. (Some examples include: supporting Grade Level Team meetings through early release days, reviewing/ revising job descriptions for principal and coach, facilitating communication between principals, reading-based hiring practices – instructional assistants, and coordinating district-wide trainings on reading programs.)




Figure 1

(USE THIS TABLE WITH QUESTION 2 part B)
What is the effectiveness of the grade level support plans? Adequate Progress Relative Criteria (Winter to Spring)

	
	What is the overall effectiveness of the grade-level plan?

% of students who made adequate progress in each grade
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for intensive students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for strategic students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for benchmark students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range

	K

(PSF)
	≥ 87% Top Quartile

57% to 86% Middle Quartiles

≤ 56% Bottom Quartile


	≥  89% Top Quartile

52% to 88% Middle Quartiles

≤ 51% Bottom Quartile
	≥  76% Top Quartile

34% to 75% Middle Quartiles

≤ 33% Bottom Quartile
	≥  97% Top Quartile

76% to 96% Middle Quartiles

≤ 75% Bottom Quartile

	K

(NWF)
	≥ 72% Top Quartile

39% to 71% Middle Quartiles

≤ 38% Bottom Quartile


	≥ 54% Top Quartile

9% to 53% Middle Quartiles

≤ 8% Bottom Quartile
	≥  60% Top Quartile

25% to 59% Middle Quartiles

≤ 24% Bottom Quartile
	≥  94% Top Quartile

68% to 93% Middle Quartiles

≤ 67% Bottom Quartile

	1

(ORF)
	≥  72% Top Quartile

50% to 71% Middle Quartiles

≤ 49% Bottom Quartile


	≥  50% Top Quartile

22% to 49% Middle Quartiles

≤ 21% Bottom Quartile
	≥  50% Top Quartile

22% to 49% Middle Quartiles

≤ 21% Bottom Quartile
	= 100% Top Quartile

91% to 99% Middle Quartiles

≤ 90% Bottom Quartile

	2

(ORF)
	≥  61% Top Quartile

40% to 60% Middle Quartiles

≤ 39% Bottom Quartile


	≥  18% Top Quartile

1% to 17% Middle Quartiles

≤ 0% Bottom Quartile
	≥ 27% Top Quartile

1% to 26% Middle Quartiles

≤ 0% Bottom Quartile
	≥ 91% Top Quartile

78% to 90% Middle Quartiles

≤ 77% Bottom Quartile

	3

(ORF)
	≥  59% Top Quartile

43% to 58% Middle Quartiles

≤ 42% Bottom Quartile


	≥ 34% Top Quartile

15% to 33% Middle Quartiles

≤ 14% Bottom Quartile
	≥  28% Top Quartile

10% to 27% Middle Quartiles

≤ 9% Bottom Quartile
	≥ 92% Top Quartile

81% to 91% Middle Quartiles

≤ 80% Bottom Quartile


Percentile ranks based on approximately 300 Oregon schools using the DIBELS data system during the 2004-2005 academic year.

Oregon Reading First Center (2007)

FIGURE 2

Guidelines for the effectiveness of the grade level support plans in Spanish

Adequate Progress Relative Criteria 

*Level of effectiveness adapted from English percentile ranks, and expected outcomes based on theory on reading development in Spanish. 
	
	What is the overall effectiveness of the grade-level plan?

% of students who made adequate progress in each grade
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for intensive students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for strategic students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range
	How effective is the grade-level instructional support plan for benchmark students?

% of students who made adequate progress within an instructional support range

	K

(FSF)
	≥ 85% Strong

55% to 84% Moderate

≤ 54% Low


	≥  85% Strong

50% to 84% Moderate

≤ 49% Low
	≥  75% Strong

30% to 74% Moderate

≤ 29% Low
	≥  90% Strong

70% to 89% Moderate

≤ 69% Low

	K

(FPS)
	≥ 80% Strong

50% to 79% Moderate

≤ 49% Low


	≥  85% Strong

50% to 84% Moderate

≤ 49% Low
	≥  75% Strong

30% to 74% Moderate

≤ 29% Low
	≥  90% Strong

70% to 89% Moderate

≤ 69% Low

	1

(FLO)
	≥  75% Strong

50% to 74% Moderate

≤ 49% Low


	≥  50% Strong

25% to 49% Moderate

≤ 24% Low
	≥  50% Strong

25% to 49% Moderate

≤ 24% Low
	≥  90% Strong

70% to 89% Moderate

≤ 69% Low

	2

(FLO)
	≥  60% Strong

40% to 59% Moderate

≤ 39% Low


	≥  50% Strong

20% to 49% Moderate

≤ 19% Low
	≥  50% Strong

20% to 49% Moderate

≤ 19% Low
	≥  90% Strong

70% to 89% Moderate

≤ 69% Low

	3

(FLO)
	≥  55% Strong

40% to 54% Moderate

≤ 39% Low


	≥  50% Strong

20% to 49% Moderate

≤ 19% Low
	≥  50% Strong

20% to 49% Moderate

≤ 19% Low
	≥  90% Strong

70% to 89% Moderate

≤ 69% Low
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